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Decision No. 69539 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTI~ITIES COMllISSION OF THE STAXE OF CALIFORNIA 

Application of Greyhound Lines, Inc., 
Western Greyhou~d Lines Division, for 
an order authorizing increases in San 
Francisco Bay Area commutation fares. 

Applic~tion of Greyhound Lines, Inc., 
Western Greyhound Lines Division, for 
an order authorizing a statewide increase) 
in intrastate passenger fares other than ) 
co~tatioD fares in Peninsula, Contr~ ) 
Costa and Marin commutation services. ) 

~ 
Investigation into the operations, rates ) 
of fare, practices, routes, schedules, ) 
tariffs, service equipment and faci4itieS~ 
of GREYHOUND LINES, L~C., WESTERN 
GREYHOUND LINES DIVISION, in the San 
Francisco Bay Area. ~ 

Application No. 46833 
(Filed July 23, 1964; 

Amended January 25, 1965) 

Application No. 46904 
(Filed August 19, 1964) 

Case No. 8009 
(.Filed September 22, 1964) 

McCutchen, Doyle, Brown, Trautman and Enersen, by 
Gerald H. Trautman and Craig McAtee, for Greybouod 
Lines, Inc. (Western Greyhouna L1nes Division); 
applicant (Applications Nos. 46833 and 46904) aDd 
respondent (Case No. 8009). 

Richard V. Godino and Douglas J. ~~loney, for Mar~ 
county Transit District; Waiter Zintz, in propr1a 
persona; and r1artin J. Rosen, for Contra Costa 
Commuters Association; p:otestants (Applications 
Nos. 46833 and 46904) and interested parties 
(Case No. 8009). 

Henry; E. Jordan, for City of Long Beach; Thomas J. 
Hardcastle and Arthur C. Jenkins, for GOlden Gate 
~riage and Highway bistrict; Orville Wri c~ by 
Robert !.aughead, for City of an 1- ranc seo; Gerard 
S. Vergeer, tor City of San Bruno; and Edward L. 
Hlineoe, in propria persona, and for UtIlity users' 
League of California; interested parties. 

Harold J. !1CCartha; Erie Mohr, Fred C. Ballenger, and 
K. Tomita; for e Commission staff. 

TRIm JJ.\1TERIM OPIHION 

By Application No. 46833, Greyhound Lines, Inc., Western 

Greyhound Linee Division (Greyhound) seeks to increase San Francisco 

Bay area commutation fares. By Application No. 46904, Greybound seeks 

to increase its california intrastate one-way and round-trip fares. 

Case No. 8009 is aD investigation on the Commission 1 s owo:motion into 
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the operations, fares and services of Greyhound with respect to the 

aforementioned commutation services. Copies of the applications and 

notice of hearing were served in accordance with the Commission's 

procedural rules. Twenty-three days of public he~ring begi~ning 

December 7, 1964 were held it:! these matters before Con:m1ssioner Grover 

and Examiner Mallory. Following oral argument before the Commission 

en bane, the matters we:e submitted on April 13, 1965. 

Evidence fa these proceedings was adduced by Greyhound, the 

Commission staff, the Contra Costa County Commuters Association, 

several public bodies, and several public witnesses. One hundred five 

exhibits were received. There are over 2,600 pages of transcript. 
1/ 

Two intertm orders have been issued.-

Application No. 46833 

In this application Greyhound seeks a twenty percent increase 

in the monthly commutation tickets for service between points in Contra 

Costa County, on the one hand, and Oakland and San Fr.ancisco, on the 

other hand; and a flat increase of $2.00 per twenty-ride commutation 

book for service between San Francisco and points in San Mateo and 
2/ 

Santa Clara Counties.-

11 Decision No. 68661, dated February 25, 1965, in these proceedi~gs 
discontinued the portion of Application No. 46833 seeking increased 
commutation fares in Marin-Sonoma service, and discontinued.the 
portion of Case No. 8009 dealing with recommendations concerning 
air-conditioning of new bus equipment for respondent's ~~rin 
commutation service and establishment of a 90 percent loading 
standard for respondent's Mario-Sonoma commutation service) con­
currently with the reduction in Greyhound's operating costs clue to 
lowered bridge tolls on the Golden Gate Bridge. 
Decision No. 68731.\, dated !1arch 15, 1965, authorized areyhoucd to 
purchase 60 non-air-conditioned transit buses, and ordered 
Greyhound to ac~ire buses seating not less than 53 passengers and 
having a width of not less thaD 102 inches. Such buses have been 
ordered by Greyhound. Twenty of the new buses will be assigned to 
~rin commute serviee and forty to Peninsula commute service. 

11 Proposed commutation fares are set forth in applicant 1 s Exhibits 
Nos. 15 through 19 and 72. 
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The portion of this 3pp1icatio~ requesting increased feres 

for Greyhound's Marin-Sonoma commute service was dismissed at appli­

cant's request, following a reduction in GoldeD Gate Bridge tolls 

(Decision No. 68661). The toll reductio~ approx~ted the dollar 
3/ 

amount of increase sought in said co~te fares.- !he Golden Gate 

Bridge and Highway District is to be commended for reducing Golden 

Gate Bridge tolls, thus enabling Greyhouod to se~~ dismissal of the 

Marin-Sonoma increase request. 

Application No. 46833 was amended, following receipt of 

Commission staff recommendations in Case No. 8009, to seek addition~l 

increases in commute fares in the event of approval of such staff 

proposals. 

Contra Costa commutation ~ares were last adjusted pursuant to 

Decision No. 59530, dated January 14, 1960, in Application No. 41617 

(unreported). Peninsula commutation fares were last adjusted by 

Decision No. 58125, dated July 7, 1957 (57 Cal. P.U.C. 69). 

Application No. 46904 

In this application, Greyhound seeks to increase ite one-way 

and round-trip (casual) fares. It seeks to increase its mini~ f~re 

from 25 cents to 30 cents; to increaze its casual fares within the 

commute areas (including its Mario aDd Sonoma commute se~lice) by 
4/ 

specified a~ounts;- and to increase the balance of its intrastate 

casual fares by five percent. The last adjustment in Greyhound's 

intrastate fares over its mainline routes became effective in October, 

1962~ pursuant to Decision No. 64370, dated October 9, 1962, in 

Application No. 44489 (unreported). 

~/ Greyhound originally sought an inc~ease of twenty percent for its 
r~rin-Sonoma commute service. 

4/ Specific fare proposals for local service within applicant's 
commute areas are set forth in Exhibits Nos. 2 througil 7. The 
proposed increases range from 10 to 13 percent. 
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Greyhound urged that if ehe Commdssio~ Ghocld £~d that the 

full amount of all the increases sought is not justified, tho sought 

increases for commute service should be granted in full and the size 
of the increase in its casual fares be reduced. Greyhound alleged that 

its commutation services in the San Francisco Bay area would continue 

to be conducted at a loss, even with the increases sought; that 

Greyho~d's mainline operations have made up the losses on its commute 

service in the past; and that Greyhouod finds it increasingly difficult 

to continue to make up these losses, mainly because of comp~tition, 

over its principal ~inline routes, with lowMcost airline service. 

Case No. 8009 

Case No. 8009 is an investigation on the Commission's own 

motion into the operations, rates of fare, practice~, routes, 

schedules, tariffs, service, equipment and facilities of Greyhound 

Lines, Inc. 0Nestero Greyhound Lines Division) in renderiDg passenger 

stage service within the scope of its San Francisoo Bay area co~ta­

tioD service, for the purpose of dete:mining whether said operations, . . 
rates of fare, practices, routes, schedules, tariffs, service, equip­

ment and facilities are reasonable or adequate, and for the further 

purpose of determiDing whether respondent should be directed to extend 

its p~ssenger stage service .ewer the following described %ou~es: 

(a) 

('0) 

(c) 

It! San L1ateo Cout:ty on Skyline Boulevard 
(State Route 35) from its junction with 
State Route 1 in Daly.City south to the 
intersection of Ralston Avenue west of 
Belmont. 

In Contra Costa Couoty f~om the intersec~ion 
of ~~in Street and Ygnacio Valley Road in 
Walnut Creek via Ygnacio Valley Road, Oak 
Grove Road, to respondent's regular ~oute 
at Monument Ro~d, Concord. 

In Oakland from the i~tersection of 20th anc 
Br02dway southerly and easterly so as to serve 
the dOWXltoWD section of Oakland and the new 
!<aiser Center. 
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Corporate Structure 

Greyhound Lines, Icc. ONestern Greyhound Lines Division} 

operates passenger bus and express service in the eleven westerc 

states, including California. Greyhound Lines, Inc. is a wholly owned 
5/ 

subSidiary of The Greyhound Corporat1on.- The latter is the parent 

corporation for firms engaged in bus and household goods transporta­

tion, automobile leaSing, insurance, restaurant, bus manufacturing, 

bus charter and related activities. 

Greybound Lines, Inc. operates throughout the United States 

and in Canada. Its operations are conducted by four divisions, namely 

its Western, Central, Southern and Eastern Divisions. The physical 

operations of each division are conducted separately, but for 

accounting purposes its Western and Central Divisions are combined. 

Prior eo 1957, operations in the eleven Western States we~e 

coneucted by Pacific Greyhound Lines, Inc., an independent operating 

company. The Greyhound Corporation acquired the assets of Pacific and 

merged Pacific's operations with other operations conducted by The 

Greyhound Corporation pursuant to Decisio~ No. 54875, dated April 22) 

1957) in Application No. 38923. Pacific t S operations subsequently were 

conducted as the ~vestern Division operations of The Greyhound 

Corporation. 00 December 31, 1963, the assets and liabilities of The 

Greyhound Corporation's four bus divisions were transferrc6 to 

Greyhound Lines, Inc., its subsidiary. The latter corporation now owos 

all of the carrier property and operates the entire bus syste~. 

5/ In the proceeding in Which Greyhound's present intrastate fare 
structure was established (Decision No. 62959~ dated December 19, 
1961, 59 Cal. P.U.C. 213), the applicaDt was The Greyhound 
Corporation. The current fare levels were authorized in Decision 
No. 64370, supra, as an offset to labor expense iocreases occurring 
after the issuance of DecisioD No. 62959. 
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Allocations Manual 

In order to determine the results of Greyhound's California 

intrastate operations, it is necessary to allocate certain revenues and 

expenses: First, between its Western and Central Divisions; 

Second, between operations conducted by Western within 

California and operations conducted outside California; and, 

'l'hird, between total California operations and California 

intrastate operations. 

