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BEFORE THE FUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

In the Matter of the Application of

The Atchison, Topeka and Santa Fe

Rallway Company, a corporation, for '
authority to reduce its passenger train Application No. 46609
sexrvice between Los Angeles, and San :

Diego and ce*tain Intermediate pointo. A§

Investigation on the Commission!s

own motion Into the operations,

sexrvice, rates, rules, regulations, L
facilities, equipment, contracts, Case No. 7905
and practices of THE ATCEISON,

TOPEKA AND SANTA FE RALILWAY COMPANY,

a corporation, within the State of

Cal*fornia :

A

ORDER DENYING REHEARING

A petition for rehearing of Decision No. 69511 having been
filed by the petitioner, Orange County Commutcrs Association,
and the Commission having considered said petition and each and
every allegation therein, and being of the opinion.n0'36$d cause
for granting reheariné has been made to appear,

IT IS ORDERED that sald petition for rehearing be, and the
same 13, hereby dented.

Public Utilities Code section 1733 provides thaf when an
application for rehearing 1s made 10 days or more before the
effective date of the decis fon as to which rehearing ls sought,
such application "skhall we either granted or dented befbre-the
effhctive date, or the order shall stand augpended unt il ﬁhe
application 1s granted or denied " |

Decision No. 69511, issued August 3, 1965, to becomé effective
August 23, 1965,_was,suspended by the fiiing of the above petition
for rehearing on Augus#AIB, 1965, . the tenth day beforeﬁthé other-
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wise effective'date.’ The suspended decisién authorized discontinu-
ance of specified-trains, subject to a nnmbér of cohditions, one
condition being that applicant, "within twenty days after the
effective date hereof™, shall "file in this proceeding a proposed
schedule” covering operation of the trains to be céntihued.

Applicant railroad filed 2 timetable schedule on August 23,
1965, to become effective September 13, 1§65. Such‘rilipg was
premature and unauthorized, because the order’authorizing any such
£11ing had already been suspended. Suspension of 2n ordér under
section 1733 necessarily means that thé effective date of_the ordexr
1s,suspend¢d until rehearing 1s granted or denied. If reheéring is
denied later than the suspended effective date, then the effective
date of the order 1s the date rchearing 1s denied.

Beéause‘of the suspension, on August 23, 1965 applicant
r411road had no suthority to file any revised timetable achecule.
It‘may not discontinue trains on September 13, 1965, and may 4o so
-T{ only 1n accordance With the provisions of Decision No. 69511,

which decision becomes effective on .he date of this order,
' Tated at Ban francisn 'Caliromia, this 5 day of

| %-SEPTFMQEQ , 1965,

Commissioners




A. 46609

C. 7905

DISSENT

BENNETT,'William M., Commissioner, Dissenting Opinion: -

Once upon a time there was a progressive and a great
.Gevernor named Hiram Johnson. And because of the abuse df'the_
public truzt by a ¢certain rallroad corporation within the Stafe
of Califormia it became necessary to impose rigid'controls upon.
rallroads. T?e theory of regulation was as ¢ld az Munn v3.
I1linois and in California the people by constitut;onal‘amend~
ment created a Railroad Conmius;on and su0°ecuent1y there was
enacted a Pudblic Utilit;es Act. The law was made quite specific
and rigid in the control of railroad corporationa. This was 50
because of the rreat effect such railroadg had upon the economy
of California, its citizenz, ito affai_u. Obviouoly rail:oad”

- corporations having received valuable rights from the pubiicytb
serve in and about the State also took on correspond:ngrébliga-
tions. And to make these obligatlions more than empty prd@ibes

the people enacted controls to be administered by a regulatory

commission.

Today's decision'turns dovm the request of 2 substan-
t12) number of the citizenry of California which insicts that
nassenger servide be retainéd. Ic is a farvcry.fromfthéferaf
of Hiram Johnson and the philosophy of the*Publicht?lities
Commission of the State of Californiz at least as expfeésed in
the past. Indeed 1% 4s a far éry.from the decision of the
Public Utilities Commis ion of “he State of California rendered
in this very proceeding on May 5, 1964 wherein the ma‘o*"ty '
denied the reguest to discontinue Train No. T1i. hut uame de-
cision, by the ngy, authorized the di»conuinuance of Sdn Diegan ,
Trains Nos. 70O and 81. | |

