
Decision Nc. __ 

nFORE THE ?.AII.ROAD COMMISSION OF !t'.E:E STATE OF CALIFORNIA. 

-- - - -
A. B. Greenshielde. et al. y 

Compla1nants y 

vs. 
Los Angeles Rs1lw~ Corporation, 

DefendtlJ1t. 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) Caso No. 920 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

Fre:c.eia Fildew. for complainan to y 

Se:m.ue 1 J3:a.sJ.:d.ns y fcr Los Angel as Ra11w~ 
Corporation, defendant. 

DEVLIN y COmmissioner: 

OPINION - ... -_ ......... -
The compla.1nanta in t,Ms proceeding are patrons of the 

Vermont Heights and the Homeward Avenue lines of the defendant. 

L08 Angeles P'a1l~ Corporation, and reside south o~ ManChester 

Ave~:uey prinoipally beyond the city 11m1ts o'f Los .AXlgeles, Within 
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or on either side of what is oommonly oallea the ftShoe String strip", 

a narrow piece of land, included. in the 01 ty ltiuts extending to 

Port Loa Angeles, a distance of about 24 m1~ea. 

It is alleged that the refusal of defendant to issue 

transfers for use on its conneoting lines in the city of Loe Angeles 
. \ 

to such passengers as travel on commuta.tion tickets is unfair, d.1s-" 

crim1natory y inequitable, tnadequate and ineffiCient. Compla1nants 
.;, 

also allege that a 20-minute ear servioe 18 ~suf~1oient to meet 

the demands of the tra:veliIlg public, and that same should. be 1n-
creased to a lO-minute schedule between the hours o~ 5 A.M. and 

7:30 P.M ... With a 2O-m1nute service ~rom 7:30 ~.M. until the last 

cs:r. 

" 

T.he distance from Fourtn and Spring streets to ~che8ter 

Avenue, vis Roover Street. is 7.57 miles; frOtl Sixth end Rill 
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Str:eets, via. Georgia, to Manchester Avenue it is 8.43 m11es; and 
from Fourth and Spring Streets to MSnohester Avanue via the Uoneta 

J.venue line., 6.72 milea. ca.ah fare being 5. cents via an;r of the 

three routes. This 5-cent caSh tare includes a tran8f~r to any 

of the lines of defe~dant running 1n the same general direotion. 

South of Manohester Avenue the Vermont Heights line ex-

tends ~or a distance of 2.51 miles to West Athens. and the Moneta 
Avenue Une 2.~7 miles to Edna street. 1'.b.ere is now in effect 

via these lines a SO-ride coomut4tion fare of $l.5Q between los 

Angeles and Vermont Heights on the first n~ed route snd the S8me 

fare to Homeward. Avenue on the second ns.med route. J.t the present 

time commuters are permitted to ride ap:prox1mate~ 8.59 miles from 
Homeward Avenue to Fourth end Spr1118 streets, via :Moneta Avenue 
ltne; and trom Vermont Heights 10.43 miles to Sixth and Rill Streets, 

or 9.5~ m1les to Fourth and Spring streets on the commutation fare 

of 5 cents. It is the plea of the oompl&1nants that transfers be 

issued on these $1.50 oommutation tickets to all pOints on conneot-
ing lines of defendant· wi thin the city of Los ..Angela. When the 
journe;y is made in the same general direction. If transfers were 

granted in co:c.neot10n with these fares the distance could 1n some 

cases be pract1cal~ doubled. pres~ming passenger rode to the ex-

treme limit of the oo:rmectiDg line. 
Compla1nants introduoed no eXhibits or test1moDl to prove 

the fares diBcr~nator.r or unreasonable but by witnesses endeavored 

to Show that the territory on both the Vermont Heights and Homeward 

Avenue lines, south of Manchester Avenue. is not progressing to 
the same degree as the territory in other parts of the Cit,r Where 
a 5 oent cash fare with transfer pr1v1~ege is in effeot. No evidence 

wa.s submitted to show that transfers are given in cOllllect1on with 

commutation tickets between other pOints on defendant's l1nea and 

a oheck of the tariffs on file With this C0mm1sS1011 reveals the 
fact that transfers are not issued on commntat10n tickets in Los 

Angeles,neither are the:.v given on e:tJ:3 of the suburban lines within 

the State of Califor.nia. The pract1o~ of selling commutat10n tickets 
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at low rates, w1thouttransfer privilege, appears to be general 

and there is nothing in this record ShOWing same to be unreasonable. 

