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Decision No. 76664 o 0 RHQUNL

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF'CALIFORNIA

Application of SOUTHERN PACIFIC ), o |
COMPANY for authority to amend ” ,
its Peainsula commutation terlff Application No. 51305

to c¢liminate provision permitting (Filed August 8, 1969,
cash fare paid to conductor to be Amended October 6, 1969)
applied toward purchase price of

a monthly, weekly, or 20-ride

commute ticket.

W. Harney Wilson and Rick Kopf, for Southerm Pacific
Ccompany, applicant.
D. C. Meany, Coumsel, for the Commission staff.

OPINION

Southern Pacific Company (Southerm Pacific) provides
passeunger ;rain commutation service between San Jose and
‘San Fran?iéco. Its Local Passengexr Taxriff D-No. 12, Cal. P.U.C.
No. 32 ﬁ;ovides (in Rule 10) that a cash fare paid to a conductbr'
on the first trip by a commuting passenger boardiﬁg a train at.a
nonagency station, or station where a ticket agent is not in
attendance, mcy be applied toward purchase of a unew monthly3 weekly
oxr twenty-ride commute ticket. Southernm Pacific proposes td cancel.
this tariff provision. |

Public hearing was held before Examiner'Mbllofy‘aﬁ-
San Francisco om Qctober 20 and 21, 1969, and the matter was
submitted on the latter date. Evidence in support of the'application
was adduced by a representative of Southerm Paciftc. ‘waipublic .
witnesses testified in opposition to the relief sought. ‘A‘staff
engineer employed in the Commission's Transportation Division
presented testimbny and an exhibit concerning waiting tiwmes for

purchase of tickets at Southern Pacific's:Third*andvTownSend‘Street‘f

depot in San Francisco.
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A special representative employed in Southernm Pacific's :

passenger traffic department testified that Southern Pacific seeks

the proposed tariff change on the basis that the current-tariff
provision has outlived its usefulness and is no longer necesSary, 
in view of the altermative plans available to commuters. The
witness asserted that the bulk of commuters,'with pre-planning, -
can manage to obtain commute tickets before boarding the traf@.
The witness indicated that monthly tickets may be purchhsed‘b&
mail, under applicant's 'Ticket By Mail" plan. Also stamp;déand‘pre-
addressed envelopes are available at stationms for use inﬁpprcﬁasing
twenty-ride tickets by wmail. The witness stakted that monthly
tickets are placed on sale ten days before the first of the~month;
and weekly tickets&are also made availlable ten days before'the‘,-
beginuing of the week. Furthermore, an expired‘mbﬁthly coﬁmute
ticket is honored on the inbound trip on the first day of the
succending cglendar month. B

The record shows that approximately 6,700 monthly tickets
are sold cach month; that in September 1969, 254 cash'fares.we:e~
turned in on mounthly tickets (or 3.8 pexcent of the‘monthly_tickets
sold); and Fhat 1554 cash fares were turned in on Septexber 2, the
first business day of that wonth, The recoxrd also shows that
approximately 1,000 weekly tickets are sold eachkﬁeek; andithaé
49 cash fares were applied towards the purchase of‘weekly tickets
during the month of September, 1969. | N

Tke witeess tesﬁified that a further reason for the
sought authority is that refunding of cssh fares results in
delays 2t the wain ticket office at applicant's Thixd and Townsend
Streets depot. He stated that such a transaction requires

approximately 45 seconds to accomplisk, while the sale of a commute
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ticket not imvolving a cash refund requires only—three to ten seconds:

to accomplish., The witness asserued that there are long-llnes at the

main depot on the first business day of each month; andvthatodelays
cause some commuters to drop out of line to‘cétch:their4trains.

The witness asserted that purchase of one-way tickets co~be refunded
on the purchase of a commute ticket also caused a burdeo on
conductors, xequiring them to carry unnecessarily large amounts of
cash. The witness also asserted that there have been occasions
when conductors have been unable to completely work their trains;

thexefore, fares may not have been collected from some casual riders..

