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:SEFOBE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES C01~!ISSION OF THE STA.TE OF CALIFORNIA. 

In the Matter of the Establishment of 
rates, rules and regulations tor the 
transportation of property by radial 
highway common carriers and highway 
contract carriers between, and by city 
c~rri~rs within, the cities of Oakland, 
AJ.ameda, Albany, Berkeley, Emeryville 
and Piedmont. 

In the Matter of the Investigation and ) 
Establishment of rates, charges, classi- ) 
fications) rules, regulations, contracts) 
and practices of East Bay Drayage & Ware-) 
house Co., et al., between the cities ) 
of Oakland, Alameda, Albany, Berkeley, ) 
Emeryville and Piedmont. ) 

Ap'Q~!).rances 

Case No. 4108 

Case No. 4109 

Reginald L. VaushanL Emmett H. H~rt, George 
D. Hart, Hyland H. Hinman, E. S. Waldie" 
Jack Kuepcr, L. D. McLaurin, and Clifton 
Brooks, for petitioners. 

U. M. Cheatham, Francis J. Lambert, John E. 
McCurdy, R. J. Hopldns, and Eugene A. Read, 
for shippers and shipper organizations. 

SUP?LEMENTAH OPINIOtl 

By petition, Draymen's Association. of Alameda County and cer­

tain city and highway ca.rricrs soek a. 10.87 per cant 1ncr0ase' 1n 

minimum rates and charges established in these proceedings for the 
1 

transportation of property within the East :Bay Drayage Area .• 

A public hearing was had at San FranciSCO on April 20, 1948, 

before Examiner Mulgrew. 

1 
The petitioning carriers are Canton Tr~nsbayExpress, Inc.> East 

Bay Drayage & Warehouse Co _, Haslett '~Jar0houso Company, Inter-Urban 
:Sxpress Corporation, Kellogg Express ~ Dray1ng Co." Merchants Express 
Corporation, Peoples Express Company, West Berkeloy Express ~ Draying 
Company a.nd United Transfor Company- Tho East Bay Drayage Area con­
sists or the cities of Alameda" Albany, Berkeley, Emeryville, Oakland 
and Piedmont. 
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The level ot the East Bay drayage rates was last eon-
,.,,' , 

sidered in Deci,s.ion No~ 40600 <2,r August 12,,, 1947. That deCision 

established an 8 per cent 1ncrease" effective September 11" 1947~ 
In support of the further 1ncre~se now sought, a consulting en­

gineer reta1ned by petitioners submitted a study of revenues an~ 

expenses or 14 carriers for the period October 1, 1947 through 
2 ' , ' 

February 29" 1948. These carriers" -which assertodly handle: the 

bulk of the drayage business, arc also engaged in transbay and 

other so-called tfover-the;'road" operations And in prov1dingcertain 

services not subject to oin1mUQ rates. The study shows that o~er­

all revenue for the 1'i va-month. period w:~s. $2 .. 285, 093 and that, 

aggregate expense, without provision ror income taxes, Vias 

$2,250,,813, ~eaving net revenue of $34,280~ The operating ratio' 

was 98~50~ 

The consultant testified ~~at certain items of expense 

required adjustment in order properly to reflect current costs~ 

He explained that three of the c~rriers had not 1ncluded salaries tor 

management. The rensonable IIminimum" management eXpense for these 
3 

carriers, he SD.id) is $7,,160 for the period cover~d by the study. 

The consultant also pOinted out that during that period fuel costs~ 

motor vehicle license fees a.nd sala.ries 01' of rice employees had 

increased, and that adjustcent of actu~l costs in these respects 

was necessary~ These adjustments amoUnted to $4 .. 827 .tor fuel, 

$7,,651 for license fees and $3,075 for salar1es~ In addition, 

2 
The consultant explained that operating results prior to October 

1 had not been included in the study because. they would not reflect 
revenue under current rates and that the. results of operations sub­
sequent to February 29 were not available il'1 time for inclusion in 
h1s study. 
3 The witness stated tha,t in arriving at this amount he cons1d~rcd. 
the nature and extent of the carriers' operations and the salar-1cs 
for sim1lar duties performed for carr:i.e~s condu.cting comparable 
opera tions·. 
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an allocation of $6 .. 5'49 for vacation pay accruals was made. These 

