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Ao S. WILLIAMS, for Complainants,
JAMES J. BROZ, Zfor Defendant,

EDWARD STERN, ZLor Rellway Expross Agency, Inc.,
intervenor on behalf of Complalinants,

DOUGLAS BROOKMAN, for Valley snd Coast Transit

Company, intervenor on behalf of
Complainents.

3Y¥ THE COMMISSICN:
QPINION

By complaint Tiled November 7, 1936; Pacific Motor Transport
Company, a corporation, Pacific Motor Trucking Company, 2 corporation,
and Southern Pacific Company, a corporation, herein called complaine
ants, alloged that Valley Express Company, a Californie corporation,
RDerein called defendant, was unlawfully conducting operations as an
oexpress corporation as defined in Sectlon 2 (k), Public Ttilities Act.
The complaint alloged specifically that defendant was operating as an

eXpress corporation between Qakland and San Jose, between said
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ternini, respectively, and Iintermedlate polnts, and between points
intermediate to said termini, without first bhaving obtained from the
Commission & certificate of public convenlence and necessity author-
Lzing such oporations. It was also alleged that defendant had not
been conducting such oporations on or before August 1, 1933.
Complainants prayed tihat defoendant be ordered to cease and desist
Srom such oporations until Lt had procured & certificate of public
convenlence anc necessity authorizing thexn. By its answer, cefendant
denied these charges, and alleged affirmativoly that Lt was conducting
such operations lawfully, by virtue of the fact it had initiated the
service prior to May 1, 19355, sand had therefore acqulired & grandrather
righat” under Sectlon so<r), Public Utilities Acte.

& public hearing was had at San Francisco before Examiner
Austin, when evidence was rocelved and the matter was submitted oz

briefls, subsequently Lfiled.

Since it is conceded that dofendant had secured no
certificate authorizing 1t to engage in the oporations complaluned of,
there remeins only for our consideration the Question whether or not

defendant's operations weore of such a character as to vest it with a

“grandfathsr" operative right. We shall first discuss the portinent

ﬁrovisions of the applicable statutes.

Section 2(k) of the Public Utilities Act defines an expross

corporation as follows:

"The term 'express corporation', when used in this
8ct, includes every corporat on or person, thelir
lessees, truztees, recolivers or trustees appo*nxe&
by any court whatsoever, engaged in or transacting
the dusiness of transporting any freight,
merchandlise or other property for compensation on.
the line of any common carrier or stage or auto
stage line within this State.”
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Section SO(L) provides:

"No express corporation or freight forwarder shall
alter August 1, 1933, commence operating betweon points
in this State or extend 1ts operations %o or from any
point or points in this State not theretofore served
by it, ess and until 1t shall rirst secure from the
Rallroad Commission, wupon formal application therefor,
a certificate that pudblic convenlence and necessity
roquire such operation. Any express corporation or
freight forwarder having betweon May 1, 1933, and the
effective date of this act, cormenced operations or
extended Its service as aforesald, shall have ninety
(90) days sfter the effectivo date of this act to file
with the Rallroad Commission a formal application for
a certificate of publl¢e convenionce and necezsity for
such service. Tne Rallroad Commission shall have power,
witz or without hearing, to lssue such certificate, or
to refuse to Lssue the same, Or to lssue Lt for the
partisl exercise only of the privilege sought, and may
atvach to its order granting such cexrtificate such terms
and c¢ondltions as, in Lts Judgment, the public
convorlence and necessity require. The Railroasd
Commission may at any time, Ior good cause shown and
upon notice to the holder of any such cexrtificate,
rovoke, alter, or amend any such certificate.”

By its decision In Re Pacific Movor Transport Co., 39 C.R.C.

