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;SEP.~ ,: 5 1988 

Decision as 09 035 SEP 14 1988 10:: iTr ~;l ";~ t/,: D 
lQ)uUUlSlJUli\ !~~ 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CAt IA 

Investigation on the Commission's ) 
own motion into the operations, rates, ) 
charges and practices of Noel Andrew) I.88-03-043 
De Gaetano. dba SONSHlP ENTERPRISES; ) (Filed March 23, 1988) 
and SONSHIP ENTERPRISES, INC., a ) 
Co.rporation. ) 

---------------------------------) 
Alberto GuerrerQ,Atto.rney at Law, and 

£ayl WUerstle, fo.r the Transportatio.n 
Division. 

OPINiON 

" I 

This proceeding was instituted o.nthe commission's o.wn 
mo.tio.n to. investigate the operatio.ns' and practices o.t Noel' Andrew 
De Gaetano (De Gaetano), doing business as Sonship- Enterprises,. and: 

, ' . 

o.f So.nship Enterprises,: ,Inc. . (So.nship) ~ The order instituting 
investigatio.n'COII) names bo.thDe Gaetano. andSo.nshi~ as 
respondents. It further identifies ,Jo.hn Robert Garcia;. Juan. 
Paraon, John Payton", and David Stevenso.n as <:=arriers who, xnayhave ' 
been engaged as subhaulers by respondentS.,. 'but' does not name these 
carriers as resPo.ndents. The' purpose of the OIl 'is to determine: 

1r1. Whether respondent'De Gaetano,'- and/or 
resPo.ndent So.nshipviolated·Sectio.n Sl39 of 
the Public U.tilities', Code by engaging the 
abo.ve-mentioned, subhaulerswitho.ut havinq,a 
subhaul bo.nd o.n file with ,the commission as 
required, by General Order l02-H. 

"2. Whether resPo.ndent "De Gaetano and/or 
respondent sonshi~ violated Sectio.n S139 of 
the Public otilit1es Code by 'engaging 
subhaulers John,Ro.bert Garcia, and David 
Wayne Stevenson, 'mentioned above,' who, were 
no.t licensed by ,the Commissio.n, in vio.latio.n 
of' ,General Order l02-H". ' 
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"3. Whether respondent Sonship violated 
Section 5133 of the Public Utilities Code 
by commencing operations before being 
issued a household goods carrier permit. 

"4. Whether any or all of respondent 
De Gaetano's and respondent Sonshi~'s 
operating authority should be cancelled, 
revoked~ or suspended, or in the 
alternative, a fine imposeci pursuant to, 
Section 528"S of the Public Utilities Cod.e. 

"5. Whether respondents De Gaetano and Sonship 
should be ordered to cease anci desist from 
any unlawful operations or practices. 

"6. Whether any other orders that may be 
appropriate should be entered in the lawful 
exercise of the cOXlllnission',s jurisdiction." 

Bearing 
The OIX orciered the matter set for hearing commencing at 

10 a.XlI.., on May 10, 1988:, in the Co:mxnission~s conference rooms at 
107 South Broadway, Los Angeles, California., The Commission's' 
Executive Director was ordereci·to Cause a certified copy of the OIl 
to be personally served upon responcient .. 

The Commission's formal .file for this proceeding includes, 
a Certificate of Service, filed with the Doc~et Office on April 1, 
1988, showing that on March 30, 1988: Henry Ochoa, Jr., personally 
delivered a certified. copy of the OIX to-De Gaetano and left the 

. . , 

same with him. Service was made at· l493.0 Calvert Street, Van NUys., 
California, which is'shown in the OXI' and by the evidence in thl:s' 

case to be thEl mailing address of .both respondents.. The evidence 
also shows that De Gaetano- is the presiden.t of respondent SOnship" 
and that he is the "responsible managing officer* who, by 
examination conducted pursuant to PUblic Utilities CPU) Code' 
section 513S~qualified Sonship to be issuecia household goods 
carrier permit. 

