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OPINIO N

By its order dated June 15; 1965, the Commission
instituted an investigation Iinto the operations, rates and practices
of Sharp Farms Trucking, Inc., a corporation (hereinafter referred
to as Sharp Farms); Noah Mbrr1s, an 1ndtvidual Allen Kincade, an
individual; and Earl R. Brooks, doing business as Earl R. Brooks
Trucking, for the purposc of determining whether respondents, ox
any of them, in the operation of their for-hire transportatioh‘
businesses may have'violated Sections 3664, 3667, 3668~and'3737 of
the Public Utilities Code. S

A publmc hearing was held before Examiner Mooney on.
August 11 and 12, 1965, at Sacramento.

Each respondent holds a radial highway common car:ier
permit and was sexrved with Minimum Rate Tariff No. 2 and Distance

Tsble No. 4 and all supplements and corrcctions ‘thereto. The -
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pexrmit issued to Sharp Farms includes a restriction-that it shall
.pay other carriers engaged by it to transport the-propetty’of'Shérp
Farans or Colusé Glenn Supply Co., or the customers or,suppliefsvof
either, 100 percent of the applicable minimum charge.

The location of the terﬁinal, equipment, number of
enployees and gross operating revenue of each of the four
respondentS-aie as foilows:

Locatlcn of Equipment No. of Gross.
Respondont Terminal Operated Emplovees Revenues

Sharp Farms Maxwell 6 Tractors 6 Drivers $106,844 (1)
13 Trailers 1 Bookkeeper .

Noah Morxis Lodi 2 Tractors 2 Drivers 38,875 (1)
: 6 Trailers

Allen Kincade Yuba City 2 Tractors 2 Drivers 126,471 (2)
6 Trallerxzs 1 Bookkeceper

Earl R. Brooks Woodland 7 Tractors 7 Drivers 134,301 (2)
14 Trailers 1 Mechanie

%1) Year ending with second quartér of 1965.
2) Year ending with first quarter of 1965.

A representative of the Comnission staff testified that
he visited the place of business of\Sharp Farms during August,
September and October 1964 and reviewed the records of its for-hire
trucking business and also the records of its grain businéss; He
stated that the major part of the company'S-business is the purchase
and sale of grain. The witness testified that he made truc and
correct photostatic copies of freight bills'coveringleight“ship-*
zents of rice and an invoice for two of the freight bilié;' The
copieé are all included in Exhibit.1. The represéAtati§estatéd-
that at the time of his investigation, Sharp Farmé.had‘not biiied
or collected transportation charges for theshipmeﬁts”coveredgﬁfA

Parts 1 through & of the exhidbit. He pointed‘out‘that the six
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shipments wexre tramsported durimg Maxch 1964. The witness explained
that he did not discover any additional instances in whichltrans-
portation charges had not been billed and collected by thefcarrier.

The staff investigation of Nozh Morris, Allen Kincade and
Eaxl R. Brooks was cenducted concurrently with_the invescigatidn'of
Sharp Farms. This phase of the investigation was lﬁnited to '
transportation of property belonging to Shérp-Farms by each of the
three respondents during June and July 1964, :nvoices(for‘this- _
tracsportation were prepared by Sharp Farms. Thé rebreéentative-,
testified that he made true and corredt photostatic copies.of;‘
invoices, freight bills and various supporting documents issued in
comnection with this tramsportation. The copies of the'Nbathb;:is,
Allen Kincade and Earl R. Brooks documents are included‘inEihibitsl
2, 3 and 4, respectively. | |

The representative testificd that Exhibits 2, 3 and &
cover transportationyof bulk milo, wheat, barley an& oats. He
pointed ovt that each of the invoices‘in Exhibitsiz and 3 and |
Parts 1, 2 and 3 of Exhibit 4 imcludes a deduction from the billed
transportation charges; that the deductions do not re?resent goodsV'
or sexrvices furnished by Sharp Farms to any of the other
respondents; and that in each instance Sharp Farms pai& the dif-
ference between the billed transportation charges and the amount
of the deduction. The folloWing tabulation shows for each imvoice
the respondent carrier's name, the number of shipments involwved,

the billed transportation charges, the amount of the deduction and"

the net amount charged to Sharp Farms:
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Exhibit No. of  Tranep. ot Chacged to
No. Carrier Shipments Charges Deduction: Sha;p Farms.

