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WARE, COMMISSIONER:
QPINION

All matters in these proceedings flow from the application
of the Southern Pacifilic Golden Gate Ferries, Ltd., to gbandon service
on certain of its routes, i.e., Oskland (Broadway), Richmond, and
Vallejo, to abandon or suspend service on 1ts Berkeley route, and to
reduce certaln of its rates and charges on its remaining routes.
Various related proceedings, such as certain spplications to operate
bus and truck service through from Vallejo to San Franclisco 1f and
when the Vallejo service 1s sbandoned were consollidated with the
above matters for purposes of hearing, although not for decision.

As stated by the presiding Commissioner, decisions in all

the relsted matters will be issued in two series. The first, (and

present), relates only to matters of abandonment and reduced rates on
the lower tay routes, i.e., 8ll ferry routes, excepting Vallejo. The
second decision, to he lssued at an early date, will desl with the
apvlication to abandon the Vallejo route and those attendant applica-
tions which are related to and dependent upon such abandonment.

The present Opinion and Order, therefore, arc directed
solely toward those cases and applications which affect the lower

bay routes.(l)

{1)Matters thus affected in the present Opinion and Order embrace the
following:

Appl. No. 21237 - An application by the ferry company to abandon 1ts
ferry lines between San Francisco and Richmond and
between Sen Francisco and,Oakland(Broadway).

Appl. No. 21297 - An spplication by the ferry company to adbandon or
suspend the operation of the San Franclsco-Berkeley
route.

Case No. %4201 A genersl investigation on the Commlssion's own
metion into sll rates, fares, operations, ete. of
the Southern Pacific Golden Gate Ferries, Ltd.
vertinent to the present Opinion and Order, ex-
cepting as to that part of the investligation dealing
with the Vallejo route.

(Cont'd on page 4.)
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WARE, COMMISSIONER:
CPINION

All matters in these proceedings flow from the application
of the Southern Pacific Golden Gate Ferries, Ltd., to abandon service
on certain of its routes, i.e., Oskland (Broadway), Richmond, and
ValleJo, to abandon or suspend service on 1ts Berkeley route, sand to
reduce certaln of its rates and charges on 1ts remaining routes.
Varlous related proceedings, such as certain applications to operate
bus and truck service through from Vallejo to San Francisco 1f and
vhen the Vallejo service is abandoned were consolidated with the
above matters for purposes of hearing, although not for decision.

As stated by the presiding Cqmmissioner, declislons in all
the related matters will be issued in two serles. The first, (and
present), relates only to matters of abandonment and reduced rates on
the lower bay routes, l.e., all ferry routes, excepting Vallejo. The
second decision, to be lssued at an early date, will deal with the
application to abandon the Vallejo route and those attendant applica-
tions which are related to and dependent upon such abandonment.

The present Ovinion and Order, therefore, src directed

solely toward those cases and gppllcatlions which affect the lower

bay routes.(l)

(L)Matters thus affected in the present Opinion and Order embrace the
following:

Appl. No. 21237 - An application by the ferry company to abandon 1ts
ferry lines between San Francisco and Richmond and
between Sen Francisco snd Oskland(Broadvay).

Appl. No. 21297 - An applicatlion by the ferry compaﬁy to abandon or
suspend the operation of the San Francisco-Berkeley
route.

Case No. 4201 A general investigatlion on the Commission's own
motion into all rates, fares, operations, etc. of
the Southern Pacific Golden Gate Ferries, Ltd.
vertinent to the present Opinlon and Order, ex-
cepting as €0 that part of the Investigation desaling
with the Vallejo route.

(Cont'd on page 4.)
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A brlef history of each of the applications and cases
vertlinent t0 the present Opinion and Order, and the cilrcumstances

and background surrounding such follow.

Footnote (1) cont'd from previous page.

Case No. 4204 - An'investigation on the Commission's owa motion
into the reduced rates proposed by the ferry compeny
between San Franclsco on the one hand and Alameda,
Berkeley, Oakland, and Richmond on the other.

Case No. 4225 - An investigation on the Commission's own motion into
the reduced rates proposed by the ferry company
between San Francisco on the one hand and Sausalito
and Tiburon on the other.

Other matters consolidated with those above for purposes
o hearing, dut not dealt with in the present Opinion and Order, are
gs follows:

Appl. No. 20742 - An application by the ferry company to abandon its
route between San Francisco and Vallejo.

No. 20779 - An application of W. E. Hibbitt, "Sscramento Motor
Transport,” to extend operative rights between
Vallejo and San Francisco.

2081% - An application by T. E. Halloway, d.b.a. Vallejo
Express Coapany, t0 change the route over which he is
now operating.

20804 - An application by the San Francisco and Napa Valley
Rallroad for a certifilcate %0 operate a general
freizht and express service by motor truck as s
common carrier between San Francisco and Calistogs
via Oskland and including Vellejo and Mare Island.

Case No. 4201 - A general investlgatlon on the Commission's own
wotion Into 2ll rates, fares, operations, etc.,
of the Southern Pacific Golden Gate Ferries, Ltd.
(See that part of the investigation dealing with
Vallejo route).

In additlion to the above matters related to the proposed
Vallejo route abandonment, two other applicatlions, separate and distinct
from the above,are now under submission.

Appl. Fo. 20805 ~ An applicatlon by the Nepa Valley Bus Company to
extend ILts operative rights, Vallejo to San
Francisco via San Franclsco-Oskland Bay Bridge, and

Appl. No. 20806 - An sapplication by the Pacific Motor Trucking Company
for a certificate of public convenience and necessity
for the transportation of property dy motor truck
for other common carriers between Sulsun - Fairfield
and Vallejo, and certain Intermediate points.
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The San Franclisco-Oakland Rey Bridge, herelinafter referred
%0 as the Bay Bridge, was constructed under the authority of the
Californlia Toll Bridge Authority Act of 1629, and amendments thereto.
The Toll Bridge Authority,(e) created by sald Act, and hereinalter
referred to as Authority, iz charged with the construction, main-
tenance, operation and control of sald Bay Bridge.

The Bay Bridge opened on November 12, 1936, cherging auto-
zobiles a flat rate of 65 cents Including the driver and not %o
exceed four additlonal pessengers. This Is to be compared to &
previous ferry rate of 60 cents for the car plus 5 cents each for the

sengers. The East Bay ferries(eua) met this bridge rate
short perlod of time tne two principal routes - Berkeley

ané Cakland Pier - lost 91% of their vehlicular traffic. In the latter
nart of Januvary, 1937, the ferries applled to the Commission for the
rignt to Introduce & 30-cent rate on less than statutory ndtice. Tals
apriication was denied. A few days later, on Febrvary lsi, the
Authority put into effect the present sutomoblle raté of 50 cents,
including the driver and four passengers. Thereupon the lerries
apnlied to the Commission on less than statutory notice to adopt this
new 50-cent rate and the application was granted. The ferry company
then Iimmedlately reapplled to the Commission to adopt the 30-cent
rate on a full 30 days' statulory notice. Before the 30-day period
expired, nowever, opposition to the rate reduction was [lled with this
Comzmission by the Authority. The Commission suspended the 30-cent
rate and, upon 1its own motion, instltuted a general Investigation into
the rates, rules, operating practices, ete. of the ferry company (Case
Vo. 4201) and also instituted L1ts Investligation and suspenslon order

in connection with the suspended rates (Case %20%). At a hearing on

(2] The LoLL Dridge AULROT.LLY CONS.LSLS Of Lhe GOvVernor, tae wLieutenant
Governor, the Director of the Department of Finance, the Director of the
Department of Public Works, and the Chalrman of the Divisioen of Fighways.
(2-a) Hereinafter "Zast Bay Ferries” shaell refer to the following five
services {l)San Francisco-Oakiand Pler, (2) San Francisco-Oskland (Broadway),
(3) San Franclsco-Alameda, (%) San Francisco-Berkeley, (5) San Francisco-
Richmond.
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March 11, 1937, in connection with these matters, representatives

of the ferry company appeared and asked that sald matters be removed
from the calendar, with the right to reinstate them at a later date,
the request being made presumably to permit the Authorlity to consider
the ferry company's offer to sell its property. About June 1, the
representatives of the ferry company requested the Commission to
restore the matter upon the calendar. This was done and hearings
were  set for June 17. Pending declsion in the matter the proposed
30-cent rate has reralned suspended.

The background and circumstances surrounding the applica-
tion for the 30-cent rate on the Sausalito route follow.

On March 1, 1937, the ferry company placed in effect the
same rates cherged on the East Bay routes, vig&., a flat 50-cent rate
for an automoblle, thé driver, and not 1o exceed four passengers.
Prior to this time 60 cents was'charged for the car plus 15 cents one
way and 25 cents round trip each for driver and passengers.(3) On
May 28, 1937, the Golden Gate Bridge was opened to vehicular traffic.
The sutomoblle retes adopted were about the same as those applied by
the ferry cOmpahy, but the charges adopted for commercial traffic had
the effect of cutting the ferry rates by something over a third. 'The
ferry company applled to the Commission for the right to meet the
bridge's lower rates on commercial traffic on less than statutory
notice. The appllcatlion was granted.

Within the first week or ten days of the Golden Gate Bridge
operation, the ferry lost 85% of its total vehicular traffic and 52%
of 1ts automoblle traffic. The ferry coampany thereupon applied for
the right to put into effect a 30-cent rate upon full statutory
notlce, such rate to become effective July 5. The Commission sus~
péended the proposed rate reductions eand instituted 1ts order of
suspension and investigation (Case No. 4225). The Commission's

(3] In addition to these charges there were commute rates &t
variance with those of the East Bay routes. -
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genersl Investigation, Case No. %201, was sulficlently brosd in

its scope to cover thilis route also, in addition to the other ferry
routes. Opposition to this decrease was expressed by the Golden
Gate Bridge snd Highway District, which alleged that the prevailing
rates formed s fair and just basls upon which sald bridge could be
paid for, and a falr and just charge upon which to maintain, operate
and pay for the ferry services.

During the perlod that the reductions proposed by the
ferry company were under suspension by this Commission, both the
Bay Bridge and the Golden Gate Bridge instituted certain rate cuts.
In the case of the Bay Bridge, proposed reduced ferry rates were
under suspension by this Commlission. The ferry company appealed to
the Commission Vo remove the suspension to the degree necessary to
permit 1t to meet the Bay Bridge reduction and also applied on less
than statutory notice to meet the reductlon of the Golden Gate Bridge.
The Commission granted both spplications.

Pursuant to the Commission's Investigation on 1ts own
motion in Cases 4201, 420%, and 4225 noted above, a study and
report was made by the Engineering Division of the Transportation
Department of the Commission (Exhibit No. l).(4)

By resson of the losses In traffic suffered following the
opening of the bridges, the ferry company applied on June 3, 1937,
for the right %o sbandon Llts operation on two routes which, 1t
alleged, could not be operated except at a loss, viz., the San
Francisco-Richmond and San Francisco-0skland (Broadway) routes.

(Appl. 21237). Opposition to the abandonment of the Oskland

(Broadway) route was subsequently expressed by the City Council of

Qakland.
Effective June 14, 1937, the ferry company reduced its

service on the Berkeley route from & 20-minute headway to an

(%) This study and report, embracing 2l5 pages, and recelvec as
Exhibit No. 1, were made by Ford K. Edwards, Transportation
Economist for the Commisslon.
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hourly keadwsay, such reducﬁions belng made with the desire to re-
duce t¢ a minimum the operating losses which had been suffered
since the bridge opened Iin November, 1936. Under date of June 14,
1937, the ferry company filed an application with the Commission i
alleging thet a loss was still belng Incurred uwpon this roﬁte. It ////
pointed out that It had filed with the Commlssion a tariff naming

lower rates between San Francisco and East Bay points, which lower

rates were intended to induce and attract sufficlent traffic to its

East Bay ferry lines to make them self-supporting and assure their
continued operation. Thils tariff is under Investigation and sus-

pension by the Commission In Case No. 420%. The epplicant stated

that 1t was uncertain as to whether or not said Berkeley line éould

be succéssfully operated under the proposed reduced schedule of

rates, but expressed the bellef thet this gquestion could be deter-

mined with greater certainty after the result of such rate re-

ductions on its principal East Bay route, viz., the Oskland Pler

route, was known. However, the applicant further stated that 1f

in the oplinion of the Commission the present abandonment of the

Berkeley line would improve the likelihood that such lower faréé

would better accoxplish thelr purpose on the Oakland Pler route,

then 1t desired suthority at this time to sbandon or suspend the

operation of the said Berkeley line.(S)

(5)  Quoting from Application No. 21297:

"Wherefore, applicant asks that the Commission make and
enter its order, either:

(1) Authorizing applicant to abandon 1ts Berkeley ferry
line; or

(2) Authorizing applicant to suspend the operation of its
Berkeley ferry line subject to the further order of
the Commission; unless in the opinlon of the Com-
mission the pudlic interest 1s better subserved by
the continued operatlon for the time being of said
Berkeley ferry line on 1ts present curtalled schedule.”




The above background has covered the Oskland Pler, Berkeley,
Sausalito, Oaxland (Brosdway), and Richmond routes. The diSposiéion
of the Vallejo route matters as hereinabove stated, 1s reserved for
a later decision. The company has in addition three other routes
over walch IV holds operating rigats, viz., San Francisco-Alameds;

San Francisco (Ferry Building)-Sausalito; and San Francisco-Tiburon.
The services on the irst two of these routes are now belng provided
by the passenger ferries of the Southern Paclific Company and the North-

western Pacific Rallroad Company, respectively, and, as a result, the

continuation of the services niaces no added dburden upon the ferry

company.
The San Francisco-Tidburon services consist of ome round~trip
per day operated by the ferry company with boats regularly scheduled to
other lines. No application was made for the shbandonment or sugpension
Of these three routes. Instead they are embraced within the group of
lines for which the company Is asking reduced rates.
To sum up, the flerry company 1s requesting reduced rates

on its foilowing routes:
San Francisco=-0siland Pler
San Francisco-Alameda
San Francisco-Berkeley
San Francilsco gﬁyde Street) - Sausalito
Sun Francisco (Ferry Building) - Sausalito
San Franclsco-Tiburon

It 4s asking for the right to standon its San Francisco-
Oakland (Broadway), San Francisco-Richmond, and San Francisco-Vallejo
routes. As to the Derkeley route, it is further asking for an auth-
orization~ to elither sbandon the service or to suspend the service;
uniless the Commission finds that public Znterest 1s better served by
& continued operation for the time being of the present curtailed
schedule.

During the hearings held In this matter, evidence was intro-
duced by the followlng varties or Interests, in the order named:
Engineering Division of the Commission, Southern Paciflc Golden Gate -
Ferrles, Ltd., Ferry Workers, the CIity Council of Oakland, Golden Gate

Higaway District, and the Authority.
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A revievw of the Engineering Division's study and report, and
& resume of the evidence ¢ffered and the positions teken by each of the
rexeining parties, follow herewith.

Zngineerine Division's Renort

The first evidence Introduced herein was Exhibit No. 1, here-
insbove referred to. A brief outline of the procedure adopted in %this
study and the [indings made are presented herewith.

- The report briefly states ithat the rundamentai nroviem involved
s that of determining whether the Southern Pacific Golden Gate Ferrles,
Ltdé. can economically Justifly future operations undef the rates which 1t
rroposes. The study, after summarlzing certain financial, operating, and

revenue data, approaches the problem in three steps. These are:

l. The determination of the minimum revenue necded to
sustain operations.

