
Gase No. 40S4 

Decision No._4 ... ~:_7_0_0 ... !~IIIioo¥!'_ 
BEFORS THE PUBLIC UT LI ~$ •.. ~~ ~~ n~.~ _ ~ I Tl ....... COM)HIf'.'::rON OF Ttl,:;' ST""T ... 1'i" 0"'. CI-\!·l'CIORN·,L'i\ 

In the Matter of the Establishment ) 
of r&tes, rul~s, classi~i~ations ~~d ) 
~cgul~tions lor the transportation of) 
'Oro~crtv \.;ithin. the City and County ) of SD.n Fl'r.mci$co. ) 

Case No. 40S4 

Edward H. Berol, Ftussell Beva.ns and George J. Kasch, 
for Dr~,~en's Associ~tion of S~n Franc~sco, 

, petitioner. 
J. A. Clark, Jr., John M. Hannigan, A.C. Horris, 

Don no.:;10tt, Zd ... :o.:.:-d J. H1\bb~:r, Willia"l'l J. K~ane, 
James B. Mahoney, George T. Patton, R. I. P~osser, 
L. B. Raymond, Joseph Robertson and A. W. Savage, 
for various carriers in support of petitioner. 

L~u~ence E. Binsacca, Jack M. Clodfelter, A. J. 
GioQrdo, Glenn T. Gleason, Peter N. Kujachich, 
Theodo .. ~e J ~ L~bel, Leon P. M~tthews, IvTilto!'l 
O'Donn~ll, ~v.11t~r A. Rohde, James L. RO'r),ey, Harry 
..T. 8ch0:rer and A.F. Schumacher, for vC'..rious 
shippers and inter~stcd parties. 

Dc.nicl W. Baker, for the DrayrrH,=m's ,I~ssociation of 
Ala~eda County 3nd Jefferson H. Myers for Bo~rd 
0: Sto.te Ho.!'bor COr:l~issioners and for the Port of 
S~n Fr~ncisco, intcre~ted pc.rtie$. 

J. L. Pearson, for Engineering Division,Transportation 
Department, Public Utilities Co~~ission. 

B~' Decision No. 45944 of July 10, 1951, in the above-en-

~itled case, the minimum r~tes ~~d charges est~blished for the trans­

po~tMtion of property within S~n Fr~ncisco were increased by 10 

p~rccnt.l The increc.se became effective July 25) 1951. It was the 

outgro, .. -th of c. petition filed. by the Drc.ymen's l .... ssoci:;.tion of San 

Fr~ncisco seeking a~ incre~se of 25 percent. In the instunt ph~se 

of this proceeding, the ~ssociation seeks a further increase of 15 

p'2rccnt 0:'. .::.n ir.t.arirn basis, .'?r.d requ.~:;ts that the CommiSSion 

1 
The San Fr~ncisco dr~y&~e r~tes ~re set forth in City C~rriers' 

T.::.riff No. l-A (Appendix "A" of DeciSion No. 41363, as amendGd). 
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institute an investigation'into the entire San Francisco dray~ge rate 
2 

structure. 

Public he~ring was held ~t S~n Francisco on Febru~ry 26, 

1952, before Examiner L~ke. 

In Decision No. 45944, supr~, the Commission found th~t 

petitioner's sho~~ng, in support of the sought 25 percent increase, 

w~s deficient in many ~espects. The nature of the deficiencies and, 

the extent thereof ~re sumrn~rized as follows:) 

1. P~titioner's revenue showings included 31 per­
cent of revenues derived from sources not 
cover~d by the proposed r3te increase and with· 
out &~y segregation or allocution of expenses 
to the particul~r oper~tions involved. 

2. Although petition0r intended to increase non­
tariff r~tes by th~ s~~e percentage us t~riff 
r~tes, the record indic~ted that the nontariff 
services would need u gr~ater increase. 

3. The r~venucs for transb~y and line-haul high­
way operations were not adjusted to levels rew 
fleeting the current rates for those oper~tions. 

