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""ecision No. SS4i2 lSEP 19197P (o)lRi~~~~~t 
BEFORE 'TEE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE S~T.E OF CALIFORNIA 

Application of GREYHOUND LINES, INC., ) 
for authority to revise, modify and ) 
abandon specific routes of Route ) 
Group 11, Contra Costa County and to ) 
concurrently therewith discontinue ) 
related regular route operations. ) 

App·lication No. 55135 
(Order Reopening filed 

September 6, 1978) 
) 

w. L. McCracken, Attorney at law, for 
Greyhound tines, Inc., applicant • 

.ros~h s. Enslere .. Jr., Attorney at taw, 
tor the C~ty of tafayette, and 
Robert A. Kormel, for himself, 
protestants .. 

John G. Evans, Attorney at law, for 
Metropolitan Transportation Commission; 
Charles R. Beckwith, for himself; and 
Mark t. Kermit, for Board of Supervisors, 
County of Contra Costa; interested 
parties. 

Elinore c. Morga.n, Attorney at law, for the 
commission staff. 

SEVEN'I'R SUPP'LEMENTAL OPINION 
• 

By Decision No. 83674 dated October 29, 1974, Greyhound 
Lines, Inc. (Greyhound) was authorized to discontinue its Cont:a Costa 
County commute service as of June 30, 1975. By subsequent supplemental 
orders, the last of which was Decision No. 88890 dated May 31, 1978,' 
the Commission has extended the date for the discontinuance of service 
to October 2, 1978. By Decision No. 89383 dated September 6, 1978, 
the matter was reopened for the purpose of dete%'Illining whether the 
date of discontinuance should again be extended. 

Public hearing was held before Administrative taw Judge Daly 
at San Francisco on September 11, 1978:. 

During the past: foU%' years, the Cotmnission bas required 
Greyho~nd to continue commute service betwee~ Contra Costa County and 

~San Francisco pending full service by San Francisco Bay Area Rapid 
Transit District (BART). . . 
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During the course of he.o.ring resulting in Decision No. 88233., 
which extended the discontinu~nce d~te to June 30, 1978, Metropolitan 
Tr~~sportation Corrunission (MTC)!i admitted its responsibility for,providing 
:tdequ:tte service 'r:o Contra Costa County residents who, desire pe.lk-hou:r 
public transportation service to and from San Francisco,. It therefore 
took the position that it would be prepared to fund; through ,local 
transit districts, an adequate altern~tive service to Creyhound·s 
Contra Costa County peak-hour commute service. 

Acting on a letter received from MTC, this Commission, by 

ex parte Decision No. 88890 dated May 31, 1978, again extended the date 
for discontinuance of sCrv'ice to October 2, 1978. 

The letter set forth findings of the me staff's, study of 
3lternative service to Greyhound's Contra Costa commute service which 
3I'e as follows: 

1. The BART system presently does have the 
capacity to adequately accommodate current 
Greyhound passengers. 

2. Actual BART capacity should increase in 
the furore as system reliability improves. 

3. The geographic coverage of existing local 
trZlnsit feeder service does provide an 
adequate rcplac~ent for the collection/ 
distribution portion of Greyhound commute 
service. 

4. The service frequencies of these local 
transit feeder services (generally about 
30 minutes) do not provide an adequate . 
repl~ccment for the collection/distribution 
of Greyhound commute service. 

According to me, service frequency increases in local transit 
feeder service could not be implemented before October 1, 1978, and . ~ 
therefore it requested the extension to October 2, 197'8. 

!/ mc has the responsibility for the overall planning .:tnd funding of 
operations of .,,11 public transit districts (including, BART) in the 
nine San Francisco Bay Are:;. counties. 
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e Again, ~cting on a letter from MIC indicating that adequate 
alternate service would not be available by October 2, 1978 and upon 
the :receipt of over 50 letters from the public, this Cotcmission 
reopened this p:roceeding to determine whether the discontinuance 
date should be furthe: extended. 

The position of MIC as of September ll, 1978' is set forth 
in Exhibit 26-D and is as follows: 

"By your Decision No. 88890 dated May 31, 1978, 
you defer authorization to discontinue 
Greyhound Lines, Inc. Contra Costa commute 
service from June 30, 1978 to October Z, 1978 
partly in response to information provided by 
the Metropolitan Transportation Commission. 

