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HISTORY

The Business Men's Association was organized in 1917 by a group of business men in-
terested in the city’s growth and welfare, and particularly in the question of grade crossing
elimination and the improvement of interurban service and steam railroad facilties.

Under the leadership of Robert A. Rowan, as president, and Philip D. Wilson, as secre-
tary, approximately 3000 property owners and business men enrolled as members of the
Association. It took part in the hearings held by the Railroad Commission on the railroad
grade crossings and terminal questions in 1917 and in this year, and it has consistently op-
posed, during all that time, the proposals urged upon the Commission to order the establishment
af a union passenger station in the vicinity of the plaza.

PURPOSES

The Business Men's Association favors and advocates:

THE ELIMINATION OF GRADE CROSSINGS
By the separation of grades and by the removal of all passenger and freight
train movement from Alameda Street.

THE IMPROVEMENT AND ACCELERATION OF INTERURBAN ELECTRIC

SERVICE
By removing all high-speed interurban electric cars from the streets wherever
practicable.

THE IMPROVEMENT OF FREIGHT HANDLING
By the separation of freight and passenger routes.

THE IMPROVEMENT OF PASSENGER TERMINAL FACILITIES
By joint use of existing facilities wherever the same can be brought about with-
out imposing burdens upon the taxpayers and property owners of Los Angeles,
or the unsettlement and disturbance of land and business values.

The Association disapproves and opposes: !

OBLITERATION AND DESTRUCTION OF THE PLAZA
By its conversion into a railroad yard.

IMPOSITION UPON THE TAX-PAYERS
Of any part of the cost of establishing or maintaining a union passenger railway
station or its approaches.

UNNECESSARY DISTURBANCE OF BUSINESS VALUES
By sudden and drastic changes in the location of traffic centers.

LOCATION OF A UNION PASSENGER STATION IN “THE NECK OF THE
BOTTLE"”

And the corking of the neck by closing the northerly exits of Los Angeles, San

Pedro and Alameda Streets. .

How Business Men, Property Owners and Tax-Payers
Regard the Plaza Terminal Scheme

The Business Men's Association has caused
careful studies to be made of the electric and
steam railroad traffic problems of Los Angeles
and has canvassed public opinion with respect
to the same. As a result of its studies and
investigations it disapproves and opposes the
proposed establishment of a union passenger
terminal at the Plaza for the following reasons:
1.—A Single Union Terminal in Los Angeles

Is Not Necessary

Even the advocates of the Plaza terminal
plan do not pretend that it is. Modern rail-
road practice approves the creation and use of
union passenger terminals only in those cities
where the bulk of the passenger traffic is
through or transfer business. Los Angeles is
not a junction point or through station. Traflic
studies contained in the report of the engineers
of the Railroad Commission show that less than
3% of the passengers arriving in and departing
from Los Angeles transfer from one road to
another. That is to say, less than 39 of the
passengers using railroad terminals in Los An-
geles would have any use for a union passenger
terminal if we had one. And, of course, it is
obvious that a UNION passenger terminal
would be of no benefit to the residents of Los
Angeles. A special committee of the Munici-
pal League has found and reported to that
body that a UNION terminal for Los Angeles
is not a necessity. No accepted authority dis-
sents from this finding, yet the advocates of
the Plaza terminal scheme would make all of
the traffic problems of Los Angeles depend
and wait upon the establishment of this non-
essential union passenger terminal. It is ad-
mitted that the only merit in the Plaza scheme
is that it provides a union passenger terminal
for the steam roads. The chief engineer of
the Railroad Commission, addressing the City
Council, September 17, 1920, said: “If you
decide not to have a union terminal plan then
the Plaza plan has no advantages particularly.’
2.—The Plaza Site Is Objectionable and

Undesirable
because of the resulting closing and obstruction
of several important thoroughfares. Nineteen
acres of streets would be abandoned and given
over to railroad use. The northerly ends of

Los Angeles, San Pedro and Alameda streets
would be closed. Aliso street would be closed
at the river, and the connection between Macy
street and Alameda street and Main street
would be severed. All of the north and south
traffic now passing the Plaza would be thrown
into Main street, which, according to the report
of the engineers of the Railroad Commission,
would then have to carry eight parallel lines
of traffic, and would be obstructed by umbrella
sheds in the middle of the street. The traffic
past the plaza at the present time exceeds an
average of more than 1000 vehicles an hour,
exclusive of street cars, and if to this were
added all the vehicular traffic that now goes to
all the railroad stations, the resulting conges-
tion would be intolerable.

