Decision No.__ SC44S @ﬁg@g&qﬁ&.

BEFORE TEE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Commission Investigation into regula- )

tlon of the operations of carriers of ) Case No. 478
property for compensation subjeet to ) ,

the Jjurisdiction of the Commission, )

(For List of Appearances see Appendix A4)
QRINIQONXN

Prior to the Instant proceeding, the Commission last con-
ducted a formal investigation into the operations of all carriers
of property subject to its jurisdiction in 1948 in Case No. 4823.
Almost continuously since then the Commission has informally
consldered the regulatory problems concerning the transportation
industry in the State of California.

By order dated July 1%, 1953, the Commission directed an

investigation be made into the construction of the applicable

regulatory statutes, the definitions therein, the regulatory policies

to bd\pursued thereunder and such -other matters as may be germane to
the regulation of all carriers of property for compensation within
California subjeet to 1ts regulatory jurisdiction.

Public hearings were held at San Francisco and lLos Angeles
before Commissioners Craemer, Mittelstaedt, Potter, Mitchell and
Scoggins and Exaniner Silverhart. Oral argument was had before the
Commission en banc subsequent to which the matter was taken under
subtmission.

The Commission fecr a long time has been cognizant of and
has recognized the problems involved in the regulation of for-hire
transporters of property. The Commission's Decision No. h26h6,
in Case No. 4823, dated March 22, 1949, contains a discussion of

regulatory leggslation and court decisions affecting transportation
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of property for hire over the public highways covering the period
from 1912 to 1%%49. The Commission therein pointed out the action

it had taken to regulate the transportation industry and described
the difficulties, administrative and legal, it had encountered. The
Commission appended to such decision suggested remedial legislation
by way of revislons of the Public Utilities Act, the Highway Carriers
Act and the City Carriers Act. Such remedial legislation failed of
passage at the 19%9 session of the Legislature, as had other remedial
legislation presented at the 1939 and 19%1 sessions.

The Legislature, also, was aware of the problems involved
and by Senate Resolution 213, 1991 session, an interim committee was
created to study the regulatory problems 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 in the introduction of Senate Bill 103 at
the 1993 Regular Session. Senate Bill 103 failed of passage. There-
after, Assembly Concurrent Resolution 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 reasomabdle, efficient and dependable service

to the shippers and to the general public.
While the Supreme Court of thils State recently decided-a
series of cases involving the Highway Carriers Act and the Public

Utilities Act, the end result of the decisions rendered, in our

opinion, leaves the fundamental question of conflict between these

two acts unresolved. Each of these declisions 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 wmani-
mously affirmed the action taken by this Commission. In the three

other cases, Samuelson vs. Public Utilities Commission, 36 Cal




ad 722, Souza vs. Public Utilities Commission, 37 Cal 2d 539, and
Alves vs. Public Utilitles Commission, %1 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 réquiring atten~
tion primarily concerns the transportation of property by highway
carriers.

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., L2646 dated March 22, 1949, which contains language

as follows:
"Declaration 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 1f they have reason to helleve their
operations come within the provisions of the Public
Utilities Act, they should file applications for

certificates.

3. The Commission in granting certificates of
public convenience and necessity will follow a
policy of strictly limiting such certificates to the
scope of operation Justified by the showing made,
gixing consideration to such matters as types and
quantities of commodities, and the areas to be served.

L. Permitted carriers who operate in violation
of Section 50=3/% of the Public Utilities Act are
- placed on notice that they may be ordered to cezse
and desist therefrom or that their permits may be
suspended or revoked.

5. The rate stabilization program of the
Commission will be continued vigorcusly. 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-
pension or revocation of certificates or permits
or both. Shippers who xnowingly aid or abet carriers
in rate violations will be prosecuted under the
penalty provisions of the Aets."
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p/ﬁ;he Evidence

(L)
Comprehensive exhibits prepared by the Chief of the

Permits and Fees Section of the Commission as a result of an anelyeis
and study of records on file with the Commission and the returns to
a questionnaire sent to a representative group of carrlers of pfoperty
were placed in evidence by counsel for the Commission's staff.,
Exhibit 3 indicates that from the promulgation of the ﬂ
"Declaration of Policy" to July 28, 1953, 282 certificates of public
convenience and necessity were granted - 66 for the transportation
of general commodities, 157 for petroleum products of which 144 were
granted pursuant to Statutes 1949, Ch. 1399, which made provisions
© for petroleum irregular route carriers, and 59 for Speciai commodi-
ties. Approximately 260 of the above certificates were granted to
existing permitted carriers. According to the record, permits wefe
issued to 18,451 carriers during the same period.
A comparison between highway carriers holding permits and
certificated highway carriers by number, gross operatin%arevenues

and vehicles operated is afforded by the following table:
1091 1252

Gross Gross
Operating Vehicles Operating Vehicles
Number Revenue Operated Number Revenue Operated

Certificatedx* -
Carriers L06 $134+,798,485 21,726 411 $144,879,609 23,832

Permitted )
Carriers 13,84% 216,529,231 o&,%07 14,339 239,682,266 58,231

*Includes revenue derived from and vehieles opereted
in their permitted carrier operations. Such revenue

and vehicles are not included in the flgures shown
for permitted carriers.

(1) Exhibits 1 and 2 - Statistical Report, Carriers of PrOperty,l952.
Exhiblit 3 = Certificates of Pudbllic Convenience and Necessity

issued subsequent to Dec. No, 42646, March 22, 1949,

Exhibit 4 - Number of Permitted Ca*riers Licensed.

Exhibit 5 - Number of Highway Contract Carrier Permits.

Exhibit 6 ~ Gross Intrastate Trucking Income 70 Selected
Carriers January 1948 - June 1953. . .

Exhidit 12 - Analysis of Replies to Trucking Questionnaire
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.

