THE DESERET WEEELY.

Balt Lake Power, Light & Heating Com-
P 1

T P P T BET. 00
Hospital Holy Orose. 185,00
8t. Mark’s Hospltal... 53.10
Bimpson Hill Drug O 21.43
Mrs. M. Mertill. ....oonnaeas 341,85

—_—

TOLAL. vvvvernnnressssmsnssommmmnnenes § 8,722,15
Adjcurned.

THE D. & R. G'S ANSWER.

Before tbe Inter-State Commerce Com-
mission.., The Bult Lake Chamber of
Commerce, plainriff, ve. the Union
Pacific Railway et al.

Aunswer of the Denver & Rlo Grande
railrond company.

Comes now the Denver & Rio Grande
ralirond company, in the vomplaint
designated as the Donver & Rio Grande
railrond, and makes ita separate an-
swer to Lho coulplui[nt bherein filed.

1—This defendant denies that the
rates specifled in 1ts schedules or tar-
iffs and now gnforced hy the defend-
anta for the transportation of freight
between Missourl river coramon points
on the one hand and Balt Lake City,
Utah, on tbe otber, are unreasonable
or unjust} alleges that the line of this
defendnnt is an intermediate link io
routes between sald DMissouri river
common poinis and said "Salt Lake
Qity;fthat tbis defendant has no knowl-
edge in regard to the cost of movement
of -freight over the lines of the other
defendants berein, and that this de-
fendant does Dot participate in any
traffic between 8an Francieco and Sait
Imke Clty which originates or termin-
ates in paid Balt Lake City; and this
defendant deniles that the actual cost
of movement of freight over its linee
for trsflic between Missouri commmon
points and Balt Liake City daes not ex-
ceed & of } per cent. per ton per mile,
2,—This dvfendant denies each and
every nllegalion in the fourth para-
.graph of complainant's complaint con-
tained.
2—_This defendant denles that the
_pircumstances and conditions offect-
fng rates between Missourl river
common polnts and Balt Lake City
are substantially similar to the cir-
cumstances and conditione aflecting
rates between Missouri Siver common
poffnts and the ity of Ban Francisco;
and decies that the Tates between said
Missgurl common points apd the said
Balt Lake City, Utah, nre in violation
of the provlsions of the ‘‘act to reguiate
commerce,” and denies that the de-
fendant oharge exceasive or unlawiul
rates fof the tranaportation of various
kinds ot freight, or that its said charges
constitute & violation of the ‘‘actto
regulate commarcei’l’

And for & further answer this de.
fendant, the Denver & Rio Grande
raiiway company, respectfully states,
that it operates a line of railway be-
tween Denver, in the Btate of
Colorade, and Grand Junction in sald
dtate, its rallway line being construct-
ed through a rugged and mouniainous
country, with sharp curvature and
henvy grade, and At great expense as
to construction and operation; that in
copnection with certain of the other
defendnnts herein named, it engages
in the trapsportation of freight be-
tween Mitsouri common points and
points east thereof, on the one hand,
and Balt Lake City and thecity of S8an

Fraocleco on the other; but alleges
that it does Dot engage in the traos-
portation of any freight between San
Francisco and Bait Lake Qity, the
shipment whereof be ins or endsin
paid Salt Lake City.

That said Balt Lake Cityis an in-
land city, pot situated or nearany
naviguble sttenm and is too far re-
moved from any river or coast point to
have the advantage of water tranepor-
tation; that all truffic between
Missouri river common points and
points enst thereof aod the eaid Salt
Lake City is transported by rail alone,
and that any cumpetition affecting
traffic beginning at or destined for Salt
Lake City is rail competition alone and
is con flped to the competition between
certain of the companies made parties
defendant herein.

