
Decision No. ____ 8_0_0_8_1._, 

BEFORE'IHE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

In the Matter of the Apr>lication ) 
of ) 

H-10 WATER TAXI COMPANY, L'ID., ) 
a Corporation, for authority to ) 
increase rates and revise ) 
Rules and Regulations. ~ 

Application No. 52645-

(Filed May 25, 1971) 

Jeanne M. Seehorn, for H-IO Water 
Taxi Company, ~d., applicant. 

R. W'. Russell, by K. D. waluert, 
for Department of FubLic t~li­
ties and Transportation, City 
of Los Angeles, interested 
party. 

Louis Possner, for the City of 
Long Beach, interested party. 

Donald E. Hiniker, for American 
President-Paci:ic Far East 
Lines, protestant. 

Duane E. Walsworth, John P. Shea, 
and Keith L. CUrtis, Jr., for 
General Steamship Corporation, 
protestant. 

EdwaTd W. Burke, for himself, 
interested party. 

EItner S~ostrom, Attorney at Law, 
for t e COmmission's staff. 

Applicant, H-IO Water Taxi Company, Ltd .. (R-10), is 

engaged in the business of transporting passengers and freight 

as a public utility eommon carrier by vessel 

Within and about the Los Angeles and 
I.oug; Beach Harbor areas, 

... 1-



A. 52645 - $V; 

Between said harbor areas and 

Vessels arriving at or leaving 
said harbors; 

Vessels a~ offshore moorings 
at El Segundo and Huntington 
Beach; 

Points and places on Santa 
Catalina Island. 

Applicant also provides a garbage disposal service for ships in 
the Lot AIlgelesand Long Beach Harbors. All of its services are 
prov1~ed on an on-call basis. 

By this appl1ca~ion H-10 seeks authority to inC'rease 
its rates. and c;harges for its common carrier services,. and to· 
effect other changes in its tariff. 

On July 13~ 1971,. the rate increase authority which 
applicant seeks was partially granted by Decision No. 78916. 
Said authori'Cy was granted ex parte on an interim basis. upon 
applicant's representations that under the rates then in effect 
applicant was experiencing losses of such magnitude that it had 
to-have immediate relief therefrom if its services were to be 

maintained. As support for these representations ap~licant 
reported a loss of $13,026 (exclusive of interest expense of 
$724) from its operations during 1~70, and loss of $19,.166 

(exclusive of interest expense of $654) for the first three 
months of 1971. About half of the latter loss was experienced 
during one month alone -- during March, 1971. Applicant estimated 
that by the end of 1971 it would lose $69,635 from its operations 
unless increases iu rates were authorized. Applicant's net worth 
was listed as $43~857 as of December 31, 1970, and as $24,037 as 
of March 31, 1971. 
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In Appendix A hereof are set forth a summary of (a) appli­
cant f s principal 1:a't:es and charges which were in effect at the time 
of filing of this application and (b) the corresponding rates and 
cb.a:rges which applicant seeks to have authorized.!/ 

With some exceptions, Decision No. 7891& authorized 
increases of 50 percent in applicant t S rates and charges and in a 
surcharge for n:Lght service. The rates and charges so authorized 
are also shown in Appendix A. The increases which were authorized 
by said decision are subj ect to reductions, further increases or 
other change as found warranted upon further considera-tion of this 
matter. 

Public hearing for the purposes of farther consideration 
of the application was held before Examiner Abernathy at San Pedro 
on December 2, 1971. Evi.dence was preseneed by applicant's 
seeretal:y-treasu:rer and by an engineer and by an accountant of the 
Commission's staff. Representatives of some of app1ieant t g patrons 
patticipated in the proceeding as protestants. 

1:l In addition to the increases in rates and charges shown in 
Appendix A applicant seeks to 

Double a 10 peree~t surcharge for night 
service; 

Make the same S'Ur1'!b.arge applicable to 
service performed, on specified holidays; 

Cancel present reduced rates for waiting 
or standby time ~ld assess regular hourly 
rates for said time; 

Impose more resmLctive rules to changes 
or cancellations in orders for appl1c8nt t s 
services. 

