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OPINION:

By Petitlion for Modification No. 17, filed in this
proceeding on October 165, 1953, the Truck Owners Assoéiation
of Callfornia and The Motor Truck Association of Southern
Californla seek the revision of rules and charges contalned
in Highway Carriers!' Tariff No. 2 applicable to split piékup
shipments and split delivery shipments.

Public hearings were held before Examiner Bryant at
Los Angeles and San Franclsce on various dates as shown in the
margin below.1 The matter was submitted on June 3, 1954, and
is ready for declsion.

The petltioners allege that the reasonableness and
surficiéncy of the charges and the governing rules have not
been considered by the Commission for many years. Assertedly
the exlsting provisions are unjust, unreasonable, and dis-
criminatory. In an opening statement counsel for the
petltioners declared that the assalled rules and charges‘
have been criticlzed by highway carriers throughout the years,
and have been the subject of speclal study by the petlitioners

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

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

no simple solution for whatever difficulties are involved.

He explained that petitioners' objective in this proceeding
1s the development of a basis of charges that wiil produce

falir and reasonable compensation for the services rendered

in providing split pickup and split delivery services under
ordinary conditions and circumstances.

At the Initlal hearing the director of research for
the petitioners introduced exhibits consisting of a freight
bil; analysis of the traffic, a study of the added cost of
transporting split pickup and split delivery shipments,
and proposed tarlff items containing charges developed from
the cost study. Upon the conclusion of his direct testimon&
& number of shipper representatives asked that the Commlsasion
staff make an independent study of the problen of split pickup
and split delivery rules and charges for presentation at an
adjourned hearing.

At later heafings members of the Commission staff
introduced a traffic fléw study based upon analysis of split
ﬁickup and split delivery shipments, a report on the cost of
Transporting such shipments by motor vehicle equipment, a
rate analysis, and a proposal for amendments to the applicable
rules provided Iin Highway Carriers' Tariff No. 2. An amended
tariff proposal was submitted by the petitioners also, and
other carrier wltnesses testified. Many shippers ahd shipper
representatives offered oral and documentary evidence, in-

cluding a substantial number of exhibits analyzing their own
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shipment;,in detall and showing, among other things, the effects
which the proposals made by the petitioners and by the Commission
stalf would have upon their traffic.

Early in the proceeding (April 2, 1954) The Los Angeles
Traffic Managers Conference, Inc. filed a motion to dismiss the
petitlon hereiln under conslderation, alleging errors on the part

of the petitioners and failure to support the need for added
revenues. The motlon will be denied.

The evidence was directed to three subjects which may
be stated as questions. First, what restrictions should applyl
to split shipments? Second, how should the line-haul trans-
portation rete for the composite shlpment be determined? Third,
what additional charges should be made for each of the component
parts?

Ags defined in Highway Carriers' Tariff No. 2, a
split pickup shipment 1s a shipment consisting of several
component parts transported from more than one point of origin-
or from more than one consignor; a split deliveby shipment 1s a
shlpment consisting of severai component parts transported to
more than one consignee or tc more than one point of destina-

5 .
tion. The preseat rules require in genmeral that the composite

2 The complete definltions are provided in Item No. 11 serles of
Righway Carriers!' Tariff No. 2 as follows:

SPLIT PICKUP SHIPMENT means a shipment consisting of several
component parts, tendered at one time and received during one
day and transported under one shipping document from (a) one
consignor at more than one point of origin, or (b) more than
one consignor at one or more points of origun, the composite
shipment welghing (or transportation charges computed upon a
welght of) not less than L,000 pounds, said shipment being
congsigned and delivered to one consignee at one point of destina-
tion and charges thereon being paid by the consignee when there
is more than one consignor. %Continued on nage 5)

e
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shipment shall welgh (or transportation charges shall be

computed upon a weight of) not less than L,000 pounds, that

all of the charges shall be paid by the shipper of a split
dellivery shipment and by the receiver of a split pickup shipment,
that no shipment shall be accorded both split pickup and split
delivery, and that the carrier must be furnished in advance
with written Instructions showing the origin and destination

and the kind of property in each component part.

