
Do ci.s:i.on No. 4o.Qt")~ -... .... I'W.Jw 

S:?ORE T'~ 'PUBLI C TJTILITI'.sS (;0:,:1 'IS';ION OF T:r.:; ST!~TB OF CALIFOP.?~IA 

In the ~',1atter of the ;'\.pplicat1on ot ) 
SICNh.L TRUCr~!NG SSRVICE, LTD., a. ) 
corporation, for an order ~uthoriz- ) 
in~ a change in tariff. ) 
------------------------------) 

Appearances 

Application No. 34466 

E. !.! .. Eerol, tox' Signal Trv.ckinZ Service, Ltd., 
ap,11cant. 

I. ": .. Hamilton, for tho Los Angeles ·:;are'h.ousemen' S 
ASSOCiation, interested party. 

R .. A. Lubicn and C. S. Abernathy of the staft of 
the Public Utilities Commission of tho State 
ot: Ca11fornio. .. 

OPI~ITON ON RSI~ARING 

SiGnal Trucking SerVice, Ltd., a corporation, is 

enGaged among other activities in the operation of public 

utility warehouses in t'!:l.e Los,1,ngeles area.. By this applioation 

it seeks authority to establish revised and, generally increased 

rates for application at a cortain warehouso in the ",iilm1nl3ton 

district of the city of Los An~eles. Following an initial 

hearin~ in June, 1953, the a"licat1on was denied without prejUdi~e~ 
Applicant petitioned for rohe:lr:i.ng to otfer a.dC:,1 tional e~1dence, 

and the petition was srnnted. 

Rehearing was held before Examiner Bryant ~t 

Los t·.nzoles on !.'!arc."l 17, 1 95J.j.. Tho matter was ~ubrni tted and 

is ready tor dec1sion. 

1 Dec1sion No. 49046 dated september 1, 1953 (52 Cal. P.U.C. 739). 
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Tho warehouse herein involvad 10 situated at 31$ Marine 

Avenue, "{ilr.ington. The rates ap,lica"ole at this warehouse are 

different trom and Gonerally lower than those applicable at another 

warehouse which the applicant operates in the city of Vernon. The 

latter operation is govorned by two W8.x'ohouse taritts which apply 

at ~O$t of the public warehouses in Los Angeles and the surrounding 

area 'but not at wa.rohouses in 1,Vilminston.2 Applica.nt herein s-eeks 

authority to make its "!i~:nington warehou:ze 3"J.bject to tho principal 

one or these tariffs and to cancel concurrantly its own tar1ft 

nO"l1 applicable at so.:td warehou.se. 3 

At the original hearing applicant introduced evidence 

through its pre~ident, its traftic manager, its cost analyst, the 

secretary of tho Los ,lI.nzeles "'larohousol':'lon!:; Association and an 

otficer ot Bekins Van tines, Inc. According to the testimony ot 

these Witnesses, identical rates at applicant's Vernon and 
., 

~"!il::t1neton wa.rohousos would bo a. convenience to tho company and 

to its p~trons. It was a.$~erted that the presont rate differencos 

are discriminatory and that the oxisting rate: maintained by a,pli-

cant in ':ilmington are subnormal and noncomponsa. tory. Primarily, 

ap,licant relies in this proceeding upon its neod for incroa$ed 

::-ovenuos from the ~'!iltlin6ton wllrehouse. 

2 Cs11for,nia ":o.rehouso Tariff Eureau ~:!arehou$o Tarift No. $~J 1 

Cal. P~V.C. No. 94 (L. A~ Doiloy ~ories), issued by Jack L. 
Dawson, agont; and California ':!o.reho1.:.so Tnrit't' Eureau v~archouse 
Tariff No. 7-C, Cal. F.U.C. N¢. 102 (L. A. Ba.iloy series), 
issued by Jack L. Dawson, nsent. 

3 Applicant orieinnlly proposed to make the 1Vil~1neton wa.rohouso 
~ubject to both tariffs S~J and 7-C. The eVidonce on rehearing 
shows that the entire experionce of tho company at l.rJilmington 
pertains to commodities that,would normtllly be ratod under tarit'! 
7-C and not u.~dor tar1ft $-J. Accordingly, aJplicant amended 
its re~uest by deleting retcronce to tarifr 5-J. 
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The ovidence on rehe~rine was introduced through the 

testi~ony and e~~ibits of applicant's cost analyst and an 

engineer ot the Co~~ssionts stott. The eY~1bits of both wit-

:'lesses show that the revenues and expenso3 ot the ~;/11xnin13ton 

warehou:;o tor the nine"month period from May 1, 19.53, to 

January 31, 19$4, a3 recorded on the books ot the com,any, were 

as tollows: 

Table 1 

Actual O,erating Results (9 Months) 

Oporating Revenues ~·55,970 

Operating Expenseo: 
Rent, Depreciation, Insurance, 

and Taxes • • • • • • • • • • • (::23,491 
Conducting ':farohouso Opera.tions. .31,569 

Repairs • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

Business Solicitation Sxpense • • 

General and iascellaneous • • • • 

Total Operating Expenses 

!~et Opers.ting Revonue 

___ ) ... Loss 

-3-

2,069 

505 

8,038 

1';6,5.672 

(~; 9~ 102) 
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A~p11cantTs witness oubmitted another eY~b1t showing 

the operating results which would have accr'l.led had the sought 

rates ceen applied during the same perio~. The following table 
I 

s~~~rizes the figures from this exhibit. 

