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36752 Decision No. ____ _ 

mv'O?E 'THE ?.A!"'J2,OP.D. CO~~!!$$!Cl~; OF THE S~;"'I'E OF, CALI7O?.NIA.' 

'In the, ~(atte:r' of'theEstablishment of ) 
rates, ~~S, classificat1onsandregu- ) 
lat1ons'forthe>transportatlon of prop- ) 
erty,·exclusive of property transportee. ) Case No .. 4084' 
in dwnp:trucks"for compensation or hire, ) 
over the public high"nays of" the' City and ' ) 
CountY, of "San Francisco.. ) 
BY, THE COMMISSIO~r:.' 

, AdCl1 t 1 on~ 1 'Apnenrance 

Frank E. Sloss, for Chester Bowle$~ Price ' 
Administrator, and tor th~ Office of Price Administrat1on: 

" 

, !>rayment,s Assoe1a.tionof San Franc1'sco, propo,ses that tlini-

mum. ra'ces heretofore prescribed 1n thiS' proceed1ng'be rev1sedby , 

e-stablishing additional'charges for the accessorial 'service o!tm-
" '. 

loading fre1ghtrro~ra11road box ,cars .. The proposal 'involves sub-
" ';, , 1 , 

stantlal increases which hE'.ve' r..ot 'been justif1e-d.' They Will be 
denied •.. ., 'J\ 

. . .' 

Petitioner'points ·out ·that, 'Under· the existing mi.."limum 

rates, el"'..arges 'for·service vtb.~ch 'inc~udes.the unloading ofro.ilroad 

boxcars a;e the same as tho'se for service which'doe$ not ·i:n.elude 

sueh unloading ,but which, isotherw1se similar ... It, eO:ltends that 
.' " "', . '.' ' 

theeost.o!.the:f'ormer,serv1ee exceeds the cost of the. latter .and 

tr;'t, the estab11shedminimum rates sho~d, be l"evised'bYinCreasing 

the rates·fort!:e more costly serViee'by amO'Ul'lts re!leetlng'.the ... 

addit10nal expense. In'support of t~ese contentions, it relies. 
chiefly, if 'n~t entirely , upon. $t'Udies vlh1ch purport" to :::.how that 
l. . . 

. , Tbe'm1r.1mum. drayage:rates noW'1n'ef'l"cct e.re't~!ose prescr1bed 'by 
. Dec1s1on~To. 28632 ,(39 C .. R.c.,636), ·es amended.~ They include pick-
up and delivery ;service W1th1n20,!eet':trot:. th~ dro.yma:n's:eqUip'O<::~:o:: .. 
Additional charges ,arc proVided when, ir. oro.'Or to·effect p1ekupor 
delivery?'serv1cc not conforming ,with this11mit2tion is per!oroed .. 
On 1ntrazone ',tra!'fie, ':'tbe ,Association f s proposed. addi tion~ charges 
for car tmload'i:lg would,amount·to an 1ncreast)of'approx~tely 20'; 
on ,4tb.'cless freight-and to-,SQ'Clcwhat greD.t~rpercentage increases. 
on '1st,: 2nd and31"d class i'rcignt. Or.. interzone tre.:f."1"1e,,'. t~e 'per-
centage increases while "Dot, so great wo'\:.ld, nevertheless, 'be su'b-
stent~l. 
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the differences in th(> costs or the two 'types of pickup service 

, involvcd ~verage' no't lCsz tben 3.18., 'Z.51" 2.27' e.nd 1.36 cents 
PCI' lOO,po'.t.."'lds on prop0:rty' classified as 1st; 2nd; 3;ti'~nd4th" , 

. , . '" . 

c1ess "respecti"vcly. 'Th~sc st'Udics rcneet'only,d1!:f'erencosin 

: ...•.. 

gregatecostsmay exist !s not disclosed •• , Petitioner' subm1tte<! ' 

nei thor' 'costs,' revenues' nor other eV!dence concernin~,' the '. drayage 
. ,,' I ' . . 

services involved: in 'their entirety. , !,!oroovcr-,"no"1n!o~tion'of' 
. .' " ,". 

ov1dentiaryvalue,wasofforcdw1thrcspoet to the fi~nei:ll con-
, 2, ' 

d1 tion 'of th0·' draymon. 

It ~~s not been shown th~t the existing ratcsareun-, 

reasonably low for thcdrayegc operations hore'in issue or that 
the 'draymcn rcqu1rethe '1ncreesod 'revenues which'would,be derived 

" ". "," ' , 3 
from the proposed,r..1gherrates. At lr.ost"pet1tioner's showing 

c~sts S,O'Cle doubt upon tbepropriety,of maintaining, the ,existing 

rate parity foroperat10ns 'involVing the indicated:dif'f'erencesin 
, . . ',' 

costs for Pickup' service~' Whether· cost differences' such as" those 

which assertedly'prev~il in the two types of'pickup service should . 
I 1,. ' 

2 Owe of petitioner's witnesses claim~d ' that his drayage fim ~..ad, 
'l;\eenlos:tng money since August., 1942., 'but did not .,subm1tdata in 
support, of .. this clai~; the, ot~~rs ,made' no' l'ep-resentations, Wi tb 
respect to the j~iner.c1al. condition of their organizations., 
3A ~~~posal Similar to that here :lae.ewas denied/without :prejUd1e~ 
t~ the conclus1onswhich might be 'reached on a more· comprehensive 
record in·Decision ~To .. 35871 of Ccto'ber20,.1942. In that decis-
ion we p01nt~d -out -' as' we ho.ve done h~re, that the" record' tailed 
to.show tho.t·the esta":;)lizhcd ra.tes for the operations ,involved. 
areunrco.sonably . low • !.'\oreover, in Decision No. 36413 o!J''1.me" 1-, 
1943, w~,d~nicd,th€draymen'sp~tition for agen€ral'inc:ease,o! 
10% because th€ir need,for that increase hadnot'b¢~n established 
by,th~ r~cord made. In that decision wc·commontcd upon tee mcag€~ 
showing with respect to the netrcsults'of o?0r~tions~nd the 
Cl.U0st1C1!'\e~le evidcnt1:lry value of tl".at ShOVli:lg .. 
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be given effect by raising the rat~s for operations including car 

'Unloading;' as proposed' "oy 'the' . Assoeiation" "01' by reducing'the 
:.' ,,'. 

rates for otb.er operations" or by mak1~,g an adjustment involving . 
,.' 

an increase ,.in· the' fo:'mer rat(:ls' a.nd :2'. red'Uctionin· the ,latter" 
.," ., 

cawot be' determined'· from 'the' facts of record~. ' 

o r: J) F.R --- ,... .... - --
P"1l'b11c 'he~.riI".g . having 'been hac in the above ent1 tled 

proceeding cefore Examiner Mulgrew and the Com~1$s1on~~v1ng'care-

fully considered the evidence of record" 
I'! IS, EEREBY ORDERED t~..a t '., the pet:1. t10n of the: Draymcn' s 

Associa.tion of.San FranCiSCO, filed September lO,. 194 3, and re-
,. 

ferred to in the opinion which precedesth1s'order, ,beand1t is 

hereby den.1ed.· " ~ .• ' . 
Dated at San FranCiSCO" California, this __ '~/jr~_~ ___ "_' __ 

de.y of DecE'tIlcer,. 1943." , . 