Thut as between points on the
Missourl river and east thereof and
points on the Pacific coast, including
sald city of 8an Franecisco, traflic 1s
transported not only by rajl, but also
and to a very large amount—by water;
that the circumstanges and con-
ditions affecting traffic between pointe
on the Miessouri river and east thereof,
and poinfs sach as San Francisco on
the Pacific coast—hereln designated
a8 ‘‘through traffic*’—are not at all
pimilar to the ciroumstances and con-
ditions affecling trafflg to and from
paid Salt Lake City; that by means of
transportation partly by water and
partly by railrond through agencies
not aflected by or within the
control of the ¢‘Act to Regulate
Commetce,” there exlats competition
controlling in cbaracter and amount
ad to such through - traffie, which
fixes and determines the ' rates at
which this defendant mnd the com-
panies aggociated with it o the carri-
age of such traflic shall trapspott the
same, and that such competition com-
pels this defendant apd its associates
to make rates as lo euch “"through
traffic tnuch below what would be
rensonable and just for this service
rendered, if computed solely upon the
cost of such service and with a reason-
able profit on the capitalinvested in
the railways nnd faocllittes by means
of which said rervice is rendered;
that the rates charged by this de-
fendaut aod It8 aseociates on traffic
to and from 8Salt Lake are reasonable
and fusf, and are less than what might
be justly charged, except for the rail
competition existing at said Balt Liake
City.

This document further alleges that
the rates charged upon traffic between
Missourl river commono points and
Paocific const points are unreasonably
low,and are 80 unreasonably low hy
reason of oircumstances and condi-
tions which do Dot ~exist in like
traffio to and from BSalt Lake City,

that while the defendant and
ite  associates nre engaged In
transporting to and from Salt

Lake City and to snd from other loeal
icts situated between the Missouri
1ver on the one hand and the Paclfic

coast on theother nt reasonable rates,

this defendant and Its said asspciates
can aleo over the pame tracks and
largely with the same fncjlities trans-
port through traffic paseing over its
line en route to and from tbe Pacific
coast and can derive snme revenhus

from such through traffle without s

corresponding increase in outlay; that

HPoH

by reason of transporting such through
traffie, even at the low rates caused by
the competition aforesaid, tbiadefend-
ant and lta aessoclates are enabled to-
transport traffic to and from said Salt.
Lake City at lower rates than if the-
revenue of this defendant and its assocl-
ates were not increased by virtue of
such through traffle, and that the-
plaintiff’ herein derives the hepefit of
the reduction of rates to and from Bnlt:
Lake City resultiog from the additions-
to the business of the detendant and its
associates by the carrisge of such
through trafiio.

That if this defendant and its as-~
‘sociates did not make their rates on
such through traffic correspond with
those made by water competition, as
aforernid, thesaid railway lines would
be compelled to go out of such business
and abandon participation in such
through traffic, and such abandonment
of auch through traffic would necessi-
tate an increase of existing rates to and
from said Balt Lake City.

This defendant furtber nlleges that
under the rates, fares and charges now
in force upon ite line for all kinds of
traffic whioh it handles, it is unable to-
earn in the aggregate a reasonable com-
peneation for the service performed,
and that no substautial reduction from:
existing tariffs can be made upon any
part of said traffic without depriving it
of ite right to oharge reasonable rates
for the use of its property, thereby in
substance depriving defendant of ite.
property itself, without due process of
inw and in viciation of the constitution.
of the Unifed Biates, and depriving It
of that egqual protection of tbe laws
to which it is entitled under the con-
stitution,

And this defendsnt alleges that the
rates and charges, as shown upon the
taritla of this defendant and ite aesoci-
ates upon traffic transported between
‘Mispouri River common points and the
anid Balt Lake Clity, Utah, are not un-
just or unreasonable in any partiealar,
and that the said rates are oot and do
. not constitute a discriminatiou against
tbe paid 8alt Lake City, ne compared -
with any other city whatsoever,

'~ Wherefore, the defendnnt prays that
the complaint in this proceeding be-
dismiesed,
WooLCOTT & VALE,
Attorneys for snld Defendant.

8TATE 0¥ COLORADO, }“
County of Arapaho, )™

A. B. Hughea being first duly sworn
upon his oath depoees and eays that he-
fe traffic manager of the said defend-
ant, the Denver & Rio Grand Railroad
Company, nod ag such has authority
to make tbis verification; that he has
read the above and foregoing answer,
and that the same is true of hisown
knewledge except as to those mAtters
and things whigh ure therein stated
upon information and ULellef, and as to:
thoze he belisves it to be true.

(Bigned) A. 8, HUGHES,

Subscribed and sworn before me this
9th day of April, A. D, 1892,

(Blgney) CoLm A. CHRIBHLM,

. Notary Public.

My commlsslon expires July 10,

1895. -

SE———

New York, April i7,—It was re-
ported in Jersey City late tonight that
there would be a strike on the Phila-
delphla & Rendlug road today.