In the last general fare increase proceeding (59 Cal. P.U.C. 
6/ 

213, 215), the Commission adopted a so-called separations manual.-

Concerning this exhibit, the Commission's decision stated as follows: 

"Exhibit No. 78 is a manual of separa=ion and allocation 
procedures which is the product of a joint effort made over the 
past two years by the Commission's staff and the management of 
Greyhound. Neither Greyhound nor the staff consider that this 
manual is the perfect and final answer to the allocations 
·p~oblem. They agree that it is as near an ideal procedure as 
present data and methods permit and th~t future improvements 
should be considered at hearings separate t40m aE~l~cations 
1nvolv1n~ tare 1nC4eases so as not to delay conS1 eration of 
S31.d app l.cations. 1i (.t:mphasis supplied.) 

* .. '~ * 
I~e f~d that the procedu:es set forth therein provide 

a reasonable method of determining fair and proper separations 
and allocations." 

Applicant and the Commission's Transportation Division -

Engineering Economics 3ranch staff presented comprehensive exhibits 

dealing with results of operations under present fares for historical 

periods and for future rate years. The results of operations pre­

sented by applicant and the Commission staff for historical periods 

assertedly follow the procedures set forth in the separations manual. 

In. addition, exhibits were presented by the Commission' s 

Finance and Accounts Division staff dealing with applicant'~ financial 

condition, sources of funds, financing of properties 3nd rate of 

~I Exhibit No. 78 in Applications Nos. 40057 and 40336, the separa­
tions manual, was incorporated by reference in the current 
proceedings. 
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return. Exhibits introduced by an accounting witness show that certain 

general management and admillistrative expellses ixlcur:t'ed by The 

Greyhound Corporation on behalf of its subsidiarIes are assigned to 

Greyhound Lines, Inc. on the basis of the ratio of the latter1s net 

operating revenues to total Ilet operating revenues of all scbsidiaries. 

In 1963, Greyhound Lines, Inc.'s composite proportion of such expense 

was 95.34 percent, amoUDting to $1,484,430. This amouDt, in turc, was 

allocated on a proportionate basis to each operating division. 

Results of Operations - Historical Period 

The following table contains the results of operations for 

the year 1963 as developed by applicant and by the Commission staff, 

using the separation methods heretofore approved by the CommiSSiOIl. 

Revenues: 
Passenger 
Special 
Bus 

Express 
Other 

Total 

Total 
Expen:ses 

Operat1Dg 
Inccme 

Incane 
Taxes 

Net. Opera­
t1.ng 
Incc:me 

Operating 
Ratio 

TABLE I 

western Greyhound Lines Results of Calitornia 
Intra3tate Opera~ions for Year 1963 

Total 
Greyhound sta::i -

2,,441,,800 
21 368,000 
1, hOO, 600 

Intrastate 

GreyhO\md staff 

2, J.W.l, 800 
2,368,000 
1.062,700 

2,L4l,800 
2,7.368,ccO 
1, 19l,6OO 

Local 
Greyhound .2@! 

199.900 ___ 20.-.9""" .• 0_00_ 

$ 1,291,500 $ 1~030,300 $ 2,115,400 $ 1,856,600 $( 823,900)$( 826
1
300) 

$ 1,162,7400 $ 1,7008,600 $ 1,903,900 $ 1,817,600 $( 741,500)$( 809,000) 

(A.!t.er Taxes) 96.8% 97 • .3% 93 .. 14 llO .. O% 

Rate c£ Ret.urn ~ 6.8% 13 .. 80% 

(Red Figure) 
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The differences b~b:een C:::eyhouod t::ld the st.:££ iD the 

figures set forth in the above table stem principally from methods of 

allocating revenues and expenses between Greyhound's Central ~Dd 

Heste=n Divisions. The allocations manual, having been developed prior 

to the combining of the Westerc and Central Divisions for accounting 

pur.poses, does not provide methods of allocation between the two 

ope:ating divisions. Important differences in the staff and company 

presentations are discussed in detail in connection with forecasted 

results of operations, hereinafter set forth. 

Forecasts - Revenues and Traffic Trends 

Greyhound and the Commission's Transportation Division staff 

presented forecasts of traffic and revenues under present £~res for 

selected future rate years. 

Greyhound's forecast exhibits covered ~he twelve-month period 

ending December 31, 1965. Greyhound's revenue esti~tes assumed that 

the level of traffic for its rate year would be the same as for ~n 

historical year ended October 31, 1964. Greyhound's Western Division 

vice president-controller testified that traffic trends at the end of 

tnat period were mixed; therefore it was difficult to predict whethe: 

tr3ffic t~ends would be generally upward or downward. The witness 

forecast revenues under present fares for his rate year at the same 

level as actual revenues for the year ended October 31, 1964. This 

revenue prOjection, the record shows, does not ~eflect for a full year 

the general increase in fares applic~ble to interstate traffic and 

traffic within other states which became effective September 17 1964 

and thereafter. 

The forecast exhibits of the staff, for. the rete year enoed 

February 28, 1966, we~e developed from operati~g statisticc for the 

year ended October 31, 1964. The staff estfmatecl that traffic in the 

rate year would increase over the historic~l period for Western 

Division operations as a whole, for total Califor.Pia operations and 

-8-



· ,~ 
A. 46833, 4.69041 C. 8009 E? 

for California intrastate operations; but that California interstate 

operations would decre~se slightly. Revenue projectioDs under present 

fares give effect to Greyhouod's general increase in interstate ana 

other-state fares by revenue increases of nine perecot. 

Greyhound submitted rebuttal evidence to show that the 

staff's estimates of increased traffic were overstated based upon 

actual traffic data for the period follOwing October 31, 1964 to ~1e 

date of submission of the proceedings. This evidence shows that 

traffic over major segments of Western Divi$io~ operations was less 

in the latest period than tnat in the base period used in the staff 

report. On the other hand1 the evidence shows that in the period of 

this decrease the western states, and particularly California, were 

subjected to extremely bad weather conditions, which discouraged 0: 

p:ohibited some travel. 

G=eyhound also offered testimony ~o show that, with respect 

to special bus operations, the staff included about 22 ~llion p~s~en­

ger miles under California intrastate operations ~hich involved 

operations to casinos in Nevada and which properly ~hould have been 

included under the category of California interstate operations. -vre 

find tbat such passenger miles, and related revenues and expenses, 

should be included in the staff test year estimates UDder the category 

of california interstate operations. 

Grcyhouod contended that the air fares of $11~431 $13.50 end 

$14.50 for prop-jet and jet service between San Francisco/Oakland and 

tos Angeles/Burbank have made serious inroads i~ its t=affic between 

the metropolitaD areas of San Francisco ~nd Los Angeles. Grey~oundfs 

presctlt fare between these points is $9.19. Greyhound showed that the 

total number of buses sCheduled daily between San Francisco and Los 

Angeles (Greyhound and Continental Western Lines) is 29, wherees the 

total number of daily nonstop flights by scheduled airlines (Pacific 

Southwest Airlines, Western Air Lines, Inc., United Ail" Lines, Inc.) 
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is 63. The seating capacity of each aircraft is more than twice that 

of a Greyhound bus. !he evidence indicates that the primary public 

transportation service betwee~ the mBjor metropolit~ areas of Los 

Angeles and San Francisco is provided by the airlines and Dot by 

Greyhound. 

Greyhound represented that Zone Group 5, San Francisco-Los 

Angeles-San Diego (together with Zone Group 15, Los Angeles-San Diego) 

constitutes its principal California iot:astate service. 

Its Zone Group 5 includes the coast and valley routes between the San 

Francisco Bay area and the ¥£tropolitan Los Angeles area. Greyhound's 

vice president-traffic testified that the traffic in this Zone Group 

was on a dowoward trend from 1961 to ~~y of 1964; was on a slight 

upward trend during the period l1ay through. August of 1964; then was 011 

~ downward trend after October of 1964. Assertedly, the current down­

w~rd trend reflects the effect of the airline fare competition be~ee~ 

these metropolitan areas. Greyhound showed that it operated the 

following California intrastate passenger miles during the twelve 

months ended February 28, 1965: 

Zone Gro~~ 5 .••....••••••• 334,257,000 
Zone Group 15 •••••••••••••• 209,343,000 
Zone Groups 1-17, inclusive •••••••• 981,228,000 

Greyhound also asserted that while traffic bas been 

gradually increaSing in Zone Group 15, it bas not iDcreased in propor~ 

tiOD to the staff estfmate for the test year, and that recent trends 

in traffic are downward. 

!he CommiSSion staff forecast that Greyhound will operate a 

t~t~l of 1,025 mil1io~ intrastate mainline passenger miles duriog the 

sc~ff t~$t year, of which 337 million passenger miles are in ZODe 

Group 5 and 227 millio~ passenger miles are in Zone Group 15. We find 

th~t this forecast is unreasonably high and that for Zone Group 5 i~ 

should be reduced by 7 million passenger miles, thQt for Zone Group 15 

it should be reduced by 3 million passenger miles, and that 22 million 

p-,sseDger miles should be transferred from intrastate to interstate 

operations, resulting in a total of 993 million passenger miles for 
-10-
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the test year. vle find tha~ oil total of 993 mill::'Oll mainline 

california intrastate passenger miles is a reasonable estimate fo= 

service included in Zone Groups 1 through 17 for the test yea: ending 

February 28, 1966. 

Greyhound also presented rebuttal tes:fmony dcsigoed to 

show that the increase in revenues realized from the general inere~se 

in interstate and other-state fares made effective late in 1964 wo~ld 

not be as great as the nine percent eztimated by the staff_ Greyhound 

showed ti1at in order to ~intain fares beo~een ~ny major :r~ffic 

centers at ten percent under corresponding rail fares, it did not 

raise such fa=es, and that there waS no increase in f~res for intra­

state transportation within the States of Oregon and Washingtono 

Greyhound estimated the overall effect of the general fare increase 

on its Westero Division revenues would approximate 5 to 5% percent. 

~ve find that, for the purpose of revenue est~tes for the test yea-r 

used in the staff study, an increase in revenues of 5~ pe%ccnt over 

ac~al revenues for the year ended October 31, 1964 will reason~bly 

represent the effect of the general increases in fares made effective 

late in 1964. 

Forecasts - Qpe-rating Results under Present Fares 

Greybocnd and the Commission staff also presented exhibits 

containing estimated opcr~tin8 results under present a~d proposed 

fares for future periods. Greyhound presented extensive rebuttal 

testimony concerning the staff's forecast exhibits to show the areas 

in which it disagreed with staff estimates. Greyhound's priDcip~l 

accounting witness testified that in his opinion the estimates of 

results of operations for the test year developed by the st~ff, 

adjusted to give effect to the changes he recommended, would be fair 
7/ 

and reasonable.- In these cir~taDces, we 'tnll utilize for 

1/ Certain of the adjustments necessary to bring the staff's fore­
cast eXhibits up-to-date, the witness stated, should also be made 
in Greyhound's forecast exhibits. Its ~1ibits were not modified 
to show such adjustments. 
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purposes of these proceedings the test year ending February 28, 1966. 

