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Nos. 101 and 102 - City of Chicago v. U. S.

etc.

Dear Bill:

I agree,

Sincerely,
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Mr, Justice Douglas,
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United States et al.,
[December —, 1969]

Mg. Justice Doucras delivered the opinion of the
Court. -

The question in these cases is whether orders of the
Interstate Commerce Commission discontinuing investi-
gations respecting the notice of rail carriers to discontinue
or change the operation or services of interstate passenger
trains are judicially reviewable on the complaint of
aggrieved persons.

Section 13a (1) of the Interstate Commerce Aect, 72
Stat. 571, 49 U. S. C. § 13a provides, with details not
important here, that a rail carrier may file notice of such
discontinuance or change with the Commission and that
within 30 days the Commission may make an investigation
of the proposed discontinuance or change. Apart from
interim relief, the Commission may order continuance
of the operation and service for a period not to exceed
one year.! One of the present cases involved two inter-
state passenger trains between Chicago and Evansville,

1Section 13a (2), applicable to discontinuance of intrastate trains,
provides that where a State bars discontinuance or change in opera-
tion or service of a train, the carrier may petition the Commission

~ for a grant of such authority.
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City of Chicago, et al,
Appellants,
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United States et al.,
City of Chicago, et al.,
Appellants,

102 V.
United States et al.,

On Appeals From the United
States District Court for
the Northern Distriet of
Illinois.

[December —, 19697

Mgr. Justice Douaras delivered the opinion of the
Court. '
The question in these cases is whether orders of the
Interstate Commerce Commission discontinuing investi-
gations respecting the notice of rail carriers to discontinue
or change the operation or services of interstate passenger
trains are judicially reviewable on the complaint of

aggrieved persons.

Section 13a (1) of the Interstate Commerce Act, 72
Stat. 571, 49 U. S. C. § 13a provides, with details not
important here, that a rail carrier may file notice of such
discontinuance or change with the Commission and that
within 30 days the Commission may make an investigation
of the proposed discontinuance or change. Apart from
interim relief, the Commission may order continuance
of the operation and service for a period not to exceed
one year.! One of the present cases involved two inter-

1 Section 13a (2), applicable to discontinuance of intrastate trains,
provides that where a State bars discontinuance or change in opera-
tion or service of a train, the carrier may petition the Commission
for a grant of such authority.
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‘Smm Gourt of the Hnited States
Hushington, B. ¢. 205143
R : ' JUSTICE:V“:T;SROEFNNAN, JR. ' ‘
s r _ December 3, 1969

"RE: Nos. 101 & 102 - City of Chicago v.
United States

SNOTCTATAO TIIWNINCANVE TUT 40 CNOTINITION TOT WOMT INNANSY T

: Dear Bill: . o
. - U
‘ I agree with your opinion in the above v
S case. - S
‘-,f" "?‘r_ S ’ . ; -
' 3

Mr. Justice Douglas

cc: The Conference
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- December 2, 1969

Nos. 101 and 102 - Chicago v. U.S.
Dear Bill, ) '

for the Court in these cases.

Sincerely yours,
3,

&

_ Mr. Justice Douglas

Copies to the Conference

‘I am glad to join the opinion you have Written.
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Supreme Court of the Hnited States

Bashington, B. €. 20583 ‘ : :
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‘Re: Nos. 101 and 102 - City of Chicago v. U. S. ;
Dear Bill:
Please join me. ’
| 3
Sincerely, ) v
Vi ;
T.M.

Mr. Justice Douglas

cc: The Conference
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