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Decision No. 4.7847 
----

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION {)F THE STATE OF CALIFOR.NIA 

In the Y~ttcr of the Investigation ) 
i~to the r~tes1 rulez, regulations,.) 
charges, allowances and ~raetice$ ) 
0'£ all cO~'non carriers, high ... ,ay ) 
carriers' and city carriers ,relating ) 
to the transportation of property. ) 

C.'lSC No •. 4eOe 

AdditionAl A~pearanees 

Herman H. Parsons, for California Packing Corporation, 
protestant. , 

John E. Myers, . for Durkee Famous, Fooes D,ivizion of 
The Glidden Company, interested party. 

OPINION ON FURTHER HEt~ING 

In Decision No. 47718 of September :6, 1952, ,the Commis­

Sion found that the establishment of increased trans bay minimum 
" 

rates proposed by Drayoen's Associations of Alameda County and of 

San Francisco had not been justified.. On September 23, the Dray-' 

men filed a petition revising their rate proposals and asking for 

further he:lring and reconsideration. 

A further hearing was held at San Francisco on October 6, 

1952, before Examiner Mulgrew. 

The minimUlll rates in question ".rc the class rates set 

forth in Highway Carriers' Tariff No.2 apnlicable to the t~ans­

portation of general cOlT'.r.1odi t,ies betw~cn San ?roncisco and South 

San Francisco, on the one h&nd, and Alameda, Albany, Berkeley, E1 

Ccr:"ito 1 Emeryville, Oakland', Piedmont, Richmond, San P.l.blo, Stege 
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and Sa.n Leandro, on the other,hand. Only those cl~ss rates subject. 

~o minimum weights of 20,000 pounds or more are i~volved. The 

present transbay rctes are at three different levels. The lowest 

is applica.ble from and to all of the East B~y points except' 

Richmond, SOon Pablo, Stege and San Lea'ndro. Rich:'lond, San Pab-lo 

and Stege rates arc on an intermediate level. San Leandro rates 

are on the highest or the three levels. Petitioners initially pro- . 

posed increases fO,llowing this rate pattern. The rates then 

soug."lt exceeded rates from and to points inore dis·to.nt: than 

Richmond and San leandro. Under petitioners' reVised proposals, 

rat.es of the s~me volume ~s the present Sen Leandro rates would 

be made applicable from and to all of the East Bay points in 

issue. Such rates are either ot the s~me volume as, or lower 

th.:..n, the rates' from and to the more dis't~nt points. The existing 
. . 1 

and proposed minimum rates are shown in the table which follows: 

l 
Throughout this opinion rates are stoted in cents per 100 pounds. 
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.. 
ffiO"Ioi C liA :·S . S ::E . S .:to 
O~ .... - -""'---~;...- -
TO 1 2 3 4 $ A :a C D E 

EXISTn~C RATES AND" RATES nIITIAJ.J..Y PROPOSED 

O:J\!..;J,'!D rmd (3.) 24.0 22.0 1?0 17.0 lOS 11.0 9.$ 9.0 8.0 6.5 
point:: tci-:i.."lg :-, ,',' 

:::ame r:l.te:: (b) 26.2 ·24.~ - 20.'1. 18 •. 5" 11.4 J:2~0'" 'lO.lJ. 9.8 8.7 7 1···· . . . 
(2$-.30 eonstruc-

26;6 
• 'I .J'." 

I 
.. I, . 

1~~0 ti ve nrl.lcs ) (c) 29~0 23:0 20.0 17.,0 19.0 16.0 1;3.0 .12.00 

," /'. II' , ,,', '." . . 
RIcm:Olv"D, (~) 2$.0 23.0 20.0 18 .. 0 11.0 13:0 10.S 9.$ 8~S 8'.0 
SA!'T PABlO 
.o..."'lc! sTEeB 25'.1 21.8 '~9.6 12.0 14.2 11 .. 4 10.4 9.3 8.7 " (b) 27 ~3 
(.3o-35'.eo:strue-

(e) 3i:0 22:~0 
. 

