
ddb .', 

Decision No. BB233 DEC 1 ~ 1977 

BEFORE THE ?U:OLIC UTILIT!£S COMY.!SS!ON OF THE ST~TE OF CAl.IFC&~IA 

Application of G~-rrlCUND LINES, 
INC. for a~thority to revise, 
modify, anj abandon specific 
routes of Route Group 11, 
Contra Costa County and to 
concurrently therewith discon­
tinue related re~lar route 
operations. 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

- ) 
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). -------------------------------

Application No. 55135 
(Filed August 27, 1974.) 

Richard Ill. nannon, Attorney at Law, for 
Greycoune Lines, Inc., applicant. 

R. 3. Roche, for the City of Lafayette; 
and ~-undel Keane, for the City of 
Pleasant rliil~ protestants. 

~ b .... t ~ K 1 ~ .. ,~ M ' T ... 0 e.. ..... •• o~e , .or n~se .... ; ~rl'C .oJe 

KF . Z' .. '~S . er!':ll.t, ... or ~arc. 0... upervJ.sors, 
COur..ty of' Contra Costa; Robe::-ot E. 
Nisbet, Attorney at Law, for 
Ae Transit; Arth~r ~~~is, Attorney 
at Law, for rv.etropolitan Tra."'lsportation 
Cor.:nission; and. Sher-.... ooc G. Waken-.an, 
Attorney at Law, for S~"'l Francisco 
Bay Area Rapid Transit District (3&~T); 
interested parties. 

Elinore C. Morsan, Attorney at Law, for 
t~e Co~~issl.on staff. 

o PIN ION -------
3y Decision No. 83674. dated October 29, 1974., Greyhound 

Lines, Inc. (Greyhounci) was authorized to discontinue its Contra 
Costa County cO:r.n:t.:.t.e se:-vice as Olf' Ju~e 30, 1975. 3y subseque:lt 
supp1e=e~tal orde:-s, t.~e last of' whicn Was DeCision No. 86761 datec 
December- 21, 1976, the time was extended to Dececber 31, 1977. 
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As a result of the·:-eceipt of $on:e 60 letters fro:::: the 
public protestL~g the discontin~ance of Greyno~nd's Contra Costa 
County corr~te service, the COmmission reopened A,plicaticn No. 
55135 and sched~led public hearings for the receipt of evidence 
as to whether Greyhound should be re~ui:-ed to provide co~~ute 
service between Cont:-8. Costa County points and San FranCisco after 
December 31, 1977. 

A duly noticed publ~c hearing was held before Administrative 
law Judge I~llory at San Francisco on October 18 and 19, 1977 and 
the matter was s~brr~tted. Oral testimony in opposition to the 
discontinuance of service was presented by nine riaers or tne service 
and by representatives of the county of Contra Costa and the city 
of laf3yette. Testimony was also presented on be:-.alr of'. Greyhound, 
San FranCisco Bay krea Rapid Transit District (:3A..~T), rwIetropolitan 
Transit Co!':"lnission (!.:rc) , and the Rapid Transit Systems Section 
of the Co~ission's Transpo~ation DiviSion. 

GreyhotL~d requests that it be a~thorized to discontinue 
midweek (Monday through Friday) service a:nd. to reduce Sunday 
s~rvice on Jan~ary 1, 1978 and to discontinue Saturday service 
at the t~e that the Corra.ission .staff determinestha t BART's . proposed 
Satu:day service ~~l not L~terfere with the safety of the presen~ 
Ycnday through F~iday service pe~formed by E~~T. Contra Costa County 
requests that Greyhound be :-equi...-ed to continue its xr.idweek co::mute 
se:-vice indefinitely. !vuC requests that Greyhound ~ ordered to 
continue its midweek commute service through Ju."le 30, 1978, after which 
date M7C will assmne the burden of ;.·roviding a satisfactory alternate 
service through a local transit district. 
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The evidence offered by BART and the Commission staff 
concerned the efforts of BAR! to provide Saturday service and 
improve ::l::.c.week service on 3ART~s Cont:"a Costa-:Jaly City CLine. 
Neither BA..~ nor the Co=issio!l staff took a ~sition in the 
proceeding.!! • 
Public Vlit:'less Testin'O~v 

