
Decision No. 501.~S 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

Commission Investigation into regula- ) 
tion of the operations of carriers of ) 
property for compensation subject to ) 
the jurisdiction of the Commission. ) 

Case No. 5478 

(For List of Appearances see Appendix A) 

.QE.INIQN 

Prior to the instant proceeding, the Commis::ion last con-

ducted a formal investigation into the operatioris of all carriers 

of property subject to its jUrisd1ction in 1948 in Case No. 4823. 
Almost continuously since then the Commission has informally 

considered the regulatory problems concerning the transportation 
industry'in the State of California. 

By order dated July 14, 1953, the Commission directed an 
investigation be made into the construction of the applicable 

regulatory statutes, the definit10ns therein, the regulatory policies 

to bc\pursued thereunder and such 'other matters as may be germane to 
\ 

the regulation of all carriers of property for compensation within 
California subject to its regulatory jurisdiction. 

Public hearings were held at San Francisco and Los Angeles 

before CommisSioners Craemer, M1ttelstaedt, Potter, Mitchell and 
Scoggins and Exa=1ner S1lverhart. Oral argument was had be£ore the 

Commission en banc subsequent to which the matter was taken under 
submission. 

The CommisSion for a long time has been cognizant of and 
has recognized the problems involved in the regulation of for-hire 

transporters of property. The Commissionts Decision No. 42646, 
in Case No. 4823, dated March 22, 1949, contains a discussion of . 
regulatory legislation and court decisions affecting transportation 
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of property for hire over the public highways covering the period 

from 1912 to 1949. The Co~ission therein pOinted out the action 

it had taken to regulate the transportation industry and described 

the difficu1t1es, administrative and legal, it had encountered. The 

Commission appended to such decision suggested remedial legislation 
by way of revisions of the Public Utilities Act, the Highway Carriers 

Act and the City Carriers ~ct* Such remedial legislation failed of 

passage at the 1949 session of the Legislature, as had other remedial 

legislation presented at the 1939 and 1941 sessions. 
The Legislature, also, was aware of the problems involved 

and by Senate Resolution 213, 1951 seSSion, an interim committee was 

created to study the regulatory probleos of highway carriers and 

report its recommendations to the 1953 Legislature. The committee's 

report recommending certain legislative changes in the Public 

Utilities Code resulted 1n the introduction of Senate Bill 103 at 

the 1953 Regular Session. Senate Bill 103 failed of passage. There-
after, ~ssembly Concurrent R~solution No. 107 requested the CommiSSion 

to re-examine the entire transportation industry in the State of 

California and to adopt such policies, together with their implementa-

tion, which will insure reasonable, efficient and dependable service 

to the shippers and to the general public. 
Whi~e the Supreme Court of this State recently dec1ded·a 

series of cases involving the Highway Carriers Act and the Public 

Utilities Act, the end result of the deciSions render~d, in our 
opinion, leaves the fundamental question of conflict between these 

two acts unresolved. Each of these decisions was rendered by a 

divided court, either in the decision proper or upon denial of re-
hearing, except the case of Nolan vs. Public Utilities Commission, 

41 Cal. 2d 392, decided August 18, 1953, in which the court unani-

mously affirmed the action taken by this Comm1s's1on. In the three 

other cases, Samuelson vs. Public Utilities Commission, 36 Cal 
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2d 722, Souza vs. Public Utilities Commission, 37 cal 2d ,39, and 

Alves vs. Public Ut111tlcz Commission, 41 Cal 2d 344, the court 

annulled the Commission's orders. 

The Commission recognizes that problems exist in the 

transportation industry. However, it ·is our view that the record in 

the instant proceeding reveals that the situation requiring atten-

tion primarily concerns the transportation of property by highway 
carriers. 

)/" ~<..,,-d 

Case No. 4823, an investigation upon the Commission's own 

motion into the operations of all carriers of property for compensa-

tion subject to the jurisdiction of the Commission, resulted in 

Decision No. 42646 dated March 22, 1949, which contains language 
as follows: 

rrDec1aration of Policy 

1. The Commission should be liberal in grant-
ing certificates of public convenience and necessity. 

2. Contract and radial permittees are placed 
on notice that if they have reason to believe their 
operations come within the prOvisions of the Public 
Utilities Act, they should file applications for 
certificates. 

3. The Co~ission in granting certificates of 
public convenience and necessity Will fOll.ow- a 
policy of strictly limiting such certificates to the 
scope of operation justified by the showing made, 
gi~ing consideration to such matters as types and 
quantities of commodities, and the areas to be served. 

4. Permitted carriers who operate in violation 
of Section ;0-3/4 of the Public Utilities Act are 
placed on notice that they may be ordered to cease 
and desist therefrom or that their permits may be 
suspended or revoked. 

5. The rate stabilization program of the 
CommiSSion will be continued vigorously. carriers 
who willfully violate the Commission's rate orders 
will be prosecuted by the Commission by suing for 
penalties provided for by the statutes or by sus-
pens·ion or revocation of certificates or permits 
or both. Shippers who knowingly aid or aoet carriers 
in rate violations will be prosecuted under the 
penalty provisions of the Acts .. " 
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~he Evidence 
(1) 

Comprehensive exhibits prepared by the Chief of the 

Permits and Fees Sect10n of the Comm1ss1on as a result of an analysis 

and study of records on file with the Commiss10n and the returns to 

a questionnaire sent to a representative group of carriers of property 

were placed in evidence by counsel for the Commission's staff. 

Exhibit 3 indicates that from the promulgation of the 

"Declarat10n of Policy" to July 28, 1953, 282 certificates of public 

convenience and necessity were granted - 66 for the transportation 

of general commodit1es, 1,7 for petroleum products of which 144 were 

granted pursuant to Statutes 1949, Ch. 1399, which made provis1ons 

for petroleum irregular route carriers, and 59 for special commodi-

ties. Approximately 260 of the above cert1ficates were granted to 

eXist1ng permitted carriers. Accord1ng to the record, permits were 

issued to 18,451 carriers during the same period. 
A comparison between highway carriers holding permits and 

certificated highway carr1ers by number, gross operating revenues 
. (2) 

and vehicles operated is afforded by the following table: 

Number 

Gross 
Operating 
Revenue 

Vehicles 
O'Oer::lted 

19;'2 
Gross 

Operat1ng 
Number Revenue 

Vehicles 
Operated 

Certificated* 
Carriers 406 $134,798,485 21,726 411 $144,879,609 23,832 

Permitted 
Carriers 13,844 216,,29,231 54;407 14,335 239,682,266 58,231 

(2) 

*Includes revenue derived from and vehicles operated 
in their permitted carrier operations. Such revenue 
and vehicles are not incluaea in the figures SbOw.n 
£or permitted carriers. 

Exhibits 1 and 2 - Statistical Report, Carriers of Property,1952. 
Exhibit 3 - Certi~icBtes o~ Public Convenience and Necessity 

issued subse~uent to Dec. No. 42646, March 22, 1949. 
Exhibit 4 - Number of Permitted Carriers Licensed. 
Exhibit 5 - Number o£ ~ghway Contract CBr~1er Perm1ts~ 
Exhibit 6 - Gross Intrastate Trucking Income 70 Selected 

Carriers January 1948 - J~~e 1953. . . , 
Exhibit 12 - AnalYSis of Replies to Truck1ng Quest1onna1re 

forwarded to 1,529 carriers of property, .both certificated 
and permitted, whose gross revenues for calendar year 1953 
would appear to be $50,000 or more. 