The witness testified that an estimate was furnished
(Exhibit K to the amended application) at the request of s:aff
counsel showing that an annual {ncrease in revenues of approximately

$4,362 would result if the application is gramted. ‘The witness

stated that it Ls the purpose of the application‘to-reduCe-expenses;

rather than to increase revenues, No estimate ofvpossible;doilar
savings in expen#es was furnished however. The revenue’incréasé“
was determimed by assuming that 50 percemt of the rxders who purchase
one-way tickets and turn such tickets in on commute tickets would do"
so in the first month following approval of the‘application' and.in '
each succeeding month the number of riders purchasing one-ws ay.
tickets would decrease by 50 percent.

Two public witnesses testified in opposition to the
spplication. One witness, a commuter traveling between Belmont and
San Framcisco testified that he hasvexperiencedvdifficultyoio
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obtaining commutation tickets.  The witness stated that his work

requires his absence from San Francisco ht‘ifrégnlar‘iﬁéefﬁais.

The witness uses both the five-day monthly or tweaty-ride commute
tickets, depending upon the number of days dufing the month his
work requires him to be in Saun Francisco. The-witness_stated'that
approximately half the year he uses twenty-fide tickets and the
other half he uses monthly commute tickets. The witness asserted |
that it is difficult to plan in advance for the pﬁrchase of ticiets,
because of the irxregularity of his absence from San Franciscd~and :
the number of days in which he would be gone. The‘Witness-pbinted
out that it is not possible =6 purchase a twenty-ride (or monthly)
commute ticket at Belmont, 3 nonagency station; such ticket can ouly .
be purchased at the San Francisco depot or by mail. The witvess
testified that the purchase of twenty-ride tickets by mail is
unsuitable, because he cammot plan far enocugh in advance the type
of ticket to be puxchased. Therefore, when replacing a'fully used
twenty-ride ticket the witness purchaées~a one-way ticket on‘the
puxchase of a new twenty-ride ticket, The witmess testified that
he would be unsble to redeem a one-way ticket on the-puxchase of &
comaute ticket if the application is granted; The witness élso
explained that at certain times there sre long queues at ticket 
windows at the San Francisco depot, and that it is negessary_eiﬁher

to board the train without a commute ticket, or to miss the train

in oxder to obtain a ticket. Im such circumstances the witmess

purchases a round-trip ticket on the train and rédeems'a portion of
said ticket om the purchase of a commute ticket. The witmess stated

thls practice, also, would be discontinued if the applicabion is
granted,

L/ Belmont 1s a nonagency station and has been since L9o0.

(Decision No. 60258, dated June 1%, 1960 In»Application
No. 42033,)

.
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Another public witness residing in Belmont indicated that
the practice or redeeming tickets purchased on the~tra£n*on(the
purchase of commute tickets may have been Instituted«in'ordér-to

limit opposition to the removal of.the‘agent at Belmont. (Decision
No. 62058, supra.) .

" A senior engineer from the Commission's Traumsportation

Division presented an exhibit showing the number of persoms in line
and the leugth of time required to reach ticket windows in the

San Francisco depot at selected times. This exhibit confirms the
testimony of the public witness and applicant's witness that deiayé
duricg moralng and evening hours exist, especially on the businéés
day preceding the first of the month and the firstfbtsiness.daj‘ofi
the mouth. | |

Testimony presented on behalf of Southern Pacific-showed
that applicant has endeavored to take steps to reduce qﬁeues énd‘to
speed up sale of commute tickets aﬁ its San Franciéco-débbt;'

Counsel for the Commission staff requcsted that'official
notice be taken of two prior Commission decisions involving Peninsula
agency stations, in which purchase of passenger tickets_was an issue.
Decision No. 60238, dated Juue 14, 1960, in Apélication‘Nb; 42033 "
reads, ia part, as follows: | | |

"No change is proposed in train schedules. Theﬁdnly.

change would be with respect to the purchase of passenger
be able to purchash ickers fron the coaia conductore or
at agency stations including the San Francisco depot at

Third and Townsend Streets. The purchase of a one-way

ticket may be cred}ted toward the purchase of a monthly
commute ticket.” 2

2/ lhe decision also states:

"As a public convenience applicant has two mail service
plans. The first is a mail order commutation ticket request,
which consists of an eunvelope providing for the type of cozmute
desired. Upom selecting the commute, enciosing one's check or
money oxder and mailing to appilicent, the ticket is forwarded to
any individual by returm malil. The second plan is referred to
as Automatic Ticket-By-Mail. An individual selecting this plan
is placed upon a list and his commute ticket is automatically
mailed to kim by the 26th of each month. The individual then
pavs by check or money order on the first day of the month that
his ticket becomes cffective by mailirg a return payment

envelope provided by applicant. Sald plans are assertedly Being
given wide public acceptance."

