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BY TEE COMMI SSION:

| The facts end issues primarily involved in these
proceed.ings; together with the early history thereof, are to
be found Ixr our prior Decisions Numbers 8901 and 9838 herein,

and recuire no repetition here.

ACTION OF STATE SUPRENE COURT

Subsdquent to the .rend.ifion of Decision 9838.
writs of review were obtained from the California. Supreme'
Court by The A.tc.‘uison, Topeka and Ssnta Fe Ra.ilway COmpa.ny,
the San Ped.ro I.os A.ngeles and Se.l't Zake Ra.:&lroa.d. COmpe.u;y
and the Southem Pacific Company, ana on December 19, 1922,
| that Court anmlled ouxr sald Deeislion No. 9838 upon the ground
that, by reason of the enactment by Congress of certa.in amend=-
ments o the Interstate Commexce Act in 19z0,

“"‘u.ll powex and authority over the matter of
walon.terminal depot facilities of the ra.ilroa.&s
who are largely engaged in interstate commerce
has been vested ir the Interstate Commerce Commis-
sion under the terms of. said amendatory act of 1920,
and that by virtue ‘chereof the Rallroad Commission
of Califormia * * * has been divested of the power,
guthority and jurisdiction over that subject, sought
by 1t to be exercised in the-several proceedings be-
fore it axd by the oxder presented for review hereln.™
(The A.T.& S.F.Ry. Cow ¥. Railroad Commission, 190 .
Cal. 214; <2LL Pac. 460.)

ACTION OF UNITED STATES SUPREME COURT

Affirming this result, but upon narrower grounds,
the United States Supreme Courxt, in proceed.ings brought before
1t under writs of certioreri obtainmed by this Commission, de-
clared, on April 7, 1924, that the only question before it
was "whether the power to direct a new union station with its.
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incidents is committed oexclusively to the Interstate Commerce
Commission under the Act of 1920,™ and held that:

"Ontil the Interstate Commerce Commission
shall .bave acted under paragraphs 18 to 2L of
section 402 of the Transportation Act, the re-
spondent railways can not be regquired to provide
a new ‘interstate union station and to extend their
zain tracks thereto as ordered by the State Rail-
road Commission.

The Court ruruhe" said that such actlon requirea

"a certificate of the Interstate Commerce Commission

as a condition precedent to the validity of any action
by the carriers or of any order by the State Commission.”
together with a finding "that the expense iavolved

will not impair the ability of the carriers concern-

ed to perform their duty to the publie." - [Railroad -
Commiscsion v. Southern Pacific Compagz, 264 U.8. 331;

68 Iu ed.. 213-) ' . ) . oo

ACTION OF INTERSTATE COMMERCE COMMISSION

Subsequent. o the rendition of the California
Supreme Court's decision above mentioned, butfjripr_po that
of the United States Supreme Court, the City of Ios Angeles
filed with the Interstate Commerce Commission a petition
asking that these cexriers be required to erect a union pas-
senger station in the City of ;dslﬁngeles_Substaﬁtially in
the manner ordered by this Commission in its Decision Fo.9838
(feCeCoDocket No. 14,778). With re:efence té'thiéfaCtign;
the United States Supre@é Court declared that'#he‘qou;se par-
sued by the Cit§ of Los Angeles was correct.  This Commission
i1ntervened. on behali of the City iﬁ said proceeding, and after:
lengthy hearings, the Inxerstate COmmerce COmmission; on July
6 1925, issued its order.

Upon the rendition of the deéisibnwof'the\vhitéd“
States Supreme Court two other applications were filed with
the Interstate Commerce Commission. - In the fifsf'or:théég
(Finance Docket No. 3556), the Scuthorn Pacific Coupany end
Southern Pecific Railroad Company sought suthority to abandon
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main line train operation over a portion of their railroad

along Alameda Street in Los Angeles. In the second (Finance
Docket No. 3569), these companies and the Los Angeles and