Extracted from Exhibit 1. 
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On January 1, 1949, there were l3,6~ permitted carriers 

and 19,888 permits in force. As of August 1953, there were 1~,746 
(3) 

such carriers possessing 21,942 effective permits. The following 
(4 ) 

table sets forth the number of carriers whose permits were revoked 
(exclusive of transfers) and the duration of permits for the calendar 
years 1946 through 1952: 

Number of carriers Whose Permits 
were revoked 

Period !..ieensed 1§ jjfi i§ ~ jjj'Q 1fu i9£ 
Under 1 year 5'130 6217 4650 4017 2980 2542 1296 
Between 1 and 2 years 1301 189, 1894 1458 1011 92~ 829 
Between 2 and 3 years 1+80 604 658 788 546 38 268 
Between 3 and 4 years 226 306 301 344 356 245 140 
Between 4 and 5 years 154 217 199 167 174 186 101 
Over, years 472 489 445 1;.69 363 331 234 

Total Revocations 7763 9728 8147 721;.3 5430 4613 2868 
Licensed Carriers as of 

December 31 1,63, 14681 136)4 125?4 1296? 14110 14746 

The foregoing table demonstrates that 58.6% of such carriers suffered 

revocation of their permits in less than one year fro~ issuance 

thereof; 20.3% in more than one year but less,than two; 8.2% in more 

than two years but less than three; 4.2% in more than three years 

but less than four; 2.6% in more than four years but less than five; 

and 6.1% in over five years. In the cain, such revocations were 
caused by ~ailure to oontinue in ef~ect accident liability insurance 

protection, to pay fees required by the Transportation Rate Fund Act, 
and by cessation of operations. 

( 5) 
Classifications of highway carriers by gross annual income 

reported to the Commission for the year 1952 shows that 41.6% of the 

carriers received revenue of less than $5,000 per annum from for-hire 

(3) The number of permits in force exceeds the number of permitted 
oarriers because a carrier may hold one or more of the permits 
provided for in the Public Utilities Code, viz.: Radial Highway 
Common Carrier, Highway Contract Carrier, Petroleum Contract 
Carrier, Household Goods Carrier, City Carrier. 

(4) Taken fro~ Exhibit 1. 

(5) From Exhibit 1. 
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trucking operations, 90.7% less than $,0,000 per annum, and 9.3% 
received $50,000 or more per annum. The group of carriers in the 

"under $50,000 gross income" class operated 4,.2% of the vehicles~ 
received 15.6% of the total gross revenue while the group of" carriers 

with receipts in excess ot $50,000 each, operated ~.8% of the 
vehicles and accounted for 84.4% of the total gross revenue. 

(6) 
The following table shows the manner in which certificated and per-
mitted carriers in the It$5'O,OOO or core" group shared the 1952 
gross revenue: 

Class of No. of Vehicles 
Carrier Carriers Per Cent Gross Revenue Per Cent Operated Per Cent 
Certificated 262 
Peroitted ~ 

Total ~ 
19., 
80 .. 2 

100.0 
22,427* 49.8 
~~, 28~ 2Q.2 ,01 100.0 

*Also includes income received and vehicles operated 
under permits. Such income and vehicles are not 
included in the figures given for per.oitted carriers. 

Exhibit 1 contains an analysis of quarterly reports of gross operating 

revenue filed with ,the Commission by for-hire carriers covering 

operations conducted during July, August and September 1952. Such 

analysis shows that 1,423 carriers whose entire income was derived 

from subhauling operations received an aggregate income of $,,148,493 
and that 2,493 carriers whose income was partially derived from sub-
hauling operations received an aggregate income of $11,227,566. 

Exhibit 1 converted such income to 8 yearly basiS and after adjusting 

for deficiencies in the filed reports set forth apprOXimately 

$75,000,000 as the total amount paid for subhaul1ng operations 

(6) Reproduced from Exhibit 1. 
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(7) 
during 1952. As of August 1953, i8'highway carriers each 

possessed a certificate of public convenience end necessity and 
(8) 

olso held 3 highway contrcct carrier permit. As of the same date, 

232 certificated carriers each h'eld bOth a highway contract carrier 

permit and a radial highway common carrier permit. 
(9) 

A study of 1,300 highway ca,rriers each of whoso gross 
revenues for the calendar year 1953 appeared to be $50,000 or more 

revealed the following: 

(7) T~ken from Exhibit 5. 
(8) Id. 

(9) Exhibit 12 Supra, Note 1. 

-7-



-

-
H 
U) 

co 
t'-
It-. 

I 
o· 

Carriers R~porting 

Carriors Oporating Torminals 

CarriorsOporatlng Special 
Pickup and Dolivery Trucks 

Carri?rs Holding I.C.C. Authority 

Carriers Subhnuling for Others 

Carriers Using Subhnulers in 
Own Operations 

Carriors Having Written Contracts 

Carriers 
Primarily Engaged 
in Specializcd* 

Trucking Op~rations . 
Permitted Certificated 
Carriers Carriers 

693 
86 

37 
89 

358 

369 

116 
20 

16 

55 
67 

72 
105 21 
1ltlt 30 Carriors Having Oral Contracts 

1952 Gross Rovenue $87,58111~ ~38}03~b926 
(Tota $125,6lb,07) 

Por Cont Rovenuo 69.7 30.3 

Carriers of 
General Corunoditios 

Permitted Certificated 
Carriers Carriers 

366 125 
11~ 88 

61 60 
III 104 
224 51t 

214 72 
135 38 
201 65 

$61,4171614~8511943124 
(Tots $1 ,6 1,7 8) 

41.9 58.,1 

* Transportation of general co&~oditios 
not exceeding 10% of operations. 

Consolidated Totals 
Permitted Certificated 
Cnrriers .Carricr~ 

1059 241 
200 108 

98 76 
200 159 
582 121 

s co • 583 144 
2lto . 59 
345 95 

$148,998,758 $123;229 j 0 50 
(Total $272,227,808 

54.7 45.3 
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,CPI 

.(10) 
Reports; developed by Commission. transportation engineers" 

o '. , • , ••• • 

'"'", ",', . \" ,~- ,.. " ...... " 

from road checks relating to the tlove;nent .o~,general freight traffic 

over' U. S. Highways 99:.and 101 between: ~he Los Angeles area, on the " 

one hand, and the central areas· of California, on.the other hand, and 

over the main highways east of the San Francisco Bay area be~ween.the 

San Francisco Bay area and the Sacramento-Stockton areas were placed 

in evidence as Exhibit 16 ~nd Exhibit 1" respectively. Exhibits 1, 
and 16 taken together'show, among other things, that a total estimated 

(11) 
annual general commodity freight tonnage of 4,6~,910 tons would be 

transported by for-hire carriers between the areas immediately above 

named. Of such total, it was indicated that permitted carriers 
hauled 54.1% and certificated carriers moved 45.9%. 

In Decision No. 42646, dated March 22, 1949, the Commission, 
among other things, ro~~d that between the metropolitan areas of 

San Francisco and Los Angeles apprOximately 14.6% of the general 

commodity traffie was moved by the certificated carriers, while 82.5% 
was moved by permitted carriers. The remaining 2.9% of the traffic 

was moved in shipper-owned trucks. 

(10) 

(11) 

Basic information was collected by 24-hour checks of commercial 
vehiCles, supplemented by shipping data obtained from the 
carriers' records. Checks were conducted November 2,. 19,3 
through November, 6, 1953 for Exhibit 15; and September 28, 19,3 
through October 2, 1953 for Exhibit 16. The information so 
obtained was segregated by class of carrier and expanded to an 
estimated annual tonnage basis. 

