
Deci5ion No • 48269 
. ,-,----

BEFORE TIiE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

In the Matter ot the Establishment ) 
of rates, rules, classifications and ) 
regulations tor the transport~tion ) 
of property within the City and ) 
C,ounty of San Francisco. ) 

In the Ma. tter of tl'le Estab11,s~ nt 
of rates, rules, and regulations for 
the transpor~ation of property by 
radial highway common carriers and 
highway common carriers bctwc~n, and 
by city c~rriers within, the cities 
of Oakland, Alameda, Albany, _ 
3~rkelcy, Emeryville and Piedmont. 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

In the Y~tter of the Inveotigation ) 
and Establi~hment of ratco, charg~s, ) 
classifications, rules, regulations, ) 
contracts ~d practices of East Bay ) 
nrayage and \varchou,sc CO.:1 et al., ) 
between the cities ,of Oay~and, ) 
Alameda, Albar~, Berkeley, E~cryv111~! 

. ','and PieCtmont. ) 

w.C2.!.~~ 

C:~se No. 408J,. 
-' 

Cas~ No. 4108 

Case No. 4109,':/ 

Preston W. DaviS, for United Parcel Service of 
Los Angeles Inc.; ,Edward M. Berol, 
Bertram S. Silver and Rusocl Bevans, for 
Draymcn's ASSOCiation of San Francioco; and 
Y.arvin Handler)~ Clair W.. YJ.ac Leod and V. Fred 
Jakobsen, for v. Fred Jakobsen, dba Transbay 

. Motor Express, petitioner:. 
J~bCS ? Nyhan and Natalie Gail, for Delivery and 

Mesoenger Scrviceo Association; Edward J. 
Maurer,tor Ganaral Delivery Service, and 
Delivery,and Messenger Service Association; 
George A .. Davis, ror Sparkie: Special Delivery 
Service; and Irving LC\ofin, for Spee-Dl3e Deliv­
ery Service, protestants. 

Clifton E. Brooks, for C. R. Becker, dba Delivery 
Service Co.; Morton G. Smith, for Pacific Motor 
Trucking Co.; Quentin "'. Bernhard, for Califor­
nia Retailers Association; and J. H. Rhodes, tor 
Southern California Freight Lines; Daniel vi. 
Baker, ror Draymenfs Association of Alameda 
County; Noal N. Gr~y, for Delivery and Mcs~en­
gel' Service Association of San Francisco, 
Norman R. Moon, for Merchants Express Corpora­
tion, interested parties. 

Grant L. Malquist and J. A. McCu.~iff, for the 
Cornmission'r s staff'. 

SUPPLEMENTAL OPINION 
.......... - I ...---~-

By prior orders in these proceedings, the Commission ~s'tab-· 

lished ~inim~ rates, rules and regulations f'or the transportation 
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of packages in ....,ho1~sale pa.rcel-delivery ~ervic~ "vli th 1 n :th~ 

City of San Francisco, and within and between the cities of Alameda, 

Albany, Berk~ley, Emcryvill~, Oakland and Piedmont. By petitions, 

as amended, United Parcel Service of Los Angeles, Inc., San Francisco 

Draymcn's Association, and V. Fred Jak~bsen, dba Transbay Motor 

Express, sc€k modification of the currently effective minimum rates 

for the transportation in question. l 

These ~atters were consolidated and heard at San Francisco 

on November 19 and Dcco~ber 18, 1952, before EY~mincr Lake. 

The instant phases of those proceedings ztom directly' 

from Decision No. 47716 in Application No. 33086, Which became 

effective on Novcmbe:::, 3, 1952. By that deCision, the United Parcel 

Service of Los Angeles, Inc., hereinafter retorred to as United 

Parcel, was granted a certificate of public convenience and neces-

51 ty whereby it \>'<lS authorized, inter alia, to establish h:ighway 

cocimon carrier operations involving the transportation of packages 

in wholesale parcel delivery between the cities of.San FranCiSCO, 

Alameda, Albany,' Berkeley, Emeryville, Oakland and Piedmont. 

DeciSion No. 47716 also provided for axomption of United 

Parcel from the minimum rates in connection with this transporta­

tion. The exemption applies only to transportation conducted tmder 

the certificate granted by that decision. It docs not pertain to 
. . 
intr~city transportation conducted wholly within each of tnc cities 

of San FranCiSCO, Alameda, Albany, Berkeley, Emeryville, O~~and 

and Pic:dmont. 