Tne several present users o£ Greyhound's co~te service 
testified substantially as follows: Greyhound offers a convenientp 
comfortable, a."'l.d on-time bus se:-vicebetween points in Contra Costa 
County and the financ lal district of San Francisco. The bus service 
is required to :aintain a 90 percent loading standard (ten seats 
for :'line passengers) during the mo~ing and evening co~ute hours 
so that every passe!lger gets a seat. Boarding points generally 
are withi::. convenie:'l:: walking or driving dis~lnces. Buses are 
clea."'l. a."'l.d the on-time per~or.mance of the co~ute service is 
excellent. 3reakdowns seldo: occur. 

T..1.e ",1:t.nesses ?Oi.."'l.ted out that the only al ter!late public' 
transpo~ation service between Contra Costa County and ~"'l. franCisco 
to Greyhound is BA..~. The ~~tnesses unifor--ly testified that Bk~ 
service did not meet their transportation requirements for one or 

of the following reasons: 
l. BA..~T service is extemely crowded during the 

~ak-co~te hours; seats are not available 
...... .. I'- 'P' t .• ' -11 . 0 . d a ... J...3 ... ayette, .. _easan nJ. ,a.r.o. r~ a 
statio!ls in the peak-morning co=mute hours, 
~~~ seats are not available at £~barcadero 
0: Y'oOntgo:cery stations on the east,bo1:.:..nd 
eveni:lg return t.ri?s. 

Apparently t.he Com=ission staff would have reco=mended that 
Greyhound be authorized to discontinue :idweek commute service 
if it ~re satisfied that a satisfactory alternative service 
by BART would ~e> available after December 31, 1977. 
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2. B~~T's parking lots are filled a~d on-street parking 
is not available. 

3. B~~! has fre~uent discontinuances or delays in 
service because of breakdo~~s or strikes; there­
fore, its service is unreliable for commuters. 

4.. Additional time is recuired to reach E~~ because of 
the greater dist~~ces·between B~~ stations 
compared to distances between Greyhound bus 
stops. 
The record sho~~ that Greyhound is offerL~g ~ore -seats 

during peak hours than required by the 90 percent loading standard 
icposed by the Co~ssion for its Contra Costa-San Francisco 
COL~ute operations. So~e of the protestants urged that sufficient 
buses be re::oved to reduce se:-vice to the 90 pe:-cent standard as 

a means of reduci..~g operating costs. Creyho1;..~d indicated that 
staff opposition had prevented such action because of the longer 
t~es bet·~en buses. 

~~~y of the protestants indicated that they would ccntinue 
to use Greyhound service if fares were raised by as :uch as 50 
percent. Present Greyhound co=ute fares are no· .... slightly higher 
on a per-ride basis than co~parable B~~T fares. 
Peak-Hour Co~te C~rations 

We ~ve extended the date at which Greyhound can disconti..~ue 
its re=ai..~ing peak-hour co:mute operations in Contra Costa County 
based or. f~dL~gs that BAa!, the sole public transportation 
alternative to Greyho1;..~d operation, was not fully operative and 
did not have the capability of handli:lg the co:::.mute passengers of" 
Creyho'U.."'lci. Y 

Such findings .... -ere made in the context of Finding 7 of Decision 
No. 83674 as £ollo~~: 
"7. Tne Co~ission agrees with the parties that applicant 

should be relieved of its obligation toprovide service 
consistent ~~th the availability of ~~bstitute serviees, 
b\:.t it ::r.;.st. be CO:t:lensurat.e with the public i.'"lterest. and , 
cO:lve::.ience." 

The origi.....al c.at.e :"or di'sc.,~t.i=:ua:lce ~'as June' 30, 1975;. That date 
~as exte::.ded to December ;1, 1975 (Decision No. 84513), to Dece:ber 
;1, 1976 )(DeCision No. 85080), and to December 31, 1977 (Decision 
No. 86761 • ' 

-4.-



A.55135 ddb 

Greyho~dp BART, and MTC presented con!lic~ing evidence 
·with respect to B~~'s capability of tra.~sport~~g the approximate 
600 :idweek co~te passengers of Greyhound after December 31p 1977. 
Greyhou.~d a~d BART conte~d that recent ~prove~nts in ,service on 
B~~T's C Line will per=it 3~~T to ha~d1e such passengers without 
undue inconvenience even though BA.~T ~1l1 have more standees 'during 
peak hours, and S~~T's facilities will continue to be crowded. 

