’ Decisi..'onNo..MégO R @HH@HMA&' .

BHFORL TH=E PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF TEE SmATE QF CALIFORNIA

In the Matter of the Applicacionﬂ )
of H. C. CANTELOW, Agent, MARINE )
TERMINAL ASSOCIATION OF CENTRAL )
CALIFORKIA, to increase-service )
charges, ‘'wharfage rates, wherf ) :
domnrrage monthly storage, re~ )  Application No. 28843
ceiving and delivery rates, and ) ) ‘
rates for loading and nnloadmng )
cars and trucks, minimum charges )

at marine term;nals of ENCINAL )
TZRMINALS, HOWARD TERMINAL and )
FQRR-RIC¢WO“D TSRMINAL CORPORATION)

(List of Appcaranceo is contained in
Appendmx nAN hcreof)

By this application, as amended, authority is sought 4o
establish substantial Increases in virtually ali]ofwtno-ratesaand

charges maintained by Encinnl Terminals, Hownrd~Torninal and Parr-
X ' - 3
Richmond Terminal Corporation.

Public hearings wero had before Examiner Edwin Lage. ‘
Driefs have been filed Tnc matter is ready for decizion, -
The proposed Inereases are based upon applicants! studics

which purport ¢ show curren@;costs‘expcricnced in conducning’thc‘

7 3 T , ‘ -
Encinal Howard and Parr-Richmond are located at Alameda, Oakland
and Richmond, reopectively. There are two other members of the

Marine Terminal Association, Golden Gate Terminal and: State Terminal

Company, Ltd., They formerly operated at San Francisco, but have
suopended operations. ,

2 | -
At the hearing a request was made by those oppos ing the sought
increases for the issuance of an Examiner's proposed report. In .
view of the order which follows the request will bo~denieo. '
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varioﬁs utility services 3 . In determining these cout carrying
charges were readjuoted and allocated to the Variouo services.
Allegedly, the metnods used gcnerally followed the pattern dev010pod'¢
in a study of cost £inding for terminal operat iong prooared for | ‘.M
the United States Maritime Commission in Docket 640, zgxmiggg_gggg
'Stmoturog - Califomga Pogte

Applicants! "+udieg developed corrying chargeo, docy
operating costs and administrative expenses. The carrying_chargec‘
consist of return on land, structures and facilities; depreciatioﬁ,
taxes, maintenance and related items. By far the largo t Ltems of
the carrying charges cover the adjuoted return on inve tment n
land, structures and facilitics. On the land, the return was
-based on.whao was sald to be curbent appraised valuea.’ The return
on the structures and facilities was based upon valuesowhieh &eﬁe_
represented as-the undepreeiated original costse The bate of
return used was 7 oer cente Depreciation was eompufed‘on thel'
ginking fund method. Provision for maintenance covered'averege
expo*ience adjugted to rofleco preeent cost levels. Other-carfi-
ing chargeo rcpresented actual expensc,.

Docm opcrating cooto and administrative expenses were
based on the terminals’ expenditures for these purposes during the |
year 1946, They.were‘adjusted to reflect cost levels of"June_30,v

19%7. They were furtheo-adjusted-for‘subsequent'wegeoincreases.

These services inelude dockage vessel services, wharfage, |
wharf demurrage, car loading and unloading and acces sorial oervico

"

Of the aggregate. carrjing charges for the utility operationﬂ of
the three terminals amounting to w768 ,712, H462, 836 represents
the return on these values. :
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Assertedly;-by following methods of allocation outlined :
in the cost £inding pldn hereinbefore refeired,to;.gull costsfwere
developed for each of the utility services involved.f'Applicants‘
clafmed revemue deficicneles were determiried byleomporing- 'revenuee
for each of tho services with doveloped full costs. Ae in the
case of costo, revenues were based upon 1946 Opcrauionu.vi-They.were
adjusted to reflect subsequent changes in rates. The claimed per;’
cerntages of revenue defi ciencioa for utility aerviceo, exclusive of |
car loading and unloading, range upward to greatcr than 80 per cent.

Iucreases'are-also sought‘for,car loadlng.and unloading
~ and for services not accorded specific rates. 'They'provide‘for'
direct costs, overhead, income taxes and a profit of lO per cent.
These proposals. involve increases of as much as 190 per cont.‘

- With respect‘to “the profit factor, the operatoro claimed
that these rcitee "should be fully compeRsatory to the extent of
10 per cont profit after proVision for incomc taxes."