The follOwing table compares the estimated ,results of operations under 

present fares for a test year, as developed by the Commission staff, 

and the staff results of operations as adjusted by Greyhound. 

TABLE n 

Ccmparison of Estimated Re~ult~ or OpCration Under 
Pre~ent Fare~ for Year Ending Februar,y 281 1966 43 
Developed 'by the Commission and A£ijusted by Greyhound 

Western Greyhound 
I1nes Division 
~ Greyhound. 

California 
Total 

Sta1~ Greyhound stat? Greyhound 

Operat1ng 
Expenses $ 82,3$0,200 $841 7$$,000 $$3,178,900 $$4,7331 700 $37,647, 800 $36,874,000 

Opera.tin~ 
Ineome $ 18,376~700 $14,073,600 $ 7,106,600 $ 41 998,900 $ 1,8911 700 $ 4881 300 

Income 
Taxes 

Net Opera ... 
t1ng 
Income $ 10,327,700 $ 7,$26,600 $ 3,993,900 $ 21 $90,900 $ 1,063,200 $ 366,800 

Rate Base $ 43,963,$00 $46,810,100 $27,6681 700 $30,6921 300 $20117$,$00 $22,418,300 

Rate or 
Return 23.5% 16.1% 14 .. 4% 8.4% 5.3% 1.6% 

Operating 
Rat10 
(After Taxes) 89.7% 92.11% 93·4% 95.7% 97.3% 99.1% 

Several of the adjustments to the staff exhibits recommended 

by Greyhound were not disputed by the staff. They involve revisions: 

(1) to reflect more current information than was available at the time 

of completion of said studies, such as the cost-of-1iving increase in 

drivers' and station employees' wages effective March 1, 1965, 

currently budgeted advertiSing expenses, and property taxes for the 

1965-66 fiscal year; (2) adjustments to reflect a special study of 
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self-insur3Dce costs for public liability and property damage 

coverage; (3) adjustments to transportation expense to reflect 

increases in supervisory salaries; and (4) adjustments to 2~inistra­

tion expenses for increases i~,pension and medical benefits for 

administrative employees. Teese adjustments appear reasonable and 

will be adopted. 

The priDcipal differences between the expense estimates of 

the staff and those of Greyhound lie with the development of depreci­

ation rates and salvage values for bus equipment, repair and 

~intenance ex,enses, and income taxes. 

In the last general increase proceeding involving 

Greyhound's fares (59 Cal. P.U.C. 2l3)~ the Commission adopted for 

r3t~~king purposes a twelve-year service life and ten percent salvage 

value for both transit and mainline buses. This schedule ",.;ras used it). 

Greyhound's forecasts. The staff urged that the Commission now adopt 

3 twelve-year life for mainline buses) a fourteen-year life for 

transit buses, and a salvage value of eighteen pc%cent for both ~ypes 

of bus equipment. The effect of the staff proposal would be to 

reduce substantially the amount of clep%eciatioD ~~ense in the fore­

cast year. IncreaSing the salvage v~lue from ten to eighteen perceot 

would have a greater effect on depreciation expense :In the rate year '. 

than lengthening the depreciable lives of the equipment. 

The staff and Greyhound presented evidence to show the 

average age of bus equipment when sold and the average sales price of 

such equipment. It was represented that the company and staff 

exhibits show essentially the same data. Greyhound's exhibits showed 

that the average age and average sales price (as a percent of original 

cost) for buses sold during the years 1959 through 1964 were 14 years 

aDd 16 percent for mainline buses, and 18 years and 12.5 percent for 

transit buses. The corresponding daea presented by the staff were in 

chart form and precise averages canDot readily be determined 

therefrom. -13 ... 
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n1e record shows that actual service lives of bus equipment 

are longer than the 12 yearc adopted heretofore. It appears that the 

service lives of bus equipment recommended by the ataff are ~ore nearly 

related to actual usage of the equipment than the service lives adopted 

for ratemaking purposes in the p:ior proceeding. We find tha~for 

depreciation, bus service lives of 12 years for mainline (intercity) 

equipment end 14 years for transit equipment will be reasonable for 

=~t~king purposes. 

Greyhound contended that the salvage values urged by the 

staff arc unrealistic in view of the average sale prices of equipment; 

that if the staff's salvage values were established, Greyho~d could 

never :ecover in depreciation expense the actual net cost of bus equip­

ment; and that an annual adjustment to depreciation expense which 

reduces such expense by the amount sale prices exceed tao previously 

approved s~lvase values is a reasonable method of rcflectine in the 

test year estimates the sale prices whiCh do exceed s=lvage values. 

If the average sale prices of old bus equipment are not less 

than the salvage values adopt~d for ratemaking pu.~oses~ the eompa~y 

will receive in depreciation expense the full net cost of such equip­

ment. If salvage value for ratemaking purposes exceeds such sale 

p:ices, the full net cos~ can be recovered only in the year of dispo­

Sition, through a charge to the depreciation adjustment account. The 

record indicates that the market for used buses is in Central and 

3DUEh Ameri~a ~td that the zuture market may not be stable. We find 

~hat a salvage value of lZ~ percent for transit buses and 16 pe!cent 
for mainline (inee~eity) buses will be reasonable for ratemak1ng 

purposes. 

-14-
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Greyhound also presented rebuttal testfQo~y to show that 

certain buses shown i'O the staff study as being operated in jOitlt 

Central-Western Division service will not be used in such joint service 

in the test year, but will be used ~~olly in Western Division service. 

In the circumstances, we find that the entire depreciation expense for 

such buses should be charged to Western Division operatioDs in the test 

year .. 

Greyhound disagreed with staff estimates with respect to 

~~tcnance aDd repair expenses in two ~espects. First, Greyhouod 

asserted that for the forecast year the staff projected such expense 

for California intrast3te operations on the basis of the ~vcrage 

expense for the entire Western DivisioD) whereas the data for his~ori­

cal periods indicated that bus repair expenses per-mile llave always 

been higher within California than tbe system average because of tbe 

greater amouDt of short-line operatioDS within Califo:nia. Second, 

G:eyhound conteDdcd that the staff projected bUS-mile rep~ir expenses 

for the st~ff's test year at the same level as for the historical year 

used by the staff, whereas Greyhound will iDcur increases in wage and 

other expenses in the test year whiCh should be reflected in the pcr­

~ile bus repair expenses. 

The staff witness testified tha~ bUS-mile repai: expenses 

(Account 4140) were projected for California operations on system 

averages because the witness did not I<now what cbaDges the company 

would make in the bus fleet operated in California in the tes~ year. 

He assumed that some new buses would be added to the fleet, oloe: 

maiDline buses would be reassigned to br~nch line operatio~s, ancl 

certain buses OD branch liDe operations would be reassigned to commute 

service or sold. Not knowing the precise components of t~e fleet for 

the test year, he believed that sys:em average'figures would be 
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reasonable. The record shows that, whe~ever buses ~rc reassigned from 

lotg-milcage~s to shorter-mileage runs, the yearly average repair 

and maintenance cost per bus may remain the same but, because of the 

lesser mileage operated, the cost pe= bus-mile is greater. We find 

that it will be reasonable, in determining estimates of bus repair anc 

maintenance expense for a future rate year, to assign differentially 

higher repair expense (Account 4140) per bus-mile to maioline buses 

operated within California, than the average expe~se per bus-mile 

hereinafter found reasonable for buses oper~tcd in the Western 

Greyhound Lines Divisioo. 

With respect to the contention that bus-mile expense for 

repairs and maintenance should be greater in the test yea: than in the 

historical year, the staff presented exhibits to show that although 

employees engaged in this activity have received several wage incre~ses 

in recent years, the cost per bus-mile has not increased in that 

period. The staff attributed this factor to increased efficiency. 

We find that the projection of systcm-avarage rep~ir expe~se per bus­

mile in the test year on the same level as actual expense for tne year 

1963 will be rcasonable, as such costs have, in the past, remained 

level in the face of labor increases. 

The Commission staff and Greyhound differ with respce~ to 

the inclusion of interest paid as a deduction from gross inco~e in 

calculating income tax expense. Tl1C Commission staff included interest 

in its tax caleulations. Greyhound did not. Greyhou~d took the 

position th~t if interest expense is included as a deduction fro~ gross 

income in the tax calculations, then interest income should ~lso be 

included. Greybound also argued that income from the sale of buses 

(depreciation adjus:ment) should be calculated as a long-term capital 

gaiD instead of ordinary income. Staff counsel contended that if the 

staff's proposed salvage values were adopted, there would be no excess 
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of sales price over salvage values and, therefore, no capital gains. 

The record shows, however, that income taxes actually paid are calcu­

lated on salvage values permitted under Federal and ~tate income tax 

l3ws, which are lower than the salvage values herein adopted; salvage 

values for ratemaking purposes have no direct bearing on tax calcula­

tions. For the purposes of this proceeding, income taxes should 

reflect, as nearly as possible, taxes actually paid and the methods 

of tax calculation authorized under Federal and state laws. Interest 

expense will be included in income tax calcula-

tions; income taxes applicable to income from the sale of buses 

(amounts from the sale of buses exceeding the salvage values recorded 

on applicant's books) will be computed as capital gains. 

