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Decision No. /= Frrwil

BEFORE TEE RAILROAD COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

URIGINAL

Application No. 17599.

—~—000~——

In the Matter of the COUSINS LAUNCH

& LIGHETER COMPANY to sell and the
COGGESEALL LAUNCH COMPANY (& corpora-
tion) to buy or purchase three certain
vessels now used for the transportation
of persons and property for compensetion
between points on the inland waters of
Humboldt Bay, State of Celifornis.

In the Matter of the Application of the
COGGESEHALL LAUNCH COMPANY fLor certificate
of public.convenlence and necessity '
to operate all vessels owned by itself;
for the ftransportation of "LONGSHOREMEN™
for compensetion between points upon the
irland waters of the State of California.

Application No. 17600.

(
)
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)
(
)
(
)
(
)
)
(
)
(
)
(
)

W. Coggeshall for Coggeshall Launch Compeny.

BY THE COMDISSION:

OPINIC N'

By Application No. 17599 the Commission is reqﬁested
to zuthorize the Cousins Launch and Lighter Company (hereinafter
referred to as the Cousins Compeny) to sell and transfer for
the sum of five thousand three hundred ($5,300.00) dollers,
to the Coggeshall Launch Company, three %éssels, té-wit:
the Willaxd C, Neli;e C and Sallie C, now operated in the trans-
portation of persons and property between points on Epmboldt
Bay. By Application No. 17600 we are requested to grant
to COggeshall Launch Compeny a certificate of public convenilence

and necessity fo operate vessels for the transportation of




longshoremen for compensation between points upon the inland
waters of Humboldt Bay.
A public hearing was held before Exeminer Kennedy at

Sean Fremcisco October 26, 1931, and the applicatioﬁs bhaving dbeen
duly heard and submitted are now ready Tor an opinlon and order.

The proceedings were heard upon a common record and will de
disposed of in one decision.

By Decision No. 20873 of March 18, 1929, the Cousins
Compeny was authorized to file tariffs providing for "the
trensportation of persons and property between all'points on
Humboldt Bay except that between Eureka, California and Rolph
(Fairhaven), Californis, service shall be rendered only for
the transpértation of stevedores for the purpose of loading and
unloading vessels, ship's crews, ship's officers, U. S. Custom
officers and persons difectly connected with the ship and for
the transportation of lumber, shekes, shingles or wood."

The Cousins Compeny owns and operates five vesséls in

this service, the Willard C, Nellle C, Sallie C, Henry C and

Tryphena. Three of these vessels, the Willexrd C, Nellie C and

Sallie C, aie ir such condition that repairs to them must be

mede immediately, but this the Cousins Compeny is financially
unadble to do. Therefore, applicant proposes o relinquish a
portion of its busimess to the Coggeshall Launch Company dut

to retain its operating right between the points heretofore
authorized to be served and to confine such service t¢ the
operetion of the two vessels remaining in its possession.

The balﬁnce of the service will bHe rendered by the Coggesnail
1aunch Company if the necessary certificate of public convenience
and necossity is granted by the Commission.




The Coggesball Launch Company and its predecessor,
the Coggeshall Launch and Towboat Company, have been transport-
ing passengers and rreight‘between points on Humboldt Bay
wnder tariffs on file with this Commission since 1918. Its
present operating rights, however, do not include the trans-
portation of lorngshoremen between Eureka and ships docked at
Semoa, Fairhaven (also known as Rolph), Arcata Wharves, Fields
Landing, South Jetty Landing or 1lying at enchor off Samos, in
Arcata Channel, iz Soﬁth Bay or off Fairbaven. It is for
operation between these points that applicant seeks a certificate
of public convenience and necessity and for authority to pur-
chase the three vessels from the COusinSICOmpany to be used in
this service and the service now being rendered by it.

By letter dated August 29, 1931, Mr. W. W. Cousins,
Manager of the Cousins Company, informed the Commission that
that company hed no objection to the carrying of stevedores dy
the Coggesheall Lsunch Company. There were no appearances in
opposition to the granting of the applications.

Upon corsideration of all the facts of record we are of
the opinion that both these applications should be granted; An
order will be entered accordingly.

