Decision No. 72758

'BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

In the Matter of the Application of )
SOUTHERN PACIFIC COMPANY for authority
to relocate certain facilities, to
discontinze and abandon existing Application No. 47988
buildings, platforms and other facil- ) (Filed October 21, 1965)
ities and to discontinue passenger g :

service at Richmond, Milepost 15.0,

Contra Costa County, Califormia. g

Harold S. lentz, for Southexn Pacific Company,
applicant,

John N. Angelo and Cyril Wood, for Brotherhood of

- Xealway Llerks, ¢UZ, protestant.

Werren 2. Marsden and Thomas Jackson, for San
yrenclisco Bay Area Rapid iransit Distriet.

James P. 0'Drain, for the City of Richmond and
Erwin Farley, for the Redevelopment Agency
o the City of Richmond, interested parties.

Kenneth G. Soderlund, for the Commission staff.

OPINION ON REHEARING

Southern Pacific Company seeks authorization to:
1. Discontinue passeﬁgér agency services at Richmond,
california. - | o
2. Discontinue stopping passenger trains at this point,
3. Remove its team track facilities and freight buildings
ncw adjacent to the passenger station to a new location.
After hearing, the Commission by Decision No. 70982, on
July 19, 1966, denied the first two requests and authorized the

removal of the team track fécilities.

Rehearing having been granted on Septembexr 6, 1966, it was
held before Examiner Power at Richmond on November 9, 1966. The

matter was submitted subject to the £iling of briefs. The last of
these were received-oh January-27,-1967fand,the matter is ready for

decision.
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The Southern Pacific Company owns a triangular lot in
Richmond on which the team track freight and paésenger facilities
are located., If this application is granted it proposes to sell
this lot to the Bay Area Rapid‘rransit Distriet, hereinafterrreferred‘
to as BART. BART will include the property in a station complex
which it plans to erect om a site directly across the.treeks~to the
east from the present Southern Pacific'faeility. Az'this poiﬁt the
BART tracks will be just east-of, and adjecenz to, ihe”Souﬁhernf
Pacific tracks. | |

of the three ult’***e icsues in <he original application,
the one recpecting removal of the team tracks may now be.considered
not an issue. No one, at the rehearing revealedﬂany objec:ioﬁ to |
that.pr0p03a1 We are, thereFore, concerned only with the two .
passenger station LSSU&S._ |

At the outset it m2y be observed that this station serves
about 150,000 people,_ (Tr. 136.) o

We will first consider the station stop issue. The
Southern Pecific proposes to remove its statiom platform and other
passenger facilities from Richmond and discentinue stopping.trains
there. »

| As a substitute it proposes to provide taxicab service

from Richmond to Berkeley for those who need it. Such persons would
have to appear at the vicinity of the present station th;rty mmnutes

before train time. (Tr. 29.) Berkeley train time is ten.minutes

earlxer than Richmond ttme ‘Thus, each outbound journey would be

extended by at least 40 minutes.

On inbound journeys,the train will pass by Richmond. and:

carxy the passengers on to Berkeley. Southern Pacificxwill‘fhénb
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_provide taxi service back to Richmond* presumably to the presen:
station site. Obviously this is a service decidedly inferior to ;
that presently available. .

In partial justlfication of its proposal Southern ‘Pacific
put into evidence two passenger on- and off-studies. Exhibit No. 2
introduced at the hearing covered the week of,January?25-31;’1966,
inclusive. Exhibit No. 7 presented at the rehearing covers the -
week of October 24-30, 1966, inclusive. |

The selection of test periods 1e§sens the weight of these
exhibits because the record shéws'passenger movements were not
heavy then.v Furthermore, a two-weeklsampling‘may not even be
representative of minimum;usage. Together they reveal that in the
two weeks 155 persons boarded trains at Richmond and 143 persons got -
off, a total of 298 on and off. Since there are three trains each
way, each day, the two samples involved 84 trains in all. The
average on or off per train was 3. SS- per day, 21.3, We reiterate
that these samplings are too limited in time to enable ‘the Commission
to draw'meaningful conclusions therefrom. There 1s some indicarion
in the record that the use of the station is greater than the samples
indicate. How much greater camnot be determimed.

The City Attormey of Richmond Suggesced tofBARI'
engineering witness the possibility of some type of replacement
facility that would take care of Southern Pacifuc passengers. By
his answers to the city attorney and others at Iranscrzpt'pagcs
118 to 123, it became apparenr thatrBARI'planning-wrs confined to a
‘tentative plan covering the situation whick would exist 1f this |
application were granted and had‘not’considered,ochér soiutioﬁs.