Greyhound and the staff differed with respect to treatment 

of tcvestment tax credit in computation of Federal income taxes in the 

test year. Greyhound applied this credit to the purchsse price of 

buses it plans to acquire in the test year. In the staff determina­

tion of investment tax credit~ it was assumed that one-twelfth of the 

cur:ent ~inline buses and one-fourteen~h of the current transit buses 

in the fleet would be replaced each year. Based on the known bus 

replaceme~t plan for the test year, the iDvestment tax credit deduc­

tion from gross income computed by Greyhound would be $184,300 for 

Western Greyhound Lines Division. Correspacding calculatioDs by the 

staff, based upon an average bus replacement program, yielded 

$300,100. In recent utility r~te increase proceedings in which it 

appeared that plant additions f:uctuated from year to year, the 

Commission has concluded that such ?lant additions should be 

~le:aged over a period of years for the purposes of computing invest­

ment t~x credit. That policy is sound for the instant proceeding, and 

the method employed by the staff will be adopted herein. 
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W1eh respect eo rate baS6 colculae1ons £or the test yea~, 

the staff and Greyhound differ concerning the inclusion of property 

for Greyhound's new Los Angeles terminal. Rate base calculations of 
Greyhound and the staff include the depreciated value of the present 

terminal buildings and the land upon which the present terminal is 

located. Greyhound, in addition, would have the land for its new 

terminal included in rate base. The cost of this land and demolition 

cost of old buildings was represented to be $2,631,900. roe staff, on 

~he other hand, contended that this property should be excl~ded from 

rate base because the property will not be used in public utility 

service during the tes~ year. Greyhound urged that if t~e Commission 

should exclude the Los Angeles terminal land from rate base in the 

test year, then an allowance should be made for in~eres: d~ino con-
8/ 

struction.-

The record indica~es that Greyhound's present Los Anzeles 

terminal is inadequate; that it acquired new land ne~~ it~ p=esen~ 

terminal for the purpose of constructing a new te~na~ thst the pla~s 

for the construction of the new te~al have been formulated; toat i~ 

anticipation of actual construction said la~d has been cleared of old 

buildings; that construction will begin in the test year u=ed herein 

(the year ending February 28, 1966) but will not be completed until 

after the close of said test year; and that the terminal buildings to 

be constructed will also serve as the downtown terminal for the 

Southern California Rapid Transit District (S.C.R.T.D.). The intended 

allocation use of said ter.minal by Greyhound and S.C.R.T.D. was not 

shown on the record. 

8/ The record does not disclose the cost of construction of the ~ew 
- terminal buildings; therefo=e, interest during construction on 

this portion of plant cannot be determined at this tfme. 
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Fx-om the record, we find that the new 'Los Angeles terminal is 

necessary for adequate serviee to the public; that the terminal 

building will be completed within a period of less than t~ree years 

subsequent to the close of the test year (year ended February 28, 

1966); and that some portion of the p:operty will be used othe= than 

for public utility serviees of Greyhound. 

Whil~ the system of accounts adopte& by this C~~ssio~ for 

passenger stage corporations (Interstate Commerce Commissio'o D'nifor::o. 

System of Aecounts fo':' Class I Motor Carriers of Passengers) docs not 

include an account fo,:, "property held for future use,rf such accounts 

are prescri~ed for other utilities sUbject to the jurisdiction of this 

Commission. With respec:t to Class A telephone c:orpo::ations, fo:: 

e~mple, ~he Commission has prescribed a three-year period in which 

property held for tTimminent use iD telephone service UDder a definite 

plan" re~sonably may be included in rate base, for intrastate rate-
9/ 

fixi~g purposes.- Such a rule appears reasonable herein. As a portion 

of the new termin~l prope:ty will not be used by Greyhouncl, SO percent 

of the cost of land and demolition for the Dew Los Angeles terminal 

will be included in rate base for the test ye~r. The estimates of ~he 

proposed usage of the new terminal adopted here~ ~~ll be ndjusted in 

any subsequent proceeding wherein the ~ceual usage of the new terminal 

properties is ~de known to the Commission. 

The following table depicts the forecast which we find 

reasonable for Greyhound's California intrastate :esults of operation 

for the test year under present fares and current levels of service 

(excluding the effect changes in the standards of commute ~ervice ~Dd 

additional commute routes proposed ic Case No. 3009 and giving effec~ 

to the mctters resolved in the foregoing discussion). 
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TABLE III 

Est~tea Califoro1a Intr~s:atc Results 
of Oper~tions for Test Year Ending Feb. 28, ~966 

Utlder Present Fares -

California 
Intrastate 

Total 
Qeeratin~ Revenues 

Ylainline loc21 

P3ssenfer $31,980,900 $23 , L:·65 , 500 $ 3,515,400 
Specia Bus 2,956,800 2,956,800 
Baggage 15 900 15,900 
Hail 85;000 85,000 
Express 3,025,400 3,025,4.00 
Newspaper 174,500 174,500 
~lisce11aneous Station 1,003,000 810,300 192,iOO 
Other Operating Revenues 69 2900 55:600 1~ ... 300 

Total $39,311,400 $30,589,000 $8,722,400 

.Qperatin~ E~enses 

Equipment Maintenance $ 4,811,300 $ 3,773,200 $ 1,438,100 
Transportation 16,797,300 11,046,600 5,750,iOO 
Station 5,299,900 4,4.49,000 850,100 
):raffic 1,176,500 987,300 189,200 
Insurance 1,841,800 1,478,500 363,300 
Administrative and General 3,845,000 2,741,200 1,103,800 
Depreciation 1,778,300 1,555,900 222,~.OO 
Ope:ating Taxes & Licenses 3,485,500 2,607,400 878,100 
Operating Rents - Net ~270:300) ~282..:t 700) 12.400 

Total $38,765,300 $27:0 957,200 $10,808,100 

Operating Income $ 546,100 $ 2,631,800 $ (2,085, 700) 
Income Taxes $ 208,600 $ 1,005,300 $( 796,700) 
Net Opera:ing Income $ 337,500 $ 1,526,500 $(1,239,000) 

Rate Base $21,347,700 $17,143,100 $ 4,204,600 

Oper8ting Ratio 99.1% 94.7% 114.8% 

Rate of Return 1.6% 9.5% 

(Red Figure) 
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Local Fares - San Francisco Bav Area 

The following table sets forth the results of operation under 

present fares for local services during the test year (3S saown in 

Table III), expanded to show separately the. several commute operatioos. 

Operating 
R(lvenues 

Oporating 
Expe~es 

Operating 
Income 

Ir.come 
Taxes 

Not Ol'er. 
Income 

Rate Base 
Operating 
Ratio 

Rate of 
Return 

TABLE rl 

Greyhound Lines~ Inc. (Western Greyhouna Lines Div.i~ion) 
Estimatea Results of Operations For Test Year Ending 

February 28. 1966. Under Present Fares ... Local Services 

Total Contra Marin- Peninsula- Peninsula-
Local Costa Sonoma Bay Ocean 

Other 
:i:.eeal -

$ 8,722,400 $1,kll,200 $1,687,500 $2,905,600 $ 248.$00 $2,1..69,600 

$10,808,100 $2,O~,$OO $2,347,800 $3,,75.3,000 $ h04 .• 200 $2,,2$8,,600 

$(2,085,700) $ (633,,300) $ (660,300) $ (847,400) $(1S$~7oo) $ 211,,000 

$ (796,700) $ (2U,900) $ (252,200) $ (323,700) $ (59,,500) $ 80,600 

$(1,289,,000) $ (391,400) $ (408,100) $ (523,700) !t (96,200) ~ 130,,400 
$ 4,204,,600 $ 5lJ.1,800 $ 724,,300 $1,967,700 $ 107,,500 $ 890,.,300 

lJ1.8% 127.7% ::'24.2% 118 .. 0% 1.38.7% 94.7% 

14.6% 

(Red Figure) 

C~~tation Fares 

The Commission staff xecommended commutation fa4es o~ the 

sa~e levels as those originally sought in Application No. 46833. 

Greyhound proposed higher commutation fares than those set forth in 

its original application (hereinbefore described) if staff proposals 

which would result in additional operating costs are adopted by the 
10/ 

Commission.-- Only one of such staff proposals, that relating to the 
employment of additional supervisory employees to ensure adequate 

service and on-tfme performance o~ commute opera~io~s)will be adopted 

The staff proposals in question related to air-conditioning new 
buses~ establishment o~ a 90 percent loadiog standard for 
Peninsula commute serv~ces, and the employment of four additional 
supervisory employees. 
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herein. The acditional ~~cnso fo: such employees: when a11ot~ee 

proportionally to the operat:ions in the three basic C01'll:!lUte areas, is 

minimal; therefore, we will not consider fcrther the request for the 

higher commute fares set forth in the amendment to Application 

No. 46833. 

Greyhound and the Commission staff proposed tb~t Pe~insula 

commute fares be :aised by a flat $2.00 per twenty-ride book. Tne 

following table depicts the percentage increase in proposed fares and 

the eost per-ride under the p:eseot and proposed fares between 

selected points. 

Between 
San 
Franci~co 

TABLE V 

Comparison of Greyhound Lines, Ine. 
Present and Proposed Commutation Fares 

For Peninsula Se=vice 

Present Proposed 
Commute Cotemute 

Book Book Increase 
Cost Per Ride 

and Miles (Dollars) (Dollars) (Percent) 
Prescnt Proposed 

(Cents) (CC'Qt3) 

Baysbore 6 4.00 6.00 50.0 20.0 30.0 Daly City 7 4.00 6.00 50.0 20.0 30.0 Colma 8 t:·.OO 6.00 50.0 20.0 30 .. 0 South San 
Francisco 11 4.50 6.50 44.'\- 22.5 32.5 San B:ru:oo 14 5.00 7.00 40.0 25.0 35.0 Burlingame 19 S.SO 7.50 36.4 27.5 37.5 San Hateo 21 6.00 8.00 33.3 30.0 40 .. 0 San Carlos 26 6.50 3.50 30.8 32.5 42.5 Atherton 31 7.00 9.00 28.6 35.0 45.0 Palo Alto 33 7.50 9.50 26.7 37.5 47.5 

~1ountain View 40 8.00 10.00 25.0 40.0 50.0 SUD:lyvale 43 9.00 11.00 22.2 45.0 55.0 Santa Clara 48 9.50 11.50 21.1 47.5 57 .. 5 San Jose 50 10.00 12.00 20.0 50.0 60.0 

As may be Seen fro~ the above table, the proposee incr~ases 

ra:lge from 50 percent for" the shortest distances, to 20 percent for 

the greatest distances. For the distances for which the proposed 

twenty-ride book is $6.00, the proposed f~res, on a cost per-ride 

baSis, will be 30 cents. The proposed min~ fare is also 30 centc; 

thus, for the shorter distaoces, there would be no reductiou from the 
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one-way fare if a commute book is purchased. For distances over ten 

miles, the proposed commute fares (o~ 3 cost per-ride basis) are at 

least 7.5 cents less than the corresponding one-way fares. Th~ dis­

tances for which the commute fares and min~ fares will be e~al are 

also the distances £o~ which the perccnt~ge increase iD f~~es is the 

greatest. A reduction from the min~ one-way fare of ~O cects for 

commute riders would encourage use of commutation books and eliminate 

to that extent the collection of cash fares a~d the selling of indi­

vidual tickets; this would speed commute service and reduce ticket 

selling costs. For transportation for which the present twenty-ride 

co~te book is $4.00, an increase to $5.60 per book would provide a 

two-cent differential between the commute-book cost on a per-ride 

basis (28 cents) and the minimum one-way fare of 30 cents. Such an 

increase would amount to 40 percent. We find t~at a co~~e book 

fare of $5.60 for Peninsula Bayside and Peninsula Coastside services 

will provide reasonable and nondisc~±minatory co~tation fa~es fo~ 

such services. 