(2) Extracted from Exhibit 1.
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On January 1, 1949, there were 13,654 permitted carriers

and 19,888 permits in force. As of August l953,(§?ere were 14,746

such(ﬁﬁrriers possessing 21,942 effective permits. The following
tadble sets forth the number of carriers whose permits were revoked
(exelusive of transfers) and the duration of permits for the calendar
years 1946 through 1952:

Number of Carriers Whose Permits
were revoked

Period Licensed 1046 1947 1948 1949 1§§§ 1§31 1§52

Under 1 year 5130 6217 %650 017 2980 2542 1296
Between 1 and 2 years 1301 18%5 189+ 1458 1011 92 829
Between 2 and 3 years 480 60+ 658 788 46 138 268
Between 3 and % years 226 306 301 3+ 356 245 140
Between 4 and § years 5% 217 199 167 17+ 186 101
Over 5 years 72 489 W45 469 363 331 234

Total Revocations 7763 9728 8147 7243 5h30 4613 2868

Licensed Carriers as of
December 31 15635 14681 13654 12574 12967 14110 14746

The foregoing table demonstrates that 58.6% of such carriers suffered

revocation of their permits in less than one year from issuance
thereof; 20.3% in more than one year but less than two; 8.2% in moré
than two years but less than three; %.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 nain, sﬁch revocations were
caused by failure to continue in effect accident liadbility insurance
protection, to pay fees required by the Trensportation Rate Fund Act,
and by cessation of operations.

Classifications of highway carriers by gross annual incoég)
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
carriers 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
Carrler, Household Goods Carrier, City Carrier.

(%) Taken from BExhibit 1.
(5) From Exhibit 1.
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trucking operations, 90.7% less than $50,000 per annum, and 9.3%
received $50,000 or more per annun. The group of carriers in the
"under $50,000 gross income! class operated %5.2% of the vehicles,

received 15.6% of the total gross revenue while the group of carriers

with receipts in excess of $50,000 each, operated %.8% of the

vehicles and accou%gid for 8+.4% of the total gross revenue.

The following table shows the manner in which certificated and per-
mitted carriers in the "$50,000 or more" group shared the 1952

Eross revenue:

Class of No. of Vehicles
Carrier Carriers Per Cent Gross Revenue Per Cent Operated Per Cent

Certificated 262 19.5 Slh2,261,h16* 43.8 22,427* 49,8

Permitted 1,98; 80.5 182,05%,5?6 _56.2 22,588 0.2

Total 1,35 100.0 324,319,952 100.0 ,015 100.0
*Also includes income received and vehicles operated

under permits. Such income and vehicles are not
included in the figures given for permitted 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 $5,148,493
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 a yearly basis and after adjusting
for deficiencies in the filed reports set forth approximately
875,000,000 as the total amount paid for subhauling operations

(6) Reproduced from Exhibit 1.
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during 1952. As of August 195§?) 18 highway carriers each
possessed a certificate of public convenience and necessity and
also held a highway contrzet carricr permit. As of the same date,
232 certificated carriers each held both a highway contract carrier
permit and a radial highway common carrier permit. |

A studég)of 1,300 highway carriers each of whose¢ gross
revenues for the calendar year 1953 appeared to be $50,000 or more

revealed the following:

(7Y Tcxen from EXhibit 5.
(8) 1I4.
(9) Exhibit 12 Supra, Note 1.




Carriers
Primarily Engaged
in Spccialized* Carriers of
Trucking Oporations Goneral Commoditios consolidated Totals
Permitted Certificated Permitted Certificated Permitted Cortificated
Carriers Carriers Carriers Carriers Carriers . Carriers

Carriers Reporting 693 116 366 125 1059 241
Carriors Operating Terminals 86 20 114 88 200 108

Carricers Operating Special
Pickup and Dolivery Trucks 37 16 61 60 98 76

Carricers Holding I,C.C, Authority 89 55 111 200

Carricers Subhauling for Others 358 67 224 54 582

Carricrs Using Subhaulers in
Own Operations 369 72 214 72 583 1Y

Carriors Having Written Contracts 105 21 135 38 240 - 59
Carriors Having Oral Contracts 4y 30 201 65 345 95

1952 Gross Revenue 287,581,144 338,034,926 $61;h17 614 385,194,124 s1h8;998,?58 $123,229,050
(total 8125,618,070) (Total 2146,611,738) (Total’ 3272,227,8033

Per Cont Rovenue 69.7 30,3 41,9 58.1 54%,7 45.3

* Transportation of general commodities
not oxcecding 10% of operations.




\'(lo) " N ot ..‘ e, . . . . | ) .
Reports. developed dy Commission transportation engineers.

from road checks relating to the movemeht.og.general freight traffic
over U. S. Highways 99 and 101 between:- the Los Angeles area, on the .
one hand, and the central areas-of California, on the other hand, and
over the main highways éaét\or the San Franciseco Bay area between the
San Franclsco Bay area and the Sacramento-Stockton areas were placed
in evidence as Exhibit 16 and BExhidit 15, respectively. Exhibits 15
and 16 taken together show, among other things, that a total estimated
annual general commodity freigé%l)tonnage of 4,654,910 tons would be
transported by for-hire carriers between the areas immediately above
named. Of such total, it was indicated that permitted carriers
hauled S%.1% and certificated carriers moved 45.9%.

In Decision No. L2646, dated March 22, 1949, the Commission,
amohg-other things, found that between the metropolitan areas of
San Francisco and Los Angeles approximately 14.6% of the general
commodity traffic wes moved by the certificated carriers, while 82.5%
was moved by permitted carriers. The remaining 2.9% of the traffic

was noved in shipper-owned trucks.

