
• 

• 

• 

ALJ/nb * 

9r;,~63 (r~ i.r-\-, ~ (.~ q ~n ~ n 
Decision No.. fI;.;O April 7, 1981 WJL:tuMUU\~L~lb 

BEFORE 'I'HE POBUC UTILITIES CO~SSION OF THE STAn: OF CALIFORNIA 

County of Los Angeles, State of ) 
California, ~ 

Complainants, ) 

vs. 

Southern Pacific 'XrmlSportiltion 
Company, a. corporation, 

Defendant. 

Case No. 10575 
(Filed May 18, 1978) 

(For appeara:o.ces see Decision No. 91847.) 

OPINION FOU.OONG I.D1ITED REHEARING 

'rh1s is 4 complaint in wh1c:h the County of Los A:ogeles 

(County) and the State Dep.o.rt:ment of transport:1tion (Caltr.cns) seek 
an order of the Commission directing Southern Pacific Transportation 
Com,pany (SP) to operate .:1 commuter passenger train service between 

los Angeles ~nd Oxnard.lI Decision No. 90018 issued February 27, 1979 
denied SF' s motion to dismiss on jurisdictional grounds.. Decision 
No. 90417 dated June 5, 1979 denied SP's petition for reb.earlng of 
Dec1Dion .No ... _9.0018. 

Following ~ublic h~ring, 'the Commission iss~ed Decision 

No. 91847 on June 30, 1980.. That decision ordered as follows: 

1. Withil: thirty days after the effective date 
hereof, the State of California Department 
of ':transportation (Caltrane) shall submit to 
SOtlthcrn Pacific Transportation Company (SP) 
.md file with this Ccm:xxLssion locations, 
plans, and specifications for station plat­
forms and par~ facilities. 

t--.. 

11 ~~ ~;i~~1~~\1as98fElss¢as~~g c04~f&.Je .. 1981 , the County ! 
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2.. Within ninety days after receipt of the i~ 
and specifications provided for in Order 
Paragraph 1 hereof SP shall construct the 
platforms and parking facilities in accord-

3. 

ance with said plans and specifications and 
shall, upon ten days' notice to the Comad.sa1on 
and the public, COCDence operations of two 
eoma:uter passenger trains betW'een Los Angeles 
and Oxnard with intermediate stops at Camarillo, 
Moorpark, Santa Susana (Simi Valley), Chatsworth, 
Northridge, Panorama Airport, BarbaDk, and 
Glendale.. Said sei;!ce ahall be provided sub­
ject to the condition that Caltrans sball sub-
sidize deficits resulting from such operation .. 
SP sball operate the rail aerv1ee -'Provided 
for in Ordering Paragraph 2 hereof between the 
hours of 6 a .. m. and 8 a.m .. and between 4 p.m. 
and 6 p.m. daily, Monday through Friday, 
holidays excepted. 

4. Within thirty days prior to the cOCllDe1lCement 
of serviee by SP, complainants ahall estab­
lish to the Commission'. satisfaction that: 
a. Two consists of eight rail passen­

ser cars each are available and 
ready to be used 1n service. 

b. Arrangements have been made for the 
maintenance of rail ears and for the 
sale of tickets. 

c. An escrow account has been established 
containing deposits of $1.3 million 
for the purpose of constructing station 
platforms and parking facilities and a 
deposit of at least one-half of the 
est1mated cost of first-year operations 
aa set forth in Exhibit 9. 

5. Within one hundred eighty days. after the effec­
tive date hereof SP

i 
C4ltrans, and the Co.mty 

of Los Angeles ahal negotiate and submit to 
this Cormllssion for its approval an agreement 
relating to the equipment and facilities to 
'be used in providi:ng said CODm.1ter service 
and the method to be applied in subsid1z:l.tag 
deficits that may result therefrom • 
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6. During the period of negotiations funds 
deposited in the escrow account provided 
for to Ordering Paragraph 4(c) hereof, 
shall be used for the purpose of :tnaugurat:l.ng 
and ma.inta1ni~ the commuter service. 'When 
an agreement bas been reached and actual 
costs have been determined adjustments will 
be made accordingly. 

7. Vithin sixty days after the effective date 
hereof, and on not less than ten days' 
notice to the Commission and to the public, 
SP ahall amend i1:8 tariff. and timetables 
on file with the Commission to :eflect the 
aervice heretn authorized and ordered. 

8. The petition for a proposed report as well 
as the motions to set aside submission for 
the receiving of surrebuttal evidence and 
the motion for a protective order that a 
"at-Rail" tour need Dot be provided are 
den1ed • 

SP filed a petition for rehear1ng of Dee1sion No. 91847.Z1 
Decision No. 92230 issued September 3, 1980 modified the d:tacusBion, 
Findings of Fact,and Conclusions of taw set forth in Decision No. 
91847 and ordered t:hat ease No. 10575 be reopened for the fo11owi:ag 
purposes: 

1. Exhibits 114, 115, 116, 117, 118 and 126 sball 
be admitted into evidence. Compla:tn.anta sball 
have the right to cross -exlmIine the witnesaes 
whose prepared testimony is contained therein. 
Pursuant to Rule 57 of the Comni asion 's Rules 
of Procedure, complainants shall also have 
the right to elose the proeee<31ngs tbroagh 
presentation of a aur-surrebattal case. No 
further exhibits or witnesses ahall be sub­
mitted or tendered by defendant. 

2. Complainants are hereby d1rected to present 
.ubstantial evidence of & reasonable solution 
to the problem of delays :tneurred by the 
afternoon coaItIlter tra1ns due to the arrival 
of ~ ~trak "C04st Starl~t". Such evidence . 

• Y Greyhound Lines Ine. also filed a petition for rehear1xJg of 
Decision No. 91847, which was denied.in Decision No. 92230. 
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may, but need not necessarily, consut 
of an agreement with Amtrak for reschedul­
ing the Amtrak train to avoid delays to tl;e 
afternoon eOIlIlIUter trains. 