3.—The Obliteration of Our Historic Plaza
and its conversion to the use of the railroads
would never be sanctioned by the citizens of
Los Angeles. The people of our city have rea-
son to review with pride and satisfaction its
unique and striking history. Los Angeles, as
a municipality, is older than the United States.
It was founded in 1781. All of the real prop-
erty titles in Los Angeles within the original
boundaries of the city, and all of the rights of
the city in the waters of the Los Angeles river
(which made possible the continued existence
and growth of the city up to the time of the
bringing here of aqueduct water) are derived
from the act and decree of Filipe De Neve,
who established the pueblo and conferred these
land titles and water rights upon the pueblo
and its inhabitants and their successors by his
formal act of establishing and laying out the
Plaza, which today constitutes a legal archive
and historic monument which should be forever
respected, preserved and cherished. So far
from permitting this historic site to be given
to the railroads for railread use, it is more in
harmony with the culture, sentiment and ideals
of the citizenship of Los Angeles to believe,
as was predicted by JOHN STEVEN Mec-
GROARTY in the “Times” of September 5,
1920, that “some time there will be a statue
of Don Filipe De Neve erected in the old Plaza,

because of the fact that he was the founder of
the city."”
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4.—The Necessity for the City to Finance the
Plaza Scheme

On page 247 of the report of the engineers
of the Railroad Commission it is stated:

“In not a single instance of monumental pas-
senger terminal construction in recent years can
it be said that the cost of the station, from a
railroad operating point of view alone, is jus-
tifiable.”

It is for this reason that the engineers’ report
proposes, on page 526, that the city of Los
Angeles vote bonds in aid of the project and
that an assessment district be subjected to an
assessment in aid thereof. A subway along
Main street and under the Plaza site for the
exclusive use of Pacific Electric cars is an inte-
gral part of the Plaza scheme. The cost of this
subway, according to the report of the Engi-
neering Conference, would be six and one-half
million dollars. The city is the only agency
that, under the law, can build this subway.
And this alone would require a six and one-
half million dollar bond issue.
5.—The Time Element

Under the Plaza scheme the removal of
trains from Alameda street and the removal
of Pacific Electric northern and southern divi-
sion cars from the streets would have to await
the establishment of a union station at the
Plaza. The closing of 19 acres of streets, the
attempted diversion of the Plaza to railroad
purposes, the condemnation of about 18 city
blocks with the improvements thereon for the
Plaza site, the contested opening and widening
of new streets, the impracticable proposal for
a municipal bond issue to build a subway for
the Pacific Electric cars, and the attempt to
force all the railroads against their will to lo-
cate their terminals at the Plaza site, would in-
volve indefinite delay and probably prolonged
litigation. The adoption of the Plaza plan
would postpone relief of our pressing trans-
portation problems for ten or fifteen years.
6.—Excessive Cost

It is conceded that part of the cost of the
Plaza scheme would have to be borne by the
city of Los Angeles, and it is obvious that,
under the regulations imposed by Federal and
State laws, railroad corporations cannot be re-
quired to make unnecessary, unremunerative or
excessive expenditures. A comparison of the
cost of the Plaza scheme (including grade
crossing elimination and removal of interurban
cars from city streets), with the cost of estab-
lishing a union terminal station at the Southern

Pacific site (including grade crossing elimina-
tion and removal of interurban trains from city
streets), and the cost of the plan of the Salt
Lake-Southern Pacific-Pacific Electric railways
for the establishment of a joint passenger sta-
tion for the Southern Pacific and Salt Lake at
the Southern Pacific station, as submitted to the
Railroad Commission, and delineated on the
map reproduced herein (including grade cross-
ing elimination and removal of interurban trains
from the city streets), shows that the cost of
the Plaza scheme would be more than twice
as much as that of either of the other two plans.
These comparative costs are shown in detail
on the schedule inserted herein, on page 6.
The figures contained in this schedule, as ex-
plained therein, are based upon the report of
the Engineering Conference appointed by the
Railroad Commission under instructions to as-
certain unit costs and make estimates for the
work involved in the several plans under con-
sideration. Reference is made to the schedule
for details, but the following salient figures may
be pointed out:
The cost of removing interurban

