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o PIN ION 
---~- ...... --

By Petition for Modif1cation No. 17, filed in tnis 

proceeding on October 16, 1953, the Truck Owners Assoc1ation 

of California and The Motor Truck Association of Southern 

California seek the revision of rules and charges contained 

in Highway Carriers' Tariff No.2 applicable to split pickup 

shipments and split delivery shipments. 

Public hearings were held before Examiner Bryant at 

tos Angeles and San Francisco on various dates as shown in the 
1 

margin below. The matter was submitted on June 3, 1954, and 

is ready for decision. 

The petitioners allege that the reasonableness and 

sufficiency of the charges and the governing rules have not 

been considered by the Commiss1on for many years. Assertedly 

the existing provisions are unjust, unreasonable, and dis­

criminatory. In an opening statement counsel for the 

petitioners declared that the assailed rules and charges 

have been cr1ticized by highway carriers throughout the years, 

and have been the subject of special study by the petitioners 

for more than a year. Clearly, he said, the subject matter 

1 November 19, 1953, April 7 and 8, May 6 and 7, June 1, 2 
and .3, 1954. 
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of 'split pickup and delivery is very complex, and there 1s 

no simple solution for whatever difticult·ies are involved~ 

He explained that pet1tioners' objective in this proceeding 

is the development of a basis of charges that will produce 

fair and reasonable compensation for the services rendered 

in providing split pickup and split delivery services under 

ordinary conditions and Circumstances. 

At the initial hearing the director 01' research tor 

the pet1t1oners 1ntroduced exhibits consisting of a freignt 

bil~ analys1s 01' the traffic, a study of the added cost of 

transporting split pickup and sp11t delivery shipments, 

and proposed tariff items containing charges developed from 

the cost study. Upon the conclusion 01' his d1rect testimony 

a number of sh1pper representat1ves asked that the Commission 

statt make an independent study of the problem of split pickup 

and sp11t delivery rules and charges for presentation at an 

adjourned hear1ng. 

At later hear1ngs members 01' the Commission start 

introduced a traffic flow study based upon analys1s of sp11t 

p1ckup and split delivery shipments, a report on the cost 01' 

trar~porting such -shipments by motor vehiCle equ1pment, a 

rate analys1s, and a proposal for amendments to the applicable 

rUles prov1ded in H1ghway Carriers' Tariff No.2. An amended 

tariff proposal was submitted by the pet1tioners also, and 

other ca~rier witnesses test1fied. Many shippers and sh1pper 

representatives offered oral and documentary eVidence, in­

clud1ng a substantial number of exhibits analyzing their own 
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shipments in detail and snowing, among other things. the effects 

whtch. tbe proposals made by tbe petitioners and by the Commission 

staff would have upon their traffic. 

Early in the proceeding (April 2, 1954) The Los Angeles 

Traffic Managers Conference, Inc. tiled a motion to dismiss the 

petition herein under consideration, alleging errors on the part 

of the petitioners and failure to support the need tor added 

revenues. The mot1on will be denied. 

The eVidence was directed to three subjects which may 

be stated as questions. First, what restrictions should apply 

to split shipments? Second, how sbould the line-haul trans­

portation ra.te for the composite shipment be determined? Third, 

what add1tional charges should be made for each of the component 

parts? 

As defined in Highway Carriers' Tar1ff NO.2, a 

split pickup shipment is a shipment consisting ot several 

component parts transported from more than one point of origin 

or from more than one consignor; a split delivery shipment is a 

shipment cons1s ting of severs.l component parts transported to 

more than one consignee or to more than one point of des tina-
2 

t1on. The present rules require in general that the composite 

2 The complete definitions are provided in Item No. 11 series of 
Highway Carriers' Tariff No.2 as follows: 

SPLIT PICKUP SHIP1mNT means a shipment consisting of several 
component parts, tendered at one time and received during one 
day ~nd transported under one shipping document trom (a) one 
consignor at more than one point ot origin, or (b) more than 
one consignor at one or more points of orig~n, the composite 
shipment weighing (or transportation charges computed upon a 
weight of) not less than 4,000 pounds, said shipment being 
consigned and delivered to one consignee at one point ot destina­
tion and charges thereon oeing paid by the consignee when there 
is more than one consignor. (Continued on ?age 5) 
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shipment shall weigh (or transportation charges shall be 

