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SEFORE TES RAIIROCAD COMWISSION OF TEE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
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Complainant,
Ve
STANDARD THUCKING COWPANY, INC., FPIRSY
20k, SECOND DOE, TelrD DOZ, PIRST DOE

COXPORALTION, SZCOND DOZ COXPORALICN and
LHIRD DOZ CORPOXATION,

Defentonts.

ZEGINAID L. VAUGHAN oméd CHEAXLIES C. STRATTON,
for Complainant. '

GEWUAID WILLIS xXYERS, G. 2. HZUGEES end TENNY &
HALVA, by Allon Zeith Halva, for Defendants.

By 1HD COMLISSION:

10

By complaint £iled herein by Californie MIlk Iransport, Inec.,
on November 2, 1338, defendant, Standara Trucking Company, Inc., ic
charged with operating as a highway common carrior, as such term iz
dofined in sectilons 2-3/4 and 50-8/4 of the Public Utilitles Ack,
wsuwally and ordinarily, dbetwecn Euntington Park, Sell, Southgate,
Lynwod, Compton, Long Beack, Downey, Clearwater, Bellflowor, Zivera,
Santa Fe Springs, Norwalk, Artesia, Buena Park, Cypress, Stanton,
Wostminster and Gardon CGrove, and the vieinity theroof, on the one

and, and the city of Los Angeles, on the other hand, without a cor-
tiflcate of public convenience and necessity or otiuor operative right

which would suthorize dofendant %o operote 2z a nighway common cerrier

Lo ~»




In the answer of doferndant filcd oxn the 28th day of Novex~
ber, 1938, it Lz admlttod that ex operation Is coxtucted betweeon
these points, t the contention is made that sich operation zhould
be classiflied as fthat of a nighway contract carrier ac such ternm Lo
Gofired in the Elghwey Carrilers' Act, Statutes of 1235, Chapter 223
az cmended, rather than ac a kighway common carrier as defined In
Section 2~3/4 of the Public Utilitles Act.

O the Lssues thus ralced 8 pudlic hearing was held belore
Examiner Pavl at Los Angeles, on Decexber 20, 1938, snd Jenunary L7
ané 18, 1939, at which evidence was Introduced ané the mattor having
been submitted upon the rocord amnd concurrent briefls, vhich wore Ifiled
on February 25, 1939, Ls now ready for decisi‘“

During the course of tke hoaring evidence was introducoed by
complainant with rospect tc certain alleged operations by lefendant
from particular polnts which were not 5ot “ortz In the compleint. ILhis
evidence wac permitted in the record over the objection of defendant.
Zowover, In the determiznotion - éing conzideration has been
given exclusively vo, and the conclusi L findirg based szolely upon,
the record cdcuced upon the Lasuos ro complaint.,

delendant alleges tanat the oporations conducted

¥ it vetweon the points montlioned in the complaint <o not require .
cervificate of pudllic corvenlence and necessity irn that they are pri-
vato contract carrler operations as Clstinguiched from highway common
carrier operatlions.

At the conclusion of complainant's ghowing defendant subdb-
mitted the case vl thout any tostimony in defense of the complaint.

It was shown througk the testimony of Mrc. B. P. Anslym,
office manager of Standerd Creamery Compeny, tho plant of vwhiech Zs
located at 7016 Avalon EBoulevard, Los Angeles, that defendant had
delivered mill in canc at suck plant during tho poriod from about
January 16, 1938, to and including December 1938, and that the origins
of most of suck chipments were at, or in the viceinity of, Compton,

‘

Buena Perk, Norwalk, Eynes, Bellflower, Artesis, and Long Zoach.