4. There w~s no showing of the investments, the 
r~t0 bases or the r~tes of return. 

5. The eVidence on some of thQ cl~imcd inero~$cd 
costs was on an indefinite basis. 

6. Petitioner's tot~l costs reflected numerous 
book figure adjustments without ddequate 
explanation thereof and justification therefor. 

In support of the rates herein sought, petitioner alleges 

that since the July rate ~djustment further increases have been ex­

perienced in the costs of labor and equipment and in the costs of 

2 
No increase is sought in rates for handling pool shipments in 

monthly vehicle unit rates nor in rates for shipments weighing ~5 
pounds o~ less. Petitioner stated that due to the competitive situ­
ation surrounding pool shipments and the competition of nonregulated 
truck rental agencies no adjustment is sought for these services. 
'ili th respect to shipments weighing 25 pounds and less, it pOinted 
out that such rates were under considerltion by the Commission. 
3 
For greater detail, see Decision No. 45944, supra. 
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ffi.:lteri':-.I.ls and supplies. It COi'ltcnci$ that the 10 percent incr€,:tsc 

Q.uthorlzcd by Decision No. 45944 , suprn, \o/aS inD.doquClte o,l1d th.lt the 

cinim~ r~tes still f~il to provide .revenues sufficient to enable its 

mc~bcrs to derive tho costs of performing the services. 

A certified public accountant, ctlploy~d by pE:ti tionE~r, sub-

~itted exhibits showing, for ~n~ year 1951, the op~rating results of 

21 carriers engaged principally in drayoge operations within San 

Frcncisco. They include the results for city operations and other 

for-hire carrier services v.'hich the draymen p0rform~d for two si:\-

th .. 4 :non perJ.OClS. Asscrteclly, the rcvcnue~ of thoso carriors account 

for a substax:tio.l percentage of the tots.l revenues c~rned by mcr-bers 

of the Association s.nd the operations of these carriers arc typical of 

average city carrier operations within the dr~yag0 arca.' 

For the first six months of 1951 the cxhibits indicate that 

tho combin8d opcratino ~esu1ts of the 21 carriers studied produced an 

o?crating ratio, after income tax0S, of 98.78 percent. For the last 

six months, \·:hich incl,;dcd nearly a.ll c.f the period in 1951 during 

which the higher ra.tes ~Tcrc effective, th0 opcrcting ratio, aft8r 

incoJ:!c tcxcs, i$ indicated to be 100.77 pc:t'ccnt.6 To sl10w estimated 

results for thc future under present rates the witness adjusted the 

operating results for thu letter period to refloct (~) the 10 percent 

inc~0use in rates for the entire period; (b) increased oxponscs in 

4 In .:lc.d~~ion to pcrforn~in3" servic-c under City Carril;:rs I Tariff 
~o. l-A, the m~jority of the dr~~~cn perform nontariff services and 
arc cngagwd in the handling of tra.ns'oay ill'ld other hiehi"IlY truffic. 
:L'hc pcrcent."lgcs of rev;z:nuc:s for ecch of these servic..:':3 \-;erc shOi·;n to 
bc 70, 17, 6 o.nd 7 percents, rcspGctivoly. 
5 According to the record, the mcm~crs of the Associ~tion handle 
betwcen 90 3nd 95 percent of the for-hire drayage in San Francisco. 