-:3-



A. 52645 - SW 

The record shows that during the second half of 1971 
the circumstances in which applicant conducted its operations 
changed radically from those which had prevailed eluring· the 
earlier part of the year. This change was occasioned by the 
longshoremen's strike which commenced on or about July 1, 1971, 

and which continued into October, 1971. A consequence of the 

strike was that many ships were· held within the los Angeles and 

Long Beach harbors during the strike period. The needs. of 
these sbips for local transportation of supplies and personnel 
during that t~e resulted in a sharp increase in the utilization 
of applicantYs services. 

The increase in volume of applicant's traffic during 
the second half of 1971 plus the effect of the interim increases 
in rates and charges which became applicable on July 24, 1971, 
co~erted applicant's financial position from one of substantial 
losses to one of substantial profits. According to financial 
data which applicant's secretary-treasurer submitted at the 

hearing, the company's operating. results for the ten mouths 
through. October 31~ 1971, were as follows: 

Table No. 1 
Financial Results of Operations 
January throu~h October, 1971 

Revenues 
Expenses 

Net Operati1:lg Revenues (b) 

Operati1:lg Ratio(b) 

$2g9~903 

20S,006-(a) 

$. 84,897 

70.n. 

(a)Exclus1ve of $1,332 interest expense. 

(b)Before provision for income taxes~ 

The net worth of the company as of October 31 ~ 1971, was reported 
as $126,977. 
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The e:vi:dence of applicant's witness was limited,. for the 
most part,. to a detailing of circumstances which have resulted in 
increases in the company's operating costs. She did not submit 
evidence which would afford a gauge of the level of the company's 
earnings under the intertm rates under more normal operating con­

ditions. She argued that the interfm rates should be continued 
nevertheless because of the increases in the company' $ operating 

costs .and because of losses whieh the company has experienced in 
the past. 

~e presentation of the Commission engineer was directed 
mainly to a showing of applicant t s operating results under other­

than-strike eonditions and of antieipated operating results for 
the coming year under the same conditions. Utilizing applicant's 

revenue and expense data for 1970 as a base, he developed esti­
mates of the revenues and expenses whieh would apply to applicant's 
operations for 1972. In arriving at said estimates, he ass'Utlled, 
on the one hand, that the interim rates would be continued, and, 
on the other hand, that the full amo\lllt of sought rate increases 

would be authorized and would be applicable. Provision was 
ineluded in his expense estimates for known cost increases. To 
relate his estimates to the serviees which are directly involved 
herein, he excluded from his figures those revenues and expenses 
applicable to the company's garbage disposal services, which 
services are not governed by the Commission. The engineer's 

estimates are summarized in the following table: 
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Table No. 2 
Estimated Financi~l O?eraeing Results 

of Public Utility Services Under Interim and Proposed Raees 
Year 1972. 

Und.er Under 
Interim Proposed 
Rates Rates 

Revenues $216,000 $240~OOO 

Expenses 202t 259 212·z253 

Net· Operating Revenues $ 13,741 $ 27,747 

Operating Ratio 941- 881. 

The engineer concluded from his studies that, subj ect to 
a change in the rate for standby service, the interim rates should 
be made permanent. He concluded that the rates for standby service 
should be modified to provide rates which are $2.00 per hour less 
than the hourly rates which otherwise apply. 

The Commission accountant submitted a statement of appli­
cant's assets, liabilities and net worth as of September 30, 1971. 
He also submitted income and expense data comparing applicant's 
revenues and expenses for the third qttarter of 1970 with those 
for the c:orreSJ:0nding period in 1971. These data are S'f.mIIll8.rized 

in the follo·N.ing table: 
Table No.3 

Comparison of Revenues, ~enses and Net Operating Results 
, Applicant's Total Operations 

Revenues 

Expenses 

Third e&arter, 1970, vs. Third Quarter, 1971 

3d Quarter 3d Quarter 
1970 1971 

$66,322 
64 y 192 

$151,241 
89',030 

Net Operat:ing Revenues(a) $ 2~130 $ 62~211 
Operating Ratio(a) 96.87. 58.97-

(a) Before provision for income taxes. 
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Di.scussi.on 