She further testifilied that during the pericd from about Jauwary 16,
1938, to hAuguot 1, 1938, her coxpany had am oral agreement with
defendent uﬁder vinich such milk wes transported; that during the
rontn of July 1938 zuch agreoment was termircted upon the reocolipt
of information that any agreoment iLn regard to suckh tramsportation
should be Detwieen the shipper and the carrier. Ske al=zo testifiod
that her company pald to delfencant the transportation chargesz on
such shipments at thoe rate of 10 cents per caz vhich charges, with
the consont of the salppors, were deducted from the remittances %o
caid chippers of the purckase price of the mill recelivec, It was
further shown through the testixony of Lrs. Anslyz, and the ovidonce
of record, that defexcant zad transporited the milk of the followlng
pamed e rsons, oxmong othoers, from thelr dalries to the Standard

(1)

Creamery at Los Angeles, during the monthc of 1938 ar indlcated:

qust Septemxber Qctober November

J. Boxma A. Zuzlet L. Crevalin L. Crevelin
.

Ihompson Je 3okma

A. Zualet L. Crovalin

L. Crevalin F. Thompson

The record 2also shows that the deliries of tzese shippers are located
in the proaucing area Inclcatod In the compleint. In addition, wit-
ness Sleger testliflcd that defondant was transporting his milk from
hlz dalry at Zelllflowor, to Standard Crezmery, 2t loc Angeles, up to
the latter part of August 1938 and that he had no contract with the

delentant.

* tho outset of the hearing In this proceeding, counsel
Tor delcadont stated that some months previously a represextative of
the Rallroacd Commissiorn haa informed defendont that Lis operations
wore deling conducted ILllegally as o highway commoxn carrier, and that

irmedlately therealter (presumably August 1, 1938) defenfant had

roformed 1ts operations so az to fully comply with the reguircmonts

(1) Exhibdit No. 18.




of the law. Counsel further stated that, however, thereslter,
betwoen the points mentionod In the complaint, defendant nad enteored
into eighgz)written contracts with shippers Lfor the transportation .of
nilk and that these were the orly operations wiich 1t had conducted

betwoern these polints after the date of reformation.

shown that the first alleged contracts that Colend-
ent had with Lts shippers for +the transportation of milk between the
points set forth in the complaint were Lfive in mumber, each of vwhich
ls dated Aungust 1, lQSé?) It wags further shown that subsequent to
Auvgust L, 1938, tharee additional alloged comtracts were entered into
betwoor Cefendant and shippers, for the transportation of milk be~-
tween points set forth Iin the compleint, whick were dated Septerbher
3, 1938, September 26, 1938, and Cctober 25, 1936, respectivolg%)
‘hese, prosumably, are the elght contracts to which counsel for deo-
fendant made referenco when ko stated that defendant had reformed its
oporatlions from that of an alle ged common cerrier to that of a private
contract carricr. Ausust 1, 1938, sppears to be the date of reforme-

tion as that is ¢ Lix

st date appearing on axny of the contracts which

no
are of ovidence and considereoed herein.

It was not szown nor QLG defendant contend that the trons-
portation w ovicded foryBokma, Lhompson, Zualet, Crevalin and Sleger
e provided under & private corntract. It follows, therefore, that,
contrary %o the statement of counsel for defendant, subsequent to
August 1, 1938, delendant has transported milk for compenszation heitween
points set out In the complalint for Z2olme, Thompson, Zuslet, Crevalin
anc Slegor, in addition to trosze for whom 4t wus allegoed that

defencant was providing service under coniract {see footroote 2).

(2) ‘he efght chipper witnesses for whox defondant was tremcporting
under contractual arrangement wore: 3artzma, Vanderiuellen,
Snyder, DeVries, Cardoza, VanGen3erg, Vanderrol and Plooy~Erendsme.
2xhibits Nos. 10, 12, 15, 16 and the toctimony of H. Vandorluellexn.