P:TC contends that at the present time, BART does not 
have the capability of handling Greyho1:.nd's co:cmute passengers.V 
However, with the faster service and. greater number of trains expect.ed 
to result from the approval by this Comcission of improved train 
separation procedureshi and the addition of core feeder bus service,~~C 
believes that BART ..... -ill be capable or hancUing 600 additional peak-hour 
patrons by July 1, 1978. !~C recognizes that it has the 
respo~sioility for ?rov1~ing adequate service tc Contra Costa County 
residents wbo des~e peak-hour public tra.~spo~~tion service 
to a.."lc. fro: Sa:. FranCiSCO, a..~d 1t..TC also realizes that BART's 
service icprovements (particularly ~proved train separation 
procedures) :ay not be fully implemented by July 1, 1978. Tnerefore, 
!·!'!C's ;>ositio:l. s~ted at the heari."lg'is that it .... -ill be, prepared 
to fund through local transit districts an adequate alternative 
service to Greyhound's Contra Costa CoU:l.ty peak-hour comcute 
service should BA.~T not. be fully capable of providing that service 
by July 1, 197e and urgeo. that this CoIl'lmission extend to June 30, 
1978 the require:nent. that. Greyhound continu~ to provide peal{-hour 
co=ute service between Contra Costa Cc>'Utl.ty and San Francisco. 
stated that o=ly recently has it had funding capabilities to 

X':TC 
" ' 

MTC has the responsibility for the overall ?l~~ingand funding 
o£ operations of all public transit districts (including BART)' 
in the nine San Francisco Bay Area counties. 
The present BART train separation procedure (CABSI) provides six;" 
:r.inute separations between trains. SOR$ t the plan being, studied; 
would provide three-::ni..~ute' train separations • . , 

-$-



A.55135 adb ... 

p~ovide alternative services to Greyho~nd, and the additional 
time to June 30, 1978 is required to fo~late its plans. !1TC 
stated it should know long before its proposed deadline whether 
BART c~~ co=~lete its ~lans ~or a new train control syste~ that .. ~ 

Will shorten intervals between traL~s; and if it appears that 
suffiCient progress is not being made, MTC ~-1l prepare plans anc 
approve fUnding for a:l alte!"r..ative service to replace Greyhound.~s 
peak-hour service u:lti1 such time as BART is fully capable of 
handling additional peak-hour riders on its CLine. 

Greyhound·s evidence a.~d that of B&~T·s shows that 
BA..~'1' instituted operation o£ ten-car trains on the C Lin~ d1, r1ne: 
the past year which increased passenger capacity. On June 22, 1977 
BART began the operation of 13 ten-car trains duri..~g peak periods 
on its CLine. Twelve-:i:lute headways are operated on the C 
Line during the day anc 20-~ute headways after 8:00 p.m. BART 

showed in its Exhibit 4-D tha~ its recent peak-nvur load factors 
r~~ged fro: 0.9 to 1.2, but that it had a load factor as hi~~ as 
2.4 at the time of the heaviest patronage on its C Line.if B~~T 
also'showed ~~ £~~ibit 3-D that ~ew cars are now out-of service. 
BART has a total of 418 cars. During t.he :O:lth of Sept.ember 1977 
the average number of cars available for daily use ranged froe 
365 t.o 390, for a ratio of S7 to 92 percent availability. BART's 
Ex.."libit 5-D showed that 100 perce:lt of its available parking spaces 
are used at its Concord" Pleasant Hill, i'lalnut Creek, Lafayette, 
~~d Orinda stations. B~~T's Exhibit 6~D showed the ~proved bus 
reeder Operations which are designed to provide service to those 
lXltrons unable to find adequate parking in the vicinity o£ its 
Contra Costa stations. 