None of the partles proposed any substantive change
in these requlrements. 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 ét 10,000
pounds or more, or (b) the composite shipment welghs at least

30,000 pounds and has not more than four components. Shipmenfs

not meeting these specifications would not be split unless the

hlgher class rates were assessed.

Angther change proposed both by the petitioners and
the Commission staff is the eliminatlon of a provision which
permits rating any of the component parts as separate shilpments
when lower aggregate charges would result.

The existing charges for transportation of split ship-

ments are a ocombination of the line haul rates plus additional

2 (continued) . !

SPLIT DELIVERY SHIPMENT means a shipment consisting of several
component parts delivered to (a) one consignee at more than one
point of destination, or (b) more than one consignee at one or
more points of destination, the composite shipment weighing (or
transportation charges computed upon a weight of) not less than
4,000 pounds, sald shipment Yeing shipped by one consignor at one
point of origin and charges thereon bveing paid by the comsignor
when there 1s more than one consignee.

-5~
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cnarges varying with the welght of the component parts. The
line haul rate may be & distance rate, a point-to-point rate, or
a comblnation of the two. Under distance rates the mileage used
is one~half of the round-trip distance from a point of origin

to and through all of the other points of origin or destination.
The petltioners urged elimination of the use of one~half of the
round-trip mileage. The proposal is that the rate be bagsed
upon the full one-way mileage. The assoclation witness
testified that the existing provision results in revenue
deficlencles as measured by his study and cost analysis.

The Commission staff did not support this proposal.

It was the staff position that the use of one-half of the round-
trip mileage 1s necessary in order to keep the éharges on &
reasonable minimum basis under certain c¢ircumstances.

Under the existing rules the additional charges to be
made for each cbmponent part range from 52 cents for lots welgh-
ing not over 100 pounds to §4.03 for lots weighing over 20,000
pounds. The petitioners and also the Commlssion staff
rocommended lncreases in these charges, based primarily upon
the respectivé studles of the cost of performing the service.

In lieu of the single scale of additional charges now applying,

the petltioners suggested two scales of charges, according to
whethexr or not the aggregate mileage for the composite shipment

exceeds 75 miles. The Commission staff likewise proposed two
scales, placing the critical distance at 100 miles. The
petitioners would provide as a new feature that the total charge

for any component would in no case be less than the minimum
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charge applicable if the component moved as a separate sdipment.
The Commission staff dld not subseribe to this suggestion. In
other respects the charges recommended by the Commission staff
are generally higher than those proposed by the petitioners, and
the charges under both proposals are higher than those contained
in the existing rules.3 The proposed charges were predicated
upon the additional cost of making split pickups and split
deliveries as megsured‘by the respective cost analyses submitted
by the petitioners and by the staff.

The shipper representatives in general opposed any
change 1in the existing tariff provisions. Some testifled that
they would have no objection to a moderate increase in the
charges, but that the recommended charges would be excessive.

A number of shippers submitted extensive exhibits show-
ing representative examples of thelr own shipments as rated
under the exlsting rules, under the proposed rules, and as
separate shipments. Based upon these anslyses some of the
wltnesses contended that the proposed rules and charges would
virtually eliminate all practlical use of split pickup or split
dellvery service. Such elimination, they asserted, would temnd to
spread the traffic among more carriers and the pickups ovef longer
periods, thus decreasing efficiency and increasing the cost to
the carrlers and to the shippers. They testifled that such

effects would tend to induce or compel an Increase in proprietary

3 No charge would be made under the Commission staff proposal
for component parts welghing over 10,000 pounds within the 100~
mlle 1limit, or weighing over 20,000 pounds for the longer
distances.
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trucking. Some of the shippers, seeking fallacies or errors

in the cost studles, undertook to analyze and recombine the

cost flgures submitted by the petitioners and by the Commission .
staff, aﬁd to relate the results to their own traffic.