It is evident: that since consid~ration of applicant's 
financial ci%eumstances in connection with the interim rate 
increases authorized by Decision N~. 78916~ said circumstAnces 
have improved substantially. It is also evident that much of 
the improvement is att%ibutable to· effects of the longshoremen's 
strike during the latter part of 1971. Inasmuch as the strike 
conditions should be regarded as tempora-ry ~ futther consideration 
of applicantts financial needs for purposes of determining whether 
the interim rate inc-reases should be continued ~ modified 0::" other­
wise changed should be on the basis 0'£ the level of applicant f $ 

operatiDg results which ~y reasonably be expected to prevail 
during the coming year under more normal conditions. 

The showing of applicant's witness must be deemed as 

providing little~ if any~ usable information for such purposes. 
The showing of the Comnission engineer is mo:.-e illum!nating. in 
this respect. However > v~rious modifications of the engineer f s 
data are necessary before said data may be adopted as a basis for 
further action on applicant's rates. 

In general... it appears that the engineer's figures 
understate applicant ~ s probable revenues during the coming year 
and overstate the applicable expenses. 

The engineer's figures were developed on the level of 
applicaut' s operations during 1970 and aSS1JlJle that the same level 
will prevail in. 1972. However, the engineer did not take into 
account an upturn. in business which applicant experienced during 
the second quarter of 1971. This upturn becomes apparent from 
comparison of applicant's report of operating results for the 
first quarter of 1971 with figures for later periods which were 
subm1~ted by the Commission. accountant. The second quarter's 
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~esu1ts as thus calculated are eompa~edwith those for the first 
quarter in the following. table: 

Table No. 4 

Comparison of Revenues, Expenses and Net Operating Results 
Applicant's Total Operations 

Second Qu3.rter, 1971: vs. Fi:rst Quarter, 1971 

R.evenues 
Public Utility 
Disposal 

Total 

Expenses 

~~et Opera'C:tng Revenues (a) 

Operating Ratio(a) 

1st Quarter 
1971 

$18,965-
9~6S8 

$28,653 

47,819 

@X2,i65) 

166-.91. 

( ) Loss 

2d Quarter 
1971 

$41,896 
7,959 

$49,85$ 

43,343 

$ 6,512 

86.91. 

(a) Before p:ovision for income taxes. 

It may be developed from applicant's revenue and expense 
figures for 1970, as reported by the Commission engineer, that the 
average quarterly revenues for the year were $43,260 and average 
quarterly expenses were $46,518. Comparison of such revenue and 
expense data wi.th the second quarter f:tgures for 1971 which are 
set forth in Table 4 shows thet during the second quarter of 1971 
applicant was able to increase its revenues by $6,595 over the 
quarterly a.verage for 1970 while reduci.ngits expenses by $3,175 • .61 

!! Inasmuch as the interim rates which were authorized by Decision 
No. 78916· did not become effective until July 24, 1971, none of 
the increases in revenues during the second quarter in 1971 
resulted from the interim rate increases. 
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Neither applicant's witness nor the Commission engineer 

undertook to explain the apparent change in direction of applicant's 

financial affairs which occurred during the second quarter of 1971. 

This change cannot be disregarded .. 
In tald:ng this change into account) we believe that the 

results thereof can be conservatively estimated by assuming that 
at least 40 percent of the increase in revenues will be maintai.ned 
in normal circumstances and that the base level of expenses will 
not exceed the 1970 average.. Adjustment of the engineer t s esti­

mates under the interim and under the proposed rates (,rable No.2, 

abov~) to give effect to this increase in revenues would increase 
his estimates of revenues under interim rates by $15,910 anc1 under 
the proposed rates by $17~688. 

The engineer's overstatement of expenses is a consequence 
of his inclusion of expenses which must be regarded as ~culative 
and expeuses which are not proper charges against applicant's 
public utility operations. 

