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Decision No. _6~....-77 .. 3~£~_ 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC urTI.ITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

In the Matter of the Application ) 
of SOUTHERN PACIFIC COMPANY for ) 
authority to institute changes ) 
in passenger train service ,and ) 
fares between San Francisco!J San ) 
Jose and Vasona and intermediate ) 
points. ) 

Application No. 45471 

Randolph :<.arr!J Charles vI. Burkett and James J. Trabucco, 
for Southern Pacific company, applicant. 

William V. Ellis, for the Californ:La Legislative Board 
and Board of Locomotive Firemen and Engineers,; 
Graham R. Nitchell and Sanford G. Vickers, for the 
Brotherhood of Locomotive Engineers; Leonard M. 
Wickliffe, for the Railroad Brotherhoods' Calfiornia 
Legislative Association and for E. A. McM111an~ for 
the California State Legislative Board Brotherhood 
of Railway Clerks; John'J~ Doherty, for J. J. Corcoran 
for the General Chairman Brotherhood of Railroad Train
men; Claire G. Bertolone, for the Branch Line Commuters 
Association; George P. Lechner', for the Order, of Rail
way Conductors and Brakemen; J. E. Howe and G. 'V1. 
Ballard, for the California Lcg1s1a~!ve Bosra ana 
Brotherhood of Railroad ':trainmen, protestants. 

Thomas M. O'Connor, City Attorney, Orville wri§ht and 
Frank J. Needles, Deputy City Attorneys, an Robert R. 
Laugheaa, ChIef Valuation and Rate Engineer, for the 
city and County of San Francisco; Robert J. Swan:. for 
himself; and Charles G. Miller, for the San Francisco 
Chamber of Cou:mercc:. interested parties. 

Harold J. McCarthy and T. J. Canty, for the Commission 
staff. 

OPINION ..... ~----~--

On Ha.y 27, 1963, applicant Southern Pacific Company filed 

its application herein, and on August 30:. 1963, said applicant filec 

an amendment thereto. By the ~nded application Southern Pacific 

. -l-



A.45471 NB 

seeks authority to institute changes in passenger train service and 

f~es between San Francisco, San Jose ~ Vasona .and intermed:!.ate 

pOi'C.ts .. 

In Count I Southern Pacific proposes to establish a turn

back operation at Belmont and to discontinue five trains 1n each 

direction south of Belmont during the peak period. In Count ! 

Southern Pacific: also proposes to discontinue the use of the 20-ride 

family ti~kcts in the Peninsula operation. 

In Count II as an alternate proposal Southern Pacific: seeks 

authority to increase its fares on its Peninsula passenger train 

service by 30 percent. 

In Count III as another alternate proposal Southern Pacific 

seeks authority to discontinue eight of its passenger trains, four 

in e.:l.ch .direction during the pea1~ period. 

Applicant has stated that it would prefer to' be authorized 

to ~ the changes in its passenger train service proposed under 

Count I or Count I:I ~d tl~: it is seeking authority to increase 

its fares under Count II only if the relief sought in Count I and 

Count III is denied. Count I is its firs·t preference. Public bear

i~gs were held before Examiner Cline at San Francisco on October 1; 

and 2, November 6, 7, 8, 14, 15, 2&, 27":md 29, and December 20 and 

30 ~ 1963, and January 7, 1964. The matter was taken under submission 

on the filing of the reply brief of Southern Pacific on January 31, 
1964. 
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!he Railroad Brotherhood~California Legislative Associa

tion and the Branch Line Commuters' Association have both filed 

petitions for a proposed report.. Both of said petitions are hereby 

denied" 

Present Service 

The present service between San Francisco and San Jose

Vasona provides a total of 25 passenger train schedules in each 

direction on weekdays, 12 schedules in each direction on Saturdays 

and 9 schedules in each direction on Sundays and holidays. 'Accord

ing to a check made by Southern Pacific during the month of October 

1962 approximately 11~700 passengers are carried in each dir.ection 

on weekdays with approximately 85, percent of these passengers des

tined to or originating at San Francisco. Between 1954 .and 1961 

the patronage on the commute service has declined at an average rate 

of 3.4 percent per annum~ but with the exception of one pair of 

eo~te passenger trains ~~:~ch were discontinued in 19$7" Southern 

Pacific is operating the same number of peak-hour trains as it did . 
in 1954. The 1962 volmnc of traffic was app:::oximately the same as 

that for 1961. 

The present equipment consists of 31 gallery cars, each 

seating 145 passengers, 75 suburban cars, each seating 96 passengers, 

and 22 suburban cars, each seating 72 passengers. Ten of the gal_ 

lery ears are 9 to 10 years old and the balance of the 21 gallery 

cars are approximately 6~ ye~rs old. The 96-passenger suburban 

type cars are approaching 40 ye3X'S of age and the 72"'passenger 

suburban type cars are 49 to 53 ye:rrs old .. 
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Results of Operation 

!he estimated results of operation for the, year 1962 sub

mitted by Southern Pacific and the Commission s·taff are set forth 

below: 
Southern Pacific Commissit;)X1 s.ta££ 

A. Revenues 

B. 

c .. 

D. 

I. Passenger 
2. Headend. 
3. Incidental 
4. Total 
5. E~uivalent Pass Rovenue 
6. Total including Equivalent 

Pass ~venue 

Out-of-Pocket E~enses 
1. yJilIitenance 0 Way and 

Structures . 
2. Locomotive Repairs 
3. 'Locomotive DepreCiation 

and Interest 
4.. Car Repairs . . . 
5. Car Deprec'iation 
6. Car Servicing, 
7. Locomotive Servicing 
8. Yard Etlgille Service 
9. CrewW'ages. 

10. Fuel 
11. Station Sel:Vice, and Casualties 
12. Payroll Taxes; Health & Welfare 
13. Su,er:tntendenc~tI 

Stationery and printing, 
Cl.sims, Accounting and Adver-
tising . 

14. Haul.of Company ~~terial 
15. Total 

Out-of-Pocket Loss 

Net Incon:e 
1. fDCome Tax at 54.64% 
2. Net After. Income Tax 

Exhibit 26, Exhibit 39 

$3:,364,000' . 
59,000 

. 72',000" 
3,495,000 

125,000 
299,000 

243,000 
417,000 
217,000 . 
481,000 
163,000 
461,000, 

1 132 000 
'148:000 
159,000 
207,000 

60 000 
33:;000 

Zi:,I45·,ooo.t 
I 

650,000'1 

3,4~7 ~:~2"J 
260,924 

3,758,547, ' 

89,950: : 
,140,851, 

, 80,243~" 
45&~606, 
238:,,66Z 
516·,l54', 
53~129, 

356,668, 
1 l1l 328::" 

' 68:147 
:349 514 
162:333 

-
llz1S5 

j. 634 770-" , 

123 777 ., , . 