. . ' . " 
General cOrm:lodi ty freight does not· include fresh fruits, and· , 
vegetables, frozen foods., grain products, lumber, iron and 
stcel,new furniture, used household good.s, livestock, cement, 
explosives, auto truck-a-way, roadbuilding eqUipment, heavy 
machinery, building moterials~ and commodities moving in bulk 
(tank, hopper and dump trucks). 
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The evidence here shows thot between the Los Angeles 

Territory and the San Francisco-Oakland bay area 50.5% of general 

commodity freight is transported by certificated carriers, 46.8% 
is moved by permitted carriers and 2.6% is handled by pro~r1etary 

carriers. Between the 8an Francisco Bay, Sacramento and Stockton 

areas 33.3% of general freight is transported by certificated 

carriers, permitted carriers move 39.7% and proprietary carriers 

handle 27%~ This and other evidence of record indicates that 

the gap hitherto existing between permitted and certificated carriers 

as to their respective shares of revenue and tonnage has been 

greatly constricted. 

california Motor Transport Co., Ltd., Delta tines, Inc., 

Merchants Express Corporation, Pacific Freight Lines, Southern 

California Freight Lines, Valley Motor Lines, Inc., each of whom is 

3 highway comcon carrier possessing certificates of public conven-

ience and necessity issued by this Comoission, and California Motor 

Express, Ltd., Pacific Freight tines Express, Southern California 

Freight Forwarders and ,Valley EXpr~ss Company placed in eVidence 

Exhibit 17. This exhibit shows that their total annual revenues for 

all Shipments (including permitted operations) for the year 1953 
ranged from $3,413,966 to S9,275,513 and that from 93 to 96% of such 

revenues were derived trom the transportation or shipments weighing 
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less than 2,000 pounds. They also placed in evidence Exhibits 18, 

19 and 20 based upon data contained in Exhibit 12. These exhibits 

set forth revenue comparisons between per.o1tted carriers and certifi-
cated carriers as to shipments under 2,000 pounds, and are summarized 

3S follows: 

Total Revenue of HighwaY CArriers of General Commodities 

Permitted Carriers 
Certificated " 

Number 

366 
125 

Total Revenue 

$61,417,614 
85',194,124 

Per Cent 
of Total 
Revenue 

41.9 
5'8.1 

carriers of General Commodities with 

Permitted Carriers 
Certificated tI 

129 
81 

under 2 000 Pounds 

$20,744,859 
57,049,983 

26.7 
73.3 

arriers of Gener 1 Commodities with 

Permitted Carriers 95 
Certifica ted II 71 

(12) 
Proposals of Staff Transportation 

under 2 Pounds 

$15',167,610 
51,718,829 

(13) 
Committee 

22.7 
77.3 

1. The Commission should consider a restatement or the policY 

it enunciated in Decision No. ~26~6, in Case No. ~823, dated March 22, 
191+9. 

2. Certificates of public convenience and necessity, when 

granted, should be broad enough in scope to provide a well-rounded 
and economical opeTst1on to meet the needs or commerce. 

(12) The substance of such proposals is set forth by means of 
paraphrase. 

(13) The committee conSists of five members selected by the 
Commission from its staff. 

-11-



C-5478 GH 

3. The Commission should consider modifying the procedure 
governing certificate applications as follows: 

3. The form of the application should be prescribed, 

printed and supplied without charge to the applicant 

by the Commission. Applicant should be required to 
set forth evidence therein, in affidaVit form, suf-

ficient to make out a prima facie case. 

b. Notice of filing of an application should appear on 

the Commission's calendar, and copies of the applica-
tion should be available for inspection by protestants 

at the Los Angeles and San Francisco offices of the 

Commission and at such other places as the Commission 
may deSignate. 

c. Protests should be verified, set forth the substance 

thereof in affidavit form, and filed with the Commission. 

d. After analysis of the pleadings, it should determine 
whether a hearing is required. 

4. The Commission should require highway contract carriers to 

enter into bilateral contracts for a term extending over at least a 

series of shipments. Such contracts should be reduced to writing 

prior to the performance of transportation or not later than 15 days 

after the completion thereof and kept available by the carrier for 

inspection by the Commission. 

5. The Commission should require a carrier conducting its 

transportation activities pursuant to two or more different types of 

operating authority to keep records from which the authority under 

which the carrier transported any shipment could be determined. 

6. The Commission should make available a qualified member of 

its staff to acquaint an applicant for a pe~1t with the various 

types of trucking authority and the rules in connection therewith. 
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Where a proposed operation appears beyond .the seope of permit author~ 

1ty, the applicant should be admonished to seek a certificate of public 

convenience Dnd necessity or to confine such operation with1n the seope 

of a permit. A permit, when issued, should' enumerate the eommodities 

to be transported and describe the territory to be served. 

7. The Commission should require an independent contractor sub-

hauler to obtain a highway eontract carrier permit. 

8. The Commission should require prime earriers to file with it . 
copies of their agreements with subhaulers within 15 days after com-

pletion of the transportation involved. Such agreements should contain 

a provision requiring payment by prime carriers to subhaulers not later 

than ten days after completion of the transportation. 

9. The Commission should screen very carefully an application 

by a carrier to secure authority both as a common carrier and as a 

highway contract carrier of the same commodities between the same 

pOints in view of the 11mitations contained in Section 3542 of the 

Public Utilities Code. 
10. All carriers, both permitted and certificated, holding and 

continuing operations under per.cits sh~uld review their operations 

immediately and file applications for certificates .of public conven-

ience and necessity if their.ex1sting operations, to the extent they 

purport to be under permit, seem in fact to be highway common carriage. 

11. The Comcission should continue a liberal certification policy 

as the best means of providing for the people of the State a stable 
truck transportation 1ndustry·· capable of pro~1ding a sound, economical 

and efficient service to.:.the. shipping: :pub.li_c __ (l~)-
Position of Various Parties· and ~heir Proposals 

The Permitted Carr1'ers Conference of the Motor Truck 

Association of California took the position that effective regulation 

required a substantially liberalized policy L~ granting certificates 

to permitted carriers, coupled with better enforcement of the statutes 

(14) Paraphrase is utilized to set forth the main positions ane 
principal proposals. 
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governing permitted carriers. It made the following proposals: 

1. That the Commission adopt a policy designed to accomplish 

certification of permitted carriers t operations to the extent that 
a substantial service is performed, with due regard to availabi11ty 
of equipment, financial fitness and transportation experience of an 

applicant. 

2. That the Commission adopt a simplified procedure for 

processing certificate ~pplications which would eliminate or reduce 

formal hearings in connection therewith. 

3. Th~t the COmmission ~dopt a similar libcr~lized progr~ for 

tho extension of existing cert1fic~ted operations. 
4. Thnt the Commission, concurrently with the ndoption of n 

libernlized ccrt1f1cnte procedure, should require: 
a. Radial highwcy co~on carriers to file toriffs. 
b. Highw~y contrcct c~rriers to filo qucrtor1y confidential 

reports setti~g forth np~os of tho persons for whom 

contr~ct cnrri~gc wns performed during tho qunrterly 
poriod. 

c. Permitted ccrriers holding both contrnct ~nd rodi~l 

permits to dcsign~te on ship,ing documents under which 

type of per~t the service hos been performod. 
5. Th~t the Commission should institute proceedings looking 

toword the npp11cntlon of minimun rntos to cover ~11 fields of motor 

c~rrier tr~nsport~tion not presently covered by minimum rates 

excepting unprocessed cgricultur~l co~odities and products moving to 

f~r:c. sites. 
6. Thnt the Co~ission Sh0u1d ndopt a policy of screening 

cnrofully the fin~nci~l fitness of ~ny new npplic~nts for poroits 
~nd of restricting the tcrritori~l ~nd comnodity scopes of such 

p~rmits to conform to the fin~~ci~l ~bi1ity of the ~pplic~nt end the 

ionodinte intended usc of tho pcrnit~ 
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The Permitted Cnrriers Conference of the Truck Owners 

Associ~tion of C~liforni~ end~rsed and supported the propos~ls ~,de 
by the Staff Transportation Committee (Exhibit 7). In addition 
thereto this conference made proposals as rollows: 

1. That the Commission should exercise maximum control ~d 

enforcement over ~ll laws, rules nnd regul~tions pcrto1ning to r~tes. 