Exalbitz Yos. 11, 13 and 14,

Jﬁv-




. .
. Cne cleiming to be & private comtract carxier should‘havo
a mutwally binding, biletoral, contractual rolationchip with those
whom he serves. 2ven L 1+t were accumed that the only m trone zerved
by the defendant are the oight witk whom 2t haz zlleged contracts,
nevertheless, such contracts must meet the test roguired az a legliti-
zate bona flde contract. TUpon such assumption defendart may not
escape regulation oy obtaining elght Ldentical contracts whick are
subjoct to cancellation upon the mere vkhim of olther party tkereto.
ihe contracts between defendant anl theze c¢igat salppers fall chort
of conztituting o mtually dinding, dilateral relationship wrich Iz
required of a person contenting to ve a private carrier. The form of
theso contracts &z introduced by +the witness Dartsma (Exkidit 10)
provides for the ftransportation of =ilk from points of origin within
the territory embraced in the complalint to tke creamery located ot
Los Angeles purcnasing salid mill; provides for o rate "as establisked
and fixod oy the Kallroad Commicsilon of tho State of Cdlifornia;" nas
a speclfied term of f£ive years but i:s "subjcet, Rowever, to tze right
of olither party to carcel and teormizate tnlic agreement for ony recson
whatsoever, at thelir sole discretion, upon giving notice in writing
to the respective partics thereto of Lifteen (15) days prior to the

termination therecof,.”

1k%s form of contract i3 subject to these infirmities:

Desplite the recital that the contract will rvn for s tornm
of L£ive woors such term Lz only a Lifteen dayst perliod because it zay
be terminated by either party Lfor any reascn rhatsoever by the giving
of a written fiftecn days! notlice. '

Tae ratos spocificd are thoze "esteblished and fixed by

the Rallroad Coxmfssion of the State of Californiz.”

Tne Commicsion has not, to date, octabvliched and fixed any

rate for the transportation of milk by radizl highway common, highway




contract, or aligkway coxmon carriers votween the polints namod ixn oach
contract. ‘[his being 20, Tho contracts, ond each of them, are
incefinite tecauss no definfite rate was stated In the contract,
miteallty of consent Vetwmoen the partioes Ls lacking ac to an

essential foatare of the contract.

It Zs not possidle Lor one to oscapd the requirexent oX
ovtalining a cortificate of public convenience and nececssity by merely
chowing that he has contracvs for the transportation of proverty
which mey be cancelled withkinm Lfifteen days "for any reason whatsoever,
at the option of eitasr party." During the perlied from Janmuary 1,
1928, to Aupgust 1, 1938, there were no contracts of carriage in
existence betweon defondant and 4ts shipmrs. An examination of
defendant’s operations during suck period, as chown by the testimony
of wltness Anslyn, comparec with 2 period subsequent thereto,
definitely shows that there Ls no material change in the character
of defendant's operations froxm and after Auzust 1, 1938,

The existence of contracts does not necossarily disprove
¢ommon carrier ztatus, nor does it prove private carrier status. As

was s321d in Producers Trarsnortation Co. vs. Hallroald Commission 251

T.S. 228 (affirming 176 Cal. 449):

"A common carrier camnot by makineg contracis for
future trans no*tat¢on, o> DY mortgaging its prop-
orty or plecging its ¢ncome, prevent or postpone
the exextion Dy the State of the po vor %o regulate
the carrierts rates and practices.” (Emphasis
Supplled.)

Defendant®s written contracts do not alter it:s common car-

rier ctatus 4L they are Deling uced morely as a means $0 escape regu-~

latlon. And Lt Zs clear, both upon principle and autaority, thet il

ke

dofondant's bucsiness is wnlewful without contract, thelir existexnce

€O 1ot make the operabions legal. An analysis of the evidonce

ot -




respecting these contracts and the conduct of the perties to them,

to
glve the contracts all the cormaris of sham and sudterfuge.

Defondant's state of mind regarding the contracts is
indlcated by the testimony of witneszze ma, VandonZerg, Vander=

lmellen, Sayder, VanderPol, Plooy and Cardoza.