The first oausa of oomplaint is based. to some extent on 

grounds similar to those involved in Case .No. 337, C1 t~ of Inglewood 

va ~os Allgeles Ra11w~ Corporation, Volume 3, Opinions and Ordera 

of the Railroad Commission of California, page 32; No. 370, P. A. 
l'roelich va Los .Angeles Railway COl1lorat1on, Volume 3, Opinions and 

Orders of the Railroad Commission of California, page 30. and No. 

509, Lennox Improvement Association VB Los Angeles Ra1lw~ Oorpor-
ation, Volume 4, Opinions and Orders of the Railroad Commission of 

California, page 629. In all of these cases complainants alleged 

that the passenger fares were exoessive and u:nreas onabl'e • In the 

decision 1n each case the COmmission's orders established 30-ride 

co~tat1on tickets,- in the first case No. 337, the order put into 

effect a 30-ride commutation ticket at rate o~ $1.50 without transfer 

privilege between Los .Angeles and Inglewood; in the second proo.seding. 
, 

No. 3'0. tbe same ordel' was issued requir~ de:f'endsnts to establish 

a 30-r1de oommntation tioket at rate of ~1.60 Without tr~atof pr1Tile~ 

the order required sale o~ a 30-ride oommntation tioket ~or $2.26 

Wi thout transfer privilege, between Loa ~ele8 and Lennox • 
.. 

It w:ill thus be seen that the -prine1ple. involved in this 

particular case haa now been reviewed three times by this Commission 
Wi th1n the past tew years. In Case l~o. 370. P. A. Froelich. com-
;pla1nant. exactly the same ra.tes and territory were 1nvestigatl,d, and 

in the decision 1ll that case. rend-ered J~ 2, 19lZ. the 30-rid .. e com-
mutation fare was reduoed from $2.70 to $1.50. ~here haa been no , . 
Change ~ the situation since deoision 1n Case No. 370 was rendered 

whioh would jueti:f7 a :fUrther reduction in the commutation fares and 
there is no convincing evidence that the fare of 5 cents per ride 

without tranB~or privileges between Ve~ont Ee1ghts-Romoward Avenue 

and Los Angeles is e1ther excessive, unreasonable or di8crim1nator~. , 
A witn~ss for defendent testified that automobiles both 
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in private use ana jitney service were making heavy inroads into 
its earnings and that a check of the traffio carried by ~itney 

machines showed an sverage daily loas to de£endant ot approximately . 
$l735.00. In this connection 8n exam

'
Dation was made ot the reports 

rendered. to this Commiss1on for the years 1912, 191.3, 1914 and 1915, 

With the following results: 

S~AT~T OF J?EVEN'tJ'ES, EXPENSES .A!m NET REv.E:N'CE OF LOS 
ANGELES RAlLi':.AY CO~O:aA.TION 'YE.A3S ENDING JUNE 30. 1912. 

1913, 1914 ~d 1915. 

Passenger ,Revenue 
:Baggage Revenue 
J:a.rlo:t". Slee;p1Il8 ,Dining 
and Special. Car Revenue 
Mail Revenu.", 
Express Re"V"~nue 
Milk Revenue 
Freight Revenue 
Switching Revenue 
~acellaneous ~ansporta
tion Revenue 

Total Revenue from ~ans-

1912 

~--------
12,046.l0 

2,557.22 
2.400.21 ---.. -_ .. _-

-----........ ---

1913 

--.. -~-- .. -.. 
l4,762.05 
'4,S10.81 
3.687.44 _ .. _-------

I 

------~ ... --
ll,910.41 

1914 

--.... ----~-
14,305.05 
3,876.45 
4,087.50 

---------------------.. ----_-. ... -
7,470.00 

1915 

---.. -.. ----
12,156.40 
3.9l.8.64 
3,895.31 ---_ .. -----

--~..,--- ... -..... 