computed upon a weight ot) not less than 4,000 pounds, that 

allot the charges shall be paid by the shipper of a split 

delivery sh1pment and by the receiver of a split pickup shipment, 

tbat no shipment shall be accorded both split pickup and split 

delivery, and that the cnrrier must be furnished in advance . . 
with written instructions showing the origin and destination 

and the kind of property in each component part. 

None o·f the parties proposed MY substant1 ve change 

in these requirements. However, the petitioners asked as a new 

limitation that no shipment moving at commodity rates or at 

rail alternative rates be accorded split pickup or split 

delivery service unless. (a) every component is rated at 10,000 

pounds or more, or (b) the composite shipment weighs at least 
. 

30,000 pounds and has not more than tour components. Shipments 

not meeting these specificat10ns would not be split unless the 

higher class rates were assessed. 

AnQther change proposed both by the petitioners and 

the Commission staff is the elimination of a provision wbich 

permits rating any ot the component parts as separate shipments 

when lower aggregate charges would result. 

The existing charges tor transportation of split ship­

ments are a oombination of the line haul rates plus addit10nal 

2 (Cont1nued) 
SPLIT DELIVERY SHIP~mNT means a shipment conSisting of several 

component parts delivered to (a) one consignee at more than one 
point of destination, or (b) more t~~ one consignee at one or 
more points of destination, the composite shipment weighing (or 
transportation charges computed upon a weight of) not less tnan 
4,000 pounds, said shipment being shipped by one consignor at one 
point of origin and charges thereon being paid by the consignor 
when tnere is more than one consignee. 
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charges vary1ng with the weight ot the component parts. The 

line haul rate may be a distance rate, a point-to-po1nt rate, or 

a combination of the two. Under distance rates the mileage used 

is one-halt ot the round-trip distance trom a po1nt ot orig1n 

to and through allot the other points of origin or destination. 

The petitioners urged elimination ot the use ot one-halt ot the 

~ound-trip mileage. The proposal is that the rate be based 

upon the tull one-way mileage. The association witness 

testified that the existing provision results 1n revenue 

def1ciencies as measured by hi$ study and cost analysis. 

The Commission statt did not support this proposal. 

It was the staft position that the use ot one-halt ot the round­

trip mileage is necessar.; 1n order to keep the charges on a 

reasonable minimum basis under certain Circumstances. 

Under the existing rules the additional charges to be 

made tor each component part range trom $2 cents tor lots weigh-

1ng not ov~r 100 pounds to t4.03 tor lots weighing over 20,000 

pounds. The pet1tioners and also the Commission statf 

recommended increases in these charges, based primarily upon 

the respective studies of the cost of performing the service. 

In lieu of the single scale ot additional charges now apply1ng, 

the petitioners suggested two scales of charges, according to 

whether or not the aggregate ~leage ror toe composite shipment 

exceeds 7$ miles. The Comm1~sion statf likewise proposed two 

scales, placing the critical distance at 100 m1les. The 

petitioners would provide as a new £eature that the total charge 

tor any component would in no case be less than the minimum 
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ch~rge app11cable if the component moved as a separate shipment. 

The COmmission staff did not subscr1be to this suggestion. In 

other respects the charges recommended by the Commission statt 

are generally higher than those proposed by the petlt1oners, and 

the charges under both proposals are higher than those contained 
3 

in the ex1sting rules. The proposed charges were predicated 

upon the additional cost ot making split p1ckups and split 

de11ver1es as measured by the respective cost analyses submitted 

by the petitioners and by the stafr. 

The shipper representatives 1n general opposed any 

change in the eXisting tar1ff prOVisions. Some testified that 

the~ would have no objection to a moderate increase in the 

charges, but that the recommended charges would be excessive. 