ORDER

These proceedings having been duly heard snd submitted,
ful 1nvéstigation of the matters'and things involved having
been hed, and basing this order on the findings of fact and the
conclusions conteined in the preceding opinion,

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that in Application No. 17599 the




Cousins Launch end ILighter Company be and it is hereby authorized
to sell,-an& the COgseshall'Lannch Company to buy, the vessels
Willard C, Nellie C and Sellie C, subject to the following
condition:

The rights and privileges herein authorized may not

be sold, leased, transferred or assigned, nor service
thereunder discontinued unless the written consent of the
Reilroad Commission to the sale, lease, transrer or dis-
continuance has Lirst been secured.

IT IS EEREBY FURTHER ORDERED that a certificate of public
convenience and necessity be and it is hereby granted to Coggeshall
Launch Company for the trensportation of longshoremen for compen-
sation between Fureke and ships docked at Samoe, Fajirhaven (also
Xnown as Rolph), Arcate Wharves, Field's Lending, South Jetty

Landing, or lying at anchor off S&moa,>in Arcate Channel, in

South Bay ox off Fairhaven, subject to the following conditions:

l. Applicant Coggeshell Launck Coumpany shell immediately
supplement or reissue. its tariff on file so as to
provide in addition to the fares and rules now con~-
tained therein fares and rules of the volume and
effect of those contained in Exhibit B attached to

Apnlicatian Na. 17600,

Applicant Coggeshell Launch Company shall file 1ts

written acceptance of the eertificate herein granted
within a period of not to exceed ten (10) days from
the date hereof.

The rights and privileges herein authorized may not
be s0ld, leased, transferred or assigned, nor service
thereunder discontinued mnless the written consent
of the Railroad Commission to suck sale, lease,
transfer, assignrent or discontinuence has first
been secured.

IT IS HEREBY FURTHER ORDERED that the effective date of
this order shell be ten (10) days from the date hereof.

Dated at San Fremcisco, California, this % _JA=  day of
November, 1931.

Commissiﬁners.r




Louis Bartlett a2nd L. J. Maddux for Modesto
Irrigation District.

Norman E. Malcolm axnd Louils Bartlett, for the
City of Palo Alto.

Louis +lett, for the Town of Fairfield.

Frank T. Atkirson, for Carmichael Irrigation District.

Fanlins & Hexkins, by Homer J. Heazkins, for Glenn=—
Colusa Irrigation District.

J. L. Joansom, for the City of Stockton. -

Jobn JT. O'Toole and Dion R. Holm, for the City and
County of San Francisco.

Preston Higgins and W. W. Cocper for the City of
Cekland

J. J. Deuel =nd L. S. Wing for the California Farm
Federat ion Bureau.

L. B. Bayhurst, £ Fresne Irrigztion District.

Cheffee E. Hall for Great Western Power Compeny of
Californisa and Sen Joequin Light & Power Corporation.

C. P. Cuttem, for the Sierrs & Sen Franclsco Power
Compeny, Pacific Gas & Electric Compeny, Lesses,
gné Pacific Gos end Electric Compaxny.

Louls Bartlett, for City of Orlend, Jacinto Irrigation
Distxict.

Reymond A. Leenerd and Louls Bartlett, for the City
of Oroville.

Richerd Celleham and Lowis Bartlett, for the City of
Livernmere.

2lexander Murdock and Louis Bartlett, Lfor Zest Contra
Coste Irrigation Districte.

A. B. Tinmning and Louls Bartlett, for City of Anticch.

N. E. Tietman sad Louis Bartlett, for City of sSunnyvele.

George Eench and Louls Bertlett, for the City of Tracy.

T. W. Colbert azd Louis Bartlett, for City of South
Sen Francisco.

Fragk F. Atkinson end Louis Bextlett for Caxrmichael
Irrigatiom District.

Louis Bartlett, for the City of Merced.

7. L. Dennett, for Byron~Bethany Irrigation District.

4. L. Cowell and Louls Bartlett, Lor Dos Palos Drafin-
age District.

CARR, Commissioner:
OPINION

™e above entitled cases, all e.rising out of the
bitter competitive struggle beiween the publicly owned elocyris
plent of Modests Irrigation District end the privately ovmed
plent operated In the Modesto territory by Pacific Gas and Electrio
Compeny, &S lessee, Were by stipulation consolidated and heard
together, although the remedies sought were varied and the




positions assumed by the same and by different campleinants were
(1)

not always entirely consistent. The hearings were concluded

months ageo, but attorneys for the parties have proceeded in a

leisurely fachion to file their briefs, the last arriving on
August 12::11.'