For its certificated operations 'bet .... ,ocn thc abovo-named 

cities, United Parcel maintains rates of 16 cents per parcel of 

70 pounds or less, plus 2 cents per pound. These rates apply only 

to prepaid shipments forw<lrded under agreements requiring the -----.- - ......... ~ .....-.-.~ 

1 
A petition filed by the Drayrncn's Association of Alameda County, 
on December 9, 1952, on rcl~tcd matters in Cases Nos. 4108 and 
4109, has been Withdrawn. It will be dismissed. 
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utilization of said r~tes for all packages tendered to the carrier 

during any calendar week. They are both higher and lower than the 

presont minimum rntes established by the Commission.2 

By its petition in this proceeding United P~~cel seeks 

authority to assess the zame rates for tr~sportation within thcs~ 

cities as it now ~inta1ns for intercity t~ansportat1on~ Mo~c 
. ' 

specifically it ~sks: 

(1) 

(2) 

that it be exempted by name f':t'Ol::l the 
San Fr~nc1sco ~d Ea~t Bay tariff's, or 

that it be specifically authorized to 
charge \llithin San Francis'co and within 
each of the East B~Y cities the same rates 
as it ~~intains for interCity operations, 
0:' 

(3) th~t r~tos of tho same volume and effect 
as maintained f'or intercity oporations 
be established in the S~~ Francisco and 
East Bay drayage tarif'fs in addition to 
tho present ~inimum parcel rates, or 

(4) that rates of the same volume and effect 
as main~incd for interCity operations 
bQ established in the S~~ Francisco and 
East Bay drayage tarifi's in lieu or the, 
present minimum parcel rates. 

The petition of the Drayoen's Association of S:ln Francisco 

roquests in genoral the o.doption of the rourth alternative of Unitcd 

P~.rcel wl'lich involves the establishment of the proposed rates in 

lieu of the present r~tes. However, the ~ssociation urges t~t 

this proposol be modif'icd to pe~it the sought rates to alte~~te 

with the ~L~imum-per-shipment ch~rges now named in Item No. 200-F 

of the San Frcncisco dr~yabe tariff.3 This, petition also urges 

2 The S~ Francisco r~tcs arc sot forth in Item N~.~2~-D of Ci;Y *­

Carriers' Tllril':t No.1-A, (Appendix "A" of Decision No .. lr1363 
as amended, in Co.so I~o .. 1+084).. The r~tes for \llholesalo parcei 
delivery within and botween the cities o:t Alameda, Albany, 
Berkeley, Emeryville, Oakland and Piedmont, h~rei~fter referred 
to ~s the East B~Y Cities, arc named in Item No. 990-B of City 
Carriers' Tariff No. 2-A - Highway Cnrriers f !ar1fr No.1-A, 
(AppendiX "A" or Decision No~ 41302', as amended, in Cases 
Nos • . 4108 and 4109). 

3 The prosent parcel rntcs do not alternate with the rates in 
Item No,~ 200-1" of the San Francisco dro.yoge tariff,. 
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tb.ct the "pr0payment" o.nd the "shipper agreement" r(;;strictions 

be not c.doptcd. 

The volume of the r~tes proposed by United Parcel and 

the Draym~nTs Association of San Fr~nc1$co arc 1denticc.l for 

p~rcels weighing 41 pounds or less. The proposed rates for 

parcels with1nthis weight group would result 'in both increases 

and. rcductions in the present rates. For pc.rccls weighing over 

41 pounds, the proposal ot United Po.=ccl would result in rates. 

that exceed the current minimum ratcs, whereas thc Dr~yments 

As~ociation propo~al is on tho minimum-rate level. 

Thc petition of V. Fred Jakobsen, doing busin~ss as 

Transbay Motor Express, requests that he be granted exemption 

or authority similar to t~t which may be granted Un1tc~ Parcel. 
I 

. At the henring this petitioner supported and endorsed the pro-

posal of thc Draymon T3 As~ociation ~f San FranCisco. 