Virtually all of the shipper representatives expressed
‘opposition to the proposals to cancel the provision which permits
rating one or more components as a separate shipment if a
lower aggregate charge would be obtained therecby. They contended
that the carrler should bear the obligation of determining and
applying the lowest charge by whatever method obtailned. Some
of them Indlcated by exemples that it would be diffieult and
impractlcable for shippers to determine in advance of movement
whether lower charges might be obtalned by considering any oize
or nmore of the component parts as & separate shipment. In
this connection they explained that shipments necessdrily are
often tendered by persons unskilled in tariff matters, that
the larger Industries must esteblish shipping procedures to be
followed day after day, and that 4t would be economically
unsound for traffic managers to analyze intended split
shipments to determine whether lower charges might result from
tendering any of the components as separate shipments.

The president of one highway carrier operating
principally between the San Franclsco Bay area and points
north thereof testified that his company conslders the present
rules and éharges to be adequate. He opposed the‘suggestdd
increases In charges, particularly those recommended by the

Commisslon staff. This witness expressed fear that any

4
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substantlial Increase 1ln the charges would divert traffic to
proprietary vehlcles. He feared particularly the loss of
small multiple-lot shipments moving over short distances,
which he stated are particularly susceptible_to proprietary
handling, and are needed by the common carriers to maintain
volume, |

Discussion and Coneclusions

L

In the eight days of public hearing devoted to this
matter more than 80 appearances were entered, some 20 witnesses
testified, and 26 exhibits were received in evidence. The
intensive participation of carriers and industrial traffic
managers in this proceeding suggests the importance which they
attach to spllit plckup and split delivery in the movement of
goods and commoditles between points within this state.

The evidence shows that split pickup and split de-
livery shipments are diverse 1ln character as to commodities,

&s to polnts of origin and destination, as to types of carriers
performing the service, and as to the manner in which the

traffic 1s handled by the carrlers. This diversity makes more
difficult the selecting of typical shipments for the purpose

of cost determination and rule development. There are so many
possible circunstances and conditions to be provided for that
great care must be tiken lest unreasonable charges or unwarranted
restrictlions be established which would interfere with the free
flow of commerce. _ '

From the cost evidence subtmitted by the petitioners
no sound bdasis 1s readily discernable for the proposal that

shipments of less thasn 30,000 pounds or having components of
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less than 10,000 pounds be denied aplit pickup or split
delivery service 1f rated under commodity rates or rail alterna-
tive rates. Whether the appllicable line-haul rate is a class
rate or a commodity rate should net normally be controlling
in determining whether such service Qill be performed. It 1s
concluded that split pickup or split delivery service should
’be permitted without reference to the question whether class
rates or commodlty rates are to be applied.
On the other hand, petltioners' proposal that the

application of distance rates be related to the one-way
mileage rather than to one-half of the round-trip mileage

appears to be based upon practical considerations. The effect

of the existing provision 1s to‘require carriers and shippers

to compute & round-trip mileage and divide 1t by two. The
resulting flgure 1s less than the one-way mileage whenever a
plckup or delivery 1s made at a point not on the shortest
direct route between the most distant polnts. Aside from the
inconvenience of the method, the evidence is convincing that
Its application produces rates lower than justified by cost and
distance considerations. It is concluded that petitioners?
recormendation relative‘to the distance rates should be adopted
subgtantially as proposed.

The establishment of two scales of added charges
according to the length of haul, as proposed by the petitioners
and the Commission staff, 1s necessary in order to place the
charges in necessary relationship to the different services

performed. Thils difference essentlally is that for movements
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within a range of approximately 75 to 100 miles 1% is commonly .
most effliclent to load the shipment upon a vehicle from which
the component parts will be distributed without rehandling.

For longer distances 1t 1s often more efficient to transfer the
tonnage at the carrier's terminal to different line haul
vehicles. The most efficient methods will be given recognition
in the fixatlon of minimum rates and charges.

Ls to the level of the charges, 1t 1s clear that some
increase in the existing basis 1s required. The cost studies
underlying the recommended, increased charges are exceptionally
comprehenslve, and are supported by quantitlies of data
gathered in the fleld and through freight bill sampling.

