yZ R

N RN A G NS 4
92863 : a {?‘gir\r‘;!gib .‘r\\d 3‘ )
Decisiom No. April 7, 1961 @Jﬁﬁ@du\‘ Z;'\hL

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

County of Los Angeles, State of )
California,

Coxpiainants,

ve Case No. 10575
. (Filed May 18, 1978)

Southern Pacific Transportation
Company, a corporation,

Defendant.

(For appearances see Decisiom No. 91847.)

OPINION FOLLONING LIMITED REHEARING

This is a complaint in which the County of Los Angeles
(County) and the State Department of Transportatiom (Calirens) seek
an order of the Commission directing Southerm Pacific Transportation
Company (SP) to operate a commuter passenger train service between
Los Angeles cnd Oxnard.l Decision No. 90018 issued February 27, 1979
denied S?'s motion to dismiss on jurisdictional zrounds. Decision
No. 90417 dated Junc 5, 1979 denied SP's petition for rehearinz of
Decision No. 90018. o o e
Following public hearing, the Commission Issued Decisiom
No. 91847 on June 30, 1980. That decision ordered as follows:

1. Withiz thirty days after the effective date
hereof, the State of Califormia Department
of Tramsportation (Caltrans) shall submdit to
Southern Pacific Transportation any (SP)
and file with this Comxdssion locatioms,
plans, and specifications for station plat-
forms and parking facilities,

1/ By Decision No. 2862 issued __ April 7. 1981 2 County |
oF Los Angeles WIS ATSSTTSed a8 & TOTSIIEATR— bk the County /
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Within ninety days after receipt of the plans
and specifications provided for in Order
Paragraph 1 hereof, SP shall comstruct the
platforms and parking facilities in accord-
ance with sald plans and specifications and
shall, upon ten days' notice to the Commission
and the public, commence rations of two
coumuter passenger trains between Los Angeles
and Oxnard with intermediate stops at Camarillo,
Moorpark, Santa Susana (Simi Valley), Chatsworth,
Northridge, Panorama, Airport, Burbank, and
Glendale. Said service sball be provided sub-
Ject to the condition that Caltrans shall sub-
sildize deficits resulting from such operatiom.

SP sball operate the rail service provided
for in Ordering Paragzaph 2 hereof between the
bours of 6 a.m. and 8 a.k. and between 4 p.m,
and 6 p.m. daily, Monday through Friday,
holidays excepted.

Within thirty days prior to the commencement
of sexvice by SP, complainants shall egtab-
1lish to the Commission'’s satisfaction that:

a. Two consists of eight rail passen-~
ger cars each are available and
ready to be used in service.

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

An escrow account has been established
containing deposits of $1.3 million
for the purpose of comstructing station
piatforms and gark:f.ng facilities and a
deposit of at least one-half of the
estimated cost of f:!.rat-zear operations
as set forth in Exhibit 9.

Within one hundred eighty days after the effec-
tive date hereof SP, Caltrans, and the Coxmty
of Los eles shall aegotiate and submit to
this ssion for 1its approval an eement
relating to the equipment and facilities to

be used in providing said commter service

and the method to be applied in subsidizing
deficits that may result therefrom.
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6. During the period of negotiations fumds
deposited in the escrow account provided
for in Orderi.u% Paragraph 4(c) hereof,
shall be used tor the purpose of Inaugurating
and maintaining the commuter service. When
an agreement has been reached and actual
costs have been determined adjustments will
be made accordingly.

7. Within sixty days after the effective date
hereof, and on not less than ten days'
notice to the Comission and to the publie,
SP shall amend its tariffs and timetables
on file with the Commission to xeflect the
service herein 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 notion for a protective order that a
"HY-Rail" tour meed not be provided are

denfed.

() SP filed a petition for rehearing of Decision No. 91847.2/
Decision No. 92230 {ssued September 3, 1980 modified the discussiom,
Findings of Fact,and Conclusions of Law set forth in Decision No.
91847 and ordered that Case No. 10575 be reopened for the following
puxposes:

- 1. Exhibits 114, 115, 116, 117, 118 and 126 shall
be admitted into evidence., Complainants shall
have the right to cross-examine the witnesses
whose prepared testimony is contained therein.
Pursuant to Rule 57 of the Commission®s Rules
of Procedure, complainants shall also have
the right to close the procee s through
presentation of a sur-surrebuttal case. No
further exhibits or witnesses shall be sub-
mitted or tendered by defendant.

