
:BEFORE: TEE EAn.:ROAD COrmassION OF' TEE STATE OF CAI.IFO:im"".J.. 

-000-

HARRY SE:E, (the Brotherhood o"r 
Railroad Tra1nmex:r., bY' Zarry See, 
its State Representative), 

Compla:tnan t 

vs. 

TE:E: ';;'ESTERN PACIFIC RAnoROAD COM­
PANY, 

Det'endent. 

EY 'I'EE COMMISSl: ON: 

OPINION RrD ORDER 

) 

) 

} Case No. 3183 

) 

) 

) 

) 

The co::n.pla1nt in this me. tter alleges a Violation by 

detendant or the Fu.ll Crew Law (Statutes 19l1, p. 65, e.s 

emended. ) It is alleged merelY that detendant on December 

11 and 12, 1931, o:pera'ted a work tram, cons1stt:ng or a 

locanotive and several cars betwe~ Chilcoot smd ~el No. 

37 without a train crew as prescribed by Section 2 or sa1d 

statute. 

The defendant has answered admitting the allegations 

ot the canplaint. Frein other into:mat10n received :r'rc:m 

detendant by letter, it appears that the train operation 

complained or was a movement ot a disabled se~-propelled ear 

used in construction work at Tttnnel No. 37 by means or an 

engine tor a distance or more than one-halt mile to a s1~ 

at the nearest station, and W1 thout being manned by a crew 

1. 



e.~ required by statute. Detendant states further that it 

hae taken steps to prevent such operat·1ons in the tttture. 

The violation ot law being admitted by detendant~ 

there is no occasion tor a hear1ng by the COmmission. 

11i&REFom:~ IT IS ORDERED that co!)1es or the ccmple.tnt 

end answer he:re1u, and ot this op1n1on and order, be trans­

:n1 tted to the D1str1ct Attorney or the County ot Pl-amas~ 
Cal1tornia, tor such aet10n in the ::ne.tter as may be proper. 

I t/II/" Dated at Se..n FranCiSCO, Ca11romia~ this _....;.._:r~_ 

day or March, 1932. 