242, 245, the Commission applied to the section last‘quotod 8 COn-

struction designed 40 roemove the ambiguities «nd inconsistencies
appearing on its face. Eolding that there should be substituted
for the date liay lst, 1935, wherever It appeared, that of August lst,
1935, the opinlon declared:

" eeee. Thus while a 90=Cay period within which to
filo an application 1s allowed those carriers cormenc
operations between May 1, 1933, and August 21, 1935,
there is nothing in the Act requiring that a certificate
must be obtalned for .ny operations prior to August 1,
193%. As 1t now stands the Act provices s t4imo within
which may be done that which 1is not recuired and which
would not reasonably be cone unless required. Clearly
thls was not the intention of the legislature. I
however there L1s substituted August 1, 1933, for the
date of May 1, 193%, the statutory provision becomes
clear and cefinite. Carriers commoncing operations
after August 1, 19%%, must then as now secure
cortificartes of public convenlenco anc necessity, while
those operating prior thereto need not. The S90-dey
poriod allowed Tor the Liling of applications will then
extend %0 those carriers commencing operations after
Avgust 1, 1933, and before the effective date of tne
Act, all of which are definitely required to obtain
certificates. We aro satistied that this was tho
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intention of The legislature oand that Mey 1, 1933,
should be corstrued to mean fugust 1, 1933."

-~

This construcvion of the statute has boen challenged by defoendant.
The section, it is clsimed, prescribes threec separate periods

during wbick operative rights may, by distinctive methods, be
¢reated.s Among them, 1t Ls msserted, is included tho carriex

whose operations were Lnaugurated prior to May 1, 1933. The
operative rights of a carrier of is ¢class, 30 defendant

contends, are To be messured by the tarliffs it has filed rather than
by its actual operations. This contention will be considerod
prosentlye.

Defondant has been oengaged in business as an expross

corporation betweon various points in California since 1931. The
operations in question hero are those conducted ontirely bYetween
San Joge, Oaklend, und Iintermedlate poluts, = & territory within
which, 30 the rocord shows, defondant bas been operating locally
since December, 1935. No issue L= raised as to shipments which

originate at or aro destinod to points outslide that aresd.

Defondant!s alleged operative rights hetween Osllsnd and
San Jose are based on the contentlon that Lt was conducting the
business of an expross coxporation betweon Oakland and Sen Jose
prior to NMay 1, 19338. The evidence presented relative to such
operations before that date is scanty and incomplete. The under-
lying cerrier used by defendant was Qaklond-~San Jose Transportation
Company, whick at that time was the only certificzted highway
common carrier opcratipg betweon Oakland and San Jose. A. Ce

Woodard, president of that company during the time Linvolved here,




testilied that to the best of his kmowlodge defendant did not sCtually
transport any shipments locally betwoen Ookland and San Jose prior to
May 1, 1933. On May 4, 1932, defendant and Oakland-San Jose
Transportation Company entered into a contract woich, as subsequently
amenced, provided in substance That Oakland=San Jose Treansportation
Company would transport for the defendant over its lines between

San Jose anda Qaklond all shipments moving via Oakland betweon Los
Angeles and points in the Sacramento=San Joaguin Valley and points
south of Oaklund, om the one hand, and points in the Santa Clara
Valley and points intermedlate to San Jose and Qakland which Oaklande

San Jose Transportation Company Ls authorized to serve, on the other
hand.

In correspondence passing betwoen defendant and complaln~
ant raclfic Motor Trucking Company, the following statement, Iin-

dicative of defendant's interpretation of the contract, appears:

“Kz the contract mow stands, Oakland-San Jose
Trancportation Company and/or Lts zucceszsors in
interest, Pacific Motor Trucking Company, handle the
traffle of Valley Express Co. botween all points on
Lts lines with the exception of San Jose and Santa
Clora, California, when saia traffic is either
originating at or destined to points in the San Joagquin
Valley or south thercof. The contract calls for
transportation services, howevor, between Oskland and
Sen Jogse In commection with Valley Express traffic
originating at Oakland or points beyond destined to
points beyond San Jose and vice versa.”"(l)

From the record it appears that the writer of this letter,

r. Willara S. Johnson, then employed by the defendant, possossed aulthe

ority to bind the defendant by his construction of the contract.

Among other provisions appearing in this agreement was the
following:

(1)
Exkivit 2, Tre Dp. 23, 90.




"The service herein contemplated shall be construed

as additional service not now being renderod by said

Oakland=-San Jose Transportation Company and under no

circumstances will said Valley Express Company compete

~directly or indirectly with the service now belng
- rondered bY the sald Oakland-San Jose Transportation

Company."