6 Eleven of the carriors had opcr~ting retios ranging from 99.67 to 
112.l0 percent. Seven of them h~d oper~ting ratios r~neing from 
95.81 to 98.99. The rc~~ining three c~rricrs had cpcroting r~tios of 
94.851 93.11 and 89.80. Tho l~st rc~'ults ":I.,:r~ for 0. c~rricr ',;rho had 
only ~28, 145 in rCvCl'lUeS for the six-month period .. 
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wUGes which become effective Feb~uury 1, 1952, (c) eli~ination of non-

ca~ri~r revenues and expenses and the addition of unrecorded r~vcnues, 

and (d) salaries for o\,;ners. 7 With these adjustments, the anticipated 

orerating ratios for the carriers studied would be as 1'0110\1$: 

TABLE NO.1 

Net Profit Net Profit CperD.ting 
or CLoss) or (Loss) RatiO 

Carrier Before After After 
N'Jmber ~;'l~ E:-'-;)f'l'lses Income Taxes Income Taxes IncQl'iH;> T:;\X0~ 

2 S 83,773 .... ?S,021 til· 5,752 ~I. 3 034 9?.~0% ..; 'HI 'Ill , ,-

4 25,843 25,144 699 478 98.15 

7 21,435 21,947 ( 512) ( 512) 102.39 
8 86,956 78,571 8,085' 5',5'3° 93.64 
9 30,242 31,580 " ( 1,338) ( 1,338) 104.t~2 

10 75,492 85,892 (10,400) (10,400) 113.78 
12 463,469 486,058 (22,589 ) (22,559) 104.87 

'14 83,696 83,325 371 254 99.70 
15 100,525 99,762 763 522 99.48 
17 306,620 299,655 6,965 4,764 98.~·5 

13 18,247 13,188 59 ~·o 99.78 
20 657,736 66~·, 240 ( 6,504) ( 6, 50J,·) 100.99 

22 193,167 201,520 ( 8,353) ( 8,353) lotI-. 32 

23 80,549 78,121 2,428 1,661 97.94 
24 179,201 196,005 (16,804) (16,304) 109·38 
25 156,987 172,309 (15,322) (15,322 ) 109.76 
26 81,828 79,370 1,958 1,339 98.36 

29 270,319 273,021 ( 2,702) ( 2,702) 101.00 
31 374,807 352,028 22,779 13,355 96.43 

32 28,478 2t:.,415 4,063 2,779 90.24 

33 27,710 27,802 ( 92) ( 92) 100.33 

Totals ';;3,347,080 S3,377,774 ($30,694) ($49,930) 101 M49% - - _._.----- --

? The witness testified that he did not make provision for all 
increases in the cost of operation which have become effective since 
the l~st rate increase. He stated thut fuel, parts and other ~ateria~ 
and supplies had been subjected to horizontal increases but the effect 
thereof ".Tas not included in the study. 

-4-



C .4084-AH .~. 

For the most part, the adjustments made followed 

I'€cognized accounting :pra.ctices. Salary adjustments, the 

witness explained, were made itt t.hosp ins'tClnces where th~ 

carrier was an individual or partnership and where no provi­

sion was made in the ca·rrier t s books for such expenses. He 

stated that the expense adjustments for salaries were arrived 

at upon consideration of the time d~voted to the business and 

upon a study of the various duties performed. 

In order to show the full significance of the ef­

fect upon the carrier's operating ratios, under the pro-posed 

rates) the witness introduced a study of the ~stimated revc-

nucs of the 21 carriers. The revenues were segregated as to 

drayage and nontariff traffic handled within San Francisco 

and os to transbay and oth~r highway traffiC.
S 

In addition, 

the carri~rs ~'lere grouped into two cl~sscs> one represent­

ing c;'lrriers who engage in general drayage services and the 

othl2lrs tho.t specialize in .:1 limited number of commodities or 

for a small number of shippers. The reV8nues for the second 

six .. mon~h p~riod of 1951 for the San Francisco dri'lyagt::! oper­

dtions subject to City C~rriers' T~riff No. l-A were in-

creascd 1 except as indico.tcd below, by 15 percent. In addi-

tion the revenues for transb~y and highw~y op~rations were 

s 
The nonto.riff traffic generally comprises shipments picked up 

and delivered for common carriers. This traffic is exempt from 
mlnlm~~ r~tes and is usuallv ~erformed under contract between the 
draymen and tho common carriers. 
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odjust~d to show the imp~ct of ~ 12 p~rcent increase which is sought 

in ~nother proceedi~~.9 
No adjustment w~s made in the revenues for th~ services 

of handling pool shipments, in the monthly truck rent~l ch~rges, or 

in the churgcs for small shipments b0cause, as heretofore stated, 

no increase is sought herein for these services. Likewise, the 

rev~nucs derived from nontariff drayage operations were not adjusted. 