The .hearing-was called. be~ore' Actministrative Law Ju4ge' 

(AIJ) Wetzell at the time·, date, and. place speCified in the OIl. 
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When the hearing opened, neither Oe Gaetano nor anyone representing 
him or Sonship had filed a written appearance form. No one 
responded to the A!J's call for respondents or their 
representatives to identify themselves. A recess was then called 
for the purpose of awaiting the arrival of respondents and/or their 
representative(s). 

When the hearing resumed the staff attorney reported that 
he had telephoned De Gaetan~ during the recess. According to the 
staff attorney, De Gaetano, stated he was unaware of the hearing and 
would not appear, but he also acknowledged, receipt by mail of 
copies of the staff exhibits, which were accompanied by a 
transmittal letter stating the a'ate, timer- and place of the 
hearing. The ALJ then directed the staff to pr~eed with its ease, 
and the matter was submitted on May 10, 198.8-. 

staft EVidence 
Staff presented its case through the testimony of 

. Transportation Analyst Deborah Zundel and six exhibits sponsored by' 

• 
her.. Zundel testified that she conducted a review o,f respondents,-' , 
operations and obtained documentation pertaining to transportation 
that respondents performed by engaging the four named subhaulers 

• 

during January, 198.7. During her review, she found evidence that 
the subhaulers were engaged without there being a subhaul bond 
filed with the commission by either respondent, that two of the 
four subhaulers were not authorized to· conduct carrier operations 
at the time of their engagement,. and that Sonship conducted 
operations as a household goo<:lscan:ier prior to being issued a 
permit to' do so. 

Exhibit 1 is. a profile ot r,espondent De Gaetano,. It 
shows that under file number T-:-113,66S he holds a household goods 
carrier permit, an agricultural carrier permit and a highway 
contract carrier permit. He has 2'0 eml'loyees,' inc:ludinq, office and 
warehouse workers and drivers, and 4'householdqoodS vans. His· 
gross operating- revenue in 19$6 was $991,,071 • 
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Exhibit 2 includes documentation tor six shipments of 
used household. good.s transported by De Gaetano and/or Sonship 
during January of 1987, as listed. below: 

Part HQ. SUbbmal~:t Freight ~ 
)1:&.11 HQ. 

1 John Garcia 9764 l-26-87 

2 Juan Paraon 9780 l-3.0-87 

3 John Payton 9739 1-17-6,7 

4 John Payton 9748 l-2l-87 

S John Payton 9757 l-23-8',7 

6 David. Steven:~on 9738- l-16-8-7 

Incluc1ec1 for each part is a copy of the freight bill llnd. ' 

a "contractor's job receipt" showinq the services provicieciby the 
subhauler and the amount to be paid to, the subhauler.. Zundel' 
explained that, the name o,f the subhauler which. performed the 
transportation is. entered on each freight bill, in a space 
desiqnated for entering the carrier,'s van nUlllber. In each ~se the 

, , 

subhauler is the same as the one shown on the accompanying job 
receipt. The job receipt is cross'-referenced'to the "BIL" (freight; 
bill) nUlrll:>er. The customer charges' (other than charges for packing 
:material's) as shown on the fre,ight bill and the commission to be 
paid to- the subhauler are also ,entered on the' job- rece-ipt. 

Exhibit 2 also- includes a copy of an "Official Notice" 
showing that on May 7, 198:5, De- Gaetano, dba Sunland Moving & 

Storage, etc., was admonished bya staff representative for 
violating General Order (GO) 10Z-H, Section 7.a by "[fJailure to 
have a good and sufficient bond on, file with the Commission prior 
to engagement of a subhauler." De Gaetano, was placed on notice 
that similar violations in the .future could result in-the 
imposition of penalties- as provided in the PO' Coae. The official, 

- 4 -

.' ... , 



· 

• 

• 

I~88-03-043 ALJ/MSW/pC 

notice was signed and dated May 7, 1985 by Oe Gaetano, 
acknowledging that he had read the document and received a copy of 
it. 

