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BETORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION.OF TEE STATZ OF CALIFORNIA

Application of UNIVERSAL MARINE )
CORPORATION, a California
corporation, for authority to )
sell and $Q. CAL. SEIP SERVICES,

a California co*poraczon, Lo
purchase a certificate of publ;c--]
convenience and necessity of
UVIVERSAL MARINE CORPORATION

and for temporary authority to
conduct operat: ions under s2id
certificate in the interim.

Decision

Application 83-06-32
(Filed June 17, 1983)

Cémpiainant,
Ve _ Case 83-02}0? o
S0. CaL. SE 1TP SZRVICES, (Filed July 27, 1983)
DANIZL £, SZELEY, MICHAEL LANEAM,
and U.S. WATER TAXI,

Defandants.

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
SAN PEDRC MARINE, INC., : g
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

Knapo, Grossman and Marsh, by Warzea N.
Grossmarn and Patrzc;a . Scnnegg,
Attorneys at law, for So. Cal. Snip
Services, applicant; and for So. Cal.

Ship Services, Dani iel S, Seeley, azd
Michael Lanham, defendants in C.83-07-04.
drobeck, Phleger & Far*;son, by William ¥,
3eeth and Williem Price, Attormeys at L Lav,
f£or San Pedro Marine, I ¢., Protestant in
A.83-06-32 and como’a;ﬁan: in C.83-07-04.

Robert Bell, Zor U.S. Wacer Taxi, defendant

In C.94-07-04. '
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CELIXNIO

Introduction

This wmatter initially arose as an application =o
transier a.certificate of public convenience and necessity
(CPC&N) to conduct water vessel common carrier operations uander
Peblic Usilities (PU) Code Section 851.%/ The application was
£iled jointly by the proposed seller, Universal Marine cbrporatioﬁ
(Universal), and the proposed buyer, So. Cal. Shaip Sexrvices (SoCal).

San Pedro Marine, Inc. (San Pedro), holder of a similar
certificate for operation in the saze area in and around the
Los Angeles/Long Beach harbor, filed a timely protest to the
application which included a "request for summary dismissal.
The request for dismissal is based upon a claiz that' the
application for transfer under Section 851 is improper. and
could ouly be brought as an application for a new éer:ifica:é
under Section 1007. _

In addition to the protest and'reques:tfor«dismidsal, .
San Pedro also filed a complaimt agaimsc SoCalj SoCal's .primcipals,
Deniel Z. Seeley and Michael Larhaz; and U.S. Water Taxi allezing
that defendants were providing unauthorized and unlawivl water
vessel common carrier operations it and around the Los Angeles/
Long 3each havdbor to the defriment of San Pedro. ‘T@e,compfa'::
requested the Commission issue arn izmediate oxder to ceaseignd
desisz and was accompanied by a motion Zor'a cease and desist
order. The =otion wassreﬁewed‘by San ?edro'avcbuﬁie:of.&eeks
later. '

L/ Zxcedt as otherwise svecified, all sections menticzmed hevealter
reler To the PU Code. :
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A consolidated hearing was held on,these‘matters.before
Adainistrative Law Judge (ALJ) Colgan in the Commission's Court-
room in Los Angeles on October 24 and 25 and November 18, 1983.
The matter was submitted on the last day of hearing: post-hearicg
briefs were due on Jamuary 26, 1984,

| At the outset of the heaving San Pedro moved to dismiss
U.S. Water Taxi as a defendast ia San Pedro's complain The
motion was granted by the ALJ, |

Proporiety of Request Uuder
Section 851

, In its protest San Pedro wequests that the ap@lica:ion
ve dismissed because a transfew under Section 851 is improper
in that Universal's auvthority under the certificate was allowed
o lapse prior to the £ili ng of this applicacion. Saa Pedro
stggests that if the application is to be comsidered at all by
this Commission, it must be treated as an application Zor new
cercificate authority under Seccion 1007. _ |