The Commission takes official notice of th~ en~ctment by the 

Legislature of Chapter 943 of the St~~tcs of 1965) p:oviding t~at the 

California Toll Bridge Authority may vary as it deep"s desi-r::ble the 

rates applicable to vehicles operated on the San ~rancisco-03kland Bay 

Bridge for carriage of passengers by any t:an sportat ion company 

operating under a certificate of public convenienee and necessity 

(among others). The commute fares for Contra Costa service will be 

designated as interim fares, and shall remain in effect until further 

order of the Commission. Within thirty days after the t~king of ar.y 

action by the California Toll Bridge Authority under said statute, any 

p~l:t'ty to ti:l.is proceeding may file a petitio:: to reopen Applicatio'Zl 

No. 46833 for further bearing and for such appropriate relief 3S ~y 

be warranted. 
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Co~~tation fares in Contra Costa service are for monthly 

tickets good for one round-trip eac~ day duri~g the calendar month for 

which sold. Commute tickets are not available in smzller blocks, nor 

for shorter periods than for·a full calendar month. Greyhound main­

tains twenty-ride commute books good for two consecutive months 

applicable to other commute service provided in the San Francisco Bay 

area. Greyhound should explore the feasibility of the substitution of 

3 ewenty-ride book fare for the monthly commute book fare in Contra 

Costa service and should be required to make the n(.~cessary studies to 

show the appropriate fare structure. When such studies are completed, 

Greyhound should notify the Co~ssion through the filing of an 

application to establish such fares. 

!he evidence shows that commutation operations both uode: 

present co~tation fares and under the commutation fares sou~1t in 

Application No. 46833 would result in lo~ses for the test year adopted 
11/ 

herein.-

The City of Long Beach argued that Greyhound's ~ainline 

intrastate passenger service is substantially subsidizing Greyhound's 

commutation services in the San Francisco Bay area and would continue 

to do so under the commutation fares proposed by Greyhound and the 

Commission staff; that Greyhound's intrastate mainline patrons and 

commute patrons have little or no common social or economic interests; 

~nd that the fares for each type of service should be self-supporting. 

The City's representative urged that commute fares be raised to tbe 

break-even point. Such fares would be considerably greater than the 

fares proposed in Application No. 46833. 

1J/ Results of operations under proposed commutation ane local fa~es 
are set forth in Table VI, i~fra. 
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We find that the co~tation fares originally proposed in 

Application No. 46833, as modified by our findings concerning 

Peninsula commutation fares, have been justified and ~ll be 

reasonable. Except as indicated above, the whole amount of the 

increase in commutation fares sought by GreyhouDd will be granted. To 

the extent feasible, commutation services should pay th.eir ow way, so 

as not to cast a burden on other operations. On the other hand, there 

is no basis in the record for the establishme~t of higher commutation 

fares than those sought by Greyhound. 

Loea1 One-Way and Round-Trip Fares 

Greyho~d proposes, in Application No. 46904, that its 

minimum one-way fare be raised on a statewide basis from 25 to 30 

cents, and that one-way and ro'~d-trip fares for service in commuta­

tion areas (including ~rin and Sonoma Counties) be increased by 

specific amounts ranging from 10 to 11.6 percent. 

The Commission staff recommendation was that minimum fares 

be increased as propo~ed by Greyhound; that one-way and rouod-trip 

fares within Contra Costa and Peninsula commute areas be raised to 

levels corresponding, on a mileage baSiS, to fares applicable else­

~here in the State; and that one-way and round-trip fares for 

Peninsula Coastside service be converted to zone fares stmilar to 

those maintained for Peninsula Bayside servic~. The Commission staff 

proposed DO increase in casual fares between San Francisco and Marin 

~nd Sonoma Counties because of the reduction in bridge tolls on the 
12/ 

Golden Gate Bridge.--

The staff explained that Greyhouad's mileage table now provides 
for the addition of three miles to mileages constructed by use 
of the Golden Gate Bridge to compensate for bridge tolls. The 
staff proposed that such mileage-factor be eliminated because of 
the reduction in bridge tolls. F~res ba~ed on such reduced 
mileages and the proposed statewide mileage scale would approxi­
mate the ~resent level of one-way and rouod-tr1p fares between 
San Francl.sco and Marin-Sonoma po-ints .• 
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Greyhound's proposed one-~ay and round-tri, fares within 

commutation areas are reasonable and have been justified. As hereto­

fore iDdicatcd,eommu~ation services will continue to be conduc~ed at 

a loss under the full amount of the increases sought by Greyhound. In 

orde: to minimize this loss ~o the extent feasible herein, one-way, 

ro~d-trip and min~ fares for service within commute areas sh~~ld 

be ~u:horized to the full extent sought in Applic~tion No. 46904. Tbi~ 

will ~lso tend to minimize the burden on Greyhoundrs customers outside 

the S~n Francisco Bay ares. 

Greyhound presented Exhibit No. 72, which contains its 

proposed Peninsula Coasts ide casual fares restat~d as zon~ fares. Tae 

staff concurred in the fare stxuctur~ set forth in this exhibit. S~iG 

fares arc reasonable and should be authorized. 

Table VI, set fo~th below, shows the estimsteo results of 

operatio~s for a fu~~c ye~r u:der the commutation fares, local casual 

fares and minimum fa~cs sought by Greyho~d (as modified by Decision 

No. 68661, which dismissed u1e scught commutation fare iocrease for 

~mrin-Sonoma commute service). 
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Operating 

Total 
local -

TABLE ITI 

Estimated Results ot Oporoltions 
For Test Year Ending Februar,y 28, 1966 
Under Propoced Faros - local Service * 

Contra 
Costa. 

Marin­
Sonoma. 

Peninsula- Peninsula-
Bay Ocean 

Other 
tocal 

Revenue~ $ 9,464,400 $1~562~COO $1,746,700 $;,296,500 $ 29u,900 $2,564,;00 
Opera.t.i.ng 
Expenses $10,82$,600 $2,051,300 $2,348,900 $3,758,;00 $~04,800 $2,262,;00 

Opera.ting 
Income $(1,361,200)$ (489,;00) $ (602,200) $ (461,800) $(109,900) $ 302,000 

Incane 
Taxes $ ($62,100)$ (202,000) $ (248,700) $ (190,700) $ (4$,400) $ 124,700 

Net 
Operating 

Income $ (799,100)$ (287,300) $ (;53,500) $ (271,100) $ (64,500) $ 177,300 
Rate Ease $ 4,204,600 $ 514,800 $ 724,300 $1,967,700 $ 107,500 $ 890,300 
Operating 
Ratio 

Rate of 
Return 

108.4% ll8 .. 1.:$ 120.2% 108 .. 2% 121.9% 93.1% 

(Red Figure) 

-::. /l:r;ove table eXc1,:.des the effect of the proposed changes in standards of 
service and adc!itiona.l cO%'!l.!n\!te service :in Case No. 8009. 

Mainline One-T,J ... !y ~1.'(1 Rc"'-':.~c:!-Trip Fares 

Applicant seeks, and the Commission staff accounting witness 

recommended, a rate of return of approximately seven percent on 

Greyhound's California intrastate operations as a whole during the 

test year. A rate of return of seven percent was found reasonable in 

the last general fare increase proceeding (59 Cal. P.U.C. 213, 228). 

For mainline service Greyhound proposed that its minfmum 

fares be raised from 25 cents to 30 cents and that the balance of its 

fares be increased by five percent4 The Commission staff recommended 

that minimum fares be increased as proposed, and that other mainl~e 

ODe-way and round-:rip fares be increased by five percent for distances 

of 25 miles or less. 
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The fare levels so proposed assertedly were developed by 

Greyhound and the staff in recognition of Greyhound's overall revenue 

needs for its intrastate service. Fares proposed by the staff were 

designed to provide a rate of return of 6.8 percent during the test 

year. 

The fare structure sought by Greyhound, modified with 

respect to commute fares, as hereinbefore discussed, will produce a 

rate of return of approximately 6.4 percent on the rate base found 

reasonable herein. We find that such a rate of return will be 

=easonable for the test year adopted herein and that the increased 

fares which will result from such fare structure are reasonable and 

have been justified. 

The following is our forecast of the California intrastate 

results of operations of Greyhouod under the fares described above: 

.rA~LE VII 

California Intrastate Operations 
For Test Year Ending February 28, 1966 

Under Fares Authorized Herein 

Operating Revenues 
Under Present Fares 
Increase Mainline 
Increase Local 

Operating ExPenses 
Under Proposed Fares 
Income Taxes 

$1,012,700 
742 .. 000 

Net Operating Income (After Income Taxes) 

Rate Bose 

Rate of Return 

Operating R3tio (M:ter Income Taxes) 

-28-

$39,311,400 

1,754,700 
$41,066,100 

$38,750,700 
956,000 

1,359,400 

6 .. 47. 

96.7% 
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Marin Civic Center 

The Commission staff witness recommended that single-factor 

fares and a transfer privilege be established for transportation 

betwE~en the 11arin Civic Cellter, 00 the one hand., and San Rafael, 

~JolllOl~, Corte !1adera and related points, on the other band. The Ymrin 

Civic Center was opened to use in December, 1962. It is located on 

Greyhound's maitllitlc route via U. S. Hishway 101, 1.8 miles north of 

San Rafael. Corte Madera, Ross, San Anselmo and Manor are branch-line 

points located west of U. S. Highway 101. The present ooe-way fares 

between 11arin Civic Center and sale! branch-line points are constructed v' 

by combining the one-way fare between Marin Civic Center and·San 

R3fael with the one-way fare between San Rafael and the branch-line 

point:>. Because of the short distances involved, most of the fares 

so constructed are combinations of two mintmum fares. For example, 

the present fare between Harin Civic Center and San Aoselmo is 50 

cents. The staff witness urged siegle-factor fares, based upon the 

mileages traversed. 

Greyhound, in its fare proposal, would establish single­

factor fares between the points in question, but would base them upon 

the method. previously authorized by the Commission for constructing 

fares between branch-line and ~inline points. (Orderi~g 

paragraph l(d), Decision No. 62959, 5S Cal. P.U.C. 213, 230.) Such 

combinations are constructed by determining separately the fares to 

and beyond the junction of the main and branch lines based on the 

~lea8e scale and the miles involved, and combining said fares. SuCh 

method of constructing fares provides lower fares than at present, 

but higher fares than those proposed by the staff witness. The 

method followed in Greyhound's fare proposal is that used in con­

structing all through fares between ~inline and branch-line points 

in California and was previously found reasonable by the Commission. 