(10) Basic information was collected by 2+-hour checks of commercial
vehicles, supplemented by shipping data obtained from the
carriers’ records. Checks were conducted November 2, 1953
through November 6, 1953 for Exhibit 15; and September 28, 1953
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. . o

General comnmodity freight does not include fresh fruits and -
vegetables, frozen foods, grain products, lumber, iron and
steel, new furniture, used household goods, livestock, cement,
explosives, auto truck-a-way, roadbullding equipment, heavy
machinery, building materials, and commodities moving in bulk
(tank, hopper and dump trucks).




The evidence here shows that between the Los Angeles
Territory anéd the San Francisco-Oakland bay area 50.5% of general
comnodity freight is transported by certificated carriers, 46.8%
is moved by permitted carriers and 2.69 is handled by proprietary
carrlers. Between the San 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 coustricted.

California Motor Transport Co., Ltd., Delta Lines, Inc.,
Merchants Express Corporation, Pacific Freight Lines, Southern
California Freight Lines, Valley Motor Lines, Inc., each of whom is
a highwey common carrier possessing certificates of public conven-
lence and necessity issued by this Commission, and California Motor

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

Freight Forwarders and Valley Express Company placed in evidence

Exhibit 17. This exhibit shows that their total annusl revenues for
all shipments (including permitted operations) for the year 1953
ranged from $3,4%13,966 to $9,275,513 and that from 93 to 96% of such

revenues were derived from the transportation of 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 permitted carriers and certifi-
cated carriers as to shipments under 2,000 pounds, and are summarized
as follows:

Total Revenue of Highway Carriers of General Commodities

Per Cent
of Total
Number Total Revenue Revenue

Permitted Carriers 366 $61,%17,61% 41.9
Certificated " 125 85,19%,124 58.1

Total Revenue of Highway Carriers of General Commodities with
50% or More of Shipments under 2,000 Pounds

Permitted Carriers 129 - $20,7%+,859 26.7
Certificated 81 57,049,983 73.3

Total Revenue of Highway Carriers of General Commodities with

79% or More of Shinments under 2,000 Pounds

Permitted Carriers 95 815,167,610 22.7

Certificated ™ 71 51,718,829 77.3
(12) (13)

Proposals of Staff Transportation Committee

l. The Commission should consider a restatement of the policy
it enunclated In Decision No, 42646, in Case No, 4823, dated March 22,
1949,

2. Certificates of public conveonience and nocessity, when
granted, should be broad enough in scope to provide a well-rounded

and economical operation to meet the needs of commerce.

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

The committee consists of five members selected by the
Commission from its staff.




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

a. 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 Torth evidence therein, in affidavit form, suf-
ficient to make out a prima facie case.

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.

Protests should be verified, set forth the substance
thereof In affidavit form, and filed with the Commission.
After analysis of the pleadings, it should determine
whether a hearing is required.

4. The Commission should require highway contract carriers to
enter Into bllateral 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 1ts
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 10 acquaint an applicant for a permit with the various
types of trucking authority and the rules in connection therewith.
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Where a proposed operation appears beyond .the scope of permit author=
ity, the applicant should be admonished to seek a certificate of public
convenience and necessity or to confine such operation within the scope
of a permit. A permit, when issued, should enumerate the commodities
to be transported and describe the territory to be served.

7. The Commission should require an independent contractor sub-
hauler to obtain a highway contraet carrier permit.

8. The Commission should require prime carriers to file with 1t
coples 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 tramsportation.

9. The Commission should sereen very carefully an application
by a carrier to secure authority both as a common carrier and as a
highway contract carrler of the same commodities between the same
points in view of the limitations contained in Section 3542 of the
Public Utilities Code.

10. A1l carriers, both permitted and certificated, holding and
continuing operations under permits should review their operations
immediately and file applications for certificates of public conven-
lence and necessity if theiruexisting operations, to the extent they
purport to be under permit, seem in fact to be highway common carriage.

11l. The Commission should continue a liberal certification policy
as the best means of providing for the people of the State a stable
truck transportation industry: capable or,proviaihg a sound, econcmical
and efficient service to;the;shipping;publig,ciﬁjn B

Position of Various Parties and Their Proposals

The Permitted Carriers Conference of the Motor Truck

Assoeiation of California took the position that effective regulation

required a substantially liberalized policy in granting certificates

to permitted carriers, coupled with better enforcement of the stotutes

(14) Paraphrase is utilized to set forth the main positions ond
principal proposals.

~13-
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governing permitted carriers. It made the following proposals:

1. That the Coamission adopt a policy designed to accomplish
certification of permitted carriers! operations to the extent that
a substantial service is performed, with due regard to availablility
of equipment; financial fitness and transportation experience of an
applicant. |

2. That the Commission adopt a simplified procedure for
processing certificate opplications which would eliminate or reduce
formal hearings in conncetion therewith.

3. That the Commission adopt a similar liberalized program for
the oxtension of existing certificated operations.

4. That the Commission, concurrently with the adoption of a
liberalized certificate procedure, should require:

&. Radial highwey common carriers to file toriffs.

B. Highway controct carricrs to file quarterly confidential
reports sctting forth nemes of the persons for whonm
contract carriage was performed during the quarterly
poriod.

Permitted carricers holding both contract and radial
permits to dosignate on shipning documents under which
type of permit the service has beeon performed.

5. That the Commission should institute proccedings locking
toward the opplication of minimum rates to cover all ficlds of notor
carricr transportation not prescently covercd by minimum rates
excepting unprocessed ggricultural comzoditics and products moving to
farm sites.

6. That the Commission should adopt 2 policy of sercening
carcfully the finnneial fitness of any new applicants for permits
and of restricting the territeorial and commodity scopes of such
pormits to conform to the financial ebility of the applicant and the

imnodiate intended use of the pernmits

14
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Ihe Permitted Carriers Conference of the Truck Owners

Association of Californis endorsed and supported the proposals made
by the Staff Transportation Committee (Exhidbit 7). In addition

thereto this conference made proposals as follows:

1. That the Commission should exercise maximum control and
enforcement over all laws, rules and regulations pertaining to rates.