The opin101 of May 5, 1964 rofer"ed to po;nted out
the policy of this Commission concerning rail ‘passenger service
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as 1t was and‘as it ought to be bvefore being abandoned by to-
day's action. At pége 2 of the previous opinioﬁ is found this:

"It 1s'the4p911cy of this Commission to insist‘upbn

the preservation and maintenance of reasonably adequate

rallroad passenger service and the modernization and

improvement of such service, the Transportation Act of
1958 (enacted by the Congress of the United States) to-
the contrary notwithstanding. Instead of such service

being degraded, it should be‘*mgroved sorfhat‘the 211~

roads may'more effectively compete for th;;pasgenqer

business of the Nation, we believe the Transportation

Act of 1958 to be don‘crawy to the pub11¢ intéres‘c” insofar
as 1t not only perm;ts but actually 1nviteu railroado sum-
marily to abandon interstate passenger uraino and algo to
seek Federal 1ntervention to abandon purely intrastate
passenger traino. ‘

'"'We are not wnaware of the difficult sitwation in
which the railroads of this couﬁ*ﬁy find themselves
becauvsze of the competition of the private automobile anc
other forms of trangportation. However, we - offer thn
opinion that the def eat;ut attitude of many of the ralil-
roads as regabds pa senger service haq largely contribuved
‘to this fegrettable situation. .It-is our opinion'that the
public welfare reguires that reasﬁnable iail_pa;senggr '
service be preserved and maintained, even thoughpublic
subvention vecomes necessary. Many objectives to walch
public funds are now being put, in oﬁr.opinion, are th:
as important as 4s the maintenance of reasonable rail
passenger sexrvice.

"The,péobleﬁ‘presented by a raiiﬁoad's request tg.
abandon or reduce passenger train service, so far aé the
State of Caiirornia 1z concerned, is one of paramount

importance because of the tremehdous pbpulation‘and

economic growth of this State. This is not the problem
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of the railroads alone; it 13 2150, and more significantly;ﬁ
the problem of the people of the State of California.
The problem presented is one mo,t difficult of solution '

and one which requires the most careful consideratiog,

There 4= no problem, in our Judgmént, which'mofe‘completely

involves the public interest than.this one. To say that
the problem is insoluble 15 the road of defeatism. There

mist be a solution of the problem.

"Di«agree ing as we do with the fundamental concept
underlying that part of the Tranoportation Act of 1958 which
appears to encourage the abandonment or reduction of
passenger train service throughout the Nation, nevertheless,
we must face the fact that thé Transportatioﬁ Act of 1958
15 the latest expression of Congressional poiicy on. th¢
subject. In our Judggeﬂt that policy adds to the Aiffi-

culety of the problem rather than contributing;to itu
solution. | |

"We must keep in mind that thiz Commission is-charged:
with the fundamental duty of supervising and reguiating
every public utllity in this State and that"the Cormission
ls empowered to do all things, whethcr speci? ically
designated in the "tatuteu or in-addition thcreto, which
are nececssary and convenlent in the exercise of oucn,power-
and jurisdiction. Thuz, there 1z placed upon this dommis-
sion the lawful duty of attempting a uolution of thc
»roblem presented, caleulated to comport with the public

interest. -T

"It 15 our purpose and it will be our policy o
require the raillroads of California to maintainra
reasonably cufficient passenger service one*atéd with“
modern equipment untl pe e*the“ the people of this Statc,
by con»titutional prescr*ption, or the Legiilature, by
statutory enactment, shall divect otherwiie. Anything -
lescs than this would in our judzment amount to a

complete dioregard of the dymamic growth in. the POP ulation
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and econemy of California and its future.

'The Scriptures tell us that where there is no vision
the people perish. Public officers must have and exbibit
viuion in the discharge of their public dutics, and they
must furnish appropriate leadership for the people.‘

"It must not be forgotten that a railroad corporation,
being a public utility, pérformsﬁa function of the ‘State,
and that it is charged with a public duty in the ndture
of a trusteeship. Alsc, a public utiliéy-exercises an
extraordinary privilege énd’océupies a priviléged position
because of the franchise granted to it.by‘govérnmental-
authority. In the circumstances, pudblic service of the
highest order 15 the solemn obligation,-and mist be
required, of such a public utility. | |

"A railroad should be as Zealous to maintain reasonable
and adeqpate service as governmental avthority iz to see
to 1t that such service 13 mainta;ned It 15 the lawf”
duty of a railroad notonly to perform its pﬁblic‘dﬁty»’
but to perform it willingly and not to wait wntil 4t is
compelled to discharge that duty by lawful authority.

