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BEFORE THE RAILROAD COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIForu~!A 

In the Y~tter of the Application of l 
?AC!?!C MOTOR TRvCKING COMP~~, for 
cert1~1cate of public convenience and 
necessity tor the tranoportat1on of 
property by motor t~~¢ks under COn- I 
tract for certain commo~ carriers be-
tween Los Angeles Harbor and Long 
Beach and stations intermediate there-
to. 

Application No. 18981 

E. J. F OU'W$ , A. A. J'OI-."ES a.nd. R. E. 'WEDZ',L(n.", 'by 
R. E. 'WEDE"'AIND, for Applicant. 

W.ALl.ACE K. DOWNEY, for Motor Freight Terminal Company, 
City Transfer and Storage Comp~~y, and Valley 
Express Company, protestants. 

R • .1'. BISCHOF?, for Rice Transportation Company and 
Soutbern Calirorn1a Freight Lines, protestants. 

?SIL J'ACOBSON, fOr Citiz~~n~ Truck Compa..."'l.y, protestant. 

AARRY SEE, for Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen, 
protestant. 

C~ A. BLAND, fOr Board of Barbor Commissioners of 
Long Beach, interested party. 

LIBBY & SE:E:RWIN, by WARREN E. LIBBY and ELMER PEL, for 
Keystone EXpress System, protestant. 

HUGH GORDON, tor Richards Trucking and. 'Warehouse Company" 
interested party. 

RARVEY S~"BORN, for R. G. Knoll, interested party_ 

BY T.EE COMMISSIO~: 

.... OP;;,oIN;;.;, .. ..;;,;I ..... O ... N Qli REHEARING 

On April 19, 1935, City Transfer and Storage Company, 

Motor ?re1ght Terminal Company (now Pacific Freight tines) and 

Southern California Freight Lines petitioned the COmmission tor a 
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rehearing or the above-entitled matter and a recon~iderat1on o~ 

1t~ Decision No. 2;879, rendered Apr1l 8, 1935. 
The Comm1ssion by 1ts order dated ¥~y 13, 1935, granted 

the petition for rehearing wh1ch was held September 11, 1935, at 

which t1me evidence vas adduced, oral argucents made, and the 

matter vas taken under submiss10n w1thout briefs. 

The or1ginal application 1n this proceed1ng wa~ f11ed 

July 1, 1933, a pub11c hearing thereon being held September 19, 
1933, at wh1ch t1me the matter was submitted on briefs subject to 

reopening ~ order that applicant might have the opportun1ty to 

otter add1tional testimony if deemed expedient by the Commission. 

No decis10n vas rendered by the CommissiOn which, on January 2, 

1935, upon a further eon5iderat1on of the record and applicant's 

amended app11cat1on filed December 11, 1934, set as1de submiss10n 

theretofore entered and ordered a further hearing. Said further 

hearing vas held February 13, 1935, at Which time tne matter was 

resubmitted on br1efs. 

Foll~1ng said resubmission the Commission, on April 2, 

1935, rendered its Decis10n No. 27879 in wh1eh 1t granted a cert1t1-

cate to applicant as set forth in the follOWing finding and 
declaration: 

"m RAILROAD COMM!SSIOI~ OF TEE STATZ OF CALIFORNIA 
~HE~REB~~~~ FINDS A11) DECLARES that public convenience and 
necessity 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 trarric 
8S may have been previously consigned fo~ transportation 
by rail betweon Los Angeles and Lone Beach and also tor 
the purpose of hand11ng such traffic moving locally be-
~~een the Los Angeles Harbor D1~tr1ct and Long Beach, 
Over and along the follOWing route: 

"From the junc t10n of Alameda. Street and Anaheim 
Boulevard westwardly Over Anaheim Boulevard to Long Beach 
and Lone Beach BArbori provided, applicant may divert from 
its present route at the junction of A1~ed8 Street and 
Carson Street, westwardly to Santa. ?e Avenue, thence to 
the junction or Sa.nta Fe Avenue and ~~he1m Boulevard; or 
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via Long Beach Boulevard and American Avenue be~een Loz 
Angeles and Long Beach, together with a connecting route 
via Willow Street between Santa Fe Avenue and American 
Avenue, said additiona.l routings contained 1n this proviso 
are alternate to applicant's Alameda Street route and are 
for convenience only And without authority to Serve 
intermediate pOints not heretofore authorized specifically. 

