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In the Matter of the L~vestigation 
by the Commission upon its own motion 
into the o~eratine rights, operations 
and ~ticcs of common carriers by vessel 
operating between points in California 
over the hieh seas. 

In the Matter of the App11cation of 
the S. R. Hanit"y Com.p:my, a corpora­
tion, for leave to tem?or~ily 
discontinue regular service. 

~ the Matter ot the Application 
vr the Los Angeles-San Francisco 
Navigaiion Co~p~y for permiszion 
to tem?orarily sus~end service 
for the ,transportation of freieht 
~nd p~sse~gers between San Francisco, 
East Bay points, Stockton and Sacramento 
on the one hand a..'I'ld Sa.'I'lto. Barbara, Sa..."'l 
1o.1s ObiSpo, Los A.'1seles" San Die:;o 
and Southern Ccl1fornio. ~oints on the 
other band. -

.. 
In the Matter of the Application 
of Hobbs-Wlll and Compa.."'lY for a."'l 

orU@r (a) ~~thcrl~ing the temporary 
s~spension o~ rreight service between 
s~ Fran~~sco ~~d Crescent C1ty ~d 
(b) authorizing such suspension of 
service on less thun t~ty days' 
notl.ee. 

~n the Matter or the App2~cation 
Or P. L. Xranzportation company, 
a corporation, for leave to suspend 
t~mporo.l"ily service as a. common 
carrier by vessel between points 
in the State of California. 

BY TEE COmaSSION: 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

) 
) 
) 
) 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

) , 
) 
) 
) 

\ 

) 
) 

\ 

I , 
) 

Additional APvearan~~ 

Case No. 4394 

Application No. 21556 

Application No. 22299 

App~eation No. 23454 

Edwin G. 'Wilcox and Harry Brown., for 10s A.."lgeles-San 
Francisco Navigation Company, L~ted. 
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George F. Pell ane T. F. Luedtke, for McCormick Steam­
ship Company. 

McCutcheon, Olney, M~~~on & Greene by F. W. ~elke, . 
for H~ond Ship,ing Co. Ltd. and North Coast 
Redwood Company (for.oerly Hobbs-W~ & Co.). 

Pillsbury, Madison & Sutro by Hugh Fullerton and 
Thomas Stanton, for P. L. Transportation 
Company. 

3. Richard Townsend ~~d H. R. Bolander, Jr., for 
San Diego Ste8J:1ship Company, San Diego-San 
Francisco Stea:::.sh1r> Line and Jatles K. Nelson .. 

A. Larsson, for Rockport Redwood Company. . 
W .. R. Chamberlin, for Clv:unberl1n Steatlsl'l1p Co., Ltd. 

(For other ap,earances in Case No. 4394 and 
Ap,lic~tions Nos. 21556 and 22299, see DeciSion 
No. 31833 of Marcn 20, 1939, an interim opinion 
and order issued upon the record made at the 
initial hearing in those matters.) 

OPINION ....,.------

In Case No. 4394, the Commission has under investigation 

the operating rights, operations and practices of common carriers of 

persons end property by vessel upon the high seas between points in 

California. The pr~~c1pal purposes of the investigation are the 

determination of the nature, scope ~d extent or the intrastate 

operating rights of all coastwise cozmon carriers by vessel; of the 

extent to Which, if at all, such o})era.t1ng rights should be revoked 

tor unauthorized discontinuance or suspenSion of service; and of 

the extent to Which, it at all, temporary s~spensions of service 

should be authorized. In Applications Nos. 21;;6, 22299, 22690 

and 23454, J. R .. Eanify CompanY:1 Los Angeles-5an Francisco Navigation 

Company' LiIn1ted, North Coast Redwood Compa.""lY (formerly Hobbs-Wall 

Company) and ? L. 'Xransporta t10n Compa:l.Y, respectively, which car­

riers are also respondents in the investigation proceeding, seek 

authority tempor~ily to suspend common carrier vessel service. Los 
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Angeles-San Francisco Navigation Company Limited also requests per­

mission to substitute truc~ service for vessel service d~ing the 

period of su.spension. Public hearings in these ~tters were had at 

San Francisco before Examiner Mulgrew.1 

\Vhatever operat~g rights as coastwise co~on carriers 

by vessel are possessed by t~e carriers involved in these proceed­

~~gs must have been acquired by good faith operations on August 21~ 

1933~ under t~ri!fs on file with the COmmission, or by certi~icates 

or pllblic convenience and necessity su.bsequently issued, by the com­

mission. The controlling statutory provision is Section 50(d) of 

the Public utilities Act, which reads, in part~ as follows: 

1 

nNo cor~orat1on or ~er$on * * * ~hall hereafter 
(August 21: 1933) beg~ to operate or cause to be operat­
ed any vessel for th~ transportation of persons or prop­
erty, for compensation, between points in this State, 
without f1:st having obtaL~ed from the Railroad Commis­
s10n a certificate declaring that public convenience ~d 
necessity require such operation, but no such cert1ficate 
shall be required as to termini between whieh any such 
corporation or person is la~~u11y o?erating vessels in 
good faith under this act as it existed prior to this 
amendment, under tariffs and schedules of sllch, corpora-

-,', . 

As directed by the order instituting investigation in Case No. 
4394, a copy thereof was served on each of the respondents at least 
lO'days prior to the initial.hearing on March 9, ~939. For'the 
information or other interested parties, co~ies of the order were 
also sent to cities, port a~thorities, chambers of commerce, trade 
associations, shippers and land carriers~ All of the parties so 
notified of the investigation were informed by an aecompanying 
letter that at the ~t1al hearing each respondent would be expected 
to present in exhibit form a statement Silowlng the points betwe'en. 
Which, and the commodities tor the transportation of which operat~g 
rights wero claimed. Xhe letter expla1.."'led that evidence in sO;pport 
of claimed rights would not be received at the initial hearing but 
that respondents would be expected to present such evidence at a 
later date. Pursuant to t:r..is p1a."'l an adjourned hearing for the taking 
of the s~pportL~g evidence was set for April 29, 1940. On March 
25, 1940, respondents and other interested parties were notified 
of this hearing and of its purposes. ' 

In the application proceedL~gs, notices of scheduled hearings 
were forwarded interested parties from time to time as the occasion 
arose. 



tions or persons, la~~~lly on tile with the Railroad 
Commiss1on. n 

In Golden Gate Fe:rv Co~~anI vs. Railroad Commission 

(204 Cal. 305), a case involving prescript1ve rights or a common 

carrier by vessel on the inland waters of this State, the stat~tory 

provision noperating vessels 1n good !aithw was before the S~preme 
2 

Court of California. The Court co~strued this provision as meaning 

operating vessels win the essential and inherent features of the 

service so~ght to be continued a!ter the effective date of the Act.Tt 

The principle th~s established was followed by the CommiSSion 1n 

Decision No.ZS2S3, of October 14, 1935, in Case No. 3824 (39 C.E.C. 