We find that this method will be reasonable for the construction of 

one-way and round-trip fares through. I-Iarin Civic Center~ 
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Interim Belief 

At the hearing On January 11, 1965, Greyhound moved that the 

Commission grant it inter~ rate relief. In its motion Greyhound 

xequested that if the Commission were not prepared to grant it the full 

amount of the inc:eases sought, interfm relief nevertheless should be 

granted with respect to the San Francisco Bay area commute fare 

increases souget in Application No. 46833. Greyhound urged that such 

relief is necessary in order to recoup additional labor expenses 

resulting from incxeases, effective l~rch 1, 1964 and l~rch 1, 1965, 

granted to drivers and office personnel uncler collective bargaining 

agreements. Tais motion was opposed by Contra Costa Commuters 

Association, Marin Transit District and the Commission staff; it was 

taken under ~abmission on J~nu3ry 11, 1965. At the oral argument on 

April 13, 1965, Greyhound renewed its request for fnterfm rate relief, 

asserting that Greyhouodts operations in Ca1iforcia have been conducted 

on a confiscatory basis in 1964 and 1965. 

At the time of the original motion for inter~ increases, 

the record contained only applicant's untested showiDg relating to its 

results of operations; there appeared to be no financial emergeocy 

which would impair the operations of Greyhouod LfDes, Inc.; the claim 

that Greyhound was receiving grossly inadequate earnings on its 

California intrastate operations was sharply contested by the . 

Commission staff and other parties; aDd the record indicated that, 

insofar as commute operations are concerned, any substantial increase 

in fares might well result in an unrecoverable loss of co~ter 

traffic. The issues relating to applicant's results of operations 

remained controversial throughout the hearings; up to the date of 

submission, ~t was tmpossible to decide Greyhound's claim of confisca­

tion. In the absence of a showing of financial emergency, an interim 

increase is appropriate only if it is so clearly justified at the time 

of the interim request as to make it unl~cely that the increase will be 
-30-
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denied at the conclusion of the ease. That degree of probability did 

not exist here. 00ly upon a careful examination of the complete 

record now before uS have we been able to adopt reliable findings 

regarding operating results. 

The interim action which was taken herein (Decisions 

Nos. 68661 and 68734) provided a measure of interim relief with 

respect to operations north of San Francisco and made possible the 

purchase of new buses at a lower cost than if they were required to 

be air~conditioned. 

CASE NO. 8009 

In case No. 8009, proposals were made by several parties 

concerning Greyhound's San Francisco Bay area commutation op~rations 

and service. These will now be considered j~dividually. 

Supervision and Schedules 

The Commission staff made several recommendations concerning 

superviSion and schedules, including a proposal that Greyhound employ 

four new employees as combination checkers and schedule-makers, to be 

assigned as additional supe~isors in the San Francisco Bay area 

commute operations. A witness fro~ the Commission's Engineering 

OperationSs Branch and representatives of the Contra Cost~ Commuters 

Association testified concerning the Deed for such additional 

personnel. Their testimony showed that no traffic checkers are now 

employed and that the responsibility for passenger checks and schedule­

making falls upon the five division superintendents of the commute 

operations. Several Commission staff member.s also devote conside=able 

title to checking on ~schedule performance. Tae record shows that 

commute buses, particularly on the morning operations inbound to San 

Francisco and Oakland, have deviated from scheduled times by arriving 
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at loading points both e~rly and late~ and that various schedules'have 

failed to operate because drivers did not report for service or because 

of bus failures. Greyhound's position was that preseot supervision is 

adequc!Jte and that the employment of cheekers and schedule-makers, 

funcei,oning in the manner proposed by the staff, would not aid ill 

improving service bec3use their functions would not fit the type of 

operations conducted by Greyhound. 

The record is replete with incidents of service failures 

which indicate that additional supervision is necessary to ensure 0'0-

time operation of commute buses. Additionally, the record shows that 

variations in riding habits of commuters and the steady growth of the 

commute operations require frequent changes in schedules to provide 

reasonably adequate service. It is cle~r th~t preseot methods are not 

entirely satisfactory. Addieional effort is required to reflect in 

the scheduling the almost day-to-day changes occuning in riding 

patterns. Additional supervision is also required to ensure that 

buses will le~ve starting points ~s scheduled and that drivers will 

leave on time UOlll illtermediate points. We find t:hat three additioDt11 

supervisor'J personnel under the direction of the regional manager for 

Division 5 (San Francisco Bay area commute operatio~s) ~re necessary 

to ~rovide adequate and reasonable service. 

Certain recommendations wc%e also made concerning changes in 

the duties and responsibilities of specific personnel assigned to 

local operations in the San Francisco Bay area and changes in the 

assignment of bus equipment used in local operations. Oc the present 

record, we have concluded ehat these ~tters should be left within the ' 

mao3serial discretion of Greyhound; the recommendations will not be 

adopted. 
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Loading Standard 

The Commission staff witness also recommended that the 90 

percent loading standard now required in Contra Costa co~te s~rvice 

be extended to apply also to Qreyhou~d's Peninsula commute ooera-
Uf • 

tions.-- The staff witness testified that no specific loading standard 

has been established for Peninsula operations; passenger checks and 

observations iDd!eate that the average percentage of seats :0 passen-

gers is 95 to 98 percent, and such ratio often results in passengers 

being passed up by one or more buses. The witness stated th~t the 

establishment of a 90 percent loading standard would not entirely 

elimiDate passengers being passed up, but would :tesult in better 

service. 

The staff witness esti~ted that seveD additional buses, 

four for Peninsula Baysiee operations and three for l'reninsul.a Coastside 

operatioDs, would be required if the 90 percent loadicg sta:dard is 

adopted for Peninsula co~te service. 

Greyhound opposed this :eco~endation on the grouods that 

current ratios of seats to passengers during peak periods 3re not 

unreasonable; that a fixed loading standard is inflexible and requires 

the addition of buses where they are not needed solely to meet the 

standard; and that no other commute operation in California has r&~ios 

of seats to passengers of less than 100 percent. 

It appears that, in large part, the purposes to be achieved 

oy the institution of a 90 percent loading standard are the same as 

those involved in the employment of additional supervisory person~el, 

and that such additional personnel would better achieve the objective 

of on-t~e service and adequate scheduling of equipmen~. It does Dot 

appear necessary or a,propri~te at this time to require Greyho~~d to 

The 90 percent loading standard requires that the company provide 
an average of ten seats for each nine passengers duriug the two­
hour morning and afteroooc peak commute periods. 
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establish a 90 percent loadi~g sta~dard for Peninsula operations. 

Should the antiCipated fmpro~nt in operations from the employment 

of additional supervisory personnel not be fully realized, we may 

again consider the necessity and propriety of requiring a 90 percent 

loadieg standard for Peninsula commute operations. 

Contra Costa Commuters Association requested that the current 

90 percent loading standard in Contra Costa commute service (Bpplic~ble 

to the total two-hour commute period in the morning or evening) should 

be modified to apply to each IS-minute segment of the peak periods. 

For the reasons set forth above, this recommendation will not be 

adClpt~d .. 

Iiea eW3Ys 

Thp. Contra Costa Commuters Association recommended that 

balf-hour headw~ys be established for off-peak service in the Contra 

COSts area wh~re p:esent schedules call for he~dways of one-hour or 

more. The record shows that G:eyhound runs second sections of certain 

off-peak schedules having one-hour headways. It appears that mid-day ~ 

ond early eve~ing service would be improved if such seco~d sections 

were diseonti'O't'~d on IIUB and "0" mute lines a~d buses scheduled more 

frequently than on one-hour headways during off-peak periods. 

Condition of nuscs 

Evicie~ce was adduced by the Contra Costa Commuters 

Associatio~~ the Co~ssion staff and ~eyhound concerning the 

condition of the buses operated in Contra Costa commute service. The 

record shows that current buses are old m3ioline buses purChased in 

1948. RepresentDtives of Contra Costa Commuters Association presented 

oral testmmony and pic=ures concerniog the condition of these buses. 

Their presentation was designed to show that the buses are' often 
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/ litter~d on fobound trips, indicating that the buses have not been 

cleaned at storage yards in Contrs Costs County; thst certatD buses 

have broken apparatus sDd require repair of seats, windows and floors; 

that air-conditioning does not always operate during summer months; 

and that the general iDterior condition of the buses is poor. the 

Commission staff and Greyhound subsequently made inspections of the 

buses. The Commission staff witness indicated that 40 percent of the 

buses he checked had defective items which needed correction, 

iDcluding broken reading lights, torn upholstery, and refuse in racks 

or on floors. Greyhound 1 s witness testified that many defects cited 

by the Association concerning specific pieces of equipment had been 

repaired or corrected, and that the general condition of the buses is 

not Ullsafe or uncomfortable. Greyhound t s witness conceded that the 

buses are old and have worn interiors, and stated that it is the 

c~pany's present plan to replace some of the equipment with newer 

equipment and to refurbish the remaining equipment; however, he 

o£fe~ed no schedule of the company's plans for replacing or refur­

bishing the buses. 

!he record indicates that the condition of the buses used 

iD Contra Costa commute service has deteriorated aDd that the buses 

should be replaced or refurbished with reasonable dispatch. Greyhound 

should be required to furnish a platl for replacement, I~ntrbisblDg 

andJo% %epairiDg such bus equipment aDd to make subsequent per~od~c 
progress reports. Prese~t equipment, if kept in service~ should be 

msi~tained in good mechanical condition) including aix-conditioning 
14· { 

units.-- In addition~ Greybound should oe required to provide 

persoDDel aDd facilities at its Contra Costa County termini to clean 

buses at the conclusioD of the eventcg outbound commute rues. 

Y!:.! By Decision No. 68734, dated 11arch 15, 1965, the second interim 
opinion and order in this proceeding, we found that for 
Greyho~drs ~~rin and Peninsula commutation service the latest 
transit buses with improved ventilation will be satisfactory 
without additional air-conditioning. !his findfcg is specific in 
its application to 11arin and Penl.:Jlsula service and should not be 
interpreted to apply to Contra Costa commutation service. 
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Timetables 

The Commission staff and Contra Costa Commute:s Associa~ion 

urged that timetables for the commute areas be revised to show 

schedules ope~ated in peak periods which do not now appear on the 

timet~bles, and to make other changes which would enhance the conveni­

ence of the timetables to the userS thereof. GreyhoUDd showed that 

many of the changes suggested had been incorporated in its current 

timetables and asserted that it has made a consistent effort to keep 

the public informed of timetable Changes. Timetables are printed 

periodically, but cOmQute schedules are added or departure ~imes are 

ch~nged in the periods be~j'een printings. 

