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Decision No,. __ 6_0_5_1_8 __ _ 

BEFORE 'I'HE PUBLIC UTn.ITIES COMMISSI01'T OF ntE SU'IE OF c.ALIFOPJ-!IA 

I In the Matter of the Application of 
ROBERTSON DRAYAGE CO., INC., a 
CalifQrn!a corporation, for au:hori~y 
under Section 3666 of the Public 
U:ilities Code of the State of 
California to transport new furniture 
from Pool Q:Jrs between San Francisco 
and EaGt Bay Poines at less than 
min1'..mt.lm rates. 

Application No. 42118 

Norman R. Moon, for R.obertson Drayage Co., Inc., 
applicant. 

Arlo D. Poe, J .. C. Kas~ar and James Qtd.ntra11, for 
Cal~fornia trucking AssociDtions~ Inc.; 
Russell Bevans, for DrDycen's Assoeietion of 
San Francisco; Omar E. Pullen, for R'2tai1 
Furniture Assoeiaeion ot California; Har;1W. 
Dimond, 'for John Breuner Co.; interested parties. 

Grant L. li'Jalguist and John F. Specht, for Commission 
staff. 

OPINION 
~ ...... - ..... ~-- ..... 

Robertson Drayage Co., Inc.) a highway permit carrier ~ 

seeks authori~ under Section 3666 of the Public Utilities Code ~o 

assess and collect rates on pool car shipments of furniture lower 

than the minimum rates ~s~blished by the Commission for such 

service in Minimum Rate T.tJ.riff No.2. 

Publie hearing wa s held May 25, 1960 before Examiner 

Jack E. 'thompson Dt San Francisco Dnd the matter submitted. 

On May 20, 1960, pursuant to Decision No. 59863 of 

~rch 29, 1960 in Case ~To,. 5437. (Petition l68), paragrapb. (8) of 

Item No. 179-C of Minimt.nn Rate Tariff ~~o. 2 was etmcelled. Said 

p3Z'sgraph (a) prov:Lded a rate of $1.13 peZ' 100 pounds, t:tin.im7.:::n 

charge $2.20 per component part, for the unloading, segregating, 
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transportation .and eertain accessorial services~ of pool shipments of 

furniture or furnit.uX'e parts. 

Robertson Drayage Co. tr~nsports ~ substantial portion of 

the pool car shipmenes of fuxniture. Those shipmen~s:. for the most 

part, originate in eastern United States and are transport~d by 

railroad to San Francisco where Robertson takes custody oftb.c goods 

at its ter::n1nal and warehouse. Applicant unloads and segregates the 

pool ear and, on components having ultimate destination in the Bay 

kea, transports 1:hose· shipments to the consignees. In most: 

instances, such as the typical ease recited above:. the goods are in 

in'terstate commerce. It is a type of in~erstate eOI!:lmerce over which 

this Commission has exercised jurisdiction in the past because of 

Section 203 b (8) of the Interstatc Commerce Act.· Consolidated 

Freight'W'ayst Inc. ~ (1940)[102 CRe 721; CMrles J. Worth Drayage Co. 

(19[:.9) 4S cal. P.U.C. 681. '!he Commission's exercise of jurisdiction 

b..$s been upheld by 1:he United States Supreme Court. Consolidated 

Freigptwsys vs. Railroad Commission Mem. (1941) 313 U. S. 561, reb.. 

den. 313 U. S. 599.· 

According to the ~estimony of Robertson's prcsident, shortly 

after Decision No. 59863· was issued~ he 'toTas informed by some Shippers 

which he serves that there. was .a carrier w;.th ratcs, published and 

on file with the Int~statc Commerce Commission~ at the same level as 

those canceled by the aforesaid deCiSion, .and that they could obt.ain 

sc: ... dec f:om that carrier, as well as by freight iOr'Ward.erdirect, 

a~ rates lower than those which appli~nt would be required to assess 

under the tninimum rate orec::c. Inasmuch.as the: handling of furniture 

pool cars constitutes a larze portion of applicant's total t=ans

~ortation bustness, the president decided to file this application in 
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-A. c!102118 JCM • 
o=der to meet the compeeition .:lnd retain the business. 