Testimony pr~scnted by th~ vice-president and counsel 

for United Parcel discloses that it is essenti~l to the efficient 

operation of his comp~y that rates for intraCity wholesale pc.rccl­

delivery service be uniform with those ~pp11cablc under its common 

carrier certificate ~d that there is no apparent sound reason 

for higher intraCity r~tcs than the interCity rates to more dis~t 

pOints. The Witness stressed the desir~b11ity or ~mending the 

drayage tariffs. Such action, he said, would promote an equality 

• 
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of competitive opportunity tor all city ca~ricrs engaged in whole­

sale parcel deliveries within the Bay Ar~a. 

The secretary of the Draym~n's Association and a witness 

for thp. Transbay Motor Express Company testified that the "shippcr­

agreement" limitation.propo~ed by United Parcel should not be in­

cluded in the minimum-rate· tariffs. Any carrier electing to usc 

United Parcel's proposed rates, assertedly would find ~tself at a 

distinct rate disadvan~age since the rates necessarily applied under 

~he aforesaid shipper agreements, for shipments in excess' of 41 

pounds, would be hi~her·than,the currently effective minimum per 

shipment charges available where. such agreements were not employed. 

Such rate disadvantage, the witness for'Transbay Motor Express 

claimed, would result in considerable loss of traffic to his company. 

The witnesses also testified that a desirable parity of 

co~pctitive opportunity would be preocrve~without undue over-all 

increases in the minimum rates , by the adoption of the proposal of 

the Draymen's Association. 

The secretary of the Draymen's Association of San Francisco 

explained that an investigation had been made in order to determine 

the effect of the az·sociation's proposed ratcz upon the reV9nues of 

member carriers. The study shows that only 5 members of the aszoci­

ation are primarily engaged in wholesale parcp.1-delivery service and 

that all shipments were found to be prepaid. Assertedly 4 of the 

5 carriers studied would earn> under the propoced rates , revenues 

reflecting increases ranging from apprOximately 0.1 percent to 

15.0 percent, whereas a single carrier would experience a loss of 

~-
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rev~nue of approximately 3.0 percent. The ov~r-all effect G£ the 

ascociation's oro~osal was said to be an increase in revenue of 
~ . 

approximately 1 percent. 

Evidence w~s also prcsent~d by a representative ~! 

Delivery a~d Mc~~cnger Service Association of Sar. Francisco anQ 

General Delivery Service: a San Francisco city carricr.4 The 

as~ociation and c~rrier witness objected to the pro~osed reduction 

in mini~um rates for ~ac~<a(.cs weighing from 1 to 7 pounds,inc1usive, 

and to ~~y reduction in currently effective minimum C.O.D. eo1;oc­

tion fees. In support of his pozition, he stated that the 32-o~nt 

rate now provided in IteM No. 425-D of the San Francisco tariff, 

has been in effect for some time and that it 'would be impossible 

to op~rate at the reduced rates. 

Upon cross-examination, the witness stated that the 

TTgoingn rates of his company ranged upward from a minimum of 50 

cents for packages weighing up to 25 pounds, and from a minimum . 
. of $1.00 for packages weighin; 26 to 50 pounds , depending upon 

the type of commodity, the distance it is transported, the type 

of service rendered and the VOlume of businccs offered. He also 

asserted that most of the other 10 m~mbcrs of the association 

charged rates higher than ~he rates of his company. 

Concorning San Francisco the record discloses exemption 

of United Parcel and Transbay Motor Exprezs, by na~e or a grant of 

4 
The Delive~1 and Messenger Service Association is comprised of 11 

city carriers engaged generally in special dp-livery of small parcels 
by ~cssenger on foot, bicycl~s or in passenger ears with commercial 
licenses as well as by motorcycles' and light delivery trucks. 
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special authority as to intracity service, as requested
1 

would pl~ce 

other wholesale parcel city carriers that arc req,uired t.o observe 
I , .• • ,e 

the minimum rates at a distinct disadvantage. The representative 
.' ' 

of United Parcel and other petitioners agreed on the desirabielity 

of minimu:n-rate ~o.uality for all wholesale parcel carriers .. 

The rates which comprise the third and fourth alterna­

tives of United Parcel (wherein inclusion of the rate proposal~ 

in the minimum-rate tariff is sought) a.ppear well adapted tOe the 

type of operation contemplated by tha~ company_ They coincide . 
with its rate structure as a whole. These proposals 1 however, 

would result in material increases in the minimum rates for the 

delivery of parcels weighing over 41 pounds within San Francicco • . 
The evidence affords no firm foundation for a finding that such 

increases are justified.' 