A number ot shippers submitted extensive exhibits show­

ing representative examples or their own shipments as rated 

under the eXisting rules, undl~r the proposed rules, and as 

separate shipments. Based upon these analyses so~e of the 

witnesses contended that the proposed rules and charges would 

virtually l:ll1minate all practical use of sp11tpickup or split 

delivery service. Such elimination, tbey asserted, would tend to 

spread the tratfic rumong more carriers and the pickups over longer 

periods # thus decreasing efficiency and increasing the cost to 

the carriers and to the shippers. They testified that such 

effects would tend to induce or compel an increase in proprietary 

3 No charge would be made under the Commission staff proposal 
tor component parts weighing ovor 10,000 pounds w1thin the 100-' 
mile 11mit# or weighing over 20#000 pounds tor the longer 
distances. 
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trucking. Some of the shippers, seeking fallacies or errors 

in the cost studies, undertook to analyze and recombine the 

cost figures submitted by the petitioners and by the Commission 

starr, and to relate the results to their own traftic. 

Virtually all of the shipper representatives expressed 

·opposition to the proposals to cancel the provis1on wbich. permits 

rating one or more components as a separate sh1pment if a 

lower aggregate charge would be obtained thereby. The~ c~ntended 

that the carr1er should bear the obligat1on ot determining and 

applying the lowest charge by whatever method obtained. Some 

of them indicated by examples that it would be d1tticult and 

1mpracticable for shippers to deter.m1ne 1n advance of movement 

whether lower charges might be obtained by considering anyone 

or ~ore ot the component parts as a sepa~ate shipment. In 

this connection they explained that shipments necessar1ly are 

otten tendered by persons unskilled in tar1tf matters, that 

the larger indUstries must establish shipping procedures to be 

followed day atter day, and that 1t would be economically 

unsound for traff1c managers to analyze 1ntended split 

sh1pments to determine whether lower charges might result from 

tendering any ot the components as separate shipments. 

The president of one h1ghway carrier operat1ng 

principally between the San Francisco Bay area and po1nts 

north thereot test1i"ied that his company considers the present 

rules and charges to be adequate. He opposed the suggested 

increases in charges, particularly those recommended by the 

Commission staft. This witness expressed fear that any 
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substant1al increase 1n the charges would divert traff1c to 

propr1etary vehicles. He feared part1cularly the loss ot 
small multiple-lot shipments moving over short distances, 

which he stated are part1cularly susceptible to propr1etary 

handling, and are needed by tne common carriers to mainta1n 

volume. 

Discussion and Conclusions 

In the e1ght days of public hearing devoted to th1s 

matter more than 80 appearances were entered, some 20 witnesses 

testified, and 26 exh1bits were received in ev1dence. The 

1ntensive part1c1pation of carriers and industrial traffic 

manager~ in this proceed1ng suggests the importance which they 

attaCh to sp11t pickup and sp11t delivery 1n the movement of 

goods and commod1ties between po1nts within this state. 

Tbe ev1dence shows that split pickup and sp11t de­

livery shipments are diverse in character as to commodities l 

as to points of origin and destination, as to types or carriers 

pertor.ming the serVice, and as to the manner in which the 

traffic 1s bandled by the carriers. This d1 versi ty makes more 

difficult the select1ng ot typical shipments tor the purpose 

of cost determinat10n and rule development. There are so many 

possible c1rcumstances and condit1ons to be provided for that 

great care must be taken lest unreasonable charges or unwarranted 

restrictions be estab11shed which would interfere with the free 

flow ot commerce. 

From the cost evidence submitted by the petitioners 

no sound basis is readily d1scernable tor the proposal that 

shipments of less than 30,000 pounds or having components or 
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less t~ 10,000 pounds be den1ed aplit pickup or split 

delivery service it rated under commod1ty rates or rail alterna­

tive rates. Whether tne applicable line-haul rate 1s a class 

rate or a commod1ty rate should not normally be control11ng 

in determining whether such service will be performed. It 1s 

concluded that split p1ckup or split delivery service should 

be permitted without reterence to the question whether class 

rates or commodity rates are to be applied. 