3. Complainants are hereby directed to present 
evidence of an agreement with Amtrak regard-
1tIg seM.cing ana maintenance of the 
paaserJger cars. 

4. Defendant is hereby put on notice ebat the 
Commission 8tanc1s m'li:rtq)ressed with its 
insistent efforts to magnify minor opera-
t:LOIl8inI;~blems into insurmountable obstacles. 
The A strative l.8w Judge shall have dis-
cretion to limit procee4ings regard:!ng 
Exhibits 114-118 and 126 to sucll major 
issues of service feasibility aa he fincla 
consistent with fa1rDess to all parties. 

S. We have carefully reexamined each and tNerY 
e:tCh1bit (Nos. 111-126) offered by Greyhound 
and SP as part of Sp's surrebuttal presenta­
tion. In view of the modification of 
Decision No. 91847 which follows, Exhibits 
111 and 112 shall not be admitted . 
into evidence. Exhibits 113 and 119-125 
shall not be admitted into evidence, as 
they are a~tative, repetitive, and merely 
c:um.llative of SP'. case in chief and :Exhibits 
114-118 and 126. Except as specifically 
granted berein, the petitions to aet .. ide 
submission are denied. 

Following a prebearing conference. on October 7, 1980, at 
which the order of presentation of evidence and bearing dates were 
determined, further hearlDg, &8 ordered in Decision Xo. 92230» was 
be1d before Administrative Law Judge Hallory in. San Francisco 
on October 14 anel 15 and November 17 and 13, 1980. The matter vu 
&gam submitted on the receipt of proposed f1Dd:1%2gs of fact and 
conclusions of law by compla1D811t, defendant, and our staff on 

December 22, 1980 • 
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Background 

l'he service proposed by Caltrans 18 the opera-
tion of two ccmruter passenger tra1ns dar1Dg the morn1Dg from 
Omard to tos Angeles, and two passenger trains from Lo. Angeles to 
o.cnarc! 1n the evening, five days weekly (Monday through Friday). SP'. 
Oxnard-Loa Angeles l!ne :La a part of SP'. coast main lfne.. It 1& a 
single track for the greater portion of its length. Amtrak operates 
passenger service aver that route, and its operations aouthbound 
(eastbound) in the eve:n1Dg will coincide v1th the northbound (westboaDd) 
cOCDater train operations. SP operates local and interdiv.f.a1on 
freight trains over the route. Two major freight yards (GEMCO and 
l'aylor) are located on the route~ At times the Oxnard-Los 
Angeles main line adjacent to those yards is used 1n ~1d.2lg up 
freight trains. That use woul4 need to. be c11scontinued during me 
period that commuter trains operate, as would the use of the main 
line for freight train movements. 

It :l.s $P'. coatention throaghout th1s proceecl1:Dg that the 

cOCIrIlter tra:tn operations will usurp 1~a Ox:nard-Los Angeles main 1.Lue 
to such an extent that its freight train operations vill be seriously 
impeded and that the operat101l of 010 first-class pas.eDger trams 
in opposite directions, at the same time, on the a1Dgle-track Une, 
will result in safety hazards and operational problems. 

SP' s Exhibits 1l4-118~ and 126 contain surrebuttal testi­
mcny addressing the asserted operational, scheduling, and safety 
problems ~seribed in the preceding paragrapb. 

Sur-surrebut.eal testimony was presented by eompla:Lnant, 
which consisted of five exhibits, includ.1:cg t:he -prepared testimony 

of Witness Brophy (Exhibit 134) ~ an Agreement· of Intent -between 
Caltrans and Amtrak (Exhibit -135), .an amended schedule for evening 

commuter trainS designed to reduce conflicts with Amtrak trains 
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(Exhibit 136), 4 further amended schedule for everting commater trains 
(Exhibit 137), and :J. letter from AmtrAk indieatlllg its willingness 
to T:la1n~in the E1 Camino-type C4r%: of Cou:a:ey (Exhibit 143). 

Proposed find:LX1gs of fact and conclusions of law were sub­

mtted by complainant, dcfen~t and our staff. The findillgs :md 
conc:lusiO:lS in Decision No. 91847 and the parties f proposed or new 

a:mended findings .md eonelusions :1.re discussed below. 

In Decision No. 91847 we decided three broOl.d CD.tegories of 
issues: (1) whether we have jurisdiction to require SP to provide 
the proposed COt:ImUter service; (2) whether the proposed COIlm.1ter 

service is required by public eo:xven1enc:e and necessity; and (3) 
whether ~ rail service would be feasible alder existing conditicms. 

Categories (1) and (2) arc not in issue :£:a. the reopened 
proceeding. Finditlgs 1 throagh 14 of Decision No. 91847 deal with 
the issues of jurisdiction (Category 1) .md public: cOZlVenienc:e and 
necessity (Category 2). F:i.ncii:ngs 15 through 33 deal with the issue 
of whether a rail passenger service would be feD.sible under existiDg con­
<iitions; these o.re the matters on whieh fu::'ther eviden~e W:lS presented .. /' 

No changes were proposed in Find1llg$ 1 through 11 by a:rry 
of the parties.. Proposed Findings l2 and 14 of the settff iterate 
the current findhlgs conccrn:i:ng public convenience and necessity 

and the need of complaiIlmlt and dcfcn&tnt to cn.s~e in negotiations 
le4c!1:ag to an agreement to rcuder the service. !'ho:le find.i;cgs were 
not: in issue in the l:tmited re~. No furtht:r discussion or 

changes in Findings 12 and l4 are necessary • 

-6-



• 

• 

• 

C.lOS7S AI.J/nb 

Defendant' 8 Surrebuttal Showing, 
Sp's position is that the key f1n~s of Decision No. 91847 

deal1x2g with operations of cOImIIlter and freight services were based 

on the surrebuttal testimony of compla1nant' s witnesses B~~hy and 
King" to which SP did 'Dot have an opportunity to respond.2J l'be 

rehearing granted in Decision No. 92230 permitted SP to present 
surrebuttal exhibits respoacl.Ulg to complainant's rebuttal showitzg. 