429), in re: Vessel O~er~tiv~ Bl~hts. The Commission there said: 

"Where a carrier demonstrated that it has transported 
in good faith and under tariffs on tile with the Commission 
on August 17, 192;, all,or substantially all commodities then 
offered for transportation in the territory it served" it 
should not be deprived of the r~ght to haUl such other articles 
of cocmerce as might be offered later, but that.where the 
articles transported clearly indicate tbat the carrier :cas 
~estricted its operations to commodities of a certain class 
or of a limited number of classes the carrier m~st be regarded 
as holding itself out to transport only commodities in that 
class or classes and cannot later without express authOrity 
change the essential and inherent nature of its 'service by 
trans porting other com::nodi tie s • n 

In Decision }To. 29778 of May 24~ 1937, 1::l the same case 

(40 C • .R.c. 493), the foregoing holding was reiterated. In addition, 

it was there held that where a carrier's operations are confined to 

service between a limited group of pOints that fact is strongly in­

d1cative of an intention to so restrict its operations, and 'that 

:2 
Operating rights of common carr~ers by vessel on the State's inland 

waters are also controlled by Section SOed) of thePnblic rrtilities 
Act. The only substantial difference ill t:a.e statutory prov·isio::.s is 
that l'rescri!)t1ve rights on the inland waters, are predicated· upon 
good faith operations on Aug~t l7~ 1923. 



mere tiling ot a,tariff is insufficient to confer operating rights. 

OpcratL~g rights acquired by securing certi~~cates of ~ublic 

convenience and necessity frow the Commission are defined in the 

decisions which, granted the certificates. 

As1ndicated at the outset of this opinion, a further purpose 

of the investigation is to determine whether or not operating rights 

should be revoked in instances where the respondents discontinaed or 

suspended service without authority from the Commission. In treat­

ing this phase of the investigation consideration must be given to 

the fact that ~ acquir~g operating rights, whether by prescription 

or certification, each carrier acquiring rights undertook to serve 

the public in a particular 'field. It follows that after assuming 

an obligation to render service in order to secure operat~& r1gh,ts 

carriers should not be per~tted to withd.:raw entirely or partially 

from tae field of service undertaken without forfe1tinz the~ rights 

to render the withdrawn service" unless public interest is best' 

served by temporary suspension of service, and then only after 

securing appropriat~ authority from the CommiSSion. Suspension of 

service with no intention of reestablis~g it constitutes abandon­

ment of ope~st1ng rights and, clearly, rights so reliriqui~hed 

should be rev.oked~ In decisions bearing on withdrawal from common 

carrier operations" the Commission has consistently held that un­
'~uthorized d1scont~u8nce of service was a sufficient' ground tor 

revocation of operating rights.) The reasonableness and propriety or 



this policy oecomes at once apparent wh~ cOl:l::;ic!ers:t1on is given to 

the condit10ns which Vlould result f:::-om allov:1ng -:he carriers to suspend 

and re1ns~~te service a~ ~ll. lr ~he corriers were left tree to 

choose ~~:a~, ~~d to wha~ exte~~, they vould disc~ree ~heir obligations, 

the public would have no assu=ancc t~~~ the carriers would fulfill 

th~, a..~d unlawfUl discr)m"::ln::ions between :Localities and between 

shippers might well resul~. uo=eover~ ~he ~aintenance of sound and 

enduring intrastate vessel service would be hampered~ if not ~de 

1mpossible, by the b~rriers, in the shape of operating rights held 

for discontinued services, placed in the w~y of the entry of new car-

riers into the field. 

There remains for discussion the third of the principal 

purposes of the investigation, as hereinbefore outlined, namely, de­

termination of the extent to which, if at all, suspension of service 

should be authorized. This ~uestio~ was before the Commission in 

other proceedings .where it was held t~t, ordinarilY, the authoriza­

tion of repea.ted and lengthy suspensions of service was not in the 

publie interest.4 If the Commiss1on were now to discard t~t policy 

in favor of granting temporary suspensions whenever applied for, 

and Without reC,.uiring. a substantial show:Lng that otb.er than ordinary 

circumstances surround the transportation service involvec, it would 

be remiss ~~ its duty to see t~t the carriers diSCharge their 

obligations to the public. 

Although there arc forty respondents to the investigation 

4 
See Decision No. 23832 of May 25, 19.361 in Applica.tion No. 20001 

(unreported); Decisions Nos.Z9S93·a.nd.31953·o! June Z8, 1937 anc.May. 
25, 1939, respectively, in Application No. 20158. (UDl"eported5; Decision 
No. 30044 of August 16) 1937> in Application No. 20417 (unreported); 
~(nd Decision No. 30605 of F:ebruary'7, 19.3S,.1n Application No. ,19969 
, 'unreported) • ' ..,'. . 

6. 



proceed1ng~ only nine claims to operating rights were enterec. I~ 

the ~in~ the claimed r1zhts were predicated upon good faith opera­

tions on and ,rior to August 21, 1933. In some cases the res,ondents 

also pointed out that they lleld certificates ot public cO,nvenie:lce and 

necessity for specified operations. A detailed discussion of the 

record follows. 

C2tri~r$ Clairnin~ One~atL~g Ri~Dts 

~hamberlin St~~rnship Co. Ltd. 

Chamberlin Stec:r:sbip Co. Ltd. claims ml operating right to 
. . 

tr~~sport l~ber from B~boldt Bay points to all California ports 

located south of Humboldt Bay. Respondent's president "testified tnat 

durir.g the years 1933 to 1936~ inclusive~ the corporation was engaged 

in band11ng gene=a.l cargo between San ~'rancisco ane. Oaklend on the 

one ~d and Los Angeles Earbor on the other~ and trom those ports 

... 

to Eurelta; but t~t ~ during tna't time ~ the com:pany did not transport 

property of any description from Humboldt Bay points. He said tt~t in 

1936 the co~pany c~a~ged the cbar~cter of its bUSiness, abandoning 

its general careo operations in favor of ~~dl1ne full cargoes of 
t! 

