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Decision No. 2~R~~ . 

BEFORE T.8Z R.A.ILROAD CO~SSION OF mE STATE OF C.ALIFORNI.~ 

P .. L. 'lR.~"SPORUTION COMPANY, a } ;'r~I' ~n. ··'l\l, n In the Matter of the .A;pplication or) ill) rrn ~ ~ ~ 
eo~orat1on, tor a eertit1cate or) ww U~~u. 
~ublic conveni~ce and necessity to ) 
operate vessels tor the tran~orta- ) Application No. 20200. 
t10n or property tor c om:pensa tion ) 
between po1nts 1n the State ot Cali- ) 
rornia. ) 

ADDITIONAL .A.PPE.mANCE 

Gwyn H. Baker, tor Marine Service Corporation, protestant. 

BY TE:£ COMMISSION: 

OPINION ON'REEEARING 

? I.. 't:'a:lsportation Company is a. co~oration operating as a 

common carrier by vessel between certain points in california. By De-
cision No. 26494 of January l3, 1936, in the above entitled applica-

tion, it was denied a certificate or public convenience ~d necessity 

au thor 1 zing en extension of its opera:ti ve rigb.. ts to perm t the 'trans-

portation or property by vessel between HUmboldt Bay ~orts on the one 

lle.n~ and certain central and southern Calirornia port.s on the other 

hand. Tlleroat'te:, upon applicantts rej?resentatiort th.at it had addi-

tional evidence to present, a rehearing was gr-anted and the matter was 

heard at Eureka befcr-e Exe:niner Freas.. su.bse~ent to the rehearing 

~p11eant ~iled an amended application limiting the authority sought to 

the transporta tioll 0 t propertY' o-e~een Zureka and Velle j o • 
In justitice.t1on. of its amended application applicant alleges 

that Pacific Lu:c.ber Company, a cOr:Poration., has hereto tore tranSl>orte~ 
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p!'o:perty by vessel cetween Eureka and Vallejo tor itself", and under 

private contracts to:- o'thers, but is no longer able or 'Willing to 

continue such o~erat10n~ In the event ~1s a~plication be granted 

applicant expects that Pacii'ic Lumber Compe.ny- and persons who hereto-

tare have utilized the co~tract service will patronize the proposed 

cocmon c~ier service. 
The only evidence in.troduced concerning tr,tmSJ?ortation ~ 

tween Vallejo and Eureka ":tas the testimony ot C. G. Cloney, manager 

of L. B. ~tOIt COtIpe.ny. 'I'llis vr.i. tness testified. that his company 

is the Eureka distribu.tor for the Sperry Flour Company, and that as 

such it receives OD. consignment from Vallejo from 400 to 500 tons ot 

grains, flour and cereals each. month. He stated tha.t during the last 

two years service by vessel has been unsatisfactory in that operators 

have failed to call at Valle'jo when higher class freight 'Was available 

olsewhere, that they have neglected or refused to notify him ot sail-

inS dates in sufficient time to have the merchandise prepared tor sb.ip-

~ent, that in many instances the vessels now used are too small to ac-

co~o~at~ his shi~ments which often amount to 150 or 200 tons, ~d that 

in some instances tb.e cargoes have errived in a damaged condition when 

wooden vessels were usod. He 0X'£)ressed a preterence tor vessel service 

~:b.end.~endable, asserting that it is more economioal than rail 'trans-

portation unae= existing rates and that ade~uate truck service is not 

available. lie conceded that movements trom Vallejo to EUreka. erG 0011-

tined almost entirely to S1'erry products. The witness did not know 

what kind. ot se:-vice applicant was :prepared to render, and was unable 

to state that it 'Would be more frequent or de:pendable: than the service: 

ot present operators. 
Beadle Stee:msllip comJ?eIlY and Marine, Service COr:Poration pro-

tested the granting ot ~e application. 
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The record on rehearing is not persuasive that there is 

a public need ror the proposed service. The fact that the facilities 

~d service afforded by present vessel operators may be unsatisfactory 

to a particular shipper or that r~tes of rail carriers are deemed 

excessive is not suff1cient in itself to warrant the certification or 

a new carrier. It must appear that there is a need for a~d1t1onal 

service, and that the applicant 1s 1n a position to f1ll this need prop-

erly. The record is deficient in these latter respects ~~d the ap-

plication must therefore be denied. 

o R D E R -----. 
This matter having been duly heard and submitted, 

11' IS HEREBY ORDERED that A.pplication ivo. 20.200~ as amended, 

be and it is hereby denied. 
Dated at San Franoisoo, Ca11rorn1a, th15 

.rune, 1937 .. 
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