While no Iimportant defect was dlsclosed in either.study, there
are important differences in the concluslons reached by the

two cost witnesses. When elther cost basls is converted inte
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 for
excessive mileage required under certaln conditions. However,

such a method of compensation would not be proper in &

& Point=-to-point rates are provided in Highway Carriers!
Tarlff No. 2 for transportation between certain extensive
territorles as described in the tariff. These rates apply from
and to all places within each territory. Thus, a point-to-
roint rate may be applied for multiple plckups or deliveries
within the territorlies without the addition of any distance
rate for the extra mileage involved. Where the points served
wlthin the territory are not on any reasonably direct route

a service may be performed for which full compensation is not
provided in the tariff., Thls problem was recognized by some of
the witnesses but none of them proposed specifically any
method by which it 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 s non~
compensatory service in another. The added charges hereinafter
established are not based wholly upon either of the cost studles
as translated into the rate exhibits. Modifications have been
made in light of the full record.

The provision in the existing rules which permits
treating one or more of the component parts as a separate
shipment for the purpose of determining 2 lower aggregate charge
requires particular comment. The evidence shows that in practide
the strict applicétion of this provision would require that the
carrier determine as to each split pickup or split Qdelivery

shipment whether separate shipmqngg gnoulﬂ hﬁvé heen ma de

instead. Under it the shipper could with logic tonder as a
spliv dellivery shipment all lots of property ready to be shipped
at a single time, regardless of the scattering of the destina-
tlons, and the carrier would be expected to assess charges as
though the freight had been reasonably tendered according to
the different routes as gplit delivery shipments or separate
shipments. The evidence indlicates that neither the shippers
nor the carrlers are assuming literally the full burden of
determining in what manner and to what extent lower aggregate
charges may result from treating one or more component parts
as separate shipments. It was testified that to do so in all
cases would be wasteful of skilled man-hours disproportionate

to the differences in transportation charges which might result.
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Nevertheless, the existence of the present proviaion in the
Commission tariff compels the carriers either to analyze
each split shipment accordinglto the nUMerous . possible com-~
binations, or to disregardlthe provision and thereby assess
charges possibly higher than those provided in the tariff.
Such a cholce is not a reasonable one to impose.
Removal of the provision would net affect the minimum rates or
charges, but would require that the shipper exercise care in
tendering snipments.as single shipments or split shipments,
If he deems the possible savings to be insufficlent to warrant
such care, it 1s not reasonable that the carrier be required to
agssume the burden. Unnecesssry burdens which tend to increase
costs are likely to be reflected in carrier rates. It is
concluded that the provision in question should be cancelled,
Upon careful consideration of all of the evidence
it 1s concluded that the exilsting minimum rates, rules, regula-
tlons, and charges for the transportation of gplit pickup ship-
ments and split delivery‘sbipments should be revised to the

extent provided in the order which follows.

Based upon the evidence of record and upon the con-
c}usions and Iindings contalned in the preceding opinion,
IT IS EEREBY ORDERED:
(1) That Highway Carriers' Tariff No. 2 (Appendix "D"
of Decision No. 31606, as amended) be and it is hereby further
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amended by incorporating therein to become effective
September 10, 195k, the revised pages attached hereto and _
listed in Appendix "A™ also attached hereto, which pages and
appendlx by this reference are made a part hereof.

(2) That tariff publications required or authorized
to be made by common carriers as a result of the amendments
herein of the aforesald tariff shall be made effective on
or before September 10, 1954, on not less than five days!'
netice to the Commission and to the public.

(3) That in all other respects the aforesald Decision
No. 31606, as amended, shall remain in full force and

elfect.
(4) That the motion to.dismiss Petition for Modifi-

cation No. 17, which motlon was filed in this proceeding
on April 2, 1954, by The Los Angeles Traffic Managers
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Conference, Inc., be and it is hereby denied.

