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This matter came before the Commission upon the recommendations

of the Engineering staff to require A. B. & W. Transit Company ("A. B. &

W."), and WM& Transit Company ("WMA"), to extend their routes to an area

in the vicinity of 18th and L Streets, N.W., Washington, D. C. At the

present time the service of these carriers generally terminates in the

vicinity of 11th and 12th Streets and Pennsylvania Avenue , N.W., Washing-

ton, D . C. Under the staff proposal, A. B. &W. and WMA would establish



additional terminal points in the vicinity of 18th and L Streets, N.N.

By Order No. 482, served May 25, 1965, the Commission ordered
that an investigation be made and hearing held concerning the propriety
and reasonableness of the staff 's recommendations discussed above.

A. B. & W. and WM& were made respondents and D. C. Transit System,
Inc : , (I'M, C. Transit. o?.. "Transit'!) and;.Washingt ,V3,Tgiala and_ Maryland
Coach Company, Inc. ("W. V. & M."), were permitted to intervene in the
proceeding. Public hearings were held on June 22, August 10, 11, 13 and
17, 1965. In addition to the voluminous oral testimony, some one hundred
eighty-six (186) exhibits were offered into evidence, of which four (4)
were not received. The Commission also had the benefit of briefs.

Prior to and during the course of this proceeding, several motions
were filed, including a motion to terminate the proceeding, a motion for
proposed report and a motion for oral arguments, the latter of which was
filed subsequent to the filing of briefs. The examiner properly. denied
some of these motions, and those motions which were not denied are hereby
denied. The Commission is of the opinion that the evidence adduced at the
hearings and briefs of counsel are more than adequate to enable the Com-
mission to reach a fair and equitable decision in this matter, and that
oral arguments would not contribute materially to the decision-making
process.

The staff presented the testimony of Mr. Charles W. Overhouse,
the Commission's Chief Engineer; Mr. Paul W. Foreman, Defense Coordinator
for the General Services Administration; Mr. William D. Heath, Executive
Director, Motor Vehicle Parking Agency of the District of Columbia; Mr.
Daniel J. Hansen, Deputy Director of Traffic Engineering and Operations
for the D. C. Department of Highways and Traffic; and Mr. Edwin L. Kesler,
a resident of North Springfield, Virginia.

Respondent, A. B. & W., presented the testimony of Mr. Richard
F. Lawson, its Operations Manager, and Mr. George R. Snyder, a Certified
Public Accountant employed by A. B. & W. A. B. & W., while admitting it
held appropriate authority to serve the area proposed by the staff, op-
posed the proposed route extensions on the ground that the proposed service
would be uneconomical, contending that the proposed service would result in
additional expenses without an attendant increase in revenues.

Intervenor, D. C. Transit, presented the testimony of Mr. William
E. Bell, its Assistant Vice President, Research and Development; Mr. Gordon
Phillips, its Associate General Counsel; Mr. John R. Sims, Jr., its Associate
General Counsel; and Mr. Parker C. Peterman, its Vice President and Comp-
troller. D. C. Transit opposed the proposed route extensions on two grounds,
namely: (1) that the proposed service would lure away from it a great amount
of traffic it now handles via a transfer arrangement and (2) that the respond-
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ent-carriers' certificates do not authorize the proposed transportation,
and, because of this fact , are not entitled to such authority until the

Commission finds that the existing service is inadequate and D. C. Tran-

sit is given the opportunity to correct any deficiencies found to exist
in the present service.

Intervenor , W. V. & M., presented the testimony of Mr. S. A.
DeStefano , its President , in opposition to the proposed route extension.

Respondent , WHA, presented rebuttal testimony of its Controller,
Mr.. Samuel A. Sardinia . WMA agreed with the staff ' s position that it holds
appropriate authority from the Commission to operate the proposed service,

and is willing to institute the proposed service if ordered by the Commis-

sion.

The staff recommended that the Commission require A . B. & W. and

WMA to extend their present service to the vicinity of 18th and L Streets,

N.W., by route authorizations , since in the staff 's view, the certificates

of public convenience and necessity of both carriers already authorize such

operations.

There are two basic issues involved in this proceeding. The
crucial issue is whether or not A. B. & W. and WMA presently have the
authority by virtue of their existing certificates of public convenience

and necessity to perform the proposed transportation . If the present

certificates of these carriers authorize such transportation, D. C. Transit

and W. V . & M. cannot be heard to complain ; the Commission will be merely

requiring A. B. & W. and WMA to do what they are by law required to do un-
der their existing certificates of public convenience and necessity. If

A. B. & W. and WM& already hold appropriate authority to perform the pro-

posed transportation , the secondary issue becomes one of determining

whether or not it would be in the public interest to require suchLtrans-
portation . The public interest question can_,be largely determined by an

inquiry into the demand for the proposed service.

