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Dec1a101l __ 9_34_0_7_ 

BEFORE %BE PlT.BLIC UTILITIES CCHaSSION OF THE srAt'E OF CAI.IFCItRIA 

Xary E. Schreiber, 
RanCy HcKinley. 

ComplaiDGlU, 

Pranc1acan I.1iaea, IDe., 

Defendant. 

Cue 10931 
(F1led·Dece.her 5, 1980) 

Baney Mcxe. for X. E. Schreiber, et al., 
compl& ea. 

,Tames A, ~cker. for Francucan Une., IDe., 
defen t • 

OPI.IOR' ------.-. 
'l'b1a complaint was filed· by Xary E. Schre1ber cd 

Baney E. HcK:1nley (compla1Dant.), OIl :December 5, 1980. Defendant, 
Franciscan Lines, Inc. (Franciscan), • passenger atage corporat101l 

. (PSC-S90). and cbart~r-party carrier ('rCP-149-A) operates a ~-,Jiliiiaiter bus 
aervice between Livermore md Oaklaud/San Frauci.co. The .ervice. 
referred to by Franciscan .. the Livermore Valley Ceamut:e, :bwol'fta 
two daily round trip. (Schedule A and Schedule I) between the 
Livermore area aDd San Franciaco. the two achedule. operate vith:ln 
five 1Idnutea of each other 1D. the w.orniDg from, Livermore and within 
20 Idnutea of each other 111 the eveniDg from· San FraDCiaco. Both 
achedule. -.lee D1De atopa in U:venDOre, hut clUfer 111 the mmaber 

aDd location of atop. _de in Oakland and San Franc:taco • 
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Complainants are regular pa~senQers on the Livermore 
Valley Commute. Their complaint alleoes that on more than one occasion: 
(1) ~thout prior notice to passenoers~schedu1ed buses were not run: 
(2) the evenino bus was 30 to 45 minutes late: (3) substitute drivers 
were unfamiliar with the route and required passenoer assistance to 
identify the route; and (4) passengers were qiven incorrect or incomplete 
~formation over the telephone reqardinq stops and schedules. 
Complainants ask this COmmission to direct FranCiscan "to provide on 
time service~ all schedules run, and trained drivers familiar with 
the routes ••• (and) ••• to set standards of serv1ce and assess penalt1es 
for noncompliance with those standards.·t 

On January 9, 19S1~ Franciscan answered the complaint 
objecting to its lack of specificity. Franciscan further asserted that 
the service deficiencies alleged in the complaint bad been or would be 

cured. 
Hearino on this complaint was held on May 6, 19S1,in 

San Francisco. At that time, Ms. McKinley appeared on behalf of 
complainants and testified~ alonq with two other passenqers, reqardinq 
service on the Livermore Valley Commute.. In her testimony, McKinley 
reiterated the factual alle9ations contained in her complaint and 
specifically identified four dates in OCtober and November 1980, on 
which a scheduled evening bus was either canceledwithoat notice 
to passengers or 30 to 45 minutes late. McKinley, who has been a 
passenger on the Livermore Valley Commute since April 1980, stated 
that inCidents like those in October and November had occurred prior 
to those dates~ but it was at that time "when things seemed to 9<> 
really downhill.t. (Transcript (~ .. : 3.) Whi.le Hc1C1Dley ~cbowledge~ 
that service}las "improved" and that she has been "satisfied with the 
serivce" since the beqinninO of the year, it was her belief that such 
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t.pr~ta vare directly related to the fi11D& of the ca.pldnt. 
Further, h b8r op:lD1on, an order ,,~ Decessaxy to ensure that "the 
service .... stay at leaat at the quality it 1& DOW and DOt decUDe 
orace apm." ('lr. 6 .. ) 

'the twe> other passengera who testified, ADDe Briley ad 
Gail Aahton, :recited, experience. a:bd.lar or identical to MeXinley' a. 
DeacriptiOll8 were repeated of instancea when a baa vaa late or 
canceled :l.u the fall of 1980, 1I1.1ead1Dg iDformation "a. given OYer 
the telephODe, and route directions vere given by pa •• eDgera to 
Franciacan drivera. Both vitneaaea alao complained- about the clean-
11Deaa and mainteD&11ce of the busea, and Aahton apecif!c:ally Doted the 
lack of any advertising. or publicity which weald, acquaint potential 
pusengera with the aervice .. 

Again. however. neither AahtoD. !LOr Briley cClU1d· recall 
baaea being canceled or late, other than for .ecbsuical failures, 
amee .JarllJary 1981. loth coacu.rred that amee that t_ the service 
hu generally been aatiafactory and that Francucan'. aervice vaa 
preferred to any other alternative. 1.nclud1Dg Bay Area Rapid· Transit 
(lWtT) or Al.ameda County (Ae) Transit. 