Complainants are hereby directed to present
substantial evidence of a reasomable solution
to the problem of delays incurred by the
afternoon commuter trains due to the arrival
of the Amtrak "Cozst Starlight", Such evidence

2/ Greyhound Lines, Inc. also £iled a petition for re of
. Decision No. 91847, which was denled in Decision No. 52230,
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may, but need not necessarily, consist

of an agreement with Amtrak for reschedul-
ing the Amtrak train to avold delays to the
afternoon comuter trains,

Complainants are hereby directed to present
evidence of an agreement with Amtrak regard-
ing servicing and maintenance of the
passenger cars.

Defendant 18 hereby put on notice that the
Comnission stands unimpressed with its
insistent efforts to magnify minor opera-
tional problems into insurmountable obstacles.
The ? stl:.ﬁtéive Law %e ahal].&e dis-
cretion to t procee 8 regar

Exhibits 114-118 and 126 to suclg major

i{ssues of service feasiblility as he finds
consistent with £airmess to all parties.

We have carefully reexamined each and every
exhibit (Nos. 111-126) offered by Grevhound
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 argumentative, repetitive,and merely
cumilative 0f SP's case in chief and Exhibits
114-118 and 126, Except as specifically
granted herein, the petitions to set aside
submission are demied.

Following a prehearing conference on October 7, 1980, at
which the order of presentation of evidence and hearing dates were
determined, further hearing, as ordered in Decision No. 92230, was
bheld before Administrative Law Judge Mallory in San Framcisco
on October 14 and 15 and Kovember 17 and 18, 1980. The matter was
again submitted on the receipt of proposed findings of fact and
conclusions of law by complainant, defendant, and our staff on
December 22, 1980.
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Backgroumd

The service proposed by Caltrans is the opera-
tion of two commuter passenger trains during the morning from
Oxnard to Los Angeles, and two passenger trains from Los Angeles to
Oxnard in the evening, five days weekly (Monday through Friday). SP's
Oxnard-~Los Angeles line is a part of SP's coast main line., It is a
single track for the greater portion of 1ts length. Amtrak operates
passenger sexvice over that route, and its operations southboumd
(eastbound) In the evening will coincide with the northbound (westbomnd)
commuter train operations. SP operates local and interdivision
freight trains over the route., 7Two major freight yards (GEMCO and
Taylor) are located on the route. At times the Oxnard-Los
Angeles main line adjacent to those yards {s used in making up
freight trains. That use would need to be discontinued during the
period that commster trains operate, as would the use of the main
line for freight train movements.

It 48 SP's contentlion throughout this proceeding that the
commuter train operatioms will usurp 1£38 Oxnard-Los Angeles main line
to such an extent that its freight train operations will be seriously
{xpeded and that the operation of two first-class passenger trains
in opposite directions, at the same time, on the single-track line,
will result in safety bazards and operational problems.

SP's Exhibits 114~-118, and 126 contain surrebuttal testi-
mony addressing the asserted operationmal, scheduling, and safety
problems described in the preceding paragraph.

- Sur-surrebuttal testimony was presented by complainant,
which consisted of five exhibits, including the prepared testimony
of Witmess 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), a furxther amended schedule for eveming commter trains
(Exhibit 137), and a letter from Amtrak ircdicating its willingness
to maintain the El Camino-type cars of Coumty (Exhibit 143),

Proposed f£indings of fact and conclusions of low were sub-
xditted by complainant, defendant and our steff. The findings and
conclusions In Declsion No. 91847 and the parties' proposed or new
anended £indings and comclusions are discussed below.

In Decision No. 91847 we decided three broad categories of
issues: (1) whether we have jurisdiction to require SP to provide
the proposed commuter service; (2) whether the proposed commuter
sexvice is required by public coavenience and necessity; and (3)
whether 2 rail serxvice would be feasible under existing conditioms.

Categories (1) and (2) are not in issue in the reopencd
proceeding. Findings 1 through 14 of Decision No. 91847 deal with
the issues of jurisdiction (Category 1) and public convenience and
necessity (Category 2). Findings 15 through 33 deal with the issue
of whether a rail passenger sexvice would be feasible under existing con-
&itions; these are the matters on which further evidence was presented.

No changes were proposed im Findings 1 through 11 by any
of the parties. Proposed Findings 12 and 14 of the staff iterate
the current f£indings concerning public convenience and necessity
and the need of complainant and defendant to engage in negotiations
leading to an agreement to render the service. Those £indings were
not in issuc in the limited rehearing. No further discussiom or
changes in Findings 12 and 14 are necessary.
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Defendant’'s Surrebuttal Showing

SP's position is that the key findings of Decision No. S1847
dealing with operations of commuter and freight services were based
on the surrebuttal testimony of complainant’s witnesses :Bi?phy and
King, to which SP did not have an opportunity to respond.3 The
rehearing granted in Decision No. 92230 permitted SP to preseat
surrebuttal exhibits responding to complainant'’s rebuttal showing.