The answer to the crucial question as to whether or not the

certificates of A. B . & W. and WMA authorize the subject transportation
appears to lie in the certificates themselves . Before looking to the
actual language of the certificates, however, it is necessary to consider

the circumstances surrounding their issuance . Both certificates were

granted pursuant to the "grandfather" provisions of the Washington Metro-

politan Area Transit Regulation Compact ("Compact"). In the case of WMA,

it had, before the creation of the Commission , operated within Prince

Georges County , Maryland , under authority granted to it by the Maryland

Public Service Commission; within the District of Columbia, by virtue

of the authority granted by the District of Columbia Public Utilities

Commission) ("PUC"); and in interstate commerce between points in

1/ Now the District of Columbia Public Service Commission.
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Maryland and points in the District of Columbia, under certificates of
public convenience and necessity granted by the Interstate Commerce Com-
mission ("ICC"). In this latter franchise, as was its custom, the ICC2
specified the terminal service (i.e., between Maryland points, Washington,
D. C.), and specified the routes in Maryland over which the service was
to be operated, to the District of Columbia line. Treating the District
of Columbia as a city, the ICC did not specify the street routings or
terminal locations. All of these pre-compact authorities, plus exempt
operations, formed the basis for the WMA "grandfather" claim, and the
resulting certificate issued by this Commission combined all of them in-
to one document.

Tn the case of A. B . & W., the above described background is
applicable , except that its operations are between Washington, D. C.,
and the Northern Virginia area, comprising Alexandria and parts of Arling-
ton and Fairfax Counties. Its ICC authority, similarly, provided for
regular-route, comnsn carrier service between Washington , D. C., and
points in Virginia. The "grandfather" certificate issued by the Com-
mission encompassed all of A. B. & W.'s prior authority.

D. C. Transit was a similar recipient of a "grandfather"
certificate, which was based on pre-compact authority , name ly a franchise
from the Congress to operate a mass transportation system within the
District of Columbia and between points within the Metropolitan area,
subject "to the rights to render service within the Washington Metro-
politan Area possessed, at the time4 this section takes effect, by other
common.carriers of passengers..,*5 and certificates and. permits issued
by the ICC and the Maryland Public Service Commission. It is readily
discernible that ghe respondents' authority antecedes Transit's franchise
by several years, and the authority granted by said franchise was sub-
ject to the rights contained in the certificates.
2/ Exhibit 84, I.C.C. Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity,

No. M.C. 3677, dated February 24, 1954.

3/ Exhibit 83, I.C . C. Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity,
No. M.C. 1800, dated August 7, 1951.

4/ July 24, 1956.

5/ D. C. Transit Franchise , Title I, Part 1, Section 1, P.L. 757.

6/ The certificates referred to herein are revised. The respondents
have been so engaged in interstate operations for many years pre-
ceeding the dates on the revised certificates.



The ICC.certificates do not include any restrictions on the

rights of the respondent carriers to serve any-.area of Washington, D.

C. in interstate transportation. They were, therefore, authatized to

transport passengers in interstate transportation to any,-point in the

District of Columbia, subject to local traffic and routing regulations

imposed by the District of Columbia. The District of Columbia, through

a Joint Board, composed of the PUC and the Commissioners of the District

of Columbia,7 had entered many directive orders of this nature, some of

which are exhibits in this proceeding. These routing orders served the

same function as this Commission ' s route authorization. See, for example,

Exhibit 86, which is a compilation of orders8 of the PUC dealing with re-

routing, institution of new terminals, and establishment of fringe parking

lots. It should be noted that apparently the PUC recognized that the car-

rier had the necessary certificate operating rights, as there is no mention

.of certificates of public convenience and necessity.- the only criterion

being the "public interest."

In 1955, the PUC bad a proceeding before it in which similar

issues were involved. WMA had requested an extension of a route within

the District of Columbia. Transit' s predecessor , Capital Transit, ap-

peared in opposition, alleging that the change of route would make it

competitive with Capital Transit's service , and that under the terms of

Section 4 of the Merger Act (Section 44-201, D.C. Code, 1951), the PUC

could not permit the extension in route without a finding that public

convenience required the extension. The PUC held that a certificate of

public convenience and necessity was not required under Section 4 of the

Merger Act.9 The language of that section is almost identical with that

in the Franchise.