1umb~r from H~bol~t Bay.~ No statement of t~e ports to wbich the 

lumber was transpo~ted was offeree in support of the claimed rights, 

the witness stating that the 1:l0vements were not of a regular character. 

He also stated that the last time lumber had been bznd1ed was ear2y in 

1938 when Northwestern Pacific Railroad service was interrupted. 

No certificate of public convenience ~~d necessity is held by this 

compe.ny. 

5 
Any prescr1ptiv~ rights it may ~ve held for· the transport~tion 

of commodities other than lumber and forest products by virtue o~ 
operations on and :;rior to August 21~ 1933~ were revoked by Decision 
No. 32711 of J3llu.ary 9~ 1940~ 1.'"1' Case Ifo. 4394, 'V:h:t,chwas issued. in 
response to the company1 s request for authority to discontinue' 
handl:i.ng general merchondise. 'J:ar:!.1'fs and schee.o.les covering oper~­
tions under the riehts so revoked were c~celed. 
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ChaQberlin Steamship Co. Ltd. had rates o~ lumber from 

de~1gnated ports on Humboldt Bay to twenty-four other California ports 

on .fi.Le vlith tile Commission on ~.usust 21, 1933, by participa.tion in 

Pacific Coast\\'ise Lur.ber Conf~re::ce Local :'rei&b.t T~i!f No.6, C.R.C. 

carriers. The record is clear, however, that no ~roperty was trans­
ported rrom Eumboldt Bay ports ~~t~ 1936, when the l~oer service 

w~s ~augurated. As was held ~~ Vessel O~er?t1vc ~iehts7 supra? 

it is 1nc~bent upon those cla~~g prescri~tive operating rights 

to show actual good faith o?erations under a filed tariff to establish 

theil' cle..1m, the :::tere 1"iling of ::. tar1t':t being insu.f':ticient to con1"er 

such rights. The operations o! this respo~de~t as a co~stvr.ise 
. . 

common carrier 0: lumber by vessel thus being unlawfully established 

no rights were acquired. thereby. Such rights as it may have held 

to render other service havL~g be~ revoked pursuant to a request to 

dis.cont1r..ue all operations except the transportation of lumber. and 

forest products~ it ~ust be found that Chamberlin Steamship Co. Ltd. 

holds no right to operate as a coastwise common carrier by vessel. 

Its tari.fi"'s and schedules -::i11 be c:celed. 

Fammopd Sh1 nning Co, I,t..2,.. 

At the initial hearing, Hammond Shipping Co. Ltd., urged 

that it held operating rights for the transportation or property 

between-San Francisco Bay points and 10s A.~geles Harbor and Long 

Beach, a.'ld between Eureka and San :'rancisco, Oakland, llameda, Los 

Angeles Earbor :llld Long Beach; forest products from HUIllooldtBay· 

po~ts to ports located south of Humboldt Bay; and designated 

commodities in lots of 300 tons from San :'r:.ncisco :Bay points to Los 

s. 



Angeles Harbor and Long Beach. Subsequently .. however .. an a~plie~t1on 

(No. 23488) was filed seeking authority to discont1:c.ue 1:l.trastate 

cornmon carrier service by vessel. By Decision No. ;;340 ot July 16, 

1940" in that proceeding, the application was granted and whatever 

operating rights may have been held by Hammond Shipping Co. Ltd. were 

revoked. 

J' •. R. Ranify. Company 
~! R. ~gnif~ & Co. 

In Case No. 4394, J. R. Hanity Company" also Imown ~s J. R. 

E3n1fy & Co., c1z1=s ?rescriptive rights for the transportation of 

forest products by vessel from Crescent City" Point P~en~ ~ Humboldt 

Bay pOints to vru:-ious destinations. 6 No certiticB.te of ?ublic con­

venience and necessity is held by the respondent. In support of' 

claimed rights a statement was submi ttecl showing tb...o..t 1ur..ber was trans­

ported from Eurel~ to southern California duri.'"lg the periO<i from 

February, 193;,'to December, 1935; and that one cargo of 1tul'ioer vias 
, " . . 

transported fro~ Eureka to ~an ]~ancisco ~ December, 1933. No service 

was rendered'thereafter. L"'l an application (No. 21556) filed October 

30; 19.37,' the J. R. Ranify Compa."'lY first sought authority. to suspend 

o?erations. Upon that application suspension of service was authorized 

until Mar~h 20, 1940 •. In a supplemental application, f1led April 6, 

1940, after expiration of the authority" extension thereof for one­

year per10d is sought. 

From the sho~~g made it appears tnat this respondent's 

operations as of August 21, 1933, were confined to the transportation 

6 
The Humboldt. Bay points f:::-om which rights are claiJ!led are: Arcata 

Wb:u:f, Fairhaven, Buckspo:::-t, Eureka, Field f s Landi:ag and Samoa. T.a~ 
points ot destination are: Alameda, Antioch, Benicia, Crockett, Hueneme, 
Long Beach, Los .Angeles Harbor, Mare Islend, Martinez, Monterey, Moss 
Landing, Oakland" Pittsburg, Port ~an Luis, .Richmond, Rio Vista, San 
Diego, San FranCiSCO, S~ Simeon, Santa Barbara, Santa Cruz, Stockton, 
Vallejo, Ventura and Redwood City. 
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of lumber £romEurey~ to southern Cc11£orn1a ports~ and that this 

service was maintained until December~ 1935. Application for authority 

to suspend operat~ons was not flled until almost two years after ser- . 

vice hnd been discontinued. As nere~before ststed~ the Commission 

regards unauthorized discontinuance of service as a sufficient ground 

for revocation of operating rights and views repeated a.~d lengthy sus­

penSions of service as not in the public interest under ordinary cir­

cumstances. The record is clear that for more than four years the 

public M.S been deprived of the J. R. Eanify Company's service. It 

is apparent that there is no longer a need for the service or that 

the respondent cannot or will not fulfill its ob1igat~ons to continac 

to operate. Under such circumstances, and particularly inv1ew of 

the unauthorized discontinuance of service for a period of close to 

two years, the supplecental application for authority to further sus­

pend service will be denied,. operating rights will be revoked. and 

tariffs and schedules will be canceled. 

Coos. H. Higgins 
Q.. FI'.. Figgins 

At the initial hearing Chas. :a:. Higg1ns~ also known as C. 

