Decision No. 2 /2.

BEFORE THE RAILROAD COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA? /

In the Matier of the Establiszment of maximum
or zinimum, or maximum and minimum rates,
mles and regulations of all Radial Highway
Common Carxiers, Highway Contract Carrilers
and City Carriers, as defined in Chapters
223 and 312, respectively, Statutes of 1935,
operating motor vehicles over public high- Case No. 4086
ways of the State of California, for the

- transportation for compensation or hire of
housenold goods, furniture and personal ef-
Zects, office and store fixtures and eguip~
mens, and for sccessorial services incident
to such transportation.

In the Xetter of the Investigation and Estab~

lisnment of rates, charges, classifications,

roles, regulations, contracts and practices,

or any thereof, of Argonne Van & Storage

Company, Saker Transfer and Storage Company,

Bekins Van Lines, Ine., C.A. Buck, City

Transfer Company, Dowd's Fashion Stables,

BElectric Transier and Storage Company,

Griggs Van Lines, Chas. Kuppinger Company, Case No. 4099
Liberty Van Line, Lyon Van Lines, Inc., :
Nickell Transfer Company, Stockton Transfer-

Company, Triangle Traonsfer and Storage Com-

peny, and U.C. Express and Storage Company,

operating 2s Sighway Common Carriers for

compensation, over the public highways of

the State of Califommia, of household goods,

farniture and personal effects, office and

store fixtures and eguipment, and for acces-

sorial services incident to such transporta-

tion.

ADDITIONAT, APPEARANCES

Jackson W. Kendall and C. HEarold Sexsmith, for United Inde-
pendent Van and Varehousemen's Association

C. Harold Sexsmita, for Southern Division of California Van
and Storage Association '

DEVLIN, Commissioners
' FIF DPLEMENTAL OPINION

Following previous hearings In these proceedings the Coxmis-
sion prescribed minimum rates for the transportation by common carriers,

radial higaway common carriers, highway contract carriers and ¢ity car-




1
riers th;oughout California of used housenold goods. Thercafter, a

further public hearing was had at San Francisco for the purpose of af-
fording interested parties an opportunity to pfopose such modifications
25 they night deem necessary or desirable in the established minizom
rates.

Numerovs modifications were recommended by the United Inde~
pendent Van and Warehousemen's Assoclation and Califomia Van and Stor-
age Association. A complete list of the proposals advanced is containe
ed in Appendix BAY hereof. Only those which were supported with evi-
dence of probative value will be discussed.

A proposal vas made seeking the subdivision of metropolitaz
Los Angeles into two zones and the establishment of higher inter-zone
rates for the transportation of crated property between freight docks,
plers, wharves, stations and depots on the one bhand 2nd commercial Ware-
houses on The other hand. This proposal is identical with one advanced
at s prior memring whick, by Decision No. 30482, was found not Justified.
In that decision it was stated that the rates sought were higher than
corresponding rates of common carriers which, wnder the alternative ap-
plication rule contained in the order, could not be exceeded. Tae pro-
nonents of the proposal have sought here to answer thatvobﬁection by
polnting out that comaon carriers réquire prepayment of freight charges
whereas contract carriers make no such reguirement.  Eowever, the lower
common carrier rates still remain as important competitive infliuences
and 4t hos pot been made o appear that the differential which would ex~
15t between the comzon carrier rates and the contract carrier rates 3s
proposed to be increased is representative of tae value to the shipper of
naving shipments accepted without prepayment or that the higher raze;

are in and of themselves jpstiried. The proposal should be rejected.

_ T+ was proposed also thay the term n14 £t van® de re-defined
“ gee Decision No. 20881 of Jume 28,1937 (40 C.R.C.53%), as anended.
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<o 25 to include 2all shipping containers in excess of 250Icubic feet

capacity. It was asserted that boxes of such size are used by the car-
»tore for substantially the same purposes as are lift vans, nave sin-
flar transportation characteristics and are handled by the carriers in
substantially the same manner. it appears that shipping contalners dis-
placing more than 250 cubic feet, as used in household goods moving,

a2re comparable to 1ift vans from a transportatlion standpoint and that
the term T1ift van? should be re-defined as suggested. . _