Exhibit 134, Witmess Giles

The witness identified in his exhibit & number of problems
which he believes would prevent the successful operation of the
comuter service, as follows:

Passenger train operations off the main line for
extended periods of time during which operating
personnel would be idle.

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

There 1s a lack of sufficient track space
at Oxnard to store two commuter trains

overnight.
There are no facllities at Oxnard for
cleaning and servicing commuter equipment.

Thexre will be difficulty replacing tem-
porarily all crew members at Oxnard.

There 1s an absence of parking facilities
at Oxnard for crew and servicing persommel.

SP does not have experienced supervisory
personnel to o;zgz:ate a commuter service
on the Oxnard-Los Angeles segment.

SP will encounter scheduling difficulties
if Oxnard is used as a crew base instead
of Los Angeles.

3/ Findings 15, 16, 18, 19, 21, and 25 of Decision No, 91847 are the
key findings which collectively state (a) that the proposed.
comxiter trains cam be operated with mno significant adverse effect
uzcn SP's freight service; (b) that certain changes in yard and
siding facilities should be made in the interests of improving

efficiency; (c) that if these were dome, any operatiomal
problems could be resolved, and (d) that the passenger

cars proposed by complainsnt are In excellent condition and more
than adequate for the proposed service.

-7-




. C.10575 ALJ/ab

Exhibit 115, Witness Baurhefner

The witness explained freight train operating difficulties
that he perceived would result if commuter service is operated. He
pointed out specific points of disagreement with the testimony of
complainant's principal operating witness, Mr. Brophy.

" Witness Bammhefner comcluded there 18 no way to operate

GEMCO Yard other than the way it was operated during the fall of 1979.
The operatiom of the commuter trains would interfere with the makeup'
of the cutbound automobile trains, the delivery of "hot" auto parts cars
to GEMCO, and the operation of local and through freights in the GENCO
Yard vicinity. Witness Baumhefner also sees the need for additional
lighting and/or parking facilities at several locatioms.

Exhibit 116, Witness Thruston

Witness Thruston testified that freight volumes on the
Coast Line are increasing and expected to contirmue to grow and
that there is no possible way to handle the proposed commter trains
in conjunction with the existing freight traffic on the line. He
also 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 in the satellite yards and to and
from the satellite yards. Witmess Thruston further testified that
SP does mot have any steam generator locomotives suitable for use in
the proposed cuxmuter service and to equip all of SP's freight fleet
with steam generator equipment would cost in excess of $50,000,000,
Operation of the commuter trains would, in Witness Thruston's opinion
{mpair the ability of SP to adequately maintain its present level of
Antrgk and freight services.

Exhibit 117, Witness Garrett

Witness Garrett states that he disagrees with the testi-
mony and conclusions of complainant’s Witness Brophy because Brophy

. -
-
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viewed Taylor Yard at a time of reduced activity. He further states
that yarding through trains for crew changes would not increase the
flexibility of Taylor Yard. The witness foresees problems in oper-
ating the proposed passenger tralns past Mission Tower. Witmess
Garrett states that Brophy identified only ome~fourth of the conflict-
ing movements that will be caused by the operation of the passenger
traing, Industrial.switching between Taylor Yard and Burbank
Junction on the double-track segment will be interfered with by the
operation of the commuter trains to a greater extent than Brophy
anticipates because contrary to Brophy's assumption, the local
switchers cannot cross from ome double-track segment to the other to
clear the passenger trains.

Exhibit 118, Witness Owen

Witness Owen determined that the proposed schedule for the
comuter tralns set forth in Decision No. 91847 48 unworkable and calcu-
lated that a reasonable schedule would be 120 minutes eastbound and 128
minutes westbound., Witness Owen further testified that he performed
an analysis of the interference that the passenger txeins would cause
with SP's existing freight operations and that in so doing he adjusted
existing schedules and services to create the best £it, minimizring
the {mpact of the pasgsenger trains, He constructed what be con~
sidered to be a typlcal day's operation on the railroad and the
typical Interference to freight operations that would arise from the
creation of the proposed commuter trainsg. Witness Owen conducted
a further analysis involving expected interference with Amtrak's
Train No. 12 and the afternoon commter trains. Ee believes that
the operation of the aftermoon commuter trains would have a substan-
tial adverse effect on the performance of Amtrak Train Ko, 12, He
projects that 50 percent of the Amtrak trains will be delayed an
average of 15 minutes per trip as a result of the operation of the
comnuter trains. In addition to the initial interference and delays

Q-
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{dentified, there would be secondary delays which could be expected
to occur due to the lack of flexibility in the existing SP plant.
Moreover, Amtrak has plans to expand passenger service on this line
thus Increasing the anticipated congestion.