19:0 16~o 14~0 tivc miles) 28.0 25.0 20.0 1"~.0 12.0 
, " I I .. , ; 

s~\:,r I.Ef..l'mR0 (a) 26.0 23.0 21.0 18.0 13 .. 0 13.0 n·.o 11.).$ 8 .• $ 8.0 
(3.5-40 co~truc- • 

tivc mile:::) ·~.2 (b) 28.3 25.1 22.7 19.6 14.2 J2.0 11.4 9.3 8.7 

26.0 
, ,-. , , . 

(c)' 32;0 29.0 22.0 19.0 2l.0 la.O l6.0 14.0 13.0 

REVISED PROPOSED RATES 

AIl. POn:'l'S (a) 26.0 23.0. 21.0 18.0' 1.3.0 13.0 11.0 10.S 8.S 8~0 

, -

. 
(b) 28 • .3 25.1 22.9 19.6 14.2 14.2 12.0 ' 11.4 9'.3 8.7 

.::. - ela.:;scs 1, 2, 3 ~d h .lre subject to a. ~in:i.mwn weight or 20,000 
pounds. The remaL~"'lg classes, 5 throueh E, are :;ubject to the 
earlo~ minimum wci~ht~ sot forth in 'Ch,e governing clc:l.ssi!ico.tion. , 
a."'ld exceptions thereto, but not to exceed 36,000 pounds. The - ' 
mini:num wei:;hts applicable 1n connection 'ni t.'lthe !U'th cl~.s 
through' Cl.lS$ E r:ltes .:u-c ordinarily greater tlnn 20,000 pound::: 
ru'ld £or the mo:t p~I"t art: in the 30,000 to 36,000 pound r.:mgc. 

(a) C:'larses under the existing rate::: nre subject to- the into%'im, 9 
percent surcharge ostabli:hed cti'ective June 2h,. 19$2,. ,to 
expire Dcc~bcr 31, 19S2. Ch.lrgcs un~er the revi::ed proposod 
ro.tes arc l:l.kcwi::;c soueht to be :n..ldc :lubjcet to this z\U'c~gc. 
See (b) below .. 

. ,'. ' 
(0) ~lculation of tho effect ot tho zurch.lrge 07 ~pplying the ~ , 

percent i.."'lcre~e to. the r.:.tos iru::tead or the cho.rco:; .. · 

- (e) lli,nim'U:!l. r.:.tcs i.."'litio.UY proposed 07 petitioner:::.· No zurch.:lrgc 
\7as SOUCht. 
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As ,the foregoin; table shows, ~he revised proposed rates 

are generally lower than, and in many in~tances markedly lower, 

than, ~he rates pe~itioners initially: sought. As their proposals 
.,' , f! 

now stand, petitioners seck the establishment of the 35-to-40 

constructive mile rate basis' for ~ransportad.on between San 

FranciSCO and South San Francisco and. all of thc East Bay poin:ts 

involved. Petitioners revised their rolte proposals in view of 
, 

the conclusion of ~he CommiSSion in Decision No. 47718 that the 

establishment of the rates initially sought would hay~ subjected 

cities and shippers to d.iscrimination, particularly that type 

ot discrimination .... :hicl1 results from the maintenance of higher 

rates and charges for shorter thc'1n for" longer hauls along the , 

sa::e route .. 
( 

Petitioners contend tha~ ~he adoptton of ~heir revised 

?:-oposal '-'/ould provide nondis~rimin~to:."Y rates. Their rCltc olnd 

tariff consultant testified that, except in the cas~ of the 

proposed rates from Ockland to San F~ancisco (rates equivalent 
, r,. 

~o ~he 35-to-40 constructive scale) and the ratcs to Daly Ci~y 

(30-to-3$ corrstructi ve miles), there' would be 'no ins~~,nccs .... 'hcre 

the s·ouz.~'C basis would provide hig..."ler r~tes for shorter than' for 
" 

longer dis tances C'llong' 'che s~rne route. This witness and other . ' 

carrier witnesses said that D~ly Ci'Cy is essenticlly a residentiol 

communi~y and that checks of carrier records disclosed that there 

is no movement of freight between East Bay points and Daly City 

in shipments wei&~ing 20,000 pounds or more. 

