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BEFORE TEE RAILROAD COMMISSION OF TEE STATE OF

in the Matter of the Application of

PACITIC MOTOR TRUCKING COMPANY, for

certificate of public convenience and

necessity for the transportation of

property by motor trucks under con- Application No. 18931
tract {or certaln common carriers be-

tween Lo0s Angeles Harbor and Long

Beach and stations Iintermedlate there-

to.

E. J. FOULDS, A. A. JONES and R. E. WEDEKIND, by
R. E. WEDEKIND, for Applicant.

WALLACE K. DOWNEY, for Motor Freight Terminal Company,
City Transfer and Storage Company, and Valley
Zxpress Company, protestants.

d. J. BISCEOFF, for Rice Transportation Company and
Southern Califorais Frelght Lines, protestants.

PEIL JACOBSON, for Citizens Truck Company, protestant.

BEARRY SEE, for 3Brotherhood of Railroad Tralnmen,
protestant.

CEARLES A. BLAND, for Board of Harbor Commissioners of
Long Beacn, interested party.

LIBBY & SEERWIN, by WARREN E. LIBBY and ELMER AEL, for
Keystone Express System, protestant.

ETUGH GORDON, for Richards Trucking and Warehouse Company,
interested varty.

ZARVEY SANBORN, for R. G. Knoll, interested party.

BY TEE COMMISSION:
OPINION ON REEEARING

On April 19, 1935, City Transfer and Storage Company,
Motor Frelgnt Terminal Company (now Pacific Frelght Lines) and
Southern California Freight Lines petitioned the Commissfon for a
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rehearing of the above-entitled matter and a reconsideration of

Its Declsion No. 27879, rendered April 8, 1935.

The Commission by its order dated May 13, 1935, granted
the petltion for rehearing which was held September 11, 1935, at
which time évidence vas adduced, oral arguments made, and the
matter was taken under submission without briefs.

The original application in this proceeding was filed
July 1, 1933, & public hearing thereon being beld September 19,
1933, at which time the matter was submitted on briefs subject to
reopening in order that applicant might have the opportunity to
offer additional testimony 1f deemed expedilent by the Commission.
No declsion was rendered by the Commission which, on January 2,
1935, upon a further consideration of the record and applicant’'s
amended application filed December 11, 1934, set aslde submission
theretofore entered and ordered a further hearing. Seid further
hearing was held February 13, 1935, at which time the matter was
resubnitted on briefs.

Following seld resubmission the Commission, on April 2,
1935, rendered its Decision No. 27879 in which 1t granted a certifi-
cate ©0 applicant as set forth in the following finding and

declaration:

"THE RAILROAD COMMISSION OF TRE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
EEREDY FINDS AND DECLARES that public convenlence and
necessily require the extension .of applicant's operative
rights from Los Angeles Harbor to Long Beach for the sole
purpose of handling such less than carload rail tralfic
&8 may have been previously consigned for transportation
by rail between Los Angeles and 1Long Beach and also for
the purpose of handling such traffic moving locally be-
tween the Los Angeles Harbor District and Long Beach,
over and along the following route:

"From the junction of Alameda Street and Ansheim
Bouleverd westwardly over Ansheim Boulevard to Lomg Beach
and Long Beach EHarbor; provided, applicant may divert from
its present route at the junction of Alameda Street and
Carson Street, westwardly to Sante Fe Avenue, thence to
the junction of Santa Fe Avenue and Anaheim Boulevard; or
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vie Long Beach Boulevard and American Avenue between Los
Angeles and Long Beach, together with a connecting route
via Willow Street between Santa Fe Avenue and American
Avenue, said additional routings contained In this proviso
are alternate to applicant's Alameda Street route and are
for convenlence only and without authority to serve
intermedlate points not heretofore authorized specifically.

"Applicant 1s 8lso suthorized toO perform store-door
pickup and delivery service at Long Beach."