I+ was further proposed that accessorial charges now provided
for wapacking 1ift vans be eliminated. It was pointed out that al-
taough rates for local moving of household goods in lift vans include
inside delivery it is usually not possible to carxy 2 11t van inside
a residence. As 2 result, 1ift vans must ordinarily be umpacked at the
curb and the property carried imside the residence by the piece.or in
its inner containe*s. It was asserted that the»ratee provided fof local
aoving in 1ift vans are sufficlent 1o cover the cost of wmpacking as
well as the cost of transportation, and thax they contemplated that
such service would be performed without additionnl c¢harge. It‘waé

taved further that the majority of lift van shipmeats are 4{nterstate

Iz character, that the carrieis propose to adjust tkeir interstate rates
to the basis here proposed and that rate wmiformity between intrastate
and {nterstate traffic is desirable. Thile it is apparent that 1ift
vans must ordinarily be wapacked outside recidences, the performance of
+his service menifestly Increases the carrier's costs 2bove those waich
world accrue were it able to effect Iinsgide delivery of the 1ift van
with its contents intact. No cost evidence was introduced to show that
present transportation rates are sufficient to cover the added cost of

wmpacking 1ift vans nor, 2side from the bare aszertion 4o that effect,
has it been shown that the. established transportation rates, or the

cost evidence upox waich they were based, contemplated that the unpack-

ing sexvice would be performed without additional charge. The Proposal
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has not been jJucstified and should not be adopted.

The present rule for intermediate application of point~to-
point rates was objected to as belng indefirnite. It was stated thaf
certeain carriers are 2pplying such rates over routes which ﬁere Blm
leged to be uwndwly circuitous. It was proposed that a restriction bde
inserted limiting the intermediate application of point-to-point rates
to routes where tae distance via the clrcuitous route dbetween the
point of departure from and the point of return to the direct route
does not exceed 125 per ceant of the distance between such poiﬂtsrover
the direet rovte. This proposal contemplated further that authorized
¢ircuitous ioutes be limited to highways of Thard-surfaced comstruct~
ilon."™ Iﬁlwas not shown to what extent the presznt rule was being mis—

terpreted or misapplied or that the rates resulting from use of the

present rule were unreasonably low. MNoreover, the proposal €o place

a percentage limitation on the authorized circuity contains the same

Infirmities waich the present rule is asserted to possess, in that
vhet is a “directf route remains indefinite. The recommendation should
not be adopted.

Another of the sought revisions was a readjustment of the
ratos esteblished for transportation of unerated property between polnts
in metropolitan Los Angeles on the one hond and points outside that
zrez but witkin a radius of 100 miles of the Los iAngeles City E2ll. It
wae contended that 4in many instances the estaoblished minimum rates for
this transportation are non-compensatory and prejudicial to the car~
riers. In support of this contention it was pointed out that present
rates zre lower than those formerly in effect uwnder Decislon No. 2881C

of ¥ey 11, 1936 (vacated and set asice by Decisilon No. 29891, supra)
and it was argued that they are departurcs from tae general mlleage
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plan used in other territories. It was recommended that metropolitan
los Ingeles be divided into fifteen zones and that from and to the
proposed zones, rates graduated according to distance be established.
Aside from wmsupported assertions, there 1is no evidence of
record to indicate that present rates for transportation betweez points
in metropolitan Los Angeles on the one hand and points within a radius
of 100 miles of tae Los Angeles City Hall on the other hand, do not re-
tora to the carriers the cost of performing the service. Moreover, the
contention that this territory is accorded different and less favorable

treatment than 1s mccorded other territories falls to take Into consider-

ation the fact tihat numerous metropollitan areas throughout the state
2

pave been similarly grouped for rate making purposes. The proposal
has not been Justified.

Another proposal involved tae establishment of 2 requirement
that public weighmasters! certificates be secured on shipments welgh-
inz ir excess of 1,000 pounds, the requirement to be walved when con-
necting carriers show actual welghts or when public scales are not zvall-
able cither on the direct route or on a deviation from the direct route
of not more than 10 per cent of the through distance. Ia justification
it was represented that approximately 75 per cent of long distance mov~
ing iavolves shipments of 1000 pounds or greater, that this requirement
would tend towards more effective enforcement, that such certificates
are reguired by the Texas Railroad Commission, znd that 1t would be 2
safeguard to shippers and carriers alike.

2 Toe frzele:

In addition to the metropolitan Los Angeles area, there are the fol-
lowing groupings: (1) metropolitsn Oaklend, including Alameda, Oakland,
Emeryville, Piedmont, Berkeley, Jlbany, EL Cerrito, Richmond and San Le~-
andro; (2) metropolitan San Diego, comprising San Diego, La Mesa, EL
Cajon, Coronado, National City and Chula Vista; (3) the Imperial Valley
group, consisting of El Centro, Calexico, Imperial, Zoltville and Braw-
ley; (4) tae San Rafael group, comsisting of Sax Rafael, MIll Vall?
Belvedere, Corte Madera, Larkspur, Ross, San Anselmo and Fairfax; (S)
San Fraacisco, Daly City, San Bruno and South San Francisco; (6) San
Tose and Santa Claras (7) Sacramento and North Sacramento; (8) Sen Ber—
nardino, Colton znd Rialto; and (9) Treka and Montague.
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. Why under the Gircumstances here such.& provision is neces-