Zach of those witnesses testlifled that dofendantfs rep-
resentative, Paul Gentle, calkd upon him and requosted that he sign
the form of contract whickh was presented by Gentle. Witnesses Zartsoa,
Venderlmellen, VanderPol and FPlooy definitely stated that Genilo
calle d upon thom and that they had not requested him €0 Ao 50, Wit-
acsses Bartema, Vanderiellen and Cardoza testililed that Gentle +old
them that defendant had to have 2 contract with ecack of them in order

to be able to raul their mill.

iho testimony of witncsces VondenBerg ond VanderPol shows
thot Gentle solicited trheir business In so many woerds. Tae fact “hnt
Gentle approached botk of these shinpers and requected theon to sign

contracts, conctitutes active sollicitatilon for Husineszs.

<heo form ol contract used by defendant, &s heretofore dis—
cussec, completely falls as privste transportation comtracts. ho
form 1s nov suggestive of private contracs designed for private trons-

portation needs, dbut rather indicates zome other purpose upon the part

L delenont who prepared therm.

Tae following quotation from Resulated Corriers vs.

Poderishiy Decision No. 27020, dated ilay 7, 1334, in Case No. 3701,

Scoms pecullarly appropriate:

"After advice by coumscl, tiho dofendant socured
2 o rge number of blank contracts valen ho presontod
to hiz customers and secured signatures theroon.
“nese contracts were not dramm for any particular
shipper but were simply corried by the defendant to




various shippers and presented with the objeet,
as he stvated, of being protected Lrom Lnter-
ference. Such contracts have boexn horetoforo
Reold by tze Commzisslion to be a sudterfuge.”
From the testimony of the witnessesz ko signed tho contracts
1t Is apparent that tzey really mean notaing, wnd to defondent they
are nothing but the badge of a private carrier, whoredy defexdant
attempis to clotle 1tz operations in the gard of legallty. ey con~
stitute the keynote of defendant’s entire method of oporation and
plafinly brand that oporation ss a cubterfuge. The status of a car-
Covermined by what he does, not by whether ho Cemands and
controcts from shippers. It 2az boen 50 neld repcatedly.

In »e Jack Hirons, 52 C.R.C. 48.

fnornowell vs, Grerory, 31 C.X.C. 843,

oravithe ve. San Joacuin, ete. Co., 208 Cal. %97.

vo. MeFarland, 207 Cal, 529.

of vigcrincton vsa. Luvkendall, 275 T.S. 207.

In the lattor case Lt was sald:

"A common carrler is such by virtue of nls
occupation, not by virtue of the responsidilities
under walch e rests. ZEven 4if the extent of those
responsibilitics L5 restricted by law or T con-
tract, the nature of hic occupation makos Rim a
cormon carrier still. A cormmon carrier nay become
o private carrier, or a Bailee for nire, when, as a
matlor of accormodation or special engogement, he
undertakes to carry comething which 1f is not nis
buziness to carry. 2ut, wher 2 carrier has a regu-
Larly cstabliszed ousiness for carrying all or cer-
tain articles--it L1z o common carrier: and a
speclal contract chout L4z responsibiiity dees not
lZvest 1t of that choracter.”

There are reumstances of record that zhow cloarly

that defendant conno clacced as a private comiract carvier merely

because of tho oxiztence of these alleged contracts, whica may ve

appropriately charactorized az sham amd subterfuze. 4Shece circum~

Teances are a3 follows:




(1) Paul Centle, genoral manager of dofendant company is,
as the evidence showes o5 irdlicated By the testimony of Zortsma,
VanderPol ond Plooy, also a ropresentative of the Standard Creamer
Company. ur. Gentle, ILn the cource of als activities asz suck rep-
resontative, would comtract on dehalf of soid Stamdard Croomory for
the purchase of the milx of a certalin dalryman and would, a2t the

some tZme, hand zolid deiryman o form of contract and advize him that
hlec milk could Do tronsported by the dofendent corporation. Lhis not
only gives rise t0 an Inferonce, dut actually establiches asc a fact
that Gofendant Ls ready and willing to transport the zilk of anyone
who zells 4t to +thc Stondard Creamery Company. Obviously, the

defendant Lz willing, anc zolds Ztgselfl out to serve that portion of

the shinping public which will sell Lts milk to tke Standard Creaxmery.