The Executive Director of‘the Richmond Redevelopmenﬁ

Agency testified that the Redevelopment Agency, alongrwith financial

-3~
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assistance from the Federal Govermment, the City.of Richﬁond and
other local governmental agencies, is now embarking on a complete
redevelOpment program for the central business district of the Czty
of Richmond, which totals an expenditure of SOEB‘$21,000,0VO of
public monies to rehabilitate the central commereilal centér; He
testified that an integrated passenger facility would be a desirable
link between the redeveloped downtown area end the €I vic Cencer.

The Planning Director of the City of Richmond testified
regarding thern city'é position., The city fhvoréd remo#él of the
team tracks, It wanted the tzains to comtiaue to stop. Both thals
witness and the redevelosoment witness favor reple "emcﬁt‘o :hé: 
pazsenger station om ec hctzc grounds. The Soutaern Paci
”bu_ldings are very old and to some ertent not pleusing in their
appeararce. o |

Besfdes the train stop the other wmajor issue in this pro-
éeeding is the QuestiOn of closing dowm the.Richmcnd'ticket'office.

In support of this request Southérn”Pacific intfoduced
four exhibits at the hearxng.but none specifically on thils pOiﬂt
at the rehearing. Exhibit No. 3 stated volume in physical wmits;
Exkibit No. 4 gave reveﬁueé;'thibit No. 35, oPerating;expénses,_énd
Exhibit No. 6, estimated amnual savings. They weré intréducedi‘v
through a t*ansportation analyst of the railroqd s Bureau of
Transportation Research.

Exhibic No. 6 represents the_final'statement 6f the resuits
of the figures developed in Exhibits Nos. 3, & and 5. The witness
added station expense of $21,145 to_train‘stOP‘expeﬁse of'$4,2051t&
get his gross savings of $25,350. He obtained his added expense
resulting from closing the :ickec officelby éstimating $7;665-forx‘
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taxi service ‘(1 -taxi per train), $2,330 for telephone expense and
$355 for contingencies. The telephone expeﬁse is for an "Enterprisé"
nunber which Southern Pacific proposes to extend to‘the Richmond
area for communication with the ticket reservation o‘fice in San
Francisco. | -

The witness ended up with savings.of $15,000. It will be
noted at once that Exhibit No. 6 was introduced on both passengexr
issues. B2oth the "train stop expense” and‘"estimACedﬁtaxi'serviceV
are assignable to the queétion of stopping trains. Thus, we learn
from the face of the exh:bit that the claimed saving on abolishmcnt
of the ticket agency if separately stated would be $21,145 minus
$2,685 or $18,450. We 2lso note that elxmlnation of the statfon stop
will cost Southern Pacific $7,665 minus. $4,205 or $3~460.

The station erpense included a figure of $19, 447 (Exhzbit |
No. 3) in station labor. for 1965. The record shows (I.. 44 and 51)
that this figure includes a substantxal amount of overtxme pay.» Just
how much was never repo*ted In the Commission's view ovcrtxme(pay
reflects a temporary situatxon, and, in a case of this kind is not
properly included. Thus, the statioz labor cost is, fqr‘the purposes
of this proceeding, overstated. In determining_juétificaciénviqr
withdrawal of a sexvice, tempbrary factors‘should'not $e co§$idefed.

| Exhibit No. 4 develbped the revenueat;riﬁutable'to ‘
Richmond station. The 1965 figure of $74;164‘includédﬂiﬁﬁerline
ticket revenue of $35,664. This appears to have inclﬁded'only
Southern Pacific's share in the revenues from the tickets sold the .

shares of connectzng lines hav:ng been eliminated (Tr. &5 63-64
69-70).

In our opinion this deduction is improper. It must be

borne in mind that this £{s a ¢sse in which the applicant seeks to

-5~
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eliminate a service now being rendered. To establish its case the

applicaﬁ; must show that to continue rendering the sexrvice, will
impose a burden upon it out of proportion to the benefit’pow being
received by a portion of the public.

When Southern Pacific sells ar interline tiékec.it receives
only a portion of the revenue. Certain portions accrue to the other
lines that provide parts of the transportation service to thé
passenger. . Therefore, the Southern Pacific's direct bénefit is
confined‘to its portion. However, at the same time other lines are
selling tickets, a po-tlon of the revenue ‘romuwhich acerues to
Southera Pacifie, The efforts of Southera Pacific's ticket selling
staff sexrve as compensation for the efforts of the similar staffs of
the off-line railroads. Thus, Southern Pacific does receive indirect
benefit.. Since on a majdrity of sales the 6riginat£ng,agent does .
most, and on some sales all, of the work it Is reasonablé*to
allocate all of the interline revenue to the originating station.