The significance of such treatment is that we have long

held that the velevant inquiry inm an application £oy ctransier
is whether the transfer will be adverse to the public imteresc.
Zenry Stcovall and United States (1962) 59 CPUC 373, 376; Radioe
Paginz-Co. (1966) 65 CPUC 635; Georze Coomex (1979) D.90646.
Turcher, we nhave loug held that evidence on the issue of pudlic
convenience ané necessity (which would be a2ooropriate in z
application for new cerxtificate authority) is generally imaporo-
oriate in a transfer proceeding siace it wovks as a colla*eral
attack upon the priovr decisicn ox decisions of the Co:m-sszoﬁ
whish already comcluded that oub71~ convenience and necessd ity
existec with Tespect to the opevarion im question . Radio Relav

b
\
L
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Covo. (1974) 76 CPUC 545, 550; Henry Stovall aand United States,
supra; Radio Paging Co., supra; Frank Nolan Dravage Co. (1963)

61 CPUC 160. 7Thus, were we to find that Section 851 was
inappropriate to this proceeding, we would’be‘obliggd to either
dismiss the application ltégether or ar least to hold applicarnt,
SoCal, to the standard of demdnscra:ing peblic convenience and
necessity. ' '

We will mot do either, however, since, as we explain
below, we disagree with San Pedro's claim that Universal's
autbority was allowed to lapse and that there is thus nething
to tramsfer. In oxder to make this understandable, however,
it I1s necessary to describe some of the backgrotnd‘leading up
this proceeding. B
Universal's Backzround

Universal's CPC&N was granted by this Commission in
Decisicn (D.) 86732, cdateé December 7, 1976 as modified by D.85353,
dated Seotember 6, 1978. Accordiag to uncontroverzed testizmen

elicited at the hearing, three companies owing momey o Universal
filed for bankruptey inm August 1982, The accounts receivable Srom
these compaaies had been pledzed, alemg with Universal's other
assets, as security Zor loams Universal received from Caradian
Comzercial 3amk (CCB). In additiom, W. Z. Heller and Compan

(W. Z. Eellev) zeld a Zirst movtgzgagze on Universal's crane barge
and CC2 held 2 second on it. Wnen the three debtor companies
failed to pay their debts to Universal, CC3 and W. . Feller
tock possession of all Universal assets. As a result, Universal
ceasec coerations at midnizhs on\chéber 19, 1982,
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Abandonment

In matters of abandomment, this Commission has loug
held to the position that "/a/bandomment of a certificate includes
the intention and also the extermal comduct by which Lt is carried
out.” Zaphasis added. Rinzsbv-Pacifiec LTsd, (1971) 72 CPUC 204,
208. We think it is clear that Universal did not exhibit th

- b

intent requisite to indicate an abandonment of its certificate.
During the tearicg Domald Budai, president of Uaiversal, was
specifically asked about this | |

"Q Was there ever any intention on your part

to abandon your cercificate on a voluntary
basis?

A Vo, none whacsoever.

"Q Was it only by force of cz*cumsgaﬁces as
you've explained that you couldn't.
coutinue to operate?

That's corzect.

¥ad it. not been for this series of
baunkruptcies, would you have continued
in operation?

Absolutely.'” RT 168-169.

A finding of abandouzent depends on the facts of the
particular case. Teskev Tranmso. Co. (1962) 60 CPUC 92.
"Abandonment in the regulatory sense is the voluntary, intemtional
relincuishzmen: 0f a public utilicy franchise." Grav Zines, Inc..
(1978) CPUC 24 80, 384, Turthermore, ''[a/lthough th e Commission
nas in the past revoked operating authority wneve sus:ens-on o
operations was a volx.n..a*y act Dy the carrier (not authorl zec}_

by che Cozmmission), theve is no mandatory requirement shat
operating Tights De revoked, even i oubh there is sueh voluntary

-

- h--a—b

vaauchorized susoen asion., (Cizatioms om:::ec.)” ‘Clear1"~-“““
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is txue, then there 1s n0 requirement £rat such rights be revoked
when the suspeusion is not rruly voluntary as was the case with
Universal. |
We conclude that the act of Universal's president i

closing down the operatiom in November 1982 did not constiture
a forfeiture of that authority. Therefore, the application Zor -
transfer under Section 851 is proper and we must deny San. Pedro
request oy dismissal of the application.
Recent Tvents : a
Michael Lanham and Daniel Z. Seeley lost thelir Jobs
with Universal as a vesult of its c’oszng down ooerat;ons.
Seeley had been tke senior boac operator at Universal with
expertise in stores and water taxi sexvices. Lazhaz had been
Caiversal's foreman and ran the crane barge, waich is a 90-*005
"oy 34-foot barge with a crame mounted om it. The crame has
90 feet of boom (2ad. a l00-foot "reach' 0ff the water) and cas