The traffic r..anager of a roofing rr.anufacturcr testified, 

howcv~r, that a highway contract carrier regularly h~ndlcs ship~ 

cents weighing 30,000 pounds and more for his company from its 
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plant at Richmond to Daly City.. He also testified that c'omp'eting 

roofing plants were situated at Emeryville and San Leandro'., 'Fifth 

class rates are applicable to roofing in 'truckload lots. Under 

petitioners' revised proposals, the roofing rate from Emeryville 

which is the same as the roofin~ rate from Oakland to S~n Francisco 

would be increased from 11.4 cants to 14.2 cents but the rate from -: . , ' 

Emeryville to Daly City would remain unchanged at 12 cents. 
I .!. • 

Richmond and San Leandro r.ates to San Francisco would also be on the 

l4.2-cent basis. Daly' City rates would not be adjuated. 
, . ' 

Petitioners' consultant submitted a study of the revenue 
" , 

which woulci be derived from San Francisco-Oakland traffic und~r the 

";lro!,o$ed r.:ltes.. His study was based upon information compiled b:l 

~e~bers of the Commission's Tr&nsportation Division staff and upon 

the cost of h~,ndline that traffic as' developed by the staff's cost 

witness. The consultant's study sho'l$ that the soug.~t rD.te~ 

... :oulo. produce'aggregate revenues of $S,,461.12 for the 5,402,667 

'po~~cls of freight covered by the ,study, that ~he cost of handling 

-:his freight amounts to ~$)529.60, .lnd that the resulting loss 

under the proposed higher rates would a:nount too $68:4$. Between 

San Francisco and Oakland, the Division's cost wicness developed 

the over-all expense of handling 20,000 to 30,OOO-pound shipoents, 

the traffic subject to Classes 1 to 4, inclUSive, as 1$.5 cents 

per 100, pounds and the over-all expense of h<lndling 30"OOO-pound 

and heavier shipments, -:he traffic suoject to Classes 5 to E, 

. l' 14 .... .. lnc uSlve, as .0 cen~s. The preponderance of traffic in the 

20,000 to JO,OOO-pound weight bracket is 4th cl~ss and 9C;p~r­

cent of 4th class freight. Between S,,-n Francisco ~nd Oakland the 

., 
'-. 
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proposed rat.es are 19.6 cents 4th class and 17 .• 4 'cents 90 ,(,c'rcent 

of 4th class. The hig.i.est proposed'rates in the 30,OOO-pound .'lnd 

over weight bracket are' Fifth Class and Class A. Both of these 

rates are 14.2 cents. They are below ~he developed over-all cost 

'of 14.$ cents for all shipments of 30,000 pounds and over. The 

margin between the proposed rates and costs is of ,course grc<l.'cer 

in ~he case of the lowe~ rated classes. 

The consultant also pointed out that the Division's cost 

witness developed higher costs than the Oakland costs for Richmond 

and San Leandro traffic and that therefore the revenue defiCiencies 

under the rates now proposed for application from ~nd to those 

ci ties would be more severe than in the case of thi'~ Oakland traffic. 

The executive secretary of the Drayrnen's ~ssociati~n of 

Alameda County and the secretary-manager of the Draymen's Associa­

tio~ of San Francisco called attention to the fact that the Divi-

sion's cost figures were based on wages in effect on April 1) 1952w 

They said that, sir:-ce that time wages have been increased.. ';rho wage 

l:."l.CreaSes in Alameda. County were estima.ted as a.mou:':.tin,r, to 7 percent .. 

The -carriers in that county are Q.l~o cOr.l.'ni tted to th~ making of con-

, -cributions to employees T health and ... rclfare benefits starting on 
,I, 

~November 1, 1952. In San Francisco the carriers" agl"eement with the 

-:eamsters has been reopened for,negoti:ltion ond th~ carriers 'are 

faced with demands for substantial wage increa.ses and for health and 

welfare benefits. The San Francisco carriers have incr~ased mechanics~ 

and garagemen T s wages and benefits arnoun'ting to approxill".ately 5 

percent since April 1, 1952. 