Steamship‘carrier ass oeiationo represented at the hearings
claimed that the increaves would disadvantage West Coa t vessel
lines in competition with‘laud;carrierarand Gulf and. EagtCoost
steamer linesz. Protestant'shippers alleged gemerally that'tho PrO-
posed increases would be deurimon‘cal to their competitive po.,ition |
with shippers of gimilar commoditios usimg othcr oortu. Inv;'
addition, they contended that the adjuotmcnt of car loading and
unloading rates would di rupt the competitivo situation on. certain
comnodities. | o

The amounts rooreeenting return on lana, atructurcu and
facilitiea are items of major importanco in upplicanms’ showing in ;
support of the proposed Increased rates. The property values‘were

merely stated. = The record does not show the'various.eleﬁent§°uponf_:
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which the appraised valuee of'the land were bottomed. Nor doe. it
establish when, for what purpose, or by whom the appraisal were
made or otherwice demonstrate that they are fair values under
current conditlons. "

The basis of the original cost figures for structures and
facilities was not explained. The record, does not disclosc whether“ |
 applicants used the expenses incurred in constructing the properties,,
the prices paid by present owners .when they "ubsequently acquired
them, or values otherwise asccrtained In short, it-has not been
demonstrated that applicants! "original costs'r are appropriate for
the purposes they- seek to have then- used.

Additionally, the record does not show whether the method
of depreclation used in applicantst studies was uniformly applied
throughout the Tife of the structurea involved. Ir such was not .
the case, thc depreciated values of the prOpcrties under other
methods of depreciation were not disclosed.

In the absence of a firmer factual showing than that
afforded by this record we arc unable to dctermine the reasonable-‘
ness and prOpriety of the carrying charges relied upon by applicants
in Justification of the proposed increases. Similarly, the charges'
allocated to the various operations are without a firm factual
foundation.

Yo evidence of probative value was introducedginisupportc .
of the profit factor emoloycd in the development,of the sought car.
'loading and unloading and man~-hour rates.

As applicants contend, it may well be that additional
revenue is required. The evidence of rccord however,,docs not
~afford any satisfactorj basis for measuring applicants‘ over-allu‘
requirements or dotormining the extent to whiech any ;ucn rcquirements

are attributable to revenue dericioncies.from the various services.
-h—
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-

Upon consideration of all the faéﬁs and ci:cﬁﬁétagces“
of record, we are of the opinion and ﬁereby‘find that the pro?oéed
inereased rates and chargeo have not been ohown to be justified.,. :
The appllcation will be denied.

QRDER

Public hearings having been had in the above enéifledd;
application, full éonsideration of the matfers and things. ithlved"
having been had and the Commission having been fully adviued, '

IT is HEREBY ORDERED that the above entitled application
be and it iq hereby denied.

This order shall become effective twenxy (20) days from
‘the date heredf. _a:

Dated at San Framcisco, California, this & — _ d
. April, 1548: | | ‘




APPENDIX "A™ -

List of Appeéranceé

MeCutchen, Thomas, Matthew, Griffiths & Greene, by Allan P. Matthew
and Gerald H. Trautmen; and Lillick, Geary, Olson, Adams &
Charles, by Josepn J. Geary, for applicants. = _

Brobeck, Paleger & Harrisom, by Allen B. Aléwell, for American Steax-
ship Association. :

Zac T. George, for Intcrcoastal Steamship association.

C. R. Nickerson, for Pacific Coastwise Conference. .

Walter A. Rohde, for San Francisco Chamber of Commerce.

Zugene A. Read, for Cakland Chamber of Commeree.

James A. Keller, for Facific Coast Ccment Imstitute.

J. C. Vollmar, for Crown=Zellerbach Corporation. _

Tred N. Howser, Attorney General, Earold B. Haas, Doputy Attorney

- General and Robert Y. Hunter, for Zoard of étate_Harbor Commis~
sioners, for San Francisco Harbor. .

C. W. Phelps, for Stockton Port District. ‘

Barl J. Shaw, for Chilecan Nitrate Sales Corporation. .

Richard F. McCarthy and Ralph Fortune, for Sceretary of Agriculture,
U. S. Department of Agriculture. ‘ ' .

D. Carleton and E. L. Gunnison, for Standard 01l Company of
California. : ' : ‘
Stephen, for arabian-lmerican 011 Company and Trans-4radlan
. Pipeline Company. - . LT '

. . Ahern, for Dried Fruit Assoclation of California.

L. Z. Wolters, for Golder State Company, Ltd..

W. H. alams, for Shell 0il Company, Incorporated.

Robert Hutcherson, for Tide Water Associated 01l Company.

S. A. Ioore, for'ﬁermanente,Cement-Company-, \

Rudolph Illing, for Columdia Steel Company.

N. D. McCarl and W. Reginald Jones, for Port of Oakland.

foward Leatart, for American Potash and Chemlcal Corporation.

T. R. Stetson, for Pacific: Coast Borax Company. ‘ '

Robert C.'Neill, for California Frult Growers Exchange -




