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BUQID; TEE RAlIROAIl COMMISSION OF THX STATE OF CALIF~"'J.i 

In the Matter or the APplicatio::l ot the ~ 
LOS ANG!LF.S P..JJ:LWAY CORPOBATION ~or an ) 
in lieu eert1tie~te tor its motor coach) 
lines. ) 

THIRTY-FIRST S'tlPPIJ!:MENTAL 
APPLICATION NO. 19179 

l!lnENDED 'l'RIRTY - FIRST S'JP­
PU:ME!J,~ .APPL. NO. 19179. -----------------------------) 

S. M. Eask1ns, ~neral Counsel, Woodward M. 
Taylor, General A.tto~ey, and Max E. 'Ott, 
Ass1st~nt General Attorney, tor applioant. 

Clyde ¥1oodworth, City Attorney, tor the C1t:r 
or Inglewood, 1nter~sted party. 

Vernon E. Spencer, tor Inglewood Transit Lines, 
interested party. 

K. Charles Beo.n and Sta.nley M. LaDbam, tor the 
Board of Public Utilities and. Transportation 
ot the City of Los Angeles, interested party. 

Charles E. Temple, tor Southwest Br~ch ot the 
Los A.ngeles Realty Board., yrotest~t. 

Charles A. Cordano, tor the South Side C~er 
ot Commerce, protest~t. 

Matt nynn, tor certain property owers on 
Van Ness Avenue, and tor the Southwest Branch 
ot the Los Angeles Realty Board J interested 
parties. 

BY THE COMMISS ION: 

OPINION .. -----~ 
The above entitled proceedings deal with the proposed 

rerouting and extension ot Los Angeles Railway Co~oration·s Van 

Ness Motor Coach Line No. 60 in the southwest portion ot the City 

of Los Angeles and in the eastern section or the City or Inglewood. 

Pub11c hearings were held before Examiner Ager at los 

Angeles OD. January 15 and 22, 1940, and on the latter d:l.te the 

matters were taken under submiss10n and they are now roady tor 

decision. 
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The record shows that, pursuant to the authority granted 

by this Comm1ssion in its Decision No. 27l42, dated June 8, 1934, 

in this proceeding, Los .A.ngeles Ro.11way Corporation 18 operat1!lg 

its Van Ness MOtor Coach tine No. 00, 1n the City ot Los Angeles, 

over the rollowing described route: 

Co~e~cing at the intersection ot 54th Street 
and Second ,Avenue,. thence via Second. Avenue, 
Van Ness Avenue, 78th Place, Z1ghth Avenue, 
78th Street, Van Ness AveDUe, and Second 
Ave~ue to the point o~ eo~encement. 

In the 310t Suppl~ental APplication in this proceed~ 

applicant seeks the Commission's aut~or1t1 to discontinue that 

port1on ot the southern loop trO:::l Fitth Avenue and 78th Place, 

over 78th Place to 8t~ Avenue and 78th Street to Van Ness Avenue, 

and to extend the service southerly on Fitth Avenue to Manchester 

Boulevard, thence over Manchester Bou.leve.rd and Crenshaw Boule-

vard to a connection with the No.5 rail line at 67th street and. 

Crenshaw Boulevard. At the suggestion ot the Board ot Public 

Utilities and Tran3~ortation ot the City ot Los Angeles, ~nded 

31st Supplemental APplication in this proceeding was tlled, where­

in Los Angeles Ra11wa7 Corporation seeks to abandon entirely the 

southern loop and continue the service southerly on Van Ness Avenue 

to 83rd Street, thence over 83rd Street, Fourth Avenue, 84t:!l S.treet, 

Fitth Avenue, Manchester Boulevard and Crenshaw Boulevard to 67th 

Street, ~ere a,connect1o~ would be made with the No.5 rail line 

as proposed in the or1g1~al 31st Supplemental APplioation. At the 

he~1~ three additional suggestions ror the extension and re­

routing were ottered, as tol1o\~: 

Pro,;posal No.5 

Van Ness Avenue, Manchester Boulevard, Cren­
shaw Boulovard to 67th street 

Proposal No. 4: 

Van Ness Avenu.e, Manchester Botllevard, Cren­
shaw Boulevard, 8th Avenue, 79th Street, 
Cro~shaw Boulevard to 67th Street 
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ProPosal No.5 

Van Ness Avenue, '16th Streot, 5th Avenue, Man­
chester Boulevard, Crenshaw Boulevard to 6'1th 
Street 

For the purposes o~ clarity and breVity, the proposed 

route as set rorth in 31st Supple~ental APplicat10n No. 191'19 will 

hereafter be reterred to as Proposed Route No.1, that set torth 

in Amended 31st SUpplemental Application No. 19179 as Proposed 

Route No.2, and the other three routes in the order in which they 

are above descr1bed as Proposed Routes Nos. 3, 4 and 5, respect-

1,\"e11. 