2. The volume of the traffic necessary 1o yield this
revenue.

3. The probability of the company atiracting this
traliflic.

Subsequent %0 the completion of the study, but dbefore its
nudbiication, the Golden Gate Bridge was opened o tralffic and an

acddendum wes added to portray this situation, based, however, upon a

very briefl test period
P

The report dlsclosed the effect of bridge competition upon
the ferries with raves at an approximate parity. TFerries have 103t
C1% of their former vehlcular traffic(s'a) on the principal East Bay
routes, Berkeley and Cakland Pler, and have lost 85% of it on tae
Sausallto route. Taking the most recent month, viz., June, 1937,
the evidence In the record Indicates that the Berkeley and Oakland

Pler routes were handling 2.17 of the combined ferry and

15=a) As employed zerein the term "vehicuior crellic! embraces
automobiles, itrucks, trailers, busses, motoreycles, ete; the term
"sutomobiles” includes trucks of under 3000 pounds tare weight and
passenger automodblles.




auntomobile traffic; 27% of the total truck traffic; and 4#1% of the
total tonnage.(6) |
= © The financlal effect of this competition upon the various
ferry routes during March, 1937, was as follows:

Berkeley route $23,000 loss

Oakland Pler route 20,000 "

Qakland (Broadway) route 2,400 7

Richmond route 1,900 "

Tidburon route 1,100 "

Sausallito route losses, based on a short test period in
June, were $13,500 per month. Total losses thus exceed $60,000 per
month on these lower bay routes before allowance for return on the
investment, depreclation, Income taxes, employes' dismissal wages,
and certaln non-cancellable leasas.<7>
A brief review of certaln of the financial and operating

data serves to depict the present financilal conditlon of the ferry
company. The entire capltal stock of the Southern Paclific Golden
Gate Ferries, Ltd., the operating company, 1s held by the Southern
Pacific Golden Gate Company, a holding company. The Southern Pacific
Company owns 50.8% of all classes of the holding company's stock
and the balance 13 widely held by the public. Both the operating
company and the holding company were organlized in 1929 at the time
of the consolidation of several ferry companles operating on San

Trancisco Bay, Into the present organization.

(6] As of June: (Avg. per dey)
Total
Autonobiles Trucks Vehleles Tonnage

Ferry 573 2-1% 347 27% 961 3.4’ 767 41%
Bridge 26,78k o7.0% o3k T3% 27,606 G6.6% 1,086 5%

Total 26,757 100.0% 1,281 100% 28,657 100.0% 1,853 2100%

NOTE: Ferpy flgures based on values of June 16 - 30, 1937, and reflect
decreased service on Berkeley route.

(7) The losses represent the difference between the revenues and .« " -»-

those expenses chargeable to a contlnued operatlion.
One purpose of the study was to reflect which was the cheaper

"so operate™ or "mot to operate,” considering that certaln finaacilal
obligations were of a recurring nature, even upon complete abandonment.
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At the time of this reorganization, the Southern Pacifilc
Golden Gate Ferries, Litd. had outstanding $10,000,000 of bonds, of
which $1,964,500 were actually outstanding at the date of these
hearings. Obllgatlons to exployes under dismissel wage agreements
approximate $1,000,000. To meet these obligations, the company had
about $1,000,000 cash on hand, as of the date of these hearings, and
Its floating and terminal equipment and proberties. The sale or
salvege velue of the floating equipment Is highly indeterminable.
The company stated that it had no method of arriving at what 1t
night recelive from a sale, although as little as $700 has been re-
celved fgé certain of the older boats sold as serap.

The company's Investment in Lts propertles as of December
31, 1926, totelled $13,049,763, of which $11,985,T4: represented
vessels, terminals, bulldings, equipment, etc¢., and $1,063,619 re-
presented land. Its reserve for depreclation and obsolesence fully
balanced the $11,985,7#&'investment in depreciable properties. How-
ever, of this $11,985,74% reserve, only $6,670,025 was charged to
operating expenses, the balance of $5,315,719 having been charged to
profit and loss. The profit and loss accounﬁ stood at $6,052,435
(1oss) as of December 31, 1936. Hence $5,315,719 of this loss is
chargeadble to the company's depreciation and obsolescence write-off.

The cost analysls appearing in the Engineering Division's

study had as its pégpose the determination of the minimum gioss ex~

penditures which the ferry company must incur on each route if
continued In operation. This value then becomes the minimunm gross
revenue the ferry company must earn to economically justify its
continued operation. Such ¢osts 4o not include certain items such
48 bond Interest, dismisssl wages, and lease obligations which will
continue Iirrespective of sbandonment. The costs shown in this
exhiblt represent those costs chargeable solely to a continued

operation.




The minimom monthly xevenues required from its transportae
tion sexrvices, after taking credit for certain non-transportation
revenues from leases and concessions, are shown below for the
various routes, The actual revenues from traﬁsportation for March,

1837, are shown for comparison:

Required Monthly Revenue
Yinimum Revenues Marchl 1227

Berkeley $32,256 - $9,097
Oakland Pilex 45,142 24,756

Caklend(Bd'way) 6,082 3,621
Richmond 2,370 430

The Sausalito route did not fee}. the full effect of the
opening of the Golden Gate Bridge wntil June, 1937.

The cecond step of the study is that of detémining the
volume of traffic necessary to yield +this revenue. As to the East
Bay, it was assumed that certain minor rate reductlions proposed
by the ferxry company in the rates charged commerclal traffic would
only sexve to stop the small but steady loss of this txaffic to the
Bay Bridge, and would have the effect of holding the Xarch, 1937,
revenies from this traffic at about a constant level.(s_) Under this
assumption, all additional revenues would have +to come from
passenger vehicle txraffic. A determination of the number of auto-
a0biles necessaxry to yield the required revenue wder the 30-cent
bagic rate proposed by the ferry company, and also wnder the 35-cent
basic rate assumed in the study, became = matter of simple mathe-
matical compu't:a'tion.w )

The third step in the study is directed toward the
prodadility of the ferries attracting this needed volume of traffic.

It is pointed out that the required traffic can only come from three

{8) Narch was taken, fixrst, because 1t was the Last month For 7Bich
accounting figures were availadle to this study,.and secondly, de-
cause it appeared as representative of the effect of bridge
competition,

(9) The 30-cent basic rate embraces the following: one way, 3043
round trip 50¢; commute 20¢; and a weighted average of 25¢ per auto.
The 35=-cent basic rate assumes 35¢, 60£, and 23¢, respectively, and
a weighted average of 29.5¢ per automobile., The company's applica~
tion did not embrace the dasic 35£ scale but it was included in the
study in order that its effect might be noted.
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sources, viz., present trafflc, newly-created or induced traffic,
and traffic dlverted from the bridges.

The volume of newly-induced traffic which might be
expected by 1933, with the 30 es against the 50-cent basic rate in
effect, 1s estimated at 25% of the 1936 pre-bridge traffic.: This is
based upon past experience from several transbay rate cuts snd with
no0 brildge competition In effect. To compensate for the fact that
the bridges have undoubtedly taepped some of that traffic which the
30-cent fare might have been expected to reach, the value of 25§ i1s
reduced to 15%. Were the 35-cent rate adopted, the induced traffic
would be, In proportion, scmething over 1ll%. A value of 109 was
taken. These values of 15% and 10% respectively were to be applied
theoretlically against that traffic which the ferries carried, or
would have carried, at the presently prevailing 50-cent basic rate
hed there been no bridge competition.

These percentages were epplied &s a practical matter
sgainst the 1936 volume of traffic moving under the pre-bridge
rates which ylelded over 70 cents per automodbile. Adjustment for
the unduly conservative result thus obiained was made by reference

in the conclusions to the report and if applied wauld reduce the

required Bay Bridge diversion from 3.9% to 2.5% or from 923 cars

per day %o 589 cars per day.

The third source of ferry traffic is that which may be
diverted from the brldges. ZXnowing the present traffic and the
expected Induced trafflic, the volume of needed diversions from the
bridges becomes a matter of simple mathematical celeulation.

The final application of the three steps In the study is
mede in Table No. 80-A, page 150, Exhibit No. 1, set forth below.




TABLE NC. 80-A
S OF RRCUIRED AUE5MGBqu TRARF1C_ASSUMING BERKELEY ROUTE
ADANDONED CARWAND (PLER) ROULE %0-CENT BASLC RATE

Averave Per Loy

Operating costs per day (Plan I) $1,%8%.00

Present truck and frelight revenues:
Oakland (Pler) route
75% of Berkeley route revenue
Total truck and freight revenues

Costs to be met out of revenues from
automoblles and extra passengers

Number automodiles required
Present voiume (Oakland)
33.1/3% - Berkeley volune
Assumed Induced Traffic EOakland)
75% " " Berkeley)

Total present and induced volume

Selance to be clvertved {rom brldge

Relatlion:

Needed diversion from brldce 2 92% -
23,

Present oridge auto traffic (varen)

The assumpiion is macde in the foregoing Table No. 80-A that
75% of the present commercial traffic: 33-1/3% of the present auto traffic;
and T5% of the induced auto traffic credited to the Berkeley route will
move over the Cekland Pler route LL the Berkeley route 1s abandoned.

The foregoling Table No. 80-A refers to a required dilversion of
92% cars, or 3.9% of the Bay Bridge March sutomodblle tralfic. It was
assumed that the induced traffic would amount to 15% of that which would
have moved at present rates (l.e., 50 cents) had there been no dridge
competition. The 15% was applled, however, as explained above, to ﬁh&t
volume 0f traffic which moved under the former pre-bridge rate of 60
cents per car, plus 5 cents per npassenger (1.e. over TO cents per car).
If correction is made for thls factor, the needed diversion drops’rrOm

3.6 to 2.5% of the March volume, or from 523 to 589 cars.
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In giving consideration to the probable extent of the
diversions of trafflc from the dridge to the ferries, the conclusion
was drawn that the answer to this question lies wholly wlth each
automobile owner, and that an accurate answer could only come from an
actual trisl of the rates over a period of time. Thié test belng
unavailadble to the record, the experlence of the ferry companies
elsewhere was noted. After reviewing the experience of major bridge
(or tunnel) crossings elsewhere in the face of 50% differentials the
conclusion was drawn that:

"Major bridges and tunnels, strateglcally located, appear to
be affected little, Lif any, by such ferry rate differentisls.
wWhile there probably have been some diverslions to Terrles,
the influence of the depresslion and other factors makes 1t
Impossible, from the evidence avallable, to credit a definite

loss to ferry rate differentials. At best 1t 1s a 'very
few' per cent." (Exaidbit No. 1, p.175.)

Whatever may have been the diversions In other areas

studlied, the conclusion was drawn that the diversions would be

relatively less ;n the San Francisco Bay area because of the less
favorable competitive position of the Bay ferries. Besed on the
facts and clircumstances drawn [rom experience elsewhere, but
particularliy from the New York aresa, and after glving consideration
t0 the relatively weak competitive position of the East Bay ferry
routes, the conclusion was drawn that the diversion from the Bay
Bridge would not exceed 5% of the traffic of the dbridge. A similar
concluslion was reached concerning the Golden Gate Bridge.

The needed diversion of 589 automobiles Ls to be compared
with the Bay Bridge experience since February, 1937, the date of the
application of the present 50-cent basic rate. The experience of the
Bay Bridge in handling automodblle traffic since February has been as

follows:
Inerease over

Autos ver day previous month

February, 1937 22,366 -

March, " : 23,594 728
Apri% " 24,360 T66
May, (20) v 25,642 1,282
June, " 26,184 - 552

{10) Values for May 27-31, 1937, cxcluded to prevent the effect of
the Golden Gate Flesta from glving a distorted result.
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The experience of the Golden Gate Bridge was too short

L0 permit of simllar comparisons, a8 only six selected weck days

were avallable to the study.

The conclusion wes reached in Exhibit No. 1, that the

operation of the Berkeley route would not oconomlecally justify

tself because of the antlicipated inabdbility of this route to attract
the required volume‘(roughly over 100%) of its former automoblle
traffic necessary for it to coatinue in operation. Af'ter making
allowance for the assumed induced traffic, the route would have to
divert between 10 and 12% of the Bay Bridge traffic in addition to
the needed Oakland Pler route diversions. A diversion of this amount
was belleved to be unattainadle.

The concluslon was further drawn that the Oakland Pler
route had dbut a doudbtful chance to economicelly Justify its opera-
tion 1f the Berkeley route continued in service. After allowing for
the assumed induced traffic, 1t must divert beiween 7 and 8% of the
Bay Bridge trafflc In addition to the Berkeley route diversions.
Suckh dlversions also were held as unobtainadle.

The conclusion was drawn that the Oskland Pler route had
what might be termed & "falr" or “reason#ble" chance to economiceolly
Justify 1ts operation 1f the Berkeley route ?ere abendoned. In such
case the required dbridge diversions wnder the assumptions stated
hereinabove, would amount to but 2.5% of the March Bay Brldge traffic.
This small percentage of diversions would decline with each
successive month since March by virtue of the steady increase of
traffic which the Bey Bridge has cnjoyed. By referring to the pre-
ceding Bay Bridge traffic table the fact 1s apparent that the
necessary diversion of cars from sald Bridge to the ferries in each
month following March is less than the average increases that said

Bridge has enjoyed from month to month.
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Throughout the study the assumption is made that the Bay
Bridge will make no cut In its rates on sutomodliles and no drasti
ut in its rates on commércial traffic. Should this assumption not
be supported and should such cuts be made there is little doubt dbut
that the ferries would have t0 abandon operations on all routes.

Concerning the desirability of the 30-cent rate as
compared with the 35~cent rate, the conclusion is drawn that the
probadllity of the ferrles economically Jjustifying thelr continued
operation and of making some return thereon is substantlially greater
vnder & 30-cent basic rate than & 35-cent basic rate. Thils con-

¢lusion rests Iin part upon the premise that successful operation in

the future rests uvon the abllity of the ferry to induce or create

substantial volumes of new transbay traffic, l.e., to arouse new

travel habits among those members of the ponulation who cannot

afford to use the bridge at the nresent rates. The study points to

the ineffec;iveness of certaln small differentlals on the Berkeley
route in holding traffic, much less attracting more. The experience
of ferries in the New York area supports this view, gccording to

the study. After much experimenting the competitive ferrles have

found 1t necessary to go to 25 and 30 cents in competition with the

Holland Tunnel's 50¢ charge and that even these differentials which

induced very substantial volumes of new traffic during the depression
aré now falling to hold it In its entirety. TUnder condlitions of
economic Decovery, portions of It are drifting back to the Holland
Tunnel despite the higher rates of the latter. The pyschological
effeét of & round trip at 50 cents under the 30-cent basic rate, as
compared with the 60 cents under & 35-cent basic rate 1s also taken
into consideration in supporting the above conclusion.

As to maintaining the status quo (rate parity), the con-
clusion is drawn that none of the lower bay ferry routes can justify
continued operstion under the exlsting parity of rates. The losses
renging from $1,300 to $23,000 per month on the routes in question
support thls view.




. .

An Addendum was added to Exhibit No. 1 to present certaln
data and coneclusions concerning the Sausalito route, which were not
originally avalilable %o the study. The teszt period used was short,
consisting of six week days which extended from Tuesday, June 2, to
Saturdey, June 6, and also Included Monday, June . This brief
period was necessitated by the fact that the bridge opened May 28,
1937, and the hearings in this case began on June 17, 1937.
Statistlics later Introduced by the ferdy company and the Golden Gate
Bridge and Highwey District indicated that the traffic data was

reasonably representative of subsequent ferry traffic and revenue,

but wes low £or the brldge.(ll) The STUQT Indleates that the

ferries were handling 8% of the automobiles, 20% of the trucks,
100% of the freight tonnage, and 1004 of the foot passengers which
they might have expected o carry had there been no brldge com-
petition. Revised rate schedules applied dy the drldge agalinst
commercial traffic, and adopted by the ferry, had the effect of
reducing the latter's aversge revenue per unit handled dy 37%.

The study I1s carrled forward upon doth & F0-cent and a
35-cent basic rate, and for both a l5-minute and & 20-minute headway.
Costs per year under & 20-minute headway are found t0 be approxi-
matel& $456,000 per year. The required volume of automobile itraffic
needed to justify the operation smounts to 43.3% of the pre-bridge
traffic.

