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BEFORE Tn;; ?J'l.ILROAD CO~ISSIOK OF T?'.E STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

In the Matter of the Application ) 
.I' COh'~T COTn..,:,mI"=''= "'r~~,:,,::ouS'C'S ) o. ....,::) 1.1.1.. J. _.... '.fA......... .aJ ~ a 

corporation, for an Increase in ) 
Rates. ) 

In the Matter of the Application ) 
of SANT~ !&RIA VALLEY Wl..?.EHOD'SE ) 
COMPA~~, a corporation, for an ) 
Increase 1n Rates. ) 

BY TEE COMMISSION: 

Application No. 25783 

Application No. 25800 

A'I?pearance 

RegL~ald t. Vaughan, ror applicants. 

o ? I N ION ...... -~---

Applicants operate public utility ~urehouzes in San Luis 
1 

Obispo and Santa Barbar~ counties. They seek authority to increase 

their rat~s for the storage of bean~, grain and ~stard seed~ and 

for acce~sor1al services perfor:od in cor.nection with this storage; 

a."ld to cancel their =tor:..ge and a.ccossorial se:rvice rates for other 

co~odities. They also seek a~thority to estab11sh the proposed 

changes in an agency tariff w~ch would supersede their ~resent tar-

1r:rs. 
The applications were publicly heard on a consolidated 

record. 'by EXD..uncr 1iulg:-ew o.t Santa. Maria. 

The p~esent and proposed storage rates on bc~s, grain 

and mustard seed, stated in cents per ton'l are listed in the follow­

ing tabulation: 

1 
Both applieant~ oper~te warehouses at Santa ~~r1a. Coast Counties 

Wa.rehouses elso operates warehouses at Arroyo Grande, Harr1$, Los 
Alamos, ~ipomo, Orcutt, S~~ Luis Cb1s~o and Sisquoc, all of which arc 
within ~ 35-!:lile :-adius of Santa liaria. 
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STORLCE PERIOD 

First Se8son* 
30 days or less 
Over 30 but ~ot over 60 days 
Over 50 da.ys 

SECOND A.ND ~CH 
SVBSEQ,[JENT S~SO!~ 

1 Month 
2 Months 
3 Months 
4 Months 
Over 4 Months 

?:tESENT B:" TBS PROPOSED ?Ji.TES 

75 
l,JO 
125 

100 
125 
150 

75 
100 
:1.25 
150 
150 

*For all three commodities Coast Co~tle~ Wareho~sest 
seasons 0!ld May 31st of each year; Sa ,'lta Mar,ia Ve.11cy Ware­
house Co~pany's seasons ond July 31st o~ be~ns and May 31st 
O!l grain and !l1ustard seed. ~h0 latta:: sE::asonal rate n.rrange­
ment: are proposed to be adopted by C~ast Counties Warehouses. 
Rates for storage for loss thar. a S0a~on are maintained by 
Coast Counties Viar~houses on a caler.d.lr :::lonth basis. Th~y 
are proposed to be changed to the 30-day period basis now 
in effect in Santa ~\!:aria Valley Warchlluse CO!lp~nyt s tariff. 

~ CO:lst Counties Warehouses. 
# Santa ~ria Valley 7!arehouse Company. 

or tho several increases proposerl for accessorial ser-

vices, th~ ~ost important app~ars to be t~tt relatL~g to delivery 

froJ:::l sto::-uge. For this service, no cho.re€ is pro~ridccl by the present 

tariff of Coast Counties 7iarchcuses exc~pt in connection with the 

louding of grain and !:lustard seed into c:':'.r;~. These rates ure 15 

and 25 cents pcr ton, rospectivo:y. Sant~ ~~ria Valley War~house 

Compa.ny, on the other hund, now m.:tin:t:lins ;~ ra tc! of 25 cents PCI' 

ton on ull t~~cc commodities for either lO:lding cars or delivering 

to other v~hicles. 1.pplico.nts propose to .~ctablish ~ uniform :'llte 

of 50 cents ~cr ton for those comcodities ~~d to ~~ply this r~tc to 

both types of delivery s~rvice. 
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V~rious increases are proposed in connection with ot~~r 

