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"')t ~ :C 2· I'J Decision No. U . .I. ~.). '± 

In the Mattor ot the Estab11sl:lment 
or maximum or miniJnum, or me'".d1D'\lXll. 
and miJ:l.1:rIl'Um rates, rules and regula­
tions ot all Radial Highway Common 
Carriers and Highway Contract Car­
riers operating motor vehicles over 
the public highways ot ~he State of 
Ce.J.1tor.c.ia, pursuant to Chapter 22;, 
Statutes ot 19~5, tor the transporta­
tion tor compensation or hire ot any 
and all commodities and acoessorial 
services ~cident to such transporta­
tion. 
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In the Matter or the Investigation ) 
and ~tabli$hment of rates, charges, ) 
classifications, rules, regulations, ) 
contracts and practices, or any thoreof, ) 
ot Common Carriers of property. ) 

BY TEE COMtttSSION: 

Case No. 4088 

Case No. 414.5 

Part "'F" 

EIGHTEENTH ~'l'TAL OPTh"ION 

By Decision No. ;0;70 ot November 29, 19~7, (40 C.R.C. 8~7) 

as emended, in the above entitled proceedings, m1n1mu:m rates were 

established tor the transportation ot property by radial highway com­

mon carriers and highway contract carriers, 'Hi thin det1:led tem tory 

in central and northern California, iD. shipments weigh1ne;20,000 
1 

pounds or less. In addi t10n, common carriers by highway, rail and 

vessel were required to maintain rates no lower than those establish­

ed as min~ tor radial and contract carriers. 

After said Decision No. ~O~70 had bec~e ettect1ve, Bay Cities 

Transportation Company, Berkeley Transportation Company and Ricbmond 

Navigation and ~rovement COlllI'any (co:muon carriers by vessel operat1:lg 

on San Fre:c.cisco Bey) and Coggeshall Launch Com:pe:c.y (a common carrier 

1 
The prov1sion was made that the charge tor Shipments weighing more 

than 20,000 pounds should not be less than the charge established tor 
a shi:p~ent weighing 20,000 pounds. 
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bY' vessel serving pOints on Humboldt Be.y) tiled petitions seeking 

ex~t1on trom the prescribed rates insorar as they attected doek­

to-dock transportation. ~denoe relative to these petitions was 

rece1ved at public hear~gs held at San Francisco betore ~m1ner 
2 . 

~srew. 

In support ot the petitions it was asserted (1) that 

under Decision No. 30370, supra, vessel carriers were required to 

base their reo tea on highway- mileages, which in many instances were 

said to be considerably ~ excess ot the distance actuallY' travers-
';' 

ed bY' vessel carr1ers; (2) that the cost or transbay vessel oper~-

tiona is less than the cost ot performing the ,same service 1n highway 

vehicles and that, therefore, rates based on truck costs ~e excessive 
4 

ror this traneportation; (3) that the unit cost ot vessel operation 

does not vary ~~th the size or the shipment as does the cost ot truck 

o~erat1on, and that, hence, rates based on truck costs are not appro-

. priate tor vessel tr~3portat1on; and (4) that petitioners have sutter­

od a substantial loss ot business to proprie~ carriage and will lose, 

mo:-e in the tu.ture it required to oharge the Decision No. ;'0;70 rates. 

No one objected to the sought exemption ot Coggeshall 

Launch Co~any. However, Pac1t1e Motor l'ar1tt Bureau, e. highway car­

rier organization, opposed the petitions ot the san Francisco Bay 

2 

l'he following oomparisons were mad.e: 

Bet"feen 
Eureka and Samoa 
San Francisco and Oakland, 

Berkeley end ~ryv111e 
Sen Franc 15co and RiclJmond 

Vessel Mileaga 
1.1 
7.0 

ll.O 

Constructive 
R1ghy!a~dleage 

. 2 .0. . 