In re Jack Hironsg, supra, it was cshovm that Hirons was
-~ »

transporting the property of the membors of the aczociation making
their purchaces Ifrox United Crocorlos, Inc. Froperty was transported

Lo
from Frezno to the destination nolnt

(&)

of Zanford and Lemoore. Ziroas!

hauling waz confined to the salpments of =zix momber grocers and all

o )

shipmonts whlich originated at the Unitoed Crocery Inc, in Prozno. In
tnat case, tho Commfisslon zald at page Sl:

"A public or common carricr haos been defined
ac one who wndertvakes for nire to transpors Sronm
place to place the property of othcrs who may
cnooso to employ 2im. Some courts nave sald that
4 common corrlier Lo one vho holésc himselfl out 4o
carry goods of all porsong Lndifferently. zZut tho
holding ot whicz waz 2o Importont a factor in
oarlier definitlions ceexmz 0 Zuply no more than
the exictence of 2 tranzporsation businozss waleh
mAY cerve such »mersons as choose to employ Lt. It
Ls obviously not a preregulsite that, to Ye claszed
ac 2 common carrier, onc must undertaxe to serve
2ll personc without limitetlion of any kind az to
the plaece where Ric serviecs are gZiven or the clascs
of goods walch he profezcses %o anaul. Neithor doos
a limitatlion imposed regording “ho nuxber of shipners
sorved, or the roguirement of an empross contract In
oach case prior to Yhe rendition of the cervice,
necessarily Iixz 2 corrior's operations ac purely




private. Iz otker words, 1f the particular 2ervico
rendered by 2 carrier Ls offerod to all thoso mem-
bers of the puol;c who ¢an use trat particular
servico, the public Lz In fact served a“d thc usi-
ness Zs affected uﬂth a »ublic $nterogt sh the
actual number of persons sorved 1s limli<e ed A~ was
s2ié In the matter o‘ Lenlicn Vallcw Yranslit Comnany
(Pa.), P.U.R. 1928A, 606 ),

2L a corrier Lor prol : ¢ireum-
stances avaliladle to a p the con-
signors and co““igneo n territory
who are willing to make more or lesas the
same gerrangements 2o prevell with ez;-*ing
patrons, 1%t can nmeot Ye said that thlis carrier
has so elrcumscerided 2ls &_c;ﬁ of operationu
that e must ve rezerdeld as & private carrier.tt

(2) Delendont ALG not Lntroduce any testimony in defenso
of the complaZnt. Councel for deflendant, In his opening statemont
and elsevhere iIn the recor&, conte ’ since fugust, 1932,

cfendant nras operated hHetweon the polintc nemed in the complaliat only

wundor eizkt bona fide contracts and that all =il wes shipped to a

common dectination, Yo-wif: +to the Standard Creameory at Loz Anpgeles.

Thiz 45 not truc az shown Oy the testimony of witmess R. Z. Osbourne,
tarougn vaom Zxhibits Nos. 1 and 2 were Lntroduced, chowing, among
othor thinss, that during October of 1938 tho milk of DeVries, Bartsma,
Cardoza, Crovalin ond VanderPol waz salpped via the facillitiez of
defendant, and sold to tke Xnudcen Creamory at Los Angeles. OQOsbourno,
vao Lo Assliztant Froduction monagor of Xnudzen Creamery, testified
that his croamery nadrno contracts with the defendant for the services
that all tronsportation cherges wore paid to Cefexndant by
such cnarges were deductel from the remitiances
thet oll allk was purchased by said Koudsen
Angoeles viont. The record skowes that the daliry
Lz locatec noar HZynes; that of RBartsmse near Artesias thad
£ Cardoza near Cypress; that ol VanderPol near Artesiz: axnd thst of
Crevalin Lz loecated near Bellflower, all of whickh points are within

tho ccope of the compiaint.