Woodard testirled that the purpose of this provision was
to preclude defendant from accepting any shipments for transport~
atlon where the termini were between Oakland .nd San Jose,
iaclusive, and stated that this provision had been observed by
the defendant. In fact, so ke testifiled, bad any shipments been
tendered on Valley Express billing for local movement between
these points, 4t would not have been accepted in that form; on
the contrary, 1t would have moved under a bLill of lading issued
by Oakland=San Jose Transportation Co. This was true as to
sbipments originating In Oakland and destined to San Jose or any

> 2)
Ixntermediate point.

I
Mre Woodard testified:

It is Important to note that defendant

"Q. [MR. BROCKMAN] Iook at page 2 of that agreement where 4t
states 'The service heroin contemplated shall be construed
a3 additlional service not now being renfered by said
Qakland~San Joso Transportation Company and under no oircum-
stances will said Valley Express Company compete directly
or Indirectly with the service now being rendered by the
seld Oakland-San Jose Tramsportation Company. '

Woy was that put in thero? A. For protection of our
own line. '

Qe By that you mean to protect tho local business between
The Zast Bay and San Jose? A. And Livermore.

Q. East Bay points and San Josze? A. That our franchise
coverel. :

Qe It was also agreod et that time By Mr. Frasher that he
would not compete with you at alle? A. Correoect.

Qe And he didntt, 4id he? Ao Not to my actual kmowledge.

Qe He didn't go into the bucsiness of transporting locally
vetween the East Bay and San Jose? Ae Right.

Qe Az long as you owned the line? A. Correct.”

(T::‘. Pe 48)¢
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used only highway common carriers for the underlying haul between
the points involved hereo, and that Qakland-Sam Joso Transportation
Company was the only certificated nighway common carrier operating

between Qakland and San Jose prior to May 1, 2193%. It is not

(Z2) =(Continued):

"R. WILLIAMS: Qe Referring to the last paragraph, page 2,
of Exnibit L -- the next to the last paragraph, is that pro-
vislon construed DY you to mean that all Valley Express
shipments to0 and from the territory between Oakland and San
Joce were to be handled by you? A. That iz, you meoan all
froight picked wp in Oakland? .

Qe No, I mean all Valley Express shipments originating in
The territory or destined £o the territory were to be handled
by you and by no one else? Ao That is right.

Qe Do you know of any océasion whon there were any handled
Dy any one clse contrary to the provisions of the contract?
Ae I dont't recall any at precent. ,

Qe Had you known of anybody else you would have taken tho
matver up with the Valley Express Company, would you not?

Ae Yes, sin,” (Tr. ppe 49, 50).

"Re BROZ: Q. Mr. Woodaxd, is it not a fact that at the time
.you operated the Oakland-San Jose Transportation Company the
Valley Express Company did tender to you shipments for movow
ment betweon Qakland and points intermediate to San Jose?

Ae TFreigat originating in Oakland?

Qe In Qaklaond proper. A. They might have presoented it,
dut 1t wonld not have been accepted on that bILl of lading;
1t would have been redllled on Oakland-San Jose Transport-
ation bill of lading.

Qe On Ookland-Sen Jose Transportation? Ae Yeos."

(Tre Do S4)e

-

"Q. LMR. BROZ) But when thet document [Exhibit No. 4 was
.praepared can you state whether or not It was your bellef that
the Valley Express Company bad service between Oakland and
San Jose and polints intermodiate? A. How do you moan that
they had service between Qakland and intermodlate points?

Qe tween Qaltland and San Jose and points intormediate?

Ae No, they dian't have any service on that territory. I
didn't allow them to file any rates on it.”

(Tre Pe 56).




contended by defendant that any other uwnderlying carrier was used.

Harold Frasher, vice=president and manager of defendant,
was unable %0 state definlitely whotker Or not his company had handled
shipments locally between Oaklond and San Jose and intermediote

points. Ee testiflied that the shlipping documents covering any such

shipments had been Lssued by Oskland=San Jose Transportation Company

and remained in 1t:s possession, defendant retaining no copies. The
records of Qakland-San Jose Transportation Co. were 1lost or destroyed
in 19%4, whon the businecs of that company was taken over by Pacific
Motor Trucking Company, one of the complainsnts herein. The
following excorpt from his testimony, however, substantiates Wbodard*s
statement there had been no actual chipments:

"ohe territory was adequately served by a truck
arrier at that time, and we had no reason, never
tried to take the business away Irom thexn when the
entire dbusineszs was handled by the OQakland-~San Jose

anyhow" (Tr. pe. 102).