2 Morxis 1 % 113.24 $1L31 § 101.83
3 Kincade 12 1,075.76  107.58 ° 968.18'
4 - Part 1 Brooks 1 127.69 © 12.77 1l 92",‘ ,
4 - Part 2 Brocks 13 §12.29  8L.23  731.06 @
4 - Part 3 Brooks 33 4,966.79  433.14  4,533.65 (2) -
(1) The invoice also includes an additiomal dcduction

of $15.95 for several bills of Brooks that were
paid by Sharp Farms.

(2) The iavoice also includes additionmal charges of
$713.09 for exg ht shipments of fertilizer and a
deduction of $31.00 for wa%cs paid by Sharp
Farms to a driver ¢f ome o Brooks' trucks.
The amount of the deductiqh shown on thc~1nvoice in
Part 3 of Exnibit 4 is approximatély nine percent of the billed
transportation charges. The deduction shown. on cach of the other
four imvoices amounts to an exact ten percent of the b~llcd trans-
portation charges. The representative testified that the dcductiona
are in effect a subhaul coumission taken by Sharp Farms. This, he 7
stated, is in violation of the restriction in the permit issued to

Sharp Farms which requires Sharp Farms to pay 100 percent of the

oinimum transportation charges to other carxiers engaged by it to

transport its prdperty.

The represeantative testified as follows regafding the
deduction of $107.58 shown on the invc Zce Iia Exhibit 3 (K*ncade)~
<he notation '"Fuel (bulk)" is shown opposite the $1Q7.58-on,the<
invoice; Mr. Kimcade signed a receipt dated Jely 1, 1964 foxr
Sharp Farms which stated "398-1/2 gals. diesel @ .27 per gailon =
=~ $107.59" (Paxrt 1(3) of Exhibit 3); he was\infqrmed by Mr. Kincade
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that the fuel was not in fact furmished and that Sharp Farms would
have made no payment for tramsportation performéd for it had the
receipt not been signed. |

with respect to the deduction of $81.23 shown on the
invoice in Part 2 of Exhibit &4 (Brooks) the representative testi-
fied 2s follows: The word "Expense" is showm obposite the $81.23
on the ilnvolce; Mr. Brooks had mo documents to support this
deéuction; e was informed by Mr. Brooks that this was a commission.

The repzesentative testified as £oiiows rogarding the
deduction of $433.14 shown on the invoice In Part 3 of Exhibit 4
(Brooks): The notation "Truck Ropair' was shown on thefinvoice |
opposite the $433.14; Mr. Brooks had no documents to support this
and could not explain it; Mrs. Sharp informed him that this was for
repairs on Brooks' equipment which Sﬁarp Farzs had paid in error;
Mr. Brooks had informed him that the rcpair.bills,referred.co~by
Mrs. Sharp were for a truck belonging t§ Sharp Farms‘andﬁo:\dne
of Brooks' trucks. |

The representattve testified that two shipments in‘
Exhibit 3 (Kincade), one shipment in Part 2 of Exhibit & (Brogks)’
and four shipments in Part 3 of Exhibit 4 (Brooks) were refused by
the cbnsignees and transported to mow destinations aﬁd that, in
each case, no charge was assessed for the subseduent‘transéortation
from the original consignees to the new destination. ‘He stated that
two of the shipments in Part 4 of Exhibit 4 (Brooks) were combimed
as a single split pickup shipment without complying with the
‘documentation requirements of Item 160 of Mimimum Rete Tariff No. 2.