ift 13.5 sons whem fully extended. The barge is moved_fromv‘
nlace to place by a tug boat. It is used to: deliver stores from
shore to a ship and thea to lift the stores onco the ship. A
"stores gang'' or ''strike-down gamg'' then puts the stores awayﬂbn
the ship. s

o
|

Snortly after Universal's October. 1982 cessacion-ofﬂ
cperations, Lankaz and Seeley bngan tTo overate strike-down . c:e 'S
Zor the ships in the harbor, and in mid-November 1982, tney ﬂ
began to lease the crane baxze from W. E. eller. Lankaz
tescified that this was done when some ships' agents contac
nizm "about the gap in service now that Universal Marize nad :
gome under, and there was mo ome in the harbor at that time |
with a erane on a boeat or barge that delxvered‘gtoh_s . (RI
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When questioned about his understanding of the need

to have a Public Utilitiles Commission (PUC) certificate to perform
stores deliveries, Lanham testified that he first became aware

of the issue in early 1983 and that he spoke with Budai, the

owner of Universal, who told him ke would need a certificate if

he plammed to buy the barge rather than remting it.

Iz Aoril 1983 Lanham and Seeley formalized their
business operations by incoerporating as So. Cal. Stip Services.
Shortly prior to that, however, on March 11, 1983 CCB held am
auction at which CC3 offered, for sale, Universal's machinery
and equipzent, as well as Universal's PUC CPC&N. SoCal vaS'the‘
high bidde:.g/ When questiomed about CC3's right to sell the
certificate without first acquiring the certificate froxz this
Commission, CC3's portfolio mamager, Harvey Weinberger, testified
zhat he contacted the Commission in Sanm Fraacisco an d spoke te
sozeone on the phone. Though he pointed to nothing specific iz
that conversation that would lead to such a2 conclusio Wezﬁberger

- was nonetheless leit with the impression that CCB's iﬁte-esc
the certificate was secured and CC3 had a right to sell iz, Like-
‘wise, the bidders, or at least SoCal, apparently believed they
were bidding on something of value since SoCal's successiul did
was for $47,000 and SoCal made a $20,000 down payment to CC3.
' SoCal was informed at the time that it would still have
to have Commission approval to operate under the certificate if
it were ouvrchiased at this. auction.

2/ Iaterestingly after trhe oocening bid SoCal was bidding only
against San Pedvo which already fad an inteviz cextiZicate’
granting essentially similar authority.
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About 2% months' later in June 1983 SoCal began buyzng
the barge. A couple of weeks after that SoCal f£iled the transier
application with the Comm;ssmon. The application properly lists

Universal, not CCB or W. 3. EBeller, as the seller of the certifi-
cate. |

Commission Juzisdiction . ‘ L

The strike-down crew operations of SoCal do notr fall
within oux jurisdictidn.?:Nor do the activities imvolving use’
of the barge crase to Lift and deposit stores at 2 single.
location. Howevef, use of che barge itself (or any other vessel
for that matter) £o transport stores or any other freight or
passengers is an activity which requires a certificate from this
Coxmission.

Universal's cercificate authorizes precisely such
activity. In elevan: part it states:

"aiversal...is aut ho:;zcd to conduct vessel
common carrier opevations in the transporta~
tion of passengers and their baggage and/ox
‘re'th cetween (1) all decks, wharves, -
shios, and points and places within the
Los Angeleo/»ong Beach Harbdor, on the om
hand, and oun the other hand, 2ll shiss,
vesse-s, marine inmstallation, ané rigs
locazed within the Los Angeles/Long Beach
Harbor amnd, (2) all docks whavves, ships,
points and places within the Los 4 ge-es/
Long 3each Hazbor, on the one hand ans
on the other hand, marine installations
and rigs, ships, and vessels located at
noints offshore of :he counties of Los
Angeles and 0~ange...
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To the extent that SoCal engaged in these jurisdictional
activities after Universal closed down it violated Section 1007
by operating a vessel for "tramsportation of persons or property,
for compensation, between points in this state, without first
having obtained from the commission a certificaze...” Further-
more, the "purchase” of Universal's certificate at the auction
did not bestow any rights upoﬁ SoCal simee meither CC3 nor
W. Z. Heller held any operative rights in the certificate at
the tizme of the auction. Then, as now, the operative rightS‘
were held by Universal. :