As previously discussed, the pre-compact operating rights of

these carriers were consolidated under a "grandfather" claim, and ap-

propriate certificates. were issued by this Commission. The A. B. & W.

Certificate (No. 11), provides, in part, asfollows:10

7/ D. C. Code 40-603(e), 1961 Ed.

8/ Including: D. C. Public Utilities Commission Order No. 2377, dated

September 9, 1942; Order No. 4224, dated October 7, 1955.

9/ Exhibit 87, Public Utilities Commission Order No. 4158, dated

January 28, 1955.

10/ Exhibit No. 2.
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nim" ROUTE

Passengers and their baggage ... over regular routes.

Between Washington, D. C., and Virginia, between
Washington, D. C.,:Maryland and Virginia, serving
all intermediate points; restricted however unless
otherwise specifically provided, against. the trans-
portation of intrastate passengers in Virginia,
Maryland, and the District of Columbia, as follows:

No. 1 From Fort Belvoir, Virginia, over U.S. Highway No.
1, to junction Virginia Highway No. 617, thence
over Virginia Highway No. 617 to junction Virginia
Highway No. 350 (Shirley Memorial Highway), thence
over Virginia Highway 350 to Washington, D. C., and
return over the same route.

The WMA Certificate (No. 8) provides, in part, as follows:
11

, REGULAR ROUTE

Passengers and their baggage, and express, in the
same vehicle with passengers.

Between Washington, D. C., and points in Maryland;

and between points in Maryland, serving all inter-
mediate points; restricted, however, against the
transportation of intrastate passengers in the
District of Columbia.

No. 1 From Washington , D. C. over city streets to Southern
Avenue, thence over Business Maryland Route 4,
56th Avenue, Maryland Routes 214, 389,704, Green-
leaf Road, 82nd Avenue , Barlowe Road , Maryland Route
202, Prince Georges Avenue, Hawthorne Street, 73rd
Avenue, Forest Road, 74th Avenue to Kent Village,
and return over the same route.

In not designating. specific streets within the District of Colum-

bia, this Commission clearly followed the procedure of the ICC. Years ago,

11/ Exhibit No. 3.
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the ICC•addquately answered the charge similar to that raised by Transit

herein . In refuting a claim that city streets must be des ignated, the

ICC said:

To the contrary , in authorizing operation over

a route traversed within municipalities or with

the routes between adjoining municipalities, it

has not been our general policy to specify or

designate the streets over which operations may

be conducted except in some few instances. In

such instances , however, the streets have been

specified or named in the authority granted and

a carrier holding such authority of course may

not operate within the municipalities authorized

over streets other than those specified. For an

example of where we have specified certain : streets

in the issuance of a certificate , see Lincoln Tun -

nel Applications , 12 M.C.C. 184. But where the

streets within a municipality have not been desig-

nated by us , and we have authorized operations over

city streets , it seems clear that the carrier is

authorized to operate over any city street within

the municipality or between adjoining municipali-

ties, and a review of the cases involving this

question,lconfirms this....

Moreover , it is to be noted that in authorizing

the transportation of passengers between Manhattan

and points in the so -called short haul, mass trans-

portation area , city streets are not designated

within Manhattan. If a carrier ' s certificaterdoes

not specify the city streets over which it may con-

duct operations , it seems obvious that it may conduct

such operations over any city street, otherwise it

is doubtful whether changes in operations within

Manhattan could be made subject only to the approval

of the police department of the City of New York as

is now true , in view of the certificate provisions

of the act . Hudson Bus Transportation Co. , Inc. ,

Passenger Service , 5 Fed . Car. Case 31 , 197 (1946).

In another proceeding before the ICC, A. B . & W. had requested

authority to serve the Washington National Airport. At that time it held

a certificate authorizing regular route operations between Washington, D.

C. and Mt . Vernon, Virginia , serving all intermediate points . The ICC

pointed out that A. S & W.'s existing authority accorded it the right to

serve said airport. The ICC then said:
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Such operations would be no different. insofar
as regulation under the act is concerned, from

operations by applicant over the highways and
streets o f Alexandria, another intermediate point

on the same route. Applicant's right to operate
over any public highway or street within the

municipal limits of Alexandria, subject to all
lawful requirements of that city, could not well

be questioned by anyone. A. B. & W. Transit
Company , Extension of Operation - Washington
National Airport , 30 M.C.C. 618, at Page 620.