uccessor1ul services. Those L~volving sampling, stenciling and re­

weighing will be used to illustrate the character of t."lese proposc>T-:-, 

For sampling, the present tariff or Coast Counties Warehouses pro-

vides no charge other than 10 cents per ~ag when it provides the 

bags. For the same service, Santa Mnria Valley Warehouse Company 

makes no ~h~rge for drawing one sample f~orn each lot and a charge of 

25 cents e~ch for ad~itional samples. Applicar.ts propose to furnish 

one sac!'lc withot!t chareo ond to IIUl.kc 'thE: charge for additionnl 

samples 35 cents each. L~ regard to ste~cl11ng, the charE~~ ~~ both 

applicants or" noVi ~llsec1 on rtl. ':es or :1.0 cents pC!' ~or: t:or .... !A.~ ~:-::'rst 

line plu$ 5 cents per ton for each ~dditiona1 lino. l~ey prop~se co 

increase the lO .. cent rate for the first line to 15 cents. The present 
rate: of Coast Countic.::: 'l.l,'arehouses for reweighing is l; ccntz ~,cr ton~ 

th0 r~tos o£ Sant~ N~ria V~llcy W~rchousc Company are 1, cents in 
I 

connection with handling from pile to car or truck, 50 cents p~r ton 

when rep11ed in warehouse, 2; cents per ton when dumped in warehouse 

(space permitting), and 60 cents per ton whe:n dumped in warehouse 

~d subsequently rep11ed. The latter ~ethod of providing rates is 

proposed to bo adopted by Coast COUllt1cs Warehousos and applicants 

seek authority to establish rates of 25, 75, 50 and 100 cents per ton, 

respectively. 

The proposed accessorial rat~s, aside from those for de­

livering irom storage, cover servicos not necessarily required in 

connection with storage and are app11cable only when the storer 

specifically requests that the service be performed. 

Applicants allege that their existing storage and acces­

sorial service rates fail to produce sufficient revenues to meet the 

operating expenses necessarily incurred in rendering their public 
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utility warehouse servicos and that the ,ropos~d increases ~rc nec€s­

sary to cn~blc them to continue ~hcir warehouse operations. In 

suppor'~ of these allcgationz, they su'bc.1ttcd studies made by Ct ~:)n­

sultin~ engineer and design~d to show the financial results from 

app11cunts' public utility oper~tions for ~~c fisc~l year ended 

June 30, 1943. 
The operating res~lts of Coast Counties Warehouses, as 

taken from the engineer's ~xhioit, follow: 

Revenues • • • • • • • • 
Operating Expenses: 

• • • • • ••• S11,108.82 

La'bor 
Repairs ~d maintenance 
Telephone and utilities 
Light and power 
M1scel1~~eous direct 
Painting and upkeep 
Overhead 

$8,246.00 
318.30 
133.11 
675.7'l 

expenses 1~3.40 
3 0.00 

6,8 6.99 
1,360.00 

261.00 18.404.63 
$ 7,295.81 

Depreciation 
Personal property tax 

Net Loss • • • • • • • • • • • 

The revenue and l~bor expense figures were taken directly 

from applicant'S 'books and do not involve any of its nonut1lity 

operations. These operatiOns involve certo.in activities which arc 

not incidcntul to the utility storo.ge including tho scll1..'1.g of feed, 

hardware and other goods. Utility labor costs, which include pay 

roll taxes, ~re based on time card records maintained for each 

operation. Repairs and cai~tenAnce, telephone and utilities, light 

and power, ~d oisccllo.ncous direct expenses arc not segregated be­

~'een utility and nonutility operatiOns in app11c~~tfs records. They 

~re developed on the basis of the percentage of utility labor costs 

to tot~l labor costs. In regard to p~1nt1ng and upkcop, the 

engineer t~stified that applicant's warehouses had been painted in 
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1942 at a cost of $6,569; that he had allocated approximately 60 

per cent of this expense ($3,900) to utility operations; and that 

he had asoumed that this expense would be incurred once in every 10 

:rears. 