trains from city streets: Under

the Plaza scheme would be...$ 9,037,487

Under either of the other two

plans .. .................. 4,779,224
The cost of removing trains from

Alameda street: Under the

Plaza plan (involving the estab-

lishment of a union passenger

station at the Plaza and a union

freight station, made necessary

by the absorption of existing

freight facjlities of the Southern

Pacific) would be.......... 20,507,128

Under the plan of establishing a

union passenger terminal for all

roads at the Southern Pacific

sitel e 5,797,080

Under the Salt Lake-Southern

Pacific-Pacific Electric plan,

above referred to and shown on

the map herewith, including

provision of a new depot for

the Santa Fe at its present loca-

(e 50 5 800600000006 aHb 0 00 a0 6,415,608

In the reasons for recommending the Plaza
scheme, given on pages 28 and 388 of the
Railroad Engineers’ Report, THE. CONSIDER-
ATION OF COST IS OMITTED! But cost
must control the choice of different plans ac-
complishing the same objects, and the Plaza
plan must for this reason be rejected.

PUBLIC OPINION OF THE PLAZA SCHEME

The Los Angeles Realty Board condemns it.

The Municipal League is not in favor of it.

{

The Business Men’s Association, by resolution, endorsed by thousands of business men, dis-

approves it.

The World Traders, the Produce Exchange, and the Associated General Contractors have

passed resolutions rejecting it.

The Southern California Hotel Men's Association is opposed to it.

The Local Section American Society Civil Engineers does not endorse it.

William Wrigley, Chairman of the Board, Wilmington Transportation Company, is opposed

to it.

Thirteen of the fifteen Directors of the Merchants and Manufacturers Association have, in

writing, disapproved the Plaza scheme.

The Chamber of Commerce of Los Angeles, by unanimous resolution of its Board of Directors,
has rejected the Plaza plan and recommended the Salt Lake-Southern Pacific-Pacific Elec-

tric plan. (See appdendix, page 9.)

A postal card ballot of the entire membership of the Chamber of Commerce, conducted by

the Business Men's Association, resulted in a five to one vote against the Plaza scheme.

The following Boards of Trustees and Civic and Commercial bodies of cities dependent
upon or interested in interurban electric service between their cities and Los Angeles have
filed with the Railroad Commission resolutions recommending thé approval of the Salt Lake

Southern Pacific-Pacific Electric plan:

Pasadena Chamber of Commerce
Long Beach Chamber of Commerce
San Pedro Chamber of Commerce
Wilmington Chamber of Commerce
Arlington Chamber of Commerce
Upland Chamber of Commerce

Santa Ana Chamber of Commerce
Newport Beach Chamber of Commerce
Fullerton Chamber of Commerce

La Habra Merchants & Manufacturers Assn.
Glendora Chamber of Commerce
Pomona Chamber of Commerce

San Bernardino Chamber of Commerce

Alhambra Chamber of Commerce and Busi-
ness Men's Assn.

Garden Grove Chamber of Commerce

San Dimas Chamber of Commerce
Colton Chamber of Commerce

Associated Chambers of Commerce of San

Gabriel Valley

Sierra Madre Chamber of Commerce
La Verne Chamber of Commerce

El Monte Board of Trustees

Azusa Board of Trustees

Alhambra City Commission

Whittier Chamber of Commerce

Produce Exchange of Los Angeles
Huntington Beach Chamber of Commerce
Redlands Chamber of Commerce

Redlands Merchants and Manufacturers Assn.

Ontario Chamber of Commerce
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EXPERT OPINION ON THE PLLAZA SCHEME .
P . Report Upon

The following named well known engineers have expressed their disapproval of the pro-

posed Plaza Union Terminal scheme:

