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DECISIONS OF

THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

OF THE

COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA

KNAPP et al.

v.

DELA\VARE, LACKAWANNA AND WESTERN RAILROAD
COMPANY

COMPLAINT DOCKET Nos. 7995, 7996, 7997, 7998, 8001, 8010, 8013

Rail1'oads-Service-Discontinuallce of trains-Public necessity-Earnings.

Complaints against the discontinuance by respondent railroad company of
foul' passenger trains On main line service were sustained where it appeared
that although passenger service had fallen off, the gross earnings from the
stations in,olved had increased and the service rendered by street railway and
motor bns carriers would not be a sufficient or adequate substitute for rail­
road ser'ice.

A railroad company may be compelled to continue unprofitable passenger
train service if there is a public need for. the same and the continuance will
not jeopardize or place an undue burden upon its general service.

Morton W. Stephens, David J. Reedy and Stanley F. Coar for A. Ray
Knapp et a1.

1Vells, Mumford & Sta1'k for Borough of Clarks Summit and Residents
of Borough of Clarks Summit.

D. R. Reese and G. W. Mm-gan for The Delaware, Lackawanna and
Western Railroad Company.

REPORT BY THE COMMISSION, September 10, 1.929:

In April, 1929, The Delaware, Lackawanna and Western Railroad
Company, a double-track interstate railroad, operating between
Buffalo, New York, and Hoboken, New Jersey, via the cities of Bing-
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h'ltlltOll, N('w York, and Scranton, Pennsylvania, announced that
l'prtain through and loeal lJassengE'r trains would be discontinued as
tIl' A pri! ~8, 1929. Of the eight trains to be removed from the new
~cht'dllk t",o were local e0ll1111uting trains, furnishing early morn­
ing"cr-fiel' bdween BillgllamtolJ, New York, Hallstead, Pennsylvania,
and intermediate points east to Scranton, with a return trip after
working' hours from Scranton to Binghamton. Two were commuting
trains fumislJing early morning service from Tobyhanna, Pennsyl­
"ania, and intermediate stations west to Scranton, and returning from
Sl'l'anton in the evening.

Complaints have been filed by individuals residing in New Milford,
lIop Bottom (Poster Station), Nicholson, and Clarks Summit, and
also by the Borough of Clarks Summit against the discontinuance of
trains Nos. 32 and 3;), operating intrastate between Hallstead and
Seranton. Likewise, individuals residing in Moscow, Gouldsboro and
Tobyhanna have filed complaints against the discontinuance of trains
Nos. 29 and 30, also operating intrastate between Tobyhanna and
Scranton.

.A t the request of the Commission, respondent voluntarily agreed
to defer withdrawal of trains Nos. 32 and 33, and 29 and 30, pend­
ing the disposition of these complaints, All of the complaints have
bern consolidated; hearings and argument have been had.

Respondent has submitted a traffic count covering twenty-six days
for the month of April, 1929. This count included pass riders as
well as paid passengers. From this evidence it appears the average
(:ai1y number of passrngers per train carried was 118.

'fhe total revenue for the ll10nth of April, 1929, derived from the
operations of these trains as computed by the railroad company, was
CIS follows: Train No. 29, $393.92; Train No. 30, $446.51; Total $810.43;
Train No, 32, $764.88; Train No. 3:3, $835.16; Total $1,600.04. The
monthly cost of the operation of these trains was shown to be $2,059.10
and $3,697.85, respectively.

Respondent has introduced evidence to show that the route of
trains 32 and 3:3 west of Scranton was paralleled by bus lines and a
t.rolley line as far as Poster (Hop Bottom); that east of Scranton
t he route of trains 29 and 30 was paralleled by a bus line as far as
Moscow (12.6 miles) and that application had been made to the
Commission by tbis operator for an extension of his route to Toby­
hanna. It is the contention of respondent that in connection with
th other passeng I' train service renederd by it, the bus and street
railway utilities are in a position to furnish adequate, safe and com­
fortable transportation service for the communities affected by its
pr{)posed train withdrawal.

Figures compiled by the railroad at the requ st of the Commission
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and iutrodu ed in e idf'nce ~how total passenger earnings for 1928,
at /:itat lOllS Tob halma to IIallstead (just south of the Pennsylvania
State I.Jin , and exclusive of Scranton, of $59,575.36 a decrease of. ,
17.:t2-U}4 over a three-year period. On the other hand earnings from

fn>ight, demurrage, etc., at these stations for the year 1928, are shown
to bt' $646,055.55, an increase of $73,892.61 over a like period. These
1l1tt!'r figure do not include earnings from milk shipments at the
statilllls west of Scranton, which are shown to be $183,107.60 for 1928,
an increase of $30,839.42 over three years.