67 z632' .. 
56,I2fOS 

Southern Pa,cific strongly objects to the inclusion of 

equivalcnt pass rcvenue in results of operation. !his position is 

a reversal as in previous commute proceedings applicant r~s included 

such an' adjustment. The Commission has previously considered this 

issue and has concluded. that equivalent pass revenue should be 

tceluded in the results of operation. Equivalent pass revenue 1$ a 
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form of compensation to the pass riders from which Southern Pacific 

Company presumably derives a benefit. We find that the benefit to 
I 

Southern Pacific reasonably should 'be est:tmated to be $261~OOO. this 

ar:ount should be added to the revenue estimate of' $3,495·,000, making 

a total revenue of $3,756',000, which amount we find reasonably should 

be used as the revenue in this proceeding. 

The COmmission staff's cost figure for maintenance of way 

and struetures was based on the $·taff f s conclusion that 50 .. 2 percen~ 

of the cost varied with traffic whereas, as appl~cant points out in. 

its brief, ap,licant concluded that 72 percent of the cost was 

variable with traffic. We find that the Commission staff's estimate 

of out-of-pocket expense for maintenance of way and structures is 

the more reliable and therefore it will be used as reasonable in 

this proceeding. 

We agree with the' applicant that cost of road locomotive 

repairs of locomotives used in the commute operations, because of 

the more frequent starts and stops, is higher than in the average 

syst~m passcnger tra:Ln operations; however, tl'lC facts do not support 

a unit cost more than twice the system figure. ~e find that the 

averagc system cost increased by 50 percent reasonably reflects such 

higher costs~ and therefore an amoun~ of $212,000 for the cost of 

locomotive repairs will be used as reasonable. 

We find that the 25-year life esed by the COmmission staff 

in co:nputing road locomotive depreCiation more closely reflcc'ts 

actual experience and is more reasonable than the 15-year life used 

by the Southern Pacific. The Cotmnission staff's estimate of $80,243 

for locomotive depreCiation will be adopted as reasonable. 
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Southern Pacific, in its estimates of out-of-pocket costs, 

included interest on locomotives because the locomotives could be 

used 1n some other service if the commute service were discontinued. 

We have previously allowed interest on both the locomotives, and 

gallery cars and will do so herein based on the average investment. 

We find that $190,000 is a reasonable amount for inte::-est 

on locomotives and gallery cars and should be used in this proceed

ing. 

The cost of locomotive servicing ~ commute operations is 

higher than in the Southern Pacific's system passenger train opera

tions but we cannot agree' that the unit cost is more than three 

times the system cost. 'H'c find that an estimate' of $110,000 for the 

cost of locomotive servicing more reasonably reflects such bigher 

cost than does the estimnte of either the applicant or the Commis

sion staff and therefore:' it will be' adopted in :his proceeding 3S 

reasonable. 

Southern Pacifie urges that a systetl average $wltching 

expense does not properly r~flect the Switching expenses of commute 

operations, but states no justification for such eonclusion. The 

steff's variables for out-of-pocket expense are not arbitrary 

deductions. We find that the Commission staff!s estimate of the 

cost of yard engine service should be adopted ~s reasonable' • 

.... 
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Applicant's estimate of fuel expense is claimed 'to be 

based upon an actual test made in commute operations and not upon 

a system ave~age. As Southern Pacific points out in its brief, the 

numerous starts and stops and the lower ratio of trailing ,to loco

motive gross ton miles in the commute service, and. the longer runs 

and longer trains in the system passenger operation produce differ

ent costs in the commute service and the system passenger operations. 

We find that the estimate of Southern Pacific for fuel costs should 

be adopted in this proceeding as reasonable. 

Southern Pacific's cost estimates for car repairs, car 

depreciation, car serviCing, station service .a:nd casualties, payroll 

taxes, health and welfare, superintendence, stationery 

and printing, claims, accounting and advertis1ng total$1,54l,000. 

The COmmission staff's estimates for these items of cost total 

$1,723,269. We find that in this proceeding the. amount o~ 
$1,541,000 should be' used for these costs as rea.sonable. 

The. Cotcm1ssion staff, in estimating. the 'cost of haul of 

company material, considered 50 percent as fixed and 50 percent as 

v~iablc expenses. We find thet the staff e~timate of $11,185 
,I 

should be used in this proceeding as reasonable. 
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aased upon the foregoing findings we find that Southern 

Pacific's out-of-pocket loss reasonably should be computed as follows: 

A. Revenues •••••••••••••• - •••••• e .•••••••••••• 

B. Out-of-Pocket Expenses 
1. 11aintenance of Way ana. 

S,tructures ....... ~ ........ II • $ 
2. Locomotive Repairs ........ . 
3. Locomotive Depreciation .. . 
4. Locomotive .and Gallery Car 

mtcrest ................... . 
S. Loco:lotive Servicing. ..... .. 
6. Yard Engine Service •••••• 
7.. Cre.w Wages ......... '.' ........ .. 
8. Fuel •..•...••..••.•...••• 
9. Car repairs, car deprecia

tion, car servicing, 
payroll taxes, health and 
welfare, superintendence, 
stationer; and pri=ting, 

89,950 
212,000 
80,243 

190,000 
110!tOOO 
356' 668: 

, , o· 
1~111,32~.' 

l48,000 

claims, accounting ancl 
advertising •••••••••••••• 1,541,000 

1 0. Haul of Company YJate::ial •• 11 z 185, 
11. Total Out-of-Pocket Expenses ............ .. 
12. Out-of-Pocket Loss ....................... . 

Count II, Pro,posed 30% Fare Increase 

$3,756;1000 

3,850,374 
94,374 

Under Count II Southern Pacific proposes to increase its 

co~ute fares on the Peninsula operation by 30 percent to provide 

additional revenue to offset its out-of-pocket losses in,theevcnt 

the reductions in service'proposed in Count I or in Count III' are 

not eutho~ized by this COmmission. 

In justification of such increase Southern Pacific 

introduced evidence of its out-of-pocket loss in the amount of 

$650,000 set forth in this opinion. This out-of-pocket loss has 

been reduced to $94,374 by the finding of this Commission hereinbe

fore made. Southern Pacific's Exhibit No. 26 states that the rates 

per mile for p.'lssenger fares in the Chicago and New York commute 

areas range' from 30 to' 60 percent higher than such rates in Southern 
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Pacific's Peninsula commute operaeion. A wieness·for Southern 

Pacific testified· and we find that if the proposed fare increase is 

instituted, estimated revenues from the commutation service would 

be augmented by $612,000 in 1964. In computing the increase in 

estimated revenues, this witness made an allowance of 8 percent for 

dim:i:oution in passenger. traffic which might follow the fare increase •. 