The conclusions were reached that under a 15-minute head-

way the ferry must handle under elther rate basis something over one-
half of 1ts pre-brlidge traffic, and under a 20-minute headway about
30% of such traffic to economically justify its operation. If omly
the required additional traffic is c¢onsidered, & 20-minute service

requires thatit regein something over 30% of its previous traffic.

(1l) During thne short weekx-day period selected, the Golden Gate
rldge trafflic averaged about 10,000 vehlicles per day. The average
for the entire month of June, including weekends, was later reported

to be 14,650 vehicles per day. (Exhidit No. 30).
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The study points out, as significant, the fact that the
ferry company has retalned the greater part of 1ts freight, truck,
and oot passenger business; that the automoblle traffic on this
route, before any rate reductlons were placed in effect, was in-
ereasing at the rate of 17% per year; and that the rate reductions
of March, 1937, boosted thils increase durlng Apgil, 1937, the last
calendar month before the dridge opened, to 48%. The statement 1s
zade that, In the light of thls experience, and the experience of
the Golden Gate Bridge in inducing over 1009 new movementflg) that
the terrltory served is one of rapldly increasing vehicular traffic
and general economlic activity and that the ferries might be reason-
adbly expected to beneflt from 1it, especlally as to commercial traffic.
Upon consideration of the above facts and circumstances,
and after again noting that the perliod of observation has been
short, the bellefl Is expressed that the ability of the ferry company
to economically justify this operation under its proposed rates 1s
within the realm o reasonable probability, particularly if o
20-minute service is offered in lleu of the pfesentuls-minute service.

A summary of the evidence and testimony introduced by the

Engineering Division 1s to the effect that the profitable malintenance

of the status quo (rate parity) 1s impossible; that the ferry company

nhas a reasonable chance of Jjustlifyine the continued operation of the

Oakland Pler route with & rate differential (provided service on the

B erkeley route is abandoned or suspended); that the sueccessful

operation of the Sausallto route 1s within the realm of reasonable ‘

probabllity, especially 1f 2 20-minute service 1s operated: and that
the probabllity of the ferries economlcally justifyiﬁg their provosed

operation and of makingc some return thereon is greater under a

30-cent basic rate than a 35-cent rate.

{12) The average number of total vehicles handled dally by the
Sausalito ferry during April, 1937, was 5,693. The Golden Gate
Bridge, during the month of June, 1937, averaged 14,650 vehlcles
per day. Some allowance should dbe mede for seasornal effect.
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The conclusions are bhased onn the assumption that the

rates oropcsed by the ferries and suspended by the Cormission will

go Into effect; that neither of the bridees will cut 1ts automobile

rates or drastically reduce its rates on commerciai traffic: and

that upon the full and complete cessatlion of service on the Berkeley

route, & certaln portion of the traffic now moving over this route.

or credited to this route as votentiasl induced traffic will be

attracted to and handled by the Oakland Pler route.

Position of the
Southern Paciflic Golden Gate Ferries, Ltd.

The position and policles of the Southern Pacific. Goiden
Gate Ferries, Ltd. were presented by W. A. Worthington, & director
of both this company and the Southern Pacifilic Golden Gate Company
(holding Company). This witness pointed out that the bonds Issued
by the ferry company were certified by the State as a legal Invest-
ment for savings banks and trust funds, and expressed the bellef that
some savings banks now held them. It was pointed out that between
the opening of the Bay Bridge and the Golden Gate Brldge, 1t was the
earnings of the Sausallto route that enabled the company to carry on.
This source of revenue has, of course, now ceased. The eXxperlence
of the ferries in competition with the brlidges demonstrated, accord-
ing to the witness, that it was I{mpossidle for the ferrles to compete
with the Bridge on even terms as to0 rates, and earn sulficlent to pay
“he cost of operation. The ferry company, it was pointed out, now
faces extinction unless it can be permitied {0 protect Iltself Through
a rate differential, to which it 1s clearly entitled because of its

slower time In transit. The view was expressed that Ilnasmuch as the

bridge operation created & large addlitional transbay traffic which

d1d not heretorfore exlst, there should be no great odbjection, even
on the part of those conducting the bridge operations, to the ferry

company being given & chance to cover 1ts operating costs and obtaln
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some return on the investment by gecuring some of the business it
formerly enjoyed, and which has been diverted from 1t. The witness
further added that if the ferry company 1s permltted to operate as
economically as possible with & proper rate differentlal, the pudblic
will continue to have the use of the service of the ferry lines as
well as that of the bridges; that the interests of 1ts bondholders
and stockholders will be protected; and that its employes will have
continued occupation at the kind of work they are best fitted to per-
form.

The appeal of the proposed differentisl rates, the witness
pointed out, would be to a certaln part of the travelling pudlic
which valued the economy more than the inereased time required in
transit. | _

As to the propriety of differential rates, the witness
stated that differential charges exist everywhere throughout the
United States, particularly where time in transit is longer, or wkere
speed merits & premium. Lower rates are made for transportation,
for equal distances, by water than by land, whether over rivers,

lakes, or by sea. Rallroads charge passengers less on ordinary than

on certsin excess-fare treins. Passengers occupying inferior space

upon the same trains pay & lower fere. The public Pays less for
transporting 1ts commoditles by Creight than by express. Busses
generally charge less than rallroads, sithough in many cases there

Is little difference In time. Land transportation Ls cheaper to

bassengers than the faster movement by afr. In sumning up, the
Itness added: '

"I know Of no case where a differential 13 more Justiried

than in the present instance of the Southern Pacific Golden
Gate Ferries. If the speed advantage of the bridges ovexr ‘the
Terrles had not been 30 grest as has been proven, very likely

the ferries would have retained suffictent of their traffic
£0 permit them to operate profitably at equal rates with the
ridges. In that case this petition would not have been before

the Reilrozd Commission and naturally there could have been no
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opposition on the part of any one to a continued operation
of the ferries, which would remain an optional means of
transportation. " 133 (143 |

The witness pointed %o experience elsewhere, particularly
in New York and Philadelphisa, vhere & differentlsl had enabdbled the 8
ferrles to secure substantlal patronage notwlithstanding bridge
competition.

It was further indicated that the ferries serve s very
definlte publlc convenlence and necessity in the handling of trmucks,
due vo the absence of grades and the conseqﬁent savings in gasoline.

Concerring possible dbridge diversions, 1t was pointed out
that thils was merely & recovery of business which the ferries
previously handled, end would probably represent in 1£s‘ent1r¢ty
only e small volume compered with the addltlional new traffic created
by the bridges.

Concerning the Oakland (Broadwéy) route Iin particular, 1t
was pointed out that & recent attempt had been made to improve the
earzing status of the route, malinly used by foot Passengers, by
increasing the foot passenger fare from 5 cents to 10 cents. The
expected revenue Increase did not materialize, however, and the
present 10sses are $104 per day. The company's previous experlence
with the 5-cent fare before the opening of the transbey bridge was
cited as evlidence of the futlility of seeking relief by returning
to the 5-cent fare. A reduction In operating costs was believed
impossible as only one bost 1s now assigned to the run. Abandonment,
the wltness pointed out, was the only course left.

Future economles in operation were expected as a result
of the hoped-for rellef from supporting unprofitable lines, from
the retirement of 80% of the bonded debt, from the use In the future
of only the company's most modern Diesel boats, and from reductions
in overhesd and rentals. Also the number br employestad been

drastlically reduced.

EI}% Tr. P. %00

14) Evidence I1n the record indicates thet the Initfal traffic |
studles (Hoover-Young Report) gave the ferrlies from 20 to 25% of the -
total trafflic. This Is t0 be compared with the 3.4% of all vehlcles
the ferriles sctuelly handled in June, 1937.
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While the bridges have considered the risk of calamity
great eﬁough to Insure heavlily agalinst 1t, there 1s no assurance to
the publlc of any way to ¢ross the waterway during such perlod as
they might de out of service. Witness stated that this consideration
alone was such a3 t¢ make 1t dlstinetly In the public interest to
vermlt the ferriles to earn sufficlent to keep them in operation.

The position of the Southern Pacific Company was explained

by this vitness.(IS) While this company owns slightly more than'

hall of the stock of the ferry company,(lé) it has no other re-

sponsibility for its operstlions and naturally could not be expected
to insure the company by advances sgalnst deficits which might result.
The ferry company must stand on Lts own feet and if 1ts operatlions sare
t0 be continued, this can only be possible 1f they are made finan-
clally self-sustaining. It Is Independently operated and 1s not a
part of the Southern Pacific systen.

It was further testiflied that no request was ever mede to
the Commission t0 ralse rates and thus cover the entleipated losses
to de suffered through the construction of the bridges.

Mr. F. G. Mott, General NManager ©of the Merchants Express
Corporation, Oskland, sppeared &3 & second witness on behalf of the
Southern Pacific Golden Gate Ferries, Ltd. The Merchants Express, (a

comnon cerrier under the jurisdiction of this Commission), was re-

presented as prodadly the largest single user of the ferry sexrvice on

the Oskland Pler route end also one of the largest draying concerns
Zn the bay area. This company found that the most economical method

of moving transbay frelght was by way of the ferrlies, using low
powered, light-welght tractors followed by two vang. With this

equipment toll charges were Kept between 75 and 76 cents per ton.

{15) Ww. A. Worthington, in addition to being a director of the
S.P.G.G.Co. and the S.P.G.G. Ferrles, Ltd., is also Vice President
of the Southern Pacilic Company.

(16) Witness testified that the Southern Pacific Company also owns
about 40% of the bonds outstanding ($802,000 var value), and that
the remaining 60% was held by the gexnersl public, savings banks, and
others. (Tr. p. *8%.)
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The witness Indicated that Lf the Bay Bridge were used ror between-
terminal movements, the line naul wes increased by 10 miles with
running costs ranging between 6 and 20 cents per mile, depending on
the equipment used. With %oll charges the same, the use of the
bridge represents increased costs of 40 to 60 cents ner tonlof
revenue {reight. The witness further testifled that he company's
tractor equinment was inadequate, and underpowered to speedily pull
the grades on the bridge, paritlculariy at San Francisco, and that
its replacemeﬁt would mean a large caplial ¢ost which would Dbe
avoldable If the ferries were permitted %0 live. In correlating
the expenses of h%s company's operation to the public inté;ést,

the witness pointed out that the continuation of the present trans-

bay drayage rate scale demanded the retention of the ferries.(l7)

in further amplification of his position, the witness stated that
he would rather pay the ferries 35 cents a ton for cargo than run
the bridge free under existing conditions. A reduciion in the
rates of ;O or 15 cents per ton on commercial tralfic would, in
whe opinion of this witness, merely have the effect of shifting
tonnage from the common carrier to the contract carrier or +o the
proprievary truck without Inducing much new tonnage.

Clarence E. Tay Led that in nis Opinion, in the
1ight of the company's past exneriences, the boats would be loaded
on an average to the 36.60 of capacity; which Is necded %

earn direct expenses. It was further testifled that i %the company’'s

{17) Witness F. G. Mottt furtinsr Siatea: o7 the forrles wish T0 make
an effort to “ega*n some of the lost raffic at a 30-cenu rete level,

I belleve the public iInterest will be served by giving them the suthor-
ity to maxe the attemnt as secOnuary carriers snd at differential retes.
I velleve tbe public interest demands that the bridge nhave contlinued
pravate comoetition. I belleve the public Interest demands stand=dy
serv;re, 80 that we are not dependent upon one route, the bridge."

{Tr. ». 585). The company's Fast Bay consolidation point for less-
than-truckload iovs Is located In the Outer Farbor area. It was
estimated that the new Outer Harbor overpass would reduce the present
10 excess miles to 8 for those travelling the Bay Bridge from the same
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ore-bridge lLoad factor of 57% were obtalned, the Oakland Pler route

would enjoy an sanual profit of $185,000, all of whlch could de
devoted toward sinking funds, dbond Interest, etc. Similarly, 1t was
determined for the Sausallito route that a load factor of 34% would
be required to meet operating exponses,‘but that 1f the pre-dbridge
load foctor of 47.5% were equelled, the annusl profit would de
$113,000. No discussion was given, however, to the actual proba-
Dility of the company being able in the future to duplicate 1ts
former locd factors. Concerning the cost values used, the witness
vestilled that his cost studies hed resulted in no substantisl

ifferences Irom those reported in the study of the Engineering
Division and that the volues appearins iﬁ tﬁe latten wef?“thercfore
used In his anplysis.

.'Carl F. Fenneme, Asslstant to the General Manager of
the Southern Pocific Golden Gate Ferries, Ltd., introduced exhibite
presenting traffic studies of the Oakland (Broadway) and Richmongd
routes which the ferry company desires to abandon. During 1936, the
foot-passenger traffic on the Oskland (Broadwsy) route averaged 215
per trip under a S5-ceat fare and 91 ner trip during the first five
months of 1937 under a 1lO-cent fare. Vehicles handled durling the
two perlods averaged 0.92 and 0.45, respectively, 1ndicatin§ the
lack of vehicular traffic on this route.

Turning to the Richmond route, the witness pointed out
that during 1936 an average of 1l1.6 vehicles were handled per triﬁ,
while 6.56 were handled in the first five months of 1937. The boat
had a capacity for about TO vehlicles. The aversge number of foot
passengers ver trip declined from 8.97 to 7.48 between the two
perlods. Evidence was also Iintroduced to indicate thet the adoption
of the flat 50-cent rate for a venicle and five Occupants on the
Sausalito route, effective March 1, 1937, had greatly stimulated the
flow of traffic. Thls additional movement was designated as newly

created traffic. Other evidence Iindlcated that on the Qakland Pler
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route, automobile and truck traffic hes remained at a more or less
uniforz level since the first of the year. The bellef was expressed
that, In the light of studies made by the company, the neoded traffic
to Justify continued operation was avalladle, and, furthermore, that
the greater portion of 1t would be laduced %traffic.

Gienn E. Collins, Genersal Traffilic Agent for the ferry
company, testified as to the publlic convenlence and need of pre-
serving the ferrles lfor truck tralffic. After polnting out that the
average load on a truck using the bridge was 1.117 tons as compared
to 2.16 tons on the ferry, the witness drew the conclusion that the
neavy trucks found the ferry more desirable. It was further pointed
out that use of the ferries eliminated the long grades on the dridge
and that there might be some saving Iin mileage, depending upon the
polints of origin and destination of the trucks. Similar testimony
was introduced concerning the Golden Gate Bridge with its two miles
or more of 6% grades on the approaches and 1ts 5%-mile longer highway
route when compared with the ferry. On & heavily loaded truck and
traller, used as an example, & saving of almost an hour's time
through use of the ferry as compared to the dridge was noted.

Concerning the probability of new traffic being created
or Induced, thils witness polnted to the company's experience of
1926, when a rate cut mede in December of 1925 was followed by &

T1% Increase in trafflc the following year, most of which was
attriduted to the reduced rates. During the first 19 days the Bay
Bridge was open, November 12 to 30, 1936, the total transbay travel,
brldge and ferry, Increased by 200ﬂ9% over the previous ten months!

average (pre-bridge) of 11,386 vehlcles per day. This increase was

eredited to the oOpening of a new artery plus & slight reduction in

rates.(IB) 24,87% vehicles per day were handled in February and

(1l8) The average dally traffic handled by the combined agencles was
38,145 (Tr. p. 672). Some part of this was undoubtedly "ecuriosity"
travel.
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25,799 in March of 1937, an increase of 109.2 and 117%, respectively,
over the pre-bridge 1936 flgures. In May the combined agencles
carrlied 30,000 vehicles per day. On November 15, the Sunday follow-
ing the opening of the bridge, 88,700 vehicles were handled. The
witness pointed to these values as indicative of the reservoir of
traffic avallable and stated that In his judgment the rates pro-
peed would attract the requlred traffic necessary to maxe the routes
self-supporting. The view was further expressed that most of the
added traeffic requlired by the ferries would be c¢reated by the pro-
posed rates and but a small portion would be diverted [rom the
dbridges. The Engineering Divislon's estimate that one~third of the
Berkeley sutomoblle traffic and T5% of the truck traffic would shift
to the OQakland Pler route 1f the former route were sbandoned and the
proposed sutomoblle and truck rate reductions placed in effect was
belleved reasconable, although the witness added that "no one knows
il we try 1t out." When asked to consider the possible effect
of & drastic reductlon Iin truck rates, the witness stated that the
ferrlies would also have t0 reduce thelr rates with the result that
the dlstridvution of traffic would remain undisturbed but both parties
would get & much lower revenue than 1s received at the present time.
Questioned as to the effect of the overpass under construction, which
will comnect the outer harbor with the Bay Bridge approach system,
the witness testifled that 1t would not divert any traffic from the
ferries for the reason that the plants located In the area d4id not
develop any heavy traffic that moves transbhbay.