Salt Lake Raflroad Company together sought from the Inter-

stete Commerce Commission certificates of publioc convenienge

and necessité cpproving a plen £or the Jolat use of the pres-

ent Southexrn Pacific passenger station in_Los Angeles (sometines
referred 10 as the "Arcade Station™) by said compani&s'suh-
stantially in the menner reqp&ste&ﬁéeverdl years ago by these
carriers in Application 3346 before this Commission, which
applicaetion had been dismissed by us in our Decision 9838

herein. In its Decision of July 6, 1925, above mentloned,

the Interstate Commerce Commission fouwnd that public conven-
lence and necessifty does not reguire the construction proposed
and desoribed in this conmection, and the applicatibn of these
carriers involving authority to comstruct extensions looking
toward such Joint use of the sald Southern Pacific Station’
(Finance Docket 3569) was denied. .

| Tpon the 1ésua presented by the crmplaint of the
City of Los Angeles, however, the Interstate Commerce Com-
mission Qeclered that the servioe‘érrorded by the present
passenger stations of the Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe Rallway
end Tos Angeles and Salt Leke Railrosd is "unreasonable and
inaaéquate,“ and that the ézpenditure of coﬁsiderable sums of .
money nust ét once be made in order to provide reasonable and
adequate facilities in lieu thereof; that rallroad servise,
except industrial freigbi-switching service, should bde elimin-
ated from Alameds Street, and that such setion will force the
SOuxberﬁ Pecifioc qupany either to prd;gﬁe new means of acoess

%o its Arcade Station or to abandon the same and provide other .




facilitetes, the expenditure of substantizl sums of money

being required on the paort of tais carrier in either event.

The Interstate body then found that these cerriers are in &
position to provide reasonable and adequate station r#uu-
ties. and thet "the expense involved will not impair their
ability to perfom their duties to the ;p'u.blic. Thus the
£irst requirement of the United States Suprene “Court was met.
We skall not here recownt in detail the dlsoussion
of the Interstate Commerce Commission upon the gemeral subject
of & union passenger temine.vl.in Los Angeles. Sufflce it fo
say fhat that body approved the séleotion of a _site for. such
e uwnlon passenger terminal within s deseribed area rear the
Plazs in Los Angeles which hod been made in our DeoLsion No. 9838
nerein, and, upon consideration of the evidence before it, and
after a ai;scussion of the advantages of such a solution of
thig problem, it declared that, in its opinion, a wnion passenger
terminal could be ereoted upon the seid Plzza area in compliance
with out former order for & sum aggregating approximately
$9,500,000.00 or at a mew momey cost of about $5,500,000.00.
i l..rge portion of this particalar site is alread.y owned. by the
Southern Pa.ci::!.o Compa.ny The Interstate Commerce Conmigs ion
rnrther declared thet fature extenslons or enlargementa at the
iroade site would be considerabdbly n{om expensivé in its opinion
than at the Plaza arvea, and it added that
"Adeguate and convenient union passenger

terminal facilities can be provided in the Plaza

ares at a consideradbly less net new money cost

than less adequate and convenient facilities

under ayplicants' Arcade plan, and for approxi-

nately the same net new momey cost as a union

passenger terminal of more questlionable merit
on the preaent A.rca.d.e site.” :

e In‘cerstate Commerce Commission then made the

:ronowmg £indings:
m 1. That the presert cund future prdlic con-

venience . 2nd necessity permit the. abandonment of
operation of all passenger and froight train serv-
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-ice, oxcept ilndustrial frelght-switching service,
on the main line of the Southern Pacific on Alameda’
Street from College Street to Fast Fifteenth Street,
inclusive, in the City of Los Angeles, Calif.

"2. That neither the. preseant nor future pudblic
convenlence and necessity reguire or will requixe the
construction or extension by applicants of new or
existing main lines of rmilroad in the City of Les
Angeles, Calif., as described in the applicatiorn in
Fipnance Docket No. 3569.