The witness testified that 1f there were additional traffic
on the line and Increased congestion this could adversely affect the
operation of the commuter trains. Witness Owen disagrees with
Witness Brophy's conclusion that the introduction of additiomal pas-
senger trains would stremgthen SP's operation by requiring the

ixposition of more stringent operating practices on the line.
Exhibit 126, Witness Jochner

Witness Joclmer anticipated that the proposed coomuter
coaches will be inappropriate because: (1) the vestibule doors
present operational problems; (2) the heating and cooling systems may
be difficult to maintain: (3) some of the equipment may not have
ticket ¢lips; (4) the food service cars may be inappropriate for com~
muter services; (5) the seat configuration may not be optimal; and
(6) there may be problems with cleaning and maintaining the equipment.
Also, there will be problems arising from inadequate station shelters,
information systems at stations, and ticket selling by banks.

' The witness also predicted the loss of Incentive payments

by Amtrak to SP if commiter trains create substantial delays to
Antrak trains.

Complainant's Sur-surrebuttal Evidence

’ Complainant’s sur-surrebuttal ‘evidence consists of f£ive
exhibits: (a) the verified statement of Witness Brophy (Exhibit 134);
(b) an 'Agreement of Intent' between Caltrans and Amtrak (Exhibit 135):
{(¢) a motion requesting a revised schedule for the afternoon commter
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trains (Exhibit 137); and (d) a letter from Amtrak indicating a
willingness to maintain the El Camino Cars (Exhibit 143).

Exhibit 136, Witness Brophy |

Witness Brophy addressed variocus specific 1ssues in
response to the decision granting rehearing and to the specific
evidence presented in SP's surrebuttal., Witmess Brophy noted
that the calculations by SP's Witness Owen of the proposed commuter
schedules are suspect because Owen used an Incorrect weight for the
trains, made no study of station dwell times, and falled to address
the passenger-freight train conflict so as to mesh the operations
and eliminate the problems. The witness testified that the modi-
fied schedule requested by complaimant purportedly eliminates the
conflict problem with Autrak Train No. 12 and simultaneously elimi-
nates the additional eight-mimute delay to the commuter trains
agsigned by SP Witmess Owen.

Witness Brophy examined facilities at Oxnard and foumd
ample track space avalilable for the storage of the commuter equip-
pent overnight at that location, His inspection showed that there
was an electric cable laid immediately alongside the House Track
No. 4104 and that there was a track at Oxmard where locomotives
could be fueled and serviced. In response to SP's concern that
there would be a problem with crewmen for the commuter trains sud-
denly taking 11l with no replacements available at Oxnard, the
witness®' investigation showed that during September 1980, for the
two assigmments worked in Oxnard, there were only:six days out of
the 30 in the month when an Individual trainman had to be replaced
at Omard and in all cases the traimman had laid off at least eight
hours prior to his next scheduled duty time. The same was true for
engineers. The witness concluded that the records showed there
was no problem with Oxnard crews suddenly taking 111 (Exhibit 134
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pp. 8-9). He also pointed out that supervisory persomel could be
used in the unlikely event a crew member became suddenly 1ll.

Witness Brophy examined the rall operations at GEMCO
Yard and Taylor Yard on four separate occasions in September and
October 1979 and April and October 1980. On none of these occa-
sions have these yards been operating at capacity.

Witness Brophy believes that operation of the proposed
commuter service could be accomplished with virtually no impact om
existing freight operations simply by modifying existing freight
operating practices 8o as to keep the main line clear for the pas-
senger operation. He determined that the window required for the
passenger operation would be 33 minutes in the morning and 45
ninutes in the aftermoon. He pointed out that the difference between
his count of conflicting train movements at Taylor Yard and that of
SP's Witness Garrett, is that Garrett counted light engine moves as
well as actual train movements. Be noted that SP's concern about
local freight crews working overtime due to interference from the
proposed passenger trains could be alleviated by simply adjusting
the duty time of the local switchers.

The witness concluded that the passenger trains can be

accommodated in the same mammer that seasonal increases in freight
traffic are accommodated.

Agreement of Intent, Exhibit 135

This agreement between Amtrak and Caltrans commits Amtrak
to lease to Caltrans up to 16 rail-passenger cars for use in the
proposed commuter service. It also gives Caltrans the right to
lease up to five SDP40 locomotives for the proposed service. Amtrak
agrees to maintain the equipment wkich Caltrans uses in this
gservice including the E1 Camino cars. Amtrak and Caltrans agree
to joint usage of the station facilities at 1AUPT, Glendale, and
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Oxnard. Amtrak will provide such additional personnel as may be
required to provide these functions for Caltrans.