It is the changes occurring between printings Which the 

Association and staff witnesses urged that Greyhound ~ke a gxeoter 

effort to publicize to the public. 'Vn,at action would best ameliorate 

this situation is not disclosed on the record. Satisfactory methods 

of informing the public of day-to-day scheclule changes can be developed 

expeditiously through ioformal procedures. Greyhound will be directed 

to cooperate with the Commission staff and other interested parties in 

the development of satisfactory procedures to inform the public of 

commute ~imetable changes; the staff will be directed to keep the 

Commission advised of the results of such procedures. 

Commute Routes4 Stops and Terminal Facilities 

The Order Instituting Investigation in Case No. 8009 sets 

forth three proposed route extensions concerning which a determination 

must be made herein •. 

The first is the so-called Skyline Boulevard route.. Toc 

description of this route includes Skyline Boulevard (St3te P~ute 35) 

f:om its junction with State Route 1 (Coast Highway) in Daly City, 

soud1 to the inters~ction of Ralston Avenue, west of Belmont. 

Several residents along Skyline Boulevard, representatIves of the 
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Cities of San Bruno and Pacifica, ancl a Commission staff witness 

offered testimony in support of the establishment of this route. None 

of the witnesses urged its extension to Ralston Avenue. The southe~ 

te~nus recommended by the staff witness was San Bruno Avenue i~ S~~ 

Bruno. The wittlesses' testimony was to the effect that the :lumber of 

homes along Skyline Soulevard has grown rapidly in the past few years; 

further gro~~h along Sl~ltce Boulevard is planned o~ under way; the 

nearest bus to San Francisco is the service of Greyhound along the 

Coast Highway through Pacifica, or along El Camino Real (U. S. 

Highway 101) through South San Francisco and San Bruno; the distances 

to be traveled to reach the present routes are too great to be conveni~ 

ent to persons living ::adjacent to Skyline Boulevardwho do Dot have toe· 

use of an automobile; the terrain between Skyline Boulevard and either 

the Coast Highway or El Camino Real is relatively hilly and steep and 

does not permit convenient walking be~een such points; aDd no other 

bus line op'erates over the proposed route or is interested ill operating 

over such a route. 

'!be staff witness explaiDed that Sl~lir:.e Boulevard is 2 

narrow two-lane road without adequate turnouts for bus stops. The 

staff witness recommended that service not be established until 

suitable bus turnouts are constructed because stops along the present 

highway would be unsafe. Representatives from the Cities of Paeific3 

and S~n Bruno stated t~~t those cities would be p:epared to con$t~ct 

bus stops along Skyline Boulevard if service is initiated. '!he witness 

for the City of San Bruno recommended that bus stops be located in S~n 

Bruno .at the intersec:ions of Skyline Boulevard with San Bruno Avenue, 

Sneath Lane, and Sharp Park Road. 
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The staff witness estimated that three additionsl buses and 

drivers would be required at the start of the service aloog the pro­

posed Sl<yline route. As patroDage increases additional buses would be 

required. It was estimated by the staff witness that s,ix buses would 

be required at the midpoint of the year in which service was initiated. 

These estimates contemplated tbe furnishing of commute service during 

the morning and evening peak periods only. 

Greyhound opposed the establishment of this additional 

service along Skyline Boulevard on the grounds that it would be a peak­

period operation, which Greyhound asserted is more expensive to perform 

than service throughout the day; that such service would divert some 

passengers from paralleling routes, but not enough passengers so that 

G:eybound could reduce the number of buses on the paralleling routes; 

and :that present commutation services are not paying their way atld 

Greyhound would be saddled with an additional commute route which would 

be operated at a loss. Greyhound also took the position that the 

proposed service is not embraced within any current certificate of 

public convenience and necessity held by Greyhound; tbat such 

additional route is beyond the area wbich Greyhound serves as a public 

utility; and that the Co~ssion therefore has no jurisdiction to 

~equire Greyhound to perform the proposed service. 
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The seco~d route extension described in the Order lnstituting 

Investigation in Case No. 8009 is the so-called YgD8Cio Valley route. 

It would provide an alternate route (via Oak Grove Road and Ygnacio 

Valley Boulevard) from the intersection of MOnument Boulevard and Oak 

Grove Road in Concord to the Walnut C=eek depot. The proposed route 

is approximately one mile lODger tha~ the present route. The staff 

witness indicated that the route could be operated by diverting buses 

from the main commute route and would not involve any additional equip· 

meot or drivers. Witnesses representing the Bo~rd of Supervisors of 

the CoUDty of Contra Costa, the City of Walnut Creek and the Contra 

Costa Commuters Association supported the establishment of this alter­

nate 4oute. These witnesses asserted that a great deal of new housiog 

~djacent to the proposed route has been developed in the past few 

years, a new 350-bed hospital located on this route is llesring comple­

tion, and Q survey of commuter tr3Csportation needs conducted in 

February of 1964 indicated that a large portion of the commuters 

surveyed desire service along this alternate route. 

Greyhound opposed the Ygnacio Valley altercate route for 

many of the same reaSOllS it opposed the Skyline Boulevard route • 
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The proposed additionQl commute services along Skyline 

Boulevard and Ygnacio Valley Road involve questions of 

economic tmpact as well as the public interest. An expeditious deter­

~iD~tioo of the issues io these proceedings other than those involving 

S!<yline Boulevard ~nd Ygnacio Valley Road services requires that ·the 

l.atter be deferred for consideration in a separate opinion and order .. 

The third route described in the Order lDstituting 

Investigation is a p~oposed alternate route within Oakland to provide 

service to Kaiser Center. The staff witDe~s testified that investi­

gation showed that a rerouting of lines to serve Kaiser Center would 

require travel along heavily congested streets and extra running time 

because of traffic congestion. In the opinion of this witness, pss­

sengezsboarding at points other than Kaiser Center would be seriously 

~eonven1eneed by the proposed route. The witness also stated that 

representatives of Kaiser Center had withdrawn their request that buses 

be rerouted to serve the Center. In the circumstances, rerouting of 

buses within Oakland to serve Kaiser CeDter should not be required. 

10 addition to the three new routes referred to in the Order 

I~stituting Investisatio~, the Co~ssion staff witness recommended 

~h~t GreyhoUDd reroute its Peninsula Coastside buses along a recently 

completed section of the Southern Freeway within San Francisco. The 



record. shows that only a portion of this freeway has been completed and 

~o material savi~g in time or co~venience would result from the pro­

posed rerouting along the segment so far completed. The proposed 

rerouting is not practical at this .time. 'When the e~tire freeway is 

completed, it may serve as a feasible altercate route during peak 

commute periods. 

The Commission staff witness also recommended that regularly 

designated bus stops be established in Contra Costa County between 

Concord and Walnut Creek, and he presented an exhibit containing the 

particular locations of such stops. This recommendation was concurred 

in by Greyhound and by Contra Costa Commuters Association; it is 

reasonable and should be adopted. 

Two public wittlesses urged that a bus stop be established at / 

the junction of San Pedro Avenue and Coast Highway in Pacifica. The 

record shows that buses were formerly stored at a lot located on San 

Pedro Avenue west of Coast Highway, and northbound service waS sta:ted 

from said lot. A stop formerly was made at a pofDt approximately two 

blocks west of the intersection of San Ped:o Avenue and Coast Highway. 

At the request of the City of Pacifica, Greyhound abandoned this 

storage lot and moved the storage location to a point on the Coast 

Highway about one-fifth mile north of the aforementioned intersection. 

Buses are now routed southbound from the current storage lot to the 

intersection; at that point they are turned and headed north to begin 

operations. Passengers are not picked up at the intersection, 

Qssertedly because it would be UDsafe to do so in view of the condition 

of the roadway. It was the opi~ion of the Commission staff witness 

that paving and grading of the roadway and provision for curbs and 

sidewalks would be necessary to provide for adequate passecger safety. 

The witness for the City of Pacifica i:ldicated that plans have been 
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formulated by the City for improving the intersection. It is clear 

that, under current conditions, it is Dot safe to establiSh a stop at 

the intersection of San Pedro Avenue and Coast Highway. Greyhouod 

should be required to establish this stop when the hazardous conditions 

have been eliminated. 

Evidence was also introduced with respect to the need for 

acquisition of additional loading space at the Transbay Terminal in 

San Francisco and the need for improvement in or relocation of the 

San Anselmo depot. The record shows th3t cooperation of the public 

agencies involved is necessary to make these recommendations feasible. 

The Commission urges the San Francisco-Oakland Bridge Directors and 

the City of San Anselmo to consider the needs of the increasing numbers 

of commuters using Greyho~d's commute services and to cooperate with 

Greyhound in the improvement of said terminal facilities. 

Advertisin~ 

Representatives of Contra Costa Commuters ~sociation urged 

that Greyhound be required to advertise its off-peak service in commute 

areas in order to sttmulaee additional passeDgers. It was the conten­

tion of the Association that improved revenues from off-peak service 

would offset losses for peak-period co~te operations. SuCh a 

:equirement has been ordered in prior fare proceedings involving 

Greyhound and other passenger carriers. Such advertising ca:apeigns 

have not been succ.essful. This recommendatiotl should Dot be adopted. 

CRfafnl ~~t~iJeratioD has been given to all of :he other 

reeommendat~Qns a~d proposals of the parties made in Case No. 8009. 
No affirmative aecio~ is required ~ch respect co reeommend6cions otne: 

than those discussed above. The authority to increase fares gr~~tcd 

herein will not be conditioned upon :he establishment of the service 

improvements approved herein, but Greyhound will be expected to place 

such improvements in effect within ninety days after the effective 

date of this decision. 
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Conversion Tables 

Applicant requested authority to establish the increased 

min~, one-way and round-trip fares by means of cODversion tables 

to become effective on five days' notiee to the Commission a~d the 

public. Because of the number of t~riffs involved and the complexi­

ties thereof, authority will be granted to publish the increased fares 

by means of a cODversion table. The increased fares may be published 

on five days' notice. Applieaat is placed on notice that it must act ~ 

promptly to amend its tariffs so that specific fares may be determined 

without the use of con~crsioo tables. 

Findings ~nd Conclusions 

The Commission finds as follows: 

1. The results of operations for the test year ending 

February 28, 1966, as set forth io Table III, reasonably represent 

Greyhound's California intrastate revenues, expenses, income taxes, 

net revenues, rate base and rate of return under present fares. Such 

rate of return is less than reasonable. 