The engineer's treat~ent ot overhead expenses is por­

trayed by the following tabulation: 

Overhead Percentage 
Expenses of Aggre-
Allocated gate Ex-

Aggregate to Utility penses Used 
Overhead Sto!"age 1n Making 
E!l2enses °Eerations Allocations 

Executive salaries 
A~nistratlve oftice 

$2,707.09 $ 839.20 31 

salaries 5,082.26 2,725.00 * Disinfectant 637.21 573.49 90 
Insurance 2,469.88 1,481.93 60 
Auto repairs and naintenance 415.59 103.90 25 
Gasoline and oil 773.55 193.39 25 
Telegraph and telepho~e 630.18 157. 55' 25 
Office supplies 717.4.0 237.89 33.3 
Travel and entertainnent 1,166.75 388.52 33.3 
Business taxes and licenses 433.63 11.;.4·40 33.3 
Legal 37.70 
Interest 1,132.18 --Miscellaneous 125.19 

$16,;28.61 
41.69 

~6,886.99 
33.3 

*The basis of this allocation will be explained in the 
following paragraph. 

As in the case 01' other e~enses, the engineer allocated 

salaries paid executives to utility operations on the percentage of 

utility labor expenses to total labor expe~ses. Administrative 

oftice salaries are charged against these operations on the basis 
2 

ot the time this person~el devotes to utility matters. Disinfec-

tant expense, the engineer explained, is predominantly a utility 

operation cost. Insurance is allocated on the basis ot his 

esti~ato of the value of the property involved. The allocations 

2 
One of these e~ployeesl paid $2,400, devotes 80 per cent of his 

tfme to the utility storage phase ot applicant's business; the 
other, paid $2,100, one-third of his time. The administrative 
office salary figures, like the labor expense figures, include pay 
roll taxes. 
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of the :emaini~g items of overhee~ e~enses are said to reflect the 

eng1~eerts informed judgment. 

The engineer testified that he arrived at his dep:eciation 

figure, $1,360, in the following manner •. Because there 'were no 

origi~al property cost or depreciation records available, he first 

zet up a property val~ation on ~~ estimated original eost basis. 

Applicant's warehouses, toeether with other tormer railroad prop­

erties, he said, were purchased from Pacific Coast Railway for a 

"lump sum." The books of the railway I he also said, were retained 

by it and were not available. Ee used, in the absence ot actual 

costs, estimated costs based on his previous study of 25 similar 
. 3 

warehouses situated in the Sacr~~ento Valley_ As a measure ot 

the esti~ted cost or applic~t's warehouses, the witness used the 

maxim~ storage space required to accormnodate its patrons during 

the period from 1937 to 1943, inclusive, rather than the actual 

storage capacity.' Be expla~ee that he considered the warehouses, 

which had 'bee:l 'b".lilt for railroad pu.rpo3es, somewhat over-built tor 

their present usages.4 Thus, based on his experience in previous 

warehouse investigations and on his investigation and study of the 

properties involved in the applications he:e being consideredJ the 

engineer made the following esti:a.ates • .... "ith res!Ject to depreciation: 

3 
F.1s Sacr~ento Valley study was submitted in Application No. 

23608 and Case No. 4544 and wa.s there used by various warehousemen 
to support their request for increased rates for the storage ot 
gra1~ and rice.· DeciSion No. 35333 (unreported) authorized appli­
cants to increase their rates tor this storage. 

The storage capacity of the seven warehouses involved is 20,600 
tons, the capacity used by the engineer is 11,338 tons. The es~ 
ti~ted cost is calculated on the basis ot $2.20 pe~ ton of capacity. 

, 
-0-



Appls. 25783._25800 
-ms- .• 

ReI:laining 
·Life Description of Orig1.nal *Dcprec1-

Pl-operty Cos·t. ated Cost (In years) J..nnu1ty 

Warehouse buildings . $25,.000 $13,750 25 $ 550 
Warehouse equipment 7,500 3,,000 10 300 
Office and I:liscol-

600 10 60 laneous e~uipment 1,200 
Automobile 17 800 ~oo 2 d $18,,250 1,,3 

*Thesc costs ~rc based upon the engineer's estimates of 
the present condition or the buildings and equipment. 
He first expressed these estimates in terms of percen­
tages of original cost. Those percentages are 55 per 
cent for the buildings" 40 p~r cent for the warehouse 
c~u1pment nnd ,0 per cent for the other equipment and 
the automobile. 

Tho personal property t~x of $261 us~d by ~~e engineer 

is figured on an esti~tcd depreciated v~,lu~ of $21,750. This 

includes $3,,500 for the land and the $18,,250 shown in the foregoing 

tabulation ior the buildings and equipment. It is calculated on 

a ·50 per cent assessment ratio and at a rate of 03 per $100 with 

80 per cent allocated to public utility operations. 