Exhibit 114, Witness ~11es 

The witness identifiecl :In his exhibit a mmber of problems 
which he believes would prevent the successful operation of the 
cODlDl.lter service" &8 follows: 

1. Passenger traa operations' off the main line for 
extended periods of time du.rlllg which operating 
personnel would be iclle. 

2. Less time would be available for freight 
train crews to complete their work • 

.3. There is a lack of sufficient traek space 
at Oxnard to store two commuter trainS 
overnight. . 

4. There are 'DO facilities at Oxnard for 
clean'!ng and servicing cOXXIXIlter equipment. 

5. There will be difficulty replacing tem­
porarily all crew members at Oxnard. 

6. There is an absence of parking facilities 
at Oxnard for crew ancl servic1ag persoanel. 

7. SP does not have experienced supervisory 
personnel to operate a commuter service 
on the Oxnard-Los ADgeles segment. 

S. SP will encOtmter scheduling difficulties 
1f Oxnard 18 used as a crew base :Instead 
of Los Angeles. 

11 Fincl1llgs 1S~ 16 18~ 19, 21, and 2$ of Decision No. 91847 are the 
key find:[:Qgs whICh collectively state (a) that the' proposed. 
Coa:r:Jlter trains can be operated with no a1gn1f1eant adverse effect 
upon SP'a freight service; (b) that certain chal1ges 111 yard .md 
s1di:og facilities shoald be made in the interests of improrlDg 
efficiency; (c) that if these were done" any operational . 
problems coald be resolved" and (d) that the passenger 
cars proposed by Compla:lllGt are 1n excellent condition and more 
than adequate for the proposed serv1ce. 
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• Exhibit 115. Witness Baumhefner 

The witness explained freight train operat1:ag d1fficult:te. 
that he perceived would result 1£ cOCIlIUter service is operated.. He 
pointed out specific points of disagreement with the testimony of 
complainant's principal operatitlg witness, Mr. Brophy. 

- Witness Baumhe£ner coaeluded there is DO way to -operate 
GEMCO Yarel other than the way it was operated' durlDg the fall of 1979. 

The operation of the cCIImlter trains would interfere with the makeup' 

of the CGt'bound automobile trains, the delivery of ''hot'' auto parts ears 

to GEMCO, anel th~ operation of local and through freights 1n the GDCO 
Yard vicinity.. Witness Baumhefner also sees the need for adc11t1ona1 
lighting and/or parking facilities at several locations; 

Exhibit 116, Witness Thruston 

Witness 'l'bruston testified that freight volumes on the 
Coast Line are increasing and expected to continue to grow and 

that there is 110 possible way to handle the proposed coamuter trains 
in conjunction with the existing freight traffic on the l1De.. Be 
alao stated that traffic levels at Taylor Yard have not been reduced 
to any measurable extent by the opening of West Colton Yard although 
it has reduced some of the traffic 1n the satellite yards and to and 
from the satellite yards. Witness Thruston further testified that 
sp· does 110t have any steam generator locomotives suitable for use in 
the propoaed CUJDmlter service and to equip all of SP'. freight fleet 
with steam generator equipment would cost 1n excess of $50,000.000. 
Operation of the cOGIDUter trains woald, in Witness Tbruston' a opiD1on 
impair the ability of SP to adequately maintain its present level of 
Amtrak and freight aervices .. 

Exhibit 117. Witness Garreet 
Witness Garrett .tate. that he disagrees with the teat:l.­

'J'lJI:1aY aud conclusions of camp lainant' s Witness Brophy beeawse :Brophy 
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.. 

viewed Taylor Yard at a time of reduced activity. He further states 
that yarding through tra1ns for crew changes would not :tncrease the 
flexibility of Taylor Yard.. The witness foresees problems in oper­
ating the proposed passenger traw past Mission Tower. W:U:ness 
Garrett states that Brophy identified only one-fourth of the cOl1fl1et-
1ng movements that will be caused by the operation of the passenger 
tra1ns. Industr1al.sw1teh:l.ng between Taylor Yard and Burbank 
Janetion on the double-track segment vill be interfered with by the 

operation of the cOIlIDlter tra1ns to a greater extent than Brophy 
anticipates because contrary to Brophy's assumption, the local 
switcher. cannot crOS8 from one double-traek segment to the other to 
clear the passenger traw. 

Exhibit 118. Witness Owen 

Witness ()wren determ1xzed that the proposed schedule for the 

COClJDlter trains set forth 1n Deeision No. 91847 is unworkable and calcu­
lated that a reasonable schedule would be 120 minutes eastbound and 128 
aimltes westbotmd. Witness Ow-en further testified that he performed 
an analysis of the :f.nterferenee that the passenger trains voald cause 
with SP'. exiat:l.ng freight operatiOl1S and that 121 80 doing he adjusted 
existing schedules and services to create the best fit, m:J.n:{m:{z:1D& 

tlie impact of the passenger trains. He constructed what he COD.-

aidered to be & typical day' 8 operation on the railroad and the 
typieal interference to freight operations that would &rise from the 
cre.ation of the proposed coauuter trains. Witnesa Owen conducted 
a further analysis 1molving expected interference with Amtrak's 
Train No. 12 aDd the afternoon corDUter trains. Be believes that 
the operation of the afternoon cOlZlDLtter trains woald have & Rbsta:D.­
d.al adverse effect on the perfOrmaDCe of Amtrak Train No. 12. Be 

projects that 50 percent of the Amtrak traw will be delayed an 
averA3e of 15 Jdnutes per trip .. • re.-ult of the operatioc of the 
COlllDllter tr&w. In addition to the initial interference and delays 
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1detltified, there would be secondary delays which could be expected 
to occur due to the lack of flexibility 1n the e:x1st1:ag SP plant. 
Moreover, Amtrak bas .plans to expand passenger service on this l1ne 

thus increasing the anticipated congestion. 
The witness testified that 1£ there were additional traffic 

on the line and inc::r:eased congestion this could' adversely affect the 
operation of the cQall::Uter tra1ns. Witness Owen disagrees with 
Witness Brophy's conclusion that the introduction of addit10aal pas­
aenger trains would atrt=gthen SP'. operation by requ1ring the 
imposition of more stringent operating practices on the line. 