"Applicant is a.lso authorized to perform ztore-door 
pickup and delivery service at Long Beach.1T 

The record a.dduc'ed a.t the rehearing on September 11, 

1935, shovs that no service has been performed under the authority 

conferred oy Dec1s1on No. 27879. Dur~ sa.id rehea.ring app1ica.nt 

oy stipulation, narrowed the issue to the granting or denying or 

the certificate between Los Angeles Barbor and Long Beach a.s &n 

extension and enlargement ot it~ eXisting right between Los Angeles 

end Los .Angeles Herbor, and with the t'urther stipulation that no 

local trat'fic woul~ be handled between Los Ansel as Harbor and LonS 
Beach. 

Applicant now holds a certificate to operate as a high-MaY 

common carrier tor tb.e transportation ot property without restriction 

between Los Angeles $J'ld the wharves end. steamship docks at :Los Angeles 

Sarbor within the Wilmington and San Pedro d1strict~ as originally 

granted to Cunn1nghe.m and Akins by Decision No. 14404, on Ap,lication 

No. 9986. Decision No. 21367, on Application No. 15795, subsequently 

authorized Union Termi~a1 and. Warehouse Company to acquire said 

right. Later ?acitic Motor T.ranS,Dort Co~any was authorized by Deci-

sion No. 23564, on Application No. 17236, to acquire the right which 

in turn was authorized by Decision No. 26017, on A,plication No. 

16892, to transter said right to Pacit1c Motor Trucking Co~any appli-
cant here1n. 

T~~ authority herein sought is tor a cert1t1cate author-

izing applicant to transport property as a highway common cD.rr1er re-

stricted to less than carload tratt1c previously conSigned tor trans-

portation over the facilities of Southern Pac1tic Company, Pacit1e 
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Zleotrio R~i1way Company, Pao1f1c Motor Transport Company, Railway 

Expre~3 Agency, Incorporated, ~nd other commOn carriers of a like 

c1a35, under the rates or said common carriers. 

Protestants urged that the authority requested should be 

denied, principally because of the adequacy Of present service between 

the points proposed to be served. It is urged that nO sh~~ing of 

public conven~ence and necessity was made. Protestants further con-

tended that the entry of 8 new carrier in the field would divert 

sufficient tonnage from the existing certificated carriers to en-

danger their ability to cOntinue their operat10n3. Z~e record ~howz 

that there are five protesting certificated truck operators now per-

forming an admittedly satisfactory and adequate ~ervice affecting 

100al traffio between Los Angeles and Long Beach. 

While it is true that the applicant would be enabled to 

expedite, by means of this proposed truck serVice, the traffic which 

is incidental to the rail haul that moves between Los Angeles and 

~ons Beaoh and originates at or is destined to pOints beyond Los 

Angeles, and While it is further.more true that certain economies ~ 

the operation of applicant's proposed truck service would be effected, 

the more important fact remains that the great bulk o~ all L.C.L. 

traffic moving between ~os Angeles and Long Beach is local traffiC, 

i.e. traffic limited to these two po1nts. It clearly appears that 

this application 13 for the primary purpOse of placing 1n the field 

another truck carrier to handle traffic which inherently is local ~ 

character, i.e. traffic between Los Angeles and Long Beach, and 

which 13 now be1ng handled adequately and satisfaotorily by existing 

highv8Y commOn carriers. T~e traffic incidental to the rail haul 

involved as compared to the total traffiC moving by all carriers 

between ~os Angeles and Long Beach, is negligible. 

On thi3 record, Decision No. 27879 must be and the same here-

by is set aside and vacated. No sufficient showing having been made 

by the applicant to warrant the granting or the certificate sOUght 

herein, the a,p11cation in the ebove-ent1tled matter must be denied. 
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ORD'ER --.-..---
On further cons~deration of the record in the 

above-entitled proceeding and in theheht of the rehearing and 
good CSU5e appearingi 

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that Decision No. 27879, dated 

A:r>ril 8, 1930, be and the same here"oy 13 vs.cated, revoked, and 

annulled, and the certifioate sought herein be and the same hereby 
is d.enied.. 

Da.ted at San Francisco, Ca.lifornia, this ~ cZ" day 

of July, 1938. 
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I am in agreement with the foregoing order, particularly 

1nso:~r as it denies applicant the right to handle lo¢al traffic 

betw'ee':c.Lo3 Angeles: a.nd Long Beach. RO'W'ever, I am of the op1n1o:c. 

that applicant should be given the right to handle traffic originat-

ing at or destined to points beyond Lo~ Angeles Vhe:c. such tr&tt1e 13 

1nci/ient6.l to Ct. ra.il haul. :S:ovever, the record is not clear that 

applicant would accept 3ueh & cert1ficate, and I therefore concur 

in the foregOing order. 


