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Decis10n No. ___ 5_3_7_7_8 __ 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

In the Matter of the Application or ) 
GARDEN CITY TRANSPORTATION CO., LTD., ) 
tor the removal of certain restrictions) Application No. 37973 
from 1ts certificate of public ) 
convenience and necessity as a highway ) 
common carrier. ) 

-----------------------------) 

J. Richard Townsend, for applicant. 
Be~tram S. Silver and Edward M. Bero~ for 

Higb.we:y Transport, Inc.; Vv 1ll1em Me inhold 
and Frederick E. Fuhrman, for Southern 
Pacific Company and Pacif1c Motor Transport 
Comp~y; protestants. 

mder1ck 'II.:.. JV!1.£lke .. for Miss10n Fre1ght Lines, 
Inc.; DI3.l':'.1",,1 w. Ba.J.-~r, in proprin persona; 
J 0 J. Deuol and Jo:::~;ph 0,,, Joynt 1 tor California 
Farm B~roauFode~1on; Williard S .. John~, 
for J. Christenson Co.; interested parties. 

OPINION ON REHEARING .-
On May 28, 1956, the Comm1ssion iss:led its ex parte order 

(Decision No. 53157 in Applicat10n No. 37973) author1zing the 

removal of a 20,000 pound weight restriction from applicant1s 

certificated opo!"ations. 

j 

On June 26, 1956, it issued an order granting reheor1ng ./' 

of. tho mattor.~ A public hearing was hold bef.oro Ex~1~or Daly 

on August 2". 1.9.56 at San FranCisco. 

Applicant is presently authorized to transport general 

commodities between pOints in the area bounded by Bradley, Monterey, 

Santa Cruz, San FranCisco and Rich~ond (except between San FranCisco, 

San Leandro, Piedmont and Emeryville). It is alao authorlzed to 

transport canned goods, dried fruit, and canned and dr1ed fruit 

packing plant machinery, materials, and supplies between San Jose 
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and pOints within ten miles of the city limits of San Jose, on'~he" 

one hand, and Stocl-cton and Sacramento" on the other hand. Such 

authority is subject to a 20,000 pound weight restr1etion. 
'. 

'~ 

According to applicant shippers are demanding a eomplete 

service on all shipments regardless of weight. This assertedly 

has' resulted in keener competition with permitted carriers. The 

present restriction" applic,G.nt c 18.1ms, has caused considerable 

¢ontusion with the shipping publie as well as with applicant's 

employees. 

Protestants contend that such weight restrictions should 

not be removed in,the absence of a eomplote showing indicating a 

public need therefor. 

In reviewing the history of weight restrictions it is 

interesting 'to note that with rew oxceptions the Commission rarely 

so limited operative rights as a result of the public showing mad0~ 
\ 

In most instances they came about because of stipulations Qetween 

the parties. An appraisal or weight restrictions as such can 

, " 

only lead to the conclusion that they are arbitrary, contusing and 

i."npractical. They invite violations of '\;cl1:'iffs and of the provisions .j 

of the co:::-ti.:Clcate. They ore impractical to operate under" 

L"npractieal to enforco and in the absence of ext0nuating circum­

stancos ~re not in the public interest. 

After consideration the Commission is ot the opinion and 

so finds that Decision No. 53157 dated May 28, 1956, in Application 

No. 37973, should be affirmed. 
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o R D E R ... - ~ ~-

Reho~1ng h&ving ~oon gr~tod, a public hoar1ng 

having been held and the Comm1ss1on having been informed in the 

premises, 
, 

/ 

IT IS ORDERED that Decis10n No. $31$7 dated May 28, 1956, 

in App11eat1on No. 3'7973, i~ hereby attir.med. 

The e1'fective date or this order shall boo twenty days 

atter the date hereof. 

Da.ted at _ .... S ... ll .... D...:.~_.~n_cisc;;;;.;;,;;o __ , California., this L,p?L day 

01' SEPTEMBER 

ss10ners 