Concerning the matter of differentials sllowed in favor
of water carriers as agalnst land carriers, Morton G. Smith, of the
freight traffic depariment of Southern Paciflic Company, pofnted to
cortain precedents. Differentlials in both freight and passenger
rates have exlsted Detwean the Sacramento river boats and the rail-
roads. The California Rallroad Commlssion approved rates for the
boat lines lower than the rail rate In a Sacramento-San Francisco

Canned Goods Case. (38 C.R.C. 216) Exhibits were introduced
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listing 45 representative commoditles upon which & water rate
differenﬁial exists.over rall between San Francisco and Los Angeles
Harbor, %0 commodities upon wnich the Interstate Commerce Commission
had prescribed water differentials on movements between California
ports and North Paciflic Coast ports, and 40 other commoditles moving
weter and rail between New York plers and Paciflc Coast points upon
which a differential existed as compared with the all rail rates.
Attention was also drawn to the differentlal in the rates of the
Zntercoastal lines operating through the Panama Canal as compared
with the rates of the transcontinental rail lines, and to the
differential rates enjoyed by the river boats and barges on the

Mississippi River and its tributaries as compared with parallel rall

lines.
posivion of the Ferry workers

Captain George W. Fouratt appreared as In Intervener on

behalf of the ferry workers employed by the Southern Paciflc Golden
Gate Ferries, Ltd., who have lost their position Or who are losing
their positions on account of the reduction Iin feorry service follow-
ing the diversion of traffic to the brldges. It was polnted out
that already 310 ferry workers had lost thelr employment on sccount
of the opening of the bridges and that this would e Iincreased by
another 125 4if the Vallejo, Richmond, and Oskland (Broadway) routes
were adandoned. The witness polnted out that many of the men were
old in the service, were trained for no other work, and would have
QLfficulty 1n obtaining other employmenp even as common laborers.
He added that the group displaced were taxpayers and substantlal
citizens and not an itinerant class, and thaet they had lost their
employment In the Interests of progress. FHe further pointed out
that 1L the Commission denles the application of the ferry company
0 reduce the fares on the Oakland and Ssusalito routes, many more
nen will be tharown ocut of work, and added:

"We believe that the proposed reduced fares would

exglop a class of traffic that is not patronizing the
rldges to any apprecladble extent. It would invite a
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class of traffic that 1s willing to sacrifice time for
economy; therefore, the bridges will not suffer materially.
In other words, the ferries, if allowed to run, will de

the means of second class transportation, bearing the same
relation ©0 the bridges as the bus lines bear to the
railroads."

"This class of service, under the reduced rates,would
unquestionably benefit many people who cannot arfford to pay the
present bridge fare.”

The witness pointed out that the men who, under thelr
sentority, will hold the jobs on the two main routes that might
continue to6 operate, will be those oldest in service and the class
tnat would "absolutely be unable to get positlons In any other work."
(Tr. p. 723). Concerning the dismlssal wage, the witness stated thaﬁ
while the employes have the protection of the wege agreement, thls
protection does not adequately fulfill thelr needs.

Position of Qakland

Mr. John W. Collier,appearing on behalf of the Council
of the City of Oskland, presented the resolution of sald Council
in opposition to0 the bandonment of the ferry service between San
Francisco and the foot of Broadway, Oakland. EHe contended that the
retention of this service was in the pudlic interest and that 1t
afforded a portion of Oskland with necessary and convenlent trans-
portatioa. In supnort of these views, evidence was adduced to show
that certain shippers would suffer inconvenlence and loss were they
to be deprived of this Brosdway (or Creek) route service. Mr.
Collier foered no nrotest agalnst the proposed differentisl in
rates.

: Position of Tae
Golden Gate Bridre and Hichway District

Sydney W. Taylor, Consulting Traffic Engineer for the
Golden Gate Bridge and Highway Distriét testifled in his officlal
capacity. This bridge was open to traffic on May 28, 1937. The
witness stated that the traffic for June exceeded the 1970 estlmates

of the traffic engineers and averaged 1%,508 vehicles per day. An
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average daily traffic of 9500 venlcles 1s necessary to meet the
financial requirements of the bridge, Including service on bdonds,
operating expenses and Insurance. After making allowances for

curioslity travel and for the seasonal fac¢tor, the concluslon was

drawn that the traffic was exceeding the financisl requirements of

the District.(:9)

{197 The witness Taylor polinted out that the Bridge district has two
alternatives, Iin case there %4s a deficlt in revenuves. One 1s to ralse
tolls, and the other 1s to levy & tax upon the District to msake up the
deficiency. Conversely, if the bridge District should experience more
than enouga prosperity than Is necessary to meet full costs and main-
«ain a healthy surplus, the Directors are mandated to reduce tolls,
for the saild bridge is not s profit-making entlity.

We quote the following excerpt from Mr. Taylor's testimony,
Tr. p. 104%, L. 15 et seq.,questioned by George E. Harlan, Atty for
District: . :
"Q. Could you summarlize the present positlon of the bridge
with regaerd to 1ts revenues as compared with 1ts expenses
- and required bond interest? In other words, making allow-
ance for the seasonal factor based on the experience of
June, is 1t meeting its requirements?

It is more than meeting Ilts requirements based on the
traffic of June.

Taking that traffic and extending 1t (adjusted for
seasonality) . « . . . over the entire year, will it
meet the requirements for the year?

Ca, yes.
Based upon your very short experience?

That expverilence, of course, 1s a little Bit ocut of jolnt
because, as I say, there 1s novelty travel still golng

over the dridge. I hardly think we wlll be able to make &
rational stad at that until the end of August. The Bay
Bridge crested this kind of a situatlion: It has taken a
great deal of the novelty travel and people have gotten in
the habit of golng over the 3Bay Bridge for the sake of

going over & bridge. We would ng&;expect the novelty travel
to last as long a3 the Bay Bridge, people have gotten used

to 1%. -

Have you an estlmate of the average number of venicles
required per day to meet your financial requirements?

About 6500.

That covers both service on the bonds and operatlng
expenses?

That services the bonds and pays opveraving expenses.

(Footnote continued on page 32.)
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Concerning the assumpilions made In the Engineering
Dlvislon's report that the diversion of traffic from the bridges by

a J0-cent fare would not exceed 5%, this witness stated: (Tr. p.1034)

Footnote (19) continued from previous »age.
And insurance?
And insurance.

And Jjudging from the brief experience in June and with
other allowances for curlosity travel and making what
adjustment you can for the seasonal factor, you are
apparently somewhat better than that average 1f you
extended It?

A. That 1s true.”

Concerning that portlon of the Golden Gate Bridge novelty
traffic which originates in the Fast Bay, the record indicates that
it did notlast for long, as Jjudged by the following traffic exe
perience of the Bay Bridge (Automodiles per day):

Average May 1 - 26 25,642

Sunday May 23 34,051
Wednesday May 26 23,510
Thursday " 27 25,391%
Friday " 28 30,934 G.G.Bridge opened & Fiesta
Saturday " 29 39,201
Sunday 30 51,380
Monday "3 40,508
Tuesday June 1 24,990
Wednesday " 2 24,142
Thursday " 3 22,360
Sunday "6 33,927

Average for June 26,18%

(Weather fair on days shown)

The above deta Indicetes thet the Fast Bay curlioslty travel
10 the Golden Gate Bridge opening and Fiesta rose to a sudden pesak
and s qQuickly diseppeared agein, supporting the views of Mr. Taylor.




"It might be 5, and it might be more or less. . . . . I
taink the estimator,who estimates to arrive at a precise
conclusion, his path would be beset with many pitfells. The
beat we can do 13 to glve a falirliy reasonable educated guess.
I have no doudbt that Dr. Edwards may be somewhere within the
truth, I don't know what my figure would be. I have never
nmade one. o&i& report 1s a very well consldered, able docu-
ment. He has given quite a Lot of thought to0 1t, and I have
no reason at this time to doubt that he may be somewhere near
correct.”

Regarding the source of the ferries' needed sutomoblle
tralfic, the witness stated that in his opinion some of 1t would be
‘nduced traffic and some of It would naturally be diverted from the
Golden Gate Bridge. When questioned as to whether this dlversion
might casuse the bridge such losses that 1t would be forced to do
something In the way of reduced rates or lmposing baxes, the witness
stated:

"fhat rate (50 cents on the Golden Gate Bridge) is below
the point of diminishing returns. I mean that 1L you reduced
that rate you would not increase your revenue. Accordingly,
to make up the amount of the decrease you could ralse 1t and
get more revenue, dbut you could not reduce it and get more
revenue." (Tr. p. 10%9).

"I would not expect the diversion from the bridge to put
the oridge in an awkward financlsl positlon; due to thls cut
of 20 cents on the part of the ferry." (Tr. p. 1039).

Mr. anlor disclosed the fact that the bridge had opened

under very adverse highway and approach conditions, and that lack

£ sufficient approaches had Interfered with the traffic Llow.
Illustrating these current difficulities the witness pointed out that
trucks are now forced to follow very unfavorable routes In reaching
elther end of the Golden Gate Bridge. The principle approach of

the bridge from the north, the ¥Waldo approach, 1s one of the heaviest
pieces of construction in the entire California hlghway system and
involves colossal cuts and fills which are bound to experience
during the formative perlod of said approach, seasonal slides which
mey impede the flow of tralfilic. Development of the approsch system,
1t was indicated, would see in Marin County the Sausallito lateral
extended into the main street of the City by means of a more direct
and easier grade, the elimination of the dbottleneck In San Rafael,

the widening of the highway to the north, and a new route into the
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Sacranmento Val;ey; and in San Francisco this current development of
the approach system will usher into extensive usefulness the Funston
Avenue approach tapping the Richmond and Sunset Distrlcts and carrying
Route 101l directly across the Golden Gate Park, the Richardson Avenue
and Lyon Street aporoach, and the 1mprovem¢nt of Franclsco Street
into Alhambra and thence to the Bay. It I1s anticipated that there
will be a tunnel under Russian H1ll extending on Lombard Street into
Columbus Avenue, thereby facllitating and eXPeditingltraffic to and
from tkhe San Francisco approach of sald Bridge.
Concerning the diversion of traffic by the bridge and

ferry, the traffic englneer's report dated August 1970 assigned 20.5%
of the ¢raffic to the ferries and 79.5% to the bBridge. These early
prognostications rovide the original basis for the estimates of the
arning capacity of this structure. The trafflic report of the Golden
Gate Bridge and Elghway District submlitted by the witness Toylor, Iin
Exhidits 30 and 31, iz proof that this great structure L1:s experiencing

i3 likely to continuc to cxperlence not oaly the patronage which

necessary o 4ts financlal succeas but an gnanticipated revenue

popularlity. Of the total tralffic handled across the Golden Gate
in June, 1637, the bridge received 439,503 vehilcles, or 94.5% and the
San Francisco-Sausalito ferry recelved 25,684 vehicles, or 5.5%.

Dosition of %the
California Toll Bridre Avthoritvy

witnesses took the stand on behalf of the Californla
Toll Bridge Authority. 2]

A declared policy of this Act;according t0 C. E. Purcell,
is that the State of Cplifornis scqulire and own all toll bridges
situated upon any part of the highways of tﬁe Stete with the end in

view of ultimately eliminating all toll charges as s00n as such can

{20} C. H. Purcell, Cnief Tngineer of the San rrancisco-Oakland Bay -
Bridge and State Highway Engineer of the Divislon of Highways, Depart-
ment of Public Works of the State of Californis; Ralph A. Tudor,
Senior Designing Engineer, Dept. of Pudblic Works; Charles Z. Andrew,
Bridge Zngineer of the San Francisco-Oakland Bay Brldge, Dept. of
Public Works, (also In charge of Bridge operation); and Lester S.
Ready, Consulting ZEngineer, retained by the Californis Toll Bridge
Authority.




be done with a view to the financing and money expended. It was Zn-
dlcated that the peyment of principal and iInterest on bonds issued

in the financing of the Bay Bridge must come solely out of the tolls
and reverues ol the bridge as the State of California 1s not obllgated
in any way td mect such charges. Something over 61 million dollars
was borrowed from the Reconstruction Finance Corporation in 1932 for
the construction of the bridge, the agreement being that this cor-
poration would bild for the bonds on a 5% Interest basis. In 1933 and
1934 negotiatlons were completed with the Reconstruction Finance
Corporation for an advance of approximately ten million dollars
additional, also at 5%, to be used in constructing the interurban reil
facllitlies and the tunnels. In 193%, the Corporation; under & blanket
résoiution, reduced the Iinterest rate to approximetely 4% for a perlod
of five years, L.e., to &pril 1, 1939, or until 1t saould sell its
bonds to the public.

The witness testified that after this loan had been made
the Californle Toll Bridge Authority has had a desire to ﬁay &8 lesser
rate of interest and discussions had been entered into with re-
preseﬁtatives of Investment banking houses in Wew York and San
Francisco. It was Indicated that interest had been shown in the
purchase of securitles on a 4% basls or thereabouts, but concern of
the bdanking nouses was expressed as to the effect of a reduction in
ferry tolls defore dridge tolls. Banking houses and offlclals of
the Foderal Government even went to the extent of suggesting that some

provision be made to acquire the ferry companies. However, at the

present time the Toll Bridge Authority is without the @ower to make

such acquisition.

It Is this possible effect of the ferry differentisl upon
the Authority's desire to refinance at a lower rate of interest that
provides the basis'for the Avthority's opposition.

The record developed thet when the dbridge was projected,
and the financing arranged, those responsible for such financing

estimated that 25% of the total traffic would go to the ferries.
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In actual experlence the dridge obtained a much greater share than
was anticipated. The value of 25% 1s to0 be compared with the 3.4%
of the total vehlcular itrafflc now recelved dy the ferrles and the
approximate 10% needed to justify continued ferry operation on the
Oakland Pler route. It was also anticipated from the inception of
the bridge project that the ferrlies would continue to operate as

long as they could and that they would be a constant source of com-

setition 4 t7e Wridge 10 the DeST Of helr aDIAYYy

The record indicates that the bridge 1s insured against

structural damage and agalinst loss of tolls during such period as it
may be Inocperative. When questloned as tO whether anything had been
done to assure or guarantee to the travelling public a physical
method of getting across San Franclsco Bay pending repalrs on account
of some possible major catastrophe, the witness stated, "No. We have
done our best to design S0 that won't happen, but we have made no
provision for that." (Tr. p. 1258.)

