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Decision No. _-:1 ..... 51_5_1_9 __ 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES CO~nSSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

Application of GREYHO~~ ~:NES, INC., ! 
HESTERi'! GREYHOUND LINES DIVISION:> for 
an order authorizing the elimination 
of commutation fares and incr~ases in 
commutation area casual fares. 

Application No. 49658 
Filed September 1, 1967 

(Appearances are shown in Appendix A) 

OPlt-TION -.------

Greyhound Lines, Inc., Western Greyh~und Lines Division 

(Greyhound), seeks authority to eliminate commutation fares and to 

increase one-way and round-trip (casual) fares within commute areas. 

Applicent p~ovides service at commutation fares within the San 

Francisco Bay Area, betweon Long Beach and Santa Monica, between 

Sacramento and Woodland, and between DeWitt Hospital and Auburn/ 

Nevada City. The fa=es in question were last increased pursuant 

to Decision No. 71787, d~ted December 30, 1966, in Application 

No. 48692 (66 Cal. P.U.C. 646). 

A duly noticed public hearing was held before Commissione~ 

Morrissey and Examiner Mallory at San Frar.cisco in the period 

February 7 through April 15, 1968. The matter was submitted~ fol­

lowing oral ~r8ument, on April 23, 1968. Twenty-seven days of 

he~=ing were held, 58 exhibits were introduced, testimony WDS 

reeei\"cd from 45 wi't:ncsscs, and 3,414 pages of transcript were 

recorded. 

Applicant alleged thet its commute operations now, and 

foX' several years past:, hove been conducted at a loss; that the 
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revenue deficiencies of the commute operations heretofore have been 

subsidized by its California intrastate mainline operations; that 

its mainline operations cannot continue to subsidize the commute 

operations; and that the fare increases sought in this application 

are necessary to provide sufficient revenues to operate the commu-

tation services llt the break-even point. The cities of Long Beach p 

Bakersfield and San Diego urge that the application be granted in 

order to eliminate or reduce the 8sse~ted subsidization of San 

Francisco Bay Area commute operations by Greyhound's mainline serv­

ice serving these communities. 

Increased fares to the levels sought in the application 

were opposed by the Commission staff, Marin County Transit District, 

the Contra Costa County Commuters Association, the Davis Area 

Chamber of Commerce, the Montara-Moss Beach Improvement Association, 

Contra Costa County, the City and County of San FranCisco, the 

cities of PaCifica, Walnut Creek, Pleasanton and Woodland, and by 

several individual commuters. An alternste fare structure was 

proposed by the Commission staff which would provide increased 

fares lower than those proposed in the application and which would 

continue to provide multiple-ride fares for commuters lower than 

one-way or round-trip fares. 1 

The Commission considers the following to be the prinCipal 

issues in this proceeding: 

1. Estimated operating results for a current period and for 

a future year at present and proposed fa~es; as one measure of the 

1 A comparison of the fares between selected po1'a.t:s reaues~ed "Y 
applicant and proposed by the Co~ission staff is shown ir. 
Appendix B. 
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adequacy and reasonableness of the levels of the present fares and 

the proposed fares. 

2. The effect upon individuals, communities and public bodies 

of present and proposed commute fares, as a different measurement of 

the reasonableness of proposed fare levels. 

3. As a concomitant of paragraph 2 above, our appraisal of 

the potential operations of rapid transit services by public transit 

districts or other transportation agencies within the commute areas 

now served by Greyhound. 

4. Proposed revisions of, or improvements in, the services 

offered by Greyhound within commute areas. 

Proposed Fares 

Greyhound's proposal would raise the current one-way fares 

within commute areas by 5 cents, where the fare is less than $1, and 

by 10 cents, where the fares are $1 or more; establish round-trip 

fares on the basis of 180 percent of the increased one-way fares; 

cancel all present commute fares; and establish 20-ride book fares 

on the basis of 10 times the increased round-trip fares. The pro­

posed 20-ride books would be sold as a convenience to commuters, as 

the per-ride cost would be the same as if a round-trip ticket were 

purchased. 2 The increases in multiple-ride fares range from 16 to 

146 percent, and average approximately 50 percent. Greyhound's 

witnesses testified that fares on the levels sought are necessary 

to provide sufficient revenues to offset the fully allocated 

expenses of providing suburban commute 'services. 

2 Round-trip tickets are not sold on buses; th~y may be purchased 
only at ticket offices. Many commuters embark or debark at 
points intermediate to ticket sales offices. 
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The staff proposes that one-way fares be retained at cur­

rent levels (except for the reduction of fares between San Francisco 

and short-line points in Marin County); that the minimum one-way 

fare be increased to 35 cents; that round-trip fares be canceled 

when the one-way fare is less than $1; that multiple-ride fares be 

increased, but to levels less than would result from Greyhound's 

proposal; tl~t the present monthly commute book for Contra Costa 

County and Vallejo be discontinued and a 20-ride book be substituted 

therefor; tr~t commute tickets be honored on the San Jose express 

buses; that student reduced fares in the Long Beach-Santa Monica 

service be retai~ed; and that commute fares be established in 

certain areas where no fares of this type are now published. 3 The 

increases in the multiple-ride fares proposed by the staff range 

from 3 to 58 percent, and average approximately 25 percent. The 

staff's position is that factors other than Greyhound's asserted 

need for additional revenues must be considered herein. The staff 

witness testified that the Southern Pacific Company commute fares 

on the Peninsula set the practical limits on what Greyhound can 

charge on its paralleling routes. For Contra Costa and Marin 

services, the staff witness testified that the fares which he pro­

posed are those which would balance Greyhound's revenue needs with 

the minfmum diversion of traffic from Greyhound's commute operations. 

Contra Costa County Commuters Association and Marin 

County Transit District recognize that some increases in fares are 

necessary, but urge that fares be established which are less tha~ 

those proposed by Greyhound or the staff. They argued that Grey­

hound is the only public t~ansportation service now operating 

between Marin County or eastern Contra Costa County and San 

3 The staff, as part of the proposal for Marin fares, =ecommended 
that fare zones be established for all of the Marin County opera­
tions. Greyhound concurred in the staff proposal in this respect 
~bit 68). 
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Francisco; that Greyhound provides an essential service to a large 

segment of the public in those counties; that increases in fares of 

the amount sought are so great as to cause a substantial diversion 

of traffic from public transport to private automobiles; that such 

diversion will burden already crowded highways and bridges; snd 

that fares so high as to cause any substantial diversion of traffic 

is a dereliction of Greyhound's ooligation to serve the public. 

Davis Area Chamber of Commerce pointed out that the 

present commute service between Sacramento and Woodland is operated 

via Davis; neither Greyhound nor the Commission staff proposed 

specific multiple-ride fares to and from Davis. The Chamber of 

Commerce urges that a commute fare between Sacramento and Davis not 

to exceed 35 cents per ride be established as a result of this 

proceeding. 

The record shows that no commute tickets have been sold 

in any recent period between DeWitt Hospital and Auburn/Nevada City. 

Greyhound and the Commission staff proposed that such multiple-ride 

fares be canceled. 

Greyhound Lines Inc. 
or~ariIz8tional ~t=ucture 
an Western Operations 

Descriptions of applicant's operations and corporate 

structure and those of its parent and affiliated corporations arc 

set forth in the decision issued in the last general rate increase 

proceeding (Decision No. 69539, 64 Cal. P.U.C. 641, at 644).4 No 

~terial cbanges have occurred in the period since that decision 

was issued, except that Greyhou~d Corporation has acquired all the 

4 An offset increase of 7 percent in mainline ana commute fares~ to 
reflect wage increases incurred in 1966, was granted by Decision 
No. 71787 (supra). 
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capital s:ock of General Fire and Casualty Company. As a result of 

this acquisition, Greyhound Lines, Inc. has discontinued acting as 

a self-insurer for public liability and property'damage risks. 

Separations MBnual 

In order to arrive at revenues, expenses and rate base 

for Greyhoundts California intrastate mainline and local services, 

it is necessary to use allocation and separation procedures. Such 

procedures were adopted by the Commission in Decision No. 62959 
5 (59 Cal. P.U.C. 213, 215). 

Assertedly, these procedures were followed by Greyhound 

and the Commission staff in the development of historical revenue 

and expense studies submitted in this proceeding. 

Results of. Operations, Historical Period 

Exhibits were presented by the Commission's Finance and 

Accounts Division staff dealing with applicant's financial condi­

tion, sources of funds, financing of property and rate of return. 

Applicant and the Commission's Transportation Division 

staff introd~ced comprehensive exhibits dealing with results of 

operations for the year ending June 30, 1967. These exhibits were 

bottomed upon the accounting records of Western Greyhound Lines 

DiVision, adjusted to give effect to bus depreciation rates and 

salvage values adopted as reasonable in p:ior proceedings, and to 

eliminace dues and donations. Allocation procedures were applied 

to such data to arrive at, successively, results for total Cali­

fornia operations, total California intrastate operations and local 

operations. Summaries of the results of operations for Greyhoundr~ 

5 The procedures are set forth in the Allocations ana Scpnrations 
Manual (Exhibit No. 78 in Application No. 40057). Said exhibit 
was incorporated in this record by reference. (See Decision 
No. 69539, 64 Cal. P.U.C. 641, 644 and 645.) 
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California intrastate mainline and local operations, for the his­

torical period, as developed by Greyhound and the Commission staff 

are set forth in Tables 1 and l-A (Appendix C). Such tables 

indicate that the differences between the showing of Greyhound and 

the staff are minor. In its cloSing argument Greyhound state.-J. that 

the differences in such data are not an issue in this proceeding. 

Table l-A discloses that commute operations Were con­

ducted at a loss in all areas. 6 Table 1 shows that california 

intrastate mzinline operations were conducted at a profit; however, 

the losses from local operations reduced the total California intra­

state net operating revenues to near the break-even point for the 

historical period. 

As previously indicated, the data presented by Greyhound 

and the Commission staff also included system results of operations 

for Western Greyhound Lines DiviSion, and total california operating 

results which include both interstate and intrastate operations 

within the State's geographic borders. The following is a compari­

son of such results for the historic period: 

Actual 0terating Results 
(Year End ng June 30, 1967) 

:_w.;.;.e;:;.s~t;::.;e;;;rn;.;;.;.. ... G;.;;;r~e .. y.:.:h:.;:.o~un;;.;.d;:;...:L:;.;i;.;n;r.;;e:;.;s;...-.: __ c~a;;;,:i_i;;;;;£;;.;;o~rn;,.:.;:,;;;i;.;;;a...;;.To-..;;.ta_l;;.....,,...-_: 
: ____ ~I~t~em~ ____ ~?~c~r~e~y~h~o:;.;u~n~d_l __ ~: __ ~s_t~a_f~f_2 ____ ~:_G~r~e~y~h_o~u_n_d_l~: ___ s~t~a~f~~_2 ___ : 

Revenues 
Expenses 

$100,823,500 $100,762,900 $64,164,500 $64,209,800 

Net Operating 
Income* 

Rate Base 
Rate of Return* 
Operating Ratio* 

89,828,800 

6,065,200 
48,665)600 

12.5% 
94.8 

90,331,600 

6,291,000 
50,037,000 

12 .. 6% 
93.8 

* After income tax~s. 
1 Exhibit 26. 
2 Exhibit 64. 

59,328,900 

2,667,600 
31,998,000 

8 .. 3% 
95.8 

59,526,400 

2,916,700 
32,236,000 

9.1% 
95.5 

6 Results of operat~ons for the woodland-Sacramento service are in­
cluded in Table 1 under the heading "mainline." Other commute 
operations are shown in Table l-A under appropriate headings .. 
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As may be seen from the foregoing table, California o~era­

tions produce approximately 64 percent of the revenues of Greyhound's 

11 state operations. Exhibit 37 (Greyhound) shows that 66 percent 

of Western Greyhound Lines System bus-miles were operated in Cali­

fornia. 

Results of 0eerations. Future Period 

Applicant and the Commission staff also introduced 

exhibits showing estimated results of operations for the ye8~ 1968 

at present fares and under the fares proposed by Greyhound. The 

staff also showed, in its exhibits, the estimated results of oper­

ations for the test year at fares proposed by it. 

Summaries of estimated results of operations under present 

fares are set forth in Tables 2 and 2-A (Appendix D). It is appar­

ent from these tables that commute operations will continue to be 

conducted at a loss and that Greyhound's total California intrastate 

service will be operated near the break-even point. For California 

intrastate operations as a whole, Greyhound estimates an operating 

ratio of 100.8 percent; the staff, an operating ratio of 99.3 

pf.!rcent. 

Comparisons of summaries of operating results under fares 

proposed by Greyhound and the staff are set forth in Tables 3, 3-A 

and 3-B (Appendix D). Greyhound estimates that under its proposed 

fares the commute service operating results will be sli~~tly below 

the break-even point; and that its intrastate service, 3$ a whole, 

will produce an operating :atio of 98.6 percent (after taxes), and 

a rate of return of 2.4 percent for the test year. The sta£fW s 

estimates of the :esults of operations under Greynound;s p~oposecl 

fares are more favorable; they show that local operations would 

break even, and that total California intrastate service would pro­

duce an operating ratio of 96.9 percent (after taxes), and a rate of 

return of 5.6 percent. 
-8-
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Greyhound disagreed with the st~ff's estimates for the 

forecast year. G~eyhound present~d evidence designed to show that 

the staff's estimates of operating reven~es for mainline charter and 

local services were overstated. Greyhound also urged that the 

staff's forec~st year studies do not proper.1y reflect expenses for 

the following: bus maintenance expense, license and registra:ion 

fees, California gross receipt taxes, ~nd income taxes. Explana­

tions of the bases of Greyhound's contentions in this regard, and 

proposed adjustments of the staff revenue and expense estimates for 

test-year operations at cu=re~t fares (Exhibit 70) are set forth in 

Greyhound's Exhibit 85. That exhibit also contains adjustments in 

commissions paid, and income taxes made necessary by other adjust­

wer.:s to revenues and expenses. The effect of the adjustments to 

the st~ff study co~tained in Exhibit 85 is to reduce the revenue 

estl~te$ and to increase the expense estimates. A summary of oper­

a~1ng revenues, exp~nses, ~nd adjustments thereto, as proposed in 

Exhibit 85~ is shown in the following tabulation: 

Estimated Operating Results Year 1968 
PRESENT FAF.ES 

Cal~fo=nr.a !n:rastate 
Item Total : Mainline . Loc31 

Revenues 
Exhibit 70 
As Adjusted 

Expenses 
'txnl.bit 70 
As Adjusted 

* N~t Operating rCCOQe 
Exhibit 70 
As Adjusted 

Operating Ratio* 
Exhibit 70 
As Adjusted 

$45)292.,300 $3[1- 1 236,000 
44,538,300 33,719,000 

44~818,700 31,979!t800 
44,950,000 31) 9[,.0,700 

302,200 1 ,It.3S:> 700 
(265,000) 1,144,900 

99. 3~~ 95.8'% 
100.6 96.6 

(Red Fig1.:re) 
* Afte~ income t~xes. 
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We have ccrefully considered the adjustm2nts to 

Exhibit 70, as proposed by Greyhound in Exhibit 85, which are 

hereinafter discussed. 

The staff's revenue estimates for mainline operations 

were projected from passe~ger-mile statisties for an S-year period 

ending June 30, 1967. The staff estimated that traffic, as 

reflected in the passenger-mile statistics, would be higher at the 

end of 1968 than st the end of the period for which statistics 

were available when its study was undertaken. Greyhound) in its 

~sti~tes for 1968, forecast a level trend in passenger miles usir~ 

passenger-mile figures for the year ending Cct~ber 30, 1967. 

Statistics introduced by the staff showed that mainline passenger­

miles had decreased in the p~riod from June 30, 1967 to February 29, 

1968. 7 Greyhound conte:lds th.:t the staff's estimates of mainline 

traffic trends in past proceedings have been overly optimistic. 

It contends that the traffic trends are downward, and its estimates 

more reasonably reflect ~~tual current traffic trends than do the 

staff~s estimates. After cons1dera~ion, we conclude t~~t mainline 

psssenger-~les for the test year should be p=ojected on a level 

7 

--
. . 

The pllssenger-mile s:atist:.cs are tor lZ-moneh periods ending the 
lest day of the calendar month. The following a:e reflected in 
Exhibit 72: 

. 1z000 P.:lssenger SHIes · . · · Calitornia · Date : WGL Szstem · CD.1ifornia . Intrastate* · · . · 
June 30, 19671 2,922,889 1,803,300 1,014,985 
Oct. 30, 19612 

2~768,157 1,712,146 996,835 
Feb. 29, 19683 

2,717~8l1 1,691,108 997,000 
Dec. 30, 19684 2)804,000 1.,758,000 1 1 °06,500 

* Equivalent p~ssenger·Qilez. 
1 End of period on which staff's projections were based. 
2 Greyhound's 1968 test yea= estimate b~sed on this period. 
3 Latest Bvailab:!..e ~·;:atistiC!s .. 
4. Staff's estimate for 1968 test year. 
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trend, based upon the latest av~ilable statistics for a 12M month 

perioe, i. e., the 12 months ended Feb:uary 29, 1968. Adjus~ents 

in revenues should be based upon such data and the average fares 

used in the staff study (except as hereinafter noted), rather than 

the adjustm~nts proposed on sheet 3 of Exhibit 85. This adjustment 

requires a downward revision in expenses based on bus-miles. The 

bus-miles to be used are th03~ which correspond to the passengcr­

mile statistics used herein. 

Greyhound slso contends that ehzrte: =eve~u¢ estimates of 

the stsff were overstated when co~pa~cd with current charter reve­

nues per bus-mile. !t appears appropriate also to use the latest 

available statistics for charter revenues per bus-mile. The data 

for the 12 months ended February 29, 1968, prOjected for a full 

year sho"lld be: used, app'.ied Clgainst the bus-oiles estimated by the 

staff .. 