3. That the prezent and future pudblic conven-
fence and necessity require ard will require (a) the
extension by defendsnts of their respective main
lines of steam railroad in the City of Los Angeles,
Calif., sO0 as to reach and properly sexve any unioxn
passenger station and terminal within that portion of
sald City bounded dy Commerclal Street, Noxth Main

treev, Redondo Strecet, Alhambra “Avenue, and the Los

Angeles River, walch they or any of them may construct
ans establish in accordance with a lawful oxder of the
Rellroad Commission of Celiformis, and (b) the exten-
slon of thelr respective main lines so ag.properly to
provide for the rearrangement of passenger and Lreight
routes ineldental to the convenient and proper opera~
. tion ¢2f such wnion passenger station and terminal. -

- "4. That the extersions referred to inm the pre-
ceding paragraph are reasonabdly required in the intercst
of the public convenience and necessity, and that the
expense Involved therein will not lmpair the ability of™
degendants to perform thelr respective duties to the
public. S - R

. *5. Taet, In addition to the adandonment of service
on Alameda Street as above authorized, the present and
future public convernience and necessity permit the aband-
onment by defendants ‘of such portions of their respective
'maln lines of steam rallroad in. the City of Los Angeles,
Calif., or of the operation of all or any-portlion of the
present interstate train service thereon as may be in-
cldental to the rearrangement of passenger ard L{relght
routes, of tracks, axnd of terminal facilities, made
necessary or proper in conxectlon witk the construction
and establishment by defendarts, in acecordance with a
lawful order of the Rallroad Commisgsion of Califormia,
of a walon passenger statlion and terminel within that
poxrtion of sald City described in paragraph 3 above.

"6. That the use by any defendant steam carriers of
80 mucz of the Vterminal main-line track or tracks of any
of the olther defendant zteam carriers in the City of Ios
Axngeles, Calif., as may be incidental, and necessary or
couvenient, to the proper operation of any such urnion
ragsernger station and terminal as defendants or any of
toem, in accordance with a lawful.oxrder of the Railroad
Ceomission of Califomisa, may construet and establish
in. that portion of sald city deseribed in paragraph 3
above, is in the public interest and is practicadle,
without substantielly impairing the ability oL 'the
carrier or carrliers owning or entitled to the enjoyment
of such track or tracks to handle its or their-own
business. : oo .
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- TAn oxder will Dbe entered _denying the applice-
tion in Finance Docket No. 3569. We are not advised
what action, 1f any, the Railroad Commission of Calif-
ornia will take in commection with these matters, and.

under the existing circumstances we will issue no cer-
tificates or further orxders at this time. Ve will
retein Jurisdiction ¢f FNo. 14778 and Finance Docket No.
3556 for the purpose of making such further findings
and orders and Issulng such c¢ertificates as the record
warrants. The findings and order now made are based
wpon the present record and upon the plans presented
to us. If, in the development of 2 union passenger
terminal plan, the carriers oxr the Railroad Commission
of California evolve a plan considerably more extensive
than, or materially different frox, a plan for a statlion
within the Plaza area as here comsidered to be in the
public interest, our ultimste findings as to the public
convenience and necessity, and as to impairment of the
carriers’ ability to handle their own traffic and to
perform their duties to the pudlic, will of course de
based upon a consideration of those facts” rather than
upon the present record.™

Thus the Interstate Commexrce COmﬁ;ssioq;proyiiégj
for compliance with the second requirement of tho UhitoE'$$ates

Supreme Court.

. FURTEER PROCEEDINGS BEFORE THIS COMMTSSION -

Subsequenm t0o the rendition of this deoision, and _
upon request ‘of certain of the parties to these proceedings, this
Commission reopened the above-entitled matters for ‘urthor con-
sideration and determination. Hearings were.had before the
Commission sitting en baﬁc*"evidenoe was- taken from a 1&rge )
number of interested persons dealing with the subject rrom every
angle, and volumizous briefs have been filed. ' . .