Defencantts claim of a grandfatiner »ight is not hased on
actual operations as an express corporation between Oakland und San
Jose prior to August 1, 1935; »rather, 1t rosts vpon the contention
that the mere publication, prior to May 1, 1953, of tariffs applicable
between Qaklend and San Jose, coupled witk a wlillingness $o accept
shipments at those rates, is sufficlent to confer a grandfather right.

We quote as follows from defendant'!s brief:

fohe sole izsue before the Commission in this

proceoding Ls whether an oxpress corporation

whbick was colng business betore lay 1, 1933, and

which had its publicshed tariff lawfully on file

with the Commission naming rates Lor the trans-

portation of propervy between Qakland and San

Jose, California, prior to May 1, 1933, Lis entitled to

a grandfatheor operative right as an express corpor-

ation between those points, irrespective of the fact

that 4t aid or did not actually transport any ship-

ments betwen those points prior to May 1, 1933.¢

In nome of the tariffs published by defendant and £4led witn

the Cormdiszion prior to Nay 1, 19363, were specirfic rates provided
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between San Jose and Oskland. San Jose first appeared in the
tariff on June 15, 1932, Yeing reforred to therein ss & new
station. Previously, on March S, 1932, there had been inserted
In the tariff an Intermediate application rule, as £ollows:
"Except as otherwise specifically provided herolin,
rotes . named In thic tariff will apply &s maximum from

or Go lutermediato points named herein.”

Defencant contends that by this rule a rate was established
between Qaliland and Sam Jose. This is 80, 1t 4is c¢claimed, bdecause
the tariff specified a rate betwecn San Jose and Menteca, a point
voyond Qakland, On  April 29, 1933, cefendant published rates
between Oskland and San FranclZsco via San Joss which were lowor
than the San Jose-lManteca »ates, and it 1s contended that there-
after the Qakland-San Jose rate was the same a3 the Cakland=San
Franclsco rate, since the latter was lower than the San Jose=Mantecs
rate.  Idikewise, on April 29, 1933, defendant publiched rates
between Qakland and Coyote, a point beyond San Jose, and 1t contends
that Dy the intormediate application rule the establishment of this

rate also fixed rates betweon Oakland and San Jose,

Complainants have challonged defendantfs claofm that through
the intermedlate application rule, defendant has established rotes
betweon San Jose and Qakland. Such & method, it 13 clear, would
ROt normally be observed in initiating rates between points s0
izmportsnt as theso. Had 1t been defendant’s intention to publisa
suck rates, 1t seems obvious that it would not have resorted to so
circuitous and devious a method; rather, 1t wowld have spocifically
nemed In Lits tariffe the very points between which it sought to
establish rates. It must be rememberod that we are here dealing,
not with the logal effect of the intermediate application »ulo in so

far as it may pertain to the existence or non-existence of a rate,
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but rather with the bona Lides of the oporations alleged to have

bYeon conducted in this territory and relied upon as the sourco of
an operative right. In weighing this evidence, conslideration must

also he given to the fact that by the operation of thas intermediate

appiication rale, ratos would have been Lixed betweon Cakland and

Sen Jose substantially higher than those of other common carriors
serving this ¢ erritory, including Oakland~-San Joge Trancportation
Co., a circumstance which would no doubt have rosulted in diverting
Irom defendant any traffic that otherwise would have moved over its
facillities hetween those points. Rates whickh can only be arrived

a% in this memmer are entitled to but little weight in determining
the existence of a prior right.

It is well settlod by the decisions of this Commission
that a grandfather right must be based upon actual operations
conducted in good falth.

In re Paclific Motor Transport Company, ef al, supra;

In ro Xellosg Expross & Draving Company, 39 C.R.C. $Ll4;

In re W. R, Ballinger & Son, 49 C.R.C. %89;

In re Channel ILighterage Company, ot al., 40 C.R.C. 493%.