The Commiscion staff in its brief argues that there is 

insufficient evidence in the record 'upon which the Commission could 

base a finding for a fare increase of any kind, because Southern 

Pacific did not introduce evidence of the results of operation for 

a test period,. as required by the Cotmnission R.ules of Procedure,. 

Revised Rule 23(e) and (f). 

!be other parties to this proceeding except Robert J. Swan 

also opposed any fare increase proposed under Count II. 

The Cot'Dtlli.ssion finds that· the 30 percent fare increase 

proposed by Southern Pacific is not justified and concludes that 

Count II, should be denied .. , 

Count I, EliTOination of 
tKe ~D-ride f~ckct 

Southern Pacific r s Exhibit No, .. 20 points out that the 

20-ride ticket provides the purchaser and members of his family 

20 rides over a 2-mon'th period. !his type of ticket allows a dis

count of 20 to 40 percent from the one-way regular fare. The dis

count incre~ses with the distance traveled. The 20-ride ticket is 

the only cO"lmlutation ticket which requires punching by the conductor. 

Four thousand of th~se tickets were pure~ed during the month of 

October 1962. 

Thirteen helper conductors are employed during peak 

periods. Southern Pacific's witness testified that in his opinion 

approximately 10 of the helper conductors would· not be needed 1£ 
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the 20-ride ticket were eliminated and that this would result in a 

s~ving of approximately $110,000 per annum in helper-conductor wages. 

The commuters who presently usc the 20-ride ticket could 

purchase a weekly or a monthly commu~a~ion ~icket, or a one-way or 

round-trip ticket, depending upon their needs. 

Table No. 2 in the Commission staff's Exhibit r~o. 39 shows 

that the 20-ride ticket has the second highest use of types of 

tickets used by local passengers, the monthly 5-day commute ticket 

having the highest use.· Table No. 3 of t!'lis Exhibit No. 39 shows 

that 24 percent of the 20-ride tickets used during a test period 

were completely used within the first 10 days from~thedate·of pur

chase, 50 percent within a period of 15 days and 70.:5 percent within 

a period of 20 days. 

A witness for the Order of Railway Conductors ~d· Brake

men submitted into evidence Exhibit No .. 43 which is 'a. study of the 

actual time consumed by conductors in honoring the 20-ride tickets, 

the single-ride tickets, the Hflashlf type ticI(ets, and the cash 

fares. This exhibit shows that the average time consumed in honor

ing these various types of tickets is as follo't-1S;: 

20-ride ticket 
Single ticket 
Commute ticket 
Cash fare paid 

4 .. 94 seconds 
5.10 seconds 

(not displayed) 7.96 seconds 
to conductor 38.56 seconds 

'Ibis witness pointed out that with the discontinuance· of the 20-ride 

ticket those persons now using the 20-ride tickets will be required 

to use one of the other types of ticl<ets or another form of trans-
, 

portation. It was his conclusion that because of the a.dditional time 

required for the conductors to honor the alternate types of tickets 

in the event of the discontinuance of the 20-ride :ickets the sav

ings anticipated by Southern Pacific will not actually be realized. 
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In Exhibit No. 39 the Commission staff recommends that 

applicant continue to offer the present 20-ride ticket for the fol

lowing reasons: 

1. Th~s ticket is 3 convenience 
to' the substantial ~~er of 
pa.ssengers who presently use it. 

2. Discontinuing the 20-ride tickets 
will not result in additional revo
nue to applicant. 

3. Discontinuing the sale of 20-ride 
ticloets will not result in savings of 
expenses to applicant. 

!he COmmission finds that discontinuance of the 20-ride 

tickets will not result in savings. of expenses to applicant and that 

public convenience requires the continued use of the 20-rice ticket 

by applicant. We conclude that applicant's request for authoriza

tion to discontinue the use of the 20-ride tickets should be denied. 

Reduction in Service Proposed' 
;n Count i and Count III 

In Count I applicant seeks authority to eliminate 

three t!lrougb. tr:3ios !D. the t:lOn'ling peQ~, one of which 

comences operations a'C Santa Clara :Lnstead of Sa,n Jose, and two 

through trains in the afternoon pcal() one of which terminates its 

operations at Mountain Vie.w instead of San Jose ~ Applicant also 

seeks authority to create a.t Belmont a turnbaclt oper:ltion to San 

Francisco for. five trains 1 two in the morning peak period. and three 

in the a.fternoon pe~t period. Under Count I applicant would be able 

to eliminate five trains in each direction south of Belmont during 

the normal weekday.. However 1 as pointed out in Southern Pacific's 

brief1 as all trains do not $top at all stations1 a signi£:£c:ant 
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comparison as far as service is concerned is the number of stops 

at each station. Another significant comparison is travel time. 

These comparisons are set forth in Exhibit No. 20 

as follows: 

Morning Peak 
CAr.San FranCisco 7:25-9:20 a.m.) 

'Evening Pellk 
( Lv .So.n Francisco 4 :OO::(),:lO p.m.) 

Existing Proposed Existing Pro:pQsed 

No.of" 'l'ravel No.of' Travel No. of' Travel No. of' 'l'ravel 
Station Trllins Time Trllins Time Trains Time Trains Time 

So.San Franciseo 7 18 6 14 S 1;· 5' l; 
San Bruno 8 2; 6 19 8 19' 6 19 " ' 

V.uJ.brae 6 26 S 22 5 22' 7 22' 
Broadwy 6 29 5 24 6 25 6 25 
Btu-lligsme f> 30 6 26 6 27 6 2S 
San VAteo 8 :34 7 29' 7 :31 7 :;1 
Hayward. Park 4 :35 4 ;0 4 :;4 5 :;5 
HUlsdale 7 .:;5· 6 :34 6 :35,. 7 :35 
Belmont 5 41 S ;6, 5 :36- 9 '.37 ; 
San Carlos 8 t.2 7 :39 6 40 6 '.37 
Redwood City S 45 7 4l ? 42 6 J.O' 
Atherton '7 48 7 45 7 I./J 6 45 
Menlo Park ? 51 6 48 7 47 7 47 
Pa.lo Alto 7 5:3 6 $0 7 SO 7 SO 
Celi!'or.o!a Ave. 6 56 7 54 8 53 7 52, 
Mountain Viev 7 62 6 60 9 58 7 59 
S\'llm1!1a.le 7 66 7 6; 8 6:; 7 61 
Ssnttl. Clara 6 74 6 73 7 68 7 OS 
San Jose II 76, 7 76 12 76· . S 75 

"No.. of Tra.ins" - The number of trains serving the ets.t1on_ 

"Travel T1mo" - The averago travel t1rno 1 1%1 minutos, betW"oen 
the station and tho San Frsnciseo torminal. 
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Southern Pacific's alternate proposal under COutlt III to· 

discontinue four pairs of trains is fully set forth in Exhibit No. 26. 