2. Thnt the Commission should provide a new procedure for the 

ccrtific~tion of c~rricrs which should be extremely liberal, simple 
C'.nd inexpensive. 

3. Thnt such liberalize~ ccthod should ~pply oquzlly to 
per~itted and certific~ted cnrriers. 

Security Truck Line, ~ cortific~ted c~rrier ~~d ~ h1g~N~ 

per~it c~rrier, joined in tho proposnls made by tho Steff Tr~spor

tation Committee nnd, in ~ddition, proposed: 

1. Th~t transportction porforced under ~ ~rangcDent whereby 

tho c~ricr appropriates n single piece of equipoent to one shipper 

nt one tine be cl~ssified as proper pero1tted cnrringe. 

2. Thnt the Concission reviow the operntions of rndi~l highwny 
coer.on carriers in ordor to dcternine whether a ch~e of status is 

required. In applic~tions for certific~tes Dede ~s n result thereof, 

r~di~.l operntions should be deened n showing of public convonionc~ 

:'\nd necessity so f~r .:!os ~pplic~blc. 

The C~lifor~i~ Rnilro~d Associ~tion supported the Trnnspor-
t~t1on Comoittects. propos~ls only in pnrt. As to the unsupported 

p~rt thereof it ~~do the following ,ropos~ls: 

1. That the Coooission should deny ~ ~ppl1c~tion for ~ certti1-

cnte which the applicant is willing to ~ccept but which upon its face 

would not enable the carrier to perform ~ well-rounded cconomicnl 
operntion or meet the needs of comcerce. 
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2. That the COmmission should require a hearing on a certif1-

cate application when requested by an interested carrier. 

3. That minimum rates should be prescribed covering all sub-

haul operations. 

4. That tho Commiss1on's jurisdiction over the safety of the 

operation of for-hiro voh1clc~ should be enlarged. 

California Motor Transport Co., ttd.,* ~nd California Motor 

Exnrcss, Ltd., Delt2 kines, Inc.,~ Merchonts EXRress Cor~or~tion,* 

?ncific Freight tines* ~nd Pncific Freight Lines Exnress, Southern 

C~liforn1~ Freight tines* nnd Southern Cnliforni~ Freight Forwarders, 

V~lley Motor Lines, Iac.,* ~nd V~lley Express Co~P?BY took the 

position that the record indicctes th~t certificated highway comoon 

c~rricrs and not permitted cc.rriors o.rc prodominont in the transport:=:-

tion of gcner~l commodities ooving in shipmonts weighing less than 

2,000 pounds. These companies contended th~t the statutes ~d the 

decisions of the Cocmission nnd the Suprece Court cleorly set forth the 

distinction between ~ highwny co~on c~ier, r~d1~1 highw~y comaon 

~rrier nnd highw~y contr~ct cnrrier. They stntcd th~t ~or rcgul~

t10n to be effective the l~w oust be obeyed end thct entorce~oDt o£ 

such l~w should be c~sy of ~ccoop11shoont. Their proposals follow: 

1. Thnt ~ certificntc of public convenienco ~d necossity 

should not be gr~nted where the existing scrvicQS ~de~uotcly OQct 

the re~u1r~oents of tho shipping public. 

2. Th~t the Co~1ssien should pcr1od1c~11y survey the stnndnrds 

of service o~int~1ned by 011 co==on cnrriers. 

3. Thct in eertific~to ~pplicr.tions, evidence of prior illog~l 

opornt1ons should not be received to prove public convenience nnd 

necessity. 

* E~ch of these componies is n highway co~on c~rier possessing 
certific~tcs of public convenience ~d neceSSity issued by this 
Cotl:lission. . 
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lr. Thnt the nDcc1~r~t10n of Policy" (Decision No •. 426lr6, d~ted 

M, .... rch 22, 1949) should not be ~pp1ied to perm tted c~rriers CO::ll:lenc-

ing operntions as highw~y co~on c~rriers ~fter M~ch 22, 1949. 

5'. Thnt the Cocoission should est~blish·r~tesfor the trnns-

port~tion of ~ll conoodities pursu~t to Section'366Z of the Pub11c 
Utilities Code. 

·6. Thnt the Co~~1ssion should estcblish rctes for rcdicl 

highwCl.y COJ:l.Oon cnrriers, consistent w1 th cost of service upon en 

hourly or per-nile bcs1s except where it is shown th~t the costs of 

n lcwfully conductod rnd1nl c~rr1cr operction ~e no grenter th~ the 

costs of n ccrtificn.tcd highvlCY ccrrier service under siI:lilcr condi-

tions end require all rcdinl highway co~on cnrricrs to file end 
publish tnriffs. 

The Truck Owners Assoc1.p.tion of Cnlifo:"'"ni::> Dcdo proposcls 
<".s follows: 

1. Th~t ~ highwcy contrcct c~rricr should hcve ct least one 

written contrcct when npplying for a pernit. All contrncts should be 
in writing. 

2. Thnt prior to the issucnce of c permit, the COmmission 

should determine whether the npplic~nt possesses the necesscry 

nbility ~d eXperience to perform the proposed op0r~tion. Upon so 

finding, the CommiSSion should issue the permit ~tt~ching such terms 

~d conditions thereto ns it deems necess~ry to protect persons 
utilizing tho service. 

3. Thct the Commission shOUld require carriers to procure ~~d 
mnint~in ndeq~~te ccrgo insurnnco. Subhculcrs sh~ll not be employed 
unlcss thc overlying c~rrier has on tile with the Co~~1ssion'a proper 
bond in the suo of not less than $2,000. 
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4. That delegation of exclusive use of equipment to one shipper 

at one time should be deemed p:-ima facie evidence of radial 
carriage. 

5. That the COmmission should revoke, in whole or in part, 

certificates of public convenience and necessity when operations 
thereunder have not been performed for one year. • 

6. That present highway permitted carriers which seck cortifi-

cates in place of per~ts must apply to the Commission by December 31, 
1955, for ~uthority based on operations prior to July 1, 1953, 
making n showing of public convonien~e ~nd necessity end in this 

connection the Commission sh~ll give libcr~l considerntion to their 
pnst oper.:1tions as <In import~nt fae-tor. 

Tho Motor Truck Associ~tion of SoutherRC~lifornin st~ted 

that tho Cocmission by the employment of its powers in ~ course of 

positive nction under existing stztutes could solve m~ of the 

regul~tory problems in the hlghwny c~rior industry. 

Associ~tcd Dumn Truckers of C~lifornin, Inc., ~pproved tho 

Pcrmit~od C~r~ors Co~croncc or tho Truck OWners Assoc1ct1on of 

C~lirornia .. 

