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Decision No. __ 8_5_08_0_' _" . Wffi1UrmllOO:jL . 
'. ',.. . : " . . 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF TEE STATE' OF CAI;;IFOP..N:!:A 

Application o£ GR:,""'YEOUND LINES,. I~rC., 
for authority to revise; I:lodi"fy and 
abandon speeif'ic routes of Route· 
Gro,up: 11, Contra Costa' County and to 
concurrently therewith diseontill'lle 
~lated' regular route ope:-ations. 

Application No. 55135 

w. L. McCracken, Attorney at Law, for applicant. 
John E. Penn, for Amalgamated Transit Union, 
LOcal Division 122$; Gail R. Murr~, for' the 
City of: Walnut Creek; Arundel H. Keane, for­
City of Pleasant Hill; RObert. A. Kormel, for 
himself; and Feliz Insinger, tor T,Li~e 
Cocmuters;protesta:lts. 

E11noreC. Morgcm p Attor:J.ey at :::.aw, for the 
COmmisSion·starf'. 

THIRD SUPPLEMENTAL OPINION 
By Decision' No. S)674 dated Octobe::- 29, 1974, Greyhound 

I.~~es, Inc. was authorized to discon.tinue its Co~tra Costa County. 
CO:D::lute service as o£ June .30', 1975. Because of' doubt as to. whether 
BART wot:.ld be providing a complete service, including night,. 

Saturd.:.ty, and Sunday semce 'by such ti:ne, the Commi:ssion. b7 Deeie:ion 
Xc,. 84055·' dated Fe'bruary4,· 1975' reoPened the ma'tter for ~her .. 
hearing. By Decision No. 8451> 'dated June ·10-, 1975. the' eomzOissio:c., 

ill ~e:lding the discon:~inu311ce date to December 31, 1975'~foUnd:"· 
~.s ::'ollows: 

"1. BART is presently operating its Daly City~Concor(r 
line on.al2-minute headway on weekdays between. 
the .approximate hou--s o£6:00 a.m. and 8":00 :p.m. 
It provides nonigh~ or weekend servic,e. . . . . 
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"2. Because of certain operational problems the 
Board o£ Directors ofBA:R.T has decided to,' 
give its full attention to impro~ the 
quality of: BARTl's service before givillg :my 
consideration to. increasing the level of service. 

"3. Applicant is presently operat~ a commuter 
service between the Tr'ansbay Terminal in 
San Francisco and Contra Costa Co'tUlty subject 
to a Commission requirement that it provide, 
additional ,buses in the event its load factor 
exceeds 90 percent. Dur.ing the week of March 17-21~ 
applicant was operating approximately 26 schedules 
in each direction in its peak period comcuter 
service with average load factor of S7.Z percent. 

"4. Public convenience and necessity require that 
applicant. cont.inue its', commuter service between 
San Francisco and Contra Costa County until 
December 31~ 1975. " ' 

"5. Applicant is presently operating its basic 
service on the '0' and, 0 Ro'lltesseven days a 
week between approximately 6:00 a.Ill. and 1 :00 a.m. 
(about 19 hours daily). It does not appear 
<iesirable to fragment this basic service by 
discontinuing it durillg the daytime on weekdays 
only as proposed by a motion of the applicant. 
Applicant should continue operation of; its 
basic service at night and on weekends until 
BARr commences its night and weekend service, 
or until December 31, 1975. ft , 

Again, because it did not appear that. BART would, commence 

nigh't, Saturday~ and Sunday service tmtil, sometime after December .31, 
1975, the Commission by Decision' No. S495l date~ September 30" 1975,' 
reopened the matter £or further hearing and pursuant. ,thereto a 
public hearing was held before Examiner Daly on'October 17, 1975 , 
at San Francisco. 

A witness for BART testified that there has been' no 
change from the -last hearing and the distri'ct,has no-de£im.:t;.eplans 
at this time for extending service. 'He further testified' that BART ' 
is presen't,ly seeking funds from the Metropoiitan- ,~ansportat,:tOD.' 
Com::n1ssion,Whieh, if' granted, wow.denable-, the district to extend ' 
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service during the evening hours only ,hope.fUlly a£ter:, Tbanksgi ring 

and, i£ !lO~ possibly sometime during ,the first, parto£'1976~ , 
The sta1"f' in itsEXh1bit: 42'reached conclUsionS' ana. made 

reco~endations as follows: 

"Conclusions', 
"There has been no significant change in. either BARxD 
service or its capability to serve since, Decision 
$'4$13 and no ehanges are expected in the near future. 

"Greyhound has experieneed a 7% decrease :in daily' p(!ak 
'P~riod patronage since Decision $'4513. The remaining 
w7 d.ai~y commute passengers is signifieant enough 
to warrant the eontilluat1on of' the Greyhound service. 

"There is a possibility that BART may be able, to 
provide weekday nightsertiee before December "l~ 1976. 

"Recommendations 
"1., Greyhound should continue its loc'al transit" 

and commute serviee in Central Contra Costa, 
County at least un.til December 31, 1976 .. 