2. That the Commission should provide a new procedure for tho
certification of carriers which should be extremely liberal, simple
and inexpensive.

3. That such liberalized method should apply cgquzlly to
pernitted and certificated earricrs.

Sgeurity Truck Line, o certificated carrier and & highwey

pernit carricr, joined in the proposals made by the Staff Transpor-
tation Committee and, in addition, proposcd: |

L. That transportotion performed under an arrangemernt &heroby
the carrier appropriates o single picce of cquipment to one shipper
at one time be classified as proper permitted carriage.

2. That the Commission rovicw the operations of radial highway
comnon carrders in order to determine whether a change of status is
required. In applications for cortificates mede as 2 result thereof,
radial operations should be decmed o showing of public convenience
and necessity so far as applicable.

The Californis Railroad Association supported the Transpor-

tation Comnittece!s. proposals only in part. 4s to the unsupported
part thercof it made the following proposals:

1. That thc Connission should deny an application for o certifi-
cate which the applicant is willing to accept dbut which upon its face
would not enable the carrier to perform z well-rounded economical

operation or meet the needs of commerce.
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2. That the Commission should require a hearing on a certifi-
cate application when requested by an interested carrier.

3+ That minimum rates should be prescribed covering all sub-
haul operations,

L. That the Commission's jurisdiction over the safety of the
operation of for-hirc wvchicles should be cnlarged.

California Motor Transport Co., Ltd, . * and California Motor

Exvross, Ltd., Delta Lines, Ine,.™ Merchants Express Cornoratio

Pacific Freight Lines* and Pacific Froight Lines Expross, Southern

California Freight Lines* nnd Southern Californis Freipght Forwarders,

Vrlley Motor Lines, Tnc..* and Valley Express Company took the

position that the reccord indicotes that certificated highway common
carricrs and not permitted carriers are predominant in the transports-
tion of genernl commoditics moving in shipronts weighing less than
2,000 pounds. Thesce companics contended that the statutes and the
deeislons of the Commission and the Supreme Court cleorly set forth the
distinction between o highway common carrior; radial highway common
carricr and highway contract carricr. They stated that for regula-
tion to be effective the low zust be obeyed and that enforcement of
such law should be casy of accomplishment. Their proposals follow:

1. That o certificate of public convenience and necessity
should not be graonted where the oxisting services adequately meet
the requirenents of the shipping »ublic.

2. That the Comission should periodicolly survey the standards
of scrvice maintained by 21l ¢common carricrs.

3. Thaet in certificate applications, evidenece of prior illegal
oporations should not b¢ received to prove public convenicnee and

ne¢essity.

* Each of these companies is a highway common carrier possessing
certificates of public convenlence and necessity issued by this
Commission.

-16~
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%. That the "Decloration of Poliey" (Decision No. 426%6, dated
Mrreh 22, 1949) should not be opplied to permitted carriers commenc-
ing operations as highway common carriers after Mareh 22, 1949,

5. That the Commission should establish rotes for the trans-
portotion of all commodities pursuant to Section 3662 of the Public
Utilitles Code.

‘6. That the Commission should establish rates for radial
highway cormon carriers, consistent with cost of service upon o
hourly or per-mile basls except where it is shown thot the costs of
o lawfully conducted radial carrier opeoration are no greater than the
costs of a certificated highwey corricer service under similar condi-
tions gnd”roquirc &ll radi~l highway common carricrs to file and
publish tariffs,

The Truck Ownors Association of California made proposals

as follows:

l. That 2 highway contract carricr should hove at least one
written contract when opplying for 2 pormit. All contracts should be
in writing.

2. That prior to the issuance of o permit, <The Commission
should determine whether the applicant possesses the necessary
abllity ond experience to perform the proposed operation. Upon so
finding, the Commission should issue the permit cttoching such terms
and conditions thercto as i+ deeonms neeessary to protect persons
utilizing the service.

3. That the Commission should require ecarriers o procurce and
meintain adequate cargo insurance. Subhaulers shall not be employed
unless the overlying carrier has on file with the Comnission a proper

bond in the sum of not less than $2,000.
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%. That delegation of exclusive use of equipment to one shipper
at one time should be deemed prima facie evi&ence of radial
carriage. |

5. That the Commission should revoke, in waole or in part,
certificates of public convenience and necessity when operations
thereunder have not been performed for one vear. :

6. That present highway permitted carriers which seeck cortifi-
cates in place of permits must apply to the Commission by Deecenmbder 31,
1955, for suthority bascd on operations prior to July 1, 1953,
making a showing of public convenience and nccessity and in this
conncetion the Commission shall give liberol consideration to their
past opcrations as an important factor.

The Motor Truck Associntion of Southern California stated

that the Commission by the employment of its powers in a course of
positive aetion under oxisting statutes could solve meny of the
regulotory problems in the highway carrier industry.

Associnted Dump Truckers of Colifornia, Inec., approved the
JEoposels presentod by the Staff Transmortetion Gommittes and zho

Permittod Carriors Conforonce of tho Truck Owaers Assocliation of

California.
California Dumn Truck Owners! Association stated that it
generally supported the Staff Transportation Committoe's proposals.

