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Decision No. _8.8233__0501”977 ‘ @U‘JMQHNAL

BEFORZ THS PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION GF THES STATE OF CALIFCRNIA

Application of GRZYSCUND LINZS,
INC. for authority to revise,
modify, and abandon specific
routes of Route Group 11,

ntra Costa County and o
concurrently therewith discon-
tinue related regular route
operations.

hpplication No. 55135
(Filed August 27, 1974)

Richard M. Hannon, Attorney at law, for
Creyaounc Lines, Inc., applicant.

R. 3. Roche, for the City of lLafayette;
and Arundel Keane, for the City of
Pleasant Hill; protestants.

Robert A. Kormel, for aimself; Mark L.
Kermit, for Soard of Supervisors,
Cotnty of Contra Costa; Robert I.
Nishet, Attorney at law, Ior
AC lransit; Arthur Harris, Attorney
at Law, for Metropolitan ITransportation
Cormission; and Sherwood G. Waxeman,
Attorney at law, for San rrancisco
Bay Area Rapid Transit District (3ART);
interested parties.

Zlinore C. Morgan, Attorney at Law, for
toe Lommission staffl,

3y Decision No. 8367L dated Cctober 29, 197L, Greyhound
Lines, Inc¢. (Greyhound) was authorized to discontinue Iits Contra
Costa County commute service as of June 30, 1975. 3y subsequent
supplemental orders, the last of whick was Decision No. 86761 dated
December 21, 1976, the time was extended to Decermbder 31, 1977.
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As a result of the receint of some 60 letters frox the
Fudblic provesting the discontinuance of Greynound's Contra Costa
County commute service, the Commission reopened Applicaticn No.
55135 and scheduled putlic hearin ngs for the receipt of evidence
as to whether Greyhound should be reguired to provide commute
service between Contra Costa County points and San Francisco after
December 31, 1977. ,

' A duly noticed public hearing was held before Administrative
Law u“dge Mallory at San Francisco ¢z Cetober 18 and 19, 1677 and
the matler was submitted. Oral testimony in opposition to the
discontinuance of service was presented oy nine ricers of the service
and by representatives of the county of Contra Costa and the city
of Lafayette. Testim Ny was also presented on behalf of Greyhound,
San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit Districy (BART), Metropolitan
Transit Commission (MTC), and tae Rapid Transit Systems Section
T the Commission's Transporvation Division.

Greyhound requests that it be auvno*lzed 0 discontinue
midweek (Monday through Friday) service and to reduce Sunday
service on January 1, 1678 and to discoasinue e Saturday service
3t the time that the Cormission starf determines that BART's. proposed
Saturday service will not interfere with the safety of the present
Monday through Friday service performed by BART. Contra Costa County
requests that Greyhound be required to continue its midweek cormute
service Indefinitely. MIC requests that Greynound be ordered o
continue its midweek commute service through June 30, 1978, after whzcn
date MIC will assume the burden of rroviding a satisfactory alternate
service through a local transit distries.
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The evidence offered by BART and the Commission stafl
concerned the efforts of 3ART to provide Saturday service and
improve midweek service on BARI's Contra Costa~Daly City C Line.
Neither BART nor the Cozzmission staff took a position in the
px'c>ceec’.::.ng.:L ‘

Public Witness Testimon

Tae several present users of Greyhound's commute sexrvice
testified substantially as follows: GCreyhound offers a convenieat,
coxfortable, and on-time bus service between points in Coatra Costa
County and the financial district of San Francisco. The bus service
is required to maintain a 90 percent loading standard (ten seats
for nine passengers) during the morning and eveaning corxzute hours
s0 that every passenger gets 2 seat. Boarding points generally
are within convenient walking or driving distances. Buses are
¢lean and the on~time perlormance of the commute service is
excellent. 3Zreaxdowns seldom occur.

The witnesses pointed out that the oaly alternate public
transportation service between Contra Costa Couaty and San Francisco
to Greyhound is BART. The witnesses uniformlj testified that 3ART
service did not meet thelr transportation requirements for one or
more of the following reasons: '

l. BART service is extemely crowded during the
peax—commute hours; seats are not available
at Lafayette, Pleasant Hill, azd Orinda
stations in the peaxk-morning commute hours,
and seats are not available at Imbarcadero
or Montgomery stations on the easthound
evening return trips. ' '

Appareantly the Commission staff would have recommended that
Creyhound be authorized to discontinue midweek commute service
if it were satisfied that a satisfactory alternmative service
by BART would be availadle after December 31, 1977.
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BART's parking lots are filled and on-street parking
is not available.