The engineer's exhfbit shows that a~prox1mately $3,000 
of his estimate of the wage expenses attributable to applicant's 
public utility operations is subject to wage control regulations. 
Whether the wage increases which are represented by said amount 
will be approved under the regulations and will actually be paid 
must be regarded at this time as speculative. We have heretofore 

stated on numerous occasions that speculative cost increases will 

not be accepted as basis for inC'.t'eases in rates. The amount of 
$3,000 should be excluded from. the est:lma.ted expenses. 
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, 
The other modification to be made in the engineer f s 

expense estimates deals with the amo:unts which he included for 
te~ephone. and other utilities, advertising and client relations. 
These amounts are as follows: 

Telephone and other utilities 
Advertising and client relations 

$4,700 
2,300 

The evidence shows that much of the amount of $4,. 700 for telephone 
and other utilities is for free telephone service which applicant 
provides to officers and members of the crews of the ships which 
it serves. Most of the amount of $2,300 for advertising and 
client relations is for liquor and entertainment which applicant 
furnishes to said officers and crew members. 

Expenditures of this type were considered in connection 
with a previous proceeding involving increases in applicant's 
fares. In dealing with said. expenditures, the decision in that 
IIl4tter, Decision No. 75846,. dated June 24, 1969, in Application 
No. 50811, states that "if such outlays are to be considered as 
reasonable charges to the public utility services,. they should 
have some relationship to the furthering of said public utility 
serv:f..ces." '!he decision notes that although ships' agents, 
officers and cr~en are the principal beneficiaries of applicant's 

expenditures for entertainment, "it a.ppears that applicant's real 

customers are various steamship companies throughout the world; 
that applicant t s services in trausporting ships t personnel) etc., 
to and from the ships, or in transporting supplies to ships, is 
performed on behalf of said steamship companies; that applicant 
is Mred by ships' agents who are located in the Long Beach! 
Los Angeles harbor areas; that those who have been identified 
above as users of applicant's services do not, for the most part, 
enter into the decision process as to whether applicant should be 

hired, and that even the options of the ships f agents as to 

whether applicant's services shall be used are lwted by the 
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fact that applicant is the sole carrier of its k1.ud operating 
within the Long Beach/Los Angeles harbor areas." 

"In these eirc:umstanees we' conclude that much of 
applicant's aCtivities. which are identified as HEntertainmentft 

are' not so chamleled as to enh.mce·· applica:D.t t s pub-lic' u.tility 
operations. ,,~/ '. . 

In this matter applicant's witness asserted in effect 
that the furnishitlg of liquor, entertaimnent and free telephone 
service to ships' personnel is expec~ed as a matter of course. 
We are not: persuaded, however;) that the expenditures in question 
are reasonable charges to operating expense. Our' conclusions in 
Decision No. 75846 regarding. said c~ass of expenditures appear 
equally applicable here. "We will ad~t an amount of $3-,. 000 as 
being the marimum total" amount which is reasonably acceptable 
on this record 'as 8; charge to applicant's public utility services 
for telephone and other utilities and for advertising and client." 
relations. 

3/ ' 
- AlsO' cosltpare Benjamin'S.' Goldberg, 54 Cal. P".U.C. 177 (1955).'-

t~easonable amounts for solicitation expense are a proper 
charge to operations, but when claimed expenditures are 
unreasonably high, the carrier having a virtual monopoly 
in its field of operations, serving the same customers in 
a rela.tively small area over a. period of many years, the 
Commission will take such circumstances into account in 
determining whether applicants for an increase in rates 
have sustained the burden of proving the reasonableness 
and propriety of their claimed charges. ft. 

-11-
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Restatement of the data in Table No. 2 so as to show 
the effect thereon of the revenue and expense adj ust:clents dis­
cussed above results in the following figures: 

Table No. 5 
Revised Estimate of Financial Operating Results of 

Public Utility Services under Intertm and Proposed Rates 
Year 1972 

Revenues 

~es* 

Net Operating Revenues 

Operaei:lg Ratio 

Under 
I:lterim 
Rates 

$231,920 

205.578 

$ 26 7 342 

88 .. 6% 

*Including provision for income taxes. 