The witness testified that he persomally observed the loca:ién of

the origin and destination of each chipment covered by ExhiBitb_l
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1

through 4 and determined which of them were served by rall facilities -
and that he checked astual mileages where necessary.

A rate expert for the Commission staff testified that he
took the sets of documents included in Exhibits 1 thréugh 4 together
with tlke supplemental information testified to by the sﬁaff'repre-
sentative and formulated Exhibits 5 through 8. Fe explained that
Exhibiss 5 (5haxp Farms), 6 (Morris), 7 (Kscade) aad 8 (Bkooks)'
each show the cherges and deductions computed by the res?qndent,-
the minimum charges computed by the staff and the Tesuiting under-
charges for the transpertation covered by the freight ﬁillé'in
Exhibits 1, 2, 3 aad 4, respoctively.

The totsl amount of undercharges shown in Exhibit 5
(Shaxp Farms) is $176.41. The undercharges, according to the rate
expert, resulted frem failure to bill and'coliect'freighﬁ~chérges
for 6 shipments and assessing incorrect distance rates om two
shipménts. | _

One undercharge in the amount of $11.31 is showm in
Exhibit 6 (Moxrris). Thals, the rate expert testified,'résultcd
from an illegal deduction from tramsportation charges om an invelce
to Sharp Farms. |

Undercharges in the total amount of $210.93 zre showm in
Exhibit 7 (Kincade). They resulted, according to the rate expert,
from an illegal deduction of $107.58 from transportation charges
on an invoice to Shaxp Farms and from failure to charge for trams-
porting two refused shipments from the initial consignecs,to-ﬁew
destinations. |

E?e undercharges shown in Exhib;t'S (Bzooks) total

$1,309.14.7 Accoxding to the rate expext, the undercharges

1/ Based on cvidence presented by Sharp Farms, the staff rate ex-
pert, during the hearing, revised the ratings shown im Part 3 of
Exhibit 8 (Brooks) for Freight Bills 6129, 6130 and 6075. The
total undercharge shown above includes saild revisions.

-

-6~
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resulted from illegal deductions of $12.77, $81.23 and $433,14'from
transportation charges.on three separate invoices to Sharp Farms,
assessing incorrect distance rates on 47 shipments, assessing
charges on the actual rather tham the truckload minimum weights on
11 shipments, consolidating two separate pickups as a split,pickup
shipment without complying with the documentation requirements of |
Iter 160 of Minimum Rate Tariff No. 2 and from faiiurc,io charge
for tranmsporting five refused shipments from the'iﬁitial consignees
to new destinations.

Mr. Kincade was called by the Commission staff and
testified as follows regarding the fuel deduction of $107.58 shown
on the imvoice im Exhibits 3 and 7: His drivers are instructed to
pick up fuel from his tanks in Yuba City; to his knowledge no fuel
was received from Sharp Farms; it is possible, though very ﬁn;ikcly,
that Sharp Farxms may have furnished fuel for his trucks.

Mrs. Sharp testified that éhe is the bookkeeper,
dispatcher and telcphone operator for Sharp Farms. She testificd
as follows regarding staff Exhibits 1 and 5 (Sharp Farms): It was
an oversight that transportation charges for the six shipments
included in Parts 1 through 6 wexe not billed and collecte& priér
to the staff investigation; the charges for the six shmpments were
subsequently billed and co’lcctcd and were deposited in the baﬁk
as evidenced by the documents in Exhibit 10; the two undercharge;
of $6.40 cach shown in Parts 7 and 8'we£e collected shorﬁly after
the staff in&estigation as evidenced by the documents iﬁ Eihibit S.