H. Higgins,. entered a claim to a prescriptive right to transport 

lumber and general merchandise between Eureka7 Point Arena, Blunt's 

Reei', San FranciSCO,. Oakland., .Red.wood 'city, Vallejo,. Antioch and 

Pittsburg. He holds no eertific8.tc 0'£ public coz:venience and necessity. 

No evidence was suboitted in support of the claimed rights at any of 

the hearings. A witness for the Co::nm1ss1on testified, however, that 

the one vessel !orQerlY,operated by.Higgins had been out of service 

since April l2~ 19~9, and that Higgins had died, on April 18, 1940. 

No ~uthor1ty to suspend service 11as been sought or granted. As pointed 

10. 



out in d1sctlSsine the J'. R. 1:!:m1fy Company's claims, unauthorized d;Ls­

continuance of service is a sufficient ground for revocation of oper­

ating rights. Whatever riehts mzy have been held· 'by this respondent 

will be revoked and his tariffs and schedules will 'be canceled • 

. Los Angeles-San Francisco 
Navip,~t1onComnfr~y·Limit~d 

Respondent Los Angeles-San !"rancisco Nav1gation Compmy ~ 11znj, ted, 

claims that it holds prescriptive rights authorizing it to trzns~ort 

persons and property between S~~ Fr~cisco, Alameda, Ricbmond and 

Oakland on the one bane. and Santa Barbo.ra, 10s Angeles, Harbor and Long 

Beach on the other, and between Stockton and Los Angeles Harbor and 

Long Beach; and tr~t it holds a certificate of'public convenience and 

necessity author1z!ng the transportation of specified property in lots 

of 300 tons or more between designate' po~ts on San Francisco Bay 

and.its tributaries on the one nand and Los Angeles Harbor, Long Beach 
7 

and S~ Diego on the other. 

By Decision No. 31$33 ot March 20, 1939, as amended, in 

Application No. 22299~ this carrier was authorized to stlspend its 

common carrier vessel service until ~eptember 20, 1940. Matters as 

yet undecided in the ~pplication proceeding are the requests for 

further suspension of service to March 20, 1941, and for authority 

to substitute truck for vessel serv1ce for the transportation of 

.property between. SaIl .l:"rancisco, Richmond" Berkeley, Oakland and 

Alameda on the one hand and Long Beach, Los Angeles Harbor and Los 

7 
The property and the pOints on San Fr(U~cisco Bay and ~ts tributaries 

involved are: Gra1n end grain products from and to Port Costa and Soo.th 
Vallejo; petroleum and its products from and to Avon and Martinez; 
cement, shells and shell products tro~ and to Redwood City; and property 
of all descriptions from and' to Mare Island. 

11. 



Angeles on the other, during the suspension period. 

Evidence subcitted in support of the cla~ed preseriptive 

r1ghts shows tbAt this res~ondentTs operations on and prior to'August 

2l, 1933, were eonfined to the transportat1o:l of general property 

between San !t'raneisco and Los ~geles Harbor (San Pedro) and f'l'om 

San FranciSCO to Port Sen Luis and Stln.tQ. Bo.r'bora; and to the trans­

portation of c~ed goods in o.~~tit1es of 150 tons and over from 

Alameda to Los A.."lgeles Ez.rbor. It aJ.so shoVls that operations to Port 

San Luis and So..."'lta Barbu-a were diseontintleo., the tormer in October,' 

1935, and the lotter in June, 1936; that subsequent to N~ch, 1935~ 

c~~ed goods were not transported trom Alameda to Los PJ1geles Barber; 

that in Mar.ch and April, 1935, operations between San Francisco and 

Long Beach were substituted for the San n-ancisco-Los klgeles E.a.l:'bor 

operations 1n so far as general cargo was concerned; that, thereafter, 

the s~ Francisco-Los J~geles Harbor traffic was confL~ed to special 

cargoes; and tnat from l"cbruary, 19377 to Vctober, 19.38, when the 

applic~tion tor authority to suspend service was filed, the only opera­

tions from and to ~an Pedro were the tr~sportation of freight for 

the United States Government, sugar ~d household goods trom San 

Francisco and sardine meal to S2.n franciseo. No evidence or probative 

valu.e was su.bmitted in support of the asserted. right to transport 

passengers. 

Respondent discontinued general cargo service between San 

Fr~cisco ~d Los Angeles Harbor and ina~urated general cargo service 

between San franciSCO and Lons Beach without first securing authority 

from the Commission. Respondent also discontL~ucd"other operations 

under prescriptive rights cnd co~enced operctionsnot covered by its 

prescriptive rights or by certificates of public convenience znd neces-

12. 



sity without securing authority. Prescriptive rights for the operations 

dl.scontinued in .l"eOrll2.I"Y ~ 193'7? or prior thereto, will be revoked 

b~cause of the respondent's ~ai1urc to discharge its obligation to 

r~nder service to the public until it sought ~d received permission 

to suspend temporarily the services involved. Operating rights were 

nut acqnired by inauguration of service in violation of the plain terms 

of the stc.tute. 

The recor~ shows that g~~cral cargo was transported between 

San franciseo and Los Angeles Harbor on znd ?riorto August 21, 1933; 

that respondent subsequently ncrrowed its operations between those 

ports to freignt for the united States Government, sugar and house­

hold soods from. I::)a.n Francisco one. S:.lrdine m.eal to ;:ian FranciSCO; and 

that t~ri::s nam!ng rates for the services Vfaich were not discontinued 

were maintained in the Commission's files. It appears, therefore, 

that prescriptive rights arc held for the restricted operations above 

s'et forth. 

The certificated rights cl~imed under Decision No. 27088 

of May 21? 1934, in Applic~t1on No. 19323 (39 C.R.C. 222) exceed 

those granted thereby in that the authorized operations were restricted 

to southbound trdfic, except in so fs.r as tra.."lsportation between 

Mare Island and the Southern California ports involved is concerned. 

Furtnor, in rcg&rd tc those rights, the record shows that the only 

property handled thereunder was sugar from Crockett to Los Angeles . 

Barbor, and that in all other respects the carrier did not exercise 

the authority granted. As in the ~ase of the prescriptive rights 

which were not utilized? and for similar reasons, the f~ilure to 

render service under the certificated rights i'rom 1:ay, 1934, wh.en 

13. 



they were granted, until October, 1938, when tbe application to suspend 

service was riled requires revocation of the unexercised cert1:f:icated 

rights. Such action Will be taken. 