No change in rates 0-: tare, type or equipment or ~e­

quenoy or service will result trom any ot the proposed extensions 

and rerou t1ngs. 

The record shows that, except tor Proposed Route No.4, 

the running time and the d1statLces to be operated over any ot the 

proposed routes would be the s~e; that, except tor ~oposed 

Route No.4, there would be no d1tterence in the operating costs; 

and that the applicant has expressed no prererence as to which or 

the routes should be authorized. Proposed Route No.1 carr1es 

with it the endorsement ot the City or Inslewood, whereas Proposed 

Routes Nos. 2 and 3 have been endorsed by the C1ty or Los Angeles, 

throu~ its Board ot Public Utilities and Transportation. All o~ 

the routes have the same termin'. - namely'. 54th street and Van 

Ness Avenue as the northerly te:-:d.nus and 6?th Street and Crenshaw 

Boulevard as the southerly 0= westerly tertlinus. At the latter 

point contact is made with app11cant t s No.5 rail line, whioh oper­

ates tron the Eagle Rock sect10n through the central bus1ness dis­

trict or Los Angelas to Inglewood and Hawthor:o.a. No question bas 

arisen as to the necessity tor an extension o~ this service and 

it therefore beco~es the Co~ss1onts problem to determine which 

or the proposed routes will provide the best service to the IMxjmum 

number or per~ons without serious ineonvenience to those persons 

-3-



who are now served b1 the present roate. 

Complete hoase counts in the area involved have been made 

and numeroas eXhibits were introduced at the hearing, in the torm 

or maps and tabulations, on which this 1ntor.ma.tion has been stl:rmnar­

ized. It has been a more or less general policy ot this Commission 

in past ru.linSS to consider that persons residing within a qU2.rter 

ot a mile ot a local transport~tion line are within reasonable walk­

ing distance and there tore are adequately served. 

A recapitulation ot the intor.mation Shown on these v.arioas 

exhibits is contained in the following table. 

Proposed Proposed Proposed Proposed Proposed 
Route #1 Route #2 Route #3 Route #4 Route #5 

Total population in 
area sou~h ot 76th 
St. which would be 
served by Van Ness 
Coach Line No. 60 5751 

Popalation in area 
which is now within 
i: mile ot and served 
by applicant's Man-
chester Blvd. #54 
coa.ch line loll 

Pop~lation which 
would be served by 
Van Ness coach line 
south or 76th St. 4140 

Popalat1on within ~ 
mile ot present route 
which will be re::noved 
to greater distance 
by rerouting 30 

5802 6024 6768 5310 

2076 2499 2499 l611 

3726 3525 4269 3699 

702 903 114 o 

In the block bounded by 79th Street, 5th Avenue, 80th 

Street and 7th Ave~e there is a school having an attendance ot 

same 500 students. This school 1s within the one-~ter mile area 

ot the present service but, it XToposed Route No. 3 were adopted, 

it would be entirely outside the area. 

Observation or the above table might suggest that Pro­

,osed Route No.4 would be the eo=rect one, since it 1s indicated 

that the largest number ot persons would be served by this proposal. 



The record shows, however, that this route is some 6?O teet longer 

than any 0: the other tour, thus resulting in the operation ot an 

additional 5759 coach miles per year and increasing operating ex­

penses by $788.85 per year. The test~ony turther shows that the 

pavement surtaces on 8th Avenue and 79th Street ar(~ ot 1nsutti­

cient thickness to stand up under motor 00 aeh operation and that 

the City ot Inglewood is reluctant to spend the necess~7 rands 

to make them suitable tor such operation, part1cular~1 1n 118W Or 
the to.ct 'that Crenshaw ~ulev$.rd is so ado.ptel1 ill every waY' to 

the ~ae o~ ~otor co~cheB. 

·Nhil~ ~posed Ro~te No. S wo~d continue to prov1de 

service to all those :perso:LS in the a:rea who are sGrved by the 

pre30nt route, it wo~ld tail to serve 492 persons (all residents 

or the City o~ Los Angeles), who would be served by Proposed Route 

No.1. 