Greyhound urged that the staff's revenues p~= passenger 

for Marin operations and Peninsula (B.s'y) operations were too high 

in co~siee=ation of current ave=age re~cnues per passeng~r in those 

areas. The adjuscnents to such revenues ~s set forth on sheet 2 of 

Exhibie 85 are proper and shoul~ be edopted. 

Greyhound presented evidence to show that urainten::l'nee 

expcn~es should be adjusted. Such expenses '«Jere determined by 

usins sep~r~te costs per mile for each class of bus in use, and 

multiplying such CO$t by the e$tiQetcd r.umber of miles that each 

class of bus 'C.;ould be opeA:'~ted in the test year. G=t-~yhound 

furnish~a date eonc~r.~i~g i~s plenned usage of buses du~ing ~he 

test ye~r, which diff~=ed £~om st3ff est~tes developed be~orc 

such data wer~ =v~ilable. As G=eyhound's data on bus usage 
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reflects current plans of the compeny's management) it will result 

in more accurate ~stimates. Maintenance expenses should be adjusted 

3S proposed on sheets 5 and 6 of Exhibit 85. 

Greyhound proposed tM t lic4~nse fees for commute buses be 

adjusted to reflect the tot~l ~mounts paid for $uch expenses for 

all buses used in commute opcratio~s. The staff assigned this 

expense on the basis of the bus-~iles operated by such buses in 

commute eervice, excludi~ mileage operated in charter or other 

service. Gr~!yb.ound' s method appears to overst3te this expense) and 

should not be adopted. 

Greyhound ?roposed that the income tax calculations of 

the staff be adjusted to include therein income taxes paid in other 

states, which would reduce the federal income tax liability; and to 

include interest income for Western Greyhound Lines Division, which 

would increase the federal and state income tax liability. These 

adjustments appear proper except with respect to interest income. 

Said income is derived from the financing of nonoperative property 

(used buses) and does not rel~~e to the matters here in question. 

The method of calculating income taxes as set forth in sheet 10 of 

Exhibit 85, modified to exclude interest income, should be adopted. 

The foregoing adjustments relate to operations at present 

farE:s. In arriving at results of operations for proposed fares, 

further adjustments of revenueS and expenses ere required in order 

to give effect to di:ninution =.3ctor$. Greyhound and the staff 

furnished different estimates of the amount of traffic which will 

be lost to co~ute opera~ions because of the increased fares. 

Greyhound estimated that the loss of traffic would be 20 percent 

of the average percentage increase in fares. The staff estimate 
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was based on a sliding seale, depending upon length of haul, as 

~Iell as the pereent inerease in fares. Eaeh witness testified that 

judgment, based on figures adopted in prior fare increase proceed­

ings, formed the basis for his estimates. For the purpose of th1~ 

~roeeedi~g~ the staff esttmates of diminution factors will be 

adopted, although neither estimate ean be tested for accuracy. 

Marin County Transit Distriet, through a eonsultant 

em?loyed by it, presented in evidence 3 study designed to show that 

Y~rin County results of operations for a test year under present 

fares are more favorable th~n for other commute areas; and that if 

certain types of revenues had been properly allocated to Marin, and 

if eertain expenses ~properly alloeated to Y~r.in we~e removed, 

revenue defieiencies attributable to Marin operations would be 

s'lbstanti~lly redueed;8 therefore, lesser inc:-eases in fares than 

proposed by applieant or the staff would be appropriate. The reve­

nue and expense allocations attacked in Marin County Transit Dis­

t:rict's showing primarily sre those 'to7hich resulted f::om a proper 

a?plieation of the sepa::ations mznual heretofore aaopted by the 

Commission in Deeision No. 62959 (supr~). That deeision states 

that fff1.!ture improvement (in the separations manual) should be 

considered at hea:-ings separate from applic~tions involving fare 

increases. • •• " While this st~tement is dictum, and not neces­

sarily binding in the eurrent proceeding, the ~djustments suggested 

8 M~=l.n ass~~rtca th.at cOmrJute buses are used in chc::ter opcraticr..s, 
and that the n~t revenuos :ro:n said operations chould be cr~d.itc.o. 
to M~rin CO!ll::tuta oper.:1 t;.ons; that Marin p.assengers ar.e ca:eried in 
meinline b'l.\sCS op~ru'l:ing through Marin County, and revenue from 
Marin p~ssengers on sueh buses should also be credited to Marin 
operations; ~nd that certain overhead expc~ses, such as station 
e';pense ~nd .:::dvcrtising expenses, which do not benefit '!wI.arin 
operations, should not be allocated to the expenses for MBrin 
coomute operations. 
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by Marin Transit District are but a portion of the possible adjust­

ments to the manual made apparent during the course of the hearing 

to reflect changed conditions since the manual was adopted. It is 

urged that Greyhound, the Commission staff, and other interested 

parties proceed expeditiously to present, in an appropriate proceed­

ing, the ehanges in separations procedures required to bring such 

proced~es up to date, and to reflect the current organization and 

operations of Greyhound. 

Fuel Taxes and Bridge Tolls 

During the course of ~he hearing it was brought to the 

Commission's attention that Senate Bill 202 CMills-Hayes Act), 

introduced in the current session of the Legisl~ture, proposed a 

reduction in fuel taxes for certain local bus operations. The staff 

presented Exhibit 74, which showed the effect on Greyhound's 

expenses for local commute operations if fuel taxes were reduced. 

It was agreed by the parties that i:f SB 202w3s passed by the Legis­

lature subsequent to the close of the hearing, the Commission would 

t~ke official notice of this fact, and that test-year expenses 

should be adjusted to give effect to the revised fuel taxes. 

SB 202 was signed by the governor on June 19, 1968, and became 

effective on that date (Stats. 1968, Ch. 3J.8). Test year expenses 

adopted herein have been adjusted to give effect to the reduced 

fuel taxes. 

It was also brought to our attentio~ that the Californie 

Toll Bridge Authority h~d held hearings in January of this year on 

a propos.:'ll to reduc~ bridge tolls for cO'l.'!lm'..\te CtJ,ses on ~he S~n 

Franciseo-Oakland Bay Bridge ~~cl the Richmond-S~n ~f~el Bridge. 

-14-
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It was also indicated on the record that the Commission would take 

official notice of any reduction in such tolls, end give effect 

thereto in test year expenses. To date, no action l1as been taken 

with respect to this proposal. 

Adjusted Results of Operations 

Tables 4 and 4-A (pages 16 and 17) summarize test year 

results cf operations, adjusted as indicated heretofo=e, and also 

to give effect to the additional commute operations on Skylina 

Boulevard and Ygnacio V~lley Road p~escribed in Decision No. 72297 

(Ey.h..i.bii: 76) .. 9 

Table 4 shows adjusted results of test-year operations 

for mainli~e and local operations under present and proposed fares. 

Table 4-A shows adjusted test year results of operations for San 

Francisco Bay Area commute operations under present and proposed 

fares. The operating results under fares proposed by the Commission 

staff have been adjusted to eli~r~te proposed reductions in one­

way fares in Marin County and the proposed establishment of commute 

fares between points where such fares are not now published. 

The results of operations, including rate base, set forth 

in Tables 4 and 4~A are adop~ed as reasonable for the purposes of 

this proceeding. 

9 Dccisic~ ~lo. 7'2:'[91 \63 Cal. l?7D7c. ),. affirmcd by 
the Califo=nia SupJ:'(:l!le Cou.rt: on Har'C'l:lZ9, lS6S) (58 AC 419:t 67 
Cal. Raptr. 97)~ Said decision was made cpe:'3tive by Decis:!.on 
No. 744l2, dated July l7, !968) in Case No. 8009. 
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TABLE 4 :<=. . 
\(estern Grelhound Lines ~ 

(1'> 

Ado~ted Results of Operations - Year 12~ 'U1 
0) 

i5 
California California Intrastate 

Item : HGL Sx:atem Total Total M~linUne Local 

~esent Fares e 
Operating Revenues $101, 757,OCO $65,461,000 $411, 724, (XX) $33,807,000 $10,917,000 
Operating Expenses 93,610,000 62,339,000 44, 654, (XX) 31,859,0<x> 12,795,000 
Net Operating Income* 4, 694,fXiJ 1,8'99,000 42,000 1,185,000 (l,lI.J,COO) 
Operating Ratio* 95.4'fo 97.U 9<J .9% 96.5?! 110.5~ 
Rate of Return* 8.3 5.1 0.2 5.5 0 

l:1"'oposed Fares 
l'l~stern Greyhound Line!! 

Operating Revenues $10),044, (X)() $66,747,000 $46,012,000 $33,884,000 $12,128,000 
I Operating Expenses 93,105,000 61,$34,000 44,149, (XX) 31,a)S,(X)() 12,311,000 

f--' 
fJ' 

5,561,000 (103,000) I ~let Operating Income* 2,766,0CI:> 1,049,000 1,152,000 
()pcrating Ratio* 94.6<fi 95.9f, 91.n 96.6% 100.8% 
Bate of Return* 9.9 7.4 4.0 5.3 0 

ProP9.sed Fares 
Corrr.assion Staff 

CJperatillg Revenues $102,395,000 $66, (Y}<J ,000 $45,362,000 $33,810,000 $ll,552,OOO 
CJperating Expenses 93,4?2,fXXJ . 62,201,000 44,516,000 31,848,000 12,668,000 

~let Operating Income* 5,O?O,CIX) 2, 275,fXX) 494, (XX) 1, 145, ()(X) (651,000) 
CJr~rating Ratio* 95.0~ 96.6% 98.9% 96.6% lO5.6't 
~ate of Return* 9.0 6.1 1.9 5.3 0 , 

(Red FlguM) e 
* After income taxes. -, 

r 
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Item 

Present ~ 
Operating Revenues 
Operating Expenses 

Net Operating Income* 
Operating Ra~io* 
Rate of Return~ 

Pt:~se~_ Fares 
Hestern ,9rs:{hound Lines 

Operating Revenues 
Operating Expenses 

Net Operating Income* 
Operating Ratio* 
Rate of' Return* 

PrQ.Q9_s ed Fares 
CrJ.!~ssion staff 

Operating Revenues 
Ope~ating Expenses 

Net Operating Income* 
Operating Ratio* 
Rate of Return* 

TABLE 4-A 

Western Grexhound Lines 
Adopted Results of Operations - Year 1968 

:San Francisco: Peninsula : East Bay 
: Area Total (Ocean} :{Va11eJo) :Contra Costa: 

$ 8,161,000 $321,000 $505,000 $l,S91,OOO 
10,2S9,OOO 530,000 717,OCIO 2,733,000 

(1,295,000) (124,000) (129,OCIO) (512,000) 
115.9% 137.9% 125.5% 127.1% 

0 0 0 0 

$ 9,356,000 $394,000 $600,000 $2,293,000 
9, SIYl, 000 499,0CX) 703,000 2, 579,0CX> 

(254,000) (59,OOO) (58,000) (161,000) 
102.7~ 115.fJ/> 107.7% 107.0f0 

0 0 0 0 

$ 8,7S5,OOO $379,000 $568,000 $2,137,000 
10,162,000 513,000 715,000 2,671,000 

(803,000) (7S,000) (S6,000) (311,000) 
109.1% 120.6% 115.1% 114.6% 

0 0 0 0 

(Red Figure) 

* After incorr~ taxes. 

~~ . 
J--
'-D 
~ 
v. 
(» 

&1 

Peninsula -Harin (Bay) 

$1,976,000 $3, 462, COO 
2, 31), OCIO 3,996,000 

(205,000) (325,000) 
llO.h% 109.4% 

0 0 

$2,377,000 $3,692,000 
2,202,000 3,824,000 

99,000 (75,000) 
95.~ 102.($ 
10.8% 0 

$2,047,000 $),654,000 
2, 28S,000 3,975,000 

(141,000) 
106.9% 

(187,000) 
105.1% 

0 0 e 
~ 
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Out-of-Pocket Study 

Tbe Commission staff furnished estimates of out-of·pocket 

expenses for Greyhound's San Francisco Bay Area suburban services, 

based on the concept that the expenses so developed were those that 

would be avoidable if Greyhound's commute services were discon­

tinued. On an overall basis, the staff estimated that 89 percent 

of the fully allocated expenses for Greyhound's San Francisco Bay 

Area operations are avoidable. The staff urged that said estimated 

out-of-pocket expenses be used in this proceeding as a measure of 

the revenue needs of Greyhound for its San Francisco Bay Area oper­

ations. The staff witness stated that his fare proposals were 

developed with this concept in mind. 

Marin Transit District also urged that out-of-pocket 

expenses be used for the purposes of this proceeding. The District 

pointed to an asserted commi~ent of Greyhound, as stated in Deci­

sion No. 50747, to maintain fares on an "added cost" baSis, and 

urged that the terms "added cost" basis and "out-of-pocket" expense 

basis should be considered to be synonymous. 10 Greyhound argued 

. that "added costs" fall somewhere between full costs and out-of­

pocket costs, as indicated in Decision No. 50747, and that the 

discussion in that decision is dicta, and not necessarily binding 

upon Greyhound in the instant proceeding. 

Greyhound presented Exhibit 69 showing the result of 

ascribing to its total California intrasta~e results of operation 

10 Dec~sion No. 50747 \53 Cal. P.U.C. 634), involv~ng increased 
commutation fares in Marin CO'.ln'ty in 1954) stated (at page 638) 
that "when treyhound ~as seekins authority in the year 1939 to 
substitute its se~vice for the then existing rail-ferry service, 
the company gave assurance that costs for future rate-making 
purposes be computed on an 'added cost' basis without provision 
for general or overhead expenses which were not direct costs of 
Marin serviee. rr 
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the amount of the expenses eliminated from its San Francisco Bay 

Area service, if the latter expenses were reduced. to an out-of­

pocket basis. Such exhibit is summarized in the following table: 

California Intrastate1 
Total R'iinrrne 

Operating Revenues $45,292,000 $34,236,000 

o~ratin~ Exeenses 
F 1 Cost Basis 
Out-of-Pocket Adjustment 

44,384,000 31,654)000 
1,068,000 

Net Income after 
Income Taxes 
FUll Cost Basis 
Adjusted 

o~ratins Ratio 
Fu 1 tost Basis 
Adjusted 

566,000 1,610,000 
566,000 944,000 

98.8% 95.3% 
98.8 97 .. 2 

(Red Figure) 

1 Figures are developed 
from staff's Exhibit 40. 

Locar 

$11,056,000 

12)730,000 
(1,068)000) 

(1,044,000) 
(378,000) 

109.4% 
103.4 

The purpose of the above showing was to indicate that 

expenses of local operations in excess of the out-o£-pocket expenses 

do not disappear, but must be assigned to some other portion of the 

operations. In the above tabulation, Greyhound assigned to its 

California intrastate mainline service the difference between fully 

allocated expenses and out-of-pocket expenses for i:s local opera­

tions. The effect of this shOwing is to increase the net income 
, 

(reduce the loss) for commute operations, and to reduce the net 

income for mainline operations. 

Greyhound's Revenue Needs 

Applicant's president testified concerning the plans and 

policies of its Western Greyhound Lines Division, and the effect 
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thereon of its San Francisco Bay Area commute operations. His 

testimony is summarized in the following statements. Commute 

services in the San Francisco Bay Area constitute approxtmBtely 

half the number of passengers transported by Greyhound in its . 
California intrastate operations. These commute services have been 

conducted at a loss since their inception. In prior years, oper­

ating profits from Greyhound's intrastate mainline services were 

sufficient to offset the operating losses from commute operations. ll 

~1nline operations can no longer subSidize commute operations, 

because the magnitude of commute losses is growing yearly, and 

because competition with low-cost air transportation does not 

permit Greyhound to raise its mainline fares to the levels which 

would return a profit sufficient to offset the ~ver increasing 

commute losses.l2 

Greyhound's president also testified that if the full 

amount of the increases sought in this application is not grant~d, 

Greyhound would seriously conSider seeking authority to abandon 
commute services in the San Francisco Bay Area. The witness also 

testified that the company would not consider investing additional 

funds for capital fmprovements, such as for new terminals in San 

Francisco and San Diego, until it is satisfied that it will be 

permitted to increase commute fares to the break-even point. 

II In prior decisions the Commission has autfiorizea revels of 
casual fares for mainline service which permitted Greyhound to 
earn a reasonable rate of return on its overall intrastate 
operations, even though Bay Area commute operations were . 
conducted at a loss. (See Decision No. 69539, 64 Cal. P.U.C. 
641, 662.) 

12 The witness asserted t~.at the deficit from 3:3.y Area eo:m:nute 
operations was $675,000 in 1960 snd $2,074)000 in the year 
ending June 30, 1967. 
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Effect of Fare Increases on the Public 

The position of protestants with respect to proposed 

commute fares is that regular users of commute services have evalu­

~ted the cost and convenience of such service 3S compared with 

alternate means of transportation> and that any abrupt or substan­

tial increases in such fares will cause a significant number of 

passengers to alter their riding patterns and will cause hardship 

upon other commuters having no alternate means of going to and from 

work. 

Individual commuters, testifying on their own behalf or 

for protestants, showed that the fares proposed for the longer com­

mute distances can exceed the cost of using a private ear including 

parking costs, particularly if more than_one person shares the use 

of the vehicle. Others testified that they now drive their cars 

to the point where they board Greyhound; if the fares were increasecl 

substantially they would drive further-,- to a station of another 

carrier, such as Alameda-Contra Costa Transit or Southern Pacific 

Company. Other commuters testified that they have no alternative 

means of transportation and that increases to the extent sought by 

applicant or proposed by the staff would create a financial burden 

upon them. 