E. P. Goodrich, C.E............. New York Grade Crossing Elimination

Geo, A. Wright, C.E........... Los Angeles
Jas. H. Payne, C. E.. ... ....... Los Angeles
Carl O. Mansur, C. E........... Los Angeles i
Capt. W. H. Spears, C. E........ Los Angeles
. AND
J. C. Wright, C. E............. Los Angeles
Frank Gillelen, C. E............ Los Angeles
Edw. M. Lynch, C.E........... Los Angeles
J. S. Valentine, Chief Engineer, Laguna Land
& WaterCo................ Los Angeles [ ‘ i
Major W. S. Post, C. E......... Los Angeles Passenger and Frelght
E. S. Cobb, Consulting Engineer. .Los Angeles 5 N2ns
A L. Sonderegger, C. E......... Los Angeles Ter[n lna‘l FaCllltleS
F.E. Trask, C. E.............. Los Angeles
Arthur Bent, C. E............. Los Angeles
F.D.HowelL, C.E............. Los Angeles Unanimously Adopted by
Edw. T. Flaherty, C. E.......... Los Angeles Bonrdlori Do
S.A. Jubb, C.E.............. Los Angeles
Blaine Noice, C. E............. Los Angeles
Homer Sharp, C. E....... y o o Los Angeles
J.C.Haines, C.E.............. Los Angeles v
. ~ LLOS ANGELES CHAMBER of COMMERCE
Francis Bates, C. E............ Los Angeles
C.K.Bowen, C.E............. Los Angeles
M.C. Halsey, C.E............. Los Angeles
Fulton Lane, C. E.. ........... Los Angeles
William Hood, C. E........... San Francisco
Julius Kruttschnitt, C. E... ........ New York
Arthur Maguire, C. E.. ... ...... Los Angeles
Wm. Jaekle, C. E............ San Francisco
H.C.Nutt, C.E.......... .....Los Angeles
E. C. Johnson, C. E............ Los Angeles BUSINESS MEN’S ASSOCIATION
Wm. Kirkbride, C. E.......... San Francisco 630 Investment Bldg.
Geo. Corrigan, C. E............ Los Angeles Los Angeles
John D. Isaacs, C.E............. New York




LOS ANGELES CHAMBER OF COMMERCE

July 31, 1920
The Board of Directors,
Chamber of Commerce,
Los Angeles, Calif.
Gentlemen:

Your Transportation and City Planning Com-
mittees, after holding several meetings in ref-
erence to the Grade Crossing Elimination and
Passenger and Freight Terminal Facilities, sub-
mit report as follows:

The report of the Railroad Commission’s
engineers to the Commission in connection with
the Grade Crossing and Terminal Situation in
Los Angeles consists of some 587 pages, and a
large number of maps and pages of very in-
teresting and important data pertaining to the
present freight and passenger transportation
facilities in Los Angeles. One cannot read this
report, even in a cursory manner, without be-
ing impressed with the very able and unbiased
manner in which the subject is treated and the
impartial attitude and sincerity of its author.

Dealing first with passenger terminal facili-
ties, three alternatives are presented; provid-
ing for a union passenger terminal station at
one of the following sites:

(1) Plaza Site. This plan involves a rather
extensive plot of ground in the neighborhood
of the present Plaza, which is included in this
site and would be entirely obliterated, lying
east of North Main Street and north of Com-
mercial Street, at present occupied by city
streets and held as private property. The plan
contemplates a new Plaza between Commercial
Street and the south front of the union station.

(2) Southern Pacific Station Site, the pres-
ent Arcade Station site.

(3) The Santa Fe Site or that of the pres-
ent Santa Fe Station.

The author of this report sets forth at length
the merits and demerits of each site, but in con-
clusion recommends the Plaza site, not entirely
from the actual transportation requirements,
but from a broad view, giving consideration to
the civic and aesthetic standpoint.

This plan would involve the acquirement of
a large amount of private property, possibly to
the value of $3,905,000, and the granting of a
considerable acreage of city owned property.
Several methods of financing this scheme have
been suggested. First, on account of the en-
hancement of value of abutting property, vol-

untary contributions of those benefited; second,
establishment of a large assessment district;
and third, by bond issues.

This plan contemplates practically the clos-
ing of San Pedro, Los Angeles and Alameda
Streets in the neighborhood of Aliso and Com-
mercial Streets.

The adoption of this plan would involve, as
the engineers pertinently point out, possible
litigation and changes in the city charter, and in
connection with their recommendations as to
subways, tunnels, grade crossings and neces-
sary changing of tracks, the ultimate cost would
run into many millions of dollars and contem-
plates a period of from five to twenty years
for full consummation.

The Southern Pacific plan is practically the
.plan of the Southern Pacific and Salt Lake
railroads, which they had appealed to the Rail-
road Commission for permission to put into ef-
fect some time ago. The third plan is, as it is
termed, a “midway’ plan, i e., location at the
present Santa Fe station site.

In connection with the passenger terminals,
the freight situation is extensively dealt with, as
well as the unification of less-than-carload
freight facilities. The two latter plans contem-
plate complete relief of Alameda Street by the
elimination of freight and passenger train
movements, leaving only the industrial switch-
ing amounting to only about 3% of the present
traffic on that street.