Under 
Proposed 

Rates 
$2S7'~688 

218,966 

$ 3S,722 

85-.01. 

The net operating revenues which .are represen~ed by the 
foregoing estir-ates are gr~~ter than may be found reasonable on 
this record for applicant's operations in normal operating 
circumstances. Neither ~he proposed rates nor a continuation of 
theinte~ rates ~ be found justifi~dR 

For reasons which 'Will subsequently appear, we are of 
th~ . opinion that the retes which are se~ fort:h in Appendix B 
hereof are the rates which should be authorized in this metter. 
In general, said rat~e ~rc about S to 10 percent less than the 
interim rates ~ and not only wot:.ld produce total es:::nings which 
are more reasonable thsn those under the in~ertm 0= under the 
proposed rates, but also would result in mo:e reasonable charges 
for various of the :tudividual sel:Vices involved. 
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For a number of years applicant has assessed charges for 

night service (service between 6:00 p.m. and 6:00 a.m. of the 
following day) on the basis of :its rates for daytime service plus 
a surcharge of 10 percent. Decision No. 78916 autho:ized an 
increase of the surcharge to 15 percent. Applicant's proposals 
include a request to increase the surcharge to 20 percent. 

As originally established the surcha=ge was intended to 
cover additional costs -- principally those for laber -- of night­
time operations. According to applicant's witness the surcharge 
is no longer sufficient because pres~t labor contracts requi=e 
that employees be paid for a minimum of four hours per engagement. 
The sought inC1:'ease in the surcharge to 20 percent is mtlinly fo= 
the purpose of compensating for this cost. 

The evidence is elea= that the present surcharge is no 
longer sufficient to cover increased costs applicable to night 
service of less than 4 hours' duration. It also appea::s, ho·..:ever) 
t~t the imposition of the sought increase in surcharge ~ould 
'-tnduly bu:den nig!lttime services of more tha.n four hours7' and that 

applicant's needs could be better met by approp~late ~~~ 
charges. Such minimum charges as may be found appropriate on this 
record -are $45 per trip in connection wi.th nighttime service within 
the Los Angeles/Long Beach harbors and $60 per trip in eonnect:::on 
with like service to or frot:l po:ints outside of said htLrbors. !~ 

appears that in other respects the continuation of 1:he interim 
surcharge of 15 percent is justified by applicable costs.. Said 
surcbaJ:ge> and the mini:Ium. cbarges also> have been incorporated 
in Appendix B. 

-13-
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Another respect in which the rates in Appendix B differ 
from the interim rates lies in the rates which ap?lican~ assesses 
for service to or from points outside of the Los Angeles/!.oog 
Beach harbors. Sueh ?Oints include ships moored offshore at El 
~do and Huntington Beach and points on SS:lt.s. Catalina Island. 
Under the interim rates applicant is assessing a race of $41.25 
to or from Santa Catalina Island and a rate of $42.50 to El Segundo 
aud Huntington Beach. There does not seem to be any material 
difference in the services perfo:rmed which would justify the 
difference in rates. The rates in Appendix B would remove this 
difference. 

Applicant has heretofore been assessing charges for 
stancThy or waiting time (the time between when a. vessel is 
ordered to be ready to go on hire and wh.en the vessel is on hire) 
which are less than the rates which otherwise apply_ This differ­
ential is $5.25 per hour under the interim rates. Applicant 
proposes that differential be eliminated because ~f d:!.ff:r.cul~ie$ 
of1nterpreting when the lower charges should be assessed. 
Assertedly ~ moreover) applicant's costs while a vessel is held 
in stancby service .are the same as while 8. vessel is under way ~ 

The Co~ssion engineer, on the other h~nd) reccmcended 
thaz the differential be con~i:l'Ued because the costs of st.and·oy 
service are, in fact" less than those 'Of regt:l3.'t' service .. 
According, to an analysis which he !::ad Itade" the cost .differential 
is $2.00 per hour. Un~er Appendix B reduced rates for standby 
service would be continued by a rule to the effect that rates for 
standby service will be $2.00 per hou,:, less than. the rates for 
regular service. . 

