
508172 Decis10n NOe ___ _ 

BEFORE THE PUBLI~ UTILITIes COM}IISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

In the Matt'er of tl"le Investigat10n ) 
by the Commiss1on on its ow motion'- ) 
into the, operations and practices ) 
of hignway carriers transporting ) 
property between San Francisco and ) 
south to and including San Mateo, ) 
on the one hand, and East Bay pOints, ) 
on the other hand. ) 
------------------------------) 

APPEARANCES 

Case No. 5535,·' 

Marvin H:mdler~ for F. J. Burns Draying, Inc., Adams', 
(Commercial DraYing Co.), M. S. Dodd and Moniz and 
Corcoran (Coast Line Moving & Storage); 

Edw?rd MA Berol, Bertram Sr Silver and Ihomas P, Brown, 
for John McCarthy & Son, C. A. Worth & Co., D'Onofr10 
(D' Onofrio Draying Record Express), Joseph D. .Sheedy 
Draying Thompson Bros., Inc., G. A. Hutchinson & Son, 
R. E. Eilis Draying Co., California Special Messenger 
SerVice, Gonzales Drayage Co., A. M. Devincenzi Co., 
B. C. Lawson Drayage Co., and Frank Nolan Dray1ng; 

Willard S. Johnson, for J. Christenson Co., and Alfred 
J. Olmo Draying Co.; 

Frank Loughran, for Chichester Trans~ortation Co., 
Peninsula Delivery Service, Inc., Boland & Carlson, 
Chas. J. I,rorth Draying Co., C. N. Bates and L. & S. 
Dray-ing; 

Wm. Meinhold and Frederick E. Fuhrman, for Pacific Motor 
Trucking Co.; 

Douglas Brookman, for Merchants Express Corp., Vic 
Adelson Drayage, United Transfer, Carley & Hamilton, 
Inc., Interurban Express Corp., Beckman Express and 
Warehouse Co., and M. & L. Trueking; 

Vaughan, Paul & Lyons, for J. A. Clark DraYing Co., 
San Francisco Warehouse Co., and Farnsworth & Ruggles; 

Daniel W. Baker, for Jack Hemsath Draying, Walton 
Drayage & Warehouse Co., W. A. Fraser Trucking Co., 
Commercial Drayage Co., ·Alta Freight & Transfer, 
Morris Draying Co., and A & B Garment Delivery of S.F.; 

Preston W. D2Vis and Roger Ramsey, for United Parcel 
SerVice; 

Arthur D. Near~n, for Budgit Truck Lines; 
Wm. E. Shuholm, for Vlest Berkeley Express and Draying Co.; 
Martha A. Safnauer, for Shippers Trans~ort and Spence 

Trucking; 
Marguam C. George for Leigh C. Hunt, Colma Drayage, 

Scannell Bros. DraYing, Alves Service Transportation, 
Del Carlo Trucking Lines and Lou-Jak Trucking Service, 
respondents. 

Russell Bev~ns, for Draymen's Association of San ~ancisco; 
Maurice A. Owens, for Drayments Association of Alameda . 

County; 
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Natalie Gail, tor Gail Messengers; 
Norman R. MOon, for Loretz &: Co.; . .: " . 
Roger w. Anderson, for Hayward Area Chambe~ of Commerce; 

. Edward J. Maurer, for Delivery and Messenger Services . 
Association of San Francisco, interested parties; 

William R •. Roche, for the Commission ~taf'r 

OPINION -----"---

This 1nvrastigation was instituted by the Comm~ssion on 

March 23, 1951+:., following the filing of an unprecedented number of 

applications for certificates of public convenience and necessity 

by carriers operating in the San Francisco-East Bay area. Its 

objects, among others, were to determine (1) .whether the public 

interest would be served by the certification of .,additional highway 

common carriers., (2) what considerations should govern the granting 

of certificates 1n a metropolitan drayage area, and. (3): whether it 

would be in the public 1nterest to grant certif'icatesto:serve be-
l 

tween all fixed termini over all available routes therein. Before 

entering upon a general discussion a preliminary matter will be 
disposed of. 

The City of Hayward and the Hayward Chamber or Commerce 

vere concerned over possible rate discriminations against their 

City, and requested opportunity to present more material at a later 

hearing. However, rates are not involved in this proceeding .•. 

Hayward's purpose can best be accomplished by participating in Cas'e 

No. 5441 which will consider questions of Bay area rates_,", 

The first or the numerous applications referred to: above' 

was tiled on November 10, 195'3. By March 1, 19~, 27. had been tiled. 

They were filed by draymen on both sides ot the Bay who, also engage 

in transcay operations. It appeared that broad regulatory problems . 
and the public interest in its Wider aspects were involved •. ~ccord-

ingly, the Comm1ss1on instituted this investigation on March 23,,., 
195'4, rather than proceed solely on the applications themselves.·· 

1 
.The complete text of the order will be ·found in Appendix A .to this .dee1s1on. I: : " , 

-2-

.... 



