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In the Matter of the Estadlishment
of maximum or minimum, Or maximum
and winimam rates, rules and regule~
tions of all Radlial Highway Cormon
Carriers and Eighway Contract Car-
riers operating motor vebicles over
the public highwaeys of the State of
Celifornia, pursuant to Chapter 223,
Statutes of 1935, for the traasporta-
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tion for compemsation or hire of any g
)
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Part "O"

and ell commodities and acocessorial
szrvices incident to such transporta-
vione.

Tn +the Matter of the Investigation

and Bstabliskment of rates, charges,
classifications, rules, regulations,
contracts and practices, or any thereof,
of Common Carriers of properiy.

Case No, 4145
Pert "R

- -

BY TEE COMMISSION:

EICHTEENTE SUPPLEVENTAL OPINION

By Declsion No. 30370 of November 29, 1937, (40 C.R.C. 837)
as smended, in the above entitled proceedings, minimum retes were
established for the treasportation of property dy radlesl highwey com-
mon carriers and highway comtract carriers, within defined territory
in central and northerm California, in shipments weighing 20,000
pounds or less.l In addition, common carriers by highway, rail and
vessol were Tequired to maintain rates no lower then those estadblish-
ol as minimum for radisl and comtract carriers.

After said Decision No. 30370 hed become effective, Bay Cltles
Trensporvation Company, Berkeley Transportoetion Company and Richmond
Navigation and Improvement Company (common carriers by vessel operating

on San Frencisco Bey) and Coggeshell Launch Compeny (2 common carrier

The provisioﬁ was made thet the'charge for shijménts wéighing more
then 20,000 pounds should not be less than the charge esteblished for
& shipment weighing 20,000 pounds. ,




by vessel serving Points op Eumboldt Bay) filed petitions seeking

exemption from the prescrived rates insofar as they affected dock-~

to-dock transportation. XEvidence relative to these petitions was

receivedzat pudblic lhearings held at San Francisco before Examiner

dulgrew.
In support of the petitions 4%t was asserted (1) thet
under Decision No. 30370, supra, vessel carriers were re@uired to
base their rates on higaway nlileages, walch in mony instances were
said to be considerably iz excess of the distance actually travers-
od by vessel carriers;3 (2) that the cost of traunsbay vessel opera-
tions 1s less than the cost of performing the same servicq in highway
vehicles and that, therefore, rates based on truck cbsts are excessive
Ioxr this tr&nsportat;on;4 (3)’that the unit cost 6: vessel operation
does not vary'with‘the size of the shipment a3 does the ¢ost of truck
operation, amd that, hence, rates based on truck ¢osts are not appro-
“priete for vessel tronsportation; and (4) that petitioners have suffer-
od a substential 10ss Of business to proprietery carriage emd will lose
more in the future if required to charge the Decision No. 30370 rates.
No one objected o the sought exemption of Coggeshall
Launch Company. Iowever, Paclitic Motor Tarirff Bureau, a hignwﬁy car-
rier orgamization, opposed the petitions of the San Franclsco Bay
2

It was urderstood that the evidence o received would also be c¢con-
sidered by the Commission in Case No. 4246, in re Estedlishment * * X

of rates * * ¥ £or the transportation for cormensatlion or AirTe OF an
200 8Ll commoaities. (566 DeCLsLon NO. ZIEGE of December 27, 1939,
{2 thet proceeding.) .

3

The following comparisons were made:
: _ Constructive
‘Between - Tessel Mileaze Hizhway Mileage
Eureka and Semos | . 2060 .
San IFrancisco and Qakland, :
Berkeley end Zmeryville 7.0 39.5
San Francisco and Richmond 1L.0 47.5

¢ Several cost studies and revenue and expense statemerts were Iintro-
duced in support of this contentlon.
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qarriers. This protestant cleimed that the cost studies introduced
in support of the contention that vessel transportation could de per-
rérmed profltably at rates less than those esteblished az minimum for
highway carTiers were wulumerable in many respects and that, in any
event, the rates which petitiorers seek to reinstate bear no relation
to the cost of performing the service.

Although the cost studles of record contaln many arbitrary
allocations, and although the rates in effect prior to thé establish-
ment of minimum rates were mot comclusively shown to be reasonable and
compensatory the showiné made is convincing tﬁat the Tates estedlisked
as minimm for bighway carriers ere, in gemeral, consideredbly in excess
of the c¢ost to the petitionips carriers of porforming dockéto-dock
vessel service between the same points and that reasopable and surri-fJ‘
cient rates for this tramsportation should be determined independently
of the retes established as minimum for the same transp;:tation by high-
wey carriers. Petitioners will be exempted frox the requirements of
Decision No. 30370, as dmended, insofar as 1t arrecté dock=to~80ck
transportation. Competinglcarriers will be permitted, however, to base
their terminel-to-terzinal rates upon the 4ock-to-dock rates of these

exexpted carriers.

Further puhlic hearings héving been held in the above en~

titled proceedings, and based upon the evidence received at the hear-
ings and upon the conclusions and Lindings set fortk in the'preoeding
opinion, _‘ o

IT IS EEREDY ORDIRED that paregreph (o) of Rule 20, Appendiz

Protestant called attention to the fact that the amnual reports of
the petitioners £oxr the year 1937 (prior to the time the minlumm
rates became effective) show that Berkeley Transportation Compony and
. Richmond Navigation amnd Improvement Company sustained losses of
$2708.29 and $4931.02, respectively, and thet Bay Cities Eransporta—
tion Compeny's profit was $2870.15 on & gross revemue of $204,548.




mAT of’Déciéion No. 30370, dated'Nbvember 29, 1937, os amended, in
the above entitled proceclings, be and it is horeby further amended
by edding as exempted carriers Bay Cities Tremsportetion Company,
Derkeley Tramsportation Company, Coggoshall Launch Compeny end Rich-
moné Nevigation snd Improvement Compeny, for dock-to-dock trensporte-
tion. .

IT IS E=PEBY FURTHEER ORDERED that Appendix "A" of Decision
No. 30370, as emended, be and it 13 heredy further smended by adding
to the note immediately following parsgraph (e), Rule 40 of Section
No. 1 thereof & new paragraph reading: “ " |

*Caxrriers maiﬁtaining estodblished depots in-the cities

or cormxunities served by Bay Citles Tramnsportation Compan
Berkeley TranSportationYCOmgany, Coggeskhell Leunch COggang’or

Richmond Nevigation and Improvement Company mey apply for
transportation between cuch depots rates applying for the same
transportation between the docks of sald vessel carriers in
the seame cities or commnities,.™

In 2ll other respects, said Decision No. 30376; as amended,
shall remain in full force and effect.

The errective date of this order shell de January 20, 1939.

Dated at San Frameisco, Californie, this 74~ day of

.ﬂéZdzzuzai;;?ﬁ___f,l?é?.

Sraufo

Commissioners
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