Representatives of individual carriers tes.tified that their 

losses in handling transbay traffic had. been severe. EXample::;' of 

shipments hal"l:dled at less than out-of-pocket eOsts were given by 

these witnesses. . : 

-6-
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1.'he rates sought in l'c~it1~ner5,f, revised proposals"I" asser-
. .. , .. , 

tcdly may be expected to do no, more than hell' to tide"the ca~:-:."1er5 
'. . . ' 

over until the investigation of San Francisco Bay Counties Area rate~ . .. 
r6ferred to in Decision No~ 47718 brings about area.-\lride adj'Ustmems .. 

Petitioners contend':that their need for at least this much relief is .. ' 
immediate·and pressin~. , 

Decision :i~o. 47718 referred to the 'balance in over-all 

transbay tonnage, 5'8.8 percent eastbound and 41.2 percent westbound. 
! ' 

It also referred to the lac1-: of 'bale.nce in the traffic of individual' 

carriers in that those carriers with. their main movement of tonnage 
I • II 

eastbound had ylestbound tonnage' amounting to only 15'.4 percent and 

those carriers with their main movement westbound had eastbound 

ton.~ge amounting to only 5'.6 percent. Carrier witnesses testified, 

and shippers did not dispute, that the carricrs f failure to ~chieve 

- cetter balance in their operations is occasioned by the demandc 

and re~uirem0nts of the shipper:, tho transportation charactcris-

ties of the freight handled, and t~e ~eccssity of using 'special equip­

ment for various cora.modit1es. Each of the witnesses so.id that his 

company had l'l".ade every effort to 5ccure Co bet'ter balance in itc 

traffic. They agreed '~hat no carrier could :-c!usc to meot its ';, 

shippers f demands an~ ro~uirements bccau~e to do So would ineVitably 

lead to 10s5 of business. 

At the :fUrther hearing', ~hip:por' representatives quostio,?-od 
I 

petitioners T ~dtnesses. Aside tr9m thecvidcnce offered, by tho 

roof1."lg company1 s traffic manager hereinbcfore discussed, no addi­

tional shipper evidence was offered. 

At the hearings had prior to tho 1ss~.ncc ot DeciSion No, 

477l8, rail line wit~esses testified that higher transbay class 

rates 1.,hich the railroads formerly mc.inJcc.1ned werc volunt:::.rily re­

duced to the lOyfer high't""-Y cc.rr1er r~te levels 'bec.:l.usc tho forco'. 
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of cO:D.petition required such action, toot in the pickup :md delivery 
, ' . " " ~. ~ I- < 

services involved in lez$-c~rload rail opcra~ionz the rnilroads. 

~e subject to the s~me wage agrccmcnt~ and other costs as the high-. , . 
'lJ~y carriers, thAt in line-haul operations r~il ~g.es :md other costs 

of materi~ls and ~upplies hAve been ~ubjected to ~rked increases, 
• I I' 

~nd th~t while lit~le tr~nsb~y c~rlo.'ld traffic is moved by railundor .. 
c10.:::$ rates. the rail lines desired to adjust these depressed r.!l.tes .. 

Highway and rail carrier witnesses agreed that neither 
." ' , 

could raise their rates "Ii thout corresponding .'l,ction by the other 

beco.usc- of the strength of competitive intlucnccs. The rails 5cck 

such authority ric is necessary to esto.b11sh increo.ses corresponding 

.d.th highw~y carrier increases. C:lrload cormnodity ro.tes,. ,:,hich cove~ 

the bulk of· the tro.nsbay carload traffiC, are not involved.. Railro~d 

class r3.tes, carload and less-co.rloo.d, were not adjusted. on January 14, 

1952, when the rail commodity ro.tcz were increo.zed by 6 percent, "out 

on the other ~~d wore subjected to the 9 percent surcharge effective 

June 24, 1952. 

