
m:FORE TEE RAnROAD COMMISSION OF TEE STATE OF CALIFORNU 

In the Matter of the Investigation, 
on the Comm1s~ion'~ own motion~ into 
the operations, rates, charges, con­
tracts, and practices, or any of them, 
of FRED DEREMO, doing business as 
COAST DISPATCH. 

ORDER DENYING PETITION FOR MODIFICATION 

Respondent filed a petition for modification of Decision 

No. 31240 in this proceeding by elimination of the provision 1n 

the order suspending his operating pe~t for fifteen (l5) days. 

Oral argacent of tbe petition before the Commission ~ ~ was 

set for September SC, 1939, in San Francisco. Immediately pre­
ceding the time set for such argucent, however, the Commi5s1on was 

Commission then took the petition under cons1der~tion. 

The petition did not dispute the propriety o:fthe :f1:c.d1ng, 

tbAt re$pon~ont wae a highway common carrier or of th~ issuance or 

the cease and desist order, but urged that the permit suspension 

is an unreasonably severe penalty, as the line of demarcation be-

tween a hlghway common carrier and a highway contrac~ carr1er is 

difficult to draw, and respondent was not, 1t is clatmed, a wilful 

or perSistent v1olator and bad discontinued his operations between 

San Francisco and Los Angeles. 

There is nothing 1n the record, however~ to 1ndicate t~t 

rospondent had made any atto~pt to limit his oporations to tbos~ 



of a. bighway contr~ct c~rr1er~ for it appears that wb1le his list 

of cO:::ltrs.ets filed in aecordanco with the rules of the Commission 

showed 19 sbippers l ~e was aetually 3erv1~ some 66 others who 

were not listod. It hardly seems poss1ble that ~espondent could 

have over~tepped the line of demareation so widely if he had made 

any effort to locate it. 

Moreover~ this is not l ~s the petition for modifieation 

intimates~ res~ondent's first offense. In Decision No. 276771 

decided J~uary 14, 19~5, in C~3e No. ~879, Regu1s.ted C~riers v. 

C. L. Buck, Fred Deramo, et ~l~ the Commission found that respon­

dent bad boon operating illegally as a bighway common earrier be­

tweon Oakland and Saeramento and ordered him to cease and desist 

from such operatio~. 

~ the light of these c1rcumstsnces~ the petit10n for 

modification should be denied. 

ORDER .................... 

Good cause appearing, 

IT IS EEREBY ORDERED tho. t the pet1 t10n for modJ.f1es:t10n 

be and it is hereby denied. 

Da.ted Sot '~!ei.~1aeol California., this .3 ~ 
.Octo1:;ler~ 19~e. 

da.y of 