It was not in a2ccord with the committeo's proposals thet subhauling
be performed under o highway contract earricr permit and that the
subhauler ¢ paid not later thon ten days after completion of the
transportetion service. California Dump Truck Owners' Association
stated that the majority of dump truck subhaulers also opercte aé
primary corriers wader radianl highwny common coxrier permits. It
took the position that to require such subhoulers to operate under

highwry contract carrier permits zight bring them in conflict with




(15)
Section 3542 of the Public Utilities Code. The Assoclation pointed

out that the Commission's City Carriers' Tariff No. 6 and Highway
Carriers' Tariff No. 7, governing dump truck operators, provide
that the carrier may extend the time of payment of the transportation
charges for 2 period of 20 days following the last day of the month
in which the transportation was performed.

Other parties than those above named presented proposasls
the majority of which, in one form or another, can be found among
the recommendations hereinbefore set forth.
Position of and Provosals by California Farm
Bureau Federation, Cattlemen's Association,

California Wool Growers Lssoclation and
Western States Meat Packers

These organizations stated thot recssonabdle, efficient and
dependable transportation service is presently available to the
agricultural industry, z2nd expressed the desire that no changes be
made which would curtail such service. They agreed with the Staff
Transportation Committee's proposals as to written contracts and
records. They disagreed with the committee'’s proposals as to sub-
haulers znd took the position that a subhauler required no authorizo-
tion from this Commission to conduet his operations, being clothed
with the operating authority possessed by the prime carrier.

Position of 2néd Proposzls by Various Shippers

California Herdware Company stated that it utilized both

certificated and permitted carriers. It indicated it preferred

the use of 2 restricted number of certificated carriers.

(1l5) Seection 3542 provides as follows:

-

No person or corporatlion 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.

-19-
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William Volker & Company and Gough Industries adopted a

position similar to that of California Hardware Company.
Monolith Portland Cement Company declared that the

Commission did not possess the power to require a permitted carrier
to enter into written contracts with his shipper. TFurther, it

stated that such a requirement would cause additional expense and

administrative detail.
1%» The California Manufacturers' Association presented téf/)

3
position and proposals of the following shippers:
The Canners League of California took the position that

it is not in the public interest nor within the Jjurisdiction of the
Commission to designate the kinds of commodities which shounld be
transported by the various types of carriers. It stated that any
restrictions of or limitation upon the flexibility offered by
highway contract and radial highway common carriers would be detri-
mental to the zgricultural and canning interests of the State of

California.

Fibreboard Products., Inc., Glass Containers, Inc¢., and

Independent Paper Stock Company stated that their prime concern was
that the efficient, economical and flexible service of highway

carriers not be impaired or restricted.

They proposed that the permits of radial highway common
carriers and highway contract carriers should not contain restric-~
tions as to commodities to be transported nor as to the territories

to be served.

Gerder Products Company opposed the issuance of permits

limited as to the commodities to be transported and the territory
to be served. ¢t also opposed the Staff Transportation Committee's
proposals that contracts contain a provision for a term covering at
least a series of shipments as being unreasorable 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

-20-




C-5478 GH

a sound transportation éystem for the general shipping public that

would automatically benefit all forms of transportation.

The position taken by Gerber Products Company 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 fequirement would render Iimpossible the
execution of a contract f&r one shipment.

Kaiser Steel Corporation 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
nininum rates but permit charges for transportation to be freely
negotiated hetween 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 1ts passage in 1935 has been such that,
in o6ur opinion, said statute, when related to the Public Utilities
Act, presents a regulatory problem concerning which there is no
feasible solution except through remedial legislation. On a number
of occasions, the Commission has suggested or supported
remedial legislation caleculated to harmonize the provisions of these
two statutes but such proposed legislation was not adopted. It may
well be that the proponents of the Highway Carriers' Act could not
have envisioned the problem which it has c¢reated but time and ex-
perience demonstrate the unworkability of sald Act because of its

fundamental conflict with the Public Utlilities Act.
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The fact is that these two statutes in their practical
operation, are mutuwally antagonistic when an attempt is made to
harmonize them. Based upon years of experience in administering these
two Acts, we have no hesitancy in saying that from a practical stand-
point a given operation by a2 permitted carrier may be said to be
tha; of a highway common carrier under the Public Utilities Act un-
lawfully operating without a certificate a2nd at the same time that of
2 radial highway common carrier, or even a contract carrier, under
the Highway Carriers' Act. However, from 2 legal standpoint, a given
cperation may not be two different things at one and the same time and
in case of confllict between the Public Utilities Acf and the Highway
Carriers' Act, the former must prevail. It must have been the intent
of the Legislature that the Highway Carriers' Act be given‘meaning.
and effect but, apparently, it was not perceived by the Legislature
that, in the giving of such meaning 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 “hings at one and the
same time and be subject to two different standards of regulation,
each conflicting with the other, 1f efficiency, reality and successful
administration are to be achieved. Such is the difficulty which this
Commission has faced over the years in administering 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 a;hieved, 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 predlicament presented by these two
statutes 1s not unlike the predicament which would be presented by
two baseball teams contesting in a game dith 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 Consti-
tution relating to transportation companies, common carriers and
public utilities.

As a genecral proposition, the operations of a carrier which
oceuples the status of a public utility do not present the problems
and difficulties immediately herelnabove adverted to; it is the’
operations of the permit carrier which create such problems and
difficulties.

We have nere again referred to a situation which has

e e e g i e o T

commanded the attention of the Commis;ion over the years and which
does not improve with age dut, 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 forthecoming. In the continued hope that relief may
be forthecoming, we have thus candidly restated this most besetting
and vexatlous problem.,

It is our considered Jjudgment 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 2 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
¢hanges therein as 1t may cdeem mees.

We cannot accept the contention that an independent con-
tractor suthauler may conduct transportation activities for compensa-

tion over the public¢c 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 Public Utilities Code and is required
to have operating authority from this Commission. 4Independent eon-
tractor subhaulers who also conduct operations as prime carriers must
of course comply with the provisions of Section 3542 of the Public
Utilities Codé%é)Therefore, we will not here require all independent

contractor subhanlers to obtain highway contract carrier

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

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

Highway carrlers operating under two or more different types
of operating authority will be required to keep such records and in’
such form as the Commission determines necessary in order to assist it
in establishing the authority under which a carrier transported any
individual shipment. In each instance shipping documents, original
and 21l 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: U"CERTIFICATED CARRIER",
"CONTRACT CARRIER" or "RADIAL HIGHWAY COMMON CARRIER".