The facts essential to a decision may be stated
briefly:

The Pacific Gas and Electric Company, by its lessor
and predecessors, hes bf:en eperating for many years in the Modesto
District. These operations hove been and are under local Ifranchises
and under the provisions of Section 19 Article XI of the California
Constitution as it existed prior to the emendment of 181%. They
commenced prior to the enectment of the Public Utilities Act end
nence, under the terms-of Sec. S0(a) thereof, a certificate of
public convenlence was nol required. Some years ago Modeste Ir-
rigation District established an electric system, since which
time campetition between the two plants has been severe and hes
been the source of many charges and sccusations of unfeir methods.

Totil recently the struggle was carried ox with the
retes of the District ranging from 10 to 20% below those of ‘the .

utility. Beccuse of thel ard other reasons the business of the

TI] The rellef most insisted upon dbY the Modesto District is an
order requiring the Paciflic Gas and Electric Compeny to withdrew
from the Modesto territery (Case 2654). Such an order, the argu-
ment in its brief runs, would not be a taking of property without
compensetion since Tevery yeal thet the caupany contimues to
operete it will mske & loss™ in the Modesto section, end "instead
of taking away the property of the defendant, an order to cease and
desist will put momey in its pocket™. On the other hand the City
of Oeklend and the other cemplainants urge that the coampaxy*'s
Modesto rates, wiich are the same as those of the Distriect, but
lower than its rates elsewhere, should be taken as reasconsble rates
for them and their rates be Lowered to the Modesto level. The
Yodesto district (Case 2953) also asks this relief if the with-

grawal relief sought is not grantede




District grew sand that of the utility decreased. In the Tural
districts lines of the utility in some instances became denuded
of consumers and certein of them were taken out. On January
15, 1930, the Commission ordered general reductions in the

systew retes of the company, (Oaklend ve. Pacific Gaes & Electrie

Cos, 34 C.R.C. 212) whick had the effect of nmarrowing the then
existing differentiel between the district and company rates in
the Modesto territory. The Modeste Districet thereupon further
reduced its retes so as to maintain the differentlial theretofore
existing.

‘At about this time Pacific Frult Ixpress, a lerge
power user on the linec of the utllity, showed a di\sposition to
go over to the District with its lower rates. The Compeny then
entered into a contract to supply it with power at the 1d.e:ntical
rates the district was charging. This contract the Commission: '
refused to approve and the Compeny thereafter filed Its schedule
P-21 embracing the Medesto territory and contaiming power rates .
1dentical with the reduced power rates of the Irrigation District(:).
By this means the Company was ensbled to hold the Pacific Fruit
Express business. Theresfter i1t fliled its schedules L-21, C=-22,
D~-21 and L-22, meeting the District's rates im competitive ter-

ritory.
Eow much of its existing business the Company was

ensbled to hold by these means is not clear. Its business has

contimued to decline, but the Compemy stoutly maintained (end

TZ7 Tt scems the compeny in billing the Express Company treated
this schedule as retro-active to the -date of the contreot.
Technically it could not lawfully do this apd it should collect
the amount by which this Company was underchargede

Se




adduced comsidersble eviderce in support of its position) that
it wes still operating in the Modesto section at & slight profit.
The record does not justify the conclusion that the operation

15 at an out of pocket locs. So hard pressed, however, is the
Compeny in holding on as against the District thet the situation
provoked counsel for compleinants in their brief to the facetious
remark, addressed to the withdrawal relief sought, that the
Irrigat fon District "is merely inviting the Commission to deldver
the funeral oration over the corpse.” Certainly, by no stretch
of the imagization may 1t be deduced from the record that the
utility was crushing its publicly owned campetitor or that 1t
was attempting axything more +hen to hold as much as possible

of its gradually declining business by meeting the rates of its

competitor.
Both forms of reliel here sought must be denied.

I.

Neither in reascn ROX On authority mey it be con-
cluded thet the Compeny by merely meetling the rates of its
competitor in order to attempt to hold its business created an

unjust or unlawful discrimimation. thile the prevention of

16celity discrimination long has been the object of prohibitory
statutes, federal snd state, and of orders of administrative
vodies such as ihe Interstate Commerce Commission end the vexrious
state railroad and utility commissions, the existence of com~
petition at one point and not at gnother has, in itself, general-

ly been deezed o destroy thet similarity of circumstances

and conditions without which such discrimination would not exi st.