The second wltness for the Toll Bridge Authority, Ralph A.
Tudor, Introduced amortlzation tables which presented & cqmparison
of the ¢ost of financing the bridge at 5% interest as cobpabed with
the hoped for 3%. Twme 5% basis shown actually reflected the cost of
a 4-3/4% bond issue sold at such a discount as t0 yleld 5% at
meturity. (21)

In anticipating the effect of the rate reduction requested
by the ferrles, this witness assumed 500,000 vehlicles per year would

be diverted from the bdridge, leaving the latteor, In 1938, with

(21) The facts concerning the reflnancing were summed up as follows:
The Californis Toll Bridge Authority has sn agreement with the
Reconstruction Finance Corporation for thils enlargement of 1ts loean.
Zowever, the objective 13 {0 get a better agreement from them or from
the pudblic vond market. Up 10 the date of the hearing, no commltment
had veen made by the Corporation with reference to future financing.
When questioned as to whether the Corporation has glven any indlication
that it would not continue the temporary rate of Iinterest beyond the
end of the reduced interest period (and assuming they still carried
the loan), a representative of the Authority stated: "No, not
specifically, except what we might deduct from thelr general attitude
and the fact that the Reconstruction Finance Corporation ls desirous
of cutting down 1ts exlstence as soon as possible in so far as this
type of loan is concerned." (Tr. p. 130%-5).
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9,600,000 vehicles and an expected vehlecular income of $4,992,000.
It was testifled by the witness that In 1942 the bridge
could make a reduction in tolls from an average of 52 cents per
vehicle to an average of 36 cents and 1t was not contemplated that
the ferrles could survive this reduction.v Hence 1t was assumed that
the ferrles could not Iin any event survive beyond the year 19%1.
The purport*of the testlimony was 0 the effect that if
the bridge could refinance at 4% in liew of its present 5% (yield

basis), 1ts total expenditures for Interest and repayment of

principal(zz) between the year 1936 and 1960 could be reduced from

$129,658, 975 to $118,501,925, a saving of something over $11,000,000.
Should such refinancing be accomplished 1t was likely thet the
Authorlity might be able ©to make the {lirst cut in 1935 and to make

& second cut to a base rate of 25 cents in 1949.

However, 1t was also pointed out by the wilitness thst 1f
the tolls were kept higher, the indebtedness could be pald off before
1960 under either the 5% or 4% interest rates, dbut quicker under the
iatter.

The savings credited to the %% financing plan arise both
from the effect of lower Interest rates, and from the greater traffic
expected by the bridge If the ferries cease operation.

Although the Authority 1s not required to start payments
upon the principal of its loans until 1841, the record indicates
that It expects, In spite of the proposed rate cuts by the ferries
and the expected resulting traffic diversions, to be adble to redeem
$2,000,000 in bonds In 1938, $2,000,000 in 1939, and $2,300,000 in
19%0, 1n addition to setting up the sinking fund’reserves required of
it. ‘

Questloned as to the assurance the Authority had that 1t

could obtain a 4% interest fate 1f the ferrles ceased operation, a

(22) Also includes $25,600 per year as premium for JUse and
Occupancy insurance, which’'ils unchanged under either plan of
{inancing.




representative of the Authority made the following statement:

"Iwas in . . . . . New York last April and at that
time the bond market was dad comparatively. The bdboads of
tae Trliborough Bridge - . . . I don't know exactly how
much, but 28 millions worth, or more than that, were put
on the market by one of the bond syndicaetes at slightly
over 4% In what was considered a bad bond merket. We have
bad indicatlons ranging all the way from 34% to 43, de-
pending upon the market and the conditions . . . . the
general indication being that the short term bonds would
have & lower rate of Interest than the long term bonds, or
vice versa, depending upon the type of market. And in that
connectlon the reference to the ferries was ‘simnply a
constant reference,...... Eave you done anything to eliminate
the threat of competlition? 4And that 13 the substance of 1%,
Mr. Commissloner. It was just the subject of the discussions.

Q. In the event you (the Authority) could not refinance,
then whet 1s the result?

A. The result is we have a definite obligation between
ourselves and the Reconstruction Finance Corporation and we
get our money and we complete the construction of the Inter-
urban facilitles and, we hope, on the basis of 5% less the
concession which the Reconstruction Finance Corporation has
made tO us as long as the Corporation continues t0 make 1t
tous . . . ." (Tr. p. 1309-10. Statements by Mr. Dinkelsplel ,of
counsel for the Authority.)

The assumed loss of 500,000 vehicles at 52 cents each,

vould meen en ennuel revenue loss of $260,000. Over the expected
remalining four year life of the East Bay ferries, the total loss
becomes four times this amount, or $1,040,000. It is this potential
loss of $1,040,000 over the next four years that provides the basis
for the Toll Bridge Authority's fears as to its refinancing.(ez)
"Q. . . . The anticipated Loss to you in the next four
years of sbout $1,000,000 will cause those . . . . refinancing
the bridge to soek you additional cost of about $11,000,000.
Is that the situation?
A. That 1s what we fear." (Tr. p. 1312-13)
When question was ralsed as to the possiblility of re-
financing in 1942, when the ferrles are expected to pass out of
exlstence, thus avolding the waste of paying $11,000,000 to coVer a

loss of $1,000,000, the witness replied:

{27) The assumed 1oss of 3.,0%0,000 15 10 be compared With the
Authority's expected vehicular revenue during the same four year
period, 1938-194%1, Incl., and despite the ferry competition, of
$20,919,600. The Znclusion of the expected income from the inter~
urban lines and concessions will raise this to $23,333,600.
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"We don't know what the bond market will be at that

time. There is an opportunity to rofinance now and we
would like to capture it." (Tr. p. 13L3).

This assumed loss of $1,040,000 is based upon an assuned
diversion of 500,000 vehicles per year to the ferrioes, although a
subsequent witness for the Authority, in predicting a rfallure of the
proposed ferry operation, estimated that the ferry would not be ablo
to divert more than 300,000 vehicles per year from the Bay bridge.
If this latter wvalue is used the loss bececomes $156,000 per year oxr

624,000 over the four year perlod. These potentisl losses in traffic

revenue sre to be compared with the Bay Bridges exp?ct?d remaining
24

revenue of 333,333,600 during the four year period.

Cherles E. Andrew, 1n charge of Bay Brldge operation;
directed his attention principally to the fate of the ferries. His
lack of concern over traffic diversions from thevbridge is briefly
sumed up in his statement in comnection with induced and resaptured
traffic:

".ess I think, after all, the diversion from the

bridge don't meen so much to uws, anyway. The one thing

I am attempting to show is the fate of the ferries instead
of worrying about what is going to heppen to the dbridge

e o o « " (Tr. p. 1387).

To the minimxm required ferry revenues set forth in the
Engineering Division's study (Table 80-A set forth hereinabove),
the witness added 5% to allow for contingencies and some profit.

He slso assumed that in the event the Berkeloy Route wereabandoned
a total of 55% of the present truck movoment and 473% of the
automodlile traffic on that line would be recovered by the Oakland
Pier route. An exhibit showing the effect of the reduction in
Berkeley route service from Z0-minute to~hourly headway, but not
reflecting any rate reduetion, Iindlcates that the Oskland route's
recapture of Berkeley truck traffic might be less and the recapture
of passenger traffic much greater then the estimates of eitker this
witness or the Engineering Division contemplated. (Exhidit No. 40.)

One tends to offset the other, however.

(24) Exhidit No. 35. The $23,333,600 consists of the anticipated
revenue, from vehieles, interurban traffic and concessions, remeining
after the estimated loss of 500,000 vehicles.
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In approaching the all-important matter of the roduced

«verted trafific to be expected from a rate reduction the wltness
stated that it was a very slusive question. He differed with the
estlzates ol the Engineering Division, polnting out that the method
exployed by the latter for estimating induced traffic would have

been feaslible 1f the Bay Bridge had not come into competition with
the ferries. However, he gave no recognition to the fact that this
method, which he approved under non-competitive conditions, had

produced a value of 21% In 1936, and a value of 25% in 1938 for ine

duced trafflic and that this latter value had been reduced 40% (or to
15%) to allow for such factor of oridge competition. (Exhibit No. 1,

p. 144).

The witness polnted to the 71% increase in East Bay ferry
trafflc between 1925 and 1926 (one of the rate cuts to which the
Engineoring Division's study referred) and stated his belief that
of thia increase, 30% only was due to the reduction of aﬁgémobile
rates from $l.05 to 80 cents, effective December 8, 1925.(25) Tk -
Engineering Divislon's study had credited thie drastie cut with

indueing a 50% tralfic Increase.
In comuenting upon comparisons between the Bay experl

and experlence elsewhere, the witness drew the conclusion that
position of the ferries adjacent to the Holland Tube, 1in so O
abllity to retaln, recapture, or induce traffic iz concerned

conslderably more favoravle than In the case of the San Frar i
Oaltland ferry. As an expresslon of this relative a@.'s‘n.13.:f.'cw"'-'“-’?"‘-"""@fﬁ‘/v
duced a factor which consisted of the ratio of that tr- i'/
DY seven Hudson River ferries when the Holland ﬁunr~"ci . J 
to that traffic lost (923%) by the Oakland ferry -~ 5 -
opened. Qbe inverse ratlioc of 53 over 92 was 4. |
approximate measure of what public opinion t - .

facllitles in comparison with the competin:

(20) Certain other factorc such as imer  oc
following year were gliven major credit.

(26) The seven ferries are those opeyn: Tirtn s
side of the Holland Tube. S
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In approaching the all-important matter of the reduced
and diverted traffic to be expected from a rate reduction the witness
stated that it was a very elusive questlion. He differed with the
estinates of the Engineering Division, polnting out that the method
employed by the latter for estimating induced traffic would have
been feasible L1f the Bay Bridge had not come into competition with
the ferrles. However, he gave no recognition to the fact that this
method, which he approved under non-competitive conditioms, had
produced a value of 21% In 1936, and a value of 25% in 1938 for in~
duced traffic and that this latter value had been reduced 40% (or to
15%) to allow for such factor of dbridge competition. (Exhibit No. i,

P. 144).
The witness pointed to the 71% increase in East Bay ferry

traffic between 1925 and 1926 (one of the rate cuts to which the
Engineoring Dlvision's study referred) and stated his bellef that

of this increase, 30% only was due to the reduction of automobile

rates from $L.05 to 60 cents, effective December 8, 1925.(25) The

Engineering Division's study had credited this drastic cut with
induclag a S50% traffic Increase.

In cormenting upon comparisons between the Bay experience
axd experlence elsewhere, the witness drew the conclusion that the
position of the ferrles adjacent to the Holland Tube, 1n so far as
abllity to retaln, recapture, or induce traffic is concerned, was
considerably more favorable than in the case of the San Francisco-
Oalcland ferry. As sn expression of this relative ablility he intro-
duced & factor which consisted of the ratic of that traffic lost (53%)
by seven Hudson River ferrles when the Eollend Tunnel opened,(ea)
to that traffic lost (922%) by the Oakland ferry when the bridge
opened. ?he inverse ratlo of 53 over 92 was then stated to be an
approximate measure of what public opinion thinks of the two

facilltles in comparison with the competing facility. Or, 1n otker

(29) Certain otker factors such as incressed service during the
following year were glven major credit.

(26) The seven ferries are those opeorating within a mile of either
side of the Holland Tube.
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words, 1t was believed that the power of the San Francisco-0skland
Bey ferrios to induce and divert traffic, when compared with a
comparable case like the seven adjacent ferries to the Holland Tube,
is in the inverse ratio of 92 to 53.

The Zolland Tube opened in November 1927. Betwoen 1928 and
1934 the ferries generally reduced their rates to about half that of
the tube with the major reductlons being made adbout 1933 or prior.
Their muual traffic increased during this period by approximately
1,000,000 vehicles, or about 17% of their projected pre-tuhﬁel traffic.
The applicatlion of the ratlo of 53 over 92 to the figurc of 17% results
in a value of 9.87 waich the witness believed to be the probable percent=-
age of recaptured pre-bridge traffic which might be anticipated on the
EBast Bay ferrles. It includes both the expected induced traffic and
the expected diverted traffic.

In virtue of the importance attached to this value certailn
comment shouwld be made therson at this point - particularly with
regard to its derivation., In the first place, one of the ferries
in the group referred to (Lrie Raillroad) reduced its rates within a
fow months after the tunnel opened, thus holding up its traffic
volume during the first year to 787 of its 1927 movement, although
its revenues fell off by 427. (Exhidvit No. 1, p. 158.) Although
this action may have had small influence upon the total btraffic
hendled by the ferries in questlion, there is no doubt out that
the spread of 1,000,000 venicles between the low point of ferry
traffic in 1928 and the higher point in 1934 would have beon
gsreatexr had thero been a more complete test with rates at a
parity. Another factor that might distort the rosult of such a
caleulation is the fact that whereas the prosent and proposed ferry
rates mgy be similar in toe areas compared, the pre-bridge rates,
and the relative volumes of tralffic moving thercunder, might have been

quite different. As the results are derived in terms of a percentage

of thls former traffic, thils factor should be given consideration.




A much more serious critlclsm may be made of the attempt,
in this Instance, or in any other instance in these proceedings, to
use Hudson River experlences as & measure of the expected induced
or diverted tralflc of a partlicular ferry line elsewhere. This 4
for the reason thatl even among those ferries closely competitive
with the Holland Tunnel, the widest range in experiencesarc to be
noted.

Taking four Individual routes for which data appear in the
record(27) the experiences between 1928, the year after .  the sunnel
opened, and 1934, include an 80% 2oss of traffic and the discon-
tinuance of ome line, an 80F% loss of traffic followed by o 68% net
recovery on & second line, and & 22% loss followed by a 165% net
recovery on the remaining two routes. In the last named instance
the losses in terms of revenue were 42% and the net recovery 106%.
Such losses and recoverlies are expressed In terms of the pre-tunnel
voiumes of tralfic.

Comparing the above Individual experiencééwith the group
experience of 17%, derived as explalned adove, 1t does not appear

that this group value could be used with safety even In predicting

. \
the trafflc for some of the members within that 3roup.(28)

(27) Two of the routes terminate within a quarter mile of the Hol.iand
Tube entrance on the New Jersey side,and wlthin one mlile and one and
one-hall mlles, respectively, on the cther side. The other two routes
termingte about one mlle from the tube approach on the New Jersey side
and within & few blocks, and one and one-nhalf mliles, reswectively,

on the New York side. (Exnhidbit No. 1, p. 158-61). .

(28) Certain testimony appears in the record in suppori of tae
adequacy of the formuls, (Tr. p. 1%15). In applying it against the
xnown experience of the Zrie Railroad Ferries, witness noted that the
Zudson River group of seven ferries lost 53% as against the 27% loss
of the Erie Rpilroad. The direct ratio of 53/27 was used $0 arrive at
a result of 900,000 vehicles In 1933, which 1s very close to the actual
1933 traffic of 317,704%. This compares with a pre-tunnel traffic of
588,646 in 1927 and a traffic of 435,896 wehicles In 1932. fThe mathe-
matical detall of such check does not appear in the record dbut if the
seme appllication of the formule were made here as in the case of the
Son Francisco Bay situation, the results would be 53/27 x 17% of
588,616, or a recovery of 183,000 veniZcles, and a total traffic for
1933 of 651,646 vehicles as compared to the actusl traffic of
317,704 venicles.

The formuls was also applied on the basis of the 1936 experience
of the Philadelphla-Camden Bridge and resulted in a traffic yleld of
10.5% for the Bast Bay ferries as compared to the 9.8% yield when the

/!
(Footnote continued on page 433,
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The witness dld not hold this formula to0 be & mathematical
cure-all, but rather expressed the view that 1t was a factor that
should Ye Introduced and which filled a gap which had not been filled
before.

It Ls probable that the most valuable use that can be made
of eastern. experiences 15 in the Indlcation they give of the
provable effect of rate cutting in diverting tunmnel traffic to the
ferries, & factor dlscussed elsewhere In this opinlon. The witness
also expressed the view that the size of the toll cut had littie effect
upon the percentage of trafflic induced, i.e., that a rate cut of 25%,
35% or 40% will induce about the same percentage of traffic, 1f made
at one time. He stated in amplification:

"Pgople say,h*well, I ¢an go across the bridge now and

ToMLEa t Be-dny more ot thom 5. F Toins vase s ne eomeneT®
trend." (Tr. p. 1408).

