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Decision No. EHANVS

EEFORE THE RATLROAD COMMISSION (F THE STATE OF CALIFCRNIAe

REGULATED CARRIERS, INC.,
a corporation,
Complainant,
v8. Case Noe. 3615
LARRY PARSONS and LARRY PARSONS
doing business under the fictitious
name and style of SANTA CRUZ EZXPRESS

COMPANY, FIRST DOE, SECOND DCE, o, EnTY P T \ ! I ?’
TEIRD DOE, FOURTE DOE, FIFTH DCS, Bt iy Uil AR
FIRST DOE CORPORATION. SECOND DOB 2l in i g;;i‘a*@ A
CORPORATION, THIRD DOE CORPORATION, S e il 1N

FOURTH DOE CORPORATION, FIFTH DOE
CORPORATION,

et S N s P Ve Sl Nt S el Vet e Vi S N Vs

Defendants,

Reginald L. Vaughen and Scott Elder,

by Reginald 1. Vaughan, for complainante
Larry Parsons in propria persona.
James ¥, Bussing ir propria personas

Edward 3, Berolski for lefendant Laxrry Farsons.
BY TEEZ COMMISSION:

QPINION

By complaint filed June 29, 1933, complainant charges
Larry Parsons and Larry Parsons doing business under the fictitious
name and style of Santa Cruz Sxpress Company, and others, with
wmlawful common carrier operations by auto truck detween San
Tranciseo and Santa Cruz, the East Bay Cities, und the vicinitvy
of Santa Cruz znd intermediate points,

Public hearings were held before Examiner Johnson at
Santa Cruz ot December 22, 1933, and at San Francisco on January
22, 1934, on which lztter date the case was submitted. The facts

as developed at the hearing may ve sumarized driefly as follows:
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Witnesses testified and Lerry Parsons admitted the
1llegal operations charged as of the date of the complaint, dut

Larry Darsons also testified, and it {s uncontradicted, that he

ceased oporations us complained of within 10 days after the service
upon kim of the complaint in this case. James Bussing, another

defendant named herein,' admitted operating such service from the
time that Larry Parsons quit the same Julylf, 1933, until -the

latter part of November, 1933, when he s0ld the buéineas‘and the
Physical equipment to an Oakland resident not nemed in the com=
plaint. Thereupon Bussing's name was substituted for First Dose,
Motion was made Dy the attorney for complainant to include such
new party, E. G. Spotswood, dut no service having been made upon
him to the knowledge of the Commission, thet new party would have
to be excluded from any order made in this case,

The facts as adduced at both hearings were uncontradicted
but counsel for the deréndant argued tha£ since La&ry Parsons had
qnix'operations prior to the time given ﬁim.to answer the con-
Plaint in this case, he should not be atismﬁtizod with a cease
and desist order, Parsons and his attorney doth conteﬁded that he
was not now engaged in any transportation operations, dut thet he
might some time in the future engege in suck dusiness and appear
before the Commission, and on that account did not desire to have
any blemish on his record. But the fact remains that he was
engeged in the illegal operations at the time of the filing of
this complaint and the complainant herein insisting upon'the legal
right to have an order issv2d barring him from any such operstion
in the future, the facts leave no other zlternative than to issue
such order. Such is in accordance with previous rulings of this
Commission. (The River Lines vs. Armstrong, Case 3389, Decisibn
No. 25636.)

L cease and desist order should issue.

Ar order of this Commission finding an operation to be
unlawful snd directing that it be discontinued is in its effect
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not unlike an injunction issued by a court., A violation of such
order comnstitutes a contempt of the Commission. The California
Constitution and the Public Utilities ict vest the Cormission with
power and authority to punisk for contempt ir the same manner and
to the same extent as courts of record. In the event a party is
ad judged guilty of contempt, a fine may be imposed in the amount
of $500.,00, or he may be imprisoned for five ($) days, or bdoth.
C.CoP. S6C. 1218; Motor Freight Terminal Co. V. Bray, 37 C.R.C.

224; ro Ball and Eayes, 37 C,R.C., 407; Wermuth v. stamper, 36

é.R.c; 458; Pioneer Xxpress Company V. Keller, 33 C.R.C. 571

It should also be noted that under Section 8 of the suto
Truck Transportation ict (Statutes 1917, Chapter 213, as amended),
a person who violates an order of the Commission is guilty of a
misdemeanor and is punishable dy a fine not exceeding $1000.,00,
or by imprisomment in the county Jail not exceeding one year,
or dy doth such fine and imprisomment, Likewise a shipper or
other person who aids or abets in the viclation of an order of the
Commission is guilty of a misdemeanor snd is punishable in the

3ame manner,

CRDER

IT IS HEEREBY FOUND that Larry Parsons and Larry Parsons
doing business under the fictitious name and style of Santa Cruz
Express Company, and Jamss Bussing have b?on operating a trans-
portation company as defined in Section 1, sdbﬁivigiﬁn {(c) of the
Auto Truck Transportation Act (Chapter 213, Statutes of 1917, as
amended), with common carrier status betweepn Santa Cruz and
vicinity on the one hand, and San Francisco and East Bay Cities on
the other hand, and intermediate points, without a certificate of
public convenience zrd necessity or prior right authorizing such
operations,

Based upon the finding herein and the opinion,

IT IS FEERERY ORDERED THAT Larry Parsons and Larry Parsons
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doing bnsimaa under the fictitious name and style of Santa Cruz
Express Company, and James Bussing shall cease and desist directly
or ind;rectly or by any subterfuge or device from continuing such
oﬁorationa.

IT IS HEREBY FURTEER ORDERED that the secretary of this
comission shz.ll cause a cer tiﬁed copy of this decision to be
poraomlly aerved uron Larry Parsons and Larry Parsons doing
business under the fictitious name and style or Santa Cruz E.'xpross
Compeny, and James Bussing; that he cause certified wpies thereof
%o be mailed to the District Attorneys of Samnta Cruz, San Matoo,
San Francisco, Alameda and Santa Clara Counties; to the Board of
Public Ttilities and Transportation of the City of lLos '.angoles;

and to the Department of Public Works, Division of Highways, at

Sacranento.
The effective date of this order shall be twenty (20)
days after the date of service upon defendants,
Dated at San Francisco, California, this }/ﬁ;,/ day ot
l*
Februery, 1934.
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7 CommisSioners.