Upon the revocation of operat1nz rights , as above indicated, 

respondent Will hold rights tor the transportation ot tre1~t for the 

United States Governme~t, sugar and household goods trom San Francisco 

to Los Angeles Harbor; sard1!l.e meal from Los .Ange~es Harbor to Sa:l 
." -

Francisco; and sugar, in lots or 300 tons or more, trom Crockett to 

Los Angeles Harbor. It w1l1 be required to cancel all tariff's and 

schedules for services tor which operating rights are not held. 

In View of these conclu~1ons, tbis carrier's application tor 

authority'to operate truck service in lieu of' vessel serVice between 

San Francisco Bay points and Los .l.ngeles and vicinity dUl'ing the sus­
pens10n of vessel service will be denied because ot the tailure to es-

tab11sh vessel rights tor the transportation of general cargo between 

the ports involved. It is unnecessary, therefore, to dispose of other 

issues raised on the assumption that the applicant held the vessel 

rights on which its proposed truck serv1ce was predicated. 

In regard to the proposed further suspension ot operations 

to March 20, 1941, a hearing Was bad on April 29, 1940, tor the pur­

pose or rece1ving eVidence with respect to the proposal. At that hear­

ing Los Angelos-San Francisco Navigation Company Limited tailed to 

appear. The request tor authority to further suspend service w1ll be 

denied. 

McCOrmick Steamship Company 
!be MCCorm~ck Steamship ComPanl 

, Prescriptive rights were claimed by McCormick Steamship 

Company tor the transportation 01' property Witbout restriction between 

San FranCiSCO, Oakland, Alameda, Richmond and Stockton on the one band, 

a.nd Los Angeles WOOl', Long Beach and San Diego on the other; and 
- -

between San Diego and Los Angeles BarboI' and Long Beach. It also 
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claimed prescriptive r1ghts~ subject to a minimum weight of 300 tons, 

ror the transportation o~ property between Mare Island and Los Angeles 
-

Harbor, Long Beach and San Diego, and the iolloWing operations to Los 

Angeles Harbor, Long Beach and San Diego: (a) petroleum and petrol­

eum products, from Avon and Martinez, (b) sugar, from Crockett, (c) 

grain and grain products, irom Port Costa and South Vallejo, and (d) 
8 

cement, shells and shell products, from Redwood City. 

Statements of the traffic transported during the years 1933 

to 1939, inclusive, were submitted. They show that the respondent 

transported property, generally, between San Francisco and Oakland on 

the one hand] anq ~~w hngel~s liarbo~ an~ g~ Diego on the other~ and 

between Los Ange~es Harbor and San D~ego, on and prior to Augu~t 21, 
1933, and th~t those operations subsequcnt2y we~e not ~scont~ued. 

!ne COmmission's tariff files show that the respondent cont1nuous~y 

mainta~ed rates ~or such transportation. 

The statements submitted by the respondent a~so show that 

it was engaged in other transportation services on and pTioT to 

August 21~ 1933, such as the transportat1on of property, generally~ 

from San F~ancisco and Oakland to Long Beach, the transportation o~ 

canned goods from Alameda to Los Angeles Harbor and Long Beach, and 

the transportation of automobiles 'from R1cbmondto Los Angeles Harbor 

and Long Beach. As to those operations the showing made indicates that 

they were discontinued without authorization from the Commission. In 

other instances the claimed rights embrace operations which were not 

shown to have been conduct~d on and prior to August 2l, 1933, or under 

8 
In regard to the rights claim~d, subject to a m1njmum weight of '300 ' 

tons, the Commiss1on's records show that those rights are founded upon 
a certificate Of pub11c convenience and necessity granted McCormiCk 
Steamship Company in and by Decision No. 27088 of May 21~ 1934~ 1n 
Application No.19318 (39 C.R.C. 222). 
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certif1cates ot public convenience and necess1ty from the Commission. 

Typ1cal of those operations are transportation trom Long Beach wbich 

was commenced on July 3" 1936, and continued unt11 S~ptember 16,,1936, 

Without securing a certificate of public convenience and necessity 

from the COmmiss1on" a~d operations from Stockton conducted only 

/ dur1r.g the period from April l4, 1934, to August 22" 1936, likeWise 

w1thout a certificate. Whatever operating r1ghts McCormiCk Steamship 

COlDpaDY may have held because of operations on August 21, 1933, which 

were subsequently discontinued will be revoked for failure to dis­

charge the obligations assumed by acquiring those r1ghts. Unlawful 

commencement of other operat1ons fa1ls to estab11sh rights therefor. 

With respect to the certificated rights subject to a min­

imum Weight of 300 tons, it appears trom the respondent's statements 

that the rights exercised were those authorizing the transportation 

ot grain and grain products from Port Costa and South Vallejo; sugar 

from Crockett; and cement, shells and shell products from Redwood City. 

As to the balance of the certificated rights, it appears that no 

transportation service was rendered during a period of over five years. 

Either there is no public need tor the services not rendered or the 

respondent has failed in its duty to tbe public. In either event 

the 1lllexere1sed rights should be revoked. This action will be taken. 

SUbseouent to the submission ot Case No. 43941 the trans-.. 
fer o~ respondent McCormick Steamship Company's operating rights to 

The McCormick Steamship Com~any was authorized by Decision No. 33391 

ot August 61 19401 in Application No. 23592. The latter company 

agreed that it would ~ bound by a:D.Y orders or op:1llions which the 

Commission might issue in any proceeding in which the former was a 

party. It appears that upon the revocation of operating rights as 

above indicated The McCormiCk Steamship Company w111 have acquired 

operating rights rormer1y possessed by ~eCorm1Ck Steamship Company 

-16-



to transport property without restriction either as to the quantity 

or the kind or property transported be,tween San Francisco and Oakland 

on the one hand and Los Angeles Harbor and San Diego on the other 

and between Los Angeles Harbor and San Diego, and to transport to 

Los Angeles Harbor, Long Beach and San Diego, in lots of 300 tons or 

more: grain and grain products from Port Costa and South Vallejo; 

sugar from Crockett; and cement, shells and shell products from Red­

wood City. It Will be required to amend its tarirf's and schedules to 

conform vnth its operating rights. 

North Coa.st Redwood Company 
Hobbs-iVa.ll· and Company 
Hobbs-Wall & Co. 