In support of this view the wiltness pointed to the fact

that the 10 cent reduction in +olls (fromj&hewférry's pre-bridge

average revenue per vehlcle of about T4 ceﬁ%s to the bridge's opening
revenuc of sbout 6% cents) increased travel by 80%, while the 15 cent
cut of February 1, 1927, only induced 213% of travel.

To quote: -

"we opened the brldge in November and in the month of
December, with a 10 cent reduction in tolls, or about 16%, we
Increased travel 30%, that is, automobile travel . . . Now, in
rebruary we reduced again; we reduced the rate 15 cents now, or
23% cut, waich 1s greater than the first one, and we oaly in-
duced 214% of travel." . (Tr. p. 1407-8).

Footnote (20, continued from page 42.

Zudson River experlence was used. The rate cuts p»roposed in the San
Tranclisco Bay ares, however, are much greater than those made at
Philadelphia where the bridge charges automobiles and light trucks

25 cents as compared to 20 cents charged by the ferry. This differ-
entizl (5 cents) Is increased somewhat on heavy trucks. In using the
Phlladelphlia experlence as a possible gulde In predicting the effect
of a 21 cent cut In the Zast Bay area, the witness noted the disparity
of rates and differentials, bdut stated that the Eastern cut was 25%

as compared with en anticipated 507 cut in the East Bay and added that
he did not belleve that there was any great error Iin sssuming that a
50% cut will not give much more traffic than a 25% cut if 1t 1s all
done at one time. (Tr. p. 1314-15). Comments upon this assumptlon

appear elsewhere.
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The witnoss added that this proved that a 25 cent re~
duction would have only increased the traffic 1019, whereas the first
10 cent reduction Increased it 80%. The witness, however, gave no
credit in the above :presentation to the convenience of the bridge
itself or to the curlosity travel dwring the first full calendar month
of operation. As the Golden Gate Bridge, during its first full
caiendar montk of operation, induced between 150% and 200% new
automobile traffic with no'chénge In the rates, it s pears reason-

sble to assume that a very large p%rg)of'tha 80% on the Bay Bridge
> |

was due to the comvenlence factor. This seriously affects the
valldity of the argument. The conclusions reached as to the effect
or lack of effect of a large rate cut, as compared with & smell rate
cut do not appear to be fully swpported by the evidence offered.

The witness drew the general conclusion that the pressent
automobile fares on the bridge were almost at or Just a little beyond
the point of diminlshing returns and also expressed the view they had
not passed 1% in freight rovenuwes. He further added that the point of
diminishing returns was a very elusive thing and one that 1s a matter
of opinlon.

By application of the 9.8% value to the projocted 1936 pre-
bridge traffic (o) of the Oakland Pier and Berkeley ferries, the
witness arrived at a value for both induced and diverted traffic of
294,000 and 195,000 vehlcles rospectively. He here exprossed the view
that although 1t was difficwlt In hils analysis to separate the induced
trafiic from the dlverted traflic, 1t was believed that practically all

6@ khé p@o%akle Erafflc will be taken from tho bridge. This was dased
upon the @ obabllity that the recent drastic reductions mtrans-bay

tolls had "protty well tapped the Immedisate resorvolr of traffic

which may be induwced.® (Tr. p. 1420).

T20) The assumption thet & 16% out (10 cents) induced 887 Dow Traflfic

48 also inconsistent with provicus testimony to the effect that an
automobile rate cut of over 40% (from $1.06 to 60 cents) was responsible
for sn increase of only 30% out of a total increase of 71%.

(30) Traffic for 1936 projocted through to the end of the year to
obtalin the effect 1f there had been no bridge.

o




The final result of this calculaetlon snd the sssumption made
therein Is that the Oslland Pier ferry route will be short 1,766
vehicles dally of the required number of automobiles and will suffer
a loss, estlimated by this witness at $163,000 per year.(31) In the
opinion of this witness this will be the result if the ferry company's
application is granted.(Bg)

Concerning the matter of Induced and diverted traffic he
summed up his conclusions in the statement:

". « . . . belleve 2ll of the Induced and diverted traffic,

except that diverted from the Berkeley ferry, will come from
the dridge and will smount 1o approximately 300,000 vehicles
per vear." (Tr. p. lhi2i).

Certain criticlisms made herelinabove as to the procedure
followed and assumptions adopted in the above study are sufficient to
cast serious doubits upon the mathematlcal results obtalned. Further-
more, the estimate of a succeeding witness of the Authorlty that the
ferries might Induce a volume of traffic equal to 10% of their pre-

bridge volume 1s at serlous variance with the above conclusion that

practically all new trafflc will come from the bridge.

131] The 29%,000 Oaklond venlicles pius L(%% Of theios,000 Berxeley
vehlcles (93,000) were credlted to the Oakland Pler route as the
effect of the proposed differential.

(32) In further support of his beliefs that the ferries could not
survive, the witness mathematically determined the volume of traffic
required, under nhils assumptions, 10 support the lline. This amounted
£0 1,339,000 venicles, including a 5% allowance mentlioned herein-
above, and 1s to be compared with the Znglineering Division's estimate
of 1,177,%90 venicles without such allowance. Out of this 1,339,000
vehicles, the witness charged 500,000 to Induced traffic and 500,000
t0 Qiverted traffilc, explaining, of course, his disbelief Iin any such
attraction of traffic. Such a percentage of recovery expressed in
terms of the pre-~-dbrldge ferry traffic was then compared with the
recovery of traffic by the group of seven ferrles competing with the
dolland tube and witn the Phlladelphia-Camden and other situations,
and the conclusion was drawn that such a volume of Induced and diverted
traffic could not ve obhtalined under the local conditions which the
witness polinted to as being more difficult than certain Zastern
situations cited. The same comments made above apply here. While
some of the ferries iZn the East may have lost heavlly and discontinued
service (es is also expected of the Berkeley and other routes) others
in highly competitive positions have had remarkable success in re-
gaining traffic formerly lost. From the record it appears that the
overwhelming majority elsewhere has successfully survived competition, -
although some ferries no doubt are alded by railroad passenger
traffic.
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Broadly commenting upon the results of hils study, the
witness stated thet the Commisslion was confronted with the problem
of what 1s going t0 happen t0 the ferrles, and since an actusal
experience was not now avalleble, the bridge representatives were
attempting to give thelr ideas of what they thought would happen,
which was all they could do. He further noted under cross exemina-
tion thet the answer could not be known until 1t was tried out.

Conceorning the Bay Bridge, the witness stated that the
effect of a loss of 300,000 cars per year (belleved to be the
maximum) on the San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge would be nominal,
and, were 1t not for other 1ll-effects, would go wnnoticed. Like-
wvise the loss of 500,000 cars would not seriously harm the security
of the bridge in his opinion. ZHowever, at a period when the bridge
was endeavoring to reflnance, the threatened reduction of tolls in-
Jected an element of uncertainty.

The potentlal loss to the bridge from such uncertainty is
one of the points of signiflicance Iin this case. The degree of cer-
tainty or positiveness with which representativesof the Authority
view thils potential loss is tersely summed up in the following

examiration of thls witness:(33)

(33) The degree of assurance that the 4% might be obtained 1S set
forth in the following cross examination:

"o« « « . why the i%; why not 3-3/4% or 43%? I was
wondering If you hed & commitment from & banking
syndlcate or the Reconsiruction Finance Corporation.
I was trying to get the definiteness with whleh the
Commission could be assured of that 1% saving.”

For the resson that thaet 4% is brought to mind, I would
say, because we are now under & temporary 4% agreement,
and the Reconstruction Finance Corporation has definite-
ly Indicated, at least, that they would not go below
k5. Now, whether we could finance in the open market,
1f times get better, is a question. T don't know.

We might be able to get money at 3-3/3% or we nmight
have to pay 43%. But the figure of 4% 1s the one %that
we think ls more likely than any other at the present
time." (Tr. p. 1%46).




Mr. Dinkelsplel: "Q. I want to ask one question along the
line of Coxmissioner Ware!s question so that the record will have
no wncertginty in it wlth respect to 1t. TYou have been questioned
about youxr ostimstes of savings and alsoc your estimaltes of costs
to the Bay reglion poople by reason of the continued operatlion
of the ferries. You also estimated am approximate $11,000,000
loss In the event that the ferrles continue to opersate and re-
financing becomes Impossible. Now is this a falr statement, Mr.
Andrew? That that loss is not given by you as a positlive loss,
but it is true, as Mr.Commlssioner Ware suggests, that we may
be able to rofinance 2 or 3 years or 4 years from now with the
ferries out of business. Is that correct?

A, That is corroct.

Q. But it 1s also true, 1s it not, that the opportunity to
finance at this time under favorable bond merket conditions
has an objection to it in the 1r esent existence of the
ferries and the threat of competition.

That is true.

And that dealing with present conditions and not knowing
when the bond market will return to this low interest yleld,
you stated that the ferry competitior does create the
possibllity of an $11,000,000 loss to the Bay reglon people.

Under those conditions, yes.

And that is the extent of your testimony. You 4id not mean
to say the loss was certaln or positive, but that 1s the
threat of this competition and the threat of the unfavorable
granting of the application heroin.

I don't think we can make any positive statements in this
whole case about tralfic or income or refinancing, or any=
thing else, because I don't think 1t 1s a finite problem;
it is one that bas more or less opinion and certainly has
i1ts indefiniteness connocted with it. Everything that we
assume, = « I don't care who attacks the problem, 1t 1s
still a matter of judgment and very indefinite. And I
think the Commission has slimply got to use thelr Judgment
as we have used owrs in arriving at our conclusions. That
is all. It is not a finite prodlem." (Tr. p. 1443-45).
The recorc Indicates that the policy of making the bridge
free as soon as possible vs. the policy of postponing this date and
of graduating the tolls downward in the near future rested with the
personnel of the Authority. Two schools of thought exist. Some .
belleve 1t should be passed on to posterity to assist Iin the payment;

others belleve it should be made free as soon as possible¢_‘The
latter plan would involve the retention rela&;vqu of 8 nlgher cale

of toll charges thsn in the formor case and, the record iIndlcates,

might glve the ferrles a longer lease on life than four yesrs, pro-




viding they find they could survive under a differential. & period
of two or three months was estimated by a wlitness for the Authority
as long enough to determine whether the ferrles can survive.

Lester Ready, Consulting ZEngineer, appearing on bvenalf of
the Authority, flrst stated that the 1ll-success in the past of
attempts toO vase local traflflic predictions on the Holland Tube or
Philadelpnle~-Comden Bridge experience had shocked his confidence in
being able to step from one of these sets of facts or records to an
estimate of the other.

He accepled the facts presented In the Engineering Division's

study dbut added that he differed on some matters of judgment. Among

these was the Division's estimate of an Induced trafflc of 15%.(3h)

The witness would place this value at 10%.

(3%) We quote from the TESLLmMONY Of the WALDESS RE&Ay: (1r.P.i505).
"Ac « « . I personally do not bellieve that the stimulation in
business by the reductlion will exceed 10% at the most and
that which was theretofore compared with the 15% that Dr.
Edwards figures. Now, that 1s my judgment. I cannot gilve
you & mathematical formula for my calculation . . ."

And on that basis of 10% instead of 15% stimulation to
the ferry, there would be a substantlal loss In the ferry
company's out-of~pocket cost expendliture. Is that correct?

A. Or it would have to be made up by & large percentsage of
divergence from the bridge.”

The wltness' reduction from 15% value to 10% of the Division's
igure for induced itraffic was credited to the large development of
business which had already occurred on the dbridge.

"Q. Mr. Rgady, you stated that you expected there would be
an induced traffic of 10%. Would you mind explaining
very briefly how you arrive at that?

I sald I 414 not expect 1t to be more than 10%. It

vwas nearer 10% then 15. It 1s largely from judgment,
from the attempt to equate what might be a 20 or 25%
increase nad there heen no development of business ¥o the
extent now developed, to what 1t might e with it; 1t

l1s possidbly a Jjudgment based upon no mathemsatical
analysis. I don't know how to meke a mathematical
analysis excepting thils proposition, that the 25 or 26
minute saving in time has very materially dlipped Iinto
the travelling public that would go by automoblile . . ."
{tr. p. 148%).




The witness sald that he had not made any study of the
possible diversion of the traffic from the Bay Bridge. The previous
Autaority wiltness estimated this at 300,600 vehicles per year or
sbout 3% of bridge traffic. The Englneering Division's study assumed
that not over 5% could be dlverted, dut that s diversion of about
2.5% was, under the assumptions made as to induced traffic, sufficlent.

This judgment value of 10% for induced traffic may dbe com~
pared with the 9.5% value of the previous Bay Bridge witness. The
figure of 9.8%, nowever, was based upon experilences in the New York
and Philadelphla ereas and represented, almost wholly, the expected
oridge diversions, the concluslon being drawn by this former witness
that there would be little induced business.

Concerning the relstive deflection of business from the
oridge with & baslic farce of 30 cents as agalnst 35 cents, the witness
expressed the view thet the stimulation of trafflc under a 35 cent
rate as compared To 30 cents would be relatively greater than the
Engineering Division's study indicated. The latter used the relaﬁive
values for induced tralfic of 10 and 15% respectively, thus giving
some credit to the assumed drawing power of the 50 cent. round trip
(under the 30 cent basic rate) as compared with & 60 cent round trip
(35 cent rate). The witness, however, expressed his belief that the
figure of 12 rather than 10% was more nearly correct to be used
compared with the 15%. The use of the figure of 104, he noted, over-
emphesized the desirablility of dropping rates to 30 cents as compared

with a8 cut to 535 cents. In support of this concluslion the witness

"The general observation or experience with rate reductions
has been that the stimulation of business has been falrly pro-
portional, not exactly vroportional, but bares a falrly definite
relation to reduction of fares.”" (Tr. p. 1466).

This concluslon 1s to be compared with the conclusion
neached by & previous witness for the Authority that there was no
great error Iin assuming that & 50% cut would not glve much more

traffic than a 25% cut if made at one time.
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This witness Iintroduced dats to indicate that the ferries,
under the status quo, were 1losing their traffic. Whereas in December
the ferries got 6% of the total vehicles, in June they handled dut
3.4%. In January the ferries handled $9.3% of the tomnage and by
June this vil ue had dropped to 42.9%. Such decline in the proportion
of traffic bhandled by the ferrles 1ndicated an additiomal hurdle which,
in the opinion of the witness, must be discounted in estimating what
may happen in the future. (35) A

~ The witness also polnted to a possible deflection (diversion)
of interurban passengers under the reduced rates but added that this
deflection could not be as large asthat caused by the brldge because
the time saving was not there. Such deflectlon world only be tem~
porary or until through interurban tralns were operated over the bridge.
At such time the witness oxpected a loss of anywhere from 400,000 to
600,000 vehicles a year by the bridge, as compared with what 1t would
otherwlse handle. (36) Attention was also directed tothe approach
and highway improvements being bullt to feed traffic to the bridge
rather than to the ferrles. _

This wltness further polnted to a very significant factor
which, ke stated, was apt to be very detrimentsl to the ferry com-
pany. This lay in the possible future policy of the bridge in the
matter of assessing toll charges on freight (in addition to the
charges assessed agalnst the truck). He pointed tot he fact that

bridges elsewhere had generslly r emoved such charges on tonnage and

T85]  ThHe drop in thé percentage of traffic handlied arose more from
inereased traffic handled by the bridge then from sbsolute losses by
the ferrles. DBetween Januvary and June 1 - 15, the total vehicles
handled per day by the Berkeley and Oskland Pier routes decreased Ifiom
1071 to 1001 which would indicate that the shift in the o rcentage
figures shown was due more 1o tralfic increases on the bridge than to
net losses by the ferrdes. The c¢corrosponding values on freight tomnage
per day are January 809 and Jume 1 - 15, 863 tons. (See Exhidit No. 1,
P. 124 and Exhidit No. 40, Sheet l).