-14-
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In other respects applicant's proposals include a 
request for authority to assess increased rates for servic~ on 
defined holidays, to charge rates which would be higher for 
service to or from ships entering or leaving. the los .A:ngeles/ 

Long Beach harbors than are the rates which 'WOuld otherwise 

apply to points outside of said harbors, and to' extend the 

scope of present rules governing cancellation or changes in 
orders for service. 

It appears that the increased r4tes for holiday 
service are prompted by higher labor costs wlrl.ch apply to said 

service. It also appears that extension of the present 1$ percent 
surchar.ge to said service plus the additional minimum charges for 

night service hereinbefore discussed would return the costs 
involved. Said rates should be authorized for the holidays 
involved. 

'Ibe higher rates which applicant seeks for service to 

or from ships entering or leaving the Los Angeles/:::'ong Beach 
harbors are proposed because said service asse=tedly is more 
hazardous than service to or from othe~ ~oints outside of the .. 
harbor areas. However, applicant did not subt:lit any evid~nce 
which would show that the service to or from the 3hips is, ion 

fact, more costly to perform than is other service to or fro: 
pQi:lts outside of the harbor areas. The raCe increases in 
question should not be authorized. 

Neither d~d applicant submit evidence which woulc 
jus~ify approval of the proposed rules regarding cancellation 
0:: ch.a.nges in orders for service. Moreover,. it appea'J:s that 
the manner in which the proposed rules would be applied shoule 

be clarified. The rules should· be furthe:: supported and 
cla:ified before being adopted. 

-15-
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We have heretofore stated that the ra.tes in Appendix B 
would produce earnings which are more reasonable for applicant's 
opera.tions than are the earnings under the interim rates. The 
follO'W'1X1g table sets forth our estimate of applicant' s financial 
operating results under said rates: 

Table No. 6 

Estimate ,of Financial Operating Results of 
Public Utility Services under Rates in Appendfx ~, 

Year 1972 

Revenues, 

Expenses * , 

Net Operating Revenues 

Operating Ratio 

$220~630 

199,713 

$ 20,917 

90 .. 5% 

*Includ1~ provision for income taxes. 

The earnings which we estimate in Table No. 6 that 
applicant will realize under the rates in Appendix B are at a 

somewhat higher level than those which we have approved ~n 
varlousinstauces heretofore when we have had occa :;1on to' 

consider rates to be assessed by public utility carriers by 

vessel. Nevertheless, we believe that in this matter the level 

of the estimated earnings may properly be held to be within the 
zone of reasonableness. 

Much of applicant's business is dependent upon shipping 
in foreign trade, and is thereby subject to changes in circum­

stances in distant locations anywhere ~n the world which affect 
the flow of goods through the :Los Angeles/Long Beach harbors. 
It appears that as a cor:.sequence applieant experiences rather 
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wide variations in the usage of its services and revenues. For 

example) during the period July through September, 1970) appli­
cantts monthly revenues from its public utility services =anged 

from s. low of $14)308 to a high of $23,865. !n March) 1971) they 
dropped to $7 )811. 'I'hese variations in revenues impose risks 

upon applicant which are not shared by public utilities who 
enjoy a greater revenue stability. In view of the greater risks 
it is appropriate that applicant should be accorded a higher 
level of earU1ngs than would be acceptable for public ut!lieics 
ope-.eati-ng under more stab~e conditions. 

One further comnent must be made concerning the level 
of the expected earnings. The estimates thereof have been 

developed la:gely on data that are quite remote in time. Although 

said data constitute the best: evidence which were m2.de available 
in this proceeding) it must be recognized that: the data a:c a 
less reliable gauge of future operating results than wo~ld be 
the case were the bulk of the data more. recent. Should!t 

develop that we have substantially underest~ted the level of 
earniDgs wbiCh applicant actually receives under the retes herein 
authorlzed) the Cotcmission' s staff should bring the ma~=e= to- the 
Commission.' s attention in. order that the earnings may be reviewed 
and whatever action is then appropriate may be tal(C%l. 