C-5535 GH 

, "~ ... , 01 , 

" Thereafter ~ 19 additional carriers filed making a total of >+6 appi:i.:" 
2 

cations: The last one was filed on Se~tember 10, 1954. Six 
~ . '. " . ,.... -I 

applicants are certificated carriers seeking enlargements of their 
present rights; the rest are permitted carriers. 

The hearings held were of two kinds. F1rst, there were 

hearings before CommisSioner Verne Scoggins and Examiner John Power 

in San Francisco on April 29 and 30, August 12 and October 1'" and 15; 
1954, ,(hereinafter refe:-red to as the "group" hearings) where most of 
the applicants joined in presenting evidence of a general nature; 

The other kind of hearing was that held on each individual applics-
, 

tion for the purpose of recoiving ev1dence specifically applicable to 
, , 

the bUSiness of the particular applicant (hereinafter referred to as 
" ,., ~ 

the "Single" hearings). At three of these one protestant presented 
I ... , • ~_ ," 

0vidence. Protestants participated actively in all of the group 
w' 

hearings, but in less than half of the single hearings, by cross-
examination of witnesses. 

I '"', 

Oral argument was held before the Commission in bank on 

October 15, 1954 and Case No. 5535 and ~ost of the applications were 
then submitted. The last application ~as submitted on October 18~ 

1954. It W~~ ruled that all eVideneo in the group heorings would 
," 

be considered by the CommiSsion in deciding each application and 
that all evidence at both the group and single hearings would be 

cons1dered in Csse 5535. 
The full record will be approached in the following way: 

First, the history of local freight carriage or "draying" will be 
• ' , • I 

skotched. Soeo~Q, the leg&l and rogulatory problems that have arisen 

will be treated. Third, current problems of the applicants, and 
~olutions they have proposed will be considered. Fourth, the evi-

dence submitted by the CommiSSion starr and protestants' suggestions 

will be conSidered. 

2 .' ,.' " 
The applicants are listed in Appendix "B" to this deciSion. 
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The ori:glnaloperations of draymen in the area were largely 

from docks to snipper establishments. With the advent of the rail-

roads, the service was extended to the rail depots. Little change 

in 'this pattern of op~ration took place until about 1930 when the 

railroads began the practice of making store-door pickups and deliver-

ies. The draymen'thercupon developed the present pool car distribu-

tion system as a means of retaining business. 

Prior to the year 1916 the Commission had not assumed 

jurisdiction over the regulation of highway carriers of property. 

In that year the Celifornia Supreme Court rendered its decision in 
3 

the'so';called lIShortline Railroads lf case. The Court held that the 

Commission had jurisdiction over motor carriers. The following year 
4 

the Auto ~tage and Truck Transportation Act was enacted by the 

Legislature for the purpose of regulating the new business of highway 

transportation. The Act introduced the requirement of a certificate 

of public convenience and necessity into the trucking field. Intra-

city operations were not, however, affected by it. 

The Act extended what became known as "grandfather!! privi-

leges to intercity carriers who were in business prior to July 26, 
1917. A number of the applicants might have been entitled to ; 
so-called lfgrandfather" rights had they filed under the 1917 Act ... 

However, they did not choose to exercise such rights as they might 

have had. In 1935 the City Carriers and Highway 'carriers' Acts were 

passed which brought most of the applicants under their provisions. 

3 
Western As s 'n of ,~hort11ne 

4 
1 2 PAC. 3 1. 

Cal. Stats. 1917, p. 330. , 
The exact number cannot now be ascertained because some applicants 
who now operate intercity were not doing so in 1917. 
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In the City of San Francisco the city carrier permit was at 

first sufficient for the operations of that cityTs draymen. In the 

East Bar area a radial permit was also necessary because the East ~y 

draymen conducted both intercity and intracity operations. Since 1935 
few complaints have been filed against local carriers in the East Bay 

area for violations of the certification requirements of the Public 

Utilities Act. Yet, operations in that area are frequently carried 

on between individual cities and therefore might well require the 
6 

possession of certificates of public convenience and necessity. It is 

obvious that the industry has considered the East Bay area to be one 

drayage area in spite of its several political diviSions. 
In 1936 the san Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge was opened. 

Prior to that time the transbay truck traffic had moved 'by 'terry. The 

ferry service involved delays. Operators could not maintain the 
close control over dr1 vers and equipment essenti'al to efficient drayage 

7 . 
service.' Consequently, transbay truck operations were Similar to 

line haul 'operations and there were relatively few transbay truck 

carriers. With the opening of the bridge transbay service could be 

controlled ana operated as a drayage service. Shippers began to use 

the same carriers to pOints on both sides of the bay. By 1946 this 

practice was common. It had become firmly established by 1953 when 

the State Supreme Court handed down a decision in the case of a 
8 

San Fi'ancisco d:::-ayman. 

