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Decision No. 84955' 
.' "'. ~:' : 

BEJroRE TEE PUBLIC UTn.ITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

Order institutiDg investigation on the 
Commission's own motion into rules and 
procedures for t111ng or freight tariffs 
and/or contracts or carriage by h1ghway 
perm t carriers as defined in the High­
way Carriers' Act and in the Household 
Goods carriers Act. 

case No. 9963 
(Filed September 3~ 1975) 

ORDER GRA NTING REEEARING 
AND REVOKING ORDERING PARAGRAPH TWO, 

Numerous petitions having been f11ed seeking rehear1ng 
or the above Order Instituting Investigat1onand' asking that 
Order1ng Paragraph:2 of' said order be revoked .. andgoOd~ cause 
appearing", 

IT IS ORDERED that rehearing of the Order Instituting 
Investigat1o.n in Case No.. 9963 is hereby granted",sa1drehear1ng 
to. be held before such Commissioner or ~m1ner and at such time, 
and place as may herearter be designated. 

IT IS FORTEER ORDERED that Order1ngParag.raph Z of the 
Order Instituting Investigation in Case No.. 9963 is. hereby revoked. 

The effect1ve date of this o.rder is the, date he:reor~· ' 
The Secretary 1s directed to cause appropr1ate notice or 

rehearing to be mailed at least ten (10) days before rehear1ng. 
::,._~t~Rat San FranC1sco .. calirorn1a .. th1SS(;~day or 

SE, \ .. MBt. , 1975. ' .," 
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COMMISSIONER WILLIAM SYMONS, JR., CONCORRING. L~ PARt AND 
DISSEN'l'ING IN PAR!' 

e ,. 

I concur that the Order of September 3, 1975, must ~ set down for 

hearing since there has been non¢ to d.ate. Further) the utterly unsupported 

Orderi.."l.g . Paragraph 2 must be cancelled. Other than this , I dis.agree with. 

the Order. 

Here, the majority retreats an ineh from the "ram it through" approach 

to radically Nstructuring California ts trucking industry. Faced' with 

hundreds of petitions of protest and petitions to the Supreme- Courtjo it 
, . .. 

~okes the u."l.justified order for rate roll-back on Janu~ry 1,1976-. 

Yet, two central problems, specific to the order~ are not forthrightly 

treated .. 

1. How can the Commission abando:'l.· the regulatory program 

mandated by the statutes of the Stato of California' 

before the Legislature has seen fit to change the laws? 

2.. Why has the language of Ordering Paragraph 1 been left 

narrowly limited to an investigation to ~establish rules 

and provis.ionstl for impleme:"l.tation of the tTnew r~lator.r 

programT,? 

Surely we are dtlty bound to investigate more broadly -- we must take 

careful evidence and argument to learn whether the mQjority~s drive for 

abandonment of the C,lifornia minimum. rate regtJ.latoxy· prc9ram is: legoland 

reasonable or if it is not:. 
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Toctay's Ol"del!- vaguely ~ rehearing of the eneirc'Ordcr ~cituting 
, , ' 

!..,,\vestigatio.n. (OII). Yet ~t' fails to specify the reasons motivating th& 

rehearing or the i~ to be ~&tined. Presumably,., even .evidence in 

support of another roll-back order could be taken in rehe4ring. Just maybe. 

this ·'stick'" is not being withdrawn but merely being raised out of reach. 

One certain effect of this vague,. general rehearing is to" sink petitioners t 

cMnce for review by the California Supreme Court. And incredibly enough> 

the maj Ority intends to. heedlessly proceed tomorrow under- the same OII. that 

it orders tooay for ftlll. rehearing. The majority is playing fast and,' loo~ 

with the trucking industry; 4nd the people, buSiness, and indUStry of 

Califom.i.a stand the most' to suffer from it. 

S'an Francisco, califOrnia 
September 30,. 1975 
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