"Whenever a railroad seeks to abandon or reducc
pasoenger service, the burden surongly rests upon the rail-
road to prove by clear and convinc ing evidence that the
public convenience and necesuity no 1onger rcquire Vuch
service. The law raises a presumption that any uervice
furn*whed by 2 railroad is required by the public
convenience and necesui*y, and therefore, when the rail-
road seeks to abandon or reduce wugh.service it must
mect this heavy burden of showing,thatrﬁhé puﬁlic |
cenvenience and necess'ty no‘longer‘reqﬁire the continua-
tion of the service sgughx“po]be abandoned or reduced.

"Unlike 2 proceeding involving‘a‘general,rate
adjuctment of a ratlroad, a pfcceeding;involu;ng:the

abandonment or reduction of service addresseﬁ'itsgif'to-.

public convenience and necessity rather than to a matter
-4 - .




of confiscation. It 1is a general rule of regulator& law
that a public utility may not demand that such segment of
its service be profitable or that 1t realize its out;of- |
pocket costs in connectibn with each segment-of ite
sexvice. ?ublic_conveniencé and necessity méy require
the operation of a particular service at a loss; and if
50, the public wtility mey not complain. o

' * * * x-

"In this connection, attention is ¢alled +o the
decision of the Supreme Court of the United'States in the
caze of Alabama Public Service Commission v. Southern
Railway, 341 U.S. 341, 346-348, 352-355, 95 L. ed. 1002, -
1007-1008, 1010-1011. The Supreme Court, in that case,

pointed ouv the rules of law applicable in cases of the
kind herelﬁreéented,,0bserviﬁg thét a service;'iawfdlly;
may be required to be performed even at a 10s8 wheré‘v |
public convenience and necessity Justify such a con¢lusién.

See, also, United'FueliGas Co. v. Railroad Comm ssion;._

278 U.S. 300, 309, 73 L. ed. 390, 396, and B'& O Raiircad
v. U.S. 345 U.S. 146, 150, 97 L. ed. 912, 916. ¢

"Jo are aware thatinany'oflthe‘rﬁilroads throughout
the nation complain of the alleged bufden which'thé |
rendition o passenger service casts upon the entire
operations‘of tﬁe railroads,  It iz ourfview that the
position of the railroads vastly exaggerates ﬁﬁe problem.
Be that ac it may, the fact remains that tne"'ra.ilboads'
must Surnish reasonable passenger serﬁice aé a part of
their public duty; and it is the responsibility of thic

Commission, as 4%t is of 2ll other regulatory bodies, state

and federal, to see to it that that‘duty'is‘performediby ,

the rallroads.

"In our view, the service performed by the railroads

of thiz Nation, both passenger and Lfreight, takes second

place to néyother public service beins performed. Ve
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intend that such service, as far as Califorala may be
concerned and to the extent that this Commissidn is
permitted‘so to do, shall be protected aﬁd maintained to
the end that the public shall be sefved. We cannot

prezerve the railroads by taking action which leads only

to their deutruction.
"SaLd policy was reaffirmed dy th&o Cormission by 4its
Decision No. 61221 rendered on the 20%th day of Deccube.,
1960, (58 Cal. 2.U.C. 30, 3&3) Ve adhere to that
poliey. "
The majority 1s proceeding wican the premise that simply
becausce 2 lcss iz demomstrated that discontinuance should be:

gronted. Such a ravional discloses a¢misunderstand1ng dfxthp

nature of regulation and of the obligations of 2 railrcad cor-

poration as here. It has long been tﬁe rule, and for~good
reason, that public service corporatibns take unto themselves
the obligation to serve the whole eveh thOugh portions.théfeof |
may be less than satisfactory in Yerms of earnings or reﬁﬁrn upen -
investment. Nothing has been presentéd’to,this Commissién in my
view which Justified the abrupt change in policy and'thcfabrupt
concession ¢o the private interest as opposed to the publ;c in-
verest. It iz to be noted that the opinion on rehear;ng datcd
August 3, 1965 permits the removal of Train No. 72 as well as
other trains but sald opinion 1o lacking in rationale, dis-
cussion and cogent re&sonu which should prevail over th¢ original'
opinion herein and particularly the previous Commi sionfpolicy

to which I have referred. | g_

The compulsions of private demands even upon businesses
totally unregu;atéd:ifjfor goodnwill 1f nothing elsé, éeéandS‘
that all must‘be,sééVed even at times without adegpatefqompensa-
tion. ” |

Torexcuse service here is *o ignoxe the total systen

affluence of the Atchison, Topeka anﬁ Santa Fe Railway system.