The Permits and Fees Sectlion of the Transportation Division
has heretofore informed applicants for permits of the various types
of trucking authority and the rules perﬁaining to each. Such practice
will be continued, as 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 evident from the record herein that the highway trans-
portation industry has reached a stage of development which makes it
advisable that 2 time be designa%ed, subsequent to which paragraphs
1, 2 and 3 of the "Declaration of Policy" set forth in Decision
No. 42646, dated March 22, 19%9, will no longer be effective.

(16) Section 3542 of the Public Utilities Code is as follows:

No person or corporation shall engage or be permlitted 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)
Bighway 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 believe that their operations may bring
them within the ruling of the Supreme Court of California announced
in the Nolan case, supii?) should file applications.for certificates

of public convenlence and necessity not later than 90 days after the

fogétiVé daﬁé Og %Eis decision. The Commission wishes to emphasize
that 1t will require such applicants 4o affirmetively demonstrate

that they possess the requisite financilal resources, facilitles,

personnel, equipment and experience to provide and maintain a highway
common carrier service to the satisfaction of the Commission. All

such applications will be acted upon with such dispatceh as the law

and circumstances permit..

This procedure, we believe to be In consonance with equity
and constructive regulation for the reason that many permitted carri-
ers may have misinterpreted the decisions of the Supreme Court in the

Samuelson, Souza and Alves cases, supra, and now find themselves

operating in conflict with the later decision of that Court 1n the
Nnlzsn case.

All persons are hereby placed upon notice that, hereafter,
any applicant for a certificate of public convenience and necessity
who does not fall within the class immediately above described will
not be permitted to present evidence in support of his application
concerning the performance by him of Transportation services which are

beyond the scope of any operating authority possessed by him.

(17) The date of denlal of petition for rehearing in the Nolan case,
supra..

(28) The court in this case held that a radial highway common carrier
daily transporting shipments from San Franclsco to Ozkland, Newark and
an Jose was operating between fixed termini and was 2 highway common
carrier as to such operations. (See Public Utilitlies Code Sections
213, 215.) It should be noted, however, that the court did not de-
cide that the transportation of shipments between named points less.

than daily would not constitute hignway common ¢arriage.
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The evidence herein is Insufficlient to warrant consideration
by the Commission in the instant proceeding of sueh matters as rates,

tariff filings, cargo insurance and bonds.

No order 1s necessary in this proceeding and none will be

issued.
This decision 1s effective the date hereof.

Dated at__San Francisco , Californis, this__17

day of August , 19%.

gdah/4157p

Commissioners
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APPEARANCES

Ken D, Anderson, for Reilley Truck lLine; J. H, Anderson, for
River Lines, Inc.; Joe Aralza, for Santa Fe Transportation
Company; C. N. Bates, for C. N. Bates Drayage; Edward M. Berol
and Bertram S, Silver, for Culy Transportatlon Company, :
Sacramento Freight Lines, Highway Transport, Inc., Highway
Transport ExXpress, Robertson Drayage Company, Inc., Fortler
Transportation Company, Miles Motor Transport System, Inc.;
H._J. Bischoff, for Southern Californic Freight Lines and
affilicted corporations; Clarence Breazell, in propriz persona;
Douglas Brockman, for California Motor Transport Company, Ltd.,
Celifornia Motor Express, Valley Motor Lines, Inc., Valley
Express Company, Merchants Express Corporation, Waikup Draoycge
and Warehouse Company; Thomas C, Brooks, in propria persona;
Les Calkins, for Les Calkins Truclcing Compony; Thomas B, Clark,
for Inland Tronsportation Corporation; E. Conrad Gonnella and
C. P. Montgomery, for Semna Trucking, Fore Trucking Company,
West Transportation, Inc.; Robert J, Costello, for Shippers
Express Company; Willism J. Davis, for California Motor
Express, Ltd. and California Motor Transport Company, Lid.s
L. M. Duntley, for Pacific Freight Lines; Thomas R. Dwyer, for
Delta Lines, Inc.; George Dvek, for Culy Transportation
Company; Natalie Gail, for Gale Messengers; Antonio J. Gaudio,
for Airport Droycge Companys; Gordon, Xnapp & Gill, by Hugh
Gordon, for Pacific Freight Lines and Pacific Freight Lines
Express; Parson Gregory, for Gregory Waorchouse Cempanys; Llovd R.
Guerra, for Western Truck Lines, Inc. a2néd Cantlay & Tanzola,
Inc.; ¢. E. Hansen, for Rallway Zxpress Agency, Inc. and
Rallwny Express Lgency of California; Marvin Handler and
Doniel W. Bnaker, for Callison Truck Lines, West Berkeley
Express, Potter Trucking Company, Joan Diani, Roy James and
Sonj-Donald J. Harvey, for Continentol Freight Lines; Horold M.
Hoys, for Intereity Transport Lines and Intercity Motor Lines;
George T, Hurst, for Santa Fe Transportotion Companys; Willard S,
Johnson, for J. Christenson Company, Alfred J. Olmo Droyage
Company, Ted Peters Trucking Company, Inc., Devine & Son
Trucking Company, Cal-Centrel Trucking Company, Inc., Hills
Transportation Company, J. A. Nevis Trucking Company, Inc.;
Armand Karp, for Callison Truck Linessy William J, Keane, for
United Tronsfer Company-Carley & Homilton, Inc.; Edwnrd: lester,
for Coast Line Truck Service, Inc.; Forrest E. Macombor, for
Electric Ironsportation Corporation; David Macaulny, for
Lawronce Moving and Storage Companys; T. H, MeCay, for Valley
Vecuun Tank Truck Service; N. R. Moon, for M. & L. Trucking
Company; Bernard S. Morris, for Morris Dreoying Company;