4e




S?metimes the statute itself specificaelly permits the meeting
of = campetitive rete; and irrespective of stamtory' authariza=-
tion, the boo‘ks are replete with decisions approving the pro-
priety and lewfulness of meeting a competlitive comdition.

Thus, Section 2 of the Clayton Ac’c Torblds price
diserimination, but specifically provides that this should not
prevent "discrimination in price in the same or dlfferent ccu-
mnities mede in good faith to meet competition.™ Califormia,
in 1913, placed on its statute books a law agailnst loca.iity
discriminotion for the puxpose of destroying a competi‘tor,' but
1t wes specifically provided thet the act "was not Intended |
to prohivit the meeting in good faith of = competitive rate.”
(Stetse 1913, pe. 508} (?)

is to carriers, the United States Supreme Court

in inierpreting, end the Interstate Commerce Commission in ad-

ministering, the Ianterstate Commerce Act have repeatedly re—

cogrized the existence of campetition as Justifying rates whicb.

df{ffer &5 between localltlies, variations forced by campetition

(4}
not being comsidered te work en unlewful discriminatiou.

T3) Gthor stoces heve similar statutes, among them dbeing Iowe.,
Code of Towa 1927, Ch. 432, 3ec. 9885; Minnesotsa, Mason's
Minnesots Statutes 1927, Sec. 10464 (Stats. 1921, Ch. 431, Sec. 1);
VYontens, Revised Code ol Montana 1921, Sec. 10904, as amended

L&WS lgﬁ’ Ch-. lzl’ sec. l‘

(4) Thus in Eest Ternessce T. & G. R. Co. V. Interstate Commerce
Commission, LEL Ue Se T, 19, it was heid that "t T compe on
YEion 15 zeel and substantiel, and exorcises a potentisl influence
on Tates to a particuler point, brings into play the dissigilaxity
of circuastance and condition provided dy the statute, and Justifies
the lesger cherge to the more distant and competitive point than

to the nearer and ronccmpetitive place™, and that the right to

~nus recognize competitlve conditions "is nov destroyed by the mere
fact thet incidentally the lesser charge to the competitive point
ney seemingly glve & prefexrence to that point, axd the greater

rate to the noncampetitive voint may apparently engender a dls-
criminetion egainst it." To the same effect are Texss & Pacific
R.R. V. Interstate Commerce commission, 162 Ue Se 1943 terstate
SonmeTece Commission Ve Alabamad Mialond R. CO., 168 Ue Se L1445 Intexr-
State COomNLsSSion Ve Touisviiie & Ne Re CO., 190 Ue S. 2733 Chember
oF Commeroe of New York ve No Y. C. & He R. R. CO., 24 I.C.Ce ’
75; cado Contras OLl & Refining Corporation V. XKe C. S. RY. CO-»

98 Tu.CaCe 9%

Se




Similerly in California this Commission has

waifeemly recognized the existence of competition as warranting

railroad cmpgnies ip publishing a lower rate at a caumpetitive

point(t}):.e.n et & corresponding one where competition does not
5
exist, and constantly such compaxies are being permitted to

publish reduced retes on less than statutory notice to meet ocom=

(6)
petition,

The meeting of & competitive rate by utilities has
found g%ne)ral recognition and approval by the commissions of other
7 -

stotes..

T3} 1o Sperry ¥iour Company V. Tsland Transportation Co., 30 C.RCie
561, 565, it was sald: wCexrlier competition has long been recognized
as = controlling factor in creal ing different circumstances and
conditions, warraxnting a lower level of retes between points where
the competition exists than vetween points not so situated. The mere
showing that rates I{rom one point in a territory are higher tham.
rates frow other points in thet territory whetier maintained by the
same earrier or different cerriors, does not establish the fact of
undue prejudice or preference. (Texas and Peclfic ReRe Vo Interstate
Carmeree Commissior, 162 U. S. 197; Interstate Comercs Cammission
<. Alebama Midlend R. Co., 168 T. S. l44; Loulsville and Ne. Re CoO.
v. Behlmer, 175 U. S. 648; Test Tepnessee Vo & Go Re COe Vo Inter-
state Commerce Commission, 181 U. S. L1; Interstate Commerce com=
mission v. Louisville & N. R. ¢o., 190 U. S. 273)." The same
rule was again expressed in Continental Can Company V. Southern
pecific, 35 C.R.C. 53l.