*




® | ®
It 13 a5 contrary to the public convenience and necessity of
Californians as 1t 1z totally suitable to the private convenz -
ende and necessity of the carricr. 3But the private convenience
and necessity of the carrier. is nb:‘the overriding concern of
a regulatory Commission. That consideration comes second £o
that which the public needs and demands, _

The carrier here assumed the obligation to carby not
only freight bHut vore ;mportanuly at leatt In oy opinion pcople
as well., And oimnly because there 1s a financial burden associ-~

ted with the obligation to transport people L3 no rea;on to for-
give the carrlier its historic promisé. What is the reyenﬁe from
freight for example over this same line using these'same~rails?
Undoubtedly substantial. -

| The opinicn'of the majority‘goes-againsf the precedents
of this and other regulatory bodies holdiﬁg a carrier as hére_to
its obligetion to serve'people. This Commission historically '
has always béen more reluétant to pérmit-tra;n abandonment than
has the Interstate . Commerce Commission‘-vat leastruntilyrecently;
And 211 today's decision does is to relieve the carrier of the

obligation of going to 2 federal agency where perchance”the‘

public might s5ill prevail 2c they have upon occas Lon in the

I “e“eat again that which I had stated éarliéf 1n.
these p*occea&ngs that today's decision takes no note of the
future growtn and requirements cf California.

The Cormis 1on has been besleged by a flood of tele-~
grams and letters from pers ons having some grasp of thq_publ;c
interest all unanimous in reqnesting that the Commissi&n rétain_
Train No. 7i. It is no light matter to hold this as does the
majority thaé'the;public nas no need of nor desire for thcf
specific Train He*e invoived when its “etentidn has been re-
quested by’ both Uﬁitcd States Senators from the State of Cali'db&gée
fornia, the ma;ZZé%y £ the *tyérnd-enmn@u of Loz Angeleu, f
substantial port;on o the Cali’ornia*delegation, the Orangc
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County Commuter's Association, the City of San:Diegc;_many rep-
resentatives and volces of the Brotherhood of ﬁocomotive Eﬁgineers
and affiliated unions, members of the Federal Judiciary, and

other persons whose views are entitled to great weight simply

becavse they are Californians who needna train. I lnow of no

better way to measure that which the public deélarés 1t nceds
than by 5o loud and uranimous 2 pleé directed-to thié Commission.
I repeat again that which I #tated earlier in these
proceedinés thét tbday's decis:on tdxes a narrow‘*oo? at raill
passenger ser&ice in Southern'califcrnia. It gnoreu t e problenm
of traffic confﬁsion; fréeways,‘the fastest growth'of any‘State_
in the Union.' This 13 not -2 train that runs to no place. It
runs to one of the largest meuropolitan areas in the world and
such an area will bdbe stfangled by the motor car unlessrfelief
is found in some rofm and manner in the future. One of the ways.
howeve:r slight or great that the public interest can be served
by this Commission is to retain a means of transportatidn‘which
enables the public to get into Los Angeles ahd out w‘thout
occupying a certain area of cub;c feet on thoge concrete ridbbons

Tor some reasons styled "free- waye "

/// Gt g L. //0’//4(/
M HEND ‘
\Commissioner o

éan Francizco, California
September 8, 1965.
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‘COMMISSIONER PETER E, MITCHELL DISSENTING:

"In face of the big city’s mounting needs for fast and
efficient urban transit service, commuters daily trip -

over the monstrous illogic of dwindling railroad serv-
ice."_é/ |

Perhaps we should add to that Quotation:
"and the logic df the California Public

Utilities Commission.”

I would definitely grant a rchearing to puxsue:the exigency
for railroad passenger transportation between Los Angeles:and;San‘
Diego.

I am amazed at the majority of theCommisgion'in-its
refusal ﬁo heed the pleas bf United States Senmators Kuchel and Murphy;
California menders of Congress} the Boards of Supervisors of Los
Angeles and Orange Counties: the Mayor of the City o£ Loé aneles,
and other officials and interested parties. They allﬂreduésﬁedthis
Coﬁmission to reconsider its action and grant a rehearing.