---------., 
1,710.48 

portation • • • • • • • • 6,224.842.18 
Total ~evenuo from 

6,ll5,561.42 6,783.295.64 6.943,233.70 

Other Re.llway Operations ___ 8...-9,., 7_7 .... 5 ........ 3O.....-._ ... 38;;.;,1o.i40.;;,6 .... 0 .... 7_5 ____ 4_.7 ......... 56_2,;.;; ..... 2".;.,9 __ ".;.,98.;...&..,24...,;;;,,;03 .... 8,--.2 

Total Operating Ee~enues 6.205.336,72 6,82l,756.39 6,990,795.99 6t323.086~00 
Rai1war Operat~ ~s. 4,228,340.33 4,870,605.80 4,82l,272.00 4,374,189.85 
~et Operating Revenue 1,S75.996.39 1,951,150.69 2,lGs.S2$.9s l,siS,89b.15 
~axes 264,404.78 280,352.78 362,162.05 356,351.20 
Operat1Lg Income 1,712,591.61 1,664,7§7.8~ 1,801,361.94 1,£92,544.96 
~otsl Non-operat1ng 
Income 
Grose InCOD; 

DEDUC~IONS FROM GBOSS nooa 
Renta 
~&%ea 
Interest 
Miscellaneous 
~o~al Deductions ~rom 
Gross Income ••••• 

Net Income or Loss 

263.90 64,055.56 12,204.17 
1.'12,85S.S! 1.728,853.37 r,SIS.S66.!1 

70,657.49 l24,708.34 16~,135.79 177.200.00 
~-----~- --------- -----~-~- 7,866.80 

1,066,753.27 1.06'1,107.31 l.0'11,288.55 1.089.936.27 
--------- 365.l6 --~------ -~--~--~---

:1..l.37,4l0.'16 :1..:1.92,180.8l. 1.23'1,424.34 1,275.003.0'1 

575,444.75 536.672.56 582.141.7'1 320,8) 9.08 

--~---

It is unnecessBr,Y to make any extensive snsl7sis o£ tho 
annual reports reproduoed above. as the figares quoted. are s eU-
explanatory. However, I woUld oall. attention to the tota~ revenue 
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from. transportation Whioh shows an increase of $667.734.22 in 19lZ, 

an tnoreaae of onlJ $159,938.06 in 1914, and a deorease of $718,391.62 

~ 19l5. ~e effect of competition from the sel~-propel1ed vehicles 
1a very apparent and it mq fa1rlJr be assumed that had. this oom-
petition been absent in 1915 the eernings would have been at least 

:;oqneiq.erabl~ greater. It is also to be noted thnt operat1ng ex-

penses in 1915 were redu.ced ~rom $4.821.2'12.00 to $4.374~189.85. 

or $447 ~082.~,. W:Lthout this reduction in t)x:Pens8s the defendant 

would have shown a not lo'ss of $l26,573.07 1nstea.a. of au income o~ 

$320.509.08. After a careful considera.tion of all. the evidence and 

reports I can find no justification for a change ~ the present 
commutation fare arrangements; the fares are not Shaw.n to be exoeseive~' 
neither, are they d1scr1m'Datory and certa1nl1 the present finanoial. 
oondition of this defendant does not warrant an order from this Com-

mission further reducing its income. This part of the complaint 

shoUld be dismissed and I 80 recommend. 