In this respect, the witness explained that since July rates for 

the nontariff services had been, on the averagc, increased 16 percent 

He further testified that prior studies he had mude indicated that 

the average shipment handled under the dr~yage tariff was subject to 

third claso r~tes and that it was fair to assume that the traffic 

handled under pickup ~~d delivery contracts was similar in n3ture. 

He pointed out that the third class minimum rates for transporta­

tion within a singlc zone range from 36 cents for any-quantity ship­

ments to 15 cents for shipments weighing 20,000 pounds or more ~.s 

compared with the average pickup and delivery rate of 20 cents per 

100 pounds. Petitioner stated that it would negotiate with the 

common carriers for further increases. 

The operating results giving effect to the foregOing 

adjustments are set forth in Table No.2. 

9 
The ~itness explained that the revenues for tronsbay and line-haul 

operationz were adjusted 12 percent, based on a petition filed by 
the Common Carrier Conference of the Truck Owners Association of 
C~lifornia and the Paci:;ic Motor Tariff Bureau, filed January 15, 
1952, seeking an increase of that a~ount in Highway Carriers' Tariff 
No. 2 r~tes, for tr~nsportation of general commodities in northern 
California in less-than-truckload quantities. 
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1.ABlE NO .. 2 

Nf:'t Profit Net !'J.·C'fi"; ("):;'lC'rating 
Car- or (Loss) OT' (jJr)S 3 ) Ratio After 
rier Expar.d.ed Expanded Before lIiter Income 
No. Reve::"lues Exnen.ses - Incom,~ Taxes I!'lcome Ta.xes !?xes 

~HIERS~NGAGED IN GE!§RAL CITY CARRIEX ACTIVITI~S 
9 $ 34,461 $ .31,580 $ 2,8$1 t, 1,936 94.Je% -ill 

10 So, 1+2;1 $5,$92 5$9 396 ?9 • .54 
12 521,479 486,05S 35,421 16.266 96.$8 
14 94,975 $3: 3/.5 11,650 7, S29 9l.76 
15 114,;24 99,762 1/", 562 9,350 91.$2 
17 349,764 299,655 50,109 25,730 92.64 
20 754,819 664,240 90,579 44,379 94.12 
22 218,957 20~,520 17,437 10,675 95.12 
24 204, $74 190,005 8,869 5,960 97.09 
25 177,168 172,309 4,e59 .3, 265 90.J.6 
26 93,6$8 79,$70 13,e1$ 9;007 90 .. 39 
29 310,545 273,021 37~524 19,931 93.58 
31 425,767 35?',02S 73,739 36, (;19 9J..40 
33 ~l. 86Z 27. 802 41062 21Z~2 2..1.43 

Totu1 ~3,419,169 ~3,O53,067 <, 
'i:> 366,102 ~194,075 94.32% 

C;"it,t{ IBi\J 11~G' ..... )'.,D rr s .... i.C ... ·, LIZI:;'!"I :., l'\.~:~_ ... ~ ro,;.J ~~ .w CIT:' CA}{ftIEi\ ! ... CTIV!T~. 

Z " 95;976 :,1 78,021 ,. 17,955 ". 10,913 $$.63% ~ '1f' ~ 'iii 
4 29,681 25,144 4,537 3,049 89.73 
7 24,459 21,947 2,512 1.6$8 93.10 
$ 00 , 97 78,37l 20,326 12,006 $7.90 ., ., , .1. 