After Case No. 4394 was instituted the Hobbs-Wall interests 
, , 

changed the corpora.te ~e under wbich they were conducting vessel 

operations 1"1'00 Hobbs-Wall & Co. to North Coast Redwood Company. Pre-
. , 

scriptive rights are claimed for the transportation of (1) all commod-
, '. 

ities be~een San Francisco and Crescent City, and ,(2) lumber from 
. ' . . '. 

Crescent,City to Oakland, Berkeley, Los Angeles Harbor and San Diego. 
. . ~ '"' ...., .:.. ~. 

By Decision No. 31999 of May 16, 1939, as amended, in Application No~ 
~ , , '. 

22690" suspension 01: serrtce between San F:::-a:lcisco anci."'crescent City 
, , 

was authorized. North Coast 3.cdwood Company n.ow seeks extension' ~i '. 
that authority to May 1, 1941. 

, , 

A statement sub:itted by the respondent shows that until 
" ~ , . 

the authorized suspension of operations a wide variety or commodities 

was transported between San Francisco and Crescent City. The tariff 
, . 

files of the CommiSSion indicate that rates were continuously maintained 

for, such transportation. No evidence was submitted in support or" the 

, claimed rights to transport lumber fro~ Crescent City to Oakland, 
, , , 

Berkeley, Los Aneeles Harbor and San Diego. No certificate of public 

conve~ence and neceSSity is held • 
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The record is clear that the operations ot the Robbs-Wall 

interests on and prior to August 21, 1933~ created a prescriptive 

right, to transport property of all descriptions between San Francisco 

and Crescent City and that service was rendered between those pOints 

untU its temporary suspension was authorized. Contrary to tl:J;e claim 

submitted, however, no right was shown to ~ve existed tor the trans­

portation or lumber from Crescent City to California ports other than 

San Francisco. Respondent Will be required to cancel tariffs cover­

ing operations tor which it holds no operating rights. 

In justification ot the sought further suspension, it was 

urged that the lumber plant located at Crescent City had not been in 

operation since October 15, 1938; that there did not appear to be any 

prospect of the plant resum1 ng its operatiOns prior to May 1, 1941; 

that the absence of lumber traffic and the reduction of northbound 

cargo occasioned by the cessation of the operations of the lumber mill 

would make the revenues from the remaining traffic 1nsuf'f1cient to 

defray the cost of service; and tb.at in allY' event, the barbor at 

Crescent City had become silted, requiring that it be dredged prior 
9 

to the resumption of vessel service. Tbe showing made 1spersuas1ve 

that this is an instance where continuance of the temporary suspension 

of service 1,$ justified and in the public interest because of the ex­

traordinary circumstances surrounding the transportation service in­

volved. The supple~ental application seeking extension of the authority 

to suspend San Francisco-Crescent City service until M.a.y 1, 1941, will 

be granted. 

P.L. Transportation Company 
Los Angeles-tong Beach Despatch Line 

P.L. Transportation Company claimS operating rights for 

9 
A Witness tor the applicant stated that California and Oregon counties 

formerly served by the port of Crescent City had requested the Federal 
Government to ~prove the harbor, but that as yet no action on their 
request had been taken. 



the transportation o! (1) lumber and its products between Arcata 

~1b.a.rt, Bucksport .. Crescent City, Eureka, Fairhaven, Fields Land1l:lg, 

Point Arena and Samoa on the one hand.. and on the other" Alameda" 
. .. 

Antioch, Benicia" Crockett, Hueneme, Long Beach, Los Angeles Barbor, 

Mare Island, Martinez, Monterey" Moss Landing, Oakland, Pittsburg, 

Port San Luis" Riebm.ond, Rio Vista .. San Diego, San Franc1sco,San Simeon, 

Santa Barbara .. Santa Cruz, Stockton, Vallejo and. Ventura; (2) general 

merchandise between San :FranciSCO, Oakland .. Alameda." Long Bea~h,Los 

Angeles Harbor, San Diego and Eureka on the one hand, and Eureka~ 

Samoa, Port Arena and Fields Landing on the other; (3) gener~ mer­

chandise between San FranciSCO, Oakland, Alameda and Richmond on the 

one hand.. and Los Angeles Harbor" Long Beach and San Diego on the 

other; and (4) passengers and baggage between San Francisco and Santa 

Barbara, Long Beach and San Diego. In Application No. 23454" P.L. 

Transportation Company seeks authority to suspend its vessel services 

tor a period ot one year. 

The operating rights cla1med by P.L. Transportation COmpany 

were said to have been acquired from Los Angeles-Long Beach Despatch 

Line under authority granted by Decision No. 28243, ot September 23" 

~935, in Application No. 20112 and Decision No. 29103" of September 14, 

1936, in Application No. 2066,. Decision No. 28243 authorized the trans­

fer or operating rights, if any existed, between Eureka on the one hand, 

and San FranciSCO, Oakland" Alameda and Long Beach on the other. 

Sim1larly" DeciSion No. 29103 authorized the transfer of the San 

Francisco Bay-Southern Cal1!ornia operating rights, if the Despatch 

Line held such rights. In each or those decisions the Commiss1on 

expressly stated that it made no .finding with respect to the nature and 

extent of the ~1ghts authorized to be transferred. 

A statement submitted by respondent, P.L. Transportation 
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Company" shows that subsequent to its acquisition of what~ver rights 

Were held by the Despatch Line general cargo was transported from San 

Francisco to Eureka and lumber was transported trom Eureka to Long 
~ 

Beach 'but that no service was rendered between San Francisco Bay ports 

and Southern Cal1:rornia. ports, between Eureka and Alameda" or trom 

~eka to Oakland. The statement also shows that ~ Long Beach to Eureka 

operatiOns were discontinued in October, 1935, and Oakland to Eureka 

operations in September" 1936. From Eureka to Long Beach only lumber 

was transported subsequent to March, 1937. No authority to discontinue 

serVice was sought ~tll April 30, 1940. ~v rights P.L.Transportat1on 
,- , 

Company may have acquired for operatiOns discontinUed Without appro-

priate authorization will be revoked tor reasons preViously stated here­

in 1n connect1on With the discussion of other respondents' claimed 

rights where.unauthorized discontinuance of service was involved. 

The rema1n1ng operating rights wh1ch P.L.Transportat1on 
"" 

Company ostensibly acquired trom the Despatch Line cover the trans-
. 

portation of property, generally~ from San FranciSCO to Eureka and 

l'Olllber i"l'om Eureka to Long Beach. A witness for P .L.Transportat1on 
. ~ . 