Mrs. Sharp admitted that the deductions §f $11.31 and
$12.77 from tramsportation charges on the invoicés iz Exhibit 2

QMorris) and Part 1 of Exhibit & (Brooks) were subhaul commissions
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that were taken in error. These amounts, she asserted, will be
paid to the twe carricers.

with respect to the $107.58 deduction for fuel shown om
the invoice in Exhibit 3 (Kincade), Mrs.'Sharb testified that she
had been informed by several of Kincade's truckAd:tvers that they
had obtained fuel from Sharp Farms and that the amount reported
totaled $107.58. ‘She testified that no receipts.were signed by
the drivers for this fuel and that this is the feaéon she sent the
note for $107.58 for fuel (Part 1 (3) of Exkibit 3) to Mr. Kincade
to sign. It is her contention that this was a 1egitimate—dédﬁctio@.

Mrs. Sharp testified thét the deduction'of'$81;232whiéh
was listed as "Expense” on the invoice in Part 2 of Exhibit &
(Brooks) covered bills for fuel and a baxzel of oil (Exhibit 1)

which Shaxrp Farms paid to service stations for Brooks. She was

not c¢ertain whether the fuel and oil were for equipﬁent leased by

Sharp Farms from Brooks or for equipment which Brooks‘opc:ated
himself. In this connection, the equipmenﬁ*leaée agrecment
(Exhibit 14) between Brooks (lessor) and Shavp Farms (1eésce)
provides that the lessee shall pay for all fuel and oil for the
leased equipment. Mrs. Sharp testified that it was a méfe
coincidence that the deduction ampuntcd to- ten pereent of the
transportation chaxges shown on the Invoice. ,

The deduction of'$433,14 shown on the imvoice in Part
of Exhibit 4 (Brooks) was, according to Mrs. Sharp, for repalrs
to equipment owned by Brooks which had been paid by Sharp Farms
in exror. She produced several repair bills (Exhibir 12) to ﬂ
support her allegation. The bills do not idéﬁtify‘the truck that

was zepaired. The witness admitted that she did not know which
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specific truck was repaired. She stated she does not keep rccbrds
of this. The witness polnted out that the invoice in Paft_3‘also
includes a charge of $713.09 foxr transpértingﬁéight.shipgents'o£'
fertilizer; that fertilizer is exempt from minimum rate regﬁlation;
and that the deduction for tepairs was offset agaiﬁst the charges
for the transportation of the ferctilizer and not.égéinst the
charges included on the iavoice for the trénsportation oﬁ"cqmmodi-"
ties subject to minimum rates. |
Mrs. Shaxp tesﬁified that the seven shipments of bulk
wheat and barley included in the staff exhibits which were refused
by the original comsignees and tramsported to new destinations |
had been contaminated. She explainmed that the carriers involvéd
(Kincade and Brooks) had failed to éléan thelxr equipﬁent aftér.
transporting fertilizer. The witnessvalleged'that the amount of
daﬁage to each shipment because of this exceeded‘thé.cost_of

transporting the shipment to the new destination. Documents

purporting to support her allegation.én two of the shipments were

placed in evidence (Exhibit 13). No documents to—support hér
allegation in comnection with the other five shipments were
offered in evidence. o

Mr. Sharp, the presideat of Sharp Farms, explained the
rating of several shipments in Exhibit 4 (Brooks). Mrs. Sharp
testified that all erxrors in rates were inadvertent and that she
had relied on mileages furnished by drivers and buyers'in calcul-

ating distance rates.