Schedule Modifications, Exhibits 136 and 137

The schedule requested by complaingnt in Exhibit 136,
as nodified by Exhibit 137, assertedly alleviates the conflict
with Amtrak Train No. 12 and the afternoon coomuter trzin schedules
by establishing positive meets for these trains, using the standard

procedure for meeting passenger trains throughout the country for
the past 100 years.
Discussion

The Commission's order granting rebearing limited the
scope of the evidence to be recelved on rehearing to certain specific
issues. SP was permitted to introduce testimony of its operating
witnesses addressing specific operating problems. Complainant

responded to that evidence. Complainant also was directed to
present evidence of an ability to resolve certain expected require-
ments for the service. This discussion will focus on those specific
issues.

The thrust of SP's surrebuttal testimony was directed to
the problems assoclated with the f{mposition of the new commuter
train operating on top of the existing freight train operations.

It 1s SP's overriding contention that it camnot rearrange
its freight operations to accommodate the proposed commuter train
operations without causing long periods of delays and disxuptions
to 1ts freight service. SP also strongly contends that westbound
evening commuter operations will conflict with the eastbound Amtrak
operations; that Amtrak sexvice should take precedence over the
comuter service; and that serious delays to either the Amtrak
sexvice or the commter service will occur, depending on whick 4s the
primary service.
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Of far lesser importance are the many relatively minor
operational problems described by SP in its surrebuttai testimony.
Those problems appear to be readily solved with the cooperation of
SP and with minor changes in the operational plans proposed by
complainant.

Interference with Freight Service

SP attempted to disprove the rebuttal testimony of com-
plainant's principal operating witness relled upon by the Commission
in Decision No. 91847. SP attempted to rehabilitate its inter-
ference studies which assertedly showed that serious interference
with its £reight operations would result from the operations of
the commuter trains; that its yvard operations are efficient and that
at various times its main line must be used to make up frelight trains;
‘and that the interference would impose added costs upon SP and
would inconvenience its freight shippers. Mich of such testimony
iterated or amplified testimony described in and considered in
Decision No. 91847.

There are major disagreements between SP and complainant
with respect to the time windows during which freight train operations
on the main line must close while comuuter. operations are performed.
bomplainant 's witness estimates a window of 33 mimutes in the morn-
ing and 45 minutes in the evening. SP’s witness estimates a window
of 2 hours in the morning and 2 hours in the evening. The
estimates of delays to "bot" cars of auto parts, to through freight
trafns, and extra crew salaries and car-delay costs are related to
these windows.

Sowe delays to freight service inevitably will occur, as
meagsured by either window. We do not accept SP's window because we
believe that its estimate is based on a "worst case" analysis, wherein
1ittle effort would be made to adjust freight operaticns to accommo~
date comxmater operations. On the other hand, complainant'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 evi-
dence again convinces us that, on balance, the present Oxnard-Los
Angeles line is adequate to accommodate the commuter service and
SP's existing freight service.

However, 1f additiomal freight or Amtrak service burdems
the line, improvements In yards, sidings, and traffic comntrols
probably will be mecessary, even in the absence of commuter service.
Finding 30 of our original decision stated that SP should not be
reimbursed for delays to its freight operations. We reiterate that
finding, while keeping in mind the import of the discussion on page
65 (mimeo.) of Decisiom No. 91847 on which Finding 30 i3 based. We
recognize that other possible steps should now be explored to minimize
delays which cannot be eliminated by reasonable operating changes or
imovations. The corrective actions which may need to be taken are
to: (a) double-track the single-track portion of the Oxnard-Los
Angeles line; (b) install centralized traffic control (CTC); and
(¢) install additional side tracks, improve yard facilities, or
lengthen existing side tracks.

The high cost of double-tracking the line makes it an
unacceptable solution to the problem. It should only be considered
as a last resort.

Installing CTC, while expensive, 18 less costly than double-
tracking. CIC not only would help reduce delays to freight opera-
tions, but would materially reduce the problems assoclated with
timetable meets of Amtrak and commuter trains as hereinafter discussed.
We are not prepared to direct installation of CIC at this time, We
wish to review the performance of commuter and freight services for
a reasonable time under actual operating conditions. I1f, after a
reasonable period of operatioms, circumstances disclose that CIC may
be essential, we will consider that issue in a subsequent proceeding.