Exhibit 126, Witness .1oelmer 
Witness J'ocbner anticipated that the propose~ cCIXIm1ter 

coaches will be inappropriate because: (1) the vestibule doors 
present operational problems; (2) the heat1:ng and coolill,g systems may 
be d1fficult to maintain; (3) some of the equipment may not have 

ticket clips; (4) the food service cars may be inappropriate for com­
mter services;· (5) the seat configuration may not be Optimal; and 
(6) there may be problems with cleaning and mainta1.niDg the" equipment. 
Also~ there will be problems ar1siDg from inadequate stat10n shelters, 
informat~on systems at stations, and ticket sell1.:cg by banks .. 

The witness also predicted the loss of incentive payments 
by Amtrak to SP if cOIlIXIUter trains create substantial delays to 
Amtrak trains .. . 
Cgmplainant's Sur-surrebuttal Evidence 

Compla.inant's sur ... surre~~tal 'evidence consists of five 
exhibies: (a) the verified statement of W1'tXless Brophy (Exhibit 134); 
(b) an "Agreement of Intent" between Ca.ltrans and Amtrak (Exhibit l3S}: 
{c) a mOtion requesting. a revised schedule for the aftern~ COIlItI1ter 
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trains (Exhibit 137);. and (d) a letter from Amtrak :Indicating a 
willingness to maintain the El Camino Cars (E~b:f.t 143). 

Exhibit 136. Witness Brophy 

Witness Brophy addressed various specific issues 1n 

response to the decision granting reheari:ag and to the spec1f1c 
e'Clidenee presented in Sp's surrebuttal. Witness Brophy noted 
that the calculations by Sp's Witness Owen of the proposed cormrIlter 

schedules are suspect because Ow'en used an incorrect weight for. the 
trains, made no study of station c1w'ell times, and failed to address 
the passenger-freight train conflict so as to ~h the operations 
and el1mi:n&te the problems. 'l'he witness testified that the mod1-
fled schedule requested by complaiDant purportedly el1minate~ the 
conflict problem with Amtrak Train No. 12 and simultaneously elimi­
nates the additional eight-m1m.tte delay to the coaImlter trains 
assigned by SP Witness Owen. 

Witness Brophy examined facilities at Oxnard and £oand 
ample track space available for the storage of the CODIDUter equip­
ment overnight at that location. His inspection ahC7w"'ed that there 
vas an electric cable laid immediately alongside the House Track 
Ho. 4104 and that there was a track at OXnard where locomotives 
could be fueled and sexvieed. In response to SP'. concern that 
there would be & problem w.lth crewmen for the cOl2ll1lter tra:f.Ds sud­
denly taking ill with DO replacements available at Oxnard, the . 
witness' investigation showed that during September 1980, for the 
two ass1gt.'xments worked in Oxnard, there vere only,; six days out of 
the 30 i:c the month when an. 1ndividual trainman bad to be replaced 
at Oxnard and in. all eases the tra:1nman. bad laid off. at least eight 
hours prior to his next scheduled duty time.. ".rbe same vas true for 
eng1neers.. '!'be witness concluded that the records .howed there 
vas no problem with Oxnard crews suddenly taking ill (Exhibit: 134 
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pp. 8-9). He also pointed O\tt that supervisory personnel coald be 

used in the unlikely event a crew member became suddenly ill .. 
Witness Brophy examined the rail operations at: GEMCO 

Yard &n.d Taylor Yard 011 four separate occasions :In September and 
October 1979 and April and October 1980.. OIl none of these occa­
sions have these ya.rds been operating at capacity .. 

Witness Brophy believes that operation of the proposed 
cOllltUter service could be accomp lisbed with virtually DO impact on 
existU2g freight operations simply by JDOdify1:cg ex1st1:ag freight 
operating practices so as to keep the main line clear for the pas­
se:ager operation. He dete:r:m1Ded that 'the window required for the 
passenger operation would be 33 minutes in the morning and 45 
minutes 1n the afternoon. Be pointed out that the difference between 
his count of conflicting train mov'ementa at Taylor Yard and that of 
Sp's Witness Garrett, is that Garrett counted light engine moves as 
vell as actual train movements. 'He noted tbat SP's concern a'boat 
local freight crews worktng overtfme due to interference from the 
proposed passenger trains could be alleviated by s1mply adjusting 
the duty time of the local switchers. 

'the witness concluded that the passenger tra:tns can be 

accommodated in the same manner that seasonal 11lcreases 1n fre1gh.t 
traffic are accommodated. 

Agreement of Intent. EKhibit 135 
This agreement between Amtrak and Caltrans CODIDits Amtrak 

to lease to Caltrans up to 16 rail-passenger cars for use in the 
proposed cOZDZXIlter service. It also gives Caltrans the right to 

lease up to five SDP40 locomotives for the proposed service. .Amtrak 

agrees to maintain the equipment which Caltrans uaas 1n this 
service includ1ng the E1 Camino ears. Amtrak and Caltrans agree 
to joint usage of the atatioa. facilities at IAUPT. Glendale. and 
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Oxnard. Amtrak will provide such adc1itional personnel as may be 
required to provide these functions for Caltrans. 