Discussion
There is no controversy in the record regarding the

deductions of $11.31 and $12.77 shown on the involces in Exhibit 2
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(Morxis) and Part 1 of Exhibit &4 (Brooks), respectively;\ Mré;'Sharp
admits that these deductioﬁsfwere taken in crror. However; as to
~ the other deducticns in issue, Mrs. Sharp does not agree witﬁ the
stafl allegations that they were illcgal deductioms.

| With respeet to the‘deductién of $107;58 which was
designated "bulk fuel" on the imvoice in Exhibit 3 (Kincade), |
Mrs. Sharp testified that several of Kincade'svdrivefs had info:méd
her that they had received fuel from Sharp Farms., She adpitted‘ﬁo
receipts for the fuel were signed by the drivers. Mr, Kincade, on
the other hand, testified that to his khowledge«no fuel had;beéﬁ
furnished to any of his~drivefs‘by Sharp Farms. He explained'that
the only reason he signed the statement sent to hﬁm7by:8harp‘Fafms
(Paxt 1 (3) of Exhibit 3) for the fucl was beccuse he dic mot
belicve he would be paid for the~transportationyhe bad perforzed
unless and wntil he signed it. The record is mot convincing”ﬁha:
the fuel was in fact furnished to XKincade. | e

Likewise, the xecord does unot cleaxrly establish that

there is a legitimate basis for the claim of $81.23 which is
designated "Expense' on the invoice in Part 2 of Exhibit 4 (Brooks).
Mrs. Sharp did produce several bills for fuel and o1l which18harp
Farms had paid (EkhibitAll). She‘explained that the fuci and oii
was for Brocks' equipment.: However, she was not certain whetberv
it was for equipment Brooks operated himself oxr for equipmént‘he'
leased to Sharp Faxms. As to the leased equipment, Shaip férms is
required to furnish all fuel and ofl (Exhibit 14). Furthermore,
the staff representative testified that Mr. Brooks had informéd

hin that the deduction was a subhaul commission.
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Mrs. Sharp produced a2 number of documents'CExhibit 12)
for truck repairs which she alleged supported the deduction of
$433.24 designated "Truck Repairs" on the invoice in Part 3 of
Exhibit 4 (Brooks). Mrs. Sharp stated that the repalrs were made
on Brooks' equipment and that Shoxp Forms had paid them in error.
The documents do not identify the equipment that was repaired,vahd
Mes. Sazrp admitted that she_had no zdditional resords that would
identify the equipment invérved.' The staff witnéss-tcgtifiéd-thét'
Mr. Brooks had informed him that the xepalr bills;werefnot.for:

" any of kis equipment. Mrs. Sharp further testified that the
deduction for truck rcpairs was applicd againét the $7;3.09-
charge on the invoice for hauling fertilizer and not aéainst the
$4,966. 79'chhrge-qho§n tﬁereongFor huulin grain aad rclared
commodhtxea. Based on a xeview of 2ll the cvxdcnce, the $433.14
has not beep proven to be a proper deductxon from the invo;ge,
For the purposes of this proceeding, it will not be alldyed,

As to the seven shipments of bulk wheat and béfley"which
were refused by the original con~ignees and transportcd to nevw
destivnetions without charge, we oo not concur with Mrs. Sharp s
contention that damage claims may be offset against: the transpor*a-‘-
tion charges for the subsequent movements. In eadh lnstance, the
commodity transported is subject to ninimun ra»e_regulation. Thé 
rates are provided in Minimem Rate Tariff No. 2. It is a general
rule of tramszportation law that damage claims ma ] not be offse*
against tariff charges. Damage claims must be handled as a.
separate transaction. No determination nced be-made-hérein'as-to
the merits of said clalms. Furthermoxre, from a review of the

documentation in Exhrblt 13 it appcars that Sharp Farms hus
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already deducted‘the«damage alleg2d on two of thé‘shipients from
a check paid to Brooks in connection with‘trdnsportation sexvices
oot im issue in this procceding. o

Thae Cozxission staff bas recommended that, pursuant to
Section 3800 of the Public Utilities Code, a fine equal to the
amount of the net underchurge of each resvondent as saown in the
staff rate exhibits (Exhibits 5 through 8) be assessed agqxnst
the respective respondemts. In additiom, the=staff.recomm¢nds
that, pursuant to Seetion 3774 of the Code, anm édditional]fine‘of
$1,000 be assesséd against Sharp Farms because of itélpractice qf
taking a deduction of generally ten percent from minimum #rans- |
portation charges paid to other carriers for tr&ﬁqborting its
products. This practice, the staff argued, Js prohibited by the
restrictionjin the permit held by Sharp Farms.