In view of our prezious findings and o:der:horein,
and of the order and decision of the Interstate Commerce Commis-~
siom relating‘to this matter, "1t'woul& appear that in fhose‘reA
opened procecdings the chief guestion berore us 1s whether, -
since the rendition of our Decision No. 9838 herein, any faots
have devolope& or any evenxs have occurred of such a character
as to Justify action on ouxr: part reversing the position which
we have heretofore taken in this matter. '
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AY the'hearings in the‘reopened prooeedings, after
nmaking certaiﬁ tecanical objections tO'our jurisaiction toopro-
ceed further with these mattors—-which objections were: overruled—-
the carriers again presented their plan.for a aclution or the pas=-
senger terminal problom in Los Angeles by the use of separate fac-
ilitie», including the joint use oL the Arcade atation of tho
Soutnern Paoifmo Company by that Company . axnd. the Salt u@ke Rail-
road Company together with uhe erection of a new station on the
part of the Santa Fe at iis presonx passenger station site. While
we have listened t0 this testimony and'have recelved briefs deal=
ing with the subject, it i3 our opinion that, in view of the astion
.of the Interstate Commoxce COmmission in this mattex, we could
net now--even 1f we were 80 aisposea--authoriae or direct the
execution of thls plan" . The proposal of the carriers, as pre-
seated to us in these reoponea proceedings, Is in all essentiél )
respects similar o that formerly presented to us in Apﬁiioation
3346, heretofore dismisged by us, and‘aloo to that presented to
the Interstate Bommeroo Commission in Flnance Docket 3569 whidh
was denied. Except for slight changes in detail and save ror
certein other minor chasnges in the proposed partioipation o2 the
Pacific Electric Railway Company in the plan, it is the same &8

ereinbefore dismissed. Altnough in these reooene& proceedings,
we nave given full opportunity for the pro&uction of all testi-
mony desired to be offered in support of this plan for separatea
facilities, nothing, iz our opinion, haa been dded to the recora
already before us in this connection whioh would impel us,to re=
verse our lormer opinion as o thio proposal. Te will therefore

agein dismiss this application on the part of the carriers.
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Since the date of our Decision 9858; certain of
the dangerous grade crossings along ?he Los Angeles River have
veen and are being.éliminated by means of the erection of via~
duets crossing the river and the rallroad tracks lylng adjacent
thereto and on both sides thereof, under and by virtue of orxders
isgued by this Commissionlin a,proceeding>known as Application
To. 9671 f£iled by the City of Los Angeles, County of Los Angeles,
Atchison, Topeka & Senta Fe, Los Angeles and Salt Iake and
Pacific Tlectric Rallwey companies. The Alameda Street grade
erossings have not s yev been eliminated, nor has the Southern
Pacific Company moved to eliminate main line train movements
thereover--thouga conditions at these crossings are admittedly
beconming worse day by day--save by agaln pressing before this
Commission and the Interstate Commerce Comﬁission the carriers’
plan for separated facilities hereiﬁ dismigsed. Moreover, the
Alameda Street sitvation has been somewhat changed and apparent-
1y sggravated by the interjection of certain Salt Iake tralns
using a portion of that street as a means of tempoiary access
to the ircade Station. Some frelight movements have beeﬁ trans-
ferred dy the Southern Pacific Cempany from Alameda Street to
the river baxk tracks, but the evidence indicates that the situa-
tion along that street as 2 whole is no less aggravated.than it
was at the time of our former oxder herein.

Much evidence was latroduced by the carriers in
these reoponed proceedings dealing with certain proposed par-
ticipation of the Paciflic Electric Railway; an electric street.
ané interurban carrier and Southern Pacific subsidiary, in the
carriers' separated faclilities plan.' There were 2.ls0 present~
od & mumber of proposals for union passénger terminals in- the
City of Los Angeles differing to a greater or less degree from
those hitherto £1led hereln, and located both within the So=

called Plaza site or arex, as defined in our Decision No. 9838
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hereir, end in other locations. Such proposals were presented
by V. E. Daum, who filed a complaint against these carriers
{case No. 2177) prayizng for an order &irecting them.to erect a
unlon passengei:' denot at a site on the east bank of the Los