This concludes the discuss10n of the operating experience 

of Coast Counties Warehouses as disclosed by the engineer's studies. 

We will now turn to a discussion of si~lar ovidence with respect 

to the experience of SantD. Maria Valley :7arehouso Company.. The 

1942-1943 fiscal ye~:~'s utility operating results for that company, 

as taken from the engine er' s ~xhi bi t, are re produced b·;) low: 

Revenues • • • • • • • • • • • • 
O~crat1ng Expenses: 

L~bor $4,,235.29 
Overhead 3,,03b.92 
Dcpreci~tion 800.89 
Taxes 24~.~ 

Not Loss. • • • • • • • • . . ~ 
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• 
Operatins revenues ... rere taken directly froI:l. the company's 

books.. L1ke Coast Counties Vlo.rchouscs" S ... nta li!Clria Valley 'warc~ 

house Co~pany performs certain nonuti1ity servic~s and engages in 

~h h di i b ~ I· . • , it 1 b '" e mere an s ng US ... ncss. '" c.oes no '" ~-::cep s a or expenses 
'" 

segreGated according to the operations in which they are incurre~ 

but has I:l.ade ~any tests to ascortain the nucber of man-hours re­

quired to perform various services and to deter=inc l~bor costs. 

Warehouse labor costs" this applicant's records disclose" average 

$ .. 9068 .por man-hour. Calculated on the basis or the tests ;llone" 

the labor cos.ts' attributo.ble to public utility operations vlould 

amount to $3,,396.32. This sum is 36.3 per cent ot the $9" 356...24 . 

,·rhich \'/ou1d r~present applicant ts total labor costs on tho basis of 

similar c~lcul~t1ons. Its actual total labor cost for the year, 

howeve r'" amounted to 011" 667.46. The tests" th~.engL~ecr expla1ned" 

were run under condi t10ns he ter::ed as '·1dcal" and" ZLccord1,ngly, 

fall short of the actual pay rollover any given period •. , A dif­

terence such as that between $11" 667 .46 a..~d 09) 356..24, he said" 1s 

not an unusual experience where tests h.av~ b~cn contrasted with 

actual results. The engineer teztified that he had taken 36.3 

per cent o.s the proportion of agsrego.te: labor c:~pc.nses attributable 

to utility operations and applied it to the sue of $11"667_46,, 

applicant's total l~bor cost" to arriv~ at his tigure of $4,,235.29 

tor utility labor costs. As so calcula~od, he pOinted out, S~ta 

Maria Vall~y Warehouse Cocpany's labor expense amounts to $1.12 

per ton tor tho 3,781., tons it ~~dled. This 1s 5 cents per ton 

lass than the $lt17 per ton cost developed for Coast Counties 

Warehouses from the costs taken dir~ctly trom its books and involv­

ing the ha..~dl1ng of 7".063 tons. 



• 
Santo. lIario. Ville:c '::arehouse Companyls aggregate overhead 

expense is made up Of the rollwin~ entries in the enginee'rt s study: 

Advertising 
~uto:lobile 
Bad debts 
Dono.tions 

$6~~:~~ Office pay roll $6~800.93 

32 .. 65 
33~·00 

304.2, 
100.00 
110·33 

, Postage 
Insurance 

31 .35 
900'.22 
936.47 
209.60 Dues and subscriptions 

Legal and professional 
Light and heat 
Stationery ~~d of rice 

Telephone and telecraph 
Depreciation* 
Credit ;:(33 .. 50) 

,,----
supplies 1,,186.28 ~111473~10 

ftThis includes only the depreciat1'ori. on miscellaneous . 
equipment and 50 per cent of t~c ~agon scale. depreci­
ation. Other property and equip=ent are separately 

. treated. 
~Red. 

To allocate the proper share of this eA~ense to the public 

utility operation" the engineer used as ~ basis the pay roll of the 

companyts various departments aggregating $22,,802.19. The office 

pay roll of $6,80o.93~ as sho\vn in the foregoing tabulationl is 

treated as overhead leaving $16;001.26 for the ut!lity and nonutility 

operating departments." or this latter sum $4" 235 ~29 out or the 

total labor expense of $11,,667~46 (not including store departmerit 

pay roll of more than $4, 000) was allocated, as hereinbefore indi­

cated, to utility labor expense. The engineer used tl1is labor 

expense ration} 26.47 per cent, 1n allocating overhead eA~nses and , 
thus arrived at his estimate of S3J036.92 tor utility operations. 