BART has frecuent discontinuvances or cdelays in
service because of dbreakdowns or strikes; there-
fore, its service is unreliable for commuters.

Additional time is required to reach BART decause of
the greater distances between 3ART stations

compared to distances between Greyhound bus

stops.

The record shows that Creyhound is offéring more 'seats
during peak hours than feqpired by the 90 percent loading standard
imsosed by the Commission for its Contra Costa-San Francisco
cormute operations. me of the protestants urged that sufficient
buses be removed To recduce service to the 90 percent standard as
a2 means of reduciag operating costs. Greyhound indicatved that
stafl opposition zad prevented such action because of thé‘longer
times between buses.

 Many of the protestants indicated that they would ccntinue
0 use Greyhound service if fares were raised by as zueca as 50
perceat. Present Greyhound commute fares are now Slightly higher
on a per-ride basis than comparable BART fares.
Peak-Hour Commute Cperations

We have exteaded the date at which Greyhound can discontinue
its remaining peak-hour commute operations in Contra Costa Couwnty
based on findings that 3ART, the sole public transportation
alternative to Greyhound operation, was not fully operavive and
did not have the capability of handling the cozmute passengers ol
Greyhound. |

2/ Such findings were made in the context of Finding 7 of Decision
No. 83674 as follows: ‘

"7. The Cormission agrees with the parties that applicant
should be relieved of its obligation toprovide service
gonsistent with the availability of substitute services,
but it zust De conmensurate witik the public interest anrd
convenience."” : ‘ : '

The original date fordisconminuance wWas June'BO} 1975. That cdate
was extended to December 21, 1975 (Decision No. 84513 ) to December
21, 12321§Decision No. £5080), and t¢ December 31, 1977 (Decision

No. &
_L‘_..
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Greyhound, 3ART, and MIC presented conflicting evidence

-with respect to BART's capability of transporting the apprbximate

600 midweek commite passengers of Greyhound after December 31, 1$77.
Greyhound and BART contend that recent improvements in Service on
BART's C Line will permit 3BART to handle such passengers without
undue incozvenience even though BART will have more standees during
peax hours, and BART's facilities will continue té be crowded.

KIC contends that at the present time, BART does not.

have the capability of handling Greyiaound's commute passengers.a/
However, with the faster service and greater number of trains expected
o result frox the approval by this Commission of improved train
separation proceduresh and the addition of more feeder bus service, MIC
believes that BART will be capabdble of handling 600 additional peak-hour
patrons by July 1, 1978. MNTIC recognizes that it has the
responsibility for providing adecuate service tc Contra Costa County
residents wao desxre peax-nour public transportation service
to and from San Francisco, and MIC also realizes that 3ART's

sexrvice improvements (na cul ly improved train separation ,
procedures) may not de ’ully implemeanted by July L, 1978. Therefl re;
MIC's position stated at the hearing is that it will be prepared

o fund through local transit districts an adequate alternative
service to Greyhound's Contra Costa County peak~hour commute

service saould BART not be Iully capable of providing that service
by July 1, 1972 and urgec that this Commission extend to Junme 30,
1978 the recuirement that 4ey?ound continue to provide peak—houf
commute service between Contra Costa Cowmty and San Francisce. NIC

tated that oaly recently has it had fund;ng,capablllvles o -

2/ NIC has the responsibility for the overall planning and funding
of operations of all pudlic transit distriects (including BART)
in the nire San Francisco Bay Area counties.

L/ The present BART Train separation procedure (CABSI) provzdes six~
rinute separations between trains. SORS, the plan be;ng studzed,
would prov;de three-minut te trazn separatzons.