Respondents did not pay the subhaulers directly. 
Instead, each subhauler was paid by C.A~S.H., a bookkeeping service 
whose mailing address is in Aptos. C.A.S.H. receives all mail and 
handles all accounting records for the subhaulers. Based on the 
contraetor's jo~ receipts submitted by the subhaulers to C.A.S.H., 
it computes the commissions due each subhauler, deducts the 
subhauler's insurance, employer taxes, helpers' wages, and 
*chargebacksW , then issues checks for the balance to the 
subhaulers. During- the review period,. two subhaulers, Paraon and 
Payton, earned sufficient commissions to receive checks from 
C~.S.H. Deductions exceeded commissions in the cases of Garcia 
and Stevenson. Copies of C.A.S .. H.. checks made payable to Paraon 
and Payton are included in. Parts 2- and 3, respectively. Both 
checks are dated February 13, 1987 and are shownt~ be endorsed by 
the payee. The check issued to Payton applies to- Parts 4 and S. as 
well as Part 3. 

Included with the documentation for Part 1 is an invoice 
issued by california Association of Subhaulers, Inc. (C .. A.S.H.) 'to 
Andrews Mayflower. It is dated February 10, 198'7. Each freiqht 
bill in Parts 1-6 of Exhibit 2 shows that the issuinq carrier is 
De Gaetano, cll:>a Andrews Moving&- Storage and santa Clarita. Moving ~: 
Storaqe.. The C .. A.S .. H .. invoice covers all.transportation in 
Parts 1-6, and shows that the total due C.A.S .. H. is $5-,523 .. 56. A 
copy of Sonship Enterprises, Ine.'s cancelled check number 6-313, 
Signed by DeGaetano· and dated February 13, 1987, in the amount of 
$5,523 .. 56 is also included in Part 1. It is made payable to and is 
endorsed by C.A.S .. H. 

Copies ot independent contractor (subhaul) agreements 
between respondent Sonshi~ and the four named subhaulers are 
included in Parts.1, 2, 3, and &. The agreement with Payton, 
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included in Part 3, also applies to Parts 4 and 5. Each agreement 
is a standardized lO-page form with equipment schedules and payment 
schedules attached. Page 1 of each provides space for entering the 
parties' names, addresses, and POC permit numbers. Page lO 
provides blank space for entering the agreement date and the 
parties' signatures. Immediately following the signature lines and 
a reference to the attached schedules is this statement: 

"THE SUBHAOL BOND REQUIRED TO BE ON FILE WITH 
THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION IN ACCORDANCE 
WITH GENERAL ORDER l02G IS PROVIDED BY THE 
FOLLOWING SURETY:" 

(GO l02-G was superseded' by GO 102-K effective August 3l, 
1981,. pursuant to- Decision (D.)93l4& and D.93l88.) ~ Space' is 
provided for entering the name and address of the surety as well as 
the expiration d.ate of the bond.. The agreements with Garcia and 
Stevenson show Ohio Casualty as· the surety,. but show no, address or 
expiration date. No sUbhaul bond. information is entered in the 
Paraon and Payton agreements. 

The following table shows the parties, dates, and other 
identifying. information as entered in the blank spaces in the 
subhaul agreements: 
Em:t Company <Respondent) 

1 

2 

3 

Sonship Enterprise's, Inc. 
A California corporation 

T-l1.3,665 

Andrews (Sonship­
Enterprises, Inc .. ) 
A california corporation 

T~144,5l2 

Andrews. (Sonship' 
Enterprises, Inc.) 
A california corporation 

T-113,665 

COntractor (SUbhauler} 

John R. Garcia 
T-l54 ,284 

Juan P. Paraon 
T~144,512 

John, B.Payton 
T~lZ4,.74S 

·9/l/86 

7/21/80 .. 

12/10/SS '- , 

'. , 

Sonship' Enterprises, Inc. 
A california corporation 

T-113,665 

David. Stevenson 
T-154,.27S 

Left Blank· . 
(Attached- ,' .. ' 
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Exhibi t 3 ecmsists of a household 9'00d5 carrier penni t 
iSSUCQ to Garcia (T-154,284) and other Qocuments pertaining to his 
permit application. Exhibit 4 consists of similar licensing 
information from the application file for Stevenson (T-154,27S). 
Both permits limit the carriers to conQucting operations as 
subhaulers only. 