Table 2 

Applicant's 3st1ma.te or Operating Results 
Under Proposed Rates (9 l::onths) 

O~erating Revenu~s 

O~erating Expenses 

Ket Operating Revenue 

)65,242 
621672 

C (4;0), 

The applicant ~id not ofter any other forecast Qf ~ -future operating results. Its witness stat~d that the results 

for the nine-month period wO'.lld be repre senta ti v., of the 

eXperience reasonably to be anticipated in the future. He 

supplied intormation showing that the occupancy or the warehouse 

had fluctuated. considerably during tho period, but said that 

on the avo rage the past occupancy would be normal tor a future 

year. 

The Commission enginoer subm1tt~d an adjusted and 

expanded esti~te ot operating results undor prosent rates and 

~der proposed rates tor a 12-month period ending Juno 30, 1954.4 

4 He ex~lainod that he did not make a toreca~t spee1t1cally tor 
a !uture yoar because he did not know who.t goods would be stored 
or in what ~uantities and consequentlY lAcked information upon 
whicn future revenuo could be foreca~t for an annual ~oriod. 
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This estimnte i~ s~~rized in the followinB table: 

Table 3 
Co~ssion Engineer Estimate of Operating Results 

Under Present nnd Proposed Rates (Year Endins June 30: 19$4) 

Operating Revenues 

Operating Expenoes 

Net Be~ore Income Taxes 

In come T OXe S 

Net Inco~e 

Operatine Ratio (atter taxes) 
E~timsted Rate Base5 
Rate of Return 

( - Loss 

Present Rates Pro~osed Rates 
/' 5 ·,,;73, 90 088,010 . 
8:2:220 8,2 z.290. 

~: (I~ ~4~~) I" 4 ' ~I ,020 

22: 1,270 

~~(10 .425) I'!o 2,750 ~~ 

114.210 96.9% 
"I, 22,000 ~)22,OOO ,,.. 

12.S~ 

~!o other wi tness test1~1ed. No one opposed the granting 

Applicant moved into it:: present Wilmington warehouse 

on or about April 9, 1953.. The ovidenco adduced at the, original 

hearing covered an operating period of loss than threo months, ~nd 

did not disclose to what extent the storage space was occupied 

during the test period. On tho full record now before the Com-

mission it appea.rs tr-...at the opera.tions a.t '~:ilmirlgton have reached 

a sufficient dogree of stability to permit the basing or rates 

for the future upon the experience or tho past. The e~titrAte 

~ubmitted by the Commission enginoer a~ sot forth in the foregoing 
Tablo 3 appears to roflect accurately and reasonably tho oporating 

results for the year ending June 30, 1954. H~s o~timnte was not 

challenged by tho applicant. In view or tho tostimony of app11cantf c 

5 The warohouse building'is leasod to the applicant and is not 
included in tho rate base. 
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cost analyst it is concludod furthor that thio ect1mate con-

stitutes a roasonable forecaet of the results to be expocted 

i'rom tho o,eration of tho '/!il~ington warehouse ror the future 

rate year. 

Upon careful consideration of all of the evidence of 
" 

record it is concluded that the rates proposed to bo established 

by the applicant in this procoeding may reasonably be expected 

to ,or~it the development of an annual net income of approxi-

mately '~,2, 7$0 tlfter prov1s ion tor income taxos, resulting 1:t; 

an operating ra.tio of 97 percent and a rote or roturn or 12.5 
percent upon tl rate base or ~;22,OOO.. The Co~!niss:i.on hereby 

finds thnt those operating rosulto a.nd ra.te base are reasonable 

and that the rate increases herein proposed tlro justitied. 

ORDER O!'T P..~HEAR INC 

Public hearing and rehecring having been held in the 

above-entitled application, and based upon the findings and 

conclusions set forth in the preoeding opinion, 

IT IS ORDEPSD that Signal Trucking SerVice, Ltd., be 

and it is hereby authorized, upon not loss than ten days' 

notice to the Commission and to the public, to m3~e ito warehouse 

situated at .315 Marine Avenue in tho ':!ilmington d10trict of the 

city of Los Angeles subject to California \::o.rehouse Tariff Bureau 

Tariff NOft 7-C, Cal. F.U.C. No. 102 (t. A. Bailey series) issued 

oj" Jack t. Do.wcon, ogent, and to, cancel concurrontly tho tSlritt 
now applicable at said warehouse. 
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The authority herein granted shall expire unless exercise~ 
within sixty days after the effective date hereof. 

The effective date of this order shall be twenty days 
after the da~e hereof. 

Dated at~~~~~~~ California 1 this ~~ 
day of !.7~~ . 1 1954. 

7 

~~1.flu. ?~:e- .. ~~ 
'~~!I) 

('" f\' '·"c 
)Q~\~~ 

.. ~ 

CommiSSioners 

Commi SS16:'1cr .••••• ~~~.'P.:.!~!!.t.!_. bG1%lg 
nC~'.·:to'lJ,r!!y ttb:tent. c11d not ~rt1e11$to 
ill Tollo t11s;posi tion of this ;procoo4.1:lg., 