An officer of Contra Costa Commuters Association testified 

concerning a poll of commuters in Contra Costa County, which showed 

that 67 percent of those responding to the poll would use alternate . 
means of tre.nsporta-t:ion if the sought fare increases were granted. 

The witness testified that this poll was conducted by circulating 

eopies of the Association's bulletin> ~hich requested that the 

recipient, in his reply, state whether he would continue to ride 

Greyhound, would drive his own car, or would join a car pool. 
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The Association tabulated 439 returns, of which 110 indicated that 

the respondent would continue to use Greyhound, 296 would either 

use their own car or would join in a ride-pool, and 33 did not fit 

either category.13 

The representatives of the Cities of Pacifica, Woodland, 

Concord, Walnut Creek and Pleasant Hill, the City and County of 

San Francisco, the County of Contra Costa, and the San Mateo Council 

of Mayors, testified in opposition to the application. They stated 

th~t e~ch public body had passed resolutions opposing the proposed 

fare increases. The witnesses indicated that these actions were 

taken on the belief that the increases were inordinate, and would 

cause commuters to use other means of transportation, principally 

private automobiles. The witnesses testified that if this should 

occur, the increased automobile traffic would add congestion to the 

already overburdened streets and highways, and require greater 

maintenance and other costs to be borne by the cities and counties. 

Exhibit 60 was presented by a representative of the Golden Gate 

Bridge and Highway District, to show that the bridge and its access 

roads are nearing capacity and that any additional automobile traf­

fic would cause the capacity of the bridge to be reached sooner 

than it will under present traffic conditions. 

A traffic engineer employed by the City of San Francisco 

presented Exhibit 62, which was designed to show that the access 

streets within San Francisco to the Golden Gate Bridge are now used 

nearly to capacity, and that additional traffic lanes would be 

13 The witness in~4cated th~t the resul~s of the po~l may oe d~s­
torted because he believed thet only those ~~10 felt the strong­
est concerning the proposed increase responded. 
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necessary to accommodate additional auto traffic during the peak 

commute hours. He also presented evidence to show ~he cost of 

building additional off-street parking facilities. He stated any 

additional full-day parking would require such facilities, as there 

is no available on-street parking, and only a limited amount of 

off-street parking at the present time. Representatives of the 

Cities of Concord, Walnut Creek and Pleasant Hill testified that 

increased auto traffic during commute hours would cause congestion 

of streets and parking facilities within these cities. 

Representatives of the Cities of Long Beaeh, San Diego 

and Bakersfield testified in support of the proposed fare increases_ 

These witnesses stated that such communities believe that the users 

of Greyhound's mainline services should not pay higher fares in 

order to subsidize the San Francisco Bay Area commute operations. 

In recent years, each of these commur1ities has formed a transit 

district to supply suburban bus transportation to its residents. 

Said transit district operations require subsidization, which is 

provided by local residents. The witnesses testified that transit 

subSidies, if necessary for Greyhound's suburban operations, should 

be provided by the residents of the San Francisco Bay Area. 

Transit Districts 

Four transit districts within the San Francisco Bay Area 

have been formed by legislative action.14 They are the A1ameda­

Contra Costa Transit District (AC Transit), the San Francisco Bay 

Area Rapid Transit District (BARTO) 1 Marin County Transit District 

CMarin Transit) and West Bay Rapid Transit Authority (West Bay).lS 

14 Pursuant to Division 10) Parts 1) 2, 7, and Appeneix 3, PUbIic 
Utilities Code. 

15 Marin Transit is authorized to provide transit service within 
MBrin County and between that county and San Francisco. West 
Bay is authorized to provide transit operations in San Mateo 
County and between that county and San Francisco. 
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Only AC ~ransi~ is now providing service. 16 Representatives of 

other transit districts testified concerning the steps taken to 

date towards providing viable 'I:ransportation services within their 

districts. 

The record indicates th~t construction of a rail transit 

system by BARTD is well under way and possibly portions of the 

system may be operating as early as 1970. Said system, when com­

pleted, will provide service between the East Bay communities of 

Fremont, Union City, Hayward, Concord, Pleasant Hill, Walnut Creek, 

Lafayette, Orinda, Oakland, Berkeley, El Cerrito and Richmond; and 

between those communities, on the one hand, and San Francisco and 

Daly City, on the other hand. The record shows that AC Transit will 

continue to provide local and transbay bus service when BARTD 

beeomes operative, and also will provide feeder service for BARTD. 

The president of County Transit Lines, a local bus operator in 

Contra Costa County, offered to provide feeder bus se=vice to BARTD 

stations in that county. EVidence was introduced concerning studies 

made looking to the coordination of the transit operations of BARTO, 

AC Transit and San Francisco Municipal Railway (Final Report of the 

Northern California Transit Demonstra~ion Project, prepared by 

Simpson & Curtin, Consulting Transpo=tation Engineers). Probable 

T5 AC Transit provides loca~ bus':seiVree between E3st~ay commu--­
nities of Alameda, Emeryville, Oakland, Berkeley, Hayward, San 
Leandro, El Cerrito, San Pablo and Richmond and transbay bus 
se:vice between those cities~ on the one hand~ and San Francisco. 
on the other hand. 

-24-



A.49658 NB * 

one-way fares for BARTD transbay operations, as shown in said 

report, are as follows: 

Between San Francisco and: 

Orinda 
Lafayette 
Walnut Creek 
Pleasant Hill 
Concord 

$0.75 
.80 
.85 
.90 

1.00 

Witnesses for Marin Transit and West Bay testified that 

their operations are in the planning stage. Consulting engineering 

concerns have made stud;.es of the transit needs of residents of 

those districts, but that no affirmative actions have yet been 

taken by the districts to implement the recommendations contained 

in such studies. The witnesses for these districts were unable to 

predict with certainty when transit operations by said districts ~ 

would be initiated. 

West Bay's witness testified that it has compiled a master 

plan for San Mateo County transit operations, which contempletcs 

replacement of much of the present Greyhound commute service in that 

county. The plan will be offered to voters in tl"e Spring of 1959. 

If approved by the voters, the authority will implc1nent the plan. 

West Bay requested that fares of Greyhound not be raised to a level 

"that would be injurious to the transi't user base" on which the 

authority could build. 

The Marin Transit District presented cvi~~~cc ~o saow that 

Marin County does not have sufficient taxing power to provide ade­

quate revenues for the conduct of commute operations by it; that it 

has approached the Golden Gate Bridge and Highway District with the 

plan to use the Bridge District reserves to supplement tax revenues; 

and that the matter has been given study by the Bridge Dis'trict. 
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Representatives of the t=ansit districts testified that, 

in their opinion~ no commutation service, public or private, can 

generate sufficient revenues to fully cover operating costs, and 

tha~ subsidies must be furnished to supplement fare-box deficits. 

Discussion 

In the usual utility rate p=oceeding the Commission is 

called upon to determine a level of rates which will produce a fair 

return on the f~ir value of the property devoted to utility services. 

In this proceeding applicant does not request a "fair return"; it 

seeks to raise its commute fares only to a level where revenues w!ll 

balance the fully allocated expenses for the portion of its opera­

tions here under consideration. 

Historically, Greyhound has maintained its commute fares 

at levels we:ll below its corresponding casual fares. Greyhound 

deSires, in one fare proceeding, to alter this long-maintained 

dispa=ity. A fare increase of the magnitude sought may be so sub­

stantial as to drive away a large portion of its p~tron8ge and, as 

a consequence, seriously affect bro3c segments of the public in 

addition to its patrons. 

Unlike the services of the more monopolistic and non­

trensportation utilities, there is an alternative to Greyhound's 

services which its patrons more or less can freely choose. Such 

alternative is the use of private automobiles. 

From the riders',standpoir.t, there are many subjective 

considerations, which cannot be measured exactly, to take into 

account. These consicle~ations determine whether riders ·Nill con­

tinue to use G=eyhound's se~ice zftc= a :are increase. They are 

convenience, cv~ort, flexibility) time in transit, availability of 

one's own private auto'Globile or a !'ie~-pool, and availability of 
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parking. The record indicates that the private automobile is more 

comfortable and convenient, and provides more flexibility than does 

the use of public transportation. 

All of the estimates of revenues and expenses presented 

herein recognize that fare increases cause loss of traffic. The 

methods employed by the applicant, the staff and Merin Transit 

District, attempt to measure the ~mo~nt of revenue which would be 

lost from fare inc=eases. In Exhibit 28, Greyhound's accounting 

witness used a figure of one-fifth (20 percent) of the percentage 

of fare increase. The witness testified that one-fourth (25 percent) 

of the percentage of fare increase had been used by Greyhound in 

prior proceedings. The Commission staff, in Exhibit 63, cdopted 

diminution factors which varied according to length of ride, as well 

as percentage of fare increase. These factors renge from 10 percent 

of the percent of fare increase to 40 percent of the percent of fare 

increase. The expert witness for Marin County Transit District, in 

Exhibit 54, adopted Greyhou~drs esti~ate of 20 percent of the per­

centage of fare increase.17 None of these methods attempt to show 

the actual numbers of passengers which wocld be lost. The only 

estimate on this basis is that furnished by a w~~ness for Contra 

Costa County Commuters ASSOCiation, based on the poll conducted by 

tr~t organization. The poll indicated that 296 persons would not 

continue to use Greyhound if the sought f~~e increase was granted. 

This represents 7 percent of the total daily passengers USing the 

Contra Costa s::!rvices of Greyhound. It is appr"xi:nately 14 !?ercent 

of the largest numbe~ of persons (2,000) which could have responded 

rr--'the ~7itness attempted to snow tSat:-for Herin eounty :ta=es, the 
fare increases average 51.85 pe=cent, and the loss of revenue 
would be 10.37 percent. 
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to the poll. The most favorable estimates furnished herein indicate 

a loss of passenger revenue exceeding 10 percent, and the least 

favorable indicate a loss of traffic far in excess of that amount. 

It should be noted that the estimates were based heavily upon the 

experience of the witnesses) end ~l7ere not bottomed on current 

economic dat~ concerning recent fare increases. We can only con­

clude that a substantial number of passengers will be diverted from 

Greyhound's commute service to the public highways and, further, 

that once such passengers have decided to use their automobiles, it 

is unlikely that many will return to public transport. It should 

be commented here that on the Peninsula the fares of Southern 

Pacific Co~pany appear to set the maximum for Greyhound's fares at 

competing points. 

In the San Francisco Bay Area Greyhound serves approxi­

mately 47,000 persons per day during the work week. The preponder­

ance of these passengers are riding to or fr~ work in the communi­

ties of San Francisco or Oakland. The geographic area of San 

Francisco is small; the business area of the city is even smaller. 

T~e majority of the people working in San Francisco come from other 

communities in the Bay Area. The ltmitcd size of the city does not 

allow sufficient on-street parking. Off-street parking facilities 

cust compete for the limited available space and are costly to 

construct. 

San Fr~ncisco i~ built on the tip of a peninsula; other 

t~n from the s~uth, ~ccess is only by b~idges. These bridges are 

now used nearly to ca?~city, particularly the bridge from and to 

Ma~in County. Even iZ the c8?Bcity of the bridges to San Francisco 

should be enlarged, the connecting streets a~d highways to such 

bridges cannot ~ndle any gre~t ~mo~nt of additional traffic. 
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!ridges, highways, city streets, and parking facilities in the San 

Francisco Bay Area are now used nearly to capacity. Any greater 

use will require that such facilities be enlarged. 

Access to San Francisco from thc south is not subject to 

the bottleneck of bridges; however, Southern Pacific Company pro­

vides rail commute service to and froe many of the San Francisco 

Pe~insula points served by Greyhound. The fares sought herein are 

higher at several competing points than those maintained by Southern 

Pacific. The railroad provides only a single route, and only a 

limited number of stops compared with Greyhound. If passengers 

were to switch from Greyhound to Southern Pacific, many would neecl 

to travel a greater distance to board the train. However, many bus 

passengers who do not l:Lve c.dj3cent to bus routes r,ow use their 

automobiles to r~ach Greyhound. Such passengers could e~sily ride 

farther to use Southern Pacific service. 

The State Legislature and local public officials have 

concluded that an effective alternative to buildin.g additional 

freeways and bridges is to provide acequate rapid transit services, 

buil~ with public funds. Four transit districts have been created; 

such districts have the authority to perfor.:n the sam~ type of serv­

iee now perfo~cd by Greyhound within the B~y Area. Such transit 

district ope~ations arc in their formative stage (except for AC 

Transit). Xransit districts ultimately should replace Greyhound's 

subu:ban service i~ Contra Costa, Marin and San Mateo Co~nties. 

Until this p=oceedins~ there was no spur for the !1srin 

and West Bay dio'cricts to final:"ze their plc'lns and to sack voter 

approval and financial support for viable public transit sen~ices 

witbi:l their dist:ricts. Assuming that the fare increases sought 

herein are granted~ other public agencies within the same geographic 
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are~s as Marin and West B~y Districts will be burdened with the 

necessity for expenditures of public funds to provide additional 

facilities for private automobiles. Such expenditu~es would drew, 

in part, on the same reservoir of public funds as would public 

transit oper3tions. The transit districts contend that any large 

movement from transit operatio~$ to private automobile will be non­

reversible, thus e~oding the rider base for future public transit 

operations. 

It ie cle~r that this Commission h3s great latitude in 

its approach to rate-making orders. Tae mass of evidence does not 

point unequivocally to a particular result. The result to reech 

herein is what is best in the public interest, that is, the greatest 

good to the greatest n~~ber of people. With respect to the par­

ticular situation before us~ it ~eems clear that the inte:est of 

the public is in securing the continuation of service by G=CyhOU4d 

for the period necessary to permit the initiation of public transit 

district operations, without caUSing a substantial dive:sion of 

traffic resulting from a large fare increase. We believe that the 

fare structure for Greyhound's commute services in the San Francisco 

Bay Ares C81=tnot cover the full costs of operation vn.thout causing 

substantial diversion of its patrons. The r~cord clearly indicates 

that no mess transit op~ration can exist solely upon the revenues 

earned by it. The Commission has) in past fsrc proceedings, not 

looked beyond Grcyhoun,d I s Califor.u.a intrastate operations in 

setting fares. We cannot but note, however l that the California 

intrest~te oper~tio~s ~~c but 8 small part of the gian~ Creyhocnd 

Corporation. A sore spot :t~ the local area, while painful, is rlo'l: 

fat~l to the continued financial heelth of the Greyhound Corpo~e­

tion. 
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In the pricing of Greyhound's commute services within the 

San Francisco Bay Area, t~e Commission must consider, in addition 

to Greyhound's revenue needs, the effect of fare increases upon the 

entire community. We believe that, for service between San 

Francisco ~nd Contra Costa and Marin Counties, fares should be kept 

as l~w as possible to prevent diversion from Greyhound's commute 

service to private automobile, and thus avoid placing any addi~ional 

burden on crowded bridges, freeways and city st:eets. For Grey­

hound's Peninsula fares, an additional limiting factor is the 

probable diversion to Southern Pacifie;s commute operations. A 

further reason for keeping fares low is that ultimately Greyhound 

will be relieved of the necessity of providing commute service in 

the San Francisco Bay Area when public transit dis~ricts are in 

full operation. The habit of riding public transportation should 

be maintained. The time is approaching when public convenience ~nd 

necessity will not require Greyhound1s Bay Area commute operations; 

in the meantime, it will not be improper to maintain fares for 

commute service £o~ the time being below a level which covers fully 

allocated costs, as we conclude that the transit districts must 

provide the essenti3l needs of the public for mass transit in the 

f'iJ.tu:e. 

As heretofore m~ntioned, the staff studies estimated that 

out-of-pocket costs are 89 percent of full cos:s. Marin urged that 

the methods used in the saparetions manual to determine fully 

~l~ocated costs :es~lt in the essigning of terminal expenses and 

ac:.vertising expenses to co::omute opcratio'Cs, and that cOmQute ope::s.­

tions do not benefit from s~ch services. Marin a=gued t~t such 

expenses would continue in the same amount if commute services were 



A.49658 NS 

discontinued; therefore, such assignment of expenses is improper, 

even though provided in the separations manual. 

Marin also urged that net revenues from charter services 

performed in Marin County be allocated to Marin revenues. While 

the dollar amounts in the Marin studies to be allocated for charter 

revenues do not appear to be substantiated in the record, the prem­

ise has merit. The record shows that some of the commute buses and 

drivers assigned to Marin service (and in other commute services) 

are used in off-peak periods for school bus service and the revenues 

and expenses therefor are assigned to charter service. It also 

appears that commute buses are used on weekends for charter serv­

ices. The record is not specific as to this usage; therefore, no 

adjustments to revenues and expenses can properly be made on this 

record. 

Passenger train fares for Peninsula service have recently 

been established on an out-of-pocket basiS. In a proeeeding before 

the Interstate Commerce Commission in 1965, the Southern Paeific 

Company sought increases in its Peninsula commute fares of 30· to 

100 percent (ICC Docket 34631). The ICC found that such fares 

should produce sufficient revenues to cover the out-of-pocket costs 

of the service, and that fares on this level would make a fair 

contribution to Southern Pacific's revenue needs. A fare increase 

of 20 percent was found to cover such out-of-pocket costs, and to 

be just and reasonable. 18 This Commission, in its order in 

Decision No. 72889) dated Auguse 15, 1967, authorized the fares 

found reasonable by the ICC. 

IS The hearing exam~ner's reco~endcd report and or4er cites 
Illinois Central Suburban Fares, 1958, 305 ICC 221, 229 and 
Chica~o Intrastate Suburban Fares, MilwBw<ee Road, 305 ICC 73, ".lie hearing examiner's report and order 6ecame the order 
of the Commission on June 27, 1967. 
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The following table summarizes the 1968 results of opera­

tion~ for Greyhound's San Francisco commutation area developed on 

an out-of-pocket expense basis, under fares proposed by Greyhound 

and by the Commission staff: 

. . 