“5a
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"After consideration it does not appear that changing
Belmount station to nonagency status would result in any
public inconvenicnce., Service will remain substantially
the sz2me. Tne purchase of tickets is adequately provided
for through alternate mesns, 1he Commission, therefore,
tinds that public convenicence and necessity no longer
require applicant’s agency at Belmont, Califormia.
(Emphasis supplied.)

Decision No. 61821 dated April 11, 1961, in Application
No. 42486 (Santa Clara Station) contains the following ratiomale:

"In these matters the Commission is primarily con-
cexned with service. Costs of operations and resulting
cconomies are of secoundary comsideration. Where there
is little or no public use of an agency station there is
no problem. Where, however, as in this case there is
substantizl public use them it is iacumbent upon & rail-
road to show that the public will be adequately provided
for. Ounly when this conditioa has been met will the
Coumission comsider the economic justification for
changiag an agency station to 2 nonagency station."”

Discussion

Tae xecord shows that the principal reasons the
application herein was filed are in oxder to lower Southerm
Pacific's operating costs through reduction in the tiﬁe‘required
for an agent to sell a commute ticket and to eliminate the sale
of omewway tickets by counductors to be redeemed on commute tickets.
The record shows that Southerm Pacific's Peninsula commutegservice
is operated at a loss and will continue to be operated at a loss
under the five percent increase in fares granted in Application
No. 51315. The revenue increase which would result from this
application is minimal. The record does not indicate the dollar
axownt of expenses which would be saved if the application is
granted. However, any reduction in operating costs ﬁould'help;in “
some measure to reduce the operating deficit for Southeru Pacific's
commute sexvice. Southern Pacific's schowing is convincing,that lts
patrous would not be materially inconvenienced'by’thé gtaﬁcing off

this application, because of the altermate meéns available3to-thé@

for the purchase of commute tickets in advance.
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The record shows that Southern Pacific's Iickét;by-MAIli
Plan is not Iincorporated in ;ts taziffs. Tals is one of the
sexvices which Southern Pacific asserts would be a substitute for
the tariff provision sought to be cancelled. Southern Pacific's
Ticket-by=-Mail Plarn {s a sexrvice offered to the public in'coﬁnection :
with its‘common carrier passenger operations and,‘thefefore, should .
be reflected in its tariffs.

Tae recoxd further discloses that Southern Pacific has
informed its patroms of its Ticket-by-Mail Plan through handouts
on its commute trains or newspaper advertising, but omnly at
irregular intervals. It appears that more frequent publicity
concerning its Ticket~by-Mail Plan may assist in Iinforming mnew
commuters and in reminding regular commuters oflthis se;vice, and
thus increase its use. Applicant's witness agreed that such more
frequent publicity should be given to various commuter tickét plaﬁs‘v
and ticket privileges. -

The Commission finds as follows: |

1. Southerm Pacific seeks authority to cancel tariff
provisions allowing application of a cash fare paid to a condﬁctqr
to be 2pplied to the purchase of a monthly, weekly, or twenty-ridg
comnute ticket (Rule L0(d) of Local Passenger Tariff D-No. 12;;
Cal. PUC No. 32). | |
2. The proposed cancellation of the tariff rule will result

in 2a Increase in fares. The amount of annual revenue'increase'»
which will result from cancellation of the tariff rule is
approximately $4,500.

3. The record shows that approximately 6,7CC-mohthly commute

tickets are sold each month, that in September; 1969, 254 cash fares
were turumed in on:monthly tickets; there are appréximatexy‘l,ooo

weekly tickets sold esch week; that in September, 1969, thete-werg |

-7




A. 51305 hjh

49 cash fares applied towaxd the purchase of weekly tickets} and

that there were 19 cash fares refunded on twenty-xride tickéts

dvring September, 1969.