"!he pU'rpose of this letter is to request that 
the PUC consider a further deferral. 

"The PUC has noted that Greyhound should be 
relieved of its obligation to provide service 
consistent with the availability of substitute 
services. In addressing the provision of 
suosti'tUte services, MIC has contemplated 
improved BART service to provide the needed 
trunkline portion of the com:.:nute trip, and 
has worked with cities in Contra Costa County 
to develop the needed bus feeder service. 

"Implementation of improved feeder service is 
proceeding on schedule. MIC, the cities of 
Concord a1',o. Walnut Creek, and AC Transit have 
acted in concert to increase the service 
frequencies of commute hour feeder service 
to BART in anticipation of discontinuance of 
Greyhound's commute service. These improved 
feeder services are expected to be in operation 
by October ~s indicated in my May 8, 1978 letter 
to Mr. Gibson of the PUC. 

"There remains. the question, however, regarding 
whether BART's service to Oakland and San 
Francisco has adequate capacity to absorb 
current Greyhound commuters. While a case 
can be made that adequate capacity does exist 
if BART's commute hour load factor standard 
of 1.3 is accepted, it would be better to 
link discontinuance of Greyhound service to 
an expected improvement in BART r s service. 
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"Such an improvement is predicted by BART in 
support of its current motion for PUC approval 
of the SOR modified train control system. The 
SOR modification is intended to facilitate 
closer and more reliable train scheduling. 
We understand that PUC will be giving further 
consideration to BART's SOR approval request 
in hearings scheduled to take p lace during the 
October 3 - November 2, 1978 period. 

"We recognize that BART will not be able to 
assure a seat for every passenger even after 
approval o·f the SOR modification. Nonetheless, 
we believe that discontinuance of Greyhound 
commute service should be tied to BART's 
successful implementation of the SOR modified 
system. Thus, we would support that part of· 
the petition by the City of Lafayette which 
requests that discontinuance of Greyhound 
commute service be tied to successful imple­
mentation of SOR. train separation." 

", ~ 
,',..~- . 

/1'" , 

According to a staff wi~es~approximately 25 days 
of hea:ing have been spent on the SOR mod:i.fication in Application 
No. 57727, and the matter is expected to be submitted in November 1978. 

~ccording to the witness., SOR could be operational by the end of 1978, 
but between San irancisco and Oakland only. Headways between San 
Francisco and Oakland could be reduced to three minutes, but headways 
to outlying points would remain at six minutes. The witness further 
testified that the installation of the new computers sys.tem-wide. could 
be completed sometime next year and at that time the sys.temwould 
pe~t the handling of additional trains. 
Public Witness Testimony ., 

A numbc: of Contra Costa County residents who use the ;' 
Greyhound service testified in support of extending the commute 
service. Without exception they found the direct Greyhound service 
superior in every respect to the service of BART~ Each expressed 
dissatisfaction with the BART service during the peak hours because 
of overcrowded conditions, delays, breakdOwns,. and the necessity of 
using a feeder bus service to: and from the BART parking lots. 
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e Several witnesses pointed out t...iat if Greyhound were 
authorized to discontinue service/all points served by BART would 
have an alternate transportation service except for those points 
withtn Contra Costa County. 

Representatives from Contta Costa County, the cities of 
Walnut Creek and Lafayett~and from the office' of State Senator 
John Nejedly, rea££imed previously stated opposition to the 
discontinuance of service by Greyhound pending full service by 
BART. 
Greyhound Service 

Greyhound is presently operating 20 commute schedules daily 
between Contra Costa County and San Francisco. It transports 
between 600 and 700 passengers daily in each direction between 
said points, with load factors ranging between 70 and 85 percent, 
which is below the 90 percent maxfmum load factor established by 
the Commission. According to-- Greyhound, this service is bei:c.g 
provid.ed at an annual loss of $225,575. 

~ Although Greyhound vigorously opposes the extension of the 
October 2, 1978 date, on Septe:nber 11, 1978 it filed Application 
No. 58346 requesting a 59.3 percent increase over the fares that 
it will establish on September 28, 1978·. The increase is assertedly 
designed to meet out-of-pocket costs by producing $225,575 in addi­
tional revenues. 