adjustments amount to $29 .. 262. The adjusted aggregate expense .. be­

fore income taxes , is $2, 280, 075, net revenue is $5,018, and tho 

operating ratio is 99.7S. 
On the basis of' the foregoing .. the consultant determined that 

a 10.87 per cent increase in rates is necessary to develop an opera­

ting ratio of' 90. He said that the' carriers arc faced with further' 

increases in costs 1 particularly for insurance .. labor and materials. 

An operating ratio of 90 .. he claimed .. would provide "not more than a 

proper margin of safety" for carriers of tho type here involved in a 

period of rising costs. Tho witness explained that some extra margin 

is required in such circumstances because rate adjustments necessarily 

lag behind cost increases. He pOinted out that provision 1'01' income 

taxes materially affects operating ratiOS. He submitted estimates 

showing that an operating ratio of 90 before taxes is increased after' 

taxes are calculated on corporation bases to 92.37 on· net income of, 

$5,,000 and ranges upward to '94.01 on net incomes '01',$'50 .. 000 and over. 

The consultant's revenue studies show that only 17.47 per 

cent oi: the carriers' aggregate revenues are derived from thoir 

drayage traffic. Petitioners propose to take the necessary steps 

t~ ~eaUi~ S~~l'Ol">r1~t~ in.ereascs in t.ne rClnainacr or theircrevenues 
and to seek !'urther adjustments ot the a.rayage rates vlhen antlcl-

pated increases 1n costs m.ater1a~izo. Xhey havo .:t"~f.leCl a petition in 

Case No. 4808 seeking adjustment of minimum rates for transbay traf­

fic. They also intend to participate in further hearings in that 

proceeding involving othor "over-tho-road" rates and to adjust 

their rates for services not covered by minimum rate provisions. 
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Meo..."l.W':"l.ile, thcy assert, their II oV~j.~-t~'lc::-:ro~d" rates cannot ,be in-' 

C1."co.scd Qccause the ::Jinimum r~t0s al"e tho 11 goingll rates for this 

tro.:t'fic and tli.c business they now enjoy would be lo::;tto other car-

rierz. ivi tb. respect to operations not covered by minimum ra.tes" 

applicants 'ol~im tha.t ratcs for t:'lCSC services cannot 'be increased 

until ratcs for t!'lC operations to ,.,hich they are related are like\>T1sc 

increased. 

The carriers strongly urge that their neod for additional 

revenue is so prossing that they must have i:~lcdiate relief. For 

the reasons above stated, they consider tne ~~nyaee traffic the only 

business on iofhich higher ro.tes can be socllred at tho present time. 

They a.ssert that th0 "ovor-t~'\c-roo.d" sl'l1ppcrs arc generally the same 

shippers which utilize their drayage servl.ccs, that they have ef­

fected all possible ol"ero:tinc ecol'lor:lies, and that unless they secure 

relic! their o.b11i ty to ,::ovidc service will be impaired and eventu­

ally destroyed. They propo~e that the draya.go rates'ncrc sought bo 

reviewed ir.. the light of such adjustments as they I:la~r subseq,ucntly 

o~t~in in rates for their otner operations. 

The ,articipat1or. of shipper interests in the proceeding 

i·,as limited to cross-exaoinat1on of pet'i tioners' wi tncsses. The 

Granting of the petition was not opposed. 

It is clc~.r fro1.n tl'lc ShO"Tir:.g cade that the carriers" 

rovenues arc inadequate in tho fe.co of t!"l.eir current cost experience. 

