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BEFORE 'J.'HB PUBLIC U'I‘ILITIES COMMISSION OF T"IE S'I.‘A'].'E OF CALIFORNIA

In tb(e:ArIgatter of the Application of g e -
AMERTH TRANSFER CO.,, a corporation

for an order suthorizing departure ’ ) Applieat:ion No. _ 42812
from the rates, rules and regu.lations g

~ of Minjmum Rate Tariff No. 2, under .

the provisions of Section 3656 of the Yo

Public:Utilities Code. \ )

Handler & Baker, by Marvin Hendler for American T
Transfer Co., applicant. BRI
J. C. Ka » A. D, Poe and J. X. Quintrall forj;-“”--_
Calitornia Trucking Assoc:‘.at:.ons, Inc., Lo
interested party. ‘ '
John F, Specht and Re Jo Carberrj, for t:he Comissi.on s
stafi,. e

OPINION

By the above-entitled appl‘.{.cation, filed November 1, 1960 :‘_'i /  ;
: Amer:.ean ‘rransfer Co., & higkmay contract: carr:t.er, seeks ant:hor:tty;

under Section 3666 of the gublic Utilities Code, to transport st:eel ?fi‘

ﬁrorn Pit:tsburg to P:'.nedale for Vendorlator Manufacturing Co. at a B

rate 1ower than the appl:.cable minimm rate. S

Public hearing on the application was. held before E:oam:[.ner f*"j i_;‘f"f:.;;:
William E. 'rurpen at: San Francisco on December 22 1960 Evidence |

on’ 'behalf of app]ieant was presented by :Lt:s pres:r.dent and by an‘ -

accom:.tant employed to- make a study of the operat::l’.on :I’.nvolved and ‘

by the sbipper s txafﬁ’.e manager. Representatives of t:he Calztfornia}"i S

Truc'::.ng Assoei.ations, Inc., and of the Commission s steff assisted

in’ eeveloping the record

y P:’.nedale’ is located‘v.appro:c[mately" 9 miles northeast of: Fresno.: . .. .
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'rhe record shows that applicant has been tranaporting steel‘;v AT :
from Pittsbuxg for Vendorlator. Manufacturing Co. for some years. |
Until about two years ago deliveries were made to Fresno > but at
‘that time the shipper moved its steel operations to the plant at R
| 1I’:!'.nedale and the steel deliveries were thereafter made to Pinedale. ",::;
Although the mdndmum xate named in Mininnnn Rate 'rariff No. 2 :EOr , | o
‘this transportation is 44 cents per 100 pounds, subject to ‘a minimm V‘ i
weight of 36,000 pounda, as both consignor and: consignee are located RS
on ra.s.l spur, applicant has been assessing the railroad rate of
¢ cents per 100 pounds, sub %) ect. to & minimum weight of 60 000 pounds,
m:xder the so-called rule for the. alternative application of common ES
carrier rates provided in Minimnn Rate 'rariff No. 2. Applicant now |
see..s authority to assess .a rate of 3% cents per 100 pounds, subjectf:-v’,::_ :.;"'-.:”-:;i.j‘ B
to a minimumweight of 48, 000 pounds. S D e
An accountant presented in evidence and explained a study ‘f.'~“:"7f
in wb.ich he developed the costs: and revenues for 16 loads of steel L
tranSported by appl:[cant from Pittsburg to Pinedale during the month-'.f: T']'f ‘j
of November, 1960. 'rhe costs and revenues were shown separately for
each trip and included the costs and revenues for freight handled 7
on.the northbound trip. A aunnmry~ahowed that a total of 725,450
pounds of steel were transported southbound and 536 803 pounds of I
other freight were transported northbound on these 16 trips.3( o ‘11-1’7: SR :

iginally :Eiled, the application sought a rate of 28 cents Sy
per 10 unds ‘Ihis was amended at. the. hearing to the 32-cent T

‘ rate.

“, .~ The northbound freight consisted of raisins, dried fruit, wine I
,andpallets. < _ L o | e
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Operating results takcn from this study are shown in - ‘

\ Under B
5 _Present Rate

Revenues: o L R T
- Steel (southbound) $2 6ll 61’_;;[,:' RO $2 :
Otherti*r;{ght (northbound) - :}809.62 : 4 1:8.0’93;6?..M
E:cpenses L : 3 383.7 0
Net Operating Revenue* | $1 037 .45..‘;::"-“:\' “ .
| OperatingRatio* ” 1 76,5%
* Before provision for income taxes. '\ S B

Examination of the data relating I.-O‘ individual trips xa;howsfi;v‘f?:l‘,z;,‘-i :-:‘7:'.‘\;
in several instances that where ‘the amount of northbound freight wasf\_lv
small or none:d.stent the costs exceeded the revenues , botb. under the_*"ﬁ'ff?;-”
present and the proposed rates. | , | R '.

‘Ihe shipper 8 traffic manager stated that he has made i
prel:.minary investigation into the leasing of trucks with a view of "
conducti:ng the steel tranSportation as. a proprietary operation if _
the sought rate is not authorized. However, he said no conclusions}‘ffii”',
as to this action have ‘been reached. o | LI R

'I’he minimmn rates set forth in Min:‘mm Rate Tariff No. 2
are presuned to be reasonable minimtm rates for tranSportation B
conducted under the usual prevailing conditions. Section 3666 o:E
the Code provides 8 means. of retognizing that :.n some circmnstances ‘ S
where transportation conditions are unusually favorable a 1ower rate v

A' can be fo\md to be reasonable. A showing that the proposed rate will
exceed the cost of providing the service is indispensable to such a
finding. Applicant did not show that the conditions surrounding the

transportation of steel involved here diffe:. from or are more

favoraole than the conditions surronnding the transportation of steel {"’
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by. "fother' carriers. 'rhe smdy of revenues and costa shows that when

applicant bas a good size 1oad o:E freight northbound It can profit- 2 L

ably transport a load of steel southbound at the sought rate. How-

ever, as mentioned prev:.ously, when the northbound load :Ls small the U

costs exceed the revenues. e

Applicant 8 ahow-.[.ng in juati.f:f.cat:t.on o:E the proposed rate

rests upon the assmption that :I.t w:[ll rece:!;ve and transport north- SRR

bound traff:l’.c, of commodities not here:[.n involved in balanced loads::"," AR

with the steel traffic which ia :Ln :I‘.asue.f The evidence ahowe,

however, that appl:i.cant s experience is contrary to the aasumpt:t.on. [N

From the evidence O.I. record :Et is clear that applicant has‘”‘

not shown that the proposed rate will prov:Lde revenuea which would

| e:‘ceed the cost of perform.n:_‘: the service. Also, the record does~not';f§5 L

cons.a_n any other evidence wh:.ch would show that the proposed rate
is reasonable. . ‘ o o e ‘

| | Upon cons:[derat:.on o:E all the facts of record the s L
-‘Commission :[s of the opinion, and hereby f:’.nds that the leas-than- BE
| ,m:.n:’.mum rate ‘sought: here:Ln has not been shown to be reasonable. -
‘appl'I.cation w:!.ll be denied. "_';;; R ‘ ‘

Baaed upon the ev:.dence of record and upon the findinga and o

conclusions set forth in the preceding opa.nion,
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rr IS ORDERED tha.. Applicatian No. 42812 be and 11: :I.B
he::eby den:led

'Ih:ta o:der shall 'become effective twem:y days after the
date hereof, | e el | o R

Dat:ed'f"-'t\. ' Swmm o California th:l.s /M"
day of - FEBRuagy 1961. o




