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Doe1z1on No .. 

') r. ') • ' ' ."... tAl ··"Nt'l. 

In the Matter ot the "':Qplice.tion or ) 
I. :r. 'mrnoSA. tor pe..."'"Dt1.ssioll Ull~er ) 
Sec. 11 Che.J;>ter 22S statutes or 1935 ) 
ot :s:1gb.way Carriers' Act. 1'0 trans- ) 
port merchandise between Mendocino ) 
end Petal:c:ma, CSl1tol"""...1.a, at lesser ) 
rates than a=e cherged. 'by Com.on ) 
carriers. ) 

W1l11~ Mendosa, 

3! THE COMMISSION: 

OPINION - ....... ~--.----

• 

App11eat1o!l No." 21284 
" 

Applicant, a highway contract ce.r::-ier, ~eeks e:a,thority un­

de Section 11 or the Bighvray Cerriers' A.ct to observe certain rates 

less then the min~mum rates heretorore established tor ~e ~~~or-

ts:t1on ot property tor Foul try ?rod.ucers 0 t cen't:'aJ. Celi!orrtia betwee:o. 

petaluma ~d territory described as ~endo¢1no C1~y distriet. wl 
~ ~ 

At a public hearing had at Sa:. Freneiseo on Septe::l'oer 17, 

1 Mendocino City is a: unincorporate~ community in the COunty ot Mendo-
cino loee.ted fI.:pproxi:c.ate1y 10 :nil~ south ot :Fort Bragg. The distance 
trom Petal.u:rta to Mendocino City is shown in the application as 120 miles. 

The rates applicant seeks authority to observe ere :set torth in the 
!ollowin6 tabTllation: 

FROM TO 
Mendocino ~ Dist:1et Pe~uma 

" " " w 
Petaluma Mendocino 

City Dis­
trict 

COJ~UODITY RA~ 
Eggz, in eases *15 co:£~er ee.:;e 
poul ":::y , in cool's *75 " w c.oop 
Feed.,e:::Ipty sacks . 
and other merehsn~ 
dise 25 " w 100 

" Pounds 

* Includos treo return ot containers. 
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1937~ before Exam'ner ~ulgrew those appearing for applicant ~d shipper 

stated that they relied upon the shoWing made in the application =nd that 

tney had~o evidence to offer. 

The statement or operating costs and revenue incorporate4 1%1 

the a.ppl1cat1on indicates that rates or the voltmle of those sotlght are 

now being observed on all property transported, with the exception of 

eggs shipped fro~ Mendocino to Petaluma. Whethe~ or not the rates 

sought for property other than eggs are the same as~ less than~ or ~ 

excess of the prescribed m~n~~ rates cannot be determined from the 

data cont~ed 1n the ~ppl1cat1on. Under these c~cumst2nces !nrther 

discussion or the application Will be confined to the rec.uest tor relief 

from the rate or lSi cents per 53-pound case o£ eggs, represen~ed as the 
, 

established minjmum rate. 

Attached to the application is a statement o! oper~t1ng cost: 

and revenue 'bY' months tor the period November 1935 to JS:D:c::~.:r'1' 1937; both 

1ncl'1lS1ve. Wb1le th1s statement !)wports to show a. substantial profit 

both mder tae rates now being ci:1.arged and tlnder those sought~ 1 t is 
2 

by no means convincing. ~ proceedings such as this Where rates lower t~~ 

those established ~on a record made at a tormal heer~6 are sought, it 

is incumbent upon applicant to show by clear and sutt1cient evidence t~t 

the prescribed minimum rates are excess1ve for the particular service 

involved 2nd that those so'Cght are :9roper. On this record the appl1c:;:.t1on 

2 
The statement is inadec.uate 1n many res,ects. For example it assigns 

no o~erat1:g expense to s~ch costs as overhead, supervision, and garage 
re:c.t. Although it is alleged that appl1eant makes two trips per week 
between tlle same 1'01:lts the gas and oil costs shown vary considerably 
and the reason !or this var1at1on is not explained. The c~ capacity 
of the eq,tl1pment is not shown but :f'!gtc:'cs 0: rcco:."d. 1nd1cate tea:: it is at 
least ten tons. Expense items shown ~o= tires and repairs appear inadequate 
tor equipment of this size. The detail or· the calculation of labor costs 
is likewise not disclosed. Insurance e~nse is shown tor twelve months 
aJ. though the state:nent covers a fifteen-month per1od. The nature and ex­
tent or the protection aftorded 'by insurance is not of record. Unemployment 
end social security taxes are not shown. Neither has a:tJ.y allowance been 
made for a ret~ on an"invest~ent of $3088.76. !here 1s a discrepancY o! 
approx1matel;r $800.00 between the gross revenue shown and that indicated 
by the State Board or Equalization tax and P~lroad Commission foe. 
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must be denied. If upon revie~g the statement appl1cant st1ll be­

lieves that the rates sought are justifiable it should e~la.1n tae 

discrepancies and see tbat the Commission is 1"'crn1shed With the support­

ing data. 

Xhe matter haVing beend'Oly.. heard and submitted, 

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the a.bove entitled application be 

and it is hereby denied. 

/
' .M"-

Dated at San Francisco, California, this _"" ____ day- of 

ltn:. ,1937. 

\ ' \ 

~,'",' ?PIMi! 
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