It is likewise clear th~t addi tiona.l revenues cannot nO"l be, obtained: 

from Ifover-t~'lo-roo.dn a..YJ.d'ccrta1n other operations. The drayage rate 

adjustment is proposed to be made on a tempora.ry basis and t~ 'be 

reconsid.ered. 1n tl'lC ligl'lt of' the conclusi ens rco.chec:. with j,·cspect to 

the need for other increases. In vic,'1 of the fluid· cos;~ and rate 

si tu~.tion, it appears that furth0r consid~rationof tho drayage rates 

\'11ll be rCC:1lircd in the nOllr future. It is plain that the carriers 
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are in need of additional revenue. An increase of 10 per cent in . 

their drayage rates has been demonstrated to be necess'ary_ Because 

the increase will evidently be temporary in nature, it should ,be 

applied as a surcharge. 

Upon consideration of all tho facts of record we are of the 

opinion and hereby find that an increase of 10 per cent in East Bay 

drayage rates and charges has been justified." 

Based on the evidence of record and the conclusions and find­

ings set forth in the preceding opinion, 

IT IS HEP.EBY ORDERED that Dec1,sion No. 29217 of October 26, 

1936, as amended, in these proceedings be and it is hereby further 

amended by adding Supplement No.' 1 to' ,City Carriers t Tari!! No.2-A -

Highway Carriers' Tariff No. l-A (Appendix "A" to DocisionNo. 413~2 

of March 23, 1948); that tariff publications required to be made by 

common carrier respondents in Case No., 4109 as a, result of the 

amendment herein or the aforesaid tariff shall be made e!!ective not 

later than June 15, 1948 and on not less than three (3) days" notice 

to the Commission and to the public; that said respondents be and 

they are hereby authorized concurrontly to establish a correspond1n~ 
" , ' 

increase in rates and charges for transportation and accessorial 

services within the East Bay drayage area for which minimum rates 

and charges have not been prescribed; and that they are hereby author­

ized to depart from the provisions of General Order No,_ 80 and Sec­

tion 24(a.) of the Public Utilities Act to the extent nocessary to 

carry out the effect of this order. 

IT IS HEREBY FURTHER ORDERED that, except to the extontpro-
, , 

vidod for in the preceding ordering paragraph, the petition of 
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. 
Canton Transbay Express I Inc. ,"ot a1.', filed in these proceedings on 

April 1, 1948, be and it is h~reby denied.' 

In all other respects Decis10n No. 29217, as amended" shall 

rema1n in full force and effect. 

The effective date of this order' shall be twenty (20) days 

from the date hereof. -:-r:t 
Dated at San Francisco, California, this If-day of May,1948. 

~~--~----~--~--~--------.. 
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SPECIAL INCREASE SUPPL2~~~IT 

SUPPLOONT NO. 1 

TO 

CITY CA.~RIERS' TARIFF NO. 2-A -

HIGH1lfAY CA.o.\"'qI&~S I TARIFF NO. l-A 

(Cancels City Carriers' 'l'ariff No.2 .. 
:lighway Carriers' Tariff No.1) . 

NAi'1ING 

HINIHt1M P..A.TES? 

RULES AliD REGULATIONS 

FOR TEE 

TRA.!;SPORTATION OF PROPERTY OVER THE 

PUBLIC HIGHvJAYS WITIUN AND BETl:1EEN 11rE CITIES OF 

ALAMEDA ALBANY BERKELEY' 

EMERYVILLE OAKLA~ID PIEDHON't:., 

BY 

CITY, RADIAL HIGh~AY COMMON 

AN'D HIm~,.,rAY CONTRACT CARRIERS 

~--------------------------------------------------------~ 
APPLICATION OF SURCH!.J\GE 

~ (a) Compute the amOUl"l.t of the charges in accordance with the 
rates, rules ru"l.d regulations of the tariff, other than the provisions 
of Item No. 1070 series. Increase the amount so co~puted by ten (lO) 
per cent, disposing of fractions as provided in paragraph (b) below. , 

(b) Fractions of less than one-half cent ,shall be dropped; 
fractions of one-halt cent or greater will be increased to one cent. 

EFFECTIVE JUNE 15, 1948 
'". 

<> Advance. Authorized by Decision 'No. 41594 dated May 18,19l+8, 
in Case No. 4108. ~ 

Issued by the 
Public Utilities Commission of the State of CaJ.ifornia 

State Buildins, Civic Center, 
San Francisco, California 