(36) The record does not indicate that the future traffic estimates
introduced by Bay Bridge witmesses (Exhibit No. 35) took cognizance
of this potential loss, although credit was taken for the interurban
income expected.




expressed the dbellef that such elimination would be a loglcal step.
A3 such revenues constlitute over half of the Tferries' revenue from
commerclial tralffic, the elimlination of the charges, the witness
pointed out, will be the thing that hits the ferry company the most.
In further support of this factor he noted that automobile rates
had recently been reduced and the commercial rates had not, hence
the trend would probably be toward reductlion of the latter. Such
potentlal reductions he belileved would be likely to eliminate
the ferrles. Questloned as to the effect of such reductions on
other frelight carrlers by water on the Bay, the wltness noted that
1t might eliminate them too.

| Faced with the broad question as o what he would do if

he were in the positlon of the ferry company, the witness sald

that bhe would give the differential a trial. The question and

answer are quoted:

Q. Maybe you can answer this question, Mr. Ready: Suppose
You were responslible now for the operation and manage-
ment of the Southern Pacific Golden Gate Ferries, --you
reallized you were facing about a million dollar labor
commlitment; that you owed apgroximately $2,000,000
in bonds,--and you have got $1,000,000 in the treasury
s~=and you have an opportunity to experiment with the
proposed differential; would you give 1t a trial?

Yes, I think I would for a month or two. If 1t didn'+t
develop then I would quit %rick. I wouldn't continue
another month." jTr. p. 1489). ‘
Counsel for the ferry éompany interposed to support the

point as to Quitting Iin the event of fallure.




Summary of the Position of “he Resvective Parites

There follows delow a brief summary Of the conclusions of
the Engineering Division and of the conclusions and position taken by
the olher parties to this proceeding.

Engineering Division's Revmor:

A summary of the evlidence Introduced by the Englneering

Division 1s to the effect:

(1) That the profitable continuance of the ferries under
the status quo (rate parity) Is impossible;

(2) That the ferry company has s reasonable chance of
Justifying the continued operation of the Oakland
Pler route with a rate differential (but only if the
service on the Berkeley route 1s abandoned or sus-
pended);

That the successful operation of the Sausalito
route Is within the realm of reasonable probadbility,
especlally 1f & 20 minute service is operated:

That the prodaedbllity of the ferrles economically
Justifying thelr continued operation and of making
some return thereon 1s greater under & 30 than a 35
cent baslc rate;

That a suc¢cessful operation In the future rests
principally upon the adblility of the ferry <o induce
or create substantlial volumes Of new transbay traffic,
i.e., to arose new travel habits among thosemmbers
of the population who cannot afford to use the bridge
atv the present rates;

That a so-called profitadble operation, 2s the term 1s
used herein, does not envisage the previous level of
profits, but rather takes cognizance of which is the
cheaper "46 operste” or "not to operate” considering
that the company has heavy financlel obligations
Wward 1ts bondholders and the dlsmissed employses,
and also that i1t hes made a heavy investment from
vhich it cannot now withdraw.

The above conclusions are based upon the assumption that the
rates proposed by the ferries and suspended by the Commission will go

into effect and thav nelther of the bridges will cut 1ts automobile

rates or drastlically reduce Ivs rates on commercial traffic.




up to the
(1)

(2)

Southern Pacific Golden Gate Ferries, ILtd,

The evidence introduced by the ferry company may be summed
effect:

That the company faces extinction wnless it can protect
itself throuvgh & rate differential;

That 1t is entitled to such because of its siower time
in transit;

That if thus permitted to operate the public will continue
t0 have the use of the service of the fexrry lines as well
as that of the dbridges; that the interests of the company's
bondholdexrs and stockholders will be protected; and that
its employees will have continued occupation at the kind
of work they are best fitted 10 pexrform;

That differentials exist everywhere throughout the United
States, particularly where time in transit or speed merits

& premium, If the speed advantages of the bridges over

the ferries had not been so great as has been proven, the
ferriez would likoly have retained sufficient traffic vo
permit operation at a rate parity. In such case there
could have been no opposition to a continued ferry operation;

That differentials elsewhere have enabled the ferries to
operate notwithstanding bridge competition;

That diversions from the bridge will be merely a recovery
of previous ferxry business and will probably represent dbut
a small volume compared with present bridge txraffic;

That the trial of both 5 cent and L0 cent passenger fares
on the Cakland (Broadway) route had been made without
success; that operating costs could be reduced no further;

gng that the abandonment of this route is the only course
eft;

That while the bridges had considered the risk of calamity
great enough to insure themselves sagainst it and agairnst
any interference with theixr revenues, there was no
assurance to the public of any transbay service during any
period that either bridge might be incapacitated;

That the ferry company must stand on its own feet and can
only continuve operation as long as its operations are self-
sustaining;

That the use of the ferries as compared with the bridge
provides 2 substantial saving on heavily laden truck
novements;

That the neceded traffic to Jjustify contirmed operation can
be attracted, and that the greater portion of it would be in
the form of newly induced traffic;

That there exists a large resexrvoir of traffic, which the
30 cent rate will tap.




Clty Council of Oakland

The position of this body was to0 the effect:

That the Oakland (Broadway) route, at the rates charged,
suppllied a much needed type of transportation not furnished
by other services 1o San Francisco; and

That the sbdandonment was therefore opposed.

Golden Gate Bridge and Fichway District

The evidence introduced by this body may be summed up to

the effect:

(1) Tnat the traffic end revenues on the Golden Gate Sridge
have exceeded estimates;

(2) That the present traffic, after allowances for curiosity
travel and for the seasonal factor, exceeds the financisal
requlirements;

That 1t 1s not expected that the tralfic diversions re-
sulting from the proposed differentlal would financially
embarass the bridge; and

That the Golden Gate Bridge opened under very adverse
approach condlitlons; the contlinued improvement of which
ls expected to increase both commercial and passenger
traffic.

Celifornia Toll Bridge Authority

The evidence Iintroduced by the Authority may be summed up

“0 the effect:

(1} That the ferrlies cannot exist under & rate parity, and (
llkewise cannot exist even under the proposed differential; 37

(2) That,even asswnming the Oskland Pler route was successful
under the differential,lt could not nossibly last beyond
the year 1941 when the bridge contemplated a rate reduction
waich will eliminate the ferry.

{377 Gihere is some varience in the testimony of certein AUtnoODity
witnesses. In estimating the hurt done 10 the Bay Brldge, the annual
loss of traffic to the ferry was set at 500,000 vehicles; dbut in pre-
dleting the fallure of ferry oneration, a diversion of only 3C0,000
cars was allowed. It was further estimated by one witness that the
ferrles might regein a total of 5.8% of thelir former traffic, most of
which will come from bridge diverslons, and very little in the form

of induced traffic. IZowever, another witness testifled that the
stimulated or induced traffic might amount to 10% of pre-bridge trafflc.
There 13 also some confuslion as to the provable effect of & 30 cent

as compared with a 35 cent rate, one witness holding that the En-
gineering Division had not made a sufficlient nlcety of adjustment as
vetween the 30 cent and 35 cent rates while another witness, IiIn support-
ing analoglies drawn from the experience with a 5 cent differentlal in
the Philadelphia-Camden area, expressed the view that the effect of a

25% cut would not greatly Giffer from the effect of a 50% cut if done
at one time.
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That the Bay Bridge has done substantlally better
than the engineering estimates antlicipated;

That the Authority belleves that 1t might be able
to do stlll better if the threat of ferry com-
netition were definitely stilled;

That such betterment lles In the hope that Lt cen
refinance at 4% as compared with the present 5%.

(It 1s to be remembered thet the Authority is now
enJOYLnﬁ a temporary interest reduction to about

4%, under a blanket resolution of the Reconstruction
Flnance Corporation, and such reduction may continue
to Aprll, 1639, and at that time might or might not
he extended.);

That the hoped for interest rate of 4% represents

as yet dut o more Or less tentatlive estimate; no
commlitments having been recelived {rom eny financlal
Interests; and the finsl value, if refinancing plans
are E;esenuly carried through, may range rrom )%”

to 4:2%;

Thet the Authority may be equally able to refinance

as advantageously at a later date 83 now, but never-

theless deslires to take advantage of present known

low interest rates; and

That regardliess of what nappens, the flnancial

securlty of the Bay Brldge 1s in no way Jjeopardized.

It appears that the opposition ©of the Authority rests not
upon & belief that the ferrles can successfully operate under &
differentlal but upon thelr fear of the anxliety that may rest in the

minds of financial Iinterests who may ask "What about the ferry

competition?”




General Observations

The Golden Gate Drldge and Highway District consists of the

1ty and County of San Francisco, the countiles of Marin,Sonome and Del
Torte, and parts of the countlies of Napa and MNendocelno. It was created
by ordinances passed by the boards oOf supervisors of the sald Clty and
County and sald countlies. The structure has been Hullt and Linanced
wlith funds ralsed from the sale of bonds, the issuance of which was
approved and sanctioned by & vote of the electors residing in sald terri-
tory. The District therefore is a governmentel entlty with the speciali
functions to build, meintaln and operate the Golden Gate Brldge and
approaches thereto, with the power to fix rates, and with the cduty to
Liquidate the Indebiedness Incurred by sald District, such llquidation to
be effectuated through the medium of the revenues flowing from traffic

natronizing the Golden Gate Zridge, and, in the event that these revenues

should prove inadequate, through the medium of taxes levied by the Dir-

ectors of sald District upon the real property contalned therein.

The San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge 13 under the control and
management of the Authority. This dbridge has been dullt with money re-
celved through the sale of bonds which are secured only by the revenues
earned by sald dridge. In thls sense thls bridge is & self-ligquidating
structure and Is distinguished from the Golden Gate Bridge by virtue of
the fact that no lien can be lmpressed against any of the taxpayers in
Ceilfornia t0 effectuate the Liquldation thereof.

To provect the earnings of this bridge the Reconsuruction

Finance Corporation placed as a condtlon in the agreement to purchase the
vonds of the Authority that Calilifornia 1egislation be passed to prohibit
the establishment of any public transporitation service by ferry, bridge

or otherwise, across the San Francisco Bay, within a distance of ten mlles
on either side of *he dridge. Such legislation was passed at the 1637
session of the California Legislature. Therelfore, 1t is apparent that
once an established ferry service over the San Francisco Bay 1s permanent-
1y abolished or discontinued, it cannot be restored by virtue of this law.

The development and regulatlion of the ferries since 1920

warrant comment. During these years automoblles have increased pro-
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dlglously in numbers and the siate's highways have been developed iIn
stride with these tremendous Increases. Simultaneocusly, have these
lferries expanded thelir routes and services, and they have added extensive-
Ly Yo %thelir pler facllities and floating equipment. In fact this Commié-
sion in recognition of public interest has urged, from time Lo time, the
management of these boats to provide additional floating and terminal equip-
ment t0 meet public necessltles. Obedlent to such regulatory mandates, the
ferry operators have lssued and sold bonds, and the Iinvesting nublic, cog~
nizant that thelr Investment was secured oy proﬁerty found by this Commis-
sion to be used and useful in the pudblic interest, bought these bonds. In
the Inevitadble and welcome march of progress we now witness the public ex-
venditure of more than $100,000,000 to accomplish the erection of these

igantic bridges. This, too, I1s most definitely In the public Interest.
Viewed from.every angle we belleve that those who have invested their
money in these ferries have the common right to protect thelr Investment
in eny prudent manner which may continue to redound to the public good.
The propoesed differential In rates we belleve llies within the resinm of

reasonable prudence. The benelits thaet are bound %0 flow therefrom like-

wise become a »ublic profit.
The Commission recognizes that the bridges are of primary Impor-

vance in the matter of affording vehicular and passenger transportation In
across the bay. dIn recognition of this fact, the linsnciael stability of
thece bridges 1s likewise a matier of primary ILmportance. Thelr cperating
experience affords convincing evldence which Impels the conclusion that the
financial structure of each bridge is upon an impregnable foundation.
record is & mathematical demoastration that rates on these structures
affecting passenger vehicles have reached, or passed below, the noint
diminishing returns, and that the necessary itraflfic to vouchsafe the per-
petuation of the San IFrancisco-Oakland Pler and San Franclsco-Sausallto

Terries involves & negligible deflectlion of bridge revenwes which would not

jar Or more than mildly alfect the earning power of either dbridge.
e
[V}

Therefore, the final questlon Ls: Should these two ferry
services ve permitted (0 survive?
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We belleve the retention of the San Franelsco-O0akland Pler
and the 3an Franclsco~Sausallito ferry services to be In the public
interest. In analyzing automovile and truck traffic, speed is
generally the controlling factor of the former, and economy of opera-
tion 1s generally the controliing factor of the latter. In eastern
experiences which afford competlitive conditions beiween ferrles, on the
one hand, and the Holland Tube and verlous bridges, on the other hang,
we find convincing proof that the ferries have profitabiyx'survived
vecause they have afforded 2 desirable and a necessary seecond-class

service. In these eastern examples, we £ind that the ferries are

operating on a differéntial of rates below those which are charged

by the competing tunnel and bridges identicsl to the proposed
differentisl Znvolved In these proceedings. The patronage which these
eastern ferrles receive is proof that they operate in the public in-
teress. |

We belleve that the: Bay ares needs a standby service.
Elther or both of these great bridges could,seriously, if not totslly,
be Incapacitated, by demsge and disaster caused by slldes, collisions,
fires, explosions and earthquakes. Moreover there are times during
peak movements of traffic when the available ferrles operating between
San Francisco and Cakland Pler and Sen Frencisco and Sausallito might
be strained to capacity, notwithstanding the high degree of service
afforded by these bridges.

From the standpoint of speed in transi®t end headway, these
lerry services are classified as second in class £o the brldges.
Nevertheless the facts are unconvertible that these same ferries offer
aany unigue opportunities forlrest, food, refreshments, recreation and
comfory that camnot be supplied by any means of transit over either
bridge. The people are entitled 10 the benefit of these low rates
end this so-called "second class" service just so long as the ferries

can give this service to them. This record affords convineing proof
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thaf such a service will attract thousands of motorists who have
hitherto refrasined from crossing the Bay because of their unwilling-
ness or their inability to meet the prevailing tolls.

Te would be remiss in our task of regulation were we to
dery the public the savings and the advantages which are offered
through the medium of these reduced rates over these proposed ferxry
services. Likewise these great bridges, in their present robust
status, offer no justification for a rate war which can ¢only accomplish
two things, first, the extinction of these necessary ferry services,
the retention of which, we believe to be in the public interest,
and secondly, the absorption by the bridges of the negligivle ferry
patronage which has beer demonstrated as being unnecessaxry to the

financiel welfare of the bdridges.

PMindings of Facts

The evidence introduced in these proceedings is of the
greatest aid in pointing toward a solution of the problems arising
ut 1t becomes of double significance to the degree that it throws
light upon the answexr to any one of the followling three questions:

1. Is the retention of the fexxry service of public interest?

2. Can the ferries ecornomically justify a continued opera-
tion under the proposed rates?

3. Will such operation financially jeopardize the Bay
Bridge or the Golden Gate Bridge?

Concerning the first of these, the record indicates that
there exists very definite savings to heavy commercial traffic in the
retention of ferxry service. The elimination of approach grades and
of operative mileage is the cormerstone of this saving. The record
also containé mach evidence, more or less unassailable, that the public

will be benelited from a basic rate of %0 cents as compared to 50 cents.,




Such benefits will primarily flow from the financial savings o that
group walch cannot afford to use, or which uses infrequently, tﬁe
bridges at 50 ¢ents.

Other beneflits of a much more Intangible nature arlise: from
the provision of a standby service in the event of any possidble dis-
ruption of bridge trafflc. While the engineers have apparently done
everyfhing numenly vossible in the deslgn of these structures to
prevent such Iinterference with service, yet such dlsruption of
service cannot be considered an Impossibility. It 1s to be pointed
out In this ¢connection, however, that the provision of such a stand-
by service on the part of the ferrles will probably end, for economic
reasons, upon the first substantial rate cut made by the bridges.