In the Paclific Motor Transport Company case, supra, the

Commlssion, after holding that certificates of public convonience

and necessity were not required, under Section 50(f) of the Public
tilities Act, Lor express corporations whiéh had commenced

operctions prior to August 1, 1933, declared (pp. 245, 246):

"It should be cloarly understood however +that by
thiszs action the Commisszion 1s not finding that the
more L£iling of a tariff effective on or before
August L, 1935, conctitutes 'operating! to the extent
indicated by the tariffs as of that date. While the
tariffs of certaln of These applicants cover
extensive territory the record shows that they never
hendled a shipment to or from many of the points,
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naintelined no roproscntatives there and offered

no proof of good falth operation other than such
as 48 said to follow from the mere filing of
tariffs. Applicants will be expected forthwith to
take such steps as may de necessary to dbring thelir
tariffs into conformity with thelir good faith
oporations on August 1, 1933."

In the Lighteraze case, supra, the Commission dealt
with the alleged grandfather rights of numercus inlend watoer
carriers, under Section S50(d) of tho Public Utllities Act, which
Zs similar in purpose and context to Sectionm 50(Lf). A con-

tention was made in that case similar to the one made by defend-

ant in this, which was dLscussed (pp. 495, 496) as follows:

"ohe position of some of the respondents has
Doon swmarized on briel as Ifollows:

urymere there is no evidence of an expross
intention by & carrier to restrict the scope of
1ts operavions 1t has a prescriptlve operatlive
right to transport all frelght with rospect to
which 4%t hac ratec in its tariff lawfully on
£4le with the Railroad Commission on August 17,
1923, and to tronsport in the same general
ares all other freight which can be trausported
in the same type of doats and hendled in sub-
stantislly the same manner 43 any of the
freight for whick it had a rate in such tarifls..!

Bl s Proposition . . o &ssumes TAAL the mere
f1ling of & tariff Ls sufficlent to confer .
operative rights. TUnder Section SO(4) of the
ACt 1t 4is also incumbent upon respondents to show
actual good faith operstions on August 17, 192%.
. ....the Tact that Tor such period a carrier's
operations have been confined %o perlorming
transportation service between a limited group
of points is strongly indicative of an intention

to restrict Lits service to transportation between
such termini.”

Though defendant, &3 we havo pointed out, has urged that
we xecede from t he cbnstruction of Section SO(L) anmounced in
the case fimat referred to, under which any carrler seoking TO
ostablish a prior right must show, In additlon to the £1ling of a
tariff neming rates between points sought to be served, actual

operations within the territory as well, we are satisfioed with
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the conclusions there amnounced and are dLsposed to adhere to them,

As we have shown, 1t was established by the record that no -
shipments were actually‘made by defendant locally between Qakland and
San Jose or intermedlute points. In this connection, there must e
considered the agreement between defendant and Oskland-San Jose Trans-
portation Company, by which defendant expressly undertook not to en-
gage 1n operations to and Irom points intermodiate to Qakland and San
Jose. As construed Dy the parties, this Inhibition oxtended to oper~
ations between Oakland axd San Jose and invormedlate points. .Defendant
urges that that provision of the contract should be Lgnored as Lllegal,
on the ground that by publishing rates applicable between Qakland and
San Joze and intermeclate polnts, detfendant was bound to accept ship-
zents between those polnts and could not alvest Ltself of such a duty
by any contract. Walle that argument might be sound were it adw
dressed to the provisions of o contract shown %o be inconsistent with
a carrler’s established tariffs portalining to operations in which 4t
was alroady engaged, 1t 1s cloar that wo are horo dealing with an
entirely differeny subject. This contract must bo viewed, not from
the stundpolint of its impact upon any tarifif which defendant may
previously have established in rolation to sorvice in this territory,
Sor there wereo no such tariffs. On tke contrary, this contract
morked the initial step of dorendant when 1t entered this territory:
its chiel significance lies in L1tz delineation of the field which do-
fendant proposed to serve. As we have shown, the cdntract provided
toat Qakland-sSan Jose Transportation Co., a3 the underlying carrier,
would transport for cderendant trafflic moving between OQaklsnd snd San
Jose ané intermodiste points, on the one hand, and points in the San
Joaguin Valley, south of Oakland, extending to and Including Ios
ingeles, on the other hand. That 1t dld not euthorize the performance
by derendant of transportation locally Detween Oalcland and San Jose and

intermecdiate points, Ls Indicated by the provision, gquotea above,
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to the effect that the service contemplated shonld be deemed an
additionsl one not then being rendered by Qaklond-San Joze
Transportation Co., and that, under no circumstances would Valley
Expross Co. compete directly or Indirectly with the service per
Tormed by the former company. And there 1s evidence in the

rocoxrd that such was the Zaterprotation placed upon the contract
by defendant itself.