Of all the plans, from a civic pride point of
view, we believe that the first plan, or the
Plaza site, is the best, while, as the author of
this report pertinently states, it is not neces-
sarily the best from a railroad transportation
standpoint, and it might be adopted if it would
give immediate relief without hindrance to the
necessary freight situation, and could be cb-
tained at a minimum cost. 0

The second alternative, however, to our
mind, the Southern Pacific site, where the rail-
roads would be compelled to stand the cost of
the work without any legal complications or
undue delays, such as condemnation proceed-
ings, changes in the city charter, etc., involved
in the Plaza site, presents advantages that can-
not be cast aside in considering immediate relief
from present conditions, inasmuch as this plan
dovetails with the plans as to the necessary re-
lief in the matter of our present river grade
crossings, and at the same time affords the
same relief on Alameda Street as does the Plaza
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plan, but goes further and leaves Alameda, Los
Angeles and other streets open for further con-
sideration as may be deemed necessary in time
to come.

While the Southern Pacific plan we refer to
does not call for a union depot, it is a union
depot as far as the Salt Lake and Southern Pa-
cific are concerned, and these companies are
on record that if the Santa Fe desires to enter
into an arrangement, the way is open to them
and there are no physical difficulties in the way.

As to the Santa Fe plan, we are firmly of
the opinion that this plan should not be con-
sidered as a station site, and in this statement,
we.are in a way in accord with the recom-
mendations of the report. In summing up the
three plans, the engineer candidly states at
page 511:

“The Southern Pacific plan would result in
the least unsettlement; the Plaza plan would
make necessary the greatest adjustment; and
the Santa Fe would fall midway between these
two. The adjustment following the operation
of the Plaza plan, while not particularly desir-
able to certain of the property owners in Los
Angeles, would result in a very material net
gain through the considerable increase in values
throughout a large area.’”

As to the freight situation, the report strong-
ly recommends the establishment of union
freight facilities for the reception and delivery
of less than carload freight, and for this pur-
pose they have taken the present Santa Fe site,
including their depot. The entire plan, how-
ever could not be consummated at this point
without the Santa Fe joining the other lines in
the use of a union passenger depot. The report
points out the Salt Lake's necessities and calls
attention to the inadequate and poor facilities
of the Southern Pacific and gives us many in-
teresting thoughts tending to the economic re-

ception and delivery of freight by the utiliza-

tion of a union freight terminal.

We have carefully reviewed the plan, but are
not in entire accord with the report that this
plan would have the economic value suggested,
and as the Southern Pacific in their plans for
reconstruction of their terminals contemplates
the establishment of a local freight depot for
handling less than carload freight at the old
market site, generally speaking, between 4th
and 7th Streets, east of Alameda, and as the
Salt Lake freight plans contemplate the estab-
lishment of like facilities in the neighborhood
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of 8th and Alameda Streets, and the Pacific
Electric now being located at 8th and Hemlock
Streets, we would have all of our freight depots
within the confines of a territory that would
practically bring about, if not improve, upon
the plans recommended by the report, and as
contemplated, we believe in” fact, would be
superior to the union freight terminal as recom-
mended.

As to the Pacific Electric joining with the
steam lines in general facilities for handling less
than carload freight, we cannot see any neces-
sity for this. In fact, to our mind, it would be
a detriment. The Pacific Electric is now ad-
vantageously located. They will never require
the same facilities as the steam roads, for the
reason that they have now reached their limit
of service to outside communities, and their
plans of operation must differ from that of the
steam lines on account of their longer hours
for reception and delivery of freight and the
opening and closing hours of their depot. They
have now become the main artery to the port,
and for such transportation they should remain
independent of all steam lines.

We recommend:

Firstly: That the Southern Pacific, Salt Lake
and Pacific Electric railroads be permitted to go
ahead with their proposed plans; that ample
provisions be made for the requirements of the
Santa Fe Railway Company in connection with
the foregoing plans, and that the so-called
Plaza site be rejected for the Union Passenger
station;

Secondly: That we are opposed to the
Union freight station for less than carload
freight;

Thirdly: That inasmuch as the Salt Lake
and Southern Pacific plans provide a definite
scheme for the elimination of grade crossings
along the Los Angeles River, that the City
Council be requested to take the necessary steps
to finance that portion of such plans as may be
charged to the City by any Governmental body
having jurisdiction thereover.

Respectfully submitted,
(Signed) SHANNON CRANDALL,
Chairman, Transportation Committee
(Signed) W. H. PIERCE,
Chairman, City Planning Committee

This report was presented to the Board of
Dire.ctors‘at the regular meeting, August 5th,
and upon motion unanimously adopted.

(Original Signed) FRANK WIGGINS,

Secretary
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