Schedule Modifications, Exhibits 136 and 137 
The schedule requested by complainant 1n Exhibit 136, 

as modified by Exhibit 137, assertedly alleviates the conflict 
with Amtrak Trai:a. No. 12 and the afternoon commuter train schedules 
by establ1sh1ng. positive meets for these tra1ns, using the standard 
procedure for meet1ng passenger trains throughout the country for 
the past 100 years. 
Discuss ion 

The ComrT!;.{ss:t.on'. order granting rehear1Dg l1m1ted the 
scope of the evidence to be received on rehear1xzg to certa1n' specific 
issues. SF was permitted to introduce testimony of ita operat1:ag 
witnesses add:r:essing specific operatiDg problems. Complainaut 

responded to that evidence. Complainant also was directed to 
present evidence of an ability to resolve certain expected requ1:r:e­
menta for the service. This d1sc:ussion will focus on those specific 
isaues. 

The thrust of SP's surrebuttal test1mcmy was directed to 
the problems associated with the imposition of the new cOGIJI1ter 
train operating on top of the existing freight train operations. 

It is SP'. over.r:id!ng contention that it e&mlot rearra:age 
ita freight operaticms to accoanodate the proposed c::ormw.ter trd.: 
operations without eau.s1ng long periods of delays and c1iaraptiODS 
to its freight service. SP also strongly contends that westbound 

evening cOllmlter operatiocs will conflict with the eastbound Amtrak 
operatioas; that Amtrak aerv1ce should eake preeecleDce aver the 

eoa:muter aerv1ee; and that serious delays to either the Amtrak 

~erv1ce or the C::oam.lter serVice will occur, depending on which 15 the 
p:r1mary service • 
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Of far lesser importance are the many relatively 1Idnor 
operational problems described by SP in its surrebuttal test1moDy. 
Those problems appear to be readily solved with the cooperation of 
SP and with minor changes in the operational plans proposed by 

camp lairwlt •. 
Interference with Freight Service 

SP attempted to disprove the rebuttal testtmony of com­
plainant 's principal operating witness relied upon by the Comarission 
in Decision No. 91847. SF' attempted to rehabilitate ita inter­
ference studies which assertedly showed that: serious interference 
with its freight operations would result from the operations ".of 
the commuter tr'ains; that its yard operations are efficient and that 
at various tilDes its main line lIIlst be used to make up freight trains; 
and· that the interference would Uapose adcled costs upon SP and 
would ineOXNeUienee its freight shippers. Hlch of such testimony 
iterated or amplified testfmony described 1n and considered in 

Decision No. 91847. 
There are major disagreements between SP and complainant 

with respect to the t:1me windows during which freight train operations 
.C1O. the main line mlst close while comnuter. operations are. performed. 
Complainant • s witness estimates a window of 33 minutes in the morn­
ing and 45 minutes in the evening. Sp's witness estimates a w1nc1ow 
of 2 hours 1:0. the morning and 2 hoars in the evening. The 
estimates of delays to '~ot" cars of auto parts. to through fre:tgb.t 

tra-:f.ns, and extra crew salaries and ear-delay costs are related to 
these windOW's. 

Some delays to freight service inevitably will occur. as 
measured by either window. We do not accept SP'. window because we 
believe that its estimate is based on a 'worst case" analysis. where1n 
little effort would be made to adjust freight operat1cms to accQCl'DC)­

date cormm.tter operations. Cb the other hand. ccmplainant' s window 
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presents the best possible case, and ignores some of the operational 
problems described in Sp's testimony. A thorough review of the ev1-
clence again comrinces us that, on balance, the present Oxnard-Los 

Angeles line is adequate to accommodate the commuter service and 
Sp's existing freight service. 

However, if additi01l8l freight or Amtrak service burdens 

the line, improvements in yards, sidings, and traffic controls 
probably will be necessary, even in the absence of commuter service. 
Finding 30 of our original clecisiem. stated that SF should not be 
reimbursed for delays to its freight operations. We reiterate that 
f1.ncling, while keeping in mind the import of the discussion em. page 
65 (m1meo.) of Decision No. 91847 on which Finding 30 18 based. We 
rt~cognize that other possible steps should nOW' be explored to mitdmize 
&~lays which cannot be eliminated by reasonable operating changes or 

innovations.. The corrective actions which may need to be taken are 
to: (a) double-track the single-track portion of the Oxnard-Los 
Axlgeles line; (b) install centralized traffic control (erC); and 
(e) install aclditional side tracks, imprOV'e yard facilities, or 

l4~then existing side tracks. 
The high cost of double-tracking the line makes i.t an 

Ul:l8ceeptable solution to the problem. It shoulcl only be considered 
as a last resort. 

Installing ere, while expensive, is less costly than double­
tracking.. ere not only would help reduce clelays to freight opera­
tions, but would materially reduce the problems associated with 
tfmetable meets of Amtrak and commuter trains as hereinafter discussed. 
We are not prepared to direct installation of CTC at tb1s time. We 
wish to review the performance of comrauter and freight services for 
a reasonable time \meIer actual operat1ng conditi.OllS. If, after a 
reasonable period of operations, c1reumstances disclose that ere may 
be essential, we will consider that 1ssue 1n a subsequent proeeed1XJg. 
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In the absence of CTC or double-tracking, ndditional si<3.e 

tra,cks may need to be installed or made available to minimize delays 

to freight trains and. to ~se the problems of meets between Amtrak 
and eomcuter trains. An ndditional side track T1J:J.y need to be made 
available as indicated in Finding 16 (Hewi.tt sieling). Other sidillgs 
ma.~r need to be constxucted along the single-trnck portion of the 
line to permit the passing of the commuter and the Amtrak trains 

without unnecessarily delaying either. We will not now order construc­

tion of new sidings a.t specific locations as a contingency to 
beginning the commuter operations, but 'ft."'ill consider the issue at .a 
later time after actual commuter operations httve begun, if reasonable 
operational cha~es ~d innovations do not alleviate interference or 
delays. 