Westward trains are those whose destination is San Francisco and 

eastward trains arc those departing from San Francisco. This 

alternate proposal is as follows: 

1.. Discontinue train No·_ 109 westward and train No_ 120 
eastward_ 

Advance train No_ 111 so that it will leave San Jose 
at 5:55 a.m., 8 minutes earlier, and arrive San 
Francisco at 7:15 a.m .. , 10 minutes· earlier_ Passen
gers off discontinued train No. 109 who take re
scheduled train No.. 111 will leave San Jose 10 minutes 
later and arrive San Francisco· 5 minutes later .. 

Ad""'ance train No.. 122 so that it will leave San 
Francisco at 4:15 p.m, 5 minutes earlier, and arrive 
San Jose at 5:40 p.m., 5 minutes· earlier. Passengers 
off discontinued train No. 120 who take rescheduled 
train No. 122 will leave San Francisco 8· minutes 
later and arrive San Jose 15 minutes later •. 

2. Discontinue train ~lo .. 115 westward and train No .. 132 
eastward •. 

Retard train No. 113 so that it will leave San Jose 
at 6:15· a~m., 9 minutes 1ater)l and ar::-ive San F:z::anc·isco 
at 7:35 a.m .. , the same time as· at present .. Advance 
train No. 117 so that it will leave San Jose at 6:24 
a.m., 6 minutes earlier, and arrive San Francisco at 
7:45 a.m., 2 minutes earlier. Passengers off discon
tinued train No. 115 using rescheduled train No. 113 
will le."lvc lO minutes earlier and arrive 7 minutes. 
earlier and those' using rescheduled train No. 117 will 
leave 1 minute earlier and arrive 3 minutes l~ter. 

Advance all trains. from No. 134 through 140. Add stop 
at Menlo Park and Palo Alto to train No. 134 and oper
ate via Vasona Branch line. Passengers off train No. 
134 to Atherton) Castro, Santa Clara) and San Jose are 
to be handled on train No. 136. Passengers off train 
No. 136 to Hen10 Park, Palo P~to,. and S'an Jose, and 
also passengers off train No.. 140 to San Mateo are to 
be handled on train No. 138. Trai~ No. 145 will leave 
San Francisco at 5':17 p .. m., 3 minutes earlier and ar
~ive in Redwood City 5 minutes earlier and at Menlo 
ParI", Palo .Alto, ana the branch 1 minute later. 

3. Discontinue train No. 131 westward and train No. 142 
eastward .. 

Advance train No. 133 so that it ~~ll leave San Jose at 
7:20 a.m., 10 minutes earlier, and arrive San Francisco 
at 8:40 a.m~)I 3 minutes earlier.. Passengers· off dis
continued train No. 131 using rescheduled train No. 131 
will leave 5 minutes earlier and arrive 5 minutes later. 

Advance train No. 140 so that it will leave San Fran
cisco at 5:26 p.m., 3 minutes earlier, and arrive 
San Jose at 6:43 p.m., ? minutes earlier. Passengers 
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offdiseontinuea train No. 142 using rescheduled 
train No. 140 will leave 9 min~tes earlier and 
arrive 7 minutes earlier. 

,4. Discontinue train No. 135 westward and train 
No'. 150. eastward. 

Reschedule train I~o. 137 to lea.ve San Jose at 7:47 a.m., 
13 minutes earlier, and to, arrive San Francisco 
at 9: 05 a.m., 13 minutes earlier.. Passengers off 
d:Lseontinued train r~o. 135 using rescheduled train 
No. 137 will leave 12 'minutes later and arrive 15 
minutes la.ter .. 

Reschedule train No. 148 to leave San Fr~ncisco,at 
6:45 p.m .. , 15 minutes later, and to arrive, San Jose 
at $:05 p .. m., 18 minutes later. Passengers off 
discontinued' train No. 150 using rescheduled,tra.in 
No. 148 leave 25 minutes earlier and arrive 20,minutcs 
earlier. 

As Southern Pacific did not know whether a final decision 

would be issued by the lnterstate Commerce'Commission authorizing 

the discontinuance of the Vasona Branch, Exhibit No. 36, ".vas ixltro

dueed to show the proposed timetable changes under Count I after the 

discontinuance of .the vasona Branch.. Southern Pacific,'s Exhibit 

No.. 27 shows the proposed weekday peak-hour commute schedules 'C1lder 

Count III with the Vasona Branch in operation and Southern Pacific's 

Exhibit No. 32 shows the proposed weekday peak-hour commute schedules 

under Count ,III with the Vasona Branch discontinued. 

Southern Pacific urges that authorization of its proposal 

for reduction in service either under Count I or Count III will r~ve 

only a negligible effect upon the public.. 'the proposed. se1'ledules 

=eve~l numerous reductions in running time which should benefit the 

commuter. Ibis is made possible because the proposed reduction in 

.' the number of .trains operating during the peal( service mclces possi

ble some improvement in overall running time. The· seating capacity 

on the trains operating under the new schedules would be equal to 

that now furnished by Southern Pacific because ears would be added 

to the consist of the trains remaining in operation. 

-14-



e 
A.45471 NB /ep* 

According to Southern Pacifie's Exhibit No. 20, the reduc

tion in service proposed under Count I will result in an estimated 

reduction in annual operating expenses of $510,000. Southern 

Pacifiers Exhibit No. 26 shows that the esttm2ted annual out-of

pocket savings which will result from discontinuing the' four pairs 

of trains and reviSing the consists of the remaining trains under 

Count III amounts to $258,000. 

The COmmission staff's comments regarding the proposed 

reduceion in service is set forth in the staff's Exhibit N~. 39 as 

fOllows: 

"Any reduction of service or increase in fares, will 
result in deterioration of service with consequent loss 
of patronage, the Southern Pacific being p4X'ticularly 
vulnerable to' competition by the private automobile and 
Western Greyhound lines. ' 

.:-- ., .... 

"Count No.1, turnback at Belmont, can be operated 
if certain precautions as outline4onpages 3 and 4 herein 
are: observed. This plan has the disadvantage in that more 
service is provided in the area north of Belmont, where 
only one-third of the total passengers are generated, than 
south of Belmont. In addition to' this, it is l1kelythat 
train delays will arise from the operation of this pro~ 
posed turnback service. 

tll'b.e proposed discontinuance of Train No. 150, leav ... 
ing San Francisco at 7:10 p.m., under Count III, would 
leave approximately 145 p,assengers without convenient 
alternate train service. ' 

The staff has also pointed out that if a turnback opera

tion is established at Belmont the safety faetor for pass~ngers 

embarking and debarking at' Belmont would probably be lowered, and 

certain passengers traveling south of Belmont would have to-transfer 

to other trains because of the turnback of the train upon which they 

were traveling. 