The Commission can only conclude that the certificates held by

A. B. & W. and WMA already authorize the proposed service extensions, and

these carriers may be required to provide the proposed service, t:hroug h

route authorizations, under the terms of their certificates.

The Commission will now discuss the issue of whether or not it

would be in the public interest to require A. B. & W. and WM& to extend

their routes as proposed pursuant to their certificates of public conven-

ience and necessity.

The primary basis for the Engineering staff's recommendation

that the present service of A. B. & W. and WMA be extended to the vicinity

of 18th and L Streets , N.W., was an extensive origin-destination survey of

the present patrons of these two companies . The Commission's Chief Engineer

testified at length concerning this survey. The record shows that in Feb-

ruary of 1965, A. B. & W. and WMA were contacted by the Commission in an

effort to seek their cooperation in conducting the aforementioned survey.

The Companies agreed to bear all expenses incurred in connection with the

survey. On March 22, 1965, during the morning peak period, between ap-

proximately 6:00 A.M. and 9:30 A.M., postal card questionnaires were

distributed to all A. B. & W. and WNk patrons traveling inbound to points

in Washington, D. C. The postal cards could be returned to the driver or

dropped in the mail , postage free.

A total of 22,000 cards were printed; 16,000 for A. B. &-W. and

6,000 for WMA. Approximately 11,000 cards were distributed by A. B. &.W.

and 1,500 by WMA. According to the testimony of Mr. Overhouse, excellent

results were obtained from the survey. Mr. Overhouse stated as follows:

Of the cards distributed, approximately 6,000 were

returned. Some of these could not be used because

they were illegible, ambiguous, blank, etc.

A total of 5,166 cards were usable; 4,366 from the
patrons of A. B. & W. and 830 from the patrons of

WNA. The destinations expressed on the cards were
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analyzed, and it was the Engineering Depart-

ment's view that a patron who could ride a bus

to within three blocks of his ultimate desti-

nation without transferring was being served

conveniently and adequately. Conversely, it was

considered that if a through route would not take

him within three blocks (approximately k mile) of

his "downtown destination," his service was incon-

venient and inadequate.

Using the above as a guide, it was noted that ap-

proximately 41% of present patrons were not being

served satisfactorily because their destinations

were farther into the northwest section of the city

than the present terminals of their companies would

permit them to ride. Analysis of the total sample

disclosed the following:

A. B. & W. TRANSIT COMPANY
PSGRS y0

Total Usable Sample 4336 100.0

Presently Served Adequately 2645 61.0

Additional That Would Be Served

by Route to 18th & L, N.W. 1110 25.6

Remainder Served Inadequately 581 13.4

WMA TRANSIT COMPANY

Total Usable Sample 830 100.0

Presently Served Adequately 394 .47.5

Additional That Would Be Served

By Route to 18th & L, N.W. 303 37.0

Remainder Served Inadequately 133 15.5

Based on. the survey , the Engineering Department

has concluded that at present , 39% or .ly6.91 A.B.

& W. passengers who ride on a normal weekday

during the A.M. commute period, and who responded

to the survey, are not being adequately served at

their destinations in Washington , D. C., and that

this number could be reduced to 13.4% of 581 pas-
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sengers , by extension of that Company' s routes

to 18th & L Streets, N.W. Likewise, 52.57b or

436 patrons in the WMA sample are not being served

adequately, and that an extension of that Company's

routes to 18th & L Streets, N.W., would reduce the

number to 15.5% or 133 passengers.

other smaller concentrated areas of inadequate

service were also pointed up by the survey, but

we found that extensions into the largest of these

areas would only adequately, serve a minimal per-

centage of present riders. In each case, extension

of service into these smaller areas only produced

additional satisfactory service to less than 57b of

either Company' s patrons.

It was felt that the major service -problem area

was to the northwest of the present terminals of

A. B. & W. and WMA, and that the round-trip exten-

sions of 2.15 miles of A. B. &,W. lines, and 2.80

miles of WMA lines would serve, at the absolute

minimum , an additional 1,400 of these Companies'
present daily peak commute period passengers at

a satisfactory level.

The thrust of Mr. Overhouse's testimony was that the patrons of

A. B. & W. and WMA are not being adequately served under the present scheme

of operations. According to the results of the survey, up to 25% of A.B.

& W.'s patrons whose destinations are Washington, D. C., would be directly

benefitted by route extensions of A. B. & W. into the vicinity of 18th and

L Streets, N.W; up to 37% of WMA's patrons would be benefitted.