_5;"'
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rovide alternative services to Greyhound, and the additional
time to June 30, 1978 is required to formulate its plans. MTC
. Stated it should xnow long before its proposed deadline whether
BART can complete its plans for a new train control system that
will shorten intervals between trains; and if it appears that
sufficieat progress is not being made, MTC will prepare plans and
approve funding for an alternative service to replace Greyhound's
peak-hour service until such time as BART is fully capable of
handling addizioral peak-hour riders on its C Line.
Greyaound's evidence and that of BART's shows that
BART instituted operation of ten-car trains on the C Line during
the past year which increased passénger capacivy. On June 22, 1977
BART began the Operétion o 12 ten~car trains during peak periocds
on its C Line. Twelve-zinute headways are operated on the C
Line during the day and 20-minute aeadways after 8:00 p.m. BART
showed in its Exhibit 4-D thet its recent peak-hour load factors
ranged from 0.9 to 1.2, but that it had a load factor as high as
2.4 at the time of the heaviest patronage on its C Line.4 BART
also showed in Ixhibit 3-D that few cars are now out .of service.
BART has a votal of L1 cars. During the moath of September 1977
the average number of cars available for daily use ranged fronm
365 to 390, for a ratio of 87 to 92 percent availability. BART's
Exhibit 5-D showed that 100 percent of its available parking spaces
are used at its Concord, Pleasant Aill, Walnu®t Creek, Lafayette,
and Orinda stations. BART's Exhibit &=D showed the improved bus
feeder operations which are designed to provide service to those
patrons unable to find adequate parking in the vicinity of its
Contra Costa stations.

5/ A load factor of 1.0 is one seat for each passenger. A
load factor of 1.2 is two standees for every ten seats,
and a load factor of 2.4 is 1L standees for every ten

Seats.
® |
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Greyhound presented Exhibit 9-D which shows the avoidable
costs per mile for its Contra Costa County local operations for
weekday service, for weekend and holiday service,gand for the service
as a whole. Such avoidable costs were compared with corresponding
revenues per nmile, as follows: '

 Weekend
_ and Service
Weekday Holiday as a
Service Service Wnole
ovats Inceats per Mile

Toval Avoidable Cost . $1.8380 $0.879L $1.5379
Revenue per Mile $1.1920 $0.7634 $1.0790.

Excess of Cost Over ' , o
Revenue ‘ $0.7460 $0.1160 $0.4669

Increase in rares _
Necessary to Cover ,
Avoidable Costs 63% 15% 43%

Grevhound preseated traffic counts and load factors with
respect to traffic checks made on Septexber 14 and 20, 1977. The
vraffic checks show that westbound (morning) weekday patronage
averaged 573 passengers,and load factors averaged 73 percent;
and eastbound (evening) weekday patronage averaged 662 passengers,
ané load factors averaged 70 percent.

A fare comparisoa set forth in Greyhound's xhibit 16-D
showed that 3ART fares between its Contra Costa County stations and
San Francisco range Irem approximately 1 cent to 29 cents per ride
less than G*eyhound's commute fares on a per-rlde basis between
the same points. '
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Weekend Service

Exhibit 7-D is a copy of BARI's request to this Commission
for approval of special holiday-season shoppers' service on Saturdays
commencing November 19 and ending December 31, 1977. Testirony
rreseated by BART indicated that it intends to seek approvai of
permanent Saturday service cormencing January 1, 1978; however, BART
is not cexrtain of its capability to provide that service.

A witness from the Cormission's Transportation Division,

Rapid Transit Systems Section, testifiecd tirat the stall would not
recomzend approval of regular Saturday service until it is certain

hav Saturday operations can be performed without hindering tae

safety of BART's micdweek service. The stafl witness was not certain
when its S *udy of safety factors will be completed.

=ibit 18-D contains Greyhound's summary of passengers handled

on the Saturdays of August 27 and September 10, 1977, and on the Sundays of
August 28 and September 11, 1977, in its local Contra Costa-

San Francisco service. On those days, 16 eastbound and 15 westbound
schedules were oPe*aued. The number of passengers per trip ranges

frox a low of 1 passenger to & hzgh of LO passengers on Saturday

nd froz 2 low of no passengers to & aigh of 28 on Sundays. Tae
average total passenger count for Suncay service was 235 passengers
eastbound and 162 passengers westbound. The average Suaday

passengers per schedule was 132 eastbeund and 1l wes*bou d.

Greyho"— recuests that it be granted authority to discontinue
Saturday operations on its local Contra Costa-San francisco
service whenever BART receives auvthority to provide Saturday
service on its C Line on a permanent basis. Greyhound requests that
it be authorized to reduce its service tTo seven schedules in each
direction peading the commencement of Suncay service by BART.