Company testif1ed that these serVices, among others~ were rendered by 

the Despatch Line on August 21, 1933~ and were cont1nu~d until the 

transfer to P.L.Transportat1on Company was consummated. The Comm1ss-
. " 

ion's tariff files show that the carriers involved ma1nta1ned rates for 

the transportation involved. Thus it appears that P.L.Transportation 

holds operating rights for the trans~ortat10n of propertY1 generally, 

from San Francisco to Eureka and the transportation of lumber from. 

Eureka. to Long Beach. It w1ll be required to amend its tariff's so as 

to conform to the rights held. 

In regard to the proposed suspension of service it was re­

presented that lack of patronage w1l1 make revenues from the small 
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• 
operating rights he may have possessed and cancellation ot his 

tar1f'fs and schedules.. Such action Will be taken. 

Carriers Not Claiming 0RerattDi B1iRts 
. '. . ... 

By Decision No. 327ll of January 9" 1940" in Case No. 4394" 

entered pursuant to the requests 01" Pae1!1e Steamship Lines" Ltd. and 
'" 

Redwood Steamship for authority to discontinue coastwise common car-

rier vessel service" whatever operating rights they may have possessed 

were revoked • 

. A:;; hereinbefore stated a:JlY operating rights which may have 

been held by Hammond Shipping Co. Ltd. were revoked by Decision No. 
o , 

33340 ot July l6" 1940, in Application No. 23488. That proceeding 

did not involve Hammond Lumber Company" Christenson Hammond Line 

(Hammond. Sb.:1.pplllg Co. Ltd. Managing Agents)" Ha:mmond & Little River 

Redwood Co. Ltd." Hammond Shipping Company" Ltd. (Christenson Hammond 

Line)" and Christenson Hammond Line" af'f'1liated With Hammond Shipping 

Co. Ltd." and respondents in Case No.. 4394. However" the Hammond 

interests claim no operating rights on behalf 01" the atf1l1atsd com­

panies. Whatever rights those companies may hold Will be revoked and 

their tar1!fs and sehedules canceled. 

A Witness tor the COmmission testit1ed that respondents 

A.F. Mahony Company, A.F. Mahoney Company, B.& A.Steamship Corp." 

E.K. Wood Lumber COI:lp8.ny,.£8.rtwoOd Lumber Company, Hart-Wood LUmber 

Company, Kingsley NaVigation Co. Ltd., Lawrence-Phill1ps 55 Co., 

Lawrence-Phillips SS Company, Fred Linderman, 011ver J. Olson & Co., 

Pacific Spruce Corp., Param1no Lumber Company" J. Ramselius" SChat.~ 

Bros. Lumber & Shingle ,CompaJ:l1 and Sudden & Cb.r1stensen, bad vol'llll­

tar1J.y applied ;!Ior and secured authority to cancel their tariff's 

naming rates tor the transportation ot property by vessel. These 

withdrawals trom common carrier service constitute abandonment of 

any operating rights that may have been possessed.. Such rights as 

may exist Will 'be canceled. 



The Commission's Witness also testified that respondents 

Beadle Steamship Compa.tl.Y' Ltd." Beadle Steamship Co. Ltd., and Beadle 
, '. 

Steamship Co~pany were no longer in business. Whatever operating 

rights as coastwise common carriers by vessel they may have possessed 

will be revoked and their tariffs Will be canceled. 

-----------
As stated at the outset or this opinion tbe principal 

issues before the Commission in Case No. 4394 are determ1nation ot 

the nature, scope and extent or the operating rights held by coast­

Wise common carriers by vessel; whether operating rights should be 

revoked because of unauthor1zed discontinuance or service; and 

the extent to Which" if at all, temporary suspenSions or service 

should be authorized. Questions relating to the adequacy or exist­

ing vessel service and to whether public convenience and necessity . 

require the continuance of operations tor wh1eh respondents were ~ound 

not to possess operating rights on this record are not here in issue. 

The conclusions hereinbefore reached are, therefore, not to be con­

st~ed as determinatiOns of the adequacy of vessel service or that 

public convenience and necessity does not require the inauguration 

or continuance of service between any of the ports involved. These 

are questions, which it they eXist or arise, may be presented to the 

Commission by th~ tiling or appropriate app11cations or compla1nt~. 

~he revocation ot the rights or the carriers Who were unable or un­

willing to tult111 their obligations to render the serVices under­

taken when they acquired operating rights Will, to a large e%tent, 

leave the field open to responsible parties who may be willing, 

ready and able to till such public needs as may exist or arise. 

Upon consideration or all the evidence of record we are 

o! the opinion and rind: 
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1. That Los Angeles-San Francisco Navigation Comp8Zl7 

L1m1ted, The MCCo~ck~Steamsh1p Company, North Coast Redwood Company 

and P.L. Transportation Company, common carr1ers by vessel, possess 
.. 

the folloWing operating rights to transport property on the high 

seas between po1nts 1n Calitornia: 

Los Anseles-8an Francisco Navigat10n CompanY L1sited 

(a) property tor the United State~ Government, s~~'~d house­

hold goods from San Francisco to Los Angeles Barbor, (b) sardine 

meal from Los Angele~ Harbor to San hancisco' and (c) sugar in 

lots ot 300 tons or more trom CroCkett to Los Angeles Harbor; 

The McCormick Steamship Compgny - (a) property between 

San Francisco and Oakland on the one hand and Los Angeles 

Harbor and San Diego on the other and between Los Angeles 

Harbor and San Diego, and (b) ill lots or 300 tons or more, 
" 

grain and grain products trom Port Costa and South Vallejo, 

sugar from Crockett, and cement, shells and shell products 

from Redwood City, respectively, on the one hand and Los 
-Angeles Harbor, Long Beach and San Diego on tbe other; 

.. 

North Coast Redwood CompanY - property between San Fran-

cisco and Crescent City; and 

P.L, Transportation Company - (a) property from San 

Francisco to Eureka~ and (b) lumber :!'rom Eureka to Long Beach. 
. . 

2. That operating rights as coastwise common carr1ers by 

vessel acquired by Los Angeles-5an Francisco Navigation Company 

Limited, The Mc Cormick'Steamsb1p C~mpany, North Coast Redwood Company 

and P.L. Transportation Company by good faith operations on August 

2l, 1933, or by certificates or pub11c convenience and necessity 

secured thereaf'ter and Which are not listed in Finding No. 1 should 



be revoked because of unauthorized discontinuance ot service; that 

thea.e carriers should be required to amend their tariffs and schedules 

on file with the COmmission so as to conform With the operating rights 

listed in F1nd1ng No.1; and that they should be required to discon­

tinue transporting persons and property on the high seas between pOints 

in California as common carriers by vesse1~ except for those operations 

listed in Finding No. 1, unless and until certificates o~ public con­

venience and necessity are secured from the Commission. 