Cr-.liforni::. DUDl'O Truck Owners.! Associ::-.tion st~tcd th~t it 
gonorclly supportod the St~!f Trnnsport~t1on COmmittee's proposals. 
It wns not in ~ccord with the co~ittco's propos~ls th~~ subh~ul1ng 

bo performed under ~ highw~y contr~ct c~rrier permit nod th~t tho 
subh~uler be pcid not l~tcr th~n ten dcys ~fter complotion of the 

tr~nsport~t1on service. C~lifornin Dump Truck Owners' Assoc1~t1on 
st.".ted thnt the mnjority of dump truck subh~u.lers ~lso oper~te ns 
prim~ry c~rr1ers under rcdi~l h1ghw~y co~on c~ier perQits. It 

took the pOSition thct to require such subh~ulcrs to opcr~tc under 
highw:-.y contrnct c~rricr por!'Ji ts eight bring them in conflict with 
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(15) 
Section 3542 of the Public Utilities Code. The Association pOinted 

out that the Commission's City Carriers r Tariff No.6 and Highway 

Carriers f Tariff No.7, governing duop truck operators, provide 

that the carrier may extend the time of payment of the transport~tion 

charges for a period of 20 days following the last day of the month 

in which the transportation was performed. 

Oth~r parties than those above named presented proposals 

the Qajority of which, in one fore or another, can be found among 

the recommendations hereinbefore set forth. 
Position of ~nd PTonosals by CAliforni~ F8rm 
BuTe~u Fcder~t1on, CQttlemen's Associ~tion, 
C~lifoTn1a Wool Growers Associ~tion nnd 
Western States Meat Packers 

These organizations sta,ted that reasonable, efficient and 

dependable transportation service is presently available to the 

~gricultural industry, and expressed the desire thzt no ch~nges be 
made which would curtail such service. They agreed with the Stnff 

Transportation Committee's proposals cs to written contracts and 

records. They disagreed with the co~~ittee's proposals as to sub-

h~ulers cnd took the pOSition that a subhouler required no authorizn-

tion from this Commission to conduct his operations, being clothed 

with the operating authority possessed by the pr~e carrier. 

Position of ~nd Propos~ls by V,Tious Shippers 

c~li~o~ni~ Hardwnre Corn~~ny stated that it utilized both 

certificoted and pereitted carriers. It indicated it preferred 

the use of 0 restricted number of certificated carriers. 

(15) Sec~ion 3542 provides as follows: 

No person or corporation shallen'gage or be permitted 
by theCoo::ission to engage in the ,transpor'tation of 
property on a'ny public highway ,both a,s a common 
carrier and as a highway contract carrier of the same 
commodities between the same pOints. 
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William Volker & Company and Gough Industries adopted a 

position s1milar to that of California Hardware Company. 

Monolith Portland Cement Company decla~ed that the 

Commission did not possess the power to require a permitted carrier 

to enter into written contracts ·~th his shipper. Further, it 

st~ted that such a requirement would cause additional expense nnd 

administrative detail. 

,~ The Call1'ornia Manufacturers' Association presented th.:J -'--

positi~n and proposals or the folloWing shippers: 

The Canners Le?gue of California took the position that 

it is not in the public interest nor within the jurisdiction of the 

Commission to designate the kinds of commodities which should be 

transported by the various types of carriers. It stated that any 

restrictions of or l1Q1tation upon the flexibility offered by 

highway contract and radiel highway common carriers would be detri-
mental to the ~gricultural and canning 1nterests of the State of 

Calirorni~. 

Fibreboard ?roducts, Inc., Gl~ss Containers, Inc., and 

Independent Paper ~tock Company stated that their p~1me concern was 

that the efficient, economical and flexible service of highway 

carriers not be impaired or restricted. 

They proposed that the percits of radial highway common 

carriers and highway contract carriers should not contain restric-

tions as to commodities to be t~ansported nor as to the territories 

to be served. 

Gerber Products Company opposed the issuance of permits 

lL~ited as to the commodities to be transported and the territory 

to be served. It also opposed the Stafr Transportation Committee's 

proposals that c~ntracts contain a provision for a term covering at 

least a series of shipments as being unreasonable and restrictive 

of the right to contract. It made proposals as to minimum rates and 

also proposed that the Commission adopt such policies as Will proVide 
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a sound transportation system for the general shipping public that 

would automatically benefit all forms of transportation. 

The position taken by Gerber Products Cocpany was adopted 

by Sherwin Williams Company of California and the Philadelphia Quartz 
Company of-California. The latter company opposed the proposal that 

written contracts cover at least a series of shipments upon the 

further ground that such a requir~ent would render impossible the 
.< 

execution of a contract for one shipment. 
, ". 

Kaiser Steel Cornoration stated that the transportation 

of its products from mill to customer was best accomplished by use 

of permitted carriers. It proposed that the Commission not set 

minicum rates but permit charges for transportation to be freely 

negotiated between the carrier and shipper. 
ConcluSions 

We have carefully considered all the evidence and all 

the proposals put forward herein. The proposals presented generally 

were meritorious. However, amendments to existing statutes or new 

legislation would be required in order to utilize a goodly number 

of such proposals. 

The Commission's experience with the administration of the 

Highway Carriers' Act since its passage in 1935 has bee~ such that, 

in Our opinion, said statute, when related t.o the Public Utilities 

Act, presents a regulatory problem concerning which there is no 
feasible solution except through remedial legisl~tion. On a number 
of occaSions, the Commission has susgested or supported 

remedial legislation calculated to harmonize the provisions of these 
two statutes but such proposed l~gislation was not adopted. It may 

well be that the proponents of the Highway Carriers' Act could not 

have envisioned the problem which it has created but time and ex-
perience demonstrate the unworkability of said Act because of its . ".' 

fundamental conflict with the Public Utilities Act. 
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The ~act is that these two statutes in their practical 
operation, are mutually antagonistic when an attempt is made to 

h3rm~nize them. Based upon years of experience in a~inistering these 

two Acts, we have no hesitancy in saying that ~rom a practical stand· 

point a given operation by a permitted carrier may be said to be 
that of a highway common carrier ~~der the Public Utilities Act un-

lawfully operating without a certifica'te and at the same time that of 

a radial highway common carrier, or even a contract carrier, under 

the Highway Carriers' Act. However, from 3 legal standpoint, a given 

operation may not be two different things at one and the s~e time and 

in case of conflict between the Public Utilities Act and the Highway 

Carriers' Act, the former must prevail. It must have been the intent 
of the Legislature that the Righway Carriers' Act be given meaning 

and effect but, apparently, it was not perceived by the Legislature 

that, in the giving of such ceaning and effect, the Public Utilities 

Act would be infringed. Even as a practical matter, all must agree 

that a given operation cannot be two different things at one and the 

same time and be subject to two different standards of regulation, 

each conflicting with the other, if efficiency, reality and successful 
administration are to be achieved. Such 1s the difficulty which this 

Commission has faced over the years in a~inistering two mutually 

antagonistic statutes. 

The Public Utilities Act speaks one language while the 

Highway Carriers' Act speaks another language and yet, if success in 

regulation is to be achieved, each Act must understand the language 

of the other and be complementary thereto."" There should be harmony -. 
in administration. Regulatory experience over the years demonstrates 

irreconcilable disharmony. The pred1cament presented by these two 

statutes is not unlike the predicament which would be presented by 

two baseball teams contesting in a game with each team observing a 

different set of rules of play and each team demanding that its set 
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of rules be used. Additionally, this problem is further complicated 
by the provisions of the sections of Article XII of the State Con~ti

tution relating to transportation companies, common carriers and 

public utilities. 

As a general proposition, the operations of a carrier which 

occupies the status of a public utility do not present the problems 

and difficulties immediately hereinabove adverted to; it is the' 

operations of the permit carrier which create such problems and 
difficulties. 

We have here again referred to a Situation which has 
-----~--... ... ---

commanded the attention of the CommiSSion over the years and which 

does not improve with age but, on the contrary, becomes progressively 

worSe as the highway carrier industry grows. Heretofore,. on numerous 

occasions, we have outlined the problem which plagues us in the 

administration of these two statutes in the hope that remedial legis-

lation would be forthcoming. In the continued hope that relief may 

be forthcoming, we have thus candidly restated this most besetting 

and vexatious problem. 