Prior to this decision many carriers felt that their radial 

permits authorized them to perform the same service in the immediate 

6 

7 

For example, the overwhelming majority of local shipments from 
Emeryville move to other cities as is shown by the single hearing 
traffic exhibits. 
The operating statements introduced in the single hearings s,how 
the almost universal practice is to have the driver call in ,when 
an assignment is completed thus placing himself and the truck at 

'the disposal of the dispatcher. 
8 

Nol~n v. CommiSSion (1953) 41 Cal. 2d,392. 

-5-



C-5535 GH e 
. " . 

vicinity of San Francisco or Oakland, that their city carrier permits 
. ',.' 9 . 

, '. "" authorized within'those cities. ,X·he Nolan decision held that daily" 
... :", " ,10 ' 

service was illegal unless the carrier who performed such operations' 
had a certificate.' 

Witnesse~ for apolicants testified at the group hearings 
concerning the growth of the area involved. Among them were a pro-

fessor of business statistics at Stanford University, a transporta'tiozf 

accountant, the manager ot the Industrial Department of the San 
Francisco Chamber'of Commerce, and a representative of the San Leandro 

Chamber of Commerce. The evidence was augmented by the detailed 

testimony ot the'applicants and the numerous public witnesses at the 
single hearings. 

Shipper testimony confirmed that, if a San Francisco or 

Oakland draymao'otfered to serve beyond the limits ot his home eity~ 

he would be faced with offers of daily shipments to the other o~ tbose 
,11 

two cities. Daily serv1ce is, of course, forbidden under the rule 

of the Nolan deciSion. The' carriers found themselves in the pOSition 

whe~e, if they offered transportation to points outside their home 
City, they, would probably be asked to go daily. If they went daily 
they would violate the Nolan case rule. If they refused to go out of 

12 
town at all they would lose business. 

The applicants have proposed a solution to this problem by 

asking for highway COmI:lon carrier c,ertifica tes or for the broadening 

9 
The carriers' position was not entirely untenable, having some 
justification in Ben Moore (1925) 27 C.R.C. 388; writ denied 
sub nom. Harm v. Commission. Sup. Ct. S. F. No. 11972 (Mar. 1,1926) 

10 

11 

12 

The Court's decision said n~thing about regular, but less than 
daily service. That question was not raised in the Nolan case. 

See Exh. No.2, Tables C, ~. G & I pp. 9, 11, 13, 15. Also Exh. 
No.2-A, Tables l-A and 2-~. See also as to number of shippers Exh. 
19a and 19b (Oakland.), 190 and 19c (Sao Francisco). The difficUlty 
arises from the predominance of-San Francisco-Oakland traff1c." 
But the same si tua't1on often arises between other cities as well.: 

Many of the public 'Witnesses stated that they conSider the Bay Area 
one community and that they prefer each carrier to serve all the, 
area. Many receive ladings by ship from the Eastern states and de-
sire to be free to have 'cargo unloaded on either San Francisco o~ 
Oakland docks,. 
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13 
of the certificates they now hold. They cite a number of factors 
in support of their several applications. One is population growth. 

A. se¢'ond is physical expansion. A third is the lack of significance 

of political boundaries in the San Francisco-East Bay area from the 

standpoint of transportation economics. Finally, they point to a 

public need for a continuance of the services they have rendered. 

The population growth in this area is a matter of common 
knowledge. Examples in tabular form follow: 

In Thousands 

county Poe· l2!±.Q 
Pop. 
122Q 

% Gain Est. Pop. % Gain 
1940-195'0 1960 1940-1960 

San Francisco 635 775 22.0 850 33.8 
Alameda 513 740 42+.2 960 87 .. 1 
San Mateo 112 236 110.7 373 233.0 
Contra Costa' 101 299 196.0 445 341.0 

With respect to physical or geographical expansion Professor 
Spurr in Exhibit No. 1 states the rule of growth thus: 

!tIn the first place, cities generally tend 

to grow in a concentric fashion. Rather than piling 

up more skyscrapers downtown, population and industry 

alike push out beyond the old political boundaries 

of the city to find the needed space. This revolution 

of urban 11fe has been made possible to a large extent 

by the development of the automobile and the motor 
truck, •••••• n (p. 18) 

An excellent example of the effect of this rule was given by the wit-

ness from the City of San Leandro. He testif1ed that 1n 1947 there 

were 27 plants costing $20,000,000 and employing 2,913 persons in 
that City, as compared with a 1953 total of 213 plants costing 
$97-,000,000 and emplOying 11,623 persons. 

Six applicants now have certificates in this area subject to 
various limitations. 
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The single hearings were replete with evidence of such growth 
patterns. Thero were shipper witnesses whose firms moved into the 

Bay Area only recently. Still other firms had be~n in the area for 

many years but had moved from San Francisco or Oakland to the outer 

reaches of the area. Many of these witnesses gave such reasons as 

getting plant operations on one level, parking space, truck loading 
facilities, yard storage and room for plant expansion for selecting 
their present locations. Many examples were given of draymen tollow-

ing customers trom downtown locations to new sites in the outer areas. 