According to Greyhound it acted on reliance of Decision 
No. 88890 and proceeded to prepare for cess~tion of its San Fr~ncisco­
Contra Costa. County local commute and suburban services; notices were 
posted on September 6, 1978 announcing the discontinuance of operations 
on October 2;- .1978, and plans were made for further distribution on 
September 11 and 18, 1978; the supervisor's position directly respons­
ible for·Con==a Costa County operations was eliminated on July 1, 
1978 and preparations were underway to reassign drivers; and 
21 buses assigned to the Contra Costa service were scheduled to be 
assigned to profitable operations where they are badly needed. 
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e Viln Pools 

A represcnt::ltive of Rides For Bay Are:J. Commuters, Inc .. ,' 
~ non~pro£it corporation with grants from the California Energy 
Commission and MTC, testified that although his organization is. 

not in the transportation business-, it o,ffers a possible ()lternative 
to the Greyhound passengers. Upon .lpplica tion luxury vans will be 
leased to groups of 10 to 15 persons living or working within;thc 
nine-eounty San Francisco'B~y Area. 

After consideration the Commission finds that: 
1. Greyhound is presently transporting between 600 and: 700 

passengers daily during the' mid-week commute hours between Contra 
Cost~ County ~nd S~n Francisco. 

2.. Service is being provided by 20 schedules which are being 
oper3ted with load factors ranging between 70 percent and 85 perccnt~ 
which is below the 90 percent m.:.ximum lO.:1.d factor estab'lished by the 
Cormnission. 

3. The Greyhound service was ,to be discontinued on October 2, e 1978, but it is questionable whether the existing facilities of 
BART can accommodate the Greyhound passengers in the event said 
service is discontinued. 

The Co~~ission concludes that Greyhound should continue 
its Contra Costa commute service until October 16,.. 1978", :and 
should be permitted to adjust its schedules so that the load factors 
are more in conformity mth the maximum 90 percent loa.d factor 
previously established by this Commission .. 

The Co~~ission is mindful that Greyhound has long and 
p~tiently borne much of the transportation responsibility that 
<~dmi ttedly should h,~ve been assumed by BART "nd MTC .. ; We wish to 
place MTC on notice that this will be the last extension that will 
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be granted unless MTC demonstrates its good foi,th by entering into 
some form of subsidy arra..."1.gement. with Gr.eyhound. 

Greyhound filed Application No. 5$346 on September 11, 
1978, requesting a 59.3 percent fare increase ,3,bove existing fares 
(including the last wage offset. increase) on the commute "service 
routes · .... hich are the subject of this proceeding. We intend to 
process Greyhound's application expeditiously, for Greyhound should 
not. be expected to subsidize service resu1tine from delays,in 
starting alterna'tive transportation which are beyond its control. 

Because it is so close to the discontinuance date' the , , 

order should be made effective the date hereof. 

SEVENTH SUPPLEMENTAL ORDER 

IT IS ORDERED t.hat: 
1. Greyhound Lines 9 Inc. shall continue service bet.ween 

San Francisco and Contra Costa County until October 16, 1978. 

2. GreyhO'l.lnd Lines", Inc. shall prominently disp10y in its 
San Francisco terminal and Contra Costa County depots notices of 
the reduction or discontinuance of any service as authorized herein. 
Such not.ices Shall be post.ed at least fifteen days prior to any 
reduction or discontinuance of service. 

3 • Greyhound. Lines, Inc., also sha.ll give noti c e of the ~ 

discontinuance of its weekday service by placing printed notices 
on seots of its com:nute buses on each westbound and each eastbound 
schedule operated by it at least ~en days before termination of 
commute operation. 
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~ -\ 7. The petitions 01: ~''': ~y<>f LAfaY*tt Robert A. Kormelr and Brigitte M. Trusdale, representative of Concerned Commuters 
0:''' Contra Costa County, for rehearing on Decision No .. SeS90 are 
denied .. 

The effec~ive date of this order is the date hereof •. vI 
Dated at' ~ .IfrauCl..."'CQ , California, this [fJA-' 

day of S~PTFMRF~ , 1978. 
", ., 
I 


