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A. Change in schedule . This section defines 11chanqe in schedu le" to mean a 
change in the time or in the days when a carrier arrives at or departs from either 
a schedul ed stop or a flag stop . It is necessary to define a change in schedule 
so t hat affected carriers wil l know what changes will have to be preceded by 
notice . It i s reasonable to include both scheduled and fla q stops 1·1ithin the 
definition of changes in schedule so that passenqers who board or leave a bus 
at either type of stop will have the opportunity to be made aware of the arrival 
or depar ture of busses serving them . 

B. No t ice . This section sta tes which carriers will be requi red to qive notice 
of schedule changes , when those carriers will be required to qi ve notice, to 
whom the noti ce must be given, and t he manner in which notice must be qiven . 

This section places all regular route common carrier s provid ina intrastate 
passenqer service 1·1ithin the scope of the proposed rul e. This scope is necessary 
because those carriers operate accordi ng to preestabli shed schedules which are 
qenerally available to the publi c and upon which t he publ i c has come to rely. 
It is reasonable to limit the scope of the proposed rule to requl ar route coMmon 
carriers because other carriers general ly do not ooerate on fixed schedul es but 
upon more spec i fic demands of their customers . 

This section requ i res notice to be given in two circumstances : when the Commission 
has given a carrier authority (through either a formal or informal 1-1ritten order) 
to change a schedul e for an intrastate passenqer route pursuant to M.S . ~ 221. ()41, 
subd. 2, and when a carrier antici pates a schedule chanqe for an intrastate 
passenqer route for which prior Commi ssion approva l j s not needed due to the 
provis ions of the Bus Requlatory Reform Act of 1982 9 17 (amendi nn 49 U.S.C. 
S 11501(3) {S))(the Act) . In the case of Corrmiss ion-approved schedule chanaes , 
i t has been the Commission's practice, on a case-by-case basis, to requ ire 
adequate publ i c not i ce of the schedule chanqe . While the Commission may approve 
the chanqe ex parte, it has bel ieved that due process requires its Order to be 
noticed to the publ i c and has so required . The Commission beli eves it i s essential 
that the·passengers who wi ll be affected by a schedule change have effective 
notice of that change . It is reasonable to include this requirement within the 
proposed rule so that all carri ers are treated equitably in the scope and time of 
notice required. In the case of schedule changes for which prior Commission approval 
i s no t requi red, the Act allows state regulatory bodies to require the carrier to 
give notice not in excess of 30 days of any schedul e chanoe . It is necessary to 
require the same noti ce in these cases as in Commission-approved cases so that 
passengers are treated equ itably reqardless of t he type of route or identity 
of bus company by whi ch t hey are served . It is reasonable to require noti ce i n 
these cases, as is shown by the authority given to state regulatory bod ies in 
the Act. 

This section requires notice to be given to the Commissi on, to the mayor or city 
clerk of the affected communities, and in the carrier ' s busses, t erminals, aaencies , 
and at flaq stops on the affected route. It is necessary to require notice to be 
given in this manner so that the persons and entities most li kely to be concerned 
with the change will receive t he notice. It is reasonable to require noti ce to 
t he Corrmission because the Commi ssion is a central point of refe rence on the 
ooerati on of common carriers . For cases \-Jhere the Co111T1 i ss ion has approved the 
schedule changes , the Commission can monitor compli ance with its Order. In cases 
where prior Commi ssion approval is not required by Federal statute , notice to the 
Commiss ion ..,,ill inform the Commission and enable it to respond to i nqui ries from 
citizens concerned by the change. It i s also reasonable to require notice to local 
official s because they are usually concerned with a change in a vital service , such 
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as passenqer transporta t ion , to their communi ty , and to require posti nos 
in buses, termina l s, agencies and at f l ag stops because t hese are direct 
methods -0f al er t ing passengers of impending chanqes . 

Thi s secti on requi res the not i ce to be given 30 days in advance of the chanoe 
and to be in the form of a copy of the ol d and new schedules with a bol dface 
head ing "Noti ce of Change of Schedule on this Ro ute" . It is necessa ry to 
requ ire 30 days 1 notice to ensure t hat t he greatest number of passenqers will 
have an opportuni ty to see the notice before t he chanoe takes effect , balanced 
agai nst t he need for the carrier to make chan~es i n an expeditious fashion . 
Moreover , 30 days i s the maximum t ime permitted by the Act , and usino 3() days 
for Commission-approved changes wil l maintai n cons i stency bet\'1een the two types 
of changes . I t i s necessary to require the comparison of the ol d and new schedules 
and a bol d face heading to ensure t hat t he changes are clear to passenqers and 
to all ow easy eva l uati on of the effects of the change . It is reasonable to require 
this fonn because it vli ll be simple for the ca rrier to prepare and should result 
in the lowest level of customer confus i on . 

Th i s sect i on requires that the schedule on an individual route be submi tted with 
the no t ice or di splay. I t is the intenti on of t he Commission that on ly the 
pa r t i cular route affected shoul d be shown here . This i s necessary in order to 
prevent confusion and undue burden upon the pa r t of a community officials and 
passenger s who might otherwise have to sea rch through mul tiple schedules to find 
the schedul e that serves them . It is reasonable in or der that these person wil l 
have a reasonable oppor tunity to l earn of the schedul ed change affectinq themselves. 

The Commission concludes that requ i ri ng not i ce as provided i n this section will not 
unduly burden the regular route common carri ers involved. In requirinq thirty days 
notice and detennining 1-1ho shall recei ve tha t notice , the Commiss ion has balanced 
the i nterests of the conlllunity served and t he passenoers using the bus service with 
the interest s of the bus compani es in being abl e to promotly and efficiently make 
changes i n the schedul es as contemplated in the respective sta t utes. The Commission 
beli eves that adequate noti ce to t he publ ic i s in the interest of the carriers , 
since accurate infonnation to t he publi c of the operatinq schedules may be expected 
to encourage use of t he ser vi ce . The Commi ss ion al so fi nds that requi r ino postino 
on a route- by-route basis will no t unduly burden the carriers who wi ll ordinarily 
prepare and pri nt their schedu les on a route-by- route basis whether or not the 
schedules are bound into a larger compi l ati on . Further, any additional burden 
that does fall upon the carr ier is cer tainly outweighted by the convenience and 
benefit to the affected comrnuniti es and users who ,..,ill receive more effective 
noti ce . 