So tar as transport operations are concerned, city boundaries appear 
to have bocomo completely meaningless in the Bay Area. On the west 

Side there is a continuous urban set'clement extending along the bay 

littoral from San Francisco to pOints beyond San Mateo broken only 
by such things as p~rks, cemeteries and golf courses. Similarly 

there is an unbroken sweep of urban settlement from just north of 

Richmond to just south of Hayward on the eastern shore of the Bay. 
Within those urbaniz~d areas applicants operate with the same type 

of eqUipment and in the same manner as they would within any single 

city. 

The record is clear that thea~plicants in total represent 

an important factor in the daily economic life of the San Francisco-

East Bay area. Thirty-four of the applicants averaged ;20 shipments 
amounting to approximately 1436 tons per day. Thirty of them are 
serving 245 firms in the City of Alameda, 301 in Richmond, 190 in 

San Leandro, 112 in Hayward, 167 in South San Francisco, 2264 in 
14 

San FranCiSCO, 1988 in Oakland, and 439 in Berkeley. 
Many of the applicants have had very rapid individual 

growth. Fleet expansions have been the rule rather than the ex-1; 
ception in the last five years. Gross revenue has been rising due 

14 
15 

Exhibits 19a, 19b, 19c. 
Th1s is the period covered by financial data in the single hearing 
exhibits. The gross revenue figures for 36 show in Exhibit 5, 
Case 5535. 
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both to acquisition of new custocers and expans1·on of the old ones. 

At least four of the applicants were in business at the 

turn of the c.entury. The most recently established of the group 

started business in 1949. The group has weathered periods of economic 

stres:::. 

Each applicant supplemented the group shOwing by giving a 

resume of its individual operations. Financially thirteen of the 

applicants experienced 1953 gross revenues in excess of $200,000 each; 

twenty-two were between $50,000 and $200,000 each; only one was 

below $50,000. All but a very few Showed a good profit; only one 

applicant seemed to be in any real financial difficulty. These oper-

ating results reflect rising revenues in part from the business of 
more recently acquired accounts. Applicants have been able to expand 

their facilities and personnel to match the added traffiC. 

Before turning to a discussion of the protestants' ease it 

is necessary to refer to the staff presentation in order to make the 

protestants' argument fully intelligible. 

Through its assistant director of transportation the 
16 

Commission's staff presented a map depicting the l1mits which the 
17 

staff considered proper ones for a San Francisco-East Bay cartage 

20no. Included with it was a metes and bounds description for the 

suggested area. The territory marked on the map and so described in-

cluded West Bay points from San Francisco to San Mateo and East Bay 

pOints from San Pablo and Richmond to Hayward and Mt. Eden. 
This area thu$ selected and def1ned represents, the witness 

stated, the collective thinking of the Commission's transportation 

division. It takes into account industrial trends and growth and was 

:0lectcd after careful investigation and study by the staff. Other 

16 
17 

Exhibit No. 20. 
The term "cartage" is preferred over "drayage" to avoid contusion 
with thc language used 1n the Commiss1on's minimum rate tariffs. 
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staff witnesses testified concerning cost, service, safety, enforce-

ment and traffic data within this area. Their testimony indicat~d 

that the transportation characteristics of the traffic handled ,within 

this area are th~ same for intercity and intracity hauling. The same 

equipment and personnel are used and the same operating methods. are 
employed. 

Protestants conceded the eXistence of a practical problem 

arising from the multiplicity of political boundaries in the San 
Francisco-East Bay ares. Counsel for some of the protestants pro-

posed that the problem be solved by the Legislature and that the 

Commission sponsor the necessary legislation. He then went on to 

oppose' the extension of the drayage area southward beyond South 

San Francisco and to urge that commodity restrictions be imposed. 

He expressed some doubt as to the Commission's power to extend cer-

tificates beyond the requests of the applicants. Another protestant 

confined his remarks to support of the first speaker, to four appli-

cations in which his company was specifically interested, and to 
questions of rates not relevant here. 

It is significant to note that protestants concede that 

applicants need relief. The argument that relief should come from 

the Legislature recommends a postponement not a prompt solution of 

the problem. The remaining suggestions and recommendations were 

that the area described by the starr is too inclUSive and that appli-

cants should be limited as to commodities. vrith respect to area, 

protestants appear to object only to a small sector between South 

San Francisco and San Mateo. Counsel raised questions both as to 
Commission authority to grant certificates beyond the area sought and 

to the wisdom of such grants. No applicant has raised either 

question. 
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The exception to Commission' jurisdiction'is not well taken. . :" ...... . 18 
The Commission has ample authority under Section 1064 of the Public ), ¥. •. 

Utilities Code to attach to the s~antor a certificate such conditions 
as it may find to be required by the public convenience and necessity • . ', . 

The United States Supreme Co~rt in construing similar statutory 
.. . 19 

language has reached a simila.:;, cO:lcl~sion. Any question of notice 

that might a~1se is disposed or by the l~nguage of the order institut-
20 

ing investigation in this case. 