T.ABLE 5 

1968 Results of Operations 
San Frencisco Co~utaticn Area 

. . Under"Fares Proeosed by : 
: ________ ~I~t~e;m~ ________ ~: __ ~G~r~e~y'~no~u~n~a~_:~c~o~mm==~~s~s~i~o~n~S~t~D~£~£M: 

Operating Revenues 
Out-of-Pocket Expenses 
Net before Inco~e Taxes 
Net after Income Taxes 
Out-of-Pocket Costs 

$9,356,000 
8,787,000 

569,000 
347,000 

89.6% 

(Red Figure) 

$8,785,000 
9,106,000 

(321,000) 
(195,000) 

89.6% 

o~ ~he basis of the assignment of expc~ses as used in 

Table 5, G~eyhound's S~n F=ancisco Bay Area operations wocld be 

conducted at very nearly the bre~k-even point under the staff's 

proposed fares. In light of the previous discussion concerning 

economic factors other than results of operation, we conclude that 

out-of-pocket expenses should provide the measure for Greyhound's 

pre sene revenue needs for its San Francisco Bay Area commute opera· 

tions for the purposes of this proceeding, and that the fares on 

the level proposed by the Commission seaff chould be authorized. 

Expenses assignable to San Francisco Bay Ares operations on a fully 

allocated basiS, in the amount of $1,195~OOO, have been eli~inated 

from comm~te operatio~s in the development of the figu~es shown in 

Table 5. As pointed out in G=eyhoundrs Exhibit 69, the eliminated 

ex~enses do not dis~ppear, but must be recouped fro~ its other 

operations. Greyhound, in a subs~quent proceeding relating to its 
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~inline fares, may desire to present evidence concerning the 

reasonableness of recovering additional revenues to offset the dif­

ference between out-of-pocket and fully allocated expenses for its 

San Francisco Bay Area commute services. 

Service Matters 

The Commission staff prepared and present~d a study in 

response to a reqcest froe the Ci~y of San Francisco concerning the 

feasibility of rerouting of Merin Cou~ty buses within the fir~ncial 

district of San Fr~ncisco. The stedy in Exhibi~ 55 shows that the 

Y~rin Coun~y bus routes in question now t~rminate at the Fe:ry 

Building. The p=esent route to end from said te~inal is via the 

Embarcadero. The staff study portrays two possible new routes to 

serve the financial district on inbound (morning) operations, using 

either Sansome or Battery Streets. The s~aff witness r~commended 

a route via the Embarcadero, Sacramento Street, and Sansomc Street, 

with stops on Sacramento Street at Y~rket St:eet and at Sonsomc 

Street. The City of San Francisco sup~orted this proposal, snd 
I 

indicated that it would coope~ate with Greyhound by providing curb 

space for required bus seops. 

The staff witness testified that the rero~ting, as pro­

posed, would provide better service to MDrin County commuters 

working in the financial district. The staff s~udy indicates that 

the stop at Secrsmento and Sansocc Streets is in the approximate 

center of the cocplex of high-rise office buildings in S~n Francisco. 

The study show~ that outbound (evening) cOQmute service vi~ either 

of the proposed ro~tes would be impractical because on-street load­

ing of buses woulcl be requ.ircd, .anc that ins~fficit'nc sp:=:ce for bus 

?arkir~ and heavy traffic conditions would prevent on-street loading 

in the evening rush-hou~ period. 

-34 ... 



"e' 

The Commission staff wltness esti~ted that the 8dditio~1 

costs to Greyhound of operating inbound buses via the Sacramento­

California Streets route would amount to approxim~tely $2,336 per 

year. The witness stated that no additional buses would be 

required. 

Greyhound's regional manager for its Division 5 (San 

Francisco Bay Area suburban operations) testified that he had m~de 

3n analysis of the proposed financial district operations, and con­

cluded that additional costs would be greater then those estimated 

by the staff witness. He estimated thet aclditional annual costs 

for the rerouting of inbound Marin commute buses would amount to 

$53,462. A portion of the estimated costs reflect the addition of 

six buses to the morning ser~ice. 

The esttmates of the additional cost of providing the 

service vary widely, and it is difficult to determine which estimate 

is the more accurate. Assuming that Greyhound's esttmate is 

correct) the company would be burdened with substantial additional 

cost, for which no provision wes made in proposed fares. Inasmuch 

as commute fares for Y~rin service, authorized he:ein, have been 

kept at the lowest possible level, it would not be reasonable to 

harness Greyhound with additional expenses without providing addi­

tional revenues to offset them. 

Also, commuters working elsewhere than in the financial 

district may be in:onvenieneed by the proposed rerouting. The 

rero~ting is o~ly for inbound tri?s; requiring that financi~l dis­

t:ict riders go to the present termir~l at the Ferry Building fo~ 

. outbound service in the evenings. The streets upon which passengers 

would be disembarked are crowded and narrow. The record discloses 

that consideration h~s not, as yet, been given to safe discharge of 
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passengers at the 10c~'C:ions suggested. We cO\1.clude that the pro­

posal to reroute Marin commute buses should not be adopted at this 

time but should be given further study. 

The Commission staff also recommended (~~hibit 58) that 

the first buses on three ~outcs start 10 minutes earlier in the 

morning. 19 The witness statec that the fi~st bus on such routes 

operates with a c~p~city load, ~nd sometimes h3S ntandees or passes 

up passengers. The witr1<!!ss believcG that passe'ngers who go to 

work at early hours should not have to stand or be passed up. It 

appears that such rescheduling wo~ld provide better service and 

should be adopted. 

The Commission staff witness pointed out thet, because 

of a change in scheduling, "!]" route bus s~rvi~e to Hill Valley 

depot via Miller Avenue is not available after 5:24 p.m.; that the 

6:00 p.m. ''\'''' schedule bus operates to Mill Valley via Blithedsle 

Avenue; and tha: a few passengers who live adjacent to Miller 

Avenue leave teo l~te in the c·,ening to ride the last "U" bus and 

must ride the "V" schedule. '1."he ltV" schedule tcrmin~tes at the 

Mill Valley depot and deadhe~ds on M!ller Avenue to the bus storage 

yard near th~ junction of U. S. Highway 101 and Miller Avenue 

turnoff. The Cott:llission staff witness proposed that the last "V" 

bus schedule, on its return trip to the storage y~rd, carry pas­

sengers who wish to dis~mbark on Miller Avenue, et no additional 

fare. Greyhound op~oscd this reco~endstion on the baSis that, 

at ~ost, three passengers are ~ffected; that its t3riff requires 

~ 'l'he routes and. location of tEe starting points are .as tOllcws: .. 
D~pa:t'ttl=e Tit:le Route Ori~in --y Concord 5 :40 8.m. 

Z No,,·~:o 6:26 Cl.m 
T W31nu:,= Cree::t. 6:06 a.m. 
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the 3Ss~ssment of .;:n additional fare; and that drivers on deadhead 

trips layover at the depot before ~eturning the bus to the sto=age 

yerd. Greyhound pointed out that if the driver carries passengers 

on the return trip, his run would not end at the depot, but at some 

point along Miller Avenue. Depending on the length of the driverfs 

day and other schedules operated by h~) additional wage expense 

could be charged to Greyho~d. It is clear that Greyhound's t~riffs 

require the Qssess~ent of an ~dditional fare for service beyond its 

Mill Valley depot in the' reverse direction. It also appea~s that 

additional wage costs could be ~ssesscd against Greyhound. ~ne 

proposal should not be adopted. 

The consultant testifying on behalf of Marin County 

1~3nsit District proposed, in gene~al terms, that Greyhound insti­

tute additional service with ~Arin County buses: (a) between its 

Seventh Street depot and its Ferry Building terminal; (b) along 

Geary Stre~t in San Francisco; and (e) within Marin County to and 

from areas of recent growth. The record does not shew the number 

of additional p6ssengers who would use such services 1 the number of 

buses needed to provide the addition~l services, nor the additional 

expenses ~nd revenues which would accrue therefrom. The record 

aoes not contain sufficient evidence to justify the proposals of 

:.his witness. 

Public witnesses proposed several changes in applicant's 

?ri~ted schedules to ~prove their usefulness. A recommended cha~ge 

which has merit is th~t the s:hedules contain maps of the routes 

covered by each schedule. This reco~endation should be adopted 

when suburban schedules are reissued. 

Several witnesses also proposed that bus stops on city 

$treets a.nd county roads be marked with signs. Greyhound's wit­

nesses indicated that specific bus stops cSt locations in Y.r.arin 
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County mentioned in the course of the hearing would be so marked. 

It appears that other stops should be marked with signs, but the 

exact locations of these stops do not appear in the record. 

Im:erim Order 

In its final argument Greyhound requested that the Com­

mission issue an interim order in this proceeding. Greyhound 

indicated during the course of the hearing that its 11 states' 

wage contract with its drivers had expired on February 29, 1968, 

and that it was negotiating a new 2-year contract with the 

Amalgamated Transit Union. Greyhound argued that an interim deci-

sion herein would speed up the decisional process. 

No useful purpose would be served by the issuance of an 

interim order herein, as the evidence is complete. V" Generally, 

interim relief is granted only when, pending final disDosition of 

the 8eel~c8tion, the comp~ny's total earnings are so low as to 

constitute a severe threat to its ability to provide service. No 

contention was made herein that overall ee~~ings are that low. 

Moreover, the decision herein will dispose of this proceedir~. The \ 

reQuest for an interim order is denied. 
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The Commission finds as follows: 

1. Greyhound seeks to: (a) increase its l-way and round-trip 

fares in the San Francisco Bay Area; (b) to cancel commute fares 

within this area and between Woodland and Sacramento, between Long 

Beach and Santa Monica, and between DeWitt Hospital and Auburn/ 

Nevada C£ty; and (c) to establish 20-ride books, in lieu of commute 

fares, based on 10 times the increased round-trip fares. 

2. No commute books have been sold in recent periods for 

transportation between DeWitt Hospital and Auburn or Nevada City. 

3. Suburban service within the San Francisco Bay Area, and 

between Long Beach and Wilmington~ has been conducted at a loss for 

several years. Said losses have grown greater in recent years, 

being in excess of $2,000,000 (before income taxes) for the year 

ended June 30, 1967. 

4. In prior proceedings, Greyhound has been authorized to 

maintain its intrastate mainline fares at levels sufficiently high 

to offset losses on its San Francisco Bay A=ea s~~urban services, 

and to provide a reasonable rate of return o~ its overall intra­

state operations within California. The last increase in mainline 

and COU'l:llute fares was made pursuant to Decision No. 7liS7, d.!1ted 

December 30, 1966, in Application No. 48692. The rate of return 

previously authorized for Greyhoundfs intrastate operations 3S a 

whole was 6.4 percent, and the operating ratio (after taxes) was 

96.7 percent. 
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5. The results of operation for Greyhound's California intra­

stat~ s~rvice, as ~ whole, for the year ended June 30, 1967 indi­

cate a rate of return of 0.6 percent ~nd an operating ra~io (after 

taxes) of 99.6 percent. Said rate of return is less and said 

op~rati~ ratio is higher than ~uthoriz2d in prior proceedings. An 

increase in fares is justified. 

6. Applic~nt a~d the Commission staff estimate a slightly 

more favorable operating ra~io for Greyhoundis local operations at 

presene fares in the test year (Table 2-A, Appendix D) ~~han t:he 

operating results achieved in the historical period (Tsble l-A) even 

though ~X?C~S~S in the test ye~r =r~ s~eatcr ~~n in the h1storie~1 

year. The more favorable operating results stem from estimated 

increases in revenues from increased p~tro~age for Greyhound's 

suburban operstions in ~he test year. 

7. Gr~yhoundrs San Francisco Bay Area (Division 5) operstions 

serve an avcrag~ of 47,230 passengers per day (midwe~k), 3nd said 

o~erations provide an essential service to residents of the Bay 

Area. 

8. The fare proposals of Greyhound in this proceeding are 

designed to reduce operating losses on its services within San 

Francisco Bay Area (Divisi~n 5), and between Long Beach and Santa 

Monica, to 3 point where such ope=ations would be conducted at or 

~ear the break-even point. 

9. The le,,.cls in fares necessary to achie",e the aforemention-. 

ed pur?ose would result in percentage incresses in commute fares 

r.:lnging upwa=d to 176 ?~rcent, a~d a.veraging approximat~lly 50 pe:'­

cent. 

10. Increases of the magnitude sought in this application 

would adversely effect ~ny of ~ae patrons of Greyhound's 
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San Francisco Bay Area commute service, and will cause many of said 

patrons to discontinue patronage of said services. 

11. Increases in commute fares to the levels sought in the 

application herein will cause subst~nti8l diversion of traffic from 

Greyhound to alternate means of transportation. Such diversion 

will be primarily to private automobiles except on the San Francisco 

Peninsula, where said diversion will also be to Southern Pacific 

Company's rail commute services. 

12. Any substantial diversion from Greyhound's commute serv­

ice to private automobiles will burden the already crowded bridges; 

freeways and city streets in Bay Area communities. 

13. The estimates of loss of traffic from increased fares 

presented by expert witnesses vary considerably. Said estimates 

are not bottomed upon current studies of diminution factors, but 

are prtmarily based upon factors adopted in prior proceedings where 

the percentage of increase in fares is less than that sought herein. 

For the purpose of developing estimated revenues and expenses for a 

test year, the diminution factors set forth in the staff's 

Exhibit 63 will be reasonable. 

14. In many cases suburban transit operations in California 

conducted by entities other than Greyhound have been unsuccessful 

in operating on fare-box revenues. 

15. The San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District (BARTO) 

is a tax-supported public body organized to provide rapid tr3:lsit 

service within the Counties of Contra Costa, Alameda and San 

Francisco. BARto is constructing a rail rapid transit system within 

said counties; portions of said system i~ Alameda and Contra Costa 

Counties probably will be in operation by 1970, ~nd transoay por­

tions of the system probably will be in operation by 1975. 
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16. The system being built by BARTD between Contra Costa 

County and Oakland and San FranciS'co will provide service to the 

same group of r1~ers now served by Greyhound's Contra Costa service 

(Zone Group S4). 

17. Commute service by Greyhound will not be necessary between 
points within its Zone Group S4 when BARTO service becomes fully 

operative. 

18. Marin County Transit District CMarin) is a tax supported 

public body organized to provide rapid transit service within Marin 

County and between that county and San Francisco. Rapid transit 

operations in Marin are still in the planning stage. It cannot be 

determined on this record when such operations will be commenced by 

Marin. 

19. West Bay Rapid Transit Authority CWest B8y) is a tax­

supported public body organized to provide rapid transit service 

within San Mateo County and between that county and San Francisco. 

Plans for operations of a rapid transit system by said agency will 

be presented to voters in San Mateo County in the Spring of 1969. 

The plan to be presented has not been completed in its final form. 

If voter approval is accorded, further procedural steps to imple­

ment the plan will be necessary. 

20. The operations of BARTD, Marin and West Bay are and 'will 

be subsidized by tax revenues from residents of those districts" 

when transit systems within those areas become operative. 

21. The Commission staff fu=nished estimates of out-of-pocket 

expenses of providing suburban service within the San Francisco Bay 

Area. Said estimates, on a composite baSiS, arc approximately 

89 percent of fully allocated expenses. 
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22~ The fully allocated expenses for Greyhound's suburban 

services were developed by the use of the separations manus1 

approved by the Commission in Decision No. 62959 (59 Cal. P.U.C. 

213). Certain overhead expenses allocated to suburban operations 

~ould still be incurred if said services were discontinued. 

23. At the time Greyhound took over suburban service in Marin 

County from its predecessor (Northwestern Pacific Railroad), 

Greyhound indicated that fa~cs for the future would be maintained 

on an "added cost" basis, without provision for general or overhead 

expenses (Decision No. 50747, 53 Cal. P.U.C. 634). 

24. In view of Findings 6 through 17 and 20 through 23, and 

as Greyhound commute fares historically have been maintained at 

levels below the break-even point, fares sought in the application 

herein will be excessive. 

2S~ An alternate fare structure was proposed by the Commission 

staff which would increase the minimum fare~ round-trip fares and 

commute fares; but which would retain commute fares at a level 

below the per-ride costs based on round-trip fares. The increase 

in commute fares would range upward to 58 pe~cent, and would average 

approximately 25 percent. 

26. Protestant Contra Costa County Commuters Association 

recommended that commute fares for that county be increased by the 

percentage increase in expenses for local services since the fares 

were last adjusted. Such increase in expenses is approximately 

6.2 percent. 

27. Protestant Marin County Transit District recommended 

that the increase in commute fares for Marin County not exceed 

10.4 percent. 
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28. the Davis Chamber of Commerce recotm'llended a commute fare 

between Sacramento and Davis of 35 cents per ride, an increase of 

61 percent. No specific commute fare was recommended by Greyhound 

between Sacramento and. Davis; the Commission staff proposed the 

same commute fares as ,between Woodland and Sacramento (50 cents 

per ride). 

29. The alternate fare structure proposed by the Commission 

staff would provide a substantial contribution toward needed addi­

tional revenues, Would cause less diversion of traffic, and would 

in general retain commute fares at levels below the cost of round­

trip fares .. 

30. The alternate fare structure proposed by the Commission 

staff, modified as follows, will result in just and reasonable 

fares for Greyhound's suburban operations: 

a. No reductions shall be made in l-way fares 
for Marin County and Sonoma County, on the 
one hand; and San FranCiSCO, on the other 
hand, except as necessary in connection zone 
changes approved herein. 

b.. No commute fares shall be established where 
commute fares are not now applicable. 

c. A 20-ride book fare of $8 shall be appli­
cable for service between Davis and 
Sacramento. 

d. Commute fares between DeWitt Hospital 
and Nevada City/Auburn may be canceled. 

31. The increases resulting from the establishment of the 

fares described in Finding 30, above, are justified. 