Richord H. Murphy, for West Transportation, Inc.; John Newman,
for Oilficld Vacuwm Service; J. P. Nyhan, for Graystono
Iransportation; F. G. Pfrommer, for Santa Fe Ralilway; Arthur C.
Prickett, for American Transfer Company; Roger L. Remscy and
Preston W. Devis, by Roger L. Ramsey, for United Parcel
Service; L. R. Reader, for Desert EXpress; Gordon 4. Sanmuelson,
for Cirele Freight Lines; Mrs. M. Saufnaucr, for Shippers
Tronsport; M. D. Savage, for Savage Transportation Company,
Inc.; Melvin D. Sowage, Jr,, for United States Express;

Thomas P, Scott, for Brink's, Incorporated; L. J. Seely, for
Kings County Truck ILines and Moser Freoight Lines;
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Clifton Shifflet, for Shifflet Bros.; William N. Shubin, for
Harry McKenzie Trucking Company; D. H. Svencer, for spencer
Truck Company; Richard Stokes, for Howard Terminal; X. R..
Stoney, for Western Pacific Railroad; Merlyn F. Teskey, for
Water-Land Truck Lines; Thacher, Jones, Casey & Ball, by
Harrison A, Jones, for Parr Terminal Railroad; Paul B, Tibbetts,
for Routh Transportation; Gerald H. Trautman, for The River
Lines, Inc.; Raloh Twigg, for J. 4. Nevis Irucking Company,
Inc.; Peter Viniek, for Lodi Truck Service; E._S. Waldie, for
Inter Urban Express Corporation; R. W. Walker, for Santa Fe
Rnilway; F, B, Ward, for Valley Motor Lines, In¢. and Valley
Express Company; E. Guy Warren, for Warren Transportation
Company; Margory Watz, for watz Vem and Storage; R. E. Wedekind,
William Meinhold ond Froderick E. Ruhrman, for Southern Pacific
Company, Central California Traction Company, Holton-Iaterurban
Rallway Company, Northwestern Pacific Railroad Company, Pacific
Slectric Company, San Dicgo and Arizona Eastern Roilway
Company, Sunset Railwoy Company, Visalia Elcetric Rallway
Company, Pacific Motor Trucking Company; Edward J. willig, for
Willig Freight-Lines; Earl L. Wilson, for Pony EXpress;
J. Hills Wythe, for Security Truck Linc ond Consolidated
lorninals, Inc.; Jomos G. Albright, for Albright Transportation
Scrvice Company; James F, Bartholomew, for Signal Trucking
Service; James D. Boner, for B. & H. Truckaway Company;
Zarold M. Broke, for Broke Delivery Service and Meier Transfer
Lines; John E, Cote, for Citizens Transportation Companys;
J. Cousimano, for Cousimano Truck Liness B. A. Crawford, for
B. & E. Trucking Company; Scott Elder, for Shippers ExXpress
Coapany; Herbert J. Griley, Tor Griley Sceurity Freight Lines;
H. I. Halboert, for Helbert Brothers, Inc.; Frank M. Hill, for
Lifetime Motor Express; C. S. Hutchings and F. P, Dunn,  for
G.I. Trucking Company; Pctor Knzarian, for Kay Trucking Conpanys
Dan Xeeney, for Keeney Truck Lines; David 4. Kledmer, for
community Ven Lines; Donald M. Ladd, Jr., for Umion Pacific
Roilroad Company; Ray E. Magwess, for Imperial Truck Lines,
inc.; Chester Morrow, for Morrow Irucking Corporation; Jay C.
Morse, for Jay C. Morse Trucking; Ransler L. Parks, in propria
persona; A. J. Pierce, for Wells Iruckaways, Lid.; W. J. Pove,
for Letna Freignt Linés; Benn W. Porter, for Furniture Fast
Freight and Acme Truck Lines; Ciyde Price, for V. P. Hunt
Company; E, D. Robertson, for Schroder and Companys Ray A.
Schneyer, for Ray Schneyer Transportation Companys Harold R,
sexton, for Wells Truckways, Ltd.; Frank F, Terramorse, for
Comet Motor Lines, Inc.; Robort W, Walkpr and Honry M. Moffat,
for the tehison, Topcka and Santa rFe Railway and Santza Fe
Transportation Company; lLaray Lindoman, for Lindeman Bros;
Frank F. Terromorse, for Xentner TTuok Line, Inc.; Vincent
Matthew Smith, for National Trailer Transport and San Diego
rost Freight, respondents.

gorden H. Garland, for Permitted Carriers Conference of Truck
Owners Assoclotion of Colifornie; LaFay Lindeman, for Permitted
Carricrs Conference of Truck Owners Association of Californic;
Fronk T. Torramorsc, for Pormitted Corriors Confercnce;
Russell Bevans, for Drayazen's Association of San Francisco;
Laurence B, Binsaeea, for M.J.B. Compony; C. R. Boyer, for
Southwestern Portiand Cement Conmpany; Robert D, Boynton, for
Truck Owners Association of Califoraia; Corl F. Breidenstein,
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for Conners Lecgue of California; Matthew Clarke, for The
Borden Company; Jack Clodfelter, for A, Schilling and Compony;
C. H, Costollo, for Continental Cean Company, Ine.; John B.
costello anc Willfam X, Smith, for General Mills, Inc.;

