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. THE CITY’S LAW SUITS.

The Present Status of Munieipal
Litigation.

A Full List of all Suits in Which the
City Is Interested, and Thelr Status
for the Year Past.

The litigation in which the city is in-
terested,with the condition of the cases,
is shown by the following taken from
the city attorney’s report for the year
up tuo December 6th:

The following is a list of the cases, to-
gether with a brief statement of the dis-
position that has been made of them or
their present status:

H. W. Latham vs. city of Los Angeles
and L. M. Bigelow—This is an action
affecting the title to the Jand upon
which the Plaza engine house stands.
Judgment was rendered against the city
in 1883; an appeal was taken to the su-
preme court, and this appeal was sub-
mitted on briefs at the October term of
the supreme court, and a decision may
be expected any time.

City vs. Cromwell Galpin, et al.—This
action has beengried and a judgment
rendered against the defendant Clemans,
awarding the ciliy the piece of property
in the intersection of Ward and Fig-
ueroa streets. Clemans is taking steps
to l_n;/ppeal the action.

. 8. Parcels vs. City of Los Angeles
—This action was brought to recover
$5050 alleged to be due Mr. Parcels as
fees while acting as tax collector. The
cage has been tried in the superior court
and judgment rendered in favor of the
city. An appeal has been taken and is
now {{ending in the supreme court.

L. H. Bigelow vs. City of Los Angeles,
et al.—This was an action brought toen-
join the building of the First-street via-
duct. The injunction was denied in the
superior court, and upon an appeal
taken to the supreme court the judg-
ment of the lower court, denying an in-
junction to Mrs. Bigelow, was sustained.

H. W. Mills vs. City of Los Angeles.—
This action was brought to determine
plaintiff’s right to sixteen feet of land
lying in Second street between Main and
Spring. The city won the case in the
superior court, and Mills has appealed,
and the case is now pending in the su-
preme court.

City of Los Angeles vs. Francois
Douillard et al.—Is an action brought
to open Mozart street, the defendant
having closed the street, and claiming
the land therein. Judgment was ren-
dered in favor of the citﬁ as to that part
of the land claimed by Douillard.

Main Street and Agricultural Park
Railroad vs. Morford~=Thiy action Was
brou%ht to enjoin the removal of a part
of plaintif’s buildings, which “are
claimed to be in the line of Washing-
ton street. This action 18 at issue, and
will be tried in the coming year.

French Benevolent Society ve. City.—
This action is brought to enjoin the
grading of Yale street, onthe ground
that a protest of a majority of the prop-
erty owners had beenfiled. This caee is
still pendinf.

Louis Phillips et al. vs. Len J.Thomp-
son and the City.—An action brought
by the plaintiff and fifty-five others to
prevent the collection oi certain taxes,
on the ground that the action of the
board of equalization was illegal and
void. This case wasdecided against the
ecity, and a motion for a new trial is now
pending.

Mary A. Mooney vs. City of Los An-
geles—This action was brought to quiet
title to a piece of land on the corner of
Main and Jefferson streets, which has
been taken by the city for street pur-

oges, and which plaintiff claims be-

ongs to her. This case is at issue, and
will be set for trial at the January term
of court.

Mary A. Mooney vs. W. E. Morford
and the Mayor and Council—This action
is brought to recover damages in the
amount of $23,400, alleged to be due for
cutting down certain trees upon the
land at the corner of Main and Jefferson
streets, and which land the ci!.ly claims
is & part of Jefferson street. This case
is at issue, and will be set for trial at
the next term of court.

Frick Bros. va. Morford—This action
was brought to compel the street super-
inteident to make a new assessment for
the grading of Seventh street. Judg-
ment was rendered in favor of Col.nel
Morford in the superior court, and was
submitted at the last term of court.

The following cases have been brought
since the date of my last annual report:

J. M. Dayies vs. City of Los Angeles—
This action was brought to enjoin the
sale of certain lots for the assessment
made by the commissioners for widen-
ing and opening Davies street. A de-
murrer was sustained to the complaint,
and plaintiff has never amended.

‘Depot Railway company vs. City—A
similar suit, and brought to enjoin the
sale of certain property to pay assesss
ment made for the opening of Davie-
street, Action still pending,

' Katie Wells ve. W. E. Morford et al.—
An action brought to enjoin the street
superintendent from removing a bridge
from street to sidewalk, used for carriage
drive. A permdnent injunction was
granted the plaintiff,

~-M. M. Bovard et al. ve. W. E. Mor-
ford—This suit was brought to enjoin
the collection of assessment for opening
Sixth street east. The injunction has
been dissolved and the street superin-
tendent ordered to proceed.

Elizabeth J. Guirardo ve. W. E. Mor-
ford.—This action is similar to the last
one above. Has been won by the city,
and street superintendent instructed to

proceed.

J. F. Snith ve. Morford.—%ame con-
dition as the last-named case.

Charles Gassen vs. Morford.—Same
condition as last case.