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 14 standees for every ten seat.s. 
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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 •. and for the service 
as a whole. Such avoidable costs were compared with. corresponding 
revenues per tlile, as rollo~'S: 

Weekend 
and Service 

Weekday Holiday as a 
Service Service Wno1e 

Total Avoidable Cost 

Revenue per l-u.le 

Excess of Cost Over 
Reve:lue 

Increase ~~ Fares 
Necessary to Cover 
Avoidable Costs 

(Eounts in Cents per l·:ile) 

Sl.8380 

Sl.1920 

$0.7460 

SO. 8794 

SO.763L.. 

$0.1160 

15% 

Sl.5379 

$1.0790 

SO.4669 

Greyhound p:-esented traffic counts and. load factors with 

respect to traff.ic checks :nadc on September 14. and 20, 1977. The 
traffic checks show that wes"tbound (morning) weekday patronage 
averaged 573 ~ssengers,and load factors averaged 73 percent; 
and east-bound (even~~g) weekday patronage averaged 662 passengers, 
and load factors averaged 70 percent. 

A fare comparison set forth in Greyhound's EXhibit 16-D 
showed that B&~ fares bet~~en its Contra Costa CoUnty stat~ons a.~d 
San Francisco range £rem approximately 1 cent to 29 cents per ride 
less than Greyhound's CO:mlute fares on a per-ride basis between 
the same ?Oints. 
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Weekend Service 
Exhibit 7-D is a copy o~ BART's request to this Co=mission 

for approval of special holiday-season shoppers' service on Saturdays 
commencing November 19 and ending December 31~ 1977. Testimony 
prese~ted by 3~~T indicated that it intends to seek approval o~ 
per::anent Saturday service cocnencing Janua.."'7 1, 1978; however, BA..'t'I' 
is ~ot certaL~o~ its capability to provide that service~ 

A witness from the Co:mission's Tra~sportation Division, 
Rapid ~ansit Syste:s Section, testified that the staff woul~ no~ 
recorr.=end approval of regular Saturday service until it is certain 
that Sat~day operations can be perfor=ed without hindering tne 
safety of BART's ~idweek service. The stafr ~~tness was not certa~~ 
when its study of safety factors ~~l be comp1et:d. 

Exhioit lo-D contains Greyhound's sum:ary of passengersh~dled 
on the Saturdays of August 27 a."td September 10, 1977, and. on the Sundays of 
August 28 a:ld Septe:ber 11, 1977, in its local Contra Costa-
Sa.~ Fra."tcisco service. On those days, 16 eastbou.~d a.~d 15 westbound 
sch~d.~les were operated.. T.~e nur.ber of passe~gers per trip ranges 
fro: a low of 1 passe:lger to a high of 40 passengers on Saturday 
a.'"ld fro-::. a low of no passenge:-s to a high of 28 on Sun.J.ays. The 
average total passenger cou.'"lt for SU:l~ay service was 235 passenge:-s 
eastbound a.~ci 162 passengers westbound. The ave:-age Su.~day 
passenge:-s per schedule ~~s 13 eastbc~~d and 11 wes~bound_ 

Greyhou~d re~uests t=at i~ be granted authori~y to discontinue 
Sa~urday ope:-atio:ls on its local Con~ra Costa-San Francisco 
serJice whenever BART receives authority to provide Saturday 
service on its C Line on a percanent basis. G:-eyhound requests that 
it be authorized ~o reduce i~s service to seven schedules in each 
direction pendL~g the co~~encement o~ Su.'"laay service by BART. 
The record sho~~ that BART has no i:Qediate plans to initiate 
Sunday ·service. 

-8-



A.55l35 dcib 
" ", .. 

Greyhound's ~~ibit 20-D sho~~ that it can accommodate all 
of its present Sunday passengers under t~e reduced sc~eduling 
proposed herein, and that its proposed schedul~ will cause the 
·~imuc of inconvenience to its Sunday patrons. 

No one objected to the reduction in Sunday scheduling 
proposed by Greyhound in ~~ibit 20-D. 
Discussion - Weekday Service 

We have concluded in prior phases of this proceeding 
t~t GreyhoU!ld should continue to provide backup service to 
B~~T's C Line operations until BART becomes fully operative a.~d 
can handle Greyhound's remaining commute passengers with ' 
reasor~ble co=fort and s~fety. 