n

Angeles RAUver between Seventh and Finth Streets; by t'};fe'muni- -
cipal League of Los Angeles for & Mtwin station™ with head houseé;_
ox each cide of the River near Sixth Street; by“Mr. George D.mell
for a unlon station to face & new Plaza at the jumetion of S;oi'ixxg
Strect and Sunsed Boulevard; by the sllled Architects' Associa-
tion, through Mr. Chexles Z. Cheney, for & station with head house
fronting on Temple Street and Los Angeles Streot, }vith tracks ex-
tending nqr*th from Temple Street between Toa Angeles and San Pedro
Streets; by ir. Joseph A. Stark for a statior im an ares bounded
by %o0s Angeles, San :Ped.ro) First and Market Streets, fronting on
Los Angeles Street; by ifr. A. D. Austiz for a station inm an area
bounded ‘by First, Plaza, Moiz and Los ingeles Streets; and, after
inguiry upor; our part, & plan prepared im the offices of the car-
riers for o station within the Plaza area considerabdly greater
in extent and different in character from those heretofore pre-
senved for s station within that area.
* We have carefully consid.e:_‘ed. the testimony'adduced

in favor of each of these sevefal proposals, together with the
'oriéfs filed in support thercof, and while some of tﬁese plans
appear “ao rossess certaln merit, it is our opinion that in the
case of none of them hes evidence or argument been p-rocluced be=-
fore us sufllicient to Justify us in reversing our fin@ings and
x@lings Leretofore entered herein and presented to and approved
by the Interstate Commerce Commisszion:

| Iz this conmection we should state that further testi-
mony wes presented, both dy the City of Los Angeles and by certain

menbers of this Commission's staff,upon the guestion of the avall-

ablility, accessibility and prbjriety of thz Plaza arez, as defined
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in-our Decision No. 9838 herein, and in tae Decision of the
Interstate Commerce Commission inm Docket 14,778; for a union
passenger terminel station im Los Angeles. luch testimony was
also adduced froﬁ various sources dealing with the probable cost“,
of such a siation. This testimony, in our opiznion, fails to ;
support the contention made on maxny occasionsiby the carriers
that this plan involves the expenditure of "from twenty-five to
forty-five millions of Gollers.” We £ind 1o basis in the evi-
dexnce before us waich would make possible such a contention, and
we are of tae opinion thaet the findizngs made by the Iatersiate
Commerce Commission, asg briefly outlined above, to the effect
that ‘an adequate unior passenger terminal station,  together ﬁith
the necessary facilities for access thereto, can be cénstrudted‘
within this area for an smount approximating $9,500,000.00, and:
at 2 net new money cost 1ot to exceed approxiﬁately #5,500,000.00,
are not subject to serious gquestion. Much of tThe téstimony
brought before us in these reopened proceedings concerued a pro-
posal for 2 unfon station in the Flaza ares presented by ifr. George
S. Bill of this Commission's staff. (Commission's Exhidit 4-b.
herein.) This proposal ié identical in all esséntial respects
to tae élan‘suggested by ¥r. Hill before the Interstate Commerce
Commission, that body baving hed it before it 23 illustrative of
the possibilities of the Plaza area. |

In its analysis of probable costs; the Interstate-
Commence Commission has set forth its conviction that adéquate
passenzer terminal facilitles can be cousiructed by these car=
riexs in tals area, together with all necessary trackage con=
nections and rearrangement;, for o sum which 1t declares %o be
reasonable and proper. We find in the testimony before us no
reason to doubt that the findings of probable cost so made by the
Interstate Commexce Commission are correct, and we are of the

6pinion that'adeqaate passenger terminal facilitles,can de erect—ﬁ
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ed upon‘this site for = cost of approximately §10,000,000 gross,
grd of apyroximately £95,500,000.00 net new monéy.
The Interstate Commerce Commission has made its

LTindings definitely Qenying the applicat;on of the carriers %o
put into effect thelr plean for separated passenger terminal
facilities, and it kas also found that upon the rendition or
& lewful order of this Commission regquiring the erection of a
wnion passenger depot within this area under plans not materisl-
ly differing from those presenmed to it, it will issue its cer-
tificates in connection with these matiers under the requirement
of the decision of the TUnited States Supreme Court.

~ We shall therefore entexr herein an appropriate oxdex.
The elfectiveness of our ordet herein will be specifically. con-
ditioned upon the promulgation by the Interstate Commerce Commis-

sion of such further certificates and findings as may be nec¢ssary

or proper to authorize the construction, extemsions and abandon-
ment herein directed, it being our intent and purpose that the
further findings and certificates mentioned by the Interstate
Commerce Qommission in its Decisiom in its Docket No. 14,778 and
its ¥inonece Docket No, 3556 be made prior to this order going
into effect. We will direct our Attormey to call this matter
to the attention of the Interstate Commeree Commimsion by

proper »etition.