On the other hand, petitioners' proposal that the 

application ot d1stance rates be related to the one-way 

mileage rather than to one-half ot the round-trip mileage 

appears to be based upon practical considerat1ons. The effect 

of the ex1sting provision is to requ1re carriers and sh1ppers 

to compute a round-tr1p mileage and divide 1t by two. The 

resul ting t:igure is less than the one-way mileage whenever a 

pickup or' delivery is mad.e at a point not on the shortest 

direct route between the most distant points. Aside trom the 

1nconvenil~nce ot the method, the evidence 1s convincing that 

its application produces rates lower than justif1ed by cost and 

d1stance considerations. It is concluded that pet1tioners' 

recommendat1on relat1ve to the distance rates should be adopted 

substant1ally as proposed. 

The establishment of. two scales of added charges 

according to the length of haul, as proposed by the petit10ners 

and the Comm1s~ion staft, is necessary in order to place the 

charges in necessary relationsh1p to the different services 

performed. This difference essentially is that for movements 
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within a range of approximately 75 to 100 miles it is commonly 

Most effic1ent to load the sbipment upon a vehicle from which 

the component parts will be distr1buted without rehandl1ng. 

For longer distances it is often more effic1ent to transfer the 

tonnage at the carrier's terminal to different line haul 

veh1cles. The most efficient methods will be given recognition 

in the fixation of minimum rates and charges. 

As to the level of the charges, it is clear that some 

increase in the existing basis is required. The cost studies 

underlying the recommended,1ncreased charges are exceptionally 

comprehensive, and are supported by quantities of data 

gathered in the field and through freight bill sampling. 

Nhi1e no important detect was disclosed in either. study, there 

are important differences in the conclusi~ns reached by the 

two coot witnesses. When either cost basis is converted into 

charges the results are difficult to reconcile with other rate-

making considerations. It appears from the exhibits that 

some attempt may have been made to compensate in the costs tor 
4 

excessive mileage requ1red under certa1n condit1ons. However, 

such a method of compensation would not be proper in a 

4 Fo1nt-to-po1nt rates are provided 1n Highway Carriers' 
Tari!f No. 2 for transportat1on between certa1n extensive 
territor1es as descr1bed 1n the tariff. These rates applr from 
and to all places within each territory. Thus~ a point-to­
point rate may be applied tor multiple piCkups or deliveries 
within the territories w1thout the addition or any distance 
rate for the extra mileage involved. Where the po1nts served 
within tbe territory are not on any reasonably direct route 
a service may be performed for which full compen8ation is not 
provided 1n the tar1!!. This problem was recognized br some of 
the witnesses but none of tbem propos~d specifically anr 
method by which 1t might be corrected. 
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minimum rate structure. Minimum rates should be related 

closely to the particular services for which they are designed, 

and should not be made high in one instance to offset ~ non­

compensatory service in another. The added cbarges hereinafter 

established are not based wholly, upon either of the cost stud1es 

as translated into the rate exhibits. Modifications have been 

made in light of the full record. 

The prOVision 1n the existing rules which permits 

treating one or more of the component parts as a separate 

shipment for the purpose of determining a lower aggregate charge 

requires particular comment. The evidence shows that in practice 

the strict application ot this provision would require that the 

carrier determine as to each split pickup or split delivery 

shipment whether separate Sh1pm~nij~ ohould h~Ve b~~n ~ae 
instead. Under it the shipper oo~ld w~t~ ~og~¢ tendor a3 a 

split delivery shipment all lots ot property ready to bo ~h~ppoct 

at I.il single time, regardless 01' the scattering of the destina­

tions, and the carrier would ~e expectect to assess charges as 

though the freight had been reasonably tendered according to 

the airrerent routes as split de11very shipments or separat~ 

shipments. Tho evidence indicates that neitner the sh1ppers 

nor the carriers are assuming literally the full burden or 

determining in what manner and to what extent lower aggregate 

cnarges may result trom treating one or more component parts 

as separate shipments. It was testitied that to do so in all 

cases would be wasteful of skilled man-hours disproportionate 

to the d1:f'!'erences in transportation cb.e.rges which migb.t result. 
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Nevertheless) the existence or the present provis~on in the 

Commission tariff compels the carriers either to analyze 

ea.ch split sh1pment according to the numerou •. possible com­

binations, or to disregard the provision and the~eby assess 

charges possibly higher than those provided in the tariff. 

