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:Oec~S~Qn No. 
BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES, COMMISSION OF THE STATE 

Application of Southern Pacific 
Transportation Company to 
D1scontinue the Operat1on of" 
Passenger Trains Between San 
Franc1sco. and San Jose and 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

App11cat1on. No. 572'89 
(F1led. May 9,. 1977) 

Intermed1ate Points. 
----------------------------) 

ORDER MODIFYINC AND DENYINC 
REHEARING OF DECISION NO .. 8875,0 

'. 
On Apr1l 19, 1978, the Comm1ss10n 1ssued Dec1s1on No .. 88750, 

d1smiss1ng the app11cat10n of Southern Pacif1c Transportat1on 
Company (Southern Pac1f1c) to d1scont1nue its· pass.enger tra1n 
service 'between San Franc1sco and San Jos·e and 1ntermed1ate 
points. A pet1tion for rehear1ng of th.1s Dec1sion was filed 'by 
Southern Pacif~c. The Co:nm1ss1on, after consid~r1,ng each and 
every allegat10n ra1sed 1n the pet1t1on, f1nds that no good cause 
for rehear1ng ,has 'been shown.. However, t,l'.le Commiss.ion be11eves , .. , ' 
that a brief turt-her d1scuss.10n of the Dec1s1on W111 clarify some 
areas of amb1guity raised by the petition. 

• <". 

We wish to stress that every dec:ts.ion relat:tng to 'a request 
for discontinuance of service neces,sar1ly 1nvolves a careful 
balancing process., The elements of a pr1n:.a fac1e case cannot be 
red.uced to a set formula, but rather must depend on the f'acts 
surrounding each :tndividual request.. In t~~,roceed1ng, now 
bef'ore US"where a large metropo11tan area 1s being served; 
where commuter passenger usage 1s substantial, andwheX"l~the 
company 1s request1ng a total elimination of service, w~~ f1nd 
:tt particularly important to scrutln:tze Sout:hern Pae1f1e t s 
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entire intrastate operations. Without this evidence, we s1mply 
can."'lot analyz.e the financial predicament which Southern Pa;c1f1c 
alleges exists; therefore, evid.ence relating to an e~sentj:al 
part of the balancing process is missing. Those cases, cited 
by Southern pacific in which we dld not require evidence of 
total intrastate operations to be submitted are distingu1~;hable 
from the present case. In all of those eases, passenger usage 
had been shown to be truly de: min1mus. This is clearly not the 

- r 

situation with Southern Pacific's peninsula eommuter service. 

IT IS ORDERED that: 
Rehearing of Deeision No. 88750, as modified above, is hereby 
denied.., 

The effective date of th1s ord.er is the date hereot. 
Dated: at San Frandseo- if California, this .~. day 

of ·JUL¥ ~:, 1978. 

~~~~~ 
. Presid.ent·· . .. 

Comc1Mio2:or W:tll~am S~on3. ~:r-... 'bo1ng 
noco!:)::le.r1ly c'bsont.d1d not psrt1'c1pat& 
~ ,tho d1spo~1 t1.on· or this proeoed1.:lg. 

Comm~::;:::10110:r Vf~r:lon·L. Sturgoon .. bo1ng 
nece'::l'sOor:i.ly o'bCont,. did nCl't pcr't1c1pa'to" 
in tho ~1::;po::;1 t1011 ottl'l1s proe~0dine;. 
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Decision No. off1)@., .. n.,I~. ~ fNlAL 
BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE ~ ~ffiWclm 

Application of Southern Pacific 
Transportation Company to 
Discontinue the Operation of 
Passenger Trains Between San 
Francisco and San Jose and 
Intermediate Points. 

) 
) 
) 
) " 

) 

Application No·. 57289 
(Filed May 9') 1977)· 

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

ORDER MODIFYING AND DENYING 
REHEARING OF DECISION NO. 88750 

~. 
;, 

On April 19" 1978" the: Cornm1ssion issued Decision No. 88750" 
d.ism1SSing the appl:tcation of Sout'he'rn PacifiC Transportation 
Company (Southern PacifiC) to discontinue its passenger train 
service between San Francisco, and San Jose and intermediate 
points. A petition for rehearing of th1s Decision was:filed by 
Southern pacific. The Comm1ssion" after conSidering each,at .. d 
every allegation raised. in the petition" finds· that. no· good cause 
for rehearing has been shown. However" the Coro.Tniss.ion believes 

" '. 
that a brief further discussion of the Dec1sionwil1 clarify ::;.ome 
areas of ambiguity raised by the petition. 

We wiSh to stress that every decision relating to areques.t 
for discontinuance of serVice necess.arily involves a careful 
balancing process. The elements or a prima facie case cannot be 
reduced to a set formula" but rather must depend on the facts 
surround1..."lg each ind1viclual request. Inth.e proceeding now, 
before us" where a la:ge- metropolitan area is 1)e1ng served" 
where commuter passenger usage is substant1al~ and where the 
company is requesting a total el1m1nation of ··serv1:ce,. we f""...nd 
it particularly important to s~l"Utin1ze Southern P,ac:1:f:te's I 
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entire intrastate operations. Without this evidence> we simply 
cannot analyze the financia.l p:r-edieament which Southern Pacific 
alleges exists; therefore> evidence relating to an essential 
part of the balancing process is missing. Those cases cited 
by Southern Pacific in which we did not require evidence of 
total intrastate operations to be submitted are d1st1nguishable 
from the.preo.ent ease. In all of those cases:. passenge:r- usage 
had been·shown to be truly de m1nimus. This is clearly not the 

" -
s1 tuat10n with Southerr.L Pacific's peninsula commuter service .. 

!T IS O?~ERED,~hat: 
Rehearing 01" Pee1s:t:on No - 88750> as modified above) is hereby 
denied. 

of 

The effect·1ve date or this order is the date hereof. 
Dated at San, Fra.n~() > California> th1~ ~ day 

JULY; ~:> 1978~ 

Commisnio:tlor William S~ons. 1r ... bo1ng 
:noeoo~11y Ilbsont.. d1d·l;1ot P3'rt.i'c1p8.t.O 
1C ,th~d1~po~1~1¢n of tbls· procoo~ 

Comm!~~10:cor Vornon·L. Sturgocn, bo1=e 
nece:;'s.::).,r'ily ~b:;ont. d1~ nc..t pa,rt1c1p3t.O 
~ 'tho di::p0:l1 t.1on ct 'th1:: procecdil:ig. 