18 20,9g4 1~ J (~., 2,796 1, :~79 91.05 ) , .. V) 

23 91,'7'98 7f3,121 1.3,677 81 942 90.26 
32 .... " .. -2 24,41~ 7,737 -i~ 83.83 '''-, -) . 
Total $ 3941247 ~.~1Q2 ~ , 

~ 69,54£ ~ 4" 676 $e.920~ 

Totals~3,S13,416 ~?3, 377, 774 $ 435,642 $237,751 93.77% 
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It is to be noted that in the development of the results 

of operations indicated in the foregoing table no segregation was 

oade with respect to the expenses for the various transportation 

services that the carriers perf.orm. The accountant alleged that sucb 

a segregation was practically impossible, particularly with respect 

to the transbay and drayage operations. He explained that the same 

equipment is used in both operations and that no separate account of 

the expenses is made and that no uniform method of allocating them 

is feasible. 

The witness was of the opinion that the carriers would not 

fully realize the favorable results as shown in the foregoing table 
10 

due to the inflationary t rend and to unfcreseen expenses. 

Petitioner did not submit rate bases upon which could be 

calculated the rates of return under the proposed rates. It alleged 

that the investments of the carriers involved were relatively small 

and that the bulk of the investment was in equipment of comparatively 

short lives which had rapid depreciation and obsolescence. In ad­

dition, he said, some of the facilities were owned~ others were 

rented, a~d that it would be difficult to secure data relating to 

historical or appraised costs. For these reasons, petitioner con­

tended that a rate base would not serve as a sound basis upon which 

to determine a reasonable rate level and that the operating ratio 

::let-hod .... /as a better guide to determine. the reasonableness of the 

sought adjustment. PetitionerTs counsel cited County Board of 

Arlington County, Virginia, et al., vs. United States, et a1., Fed. 

Supp. 32S (1951), wherein the use of the operating ratio method was 

found to be proper for determining the reasonableness of certain 

10 
He pointed out that the July adjustment of 10 percent fell short 

by 5 percent of attaining the estimated operating results. 
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p~ssenger b~s fares. This Commission, however, in Pa5adena City 

Line, Inc., DeciSion No. 464·52 of November 20, 1951, in Application 

No. 32.320 (51 Cal.P.U.C. 24$), said "Operating ratios and rate bases 

are both valuable indexes of earning requirements. In rate proceed­

ings the applicants should develop a s much information as practi­

cable in order that the Commission may determine properly what 

revenues are necessary ~~d reasonable under the particular circum­

stances. In reaching its conclusion, this Commission considers 0.11 

available data, without limitation or restriction to any single 

formula. " 

Representatives of shippers and of th~ San Francisco 

Chamber of Commerce offeree t~stimony in OPPOSition to the proposed 
, 

increases. The traffic manager for the Chamber of Commerce opposed 

the granting of further horizontal or percentage increases in mini-

mum rates unless it was urgently needed and no other means of accord-

ing ~uc~ relie~ appe~rcd. He urged ~hat, if the Commiccion was to 

grant a horizontal increase, it be subject to an expiration date and 

that in the interim a thorough inve$tig~tion be undertaken for the 

purpose of determining the adequacy of the individual rates and 

ch~!"gcs of the drayage indu:;try. Other shipper witnesses testified 

in opposition to the higher transportation costs reSUlting from the 

sought"increascs in connection with their products. No probative 

eVidence, however, was offered in support of their contentions. 

In this phase of the proceeding petitioner has, except for 

segregation of expenses between drayage and highway ope~ations and 

for development of rate bases and rates of return, overcome the 

deficiencies in evidence received at the prior hearing. 

Assertedly, the segregation of expen$cs incurred in dray-

a~e and highway services is complex and involved. It has not been 

dc~onstratcd, however, that such an undertaking is insurmountable. 
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This deficiency, however, has been partially offset by petitioner~s 

showine of the effect upon the for-hire oper~tions of the proposed 

rates for drayage operations and pending adjustments sought to be 

applied on other traffic and by reason of the fact that drayage 

ope~ations under rates nam~d in City Carriers' Tariff No. l-A 

account for 70 percent of the total revenues. 