Exhibit No. 2 is a repr04uction of Item 298.1, 2nd &cvised 

Page 26-B, United 'Iransfer-carley-Ramiltcn, Inc., Local Freight 

Tariff No.1, MF-l.C.C. No.2. Paragral'b. (a) of that item-reads the 

same as the lcmguage in paragraph (8) of Item 179-C of Mini:mum Rate 

Tariff No .. 2, which p.arag:aph, 8S st:ated above, was canceled by 

Decision No. 59863, except that the ra~ provided is $1.03 per 

100 Jpounds, minimtlm charge $2.00 per .component part. There is no 

cV'ldence that ::my traffic has moved under the aforesaid rllte by that 
, -

carrier since May 20, 1960 or prior thereto. 

Applicane present~d an estimate of the cost of unloading 

pool cars of furniture in San fi'ancisco and delivering shipments to 

~o:;.nts in East Bay cities. P. comparison 't'13S made of the estimated 

costs so Qe\.-eloped with the revenues which would accrue at the pro

posed rates on four shipment:s. In all four eases, the revenues 

e-~ceeded the esti'mated costs. The estimates, however, are clearly 

understated. The president estimated that drivers" nonproductive 

time amounts to at least 40 perCe'!lt of paid ~ime, but there is no 

allowance for nonproductive time reflected in the estimates-. An 

inclirect eXpense ratio of 17 percent,. which W$.s applied in develo9ing 

the estimated full costs was computed from the statement of revenue 

and expenses for applicant's operations appearing in its annual 

report for the year 1959, as 3 ratio of indirectexpetlses to-total 

expz.nses. In develo?ing the csttmates of total cost applicant 

applied the 17 percent to the direct expenses. This. is ail error of 

about ~ percent of direct expense. T.n any event,. howe"J'er,. the ra'9:io 

0::: indirect expense to direct:. expense for applic3':lt' s entire 

o~ration does not appear ~o be appropri~~c for deter.oining the cost 
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of the service ~olved herein. App11c3nt 1 s president testified 

th~t i't has a department which takes care of the pool car business. 
, . 

Ove: half of the total clerical staff are employed in ~c=ivities 

relating to this department. Under the circumstances, TRC C~%'ll'loe 

accept tbe cost estimates as re~sonably reflecting,the cos~s of p~

forming the service. 

The Retail Furniture Association of ~lifornia~ Jackson 

Fl.lrtli'ture Co. and John :Sr~er Co. support the ap?licet1on. !he 

tr.offic manager of J obn BreunC"..:' Co. testified I:a.a't thccotllpany can 

receive less-than-carload shipments from origins in southern United 

States vola freight forwarder at a lower cos't' tb..an that incurred from 

pool c~r st~pments segregated 31: San Francisco uncler the present 

provisions of Minimum Rate Tariff 1\10. 2. 

v7e have considered all of the evi<ie:l.ce and find t~t 

applicanl: has not shown thaI: the proposed rate is :e3sonable. On 
" 

this record we cannot find tha'c the rate reflect:~d in Exb:i.bit No. 2 

is unlawful because the record docs not show~n~t the services are 
1/ 

on which the rate is ~o be applied.- The Co:cmission luis held that 

the mjn~mum rates wlAich it has established are the lowest l~h~l 

rates trust may be assessed for the unloading, segregating, sorting 

and dclive..ry of shipments from pool ears at S~ Francisco which h:lve 

had origin outside C.;llifornia) 'W'il:h cIestinatiOt! within the commercial 

zone of San Francisco. 

1/ vTe arc advised and in~ormed that since submission of this 
- proceeding United Transfer-carley-~!~-lton hos canceled the 

rate referred to above. 
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ORDER - ... _----

<. 
',.1 • 

BD sed on ehe evidence of record and on the findings and 

C01.4clucions set forta ~ the preceding opinion~ 

11' IS ORDERED t:hat:: the applicaticr.o. filed April 5, 1960 

in th~s proceeding. is denied. 

!he effect.ive date of this order shall be twenty days 

afte= ~hc date hereof. 

day 0::: 
Dated at ____ San __ Fn_n_c_isc_o_, __ --', California~ this ~" 

Uu,ud- , 1960. 