"2. The 90% maximum load f'actorrequirement on 
Greyhound peak period' commute service' should , 
remain in effect. The load f'actor requirement 
was ordered by Deeisions 59530 and 59531 which. 
was signed in January 1960. 

"3. In the event BART inaugurates £'ul1 weekday 
night serviee, prior to December 31, 1976 
Greyhound should be authorized to discontinue 
its ·U' and '0' Routes on weekdays by the 
application of the intor.mal timetable filing 
procedures required by the Commission's 
GeneraJ. Order 9SA." 

A rep:-esentatl.ve o£ the, Metropolitan Transportation 
Commission introduced a statement of' position, which'requests tb.S.s 
Commission to require Greyhound to- provide its, present' commute " and 
basic transportation service' between Contra cOsta CO'Ullty,and San 

Francisco until such time as the BART system operates at full' sc1'ledul~ 
'0-' •. 

inclu~ night and weeke:l.d' serviee and· expanded, peak-hour capaeity' 
between'Concord and San Francisco.' 

" 
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Other representatives of' cities and commute' groups renewed 
posit.ions previously taken requestillg aco:c.tinnation 0'£, service by 
Greyhound. 

Applicant introduced new eVidence in support or- 1 ts 
motion to discontinue baSic service that is directly competitive 
wi th BART service during the weekday off-peak hours. 

Exhibit 4S indicates that applicantts patronage tor such 
schedules during. the week 0'£ September 24-30~ 1975 as compared to 
the '"I>."OOk 0'£ March 10-14p 1975 decreased as£olloWs: ' 

;/10 Mon:. 3/11 Tues~ 3/1Z \'led. 3/13 . Thurs.. 3/14 Fri. . Total 
136 134 130 ·13S· ' ,l;'Z·, ,76'3 

~, ~ ~. ~" 9/26" 
lOS' 96 98' ' 1.32 .' 'lOS 539.-

The average passengers per schedule' was 9'.5-' dUring the ' . -
week of March and 7.7 for the week ~f September. 

Accorciing to a witness tor applicant,. 4seont1nuance o£ , 
·these cOl:lpetitive schedules would result in a savings of'$200 a,day 
or $50 ~ 000 allnUally.' 

Applicant argues that cont~nuation of said schedules 
consti "tutes an un:c.ecessary financial drain on its o'Wn operation 
and upon BARTts to the extent that it diverts passenge~swho would 
otherwise use the services of BART. Applicant: also- argues' that 
continuation of the discontinuance date f'or the period of one. year 

. ) ""'" . 

rather than six months 'Will reduce the urgency with w?ich' the cities ' 
in Contra Cost.a County 'Will act to inaugurate local supplemental , 
service. 

Arter consideration the CommiSS£on :f'inds that.:' 
1. There has been no change inBART"s. service, betweell San: 

Francisco. and, Contra Costa County since' the, CommiSsion t:s'f':Dldings 
in Decision No. 84$13.' , ,.' .., 
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2. There was noth.i~ presented at-'this time to warrant a " 

change in Finding No. 5 as set forth in Decision No. S451>;., This 
Commission is still of: the opinion that it wO,uldnot be' 'in the 
public interest to £ragmen"e the basic. service on the "Ut • and no" 
Routes during the weekday o!f:-peak hours. 

3. An extension of the, disconti.nt:ance' date for, the, period of, 
one year'ias opposed to a six-month period wouJ.d, work no undue burden 

upon applicant. If' there is a material change' in conditi,ollS at 
any 'time during the one-year period, applicant may petition the 
COmmiSSion for an order of: modification. 

The Commission cO.::lcludes that applicant should, cOlltinue 
its present. peak period commuter service 'between ~. Francisco . . . , 

, and Contra Cost.a County until December '31~ 1976 ,and should 'eontin~e 
,operation of its basic service until BART commences its night or 
weekend service, or until December 31, 1976. 

THIRD SUPPLEMENT AI. 'ORDER 
IT IS ORDERED that:. 

1. Applicant shall continue t~ operate i ~ present peak 
penoe. commuter service between San F:t-ancisco and' Contra Costa ./ 
Co~ty subject; to the 90' percent maximum ioad.' :f'actorrequir,ement ' 

, , 

until December 31, 1976. 

-5-



e .. ,,"' 

A. 55135 b1. *' 

2. Applicant shall continue. operations or its basic ./' 

but may '/ .. se~.ce until BAR'! commences i.ts night ~r weekend service~ 
discontin,?-e such service on December 31~ 1976~ 

3. In the event that BART should commence full week-n1ght- . 
servic~ Y.onday through. Friday, pri~r to December ,3:1, 1976,applicant 
may discontinue its "U"and "0" Routes on weekdays by. application. 
.." . 

of the- t:il:letable fil1ng notice procedures req,U1red oy Gen'eral 
I' .. 

Order No. 9S-A. :: 
. ! " , ',' 

The e£:fective date o! this order.sh3ll·.be twenty days 
after the date hereo~. 

Dated at ___ San __ Fran __ Q_·sc_Q ___ ..> CaJ.j£ornia, this _g_!_.~_' ___ . 
eay o~ _______ J/;.,loC'-l,i..:..lO ..... P .... E ... R_·_· _.-J" .. l97S~ 
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