sary and how 1t would safeguard elther carriers or snippers has 2ot
been made c¢lear. Commoxn carriers are required by the Public Utilities
Act (Section 17(a) 2) to observe tie charges specified iIn their tar-
iffs without deviation therefrom. To the extent these charges are
predicated upon weight such carriers are of course obligated to deter~
mine the weight of each shipment. transported. Radiel highwey comoﬁ
znd highwoy comtract carriers are required by outstanding orders o
observe charges no lower than those accruing at the rates and dases for
rates provided in suck orders. It seems clear that these carriers al-
30 must determine accurately the welght of each shipment in 50 far as
their minimum rates are based upon weight. Tae requirement has not been
skowr to be necessary.

An increase from $1.50 to $2.50 in the established minimam
charge per shipment was advocated. It was testified that shipments
subject to the minimum charge are plcked up and delivered by small
trucks and that not less than one half hour is required to effect either
pick-up or delivery. Thus, it was asserted, the minimum cbarge should
be more nearly related to tae hourly charges provided for local moving.
No cost evidence was submitted. In view of the fact that the proposal
woulci result in a substantial 1ncre;zse it does not mppear Justified
on this record. The proposal should not be adopted.

Findings

| Upon consideration of all tae facts of record, I am of the
opinion and f£ind that Decision No. 29891 of Jume 28, 1937, as amended,
in the above entitledt p_roceed:!.ngs should be further amended to the ex=-
tont indicated in this opinion and set forth in the order hereinjy that

all other proposed changes are not Justified on This record§ and that
Decision No. 20891, as amended, should in all other respects remsin in

)l force snd effect.




The following form of order is recommended:
QRRER

Further public hearings haviag been held in the above en—
titlgd groceedin.gs apnd based upon the evidence received at the hear-
inés ‘and upon the conclusions and findings set forth in the preceding
opinion, _

-IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that Lppendix ®AFM of Decision No. 2989L
of June 28, 1937, =s amended, in the sbove entitled proceedings, be
and it 1s hereby further amended, effective twenty (20) days from the
effective date of this order, as follows: ,

Substitute the following for paragraph (1) under ™efinition
of Technical TermsTs |

7(1) Lift Van means any shipping container or any vehi-

cle body designed to be removed from the vehicle's
chassis and used as 2 shipping container, having an
inside cublc measurement in excess of 250 cubic feet.™

IT IS SERZBY FURTZER ORDERED that 2ll common carrier respond-
ents in Case No. 4099, in so far as they may engage in the transporta-
ticz involved herein, be and they are hereby authorized to. establish,
. effective not earlier than twenty (20) days from the effective date
© of thls order, on not less than five (5) days! notice to the Commission
2nd to the publie, rates, rules and réguJations no lower in volwme or
effect than those established in and by said Decision No. 29891, as

anended by vrior orders and by tals order.

IT IS HEREBY FURTHER ORDERED that in 211 other respects
said Decisiocn No. 29891, as smended, saall remain in full force axnd

effect.

Tre effective date of this order shall be thirty (30) days
fron the date hereof. ‘




The foregoing opinion and order are hereby approved and
ordered Tiled 28 the opinion and order of the Rallroad Commission of

the State of California. |
Dated at San Franeisco, California, this 27" gay of

.Qu.sz-f_,.,lsss. p | | | j
o [ovfttsdisnss

B,

| Commiss:.qne:s




APPEYDIX TmA®

The following are the proposed modifications of Decision No.
29891, us amended, in Case No. 4086 and Case No. 4099:

l. That rates for the transportation of ¢rated property be~
twveen freight docks, piers, waarves, stations and depots in metropolitan
Los Angeles on the one hand and commercial warehouses in that areas on
the other hand, be revised by subdividing the territory into two zones
and establishing a higher schedule of rates for Inter-zone application.

2. That additional charges be prescribed for transportation
involving the use of toll bridge or ferry facilitiles.

3. That the term T1lift van™ be re-defined so as to include
all shipping containers in excess of 250 cubic feet capacity.

4. That accessorial cherges for unpacking of 1ift vans be
eliminated.

5. That the rule for Intermediate application of point-to~-
point rates be clarified and their application over indirect routes
limited to ¢irculities of not more than 25 per cent.

6. That point-to-point rates for transportatica within a
radius of 100 miles from Los Angeles be readjusted.

7. That rates between metropolitan Oakland and Stockton bde

revised.

8. That a rule be established requiring that shipments weigh-

Ing 1000 povnds and over be weighed by a public weighmaster.

3. That the nirnimm charge per shipment be increased fronm
~ £1.50 to $2.50.

10. That uwacrated property rates be made applicable o
mixed shipments of cratéd znd umerated property.




