
Decision No. ____ ·_)_·i_~_:_1_2~ __ __ 

BEFORE T"~ :RAILROAD CO!attSS!ON OF T~ STATE OF CAT"r.;'ca1"IA 

In the Matter or the Applications or 
E. v. RIDEOUT COMPAI-."Y relat1 va to re.tes 
on grain rro: Suisun to ~ Francisco, 
O~~land, A1~eda and Port Costa. 

Applications 
No. C.R.C. 15-18594 
No. C.R.C. 63-9706 

carl R. SchuJ.z, DeI.e.ncy C. s:n th and L.."'Urray 
Draper, tor applicant. 

Gwy,o. lie Baker, tor Callto:":lia Inland TIater 
Carr1ers' Con!erence. 

1::cCutchen, Olney, ~on & Greene, bY' Allan 
? Matthew and F. w. Mielke, tor The River 
L1n.es. 

James E. Lyons and A. L. Whittle, tor the Soutnern 
Pacific Comp~y, protestant. 

T. P. Wadsworth e.~ L. N. BradshaW, tor the 
Sacrc.mento No::thern Rail we:y and \1estern Pacit1e 
Railroad, protestants. 

L. S. Wing, tor Calltol""'...1e. Fam Bl.::"eau Federation. 

Be=ne Lovy, tor T'.a.e Atchison, Topella & Santa Fe 
Railway. 

oA~~S, Commissioner. 

O?I~~ON ON P~ING 

The Commission by Decision No. 269~3 (April 23, 1934), 

in the above (anti tled proceed.ing dismissed tho i:l1'ormal appli­

cations or applicant, E. V. Rideout Company. 

In its o~in1on the Co=m1ssion said: ftIn the absence 

or a shoWing that applicant possesses an operative right 'between 



the above ~ed points, the applications should be de~ed and 

this proceeding dismissed without prejudice." 

On April 26, 1934 applicant tiled application tor re­

hearing, in which it stated that it did not desire to turther 

litigate the question ot applicant's rights on intrastate c~erce 

in this proceeding and requested. that its original rate appli­

cations herein be a::lended and lim ted by perr:l1tt:1ng -ehe publication 

0: the rates with the restriction, "Will not apply on California 

intrastate trattic." The applicatioll tor rehearing turther 

alleges that the record in the orig1n..'\J. proceeding shows that 

mt:.ch, it not all, ot the trat:ic v:h1ch would move under the pro­

posed rates :oves in interstate c~erce and thet in refusing 

consideration ot the r,ate applications solely upon the grotmd 

that app~1eant was not snown to have operat1ve r1ghts. the Com-

mission ~ceeded its jurisdiction in so tar as interstate or 

toreign trattic was cOllcer.:.ed. 

In applicant's attecpted 1n!orcal justification or the 

original applications it stated that the proposed rates were tor 
the purpose ot meeting the canpetit10n ot t~ck, rail and water 

carriers transporting grain via other routes rr~ sacramento 

Valley points to Bay term:tnals, :resting said applications largely 

upon the ~act or the ex1stence or temporary proportio~~l rates 

or tho Larkin Transportation Company fran Sacratlento to the same 

destinations, alleged as competitive. 

While proposed so-called proportional rates were to 

'be restricted to "apply only on shipments or grain o:::"ig1nt'.t1ng 

at points beyond Suisun, ]'airtield," and to "expire May 31, 1934, 

unless sooner canceled, changed 0:::" extended," they would, 

2. 



practically s~~ak1ng, ~e the looal rates or at least operate to 

nullity aDy local rates ot greater volume. 

By Decision No. 20405 (October 9, 19S5) this Commission, 

atter extensive proceedings in ~hich rates ot the same volUQe 

as here proposed between these se:e points were under review 

fixed min1mu~ rates on whole grain troQ Suisun to San Francisco 

and Port Costa o! ?i cents and 7 cents per 100 pounds respectlve!y. 

(River Lines vs. Rio Vista Lighterage Company, Inc. et al., Cases 

3617, 3621, 3622, 3623, 3533 and 3458). Local rates ot the voluce 

here proposed between these po1nts were round wholly inadequate, 

even tor carge-lot quant1t1es, upon a much more comprehensive 

record than in the instant case. There is no d1tterentiat1on 

in the transportation services or applicant regardless ot type 

ot rate or 1ntra or 1nterstate character ot the tratfic. 

Wh1le applicant purported to show a profitable operat1on 

to be poss1ble under the proposed reduced rates, we think 1ts 

method ot pperation c=pletely tails to S'tlp:port such a showing. 

The record developed that applicant neither o~s any equipment 

nor pays anyth1ng for the lease or rental or equipment and makes 

no provision tor ~ep=ec!at1on in its ~u.~orted cost shoWing. It 

theretore does not aftord a ,roper basiS tor the determination ot 

the costs ot the transportat1011 or e.rr:; accure.te gauge of 1 ts 

operations. 

On the other ha~d, protestant water and rail lines. 

contend that because o~ the existing relationship or the rates 

throughout the Bay and. Rivers region, publication ot the proposed 

proport1onals Will instantly reflect to the entire Delta and 

Valley rate structure by encouraging the transportation 0'£ gra1n 

by unregulated ~tor truck carriers ~=on the sacramento Valley 
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to SUisun-Fuirtield thence boat 0= rail beyond. It seems ob­

vious that to gl'ant these applications is tantamount to sub-

s1diz1ng unregulated carriers, so~e or whon are unquestionably 

wild-cat operators. F\U"t'!:.emo=e, the entire gra1ll rate structure 

on the bay and rivers wh1ch was to a considerable extent stabilized 

by Decision No. 26406 supra, Will again by our own act be reduced 

to chaos. 

App11cant, having railed to justity the proposed rates. 

these a~~lications should be denied • .... 
The tollow1ng torm or order is rec~ended: 

ORDZR - - - - ~ 

These applications having been duly heard and submitted, 

IT IS EEREBY 03DEPlm that the above numbered a~p11-

cations be and they are hereby d1sc1ssed. 

The roregoing opinion and ordor are hereby approved 

and ol:dered '! iled as the o:?inio:l. and. order ot the :a:~il=oe.d Com-

mizs10n of the State o't Cull:::'o=n1a. pI-
.// day Dated a.t Sen ~=anc1sco" Ce.l1~or::.ie., this 

or »::r 1934. 

d 