The telegram of Mayor Yorty %o this Commission is repxé--
sentative of the views of these distinguished pﬁblic of:icials, He
stated: "As Nhyof of Los Angeles, I ém familiar with'the heédnfor
passenger service on the Atchison, Topeka and Santa Fe'Raimway to
serve commuter needs for'people'who must travel to'Loé Anggles daily.

Los Angeles has a vital interest in seeing that Train %71 is retained

1/ Introduction, Quest for Crisis, by James N. Sites (1963)
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and we ask that the PUC order eliminating this service be set.aside
and that a rehearing be granted in order that we may present new
documentary evidence to you.”

Gentlemen, welcome to the minority!

The California Public Utilities Commission has been eso-

tericaliy intimidated and subordinated by the Transportation Act‘of
1958 and by the Act’'s nominee for power, the Interstate thmerce'
Commission., The California CQmmission‘does not now receive a com;
plaint, does not now hold a hearing, does nqt now issue avdecision,
affecting rail passenger transpottaxion without thé swoxd ofDamécles
of the Interstate Commerce Commission waiting toffall’oﬁ‘i£§ dé£e£se;
- less head.

It is dbvious that a majority of the Califormia Publicﬂ_
Utilities Commission has acquiescod quictly and gracefully to the
legal blandishments of national control of the railroads. Bﬁt I, for
one, will not succumd eitﬁbr quietly or gracefully. Tﬁe railroads
may appeal, every minute of thé houzr to the Interstate ¢ommerce Com
mission if they desire; That is their right and their dec¢ision to
make. It is my duty.andngx obligation to act on behalf of thé'resi—
dents of the State of]éalifornia.whose interests are my interests.
Their interxests and my inte:ésts may not necessarily‘c6incide-with”
gghgg interests 3000_mi1§s awéy.

This decision is another step in the abandonment of regu-
’lation by the Caiifornia Public Uﬁilities Commi ssion over railroéd.
passenger transportation. Indeed, in the past few vears, the rail-.
roads have pursued a policy of fiiing an application beaxing on
passenger service with this Commissioﬁ. Then, after a decision - or

_sometimes before a decision - by this Commission, an identical appli~
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cation was filed with the Interstate Commerce Commission. Thus,

herein Application No. 46609 was filed by the Atchison, Topeka and
Santa Fe with the‘California Public Utilities Commission. Decision
No. 68271 was rendered by this Commission, and Atchison, Topeka and
Santa Fe promptly filed a similar application with ﬁhé-Intérsto:e
Commexce Commission. ihe California Commiscion granted a rehearing
on AppliCa;ion No. 46609 and with the Interstate Commeroe Commission
‘waiting in the wings granted Atchison, Topcka and5séota Fe-its;
presageful relief,

Ap?axently, we nmay be entering a new ero'of governmental
approach by the railroads., Recognizing the self-induced ?egulatory
poverty of this Commission, the Southern Pacific Railroad recently’
submitted £0 the Interstate Commerce Commission an original applica-
tion for a rate increase on its peninsula trains, not evoh deigning
to make a token f£iling to placate the California Public_Utilities
Commission, We will-participaze in the hearings before the Iotetstate :
CommerceJCommlsSLOn on Southern Pacific's rate applzcat;on, just as a
home ownex cheers for the fzreman protectmng hzs house from destruc-
tion. The only difference is - it is ouxr house that has been and is
under siege éndlthe walls are incalescent,’ |

It is %ime someone spoke out and asked our fellow:
Californians to take notice. I.am directing'that copies of my state-
ment, therefore, bo forwarded to our United Sﬁaﬁos,SenatoIS'and
Congressmen from Cal;fornia and to members of the Interstate Commerce
. Comm&sszon. I have no 1nclznat;on to stand smlently"by-whzle._x house
c:umbles beneath the weight of State ;ncubat;on. X bel;eve these

parties axe ent;tled to know what zs happenzng €0 the regulation of
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railroad passengex traffic in California, and the disability of ;his
Commission to properly érotect the best interests of its citizens in
the field of transportation.

Our immediate concern is the action of the majority of
this Commission in reversing the Commission and discohtinuing certain

passenger trains between Los Angeles and San Diego. Decision No.