Thus, not only has there been no showing on the part of
defendant that it was engaged, Iin good falth, in the bdusiness of
an expross corporation between the points luvolved hereln prior to
August 1, 193%, nmor prior to May 1, 1935, but also thero appear an
intent on the part of defondant not £0o ongage in such operations,

and evidence that no such oporations were actually performed.

The rocords of Pacific Motor Trucking Company, which per-
formed the undoerlying haul for defondant between Qakland snd San
Jose after December 1L, 1934, and until December 7, 1965, show only
one shipment between those points by defendant during that period
of time. After December 7, 1935, the underlying haul was porformed
by Z. Frasher Truck Line, and Dy its successor, both affiliated
with defendant. TFrasher testilled that since that date defendsnt
had operated locally between San Jose and Qakland as an express
corporation, using the H. Frasker Truck ILine as underlying carrier.
Sut that date 13 too late to be of any significence in détermin.ﬂ.ng
the existence of a prior right. ‘

Since the record shows that defendant has been engaged

in t ke dusiness of an express corporation between tho points named
in the complaint subsequent to August 1, 1933, and since defondant
Possosses nelther & certificate nor a grandfather right authorizing

such operations, a cease and desist order will be Lssued.
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PINDINGS QF FACT

Upon full comsideration of the evidenco, THE RATLROAD
COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA HEREEY FINDS:

(1) Trat Valley Expross Company, & ¢orporation, as
an express corporation as defined in Section 2(k) of the Public
Utilities Act, has since August 1, 1933, engagod in the business
of tromsporting froelight, merchendlise, or other property for
compensation on the line of a common carrier within this State
between Oakland sad San Jose, between sald termini, respectivoly,
and intermediate points, and between polnts intermediste to sald
termiri, withguz first having obtained from the Cormission &
cortificate of public convenience and necessity authorizing such
operationse.

(2) That Vslley Express Company, & corporation, was not,
prior to August 1, 1935, engaged in good faith, as an oxXpross
corporation as@flined in Sectlon 2(k) of the Public Utilities Act,
in the business o transporting any frolght, merchandise, or other
property for compensation on the line of a comuon carrier or stage
or suto stage line between Qakland and San Jose, betweon said
termini, rospoctively, and intermediate points, .nd between points

intermediate to said termini.

S R DER

Public hearing having beon had in the abovo entitled pro=
coodlng, evidence having been recoived, tho matter having been

duly submitted, snd t he Comnission being now Iully advised:




IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that defendant Valley Express

Company, a corporatlion, be and 1t is hereby directed, within twenty

‘r"
(20) cays after the effective date of this order, to cease and

desisi'hnd_thcfeafter abstaln from engaging Iin or transacting the

business of transporting any frelght, merchandise, or other property
for compensation on the limo of any cormon carrier or stage or auto
stage line locslly, &s an expresé copporationﬁqs.dorinodﬂin,Soction
2(k), Public Utillitles Act, between Oakland and San Jose, betwoen
saild termini, respectively, and intérmediate points, and between
points Lntermediate to sald terminil, without first having secured
Zrom the Rallroad Commission of the State of California a certif-
Lcate of public convenience snd necessity autanorlizing such oper-

ationz.

IT IS HEREBY FURTHER ORDERED that defendant Valley
Zxpress Company, & corporation, e and 1t Iis heredy directed,
within twenty (20) days ofter the efrective date of this order,
to cancel any rate or rates in Lts turiffs Illed with the
Commission for the transportation of any freignt, merchundlse,
or other property locally between Oskland snd San Jose, betwoen
sald texmini, respectively, and intermediate points, and between

points intermediate to zald termini.

IT IS HEREBY FURTHEER ORDERED that the Secreotary of
this Commission shall cause a certified copy of this declsion

to be served upon dofendant Valley Expross Company, & COTpora~

Tion.

IT IS HEREDSY FURTHEER ORDERED that this order chall

become effective twonty (20) deyzs from the date of sorvice horeol




uwpon sald respondent.

Dated at San Framcisco, California, this f , day

or [21@2;42_{': , 1958

@WM%

T
@MJMM
el £ 4‘5/&

[/

’ punt

' Commissioners.