Tne reccrd inciicates that B~~T has u~de several improve­
~ents in its ....:eekday peak-hour C Line service, such as,. th~ operation 
of 13 ten-car trai::.s on that line and the i:lprover:lent. in local feeder 
bus service to an")' fro:;) BA..'ii.T stations. Tone record discloses, 
however, that ~urther ~provernent of B~~T's weekday service requires 
approval by this Commission of a new train control syste~ (SOPS). 
No specific date for the potential inauguration.of the new traL~ 
control system appears in the record. Without a further decrease 
in train separation tinles, additional C Line trains can."lot 
feasibly be added dur~g peak periods because of congestion. 

We accept r.~TC' s analysis that BJ....~T does not have the 
current capability of handl~~g the additional passenger load· that 
would be placed onBAP~ it Greyhound is authorized to discontinue 
n:idweek service on December 31, 1977. We also applaud r·ITC's CO::tr:lit~ 

n:ent to plan anci fun'::' local transit districts' capability to provide 
a satisfactcry alternate to Greyhou.~d's weekday service on and 
after July 1, 197$' in the event that BART is not fully capable to 
handle Greyhound's we'ekday passengers by that date. In the 
circumstances, we '\<,"il~ extend to June 30, 197$ the requirement 
that Greyhound continue to conduct midweek peak~hour bus co::ute 
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ope~ations between Contra Costa County points and San Francisco with 
~ the understanding that no furt~er extension will be made beyond tAat 

date. ~'Ile concur with MTC that it is the responsibility of it and the 
local transit districts within the Contra Costa-Alameda-San Francisco 
Counties area to supply the public transportation require~ents o£ 
cOl:lllu'ters withi: that area. It is reasonable to require GrGyhound 
to continue service beyond the current discontinuance date of 
December 31, 1977 in order to provide ti~e to MTC and the local 
transit districts su~ficient time to plan and fund substitute 
operations and to acquire the necessary operating equipment. We 
fully expect MTC and local transit districts to be able to' ?rovi~e 
substitute service by June 30, 1978. However, in an abundance of 
caution we ~~11 not allow Greyhound to discontinue service until 
we are certain that a reasonable and adequate substitute commUte 
service is available to Greyhound'S midweek patrons. 
Discussion - Weekend Service 

BART was authorized by Resolution No. 5-1429 adopted Dece:ber 
6, 1977 to inaugurate permanent Saturday revenue opera~ions co~mencing 
January 7, 1978. Tha~ resolution states that the stafr investigation 
indicated that B~~r is capable of providing the necessary mainte:ance 
'service to the system and the vehicles fer Saturday service witnout 
adversely affecting either the'safety of operations or weekaay service .. 

Tne record es~ablishes ~hat Greyhound's Sunday Contra 
Cos~ County-San franciSCO schedules are lightly patro~zed and 
that adequate service will be accorded to the public under the 
frequency of service proposed by it. No, party opposed Greyhound~s 
proposals concerning its Sunday operations. Tnose proposals should 

be granted. 
Findings 

1. Greyhound is now a~thorized t~ discontinue its Contra 
Costa County-San Francisco co:mmute operations on December 31, 1977 .. 

2. Nucerous written requests from Greyhound's midweek 
commute patrons were received by the Co~ission requesting that 
such commute operations be continued beyond the scheduled 
termination date. 
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3. As a reS".u t of such requests, public heari."lgs were held 
at which evide~ce ~as prese~ted by concerned pa.-ties. 

..... 

4. ?rior orders in ~Ais proceeding inuicate that discontinuance 
of the remaining portions of Greyhound t s Contra Costa County 
co:cute operations hinges upon BART's ability to provide adequate 
service to the users of Greyhou."ldts service. 