According to figures derived from Table No.4 in th~staf£'s 

Exhibit No. 39, the Belmont Turnback Operation under Count I would 

result in savings of $188,300 for the rate year 1964 and. the 

-15-



A.4S47l NB 

discontinuance of the trains proposed in Count III would result fa 

savings of $269~900 for such rate year. 

The Commission staff recommends that rather than approve 

anyone of the three eounts in the application 1 Southern Pacific 

should instieute a program for replacement of the older cars with 

new anc1 modern gallery cars and the Commission should order the 

following: 

1. The applicant be permitted to discontinue 
immediately one peak train in each direetion. 

2. The applicant be directed to submit a plan 
for the replacement of the older cars by 
modern gallery cars. Such a plan should be 
completed within seven years. 

3. When the replacement program has been in
.'lugur3.ted and at least 10 new gallery ears 
have been placed in servicc 7 the applicant 
be permitted to discontinue one more peak 
train in each direction. 

4. The continuance of the 20-ride ticket. 

A witness for Southern Pacific testified that to· replace 

all older single-level passenger cars with the modern gallery cars 

would require an investment in the order of $12 1 000>000 and would 

increase annual operating expenses, including interest on original 

invcstment 7 by about $500,000. This witness testified that 

Southern Pacific should wait to see what San Mateo County 1 Santa 

Clara County, the State of ~ifornia, or even the' federal govern

ment might wish to provide in the way of publicly operated mass 

transportation facilities or by way of public aid to privately· 

operated mass transportation facilities before making its own 

investment in :lC"'H gallery cars .. 

The staff testimony and Exhibit No. 39 show that: the re

placement of all of the single-level cars with gallery cars woUld 

r~quire an investment of $10,500,000 and would permit a reduction 

in a:nnual operating expenses of $1681 000 exclusive of interes't.. This 

estimate included elimination of two pairs of trains. 
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Ihe Order of Railway Conductors and Brakemen and Railroad 

Brotherhoods' California Legislative Associ3tion and the various 

other railroad brotherhoods appearing in this proceeding urge that 

the reduction of service proposed in Count I would downgrade exist

tng trains from limited-stop trains to multiple-stop tr8inS. They 

also point out that the majority of Southern Pacific's commute 

patrons who reside south of Belmont would be deprived of 10 trains 

per week day, while the minority,. those residing between Belmont 

. and San Francisco would be deprived of only five trains per weekday. 

The schedule proposed under Count I allows 10 minutes for 

the turnback operation at Belmont. This operation proposes to hAul 

certain trains onto a center siding and stop at the depot. the 

engine would then be detached and ,moved out onto the eastbound main 

track. The engine would then proceed westward against the current 

of traffic to a point west of the west switch and then re-enter the 

center sid~g where the engine would be coupled to the opposite end 

of the train. After the air test was completed the train would 

eepart on the westward main track for San Francisco. A witness for 

the conductors and brakemen testified that, in.his opin;i.on, the 

Belmont turnback operation would take longer than a similar movement 

formerly conducted at Los Gatos which took from 18 to 20 minutes. 

Southern Pacific introduced Exhibit No. 55 to indicate the 

t~e shown in various timetables for turn-around operations, con

ducted at Mayfield (California Avenue), Redwood Junction and San 

Bruno during the period 1912 to 1928. Another witness for the e'on

due tors and brakemen testified that the turn~a~ound operations at 

Mayfield, Redwood Junction and San Bruno were different· than the 

proposed tu:=nback operation at Belmont. At the' three former loca

tions the trains were turned as a unit upon the 'W";Ic tracks and the 

engines 'were not detached. 
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Locomotive engineer witnesses for the labor organizations 

testified that the additional stops proposed and the increased 

consists made necessary by the reduction in the number of trains 

would add to the time required to make the run between San Francisco 

and San Jose. 

The witness for the conductors and brakemen pointed out. 

that Southern Pacific's Count I extends the working day of the crews 

utilized in the turnback operations. As Southern Pacific failed to 

take into consideration the acditionalovertimc costs which would 

aCCl:Ue UXlder Count I) we find that its estimate of savings' under 

Count I is overstated. 

The Order of Railway Conductors and Brakemen introduced 

Exhibits Nos. 41 and 42 by reason of which they claim that a mileage 

limitation of 3,430 miles per month per man is applicable to the 

Peninsula commute operation. Southern Pacific disputes the applica

bility of this mileage ltmitation. The Commission has no general 

jurisdiction to resolve a labor dispute between Southern PaCific and 

a labor union but it does find that such a dispute exists and the 

manner in which it is ultimately resolved could have an effect on 

the savings estimated to result from proposed operations'under 

Count I and Count III. A witness for the conductors and brakemen 

testified that Southern Pacific could not man its proposed service 

U1'J.der Count I with lS crews and stay within the 3,430-milc limita

tion, if applic~bl:e.. Also, during a 31-d~y mOlll:h, such as July 1964, 

'Which has only eight Satu::d'ays @d Sund.ays.~ Southern Pacific could 

not man its proposed service under Count III with 16 crews ~d 

comply with the 3,430-milc limitation, if applicable. 

The Labor Orgnnizations urge that this Comission deny the 

relief requested by Southern Pacific in Counts I, II and. III of the' I 

application, but concur with the Commission staff's recommenc:lation 
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that Southern Pacific be directed to submit a plan for replacement of 

the older cars by modern gallery cars within a. period of seven years. 

The City and' County of San Francisco introduced Exhibit 

No. 51 ~hich contains tables showing present and forecasted popula

tion of San Francisco, San Mateo and Santa Clara Counties;,registra

tion of motor vehicles in San Francisco, San Mateo and Santa Clara 

Counties.; residents of San Mateo and Santa Clara Counties working ': 

in San Francisco; Bayshore Freeway- San Francisco, Airport north and 

south traffic projectioos; carrying capacity deficiency of the 

Colma-Bayshore Gateway; and a survey of selected San Francisco firms 

with employees residing in San Mateo-Santa Clara Counties; and work

ing in San Francisco. 

The City'and County of San Francisco in its brief points 
I 

out that of the three counties served by Southern Pacific's Pen11lsula 

commute operation only San Francisco is included within the area to 

be served by the Bay Area Rapid Transit System, and hence, it is 

apparent that the Southern Pacific's Peninsula commute service will 
. . . 

continue as an integral and, vital service for the movement of passcn-

gers between San Francisco, San Mateo .and Santa Clara Counties. 

~aid brief furtber points out that 8:Ily reduction in Southern 

~acificfs service wouldstmply increase the already exist~h1gbway 

congestion. 