The figures used by the engineer 1n deter~g the amount 

of depreCiation to assign to public utility service arcsho~r.n in the 

follo,",ing tabulation: 

5 
In making his cal~ulat1ons the engineer divided utility labor 

costs between "receiving and ,1ling for storage'" and "load1ng out 
a.~d delivery from storace 0" The d1spos1 tion of fractions by this 
~ethod and their disposition on the total figures result in un1c­
portant discrepancies 1n the amounts involved.' 



Descr1ption 
of 

Property 

Depreciated Aggregate 
Or1g1nal Cost Annual 
--",C~O~$_t __ __ 6 .... 1_3_0"-/4 .... 3 ___ Depreci3 tior}. 

''''Deprec1a t10n 
Allocated to 

Utility 
Qpcrat,ons 

Warehollse bldg.' $41,,797 .• 81 
Pontiac coach 1~03~42 
Wagon scales 1~32,~1~ 
Gr~1n pilQr 02l~84 

$24 .. 950 .. 87 
365.99 
102.01 
l05.·88 

$83,.96 $607.49 
2,8.36 ' l29~18 

"b6.25 33.13 
31.09 3*,§9 , $800. 9 

*Thcse allocations were made on the basis of 72.67 per cent of 
the aggregate deprociation in the case of tho bUilding, 50 per 
cent for the automobile and wagon scales and 100 per cent for 
the: grain piler .• 

The depreciation poreentasc assigned to the bu11dL~g is 

the same as the percentage or rloor space 'area devoted to public 
ut~l~ty operations; tne ~utomob11c and the wagon seales are used ~ 

connection v7ith both utility and nonuUlity sorvicos; and ,the grain 

pilcr is used exclusively in handling public utility storage. 

The s~~re of th~ taxes assigned to the public utility 

operations was detercined on tho pereentage or pay roll, as in the 

case or general overhoad. Of th¢ total amount of these taxes 

($927.76), 26.47 por cent or $245.58 is thus allocated to th~ utility 

s~rv1ce. 

Turning now from past operations to future operations,appli­

cants' witness testified that the additional revenues which would be 

produced by the proposed 1ncrca~cs would not bo sufficiont to'9£tsct 

tho lOSSCSI Ris exhibits co,ntain revenue est1mates -which. are por-

traycQ. b~low; 
Co~st Santa ~r1a 

Counties Valla7 
Warehouses wareft2:1: 

Tonnage (1942-3 fiscal year) 1063 " 37 1. 
"'Averago rate (per ton) $ '1.5'7 $ 1. 2 
Actual revenue 11,108.02 6,108.07 
"'Average prop.osed rate (per ton) 2.38 - 2.12 
Estimated increase (per ton) .81 .,0 
Estimated additional revenue 5,721.03 1,890.75 
Net Loss for 1942-1943 

As 1ndicated by the ang1noe~!s figures 7129~.8l 2,2l0~61 
On tho basis or proposed increased ratos 1,574.78 s19.86 
.Var1~t1ons in averase rates result from the differences in 
applicants' accossorial service rates and from the c1rcumstance 
that both present and proposed rate schedules provide for charges 
based up~n the longth or t1cc th~ proporty re~ins in storago. 
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The proposed rates and the estimated rate and revenue 

increases were determined by the ~~t~ess 'on the follovr.lng baces. 

Under c.prlicants': proposals, the rate to:., .. season storage wou:.d be . ~ 

$1~50 p0r ton and deliveries to ears or trucks $~50 per ton. lts 

't:itnesscz testi;C1ed that storage of the cocmodities involve" was 

predotl1n'antly seasonal in character and th~ est1tlates were %:lade 

accordingly. Wi th respect to Coast COWlt1es Wareb.ouses~ t~~e 

esticates assume that at least the first season storage and the 

delivery charges \'Till be assessed (lesser charges would accrue for 

storage of not aore than 60 days' duration); that charges tor these 

scrvic~s will bebased on the sought rates aQount1ng to $2 per ton; 

and that the balance of this applicantts future rcv~nues is fairly 

represented by, the sum produced by a rate of $.38 per ton. This 

latter rate was calculated by first deducting the present season 

rate, $1.25 per ton, frotl the average rate of $1.57 per ton under 
, .. 

the existing rate structure and increasing the remainder, $~32 per 

ton, 20 per cent to represent th~ proposed increase in the second 

seas,~n storage rate ~~om $1.,25 to $1.,0 per ton~. For santa Maria 

Valley War_ch~use Company" the estitlated rate increase., $.,0 per 

tonI. reflects the uniform increase of $.25 per ton proposed in that 

applicZl.ntl.s storage rates plus the $.25 per ton increase· sought in 

its delivery rates. 