68271, dated November 24, 1964, first denied the application of

Atchiéon,.ropeka and Santa Fe.

. The majority opinion in Decision No. 68271 was written by
Commissioner Everett C. McKeage, and while X do-not agree'completely
with his sentiments, he enunciated what should be %he éfedo of:evgry
officehélder: a

“Public officers must have and exhibit vision

in the discharge of their public duties, and

they must furnish appropriate leadership fo¥

the people.” |

This spirit was exemplified ﬁust récently bthhe‘ﬁhifed
States Senators Kﬁchel'and Murphy; members of Congress; the Boérds"
of Supervisors; Mayor Yorty, and other officials who sent telegrans
and resolutions to this Commission asking for further hearings in
Application No., 46609. Their requests have not been honored by the
majbrity of ﬁhis Commission,

In my concurring opinion to the masority opinion of Com~
missioner McKeage in Decision No. 68271, I stated: | | |

"Civil officialsand'citizens expressed a bolief

to the Commission that a partial solution is the

expansion ofzpassenger traffic by the Santa Fe in
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its Los Angeles-San Diego operation at peak

hours,” |

I then asked'tbé question: "Can the Santa Fe Railroad
pelp alleviate the stagnation in passenger transportation? There
is insufficient evidence in the record to reach a conclusion.” The
telegrams and resolutions from interested public officials are indi-
cative that the record is still incomplete.

Supplenenting Co&missioner_McKeage's opinion, there was
an additional concurring opinion and a joint dissenting qpinion'
which I believe foreshadow the subsequent approval of the maj;rity
(Deciéion No. 69511) in allowing the Atchison, Topeka and\San#a Fe
to-discontinﬁe cerﬁain train service between Los AngeleS‘and#Saﬁ}-
Diego. | '

The first paragraph of the otherx concurriné!opinion to
Decision No. 68271 reads as follows: ‘

"I concur with the decision herein but wi;h to

point out that in reality the control of passen~

ger train service in California is for all prace

tical purposes vested in the Intexstate Commerce

Commission under the Transportation Act §£.l958;

At best, decisions such as this aze a‘mese hbldé

ing actionf Our attempt to £ulfill our dbligé-

tion to the train riding public of California

is but a transient thing until such time as the

Interstate Commérce Commission, at least as it

has in‘the past, overrules our anthoritj.? |

These are the sentiments of one Commissionex.
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The joint dissenting opinion to Decision No. 68271 con-

sisted of three‘paragraphs with the ¢oncluding paragraph'recogniz-

“Neither can this Commission change feéeral law

by shouting at it. Our experience in the recent
Southern Pacific Peninsula commute case indicates
that the railrcads will accept a passenger burden
within reasonable limits; but if we impose upon
them an unreasonable loss; they will inevitably

appeal to the Interstate Commerce Commission

pursuant to the federal statute. The majority’s -

attack upon Congress <an only discredit the'posi~'

tion of this Commission and lead to stricter N

review at the federal level.”

This pragmaxic'doctiine was advanced by two Commissioners.

Thereafter, on August 3, 1965, after a rehearing limited
to oral argument, the Califormia Public-vtilitiés Commission issued
Decision No, 69511, Application No. 46609, granting permission to
Atchison, Topeka and Santa Fe to discontiﬁue]certain trains and
specifically a so-called-"commutgr“ trai# No. 71 from San biééo'to
Los Angeles,

In the entire Decision No. 69511, no mentionvisvmade of
federal law or the Interstate Commexce-Commission and ?hé filing
before it., Nor in the current action derying reheaiing of Decision
No. 69511 is reference made to the deluge of requesés from public
officials in Southern California asking the Commission to reopen
Application No. 46609;‘ The majority subscribes to the maxim: -

“many things are bettexr left unsaid.”
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The California Public Utilities Commission should exer—
‘cise its own independent authority over raiiroad'passenger transpor-
tation in this State or direct all such applications imhediately to
the Interstate Commerce Commission. To go through the motions of a
hearing without a belief in your own authority is sensei.ess;_ - I
repeat again Commissioner McKeage's oxhortation: “"Public officers
must have and exhibit vision in the discharge of theif public .dﬁties,
and they must furniéh appropriaté lead'c_arshipi; foxr the pedplg.';‘

Did this Commission do so in Application No. 466092

Petér E. Mitchell, Commiksioner

San Francisco, California

September 21, 1965