The Commission is convinced of the desirability of defining 
the cartage are~' in the manner suggested by the staff. Protestants ~ ------_.--.., . 

leave out many important considerations. First, they propose to 

omit ~an Francisco International Airport, one of the two great air-

portz in the area. They point to no evidence and give no reason for 

this exclusion. A modern airport is as essential a part of a city's 

life and function as its docks and rail yards. Also disregarded was 

Exhibit 1 and the inescapable conclUSion from that exhibit that the 

geography of the Bay region tends to p~sh growth to the south. 

Finally, protestants also overlooked the photographic eVidence reveal-

ing the fact that 81.1 the cities from San Francisco to beyond San 
Mateo are cont1guous and overlooked the fact that San Mateo County is 

21 
the ~econd ~astost grow1r.g o~ tho ~1ve counties o~ the Boy Ares. 

The stafr exhibit will be the basis of our decision. An 'alphabetical 
list of the pOints enclosed by the boundary should be appended to the 
metes and bounds description. 

18 

19 

20 

21 

lo6~ •• TheComm1ss1on may, with or without hearing, issue the 
certificate as prayed for, or refuse to issue it, or issue it 
for the partial exercise only of the priv11ege sought, .and may 
attach to the exercise of the rights granted by the certificate 
such terms and conditions as, in its judgment, the publ~c con-
venience and necessity require. (Former Sec. 5'0 3/l+(c) , 3d sent.) 

Civil Aeronautics Board.v. State Airlines (1950) 338 u.s. 572; 94 
L. ed. 35'3; 70. S. Ct~ 372; 84 P.U.R. eNS) 387. 
See Append1x "A". 

See Table, p. 7, supra. 
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:', Protestants~f1nal.'contenti6n was ,that cor::u::lod1ty 11m1taticns 

I 

" sh~uld be imposed upon applicants'inv6i~ed~in thls "procel~ding. ,The 
." '. • " .'. t ..... , .J • 

record shows that all but two of the applicant's' na~ve:' been ~carry1ng 
, ',. ,., . ... 22 .. 

and' areoffer1ng ~o carry, general commod1ties,~ ',' 'The majority of the - , 

applicants have therefore be~n' ~perat'i.ri'i'·"as carriers 'of·~'genera:L, . 

COIllIloc.i ties under their'~re~'~~t" ;~~1 ts:. ;,,' The' record further 'l"eveals 

that tl:le diversity of' CO~~d~ t~~~' being' 'handled' by: the' app11can.~S 
I " '"": • ~." ., • '"' • ~ ,., I' ',' ", I ~ 

would present ;3 serious, problem of c:tassi'f1eation",should ,,1 t ,be de-
• • -~,... ", ,.t> "', ::;;:~ . ~ .; .. '. ~ '.. ,;...... _ 

termined that COI:lIIlodi ty restrictions' be iIriposed:" It is noted. that 
• ' ... 0- (.: • ~".' .-;' 

appli'cants in this proceeding ar;"n61;" new in the bUSiness and" have 
., -", '\ .;-... 

been'rendering serVice to shipper;"'1n: th~i area' for' some time..., The 
", ..... , .. - .. 

impOSition of new restric~ions in regard tocommodit1es. which they 
'; ,,': r ,'" , ..... ",' . 

may handle might have a disturbing' erre'ct""o'n' bvth' the .:f':-ee movement 
~.. ~ .. .. ~ ... " 

-,' of' com:odi ties in the a:'ea ane th;' financial 'heal'th·:, or ,the applicants 

tb:emselves. The public in't'~r~~'t:'i;" 'this"proceeding" imposes, upon the 

. Comtlission the duty of seeing thatti";ere "be no undue 'interterenee 
,.- .. .,. 

wi thO 'the moveJ:lent of freight in' the area "or" unnecessary financial 
'. y, ..• 

10s~es on the part of the carriers. ; , '.' {""'~ ..... ;. ... ' "." .... 

L .. , • 

For all .the reasons set ~orth in our foregoing opinion and 
, ~ . ,. ~ ,. ; -. ,. ," '. , 

restricting our consideration to the area 'co"Cfe:--ed by: our ,order insti-
'. ,'" 

tut1ng investigation herein, w~ 'find and conclude: .,,'." L~ __ _ 
, .f" 

1. That. the. public interest would be served by the 
~~, -.. """ , 

certification of additional "carriers therein. 

2. That.d~fr~~nt considerations sh6uld.govern the 
'.',,-,.,. 

granting of ~eertif1cates wi thin such' area th~n .c..< __ 
"" H ..... ,:-. 

~hosc $pplic~ble ;en~:ally. 
, , . 

.LI----
~,.-~ ---' . 

'··~~-"V'··I ............ · ...... ,_· __ .~ 

22 
This evidence is"iri" th'e'-ind1vidua·l, apl'11cation hearings. 
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3. That it is desirable and cons1stent With public 

convenience and ne~essity to ~ant certificates to 
operate as highway common carriers within the entire, 
"San Francisco-East Bay Cartage Zone': described and 

delineated in Appendix "c" to this opinion, which 
appendix is made a part hereof by this reference. 