Such a choice is not a reasonable one to impose. 

Removal of the provis1on would not a!fect the m1n~um rates or 

charges, but would require that the shipper exercise care in 

tendering shipments ,as s1ngle shipments or split shipments. 

It he deems the possible savings to be 1nsufficient to warrant 

such care, it is not reasonable that the carrier be required to 

assume the burden. Unnecessary burdens which tend to increase 

costs are likely to be reflected 1n carrier rates. It is 

concluded that the provision in question should be cancelled. 

Upon careful consideration of all of the evidence 

it is concluded that the existing minimum rates, rules, regula~ 

tiona, and charges tor the transporto.tion of s'pli t pickup ship­

ments and split delivery shipments should be revised to the 

extent provided 1n the order which follows. 

o R D E R -_ ... - .... 

Based upon the ev1dence of record and upon the con­

cl,usions and findings. contained in the preceding opinion, 

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED: 

(1) That Highway Carriers' Tariff' No.2 (Append1x ltD" 

of Dec1sion No. 31606, as ~ended) be and it is hereby further 
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amended by incorporating there1n to become effect1ve 

September 10, 1954, the rev1sed pages attached hereto and 

listed in Appendix "Art also attached hereto, which pages and 

appendix by this reference are made a part hereof. 

(2) That tari!'f publications required Or authorized 

to be made by common carriers as a result of the amendments 

herein of the aforesaid tari!,f shall be made effective· on 

or betore September 10, 19$4, on not less than tive days' 

notice to the Commission and to the public. 

(3) That in all other respects the aforesaid Decis10n 

No. 31606. as amended, shall remain in full torce and 

etfect. 

(4) Tha.t the motion to. dismiss Petition tor Modi:!'i,­

cation No. 17, which motion was filed in th1s proceeding 

on April 2, 19S4, by The Los Angeles Traffic Managers 
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Conterence. Inc •• be and it i~ nereby denied. 

the 

of 

Thi~ order shall become effective twenty day~ after 

date nereot. 1 tOd. a~~~eUM!. California, this.i2.tJd: (jut ~, 54. 

CoDiiiilssloners 

\ . , 



APPENDIX "All TO DECISION NO .. 50297 

Revised Pages to Highway Carr1ers' Tariff No.2 Authorized 
by Said Decision 

Thirteenth .t.16vised Page 1.3 oancels Twelfth Revised Page 13 

Firth Revised rage 20-A cancels Fourtn Revised Page 20-A 

Eleventh. Rev1sed Page 21 cancels Te'nth Hev1sed Page 2l 

Sixth Rev1sed Page 65 cancels Fifth Revised Page 6$ 

(End of Appondix) 



T~teen~~ed Pago ••• 13 
Cancels 

Twelfth Revised Pase •••••• l3 

Item 
No. 

I 
I 

2O-C 
Cancels 
20-B 

I 

SECTION NO. 1 - RULES AND REGULATIONS OF GENERAL 
APPLICATION (Continued) 

APPLICATION OF T.ARI!i'F - CARRIERS 
Rates provided in this tariff are minim1.lm rates established p\JrSU8nt 

to the High'W'ay Carriers' Act and the Household Good, Carriers Act and 
ap,ly for transportation of property by radial high'W'ay COmMon carriers, 
hieh'W'ay contract carriers and hOU3ehold ~oods carriers as defined in said 
Acts. , 

(,Jhen property in continU01Jll through movement i$ transported by two 
or more such carriers, the rates (including mill:f.m1.1lll chargee) provided. 
herein shall be the minim1.1lll rates for the combined transportation. 

Radial highwy common carriers, highwy contract carriers Slld house­
hold goods carriers may deviate from the minilD:um rates named in this 
tariff in connection with the transportation of property for the armed 
forces of the Ullited states. 