(3) 4he evidence as shovm by tho Sestimony of the various
shlippors witz vhom defendant has contracts indicates in practically
evory Inctance that the contract was a »esult of tho direct requoest
or sollclitation for thae sigring thereol by lr. Gentloe who, from the
tostimony, is ¢ man for Standard Crezmery Company and reprocentae

tive of Ceofendant.

2rnibilt Yo. 18 chows the varied carser of dofondant in

connecclion with Ltc transportatlion dusiness. It appoars te be wvery
signiflicant ‘that no contracts betwoen thoe ®dfendant and the various
shlypers were ever assumed %o be necessary watlil the dave of tho

Lrst contracts, cpproximately August 1, 1538. Ve feel that these
purported contracte Go not constitute so much

artles theroto to contract, as L% was the desire of defendant to
circumvent the jurisdiction of thlis Commfcsion and to attempt to
show that a certificate of public convenlence and necos sity was,

iz, not roquired by Lt. In other words, Dy a few seraps of

paper, the defendant assumes that 4t can avall 1%sels of all the

advantages of o cozmon carrier but with nonc of the dicadvantages.

(4) Counsel for defendant atitacnes some significance o
tne by-laws of the Independent iflk Producers assoclatlon, a copy
of which was Introduced Zn cvidence. Iz zo doing, he directed the
attention of the Commission Lo Article XVIT of those by-laws. Ap-

parently, counsel for defendan®t ascumos that +ho wriing of this

article nlacos tZ4le to all of the mill pProcuced by the members 4in

the Azsoclation at the point of production. o fall to sec how thls

whe b

article it material %o the Lssue: involved for Vhese reasonsz: First,

T title to 2ll milk 4ransported C by Cefendant were in +tho Inopendont

[%4
Wilk Producors Acsociatlion, thon a service was performed by defendant
for the assoclation as dis tinguisned fron the producers. why, then,

dlid Cefendant enter into the contracts with the various producers?

- .

Second, lr, MeOmie Lestified exphaticelly +hat no contractual




relationship exizted between the Indepencent Wilk froducers Asco-
clation, of vhich he Lz Azsistant Secretary and Flold lanager, and
defendammt. 4Yhird, the testimony of all witnesses Indicated tkat
payuent o the producing dalrymen Dy the creamerios was remiited
directly to zsald producing dalrymen, Irom vhich remittance was
deducted all trancporiation charges at the rave of 10 cents for each
10 gallon. can of chipments originating a2t the producing point sov
forta in the complalnt, Fourtk, assuming that the existence ol +20
Indepondent llk Froducers Association shoulc e dizeussed at all

n thi

o

proceeding, the contexntion of counzoel for defendant In this

[

respcct Lo, in our opinfon, fully anc completely snswered by the.

language of thls Cormisslion In the matter of Jack Eirons, supra,

(32 C.X.C. ». 52):
"asme The Contractor, as we mey term the party
entering into tae agresmont wlth the carrlior,
moy he an agsoclation of persons which directly
reprosents or serve:s Lts members or the public,
and the carrlier 1z such caze serves the public
Just 25 muck 25 thoughk hiz arrangement hod been
with the individual mombders thomselves. I tho
controector L not nimsel? the real ovner ol the
TOOCS ana Coos not odlisate aAlmsell to0 _vay tneo
transoortation czarres withnout rocourze to others
ailz nart in the trancagtion Lz merelv that ol
acent I'or the »oal calqwners, Wextile Allliance Co.
vs. Xeanon, 12O uisc. nep. 400, 21L NaY.S. <052
Davls vs. Peonle, 79 Colo, €42, 247 Pacific 201;
West ve. Vestern larvliand Dalrw, 151 ud. , 135
Atlontlic To0; Lerminal WGZLCOD Company vs. Kutz.
241 U8, 202 €0 e k. 984; U.S. Vs. 2200X1lTn
Lorminal, 249 U.3. 296, 39 Sup. Ct., 2E3; Laleagzo
ana Z.1. Rallway Co. vs. Caicaro Helrhis lerminal.
oL/ Lli. Bo, 147 Northeastieri 560; zorlocker Vo.
Adams Wransit Comvany, P.U.x. 19284 12,7
(Zmphosis suppliec.)