-15=-
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In the absence of CTC or double-tracking, additional side
tracks may need to be installed or made available to minimize delays
to freight trains and to ecase the problems of meets between Amtrak
and commmuter trains. An additiomal side track may need to be made
available as indicated in Finding 16 (Hewitt siding). Other sidings
may need to be comstructed along the single-track portion of the
line to permit the passing of the commuter and the Amtrak trains
without unnecessarily delaying either. We will not now order comstruc-
tion of new sidings at specific locatioms as a contingency to
beginning the commuter operatioms, but will comsider the issue at a
later time after actual commuter operatioms have begun, if reasorable
operational changes and innovations do mot alleviate interference or
delays.

Finding 16 refexs to side tracks and to the use of radio
to facilitate meets between commuter traims and inferior trains.

The record shows that the use of radio to issue train orders is not

a practical solution for minimizing delays. Finding of Fact 16
should be amended to read as follows:

16. A major portion of the SP coastline—
track facilitics between Los Angeles
and Oxmard is single track with side
tracks at four locatioms. Additional
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 operatiomn. Hewitt
siding is not required to maintain
£luid opcrations at GEMCO Yard. The
use of radio to issue train orders is
not a practical solution for minimiz-
ing delays to inferior traims.
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Based on the foregoing discussion, we will modify Finding
of Fact 17 to read as follows:

17.

SP's interference study is a 'worst
case" analysis of the train conflicts
which would result 1f the proposed
commiter service I1s authorized. It
shows a two-hour window in the morn-~
ing and evening during which time
freight operations must cease on the
main line while the commiter trains
operate. Complainant's similar
analysis presents the wmost favorable
possible operations, and ignores some
of the Inevitable conflicts which
will arise. Cogggﬁinant's study shows
a thirty-three te window in the
morning and a forty-£five minute window
in the evening when freight trains
must cease oggracions on the main line
because of the commuter operatioms.
Under either analysis, some delays to
freight service will occur, but, on
balance, the existing line {s capable
of accommodating both the commuter
sexvice and freight service.

The record in the rehearing phase shows that activity at
GEMCO has declined because of the reduction in traffic at the CGeneral
Motors plant as a result of slowing of the sale of new automobiles.
The record also shows that the makeup and storage of freight trains
adjacent to GEMCO Yard can be accomplished by extending an auxiliary
track within GEMCO to accommodate freight trains two miles in length.
The main line would clear and would not be used for that purpose.
Finding of Fact 18 should be modified to reflect these changes, as

follows:
18.

SP's GEMCO and Taylor Yards pose a
potential problem for conflictrz with
the proposed commuter trains, but a
major contributing factor is SP's .
practice of making up trains on the

-17-
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main tracks adjacent to both yards.
Traffic has decreased at GEMCO Yard
in the period between the initial
nearing and the date of rchearing
because of reductiom of traffic at
the Gemeral Motors plant. Better
utilization of GEMCO Yaxd facilities
and less intexrference with the main
line operations can be achieved by
construction of a two-mile-long
ancillary track within GEMCO Yard.
Moze cfficient yard operatioms, and
stricter discipline in the calling
and operation of freight trains would
minimize possible delays to passenger
and freight trains because of comflicts.

Schedule Conflict with Amtrak Train No. 12

The Commission's order granting rehecaring directed com-
plainant to present substantial evidence ¢f a rcasonable solution
to the problems of delays incurred by the afternmoon commuter trains
duc to the arrival of the Amtrak "Coast Starlight'.%

Coxmplainant attempted to meet that directive by revising
the westbound commuter schedules (Exhibit 139) so that the first
evening train (Xo. 301) meets Amtrak No. 12 at Mooxpark and the
second train (No. 203) meets Amtrak No. 12 at Santa Susana. In
oxder to facilitate timetable meets, complainant suggests that Amtrak
No. 12's schedule be revised between Oxnard and Los Angeles (there
would be no change at Oxnard or Los Angeles).

In its testimony, SP disputed the ability of the commuter
trains to meet the schedules proposed by complaimant. SP's evidence
was designed to show that actual station dwell times axe greater
than those incorporated into complainant's schedule, and that
serious delays will occur when Amtrak No. 12 is late ox early and
scheduled meets cammot take place. SP's cstimate of station dwell
times assertedly takes imto conmsideration its cxperience operating ~—

. 4/ Ordering Paragraph 2 of Decision No. 92230.

~18-
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commter trains on the San Francisco peninsula, the difficulties in
boarding or alighting from the Amtrak cars which have narrow dooxs
end steps at other than platform heights, and the need for brakemen
to manually open and close car doors. SP compared the rapid opera-
tion of automatic center double doors on its bdilevel cars used on
its peninsula operations with the mamually operated doors at either
end of the Amtrak cars.