We agree with the staff recommendation that cach of the
respondents shbuld be assessed a fine under the‘provisions of

Secetion 380C of the Code in‘thé anount of the net undercharges

found in the staff rate exhibits to‘be‘appiic&ble-tofsuqh :

respondent.

As to the staff rocommendation that an additiomal’
fine of $1,000 be assessed against Sharp Farms under the provisions
of Section 3774, we do not concur with the represéntative of
respondent that the suggested finme is execessive. Based on a
review of the entire recoxrd, an additional fine in the anmouat of
$1,000 under said section would appear to be appropriate.

Findings and Conclusions

After consideration the Commission finds that:
1. Each of the feur respondents herein opexates pursuant to

radial hlghway common carrier permits.
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2. Each of the four respondents hereiﬁ was sexrved with
appropriate tariffs and distance tables.

3. The staff rating of the transporta.ion cov»red by
Exbibit 5 (Shaxp Farms) is correct.

4. Sharp Faxms did not collect $163.61 in freight charges |
for the six shipments covefedxby Parts 1 thxough 6 ofrsxhibit 5
within the time required by Item No. 250 of Minimum Rate Ta:iff;"
Ne. 2. ,

5. Sharp Farms charged less than the lawfully preseribed
ninizum rates in the instances as set forth im Parts 7 thxough 8
of Exhibit 5,resulting in underchaxges in the amount of $12. 80.

6. Sharp Farms, prior to the hearings in this proceeding,
collected the $163.61 In freight charges and the $12.80 in undex-
charges refexrred to in Findings 4 amd 5, respectively.

7. The staff rating of the transportation cover ed by

Exh&bxt 6 (Fbrrzs) is correct

8. The deduction of $11.31 from the invoicc for freight

charges to Sharp Farms in Exhibit 6 (Moxrris) was an illegal‘
deduction. |

- 9. Morris charged less tham the preseribed minimum rates |
in the instance as set forth in Exhibit 6, resulting in an under-
charge of $ll. 31

10. The;staffwrating of the traﬁsportation'covered by
Exhibit 7 CKincadé) is correct.

11. The deduction of $107. 58 for "bulk fuel"” from frelght

charges on the invoice to Sharp Farms in Exhibit 7 (Kincade) was
an lllegal deductmon.
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12. The net amount less than the lawfully prescribed minimum
rates charged by Kincade for the‘transportation covered by Exhibit 7
is $210.93. | - |

13. The staff rating, as amended at the hearing, of the
transportation covered by Exhibit 8 (Brooks) is correct.

14. The deductions of $12.77, $81.23 and $433.14 from the

mnwoices in Parts 1, 2 and 3, respectively, of Exhibit 8 (Brooks)
~ will pot be allowed.

15. The net amount less than the lawfully prescribed‘ﬁiniﬁum;

rates charged by Brooks for the transportation covered by Exhibit 8
is $1,309.14. ’ |

Based on the foregoing findings of fact the Commission
concludes that: .

1. Sharxp Farms has violated Sections 3664, ‘3667 and 3737 of
the Public Utilities Code and should pay a fine puxsuant to
Section 3800 of the Code in the amount of $176 41, and in addition
thereto Shaxp Furms should pay a fine pursuant‘tovSection 3774 of
the Code in the amount of $1 000. |

2. Noah Morris has violated Sections 3667 and 3668 of the.
Public Utilities Code and should pay a fine pursuant to Section 3800’
of the Code in the amount of $11.31.

3. Allen Kimcade has violated Sections 3664, 3667, 3668
and 3737 of the Public Utilities Code and should pay a fine"
pursuant to Section 3800 of the Code in the amount of $210.93.