The record adduced at the rehearing on September 11,

1935, shows that no service has been performed under the authority
conferred oy Decislon No. 27379. During sald rehearing applicant
oy stipulation, narrowed the issue t0 the granting or denying of
the certificate between Los Angeles Zarbor and Long Beach as an
extension and enlergement of 41ts exlisting right between Los Angeles
end Los Angeles Harbor, end with the further stipulaetion thet no
locel traffic would be handled between Los Angeles Herbor end Long
Deach.

Applicent now holds a certificate %o operate as a highway
comon cerrier for the tramsportation of property without restriction
between Los Angeles and the wharves and steamshly docks at Los Angeles
Earbor within the Wilmington and San Pedro &istricts as originelly
granted to Cunninghem and Akins by Decision No. 14404, on Application
No. 9988. Decision No. 21387, on Applicetion No. 15795, subsequently
autborized Union Terminal and Werehouse Compeny to acquire salid
right. Llater Pacific lotor Transport Compeny was euthorized by Deci-
slon No. 23564, on Application No. 17236, to acquire the right which
in turn wes authorized by Decislon No. 26017, on Application No.
18892, to transfer sald rlght to Pacific Motor Truckizg Coxpany =ppli-
cent herein.

The authority herein sought is for a certificate author-
izing applicent to transport property as a highway common corrier Tow
stricted to less than carload traffic proviously consigned for transe

portation over the facilitles of Southern Pacific Company, Pecific
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Zlectric Rallway Company, Paciflic Motor Transport Company, Rallway
Express Agency., Incorporated, and other common carriers of a like
¢lass, under the rates of sald common carriers.

Protestants urged that the authority requested should be
denled, principally decause Of the adequacy of present service betwoen
the points proposed 10 be served. It Ls urged that no showing of
puolic Qonvenaence and necessity was made. Protestants further ¢on-
tended that the entry of a new carrier in the fleld would divert
sufficient tonnage from the existing certificated carrliers to en-
danger their ability to continue thelr operatlions. The record shows
that there are five protesting certificated truck Operators now per-
forming an admittedly satisfactory and adequate service affecting
local traffic between Los Angeles and Long Beach.

While 1t is true that the applicant would be enabled to
expedite, by means of this proposed truck service, the traffic which
i3 incidental t0 the rall haul that mo&es between Los Angeles and
Long Beach and orliginates at or I1s destined t0 points beyond Los
Angeles, and while it Is furthermore true that certalin economies in
tae operatibn of applicant's proposed truck service would be effected,
the more Important fact remains that the great bulk of all L.C.L.
traffic moving between Los Angeles and Long Beach is local traffic,
l.e. traffic limited to these two points. It clearly appears that
this application 1s for the primary purpose of placing In the {leld
another truck carrler to handle traffic which Innerently 1s local in
cheracter, l.e. traffic between Los Angeles and Long Beach, and
waich L3 now belng handled adequately and satlafactorily by existing
highway common carriers. The traffic Incidental t0 the rall haul
involved as compared to0 the total traffic moving by all carriers
between Los Angeles and Long Beach, is negligible.

On this record, Decision No. 27879 must be and the same here-
by is set aside and vacated. o sufficient showing having been made
oy the applicant to warrant the granting of the certificate sought

herein, the application in the above-entitled matter must be denied.
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On further consideration of the record in the
sbove-entitled proceeding and in the Mght of the rehearing and
goO4 cause appearing;

IT IS BEEREBY ORDERFD that Decision No. 27879, dated

April 3, 193C, ve and the same hereby %s vecated, revoked, and

annulled, and the certificate sought herein be and the same heredby

Zs denled.
Dated at San Francisco, California, this R» = day

ey a—
of July, 1938.




I am In agreement with the foregoing order, particularly
Insofar as Lt denles appllicant the »right to handle loscal traffic

between Los Angeles: and Long Beach. However, I am of the opinion

thet applicant should de glven the right t0 handle traffic originat-
ing 2t or destined t0 points beyond Los Angeles when such traffic 1s
incildental €0 a rail haul. However,'che record is not clear that

applicant would accept such & certificate, and I therefore concur

in the foregolng order.
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