The greatest problem foreseen by SP concerms 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 Oxnaxrd to Los Angeles to make up for
earlier delays. SP showed 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 commuiter trains, and that the commter trains would be side-
tracked 1f timetable meets cannot be accomplished. SP points out
that there are & limited mumber of sidings available for the com-
muter train to use while it waits for Amtrak No. 12 to cleaxr. SP
also pointed out it is penalized under its contract with Amtrak for
late operations. It argued that because of that penslty provision
it must give precedence to the Amtrak train over the commuter tralns.

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

It is not our purpose to resolve in this order which
train has precedence in the event of & falled timetable meet.
However, we recognize that Amtrak No. 12 has had a very poor on-
time performance, which makes it probable that scheduled timetable
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
tracks available in the area between Chatsworth and Oxnard where the
delays will occuxr. We have discussed above the fact that CIC could
mitigate some of the freight train delays. Installation of an inter-
Lock CIC system between Chatsworth and Oxnard would materially
facilitate the meets of the two first-class trains. As heretofore
Indicated, we will explore whether CIC or additiomal sidings are
needed based on the experience gained through actual operations.
Preliminary to that review we expect SP and Caltrans to make
schedule adjustments during the initial period of operations that
will reduce delays to the maximum degree possible.

Based on the foregoing discussiom, Finding of Fact 19
should be revised to xread as follows:

19. The proposed rall commiter sexvice is
feasible. Initially certain opera-
tional problems will be experienced but
these can and should be resolved follow~
ing a reasomable period for operational

and public adjustment. After that
adjustment period we will review the
operational problems with a view to
orderin§ CTC, new sidings,or other
neans of avoiding confliets, should
those measures be needed.

Locomotives

Finding 20 of Decision No. 91847 provides that SP chall
furnish locomotives to operate the commuter sexvice. Subparagraphs
(a) and (b) of Ordering Paragraph & require Caltrans to establish —
to the Commission's satisfaction that it has sufficlent passenger
cars to provide the service and that arrangements have been wade
for equipment maintenance and ticket sales. Caltrans and Amtrak
have reached am agreement that Amtrak will supply the passenger cars
and locomotives necessary to provide the proposed sexvice and that

Amtrak will maintain and sexvice that cquipment. Amtrak also will
handle ticket sales for Caltrans.
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Finding of Fact 20 should be amended to read as f£ollows:

20. Caltrans has c¢stablished to the Commission's
satisfaction that: Ve

a. It has two consists of eight rail/
passenger cars and sufficient (
locomotives avzilable and ready

Lo be used in the proposed
sexvice;

b. Arrangements have been made for
the maintenance of passenger
cars and locomotives and for
sale of tickets.

Oxdering Paragraphs 4(2) and 4(b) of Decision No. 91847
have been complied with and should be deleted.

Finding 25 should be deleted imasmuch as it is woot since
Amtrak has agreed to furnish the passenger cars to be used in the
proposed sexvice.

. Commmiter Operating Schedule

SP challenges the l-hour and 30-minute schedsles proposed
by Caltrxans. SP asserts that at least 2 hours castbound, 2 hours
and 8 mimutes westbound must be allowed for a realistic schedule
for commter trains. SP bases this on its contention that additional./
time is necessary on its cstimates that station dwell time is under-
stated, and that insufficient time Ls allowed for acceleration and
deceleration of the heavy comventional rail cquipment. SP states
that the low-density single-vestibule cars will require more time
for loading and unloading. The SP witness would increase station
dwell times at low-volume statioms by ome~half minute and by two
minutes at high-volwoe statioms. The witness also made an extra
allowance of 3 minutes per schedule for sawing by nomclearing
freight trains. He also added a standard 5 percent recovery for
ordering random deélays. Eight additional minmutes were added to
the westbound schedule to zllow 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
thelr informed judgment. Caltrans' witness presented a schedule that
reflects the most optimistic operating conditions. SP's assumptions
are that delays will be encountered daily, and those delays are built
into its schedule. Again, only after actual operations are commenced
and soxe experience is gained can an accurate and realistic schedule
be developed.

Delays can and will be minimized through Ctimetable meets
of the commuter trains and Amtrak No. 12, Finding 35 should be added
to clearly indicate to the parties that it is essential that commuter-
train schedule adjustments pe made as often as necessary in order to
facilitate timetable mects of the commuter trains with Amtrak No. 12.

35. The adjustment of the afternoon commuter
schedules to create timetable meets with
Amtrak Train No. 12 will minimize delays.

