Y ¥ r ol L
7 /'ﬁ() ey
Y N

Decizion No. "# vt
. DEFORE THE RAILROAD COMMISSION COF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

In the Matter of the Establishment
of Jjust, reaconable and nondiscrim-
inztory mardmum or nirimum 02 mex-
irum and minimum rates, rules,
classifications and regulations for
the transportation of property for
compensation or hire over the pub-
Lic nighways of the City of Lo
Angeles. ,

Case No. 4121

L LA LN N N A

CRAEMER, COMMISSIONER:

Additional Appearances

C.W. Durbrow, J.E. Lyons ané .G. Smith, for
Pacilic Yotor Trucking Company.

STUPPLENENTAL OPINION

At an gfourned hearing reld iIn the above ertitled pro~-
ceeding in Los Angeles, Motor Truck Associlation of Southern Cali-
fornia sought modification of City Carriers! Tariff No. 4 - Dighway
Carriers' Tariff No. 5, naming rates for transportation of property
within the Los Angeles drayage area, by the Inclusion of specific
rates for the distribution of so=called pool lot" or "pool cax"
shipments.l ' |

"Pool Lot or "Pool car™ saipments, hereiralter referred

to as pool cars, originate at polnts outside the drayage area.

Rates were first established in this procecding effective lay 1,
1938 by Decision Xo. 20785 of April 11, 1938, (41 C.R.C. 222).
Subsequently, the rates 50 established were amended from time o
time, being ircorporated iIr City Carriers' Tariff No. 4- Eighway
Carriers! Tariff No. 5, effective Janwary 1, 1940, by Decision No.
22504 of October 24, 1939, (42 C.R.C. 239). The drayage area is
deseribed in Items 30 to 33, inclusive, of tre texriff.
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Ordinerily . they are consigned to, or In care of, draymen who are
Instructed by the shippers o0 segregate the pool cars into thelr
component parts and to make delivery of the property so segregated
to designated parties, commonly referred to as "subconsignees.”

The service perforned by the draymen involves uﬁloadins the préperty

from the equipment (rail car or truck unit) in which it is delivered

by the inbound carrier and itc serting accoxrding to the o_ﬁém‘aity,
brands and marks specified by the shippers' instructions conmcerning
delivery to subconsignecs. ALfter the pool'cars are sorted, the
draymen either %transport the properity to the various subconsignees,
or deliver:: it at the point where the sorting Iis accomplished to
other carriers or to tkhe subconsignees. Tkese operations often in=-
¢lude the payment of transportation and advarce charges To the in-
hound carrler and the collection of these charges from the subcon=
signees.

AS the tariff now stands, the drayage rates for the distri-
vution of pool cars are the same as those for other cartage. These
rates Include loading and unloading services, except under certain
circumstances not here important. Other accessorial services are
subject to a rate of $1.00 per man per hour, minimum 50 cents.
Undexr the proéosed amendment of the tariff, rates for pool car dis-
tribution would be the sum of the rates for transportation to, and
accessorial services at, the ultimate destinations as now yrovided
by the tariff and the rates shown in the tabulation which follows,
based upon the classification of the'commodity, for all ac¢cessorial
services rendered at the point from which the pool car 1s distribut-
ed. In Instances where the carrier &1é not transport all of the
component parts of a2 pool ¢car to the subcqnsignges, the rates showrn

in the tabulation below would apply to the accessorial services
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rendered at the point of distridbution.

Less Than Carload Rating in western
Classification and ZExceptions
Thereto
o lst

2nd .

3rd
4tk

Rates in Cents Per Ton
Delivered By . Picked Up By -
Carrier . _Svbeonsign

190
150
25

90

. fe & & & » + & | [ L)

In suppoert of the proposed rates, a witness for the Truck
hAssoclation presented a study of pool car alstribution based upon
cairier'expefience in hardling fifty-three lots aggregating 1,965,566
pounds in weight and distributed to 1,326 subeonsignees. The study
purpofts %0 stbw that the average cost of pool car distribution, ex-
clusi;e of transportatidn and accessorisl services rendered at poings
where delivery is made to subconsigneecs, amounts to $1.104 per ton.