ORDXER
Conplaints ond an Application having been filed,
as above entitled, sald matters having been reopened for further
hearing and determination, hearings having been had, testimony
having dbeex presented, dbriefs having been filed,'the said
matters havirg deen submitted for decision, the Commission‘




naving oonsidered sald testimony end briefs, ani being nmow fully

informed iz the premises, ond basing 1ts order upon the findings
hereinbelow set forth and upon such other findings axd statements

02 fact as are included in the Opinion herein:

IT IS HEREBY FOUND AS A FACT:

" (1) That the pres ent and future pablic convenience
end necessity permit the abandonment of soperation of all passeng-
er azd Zreight train service except industrial freighm-switching
sexvice, on the main 1ine of the Southernm Pacific Company on
Alameda Street from College Street to East Fifteenth Street, in~
clusive, in the City of Los Angeles. '

(2) That nelther the present nor future public
convenience and nécessity require or will reguire the construét»
ion or extensioﬁ of new or existing main lives of railread’in' |
tne City of Log Angeles, as descrided in Applicaeion No. 5346
and in the record addmced herein. | '

(3) 7That the present and. future public convenience
and necessity require and will require (a) the extension by de-
ferdants in Cases No's 970, 971, 972, 974, 980, 981 and'983 o2
thelr main lines ¢f steam railroe& in the City of ‘Tos Angeles,

S0 a3 to reach and preperly serve'ea union passenger station

end terminal within that portion of sald City bounded by Com—
mercial Street, North Maixn Street, Redondo Street, Alhambra
Averve, and tne tes Arngeles River, which they or any of them

may construct ana estadblish in ccordance with our order'here--
in, and (b) the extension of thelir respective main lines so as
properly to provide for the rearrangement of passenger and freigkt
routes ineidentel to the convenient and proper operation ef such
union passenger station and terminal.

(4) That the extensioms referred to in the preced—
ing paragrapﬂ ere reasonably required in the interest of tne '
publiec convenience and necessity, and that in our opinion the
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expense involved therein will not impair the ability of defend-
ants to perform their respective duties to the public.

(6) That, in sddition to the abland.onnient of service
on Alemeds Street as ebove autborized; the present and Lfuture
public convenience and necessity permit the sbariomment by e~
fendants of such portions of their respective main lines of stesm
railroad in the City of Los Angeles, or of the operation of all or
any portion of the preseﬁt train service thereon as mey be
incidentel to the rearrsngement of passenger ond freight routes .
of fra.cks, and of terminal i‘acilities,' made necessery oOr propexr
in connection with the construstion and establiskment by defend-
ants, in accordence with our order herein, of a union vassenger
station and terminel within that portion of said City desoribed
in paragraph three (3) above.

(6) That Yhe use by axny defendant steam carriers
of 80 iméb. 0 the terminal main-line traock or tracks of any of
the other defendant steam carriers in the City of Los Angeles,
&8 may de incidental, end necessary or conveniemt,"to the pmrper
overation of any such union passenger station as defendants or
anp 0F thet in aceordance with our onder hemein, may construst
sxad estadlish in thot portion of sald CAvVy Qescrided in para-

graph thres (3) adbove, 13 in the public interest, and is prac-
ticable, without, in our opinion, impairing the ability of the
cerrier or carriers owning or extitled to the enjoyment of suck

treck or tracks to homdle 1ts or their own business,

(7) Thet the present and future public‘ co'nvens.—

en;:e axid..necessity require and will recuire the sonstrustion

by defendants, Southern Pacific Compary, The Atchison, To;aeka

& Santa Fe’Railway Company and the Los Lngeles and Salt Lake
Ra.ilroad'(:ompany, end eseh of them,ﬁ of & union p&ssenge:w station
within that portion of the City of Los Angeles desgoribed in para-
graph three (3) adove, together with such tracks, comnnections,
and all ot‘aeﬁ- ferminal facillities and additions, improvements
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or chenges in the existing railroad facilities of said defenderts
&5 may be reasonably necessary, conveanicnt or incidental to the
uge of said union passenger station. |
(8) That, in our opinion, an sdequate union passeng-