(6) During the week cases 2953 and 2954 were £11led twelve authorizas-
tions were granted cerriers to publishk, on less then statutory
notice, reduced rates +o meet competition; and during the week

1n which the final briel Was £4i1ed nerein, seventeen such authorize-
tions were greanted. These ere typical of what has been dome for
many years, excopt thet es campetition has grom the pumber of
authorizations has been increasi nge '

(7) In Re Mass. Ne B. St. . Co. PoU.Re 19174, 31,
Massachusetts commission approved the charging by an

electric compeny of & lower rate on & portion of {4s system where
competitlion existed, it beling seid "It is well estaplished that a
company may, to meet competition, charge relatively lower rates
upon certsin lines, provided no higher rates are charged upon
other ports of its cystem than woxld otherwise be permissible”.
Ty the seme book at page 92% is reported 2 decision by the West
Tirginia Comnzission ip which a natural g8 caupany was permitted
to meet the Tate of & caupetitor in & portion of its territory.
7o the same effect is the docision of the Teunessee Commission in

Re FTlat Creek Telephoune Co., PeUsRe 19168, 8Q.

S




And £inally it may be pointed out that this Conmis-
sion hes uniformly permitted and sanctioned %he meeting by gas
and electric utilities of competitive rates. The leading declsion

is Re Southern Calif. Edison Co., 16 C.R.C. 454. There the company

hed been enthorized to surcharge its rates but applied for permission

to waive the surcherge in the competitive territory served by the

City of Pasadena. In granting the request the Commission seid:

rthe impositioa of the surcharge upon the rates
theretofore in effect on the service rendered by
+he company would at once put the company at the
disadvantage of charging more than its competitor.

"mle have, after very careful ccusideration, deter—
nined that the companyts request must be granted. To
hold otherwise would mean that the commission would
deny the right of a utility company to maintaln its
existence by meeting the rates of its competitor.”
That the question of possible locality disctmination
was before the Commission eppears from the followkng excerpt Ifiram

the opinion, where there was laid down @ formale or requirement to

guard egainst consumexs in nomeomp etitive territory belng bu:édened

by the meeting of a competitive rate: 5

T8YIx Re oSouthern Californis Edison Co., 4 C.R.C. 159, the Coumis—
sion allowed & Date in territory surrounding Pasadena the same as

the Pesedena rate, Pasadena being competitive territory. The Com~-
mission it was seid was not in a position to hold "ihat & Just and
reasanable rate over the eutire territory served by applicant is

e rate as low as that now being cherged in Pasadena.” In Re Pacific
Gas & Electric Co., 11 C.R.C. 795, the Company's retes in the Chico
21strict were at its reguest fixed the same as those of its competitor.
In Re City of Los ingeles v. Southern Calif. Ges Co., 13 C.R.C. 742,
744, 1t was recognized taat the Company's rates must be the sme as
those of its competitor and they were so established. In Re Citrus
Belt Gas Co., 15 C.R.C. 614, gas rates in Sen Bernardino were fixed

to meet the competitive rates there of Southern California Geas
Company. Identical rates in territory cowpetitive as between Southern
Sierras Power Company and Southern Celifornia Edison Compeny wero
approved in Re Southern Sierras Power ¢o., 18 C.R.C. 818, 856, it
veing pointed out that 1t was "practicaIIy necessary that the two
schedules of rates be the same.”

7o .




"The commission would mot ordinerily acquiesce in a
company's desire %o give lower roltes to & portion of its
consumers as corpared with the rest even though the com-
pany were willling to absorb a resulting loss, because
this wonld be discerimination not Justifiable upon the
sole ground that the company wished out of its own earn~
ings to fevor certain comsumers. But this is a different
situation. Tho company faces a municipal competitor
whick is charging lov retes and It must either meet these
rates or retire from the field. Reltiring from the field
vould zeen & loss of a very comnslderadble part of the in-
vestwent and a giving up of a market for power. Merely
for the purpose of meintaining all corsumers om an exact
parity we should xnot compel a company to charge rates
vhfch will annihilate Lits service in capetitive territory.

