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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

county of Los Angeles, ) 
State of California, ) 

) 
Complainants, ) 

) 
v. ) 

) 
SOuthern Pacific Transportation ) 
Company,' a corporation, ) 

) 
Defendant. ) 

--------------------------------) 

Case' 10S7S 
(Filed May 18~ 1978) 

ORDER DENYING PETITION TO 
REOPEN AND SET ASIDE D.82-06-045 

On September 7, 1982, Southern Pacific Transport~tion 
Company (SP), respondent in this proceedin9, filed its "Petition tt To Reopen proceedin9S And Set Aside Decision No. 82-06-045." 
(This pleading was docketed as "Petition For Modification Of 
Decision 82-06-045".) 

Amon9 other things, Decision (D.) 82-06-045 directed 
SP to commence construction of station facilities and parking 
lots in order to facilitate the inau9uration of rail commuter 
service between LOs Angeles and Oxnard to be subsidized by the 
California Department of Transportation (Cal Trans). In support 
of its request SP alleges that: 

1. Environmental review is required, as a 
result of Senate Resolution No. 41 
passed by the California Le9islature 
on June 28, 1982. 

2. Cal Trans refuses to accept liability 
responsibility, which is part of the 
cost of its project. ' 
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3. The realistic construction time is 12 to 
15 months, rather than the 90-day period 
ordered in D.82-06-045. 

4. CalTrans is attempting to force SP to 
beat the consequences of CalTrans' lack 
of fair dealing with SP's tenants who 
wo~ld be impacted by the station 
constr~ction. 

5. CalTrans is attempting to make SP pay 
for CalTrans' failure to comply with 
the portion of D.93320 directing CalTrans 
to find a solution to avoid delay 
problems resulting from the meeting of 
Amtrak trains and commuter trains. 

6. CalTrans is not willing to f~lly :eimburse 
SP for construction to be performed by 
SP. 

7. A cost/benefit analysis should be conducted 
which SF alleges would preclude funding 
for the commuter train service. 

S. CalTrans has failed to follow Rail Service 
Planning Office (RSPO) standards with 
respect to start-up eosts and for pro-
tection of SF's existing freight business. 

CalTrans asks t~at sp's petition to reopen the proceeding 
be denied in its merits and because it does not comply with Rule 84 
of the Commission's Rules of Praetice and Procedure, which requires 
that a petition to set aside submission and reopen should 
be filed before the issuance of a decision. 

CalTrans asserts. that Senate Resolution No. 41 does not require 
further environmental review by this Commission: that resolution 
only expresses desire of the Legislature for local review. 
D.91847 dated June 3, 1980 in C.10575 found that the proposed 
rail commuter service required neither an alternative analySis 
nor an environmental impact report. That decision is final. 
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Th~ oth~r izsu~z raised hy SP O~ a b~sie for reopeni~~ 
C.10S7S h~v~ boen !ully con~iclorecl ~nd D.91847 ~nd D.82-06-045 
ruling Oli such is::uc·s r:';lV~ t'l~com('~ fil"\~l. 'rtll':>~~ r:!,,"cizio:"65 dj rectr..-d 

that the necE'zs.:lry st.::tion ano parkir.g lot construction~nc tr':"<.:K 
..... ork .be cont: by SF' and that di!.',!,utes concC'rr..ing p.-:yrr.cnt fo!: ZUCI'I 

z~rvice3 s~ould be zettl@cl after the work i= com~le~cd. 2y ito 
?~ti~io~, SP ~?9arQntly iz !"lOt s~tisfied with ~uch conci~ion~ 
~nrl :::",e:"'~ to r!.:weo ~hem l :i.tig<ltcc1 9rior to c<:>r.lt:;c-ncC:l"'Cnt of .:sny 
work J:-y ir.. 

It is cloat th~t if tho r~il commuter service conto~rl~tod 
!:Iy D.91S';7 ':):'lC'l D.a2-0G-O';~ i= to corn:ncnc~ within z:r~~son.;J:..lc t)J'I'II:, 

it is ~Ot po=siblc to r~~olvc all questions of p.:..ymcnt for ~ervicQ 
~rior to in~ug~r~tion of the construction progrQm directed in 
those decieions. By itn own Qd~is~icn, SP has not proc~cd~d ~byon~ 
tn~ dev~lopmcnt of design: ana pl~nz with :h~t cQnstructi~n prosr~~. 

This is '~n ·~::,er.;,=,ncy orclt.·r. ulici~r the rn(>~ning 01 ~3()6(r,) 

01 the Pu~lic Utilities Cod~ and is 6dded to the Co~rnizzio~.s 
a~end~ witho~t notice in orde: to be sigr.cJ concurrently with our 
order in C.B2-0d-Ol. 

1. ~.9:e~7 ~n6 O.82-06-0~5 3r~ fina~ ord~rs. Nn ~~titio~ 
for :ah~ari~9 of D.S2-0G-045 was filed ~~ SP. 

2. Th~ iscu~~ :~i~~d in SP'e petition were liti~~ted ~n 
D.918~7 ~;~d D.S2-06-C45, ~nc finc1in9~ ~l"ld concl~$ionz with'rczp~ct 

to such is~u~s are contajn~d in those ~~ci~ions. 
Concl~sion~ of L~w 

1. ~c rea~on~ ~av~ been m~de to c~pe~r to reopen C.1DS7S 
or to modi!y our findings ~nd conelusions or ord~:~ in D.91a~7 ~n~ 
0.82-06-045. 
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2. SP's petition should 'oe denied. 
IT IS ORDERED that the pleadin9 filed September 7, 1982 

in C.10575 and docketed as Petition For Modification Of Deeision 
82-06-045 By Southern Pacific Transportation Company is denied. 

This order becomes effeetive 30 days from today. 
Oa ted OCT 6 1982 , a t San Fr anc i sco , 

California. 
",.,I.j~_~ . ,,-:-,1 ... ,,;, 

JOI-N E. BRYSON " 
Prc:;idcont ' 

RICHARD ]) eRA VELLE 
LEONARDM CRL~.~ 
V!C'TOR CALVO-
PRISCILLA C .. CREW 

Coalmissione~ -