S. The record establishes that since the hearings in the 
~~~ediate prior phase of this proceeding leading-to Decision No. 86761, 
3A..~T has improved service on its C line by t.he operatio!) of l3 
~n-car trains during peak hours on l2-mi."lut.e headways or less. 
However, until such tice as improved train separation procedures 
are operative, BJ.3T ·~ .. ill not. have the capability of providing. 
ade~ate service to the public if.all current Greyhound commuters 
are also t.rans?Orted by it. 

6.. l~TC has indicat.ed responsibility of it and local transit. 
aut.horities to provide ade~~ate peak-hour co~te service to the 
public .... 'ithin t.he three-county area involved herein. ~rrc requires 
additional t.~e beyond December 31, 1977 to adequately pla."l, fund, 
and acquire the necessary operati."lg equip=ent to provide an adequate 
alternative peak-hOll: CO:MUte service to Greyhoun~'s present riders, 
either through i.::.provements to BART operations or by other 
alternative service of ~!TC's selection. 

7. KTC request.s that Greyhound's midweek peak-hour corr .. ,::te 
operatio:lS be cont.inued u::.til June 30p 197e in order for M'I'C to 
co~plete plans, allocate funds, and acquire necessary. equip:ent 
to replace Greyhound's operat.ions •. 

s. l~!C sho-..ree that onlybya recent change in statutory proviSions 
governing it.s operations was it. given the authority to fund local 
transit operations which would replace Greyhound's commute 
operations. 
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9. Greyhound opposes any further extension 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 a substantial loss. An average increase 
in fares of 63 percent is necessary to cover the avoidable costs 
of such operations. 

10. MTC's req,uest for an extension of time to July 1, 197& 
is reasonable in order to allow adequate time for MTC to plan and 
fund alternative services to Greyhound's commute operations with 
the u.~derstanding that full' responsibility for providing adequate 
service to Greyhound's present co~ute passengers lies withMTC 
after that date. 

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

hour commute operations in issue until June 30, 1978. 
12. Greyhound's request for discontinuance of its Contra 

Costa Coun't.y commute service on Saturdays should be approved as 
the Co~ission has approved the co:mencement of permanent Satureay 
service by B~~T, a.~d the staff has found that Saturday service 
will not impair B~~T's ability to provide adequate and safe midweek 
operations. 

13- Greyhound's proposal to reduce Sunday schedules for its 
Contra Costa County-San Francisco operations as se~ forth in its 
Exhibit 20-D will provide adequate service to the public and will 
be reaSonable. 
ConclUSions 

1. Greyhound should be authorized to discontinue its Contra 
Costa County-$an Francisco's Monday through Fria.ay commuter 
operations on June 30, 1978 on the condition that an adequate 
substitute service will be provided after that date by a 10·ea1 
transit district. 
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2. Greyhound should be authorized to discont~ue 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. 

Q.R~ER 

IT IS ORDERED that: 
1. Greyhound Lines, Inc. (Greyhound) shall contil'lue its T, R, Y, 

and X schedules betwee~ Contra Costa County and San Fra~ciseo on week­
days (rt.onday through Friday) until further order of the Commission. !i" " 
the Co~ission is L~ormed prior to Jttne 30, 1975 that an adequate 
substitute service ~.ll be provided by a local transit on and after 
July 1, 1978, the Comr:.ission, by further order, shall permit Greyhound. 
to discontinue its midweek Contra Costa-San Francisco co~te service. 

,,: 

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

3. Greyhound may operate Sunday schedules between Antioch and 
San Francisco through Pittsburg, Concord, Pleasant Hill, Walnut Creek, 
Lafayette, Orinda, and Oakland as proposed in Exhibit 20-D. 

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

5. Greyhound shall pro:tinently display in its San Francisco 
tern,.Snal and Contra C'~st..a County depots notices o~ the reduction or 
disco~t~~uance of any service as authorized herein. Such notices 
shall be pos~ed at least fifteen days prior to any reduction or . 
discontinuance ot service. 

6. Greyhound also shall give notice of the discontinuance of 
its weekday commute ,service by placing printed notices on seats of 
its commute buses on each westbound and each eastbound schedule 

tt operated by it at least ten days before termination of commute 
operation. Such printed notices shall also inelude~to the exten~ 
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such information is available, details of the public transit 
district services that ~~1 replace Greyhound's weekday co~te 
services. . 

Tne effective date of this order is the date her.eoi'. 
Da'ted. at San Frru,ef~z , california, this 1m 

day of DECEMP::-P , 1972.. .. 