Rates, rules and regulations named in this tnriff shAll not apply to 
'\".r£l.n.sportation by independent-contractor subhaulers when such transporta­
'~ion is performed for other carriers. This exception shall not 'be con­
strued to exempt f:rom the tarif.!' proviSions carriers for whom the inde­
pendent contractors are performing transportation service. 

APPLICATION OF TllRIFF ... 'J."ERRITORIAL 

*Subject to the note belo'W' the rates in this tariff' apply ror '~rans­
portation of s~pments bet'W'een all points Within the state or Californ1a, 
e::-:cept: 

'(a) Shipments having point of origin in Alameda) ,Albany, Borke1eYI 
Zmeryvillo" Oakland or Piedmont" Ill1d point of destilllltion ino.nother of, 
those cities; , 

'(b) Shipments 1:etwoen San ... ;"rancisco rule. South San Francisco except 
as provlded in Items ~ros. 176, l77" 178 and 179 series; 

(c) Shipments ha.ving both point of origin and point of destinAtion 
,:ithin tho San Diego Draya.ge Mea as described in City Carriors' Tariff 
No.7 ... Highway Carriers' Tariff No.9" mnencbnents thereto or'reissues 

I thereof· 
(d~ Shipments ho.ving both point of origin Qnd point of: destination 

"dthin the Los Angeles Drayage Area" as described in City Ca.rriers' 
Torif:£' No. 4 - Highway Carriers' Tariff I~o. 5, ::unendments thereto or 

I roissues thereof; 
1i+30-!C (0) Shipments (1) between Sll.cramento and ~!orth Sacramento; (2) 00-
~aocels tween Sacramento and west Sacramento; (3) botwcen said cities on the one I ;30-J' hand and the adjacent plants of the Lumbormen's Supply, Inc., S'W'anston & 
: Son" So.cr.o.mcnto I'Jool compcny, Sa.cramento lood COtlpany, Essex L1.lmber Com-
: , pony" Campbell Soup Compnny, McKesson e: nobbins" Inc., and Howard :rerm:l-

/
' nal Waroho~e> on tho other h~d; (4) between said cities and plants on 

t:1C one hand and tho Sacramento Air Depot, the Sacramento l:llII1cipal .ur-
I ,ort and the Sacram~nto Signal Depot on tho other hand; and (5) betveen . 

the Sncramento Air Depot" the SacrOtlento Municipal ldrport and the Sacra-
mento Signal Depot; 



.. ~) Sltipmonts botweon Marysvl.Uo ar.d Yube. C1 tl' ond bot"".n sa1d . ! 
oi ties on the ono hand and t.~e adja.cent plo.nt of the Harter Packing 
ComPa%l1 on the other hand; . 

(g) Shipments between the Sonora. .freight depot of the Sierra Rail-
road Comp~ and Sonora. ! 

IINo1;(J: The exceptions provided in this 1 tam do not applY' in 
connoction with the transportation of split pickup or 
split delivery shipments having one or more points of: 
origin or destina.tion outside of the citios or areas 
dosigna:tod in this item. 

*Cho.ngc ) 
lr'Addi tion ) Decision No. 5029'7 

EFFECTIVE SEP'l'.ENBER lO, 1954 

Issued. by the Public Util1 ties Commission of tho state of California, 
SQn ~ancisco, California. 

Corroction No. 622 
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Fif~~ Revised Page ,.,. 20-A 

Cancels ' 
Fourth ReVised Page ••• 20-A 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Item 
No. 

I *160-1 \ 

I Cancels 
I 160-H 

I 
I 
I 
! 

l 
\ 

SECTION NO • 1 - RULES :JfJJ REGOL.:l.TIONS OF GENER..ti. 
APPLICt .. TION . (Continued) 

, 
o SPLIT PICI(UP 

The rate for the transportation of a split pickup shipment shall 
be determined and applied as 1'0110"'5.. subject to Note 1: 

(a) Distance rates shall be determined by the distance to point 
of destination from th~t point 01' origin which produces the 
shortest distance via the other point or points of origin. ~ 

(b) Point-to-point rates shall be applied only when point. 01' destina­
tion and all pOints of origin are within the territories between 
which the point-to-po~t rates apply, or are located betv/een said 
territories on a single authorized route. 