3. That whatever operating rigat~ as coastwise common car­

r1ers by vessel respondents in Case No. 4394 other than those re-
/ 

spondents lIsted in Finding No. 1 acquired b~ good faith operations 

on August 21, 1933, or by certificates ot public convenience and 

necessity secured thereafter should be revoked because of unauthor1zed 

discontinuance of service and that tariff's and schedules riled With 

the CommiSSion by the respo~dents whose operating r1ghts are so re­

voked Should be canceled. 

4. That except for the carriers aDd their operations spec1-

fically listed in F1nding No.1, all respondents in Case No. 4394 

should be required to discontinue transporting persons or property 

on the high seas between po1nts in California as common carriers 

by vessel unless and until certificates of public convenience and 

necess1t~ are secured from the Commission. 

5. That the temporary suspensions of service proposed by 

North Coast Redwood Company and P.L. Transportation Company in 

Applications Nos. 22690 and 234;4, respectively~ shoUld be authorized. 

6. That the further suspens10ns or service proposed by 

J .R. Han1f'y Company and Los Angeles-8an Francisco Navigation Com­

pany Limited in Applications Nos. 21556 and 22299> respect1vely 

should be denied. 

7. That the "in lIeu" truck service proposed by Los 
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Angeles-5an Francisco Navigation Cocpany Limited in Application 

No. 22299 should be denied. 

These proceedings having been duly heard and submitted 

and basing this order upon the conclusions and findings contained 

in the preceding opinion, 

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that, except for those operations 

listed in Finding:, No.1 of the opinion which precedes this 

order, any and all operating rights as common carriers by vessel 

held by A.F. Mahoney CO:tlPany, A.F. Mahony Company, Beadle 
- . 

Steamship Company, Ltd., Beadle Steamship Co. Ltd., Beadle Steamship 

Company., B.& A. Steamship Corp." Chamberlin Steamship Co., Ltd." 

Chas. H. Riggins, C.R. Higgins" E.K. Wood L'UlIlber Company, Fred 
.... ~ 

Linderman, Hartwood Lumber Company, Hart-Wood Lumber Company, 

J;R. &n1fy & Co., J~:a. Ean1l"y Co:cpany, Hobbs-VIall and Company, 

Hobbs-Wall &: Co., James K. Nelson, J. Ramsel1us, Kingsley Navigation 
. , , 

Co., Ltd., Lawrence-Phillips SS Company, Lawrence-Phillips SS Co., 

Los Angeles-Long Beach Despatch Line, Los Angeles-San franciSCO 

NaVigation Company Limited, Christenson Hammond Ltne, Hammond Sb1pping, 
, . 

Company, Ltd. (Christenson Hammond Line), Hammond & Little River 
. -'. 

Redwood Co., Ltd., Christensen Hammond Line (Hammond Shipp1ng Co. 

Ltd., Managing Agents), Hammond Lumber Company, McCormick Steamsllip 

Company, The McCormick SteamShip Company, North Coast Redwood Company, 

Oliver J. Olson & Co., Pacific Spruce Corp., Par amino Lumber Company" 

P.t. Transportation Company, San D1ego-San Francisco SteamShip Company" 

San Diego-San Francisco SteamShip Line, Sehat"er :Bros. Lumber & Shingle 

Company, and Sudden & Christensen be and they are hereby revoked. 
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IT IS EEREBY FORTHER ORDERED that all carriers named in the 

preceding ordering paragraph, except those carriers listed in Finding 

No. 1 of the opinion which precedes this order ~ be and they are and 

each of them is hereby directed on or berore the etrect1ve date ot 

this order to cease and desist and thereafter abstain trom trans­

porting persons or property tor compensation upon the high seas be­

tween POints in this state as common carr1ers by vessel. 

IT IS EEREBY FURTEER ORDERED that all tar1tfs and sched.ules 

of the carriers listed in the first orde~1ng paragraph hereof, except 

those carriers listed in Finding No. 1 or the opinion whiCh precedes 

this order, be and they are and each ot tbem is hereby canceled. 

IT IS EEREBY FURTHER ORDERED that Los .Angeles-5an 

Francisco Navigat10n Company Limited, The McCormick Steamship Company, 

North Coast Redwood Company and P.L. Transportation Company, be 
c'" . 

and they are and each of them is hereby d.irected on or before·the 

effective date of this order to cease and desist and thereafter abstain 

from transporting persons or property for compensation upon the high 

seas between pOints 1n this state as common carriers by vessel, 

except to the extent that each or them is lawfully, entitled to en-

gage 1n suCh transportation as set forth in Finding No. 1 or the opinion 

which precedes this order. 

IT IS EERBBY FURT:a:El\ ORDERED that Los Angeles-Ban Francisco 

Nav1gation"compaDY:L1m1ted, Xhe M~cor~ck St~amsh1P Company, 

Nortb Coast Redwood Company and P.L. Transportation Companr be 

and they are and each of them is'hereby directed to amend its 

tariffx w1tb1n ten CtO)days from the effective ~ate or this order on 

not less than two (2) days' notice to the Commiss1on and the public 

so that their tar1!!s Will con!or.c w1th their respective operat1nt 

rights as common carriers by vessel upon the high seas, as set torth 

in Finding No. 1 or the op1n1on which precedes this order. 
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IT IS EEF.EBY YORT:a::Elt ORD:Em:D that North Coast Redwood 

Company and P .L. Transportation Company be and they are and each 

ot them is he~eby authorized to suspend the common carrier by vessel 

services listed 1n Finding No. 1 or the opinion which precedes this 

order until May 1, 1941, provided that the authority granted to 

each or the said companies is conditioned upon the supplementing of 

its tariffs on tile With the Commission, on or before twenty (20) 

days from the eftective date of this order, to show that service 

has been suspended as authorized herein. 

IT IS EEREBYFURTEER ORDERED that, except to the extent 

previously granted, Applications Nos. 21556 and 22299, as amended 

and supplemented, be-and they are and each of them is hereby denied. 

The effeetive date or this order shall be tb1rtY(30) 

days trom the date hereof. 

Dated at San Francisco, Cal1:f'orn1a, this 

October, 1940. 
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