It should be borne in mind that any carrier eert1t1~ated 

following this proceeding must have presented to the Commission a 
complete report of company history, financial resources, ~acilities, 

eqUipment, experience and perso~'lel. Certificated carriers operating,~ 

in the area but possessing operative rights less broad than those 
encompassed in the staff boundary map herein approved may seek an 

expansion of their service area rights by filing an application re-

questing rights confo~1ng with the territory ~es¢r1bed in certif~cat~s· 
issued·as a result ·of tnis proceeding. 

No additional proceedings in Case No. 5'5'35 are contemplated 
at the present time. Dismis,sal will be postponed, however, until the 

associated proceedings have been completed. No order is presently 
necessary in this proceeding and none will be issued. 

Dated at ~~u ,California, this 

day·ot I.~ 
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APPENDIX "A" 

Order Instituting Investigation 
It appearing that highway carrier service between San 

francisco and south to and including San Mateo, on the one 
hand, and East Bay pOints within an area extending generally 
frem San Pablo on the north to Hayward on the south, on the 
other hand, is being provided by numerous highway common and 
highway permit carriers; 

It further appearing that a sufficient number or applica-
tions for highway common carrier operative rights is now 
pending bofore the Commission to indicate that an inquiry 
into this matter is necessary; and 

It be1ng the opinion of the Commission that an investi-
gation should be instituted into the following'matters: 

1. The extent to which, if at all, public' interest 
would be served, the full and unrestricted flow 
of tr3ffic secured and the full benefit and 
use of the public highways conSistent With the 
needs of commerce preserved for the public by 
the' certification of additional highway common 
carriers; and 

2. Whether different considerations should govern the 
granting of a certificate of public convenience 
and neces~ity to operate as a highway common 
carrier within a metropolitan drayage area com-
priSing two or more cities and contiguous territory 
than the granting of such a certificate to operate 
in other territory; and 

3. Whether it is feaSible, desirable and consistent 
with public convenience and necessity to grant 
certificates of public convenience and necessity 
to operate as highway common carriers within such 
a metropolitan drayage area between any and all 
fixed termini and over any and all available routes 
therein. 

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that an investigation be and it is 
hereby instituted by the Commission upon its own motion into 
the operations and practices of highway carriers of property, 
for compensation, between San franciSCO and south to and 
including San Mateo, on the one hand, and East Bay points, 
on the other hand. 

,'" IT IS HEREBY FURTHER ORDERED that public hearing in said 
investigation shall be held before such Commissioner or 
Examiner as may be deSignated and at a time and place hereafter 
to be set. 

Dated at San FranCiSCO, California, this 23rdd:ay of 
March, 1951+. . -

.' ~ \~: :: . ~ ... . " 

R. E. M1ttelstaeet 
:'Pres1dent 

Justus F .• eraemer 
Kenneth Potter 
Peter E. Mitchell::· 
Verne SC'ogg1ns 

Comn11s sioners 
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APPENDIX liB" 
. '., 

APPLICATIONS CONSIDERED WITH CASE NO. 5535 

34866 
34872 
34886 
34889 
37007 
37008 
35c45 
37071 
37082 
35095 
35127 
35128 
35140 
37163 
35169 
37170 
35171 
35172 
35173 
3717l:i-
35'176 
35'197 
35198 
35199 
35200 
35201 
35202 
35340 
35343 
35356 
35357 
35367 
35393 
3~17 
35;55 
35556 
35603 
35608 
35664 
35665 
35757 
35766 
35770 

SUBMITTED ---------
F. J. Burns Dr g;' Iric ~ 
AdaI:ls (Comm0rc1ai .. Drrg~, Co. ) 
Bates (C. N. Bates Drg;) 
H~~sath (Jack Hemsath Drg.) 
J. A. Clark Drg~. Co;; Ltd. 
San Frc~cisco Whso; Co. 
Chas. J. Worth.D~g~_Co. 
Farnsworth & Ruggles, 
Alfred J. O:.mo .Drg~, ,Co. 
Pacific Motor Tkg. C~. 
White et al. (C~ A~,Worth & Co.) 
D:Onofrio (~rOnofr1~ Drg. Record £xp.) 
Fox Jro et al. ~Jo~~ McCarthy & Son) 
Bo~3ne & Carlson (City-Wide Drg. Co.) 
Moniz & Corcoran (Coast Line Mvg. & Strg.) 
Fr3ser (W. A. Fraser Tke. Co.) 
Walton (Walton Drg~ & ~~se. Co.) 
Sh~edy (Jos. D. Sheedy Drg.) 
Thompson Bros.; In6~. . 
Hutchinson, Jr~ (G~ A. Hutchinson & Son Drg.) 
M. s. Dodd . ",~ ,. ...' 
Chichcoter Transportati~n,Co., Inc. 
Peninsula Deliv~ry S~rvi6~;,Inc. 
Alexander et al~ ('C31if~. Special Msgr. Servo et al) 
Gonzales (Gonzales Drg~ ¢ci;) 
Ellis (R. E. Ellis Drg;, qo~) , 
Ma1ucch1 (A. M. Devincenzi Co~) 
D1 teo (L & S Dr~'g:) ... '., 
Lawson (B. C. Lm·."son Draying) 
Pearce et ale (Alta Frt. & Transfer) 
Morr,is D!'g·.C.o~ ,.. "" 
Peninsula Motor Express not included in group 
Budgi t truck Lines, 
Nolan', F'., (Frank Nolan Drg.) 
Nolan, ~~ D~ (Colma D!'g.) 
Hunt '(Imperial Drg. Co.) 
Brown', (A& B Garment Delivery of S.F.) 
Scannell '{~cannell Bros. Drg.) 
Daniel. Gallagher, T. M. &"R. Co. 
Re.id et a1. CA. W. Reid Drg. Co.) 
Ar'ro,w De li very Co. 
Di Salvo (Di Salvo Tkg.) " . 
Stewart (Stewart Drayage Lines) 