The record shows that 3ART has no immediate plans to initiate
Sunday sexrvice.
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Greyhound's Exhibit 20-D shows that it can accommodate all
of its preseat Sunday passengers uncder the reduced scheduling
Proposed herein, and that its proposed scheduling will cause tae
‘minimum of inconvenience to its Sunday patrozs.

No one objected to the reduction in Sunday scheduling
proposed by Greyhound in Zxhidit 20-D.

Discussion - Weekdav Service

We kave concluded in prior phases of this proceeding
That Creyaound should continue to provide backup service to
BART's C Line operations until BART becomes fully operative and
can handle Greyhound's remaining cormute passengers with
reasornable comfort and ssfety. ,

Tae recerd indicates that BART has made several izprove-
ments in its weekday peak-hour C Line service, such as, the operation
of 13 ten-—car trains on that line and the improvement in local feeder
bus service to anu from BART stations. The record discloses,
however, that further improvement of BART's weekday service reguires
approval by this Commission of a new train control systex (SORS).

No specific date for the potential inauguration of the new train
control systexm appears in the record. Without a further decrease
in train separation times, additiornal C Line trains cannot
feasidbly be added during peak periods because of congestion.‘

We accept MIC's analysis that BART does not have tae
curreat capability of handling the additional passenger load that
would be placed on BART if Greyhound Iis authorized o discontinue
midweex service on December 31, 1977. We also applaud MIC's commit-
ment to rplan and fund local transit districts' capability to provide
a satisfactery alterrate 3o Greyhound's weekday service on and ;
after July 1, 1978 in the event that BART is not fully capable to
handle Greyhound's weekday passengers by that date. In the
circumstances, we will extend to June 30, 1978 the requirement

. that Greyanound continue to coaduct midweek _peak.—hop:f bus coxmute .

-G
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operations between Contra Costa County points and San Francisco with
the understanding that no further extension will be made beyord taat
date. Weconcur with MIC that it is the responsibility of it and the
local tramsit districts within the Contra Costa-Alameda-San Francisco
Counties area to Supply the public transportation requirements of
cormuters witiain that area. It is reasonable to require Grayhound
to continue service beyond the current discontinuance date of
December 31, 1977 in order to provide time to MIC and the local
transit districts sufficient time to plan and fund substitute
operations and to acquire the necessary operating equipment. We
fully expect MIC and local transit districts to be able to provide
substitute service by June 30, 1978. However, in an abundance of
caution we will not allow Greyhound to discontinue service until
we are certain that a reasonable a2nd adequate substitute commute
service is available to Creyhound's midweek patrons. |
Discussion — Weekend Service \
BART was authorized by Resclution No. $5-1L29 adopted December
6, 1977 to inaugurate permanent Saturday revenue operations commencin
Janvary 7, 1978. That resolution states that the staff investigation
indicated that BART is capable of providing the necessary maintenance
service to the system and the vehicles fer Saturdsy service witaout
acversely affecting eitaer the safety of operations or weekday service.
Tne record establishes that Greyhound's Sunday Contra
Costa County~San Francisco schedules are lightly patronized axd
that adequate service will be accorded to the public under the
frequency of service proposed by it. No party opposed Greyhound's
propesals concerning its Sunday operations. Those prroposals should
be granted. -
Findings
‘ l. Greyhound is now authorized to discontinue its Contra
Costa County-San Francisco commute operations on December 21, 1977.
2. Mumerous written requests from Greyhound's midweek
commute patrons were received by the Commission requesting that

such commute operations be continued beyond the scheduled
. termination date. '

~10-
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3. As a result of such requests, public hearings were held
at which evidence was presented by concermed parties. _

L. ?Prior orders in tais proceeding inuicate that discontinuance
of the remaining portions of Greyhound's Contra Costa County
commute operations hinges upon BART's ability to provide adequate
service to the users of Greyhound's service.

‘ 5. The record establishes that since the hearings in the
irmediate prior prase of thls proceeding leading to Decision No. 86761,
BART has improved service on its C Lirne by the operation of 13

ten-car trains during peax hours on lZ2-minute headways or less.
However, until such time as improved <train separation procedures

are operative, BART will not have the capability of providing

adecuate service %o the public il all current Greyhound commuters

are also transported by it. . ‘

6. MTC nas indicated respozsibility of it and local transit
authorities to provide adequaté peax~hour commmute service To the
publie within the three-county area involved herein. NIC requires
acditional time beyond Decemder 31, 1977 to adequately plan, fund,
and acquire the necessary operating equipment %0 provide an adequate
alternative peax-hour cormute service to Greyaound's présenz riders,
either through improvements to BART operations or by other
alternative service of MIC's selection.