Lanham's testimony indicates that he and Seele; began
to lease the crane barge in mid-November 19382 in order to make
availlable a baxge that both delivered stores and had a crane om
it. He explained that none was ava..lable aftex Cniversal shut
down. o

At the time Universal shut down, San Pedro was operatia
in the harbor dut only had Commission auct hovity co'tratspo-t ,
shiss' stzores when it was in conjunction with a delzve-y of lube
oil. On October 28, 1982 San Pedro filed for -nter;m authority
removing the lube oill vestrictiom so that it cou’d'deliver scores
alone. That interim authovity was granted by the Commission less
thaz three weeks later, and on May %, 1983 (about two montas
after the auetion which San Dedro did up =0 $46,00C oz what was
serporced 10 be Universal's certificate) the authority was zade
fPermatent. San Pedro-purc ased a cranme and installed it oz its
vessel, the Vieki Ann, some time in the spriag of 1683. Uncil
that time tche crame on SoCal's barge and crames availadle on the
ships the=selves were the only otnes available except ot store.
Testizmony indicates chat the shins' cr :es,we:e.ofte:'_“adec :ate
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for the lifts required on jobs done by Solal dering this tize.
Testizmony also indicates that San Pedro's crane was limited oy
the U.S. Coast Guard to lifting 2,000 pounds and that much of th
lifting done by SoCal's crame was in excess of 2,000 pounds.
During the heaving Lanham, whose urde—scanding‘o‘ nis
obligations uader the PU Code, seezed at best, imorecise, testified
that from November 11, 19382 onwaxd SoCzal had an agreezent wzhn
Bay Tarkers, Inc. which was described as an '"oral charter agree-
zment', Lazkam said that it was als understanding of the 2greexent
that whenever Bay Tankers wanted the services of SoCal or wanted
SoCal to stand by, SoCal had 2z obligation to Bay Taznkers to be
available. However, when asked abour nis understanding of SoCal s
availability to render service to other companies, he stated tna“
his lawyers advised SeCal that they '"could mot run to 2ny other
vessels besides Bay Tarnkers' (RT 142). Lanham .est;f;ed'thazr
r tearing this advice he believed that his ability to sexvice
su_ps was restricted To situations where San Pedro was
to immediately sexvice the stip Iin cuestion. |
It was oftem unclear cuving Lanham's testimeny whéther
ne was descriding service over which the Commission has jurisdiction
or not, but SoCal clearly 4id engage in jurisdictional service to
others desides 3ay Tazkers from tizme te time, Seo, it cannot be.
assuzed, as SoCal suggests in its response to fan ”edro'srﬁo:io
Ser a cease 2nd desist ovder, that SoCal is exemst Sroz Commi ssion
regulation becavse it has dedicated its crane Barge to the exclu-
sive use oI 3ay ;an&e-s and thus is not hol -xng itsels out,cc*:he
oubiic 25 a comxon carrier, The :es:i:ony shows that,
SoCal 2did provide stores transportacion to stips other.
Tankers'. '




.
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However, it also seems certain that these acss were not
dome due to blatant disregard for the requirements of the law . but,
rather,due to the inattention and lack of understandiag of Socal s
principals. As a consequence we are not comnvinced that SoCal's
violative act_ons demonstrate that SoCal is mot £it to hold the

certificate authority, as San Pedro claims. |

On the other hand, we do not coadome Lanhazm's obvious
inattention :d'the details of the business he is ac*emoc~ng to
establish. Zis wzllingﬂess to siga a verification under oenalcv
of perjury waich states that he knows the cozntents ¢of a docuzent
£iled in this matter to be true, and then to blithely tes cz-y to
Zacts which are incomsistent with the contents of that cocumen
at the tearing certainly raises some doubt about bis abilicy to
‘run SoCal in 2 mamner comsistent with the public interest.
fowever, considering the *ecovd as a whole, it. azzears ghat
SoCal's illegal act ivities were minizal. Most o‘ its work was
outside the jurisdiction of this Commission and its .llega1
activities resulted Zrom velv_“b or information from oerson
other than the Commissiorn or legal counsel until a:ileastﬂla:e
soring of 1983, shortly before SoCal filed for thais c:arsfe—