The timing of both application processes was nearly 
identical. Both applications were filed and stamped received by 
the Commission's Cashier on October 20, 1986 and by the 
Transportation Division's License Section on October 23; 1986-. 
Both required ~dditional information and/or action by applicant and 
repeated notification from the License Section of the need to. 
fulfill such requirements. certificates of public liability and 
property damage liability insurance 'and cargo insurance for both 
carriers were filed with the License Section on February 2, 1987 • 

. Both carriers successfully completed the re~ired examination of 

• 
ability to- operate as a household goods carrier (PU Code 
Section 5135) on February 3, 1987. Garciats. permit was ultilnately 
issued on April 21, 1987 and Stevenson's on April 14, 198.7. 

• 

Exhibit S contains a copy of the househOld goods: carrier 
permit issued on April 3, 1987,to sonship' Enterprises, Inc. 
(,1'-154,414),. dba.Andrews Mayflower, Santa Clarita Mayflower,. canyon 
Country Moving and Storage, Andrews Moving and Storage,. Santa 
Clarita Moving and Storage, and Sunland Moving,and Storage. The' 
exhibit" also. includes a copy of a subhaul bond issued to Sonship 
Enterprises, Inc., received in the License section on March 3-0, 
19S7. The bond aqreement between Sonship and American Motorists 
Insurance Company was execute?- on March 17, 1987, and. made 
effective February 3, 198:7. The bond premium is: shown to' be, $750 
annually. Exhibit 5- also includes a letter from the carrier, dated: 
MarCh 20,1987 and received in the License Section on MarCh 24, 
1987, transmittinq a copy of 'the subhaul bond. That copy ,is not 
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siqned by Sonship~ zundel noted that the effective date, the 
execution date, and the filing date of Sonship's subhaul bond all 
occurred after the audit period involved in this investigation. 
She testified further that she had determined from the License 
Section's records that respondent De Gaetano had never had a 
subhaul bond on file., 

Exhibit 6 is a copy o·f Citation Forfeiture No. F-3366, 
dated July 23, 1987. Respondents were cited by the staff for 
violating PU Code Section 5139 by engaging subbaulers without 
having a bond on file with the Commission and engaging subhaulers 
who are not licensed by the commission in violation of General 
Order 102-H. Tbe citation impo'secl a fine of $-1,500 pursuant to. 
PO Code section 5285. De Gaetano answered the citation for both 
respondents on August 7, 1987 by denying it., The' citation form 
informs carriers who. deny a citation forfeiture that a formal 
hearing may be held which might involve vio.lations in addition to 

. those listed therein. 
Recommendations 

Staff recommencls thatOe Gaetano' and/or Sonship be 
ordered to. pay a fine of $1,500 pursuant to, PO Code Section S2SS, 
for violating GO l02-H and PUCode. Sections 513·3 and 5139 as set 
forth in the OIl. Staff further recommends that respondents be 

ordered to. cease and desist· from further unlawful operations and 
practices. 

In explaining the amount· of the recommended· fine,. staff· 
argues that the evidence shows that.respondents had knowledge of 
the Commission's subhaul bond· requirements. De Gaetano was 
admonished by the staff in 1985 for· failure to have a bond on file.' 
Also, the signed subhaul aC]ree:nents speci'tically refer to. the 

\ 

Commission's bonding requirements,. and on two of' the four 
agreements. involved entries·statinq.asurety's name were made. 
Staff notes thatresp~ndents apparently saved an annual bond· 
premium of $750 for at . least . two, years·· by not. havinq a bond on 
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tile. Finally, staff states the amount of the fine is consistent 
with the amount imposed against other carriers for similar 
vielations. 
Discussion 

~ail.ure to &?Pear 
We dispose first of the question of whether respondents 

received adequate notice o·f the hearing. It is clear that 
De Gaetano. is the appropriate persen to. receive notice fer both 
respondents. When he was served with the citation torfeiture on 
August 7, 1987, De Gaetano was informed that a hearing may be held 
with respect to the violations found by the statf as well as other 
possible vielations. As a practical matter, when a carrier denies 
a citation forfeiture it is asking that the matter be cenverted:te 
a fermal Commission investi9'ation and. set for public hearing. 
De Gaetano had in effect approxi~ately nine months notice before 
the eventual hearing that a Commission investiqation with a public 