Find:i.ng 16 refers to side tra.cks and to the use of radio 
to facilitate ~ets between commuter trains and inferior trains. 
The record shows that the usc of radio to issue train orders is not 
D. practical solution for minimizing delays. Finding of F:s.ct 16 
should be amended to read as follows: 

16 .. A major portion of the SF coastline....--" 
tra.ck facilities between Los Angeles 
and Oxna.rd is single track with side 
tracks at four locations.. AdditiOTlD.l 
side tracks would greatly facilitate 
the movement of commuter trains and 
minimize delays to both passenger and 
freight trains.. Hewitt siding should 
be returned to operation. Hewitt 
siding is not required to maintain 
fluid opcrntions at GEMCO Yard. !he 
use of rac1io to issue train orders is 
not ~ practical solution for minimiz­
ing delays to inferior trains. 
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Based on the foregoing di3cussion, we will modify FindiJlg 
o:E Fact 17 to read as follows: 

17. SP's interference study is a ''worst 
case" analysis of the train conflicts 
which would result if the ~roposed 
commuter service is autho~ed. It 
shows a two-hour win&rw 1n the morn­
ing and evenitlg during which time 
freight operations DUst cease on the 
main line while the cOl:lm:ll.lter trains 
operate. Camp lainant 's similar 
analysis presents the most favorable 
possible operations, and ignores some 
of the inevitable conflicts which 
will arise. Complainant's study shows 
a thirty-three minute window in the 
morning and a forty-five minute winclow' 
in the evening when freight trains 
mus t cease operations on the main line 
because of the commuter operations • 
Under either analysis, some delays to 
freight service will occur, but, on 
balance, the existing line is capable 
of accommodating both the commuter 
service and freight service. 

The record 1J) the rehearing phase shOW's that activity at 
GEMCO has declined because of the reduction in traffic at the General 
MOtors plant as a result of slowing of the sale of new automobiles. 
The record also shows that the makeup and storage of fre1ght trains 
adjacent to G'.C:MCO Yard can be accomplished by extending an auxiliary 
track within GEMCO to accommodate freight trains two mi.les in length. 
The main line would clear and would not be used for that purpose. 
Fjtnc1:lxlg of Fact 18 should be modified to reflect these c:hanges, as 

foll0'ir7s: 
18. SP's GEMCO and Taylor Yards pose a 

potential problem for c:onflic:tc w:Lth 
the proposed commuter trains, but a 
major contributing factor is SP's . 
practice of making up trains on the 
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:lain tr.:lcks adj 4cent to both yards. 
Traffic ~~S decreased ~t GEMCO Y~rd 
in the period between the initial 
hearing and the date of rehearing 
because of reduction of traffic at 
the General Motors p~t. Better 
utilization of GEMCO Yard facilities 
and less interference with the ~in 
line opcr.:ltions C(ln be .lchiev-cd by 
construction of a two~lc-long 
ancillary track within GEMCO Yard. 
More efficient yard operations, and 
strictcr discipline in the calling 
and operation of f~eight trains would 
minimize possible delays to ~.:lss~er 
a.nd freight trains because of conflicts. 

Schedule Conflict ·wi:h Amtrak Train No. 12 
The Commission's order granting rehearing directed com­

pla.:t.n:lnt to present subsUlnti.al evidence of a rc.:tsOtUtblc solution 
to the proble:os of delays incurred by the ."fternoon commuter trains 
due to the :lrrival of the Amtrak "Coast SUtrlight" .. t:..I 

Complainant attempted to ~ct that directive by revising 
the westbound commuter schedules (Exhibit 139) so t~t the first 
evening train (No. 301) meets Amtrak No. 12 at Moorpark 3nd the 
seclond train (No. 303) meets Amtrak No •. 12- at Santa Susana. In 
o:::-der to f.:tcilitate timc~b1e meets, complainant suggests that Amtrak 
No. 12's schedule be revised between Oxnard and Los Angeles (there 
would be no change at Oxnarci or Los Angeles) .. 

In its testimony, SP disputed the ability of the commuter 
trains to meet the schedules proposed by complainant. SP's evidence 
was designed to show th.:l.t .:lctuzLl station dw'e1l times arc grca.ter 
than those incorporated into compl.l:i.n.o.nt's schedule, and th:tt 
serious delays will occur when Amtr.:lk No_ 12 is l.:lte or e.:tr1y ~d 
scheduled meets c.:nnot take place.. SP's estimate of st4tion dwell 
times asscrtedly takes into consider.:ltion i:5 experience operating ~ 

~ Ordering ParagrAph 2 of Decision No .. 92230 • 
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commuter trains on the San Francisco peninsula., the difficulties :In 
board1ng or alighting from the Amtrak ears which have narrow doors 
and steps at other than platform heights, and the need for brakemen 
to manually open and close ear doors. SP compared the rapid opera­
tion of automatic center double doors on its b1level cars used on 
its peninsula operations with the manually operated doors at either 
end of the Amtrak cars. 

The greatest problem foreseen by SP- concerns the delays 

resulting when Amtrak No. 12 is not on time. SP presented evidence 
to show that the time schedule for that train provides extra time :In 
the last leg of its run from Oxnard to Los Angeles to make up for 
earlier delays. SP ahOW'ed that Amtrak No. 12 was late at Oxnard 
60 percent of the time, and that even with the added schedule time, 

that train was also ,often late at Los Angeles. 
SP assumed that Amtrak No. 12 would take precedence over 

the cOUltllter trains, and that the cocmuter trains would be side­
tracked if timetable meets cannot be accomplished. SP Points oat 
that there are a limited DUmber of sid:1:ags available for the com­
muter train to use while it waits for Amtrak No. 12 to clear. SP 
also pointed out it is penalized under its contract with Amtrak for 
_late operations. It argued that because of that penalty provision 
it must give precedence to the Amtrak train aver the corrmuter tra:lns. 

It is complainant's position that when two first-class 
trains are involved (such as here) the westboun4 train takes 
precedence CNer the eastbound train under standard railroad operating 
rules. Therefore, under the operating rules,. Amtrak No. 12 should be 
sidetracked rather than the comnuter trains whenever timetable 
meets cannot be accomplished. 

