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Decision No. 4.6523 
DEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COM1lISSION OF THE STATE OF CA1IFOR~JIA 

In the }~tter of the Investigation ) 
into the rates, rules, regulations,) 
charges, allo'll,"ances and. practices ) 
or all common carriers, highway ) Case No. ~808 
carrie~s and city carrier~ relating) 
to the transportation of property. ) 

SUPPLEMENT P.:1 . ...Ql.!NI 0 N Al{P_.QB.12.ID3. 

By petition filed November 29, 1951, the rail lines and 

Pacific Motor Truck1n~ Company ask for postponement or the January 1, 

1952 efrective date of Decisions Nos. ~6022, 46026 and 46028 of 

July 31, 1951, and various amendments thereto, in the above-cnti.tled­

proceeding, and for postponement of the effective date of tariff pub­

lications required by such decicions until June 30, 1952.. Thece 

decisions establish revised constructive highvTay mileage:. 

Petitioners represent that, although they have had a sub­

stantial staff engaged in the necessary tariff revisions since 

August, only about one-fourth of the task ha: been completed. Amend­

atory decisions, they state, have further delayed the work. 

Petitioners contine their requests to the general commodity 

and the bulk petroleum and petroleu::l products tariffs-. They rely I 

solely upon their need for additional time in which to mal~e the tar­

iff filings. Decision No. 46486 of December 4, 1951, postponed the 

application of the revised mileages insofar as the petroleum tariff 

is concerned. 

Replies to the pet1 tion "';-erc submitted on behalf of numerous 

other co~on ca~riers. These car~iers object to any postponement of 

the ef~ective date of the new distance table. They point out that 
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their revised tariffs oo.ve been filed ""'i th the CoIllI:lission pur:uant 

to outstanding orders, ',:hat those tariffs are not confined to the 

general comcodity rates covered by the rail line petition, and that 

similar tD.:'1f'1' tilings have been made 'IIlith the Interstate Commerce 

Com:ission for application to interstate traffic. They assert that 

although both increases and reductions in rates are involved in 

connection \,li th the revised mileages the reductions predominate, and 

that postponement of the effective date of the revised mi1ea6es as 

sought by the rail lines would deprive shi~pers of the benefits of 

the prescribed rcduc~ions. They assert further that the pro~osed 

postponement ",ould subject them to SUbstantial additional exp<3nse 

in compiline, publishing and filil~the further tariff .changes 

Which would thus be made necessary. They do not oppose petitioners 

being granted an extension 0:(' time in which to complete thoir tariff 

revisions. 

There is no sho'l,lT1ng of a need for postponement of the 

January 1, 1952 effective date for any respondents other than the 

peti tioncrs. Nor wO'1,lld radial hie;h'\-'D.Y COl1ll'llon or contract carriers 

be disadvantaged by the granting of relief to petitioners since 

,ermitted highway carriers are a~thorizod to ob~crve comoon carrier 

r:1.tcs wher~ such ro.tes o.re lo""'er than the minimum rates.. Othor common 

carriers may, undC:lr the so.me provision~, establish such 10'l,lTer rates 

in their O\\"l1 tarif'f'son statutory notice, or may seck authority to· / 

establish them on shorter notice. 

In the circum~tancos, it appears that petitioners :hould 

be granted .:ul extension of time in ~:hich to file thc1r'turiff' amend­

~ents, o.s requested. A c~ee in the effective ~te of' Dist~nce 

To.blc No. 4 has not boon. juztificd. 
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A publiehea!'ing is not necessary. 

Therefore, good cause appearing? 

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that petitioners be and they are 

hereby authorized to defer until a date not later than June 30, 1952, ~' 
the filing or revisions to tarirfs named in the petition pursuant to 

, 

Decisions Nos. 46022 ~d 46028 or July 31, 1951, and Decisions 

Nos. 4~34, 46435 and ~36 or November 20, 1951; an~ that in all 

other respects the petition or the rail lines and Paeifie Motor 

Trucking Co~pany, filed November 29, 1951, be and it is hereby 

denied. 

This order sh(l.ll beeome effective December 24, 1951. 

Do. ted at Son Francisco, California, this 1/ ~ day of' 

December, 1951. 
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