The testimony of the other witnesses testifying on behalf of the

staff, including Mr. Foreman, Mr. Reath, Mr. Hansen, and Mr. Kesler, cor-

roborates and substantiates the results of the survey, that the 12th Street

and Pennsylvania Avenue Terminal of A. B. & W. and the 11th Street and

Pennsylvania Avenue Terminal of WMA no longer adequately serve the needs

of a substantial number of the patrons of these carriers-since their present

destinations are in the vicinity of 18th and L.Streets, N.W.

Mr. Paul Foreman, Defense Coordinator for the General Services

Administration, is uniquely qualified to recommend solutions to transpor-

tation problems as they relate to Federal employees in the Nation's Capital.

Mr. Foreman testified that since 1962 there has been a tremendous increase

in the number of federal employees located in the mid-town, 18th and L

Streets area. He concluded that the proposed extension was needed, and in

addition to benefitting existing riders, would attract those now using

other modes of transportation.
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Mr. William D. Heath, Executive Director, District of Colum-

bia Motor Vehicle Parking Agency, testified in relation.to further

growth of the downtown area. Mr. Heath stated that in 1955 the employee

population in the area of 18th and L Streets, N.W., was approximately

26,000. By 1965, the employee population in this area had increased to

approximately 45,000, or an increase of about 7070. When buildings un-

der construction.are completed and occupied they will have approximately

56,000 employees or a gain of over 100% since 1955.

Mr. Daniel J. Hanseix, Deputy Director of Traffic Engineering

Operations, D. C. Department of Highways and Traffic, testified that his

department had reviewed the staff proposal and had conducted a number of

field studies relative thereto. These included personal interviews,

pedestrian counts and traffic studies. Mr. Hansen concluded that the

proposed extension of bus service would encourage people to use public

transportation and thereby reduce the number of private passenger cars

that enter the District of Columbia daily, solely for the purpose of

bringing commuters to work in the morning and returning them home in

the evening.

Mr. Edwin L. Resler, a public witness who appeared at the

hearing voluntarily, testified that his wife formerly.worked in the area

to be served by the proposed extension . Her travel pattern was from home

to 18th and Constitution Avenue , thence by foot to 18th and M Streets,

N.W.; transfer to Transit was too time consuming, which prompted her to

walk . Mr. Kesler corroborated Mr. Hansen ' s testimony and stated that in

foul weather he would drive his wife to work; because her quitting time

varied from.day to day, he frequently had to circle the block several

times. It was Mr. Kesler 's opinion that the existing service is also

unsatisfactory to persons similarly situated.

As previously noted, both A. B. & W. and WMA agree that their

present certificates authorize the proposed route extensions. WM& is

not only willing to render the proposed service,. but tendered a definite

scheme of operations which it felt would be profitable. In addition to

providing better service for existing patrons, it was stated that L.AdL-.

ditional patrons would be attracted. The thrust of A. B. &.W.'s opposition

is directed toward the economic feasibility of the proposed transportation.

A. B. &.W.'s objection is easily overcome by pointing out that at any time

when the demand for the service no longer justifies the cost involved,

appropriate adjustments in service will be made commensurate with the de-

mand, and such action ,will be taken administratively consistent with the

present practice.

The Commission can give little weight to W. V. & M's objection

to the proposed route extensions. W. V. & M. and A. B. & W. operate

primarily.between adjacent areas in Northern Virginia and the District

of Columbia. Since A. B. & W.. serves an area comprised of Alexandria

and the eastern portions of Arlington and Fairfax Counties, and W. V. & M.
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serves an' area to the north and west of the A. B. & W. area , there is

only minimal competition between the two carriers where their areas
meet . Any siphoning of traffic by the proposed service from W. V. & M.
operations would be de minimis . W. V. & M. already serves the present
terminal area in Washington , D. C., served by WMA and A. B. & W., and
in addition, serves the 18th and L Streets area.