. hearing was a likely outcome of his denial of the citation. 
The record shows that De· Gaetano. was personally served 

with a certified. copy o·f the OIl more than 40 days prior to the 
scheduled hearinq date. He acknowledged to-the staff attorney on 
the date of the hearing that he had received advance copies of the 
staff exhibits and additional notice of the hearing .. It is evident 
that De Gaetano had adequate notice of the charges against hi:m and 
of the time, date, and place of the hearing on the OII at which he 
could have appeared and been heard if he had so. desired .. 

S\1bhaul ».gDd 
Section. 7.a of GO.102-H·provides: 

*No carrier shall engage any subhauler or sub­
sUbhauler or lease any equipment a~ a lessee 
from. a lessor-employee unless and until it has 
on file with the Commission a good and 
suffieient bond in such form· as the.Commission 
may deem. proper, . in'a sum of not less than 
$lS,OOO which bond shall secure the payment of 
claims. of subbauler, sub-subhauler,. and lessor-
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employees of highway carriers in accordance 
with the terms of paragraphs c, el,. e, and f,. 
hereof." 

The evidence shows that through the intermediary 
bookkeeping firm of C.A.S.H., respondent De Gaetano and/or Sonship 
engaged subhaulers to perform household goods transportation. The 
evidence also shows that there was no sUbhaul bond on file with the 
Commission for either respondent prior to or during January, 1987, 
when the transportation in question was performed. 

Clearly, De Gaetano and/or Sonship- performed 
transportation as a household goods carrier through the use of 
sUbhaulers without there being a bond on file. Somewhat less clear 
is which respondent actually performed the transportation in 
question. the distinction between the, two- entities. is blurred by 
their sharing of mailing addresses and names. In addition to­
sonship Enterprises and Sonship Enterprises, ,Inc., the evidence 
shows that both entities share or have useel' the names SUnland 
Moving and Storage, Andrews Moving and Storage-" and santa Clarita 
Moving and Storage. FUrther,. the' owner of one is the president and 

designated responsible managing officer of tile other. Pract~cally 

speaking they appear to be one and the same carrier, yet they are 
separate legal entities, and each (now) has a household goods 
earr.ier permit. 

with respect to the six shipments described in Exhibit 2, 
there is conflicting evidence. In each part the fre-ight bill shows': 
that the carrier is De Gaetano and ,refers to- his file number 
(T-113,66S), yet the accompanying documentation shows that the 
subhauling arrangements were made withSonship_ Each agreement 
shows by hand-written entry that the, subhauler contracted with 
Sonship Enterprises, Inc.,. a'California corporation. C.A.S.H." was 
paid by the corporation's check. 

Upon review of all the ev1dence.De~ore us, we find that 
respondent Sonship performed the transportation'involved in this 
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investigation, and that Sonship is the carrier which en~aged the 
subhaulers without a bond in violation of GO l02-H. We attach ~ore 
weight to the handwritten entries in the subhaul agreements, and to 
the cancelled check issued by Sonshi~ to pay C.A.S.H. for the 
subhaulers' services, than to the pre-printed designation on the 
freight bills. We cannot discount the possibility that Sonship, 
simply made inappropriate use of business forms· that were 
conveniently available to it. We admonish respondents to avoid 
such contusion in the future by eom~lying with our rules governing 
the identification of all real and fictitious business names on 
shipping documents, advertisements, etc. (Minimum Rate Tari~~ 4-C, 

Item 88). 

unl icensed $Ubhau1ers 
Section 3 of GO l02-H provides that unauthorized 

(unlicensed) carriers shall not be engaged as subhaulers. It 
:further provides that overlying carriers have the responsibility o:f ' 
complying with this prohibition. SubhaulersGarcia and Stevenson 
were not licensed at the time o~ the ship~ents in Exhibit 2, 
despite the fact that both had applied ~or permits several -weeks' 
prior to per~orming the transportation assubhaulers. 

