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SEFCRE THT RAILROAD COLIIISSION OF THE STATT OF CALIFORNIA
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Z. V. RIDEQUT,
Complainant
VS.
IRICKSON NAVIGATION COIPANY,

Defendent.

Gwyn E. Baliex for Comploimont
Scaborn & Roell and Delencey C. Smita
fox Defendant.
=¥ TEE COLLISIION:

QP2IXIOXN

‘The complain® hereir alleges in effeet thot although
defendant hos beer operating vezsels between Sen Franciseo and
iore Islond wader tae authority of this Commission by Decision
Jo. 13566, duted Moy 17, 1924, in Application No. 10Q0L and
Decision No. 15320, doted Auguss 18, 1924, in ippvlication
To. 11324, nevertacless suca authority was gronted unlawfully
end Iz violation of the substantisl r»ights of complainont, & con-
petitor of delemdant, in that notice was 1ot served upon aim
S0 as Yo enable him to apnear and protest the granting of such
eutnority. The proyer is Tor an amendment of Decicion No.
15320 regeinding the authoriiy %o operate between the above-
mexilozed points, and for an order of the Commission Airceting

the defendant to cease and desist from such operations.




Iu angwer, the defendant set wp thwt the complaint
iz nothing but o velated petitvion Lor rehearing, ond sinee it
was filed ofler The lapse of time within which a petition for
relearing could de brought, the same should be dismissed, as
vae Commission is without Jurisdiction to entertain it. 4
pudblic hearing was neld before Exominer Tneat ot San Froncisco,
vhe metier wos duly submitted, and is now ready for decision.
I is Ptruwe thet this compleint, in effect, attempis
the matter in question in the same manner as wouwld o

vetition for reiaearing, yet, since it does reguest an amendment

of our prior Decision and Crder No. 15320, we shall treat It as

& petition for reopening Avplication Ko. 11324, rather than o
setition for rehegring. Thac recoxd c¢learly shows that the de-
Zendant wus in foet cuthorized to operate vessels between tae
pointe in gquestion. Therefore, the only matiter 4o be determined
oy ue iz whether there is good cuuse for our rescinding, altering
ox amending ovr yrior Order oxd Decision No. 15320.

Under Decision No. 13566 in Application Fo. L0001 the
defendont was cuthorized 0 acquire all of the operative rights
upon Sexm Francisco By or the inland waters of the 3tate of

Theretolore held by John Zrickson, deceased. TUnder

Terilf l-i, C.R.C. No. 3 of John Erickson (effective

.8), there were provided, in addition to Wwarious rates
on.°bec¢f¢c commodities, rates on freight N.0.S. between San
Franelsco axd larxe Islend, vhich constituted a prior operative
rignt of Jomn Erickﬁnn” and walch was, by the abvove Decision
No. 10566, transferred to the defendant. In the re-issue by
vac defendant of the above-mentioned John Erickson ioriff, ihe
iten poming the rate on Ireight N.0.5. beiween Mare Island and
Sen Froneicsco was not carried forward, Taongn the spécific rates
on various commoCitlies detween the same points were combinued in

effect. By Decision No. 15220 (here soughit t0 be amended) thae
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S0 10 amend its

tem N.C.S. waicn inadvertently

1t ic appareat from the abowe thaat the Commission
Mlly intended to grant the awshority to the Qefendont to
opexate vessels botween lmre Islend and Sen Francisco, and we are
ol the opinion thot he complaint reguesting us to reseind such

autnoxrity is withoui Rerit, ond should e dismissed.

CROIIZXR
Comploint having been brought by B. V. Rideoud
irickson Navigation Compmny, reguesving this Commizsion
to reseind the authority granted 4o the defendant to onerate
els Bevween Mare Island and San Fronelsco, o pudblic nearing

deen neld thereon, the matter faving beer duly sudbmitied

¢ Commizssion being Dully advised in  “he premises:

IT IS IEREZY ORDEAED thet szid complaint herein de,

end the sume 1s horedy dismissed.

Deted at San Francisco, California, thig o0 “ o
> »