32. The results of. operations set forth in Table 4 hereof 

reasonably represent operations for a test year at the fares found 

justified herein. 

33. The difference bct~een fully allocated expenses and out­

of-pocket expenses for Greyhound's San Francisco Bay Area commute 

operations is $1,195,000. 
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34. The City of San lirancisco, Marin transit and the Commis­

sion staff joined in a proposal (Exhibit 55) that Marin commute 

buses on inbound (morning) trips stop in the center of the San 

Francisco financial district. Such proposal will result in addi­

tional time and expense for such inbound trips. Outbound (evening) 

commute service from pickup points in the financial district would 

not be feasible from the standpoint of safety and convenience. 

Inbound operations over narrow city streets and over streets where 

construction 1s in progres also will be hazardous. Public conven­

ience and safety do not require the proposed rerouttng of inbound 

commute service from Marin County through the financial district at 

this time. 

35. The proposal (Exhibit 57) that Marin C01.m.ty "V" bus, 

leaving San Francisco at 6:00 p.m., should loop back from the depot 

at Mill Valley along Miller Avenue to discharge passengers, without 

the assessment of an additionsl fare, is contrary to Greyhound's 

present tariff rules, and would convenience only a very limited 

number of riders. This proposal is not justified. 

36. Greyhound's schedules for its san Francisco Bay Area 

suburban service will be more convenient to the users thereof if 

such schedules contain mBpS of the routes served. 

37. The proposals (Exhibit 58) concerning earlier starting 

ttmes of buses would provide more convenient service and should be 

adopted. 

38. Other proposals concerning rerouting of buses or the 

establishment of additional service are unsupported by the record 

herein, and should not be adopted. 
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Based upon the foregoing findings, the Commission con­

cludes as follows: 

1. Greyhound should be authorized to establish the increased 

fares found reasonable and justified herein~ on 10 day's notice to 

the Commission and the public. 

2. Greyhound should be directed to include in its timetables 

for its San Francisco Bay Area commute service, a map or msps of 

the routes embraced within said timetables, when such timetables 

are republished. 

3. Earlier starting times for morning schedules as 

recommended in Exhibit 58 should be established. 

4. Other proposals and suggestions concerning Greyhound's 

operations and service should not be adopted herein. 

5. Commute tickets for service between S~n Jose and San 

Francisco should be honored on the San Jose express schedules. 

6. To the extent not granted by the order herein, increases 

in fares sought in the application should be denied. 

ORDER - ----

IT IS ORDERED that: 

1. Greyhound Lines, Inc. (western Greyhound Lines Division), 

is hereby authorized to establish increased one-way, round-trip and 

commutation fares, as set forth in Appendix E hereof. 

2. The tariff rule for round-trip fares may be amended to 

exclude one-way fares of $1 or less. 

3. Except to the extent authorized herein the relief sought 

in the application herein is denied. 

4. The authority granted in paragraph 1 hereof shall expire 

unless exercised within ninety days after the effective date of 

this order. 
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5. The tariff publications authorized to be made as a result 

of the order herein may be made effective not earlier than ten 

days after the effective date of this order on not less than ten 

days' notice to the Commission and the public. 

6. Revised zone description for MBrin County as set forth 

in Exhibit 68 shall be filed with the new fares authorized herein. 

7. Commute tickets for service between San Jose and San 

Francisco shall be honored on the San Jose express schedules. 

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

applicant shall give notice to the public of the fare increases 

established pursuant to the order herein by the posting of a printed 

explanation of its fares in its buses and terminals. Such notice 

shall be posted not less than five days before the effective date 

of the fare changes and remain posted for a period of not less than 

thirty days .. 

9. Greyhound Lines, Inc., in the next revision of its time­

tables for San Francisco Bay Area suburban service shall include in 

said timetables maps showing the routes over which service is per­

formed. 

10. Greyhound Lines, Inc., is directed to place in effect, 

within thirty days after the effective date of this order, the 
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earlier starting times for initial morning service over ceresin 

routes, as recommended in Exhibit S8 herein. 

The effective date of this order shall be ten days after 

the sate hereof. 

Dated at __ ~ __ Fr_:m_c_ise_o_, California, this /3~ day 

of AUGUST I 1968 -------, . 

',', ... - ........ --... ,#~~' ,', 

.' ~ . . 

Commissioners 

CommisSioner Willi 
neeeSSa~11y ab~ am K. Bennett, being 
1 .'" .. ent. did not n ·W6e diSPOS1 tio polrt1eipate 

n or this ;roceed1Q&. 

CommisSioner Fred p ,r 
no • Morr1:s0'1 be1 

ee~Sar1ly ~hs~nt. did not • ng 
in the dispOS1 tion ot th1 part1e1pate 

s proceed.ing. 
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List of Appearances 

For Applicant: W. L. McCracken, for Greyhound Lines, Inc., 
Western Greyhound Lines Division. 

Protestants: Robert C. Marks, for Contra Costa County Commuterc 
Association; Douglas J. Maloney and Tho~s Hendricks, for ~~rin 
County Transi~ District; ~~rk L. Kermit, for Contra Costa County; 
Dennis Johnston, for the CIty of Pleasant Hill; Vern~ H. Pynn, 
for the City of Concord. 

Interested Parties: Thomas J. O'Connor, by Willip-m C. Taylor and 
Robert R. Laughead, for the Citv and County of San Francisco; 
Kenneth A. Hoagland, for the City of Bakersfield; Daniel J. 
Curtin. Jr., a~d Ch~rles R. Bras, for the City of Walnut creek; 
Warren Marsden, for San Francisco Bay ~1pid Tr~nsit District; 
~hester F. B2rggren, in prop~i~ pe=so~a; John W. Witt, for the 
~ity of San Diego. 

Other Appearances: Vin=e~t Mnck2~zie, Counsel, for the Co~i$sion 
staff. 
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rovnd-trip discount for I-,my fares 
of $1 or less. 



HARItI COUNTY !P . 
po 
-a 

yqm~rison of Present and_~roposed Fares ~ 
VI 
0:) 

ii1 
Kultiele-ride Fares (20-Ridesl 

Between 1-Wal Fares --Present IDL Proposed :Staff Proposed e San Francisco : . tKlL : Staff . . Cost . . Cost. . Cost . . . . . . . . 
:Hilos: and :Present:ProRQsed:Pron2sed: Fare :Per Ride: Faro :Per Ride: Fare :Per Ride: 

(1) (1) (2) 

10 Sausalito) $0.55 $0.60 $0.45 $ 6.75 $0.3375 $11.00 $0.55 $. 8.00 t-o.40 Y.arin City) 

16 Mill Valley .70 .75 .65 9.10 .455 13.50 .675 11.00 .55 
16 Green Brae .85 .90 .65 9.65 .4825 16.20 .81 11.00 .55 
17 Corte I~adera .70 .75 .65 9.65 .4825 13.50 .675 11.00 .55 

Ross ) lfg 
21 San Ansclrrro) .85 .90 .75 10.70 .535 16.20 .81 12.00 .60 :,g 

Fairfax ) 
o~ 

19 'Tiburon } t-f) 

Belvedere} .85 .90 .90 10.70 .535 16.20 .81 12.00 .60 \.>ltD 

24 Terra Linda 1.00 1.05 .90 13.15 .66 lS.9il .945 13.00 .65 
30 Ignacio .90 .95 1.00 13.15 .66 18.90 .945 14.00 .70 

Novato 1.05 1.15 1.00 13.15 .66 20.70 1.035 14.00 .70 
41 Petaluma 1.46 1.56 1.50 16 . .35 .82 28.10 1.405 17.00 .85 
49 Cotati 1.66 1.76 1.65 19.00 .95 .31. 70 1.585 20.00 1.00 
57 Santa Rosa 1.87 1.91 1,90 21.40 l.CY1 35.50 1.715 23.00 1.15 
34 Bolinas 1.20 1 • .30 1.20 16.40 .82 23.40 1.17 17.00 .85 r 
47 lnvel'nea.s 1.66 1.76 1.60 20.35 1.02 31,70 1.585 21.00 1.05 e 

(I) Round-trip fare 180% of I-way tare. 

(2) Round-trip fare 180% of I-way faro Where 
I-way fare Is over $1. llo round-trip 
dis~ount tor I-way fares of $1 or less. 



conTRA OOSTA COUNTl - SAN FMtlCISCO 

Comparison of Present and Proposed Fares 

Between I-Way Fares : Present :Hultiele-ride Fares 126~Rides): 
San Francisco : . \oX}L : Staff :~nthlYL-: kUL Proposed :Staff Proposed . 

:l.file~ : and :Present:Proposed:Proposed: Book Ride : Book : Ride : Book : Ride 

(1) (1) (2) (3) 

IS Orinda $0.75 $0.00 $0.75 $lS.2O $0.52 $14.1~0 $0.72 $12.00 $ 0.60 

22 Lafayette .85 .90 .85 21.40 .58 16.20 .Sl 14.00 .70 

26 l"Ia1nllt Creek .95 1.00 .95 23.45 .63 18.00 .90 15.00 .75 

29 Pleasant Hill 1.05 1.15 1.05 25.55 .69 20.70 1.035 16.00 .80 

32 Concord 1.20 1.30 1.20 27.50 .74 23.40 1.17 17.00 .S5 

35 Hartinez 1.30 1.40 1.30 (4) (4) 1S.00 .90 

38 POI"t Chicago 1.40 1.50 1.40 (4) (4) 19.00 .95 

43 Pittsburg 1.50 1.(,0 1.50 (4) (4) 20.00 1.00 

48 Antioch 1.60 1.70 1.1.0 (4) (4) 21.00 1.05 

(1) Round-trip fare 180% of I-way fare. 
(2) Round-trip fare lao;( of I-way fare 

Where I-way fare is over $1. 

(3) Based on usage of 37 rides per rr~nth. 

(4) No co~rnute fares in effect or proposed. 
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TABLE 1 
tlISTORICAL YEAR OPERATING RESULTS 

Western Greyhound Lines 
Results of California Intrastate Operations 

(Year Ending June 30, 1967) 

TOTAL 
INTRASTATE 
MAIN LI~U=E---------:::-LOC-:---A-L----; 

1 . 2 
1 TEll Greyhound Staff 

1 2' 1 . 2 
Greyhound Staff !~_~our~: Staff 

Revenues 
Passerger ............ I' .... 

Charter .............. , .... . 
:Ex.press ................... . 
Other ............... . 

Tolal ................ 
Total Expenses ........ of ........ 

Operating Income •••••••••. 
IncQ~e Taxes ••••...•..•.•. 
}let Operating Income •••••• 
Operating Ratio after Taxes 
.Ra.te &1se .................... of .. . 

Rate of Return t ............. . 

$35,549~500 $35~465)400 $25,559,400 $25,576,$00 $ 9,990,100 $ 9,sgg~600 
2,724,500 2,724,500 2,724,500 2,124~500 
2,630,000 2,655,000 2,630,000 2,655,000 
~og,3oo 1,)86 1 200 1,131,500 1,la2,400 176,800 20),800 
42,212,300 42,231,100 )2,045,400 32,1)8,700 10,166,900" 10,092,400 

41,966,700 42,0)9,000 29,725,700 29,195,200 12,241,000 12,243,800 

245,600 
110,100 
135,500 

99.7~ 
$22,696,200 

0.6% 

192,000 2,)19,700 2,343,500 
72,500 1,040,000 884,000 

119,600 1,279,700 1,459,500 
99.7% 96.0% 95·4% 

$22,513,400 $18,065,500 $17,743,800 
0.5% 7.1% 8.2.% 

(Red Figure) 

1 Exhibit 26 
2 Exhibit 64 

(2,074,100) (2,151,400) 
(929,900) (811,500) 

(1,144,200) (1,339,900) 
111.3% 113.3% 

$ 4,630,700 $ 4,769,600 

l$ 
~~ 
o~ 
~ 
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TABLE I-A 
tJISTORICAL YEAR OPERATUlG RESULTS 

Western Greyhound Lines 
Results of Local Operations 

(Year Ended June 30, 1967) 

Total Local Vallejo Contra Costa Marin 
IT~~ Greyhound Stafr :Greyhound; Staff Greyhound Staff Greyhound Stafr---: 

Operating Revenues $10,166,900 $10,092,400 $449,900 $455,200 $1.792,400 $1,736,700 $1,838,400 $1,835,000 
Operating Expenses 12,241,000 12,243,800 679,600 681,000 2,553,700 2,543,400 2,329,600 2,308,000 
Net Operating In-
co~e after Taxes (1,144,200) (1,339,900) (126,700) (140,600) (420,000) (502,400) (271,000) (294,600) 

Operating Ratio 
after Taxes 

Rate Base 

Rate of Return 

111.3% 113.3~ 128.2% 130.9% 123.4% 120.9% 114.7% 116.0% 
$ 4,630,700 $ 4,769,600 $250,900 $265,900 $ 489,400 $ 592,000 $ 999,400 $1,026,000 

Peninsula :_ Coal!,.tside Long BeacL-__ : other : 
Greyhound : Staff :Greyhound: Stafr Greyhound. Staff : Greyhound Staff 

Operating Revenues $ 3,108,600 $ 3,121,100 $301,900 $303,100 $ 110,900 $ 111,400 $2,564,$00 $2,529,900 
Operating Expenses 3,848,400 3,871,500 491,200 509,800 196,900 200,200 2,141,600 
Net Operating In-

come after Taxes (408,100) (467,400) (104,400) (12&,700) (47,400) (55,300) 
Operating Ratio 
after Taxes 

Rate Base 

Rate of Return 

113.1~ 115.~ 134.6% 142.5% 142.7% 149.6% 
$ 1.$22,100 $ 1,$90,400 $1931100 $113,)00 $ 102,900 $ 111,600 $ 

(Red Figure) 

Exhibit 26 (GreyhQund) 
Exhi~it 64 (Staff) 

233,400 

90.9% 
772,900 

30. z:J, 

2,129,900 

249,100 

90.ZJ. 
765!400 

32.5% 

;.i'?d 
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TABLE 2 

TEST YEAR OPEF.A,TING RESULTS 

"estern Greyhound Lines 
Estimated Results of california Intrastate Operation~ 

YEAR 1968 - PRESENT FARES 

ItITRASTATE -: 
TOT~A-L~------~----~~MA~I~N~L~II~ffi LOCAL 

. 1 . 2 1 2 Item ! Greyhound ~ Staff Greyhound Staff 
1 . 2 Gr:eyhound_: Staff __ 

Reven~ 
............. $36,824,7c() Passenger $37,725,000 $26,335,800 $26, sao, 000 $10, 48B,900 $10,845,000 

Charter ....... I ............. 2,93S,700 3,045,700 2,938,'/00 3,045,700 
Express ........................... 2,924,000 3,046,100 2,924,()(X) 3,046,100 
Other .......................... 1.393,700 1,475,500 1,216 t ()(X) 1,264,200 177,700 211.300 

Tolal .. " ............. " 44,081,100 45,292,)00 33,414,500 34,236,<XX> 10,666,600 11,056,300 

Total F..xpenses .................... 44,762,400 44,818,700 31 ,924,400 31,979,800 12,8)8,000 12,8)8,900 

Operating Income .............. (681,300) 473,600 1,4<)0,100 2,256,200 (2,171,400) (1,782,600) 
Income Taxes .................... (31),300) 171,400 685,300 816,500 (998,600) (645,100) 
Net Operating IncQrr,e (368,000) 302,200 $04,800 1,439,700 (1,172,600) (1,137,500) 

100.8% 99.3% 97.6% 95.7$ l11.~ 110.3.t Operating FAtio after Taxes 
Rate Base .......•••.•.... $25,552,900 $26,321,100 $21,510,200 $21,711,600 $ 4,042,700 $ 4,609,500 
Rate of Return ............ 1.Zt 3.7% 6.6% 

(Red Figure) 

1 Exhibit 27 
:2 Exhibit 70 
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ITIl.f 

Operating Revenues 

Operating Expenses 

Net Operating In-
como after Taxes 

Operating Ratio 
after Taxes 

Rate Baso 

Rate of Return 

Operating Revenues 

Operating ExperJses 

Net Operating In-
come after Taxts 

Operating Ratio 
after Taxes 

Rate Base 

Rate of Return 

: Tot:allocal ---: Greyhound.... Staff 

$10,666,600 $11,056,300 
12,838,000 12,838,900 

(1,172,80<) (1,137,500) 

111.0/. 110.3% 
$ 4,042,700 $ 4,601,500 

TABLE 2-A 

TEST YEAR OPERATING RESULTS 
Western Greyhound Lines 

Estimated Results of Local Operations 

YEAR 1968 - PRESENT FARES 

Vallejo Contra Costa 
Gre;lhound Staff Grelhound Staff 

$ 470,800 $ 505,100 $1,909,300 $1.891.000 

717,100 723,SOO 2,724,500 2,750,500 

(133,000) (139,600) (4hO,300) (548,400) 

128.'4 127.6% 123.1% 129.($ 

$ 216,900 $ 319,500 $ 464,500 $ 524,300 

Harin 
: Grczhound Staff 

$l,945,SOO $2,054,900 
2,413,200 2,337,900 

(252,400) (180,600) 

113.0% 108.8'% 

$ 837,700 $ 915,500 

. • ...... _ ...... ~ ....... ~ Coastside long Beach • Other 
- Staff Greyhound Staff Greyhound Staff : Greyhound 1 _ S!.l!ff ~~; 

$ 3,291.200 $ 3,522,00 $ 315,500 $ 326,700 ~ 121,000 $ 96,400 $2,612,200 $2,660,200 