The CitY' ot Los .Allgeles takes the position that the 

orderly development or the mass transportatio~ system ot the City 

ot Los Angeles would dictate that the Van Ness Avenue Motor Coach 

Line should be extended. southerly along Van Ness Avenue to Y'J.8.11-

chester Boulevard, in order to provide proper spacing or trans­

portation lines. Nor.cally, the Commission would subscribe to this 

theorY', but we are not 0: the opinion that this rule should be 

axiomatio it such extension results in the saor1tice ot transpor­

tat10n to a substant1~1 gro~p of people who happen to be residents 

ot an ad.jo1ning city. careful analysis o~ the record adduoed at 

the hearing leads us to the conclusion that, tor the time be~ 

at least, the route proposed in the original Slst Supple~enta1 

APplication would best meet the public need. 

!.os Axlgeles Rai1v:ay Corporation is placed. upon notice 

that "operative rights· do not const1t~te a olass o~ property which 

shoul~ be capitelized or used as an ele.cent ot value in determining 

reaso:ll;l.ble rates. Asid.e trt:Jrt. their pu=ely permissive aspect, they 
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extend to the holde= a tull or part!al monopoly ot a class or 

business over a part1cular route. This monopoly teature may be 

changed or destroyed at any time by the State, whieh is not in 

~ res~ect limited as to the number o~ rights which may be given. 

ORD:ER ........ -- ---
Public heari:cgs hav~ been had, the matter having been 

submitted and the Commiss1on being tully advisedj 

The Railroad Commission or the State ot Ca11torniu Hereby 

Declares that public convenience and necessity require the rerout­

illg and extension by Los Angeles :&a11way CorporAtion 01: its Van 

Ness Y~tor Coach Route No. 60, tor the transportation ot passen­

gers in the Cities ot Los Angeles and Inglewood, over a route de­

scr1bed as tollows: 

Beg1Dn iD8 at the 1n~ersect10n or 54th Street and 
Second AveD.'1le, thence via Second Avenue, Slauson 
Avenue, Van Ness Ave::l.ue, 76th P'l-.e,ce, Fitth Avenue, 
Park Circle, Firth Avenue, !lanchester Boulevard., 
Crenshaw Boulevard to 67th Street, returning via 
the reverse ot the going route to the point ot 
co:mmencGmentj 

instead ot over the route authorized by Decision No. 27142 p dated 

June 8, 1934, on Second Supplemental APplication No. 19179. The 

certificate herein granted is to be included as part ot the in lieu 

certificate granted by Decision No. 27052, dated May l4, 1934, in 

this proceeding. 

IT 13 HEREBY OP~ERED that a certifioate o~ pub~1c oon-
. . 

v.en1ence and necessity tor such service be and it is hereby granted 

to Lo~ Angeles Rai1~~ Cor.poration, subject to the following con­

ditions: 

(1) APplicant shall file a written acceptance ot the 
certifieate herein granted within a period or not 
to exceed fitteen (15) days trom the date hereo~. 

APplicant shall commence the service herein author­
ized within a period ot not to e%ceed ninety (90) 
days trom the etfective date hereof and shall tile, 
in triplicate, and concurrently make effective, on 
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not less than one (1) da1s notice to the Railroad 
Co~ssion and thepubli~, a tariff or taritts 
constructed in accordance with the requiraments ot 
the Commission's General Orders and containing rates 
and rules which, ill volu:m.e and ettect, shall be iden­
tical with the rates and rules shown in the applica­
tion, in so tar as they contor.m to the certificate 
herein granted, or rates and rules satisfactory to 
the Railroad Commission. 

(3) APplicant sb.e.ll tile, in duplicate, and make effeot­
ive within a period ot not to exceed thirty (SO) 
days atter the etfective date 01' this Order, an not 
less than five (5) days' notice to t~e Railroad Com­
:ission and the public,.tfme schedules coveri~ the 
service herein authorized, in a tor.m satiSfactory to 
the Railroad Co~ssion. 

(4) The rights and privileges herein authorized may not 
be discontinued, sold, leased, transterred or assigned, 
unless the written consent 01' the Railroad Oomciss1on 
to such discontinuance, sale, lease, transter or 
assignment has first been obtained. 

(5) No vehicle may be operated by applicant herein unless 
such vehicle is owned by said applicant or is leased 
by applicant under a contract or agreement on a basis 
satisfactory to the Railroad Commission. 

(6) APplicant is authorized to turn its motor vehicles at 
termini either in the intersection or the streets or 
by operating around a block contiguous to such 1nter­
section in either d1rect10n, and to carry passengers 
as traff1c regulations 01' the ~cipalities may re­
quire. 

For all other purposes, the ettective date of this Order 

shall be twenty (20) days trom the date hereof. 

Dated at San :F.ranc1sco, California, this 

;'22?M c L , 1940. ot 

CODlI'lissioners. \ 