It is not permissible for a, carrier, whether an overlyinq 
carrier ora subhauler, to merely file- an application and obtain a 
~ile number from the License Section, and th~n commence operations.;- .', 
the issuance of a permit by the' Commission must be ,awaited. We 
note in this case that there was no' evidence of liability or cargo, 
insurance for either subhauler on file 'with the"'Commission at the 
time of the transportation. UnderGO l02-H, it was respondents' 
responsibility to ensure that. the permits were issued, not merely 
that file numbers were assigned to ,the applications~ before 
enqaqing these subhaulers., Their failure to do-so- constitutes a 
violation of the GO. 
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As discussed above, the evidence shows that respondent 
Sonship perfonncd transportation as a household goods carrier 
through the use of sUbhaulcrs on at least six occasions in January, 
1987. A permit was not issued to, Sonship until April 3, 1987. One 
of the necessary conditions for issuance of a permit to a carrier 
planning to use subhaulers, the filing of a subhaul bond, was not 
met until March 30. 

Amount of' Fine 
The serious nature of the several violations involved 

herein is offset by respondents' subsequent compliance following 
the audit period involved in this investigation" and the $1,500 
penalty recommended by the staff would normally be appropriate. 
However, we cannot consider lightly respondents' denial of the 
citation (Exhibit 6) and subsequent failure to appear at a duly 
noticed hearing on the matter. As we'have stated, by denying the 

e' citation, respondents were asking for'a'hearing on the matter. 
This Hday in court" is a right to, which they were fully entitled, 
~ut exercise of the right created· an obli9ation on thcirpart to 
abid.e ~y our established fO%'lllal' procedures. Part of that 

• 

obligation was to appear at thehearing~ If for some reason it was 
not feasible to appear on the scheduled ,hearing date, they were . '. 

obligated to inform the Commission of that fact and arrange a new 
date. No such communication was received. We will not countenance 
such disrespect for orderly process by ignoring it in this case. A 
larger fine is warranted. 

We also· note 'that $1,.500 was the original a:moUnt which 
the staff would have levied by citation forfeiture for engaging 
subhaulers without a bond and tor engaging unlicensed subhaulers. 
In addition to confirming these' violations, we have found that 
Sonship committed a third category.of violation by performing 
transportation as ahousehol'dgoods.carrier without a permit • 
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We give careful consideration to the amount of fines 
recommended by staff and respondents in formal enforcement 
investigations, but we are not bound by such recommendations. We 
can and will impose appropriate fines in each case that comes 
before us, up to the maximum amounts prescribed by law. In this 
case we impose a fine of $2,000 pursuant to PO Code section 5285. 

The fine will be imposed against respondent Sonship as the carrier 
which performed the subject transportation. 
Findings of Fact 

1. De Gaetano was personally served with a copy of the OIl, 

which established the date, time, and place for a public hearing on ., 
the matter. 

2. Oe Gaetano is an appropriate person t~ receive notice of • 
hearings on beha·lf of both respondents. 

3. sonship· operated as a househo,ld good.$ carrier during 
January of 1987. 

4. Sonship performed this transportation by engaging Garcia, 
Paraon, Payton, and Stevenson as subhaulers. 

5. Sonship did not file a subhaul bond with this commiss.ion 
until March 30, 1987. 

. .. 
6. Sonship was. not issued a permit authorizing it to conduct 

operations as a househo,ld good.s carrier until April 3., 1987 .. 

7.. Garcia clid not file evidence of public 'liability and 
property damage and cargo· insurance with the Commission' until 
February 2, 1987. 

. 8 •. Stevenson did not file evidence of- public liability and 
property damage and cargo- insurance with the Commission until 
February 2, 1987. 

9.. Garcia was not issued a permit aUtl:l,0rizing him· to conduct 
subhaul operations as a household· goods carrier until April 21, 
198.7 .. 
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10. Stevenson was not issued a permit authorizing him to 
conduct subhaul operations as a household goods carrier until 
April 14, 1987. 