It is our considered judgment that the conclusions which 

follow represent the optimum regulatory activities in which we can 

now engage within the framework of existing law. 

While the CommiSSion insists and will insist that all 

parties be afforded due process, we Will endeavor to process certifi-
cate application proceedings with dispatch and a minimum of expense. 

If present rules of the CommiSSion are not adequate to enable the 

accelerated and expeditious handling and disposition of such proceed-

ings, the Commission by appropriate rule and regulation will make such 

changes therein as it may deem meet. 

We cannot accept the contention that an independent con-

tractor 3ubhauler may conduct transportation activities for compensa-

tion over the public highways solely under the operating authority 
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of his prime carrier. An independent contractor subhauler is a highway 

carrier within the meaning of the ?ublic Utilities Code and is required 

to have operating authority from this Commission. Independent con-

tr$ctor subhaulers who also conduct operations as prime carriers must 

of course comply With the provisions of Section 3542 of the Public 
(16) 

Utilities Code. Therefore, we will not here require all independent 

contrsctor subhaulers to obtain highway contract carrier 

permits. Rather, the type ot permits or certificates which they must 

possess will depend upon the scope and nature of their operations. 

Highway carriers operating under two or more different types 

of operating authority Will be required to keep such records and in . 

such form as the Co~ission determines necessary 1n order to assist it 

in establishing the authority u.~der which a carrier transported any 

individual shipment. In each instance shipping documents, original 
and all copies, should bear a rubber stamp marking which readily iden-

tifies the authority under which a shipment is moving. Appropriate 

markings should be in substance as follows: "CERTIFICATED CARRIERIt, 

"CONTRACT CARRIER" or IlRADIAL HIGHTIIAY COMMON CARRIER". 
The Permits and Fees Section of the Transportation Division 

has heretofore informed applicants for permits of the various types 

of trucking authority and the rules pertaining to each.. Such practice 

will be continued, 3S will the procedure of indicating upon the face 

of the issued permit the commodities the carrier proposes to transport 

and the territory he proposes to serve. 

It is ev1de~t froe the record herein that the highway trans-
portation industry has reached a stage of development which makes it 

• advis3ble that a time be designated, subsequent to which paragraphs 

1, 2 and 3 of the "Declaration of Policy" set forth in Decision 
No. 42646, dsted March 22, 1949, will no longer be effective. 

(16) Section 3~2 of the Public Ctil1ties Code is as follows: 
No person or corporation shall engage or be permitted by 
the Commission to engage in the transportation of property 
on any public highway, both as a common carrier and as a 
highway contract carrier of the same commodities between 
the same pOints. 
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(17) 
Highway carriers who, prior to September 10, 1953, 

possessed permits issued by this Commission, pursuant to which they 

actively engaged in the transportation of property and continue so to 

do, and who have cause to belie~e that their operations may bring 

them Within the ruling of the Supreme Court of California announced 
(18) 

in the Nolan case, supra, should file applications. for certificates 

of public convenience and ~ec0ssity not later than 90 days after the 

The Commission wishes to emphasize 

that 1t ~ll requ~re sucn app11eants to afflrwat17ely demonstrate 
that they possess the requisite rinanc!sl resources, rac11ities, 

personnel, equipment and experience to provide and maintain a highway 

common carrier service to the sat1sfaction of the Commission. All 
such applications will be acted upon With such dispatch as the law 

and circumstances permit •. 
This procedure, we believe to be in consonance with equity 

and constructive regulation for the reason that many perc1tted carri-

ers may have miSinterpreted the decisions of the Supreme Cou~t in the 

S~muelson, Souza and Alves cases, supra, and now find themselves 

operating in conflict ·N.1th the later·decision o~ that Court in the 

~£!l case. 
All persons are hereby placed upon notice that, hereafter, 

any applicant for a certificate of publie convenience and necessity 

who does not fall within the class immediately above described will 
not be permitted to present evidence in support ot his application 

concern1ng the performance by h1m of transportation services which are 

beyond the scope of any operating autho~1ty possessed by him. 

(17) The date of denial of petition for rehearing ~n the Nolan case, 
supra •. 

(18) The court in th1s case held that a radial highway common carrier 
da1lv transporting shipoents from San Francisco to Oakland, Newark and 
San Jose was'operating between fixed termini and was a highway common 
carrier as to such ope~ations. (See Public Utilities Code Sections 
213, 215.) It should be noted, however, that tbe court did not de-
cide that the transportation of shipments between named points ~_ 
than daily would not constitute highway common carriage. 
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The ev1dence herein is insufficient to warrant consideration 
by the Commission in the instant proceeding of such matters as rates, 

tariff filings, cargo insurance and bonds. 

No order is necessary in this proceeding and none will be 

issued. 

This decision is effective the. date hereof. 

Dated at San Francisco , California, th1s __ ~1~7 __ __ 

day of August , 1954. 
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APPENDDC A 
POoge 1 of 4-
APPEARANCES 

Ken D. Anderson, for Reilley Truck Line; ~. H. Anderson, for 
River Lines, Inc.; Joe Araiza, for Santa Fe Tr~~sportat10n 
Company; C. N. Bates, for C. N. Bates Drayage; Edward M. Berol 
and Bertram S. Silver, for Culy Transportation company, 
Sncramento Freight Lines, Highway Tr~sport, Inc., Highway 
Transport Express, Robertson Drcyoge Company, Inc., Fortier 
Transport~tion Company, Miles Motor Tr~nsport System, Inc.; 
~. J. Bischoff, for Southern Cnlitornio Freight Lines ~d 
nftilinted corporntions; Clarence Breazell, in propria pe~sona; 
DouglAS Brookman, for California Motor Tr~sport ~omp~, Ltd., 
Cr-lifornia Motor Express, Valley Hotor Lines, Inc. Vclley 
Express Cocp~, Merchnnts Express Corporction, w~ikup Dr~y~ge 
~nd Wnrehouse Comp~; Tho!nfl.s C~ Brooks, in propria. personn; 
Les Cnlkins, for Les Cclk1ns Trucking co~pnny; Thornns B. Cl~rk, 
for Inlnnd Tr~sport~t1on Corporntion; E. Conrnd Connell~ end 
C. P. Montgomery, tor Sennn Trucking, Fore Trucking Comp~ny, 
West Trnnsportct1on, Inc.; Robert J. Costello, for Shippers 
Express Com.pnny; vlillinm J. Dnvi!:::, for Cc.li!ornin Motor 
Express, Ltd. nnd Cnliforn1a Motor Tr~nsport Compnny, Ltd.; 
L. M. Duntley, for ?~cific Freight Lines; Thom~s R. Dwyer, for 
Delta Lines, Inc.; ~eorge Dvek, for Culy Tr~nsport~tlon 
Compnny; N~t~lie Gnil, for Gnle Messengers; Antonio J. ~~ud10, 
for Airport Drnycge CompCDY; Gordon, Knnpp & Gill, by Hugh 
Gordon, for ?ccific Freight Lines ~nd Pccific Freight Lines 
Express; P~rson Gregorv, tor Gregory Wcrehouso CompnDY; LloydR. 
Gucr~A'l for Western Truck Lines, Inc. end Ccntl~y & Tnnzolc, 
Inc.; c. H. HAnsen, for R~1lw~y Express Agency, Inc. ~d 
Rnilwny Ex~ress Agency of C~litorn1c; Mnrv~n H~ndler end 
D~niel w. B~~er, for. Callison Truck Lines, West Berkeley 
Express, Potter Trucking CompanJ~, John Dio.n1, Roy James and 
Son; " Donnld J. H~rver, for Continentcl Freight Lines; H~rolo M. 
H~ys, for Intercity Tr~nsport lines end Intercity Motor Li~cs; 
George T. Hurst, for Snntc Fe- Trcnsport~tion Comp~.ny; Will~.rd s. 
Johnso~, for J. Christenson Compcny, Alfred J. Olmo Dr~ycge 
Company, Ted Peters Trucking Comp~, Inc., Devine & Son 
Trucking Compeny, Cnl-Ccntr~l Trucking Compnny, Inc., Hills 
Tronsport~tion Comp~~, J. A. Nevis TruCking Compnny, Inc.; 
Armnnd K~rp, tor Ccllison Truck Linos; Willinm J. Ke~ne, tor 
United Trensfer Comp~ny-Cnrley & El~ilton, Inc.; Edw~rd"Lcstcr, 
for Const Line Truck Service, Inc.; Forrest E. M~cornbcr, for 
~lcctr1c Trcnsportction Corpor~tion; Dnvid M~c~ul~y, for 
J..C.¥.Toncc Moving r-.nd Storage Comp.:-..ny; T. H, MeC,'1Y, for VC'.lley 
Vacuum Tank Truck Serv~icc; Nt R. Moon, for M. & L. TruCking 
Company; Bernard S. MorriS, for MorriS Dr~ying Company; 
Rich~rd H. Murphy, for West Transport~tion, Inc.; John Newm~n, 
for Oilfield Vccuum Servicc; J. P. Nyh0n, for Grcystono 
Trnnsport~tion; F. G. Pfromoer, tor Snnt~ Fc R~ilw~y; Arthur C. 
~rickett, tor Americnn Trensfer Company; Roger L. R~scy ~d 
reston vi. D~v1s, by Roger t. :R, ... tlsey, for United P~reol 