NOT SUIMITTED 

35553 Alves Service Transportation 
35554 Del Carlo Trucking Lines 
35609 Lou-Jak Trucking Service 



• /.F? S:DI:': " C'! 

S~ Frnnci~eo-~st 3~y'C~rt~~e Zone includos th~t ~rea e~br~ced by tho 
followinG boundary: 

Bcginninc at the pOint ,' .. here the Scln Frru:.cisco-$nr. ::o.tco ~6unty Boundary 
~L~e me-etc the Pacific Occa~; thence easterlY along said boundary lL~e to Llkc 
.,.crced Boulevard; thence southerly D.l~nc said. L..'\kc :.lcrced. Boulevard nnd 1ynnowood 
Drive to So. :!ayfo.ir Avenue; thence westerly along :;;o.io. South ;:ay:!'air Avenue to 
Crestwood Drive; thence southerly al~nc; Cr~st\':ood Dri vc to S')uthS<1te Avenue; thence 
westerly along Southgate Avenue to ~ra.ddu.,,< Drive; thence southerly n.."'ld ea!lterly along 
::addux Drive to 0. pOi."'lt one mile v:c:t ot High~':ay U.S. 101; thence southeasterly 
:.long an iIr.aginary lil'lc one mile ":est of .:l.."'ld pnrallcli."'lg Highway U.S. 101 (£1 C:J..'ti."lO 
r.0al) to i.ts intersection with the southerly bO\l.."'ldary 1i .. 'l.c ('If the City of San :.~teo; 
,":.hl':lnec northcc.~torly .. northwe~terly, northerlY a."ld easterly .llong ::aid southerly 
~o\l.l'ldary to Bayshore High';lo'lY (U.S. 101 ;3'IJp~s~); thence lC.lvine said bound;;l.ry line 
~nc conti."'1uinr, o~:torly nlonc the projection of la~t said course to its intersection 
· .... ith ~lmont (..,r t..neclo) Creek; thence :'1orthcastcrly ",long Belmont (or A.."'l.gelo) Creek 
~o Zelll Cr':Jok; thencl') ~'Ie::;tcrly nnd northerly t(') ." point one ::lilc south of Toll 
;~idC~ R~n~; th~ncc oasterly nlong ~n ~~~cin~r.y line one mile oouthcrly nnd p.'ral~ 
:'r:::'ir,.; Toll BridGo Ron.d ctnd San :';llteo Bridge and :!t. Eden RO.ld t.o it~ intersection 
wi tr. Stilt/;) Sign Route 17 i thence continuing easterly and northe.'lsterly nlong a.."l 
::.m.C.~iMry line e.no mile south and couthct\stcrly of Md paralleling :1t. Eden RoAd 
.. m~ Jo.ck:on Ri"Iad to its intersection with .").n il'M1.gin~ line one mile easterly of 
:lr.C. parallcli."lg Stato Sign Route 9; thoncc n~rtherly along said i."llag1n:,try line one 
;!.:c I)a~terly ~r .. :md paN.llelinC St.~tl) Si,o/l Route 9 to i ts intcr:::~ction with ";;:" 
.:":.rl-)et, Haywllro; thence cnotcrly a.nd northerly along liB" Street to Center Street, 
":.~cncc northerly along Center Street to Ca::;tro Vnlley Boulevard; thence i'lcstcrJy 
~.\::'ong C;).stro V'o'llley BoulovD.rd to Redwood RO.'ld,: t:lcncc northerly along Rcd7:ood Road 
":." ::llli::ll'Jl Street; thence .... :cstcrl:r olonE: '.1illiam Strc~t and l68th Avenue to Foot-
:lill B~ulevard; :'lcrtl'lwcstcrly D.long Foothill Boulevard to the southerly bou."ldary 
~~r.e of the City ot OD.::land; thence ea~terlY D.nd northerly nlong tho Oakland Boundnr.y 
:~n() to :!..t~ i."'ltcr:::cctiol'l '.'lith the Alamcc.~-Contro. C~sta COll.'"1ty Boundary Line; thence 
:".or-:.!':'.· .. cstcrly alone last S.:l.id line to its intersection with Arlington Avenue 
'Berkeley) ;thence north":cstcrly alont;; Arlington Avenue to a point one mile north-
·>3.:;tcrly of So'),."'1 Pn.blo !.v\:nuc (Hiehwny U.S. 1.0); th •. :mec north':10stcrly .3.1ong an :iJn.o:"l$-
:..ntJ.ry l!nc one mile easterly of ::md p.:l.ralleli.oo:€: Sa."l Pablo Avenue (HighvlaY U.S .. 40) 
":.~ it:; :!..'iterscction with Cou."lty Rond No. 20 (Contra Cost;). Cou.'ity); thence v:cstcrlj 
1l:'l')n~ Cou.nty Ro:\cl }lo. 20 tr:> Broodway :w~nuF' (.'llM kno~':n .:1:; Enlbo.~ Ron.d); thenco 
r.-:.rt:.(!rl~' alone Bro"c.','1ay Avenue (.llso known 01::; Dnlboa Ro.~) to Hiehvl3y U.S. l.l.O; 
;:.ence northo::-ly ~lor.e Hit:h:':.lY U.S. 40 to Rivers Street; thonco westi::!rly ll.long 
.,ivors Street to 11th Streot; thonce nort~lt~rly ."ilon€: 11th Strc~t to John:! Avonuo; 
~·bMCt) wr,:::tf}r!:r TJlo."'1C Joh,"\o Avcnu~J to Cr.lUi'ic Avenue; thcnc~ northerly lllonc Collim; 
,.venue to :~"rton !,.vc:nuc; thence ~':c:torly along ::Orton Avenue to the Southern Pacific 
:'v!Tl?nny ri~ht of 'IlD.".! nne! cont1nu:i.nr, ':loctcrly .llonG the 1?rolon~ation of :.iorton Avonuo 
·,0 -:.h.:: ::horc lint~ of S.:u':. P~olo B:J.Y; th()ncc ::;outh(:rly D..."ld westerly alonG the shore 
:in~ and ~~t0rrront of San Pablo ~y to Point San Pablo; thence southerly alone ~n 
~~~~i."'1n~ lL"'lr. from Point S:ln Pnblo to thr S~n Frnncisco iator!ront at the foot of 
::~l:"!.~t Strot::t; thence wc:::tcr~ o.l'''ll'lg said rro.tcri'ront end shore line to the Po.ci.1'ic 
~~~~r.; thenco oouthcrly along the shore 1~"'l0 of the Pacific OCCD.n to tho point of 
'::.~ B:inning. 