A detailed showing was not ma~e with respect to the added 

revenues · .... h.1ch tho proposed increases in acccszorial charges would . . . 
produce. However, a ~arch~use rate and tariff expert rot~1ned by 

'. 

a~.plicants testified that :t:roIll his study or this phaso or these 

matters ne concluded that the agg~egate annual car~nes of both 

wa~ohousos ~rom th~se accessorial service oporatior.s amo~~~cd to 

le~s than $~3500; that on the average tho sought increases would not 
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oxceed 25 per cent; ~~d that, therefore/ less thMn $400 per year 

in aggrceate addcti. rcv..::nucs \'lould '00 prod.uced by the proposed hi:;hcr 

rc..tcs. 

Witnesses ror applicants also tost1fi0~ that Coast 

Counties Warehouses' storage for the p~st fiscal year was below 

average; that" on the other hand" Santa Mari~ V~lley Warohouse 

Company's storage voluc.c was somc~'lhat better than averaGc; and 

that all indications were that" for the 1m.oediate !'uture at least, 

applicants would not expericnco any grc~tcr storage voluce than 

that enjoyod in an average year.· ·In this connection" it was 

snovm that the average storage ot Coast counties Warehouses for tee 

past six years amounted to 8/000 tons. The last fiscal year's 

storage ~as 937 tons below this average. Tho esti~ted rate of 

$2.38 per ton under the proposed b~sis applied to 8,000 tons pro­

duces revenue of $19,040. The cost figures of the uarchousc shOW 

that labor expense during 'the past yonI' amounted to $1.17 POl' ton. 

They inclucle.1 howover" compensation ror tho services of ::lon paid on 

a monthly basis and" to :m.kc ~lowanco for this". it ;nl,S cstitlatcd 

that $l pCI' ton ratb.c:r thlln $l.l7 would be I'cpl'cscntati\·c of in-

creased labor expenses for the r~ndl1n; of the additional to~gc~' 

By adding $937 in increased costs to applicant's total expense of 

$18, 404.63 ror 1942-3, an est!:lated cost rigure of $19 .. 341.63 ror un 

average yoar is developed on this basis. A net loss of $301.63 is 

thus rc~chad by the ·ongineer. No estimatos were submittod ~1th 

rospect to operations of Sant~ Maria Valley Warehouse comp~y under , 

the lesser tonnage it "lIaS said to handle in an average year. 

Tho engineer also cadc ccrtain studios with respect to 

wh.:lt he dcscribcd·~s·um1nimUI:l" or "approximatc" rate ba.ses for 

a.ppl1cants~ He c~la1ned th~t, in his opin1on" studies"as detailed 
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as he :night otherwise ho.ve ms.dc arr..: not l'lcrc nccess3.:ry bccaU5e 11~.: 

other st~dics indic~ted that the increased rates ~p~licd to ~ppli­

c(;"nt's cporations Vlould still result 1."1. deficits and no rew.rn wov:'.'.! 

be made on any ratQ base. iccording to his estimates, the "m1nimt .. r.S\ 

or uapproximo.to" r~tc b~ses ::.1-0 $30,250 for COE'.st Counties W~rehol.:.~"': 

c.nd $25,522.45 for Santa Maria Vfllley 1!~z.rGhouso. In orC:er tC' offset 

tho prosent doficits and provide 6 pOl' cent raturns on these rate 

b~SCS, he claimed it would be nccczs~ry to incra~sc the ratoz of 

applicants $1.29 and $.99 per ton, respectively, 1nstec.d of the 

indic~ted incrcases of ~.8l and $.50 under their propos~ls. 