The witness testified that the bandling cost varied with the type of
commodity being distridvuted and that carrier experience had Iindicated
tﬁat the average expense developed by the study should be spread over
the vafious types of property according to toe less fﬁan carload rat-
ings provided by the Western Classification and excéptions thereto, in
the following peréentages of cost: first class 150% or 81.65 per tom;
second class 120% or $1.32 per ton; third class 100% or 31.10 per tom;
and fourth class 70% or 3$.77 pexr ton. He said tpat some study kad
been ﬁade of'thc cffeet ¢f the application of the proposed rates to
light or dulky commo&ities, such'as furniture, machinery anéd xzachines,
and“glassware ané td the advicability of p:oposing special rates for
thosexarticl-é;ffhét this preliminary study indicated that such commod-
?~The Individual cost factors indicated by the study are: $.385 for
unloading rail cars or trucks, segregating the property according to
brands and marks and bringing it to rest on the .carriers® platiorm;
$.1872 for bringing the property from point of rest to the tailgate

of the equipment malking the distribution; $.418 for terminal overhead;
and $.11338 for pilling and ¢ollecting.
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ities should be made the subject of further investigation, which
might well disclose tke need for special rates; but that, mean-~
while, the rates predicated upon classification ratings éhould be
made applicadle.

With respect to the dilferences In the rates recommended
for property picked up by the subconsignee and that delivered by
for-nire carrier, the Iru&k Assoclation's witness testifiled that
carrier transportation, particularly that performed by the carrier
who sorted the property, results in materially less platform expense
than that experienced in making individual deliveries fo the sub=
consignees at the point of sorting. He explained that in carrier
distribution the entire Indvound shipment often would be reforwarded
at one time, while subconsignees calling for their propexty occa-
cioned repetition of the operations necessary %o bring the property
from point of rest on the platform to the tailgate of delivery
eguipment. The witness stated the differences in expenses 50 ¢oc-
casioned would be given reasonable recognition by rates 15% above
the cstimated cost basis for transportation by subconsizneé and
rates 15% below estimated cost for transportation by carrier.

Counsel for the Los Angeles Warehousemen'®s Assocliation
stated that the proposal of the Truck Association had been discuss—
ed with the warehousemen and that his association favored its adop-
tion. A witness representing a memder of the Warehouse Assoclation,
testifying in support of the proposed rates, claimed that they com-
pare favorably with rates voluntasrily malintained by the warehouse-~
ren and would provide equitable charges for the services rendered.

In addition to those supporting the proposed rates, va-
rious other shipper and carrier interests were represented at the

hearing and participated in the cross-ecxamination of the witnecsses.

They expressed no specific objection to the recommended rates, al-
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though their questioning of the witnesses indicated that they be-
lieved the rates, 1f applied to certain pool cars, would result in
excessive charges. It was conceded by the Truck Assoclation'’s
witness that the distribution of pool cars consisting of ideﬁxical
packages of the same commodity comsizned o a limited number of
subconsignees would not entall the extensive sorting and handling
required where packages of several sizes containing different
property were to be distributed to numerous subcomnsignees; and that
because of these differences furtker study and consideration should
be given to special rate treatment to pool cars requiring minimum
nandling service.

It appears that the rate factors proposed to be added %o
the existiﬁg rates £or transportation are predicated upon cost es-
timates that include items of expense for services the cerriers are
now compensated for, elther in whole or in »art, at the existing
transportation rates. The estimated cost factor of $.1872 per tonm,
allocated to the expense of handling the proverty from the point of

rest on the carrier's platform to the tallgate of the carrier's

equipnent at the point of distribution, covers an accessorial service

that, under the tariff, gererally is Iixncluded at the transportation
rate. Torminal overhead and billing anéd collecting expenses estimated
as amounting to $.418 and $.1138 per ton, respectively, appareﬁtly .
cover the entire expense chargeable to those items. However, these

are expenses experienced by the carriers in ordinary shipments as
well as those involving distribution from pool cars and are not ad-
ditional expenses incurred exclusively in such distribution. Taoe
amount of such additional expense, 1f any, is not here of record.

It is evident, therefore, that of the Truek Associatlon's estimated

average cost of $1.104 per ton only $.285 is showm to bé predicated
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upon expenses incurred exclusively in rendering accessorial services
In connection with the distribution of pool cars.

From the foregoing, it is clear that rates of the volume
sought are not shown to be justified by the cost of performing the
service. It Is evident, moreover, that Iin pool car distridbution
there is a wide disparity in the extent of the incidental service
required and that if rates were to be established in the xanrver
proposed by the Truck Assocliation some pool ¢ars would bear more
than their full share of carrier cxpense while others wouwld not
pay rates commensurate with the service rendered. Other phases
of the proposal where The supporting showing appears inadequate
are the recommended percentage relationships between classes and
the differences in the rates proposed for accessorial services
dependent upon waether the property is delivered by a for-kire
carrier or picked up by a subconsignee, which were predicated upon
arbitrary allocations of costs.

After consideration of all the evidence of record, I am .
of the opinion and find that the proposed rates are not justified.
In view of tals finding, no order need be entered against respon=-
dents. ‘ .

The foregoing opinion is heredy approved and ordereds. .
filed as the opinion of the Railroad Commission of the State of
California. |

Dated at San Francisco, California, this. /7z£. day

of Qs , 1940.
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Commissioners.




