Docision No. /A T D i

BEFORE THE RAILROALD COMMISSION OF TEE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

In the Matter of the Commission's )
Investigation into the methods and )
eracitices of Jumes W. Gray, doing )
busiress wnder the Lictitious name )
of Comstside Transportation Company, ) Case No. 1728.
in the operstion of un automobile )
stage line us o common carrier of )
pasceagers and freight between San )
Prancisco and Pescaderco, California. )

He de Encell and J.A.gillex £or Jumes We Gray,
: . Resyondent.
He 4o Loveland and Frod C. Peterson for Neil
. Porrest, doing business as Red
Star Stage Line.
BY THE COMMISSION.
O~P=I=F=I=0-N.

The Commission hsving receivod compluints, both writilen
dnd verbal, that the &tasé line operated by James 7. Gray as &
commonlcarrier of freighf and pacsengers betweea San Francisco
aad Eescadefo w&é being Sperated other than in sccordanco with
the'ruies ani regulations df the Commission, taat tine sghc&ales
were not being observed, sad that the service was wnsatisfactory

apd‘inadequate; s ‘proceeding was initiated by the Commission and
| on marchvath, 1922; on its own gotion, en ‘oxrder wag issued direcﬁ-
 ing éaid Jemes W.’Gré 40 gppear wnd show cause why the certifi—
cate of public convenience and necessity heretolore issued under
© date January 8, 1921, (Decision No. 8523 on Jpplication ﬁo. 6086)

should not be revokod snd sanulled.

4 public heering on this metter wus conducted by Exauminer

 Eandford at San Fruncisce on lMarch 30, 1922, at which time the

matter was duly gubmitied.




fhe evidence im this orocecding shows fhat reqbondént, Gray;J
has not operated his passenger service in sceordance with sché&uies
as meretofore filod with the Reilrosd Commission and thet dﬁring
the moath of Fobruarj3 1922, £ifty schoduled runs were not oper—
axéd out of a total of oighty runs &s appesaring onm un ozhiﬁit
filed by respondent.and covering the perdlod from FeBruary 1st to
EOth;-l922; inclusive. - Two ruas were operated over but a portion

of the cscneduled roufe‘

-

Ro permission was sceured from the Railroad CommIssion for

the susvension 6f Sscheduled sorvice nor wus uny adviece given-this
Commission that the runs had not been ®r could not be protecfe&.
It is the present contention of respondeat that the runs ecould not
be protected due to his- inability to secure drivers to ;qplaée |
those incapacitated dy illness dut no e#idénce was given indicat-
ing_that\an& reasonable offort wac made to secure extra drivers

or to keep oOperative the service as covered by‘advertiSed sched~
ules,

A8 to the freight operation if appesars that this portion
of the business has boen leased by respondent to other partiés.
on a basis'expressly prohibited by the regulations of the Railé.
road Commission as coatuzined in its Decision No. 5318-con Case'ﬁo. .
1202 8s decided April 17, 1918.  This decision prohidits the
leasing of eguipment by un authorized operator on & percentage
basis or on any basis waere the smount paid as rentsl includes
the services of a dri&er or operator. Both clesees of prohib-
1ted practices have been followed by the respondent herein ds
¢videnced by the provisions of 1 contract betwoen respondent zad
L. 4. Mattel under dute Lpril 29, 1921, by the terms of which
éontraét & truck 1s leased at a flat rete per round trip, such
rate including tho Services.of a driver or operator, and by the
tostimony of E. Serretto that he was operating freight trucks oa

'
N




the rbute 0f respondent on = nercentage'b;sis- the drivers there-—
of being directly employed by and vaid by samd §erretto.

Zvidence was also given tnat res nondent in the overetion
of nis passenger sorvice dxd not sdhere to scheduled doparting
time &t intermediate p04nts and freguently left such intermediate
points so far ia gdvance of the scheduled leaving time as to msake
the service “nreliable and not to be depended upon by his br0°-'
bective patrons.e

After careful concideration of ?he evidence in this proceed-
ing and of the fact thet this Commission has iréquently'endé&vored
to aid the respondont in nis duty to ‘the public under the oblxg&— |
tioa imposed upon him by tho cert;ficate heretofore grented and

rithout receiving proper response to its letters of inqqiry or

compliance with instructions from the Commissioa's wuthorized
representatives, we are of the opinion ahd hereby £ind as 2 fuct
thst the character of service heretofore rendered by respondent,
James .- Gﬁay, Justifies the revocation and éancellafion of the
0perative rights for the 0purat;on of un automooile stage line
as & common carricr of passengers and Lreight between Sah Franc;oco

and 2escudero ac heretofore cuthorized by this Commission’'s Deci-

gion No. 8523 on spplication ¥o. 6080 as decided Jamuary 8, l92l.

0=-R-D-E-R
& puﬁlic hearing having beea held on the abové ontitled pro-
ceeding, the matter having been duly submitted and the Comission
veing fully advised wnd besing its order on the Linding of fact as
appe&fing in the opinion waick precedes this order,
L I” IS EEREBY ORDERED that, for good cause shown, the certi-

Zicate of vublic convenieance and necesslity ue heretofore granted




by tho provisions of this Commizgion's Decision No. 8523 oa
ipplication No. 6080 sc decided Jumuary 8, 1921, to Jemos V.

Groy, operating under the fictitious neme of Coastside Trans-

vortation Company, for the Oporatidn of an automobile stage

m;ine us o commoa carrier of bussengers sad freight betweoen
Sen Francisco snd Pescadero and intermodiste points, be and
the Some heredby is revoked sand cgncelled.

\ Dated at San Francisco, Californis, this 244 day
of .ugust, 1922,