3,983,100 3,982,eoo 516.000 535,700 202,000 192,600 2,281,300 2,315,600 

(373,700) (294,000) (108,300) (133,400) (43,oc,o) (61,400) 178,700 219,900 

111.4% 108.4~ 134.3% 140.8% 136.o.t 163.'11> 93.2% 91.U 

$ 1,615,700 $ 1,843,500 $ 171,400 $ 100,500 $ 91,700 $ 142,200 $ 644,800 $ 764,CXXJ 

27.7fo 28.a% 
(Red Figure) 

Exhibit 2? (Greyhound) 
Exhibit 70 (Staff) 
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TABLE 3 

TF§T YEAR OPERATING RESULTS 

~estern Greyhound Lines 
Estimated Results of California Intrastate Operations 

YEAR 1968 - PROPOSED FARES 

INTRASTATE 
TOTAL --: HAUl LINE lOCAL 

I'IE}{ ~;h2lmd1 Staff2 ~ GreyhOUild1 Staf!2 . 1 • 2 ! Greyhound : Staff 

Operating Revenues 
Operating Expenses 

* flet Operating Income 
. * Operating Rat10 

* Rate of Return 

Op~rating Rt)venues 
Operatin.o, F,xpenses 

* Het Ore rating Income 

* Operating Ratio 
Rate of Return * 

GREYHOUND'S PROPOSED FARES 

$45,761,300 $46,601,000 $33,510,200 $34,311.,000 $12,251,100 $12,281,000 

$ 

44,576,600 44,305,000 31,921,300 31,959,000 
617,900 1,465,000 828,800 1,503,000 

98.6% 96.9% 97.5% 95.6% 
2.4 5.6 3.9 6.9 

(3) 
STAFF'S PROPOSED FARES 

(3) 

- $45,937,000 $ 
~4,6gg,ooo 

797,000 

98.3% 
3.0 

(Red Figure) 

- $34,239,000 $ 
31,969,000 
1,448,000 

95.8% 
6.7 

* After Income Taxes. 
1 Exhibit 28. 
2 Exhibit SS. en No Estirnate FUrnished • 

... ~ ~ ~ ,: ~ 

12,655,300 12,346,00:> 
(210,900) (38,000) 

101.71> 100.3% 

(3) 

- $ll,698,OOO 

12,719,000 
(651,00:» 

105.6% 
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__ -,-lIill -.-

Operating Revenues 

Operating Expenses 

Net Operating 1n-
CQffie after T8xes 

Operating Ratio 
after Taxes 

Rate of Return 

Operating Revenues 

Operating Fxpenses 

Net Operating In-
come after Taxes 

Operating Ratio 
after Taxes 

Rate of Return 

TABLE J-A 

TEST YEAR OPERATIUG RESULTS - , 
tlestern Greyhound Lines 

Estimated Results of Local ~ratlons 

YEAR 1968 - GREYHOUIID'S PROPOSED FARES 

Totsl Local Vallejo Contra Costa Marin 
Greyhound Staff : Greyhound : Staff Greyhound Staff Greyhound Staff 

$12,251,100 $12,281,000 $575,800 $6OO,O<X> $2,)15,000 $2,293,000 $2,)91,500 $2,472,000 
12,655,300 12, 346,()()) 701,200 7(fJ,0<X> 2,685,600 2,597,000 2,'349,600 2,227,000 

(210,900) (38,000) (65,400) (69,OOJ) (193,300) (194,000) 25, (X)() 156,()()) 

101.1% 100.3% 111.4% 111.5% 108.3% 100.5% 99.0.t 93.7% 
3.0 17.0 

Peninsula Coastside long Beach Other 
: Greyhound . Staff :Gr~rhound: Staff : Greyhound : Staff : Greyhound : Staff . 
$ ),819,100 $ 3,756,000 $394,300 $394,000 $ 1)7,200 $ 112,000 $2,612,200 $2,660,000 

3,937,500 3,803,000 497,600 505,000 202,500 190,0')() 2,281,300 2,315,000 

(61,$00) (30,000) (53,900) (71,000) (34,100) (50,OOO) 112,600 220,000 

101.6% 100.8% llJ. 'f1, 11e.o.t 124.9% 144.6<t 93.4% 91.n 

26.8 34.6 

(Red Figure) 

Exhibit 28 (Greyhound) 
Exhibit sa (Staff) 
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ITEM 

Operating Revenues 
~ Operating Expenses 

Net Operating In-
como after Taxes 

Operating Ratio 
after Taxes 

Rat.e of Ret.urn 

TABLE 3-B 
T&<>T YEAR OPERATIlIG RESULTS 

Western Greyhound Linea 
~t~Ated Results of Local Operations 

* YEAR 1968 - STAFF PROPOSED FARES 

: Total local :Va11e.1o_~ :CQntJ'c!~~5t~: ~~l{arin : _~€nJnsu1~ _: ~_astsi4~ : J.ong Beach: 

$11,698,000 $568,000 $2J137,OOO $2,129,000 $),718,000 $379,000 $107,000 
12,719,000 723,000 2, 6e9, 000 2,314,000 3,966,000 519,000 193,000 

(651,000) (99,000) C352,OOO} (118,000) (158,000) (S9,OOO) (55,OOO) 

105.6% 117.4% 116.5% 105.5% 104.2fo 12).5% 151.4% 

(Red Figure) 

Source: Exhibit 88 

* No estimates furnished by Greyhound. 

Other . . -
$2,660,000 
2,)15, ()(X) 

(220,000) 

91.7% 
28.$% ~r; 

:i 
o~ 
Htt:1 
V'I 

? . 
fa 
<1' 
V'I 
(1) 

~ 

e 

'. 

e 



A.49658 NB 

APPENDIX E 

Fares Authorized 

To Be Published By 

GREYHOUND LINES, INC., 

Pursuant To Order In 

Application No. 49658 



;"649658 INS e "e" 
APPEND:DC E 

Page 1 of 22 
ZONE GROOP 22 PENlNSULA ~OCEAN2 

. . · . . · · · . · . .. 
:Zon~ : 1 : 2 : 3 

:p $ ,. 
>+l 

AWLT ONE-WAY FARES 

1 0.35 
2 0.35 0·35 
3 0.45 0.35 0.35 
4 0.55 0·35 0.35 
5 0.60 0 .. 35 0.35 
6 0.65 0.35 0.35 
7 0.80 0.55 0.50 
8 0·90 0.70 0.65 
9 0.90 0.70 0.65 

AWLT T\flENTY .. RIDE COMMUTATION FAmS 

6.50 . 
8.50 
9.00 
9.50 

10.00 
10.50 
11.50 
11.50 

6.50 
6.50 
6.50 
9·00 

10.50 
10·50 

8.50 
10 .. 00 
10.00 

ZOr..OZ FARE LIMITS 
•. - ·~·-·""I· 
Zon~ . 
NU:lbcr S~at1on ~1thin Zonc 

.01.' 

1 ::In Franc1oeo 

4 
\', 
.;p 

0.35 
0 .. 35 
0.35 
0.40 
0.55 
0.55 

7.50 
9.00 
9.00 

· · · · · · · 5 · :p 

0 .. 35 
0 .. 35 
0.35 
0.45 
0.~·5 

• T '.' . .. " 

I 
I 
I 

· · · · · · : 6 
$ 

0.35 
0.35 
0.40 
0.45 

7·50 
8.50 

· · · · · · · · 

· · · · · · 7 · 8 · (i, 
.p $ 

0.35 
0.35 0.35 
0.35 0.35 

.. 
6.50 

Zone Pare Limit 

· · · · · · · 2 · 
~ 

0·35 

... ~Ol~ll' .: ~~ '~p~t'(ithSt;e~t) .~-. _.. .,-
South .. Juni~ero Serra Blvd • . !. ...... ,"._ ....... '.' u, .. _ •• _ ...... , __ ._. ___ ._' __ 

North .. JUnipero Serra Blvd .. 

· · · · · · · · 

? ... 

3 

Wcstllllte (AlerJaoy :a1vd .• ) 
Westlaiie-{SkYline ·Blvd. f . 
Ddgemar (PaCific lI.Ll~or) 

..• ~~~t~ ~ .. ~~_ ~ .§..~l_~~ .. J3J;!<i •.. ~ ~ ~~~~X_~v.d:. 
~orth - Jet. of Sl-:y11ne Blvd. & AlemQny Blvd.' 
Fouth .. Paloma Ave. Over~ross1ng 

4 

5 

Sb.8rp Parl .. 
.. ~ Fairway-P-a:'k'- - .~ 

VaJ.lemar 
Roe!taway Beach 

,- -_ ........ _-_ ... _. ....... • --,po _.,.. 

"N01=tE" -• PalomaAve:· .. ·Over-cros·s1ng--···_"· __ · 
South - Clarendon Rono Unclel.~cross1ng __ , .... __ ~ ... - ... - ... _-,_.'- ._ .................. ,.,. '-".--"~-"" 
~orth - Clarendon Road, U~dereross1ns 
I 

So~th - Sea Bowl Ave. . -_ ... ,. . ...... L .•. _............ ~ ...... 10" .. __ •• _._.... ., _____ • __ ._ ••• _ .......... 

I 

porth - Sea Bowl Ave. 
6 Pedro Volley (Lindo Mar) South - San Pedro Ave. 

~ ... -.... _. . .. ,-... - .. " .. -..... _._-- .. __ ._. __ ... ..-.. ... __ .- ............. -.--...... , ... -~.- ..... --.- .... _-_ .. _ ........ _- '-"-

.porth .. San Pedro Ave. 
7 MOSfi Beach pouth - Halt MOODj :say Airport !{oad 

:. ?r1~ceton (BS) . - -- .......... -.. --~ort·il·:.··Halt ir1o~ :Bay A1r:~ort . Roa~" '--'- ._ .. . 
8 . El Granada ; 

_. .. - ..I - .. H;l~wnlll,"- (H$,) . , _ Ji.ou'1;:q._ -:-:. $an .. ~a.~eo .:Sea.c.hes _S't.aj:.~ .. :eatl~:R~, 
I 

I ~orth - S.o.n :t-lateo BCQchcs State Parl .. Road. 
9 Halt Moon :Bay pouth - Bus Depot (M:o.1n and 1.ttl1n Street) 

I - ___ • ___________ -_ •• P- ___ ....... ______ .. ____ • _______ ... ___ _ 
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:Zone: . No. : . 
1 

2 

3 

4 

APPENDIX E 
Page 2 of 22 

ZONE GROUP 52, PENINSULA (OCEAN-SKYLINE) 

: Between: : AduIE 
: .......... Zone : Adul e : 20-Ride · · 
: and .............. ,_~1;;-"_W.;;.8Y~F_8.;;;.r~es~_: Commutation Fares: 
:~Z~on~e~ ___ ·_·~ .. ·~. __ -=1 __ ~· __ ~2~ __ ~ __ ~!~ ______ ~2 ____ : 

· · 

1 
2 
3 
4 

$0.35 
0.35 
0.45 
0.55 

$ 

0.35 

$6.50 
6.50 
8.50 
9.00 

$ 

6.50 

ZOrvE FARE LIMItS 

. . 
Station Within Zone : Zone Fare Limit 

San Francisco North: Bus Depot (7th Street) 
South: Junipero Serra Blvd. 

Westlake North: Junipero Serra Blvd. 
(Alemany Boulevard) South: Jet. Skyline Blvd. and 

Alemany Blvd. 
v1estlake (Skyline Blvd.) North: Jet. Skyline Blvd. and 

Manor Drive (Serramonte) 
Alemany Blvd. 

South: Jet. Skyline Blvd. and 
Extension of Barryrae 
Lane. 

College Drive North: Jct. Skyline Blvd. and 
Extension of Barryrae 
Lane. 

Sheath Lane 
San Bruno Avenue 

South: Jet. Skyline Blvd. and 
300 feet south of 
Millbrae Avenue. 

· · · · 



?oorE CROUP 53. EAST BAY (VALLYO) 

~T ONE-~/AY F/."1E,S 

~------ -- -.. j.... I il' l I 
, I i>' I '-'i ; I . I J. 0 

BEnlEEtl 'l) fg ~ I ~ I. I I tl ; Q' " 
o roC;': 3 :0-; 0 f fj I tl I ,..., -g I::!J 
o r-C;"~ .... "0 r-4U r-f . U ~..., t I u (.I 1(0(1) 
\I) "0 .... (.1(.1 ~ ~ .o(J) ~!"!.... U .s:l ,-> .... ~ .... ~ >. ~ 0 Q ~ f%.f 101 r-f s:: I >. - (.I Col:' c 
C) ~ Q C.I p."O Po r-f ';.: 0 0 . (.I ~ .s:l 00 0 "Q 

... S 'j ~r .;0: ~ ~ u 1! ~ ~ 0 I ~;.. Q ! § tel C) U"O'" Q u ~ 
~ 

...".... ... v. ..... 0 ¢ C'l s:: os:: I:l '" s:: 'tl ~ QUO , J.I.... ~ > :J ~ 
".., c-j Q~ roC .-I .... I1N.'" to .... iJ.lc3 0 r-f • 0 J.I ·OJ.l 00 O..l 

AND U) J:. 0 M ~ ..,. ~ w ~; tI) '-' • (J) ~ P4 jr.c 0 ~ 0 ; ~ j! U " z- ~ )! 0 ,V) ...... 
, i i _~ I' i 

t ( ,j I; I 1'1: 
~akland __ ~Q.JO _______ f-- ______ f- __ . t _ • _______ + ___ --f--' __ --' -- r---- '---f.----r---

Eneryv1l1e 0.50 0.35 ----.----- ----- --- ---- -J--.' ,----- ----r----- r- c-'--

··~erke~ & l1est B~~keley O.~~~.3S 0.35 .---- -- r---~- 1--- -- .--- ----
.~!..banL __ . 0.70 0.35 0_.35 0.35 . ___ ,---._ . _______ '-__ _ ____ ___ -- -.-'------ ----
E1_~erritO' ______ .. ______ Jh.l~ 0.35 O .. .ll LQ .. licO-.. ll ___ 1-- __ .---- .••.• -.---. -- -- r--

Richmond O.7S 0.45 0.45 0.35 035 0.35_. _____ .. _. ____ ----- - ---.- ~.--f------ --- --
_San Pablo (23rd~t.) _~-. 0.80 0.45 0.45 0.)5. 0.35 0.3S [0.11.__ - r--- ._- -.-- f---. - .. - r-' --
_':'an Pablo J~t. . 0,800 4'l Lh..4~lo 3S 0.351035..0....35 0.35. _. _ . ___ .---- _._,--- c--_ .---1----1--- ---'----

.. Tank Farm _______ -'O"'6~ QJj) 0 .. 50 0._40 0.35 0.35 O.J5 Q.3.i 0.35 ---- -- .-.-i---- .--- - --.-
!,.1no1e _~'-~ 0 60 QL61l ~29 ~ .. !t5 o..!t1_ Q...35. ~L3.1 QJ5 DAl.. --- .--. ________ ----- . . --
.r~~I')J<lin Canyon Jct. ____ ~. 95 0.65 0.65 0.55 0.50 0.45 O •. ls' Q!,15 ~3J 9,-~~_ Q,}~ _ _____ __ . ___ _ 

.Eqdeo . __ . __ .1.@_ Q.1S_ Q.~l Q..&! ~-LS2Lo...~S ~lU [Q~35. Q ... 3S 0.3i .Q..35. Q...lS, ____ _ 
"Oleum: _ _ _______ 1.02 O.7~~JQ 0.65 0.60 0.55 Q,45 2-",0 .9.~O 0.35 0.35~_3S 0.35 __________________ ._ 
.r~~~Y_ ___ . ____ . ______ ._ .J.JJLQ ... 8<! o. 7S 0.6~ .Q,.65 Q!.@_ 9".lQ g.4}. Q& 0.35_ ~.35 ..2..35 0.35 0.35 __ _ 
_Crockett Jet. _ 1.10 0'.85 Q!l.~ ~. 70.9.6$ 0.65 0.55 0.45 Q.4~ 9 .• ~Q Q!.~J Q..l~ Q.3~ 9_.}~ ~.1~ 
_J:~rt~~ridgeEea~ _____ ._. _____ 1. ~Q. Q!-9Q. o._~ Q. 7~_ 0.70 0.70 O.6() ..Q4~ 9 .• 55 Mg- Q~~~~.,.~~ g._~~ Q~_~ ~.!.~ ~35 
horrow. COVIL ________ ------c _l~~O O.~QQ 9 .. !.2Q 2,,_8,2 q!.U. o. 'lJl.. Qt~f---Q.,60 0.60 0.50 0.40 ~ QJ.~ Q.~~Q!!S_ 9-,_~~ 9!~~ _ _ _ __ ._ 
~outh VallejO' (L~4n St.) 1.30 0.95 0.95 0.85 O.~ 9.75 ~~S 0.60 0 60 0.55 0.45 0.40 O.3S 0,35 0.35 Q.35 0.35 0.35 
Vallejo 1.30 0.95 0.95 0.90 0.85 0.80 0:10 0.65 O.6~ 0.60 0.50 0.45 0.35 0.3~ 0.35 O.3~ 0.35, 0.3510.35 

ltd 
G"", 

tr. 

'""a 
~~ 
~PS 

> . 
l:­
-0 
0-
~ 
0) 

~ 
tu 

e 

" 

e 



Aoo·49658 NB 

.. · · .. .. · .. .. 

APPENDIX E 
Page 4 of 22 

ZONE GROUP 53, EAST BAY (VALLEJO) 

ADULT 20-RIDE COMMUtATION FARES 

Between 
and 

Oakland 

San Francisco 

· · : .. · .. .. 

Vallejo 

$15.00 

18.00 

.. .. . Crockett Jet. .. .. .. .. .. 

$13.00 

16.00 

.. .. . .. .. .. .. .. 