In ruponae to thia teatboDy, Fr&Deiacan presented OD.e 
witne.a. .Jamea eaaey, Frane:lacan' a operationa .. nager. ca.eY:t whose 
dutiea include the aehedaliDg of the daily COIIIIalte and Franciscan'. 
charter aervice, 'bus .. a1gnmenta, and driver relatloaa., deacribed 
hanc1acan' a equipment and bua 1D8.1nteDaJlCe program. the coord1Dation 
of COIDIII1te and charter acbe=lea, and the performance and acbedu11Dg 
of the Livermore COIZIII.1te. Cuey mdicated that an increase in the 
1lUIIaber of comp1.a1nta in the fall of 1980 comcidec:l, with Franciscan'. 
reqa •• t-fOr a rata mcmae. - . 
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Accordin9 to Casey the bus cancellations occurrin9 
in OCtober ~980; resulted from a mistake by a dispatcber who 
thought "he could save deadhead mileaqe ••• by consolidating the two. 
buses in the evening. to ('l'r. 30) Casey further stated, however, 
that all employees have now been directed not to cancel any commuter 
run without notice and that neither Livermore schedule has been 
canceled .:lnce October. other than for 1.eCha llical problema. 

, . . 
Casey also asserted that, despite a significant loss of 

ridership in the last several years due to diversion to. BART, it 
was not Franciscan's intent to discouraQe ridership to. Livermore. 
on cross-examination, Casey acknowledged, however, that the only means 
of learning about the Livermore Valley Commute is "'Word of mouth," 
and that only upon inquiry and request is a schedule o.f the service 
sent to a potential rider. 
Discussion 

On May 20, 1980, Franciscan filed Application CA.) 59679 

for authority to increase faresfor its Livermore and Danville commuter 
service. That application was protested by complainant McKinley who 
presented a petition siqned by herself and Sl other riders of 
Franciscan's Livermore commute. Tbe petitioners objected. to. actions 
by Franciscan which appeared to be discouraging ridership and 
complained about franCiscan's failure to have local advertisinQ, 
a local telepbone number, and correct in£ormation dispensed in 
answer to telephone inquiries. Petitioners also criticized the 
maintenance and cleanliness of the buses and requested that no rate 
increase be qiven until Franciscan seriously attempted to increase 
its ridership and substantially improved its service • 
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Althouqh acknowledqin9 Franciscan's failure to advertise . 
as contributing to empty seats on the Livermore commute, we concluaed 
in Decision (D.' 92961 in A.S9679 that "the availability of BART's 
lS-hour-a-day publicly subsidized service at comparatively low fares 
is the principal reason for Franciscan's dwindling ridership .. " 
(0.92961 at p.7.) Because Franciscan's proposed fares could have 
caused a further drop in ridership if adopted~ we found that a 
50 percent fare increase, which would partially satisfy franciscan's 
financial problems while keeping its fares reasonably competitive 
with BAAl" s, was reasonable. we .. also stated: 

It. • • • We expect· Franciscan to take 11!1Dediate 
and aggressive steps to increase the number of 
passengers it transports between those points 
to supply it With the additional revenue it would 
have had if the full requested increase had been 
authorized. If three months after the effective 
date of this order FranCiscan can show that it is 
unable by aggressive soliCitation to build its 
ridership to at least a 90 percent load factor on 
both buses the Commission will enter~ain a request 
from Franciscan to eliminate one of its Livermore
San Francisco buses. Present patrons should help 
to promote Franciscan'S services." (D.92961~ at 
p.8~ emphasis added.) 
In addition, Finding 15 states: "Franciscan has not 

aqqressively attempted to qenerate business for its Livermore
San FranciSCO area. 1t 

By participating in A.S9679 and filing this complaint, 
complainant McKinley has fully apprised this Commission of the 
service problems related to Franciscan's Livermore commute. It 
appears from the record in this proceeding .. however, that 
Franciscan has responded to the service complaints which generated 
this action and,. at this point .. the Livermore riders who appeared 
in this proceeding find the Livermore service to be satisfactory 
and preferable to BART or any of the other alternatives • 
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As we noted in D.92961, however, retaining the Livermore 
commute appears to be the most siqnifieant issue. We therefore 
reiterate our conclusion in that decision that it is incumbent upon 
both Franciscan and its passenQers to take steps to promote tbis 
service. Based on the commuters· testimony ~ FranCiscan, to accomplish 
this goal, should direct its efforts to providinO more local publicity 
about its service, including a loc~l telepbone number and dir~ctory 
advertisinq, and continuously offerinq clean, well~1nta±ned, and 
efficient buses operated by trained personnel. We find no specific 
basis for relief, but repeat our directive in D.92961 for Franciscan 
to c:anmence a program of "aggressive solicitation" of its service .. 
Findings of Fact 

1. The service complaints which are the subj eet of tMs complaint 
have not been repeated on Franciscan~s Livermore Valley Commute since 
the beqinn1ng of this year • . . 

2. Franciscan presently provides a satisfactory level of service 

to its Livermore passengers. 
3. Aggressive solicitation by Franciscan is required to increase 

tbe ridership on its Livermore route. 
Conclusions of Law 

1. Franciscan should pursue the mandate of P. 92961 to :tncrease 

ridership on its Livermore Valley Commute. 
2. Because the service problems which were the subject of the 

complaint appeared to have been corrected,. the compla~nt should other
wise be denied. 

:t1' :ts ORDERED that: 
1. Franciscan Lines, :tnc., shall comply with D.92961 in 

operat1nq its Liver.more Valley Commute service • 
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2. The complaint is otherwise denied. 

Tbis order becomes ... effective 30 clays from today. ", .. ", ... uS"'" 
Dated ~. v~ co, california • 

.. 
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