In regard to tho proposed canc~llation of rates for CO~Q­

ditios ot:1cr than beans, grllin and mustard seed, a. "Nitnoss for appli .. 

cants testified that only these three commodities h&d been offered 

for storage during the past yc~r. The witness also said tM.t th.era 

appeared to be no p:·~<.,)spcctiv~ sto:oa{;c ci' thQ other cOIlmlClditj.cs. 

C~ncellation of the obsolete r~tes ~d th~ tariffs in which they 

are naced in favor of ~ single tariff providing rates only for 

present operations, he pointed out; is desir3010 from ~ tariff pub­

lishing ~~d filing standpoint. 

Wi~nossez for applicants tostif~ed that a substantial 

number of their patrons had been interviewed with respect to the 

proposed increases ~nd that none of those interviewed had objected to 

the proposals. The granting of the applications 't'lSS not oppcsed. 

The district manager of a seed company testified that if appl~.co.n ts I 

war0house service ~erc discontinued it would impose a s~vero hardship 

on the producers or beans, grain nnd mustqrd seed. 

The Off:c~ of Price ~~ini:tration ~as not1f~ed of the 

fil:ng of the applications and of tho setting of the public hearing 

had thereon Imd V1/3.$ turnished with Do list of applicants' 'Po.trons. 

-13-
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It did n.ot !)o.rticipr.te 1.'1 the he:.ring 01' otherwise ookc ropresent-:-.. · 

tions to the Co~ission ~ith respect to these ~tters1 but ~s 

sinco upprovod the 1ncro:.sos. 

Thc uncontroverted evidence of rceo~d discloses t~t 

rC'tOnues derived fro::l Ilpplic~nts" presc.n.t r~tes for p~bl1c ut111t~r 

;·l.:lr~houso operations ha""c not boen" ar.d tl'l.llt rlltos of the s~c . 

·.,olur:lC a:ppli~d in con."lect10n · .. ,1 th futurt:: operations ;rould !lot bo., 

surficicnt to :loet the expenses i."lcurrcd in 1'crforI:ling the service: 

This -.. 'ould bo tru~ even if' applicUlts ' aggregate 

utili ty costs, exclus1ve: of l<1oor costs., '::oro less th~ 50 per ccnt 

of thc corresponding amO~'"lts sho~n in th~ cost studios of' record. 

Un~ucst1onablY1 tho present r~tcs ~r~ unreasonably 10; ~d insu!-

fic1~nt. Those proposed to be est~blished in their stcadr the 

rccord dO:lonstratcs, nay rc~sonably be cxpectod to do no mor~ then 

produco revenues c.ppro:".i::.a.tinS tr.e cost oi' provid1nz' service 0 

:ho proposed cD.!lcol1:tt:ton of' .:lpplicants 1· rates tor unused 

3crvicos and the public:.tion ~~d ~!lL'"lg of r~t~s for the sorvicos 

they now pcri.'ol"tl in :. r.ctl tc.rii'i" =.ppc:~r -;m.rrc.."ltod on. the b~sis of 

the grounds c-dva.."lced 1n support of: such ~ction. 

Upon considero.tion of r.ll tho ft.cts of record, riC o.1"e of 

the opinion ~"ld find tnut ~pplictntst propos~ls ~~ve been justified. 

Tho :lpplic:ltio!ls -.. rill be gro.r..tcd, 

OEDER ....... ---
A public hco.ring having been r~d in the above entitled 

opp11cations c.nd bllsed upo:. th ... ovidcncc :::e:ceived Dot the hearing and 

upon tho conclusions and f1r.di!lgs sot forth in tho pr~ccding opinion, 
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IT IS r~Y ORDEP~D th~t coast Countios Warehouses ond 

S.:lnto. !.i::l.ria V~.llcy Warehouse Compa."lY be Md they ~r.:: hereby uuthor-

izod to establish, in l1~u of the r~tc~, cr~rgesJ rules ~d rcgula-

tionz =oint~incd L"l their present tariffs and on not le~s t~n ten 

(10) d~ysT notic~ to the Co=mission and th~ public, tho rates, 

charges, r~les and rOb~lations proposed in tho above entitled appli­

cations, provided this ~uthority is exercisod 1~thin ninety (90) 
doys fro: the cfrcctiv~ date of this order. 

The effective dote of this ordor shull be ~/cnty (20) doys 

fro: the date r~reof. 

D~ted at S=.n Fr::!!"l.cisco .. CZl.11fcrn1u, this ~day of 

lhrch, 1944~ 