There was testimony respecting,thé increased éxpense that
would result to BARI.. BART presented an engineeringléitness who
used a figure of $354,000. An examination of this witness'
testimony, particulafly that Qppearing on pages 117-129 of the
transcript, reveals that all the estimates made are temtative--that
BART's plans are nmot final. The figure of $354,000 is based on’an
assumption that Pacific Motor Trucking Company, applicant’s_truck
subsidiary, will continue to use the freight station as an LCL
terminal' (Tr. 119). waéve-, applicant already has authority
(under Decision No. 70982) to move its freight buildzngs and team
tracks. The evidence hereirn does not permit of a finding stating

the amount that BART will have to pay ouz if Decisxon Nb. 70982 is
affirmed
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The Southerm Pacific Company has not presented evidence
of sufficient cogency to justify the Commission in;reversiﬁg its
conclusions reached in Decision No. 70982.

On the 1ssue of stopping or not stopping passenger trains
at Richmond the Commission finds that:

1. Applicant has not shown that the public does not make
substantisl use of Rickmond Station at this cimé.

2., Applicant has not shown that the'préposed'subStituted
sexvice would be adequate and usable by personsfusing,Ric&mond

Station.

3. Ta ,ubst_tuzed service will extend cach outbound journey
by not less than 40 m;nubes.

4., The cost of the substituted service proposed by applicant
will exceed the cost of stopping trains at Richmond. | |

5. Public convenience and nmecescity require the continuance
of the train stop at Richmond. |

On the issue of continuance or moncontinuance of the¢

passenger ticket office ac_Richmond the Commission £inds that:

1. Southern Pacific Company has understated the revenue
attributable to its agency_at Richmond.

2. Southern Pacific Company bas included temporaxry costs
in its estimate of expenses at the Richmond agency.

3. Tke Richmond‘agency performsfa\useful and convenient

sexrvice for inhabitants of the Richmond area, apprdxiﬁhtelywlS0,00Q
in number. |

4, The substitute services offered in the eveﬁt that the
Richmond ticket office is discontinued are not as convenienc as the

present sexvices offered by the Richmond ticket office.
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5. Applicant has not demonstrated that intrastate, interstate

and foreign commerce will be unduly burdemed by continuance of the
Richmond ticket office.

6. It cannot be de=crmined from this recordlwhat the exact

impact of discontinuance or continuance of the Richmond agency‘would
be upon *he transportation businecss of applicazt. | |

7. It is fwpossible to7dete:miné, on the recozd made, by
what amotmt, 1f any, the costs of Bay Area Rapid Iranuit District
will be increased by an aff;*mance of Decision No. 70982

On the issue of removal of the freigat buildings 2nd team
tracks from hheir.preaent.loc xon xn Rickhmond the Commission finds
that: H

1. The Floxids Street leocatiom will be*equally’as}convenienﬁ
and accessible to users of Southern Pacific tesm track-sérvices in
Richmond, as the facilities now availzble.

2. The substitutes that applicaat proposes to make ovailable
for its present freight buildings at Richmond Station.wmll :
adequately sexrve thls puxrpose.

The Commission comcludes that:

1. The reQuést of Southernm Pacific Company to'discontinue
stopping passenger trains at Riéhmond skould be dénied,

2. The request of‘Southern Paclfic Compeny to discontinue
its Richwmond passenger agency and ticket office should be deafed.

3. The request %o zemove team tracks and freight‘buildingé

to a unew location should be grented.

ORDER_ON REHEARING

IT IS ORDERED that:

1. Application‘Nb. 47988 insofar as it concerns a requesc for

authorization to discontinue the stoPping of passenger trains in

Richmond is denied
-8-
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2. 'Apﬁlication No. 47988 iasofar as it concerns a reQﬁést'
for authorization ﬁo disceontinue the passenger agency‘and ticket
office in Richmond is denied. , |

3. Applicﬁtion'Nb. 47988 insofar as it concérns‘é request
for authorization of :he'relocation of Southern Pacific Company £
team crack and other freight sexvices and buildings is granted.

The effective date of this order shall be twenty days

_af:er the date hereof

, ©
Dated at o , Californis, this _ /S A

day of JULY
“'Presfdent

s Commiésibners