Thus, the record has not established that the requested transfer
would be adverse to the public interest. Sinmce i:‘hao,been'r
escablished in p-xo— proceedings that publ c‘need'exists for

-
-

2is sexvi ce, we will therefore grant the transfer to Solal.
iacd Tact ¢

Cniversal ceasedtopera:ions-under its C2Ca in

-

around the Los unge;es/go 12 3each narbor on about Cetobev
1982, o
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2. Universal's cessatioa of operations oc crred when its
creditors, CCB and W. E. Hellew, took possession of all‘Universél's‘
assets. ) ,‘ . i

3. 7Two former employees of Unive4sal, hmcnael Laﬁham and
Daniel Z. Seeley, calling themselves So. Cal. Ship Services (SoCal),

leasingz cthe cranme barze formerly used by Unxversa -rqm

‘Eeller in mid-November 1932, |

4, SeoCal began o::e*zng various se*vxces includin
:ranspo::atzon of stores to ships in the Los Angeles/Loug
harvor iz late 1982 or early 1983.

5. ;ransportatxon of stores is an activity within
jurisdiction of this Commission and regquires a C?CaN

6. On March 1l, 1983 CCB neld an auction at waich
pL*pO“ted to sell Universal's CPC&N.

7. At no time was CCB granted any intevest in Universal's
CC&N by this Commission.

8. SoCal bid 847, 000 for tt he cercificate at c“;s auction
ané paid CC3 a down payment of $20, OCO..

9. SoCal's presicdent was told b} another in early 1983
that he would need a cevtificate from this Commission if ne
olanned to buy, rather than rent, the crane barge. Ee was ailso
informed in adbout March 1983 that even after nis apparent purchase
of Universal's certificate 2t the aucction he would still have co
have Commission aperoval in owder to operate underrthe certificate.
The record does not indicate whether SoCal had any contact with
the Commission ox with legal counsel pr@b* to or «uring chese
cozmunicazions. | ‘ )

§
i
|
R
by
i
!
|
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10. Iz Jume 1983 SoCal and Universal £iled the applicacion
for transfer which is the subject of the present proceeding.
CC3 was not a oa*ty to the application, g

1l. A complaint has been £iled oy Sau Pedro Marice, Ihc.
(San Pedro) against SoCal and its principals alleging that. c:ey
were p—ov~d; g unauthorized ad ualawful wacer: vessel comzon
carrier service. and requesting a c2ase and desisc order.

12. Complainant, San Pedro, moved at the hearing for
disaissal of U.S. Water Taxi as 2 cefendant; the wmotion was
granted by the ALJ. | - E
Comclusions of Law |

1. TUniversal did not abandon its CPC&N and had not los.
its operating rights under the certificate at the time thi
asolication for transfer was £iled. “berefo-e dLsa_ssul of
the application would be imappropriate ané protestant's request

> it should be denied, I

2. SoCal's leasizg of the crane barge was not illegal,
nor was its use of the barge for servicing ships in the Los Anbeles/
Long Zeach harber. However, to the extent that SoCal engaged in
trausperting goods 0 ships in—:he barbor its activities were
illegal since SoCal did not have authority for such operations
rom this Commission. | o

3. The auction held by CC3 in March 1983 did not resul:
in the transier of any‘ogeraci g rights uncer Universal's CCaN ,
since CC3 neld no imcerest in any such wights. ' |

4. The time lapse between SoCal's comzenc ing offeving
services under the jurisdiccion of this Comm-sszon without
oossessing a CPCEN and its aoolica:ion.for transier of anveééal'
cercificaze was =2ot, unde : ' » SU t0
establish chat SoCal is un ' ‘ |
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S. The proposed transfer is in the public interest aad.
should be authorized. ‘

6. Since the transier Is to be granted an order to cease
and desist illegal operatioms would be moot and should be cenied.

7. Ounly the azount paid to the State for operative rights
zay be used in rate fixing. The State may grant any number =34
rights and may caacel or =odify the monopoly feature of these
rights at any time. o

IT IS ORDERED
1. ?:oteétant San Pedro Marine, Inc.'s wequest that
Application (A.) 83-06-32 be cismissed is denied.
| 2. The Aédministrative Law Judge's Ruling dismissing
U.S. Water Taxi as 2 party to the complaint im Case (C. ) 83« 07- OA
is affiirmed.