The objections of Delivery and Messenger Service 

Association to the reduction in the minimum rates £or packages 

weighing 1 to 7 pounds, inherent in both the United Parcel and 

the Draymen's Association proposals, are no~ p~rsuasive in view 

of the degree to 'Which the going rates of the \lssociation members 

asscrtedly exceed the present and proposed minimum rates. It 

appears that bec~use of the immociate special-delivery nature of 

the service rendered these carriers are able to azsess rates far in 

excess of the minimum. Apparently, therefore, no appreciable loss 

of traffic or revenue would result from the proposed rates. 

The Draymcn's Association recommendation would result in 

both increases and decr.eases, largely offsetting each other. Only 

a slight over-all increase in the minimum rates would result. This 
"' .... , 

proposal would maibtain the present co~petitivc balance and repr~sent 

a satisfactory solu~ion to the problems with which the San Francisco 

carriers are faced. It appears tO'be reasonable and w.11l be adopted .. 
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. 
As to the East Bay cities the exemption or specific 

authority to assess rates different from those established as ~ini­

~um (as re~uested by United Parcel in alternative Nos. 1 and 2) 

would contain the same infirmities as herein discussed in conncc-

tion with parcel-delivery rates in San Francisco. With respect to 

the establishment of the sought rates in lieu of the present ra.tcs 
I 

(alternative No.4) there is no justification in this record for 

the resulting increases. 

It was urged by the secretary of the DraymenTs Association 

of Alameda County that the sought rates be established in addition 

to the present rates (alternative No.3). It was pointed out that 

adding the proposed rates to the East Bay tariff need not result 

in charges to shippers higher than those now assessed~ Shippers 

electing to use the present rates may continue to do so. No one 

opposed this recomoendation. ,It will accord competitiv~ equality 

to city and highway carriers conducting parcel-delivery operations 

wi thin and betv,reen the East Bay cities and will resolve the diffi­

culties with which United Parcel as well as other carriers are 

confronted. In tho Circumstances, the proposal to establish the 

sought rates as an addition to the present East Bay tariff appears 

to be reasonable and will be adopted. 

Upon consideration of all of the facts and circ~~tances 

of record we ~re of the opinion and hereby find that modification 

of the minimum rates, rules and regulations established in these 

proceedings have been justified as indicated in the foregoing 

opinion and set forth in the order which follows, and that in all 

ot.her respects the proposal's have not been jU:jtified. Procedures 

established for the handling and diztribution of minimum-rate ta:if~ 

require that the change~ in tariff provisions involved be made by 

separate orders revising these tariffs. A separate. order, there­

fore, is being entered in Cases Nos. 410e and 4109, in connection 
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'. ' 

with the adjustment ~£ wholesale parcel-delivery rates in the East 

Bay drayage 'area. 

o R D E R , .; 

" ---- ..... ~.,.. 

Ba~ed upon the evidence of record and upon the conclusions 

and findings set forth in the preceding opinion, 

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that City Carriers' Taritf No. l-A 

(Appendix "An of Decision No. 41363, as amended, in Case 1\0. 1.,.0$4) 

be and it is bereby further amended by incor~oratin~ therein, to, 

become effective March 15.,1953, Eighth Revised Pa50 40 cancels 

Seventh Revised Page 40, attaehed hereto and by this reference 

~de a ~art hereof. 

IT IS HEREBY FDaTHER ORDBRED that, except ,to the cxt~nt 

provided by the order herein, the petition filed by United Parcel 

Service of Los Angeles, Inc., on 6eptcmber 23, 1952, as amended, 

be and it is hereby denied. 

The effective date of this order shall ~c twenty days 

after the date hereof. 

Dated a~~4-tYfl.d.r~ California, this la&tl ,. 
day of February, 1953. 



Eighth Revi~ed Page •••• 40 
C:meels 

Seventh Revised page ••• 40 
SEC'k'ION NO. J.J. - COl-MODIn RAIES·"\{.iOntJJlued.) 

In cent::: per 100 lbs. except .:loS noted 
-,~----~--------~~~~~~~~--~~~~~----~-------&imum '" 
_ ,~. ~o~ ________ --..;;CO;.;.;r;;.;;;1M.;,;;.O.;;;DI;;.;;'!Y~ ________ _+ ........ R.A.-TES---__+.;.;rc.;.;.i~:.I.1;h-~t--

I 
I 
I 

I , 
I 
! 

