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Decision No. 67336 

BEFORE THE POBtIC UT ILIT IES COMMISSIO!'! C'F TEE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

L~ the V~tter of the Application ) 
of ORIN TEORKILDSEN, a.n indiVidual ) 
of !-!ontebello, for permi tz to operate ) 
a~ a Radial ?~ghway Co~~on Carrier ) 
(Appl. No. 19-54768-R), and Hiehway ) Application No. 44021 
Contract Carrier (Ap~l. No. 19- ) 
~769-E), for the tranzportation of ) 
general co~oditiez, statewide, ) 
(File No. T-71,505'). ) 

O~1n Tho!"J~1.1§~en" in propria persona. 
E11l'1o!"e <":harJ.?'s, for the Cotmliss1on staff. 

By this application, Orin Thork1ldsen, a~ individual, seeks 

permits to operate as a. radial highway common carrier and highway 

contract carrier for the transportation of general commodities 

bct~'cen =.11 l'oint~ 1:n California. The application W"3S heard 'before 

Examiner Power at Los Angeles on February 15, 1962, when the matter 

,,~.s submi tte1 .. 

Applicant was the only \~tncss. He testified that he and 

biz wife own all of the zto~k of Sterling Transit Company, Inc., 

(Ster1ins) a corporation which is certificated as a highway common 

carrier for the transportation of general commodities between 
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various paints in California~ Ee stat~d that th~ ~e~1ts were 

desired in order that he, a: an individual, ~ight transport 

property for whic~ Sterling is certificated at rate~ different 

tro!!l those in the Sterling tariff. Th~ " .. Ti tness said: nAnd to 'be 

very frank, this is why I want the contract permit, so that I can 

work it 3$ a subterfuge, the sa~e as other common carriers are, 

and haul railroad freight on days that ~/C need it . . . . And I , 

believe t~t ! shoul~ get this permit or that you should cancel the 

perz:its of other conrmC:l carriers that are dOing the same thine; 

today that I propose toda7, only! am being truthful. That is the 

only d:!.fference.T! 

It is fundamental that no commo!). carrier may deviate from 

its tariff schedules (Sec. 494 , Public Utilities r.ode); nor may 

~y person or corporation transport, both as a highway co:mon 

carrier and as a highway contract carrier, the same comood1t1es 

between the sa~e points (Sec. 354). A highway common carrier may 

not do through its alter ego that which it cannot lawfully do 

directly.1 

The Commission finds that applicant and Sterling are the 

al tcr ego of each other. Ir.as~ch as applicant could not lawfully 

usc the ~ought peroits for the purpoze intended, their iss~ance 

'"ould serve no useful purpozc. The Comm1zzion concludes, therefore, 

that the application should be denied. 

1 
See Decision No. ,0924 dated December 30, 19$*, in Application 
No. 35927, D1rQl7t D'i'J t V9ty SYst~, TJtd .. , 53 Cal.P.U.C. 761. 
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vii th respect to applicant t s allegation tho. t other eotlIllon 

carriers are dOing that which the law proscribes, the ~omtliss1on 

~~ll direct its Transportation Division staff to bring to the 

Co=iss1on I s at":ent1on a."l"./ eVidence of such operation:; in order that 

the perm1t~ may be terminated or made subject to such additional terms 

and conditions a~ are required. 

IT IS ORDERED that this application is hereby denied. 

Thi:; order :!1all become ei'fecti ve twenty dayS after the 

date hereof. _ 0 
Dated at San Francisco, California, this ___ ~_--_~ ___ day of 

()~ ,196l.j. .. 
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