Servico; n. R. Rondcr~ for Desert EXpress; Gordon A. S~~uelson, 
for Circle Freight Lines; Mrs. M. S~ufnnuer, for Shippers 
Trcnsport; ~. D. S~vnge, for Snvcge Trnnsportction Coopcny, 
Inc.; Melvin D. ScvnKc, Jr., for United States Express; 
Tho~~s p, Scot~, for Brink's, Incorpor~ted; 1. J. Socly, for 
Kings County Truck Lines ~nd Moser Fre1ght Lines; 
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Clifton Shifflet, for Sr~fflet Bros.;. William N. Shubin, tor 
Harry McKenzie Trucking Company; ~. H. S~encer, for Spencer 
Truck Company; Richard Stokes, tor Howard Terminal; K. R~ 
Stoney, for Western Pacific Railroad; Merlyn F. TeskeI, for 
Water-Land Truck Lines; Thacher, Jones, Casey & Ball~ by 
Harrison A. Jones, for Parr Terminal Railroad; Paul E •• Tibbctts, 
for Routh Transportation; Ger~ld H. Trautman, tor The River 
Lines, Inc.; R~lnh Twigg, for J. A. Nevis Trucking Company, 
Inc.; Peter Vinick, for Lodi Truck Servicc; E~ S. Waldie, for 
Inter Urban Express Corporation; ~. w. W~lkcr, for S~t~ Fe 
Rnilw~y; F. E. W~rd, for V~lley Motor Lines, Inc. ~nd V~lley 
Express Compnny; E. Guy W~rrcn, for W~rren Tr~sportntion 
Comp~ny; M~rgerv WatZ, for Watz Vnn and Storngo; R. B. Wedekind, 
Willi~m Meinhold ~d Frederick E. Ruhrm~n, for Southern Pac1fic 
Compnny, CentrGl C~liforni~ Tr~ction Comp~~, Holton-Interurbnn 
Rnilwny Compnny, Northwestern P~cific R~ilro~d Co~pany, Pacific 
Electric Compnny, S~ Diego and Arizona Eastern R~ilw~y 
Coopnny, Sunset R~ilwny Comp~ny, Vis~lin Electric ll~ilwny 
Compnny, P~citic Motor Trucking Co~pcny; Edw~Td ~. Willig, tor 
Willig Freight'Lines; E~rl L. Wilso~7 for Pony Express; 
J. Hills Wythe, for Security Truck'L~no nod Consolid~ted 
Terolnnls, Inc.; ~n~os G. Albright, for J~bright Transport~t1on 
Service Comp~; J~nes F, B~rtholo~ew, tor Sign~l Trucl~ing 
Service; J~~es D. Boner, for B. & H. TruCk~w~y Coop~; 
H~rnld M. Br.~o, for Br~e Delivery Service nnd Meier Trnnsfor 
Lines; John E. Cote, for Citizens Transport~tion Cocpnny; 
J. Cous1~~no, for Cousicnno Truck Lines; E. A. Crrrwford, tor 
B. & E. Trucking Coopnny; Scott Elder, for Shippers Express 
Co~pany; Herbert J. Griley, for Griley Security Freight L1nes; 
H. T. Hnlbert, for Helbert Brothers, Inc.; Fr~ M. Hill, for 
Llfetloe Motor Express; C. S. Hutchin~s and F. p. Dunn,.for 
G.I. Trucking Conp~; Peter K~z~ri~n, for K~y TrUCKing Conp~ny; 
DnM Keeney, for Keeney Truck Lines; D~vid A. Kle~~cr, for 
Concun1ty V~~~ Lines; Don~ld M. Lidd, Jr., for Union Pacific 
Rcilrond Coop~; R~y E. M~gwess, for Ioporial Truck Lines, 
Inc.; Chester Morrow, for Morrow Trucking Corpornt1on; JGY C. 
Morse, for Jay C. Morse Trucking; Ransler L. Parks, in propria 
persona; A. J. Pier~e, for Wells Truckaways, Ltd.; W. J, Pone, 
for ~etna Freight Lines; Benn W. Porter, for Furniture Fast 
Freight and Acme TrUCk Lines; Clyde Price.t for V. P. Hunt 
Company; ~, D. ~obertson, tor Schroder and Company; Ray A. 
SchneYer, for Ray Sc~.neyer Transportation Company; Harold R. 
Sexton, for Wclls Truckways, Ltd.; Frank F, Terramorse, for 
Comet Motor Lines., Inc.; Robart W. Wa1k~r and Henry M. Moffat, 
for tho Atchison, Topeka and Santa Fe Railway and Santa Fe 
Transportation Company; ta~ay Lindeman, for Lindeman Bros; 
Fr~nk F. Terr~orso, for Kentner Truck Line, Inc.; Vincent 
M~tthew Smith, for Nation~l Trailer Transport and San Diogo 
F~st Freight, respondents. 