The City and County of San Francisco suggests that Southern 

PaCific can suffici'~ntly improve ,its Peninsula commute operations by 

substituting moclern gallery type cars for its single-level suburban 

type ears which are antiquated, obsolete and fully depreciated, and' 

by aggressively merchandizing its services and urges that public 

convenience and necessity require Southern Pacific to pursue this 

alternat~ve rather than being permitted to reduce its service or 

increase its fares. 
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The Branch Line Commuters Association, in its brief, points 

out- that the table of passenger traffic for the years 1954 through 

1962~ appearing on page 2 of Southern Pacific's EXhibit No .. 20, shows 

that the decline in patronage is leveling off.. This protestant also 

urges that as Southern Pacific has not made intelligent efforts to 

sell its service, its operating losses should be regarded as inflated, 
, 

and contends that any curtailment in service will result in further 
I 

loss of p~tronage and thus lay a foundation for future applications 

to curtail service. 

Other Public Witnesses 

Several other public witnesses, including. the Assemblymen 

from the 22nd, 24th ~").nd 25th Assembly Districts in Santa Clara County, " 

a Councilman of the City of Palo . Alto and Chairman of the Citizens r 

Committee for Public Transportation of Santa Clara County, the 

President of the Branch Line Commuters Associ~tion, a repres~tative 

of the Board of Directors of the San Mateo~Burlingsme Boards of 

Realtors, a representative of the Peninsula Cocmuters Club and sev

eral users of Southern Pacific's commute ~rvlce, presented their 
.. 

views and comments in opposition to granting the ~uthorities 

requested in the various counts set forth in the application. A 

public transit catalyst from Long Be~ch made a statement in support 

of Count I of the application. 

The Assemblyman from the 24th Assembly District stated: 

"All of us who are familiar with the problems of 
transportation within our metropolitan areas are aware of 
the fact that our highways alone can no longer take care 
of the movement of people within these metropolitan areas; 
that we must take r~pid steps to provide more efficient 
rapid transit, ~~d until such time as a more efficient and 
more reliable method of transportation for the ~ss trans
portation of people within our cetropolitan areas· is avail
able we must rely upon the services that are provided now. 

"It is the feeling on my part that the best interest: of 
the people of the district which I represent and of all 
Santa Clara demand that the Southern Pacific be required 
to continue the service at leas.t at the level it is now 
provided." 
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He further stated that although Santa Clara County is 

beyond the present Bay krea. Rapid Transi.t District, in his 

opinion, it would eventually be brought into any Bay Area Rapid 

Transit. 

The Assemblyman from the 22nd ASSembkY District stated 

that he hoped that the curtailment in service, if tbere has to be 

any, would 'be as light as· possible and affec,t the· people in IUs 

district as little as possible. He realized, however,. the necessity 

of considering the financial aspects of the Southern Pacific Fenin

sula commute operations in arrivlng at a determination of what 

should be: done .. 

The Assemblyman from the 25th Assembly District stated 

. that it was his· opinion that a reduction in service would result in 

the loss of customers and ultimately the public would be forced to 

rely upon the automobile as the single form of transportation. He 

stated he agreed with the Assemblyman from the 24th Assembly District 

in the hope that the solution would come in the form of new and 

imaginative approaches to the problems rather than through a decrease 

in service. 

Findings Re~a.rding 
Proposed Re uctionin Service 

The Commission further finds as follows: 

1. The Southern Pacific Peninsula passenger train service 
'. 

operated at an out-of-pocket loss of $94,374 during the year 1962. 

2. Southern Paeific has not been authorized to· reduce service 

in its Peninsula ,ea!~-b.ou= opcr~tl.ons since 1~51. when one.' pair. of 

trains was diseontinued. 
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3. The following table shows the decline in the average num

ber of passengers using Southern Pacific's Peninsula service on a 

typical day for the years 1957 "through 1962: 

Year Northboun!i Southbound Total -
1957 14,914 14,726 29',640 
1958 13,654 , 13,222 26:,876 ' 
1959 13:,052 12,978 26 030 

25:525, 1960 12,789 12,736 
1961' 11,845 11,976 23,821 
1962 11,849 11,671 23,,520 ' 

4. The reduction in service proposed under Count III will 

inconvenience the public less than the reduction in service proposed 

under Count I for the following reasons: 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

c. 

Under Count I Southern Pacific proposes to 
discontinue five pairs of trains, whereas 
under Count III only four pairs of trains 
would be discontinued. 

Under Count I the reduction in service 
would be greater south of Belmont where' 
approximately two thirds of the passengers 
are generated than north of Belmont where 
approximately one third of the passengers 
are generated, whereas the reduction 1n 
service under Count III would be more uni
form throughout the Peninsula operation. 

If a turnbaek operation were established at 
Belmont the safety factor for passengers 
embark1tl~ and debarking at Belmont would 
be lowered. 

The turnback operation at Belmont might 
cause delays in the operation of the pas
senger trains in the Peninsula service. 

Certain passengers traveling south of 
Belmont would have to- transfer between 
trains because of the turnback of the trains 
at Belmon1:. 

5. The reduction of service proposed under Count III will 

result in annual savings in expenses of approximately $264,OOO~ 
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6. The proposed discontinuance of train No. 150, leaving .. 
San Francisco at 7:10 p.m., under Count III, would leave approxi

mately 145 passengers without convenient alternate service. 

7. The reduction in .service. through the discontinuance of 

the three pairs of trains, other than train No. 135 westward and . 

train No. 150 eastward, under Count III will result in an annual 

saving in expenses of approximately $19S,000. / 

B.. The COmmission takes official notice of the issuance of / 

the decision by the Interstate Commerce Commission to Finance Docket 

No. 22C09 authorizing Southern Pacific to discontinue the Vasona. Branch .. / 

Based upon the foregOing findings the Commission concludes 

that (1) Southern Pacific should be authorized to discontinue 

trains 1-10s. 109, 115 and 131 westward and trains Nos .. 120, 132 and 

142 eastward and to reschedule its other peak-hour commuter trains as 

shown in Appendix A attached hereto, and' (2) in all other respects 

the application herein should be denied. 

OR..DER .... __ ~ IIIIiIIIIII 

IT IS ORDERED that: 

1. Applicant Southern Pacific is authorized to discontinue 
, . 

its Peninsula commute trains Nos. 109, 115, 120, 131, 132 and 142, 

and to reschedule its other peak-hour commute trains as shown in 

Appendix-A attached hereto. 

2. In all other respects the applica.tion herein is denied. 
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3. Unless the authority herein granted pursuant to pQ"agraph 

number~d 1 of this order is exe~cised by Southern Pacific Company 

by the filing of appropriate timetables with this Commission within 

ninety days from the effective date of this order, the authority 

granted to Southern Pacific Company under paragraph numbered 1 of 

this order shall expire. 

The effective date of this order shall be twenty days 

after the date of issuance hereof. 

cr=
Dated at ~.:.~ 

of ~, 1964. 
I 

--.~-

-::::7l~~~22.~~ 

, California, this 

COiXiIiilssioners 
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McKEAGE, Commissioner, dissenting. 