11. De Gaetano was admonished by the staff on May 7, 1985 for 
failure to have a sUbhaul bond on file prior to engaging 
subhaulers. 

12. Citation Forfeiture No'. F-336-6, d.ated. July 23, 1987, 
imposed a tine of $l,SOO against respondents for engaging 
subhaulers without having a bond on file and for engaging 
unlicensed subhaulers. 

13. The citation form included information that denial of the 
citation could result in a formal hearing which might involve 
violations in addition to those listed in the citation. 

14. On August 7, 19a7 De Gaetano answered. the citation for 
himself and. for Sonship by denying it. 

15. Respondents failed to· appear at a duly noticed public 
hearing • 

16. Sonship has been found to have committed violations in 
addition to those which are the subjeet of Citation Forfeiture 
No. F-3366. 
COnc::).:u.si2D~o:t. Law 

1. Respondent~wer~ served with adequate notice of the 
,. public hearing. held in this matter r 

2. Sonship violated PU Code section 5139 by engaging 
subhaulers without having a subhaul ,bond on file with the 
commission as .required by GO 102-H. . 

3. Sonship violated PU Code Seetion 513.9 by engaging. 
unauthorized carriers as subhaulers in violation of".GO,102-K • . ," ... '\ . 

4. Sonship violated PC' Code Section. 513-3, by ,operating as a 
household goods carrier without there· being in force" a' permit 
issued by the Commission authorizing such' operations. 

5-•. SOnship should be ordered to pay a fine of $2,.000 • 
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6. Respondents should be ordered to cease and desist from 
any and all unlawful opera~ions and practices in violation of the 
PU code or Commission rules and regulations. 

ORDER 

IS ORDERED that: 
1. Sonship Enterprises, Inc. shall pay a fine of $Z~OOO to 

this commission under PUblic utilities Code Section 5285 on or 
before the 30th day after the effective date of this order. 

2. Respondents shall cease'and desist :from any and all 
unlaWful operations and praetices in violation of the PU Code or 
Commission rules and regulations. 

3. The Executive Oirector shall have this order personally 
served upon respondents. 

~hisorder shall become effective for each respondent 30 

days after service. 
Oated ___ S_E_f>_1_4_._19....;;88,.;;..... __ , at San' Francisco~ california.': 
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10. StcvenSOl"1 was not issued a penni t authorizing him to 
conduct subhaul o~~rations as a household goods carrier until April 
14, 1987. 

11. De Gaeta!'lo was aclmonished ))y the staff on May 7, 

failure to have a subhaul bond on file prior to engaging 
sul:>haulers. 
conclusions 2' LaW 

1. Respondents were served with adequate of the 
public hearing held in this matter. 

2. Sonship violated PU Code Section 513 by engaging 
sUbhaulers without having a subhaul ))ond on 
Commission as required by GO 102-H. 

3. Sonship violated PUcode Sect~n 5139 by engaging 
unauthorized carriers as $UbhaUler~s' violation o~ ~ l02-H. 

4. Sonship violated PUCode.S ction 513-3 by operating aS'a 
household goods carrier without ~ re being in force a permit 
issued by the Commission authori~ng such operations. 

5. Sonship· should be orc;/red to pay a fine of $2,000 • 

6. Respondents should J:fe ordered to cease and desist from 
any and all unlawful. operatdns and practices. in violation of the 
PO Code or Commission rules"and regulations. 

/2 RDE B 
IS ORDERED fhat: . 

1. Sonship Enterprises, Inc .. shall pay a fine of $2',000 to 
this commission uncierPubliC Utilities Code SeetionS2S$'onor 
before the 30th daly after the effective date of this ord.er. 

I 
2. Respondents shall cease and'desist from. any and. all 

unlawful opera~on~and practices in'violation of theFO Code or 
Commission ru sand requlations..· '. 
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. / 3. The Executive Director shall have th~s oraer personally 
served upon respondents. ~/ 

This order shall become effective~for each respondent 30 
days after service. 

Dated , at Sa Francisco, California .. 
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