(e) Point-to-point rates determined under paragraph (b) may be com­
bined. with distance rates provided in paragraph (a) where lower 
charges result. The applicable distance rate 1'actor shall be 
determined by use of one-half the shortest distance trom the 
territory or authorized route and return thereto via the off-
route point or points of oriGin ~d dcotinc.tion. V 

(d) For each. split pickup shipment a single bill of lading or other 
shi,ping document shall be issuedj and at the time of or prior 
to the initial pickup the carrier shall be 1'urnished 'with written 
instructions showing the name of the consignor, the point or 
points of origin and the description and weight of propertr in 
each component part of such shipment. 

(e) I! split delivery is per£or.med on a split pickup shipment or a 
component part thereof, or if shipping instructions do not con­
fO~ 1~th the r7qui~ements ~f paragraph (d) hereof, each comp9~~n~ 

par 0.. ~M upll u pICmU 8hl~m~~t shul be ra~ed as ~ SOplJ.%'.9.T;O ' 
shipment under othor provisions o~ this tari££. 

NO!E l; In ao.tUtlon to the rate for transportation, the following 
additional ~hargeo ~hall 00 assessed £or split pickup 
service: 

1. For split piCkup shipmonts transported under d1~tanec 
rateo, when the d1sta.."l.cC computed in accordance with 
paragraph (a) hereof docs not excoed 100 constructive 
miles" and shi;pments tran.5portoa unaer ;point-to-point 
rato~ named in Items Nos. 509, Sl$ and $20 series: 

Weight of Com:ponent 
Part (Po\l1lds) 

Over But Not Over 

o 
100 

. 500 
1, 000 
2, 000 
4, 000 

10, 000 

100 
500 

1:,000 
2,,000 
4, 000 

10, 000 

Split Pickup Charge 
for Each Component 

Part in Cents 

100 
100 
130 
180 
250 
295 
345 



ee 

2. For split pickup shipments, except as proVided in 
paragraph 1: 

Weight of Component 
Part ~POunds) 

OVerut Not OVer 

o 
100 

0500 
1,000 
2,000 
4;000 00' 

10,,000 

100 
SOO 

1,000 
2,000 
4;000 

10,000 

Split Pickup Charge 
tor Each Component 

Part in Cents 

100 
130 
200 
300 
400 
500 
600 

* Change ) Decision No. 50297 
¢ Increase) 

EFFECTIVE SEP'J.'ruBm 10, 1954 

Issued b1 the Public Utilities Cammis5ion of the State of California; 

Correction No. 623 
San FranCiSCO" Cal1!orn1a. 
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. No. 

*170-1 
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170-H 

o S?LIl' DELIVERY 

The rate for the transport~tion'of a split delivery shipment shall 
be determined and applied as follows" subject to Note 1: 

(a) Distance rates shall be dcter.mined by the distance from point of 
origin to th~t po1nt ot destination which produces the shortest vi 
distance V1~ the other point or points of destination. 

(b) Point-to-point rates shall be applied only when point ot origin 
and all points ot destination are within the territories between 
which the point-to-point rates ,app~" or are located between said 
territories on a single authorized route. 

(0) Point-to-point ra.tes determined \lnder para.r;raph (b) may be com-
bined with distance rates provided in po.ragraph (a) where lower 
charges result. lhc applicable distance rate factor sh3.11 'be 
determined by u.se or one-hali' the shorte~t distance from the, terri­
tory or authorized ro~te and return thereto via the ott-route / 
point or points of origin .:Ind dootinc.tion. 'v 

I (d) For each split delivery shipment a single bill of lading or other 
shipping document shall be issued; and at the t1mc of or prior 
to the tender of the shipment the carrier shall be furnished with 
'l'll'i tten instructions showing thE) name of each consignee, the 
point or points of destinc.tion and the description and weight of 
property in each component p~t of such ~hipment. 1 

I (e) 
1 

If split pickup is pertor.ced on a split delivery shipment or a 
component part thereof" or it sh1pping instructions do not conform 
--dth the requiremonts of paragraph, (d) hereof, each componentp~t 
of the split delivery shipment shall be rated as a ~eparate ship­
ment under other provisions of this tariff. 