From the full record no,", 'oe1'o::-e the Commission, it is cleo.r 

th~t the transb~y r~tcs in issue require ~djustment. The sho~dng 

~do is conVincing thAt the L~creo.~ed r~tes involved in ~etitioncr$f 

revised proposo.ls, in tho. light of the costs ~~d other circ~t~ccs 

of record, would not be excessive. Indeed, it is apparent t~t 

~~less shipper requirements ~d demands' tor service ~~angc so that 

the carriers arc ~ble to meet teem ~dth 10S$ movement of empty cqui~-
. . .. 

ment, or a. bettor balo.nce in irD...¥).zbo.y traffic is otherwise aChiev:c.d 

by the carriers, or provision is lW.de for o.ddi~c:tono.l cha::-ges. being 

assessed in those instances where the ~hippors re~uirc service cn-

tn.iling subs'C"-..¥).tia11y greater thMn ~vero.gc .. costs, furthc:r increo.~es 
.• ." ,::"1,1 

in the rat:cs i..'lvolved ,·r111 ir:.ev1ta'b3.y 'become nceess~ry.. In any event, 

the conclusions o.1"e :i.nc~co.p<lble tho.t the ex1~·tinz ro.tez· ~ro inc.dcC}.UD.to 

under present opcro.ting conditions :l:r..d t~t the csto.b11shment of tho 
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revised ~ncroases proposed by petitioners is necessary under prcvail-

ir..g conditions .. 

~ith respect to the Daly City situation, competition 

oct\tleen the three roofing ma.nufacturers for Daly City business would 

apparently not be arfected. Adjustment of the Daly City rCl.tcs -is 
, , 

not here 'before us but is involved in tho San FrOlncisco Bay Counties 

~rca general' rate 1nvestigat~on. M~anwhilc, the long and short haul 

relief necessary in qonn~ction with the adoption of the petitioners' 

revised proposals will 'be authorized as a tC::lporary mcas'Ul~c .. 

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

record we arc of the opinion and hereby find that the revised 

increases proposed by pctitioner~ have been shown·to be justit1ed. 

Accordingly, the petition will be granted.. l'he rOlil lines \Ifill be 

authorized to make like increases in their carload class rates­

because of the ~o:npetitiv~ c'onditions involved and in view o! the 

history of the rail rates. All common carriers ~dll be authorized 

to establish increases corresponding to the Tariff No. 2 increazes 

herein established for commodities not covered by Tariff No. 2 but 

on which they .nave maintained their rates on the Tari:f."f rio. 2 closs 

rate levels. The order herein will be made effective November 1, 

1952, ~nd short notice'tariff filing will be,authorized in v1~w of 

the c:;.rri~rz' evident need tor higher transbay rate!:. 
: ' .. ;'~',:( 

o R D E R ",,':: .... ~ ... - .... 
•• \.<~<, 

'\ ',~'" 

Based on the evidence of record and on the conclusions 

and findings set forth in the preceding opinion, 

Il' IS HEREBY OP.DERED that Highway 'Ca.rriers r Tariff' No. 2 

(Appendix I!D~l to DeCision No. 31606 ~s amended) be and it is hereby 

further amended by incorporating therein to become eff~ctive 
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November 10, 1952, Twelfth ,Revised Page 2- cancels Eleventh Revised 

Page 2, Seventh Revised- ·Page 42 cancels' Sixth r..eviscd Page 42 and 

Original Page 44-E, :attached hereto and by this reference made a. 

part hereof; that common carriers subject to the Public Utilities 

Act,incl'Uding COmClon carriers by railroad \1ith re$~.¢ct to their 
• • 'I • 

lese-carload l"ates and oharc;c:; subj e~t to 'zzd.d· Deoi'sion No. 31606.7 

as a:endcd, be .~~d they :.:.rc hereby autl'lorized and directed" to 

establish in their tariffs the increases necessary to contorm '111itb. 

the fu:rthcr adjustlllcnt herein of' that," decision; that;''''said· common 

carriers ,be t:l.nd they .;:.re hereby· authorized to establish in their 

tariffs increases in class rates ~nd charges in connection With 

the transportation of commodities' tor 'Irhieh mi-nim'lJIll, rates have not 
." 

'been establishcc1. by the CommiSSion and in connccticn \.,~.:th commodi tics 
.'- I 

on ''.'lhich the:.ommon carriers maintain rates on class rate levels 

highQr than the applicable minimum commodity rates; " but tha.t such 

L~crcases shall be no greator in vol~c and effect than the,corre­

sponding class rate incr€ases established horc1n~ and that carriers 

by railroad be and they are hereby authorized to establish in thoir 

tariffs increases in their carload class rates corresponding with 

the increases in EighwayCarr1crs' Tariff No. 2 rate~ and charges. 