3. The complaint request for an order te cease ané desise
is moot 2s a wesult o0f the gvant of authority set out delow.
-ne-e-o-e, the vequested order is denied and C.83-07-04 is

ismissed.

4. Universal Marine Corporatica may sell and transfer
the operative rights specified in A.83-06-32 to So. Cal. saip
Services, 2 corporacion. This authorization shall expive i£

not exewrcised within 9C davs ¢f the effec:ive daze o= "*‘s o-der

LT 2T

or within such additiomal zizme as the Commission may authorize.
5. 2Purchaser shall: '

a. Tile with the Tramsporsation Division
itten acc#o'a ce 0f the certificace
and a cooy of the bill of sale or
other transfer doc"-en: within 30 d ys
2fter transier.
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Amend or reissve sellev's tariffs.”
The tariffs shall not be efiective
before the date of craﬂsher, 20T
before 10 days' notice is given to
the Commission.

Comply with General Orders Series 87,
104, 111, aad 117.

Tile an amnual report of seller's
operations for the oer;od from the
Sirst day o: the current year to
the date o trans_e..

Ma_ﬂtazn accouvt;ng records in
con.orm;cy with che Unifora Systez
o Accounts.

6. When the transfer is completed, and on the effective
date of the tariifs, a_cér:ificate of public convenience and
necessity is granted to So. Cal. Saip Services, 2 o:po:aczo“,

avchorizing 1t to opevrate as a common carzier Dy vessel, as
defized in PU Code Sectioms 21L(b) and 238, betweet the poiats
aé over th routes set forth im Appencix A, TO transpove
cersons, baggage, 2ad/or proverty.
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7. The application iz granted as set forth above and the N
certificate of public convenience andénecessity granted by
Decision 89352 is revoked on the effective date of purchaser s
tariffs. The complaint ic dismissed. | ' f :v//f
This orxder is effective.today. | |
Dated‘Apfil 18, 1984, at San Francisco, California..

LEONARD M. GRIMES, JR.
Pzeuxdent'
VICTOR CALVO .
PRISCILLA C. GREW
DONALD VIAL
WILLIAM T. 'BAGLEY.
' Commiss ioners

I CER*I“Y TEAT THIS DECIS
WAS AP SOVED BY s ABOVELON
C@‘JLAI 02“' "\U NV‘DA‘\»-; .‘ :

(

‘ ﬂ@f;‘ PR
dé:/epa h.‘goucv L-, Exec

-‘u.u‘-«' .o
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Appendix A SO. CAL. SHIP SZRVICIS Original Page 1
(a California corporation)

INERAL AUTHORIZATIONS, RESTRICTIONS, LIMITATIONS,
AND SPECIFICATIONS.

So. Cal. Ship Services, & corporation, j the certifica
of public convenience and necessity granted oy the decision noted in the

(34

o
-

margin, is authorized to conduct vessel common carrier cgerations in she
transportation oi passengers andé their baggage an ad/or Sreight.
vetween (1) 2all docks, wharves, shios, and 9011 s and :laces witain
the Los Angeles/lomg Beach Harbor, on the onme hand, and, on the
other nand, 2ll ships, vessels, marin e inst a.;.lat::.o S5 and ri gs
located within the Los angeles/Lomg Beach Hawbor, and (2) all
docks, wharves,.shins, a:d soints and places within the Los

. Angeles/Long Beach Hardor, on the ome hand, and, ¢a the other
nazd, marime installaticns, rigs, sn;:s,‘aﬁduveSSels\loca:ed as
points oiishore of the counties of Los angeles and nge tbject
co the following concizion:

No vesse1 snall ae ooeva:ed unless ic tas wme
o -

those of the Uni ed Sta.es Coast Gua-d

Issued Dy Galifomnia Publ
s 04102




A.83-06~32, C.83=07-~04 " "ALJT/emk/3c -~

7. The certificate of public convenience and necessity
granted by Decision 89353 is revoked on the effective date of
purchasex's =ariffs, -

This order is effective today. | |
Dated _ APR 18 1984 , at San Francisco, California.

LEONARD M IMES, JR.

7 Prozidort

POR -CALVO ‘ :
SLSCILLA C. GREW. .
DONAID. VIAL,. ~ &
- WILIIAM T. BAGLEY

o Cozgmi-ssionors




