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BEFORE TEE RAILROAD COMMISSION OF TEE STATE OF CA1IFO&~IA. 

In the ~tter of the A~vlication of < 
U. C. EXPP~SS P~D STORP.GE CO., 0 cor-
poration, tor a certificate o~ public 
convenience and necessity to opera.te 
~ auto truck service for the trans-
portation of household goods, furniture, 
pianos and personal effects, including 
trun1~s and ba~5a5e 1 betiiee~ uo1nt~ with-
~~ th~ ~~ L ~ C l'~ ~ • .u.l. _ ~ ~ ... ~, I.oe c... 2~ l. ... orn~:.;l .• 

w. E. Kessler> for applic~t. 

Au'olic3.tion No. 18655. .. 

C. ? Von Eerzen, for Certificated Carriers, Inc. 
and Argonne Van Lines. 

C&~, Commissioner: 

OPINION J.....TIlD OR12AB ON ERBEAB ;W.G 

By Dec1sion 26993, the COmmission recognized that this 

applicant had certnin prescriptive operative rights ~s far south 

as Gilroy on the coast route ar.d as far south as Escalon on the 
valley route. There was no evidence to support or justify a 

finding as to public convenience and necessity for operations 

to Los Angeles and vic1nity and the application was accordinely 
denied without prejudice. 

A ~eh~~r1ng on the application w~s granted with the 

thought that possibly this a?p1icant might, and 1n fairness 

should be eiven another opportunity to attempt to, orine himself 

within the precedent esto.blished in Fe Car'Oenter, decided April 

30, 1934 (Dec. 26992). however, on the rehea:1ng no eVidence of 

any consequence on public convenience an~ necessity was adduced.(l) 

i. The only thing that might be termed new or additional eVidence 
presented was a deta.iled state~ent of trips between the East Bay 
area and the Los Angeles area, L~cluding trips as far south as San 
Dieeo• The substance ot this was before the COmmission when the 
prior decision was made. 

1. 



The evidence in Be C~en.t~ supra., on public con-

venience and neceszity was weak, but there the applicant presented 

some evidence upon which the statutory finding could be premised. 

Here the applicant apparently r~s relied upon the Carpenter 

precedent r~thcr than attemptins to make a real showing of con-

venience ~d nece:sity to zuppo~t its ~pplication, which leaves 

the Commizsion no recourse but to affirm its prior conclusion and 

order ~~d deny the application. 

I recommend the following form of order: 

QRD;;R 

Public hearing ~ving been had on the rehearing gr~ted 

cerein and the matter being ready for decision, 

IT IS ~~BY ORDEP~D that the prior decision of this 

Commission herein be affiroed and t~~t the a~plication be denied 

without prejudice. 

The foreeOine Opinion ~~d Order on Rehearing are hereby 

approve~ and ordered filed as the Opinion and Order on Rehearing 

of the Railroad Co~ssion of the St~te of Califo~i~. 

D ..." t S F 1 C 1·'" . "'hi- .., 7 u: a~ea a an ranc'sco, a ~~orn~a, ~ ~ _ c day 
of August, 1934. 

Commi~sioners. 


