Decision No.
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BEE O°7 mEE RAIuROED S
COMI{ISSION OF IZS-S“"EE QF CAII:ORIIAV

'TY, et al.,

Complaln_nts,

ATCEISON, "ovzza k3 aNTa ?MIL kY
COMRANY,

Defen@abt, |

Charles Clifford for complsinsrt
2. W. Cemp for defendaxnt.

EDGIRIQN, Commissionexr.

QPIKION

Tkis is an applicaﬁion for‘rehéaring°by “
defendant, Ltchison, Topeks and Sente Fe ?uilway Com— g
veny. The issues herein and the rguments maae are *o
such en extent the same as those made in the anplicatzon
for'rehearing in Case No. 406 this dey qenled,vuhau-I
believe this case skould be Genied For the ressons set
out in the opinion p;eceging'the‘orderofdeniélipythaf
- case.

Berewith 8 form of order:

Anplication heving been mude by itchison, Topeks
ent Sente Fe Railwey Company for e rekeering in the sbove

entitled matte_, and it appearing to thelcommiésionrtbat”

-

said ap pllcatlon snhould he denied,
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of the 3tate of Californie uhat the.appllcgtlon-for“reef

hearing hexein be and the seme hereby is denied.

mhé Ldfég i _ gl ﬂth &“u Oruer are Mereby anm

proved and orfered *1“0& as the oninion and order o; the
Reilroed Commission of the °tate of Ce.l:z."‘orn:x.s..l

Deted at Sen ¥r nylsco Callmornza thzs 5Lﬂ¢t&ay

of Octobver, 1914.

Commissioners.




