Decision No. 29363 .

BEFORE THE RATLROAD COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

In the Matter of the Applicatlion of
R-K MOTORS, INC. for relief, under
Section 11 of the Highway Carriers!
Act (Chapter 223, Stetutes 1935)
fron the minimum rates on packing
house products snd other cormodities
transported for Swift & Co., hereto~
fore established by the Commission
in Case No. 4088, Part "A".

Application No. 20679.
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2. T. Hollingsworth, for applicant.

. M. Wade, for Wede Tramsfer Company.

7. L. Foley, for Swift & Co.

Berne Levy, for The Atchisonm, Topeka and Senta
Fe Rallway Company.

BY THE COMMISSION:

Applicant, 2 corporation engaged in business as a high-
way contract carrier, seeks auttority under Section 11 of the High-
way Carriers' Act "to maintain®™ the rates it now aasesses and ¢ol-
lects for the tranéportation of property for the account of Swift
& Co. between San Francisco and South Sen Francisco on the one band
and Los .&.ngeles; Sen Diego and intermediaté points on the othexr

1
hand.
e matter was submitted at a public hearing had before

: Just, reasonable. and non-diseriminatory minimum rates for the
trensportation of propexrty in lots of less than 4,000 pounds between
points in Celifornia served by comon carriers, except from or 1o
points in the Coschella and Tmperial Valleys south of Indio on the
one hand, and other points 47 California on the other, were estab-
1{shed in Decision No. 28761, in Pert "A" of Case 4088 (%9 C.R.C.

732) and aré now in effect.

L.




Examiner Johnson in San Francisco.

Tt is not clear from the applicatlon or the record in
what instance, if any, authority %o assess and collect rates aﬁd
cherges lower than the minimam retes heretofore established for the
transportation of property in lots of less than 4,060 pounds 1s de-~
sirable or mecessary. Counsel for applicant quite frankly stated
at the hearing that relief under Section 1l of the Highway Carriers?’
Act was not sought specifically, and that it was controversial as to
whether any relief is necesseary. |

The record shows that e.pplicant usually operates one truck
unit porthbound from Los ingeles and ome fruck unit southbound from
San Fremcisco daily, transporting property for Swift & Co. Practi-
cally all shipments are moved in truckload lots. Approximately 75
per cent. of the traffic handled moves between San I‘banciscb and Los
Angeles, bdut split deliveries are made en route at intermediate
p'o:!.r:x't'.s..2 Shipments of less than full truckloads moving from South
San Frencisco to points beyond Los ingeles ere transported to Los
Angeles by applicent, and there forwarded by other ocerrlers, while
full truckload shipments are transported through to Sen Diego on
epplicent's equipment. In edditlon, it is sald that split plck-ups

are made for SWift & Co. at San Francisco, Squ/tp San Franolisco and

Ze T ’ .
Los Angeles. In each instemce however split pick-up shipments are
moved under ome bill of lading. Whether both split pick-up end

split delivexry service are rondered in connmection with the same

shipment, the record does mot show.

Tt is alleged that deliveries of less than 4,000 pounds are 00~
casionelly mede at points not airectly intermediate between South-
cisco and Los ingeles, but the record fails %o sbow that

such shipments have actually been transported by applicant.




For the transportation service it remders, applicant
assesses and collects charges on the basis of rates ranging from
34.50 to $10.00 per ton, depending upon the length of haul. ‘Whether
or not these rates sre in%tended for epplication om truckload ship-
ments only, the record does mot show, although the testimony Indi~
cates that this is the case.

| Tt has not beer shown that relief from the minimum rates
neretofore estadlished for the tramsportation of property in lots
of less than 4,000 pounds is necessary. The application will there-
fore de denfed. However, the demial of thls application must not

be construed as a finding tha®t the rates now assessed and collected

by applicant are in comformlty with those heretofore established in
Decision No. 28761 in Part "aA" of Case No. 408, supré.

This matter havimg been duly heard and subnitted,
IT IS EERZBY ORDERED that the above entitled application

me and it 1s heredby denied.
pated at San Framcisco, Celifornia, this /4% dey of

December, 1936,

— comm) ssioners. / '