The evidence as a whole is conVincing that the draymen 

are in need of immediate re1icf. The operating results for ~he 

second six ~onths of 1951 under present rates, modified to reflect 

the increased wages which became effective February 1, 1952 and to 

give effect, for the entire period, to increases in rates which 

became effective July 25, 1951, show that the 21 carriers as a grou} 

would experience an operating ratio of 101.49 percent after pro-
11 

vision for inco~e taxes. Under the rates sought in this proceed-

ing and the 12 percent proposal the operating ratio would be 93.77 
12 

percent after inco~e taxes. The 14 general drayage carriers woulc 

experience, under the latter baSiS, an operating ratio of 94.32 per­

cent. The 7 so-called specialized carriers would experience an 

operating ratio of $$.92 percent. Although the specialized oper­

ators would have an exceedingly favorable operatin~ ratio it is to 

be noted that these car~iers account for only approx~mately 10 per­

cent of the total revenues earned by all the carriers involved. 

Therefore, the determination of. the r0asonablen~ss of the sought ad­

just~ent should not be predicated upon their showing ~lonc but 

should rest upon the operating results of the group. It is apparent 

from the foregoing discussion of the evidence that the likelihood 

of the carriers obtaining the operating results shown is extremely 

doubtful in view of the inta~gible nature of th~ estj~ated increascO 
11 

See Table No.1. 
12 

Sec Table No.2. 
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revenues for the services other than drayage. Upon this record, ho~ 

t':vcr, the carriers' earnings as a group \'lould not be greater than 

tr.ose indicated in the acco~~tantTs stuciies. 

In the absence of rate basos upon which the earnings could 

be measured as rates of return) we believe thut petitioner has fai~ 

to justify an incre~se gre~ter than the ~ount necessary to provide 

a margin between revenues and expenses sufficient to enable its 

members to render an adequate service and to meet the risks involved 

in this type of business. For these purposes, vie are of the opinion, 

and hereby find, that an increase in the drayage rates of 12 percent 

would be sufficient. This increase will be authorized. Based upon 

expenses indicated and the volume of traffic handled during the 

second period of 1951 an incre~se of this ~ount in the dr~yaze rates 

would produce for the future an ooerating ratio for the group of 
13 

95.74 pe~cent after income tQxes. More than 61 percent of the 

over-.,ll revenues would be c~rned by carriers having an oper~ting 

rutio in excess of 95 percent. 

Apparently, the variance in the oper~ting results of the 
several carriers studied is caused to a. large extent by the appli-

cation of percent~ge or horizontal increases on all of the rates 

involved, rather th&n adjustments in the rates for particular traffic. 

The ti~e has come, we believe, when tthe e~tire rate structure for 

San Francisco drayage operations Should be thoroughly reviewed. We 

wtl1, therefore, adopt the recommendations of the petitioner and the 

S~n Francisco Cha~ber of Commerce for an investigation into the rate~ 

rules, classifications, regulations, charges, allowances and prac­

tices of all city carriers engaged in the transportation of property 

within the City and County of San Francisco. 

13 This increase when included with the other indicated adjustment 
of 12 percent in highway operations, would produce an over-all oper­
ating ratio of 95.15 percent after income taxes. 
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There remains t.o be dis cussed the form in ~.,hich 

the increases herein found justified should be stated. Peti­

tioner recuested that the increase be established as a sur-. , 

charge to be applied to the charges resulting from the pre­

sent rotcs. The traffic manager of the Chamber of Commerce 

r~quested that any increase autho~ized be for only a tempo­

rary period pending the developments of the investigation. 

These requests appear to be reasonable in light of the record. 

They will be adopted. The rates herein authorized will be 

established for a one-year period unless otherwise ordered by 

the Comlnission. 