IT IS HEREBY FURTHER ORDERED that tariff p'Ubl~cations 

required or ,authorized to be mcdo by common c~rricrs as a result 

of the order hcreL~ ~~y be mado effective on not less than five (5) 

days T .notic eto the Co=i.S sion and to the public. 
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. ","(, ). ", • ", .. I 

IT IS H$EBX' lrURTfIER ORDERED' tho. t common co.rriers be ,!Uld 
, r" I .', l" '. , ". , 

they o.rc hereby 0-uthor1zed'to depart from the 'provisions of 
, t f' it, , , . 

Article XII, Section '2'1; 'of t?-e Constitution of' the State or 
: • . ~. .. .' ; ~. .' I " • • I ~ j..' 

Cali:Cornia., a..."ld Section tr6o' of the Public Utili ties Code to the 
I , If', j :' . . I' :..' • 

extent necessary to mainta.in Daly City rates at their existing 
, , 

levels 'and to adjust such long and short haul departures as may 

now be maintained under outstanding authorizations. 

This order shall become e!i'ectiveNovember 1, '195'2. 

Dated at San FranCiSCO, Califo:r.nia, tb.is~day of 

October, 'l952.' 
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- HIChwAY CAF.RIE?S f • T.AltIFF NO.. 2 .. 
Item 

I SECTION NO: 2·' CLASS RATES 
~10. In Cents Per 100 Pounds 

EAtes shown 'bolow will llOt4pply t,o.. 
t~~$,2C~I~~1o~ ror which ra~es a~o 

I . ~rovic.cd in :r'~~~ No. 520 cor1e~. 

I 
lIJinimum ileight I'<.tin:\.:Jl.1m 'Woight lfJ.1l:'J.i:mJm wo ieht a.z p:'OV1d.od. in 

YULES 10 ,.000 Pounda ex- 20,000 Po'Jl'lds ~lo:::tl3rn Cwsitic.a.t1011, Ex-
copt as providod except El.IS provi .. c~ption Shoot o~ this Tar~ 

i 
in Note 1 dcd. in Note ~ subjoct.to·ltcmNo.29Qsorios 

But I I I 

3 "4 
I i . 

I 

.~ I D 
i Not 1 2 3 4 1 Z 5 A B E 
! Over Over I • ., "h 

I 

I 

i 0 :3 2S 25 2Z 20 15 J4 12 II ~ 6?t 51t 5-t 4t 4 
: 3 5 29 26 23 ~O 17 15 14 12 ~ S ~ ~ ~ ;to I 

5 10 30 Z7 24- 21 19 17! 15 13 S at 6f I 
I 

ij I 10 15 32 29 26 22 20 lS ' l6 It.. &.l,. 

~ S ~ ~ I 

:1.5 20 ;)1 
4 m.. Gf· 

, 34 Z7 24- 21 19 17 15 9 8 i ... . 

I 

36 1~ lot st .~ i 20 25 ,2' 29 25 22 20 18 lS 9 s 
I 25 30 38 34 .30 Z7 24- 22 19 17 II 6t 9 8 

i 30 35 39 35 .31 27 25 23 20 18 II 13 1 ,.. %- ! s 
I 35 40 40 36 32128 26 23 21 18 13 13 II 19t s ! ., 

40 45 42 .38 34 29 Z7 24- 22 19 13 13 11 1 ... st I 

I 
I " , 45 50 44 40 35 31 29 26 23 20 JJ 15 13 II lot 9 I 
I 50 60 45 41 36 .32 31 2S :25 22 15 15 13 13 II ~ I 

~ 
, 60 70 47 42 3$ )3 3:l 30 26 23 16 as 15 l4 13 l.l , 70 SO 49 44 39 34 .35 32 2S ~5 18' 19 i6 15 1.3 13 

1*505-:- 80 90 51 46 41 36 37 33 30 26 19 21 18 16 J4 13 I Csnce1s 
36 36 

. 
;05-E 90 100 52 47 42- 40 32 2S 21 22 19 lS· 1$ 14, 

100 110 54 49 43 38· 47- 3$ 34 29 22 25 21 19 18: l5 
110 120 57 5l 46 40 43 39 34 30 24 25 21 20 lS· 15 

I 120 130 59 5.3 47 41' 47 42 38 '33 25 27 22 21 19 18 
i 130 140 62 56 50 43 49 44 39 34 26 2S 25 22 20 18 I 
I 140 150 63 57 50 44 50 45 40 35 23 29 26 24 21 19 I 
\. 