Robert P. Donielson, in propria personz; D, O. Day, for
Montgomery Ward and Company; Donzld M, Detwiler, for Kraft
Foods Company; J. J. Deucl ond Zdson Abel, for California
Farm Burcau Federation; Harry W, Dimond, for John Breuner
Company and Western Iraffic Confercnec; Moxwell H. Elldott,
for Executlve Departments and Ageneics of United States of
Amerdca; Larry Fites, for Truck Owners Association of
California; Waldo A. Gillette, for Monolith Poriland Cement
Company; Glanz & Russell, by Theodore W. Russell, for Permitted
Corriers Conference of the Motor Truck Association of Southern
Californiz; Glenn T. Gleason, for Zellerbach Paper Conpanys
Robert Hopping, for California Retailers Association;

Clarence W, Huil, for Executive Deportaents and Agencies of
United States of Amerlca; John S, Huntington, for Department
of Defense; Robert Yutcherson and J. M. Connors, for Tide
Water Lssociated Oil Compeny; William G, Jnckson, for Williem
Volker Corporation of San Franciscos gg;zgg_%i_gggghg;, for
Sherwin Willioms Company of Cnliforniz ond Shippers ctraffic
Lssocintion; N. V. Jacquemet, for Standard 0il Company of
Crlifornla; R. L. Johansen, for Dried Fruit Association,
Celifornia Prune ond Apricot Growers Lssociation; &, W.
Johnson, for Pocific Coast Tariff Bureau; S, C. Knight, for
Kaiser steel Corporation; Willinm J, Xnoell, for Pacific
States Motor Tarlff Bureou; P. Steele Labagh, for Canners
League of Colifornia; Harold L. Lincoln, for Fibreboard
Products, Inc.; Frank Loughran, for Truck Owners Assoclation
of Californie; G, E. Lowe, for Kailser Lluminum & Chemical
Corporation; J. F. Maloney, for Columbia-Geneva Steel Division,
U.S. Steel Corporction; Allen F, Mather, for Agricultural
Council of California; H. L. Mnthowson, for Pacific States
Motor Tariff Burcau; Zdward J. Mrurer, for Delivery and
Messenger Services Association of San Froncisco, Inc.;

W. F. McCann, for Pabeo Products, Inc.; Charles B, MeNulty,
for irmeo Droinage & Metal Products, Inc.; Fred Morkclbach,
for Albers Milling Company; C. 4. Millen, in propris persona;
Claude Minard, for California Railroad 4ssociation; John E.
Myers, for The Durkee Famous Foods, Division of the Glidden
Compeny; Robert C, Neill, for Sunkist Growers, Inc.; James P,
Nyhan, for Delivery cond Messengers Association; Mourice h.
Qwens, for Droymens Associntion of Alameda County; Used
Houschold Goods Carriers Confercnce; Arlo D, Poe, for Motor
Iruck Lssociction of Southern California; =ugenc 4, Read, for
Onklond Chamber of Commerce; Robert B. River, for Celifornia
Western Transport Lssoclates; Kenneth M. Robinson, for
Permanente Cement Compomy; Walter L, Rohde, for sen Francisco
Chamber of Commerce; Jomes I, Roney, for S& Fine Foods, Inc.;
Jock P, Sanders, for Gerber Products Company; j. F. Schumacher,
for Califernia Manufacturers Association Troffic Comnittecs

a. F, Schumacher ond P, N. Kujnchich, for Owens-Illinois Glass
Company, Pacific Coast Division; William J, Shaughnessy, for
Executive Departments ond 4sgencies Unied States of Lmerica;




LPPENDIX A
Page ¥ of &

W. A, Stine, for Santa Clara County Form Buresu; W. G. Stone,
for Sacramento-Yolo Port District; Milton A. Wolker, for
Fidreboerd Products, Inc.; Reginald F, Walker, for épreckels
Sugar Company; Eugene R. Warren, for Warren Grain Company;
Barl S, Williams, for State of Ceolifornia, Department of
Finance; Frank =, -Winenow, for U.S, Army ﬁdq.; loule H, Wolters
and E. R. Chapoman, for Golden State Company, Ltd.; Omelveny &
Myers, by L. M. Wright, for Riverside Cement Company; W. H.
Adams and M. S. Housner, for Shell 0il Company; Elmer Ahl, for
Tank Truck Operators Tariff Bureau; lLester 4. Bey, for Williex:
Volker & Company; E. O. Blackmnn, for Californiz Dump Truck
Owners Assoeiation; Herbert Cameron, for California Dump Truck
Owners Assoclation; L. F. De Martini, for Los Angeles County
Farm Bureaw; J. A. Gavle, for Union 321 Company of California;
W. P. Gunn, for Best Foods; Franklin B. Hansen, for Associated
Dump Truckers of California, Inc.j; Haorry Helferich, for
Amerlcon Fruit Growers, Inc. and Celiforniz Grape ond Tree
Fruit Lecgue; Z. W. Kerttu, for Celifornia Moving and Storage
hssoclation; T. F. Xnight, Jr., for California Manufacturers
Association; Williom J, Knoell, for Pacific States Motor
Toriff Bureau; L. C. NMonroe, for Union 0il Company of
Colifornla; W, O, Norry ond R. T. Hunt, for Richfield 0il
Corporation; Jumn Nevariz, in propric personc; W, G. O!Barr, -
for Los Angeles Chanmber of Commerce; L. E. Osborne, for
Californin Manufocturers Association; i. R. Phillips, for
Western Growers Associction; Ralph S. Schmitt, for Purex
Corporation, Ltd.; Vincent Matthew Smith, for Motor Carricr
Iransportation Buresu and Harding Freignt Service; Wright B,
Toalson, for Mutual Orange Distridutors; Francis W. Walker,
rortﬁssociated Dump Truckers of California, Inc., interested
parties.
Eronk B. Austin, for the Commission Staff.




