
Decision No. 73343 -------
BEFORE !HE PUBLIC, utILI!IESCOMMlSSION OF THE stAXE OF CAjJIFO~~ 

In the Matter of the Application ~ 
of RAGTJS 'IR.'t]CKING, INC., to remove 
restrictions in permit. 

Application No. 47293 
Filed January 27, 1965 

Bertram S. Silver, for the applicant. 
~a~ence Q. Garcia, Counsel, R. L. 

Farmer,. and. David R.. Larrouy, 
Counsel, for the Commission staff. 

OPINION ........ -~ ......... -
This application was filed to remove the underlined por-

tion of the first restriction and all of the second restriction 

quoted below from applicant's highway contract carrier permit. 

"(lO) This permit is limited to the tr3nspor­
tation of the following described com­
modities: General commodities excluding: 
livestock, cement, transportation of 
motor vehicles, property transported in 
dump truck equipment, new uncr3tcd fur­
niture, ro ert trans orted in tnnk 
trailers, and. opcrat~ons or ~ c a 
housenold goods carrier permit is required. 

"(11) Whenever pemittee engages other carriers 
for the transportation of property of 
Sugar Products Company or Vernon Warehouse 
Company or the customers or suppliers of 
Sugar Products Company or Vernon Warehouse 
Company, permittee shall not pay.such car­
riers less than the minimum rates and 
charges established by the Commission for 
the transportation actually performed by 
sueh other carriers." 

A public hearing was held at San Francisco on March 24, 

1965 before Examiner Fraser and the matter was submitted. 

Applic~nt hired suohsulers to carry sugar from the C and H 

Sugar Flant in Crockett when all the Ragu~ trueks were employed 

elsewhere. The staff s.lleged tr.z,t applican't is an affiliate of the 

Vernon Warehouse Company and tb~t C and H Sugar Company is a cust~er 
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of the latter. The staff further alleged that a gran~ of the relief 

requested would create a situation that the restriction was designed 

to prevent •. 

Applicant contended that it has always paid the loading 

charges when using s~bhaulers and if the latter were paid the mini­

mum rate, a~plicant would lose money on each transaction. It was 

further contended that applicant held neither interest or ownership 

in C and H Sugar Company and that the latter is both consignor and 

consignee on the sugar transported. The staff maintained that the 

tariff authorizes applicant to transfer the loading expense to the 

shipper by imposition of an accessorial charge. 

The parties stipulated at the hearing that the second 

restriction in the applicant's highw~y contract carrier permit did 

not apply to transportation performed for C and H Sugar Company. 

Subsequent to the hearing, C and H Sugar Compa~y insealled mechani· 

cal loaders and all trucks are now loaded and unloaded automatically 

wi thout charge. 

Upon the record herein, the Commission finds as follows: 

1. Applicant neither owns nor controls any part of the 

C and H Sugar Company. 

2. The transportation performed for C and H Sugar Company by 

subhaulers employed by the applicant is not subject to the restrie­

tions in applicant's highway contract carrier permit. 

3. All loading and unloading of ~rueks at the prem~ses of the 

C and R Sugar Company in Crockett is now provided by mechanical 

loaders without charge. 

4. The C and R Sugar Company is the consignor and consignee 

on all sugar transported., 

-2-



· A.47293 NB 

Based upon the findings herein we conclude taat the 

application should be deni~d since the relief it seeks rAs already 

been provided. 

IT IS ORDERED that Application No. 47293 is hereby denied. 

The effective date of this order shall be twenty days 

~8er the date hereof. 

Dated at __ .$;_3Jl_br._AQ_C~ _____ , California, this /-¥br 

day of _.,;.,;N..;;.,OV.;...;:E:a,;,;,M_B~ER.:-__ _ 