150 160 66 59 53 46 54 49 43 38 29 32' Z7 2; 22 20 
1€O 170 69 62 55 4S 56 50 45 '39 ;30 34 28 26 24 2l 

· 170 130 71 64 57 50 58 52 46 41 32 35 29 Z7 25 21 
I lSO 190 72 65 58 50 62 56 50 43 34 37 30 2S 26 22 ! · \ , 

190 200 74 67 59 52 63 57 50 44 35 38 32 29 26 '24 · , 
; 200 220 79 71 63 55 66 59 53 46 37 41 35 32' 2S 25 . 

Z?O 240 84 176 67 59 €f:J 62 55 48 40 43 37 34 29' 26 
240 260 89

1

80 71 62 73 G6 58 5l 42 45 38 35 32 2S 
; 260 280 I 92 83 74 64 77 69 1 62 54 44 47 41 ,37 34 29 
j 

. l 
I NOZE 1.--Wben ~pplied in connoction with carload ratings, rn~n~mum j 
i ~oight will be '1lS provid.ed in tho 1Jo~torn CJA=si!'1eatio~1 Excoption Sl'loot . · I or :1.:1 thiz tariff, cub j act to Itotl No. 290 ::o1'ioz. I 

· ; NCTE 2.-When applied ill COmloct1on ·,Jith. carlotui ratings, m~,n~=;rm · I woigct will be as providod ill th.e Wostorn C~s~icntion, Excoption Sheot I 
I 

'or i." this tZU'itt toubject to Itom No. 290 seri(3) but ill no ovent 10:::::: . , , 
I tbAn 20 ,000 pounds. 
I 

\ 

'. 
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I Item SECTION NO. 2 CLASS RATES (Continued) I 
1 No. In Ce:1ts p0r 100 Pounds, 

!----~------------------------------------~~ 
Ra tes i:~ this item o.pply only to sh.ipments haying point 

-

! 
I 
! 
I 

of origin in San Francisco or South San Francisco a.~d,point 
of destin~tion in Alameda, Albany? Berkeley, El Cerrito, 
Emcryvillc~ Oakl~~d, Piedmont, Richmond, San Leandro, 
San Pablo or Stege a.~d to shipments h~V1ng point of origin 
~~ Alameda1 Albany, Berkeley, El Cerrito, Emeryville, Oakland, 
Pied~ont, ~~ichmondl San Leandro, San Paolo or Stege and point 
of dezti~~tion in ~an Francisco or South San Francisco. 

M1ni~um weight as provided 
in vlestern Classi:t::tcat1on, 

!11ni!!lllm Weight Exception Sheet or this 
20,000 Pounds Tarif!', subject to 

exccpt a~ provided Itc~ No. 290 'series" J 

in Note 1 and to Note 2 . 
11,.,0,20 

2 l I 

1 
I 
I 

I 
I 
f 
I 

I 
I 

I , 

I 
I 

i 

1 3 1 '+ 5 A E C D E I 

26 I 23
1 

211 18 13 13 11 lot 8t 8 
I ! I I , • , 

NOTE l--vlhen applied in coxmection with carload ra..cings, 
r:inim'U!:l weight Will be as provided in the \'!estern Clcs~i!i­
cation, Exception'Sheet or in this t~riff (subject to Item 
No. 290 series) but in no event less than 20,000 pounds~ 

NC'!'E 2--'tlhen the minimum '\Ilei.g:ht so provided is 20,000 '. 
pou.~ds or less th9 rat~s named in Itcrr. No. 505 scr1~s apply.' 

" 
I 

#Ao.dit1on ) o Increase ) Decision No. '~78~7 

'. 
" < 

.L 

1 

I-

-I 
r 
I 

I i""'1 ______________________________ --11' 

I 
I 
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I
Issued by the Public Utiliti~s. CommisSion of the State· of Ca11:rornia, . 

. Sen Francisco, ca11!'orn1a.1 ' 
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