~hQ :torcGoir.c dcocription includes tho follo~~"'lg poL~ts or portions 
":.~.oreof: 
~.:amcda 
':":"amcd .. ~, ?icr 
ii.l~,o:rJ.y 

3:J.e..~r. 
I::l~nd ~ n,y F :lr:':. 

:rl.=,:;~r.'Jrc 
~orkclcy 
;ernnl 
~:"i~b,~n') 
;:c:).rlwny 
f'Zli."l r,(tmt<.) 
,.:''JliP Y.fliF,h t 
.,t.~tl"O Vulloy 
:o:'::1a 
':'~:7 Ci t'.l 
:::J.~t.~ O.'lklttnd 
EJ. '>:"f"1''1. "',,,,) 

Elkton 
El..":'J'lur::;t 
Emeryville 
Ferry Point 
Ft""..litvnlc 
Govc~cnt Iol~"ld 
Hay;:ard 
Lo1w."'1dnlc 
Lomi t,'l Ptlrk 
:I~clro:e 
~:illbrt.l,t:' 
j::Llls Field 

Oo.kl::md 
O,'1kl:'J.nt1 :iunic1r,h'll 

:~iZ?'>rt 

O<ll'j.a."ld Picr 
Ocean View 
Piedmont 
Point castro 
Point Fleming 
Point IS.:lbel 
?oi."lt ~!.ola.tc 

ro:l.nt Oriont 
?oint Potrero 
Point Richmond 
Point So.n P.~blo 
J {J. c .hJ:l1':>nrj 
l"lu:;:;cll City ~ 
SC~ Brl.:'lo V 
Snn Fr:mci::co 
S~n Frnnci~co Inter-

n.'ltio~.:::.l Airport 

S.ln Leandro 
San I.crenzo 
San ~iatco 
San Pablo 
South S>tn 

cisco 
Stege 
T.l."'1!oran 
Treasure Island 
Union Park 
Visit ... .le1on 
Westl:'lk(,) 
'I~·inoh.lvon 

Ycrbll Bucn.l 
l:::land 
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MAP SHOWING 

, Lj M 1 TS OF' SAN FRANC 1 seo , -.. t:AST BAY. .CARTAGt: ?ONe! 
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