7. NKIC recuests that Greyhound's midweek peak-aour corxute
operations be continved until June 30, 1978 in order for MIC to
complete plans, allocate funds, and acquire necessary eguipzent
to replace Greyhound's operations.. '

8. NMIC showed that onlybya recent change in statutory provisions
governing its operations was it given the authority to fund local
transit operations which would replace Greyhound's gommute
operations. ' '

[
-
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9. Greyhound opposes ary further exteansion of time requiring
it to operate its midweek peak-hour commute service beyond the
present termination date of December 31, 1977 because such
operations are conducted at 2 substantial loss. An average increase
in fares of 63 percent is necessary to cover the avoidable costs
of such operations. _

10. NMIC's request for an extension of time to July 1, 1978
is reasonable in order to allow adequate time for MIC to plan and
fund alternative services to Greyhound's commute operations with
the understanding that full responsibility for préviding adequate
service to Greyhound's present commute passengers lies with MIC
after that date.

11. In consideration of Finding 10, public convenience and
necessity require the continuvation of Greyhound's midweek peak-

hour commute operations in issue until June 30, 197¢&.

12. Greyhound's recuest for disccatinuance of its Contra
Costa County commute service on Saturdays should be approved as
the Cormission has approved the cormencement of permanent Saturday
service by BART, and the staff has founc that Saturday service
will not impair BART's ability to provide adequate and safe midweek
operations. :

13. Greyhound's proposal to reduce Sunday schedules for its
Coatra Costa County-San Francisco operations as set forth in its
Zxnibit 20-D will provicde adequate service to the public and will
be reasonable.

Conclusions

l. Greyaound should be authorized to discontinue its Contra
Costa County-San Francisco's Monday through Iriday commuter
operations on June 30, 19738 on the condition that an adequate
substitute service will be provided after that date by a local -
. transit district.




A.55135 ddb =

‘ 2. Greyhound should be authorized to discontinue Saturday
service as approval has been given to permanent Saturday service
by BART. '

3. Greyhound should be authorized to provide Sunday service
as set forth in its Exhibit 20-D.

IT IS CRDZRED that:

1. CGreyhound Lines, In¢. (Greyhound) shall continue its T, R, Y,
and X schedules between Contra Costa County and San Francisco on week-
days (Monday through Friday) until further order of the Commission. If
the Commission is informed prior to June 30, 1978 that an adequate
substitute service will be provided by a local transit on and after
July 1, 1978, the Commission, by further order, shall permit Greyhouna
To discontinue its midweek Contra Costa-San Francisco cormrute service.

2. Greyhound may disconmtinue its present Saturday schedules
between Contra Costa County and San Francisco concurrently with the
commencement of permanent Saturday revenue operations of BART on
January 7, 1978.

3. Greyhound may operate Sunday schedules between Antioch and
San Fraacisco througn Pittsburg, Concord, Pleasant Hill, Walnut Creek,
Lafayette, Orinda, ané Cakland as proposed in =Exnibit 20~D.

4. Witain thirty days after the effective date of this order
and on not less than ten days' notice to the public, Greyhound shkall
amend its timetables to reflect the changes authorized in paragraphs
2 and 3.

5. Greyhound shall proxminently display in its San Francisco
terminal and Contra Costa County depots notices of the reduction or
discontinuance of any service as authorized herein. Such notices
shall be posted at least fifteen days prior to any reduction or
discontinuance of service.

6. Greyhound also skall give notice of the discontinuance of
its weekday cormute service by placing printed notices on seats of
its commute buses oz each westbound and each eastbound schedule
operated by it at least ten days before termination of commute
operation. Such printed notices shall also include, to the extent

-13-
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such information is available, details of the public transit
district services that will replace Greyhound's weekday commute
services.
The effective date of this order is the date hereof.
Dated at £an Franeiaco , California, this A
day of __ PECEMPED , 1977 “

72.&;,&3@“4

. Presz.d
/LJ - A

"" ImASSAOneX