4. There are several plans offered by Southern Pacific to
accommodate purchase of tickets by persons entraining at nonagency
stations or at agency stations at times when an ageunt is noc_oﬁ
duty. Such include the Ticket-byMail Plan for'purqhasé of
nonthly commute tickets: the privilege of using an expired monthly
commute ticket for the inbound trip on first bﬁsiness day after
the close of the month; the furnishing of pre~stamped an&faddréssed
envelopes for mail purchase of tickets: and the placing,ofvmonthly‘
and weekly tickets on sale in advance. These plans have been in
existeunce for some time; the last plan to be instituted was the’
honoring of an expired monthly commute, which privilege was first
nade effective on September 1, 1967.

5. There are 13 nomagency stations and 5 other stations
where agents are oa duty only for limited period durihg regulér
business hours for sale of passenger tickets on Southern Pacific's
lice between San Francisco and Sar Jose. Nonagency stations
include Mountain View, Menlo Park, Atherton, Sam Caxlos, Belmont,
Hayward Park and Sam Brumo. Stations open oanly during morning
nours (up to 8:40 a.m.) include Broadway, Hillsdale and Califbrnia 
Avenue. There are 7 stations (other thaa San Francisco) where
- ageuts are on duty between 6:30 a.m, and 5:30 p.nm. or‘longe?;hours,
Movnday through Friday. |

6. The proposal herein will result in savings ia operéting
expenses, will reduce the time required td pdrchase a commute ticket
at Southern Pacific's San Francisco depot, and wi11-not matg:ialiy
inconvenience patrons now using the privilege accorded under ché-'
taziff rule. |
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7. Public convenience no lomger requires the con:inuation of
the refund privilege sought to be cancelléd;

8. The fsre increases resulting from the prbposed cancellation
of Rule 10(d) of Tariff D-No. 12, Cal. P.U.C. No. 32 aze justified.

9. Southern Pacific's Ticket-by-Mail Plan is a serviée pro-
vided in connection with its commoa carrier passengef service and;
as such, should be reflected in Southera Pacific's passenger tariffs.

10. Moxe frequent publicity should be given to the various
ticket purchasing plans and other ticket privileges available to
usexrs of Southern Pacific's Peninsula commute service.

The Commission coacludes:

1. The application should be granted,

2. Southern Pacific should be ordered to incorporéte the
provisions of its Ticket-by-Mail Plan in its loeal passenger tari:f
for service betwcen San Framcisco and San Jose.

3. Socthera Pacific should be required to pexiodically
inform its petrous of its ticket purchase plans and privileges, not

iess frequently than twice yearly.

IT IS ORDERED thet:

1. Southern Pacific Company is authorized to establish the

tariff rules proposed in Application No;is;;os_ 'Tariff publications‘
authorized to be made as a re;ult of the 5&?ex herein shall be

£iled not earlier than the effective date Qf‘*his order and Ay be
made eflective not earlicr than thirty davs ‘after the effect;ve

date hereof oun not less than thirty. days 'notice to the Comm¢ssion

and to the public.
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2. The authority herein granted shall éxpire'unless exercised
within ninety days after the effective date of this order.

3. Im addition to the required posting and filing.of tariffs,
applicant shall give notice to the public by postiﬁg}in its commute
trains and Peninsula terminals a printed explanation of'its‘fares;
Such notice shall be posted not less than five days-before’the
effective date of the fare changes and shall«femain posted for a
period of not less thaa thirty days.

4. The authority granted in ordering paragraph 1 hereof is
conditioned upon the concurrent publication in applicant's locai
passenger tariff of the provisions of its Ticket-by-Mail Plan for
the purchase of cemmute tickets.

5. Scutherua Pacific Coxpany is directed to inform its
Peninsula commute patrons of commute ticket purchase plams aund

other ticket privileges om a regular basis not less frequent than
twice yearly. |

The effective date of this order shall be twenty'days after
the date hereof.

Dated at San Fruncweg __, California, this § 3PV
say of JANUARY |

‘ Commissioners

Conmissioner Thomas Moran. belng
10 necessarily abcent, 443 not partic;paxa
TV in the disposition of this procecdings -