Findings 

l. Appli.cant is engaged in pub lie utility 
operations as a common carrier by vessel 
(a) between points within the Los A:n.geles/ 
Long Beach harbors and (b) between ss.id 
points ~ on the OIle hand, and verlous points 
outside of said harbors) on the other hand. 
It is also engaged in certain other trans­
portation operations involving the disposal 
of garbage. 
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2. Applicant's public utility common carrier 
opera~ions during the year 1970 and ~he 
first quareer of 1971 resulted in operating 
losses of such magnitude as to justify 
immediate relief therefrom in the fo:m of 
the interim rate increases that we~e author­
ized by Decision No. 78916, dated July 13, 
1971. ' 

3. Since ~he first three months of 1971, 
applicant's financial position improved, 
both as a result of an apparent upeurn in 
business during the second qu3rter of 1971 
and as a result of the increased =ates 
autcorized by Decision No. 78916 plus a 
substantial increase in business caused by 
a longshoremen's strike which occurred in 
the second half of 1971. 

4. Under more normal operat:ing circumstances 
since the termination of the longshoremen's 
strike in the lat~er part of 1971, a con­
tinuation of a higher level of ra~es over 
that which p:evailed prior ~o ~he est~b­
lisbment of the interim rates autho~rz~d 
by Decisi~n No. 78916 is neeessaxy to ~he 
mainte~ce of applicant's public u~ility 
common carrier services. 

5. The rates which are set forth in Appendix B 
hereto would produce est~ted ne~ oper~ting 
revenues (after provision for income taxes) 
as represented by au operating ratio of 
90.5 percent. 

6. The estimated net operati:o.g revenues which 
applicant would realize under the rates in 
Appendix B are reasonable. 

7. The establishment of the rates in Appendix B, 
to supersede the int~ rates heretofore 
~.ltbor1zed by Decision No. 78916~ has been 
shown to be justifi.ed. 
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8. The ::::harging of higher rates than those set 
forth in Appendix B for services which appli­
C8:Ct provides subsequent to the fifteenth. day 
after the effective date of this order will 
be unreasonable. 

Conclusions 

1. The rates which are set forth in Appe:cdix B 
should be ~stab11shed by applicant to super­
sede the interim rates which applicant has 
heretofore published in its ~~riff and made 
effective pursuant to authority granted by 
Decision No. 78916. Said rates in Appendix B 
should be published i:1 applicant's tariff to 
become effective not later than the fifteenth 
clay after the effective date of this order. 

2. Subsequent to the fifteenth day after the 
effective date of this order it shall be 
uulawful. for applicant to assess higher 
rates than those set fo~h in Appendix B 
unl~ss authorize.d by further order of the 
Comm1ssion. 

ORDER 
--~--

IT IS ORDERED that: 

1. :S:-lO Water Taxi Company, Ltd., is s,uthorizcd to csteblish 

and assess the ra'ces and charges (including also the rules) wh!c:n 
are set forth in Appendix B ~~tcched hereto and by this reference 

made a pa....-e hereof. T&rl.ff publicstioti.S authorized to be made as 
a result of this order shall be fil~d not earlier tha~ the effec~ 
tive date of this order, and shall be made effective not later 
than fifteen days afte:: said effec~ive date, on not less tha:l. 
five days' notice to the Comnission B.:ld to 'the public. 

2. The rates which are authorized by Paragraph 1, c.bove, 

shall supersede the intertm rates which applicant established and 
has b~en assessing p~suant to authori:y granted by Decision 

No. 78916. Subsequent to the fifteenth day after the effecti"v-e 
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date of th1.s order it sb.aJ.l be 1;tD%'easonable. and unlawful for 
applicant to assess and collect higher rates end charges than 

those which are set forth in, 'or would' apply under, the pro­
visions of the attached Appendix B. 