er station can be constructed within the sald described portion
of seid City =t a cost of approximately tex millions of dollars,
in substential compliance with the plax outlined in~Commission's
Exhidit No. 4~b herein, which said plon is kereby Zownd to be inm
all essentiasl respects similar to thet certain plan for a wnion

passenger station in said asrea comsidered by the Interstate

Commerce Commission to be in the public 1nferest in its Order and

Decision of Jaly 6, 1925, in its Docket No. 14,778, to which
reference has been made hereinabofea

(9) That said plon for o union passenger station in
said jortién of said City, in our opinion, is and would de
in the public interest and that its comstruoction is practicable,
without, in our opinion, impalring the ability of these carriers
to perform their resypective duties to the public.

(10) That szid comstruction ought reasconably to be made.

WEZREFORS, IT IS HEREBY ORDERED:

(1) Thot the defendonts, Southerm Pacific Company,
The &tchison. Topeka & Sents Fe Raillwey Company, and the Los
Angeles and Salt Leke Railrosd Compeny, and eech of them, proceed
to consgtruct and fherearter operate o unior passenger station with-
in that portion of the City of Los Angeles bounded by Commercial
Street, Noxrth Main Street, Zedondo Street,.31;ambra Avenue and the
Ios Angeles Riwer, together with sush tracks, coanections, and
all other terminal facilities and additions, extemsions, improve-
ments snd changes in the existing railroad facilities of scfd Com-
panies es may be recsonsbly necessary and lncidental to tie use of
said.union‘passenger station, at. a cogt of approximately ter million
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dollaers ($10,000,000.00), in substantial compliance with the
plan outlined in Commission's Exkibit 4=d herein,

(2) Work upom the construction of said union pas-
senger station shall commence within ninety (90) days after the
effeotive date of this oxdex, and shall be cdmpie.ted within
three (3) years after said date.

(3) Upon and after the construction of said waion pas-
sengexr étatiqn the operation by defendant Southern Pacific Com-
pany of passenger and Lreight train service, excepting only
industrial Lreight switching service during hours hereinsfter to
"be prescrived by proper authority, over that poé‘cion of its
railroad between College Street and East Fifteenth Street, in-
clus;ve, in the City of Loa Angeles, sha.li be abandoned and
discontinued. |

This above Order shall be and become effective from
and after the promulgation by the Iﬁtérstate Commercé Commission
02 an order issuing and granting proper and sufficient ‘sertLficates
or other appropriate order or oxders covering and autb.ori..n‘.ng
the construction, extensions ond abandonments here in authorized
orvdirectea, it being the intexnt of this Commission that the
igguance of such certificates or other order or orders on the
vart of the Interstate Commerce Commission skall be and éon-
stitute & condition precedent to the elfectiveness of the safd
Order of this Commission; | |

To which end,

I7 IS EEREBY FURNEER ORDERED, thet the Attormey of

this Commission forthwith Tile with the Interstate Commerce Com-
miséion a ¢opy of this Order, together with such apj#opriate
petition oxr application as may be necessary in the pz;emiées,
requeatmc, and :pra.ying that the Interstate Commerce COmmission

issue such cexrtificates ox other appropria.te order or ord.era
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as may b¢ requisite oxr proper in order to render this Opder '

affeative,

The Railroad Commisslon rescrves the right to make
suek furthor ordor or orders in these proceelings relating to

the Constmuctlon, operation, modification and abarndoxment of
facilities, to costs and division of costs, and %o all other

matters relating thereto, a&s may dbe determined by the Com-
mission to be Just and reasonable and as public safety,
convenience and necessity may regrire.

IT IS EEREBY NURTHEER ORDERED, that Application No.
3346, as above entitled, be and the same is hereby dismlssed.

Dated at San Francisco, Californis, this é ‘: day""
of M ' ' ‘

, 1927.
v - .
0.0A T

. TommIssioners Vv -~ =
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