It is not our purpose to resolve in this order wh1ch 
train has precedence in the event of a failed timetable meet. 
However. we recognize that Amtrak No. 12 has had a very poor on­
time performance. which makes it probable that scheduled t:l.metable 

• meets of Amtrak No. 12 and the commuter trains will be the exception 
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rather than the rule. We also recognize that there are limited side 
ttacks available in the arc:1 between Chatsworth 3.nd Oxnard where the 

delays will occur. We have discussed above the fact that: erc could 

mit:ig3.te some of the freight train delays. Installation of an inter­

lock CTC system between CM.tsworth and Oxn.:trd would mate.r~lly 
facilitate the meets of the two first-c~ss trains. As heretofore 
indicated, we will explore whether C'I'C or 3.dcIitional sidings arc 
needed based on the experience gained through actual opcr3.tions. 

Prelim:L.-w.ry to that r~ew we e.."q>cct: SP and Caltrans to make 
schedule adjustments during the ~itial period of operations that 
will reduce delays to the maxfmum degree possible. 

Based on the foregoing discussion, Finding of Fact 19 

should be revised to read 3S follows: 
19_ The proposed rail commuter service is 

feasible. Initially cert9.in opera­
tional problems will be experienced but 
these can and should be resolved follow­
ing a reasonable period for operational 
and public adjustment. After that 
adjustment period we will review the 
operational problems with 3. view to 
order~ erc, new sid.ings, or other 
means 0.... avoiding conflicts, should 
those measures be needed. 

Locomotives 

Finding 20 of Decision No. 91847 provides ~hat SP sh:111 
furnish locomotives to operate the cOtrlml.lter· service:.. Subparagraphs 
(s) :z.nd (b) of Ordering P:z.ragrnph 4 require: ~ltrans to establish -

to the Commission's s:z.tisfaction ~t it has sufficient passenger 
cars to provide the service and tha.t :lrr:z.ngcmcnts have been u::.o.de 

for equipment m:lintcn.:lnee and ticket s.ales.. Caltr.lnS and Amtrak 

have reached an agreement t~t Amtrak will supply the pa.ssenger cars 
and locomotives necessary :0 provide the proposed service ~d t~t 
.Amtrak will l:laint3.in .and service that equipment. Amtrak also will 
~dle ticket sales for Caltrans .. 
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Finding of Faet 20 should be .amended to re.:J.d as follow-s: 
20. Caltrans r~s es~blishcd to the Comoission's 

s.:J.tisfaction that: / 
.l. It has two consists of eight rAil! 

passenger cars and sufficient I 
locomotives av.:ilable and ready 
to be used in the proposed 
service; 

b. Arrangements have been made for 
the maintenanee of passenger 
cars and locomotives and for 
sale of tiekets. 

Ordering Paragraphs 4(a) and 4(1:» of Deeision No. 91847 
have been eomplied with Olnd should be Gclctcd .. 

Finding 25 should ~ deleted inasmuch as it is QOoe since 

Amtr.lk h3.s agreed to furnish the p.lssenger cars to be used in the 

proposed serviee .. 
Commuter Operating Schedule 
SP challenges the l-hour and 30~te sehedules proposed 

by C:l~trans. SF .lsserts that n.t least 2 hours eastbound, 2 hours 
and 8 minutes westbound ~t be allow-eO. for a realistie sehedule 
for cOt:llJJX.lter trains.. SP bases this on its contention that addition.:ll./ 

time is necessary on its est~tes that station dwell time is uneer­
stated, and that insuffieient time is allowed for aeeeleration and 
deceleration of the heavy conventional rail equipment. SP states 
that the low·density single-vestibule ears will require more time 
for loading and unloading.. The SF witness would inere4se station 

dwell t:i.:ncs a.t low-volu:'IC stations by onc-~lf minute and by two 
minutes at high-volume st~'Cions. The wiencss also made an extra 
~llowance of 3 minutes pcr schedule for sawing by noncl~ring 
freight tr~ins, He also added ol. standa.rd 5 percent reeovery for 

orderitlg random d<!:lays.. Eight additional minutes were added to 

the westbound schedule to ~llow for meeting Amtrak • 
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As indicated in the testimony of the: witnesses for 
Caltrans and SP~ the schedule times proposed by them are based on 
their informed judgment.. Clltr.ms' witness presented a schedule that 
reflects the most optimistic operating conditions.. SF's assumptions 
arc: th:::.t dc~ys will be encountered d.lily, ",nd those de~ys are built 
into its scheeule.. Ag.lin, only after actual operations are commenced 
and s~ experience is gained C.ln an accurate and realistic schedule 
be developed. 

Dcl",ys can and will be minimized through ticetable ~ts 
of the com:nuter trains and .Amtrak No. 12.. Finding 35 should be ",deed 
to clearly indicate to the parties that it is essential thAt com:uter­
train schedule adjustments be made as often as necess",ry in order to 
facilitate timetable meets of the cOQCUter trains with Amtrak No. 12 .. 

35. The adjustment of t~c afternoon commuter 
schedulec to crc.:tte timcbble meets with 
Amtrak Train No. 12 will min.i.mizc delays .. 

Service of Equipment and 
Crew Assignments at Oxnard 
SF contends tMt it has no facilities at Oxnard at which to ,­

storc or service the two commuter trains, nor any personnel at Oxnard 
to service the trains.. SF ~.lso contends th:tt as its nearest extra 
board for cngincmen, conductors, and brakemen is loea.tcd at Los 
Angeles, it will Mve difficulty supplying temporary crew rcplaee:- ".­
mcnts on mornitlg runs from Oxnard .. 

caltrans urges that ce:r~in tracks at Oxnard that are not 
now in use or .lre seldom used can be: made available: by SF; that 
electricity and water arc now avail~ble at such tr~cks or can be made 
easily avail.lblc; .:lnd :hat crew replacements c~n be supplied from 
Los Angeles with sufficient lead time, or supcrv'isory personnel can 
fill in as needed .. 
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Again, it ~ppca.rs that these problems ~re not insurmounta­
ble and need only to be worked out between SP and C::tlt:rans.. These 
are rc~tively minor opcr~tional problems and the feasibility of the 
c~ter operations is not cont~~cnt upon their immediate resolu­
tion. We direct SP and Caltrans to engage in good faith negotiations 
to arrive ~t solutions to those problems which are equitable to both .. 
No changes in our other findings ~re required. 

