
4246 
NM 

"'.1-}l-1 
De cis ion No.. __ ~_')_~_' ._,;_~_""_' '_ 

BEFORE TEE' R.A.ImOAD COMMISSION OF TEE STATZ ,. OF CALIFCRr.I.A 

In the Matter of· the Establishment 0: maxitlUI:1 ) 
or tlini:llUm" or :nax1'C!l'Wll and :tini:l'U:l ,rates" rules ) 
~~d regulations of al1co~on carriers as ) 
defined in the Public Utilities Act of the State ) Case No. 4246 
of California" as a:lended., a..~d all highway ) 
carriers as defined in Chapter 223" Statutes of ) 
1935" as ~ended, for the transportation, :01' ) 
compensation, or hire, of any and all commodities.) 

Additional A~pe~~a~ces 

D.L. McNaughton, ,for Sa."l Diego a.nd 
Arizona Eastern Ra~lway CO:lpany" 

C .A.. Eodgman" tor, San Diego Cha::l'ber 
of Commerce, , 

H.M. Anderson, for Coronado Rapid 
Transfer, 

A.A. Nosler, for Pacific Transfer, 
.; an and Truck Company" bc.,' 

F..G. Stovlcll, tor 'o'/estern Parcel, 
Service, 

, BY TEZ C~ISSION: 

The T:-uck a..."ld Warehouse Association' of San Diego" ~d 

Imperial CO'U:lties asks tr..at ::l1r.1:rum rates" rules and regulatiOns. 

provided'~~ Highway Carriers' Tar if! No. 2 for the transportation 
1 

of p:-operty between North Island and. the cities of SanD1ego '., 

Coronado, Chula Vista and National City be revised to, conro~ in 

general with those ~ow applicable withL~ ~~d betylee~ thosec1t1cs 

under Decision No. 30021, co~o~y referred to as the"San Diego 
2 

drayage order.", 
1 

North Island, it appears from the record, is ~he tip o!a~ni:-
s'1l1a, being located 1::::ediately west of the city of Coronado'a:ld, 
connected with that city by a nar:.-ov: strip or sand. It'is'also' 
connected by abridge' over i:b.ich all yehicul.rtraffic ::!lUSt 'Cove. 
1~o:rth "Island is p:,operty of' the Fed.eral Gover::.:::ent, and is devoted 
to mil1 'Cary purpose s • , " ; , 
2 Highway Carriers,' T.:l.rift No., 2 is AppendiX ''Dtt to Decis1~n' No.. : 
31600" as amend.ed, in this proce~d1ng (41 C.R.C. 671). This tar1tf 
names ~inimu: rates, rules ~d regulations for the tr~~sportationor 
genvral cOm::lodi ties between points i..'"l. this state:1 ~ut d~s, not gO"lern 
tran~portat1on locally ";1 i thi:l or ~GtW€C:l the e1-:.1es o£ Sa."l Diego, '. .­
Coronado, Chula Vista and National City. DeciSion No. 30021, '1ss~cd . 
August 9, 1937 in Cases Nos. 4135, 4139 and 4088, ?art .l1r, ':ltrovides 
:n1n1mu:n rates for the '·lClttCT tra."'l.Sportat1on. ' 
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Public hearing was r~d before Exa:i~er Bryant at San 

Diego on V~y 20 7 1941. 

The execnt1ve secretary or the Association, and three 
. ..' ... . , . . 

highway carrier witnesses, testified in suppor't ot the petition ... 

From this testimony it ap~earsthat some dissatisfaction has re-
. . 

sultedin the Sa~ Diego area!ro~ the tact that transportation 

between San Diego and North' Island is governed by H!gb..oo:ayCarr1ers f 

Tar1ri"~0. 2, while that between San Diego ane. Coronado is governed 

by the San Diego drayage order.. The witnesses pointed' out that' 
. , 

each set of rates is subject to different ~es, regulations and 

m~~muc charges, ~~d declaredtr~tthese.ditferences have caused· 

con.~sion and complaints on the part, of carriers and" shippers. 

They said that local transportation to and !roo North Island was 
, ' " ,',-' ' 

more nearly co~parable to c1tydrayage than to l1ne-r~ul ,t~ck1ng, 

and1ll"g~d that for this reason it' should be governed 'by the dr3oy­

. age order.. They testif1ed that the rates should. b~ sO::lewhat .. 
- . ,.,' . . . 

. higher than those applying between San Diego and Coronado, in ord~r 
. " , 

to compensate for higher costs occasioned principally by delays 

involved in complying with restrictions i::lposed by ~1li,:ary author­

ities or. civilians enterL~ North !sla.~d. 

