Decision No. OO 0% | @ “,\SGBNATL

BEFORE THE RAILROAD COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

In the Metter of the Application of

VALLEY AND COAST TRANSIT COMPANY, &

corporation, to transfer 1ts highway

common carrier opcrative rights, au-

tomotlive cquipment and othey Propertiy, :
£0 CALIFORNIA MOTOR‘TRAN°PO?T Co., Application No. 24371
ITD., & corporation, and of CALIFORNIA

MOTOR TRANSPORT CO., LTD. to remove limi-

tation upon its highway common carrier

ceryificates.

VALLEY MOTOR LINES, INC., & corporation, .

Complainant,
Vs, case No. 4602
§
{

E. L. MCCONNELL, doing busincss as Coest
Line Express, ¥ L McCONNELL, deoing
business as valley and Coast Trensit
Company, COAST LINE EXPRESS, &4 corpora-
tion, VALLEY AND COAST TRANSIT COMPANY,
a corporation,. CALIFORNIA MOTOR BXPRESS
LTD., & corporation, first John Doe
second John .Doe, third John Dee, ;ou~uu
Jgohn Doec Corporation znd fifth John Deoc
Corporation,

Defcnda

NV THRARING A
N 708 CLARIFYIN
Decision Ne. 37472, iZssued on November §, 1944, ordered V&lléy
end Cocst Trensit Company to ceasc highwey common carricy opera-
13, .88 an underlying corricer for Coast Line TXpress, botween

points in.the San Jozquin Velley zad points between and including
King City ond East Bay points, untll & certificate thercfor be ob-
seined by sald defendant. The complaint in Case No. 4502, which




-

-allegud th_t valley und Co&ut Tr nsit Company bad opcratea in vio-

lation-or territqri&l restrictions contuined in its CcrtiflCuuCS,
was'dismissed in 2ll other *cépncts |

The °ume dccision also author;zed the tr ns”er o$ highwuv conm-
mon carrier opcrutivc rights and p:;pcrty f“om Valloy and Co

ansit Compaay to Culiforniﬂ Votor Transport co., Ltd vy gubgect to
2 restriction thut no freight bg tvunsportcd bctween points in: thc
San Joaquin Valley and points bctwcen and including King City 2nd
Bast Bay points.

The orddr was suspendcd by the f;ling of & pgtition for re-
‘hoaring by‘vulley Motor Lines, Ine. , on Vovembcr 18, l9hu On,
Deccmber T, Loki "ollgy and coast ;ran it Company flled & put't¢0n
Por clarifying awcndmcnt The la te“ pctition, asscrting unintcn-
tlonal e“ror on the part of the CQmmission, requested that thc or-
dur be clurified, as uo tae rcstriction 1nvolv1ng Fast Bay points,
by making such rcst“iction appi cab’e only to the East Bay points
“rom R;chmond on the north %o Hayward on the vouth, and -ll points
south 0¢ haywa“d o but not *ncluaing Sun Josc, ’ _
F ral argument on both petitions wes had ocfore thc entire Com-
mission on Deccmber 11, 194# Tnc Oommissicn haf considercd the
ulleg tions off both petit$onﬂ and the oral °rgumcnt had thereon,
and bel ng cf thc opinion thet no good cause hcs been shown for the
gf"nting of eit hc* petit*on, IT IS ORDERED vhat eech of said peti-
tions bc and it L3 hercdhy duﬁied

Datcd, san rPun610C0, C_liforuiu, this a?O d_y of March, 19&5

Commissioncrs