I 

I J,:.42.5-E 
Cancol:j 
42.5-D 

430-D 
Ca.ncels 

430-C 

440-'0 
Co.neole 

440-C 

450-F 
~cols 

_450-E 

FREIGHT, REGARDLESS OF CIASSIFICA.'l'ION, 
I "'h~n not oubject to r.:l.tes a.nd chlu-gco pr"vided 

j
ClsCwhcrc in this scction, within .ll'ld between 311 
zones and onlY on ~olivories from manui.:l.cturerc' 
~gonts,whole~alors, jobbers, commercial di~tribu­
~oro and warchou~oo. 

i'!cight Por Pa.ckagc 
70 Pound$ or loz~ ~~-~~~--~~---- --~ 

The ratt:lo nDJIled 1."1 thi:i item shall :l.lt~~tc ·.dth 
the mini::1.-am per shipmtmt chargee set t"rth in Item 
200 ocri~z ot thi: ~"'it:r end shaU not b~ zubject 
to Ite: 60 seric3 o! this tariff. 
!;O:F;:;'A."1.aaditif.lw c..~gc o£ 20 cents for cilch 
~r $100 er ~~ction thereof shall be asses sod tor 

~ach C.O.D. collected. 

In Cents 
reT Pa.ckagc 

16 
Plus 2 cent3 
for each 
:?Cunei or 
!ra.ction 
thereof 
(Sec Note) I 

I , • __ ~--~~~ __________ ~~~~~~--------

I
GROCERY HOUSES, WHOUSAtE, Commoditioa Col.. Col. 
tl"ar...sportcd for- . A B 

I 
COL'Ol:·m itA" ro.toz in conte per 100 po'Imdc. 
COLUMlIJ "B" rate:; in eentc per shipmont. 
Ci ty Doli vorie:; : 

250 lbs. or loss-------- ... 
Over 250 II 

" 1800" 
" 2000 II 

It 5000 II 

but not over 1800 l"Os.---­
" " n 2000" ---
It It " 5000 It 

!t " It 6000 n " 6000 fT ... '" .. ___________ .. _____ _ 

Sh:1.pping: 
100 lbs. or lo~s-.-..-.....----...................... ---

Over 100 n but not over 400 lbs.---------
" 400 TI " IT " 1000 " -
!1 1000 !I II II II 1500 tl ---It 1500 T! 11 tT If 2000 II - II ... ..., 

tt 2000 II ........ ~- .. ~~.- . -
N.O.S. (incl~ding inhau1): 

;00 lbe. or lo~s--~~--~----· -- -~---­
Ovor 500" but not" over 1200 1,Os.-----

If 1200 n " " " 2000" ____ _ 
n 2000" ~ ___ -.-...w_ .... __ ....... ~ ___ 

CROCERY HOUSES, vJHOLESAI..E, Commoditios 
transported 1:or--

COLUMN "A" ro.too in conts per 100 pO'Undz. 
COLUMN "Ell :'0. to: in conts ;pel" !lhi~ont. 
City Dolivorio~: 

2$0 l"os. or leo:--- --.- - ----
Over 250 " but not ovcr 1800 l"os.---------

fI 1800" It 11 IT 2000 TI _____ _ 

It 2000 II I! " It 5000 It _-__ 

11 $000" II TI T! 6000 n __ _ 

" 6000 " ------.- --
HAFJ)Hlo.RE HOUSt'...s, WHOLESALE, Commodi tic::! 

trOllsportcd for----------- ---- -
Minimum ehnrzc53 cent::: JXl_r r::hi'Ol!lcnt 

~t Chango, Dcei~io~ No. 4826'3 

.-~ 

---~ 

- $~ 
20 -- ~50 
18 -- e6S 
15 -
- $3 - 58 - 96 - 151 
- 166 
9 -
- 78 - 1lI+ - 158 
SZ -

Col. Col. 
A B 

- 53 
20 -- 350 
18 -- 863 
15 -

14 

EFFECTIVE MAne:! 15, 195:3 

1000 
tons 
per 

Colon&.r 
Month 

400 ton:: 
:per 

Co.londQ-
Month 

6000 tone 
pcrCal-
ondar _Xct'!t' 

Ie~uod by tho Public Utilitico Commisoion of tho State of calitorn1~, 
Corroction No. 165 ,San Fro.:nci:lco, Coli1'oX"Xlio.. 