Gord~n H. G~rland, for PerQ1tte~ C~rriers Conference of TruCk 
Own~rs Associ~tion of C~lifornia; L~F~y Lindeman, tor Permitted 
C~rriers Conference of TrUCk Owners Associ~t1on of Californ1e; 
Fr~nk F. Tcrr~~orsc, for Por~ittcd Cnrr10rs Conference; 
Russell Bev~ns, for Dr~~en's Associ~tion of Sen Fr~ncisco; 
L~urcMce E, BiMs~ccn,~ for M.J.B. Co~p~~; C. R, BOYer, for 
Southwestern Portlnnd Cement Compnny; Robert D, BOYnton, for 
Truck Owners Associ~tion of C~liforni~; C~l F. Breidenstein, 
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for Crumers Le:!ogue of Cclifornin; M."\tthcw Cl.::'.rkc, for Tho 
Borden Cocp~; Jcck Clodfelter, for A. Schilling end Comp~; 
C. R. Costello, for Cont1ncnt~1 Ccn Cocpcny, Inc.; John B. 
Costello end Willi~ K. S~ith, for Gcnerc.l Mills, Inc.; 
Robert P. D~niolso~, in propric. pcrson~; D. o. D~y, for 
Montgocery W~d nnd COQPan1; Doncld M. Detwiler, for Kr~t 
Foods CocPan¥; J. J. Deuel ~d Bdson Abel, for C~lifornic. 
F~rm Burecu Federction; Hnrry W. Dinond, for John Braunor 
Cocpnny end Western Tr~ffic Conference; M~ell H. Elliott, 
for Executive Depnrtcents ~~d AgenCies of United Stctos of 
A,o.<cricc; L .... rry Fi tes, for Truck Owners Associc.tion of 
Californic; W~ldo A. Gillette, for Monolith Portland Ceoent 
Coop~; Glnnz & Russell, by Theodore W. Russell, for Peroitted 
Ccrr1ers Conference of the Motor TruCk Associction of Southern 
Cc11forni=; Gl~nn T. Gle~son, fo~ Zellerbach Paper Coop~; 
Robert Hopping, for Cc.lifornl~ Retcilers Assoc1ction; 
Cl~rencc W. HUll, for EXecutive Depcrtoonts end AgenCies of 
United States of .t.J:leric~; ,john S. Huntington, for Depn.r.'tment 
of Defense; Rob~rt Hutcherson and J. M. Connors, for Tide 
W~t0r Lssocicted Oil Cocp~~; Willi~o G. J~ckson, for W1l1i~ 
Volker Corpor~tion of S~n Francisco; Cnlvin J. J~cobcr, for 
Sherwin Will ices Cocpany of C~lifornia ~d Shippers Trcffie 
~ssoci~t1on; N. V. J~cguemet, for St~d~rd Oil Comp~~ of 
C~11forn1n; R. L. Joh~nsen, for Dried Fruit Associction, 
C~11forni~ Prune ~d Apricot Growers Associ~tion; C, w. 
Johnson for P~.ci!'1c Coast T~ri!'f' BUl'e~u; S, C. Knight tor 
K~iser Steel Corpor~tion; Willi~ J. Knoell, tor paCific 
Stntes Motor Tariff Bure~u; P. Steele ~.b~gh, for Ccnners 
tee.gue of C~lifornio; H''''.rold L. Lincoln, for Fibreboard 
Products, Inc.; Fr~nk Loughr~n, for Truck Owners Associotion 
of Cnliforni~· Go E. Lowe, for Keiser l~uminuc & Chemical 
Corporation; J. F. M~loney, for Columbie-Gcnevo Steel Division, 
U.S. Steel Corporct1on; Allen F. Mnthcr, for Agricu1tur~l 
Council of Cclifornin; H. L. M~thewson, for Pc.eif'ic States 
Motor Tariff Bure~u; Bdw~rd J. M~utcr, for Delivery and 
Messenger Services ~ssoci~t1on of S~ Fr~cisco, Inc.; 
W. F. McC,"tnn, for Pnbco Products, Inc.; Ch~rlcs Ft, McNultx, 
for Armco Drninoge & Met~l Products, Inc.; Fred Mcrkclbcch, 
for Albers Milling Cocpany; C. A. Millen, in propri~ perso~; 
ClAude Minord, for C~lifornin Rnilrocd ~ssocietion; John E. 
Myers, for The Durkee F~~ous Foods, Division of the Glidden 
Comp,~; Robert C. Nelll, for Sunkist Growers, Inc.; Jnmes P. 
Nxh~n, for Delivery ~d Messengers Assoc1~tion; M~uri~e t. 
Owe~s, for Drcymens Associ~t1on of l~~edc Co~~ty; Used 
Household Goods Carriers Conference; Arlo Dr Poe, for Motor 
Truck hssoci~t1on of Southern Cclifornia; Eugene A. Re~d, for 
O~kl~nd Chanber of Coocerce; Robert B. River, for C~11fornic 
Western Tr~nsport J~soc1~tcs; Kenneth M. Robinson, for 
Pero~nente Ce~ent Conp~; Wnlt~r t, Rohde,~ .. for S~~ Fr~ncisco 
Chacber of Co~erce; J~oes L, Ronev, for S&w Fine Foods, Inc.; 
J~ck P. Snnders, for Gerber Products Cocp~; f •• P. Schunecher, 
for Cnliforni~ Mnnufccturers ~sociction Tr~ffic Cocoittec· 
~. F, Schumnchcr ~d P. N. Kuj~chich, for Owens-Illinois Gicss 
Co~pnny, P~Cific Co~st D1v1sion; Wil1i~~ J, Sh~ughnessY' for 
Executive Dcpcrtoents nnd AgenCies-United St~tcs of hOcric~; 



b.P?ENl) IX f ... 
Pugc It- of It-

W. i.. Stine, ror Snntn Cl~r:.t Cou.."lty Fem Burec.u; W.· G. Stone, 
for S~cr~mento-Yolo Port Districti· Milton A. W~1ker~ for 
Fibrebor.rd Products, Inc.; Regin~ d F. W~lker, for ~preCkels 
Sugar Compe.!lY; Eugene R. W~rren, for \'lcrren Grnin Compnny; 
Enrl s. Willi~s, for St~te ot Cc11rornic~ Dep~rtment of 
Finr.nce; Fr:--.nk E.·Winenow, for U.S. JIX"/1l;)" Hdq.; Louie H. Wolters 
end E. R. Ch~nm~n, for Golden Stc.te Comp~, Ltd.; Omelveny & 
Myers, by L. M. Wright, for Riverside Cement Company; W. H. 
Adams and M. S. Housner, for Shell Oil Company; Elmer Ahli for 
Tank Truck Operators Tariff Bureau; Lester A. Bey, for Wi liam 
Volker & Company; E. O. Bl~ckmnn, for Californic Dump TruCk 
Owners Associct1on; Herbert C~meron, for California Dump Truck 
Owners Associetion; L. F. De MArtini for Los tngeles County 
Fnrm Bureau; J. ~. Gnvle, for Unio~ Oil Comp~ny of C~liforni~; 
W. P. Gunn, for Best Foods; Fr~nklin B. Hnnse~, for Associnted 
Du.mp Truckers of Ccliforni·~., Inc.; HeTry Helferich, for 
Americnn Fruit Growers, Inc. and C~lifornic Grape and Tree 
Fruit League; E. W. Kerttu, for C~liforni~ Moving and Storage 
l~ssocia.tion; T._. F • Knight, Jr., for Cc.litornio. Ho..c.u.f~.c-turcrs 
Assoc1ntion; ~lli~m J. Knoell, for Pucific States Motor 
T~ri:f't Bureeu; L. c. !>!onroe, for Union Oil Comp~ of 
Ccliforn1a; w. O. N~rrz end R. T. Hunt, for Richfield Oil 
Corporction; Ju~n Nev~riz, in proprio. personu; W, G. OIBnrr,· 
for Los Angeles Ch~ber of Coooerce; ~. E. Osborne, for 
Cnlitornin Munufo.cturers ~\ssocintion; T. R. Phillips, for 
Western Growers Associntion; R~lph s. Sc~itt, tor Purex 
Corporation, Ltd.; Vincent Matthew Sm1 th, for 1,Iotor Carrier 
Transportation Burenu and Harding Freight Service; Wright E. 
TOAlson, for Mutuul Or~~ge Distributors; FTnncis W. W~1ker, 
for ASSOCiated Dump Truckers of California, Inc., interested 
parties. 

Fr~nk B. Austin, for the Commission Steff. 