Sexrvice of Equipment and
Crew Assiorments at Oxmard

SP contends that it has no facilities at Oxnard at which to
store or service the two commmuter trains, nor any persomncl at Oxmard
to service the trains. SP also contends that as its nearest extra
boazd for cnginemen, conductors, and brakemen is located at Los
Angeles, it will have difficulty supplying temporary ¢rew replace~ -
ments on morning rums from Oxnard.

Caltrans urges that certain tracks at Oxnard that are not
now in use or are seldom uscd can be made available by SP; that
electricity and water axe now available at such tracks or can be made
casily availsble; and that crew replacements can be supplied from
Los Angeles with sufficient lead time, or supervisory persommel can
£111 in as nceded.
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Again, it appears that these problems are not insurmounta-
ble and need only to be worked out between SP and Caltrans. These
are relatively minor operational problems and the feasibility of the
coxmuter operations is not contingent upom thelr immediate resolu-
tion. We direct SP and Caltrans to engage in good faith negotiations
to axrive at solutioms to those problems which are equitable to both.
No changes in our other findings are required.

ORDER FOLLOWING LIMITED REHEARING

IT IS ORDERED that Decisions Nos. 91847, 92364, and the “

decision conecurrently issued in this procceding are modified as follows:.
1. Finding 16 is modified to read as follows:

16. A major portion of the SP coast line track
facilities between Los eles and Oxnard
is a single track with side tracks at

. four locations. Additiomal side tracks

would greatly facilitate the movement of
commuter trains and minimize delays to
both passenger and freight trains. Hewitt
siding should be rxeturned to operation.
Hewitt siding is not required to maintain
fluid operations at GEMCO Yard. The 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 a 'worst
case' analysis of the train conflicts
which would result if the proposed
comrwter service iz authorized. It
shows a two~hour window in the morn-~
ing and cvening during which time
freight operations zust cecase on the
main line while the cormuter trains
operate. Complainant's similar analysis
presents the most favorable possible
operations, and ignores some of the
inevitable conflicts which will arxrise.
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Couplainant's study shows a thirty-three
minute window in the morning and & forty- -
five minute window In the ev when
freight trains must 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 commter service
and freight service.

3. Finding 18 is modified to read as follows:

18. SP's GEMCO and Taylor Yards pose a
potential problem for conflicts with
the proposed commuter trains, but 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 pexriod between the initiazl
hearing and the date of rehearing
because of reduction of traffic at
the General Motors plant. Better
utilization of GEMCO Yard facilities
and less Interference with the maiv
line operations can be achieved
by construction of a 2-mile long ancil-
lary track within GEMCO Yard. Morxe
efficient yard operations, and a
stricter discipline in the calling and
operation of freight trains would
minimize possible delays to passenger
and freight trains because of conflicts.

4. Finding 19 is modified to read as follows:

19. The proposed rall commiter 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 operatiomal problems with a
view to oxdering CIC, mew sidings, er
other means of avoiding conflicts,
should those measures be needed.
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5. Finding 20 is modified to rcad as follows:

20. Caltrans has estzablished to the Commission's
satisfaction £hat it has:

a. Two consists of eight rail pas-
senger cars and sufficient
locomotives available and ready
to be used in the proposed
sexrvice;

b. Arrangements have been made for
the maintemance of passenger
cars and locomotives and for
sale of tickets.

Finding 25 is moot and is deleted.
Finding 35 is added as follows:

35. The adjustment of the afternoon commiter
schedules to ereate a timetable meet with
Amtrak Train No. 12 will minimize delays.

Ordering Paragraph &4 is amended to read as fLollows:

4. Within thirty days prior to the commencement
of service by SP, Caltrans shall establish
to the Commission's satisfaction that an
escrow account has been established contain-
ing deposits of $1.3 milliom for the pur-
pose of comstructing station platforms and
parking facilities and a deposit of at least
one-half of the estinated costs of the first
year operations as sect forth in Exhibit 9.

Ozdexring Paragraph 7(a) is added as follows:

7(a) One year after commencement of the proposed
sexrvice, SP or Caltrans may petition for the
establishment of Centralized Traffic Comtxol
and/or comstruction of additional sidings
or extension of existing sidings, in order
to expedite passenger service or reduce
delays to freight train operatioms. Said -
petition should set forth the facilities
proposed to be comstructed, the cstimated
construction costs, and a proposed divi-
sion of such costs between Caltrans and
SP based on the benefits aceruing to each
from such construction.
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L

oo 10. In all other respects, Decisions Nos. 91847, 92230, and ~AA.
W’”WM Al dtmila. 7o) [ ot i ;
i - shall remain in fuIT~forcébaﬁé effect.
A el ja—— [ —
a The effective date qf‘phis order 1is the date hereof.
7 581
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