~9.5 
47.5 

4 Several eost studies and revenue and expense statements were ~tro-
dueed. in support ot this contention. 
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carriers. ~i$ protestant clatned that the cost studies 1ntr04ueed 

~ su~port ot the contontion that vessel transportation could be ~er­

tormed profitably at rates less than those established as m1n~ tor 

highway carriers were 'VUlnerable in manY' respects and that, in any 

event, the rates Which petitioners seek to reinstate bear no relation 
5 

to the cost or performing the service. 

Although the eost studies of record contain many arbitrary 

allocations, end although the rates in ettect prior to the establish­

ment or :min1.mu:m. rates were not co:c.clu,si vely shown to be reasonable and 

cO:lpe:o.satory' the shOwing made is conv1:c.c1:c.g tlla.t the rates established 

as ;:n1n1 tlIlm tor highway carriers are, ill genero.l, cons1derab,ly 1n excess 

or the cost to the petitioning carriers or ~ertor.m1ng dock-to-doek 

vessel service betwee:l the same pOints and that reasonable and sutt1-~" 

c1ent rates tor this t~an$~ortat1on should be determined independently .. 
or the rates established as min~ tor the same transportation by high­

way' ea."""riers • Petitioners 'Hill 'be exempted trom the requirements ot 

Decision No. 30370, as ~ended, insofar as it affects dock-to-dock 

transportation. Competing carriers will be perm1tted, however, to base 

their ter.m1nal-to~ter.minal rates upon the dock-to-doek rates or these 

exempted carriers. 

ORDER - ..... .-.-~ 

Further pu';:"llic hearings having 'been held ill the above en­

titled proceedings, and based upon the evidence received at the hear-
, 

ings and upon the conclusions and rindings set torth in the preceding 

opinion, 

IT IS EEREBY ORD:sRE'.D that paragral'h (0) or Ru.le 20,' A~l'end1x 

:; 
Protestant called attention to the tact that the snnual reports ot 

the petitioners tor the year 19;7 (prior to the time the ~~ 
rates became ettecti va) show tb.a. t Berkeley Transportation COIC:pOllY and 
Richmond Navi~ation and Improvement Company sustained losses or . 
~3708.29 and $49~1.02, respectivelY, and that Bay Cities Transporta­
tion Company's prOfit was $2870.15 on a gross revenue or $204,548. 



• • 
"A" 01: Dee1$ion No. ;0370, dated November 29, 19.37, $.S amended, 1n 

the above anti tled :I;lJ:'Oceed.!ngs, be end it is hereby tu.-ther amended 

by adding as exempted. carriers :Bay Cities Transportation Company, 

Berkeley 'l':z:'enspol"ta t1o:c. CC>:IlJtany, Coge;oshe.ll Launch CompanY' and R1eh­

ltIOnd. NaVigation end Improvement Company, tor dock-to-dock transporta-. . . 

tioD.. 

IT IS :s:::::.."'.EBY FORTm:R ORDERED that Append.ix "At! ot Decision 

No. 30370,:8.s amended, be and it is hereby fUrther amended by adding 

to the note 1mmediately rolloWing paragraph (e), Rule 40 ot Section 
" ' 

No.1 thereot e. new paragraph reading: 

"Carriers maintaining established depots in-the cities 
Or communities served by Bay Cities Transnortation Company, 
Berkeley Transports. t10n Company, Coggeshall Launch Co:ttpa:o.y or 
Richmond Navigation end Improvement Company may apply tor 
tre.nsportat1on between such depots rates applyillg tor the same 
transportation 'betvreen the dooks ot said vessel carriers 1:1 
the ~e c1ties or commun1ties." 

'. . 
In all other respeots, said Deoision No • .30370, as amended, 

shall remain in tull toroe and etteot. 

The etteet1ve date ot this order shall be January 20, 19.39. 

Dated at San FranCiSCO, Ca11torn1e., this d'~day o~ 

Commissione::-s 