A schedule of proposed rates was set forth in the petition 

but no substantial eVidence 'VIas offered in support of this part1cu- , 

lar'schedule" and the Witnesses admittGdsome douot as to whether 

it should be presc:"i'bed without :lod:t'tica':ion. They indicated that 

they i'1o\!ld be satisfi~d ·/.'itb. an.Y aPl'ropriate revision ormod1!ica-:-. 

t10n of the proposed rates which would acco~p11shthe p:"inc1pal ~ 
" . 

object of their proposal, that is, un1fo:"t:litybetweenNorthIsland 

and the San D1egodrayage area. 

No one spec1f1callyo~pos€d granting of the petition? 

but the San Die go Cha::bc:- o't CO:m:lcrcc a.."ld the San Diego anc1" Arizona. 

East~rnRailway.Coopany appca:"cd and participated. in the cross 

examination of witn0sscs. Thctra!fic canager of the C~~bcr ot 

Cocm~rce stated that the Cbzcbc: ~~d no objection to the proposal, 
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nexcept that itVlould l~e to have the Commission consider the in-

consistencies.and dif!'erentials in the proposed ra-tes." !his wit­

ness "introdue~d an analytical rate comparison for· the '. purpos~ of 

"exposing for the Co~iss1on so:e of the ~consistenc1es and·di!'­

ferentials." The railroad questioned the jurisdiction of the 

Commission ov~r the transportation of property to and from No~th 
, . . , . " ' 

Island~ .and the ·operative rights of highway cOmQOr.. carriers serving 

that· area.' It offered· no ar.alysis or argtu:ent in" cOnnection w~th 

t..1.ese quest1ons~ however, a.."ld expla1ncethat it neither opposed nor 

co~curred L"l the granting of .the p~tit1on here involved. 

The record is pc:rsllas·1ve tllat. reasonable ur..i1"ormity'be­

tween rates, rules and rcga.latio:lS applicable W1th1n~d 'between 

the cities of San Diego ... C.oronado, Chula Vista and National City, 

and those applicablE: for· transportation 'b~tween those' cities and.' 
. . 

North Island, would 'be dcs1raol(;; and that North Island ::.1ght with 

advantage 'be cons1dGrGda part of the Sa.~ Diego drayage area for 
co, , 

'the purpose of rate making. Eowevcr, the rates propos~d by 
, . 

pGtitioner w:ould res'Ult in reductions under ·those now, proVid¢d:1:l 

Eighway C·a.:rricrs' Tariff No. 2 as great as 40 percent (in co:nne.c~' 
, . 

ion V(1 th .' sma.ll shipments), and 1:1 inc:-ctlscS of nearly 300 p~i. c:erit·.: ' 
II , .~ 

(in 'connection 71i th' larg"" ::h1pme:lts)~, Moreover, as, po1nted OU'tc 
1 

by the witn~ss for S~"l Di~go Cha:bcr of Coomcroc 3 the' proposed 
, . 

" 

rates would. produCE;vriclely ~a.rying dif!"crcntials over" tne.pr(.scnt 

drayag€ rat~s from and to Coronado and the propriety thcreot~s 

not 'been shown •. 

Clearly, rat~ revisions of a radical natur& "such as ncrc 

proposed should not b~ oadc excopt upon the oasis of substantial 

eVidence, whieh~ in this case, is cO:lplctoly lacking. ~herc!"o:ro J 

even though greater t4nifor!:lity between the North !s~and"rates· 
" , 

and those governedoy the San Diego drayage order :ight be desir-

able; the evidence developed by petitioner is 1nade~uate to enable 

the Commission to, accomplish the desireduni!ormity at thizt~e. 
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Und.~' these circm:stances it is concluded tba t the pet-
'.. .. ,~ . . I 

1 t10n here 'I.ICd-e:' eOnS'iderat!on should' 'be denied,' b\!t without " 
•• ' ., , t , 

prejudice to further consideration if and whenpet£t1~ner iD.1"Or:lS 

the Commission. t'hat it is prepared to suggest a :no~e, appropr1a:te 

basis of rates, anc to otter substantial testi~ony i~ support 

thereof. 

Therefor~," good cause appearing,? 

IT IS' hJ:.'RE:SY, ORDERED' that the petition tiled by the' 

Truck and Vlal"eb.ouse A.ssoc1ation. o!Sa..."lDiego and Imperial :Count1es 

on March 10, 1941, in Cases, :;OS. 4135~ 4139 and 4088 (Part n1{") 

be and it is hereby denied without,prejudice. 

~he et!ective date orth1~ order shall be twenty.(20) 

days trom the date hereof. 

Dated at S~ Francisco, Cal~!orn1a, t~~s~~~~ __ __ 

.: • "'f, 