3. In addition to the required posting and filing of 
tariffs, app1ieant shall give notice to the public by posting 

in its vessels and terminal an explanation of its rates and 

fares. Said notice shall be posted not less than five days 

before the effective date of the rate end fare changes .and 

shall remain posted for a period of not less than thirty days. 
Except as is otherwise provided herein applicantts 

requests in this proceeding for authority to increase its rates 

and fares and to make various changes in its tariff rules are 

denied. 

The effective date of this order shall be twenty days 

after the date hereof.· 
Dated' at ________ Sa.t'!_Pmn_. _<_clsc_o __ ~ __ , California, 
~!z.v this __ """"L.....Ij~I:;.. _____ day of MAY ~ 1972. 

COtcml.SS oners 

~omm1sS1o%ler J .. 1>. V~s1n.. Jr.,'" be1ng 
nece~sar117 ~b~c~t. t1~not: pnrt1e1pate 
111 'tho'd1sl»S1t.1on o'ttJ:l1s"proce04i:lg.. " 



APPJDCD%X A 

7reM'Dt'** aDd. PropoHd lat.. aDd Cb&rge.; abo· 
tucerla lata and <:b&rpt. Authorized by ])ec1a1ou No. 78916 

( ..... Ce. aDd. Cbarz .. in Ufect OIl xa,. %S .. 1971 .. the F:t11Dc nate of'n\1a AppHeat!on) 

l'resnt ?ropoae4 Interim 

A- Par sCY.tee betwlMll po1Db 
and Ilac .. w1tb1D to. 
~e .. /7Aa& »-ch. Barbara 

late J*." bou:r $22.50 $37.50 $33.7S, 
K1m- charge 22.50 37.SO 33.7s. 
Wa1t::1.Ds ar .~ charp .. 

19.00 37.so 2S.50 per hour 

B. Por aen1ee betweeo. po1Dea 
aDdpt.e .. wit:b1IlI.oa 
ADcel"~hachHubora .. 
OIl .the ODe .. cad· OIl 
1:he other baDd.: 

V .. _18 m:r1v.1.ug U ar 
~ fre. aa14 harbora 

late J*." bour $27.50 $50.00 $41.25 
J«S n 1_ ebaxge 27.50 50.00 41.25 
Wa1t;1D& or ~ c:barp .. 

36.00 per hour 24.00 50.00 

:ro1Du &Dd. plac .. OIl 
Sam:a Cat:a1:f.Ba :talaDd. 

lace par boar $27.50 $42.50 $41.25 
)U~cb&rp 27.50 42.50 41.25, 
Wa1tb& or s~ cbaxp. 

24.00 36.00 per hour . 42.50 

SMpa at otf-.~ 1IOOr.i.Dp at 
n Sepado or, ~ Beach 

bte l>ft'hom: $35.00 . $42.50 ~2.50 

C .. Par ·sC"dce .. at cuatc.era 
.1ect:101l .. ~ ....... la 
.. fo11on:, 

7n:tzht-oal,. ..... 1 .. with 
wn1_ load 'eapac1cy 
of 2S·toaa 

"te~~ $50.00 $60.00' $60.00 

'"sase .... _1 .. w1th 
....,_ load eapac1~ 
of 99 penotIa 

late 'PC' b.<Nr $75.00 <a) <a) 
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APPENDIX B (Continued) 

(a) Except as otherwise st&ted~ the rates herein ~ly for vessels 
h&v:l:Dg a uwdmum capacity of 49" passengers. andlor 5 tons of 
freight. 

(b) M1n1mum charge applicable to day operations on holidays as 
here:ln defined. 

(c) Minimum charge .:pplicable to night operations on holidays as 
herein defined. 

Rules 

Holidays~ Cef1n:ltion of: J..anu.a:y 1. February ll~ February 22~ 
Memor:Lal. Day. July 4. Labor Day, Veterans r Day. Thanksgiv:lng 
Day. Chr.lstmas Day. 

Standby or waiting time. charges for: Rates for standby or waiting 
time shall be $2.00 per hour per vessel less than the rates per 
vessel herein shown. 

(End) 
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