In addition to the total earnings derived by respondent railroad
from the communities affected, complainants have adduced testimony
to :-:how the existing public need for the service in question and the
inadequacy and inconvenience of sub~tituted bus and street car travel.

From a consideration of the whole record, the Commission is not
convinced that public necessity no longer exists for the service now
bring rendered by the trains in question, nor does it feel in this
instanee that the transportation facilities affordeo. by the bus and
street car companies are an adequate or convenient substitute for
the train service which these communities are now receiving.

~\ eity depends for its man-power and supplies not only on its
own residents, but on a certain proportion of the inhabitants of nearby
communities who are so situated as to have available frequent and
ra pid transportation from the local station to and from their places
of employment in the municipal "hub." Conversely, the value of
any ~uch adjacent commuting residential territory depends directly
not Ol) the-distance from the city but on the time required to commute.

A large volume of commuting business has been built up in the
past twenty years in the district in question, due to the service fur­
nishrd to and from Scranton by trains Nos. 29, 30, 32 and 33. Un­
questionably, within the past few years some of this business has been
10 t to the railroad, due to the competition of private automobiles·
and busse, which in many instances furnish a more convenient and
r pid form of transportation to persons whose residences are located
a points more or If'sS distant from the local railroad stations. But
hi is a country-wide situation and is not peculiar to this particular.

Jon.

Th r r mains th question of whether a continuance of the service
t ( lOR.' , ill j opardi7.e or place an undue burden upon the general

'('r 'icp. r.nd 'red by the railroad. rrhe proposed curtailment refers
I) lr in-lin, not bran h-]jn. service. 'fhat t.hese eommunitifl con­

tillu t \ II port th ir railroarl is shown by the substantial y arly in­
'n r IS. arnin'8 Ht Htatlons in thi, distri .t., notwith tanding

th 1 . 'J) P{p en r ('a,l'njng~. III view of this fa't respond nt mn t

tlJ dl it Orl? )ra1, obli HtiOllH (Ui a railroad alld render u h ",el'vice
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a public nee ~ ity require, eyeD though thi! particular incid nt of
it, ~erYiee lllay not be I I' fitable. ·he apeake - hio Railwa.y o.
Pub. er.m. of ,Y. \"'"a., :.-1:.. r. N. 03· Borough of arli . Pub­
lic erv1c OllllUi;~..::ion. <:"1 Pa. cup. Ct.. -1"" . Hooy r et a1.. t'. The
Penn,ylYania Railroad ompany. 7 Pa. P. . 10.

The Commi ~ion finds and determine that th pnbli accoJIlmoda­
ti 11 and con....enience will not permit the d' e ntinuance of train N ~

29. 30. 32 and 33. An order will i ~ne. ~u taining the omplamts
and directing re pondent to continue the 01 erations of said u'ain .

COATE"-J\~ILLE RE IDENT

v.

PE~~XSYLYAXIA RAILROAD co~rpAl\'Y. WEST CHESTER
STREET RAILWA"1 CO"ThiPA~l. DEPART)IEKT OF HIGH­

WAlS. C01J~TY OF CHESTER AXD TO\VNSHIP
OF CALN

COMPLAINT DOCKET No. 5802

Cro8"inus-Reconstr-u,ction-Modijicatiol1 Of plans.

Plans for recon trnction of an oYerhead bridge were modified 0 as to pro­
yide for the operation of two additional railroad tracks under the bridge, and
the additional cost incurred thereby was directed to be paid by the railroad
company.

Walter E. Greenwood for Re idents of City of Coatesyille..
H old1:ng &: Har'l.' ey for West Chester Street Railway Company.

1V. W. Ma.(:Elree for County of Chester.

Spence?' G. a11,'rnan, J. E. B. Ct(,nminglw'tn and C. H. Be'rg1wr for
The Pennsylvania Railroad Company.

J. L. Shelley Jr., for Department of Highways.

T. L. Hoskins for Tovmship of CaIn.

ORDER BY THE OM MISSION,. Sept mbe't 10, 192.9:

'fbis matter being before The Publi Servic ommi ion of th
Commonwealth of Penn..ylvania upon I etitiol1 of 'fhe Pennsylvania
Railroad ompany for modifi. ation of tb plan for th reCOIl trnction
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