I cac:c.ot concur in the decision of the maj.ori ty .. The 

action eaken herein to permit the reduction of commutation 

service is shortsighted and ~tile in the extremeandconsti

tutes another step in the process of eventual elimination of 

this vi~al service. 

'!he action of :he majority takes the path of least resist

ance .-m.d temporizes with an admi1:tedly serious C01l'mlUIlity prob-lem. 

A rail carrier hoping to eventually get out of commutation 

service could not .ask for more. The action of the majority is 

an a:J:J.swer to such .a carrier's prayer. 

What the Commission should do is to grant this carrier a 

rate increase ~d require the upgrading of this commutation 

serv.i.ce by ordering s.tid carrier to purchase modern and .a.1:tract

ive equipment of greater car.rying capacity. Doubtless some of 

the trains operated could, then, be eliminated. 

The important problem here presented. is one of public con

venience and necessity, a commu:o:i.ty problem of .large proportion; 
I 

yet, the majority treats it as though it were a matter which, if 

ignored long enough, 'Will go aMay .. 

I dissent. 

Aug\:Lst /~ , 1964. 
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:BENNETt, William M., Commissioner, <1issent:ing opinion: 

I dissent. This decision is ~he Commission's further 

contribution to cougestion of the Bayshore freeway. 

Southern Pacific propo·ses to downgrade the quality of its 

San Francisco-Peninsula commute service, or, in the alternative, 

substantially to increase the fares. The burden of prOof for····~'· 

either of these alternatives rests firmly and squarely on the 

applicant. This burden has not been met. 

10 the first place, estimates for a test year in the 
, . ' 

future have not been maCle, unless the warmed-over figures for' the 

year'1962 are considered appropriate. 1 would not so' consider'them. 

Even. in this mathematical exercise with out-of-date figures, ap-
',' 

, ', .. 

plicant conSiders its out-of-pocket 10S8 to be almost $600,000 

higher than the amount calculated by the Commission's staff ($650,000 .. , 
as contrasted with $56,145). One item alone of this difference 

amounting to $260,924 is accounted for by "equivalent pass revenue." 
I • .' 

.... 
In substance, applicant would have' the San Francisco-Peninsula eom-

''ilJ: . 

mute service shoulder the entire cOSt of a fringe benefit for'of-
I ' 

fieers and employees 1n its freight and passenger operations, as 

well as the eost of reCiprocal arrangements for pass and reduced .' . . 

fare transportation with other railroacls. This makes little or' 

no sense. 

Additionally, applicant is operating obSOlete ears, in-
'. 

eluding 22 cars which have only 72 seats and are more than 50 years 
'" old. Many ears are around 40 years old. Ev14ently Southern 

Pacific is anxious to effect cost savings by downgrading the 

service so as to drive away the patrons or make the, service so QX-
. " . 

pensive that the customers 'W'1l1 seek out"other means of commuting • 
.I : 
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Eventually this would el1min8~e the.. service which, if you 8<:cept 
, .~ '. " 

applicant's 1962 estimate as an accurate measure, is nota. px:ofitable 
" . , , ." 

service.. Actually ~ whether 11: i8 profitable o.r not is not the ~8rd~_ 

stick of whether or not service may be curtaile,d and eve~tually 

abandoned. Service which the public needs and uses should be 

maintained .. 

Applicant makes no claim that its o,verall operations are, 

unprofitable. In fact, various news disseminating media, esp~cially 

those in the financial field, are quick to' point out that this ap-
,. . . '" 

plieant is in the vanguard of railroads which conduct profitab~e 

operations and are expected to increase their profits. It is 

laudable that Southern Pacific should make every effort to keep 

in a sound financial position. But this tmJst no,t be done at the 

expense of the public by permitting an essential service to de~~~ 

riorate and drift into the hopeless state where it must be bail~~ 

out at the taxpayers' expense. Earnings were $3 .. 25, per share for 

1963 and are estimated for 1964 as being within the $3.80 to $4.00 

range. !h1s estimate is based in part on applicant's earnings 

having :Lncreascd from $1.7S in 1963: to $2.15, in 1964 for the first 

,half of the year. This is not: an improvcrished railroad. 
" , 

Notwithstanding that the losses from the San Francisco-

Peninsula commute ,service are minimal when the Southern Pacific's 

system-wide operating results are c~cerned7 applicant has 1mpati~~ 

1y 'caken its cauSe to the Interstate ~ommerce Commission and urged 

that body to override State authority in this matter of purely 

local concern. Its plea to the Interstate Commerce Commission, 

Docket No. 34440, urges that fares be increased by an amount which , , 

has been publicized as amounting to 30 percent. Increases in the 

widely used 20-ride ticket arrangement would be as much as 50 pe~c:~t. 

-2-
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I . 

In its plea to the Interstate Commerce Comm1ssion~ ap

plicant states that it filed an application on May 27, 196'3, 'with 

the California Public Utilities Commission for authority to in

crease the fares without reference to any delays in proceSSing 

attributable to Southern Pacific. Also, in the Interstate 'Commerce 

Commission docket applicant mentions only in a parenthetical clause 

that in the alternative it has asked authority to make certain 

passenger train discontinuances. One would bardly think that we 

are talking about the same matter. Before the California Cormn!ssion 

applicant wants a service adjustment and a fare increase only if 

the Commission will not accede to its demand that service·be reduced. 

In fact it bad a variety of service changes to propose be~ore'alter

native fare increases were to be resorted to. But this same ap

plicant, when it goes to the Interstate Commerce Commission, "talks 

chiefly about a refusal to increase the fares and plays down the 

alternative service changes which it there describes as discon

tinuances. If applicant had started out on a studied attempt to 

eonfuse t:be issue it could hardly have done a better job·. 

In this state of affairs the majority of the Commission 

would sanction reduced service even though the public may get in 

addition increased fares.. '!he 'Interstate Commerce CommiSSion bas 

the power, under Federal law, Ito impose-the sought increase. they 

may do so. 

Applicant, as evidenced by its refusal to modernize its 

fleet of cars to be used in this service and to otherwise continue 

a high standard of service, apparently confidently expects that 

public authority of some sort or another will be forced to develop 

and operate a eommut:e system. 'rbis, it seem.s to me, would be a 

wast:eful use of public funds. Here on the San Francisco-Peninsula 
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we have a commute operation which has served the public for 100 

years. Rather than junk this well tried system in favor of .some

thing n.ew, would it not be prudent to see how this good service 

may be coordinated with other mass transit plans for the San Fran

ciSCO Bay Area? This area has -participated in the dynamic growth 

of California. The State's transportation facilities have been 

expanded and updated by its carriers~ including th1s applicant 

where freight service is·concerned~ in order to meet tbe public 

demand. The proposal being authorized by a majority of the Commis

sion strikes a discordant note in the generally progressive policies 

of the transportation agencies serving California and in the orderly 

regulation of these agencies. 