~ and Zone 
Zone 1 2 3 4 

$ $ $ $ 

3 0.15 0.40 0.35 
4 0.85 0.50 0.35 0.35 
5 0.95 0.60 0.40 0.35 
S-C I 0.95 0.60 0.40 0.35 
6 1.05 0.70 0.50 0.40 
6-A 1.05 0.10 0.50 0.40 
6-8 1.05 0.70 0.50 0.40 
6-C 1.05 0.70 0.50 0.40 
1 1.20 0.80 0.60 0.50 
7-A 1.20 0.80 0.60 O.SO 
1-8 1.20 0.80 0.60 0.50 
7-C , 1.20 0.80 0.60 0.50 
8 1.30 0.90 0.70 0.60 
8-A 1.30 0.90 0.70 0.60 
8-B 1.30 0.90 0.70 0.60 
9 1.40 1.00 0.80 0.70 
9-A 1.40 1.00 0.80 0.10 
9-8 1.40 1.00 0.80 0.70 

10 1.50 1.10 0.90 0.80 
11 1.60 1.25 1.00 0.90 

~ an ZOne 
Zone 8 8-A 8-8 9 

8 0.35 
8-A 0.40 0.35 
8-8 0.80 0.80 0.35 
9 0.35 0.50 0.90 0.35 
9-A 0.40 O.SO 0.90 0.35 
9~B 0.40 0.30 0.90 0.35 

10 0.50 0.40 1.00 0.40 
11 O.~ O.SO 1.10 O.SO 

ZOllE GROUP 54 CONTRA COSTA 
ADULT ONE-WAY FARES 

5 5-C 6 6-A 
$ $ $ $ 

0.35 0.35 
0.3S 0.35 0.35 0.40 
0.35 0.35 0.35 -
0.35 0.40 0.35 0.35 
0.35 0.40 0.35 0.40 
0.35 0.35 0.35 0.40 
0.40 0.40 0.35 O.SO 
0.40 0.40 0.50 0.35 
0.40 0.40 0.50 O.SO 
0.40 0.40 0.50 0.50 
O.SO 0.50 0.40 0.60 
0.50 O.SO 0.40 0.60 
0.50 O.SO 0.60 0.40 
0.60 0.60 0.50 0.70 
0.60 0.60 0.50 0.70 
0.60 0.60 O.SO 0.70 
0.70 0.70 0.60 0.80 
0.80 0.80 0.70 0.90 

9-A 9-8 10 II 

0.35 
0.35 0.35 
0.40 0.35 0.35 
0.50 0.40 0.35 0.35 

6-8 6-C 1 7-A 1-B 
$ $ $ $ $ 

0.35 
0.40 0.35 
- 0.35 
- 0.35 

0.35 0.40 
0.40 0.35 
0.50 0.35 0.35 
O.SO 0.50 0.60 0.3S 
0.35 0.50 0.60 0.60 0.35 
0.50 0.35 0.35 0.3S -
0.60 0.40 0.35 0.70 0.70 
0.60 0.40 0.35 0.70 0.70 
0.60 0.60 0.70 0.35 0.10 
0.70 0.50 0.40 0.80 0.80 
0.70 O.~ 0.40 0.80 0.80 
0.70 0.50 0.40 0.80 0.80 
0.80 0.60 0.50 0.90 0.90 
0.90 0.70 0.60 1.00 1.00 

Refer to pages 7 and 8 (Appendix E) for 
Zone Fare Limits 

1-C 
$ 

0.60 
0.60 
0.35 
0.35 
0.35 
0.70 
0.40 
0.40 
0.40 
0.50 
0.60 
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ZONE GROUP 54, CON'J:RA COSTA 

ADULT 20-RIDE COMMUtATION FARES 

Between: · · · · · Zone: · 2 .. 1 .. 
:ancl · · : Zone .. .. · · 

3 $12.00 $ 7.50 
4 14.00 9.50 
5 15.00 11.00 
5-C 15.00 11.00 
6 16.00 12.00 
6-A 16.00 12.00 
6 .. B 16.00 12.00 
6-C 16.00 12.00 
7 17.00 13.00 
7-A 17.00 13.00 
7-B 17.00 13.00 
7-C 17.00 13.00 

Refer to pages 7 and 8 (Appendix E) 
for Zone Fare Ltcits. 

· .. 
· · · · · · 



• f Zone 
No. 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

S-c 

S 

6-A 

6 ... B 

S-c 

APPENDIX E 
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7.0i'ffi GROUP S4 - CormA COSTA 
ZONE FARE LIHITS 

Stations Within Z~nc Zone Fare Limit: 
San Francisc:o West-Bus Depot ... (7th St.) 

Zast .. :aay Bridge toll Plaza 

Oakland West-Bay Bridge '.toll. I'laz& 
Berkeley West-Addison & Shattuck St. 
'l:exneseal Jet. East-Broadway & Landvale Road 

East portal West-Broadway & Landvale Rd. 
Orinda East-Davis Rd. 

Cha.rles Hill West-Davis Rd. 
Ridden Valley Road 
Upper Happy Valley Road • 
Lafayette I 
Lafayette Orchards I East-Willow Drive 

Acalanes West-Willow Drive 
Saranap Ao~d 
Walnut Creelt 
S .. O.S. Drive East-third Avenue and North Main St. 

Walnut Blvd. West - N. Broadway Avenue 
Shepard Road East - Bancroft Rd. & Walnut Ave. 

Crystd Pool West-Third Avenue and North Main St. 
Mayhew Way (Munson tract) 
Pleasant Hill East-Monument Blvd. & Lisa Lane 

Re11ez Valley Road South-Stanley Blvd. 
Geary Road 
West Mouu:rnent North-Gregory Lane 

North-Lilac: Drive 
Alec South-Las trampass Rd. 

Via. Monte West-B4ncroft Rd. & Walnut Ave. 
Treat Blvd. Eas t -Oak Grove Ret. & Rbdon ad. 

__ _ .;0'_-____ .. ;0 ___ ~ ...... _ .... , _____ -__ .... __ . __ .. _.~_ 
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1 
Zone 

No. 

I , 
7-A 

7-B 

7-C 

& 

3-A 

S-B 

9 

9-A 

9-8 

10 

II 

APPENDXX E 
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-e' 

ZONE GROW 54 ~ CONTRA COSTA 
ZONE FARE LIMITS 

I 
Stations ~ithin Zone Zone Fare Limit 

Four Corners Hesl:··Mollument Blvd. & Lis-a Lane 
Concord East-Colfax St. & Concord Blvd. 

South-Gre~ory Lane 
Muir Oal,- Jet. North-Truitt AVe. 

I 

North-Las l'rampass Rd. 
Danville. South-Bus Stop 

West-oak Grove Rd. 6& Risdon Rd. 
KesWicl~ !.aile Eas t .. Oa!, Grove Rd. & Monument Blvd. 

Adeline ~est-Salvio St. 
Ohmer 
Clyde East-Essex St. 

Concord Vista West-Colfax St. & Concord Blvd. 
3 Miles East of Concord East-Contra Costa Canal 

South-Truitt Ave. 
Martinez Norch~Bu.s Depot . 

West-Essex St:. 
?ort Chicago East-Minnesota & Mereell Ave. 

West-M1nnesota & Mereen Ave. 
Nichols East-Pacifica Ave. 

Willow Pass Jct. West-Contra Costa Canal 
Bella Vista East-Highway Ave. 

Wcst~Hi3hway Ave. 
Pittsburs East-East 9th St. 

Los Medanos West-EAst 9ch St. 
Antioch East-Bus Depot 

-.-



ZOUE GROUP 55 - MARItI 
ADULT ONE-'IAY F~RES 

~BETI/EEN --.' ,---: ---~. -'--I I I 
J~~E' _. :~~ -II ' 2 13 ! 4 15 6 17 Is . 9 10 1I1~ 114 15 16, 17 I 18 

~ I I : ! $ I $ ! $ $ I $ i $ I $ I ~ ~~~LTI~LJ $. $ 

2 10.5.5 10.351 +--t i . 
J 10.10 0.40/0.35. i , 

I 4 'jb.85 10.4510.40 10.35 ~ 
I 

s : (f. 90 '0-.5510.55 rO.40 fO.lSI 
6- IT.oo 10.70rO. 70{0.5010.4-0 to.l-5T~f 
7 ; 1.45!1.0010.95!0.8010.10jO.60 jO.351 . . 

. I I I I ' ' : 1.60:1.25.1.20 1.10 1.00 0.85'0.1010.35 8 
1.8511.5011.4511.30]1.1~O:0.7510.40l0.35 9 
0.10 ;0.3510.3510.45 fOe 60 ».SOh.oo It .3511. 60 10.35 10 

11 O. 7S!O~-40Io.40 lO.5SI0.10 P-~85 It .20 il.4S11. 7510.3510.35 

12 
13 
14 i 1.05 :0.1010.-65 iO.3510.65 1)-:80 11.15 11.4011.65 fOe H 10.8511.00 11.20 !0.35 
IS 11.25 :0.9010.8010.60 10.85 11.00 i1.30 11.601 1.85 10.90! 1.00 fl.ts 11.40 iO--:-4<fjO.35 

1.45 h.05h .00 fo.n h.l0 h .25 [1. 55 h~8SI2.1O It. 10 h. 2011.35 (1.60 :0.55 :0,4010.35 16 
1. 6511. 2511.10 10.95 II .30 i1.35 il. 70i2 .0012 .2011.30 1l.4011.60 11.8010.6510,5510.4010.35 

r- - -, - , 1 I ! - i ! , ! I I J I I I t 
0.85 (0.45 0.4010.5010.50 iO.65 ,1.00 ,l.JQll.50 !0.4S !0.50 .0.65 .0.90 ;0.80,0.95 r 1.15, 1.30j 0.35 

17 

18 

Refer to pages 11, 12 and 13 (AppendlK E) for Zone Fare Limits 
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13 
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ZONE CROUP 55, MARIN 

ADULT 20-RIOE COMMUTATION FARES 

.. .. .. .. .. .. .. 
2 • .. 

1 .. · 3 . 4 .. .. .. . .. .. .. .. .. .. · .. .. .. .. .. 

$ 8.00 $ 
11 .. 00 

$ 
7.00 

$ 

12.00 8.00 7.00 
13 .. 00 9 .. 00 8.00 7 .. 00 
14.00 10.00 9.00 9.00 
17.00 .. .. 
20.00 
23.00 
11.00 
12.00 
14.00 
17.00 .. 
14.00 .. 
15.00 .. 
20 .. 00 - .. 
21.00 .. 
12.00 

.. . . .. .. .. .. .. 

Refer to pages 11, 12 and 13 (Appendix E) 
for Zone Fare Limits .. 

.. .. 
· 18 .. 
· .. 
· .. 

$ ... 
-8.00 

9.00 
11.00 

," 

.. 

.. 



:Zone: 
No. : Station Within Zone 

j 

I 

/ 

1 San Francisco 

2 Harin Bridgehead 
Sausalito 
Manzanita 

3 

4 

5 

Tamalpais Valley Jet. 
High School 
Mill Valley 

Tiburon Wye 
Corte Madera Wye 

Corte Hadera 

Larkspur 

Greenbrae Oaks 
San Rafael 
Kentfield 
Ross 
San Anselmo 
Fairfax 
Manor 

Terra Linda 
St. Vincent School 

6 Hamilton Field 

Ignacio 
Novato 

ZONE GROUP S5 ... .ARltl 
---ZO~ARE LIHITS 

Fare Limits 

South: W.C.L. Depot - San Francisco 

South: Midspan of Colden Gate Bridge 

East: 300 feet west of U.S. 101 and l __ 

S.S.R.l Turnoff 

South: Southend Richardson Bay Bridge 
and U.S. 101 

Fare Limits 

North: Midspan of Golden Gate Bridge 

North: Southend Richardson Bay Bridge 
West: 300 feet west of V.S.; 101 and 

S.S.R.l Turnoff 

North: W.G.L. Depot. Hill Valley 

North: Northend Greenbrae Bridge and U.S, 

./ 

101 

West: 200 feet West of Sir Francis Drake Blvd. 

South: Southend Richardson Bay Bridge 
and U.S. 101 

South: Northend Greenbrae Bridge and U.S.101 

South: Magnolia Avenue and Bon Air Road 
East: 200 feet west of Eliseo Drive and 

Sir Francis Drake Blvd. 

Southl Linden Lane and U.S. 101 

and Ellseo Drive 
West: Magnolia Avenue and Bon Air Road 

North: Linden Lane and U.S. 101 

North: W.G.L. Depot • Hanor 

North: 300 feet north of Hiller creek Road 
and U.S. 101 

South: 300 feet north of UHler Creek. Road a--'"' North: 200 feet north of San Marin Drive 
and U.S, 101- Turnoff and U.S. 101 

~ 

:r-
• 
~ 
~ 
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:Zone: 
No. : 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

Station Within Zone 

San Marin Drive 

Petaluma 

Wi 110"1 Beade 

Penngrove 
Cotati 

Wllfred Avenue 
Santa Rosa 

ZONE GROUP S5 - MARIU 
ZONE FARE LIMITS 

Fare Llr:llts 

Souths 200 feet North of San Marin Drive 
Turnoff and U.S. 101 

South: Petaluma Blvd. and U.S.101 
(North of Petaluma) 

South: Transport Avenue and U.S. 101 

Fare Limits 

North: Petaluma Blvd. and U.S.101 
(North of Petaluma) 

North: Transport Avenue and U.S. 101 

._-------------- -,--
North: W.O.L. Depot - Santa Rosa 

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------... --------------------
Dias Ranch 

Muir Wood Jet. 

Alpine Lodge 

Mountain Home 

Bootjack 

Stinson Beach 

Bolinas 

Woodacre 

San Geronimo 

forest Knolls 
Lagunitas 
Taylorsyille 

East: S.S.R.I and Almonte Road 

South: Panoramic Highway (Dias Road) and 
Shoreline Highway 

East: 200 feet west of Mountain Home 
(Panoramic Highway) 

East: W.O.L. Depot Stinson Beach 

Eastl Jet. Bothin Road and Sir Francis 
Drake Blvd. 

East: San Geronimo. West Road Sign 

West: Panoramic Highway (Dias Road) and 
Shoreline Highway 

North: 200 feet west of H'ountain Home 
(Panoramic Highway) 

West: W.O.L. Depot Stinson Beach 

West: W.G.L. Depot - Bolinas 

West: San Geronimo· West Road Sign 

West: West Boundary Sign - Taylor State Park 

: 
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* \J\ 
00 

tf 

e 

&ru 
nl1;J 

(11 

;:;~ 
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:Zone: 
No. : 

16 

11 

18 

ZOXE GROUP ~5 - t~IN 
-ZoTiEFARE LI HITS 

--------------------------
Station Within Zon~ ~~ ______ ~ _______________ ~F~a~r~e Limits Fare Limits 

Jewel 
Olema 
Point Reyes Station 

Inverness 

North Knoll Drive 
Belvedere 
Tiburon 

East: West Boundary Sign - Taylor State Park West: 1.5 Miles east of H.G.L. Depot - Inverness 

East~ 1.5 lIlies east of R.G.L. Depot-Inverness West: W.G.L. Depot - Inverness 

West: Jet. of Knoll Road and Tiburon Road East: W.G.L. Depot - Tiburon 
East: W.G.L. Depot - Belvedere 

:t-
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--~~:eenr -------- --r----- ---r- ----Q'l--- ' __ u_ 

and ,,! L I 1 
~one 'i -~----l --~---+-~·-I--:--·-
.'Puq ONE-IIAY FAR~S. • \ 

1 I 0.35 I 2 0.35 0.35 
3 0.45 0.35 0.35 
4 0.55 0.45 1 0.35 
5 0.65 0.55 0.45 
6 0.75 0.65 I 0.55 
1 0.90 0.15 I 0.65 
8 1.00 0.90 0.15 
9 1.10 1.00 I 0.85 

10 1.30 1.10 0.95 
11 1.45 1.25 1.05 
12 1.55 1.40 f 1.25 
13 1.65 . 1.50 1.35 

I ! 
• IJ)ULT naNTI-RIDE COUMUTATIO« FARES 

1 6.50 . 
2 6.50 
3 8.50 
4 9.00 
5 10.00 
6 10.50 
1 11.50 
8 12.50 
9 13 .50 

10 15.00 
11 16.00 
12 11.00 
13 • 18.00 

6.50 
6.50 
8.50 
9.00 

10.00 
10.50 
11.50 
12.50 
13.50 
15.00 
15.50 
16.00 

---__ J---1 __ 

6.50 
6.50 
3.50 
9.00 

I-10.00 
10.50 

I 11.50 
, 12.50 

13.50 
15.00 
15.50 

0.35 
0.35 
0.45 
0.55 
0.65 
0.75 
0.90 
1.00 
1.10 
1.25 

6.50 
6.50 
8.50 
9.00 

10.00 
to. 50 
11.50 
12.50 
13.50 
15.00 

-_;=~-~;_:r~~R~~:V;~~~rS~_{~}~O __ ~~_;L-~:· -;2--~-;--· 
I 

0.35 
0.35 
0.45 
0.55 
0.65 
0.80 
0.90 
1.00 
1.10 

6.50 

0.35 
0.35 
0.45 
0.55 
0.65 
0.80 
0.90 
1.00 

6.50 6.50 

0.35 
0.35 
0.45 
0.55 
0.65 
0.80 
0.90 

8.50 6.50 6.50 
9.00 8.50 6.50 

10.00 9.00 8.50 
10.50 10.00 9.00 
11.50 10.50 10.00 

0.35 
0.35 
0.45 
0.55 
0.6.5 
0.15 

6.50 
6.50 
8.50 
9.00 

10.00 
10.50 

12. 50 1 11.50 1 10•50 
13. 50 12.50 t 11.50 

-----!-----1--- ----4-~-

0.35 
0.35 
0.45 
0.55 
0.65 

6.50 

0.35 
0.35 
0.45 
0.55 

6.50 , 6.50 

0.35 
0.35 
0.45 

0.35 
0.35 0.35 

9.00 8.50 6.50 6.50 O'5~ 6.50 I 6.50 1 10.:0 9.0~_~ 8'5~~ 6.50 6.50 

Refer to pages 15 and 16 (Appendix E) for Zone Fare Limits 
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ZONE FARE LIMIT 
ROOTE 

MISSION - EL ~~NO 
No'rth: -Depot(7t"b.-'St.1 
South: ReGent St. . "" - . __ . __ .. _ .... _"' ... 