Antonio Valla vs. City of Los Angeles
andW. E. Morford.—This suit is brought
to enjoin the selling of plaintiff’s prop-
erty to pa{mesament. for widening First
street. This case is awaiting the result
of a proposed compromise between plain-
tiff and other property-owners on the

atreet.

Alice Dehail et al. vs. City of Los An-
geles—This suit was brought for the
same purpose as the last one. The case
is at issue, and will be set for trial at
the next term of court. i
M. H. Bixby et al. vs. City and others
=—This case is brought to quiet plain-
tiff s title to certian lands in which the
city claimed no interest. A disclaimer
was filed per your instructions.

Alfred é)olnno et al. ve, Len J .

hom:

8 suit
brought to prevent the collection of cer-
tain taxes raised by the board of equali-
zation, The suit is still pending.

Jesse Yarnell vi. H.T. Hazard and
the City Council—This case was brought
to enjoin the loaning of the city money

d in favor of the city in the rior
 atpealad: by plainth¥ to' the
T term

to the City bank. The action was de-

join the collection of assessment for
widening Second etreet. I have recom-
mended the making of a new assessment
on this street, which will correct the
matters complained of. :

J. M. Davies vs. City of Los Angeles
and W, E. Morford—This case is similar
to the last one. It was won by the
plaintiff in the lower court and taken to
the supreme court on the appeal of the
city, to test he validity of the street
opening law. The supreme court de-
cided that the act under which we were
proceeding is valid, but sustained the
judgment of the lower court on account
of a technical irregularity in the pro-
ceedings of the commissioners, and to
remedy this I have recommended that a
new assessment be made at once.

H. Saunders vs, City and W, E, Mor-
ford—This action was brought to pre-
vent the collection of - assessment for
opening Third street. The case is now
pending on a demurrer to the plaintiff’s
complaint.

Mark G. Jones vs. W. E. Morford—
This suit was brought to compel the
street superintendent to remove the
poles of the Electric railway company,
and was decided in favor of the de-
fendant.

W.T. Williams vs. City of Los An-
geles—An action brought to recover
$1000 for services rendered under a con-
tract make with the city during the
term of a former city attorney. The
cage has been tried in the superior court
and a verdict rendered against the city,
and it is now pending on appeal.

0. W. Childs vs. City of Los Angeles—
An action brought to prevent the pro-

REAL ESTATE.

Record of the Transfers for Several
Years.

Over Twelve Thousand—A Resume of

the Business for the Past Twelve

Months With Comparisons.

The real estate transfers during the
year amounted to $10,344,187, or about 40
Ber cent. less than in 1889. The proba-

ilities are that if the amount repre-
sented by the transfers under the head
nominal considerations were known,
the difference would not be wso
great. This is the one division
of the transfers that has held its
own, and it is to be regretted that there
are no means of knowing how much the
actual amount of the transfers was dur-
ing the year. The record shows that
there was a brisk business during the
spring of the year, but that it decreased
during the summer, and that toward
the close of the year matters looked con-
siderably better, with indications of a
lively business next spring. A large
number of the purchasers during the
year were people who bought for the
purpose of building homes. There wag
very little speculation, those who had
invested for that purpose preferring to
hold for an advance to selling during a
dull season. Following is a resnme of
the business of the year, together witha
comparison with 1887, 1888 and 1889 :
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light these lamps, sixty-five miles of =
main wire is rtefired. i r4 :}::::{;:‘;N-g 4
The lamps are lighted on what is & §S5RBRS 333§§ .
known as ‘‘moonlight schedule.”” That -
ig, they are lighted one hali hourafter | (Bl oiwwnswatt| & &
sunset, or one hour before moon-set, and | |{; | w St Powbhcy g ®
are-extinguished one hour before sun | |5| 2B3HERHIAEEIH| - 8
rise or one hour after moon rise, each '-!l E P o
night, except the night of full moon and | (8| §FVFEEBESTER
the night before, and the night after full | =) U0 el
moon, when no lamps are lighted. The | || 552 aBgEERER( &
price paid by the city is on the basis of § $§§§st:3 §.-
$12 per 2000 candle power lamp per | | =
month. 2| copino i o e 12 E §
ring the past year the Los Angel Y beopbuiigaask o |
ﬂectritc eimxpnny has gldedﬁ‘n inl:an- E ?3?.;‘_5; :“_:~§s§ E
acent plant to its system. is plant, 2| ERZ[ISSBS F
oompletg, cost about $15,000. Among | | ='5°““§§§““’§§

other improvements it has built a new
asometer, at a cost of $46,000. It has
uilt & new brick retort house at u cost
of $80,000, It has built & new brick ex-
hauster house, at a cost of . It has
laid about five miles of n pipe in the
ublicetreets, at a cost of $25,000, and
t is now contemplating the extension of
its pipe system to East' Los Angeles and
Boyle Heights. -
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INTERNAL REVENUE.

A Decided Increase of Collections Over
Former Years.
‘g.‘heinlh‘\‘ii?d “suta:k inu':;ulbnvmi
office in t! city makes |
statement regarding the year’s business
e

. r the past y: 1
'$150,000, in round ‘figures, sk

over ’150,
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