The evidence upon which our conclusions ure b~scd, 

while it is convincing that the draymen arc in immediate need 

of additional revenues, does not show conclusively the extent 

to which the present rates in City Carriers' Tariff No. l-A 

m~y be deficient as reasonable minimum rotes. The increases 

involved were propoS00 ~S, ~nd they arc being est~blished as, 

temporary or interim incre~scs. The r~tes h~reinafter estab-

lished are not int~nded to provide a b~sis for further mOdi­

fication. 

In DeCision No. 45944, supra, contract clrriers were 

exempted from the increased r~tes ~st~blished therein to the 

extent that they may be precluded from assessing such r3tes 

und~r the requirements of the Office of Price Stabilization 

promulgated under th~ Defense Production Act of 1950. The 

order herein will likewise provide such exemption. Should 

further action on our part :,n r8~uired, an ~j.;p!'o'Pri.:lte pcti-

tion may be filed. 
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Upon consideration of all the facts and circum­

stances of record, we are of the opinion and hereby find 

that modification of the existing rates, rules and regula­

tions is justified to the extent hereinbefore indicated and 

as provided by the order herein. 

o R D E R - - - - ~ 

Based on the evidence of record and on the con-

elusions and findings set forth in the preceding opinion, 

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that City Carriers' Tariff 

No. l-A (Appendix "A" of Decision No. 41363, as amended) be 

and it is hereby further amended by incorporating therein 

to b0come effective May 15, 1952, Supplement No.3 cancels 

Supplement No.2, attached hereto and by this reference made 

a part hereof. 

IT IS HEREBY FURTHER ORDERED that carriers sub-

ject to the increased charges provided for in the preceding 

ord~ring paragraph that are also motor carriers oth~r than 

co~~on carriers and therefore precluded from charging the 

higher charges provided for by that paragraph under require­

m~nts of the Office of Price Stabilization be and they are 

h~r~by ex€mpted to that ext€nt from observance of the aforc-

said higho!' charg~s. 



SPECIAL INCREASE SUPPLEMENT 

supp LE~lENT NO. ) 
(Cancels Supp1em~nt No.2) 

(Supplement ~o. 3 Contains All Changes) 

TO 

CITY CAaRIERS' TARIFF No. I-A 

NAMING 

MINII"IUM RATES, RULES AND REGULATIONS 

FOR THE 

TRANSPORTATION OF PROPERTY OVER 

THE PUBLIC HIGHWAYS 

OF THE 

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

BY 

CITY CARRIERS 

(1) 0 APPLICATION OF SURCHARGE 

• 

(a) Except as provided in paragraph (b) below, compute the 
arr.ount of charges in accordance with the rates, rules and regulatioro 
of the tariff. Increase the amount so computed by twelve (12) pcr­
cent~ disposing of fractions as provided in ~ar~graph (c) below. 

/ (b) The provisions of paragraph (2.) wlll not apply to rates 
~~d ch~rgec computed in accordance with Item~ Nos. 220, 222, 42;, 570 
and 580 series. 

(c) Fractions of less than one-half cent shall be dropped; 
fractions of one-half cent or gre~tcr shall be increased to one cent. 

. ~ , .• , ~"\ ':-"\1) 

¢ Increase, Decision No. ~;': _'\..;.\)1_ 

(l)Expircs with ~~y 14, 1953, unless sooner c~ncclcd, changed or 
extended. 

EFFECTIVE ~~y 15, 1952 

Issued by the 
Public Utilities Commission of the State of California 

State Building, Civic Center 
San Frnncisco, California 



IT IS HEREBY FURTHER ORDERED that, except to the 

extent provided for in the preceding ordering paragraphs, the 

petition of the Draymen's Association of San Francisco, filed 

December 13, 1951, in this proceeding, be and it is hereby 

denied. 

The effective date of this order sh~11 be twenty (20) 

days aft~r the date hereof. 

Dated at San Francisco, California, this 1?6~day 

of April, 1952. 