Resent St. 

South: 'C II Street 

, /' 
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ZONE GROm? 56 ?nr.tNSVJ..J.. (:sAY) 
----------------------------------------

ZONE NtlMBER 
AND 

STATIONS WITHIN ZONE 
. -. --ZONE-l--' 

San F:-aneisco 

ZONE FARE .LIMIT 
ROUTE 

:aAi'SHORE 
'NortE: "De~o:fT1th 'St'.; 
Sou~h: Raymond Ave. 

, ,-~-,--- ,,, ,,-- -- '. , --
ZONE 2 i North: R£l~l'Qond Ave. 

Be:ysb.ore I Daly Cit~· 
Colma Brisba.ne EcJ. i South: 

I 
I 

Bris~ane So.City 
Limits (at over· 
)ess to enter o:d 
Eayshore Freeway) 

'1To'?th: ''''C''" -S"tree=t---'--;-----------'O;Z;;"Aotm-r-'-----l---::.":N,-O-l'1:7"':b,-: Eri*aneso .city 
South San limits (at over-
F~ancioco psss to enter o~e 

Lawndale 
i Baden 

South: * Brent"llvoC: Dr. i I South: 
Bayehore F::eeway) 

if M:l.tchell Ave. N;:-th;- #- ~:enti~o-;d '~. --'j" -~.- , "'\' ZONE 4 I 

Son Fra."l.CiSC9 
l'1orth: 

South: I~i~ Pl. 
1,r5"r-:n: l:rw1n' pr~ 

3o\,l:~h: /.j. State St.& Son 
1·1ateo Drive 

l;o::th: ~ State St.& San 
Mateo Drive 

South: Anita Ave. 

S:..uth: Jar.1eo 3i:. 

- .. . .... --_ .. ' .. - -_ .. -
No:-th: J31:Jc::; St. 

~outh: lia=varo Ave. 

; Tani'oran 
, San Bruno A1r,ort ! 
: Lomite Parl: 
; ~t1illbree 

.~.. . .•. " , . --- ~:ONE' S . 
: Burlinsswe (Acleline Ave.) 
I Bur11neame (Broadway) 

South: East ll1il1~rae Ave. 
':- ':Nol"fh: Eo:it M'illci''"ee'·Ave. 

: Bu":'line;e.ce South: Peninsular Ave. 

.. , ... - ....... . -' 4_ .... • _. _.. • + •• _ ......... _ " 

ZONE 6 I North: Peninsular Ave. 
Sen Mateo 
Hillsdale (Bay Meacows) South: San Mateo Se. 

City Limit 
I -' . ~ _ .. ,-. ' "zOlrnrr 

:Belmont 
.. ' .. ~- 'Nol.°tn:· SanMateo-So .. ' 

San Cox-lol;! 
City L1Dl~t 

Re~~ooo City South: Midalet1ele 
I and Veteronc 4-, ------__ , __ .. ____ ,_l ________ _ 

I Z,ONE 8 i 

I 
A tbc,,"'c on I 
l,I'.enlo Pel-ok I 

._--_.. .... . ; 

R~oo 
'Bl vel • 
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ZONE CROUP 56 Pmm3utA (BAY) 

'e·" 

---ZO~3 rAiill-wrrT--- --- ZONE ~ - 1 zoNEFAii" iiiI.-i ---, 
ROUTE AND I ROUTE 

MlSSION - EL CANINO, S~ATIONS i'llTHIN' Z.Om:: : A!J!.A.AND ZVEr,;m STR.F.SrS 
t_ •• _ ... _ •• _ n _ .... _ ... , __ -- - •• _-_._ .... _. --.. --..., ......... _ •• - ..... _-_-.-._ ...... --_ •• -- -----

No:-th: Harvarc'i Ave. 

South: V1st~ Ave. 
North: Victn Ave. 

South: Stcve~= C~eck 
F',I,"ceway OVel"· 

')O~S - _. __ . __ ........ _ .. -
Uc~h: Stevens Cj,'cck 

Freev~ Ovel'M 

South.: Hcndc:"'~on Ave. 

Palo Alto 
So. PoJ.o Alto 
Fernal:lao Ave. 
BO:""l"ol:l Park 

ZONE 9 

ZONE 10 

. Junction 
l-!cuntain Vi~l Jet. 
Mountain Vi~ .. 
Naval Air Station 

.... - ' ... ".,._ .. _.-, 
::ONE 11 

Sy:;"ven Ave. 
I Sunnyvale Jet. 

Sunnyvel<! 
De:'I.·rson Jet. 
:SUtchel"C 

! North: HSloovoro Ave. 
I 
I , 
I 
I 
I South: Jri.y ?lacc ._.1 "~--:-:-_._. __ ._, __ ~ __ . 

No:,"'bl'l: Ely Plece 

I South: Ca:.hol.m Ave. 
~... ..____ .... _ .u ...... _ ....... _____ ._ 

t Uo:.-'th: Calhoun Ave. 

South: Rcndercon Ave. 
- -----... -- .. - .----.. .......... _ ...... _._ .... _._ ... _ .. _. ,_ .. _ ... _ ........ _ ... , .... -1··_ ... _ ... ·_-_··_·,·_··_·_---..'_·· 

: ZONE 12 NOl~h: Ren~e~:on Ave. 

South: San Jocc No. 
C:i. t:r LiLli t c 

H11111 ... en 
Sento. C1o.1'o. 

I 
I 
I -- "--'- ' .. -_,_" ......... _- .'"," ~.--, ........ _ ..... , .. _ ........ ~. _.,-"._- .• .. -- -+ _ ... ~ ....... - .. , .... ~. ~~~ .. _ ... ,- _ .. _._. 

North: 

South: 

Sen Jc..se No. 
City L1::.1its 

ZONE 13 
S~n JOfJ~ I 

1 

! ---___________________ 0 __ , __ ,_ 
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ZONE CROUP 57 - LONG BEACH 

ADULT ONE-WAY FARES 

~ 
I'tI 

c8 
'fi c: 

f:O 0 

~ tb .s I: 
00 ] ~ c: rn .s ~ :i 

i 

( Wilmington $ .35 $ $ 
! Wilmington J ct. 
i (West Wilmington) .35 .35 .:35 
! Harbor City 
: (San Pe<iro Jet.) .35 .:35 .35 
I 
I 
i 
i South Harbor Ci:ty .35 .35 .35 I San Pedro .35 .35 .35 I 
I , 
I 

~ South tomi ta .40 .35 .35 I 

.45 .35 .35 I Lomita 
I Torrance .50 .35 .35 
, West Torrance .6") 045 .40 I Redondo Beach .65 .55 .45 I rtermosa Be~c:h .70 .60 .55 
, 
f' 

I 
YJIUlhatta."l. Beach .75 .65 .55 
East !'I'.anhattan Beach .85 .70 .65 
Ea:5t El Segund.o .85 .70 .65 I El Segund.o .90 .75 .70 

: Inglewood Jet. .90 .75 .70 , , 
! , 
, los Angele~ International 
1 Airport .90 .85 
I 
I 
I Westchester .90 .85 .$0 I Uni"/el"~ity City 1.00 .90 .S5 
I East Venice 1.05 .95 .90 
I Vcnic~ 1.05 .95 .90 
I Oeo.:m. Park l.lO 1.00 .90 
j Sa."l.'t;a Mo'C".i ca 1.20 1.05 loCO 
I 

'e" 

- SI c: -• 0 . CSt ~%J ~ (,) ao (,) 
"':)s;: ~"':) t-. 

s~ ~o ~ c3~ 
~~ ,,(\ 
00_ ~ :~ 
I: $.4ll.. 

~~ ~~ 
.c: 
~ 

~- =- bj 

$ $ $ 

.35 I 
I 

.35 I 

.35 I 
I 

.35 I .35 .35 
.35 .35 I .35 

.35 .35 .35 

.35 .35 .35" 

.k5 .35 .40 I .50 .45 .45 

! 
.55 .45 .50 I .65 .55 .60 
.65 .55 .60 
.65 .60 .65 
.65 .60 .65 

I ' 

.75 .70 .70 

.$0 .75 .80 

.90 .85 .90 

.90 .S5 .90 I .90 .90 .90 

.95 .90 .90 ; 
I 
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ZONE GROUP 57 - LONG BEACH 

I' 

'South lomita 
rtomita 
:Torrance 
~Ie~t T.,rra.."'lce 
!Redondo Beach 
~ermosa Beach 
! 

BETWEEN 

~att..'\n Beach 
t Manhattan Beach 

:Ea~t E1 SOg\Uldo 
iE1 Segund.o 
:Inglewood J ct. 

:Los Angeles International 
: Airport 
1 
!Westehe~tcr 
IUniversity City 
!E:l.et Venice 
:Venice 
:OCt>axl Pa:-k 
I 

;~'ta Kan1ca 

[.zeM3.ttan Bea.ch , 
lEast Y~attan Beach 
)EtJ.~t El Segundo 
:El Segundo 
'Inglewood Jet. 

I.o~ Ang~le~ International 
: Airport 

:We~tehester 
:University City 
:&.st Venice 
:Vcnice 
:Oeean. Park 
:Santa. l{onica 

JJ)TJLT ONE-WAY FARES 

.:35 

.35 

.35 

.45 

.55 

.60 

.65 

.70 

.70 

.75 

.75 

.85 

.S5 

.90 

.95 

.95 
1.00 
LOS 

.35 

.35 

.35 

.35 

.35 

.40 

.50 

.50 

.55 

.60 

.35 

.35 

.:35 

.35 

.40 

.45 

.55 

.55 

.55 

.55 

.65 

.65 

.70 

.80 

.80 

.85 

.90 

.35 

.35 

.45 

.45 

.50 

.55 

.3; 

.35 

.3; 

.35 

.40 

.50 

.50 

.55 

.55 

.65 

.65 

.70 

.80 

.SO 

.so 

.90 

.35 

.35 

.35 

.35 

.35 

.:35 

.:35 

.40 

.45 

.35 

.35 

.35 

.35 

.45 

.45 

.45 

.45 

.55 

.55 

.65 

.70 

.70 

.75 

.SO 

.35 

.35 

.35 

.35 

.35 

.35 

.40 

.45 

.3; 

.3; 

.35 

.35 

.35 

.35 

.45 

.45 

.55 

.65 

.65 

.65 

.70 

.35 

.35 

.:35 

.40 

.40 

.45 

.50 

I .35 I 

I 

.35 I 

.35 : 

.35 I 
I 

.35, 

.40 I 

.45 

.55l 

.551 

.60 

.65 

I 
.:35 : 
.35 i 
.:35 ; 
.35 I 
.45 I 
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I 
I CitY' 

! South EAST: I 
I Lomita WEST: 

lomita SOUTH: 
NORTH: 

':'orrance SOUTH: 
WEST: 

I 
I 

I Redondo EAST: I 

I ~ch NORTH 
! 

: • 
I 

I BEl'WZEN I 
I , 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 

I 
! 

AND I 

[Vle.5tchestcr 
jUniversity City 
lEast Venice 
!Ve..wu.ee 
IOeeu. Park 
ISM. Mcniea I 

i 

APPENDIX E 
P~ge 19 of Z2 

ZONE GROUP 57 - tONG BEACH 

lOCA!. ZONE FARES 

Defined Fare Limit5 

Bellporte Avenue & Pacific Coa3t Highway' 
Narbonne Avenue & Pa.cific Coa~t High~ 

Pacifie Coa.st Highway 
Sepulveda Blvd. & Narbonne Ave. 

Sepulveda Blvd. & Narbonne Ave. 
Crenshaw Blve.. & Torrance Blvd. 

City limits on Torrance Blvd. 
Redondo St. & Hermosa Av~. 

ADULT ONE-WAY FARES 

I i 

! I 
~ 

~ 
-0.) 
.~ 

~ I ~ 
/I) c: I ~ I a> 0 a> S ~ 'M .J.J 

~ ~ rf) ..-! 
~ ...., Q) «I 

~ c: t.. .c: s:.. < ~ 8. Q Q) 
Q:I +I !; fI'J +I t.. 

I 
U,l 

oS J:: ..-! ~ c: 
I-i '< 1 ... ~ 

,I 
I 

.. ' 

" 1 .35 
I .35 I .35 , 
1 .:35 .35 

.35 I 
.:35 I .35 I , 

.40 1 .35 r .35 ~ i 

One-Wa.y i ~h Fare : 

35 cents I 
I , 
I 

35 cents I 
I 
i 

I 
35 cents 

I 

I 
I 

35 cents 

1 

¢l 
0 

..-( 

~ 
> ..., 
II) 

~ 

I 

.35 
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ZONE GROUP 57 - LONG BEACH 

ADULT 'I'WENTY-RIDE COMMUTATION FARES 

. 
~ 
() <\1 

~~ 
., 

-5 = ] 0 ~ i!3e ell ..,;) 

~ QO '8 ,:,.'i J: ~ 

] '"' ,8'"' .=...., 
QO 

~] = = ,:,. s:: 
.s ·fOl (Ij ttl ell 

3: cr.> :x:cr.> -

-5 ..c:: 
(,) 

ell ~ 

~ ~ 
Q) 
() 0 ell 

~ 'E (Il 

~ 0 
,:,. '0 
0 Cl> Cl> 

E-< c:: ::c: 

WC5t Wilmington $ 6.50 $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ 
San Pedro 6.50 
South lomita. 7.50 
Torrence - 6.50 
Redondo Beach 8.50 9.00 6.50 6.50 
Hermosa Beach 6.50 
MMh",tte."'l Beach 6.50 
Santa Monica. l7.00 - 13.00 11.50 11.00 

~VTY-RIDE SCHOOL FARES 

ttl 
BETWEEN ., 

.c ] () Z <l) ttl 

~ ~ 0 
ttl l:! 

c.. 
~ 

~ ~ !:IO ..-4 
A.W s:: s:: 

~ 
r.. 

'" 3 ~ ~ g. .... 

il.1ilmingten $3.25 $ $ $ $ 
Sout."l tcr:d. ta 3.75 
Lomita 4.55 3.25 3.25 
Torrance 5.00 3.25 
Redondo Beach 6.40 3.25 3.25 



, 
~ ~etween .'-' ~ 
~ U 4J 

~ ~ 
~ ·04 '0 r4 

9 $.I J.I I/) r-f 
Q U ~ '0 ., 

$.I '8 u Q).c u .., 
t,) 

.~ 
I/) t,) " ..3. And "",; Q $.I .~~ ~ tI) cQ. 

! $ $ $ $ $ $ 
I -', 
: 0.35 0.35 , 

Bryte "'-
i " -

Rose Orchard i 0.35 0.3S 0.35 -
I -

Beardsley i 0.35 0.35 0.35 0.35 
I 

Lovdal I 0.3" 0.35 0.35 0.35 0.35 

He lvetta Park l 0.3" 0.35 0.35 0.35 0.35 0.35 
i 

Monument School ! 0.)" 0.35 0.35 0.35 0.35 0.35 
, 

tfetkeley I 0.3~ 0.35 0.35 0.35 0.35 0.35 

Vin I 0.4( 0.35 0.35 0.35 0.35 0.35 

Kiesel 1 0.4( 0.35 0.35 0.35 0.35 0.35 

i 
Fremont i O. s( 

0.40 0.35 0.35 0.35 0.35 

Siphon I O.SC 0.40 0.3S 0.35 0.35 0.35 . 
Conoway i 0.5~ 0.50 0.40 0.40 0.40 0.40 , , 
Birch i 0.60 0.55 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50 

Hebron ~ 0.64 0.60 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50 , 
I 

Woodland 
I 

: 0.11 0,64 0~60 0.60 0.60 0.60 
; 

SACRAl-IENTO -,",'OODLAND 
ADULT ONE-WAY FARES 

~ P >-.... c:l " U ~ ..... r4 
Q) 9 g 41 

~~ ~ 
c:l.c J.I c: 

H 1!_cX ::! .~ 
$ $ $ $ 

0.35 

0.35 0.35 

0.35 0.35 0.35 

0.35 0.35 0.35 0.35 

0.35 0.35 0.35 0.35 

0.35 0.35 0.35 0.35 

0.35 0.35 0.35 0.35 

0.35 0.35 0.35 0.35 

0.40 0.35 0.35 0.35 

0.45 0.40 0.40 0.40 

..... 
¢I 
~ 

~ 
$ 

0.35 

0.35 

0.35 

0.30$ 

0.35 

0.40 
~-

p ~ 
t:: c:l ., 
0 0 ~ 9 ..d 

~ " t:. -04 8 (J) 

$ $ $ 

0.35 

0.35 0.35 

0.35 0.35 0.35 

0.35 0.35 0.35 

0.3S 0.35 0.35 

t:: 
.c 0 
t,) l4 
$.I .0 

~ ... 
gQ ~ 

$ $ 

0.35 

0.35 0.35 

I 

I 

I 

I 
I 

I 

"1:J :?d 
(t'-.:l 

~~ 
o~ 
"' Nt'l 
N 

;p . 
P 
i"O 
0-
V\ 
en 

-g1 

* e 

" e 
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SACRAMENTO-WOODLAND-DAVIS 

ADULT 20-RIDE COMMUTATION FARES 

. . . . : 
: ____ B~E~nm~E~N~ __ ~: ____ ~AND~ ____ ~: __ ~F~ARE~ ___ : 

Sacramento 

Sacramento 

Davis 

Woodland 

$ 8.00 

10.00 