2. The results of operations for the test year eoding 

February 28, 1966, as set'forth in Table VII, reasonably represeD~ 

Greyhound's Csl;£ornia intrastate revenues, expeoses, iocome taxes, 

net reveoues, rate base and rate of return under the fares authorized 

herein. The rate of returc of 6.4 percent shown therein is reasonable 

for such operatioos. 

3. !he increased fares authorized herein are reasonable and 

h~ve been justified$ 
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l;.. Public health, convenience and safety require the establish­

ment of a program for the prompt refurbishing and repairing of bus 

equipment used in Contra Costa commute service and/or the replacement 

of present equipment with newer equipment and also require the estab­

lishment of facilities in Contra Costa County for maintaining the 

cleanliness of buses used in said service. 

S. The public interest requires three new employees to be used 

as supervisory personnel in its Division 5 (San Francisco Bay area 

commute operations) to aid in improvement of on-time perfor.cance, to 

adjust schedules to fit current traffic patterns and to study the need 

for the establishment of additional express routes. 

6. The public interest requires the establishment of definite ,-, 

bus stops between Concord and Walnut Creek; the bus stops shown in 

Exhibit No. 52 will be reasonable. 

7. Improvement is needed in the methods used by Greyhound to r---' 

ensure prompt dissemination of information to the public of changes in 

time schedules for San Francisco Bay area co~~e operations. 

8. Establishment of 8 bus stop at the intersection of Coast 

Highw~y (State Route 1) and San Pedro Avenue in Pacifica would not be 

sa~ without appropriate modification of the roadway. !he public 

interest requires the establishment of such a stop when the necessary 

modifications of the roadway are made • 
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9. Public convenience does not now require the establishment of v/ 

a 90 percent loading standard for Peninsula commute operations. 

10. Except for proposed route changes involving Skyline Boulevard I 
and Ygnacio Valley Road which will be decided in a further order, 

public healtb,convenience and safety do not require other proposed 

changes in the operations of Greyhound's San Francisco Bay area commute 

services. 

Based upon the forego~g findings, the Commission concludes 

as follows: 

1. Greyhound should be authorized to establish the increased 

fares found reasonable herein, on five days' notice to the Commission 

and the public, and such fares (except local and commute fares) should 

be authorized to be published through means of a conversion table. 

2. Greyhound should be directed to file with this Commission 

within thirty days after the effective date of this order a program 

for the replacement and repairing and/or refurbishing of buses used in 

Contra Costa commute service. Greyhound should be required to file 

monthly reports of the equipment changes made under suCh program until 

such program is completed. Any refurbishing of buses should be 

completed within six months of the date the program is initiated. 

3. Greyhound should be directed to h~re three new supervisory 

employees assigned to its San Francisco Bay area commute operations 

for the purpose of improving on-time perfo4m8nce and better scheduling 

of such service. 
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l'1. Greyhound should be directed to provide employees and 

facilities at eermini aDd bus storage yards in Contra Costa to main-

tain the cleanliness of buses used in Contra Costa commute service. 

S. Greyhound should be directed to make a study in cooperation -

with the staff of this Commission and representatives of the Contra 

Costa Commuters Association with the objective of developing mutually 

acceptable methods of publicizing changes in schedules of commute 

buses in the periods between printing of timetables. 

6. Greyhound should be directed to file revised timetables to 

initiate service bavfDg 30-minute headways (except Saturdays, Sun~ys 

and holidays) on routes departing from Concord terminal for Sao 

Francisco between the hours of 8:30 a.m. and 11:30 a.m., and departing 

from San Francisco termini for Conc(rd between the bours of 6:00 p.m. 

and 9:00 p.m., half of said schedules ~ Concord to be ope:ated via 

Oakland terminal and the remafoder to be operated via direct routes. 

7. Regular bus stops, properly marked, as set forth in Exhibit ~_-

No. 52, should be established on Greyhound's ~in route between 

Concord and Walnut Creek. 

8. Application No. 46333 should be reopened for further hesring, .,......-' 

and for such relief as may be appropriate, by the filing of a petition 

seeking such reopening by any party to the proceeding within thirty 

days of any 3ction by the Califoroia State Toll Bridge Authority 

:educing tolls for passenger buses across the San Francisco-Oakland 

Bay Bridge. 
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9. Greyhound should make studies looking to the substitution 

of a twenty-ride ticket for the present monthly ticket now in effect 

for Contra Costa commute service. Such studies should be completed 

within one hundred twenty days after the effective date of this order. 

Greyhound should info~ the Commission of the completion of its studies 

by the filing of an appropriate application seeking tbe establishment 

of a revised fare structure. 

10 • Greyhound should be required to notify the CoImDission in 

w:titing, within ninety days after the effective date of this order, 

of its compliance with the directives referred to in Conclusions 2, 3, 

4, 5, 6, and'7, above. 

THIRD Ii.'lTERni ORDER 

IT IS ORDERED that: 

1. Greyhound Lines, Inc. (Western Greyhound Lines Division) is 

hereby authorized to establish the following fares: 

(a) Ol~-WAY DISTANCE FARES (other than fares 
authorized in paragraph (c) hereof): 

Hiles Rate Per Mile 
OVer ISut l~t OVer {in cents} 

0 25 
25 50 
50 100 

100 1SO 
150 200 
200 250 
250 300 
300 400 
400 

Hiuimum Fare • • 
Round-trip Fare 

• • • • • • • • • 
• • • • • • • • • 

-47-

3.31 
3.09 
2.92 
2.65 
2.54 
2.48 
2.43 
2.37 
2.32 

30 cents 
180% of one-way 

fare .. 
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(b) Except as otherwise provided, any increased 

one-way fares resulting 10 amounts less than 

60 cents and not ending in "011 or u511 cents and 

aDY increased round-trip fares resulting in amounts 

less than $1.10 and Dot enditlg in nOn or "Sf! cents 

may be further increased to the nex: higher amount 

ending in "0" or "5" cents, as the case may be. 

Any increase in one-way fares resulting in amo~ts 

greater th~D 60 c~ts 3Dd any increased rouod-trip 

fares resulting in amounts greater than $1.10 shall 

be rounded to the neares: cent, one-half cent being 

considered nearest to tha ::lext higher cent. 

(c) Fares within local commutation areas may be increased 

as follows: 

(1) San Francisco PeofDsula fa~es: as set forth in 

Exhibits Nos. 2, 15,. 16, and 72 (except that 

twe~:y-ride book fares for co~tation service 

shall not exceed $5~60 where the present fare ~ 

is $4.00) .. 

(2) Cont~3 Coste Co';nty fares: as set forth ill 

Exhibits Nos. 5, 6; and 19. 

(3) Marin-Sonoma Counties fares: as set forth in 

Exhibit No.4 .. 

(4) Long Beach-San Pedro-Santa MOnica fares: 

as set fo:th iD Exhibit No.7. 

(5) ~~ni~ fare within the above local commutation 

3~eas: 30 ce~es. 

(d) Except to the exte:t hereiD modified, existfcg fares, 

rules aDd tariff provisions shall be applicable. 
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2. Peeding establishment of the specific fares authorized in 

para:;~raph 1 (a) hereof, applicant is authorized to make effective 

increases in said passenger fares by means of appropriate conversion 

tables, provided that said iDcreased fares do not exceed the fares 

authorized in paragraph l(a) hereof. 

3. The tariff publications 8U1:horized to be made as a result of 

the order herein may be made not eaxlier than five days after the 
" 

effe:ctive date of this order on not less than five days' ',notice to~the 

Comn~ssion and the public. 

4. The authority granted in paragraphs land 2 hereof shall 

expire unless exercised within ninety days after the effective date of 

this order.,. 

5. In addition to the required posting and filing of tariffs, 

applicant shall give notice to the public of the fare increases 

est~blished pursuant to the order herein by the posting of a printed 

explanation of its fares in its buses and termiDals. Such notice shall 

be posted Dot less than five days before the effective date of the fare 

changes and shall remain posted for a period of not less than thirty 

days. 

I 
I 
I 
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6. Greyhound Lines~ Inc. shall file with the Commission, within 

thirty days of the effective date of this order, a plan for the 

replacement and/or refurbishing and repairing of buses used in Contra 

Costa commutation service. Said refurbiShing and repairing program 

shall be promptly initiated and shall be completed within six months 

of the effective date of this order. Honthly reports shall be made to 

the Commission settiDg forth the work done during that period. 

7~ Greyhound Lines, lnc. shall file within ninety days after 

the effective date of this order revised timetables for Contra Costa 

service to initiate service having thirty-minute headways (except 

Saturdays~ Sundays and holidays) on routes departing from Concord 

terminal to San Francisco during the hours of 8:30 a.m. through 

11:30 a.m., and departing San Francisco termini for Concord during the 

hours of 6:00 p.m. through 9:00 p.m., half of said schedules to Concord 

to be opexated via Oakland terminal and the remainder to be operated 

via direct routes. 

8. Greyhound Lines, Inc. is directed to hire within thirty days 

after the effective date of this order three additional superviSOry 

employees to be assigned to Division 5 (San Francisco Bay area commu­

tation operations) for duties relating to improvement of on-time 

performance and scheduling of equipment. 

9. Greyhound Lines, Inc. is hereby directed to provide 

employees and facilities at termini and storagQ yards in Contra Costa 

County to ~intain cleanliness of buses used in Cont:a Cocta County 

commutation services. 
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10. Greyhound L1nes~ IDe. is directed to establish regular bus 

stops, properly marked~ at the locations set forth in Exhibit No. 52 

in these proceedings. 

ll. Greyhound Lines~ Inc. is directed to make a study in 

coo,eration with the staff of the Commission's Transportation Division 

and the Contra Costa Commuters Association with the objective of 

developing acceptable methods of publicizing changes 10 schedules of 

commute buses in the periods between the printing of timetables. In 

the event mutually acceptable methods cannot be deVised, the Commission 

will entertain an appropriate pleadicg to establish reasonable 

practices concercing publication of timetables. 

The effective date of this order shall b, ten days after the 

date hereof. 

day of 

Dated at _____ San.-..._Fran;.;;,;;;.Cl.S;;;;:·:o;;;c~() ____ , Califotnia, this /;Z/-'1 

., .... , .... ,~ ........ 

) 

COiiiCiissioncrs 

Comm1~Sioner George G. Grover. be1ng 
Docossnr11y absent. 4id not partiCipate 
in the d1zpoS1t1on or thb.proceCd1l2g. 

Cocm::~ioner W1ll1am M. Bennett. being 
neee~sar11y absent. did not ~art1c1pate 
1n ~o d1sposition or this proceed1ng. 
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