ORDER FOLLOOING LIMITED REHEARING 

!T IS ORDERED tha.t Decisions Nos .. 91847,. 92364,. and the 
I 

decision concurrently issued in this proceeding arc ~dified as fol~:, 
1.. Fi:lding 16 is modified to re.:ld as follows: 

16. A major portion of the SF coast line track 
facil~ties between Los Angeles and Oxnard 
is 4 single track with siec tr~cks at 
four locations. Additional side tracks 
would greatly facilitate the movement of 
commuter tr.o.ins and minimize del.::tys to 
both passenger and freight trains.. Hewitt 
siding should be returned to operation. 
Hewitt sidi..."'lg is not rc<iuired to maintain 
fluid operations at GEMCO Yard.. 'I'hc use 
of radio to issue train orders is not a 
practical solution for minimizing delays 
to inferior trains. 

2. Finding 17 is modified to read as follows: 
17.. SP's interference study is ~ 'worst 

~SCff ~lysis of the train conflicts 
whieh would result if the prop¢scd 
camcuter service ic ~uthorizcd.. It 
shows .'l two-hour winder".,. in tr..c morn-
ins and evC':li~ during which t1:cc 
freight opcr~t~ons =ust cease on the 
~in l~~ while the c~ter trains 
operate. Camplai~nt's similar analYSis 
presents the most favor~ble possible 
oper~tions, .'l~d ignores some of the 
inevit.'lble conflicts which will ~rise • 
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Complainant's St\lc.ty shows a thirty-three 
minute win~ in the morning and So forty- . 
five minute window in the CV'erW1g when 
freight trains must cease operations on 
the main line because of the COxm:rJ.1ter 
operations.. Uncler either analysis ~ some 
delays to freight ser.ri.ce will occur ~ but, 
on balance, the existing line is capable 
of accommodating both the commuter service 
and freight serVice. 

3. Finding 18 is modified to read as follows: 
18. SF's GEMCO and Taylor Yards pose a 

potential problem for conflicts with 
the proposed commuter trains ~ 1:nlt a 
major contributing factor is SP's 
practice of making up trains on the 
main tracks adjacent to both yards .. 
Traffic has decreased at GEMCO Yard 
in the period bet'Ween the initial 
hearing and the date of rehearing 
because of reduction of traffic at 
the General Motors pla.nt. Better 
utilization of GEMCO Yard facilities 
and less interference with the maiD 
line operations can be achieved 
by construction of a 2~le long sncil­
laty' track within GEMCO Yard. More 
efficient yard operations, and a 
stricter discipline in the calling and 
~eration of freight trains would 
~nimiz~ possible delays to passenger 
and freight trains because of conflicts. 

4.. Finding 19 1s modified to read as follows: 
19. The proposed rail commuter service is 

feasible. Initially certain opera­
tional problems will be experienced 
but these can and should be resolved 
following a reasonable period for 
operational and public adjustment. 
After that adjustment period we will 
review the operational problems with a 
view to ordering C'rC~ new' sidix2gsp 'f1r 
other means of avoiding conflicts ~ 
should those measures be needed • 
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5. Findir.g 20 is modified to rM-d :lS follows: 

6 .. 
7. 

s. 

9. 

20. Caltrans has cs~blished to thc Commission's 
s~tisfaction that it has: 
s. Two consists of eight rail pas­

seng~ cars ~nd sufficient 
locomotivcs available ~nd re~dy 
to be used in the proposed 
service; 

b.. Arrangements h.we been made for 
the maintcn~ncc of passengcr 
cars ~nd locomotives ~nd for 
s~le of tickets. 

Finding 25 is moot and is deleted. 
Finding 35 is added as follows: 
35. The adjustment of the afternoon commuter 

schedules to create ~ timetable meet with 
Amtrak 'Ira.in No. 12 will minimize delays. 

Ordering Par~graph 4 is amended to read as follows: 
4. Within thirty days prior to the commencement 

of scmce by SF, C3.ltrans shall establish 
to the Comcission's satisfaction that an 
escror,.T account has been established contain­
ing deposits of $1.3 million for the pur­
pose of constructing S1:ation platforms and 
parking facilities and a deposit of at least 
one-half of the est~~ted costs of the first 
year opcr~tions as set forth in Exhibit 9. 

Ordering Paragraph 7(a) is added as follows: 
7 (a) One year after commencement of the 'Prooosed 

service, SF or C.:lltr::ms may petition for the 
cstabliShccnt'of Centralized Traffic Control 
"::md/or construction of ~dditiOt".Al sid.:Ln&s-
or extension of existing sidings, in order 
to expedite passenger service or reduce 
delays to freight t"rp.~~ oper~tions. Said:-' 
petition should set forth the facilities 
proposed to be constructed, the est1m.:.ted 
construction costs, and a proposed divi­
sion of such costs between c.-:,.ltrans and 
SP based on the benefits ~ccruing to each 
from such construction • 
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~_~~he~~.SCS~.De~~~ ~~E.,.92230, and-ZA.c.... 
'7 ttI'.' t;:: c '- .hall remain in fui'l' force ~ effect. ~ 

The effective date ::afhi8 order is the date hereof. 
/ljo 1 J~J ' 

Dated " I , at San Francisco, Californ1a • 

• .. ' ii···· _ 
C~~ 

comcass1oners 

• 
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