~le the San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 

is spending millions of dollars to solve the urban transportation 

problems of this super-region,. it is appalling that the majority 

cousents to the partial destruction of 'an establishecl service to: 

the peninsula. The peninsula demands adequate transportation 

service and it makes little sense to eliminate such to- the 

South where it is needed more than ever. This Commission~ mindful 

of its responsibilities~ should place the Southern Pacific on 

notice that it will be expected to meet its public service·ob

ligations to its passengers. This Commission possesses the 

authority so to do and it fails in its responsibilities in de

clining to make such directions. Today's decision is particularly 

incomprehensible when the financial affluence of Southern Pacific 

is noted. This carr1er~ if left to its own devices, would literally 

walk Ifjway from all its passenger service obligations. By the 

decision today the majority permits and indeed encourages such 

action. 
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\OiEEKOAY PEAK-HOOR CalJill"fE SCHEDULES (Anended) .; 
HOTE: No chango would be ~ade in daily Off-peak or SaturdaYJ Sunday ro1d ~olid~ schedules. 

}~oml.ng Ttains 
107 125 .129 I) e To San Francisco -Ill 113 117· 119 121 123 .127 1.33 137 

SAN JOSE 5:65 565 6:15· 6:24 6:1,3 6:50 6:55 7:00 1:04 7:20 71)5 8:00 - -
College Park - - - .. 
Santa Clara 5:09 5:59 6:20 6:39 7:00 7:10 7:25 8:05 

Sunnyvale 5:1> 6:0> 6:3> 6:45 1:02 7:11 7:17 1:)2 8:11 
Hountain View 5:20 6:10 6:)1 6:40 6:57 1:11 7:22 1:31 7:48 8:16 
Castro 6:52 7:17 
California Avenue 5:25 6:16 6:37 7:04 7:18 1:29 7:43 8t21 
Palo Alto 5:28 6:19 6:1t6 7:08 7:29 7:46 7t51 8:24 
Kenlo Park 5:31 6:22 6:>1 1:16 7:lt6 8:00 6:27 
At-hert-en 5 :3lt 6:24 6:4) ... - 7:01 1:19 7:34 - "- 1:51 8:02 8:)0 
Redwood City 5138 6:21 6:57 1106 1:29 1:ltl 7:55 8:06 8,lt. 
San Carlos 5142 6:30 1:01 1:10 1:21 7:45 7s58 8:09 8:37 
Belmont S:45 6i)) 6151 7:19 7:L) 6112 8:40 
Hillsdale 5:48 6:)6 7:05 - .- 1:2) 7:~6 8:02 6.1> 6:43 
Ha.yward Park 5:50 6:39 1:11 - - 7138 8:05 
San Kateo S.53 6:L1 6.57 1:09 1:28 7:41 6a07 8119 6:la 
Burlingalljo >:56 6:4l. 1:00 ... - 7:22 1:45 8:10 8:,0 
Broadwa)' 5:59 6:L6 1:03 1:14 1:38 6113 8123 6:52 
Millbrae 6102 6:49 7:01 1:11 1:42 7:,8 8,26 8:55 
San BrunO 6:0) 6:53 7:11 1:28 7:)6 8:19 0130 8:58 

et so. San Francisco 6:08 6:56 7:24 1:41 7 :1.9 8:2) 6:)S 9102 
Butler Road 6158 7:11 1126 

W Bayshore 6:1) 7:02 7130 7:36 1:41 8:28 
Paul Avenue 1:22 7s}3 7t39 

'M 2Jrd street 6:18 1i01 1,21 1:)8 1t4? ..... 
~ SAN FRANCISCO 6:2, 1:15 1:35 7:1,5 1.55 8:00 8t05 8:09 8,13 8.20 8:"0 8:50 9:13 
II) 
..;t 

• . ~ 
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W&EKOAY PEAK-MOOR C~ro.!?SCHl~U.JIj.$ (Mended) 

NOlEl NQ change would be made in daily off-peak Qr Saturday, Sunday and Holiday schedules. 

e 
Evening 'T1'ains 

124 126 128 130 134 J3Li 138 l~O i~4 146 ih6 150 FrM San Francisco . l2~ 

SAN FRAtiOISCO 4:15 4:40 4.50 4;51 5 tIlt 5:11 ~120 5123 5:26 S:LS 6:00 ·6:30 7110 
2)rd Street 4:19 4:t.3 h:54 5:01 ... - 5:49 
Faul Avenue 4:1,1 4:58 

Bayshore It:i4 4:5i 6:09 6.39 7:18 
Butler Road 4:21 lu56 
So. San Francisco 4:29 Ip56 5:11 5.39 6:14 6:~4 

San Bruno 4:34 5:02 5:08 5:14 5:44 6:00 6:17 6:41 7:24 
Millbrae 4:38 5.11 - ... 5:48 6:03 6:20 6tlt9 7:26 

Broadway 4:41 5:19 5152 6:06 6:23. 6\52 7:29 
nn"('lingaFlo 4:43 5:16 5:46 . 6:09 6:25 6:55 7:32 
Sail Mateo lnh1 5:11 S:24 5:50 6:12 6,28 6.58 7.35 
Hayward Park 4:49 5:59 6:1S 6J31 1:00 7:)7 
Hillsdale 4:52 5:15 5:54 6n8 6s34 7103 7:40 
BelIr.ant 4:55 5:30 5:46 6:21 6:31 7:06 114) 
San CarlQs h:56 5:25 5:50 6:21. 6:40 7:09 7:46 
RM.wo<Xi City 5:01 S:23 5:1.5 6:01 6i28 6t43 1.12 7150 
Atherton 5:06 5tJ2 S,S7 6:12 6:32 6:41 7.16 1s$j 
Menlo Park ~:09 5:39 5,51 - - 6:05 6:35 6,,0 1119 7:56 
Palo Alto 5:12 $,)8 $,55 6.08 6,)8 6153 7122 1.59 
California A \·enue 5:15 $:32 S:51 5,56 6:03 6:18 6.41 6.55 7125 8,02' 

-~ 
Castro 5,47 6:01· -.. 
Mountain View $:21 S:1t6 5,50 5:58 6,01, 6:16 6,25 6:48 7,01 7131 8,08 

~ Sunnyvale 5:26 ~ :1/1 6,02 6:09 6:20 6:30 6,52 1'C6 7135 8:12 

'M Santa Clara 5t32 5:55 6:09 6,1$ 6.18 6136 6,59 ....... 1:41 8,18 
....... College Park 5.50 ... - ...... ... - --~ . 11'\ SAN J03E 5:40 5:55 6:02 6:10 6,16 6:22 6:25 6:31 6:L3 7:05 1,11 1.47 8:25 
~ 

, a 
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