As to the allegation of eomplainents that the eern 08 

rendered is inadequ&te and insufficient and does not aooommodate 

the existing transportation d~8nds and reqUirements, the eT1datoe 

ot witnesses for the def$Ddant in this case and the schedules 
filed as de~endant'8 exnib1ts would indioate tnat northbound cars, 

wb.icb. were checked at the intersection of Jefferson and llain street e 

laOs J:agelee. (the pOint at wb.1eb. the maximum load 'was present). for 

eigb.t d~8 between the hours of 7.20 and 7.40 A.,M., oarried load8 
on but 21 trips beyond. the seating oapaoity of the ears,or an 
average of 2-5/8 trips per day. Between the hours of 7.40 d 8.00 

A.M., from a cneok ot eight days, an 8Terage of one trip per day 

oarried passengers in excess of the seating capaoity of oars. So~th

bound on a cheok made at Jetfer80n and Main streets, between the 
hours ot 5.00 and 5.20 P.lt., tb:ree tripe out ot a :tour 4q oheck 

were loaded beyond aeat~ oapacity; between 5.20 and 5.40 P.X. sit 
trips on a four d~ c~eck were oTerloaded; between the hours of 5.40 

and 6.00 P.K. t1Te trips in a four 481 chedk were oTerloaded and be-

tween the hours ot 6.00 P.l(. and 6.20 P.ll.one trip 1n 8 four day 
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oheok was loaded borond seating oapac1tr. 

1'b.e h.ours during wb,ien cb.ocks were msde are ttlose 1n 

wlncb. people are traTe11ng to and from tlleir work and tile oheoks 

were made at tne point wnere tne maximum number of people were on 

the oars. Under these condit ions the defendant. 1n oommon 111 t b. ell 

other transportat1on oompan1es e1milerlr s1tuated and serv1ng large 

centers o~ population, finds it extremelr dteficult to transport 1ts 

patrone w1t.b.out some overcrowding of oers and tne s1tua~1on preeeIXt ed 

in this oase is no different from th.at exist1ng 1n ever,r large city . 

in the oountry and i8 one that 1s 'Tery nard to OTercome. 1'h. OOn-

gested cond1tions in the bus1ness district of Loe Angeles at present 

make it praot1call1 impossible to inorease tile service on any speo-

1fio l1ne dur1llg what are termed rusll Ilours wb.en the patrons o:t all 
trfUlSports.t1on oompan1es are desirous ot be1ng moved to the1r des-

tination at one time and tne cOnditions 88 reflected by exb.ibits 

introduoed in t~ia cae~ do not indioate that the overcrowding of 

oars dur1ng tne extreme rusb. hOurs is of suft1c1ent trequencr to 

justit,y additional servioe desired by oompla1n$l1ts. 

Condit1~e ex1sting during the port1on of the d81 other 

than rush hours do not indioate tha; t~ere i8 any overorowding of 

oars nor that oomplainante are inoonvenienced by not bei,ng able to 

obtain seats and I am of tne opinion tbat the facts in tb.ie oase ., 

regards service do not just1fr tne change from tbe so~edule based 

on a twent1 minute headwq to that of a ten m1nute b.eadwq as re-

quested. 

Atter carefnl considerat1on I conolude that tn1e aotion 

should be dismissed. 

I submit tne follOwing form of order: 

ORDER -- - --

lUbl10 hearing hav1ng been held in the above entitled oase 

and the 88me haTing been subm1 tted and being now ready for deo1a1 (Zl. • 
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I! IS EEREBY ORDERED tb.o.t tb.e oomplaint in the abOTe en-

titled-proceeding be and tb.e same 1s hereby dism1ssed. 

~b.e torego~ op1nion and order are ~ereb7 approved 'and 

ordered :tiled as the op1nion and order of t he Railroad Commies! on 

ot the State of Ca11forn1a. 

Dated at San FranciSCO, Californis, tb,i8 ~~ day 0: 
~. '.'j'" .• ; .... }!.!!, 

JUDe. l.91.6. 

CoDliii!a.ronere. 
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