Decision KNo.
BEFORE TEE RAILROAD COMMISSION OF REE S OF CALIFORKIA.

ORIG LaL

Case Io. 891.
(Pares to Pelms District)

NEE CITY OF LOS ANGELES.
a munielipal corporation,

";;“'ON uo|sioa(]

S
\.S

Conplainant,
ve. '

PACIFIC ELECTRIC RAILWAY
COMPATY,

5

De:b;dant.

PEE CITY OF LOS ANGELES,
& municipal corporation,

v8. Cage No. 892.
PACIFIC ELECTRIC RAILWAY (Pores to Bairdstown Distriot)
COMPANTY. ‘ ‘

| . Defendant.

TEZ CITY OF LOS ANGELES
s municipal corxporation,

Complainent, Case No. 911.

va.

(Pares to Eolliywood Diatrioﬁ) :

PACIFIC BIECTRIC RATLWAY
COMPANY,
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Defendant.

THZ CITY OF L0OS ANGILES,
& munlcipel coxporation,

Case No. 91%

(Fares to Edendalo-Richardaon :
District,Glendale line).

Complainant.
v8.

PACIFIC BLECTIRIC RAIﬂWKY
COMPAXY,

Defendant.

BY 725 COMMISSION:
OPINION O PETITION FOR REEEARING.

ths is an application on the part of the City of Los
Angeles for & rekearing in Cases 891 - 892 - 911 and 912, decildod

January 26, 1917.

Tho Commission, in 1ts deoision No. 4062, denied the




application for five cent fares between the dusiness section of Ios
sngeles and points located in the annexed distriocte, lmown as Palms,
Bairdstown, Hollywood and Rdendsle and tie present application
is for a rehearing of the matters previously decided.

The petition for rerearing alleges:

lst~ That the decision of the Commission to the eZfect that
the lines opersted by the defendant to the points named in the applic-
ations in the above actions are interurben lines and not street rail-

way lines is mupportéd. by the evidence and contrery to law.

2nd- That the Commiession failed to pass upon the question of

deZendant issuing transfers to passengers boarding the cars within

the City of Los Angeles.

The petitioner refers to subdivision (g) of Section 2 of the
Public Utilitlies Act: o

"The term 'street rallroed' wher used in this &ct,
includes every railway, and each snd every branch
or extenslon thereof, by whatsoever power opexr-
ated, being meinly upon, along, above or below
any street, savenue, roed, highway, bridge or pab-
lic place within any city znd county, or city or
town, together with all resl estate, fixtures and
personal property of every kind used in connection
therewith, owned, comtrolled, operated or mansged
for public use in the traunsportation of persons
or property; dut the term 'street railroad',when
used in this act, shall not inclvde a railway
constituting or used as & part of a commercial
or interurban railway™. :

To Section 27 of the Act:

"No, street or intermrban railrosd eorporatiozn
shell cherge, demand, collect or receive more
than five cents for ome continmous ride in the
same gemeral direction within the corporate
linite of any city arnd comnty, or ¢ity or town,
exceopt upon a showing before the Commission
that such greater cherge is Justified; pro-
vided, that until the decision of the Com-
mission upon such showing, a street or inter-
uwrban railroad corpoxation may continue to
demand, collect and receive the fare lawfully
in eZfect on TNovexbher 3,1914. ZIZvery street
or ipterurban railroad corporastion shall upon
such terms as the Commission shall f£ind to be
Just and reasonable furnish to its pascengers
transfers entitling them to one contimuous trip
in tho same geperal direction over amd upon the
portione of its lines within the same city and

comnty, or city or town, not reached by thre
originating car”. 2




ind also guotes from the opimion ol the Commiesion the following
language: »

"l deen it wonecessary to emgage in a discussion
of oxr to puss upon the question whether defend-
ant falls within tte definition of 'atreet rail
road' or 'railroed’ as those termz are employed
in the Public Utilities Act.

Granting that the defendant is & 'street rail-
road' within the mesaring of that act, the facts
as disclosed by the evidence, and asc herein set

foxrth, convince me that a further reduction of
tae fares of defendant, as reguested by complain~
ant, is wawarrsnted™. .

Paragraph V of petitioner's smended complaint in Case
No. 891, whick paragraph, changed only as %o the volume of the fare,

is cearried into ezmch case, resls: -

"That the rate of fare for transporting passengers
in one direction only. between the points aforesald,
to said 'Palms’ or the westerly boundaxry of 3aid
city, charged and collected by said defendant is
the sum of Twenty cente (20¢) for each and every
pessenger; aud this complainant verily believes
and therofore alleges that said sum is greatly in
exce3g of 8 Just and reasonable rate £0r szid
service and more than is necossary to roturn 2
fair return wpon the investnent of said defend-
ant for such transportation and cerriage, and
that the sum 0f £ive cents is a just and reason~
able charge £or 88id service”.

all the cases put in issue the reasonablemess of the
fares and by comparing the languége of the Commission with tkhe
ellegations in the complaint it is clearly appsrent that this was
the prinecipal issue.

The'complainant likxewise alleged trat defendant operates
streot railways within the City of Los ingeles, to whick testimony

the Commission gave careful consideration, also to petitionexr's and

intexvener's briefs on this yoint. The coses were decided upon the

resgonebleness 0f the rates and even if the opinion and order had
dofinitely clascified defendant as & street railway this wourld 1ot

neceesgarily have changed ouxr conclﬁsiona. £or under Section 27 of




the Fublic Utilitlee Act the Commission has authority, upon a
showing, T0 authorize a street rallway t¢ charge more than five
cents within the corporate limits of a ¢city.

The furnishing of tranefers was involved in the ZLive °
cent fares, thexefore the refussal to order fares reduced zutomaticslly
disposed of that part of the complaint.

 Fo question of fact or law it pow presented by this sp-

Plication which has 10t beer Lully concidered dy the Commizsion.

The application for rehesring., accordingly, will be dis~
‘missed..

The City of Los Angeies neving fiied & potition for a renearing
in Cases Nog 891 ~ 892 - 911 end 912. proviously decided by the Com-
misslon, anud 10 good reazon appearing why such petition should be
granted,

1T IS HEREZY ORDERGED thet 3aid petition for rehearing be and
tho 3ame ig heredy denied. |

The foregolng opinion and order are hereby approved and ordered
Liled as the opinion and order oFf the Railroed Commisaion of the State
of Californie.

Deted at Ssn Fraveisco, Californis, this fZ& dsy ofﬂé-f-—*'.lsn.
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