Concerning the matter of a differentlal, ample references
appear in the record o Indicate that the granting of such, Iin this
Instance, will not constitute a reversal of precedent. In fact the
tremendous convenience and time saving offered by the bridges, and .
to which bridge witneszses revcatedly referred, constitute a veryflarge
differential under the status quo. This Is evidenced by the snlit in

vehicular traffic at tho precent time In the »atlo of about 95% to

the bridges and 5% %0 the ferrics. Such a spectacular and somewhat

unforseen redistridution of patronage crises, not from a failure of
the waver carrier to exhaust the poteatialities of 1ts tyvme of zex-
from what may be termed the Inherent characteristics or
" advantages of a stroteglcelly located bridge crossing.
Therefore, ©0 term the present situation, L.e., operation under
rate parity, & condition of "ceonomic equality beiween two such
different 4ypes of service"
Concerning the adlllty of the ferrles to successfully
overate under the differential, much difference of opinion exists.
The fTerry c¢ompany's witnesses testilled to the probable szuccess of the

oporation while witnesses for the Authority nredicted faillure. On

the other hand, the Engineering Division's study, the most exhaustive.
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of those introduced, couched Its favorable prognostications in such
conservative terms as "reasonable chance” and "within the realm of
reasonable provadility."” There was unanimlity of opinion only &3 to

"

the dellel that, "You don't know forsixe. wtil you try it out.”
Comment may here be made concerning possible bridge rate
cuts on automoblle or commerclal traffic. The assumption has here-

tofore been made that the bridges do not now plan to0 make any ex-
L]

vensive rate cuts. This was the only tenable conclusion that might

e drawn from their position in bthls case and thelr oppositidn to

the proposed ferry rate reductions.(38} Should, however, thelir future

{2¢) Testlmony of bridge witnesses was L0 the eflect thal rates on
automobile trafflic had probably reached or passed beyond the polnt
of diminishing returns.

As to commerclal traffic¢, a witness for the Authority testilfled
t0 the possibllity of rate cuts, pointing out the severe effect it
would have on the ferry company. The probadble effect of any general
rate cut of this nature may be antlcipated somewhat as follows.

The average dalily revenue of the ferry compeny Irom trucks and
freight during the latter half of June averaged 3660 per day. The
Bay Bridge revenue averaged about $1350 per day. (Based on a charge
of 75 cenis per truck and 60 cents per ton of freight handled in
June 1937). This Indlcates that the bridge now handles adbout 2/3rds
of the total commercial traffllc.

If the Bay Zrldge drasticaelly reduced rates on commercilal
traffic by one~-third, 1t may be assumed the ferries would cut in pro-
portion. The bridge would then have %to handle a 50% Increase in
traffic to break even, L.e., to earn its former $1350. If rates
were cut In half the bridge would have to attract a 1004 increase
in its former commerciel trafflc to Lreak even, or, if this forced
the ferry company into an absndonment of Its operations, the bridge
would have %o handle 134% of the entire present transbay. traffic of
both ferry and bridge to equal 1ts previous commercial revenues.

It is assumed herein that the feorry would meet such drastic
cuts, at least untlil 1ts finances were exnausted. The bridge would
lose, relatively, $2 for every $1 lost by the ferries as its com-
mercial trafflec i3 roughly twice as great at present as that of the
ferries. However, the resources of the Bay Bridge are, of course,
infinitely greater. Its truck and frelight revenues eamount to but a
small fraction (provabdbly not over 8%) of its total revenues as
compered t0 & value of about 50% in the case of the ferrles. The
ferries would thus ve highly vulnerable to such extensive rate cuts,
althougnh it is very doubtful 1f the revenue position of the ultimate
victor (referring to revenue f{rom commerclal traffic only) would
be Zmproved.

TyLle analysisz Is made solely upon the assumpiion that neither
party at present deslires a reduction in Lits gross revenues.
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fingncial situations and the policies controlling them pexrmit of sube
stantial rate cuts, it is believed inevitable that the ferries will
kave to cease operation,

™urning toward the thixd question of possible jeopardy to
the financial structure of the bricdges, the record indicates that there
was wpanimity of opirion among all parties that whatever had been the
traffic injury to various bridges and the Eolland Tube in the East, as
a result of ferry differentials, it would be distinetly less in the
San Prancisco Bay area. The record amply indicates that such injury
to major crossings in New York and Philadelphia has been very little.

The witness appearing for the Golden Gate Bridge and Highway
District testified that the proposed differential would not financially
embarrass that body, which was successfully meeting all financial
commitments,

The record similarly indicates that, regardless of the
differential, the financial security of the Bay Bridge is in no way
jeopaxrdized. The opposition of the Authority rests upon the possidle
effect of ferxy competition upon its refinancing at a lower rate of
interest. However, the relationship of a continued ferry operation
to the projected firancial savings of the Bay Bridge is of an ex~
tremely indefinite nature. In the first place, the saving of 1% in
interest through a refinancing at 4% is highly problematical, ss no
commitments have been recelved and the possible interest rates range
from 3%% to 4%%. PFurthermore, the hoped-for savinge between the
preseﬁt date and April, 1939, arxe of a somewhat dubious nature, inas-
xuch as the Authority is now enjoying, throush Reconstruction Finance
Corporation, rebates, approximately its desired 4%.

The record also points to a reasonable probability of the
Authority being able to successfully refinance at a2 subsequent date
when ferry competition is expected to be definitely stilled by bridge
rate reductions. The record is also inconclugive in its indication
that the Authority could not successfully refinance in spite of
& survival of the ferries. It may be txue, as tke record indicates,




He

that financlal interests have asked "What about ferry competition,” but
1t is not clear that this necessarily means s 5% interest rate, or that
suchh Interest rave would necessaril& continue long after the close of
1931 when lowered bridge tolils are expected to eliminate the ferries

irom the lower Zan Franclsco Bay.

H

% 1s clear that, at the time of the original conception of
the bridges, there was no'thought but that the vehicular ferries would
be pernitted to compete 0 the best of their Abllity. With these great
bridge stiructures now built and their financial stability assured, this
Commlgsion should carefully scrutinize and welgh the relative benefits
that may be reasonably expected to result from Lts decision in this
aatter.

Relative t0 the 3an Francisco-Berkeley route, the Commission
zmust determine, In this proceeding, whether this service 13 +o be, {irst,
ebandoned, secondly, suspended, thirdly, c¢ontinued on its rresent cur-
talled schédule. In the foregoing opinion, it i1s clear that the con-
Linued operation of sald service can only be meintained with large
iosses to the Compeny and such continued maintenance would cast a serious
burden upon the operation of the San Francisco-Oskland Pler and San
Trancisco-Sausallito routes. The Commission, however, has recognized the
prudence of preserving the day for the total ebdandonment of this route
watil such time as the future operating experiences and the various
»ublic requirements may combine 0 afford the determination of when =zuch
total abandonment may de in the public interest. In ablding such actlon,
it should be understood that this Commission is not deviating from its
practice and principle of elther exacting from every public utllity and
common carrler full performance of the public service to which it Iis
dedicated, on the one hand, or requiring that said puplic utility or
common carrier vacate the fleld and allow 2 newcomer unimpeded chance

to render such service, on the other hand. In %he case of the Berkeley

\

service, 1t Iis apparent, from all that has preceded in this opinion, that

once thls service is abandoned, recent leglslature action has been

effective to preclude %he inauguration by a newcomer of this abandoned
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service. We Dbelieve that the very near future will aff ord the con-
clusive answer as 10 whether this Berkeley service should be reserved,
in the public Interest, to meet temporary or permanent conditions. We
nave, therefore, concluded that this service should be suspended at this
time for a period of six months following the date of this order and that
upon the terminetion of this six months perlod the Commisslion, by appro-
priate suppiemental proceedings instlituted upon the application of the
Southern Pacific Golden Gate Ferrles, Ltd., will order the said San
Francisco-BeXKeley service further suspended for an additionel and
definite perlod of time, totally abandoned, or resumed. Such course
will avoid the attendent and inevitable Operating losses that would re-
sult from & continuation of the present curtailed service and will re-
serve to the public the possible venefits of such & service should
future exigencies direct the necessity of the same.

Upon full and cawveful consideration of all the facts and
circumstances of record. including those directly hereinabove mentioned,
the following findings of fact are made:

1. That the ferry routes involved in this order are sulfering
& dally direct operating 10ss in excess of $2,000 since the
Goiden Gate Bridge opened, and sald lerries cannot be ex-:
rected to long continue their losing operations under the
present parity of rates:

That the relention of the San Francisco-Oskland Pler and
the San Francisco-Sausallto Ferry service are 1n the

publilie interest;

That the abandonment of the San Francisco~Richmond and San
Francisco-Cekland (Broadway) routes is in the public interest:

That the suspension of the San Francisco-Berkeley route I1s in
the public Interest;

That waile it cannot be stated with finslity that the continued
operation of the San Francisco-Oakland Pler and the Ssn Fran-
cisco-Sausallito Ferries, under a differential, will be
economically successful, the probabilities roint In this
direction.

That, 8s to the EFast Bay routes, the indicated savings to the
Authority which might flow from the removal of all ferry com-
petition ere too tenuous and indefinite when compared with the
known beneflts of a contlinued ferry service between San Fran-
¢is¢co and Oskland Pler to warrant an order of this Commission
walch would at thlis time eliminate all Bast Bay Ferry services.




7. That, as to the San Francisco-Sausalito route, the record affords
no Justification for denying the ferry compeny's epplicaticn to
furnish service under the proposed differentisl of rates.

The following form of order is recommended:

A public hearing having been held on the above entitled ap-

plications and cases, snd all of sald matters having deen &uly submitted,

and the Cormission being fully advised,

. IT IS EEREBY ORDERED thgt provided Southern Pacific Golden
Gate rerries, Litd., witkin thirty (3Q) days from the date hereof,
on not less than five (5) days' notice to the Cormission and to the
pudblie, cancel all rates, rules, regulations and time schedules
for the transporitation of freight and passengers betweenm San Fran-
ciseo, Californies (Ferry Building Termlnal) ox the one hand and
Oeklend (Broadway Uharf) and Richmond, California, on the other
hexé, said Southern Pacific Golden Gate Ferries, Ltd. be and 1t is
hereby authorized to discontinue and abamdon sald service upon the
effective date of sald cancellation.

IT IS HEREB! FURTHER ORDERED that provided Southern Pacific
Golden Gate reriies, Lid., wisbin thirty (30) days from the date
hereo? on not less than five (5) days' notice to the Commission end
to the pudblic, supplement i%ts tariff and time schedule on file
wvith the Commission to show thet its service has been suspended
8s aushorized herein, said Southern Paclrfic Golden Gate Ferries,
Ltd. be and it is heredby authorized to suspend its frelight and
passenger service between Sen Francisco gxd Berkeley, Celifornis,
Tor o period of six (6) months immediately following the effective
date of said supplemernt %o itvs tariff and time schedule.

17 TS EERERY FURTHER ORDERED that Case No. 4201 shall be end
+he seme nerevy is continued for furthexr consideration and order
of <his Commisscion.

By orders dated March 8, lMay 3. June 28 and.Adugust 7, 1837,
the Commission susperded until September 8, 1937, Third Revised
Pege 9, Sixth Revised Page 20, Third Revised Page 2l, First Re-
vised Page 23, Sevenih Revised Page 27, Second Revised Pege 28,
Tirst Revised Pege 29, Fifth Revised Pege 35, Fourth Revised Page
36, Third Revised Page 37, Fixst Revised Page 39, Seventh Revised
Page 43, Sixth Revised Page 44, Fouxth Revised Page 45, First
Revised Page 46, Sixth Revised Page 50. Sixth Revised Page 51
snd Third Revised Page 52 to Southern rucific Golden Gate Terries,
Ltd., Local Freight Tariff No. 1, C.R.C. No. 5, and Local Passenger
Tarift No. 1, C.R.C. No. 3L; slso Southern Pacitic Gollen Gatle
Perries, Ltd., Speclal Tariff No. 5-B, C.}.C. No. 159, end Special
Torift No. 5-2, C.R.C. No. 160, neming reduced rates rfor the
transportation of vehicles and passengers in vehicles belween
San Freameisco on the cme hand end ilameda, Berkeley, Oaklend and
Rickmond on the other hand.




Heaxrings were held in Case No. 4204, and the Comuission,
{inding that the foregoing suspended rates are justified anmd
in the public interest, the ceause for suspension has thus
been rezmoved and ouwr oxders of Merck 8, May 3, June 28 and
August 7, 1937, should be and the same heredby are vacated =nd
this proceeding discontinued. Therefore, good cause appearing,

IT IS HEREEY FURTHER ORDERED that our orders of Marekh 8,
May 3, June 25 end August 7, 1947, in the abdove entitled mro-
cceding, suspending Third Revised Page 9, Sixth Revised Page
20, Third Revised Page 21, First Revised Page 23, Seventh Re-
vised Page 27, Second Revised Pege 28, First Revised Page 29,
Fifth Reviseld Page 35, Fourth Revised Page 36, Third Revised
Page 37, First Revised Page 39, Seventh Revised Page 4%, Sixth
Revised Page 44, Fourth Reviszed Page 45, First Revised Pege
46, Sixth Revised Page 50, Sixth Revised Page 51, and Third
Revised Pege 52 % Southerz Pacific Goldem Gate Ferrles, Ltd.,
Local Freight Tariff No. 1, C.R.C. Ne. 5, and Local Passenger
Tariff No. 1, C.R.C. No. 31; also Southern Pacific Golden Gate
Ferries, Lt&., Spocial Tariff No. 5-B, C.R.C. No. 159, and Spe-
clel Meriff No. 5-B, C.R.C. No. 160, be und they are hereby va-
cated end this proceeding discontinued as of the date hereof.

By orders dated June 8 and August 3, 1937, the Commj ssion
suspended until September 4, 1937, Item No. 1105-B, 7th Revised
Page 62; Items Nos. 1165~C and 1170-3, Third Revised Page 63;
and Item No. 1221, originel page 64-4, of Southern Pacific
Golden Gate Ferries, Ltd., Local Freight Teriff No. 1, C.R.C.
No. 5, and Local Passenger Texriff No. 1, C.R.C. No. 31, neming
weduced retes for ihe transportetion of vehicles and passengers
in vehicles between Sen Fremcisco on the ome hand end Seusalito

en@ Tivuron on The QWher NalGs

Hearlngs were held Lo Case No. 4225 and the Commliosion
fisding tnat the foregolng suspended rates are jusilrlied and

$m the wublic interest, the cause for =uspension hes thus been
ramoved? and our ordoré of June S and August 3, 1937, should

ve and the seme are heredby vecated amd this proceeding discon-
wimued. Therefore, good cause eppearing,

T7 IS HERESY FURTEER ORDERED thet our ordexs of June 8
end ARgust o, To%7. in tho aoove ontitled proceeding susponC-
ing Item No. 1105-3, Seventh Rovised Page 62; Itoms Nos.
1165~C and 1170-B, Third Revised Pagi 633 ggd Itef Ng. 1§21,

i -A, of Southerz Pac e Coldem GCate TForxles,
%%a?%n%c%?.gﬁe‘rﬁsgt Texiff No. L, C.R.C. No. 5, and Loceal Pa3s-
enger Tariff No. 1, C.R.C. No. 31, be and they are heredby va-
cated and this proceeding &iscontinued as of the date hereof.

Excepting as provided in paregrephs 1, 2, & and 5 herein,
the effective date of this oxrder shell be twenty (20) days

f>om the date hereol.




The foregoling opinion and order are hereby approved and
ordered filed as the opinion and order of the Rallroad Commission

of the State of California.

em——-

Lh
Dated at Ssn Franclisco, California, this 7 day

ot //@;M , 1937.

/e, £

Nl Cyfmmissioners .