4. Eaxl R. Brooks has violated Sections 3664,‘3667; 3668
and 3737 of the Public Utilities Code and\should/pay'a fine
pursuént to Section 3800 of the Codo in the amount of $1,309;16.
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5. Noah Morris, Allem Kimcade and Earl R. Brooks should be
oxdered to cease and desist from making or accepting any deductions
from minimum transportation charges on freight bills or invoices
covering transportatioﬁ of the property of Shar§ Farms that are
not specifically provided‘fof by the applicable minimﬁm-raté
tariffs or authorized by the Comnission.

The Commission expects that Noah Morris, Allen Kincade
and Earl R. Brooks will procee& prcmptly, diligently'and"in'good
faith to pursue allvreasonablévﬁeasures to collect the net amount
of undexrcharges found herein as to each. The staff of the
Comission will make a subsequent fleld investigation‘theréof. |
If there is xeason to believe that an& of said respondents, Or
any of their attormeys, have not been ¢iligent, or have mot taken
all reasonable measures to collect the net amount of undercharges
found herein as to that respondent or respondents, or have not
acted in good faith, the Commission will reopen this-procéediﬁg 
as to that particular respondent or respondents for the puxpose
of formally inquiring into the circumstances and for the purpose
of determining whether further sanctions should be imposed agaiﬁst

the particular respondent oxr respondents involved.

IT IS ORDERED that:

1. Sharp Farms Txucking, Inc., a corporation, shéll‘pay a

fine of $1,176.41 to this Commission on or before the twentieth
day after the effective date of this order.
2. Noah Morris, am individual, shall pay a fine of $11.31

to this Commission on or before the twentieth day after the

effective date of this order.
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3. Allen Kincade, an individual, shall péy a fine of $210.93 
to this Commission on ox before the twenticth day after the

cffective date of this order.

4. Earl R. Brooks, doing business as Earl R. Brooks Trucking,

shall pay a finc of $1,309.16xto this Cormission on-or?befbre the
twentieth day after the effective date of this ordex. |
5. Noah Morris, Allen Kincade and Earl R. Brooks shall take
such action, including legal action, as may be mnecessary to‘cbllect
the amounts of undercharges set forth herein as to eachfandzshall'
notify the Commission in writing upon the consummatioh of such |
collections. | ;

6. In the cvent Noazh Morxis, Allen Xincade or Earl R.
Brooks have not collected the undexcharges ordered to be collected
by paragraph 5 of this order, or any pa:t of such undcrcharges;.
within sixty days after the effective date of this order, said
respondent or respondents shail proceed promptly, diligently and
in good faith to pursue all reasonabie reasures to coll¢ct_them;
said'respbndent ox resPondents‘shali file with the Commission, om
the first Monday of eéch month after the cnd of said sixty days,

a report of the undercharges remaining to be ¢ollected énd:

specifying the action takenm to collect such undé:charges,-and
the result of such action, until such ﬁnderéharges have been
collected in full or until further order of the,ComﬁisSion.'

7. Noah Morris, Allem Kimcade and Earl R. Brodks.shali
henceforth cease agd desist from maling or accepting,any
deductions from minimum transportation charges om freight bills

or invoices cavering.tranéportatioh ofvthe-property'of'Sharpwrarms‘"'
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Trucking, Inc., that are not specifically provided for by the .
applicable minimum rate tariffs or authorized by the Commission.
The Secretary of the Coumission is directed to cause
personal service of this order to be made upon each respondent.
The cffective date of this orxder, as to a parti¢u1ar ré"spondent,

shall be twenty days after the completion of such service ‘upon‘

such respondent,

7 Dated at - . , Callifornia, this
——
_Z___ day of FEBRUARY |

Commissioners )

'or!ss!oner Toorge . Troves, Boldf

Ceanmsarily 2bsent, did not partieipate
in the disposition of this prouum.