NOTE 1: In addition to the r~te :for transportation, the following 
additional charges shall be assessed :for split delivery 
service: 

1. For split delivery shipments tr3nsported under distm'lce 
rates, when the distance comp~ted in accordance '\'dth 
po.ragraph (a) hereof doas not exceed 100 constructive. 
miles" and shipments transported under point-to-point 
rates named in Items Nos. 509" 515 and 520 ~erics: 

o 
100 
500 

1,000 
2,000 
u,Ooo 

10,000 

100 
500 

1,,000 
2,000 
UjOOO 

10,,000 

Split Delivery Charge 
for Each Component 

Part in Cents 

100 
100 
130 
180 
250 
295 
345 



r 

l72-B 
: Cancels 
: l72....A 

17$ 

ee 
2. For split delivery Shipments, except as provided in 

paragraph 1: 

Weight 01' Component 
Part (Pounds 6v 

Over But Noter 

o 
100 
SOO 

1,000 
2,000 
4,000 

10,000 

100 
$00 

1,,000 
2,,000 
4,000 

10,,000 

Split Delivery Charge 
for.Each Component 

Part in Conts 

100 
130 
200 
300 
400 
$00 
600 

RECEIVING .tiND lR,..'.NSUITTING PtlRCH:~E ORDERS 

When the service 01' receiving and transmitting purchase orders is 
performed in connection with the transportation to which the rates 
provided in this tarii'i' are applicable the charge i'or handling said 
purchase orders shall be 2-3/4 cents per order. 

S'lRINGING PIPE 

TIhcn the service of stringing (distribution in transit along a 
line) is peri'ormed in connection with the transportation 'of iron or 
steol pipe"i'or which the class rates provided in this tariff are 
applicable, the class rates shall be applied to the point at which 
the stringing service is commenced. In addition thereto hourly rates 
provided in'Item No. 720 series shall be assessed f~r the time con­
~ed in performing the stringing sertico, lass ten minutes per ton. 

* Change ) o Increase) Decision No. 50297 

EFFECTIVE SEPT'EMBER 10, 19.54 

Issued by the Public Utilities Commission 01' the State or California, 
. San FranCiSCO, Calif'ornia. 

Correction No. 624 

-21-, 
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Item 
No. SECTION NO.. J 

Ca-lMODITI 

Sugar. m1n1mum weight 
:30.000 pounds 

FROM 

SAN FRAN-
CISCO 
(See Item, 
No. 260 
series) 

CQot10DITY RA'l'l!!S (Continued) 
In Cents 'eel." 100 P.-mnd8 

TO 

LOS ANGELES 
BASIN 
TERRITORY 
.., described 
in Item 

(1) (2) (3) 42 

I *740..F 

I 
Cancela 

740-E 

No. 'Zl0 
series 

I 

I 
1 
: , 

I 
I 
1 

CROCKE'l'T 

(1) Subject to Item No. 900 ~eries. 

(2) When accessorial services are rendered by carrier in connection 
with shipmenU5 moving under rate in, thi" item the .f'ollow1ng 
charges shall be in addition to rate shewn: 

(a) For loading or unloading other than tailgate loading 
or tailgate unloading . 3~ cents per 100 pounds .. 

(b) For other accessorial charges see ItelM Nos. 140 'and 
180 series. 

Item No. l70 eerie$: SPlit delivery .serVice w:t:l.l apply only 
when the we'1ght of each component ;part is 10,,000 pouna., or more" 
~r transportation charges are based on a weight of not less 
than 10,,000 pouna~ for each component part~ 

* Change ) DeCision No. 50297 
6 Reciuction ) 

Issued ~ the Public Ut1l1tie~ Commission of the State of California, 
San Francisco. Caliiornia. 

Correction No. 625 

-65-
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