(S) s chown by tho record defendant 2as never refused

service to Lts shinpe

2]

s anc defendant'c service has always boen

availoole when these chipperc nave required 4it.

The rocord is clear and convineing, os we have shovn, that

defendant’s service iz opexn and swvalladle to all shippers of a class




which applicant serves and who desire to use Zt. It 4s also con~
ducted usually and ordimarily beitwoson the fixeq torminl of Los
Angeles, on the one hand, and Long Beach, Cypress, Duena Parik,
hrtesla, Bellflower, Zynec, Norwallk, Clearwater, Compton and points
in the vieinity theroof and Intermediate thereto, on the otaer

hand. Therefore, the operation 1z %hat of a nilghway common carrier.
Defendant should be ordered %o coase and Qosist sucl operations in
the absence of a certificate of pudlic convenionce .and necessity

therelor.

order of the Commission Girecting the suspenczion of an
operetion Zs in Lte offect 1ot wnlike an injunetion 2y a court. A
violatlion such order consititutes a contempt of the Commizzion.
4he California Constitution and the Public Utilitics Aet veast the
Commission with power and autaority to punish for contempt In %the
sexe manner amd Yo the same extent as courts of record. In the
event & person Is adjudged guiliy of contempt, a fine may be impozed
in the amount of $500, or he may be Zmprisoned for Live (5) Gays or

ooth. C.C.P. See. 1212; Lotor Freirht Tormingl Co. v Brav, 37 C.E.C.

224; re Zall and Eaves, 37 C.i.C. 4Q7; wermuth v. Stammer, 35 C.R.C.

438; Plomeer Exnress Commany v. Keller. 33 C.2.C. 371,

-2

-

The following form of finding and order is recommnended.

DLXDING AND ORDER

2uplle hearing
coeding, evidence Raving

submlitted, and the Comuizsion now Pelng fully acvized,

I IS EEREZY POUND that defondant Standard Prucking Cozpany,

Inc., a corporation, has been, and now iz, operating as a highway com-

2on carrier, as that term Ls defined in section 2=3/4 of thc Public




Ttilitles Aot of the State of Californla, betwoen Loz Angeles, on the
one hond, and Long Boack, Cywosc, Zuena Park, artesia, Zellflower,
Hynez, Norwalk, Clearwater, Compton, axd poin' in the vicinity thore-
of and Intermediate tkereto, on the other nand, without Lirst having
ovtained from the Railroad Commicsion of the State of Califorziz a
corsilicate of public convenience and necoscity autiorizing such
onerations, or without otiher nighway comﬁon cexrrier oporative rights

therefor, in wviolation of section 50-3/4 of safd Public TUitllltles Act.

Iv ;S OHDE&ED that satl defendant Stantard drucking Company,
Inc.; a corporation, shall immedlately cezse 2nd desist {rom con-
cucting or continuing, directiy or indirectly, or VY any subterfuge
or device, any ané all of zald operations 2c a hishway common carrier
as se¢t forth hebeinbefore Zn the finding of fact, unlesc and until
sald defondant shall heve obteined from tro Rallroad Cormiscion a
certificatne of public convenicnce and necossity therolor.

The Secrotary of the Roiflroad Comxission 4Zs hereby author-
Zzed and dirocted to cause a certified cony of this declizion to be

scrved upon dofendant.

“me offective date of thiz order shall be twonty (20) days

after the Cate 0f service hereol upon defondant.

_ Dated at San Francisco, California, thl:s é dey of
i — 19 Ao .

/5 A /&Q/C,L‘y
/ﬁi//ﬂﬂ —
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