*Qf course it is true that if we permit municipal cam~
petition tobe met in a givern community it should at all
tines be made definite and corxrtain that comsumers in xon-
competitive territory be not burdened with the slightest
additional cost or charge for service because of the can~
peretively lower rates in the competitive territery. If
this condition de net we are convinced thaet no undue dis-
criminstion results where the retes in noncompetilive ter-
ritory ere fixed on & basis of reasonableness and are as
low as they can be made considering the usuel factors of
operating expensze, depreclation and reasoneble return on
investment.

rhe compeny itself must absorb the lessened return or
1oss occasioned by tho low competitive rates.”™ (9)

Thus, to hold here under this recond thet there is en
unl ewial dis_crimination would involve not only a serious but un-
Justifisble depexrture from the long and unbroken trend of stetutory,
Judicial anéd commission precedent, both in this state and elsewhere,
which overwhelmingly susteins the right of a utility to meé't in
good faith a competitive rate without rendoring itself subject to
a éb.arse of unlawrul locality discrimination.

1.

Zs to the withdrswal relief sought it is enough to call

ettention to Los Angeles v. Los hAngeles Ces & Electric Ce., 251

U. S. 32, waich is declsive against its grantmg_. The complalint

(3] Losses in revemie thus susteined were actually deducted from
the compeny's surplus (Re So. Celif, Zdison Co., 18 C.R.C. 67, 73 )

8.




and prayer for rellef in thls regard runs campletely counter to
principles tiaere lald down. There, as here, 1t was urged that
tne police power wes sufficiently elastic to Justify a public
camend to a private utility lawfully operating under a sub-

sisting franchise to meke way for a publiecly owned system. This,
it was held, could not be dome without rerndering coampensation,

it being seid:

(10) In Case 2954 Modesto Irrigetion District alleges: "That
within the ircorporate limits of the City of Modesto which is a
pert of the Modesto Irrigation District, the Pacific Gas and
Rlectric Compary has been supplying eleciric energy %o less than
(10%) ten percent of the total electric consumers within the Iin-
corporate limits of the City of Modesto, and that, for some yeers
past the gross revenue for sale of electrice energy within the

above named aresa has not been safficient o make the propex re-
turn on the investment involved, and that the electric exergy
users on the Pucific Cas and Zlectric System outside of the abdove
naped aree have veex meking up the dericit and that the Modesto .
Irrigation District is now end has for some time past been furnish=
ing sufficient and proper serviecc to all consumers desiring electric
energy within the above named ares, and that the Modesto Irriga~
tion Distriet is supplying electric energy to the consumers within
the Modesto Irrigaetion District under and by virtue of the laws
of %the State of California, and that the electric energy SO SapT
plied is generzted, transmitted, distributed and owned by the tax
payers of the Mcleste Irrigation District.™

On the strength of this ellegatiorn, the prayer for relief ’
is ag follows:

"UOEREFORE, Complaiment protests and odjects to the Rellroad
Commission of the State of Califormis im permitting the Pacific Gas
and 2lectric Compexy to continue the operation of its electric system
within the Modesto Irrigation District and petitlons the Railroed
commission of the State of Califernia to compel the Pacilfic Gas
emd ETlectric Company in a formel hearing ¥o show cause why the
aforesaid compeny should be further permitted to continue in the
electric business within the Modesto Irrigetion Distriet, axd
further petitions the Railroed commission of the State of Callfarnla
o cancel the Pacific Gas and Electric Compeny's certificate of

. necessity and public convenience for the operation of an electric
pusiness within the Modesto Trrigation District.m




"It will be observed that we are not concerxed
with the duty of the corporaticn operating a public utility
to yield uncompensated obhedience to a police measure
adopted for the protection of the public, Wt with a pro-
posed uncompenseted teking or disturbance of what bhelongs
to one lighving system in order to make way for another.
And this the l4th amendment forbids. What the grant was
at its inception 1t remcined, and was not subject to be
displaced by some other system, even that of the city,
without compensation to the corporation for the rights
approrriated.”

I recammend the following form of Order:
ORDER

The various cases referred to in the title having been
consolidated for hearing and public hearing thereon having been
held and the cases having been subz;xitted for decision,

IT IS HERERY ORDERED, thet the szid cases be and the
seme hereby are dismissed.

The foregolng Opinion and Order are hereby epproved
and ondered filed as the Opinion and Order of the Railrocad Com~
mission of the State of Californiz.

Dated at San Franclsco, Californis, this 27,4/5" dey

of November, 1831l.




