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BEFORE THE BAIIBOA.'D COMKISSION OF THRE S’M.TE OF CALIFO Z

In the matter of the application )

of the City of Beverly Hille for )

an order authorizing the construc= )

tion of orossings at grade over the )

Paocific Eleoctriec trac}:t at Alpine Appliocation No. 8911
Drive south to Burton Way; Maple

Drive south to Burton Way; arxd

Bevorly Boulevard west to Santa )

Monica Boulevarde )

BY THE COMMISSION:

ORIER DENYING PRTITION FOR REERARING

The Commission made ite Decision No. 12899 on December
&, 1923 in the above entitled matter, A petition for rehesring
was Tiled by the City of Beverly Hills on December 15, 1923

ssking for a reconsideration of these matters.
In the Commission’s Decision spplicunt was granted
suthority to construct Alpine Drive at grsde soroas the Sawtelle-

Santa Moniocs 1line of Pacific Eleotric Railway Company, but that
portion of the sbove entitled applioation asking permission to

construct Maple Drive at grade across the Sawtelle-Santa Monioca
1ine and Baverly Boulevard at grale across the Hollywood=3hexr~
man-Santa Monioa~Venioce 1ine of Pacific Eleotric Rallway Come
pany was denieds

The potition for a rohoaxing is bamed on the tollo'ug
allegations:




le That there was no evidence to support the Tindinge

and oonclusions of the Commission that no necessity existed for
the orossings at Maple Drive and Beverly Boulevard.

2, That the evidence does not sustain the finding or
conclusion that the danger of these orossings does not warrant
grade orossivgs.

3¢ The evidence showed that a greater elemsnt of gan-~
ger will exist 1f these orossings sre refused then if they are
allowed,

In reviewing the evidence submitted and the Commission's
£inding in this metter it appears that the above contemtions are
not based upon the record.

ith reapect to the first allegation attention is ocslled
to the !acg that the Commission 4id not find that no necessity
existed for the orossing applied for at Maple Drive and Beverly.
Boulevards On the oontrary the opinion rescites, in the csse of
Maple Drive, that "the inconvenience, however, of going from the
conthoi-ly portion of Beverly Hills to the texritory near the
80hool by way of the existing orossing at Canon Irive doex not
appear to be great, and that the hasard of an additionsl grade
orossing at thia point would appear to more than offset the rew
latively slight conveniense that would result from its installae
tion.™ In the case of the Beverly Boulevard orosaing, the opine
fon recites that "the present local necesgity and convenience to
be sexrved by a orc;aling st this point does not appear to Justify
an additional grasde crossing,” ’

The sbove quotations show that the Commission did fipd
that a certein amoumt of locsl convenience snd secessity exists
for the Maple Drive and Beverly Boulevard crossings as applied
for, but that public convenience end neceasity does not warrant




the hasard incident to the construstion of these orossings.

The granting of the crossing at Alpine Drive alfords the people
residing in the trisngle bounded by Burton Way, Santa Monics

Boulevard and Doheny Drive an outlet to the buniness distrioct
of Beverly Kilit.

 With respect to the second allegation, & review of
the record, together with due consideration to the contents ot
the petition, does not show that the Comnismion's former opin-
fon in thic matter should be changed. '

Referring to the third allegation, a careful review
of the record does not reveal that the evidence supports the
contention that a greater element of danger will sarise if the
Maple Drive and Beverly Boulevard crossings are denied thau 1if
they are authorised. Attention is called to the fact that the
exiating orosungi over the Pacific Eleotric tracks at Canon
Drive 18 protected by a traffic officer during the hours that
school children use the crossinge. There was no showing that
applicant contemplated the providing of such protection at

either the Maple Drive or the Beverly Boulevard crosaings if

installed.
It therefore appears that no new matters axe brought

to the attention of the Commission which were not fully con=-
sidered in its prior decision, and the Commissionis of the opin=
1on that the ressons set forth in said petition 20T a rehesring
are insuffioient, and that said petition for rehearing should

be denied,
NOW, TEZREPORE, IT IS EEREEY ORIERED, that ssid




pctitidn for rehearing be and it is heredy denieds
Dated at San Franeisco, Californis, this_ /7 % day

of Maxroh, 1924.

Commiasloners,
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