11 The Commission has carefully considered the evidence adduced
by D. C. Transit in this proceeding. The testimony of D. C. Transit to
the effect that it stands to lose gross revenues in excess of $600,000
annually , if the staff ' s recommendations are effectuated , was predicated
on the premise that every person now taking advantage of the joint-fare
arrangement between respondents and D . C. Transit would no-':longer use the
service of D. C. Transit . Such a supposition is not only contrary to the
record, but is invalid on its face . The survey conducted by the staff--
which was the only real evidence of probative value on the issue --did not
provide any basis for such a premise. D. C. Transit ' s contention that
the proposed route extensions will have an adverse economic effect on its
present operations must be related to the conveniences which will result
to the traveling public if the service i s extended. In viewing the eco-
nomic impact the proposed route extensions may 'have upon D. C. Transit,
the Commission cannot over look-, the possibility, and in fact , the proba-
bility, that the improved service might very well generate additional bus
patronage to such an extent that there will be no substantial adverse ef-
fects on D. C. Transit . In providing a direct service for bus patrons
from points in Virginia and Maryland, discussed herein , a substantial
number of automobiles may be eliminated from the downtown area , which will
be of direct economic benefit to D. C. Transit. It is the Commission's con-
sidered judgment that there will be no substantial economic effect upon
D. C. Transit if the proposed transportation is performed.

One of the basic purposes for the creation of this Commission
was to provide for the regulation and improvement of mass transit and the
alleviation of traffic congestion in the Washington area without regard to
political boundaries . If the maximum kesults are to be obtained, it is
most essential that the maximum benefits be derived from the flexibility
inherent in our all -bus system . All of the carrier -parties to this pro-
ceeding have been articulate exponents of the flexibility inherent in a
bus system. The staff proposal is a vivid demonstration of this principal.

Greater use of public transportation is one of the important
keys to the alleviation of traffic congestion on the downtown city streets,
This record is very clear that a substantial number of daily commuters will
be greatly convenienced if the proposed route extensions are effectuated,
since a large segment of the public will have the benefit of a single ride
in a single vehicle from origin to destination . If the four major transit
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operators are to continue to meet their public service responsibility

and provide the standard of service required , situations involving mini-

mal overlapping of service: and minimal competition among the carriers

cannot be avoided . If adequate and convenient methods of operations and

arrangements among the carriers which are needed in order to meet the de-

mands for public transportation cannot be accomplished voluntarily, then

the Commission has no other course in the performance of its responsibili-

ties under the law but to take the necessary action to compel such operations

and arrangements . With reference to the case at hand , the Commission does

not feel that it is doing any violence to the operations of any carrier in-

volved; to the contrary , the action taken will represent a major transit

improvement for numerous daily bus riders. The service to be extended by

A. B.& W. and WMA is largely12 interstate in scope. D. C. Transit does not

operate interstate , nor does its certificate authorize interstlare operations,

between the District of Columbia and those portions of Maryland and Virginia

affected by the extension proposal.

The holding by the Commission to the effect that the existing

certificates of A. B . & W. and WMA authorizeu the proposed route extensions

removes the major objections of all parties to the proceeding . obviously,

under the ruling of the Commission, D. C. Transit is not entitled to an

opportunity to improve its service under Section 4(e) or Section 4(g),

Article XII, Title II of the Compact, since no certificates of public con-

venience and necessity are being issued. D. C. Transit ' s contention that

the new service if authorized, will be competitive with its service, is

without merit . 13 But, even if it were construed to be competitive, it is

nevertheless authorized by certificates of public convenience and necessity,

issued pursuant to. the provisions of the Compact and with full knowledge

and consent of all parties to this proceeding.

The Commission finds and concludes that the public interest will

be served if A. B. & W. and WMA are required to extend their routes so as

to provide bus service to the 18th and L Streets area of Washington, D. C.

12 The certificate of WMA authorizes limited intra-District of Columbia
service and those persons using such service will be benefitted by

the route extensions.

13/ The President of W. V . & M., a subsidiary of D. C. Transit, freely
admitted that its service between Northern Virginia and the District
of Columbia via the 18th and L Streets area, while being parallel to
the service of D. C . Transit, is not a competitive service.
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The Commission will issue herewith appropriate route authori-

zations directing A. B. & W. and WMA to extend their present service to

include the vicinity of 18th and L Streets , N.W., in substantial compliance

with the recommendations of the Commission's Engineering staff.

THEREFORE , IT IS ORDERED:

1. That A. B. & W. Transit Company and WMA Transit Company be,

and they are hereby, authorized and directed to extend their service to

the vicinity of 18th and L Streets , N.W., Washington, D. C.

2. That A . B. & W. Transit Company and WMA Transit Company be,

and they are hereby, required to extend their service referred to is para-

graph- 1,.;aboixe, in accordance with route authorizations issued in compliance

with the established procedures of the Commission and attached hereto.

3. That the service authorized and directed to be operated here-

in be instituted forthwith , but in no event later than sixty (60) days from

the date of this Order.

Executive Director


