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BEFORE 1HZ ~LIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

BROTHERr!OOD OF P~LUOP~ TilAlNMEN, 

Comp lllinant , 
Case No. 6091, 

vs. 

SOU'!T:IZ~'tN PACIFIC COMPAJ.W, 
:l eorporntion, 

Defend3nt. 

D. W. Brobst, for complllinant. 
~. D. Yeomans, for respondent. 
Thomas V. Tarbet, Department of Public Utilities 

& Transportation of the City of Los Angelos; 
Ch~rlcs H. Lans for the Brotherhood of RailxOlld 

~rAitmlcn; and tvillirun V. Ellis for the 
Brotherhood o~L6comotivc Firemen llnd 
Enginemen; interested parties. 

L. E. Hull for the Commiosion's staff. 

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

Public hearings in this matter were held before Examiner 

Grant E. Syphers on July 9, 1958, at tos Angeles, California, llt which 

time evidence was adduced. The ~tter now is ready for deeis~on. 

Decision No. 55974, da.ted December 16, 19S7,in Application 

No. 3346, provides for certain restrictions on the movements of ears 

along Alameda Street during specified hours. One of these- restric­

tions limits the number of movements w~ch may be %lUlde on Al.:nneda. 

Street be~een the hours of 2 p.m. and 4 p.m. There is a further 

provision in the order which reads, "When especially urgent move­

ments are involved, the Board of Public Utilities ond TrAnsportation 
. 

"-rn:ay grant speeial pexmission upon request"a 
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The compla.int alleges, and the evidence discloses, that· an 

excess number of movements were made on January 9 and 10, 1958, 

between the hours of 2 p.m. and 4 p.m., in tMt five tIl1:>vements were 

made during these hours On ea.ch· of these two days. Likewise the 

evidence discloses that special permission was not obtained from the 

Department of Public Utilities and Transportation of ~be City of 

Los Angeles. 

The railroad conceded :hat these movements were made, but 

in defense thereto presented testimony that they were made uninten­

tionally. Decision No. 55974, supra, became effective JtJn'lJ.lJ%Y 6, 

1958, and on that date a bulletin was issued by the defendant rail­

road instructing the employees involved to observe the Commission 

decision. According to the railroad witness, there was some 

confusion in the initial stages of this operation, and the movements 

on January 9 and 10 were made inadvertently. It was further testi­

fied that this situ:l.tion has been corr'2cted and that as a regular 

practice the railroad now makes no moves whatsoever on Alamed~ 

Street between the hours of 2 p.m. and 4 p.m. except on rare occa­

Sions. In these instances it obtains permission from the Department, 

of Public Utilities and Transportation of the City of Los Angeles. 

A representative of the City pointed out that when calls 

are received requesting authority for special movements there is a 

check made as to whether traffic conditions will permit such 

movements. 

In the light of this record we now find that the railroad 

was in violation of Decision No. 55974. This decision was one WhiCh).' 
w~issued with a view tow~ds prohibiting unsafe practices., The 

ensuing order will direct the railroad to cease and desist fr~ any 

further such violations. 
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OR.DER -- ..... ---
Complaint as above entitled having been filed, an answer 

ther~to Mving been made, pu1:>lic hearing b.a.ving 'been held thcr~on, 

the CoQQission being fully ~dvised in the premises and hereby finding 

it to be in the public interest, 

IT IS ORDERED that the Southern Pacific: Company be and it 

hereby is directed to cease ~d desist from any further viol~tions of 

Decision No. 55974, dated Dec:ember 16, 1957, in Application No. 3346,. 

'!'he effective cla.tc of this order shall be twenty days after. 

the dat~ hereof. 

Dated at ____ -,. _____ ~-----, California, 

this ~~/ d<lyof , 1958. 

commIssioners' 


