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In the Matter of the Application of 3
SOUTHERN PACIFIC. COMPANY foxr reliefl
from tae provmszons of Section 21,

Article XII, of the Constitution of g (Application No. 2)
Cadifornia relat;ng to Long and Short

Hauls.

Case Yo. 214.

George D. Squires for applicant.

ESELEMAN, Commissioner.

0RINIQ

In its Application No, 2 of Decenmber 26, 1911,'the‘

Southern Pacific Coumpany - Pacific System = asks for authority to
continue %o charge for the transnortaxion of passenaere'andvbagéage |
a ~rea¢er compensat;on a3 a through rate between Fresno and Bakcrz- |
field thaa the combinat 1on of fares on Goshen’ Junct;on and to maen-
taxn similar. adjustments, of which the Aoregozng is typzcal, oetween

her points not speci’ically enumerated in the &pplication. This
apnlication was amended by the Southern Pacm;xc Commany under dame
| o- A@ril 10,.1912, snd the original pet;tionetovma;ntaln through |
fares in excess of thefintermediaie fares wae,withdfamn and in lieu
thereol tieesouthern Pacific Company requesfs’perﬁissibn to‘advanee
the Fresno-Goéhen Junetion fare 57 and coﬁcurrentlyito,maiﬁtaiﬁ“af
lower fare to‘Eanrord‘,a more distani §oint;

In_eﬁppor of its application, the eouthnrn Paci‘ic'Comp

pany alleges fham the\fare from Fresno to Goshen Junction was ree

Culzforn+a onﬁ;ts'xzne, S0 as no.‘,o.excecd tne ﬁare between Fresno
and Eanford bétﬁecn waich poiants the applicent ie‘forced'tofﬁain-
tadn ‘he same’ ‘rate a3 is ma;ntained bj the snorter and more direct
line, .he Axcnizon, Ioneka.& Senta Fe Ra&lway Co., Coast Lines.-
The applecanb alleges tnat the traffic between Fresno and Eanfdrd
iglconvzderaole and ;n add;t;oa that there is a large traff;c <o




-,.ﬁ

and_::on.points logpmed in the nearby oil flelds, whicn wnuld probably

£low to the line ofits competitor if that line's fare between | 4.
Fresno anduHanfordtﬁére not eqnalxzed. Tae dzstancevfrom Treano -
Goshcnlzun;tion via the Southern Pacific Com@any iz 34 miles; tne
distance from Fresao. vo- Hanford through Goshen Junction via the 1ine

ol %ae Southern Paci*xc Company is 47.1 miles while. uhe diwtance

*rom Fresno to thford v;a the line of tae Axch¢son, Topekm.& Santa

Fe Railway ;s but 30 2 niles. '

:t 15 stamed that if the applzcamion zs denied and the
petitioner requmred to estaol;sn .hrough farea equal toﬂthc sum of |
the locals to and from Goshen Junction, that a conszderable reductxon
in the revenue of pet Lu*onex would ve brought about unnecesaarzly, a3 ‘ 
no‘formal complaint has been made as to the reazonablenes? of any of -
tae Jares inﬁolved;‘tham “he volume of the trafficfbetween“FresnOvénd ;
Goshen Junction is 1mmaxerza. and consmsts largely of employees of the
rallroal company; tham if the ?reqno-B;kers ield rate is reduced %o
the comb;nat;on of locals over Goshen Junction from wsxls to $3 10,

- that pract;cally all local and interdivision fares ol the Soutnern
Pac;tic‘Company;uhroush Bakersfield and FreznO-would be affected, the
effect of thg redudtion_even.exxending o the ta:e‘applying between
San Francisco and Loc Angeles. It is furtaer alicgédyﬁhhx the fares
which the applicant seeks to establish by this apﬁlication are just
and_reasonabié;ibéing Less toan 37 a mile, the basis genefally e
ployed between points in California, It would appear'thax‘because”
of the fact that the Southern Pacific Company is LTorced by.ﬁhe'comp
petition of the Atciison, Topeka & Santa. Te, Coas?d Linca, the short
line, to neet the fare estabdbli hcd Yy that line between'”resno and.
Henford, the Commi ssion could cons;stently authorize. the establizhm ,
nent vy, theb»plicant of & higner fare between Fresno and’Goshen ‘ ":{'
Junction than between Fresno and Hanford. But such an adaus ment of

passenger fares 1s impractlcable and would gend to creaxe discr;mp

inations. For example, tnoae famxlzar with tne adjustmant travel—




ing from Fresno to Gouaen Junct;on wbuld in the. maoorzuy of caszes,
ne doudbt, purcnaue Fresno to Hanford tickets and stop off at. the
intermediate po¢nt, - that is Goshen Junct;on, while parties not
femiliar wi:h the adjustment traveling from Fresno o Gq;nen Junctlon.
wounld purchase ticketé between those points and thereby be'chargéd»‘
a greater faré than parties enjoying the same facllities and
transported between the same points by the same carrier.

To'jugfify thae reasonablemess of the yronosed fare it is
not enough to allege that it will not yield a rate per mile equal to
+hat usually'¢harse¢.‘ The reasonableness of the bgsiélwith which.

the comparison iz made should be shown;mnd because a considerable

' re?uction'wi;l Provably result in theAca:rier's re#eﬁués it thc

through faxeé'are reduced to the sums of the intermediates, it does
not necesaarily Tollow %hat the incfease should be permiﬁted.’

In view of theze facts it does not appear thax the ev;dence
is sufficient to warrant the Commission to authorize tne inerease in
tae fare between Tresno and Gosiaen Junction, .and the applicangp
saould therefore be denied.

I recommend the following order:
QBDEIR-

SOUTEERN PACIFIC COMPANY.hAvino applied to unis Commission
fo* re;ief from the provizions of Section 21, Artiele XII, of the
Constitution of-California, and for authority to advance its fare
Tor the trans portaxion of passengers and baggage between Fresne and
Goshen Junct;on by five cents (52) ané concurreatly to ma;ntain a
lower fw.e between Ean¢ord a more dzstant point; and s aear;ng
‘having been held, and being fully appr¢sed.1n the premises,

TEE COMMISSION EXREEY PINDS AS A FACT that the Southern
Pacific Conmpany has not justified the.granti#g of thiz a@ﬁliééxion;

And basiang ifs brderrog‘the foregoing finding of Zact,




IT IS HEREZY ORDERED that this application be and

the same is hereby dismissed.

The {oregoing opinion and order arc hereby approved
and ordered filed as the opinion and order of the Ra.'il:'oa.d Com=

mission of the State of Califoraia.

- Dated at San Francisco, Californin, this "-/E day
of April, 1514.

Commigsioners.