This order shﬁll become effective twenty days after
the date hereof. '

Omd wéa{z.mam California, this ZAL%

1c iy
A

J

fommlssioners




APPENDIX “A“ T0 DECISION No. 30227

Revised Pages to Highway Carriers! Tariff No. 2 Authorized
by Said Decision
Thirteenth Revised Page 13 cancels Twelfth Revised Page 13
Fifth Revlsed rage 20-A cancels Fourth Revised Page 20-A
Eleventh Revised Page 21 cancels Tenth Revised Page 21
Sixth Hevised Page 65 cancels Fifth Revised Page 65

(End of Appendix)




Thirteentla XoWed Page ... 13 .
Cancels
Twelfth Revised Page se.... 13 HIGHWAY CARRIERS' TARIFF NO. 2

Item
No.

SECTION NQO. 1 - RULES AND REGULATIONS OF GENERAL
APPLICATION (Continued)

APPLICATION OF TARITF - CARRIERS

Rates provided in this tariff are minimum rates established pursuant
to the Highway Cearriers' Act and the Housohold Goods Carriexs Act and
apply for transportation of property by radial highway common carriers,
highway contract carriers and household pgoods carriers as defined in said
Acts. ,

hen property in continuous through movement is transported by two
or more such carriers, the rates (including minimum charges) provided
herein shall be the minimum rates for the combined transportation. .

Racdiel highwey common carriers, highway contract carriers and house-
hold goeds carriers may deviate from the minimum rates nemed in this
tariff in connection with the transportation of property for the armed
forces of the United States.

Rates, rules and regulations nemod in this toriff shall not apply to
wansportation by independent-contractor subhaulers when such transporta-
tion 15 performed for other carriers. This exception shall not be con=
strued to exempt from the tariff provisions carriers for whom the inde=-
pendent contractors are performing transportation service.

APPLICATION OF TARIFF - TERRITORIAL

*Subject to the note below the rates in this tariff apply for trans-
portation of shaipments between all peints within the State of California,
except: .
(a) Shipments having point of origin in Alameda, Albany, Borkeley,
Zmeryville, Osklend or Piedmont, and point of destination in another of
those citles;

() Sh:.pmen‘ts betwoon San Dra.ncisco ané South San Francisco except
as provided in Items Nos, 176, 177, 178 and 179 seriles;

(¢) Shipments having both point of origin and point of dest&nation
within the San Diegoe Drayage Arca as described in City Carrierst Tariff
o, 7 =~ Highway Carriers' Tariff No. ¢, amendments thereto or reissues
thereof;

(ds Shipments having both point of origin and point of destination
within the Los Angeles Drayage Area, as described in City Carriers!’
Teriff No, 4 = Highway Carriers! Tariff No. 5, amendments thereto or
roissues thereof;

(e) Snipments (1) between Sacramento and North Sacramento; (2) bew
tween Sacramento and West Sacramento; (3) botween said cities on the ome
hand and the adjacent plants of the Lumbermen's Supply, Inc., Swanston &
Son, Sacramento lool Company, Sacramento feod Company, Essex Lumber Come

| pany, Campbell Soup Company, McKesson & Robbins, Inc., and Howard Termie

nal Warehouse, on thoe other hand; (4) between said cities and plants on
tie one hand and tho Sacramonto Air Depot, the Sacramento Municipal Aire
nort and the Sacramente Signel Depot on thc othor hand; and (5) between
the Sacramento Air Depot, the Sacramento Municipal Adrport and the Sacra-
mento Signal Depot;




!f) Shipmonts botween Marysville and Yube City and between said -
cities on the onc hand and the adjacent plant of the Harter Packing
Company on the other hand; ,

(g) Shipments between the Scmora freight depot of the Sierra Rail-
road Company and Sonora.

ifNoto: The excoptions provided in this item do not apply in
connection with the transportation of split pickup or
split delivery shipments having one or more points of
ordgin or dostination outside of the cities or areas °
dosignated in this item,

*Ch. !
#Adgi%ﬁon g Docision Noo S(020'7

EFFECTIVE SEPTEMBER 10, 1954

Issued by the Public Utilities Commission of the State of California,
Sen Francisco, California,

Corroction No. 622




o0

Fifth Revised Page ¢eee 20-4

Cancels

Fourth Revised Page +es 20~4 HIGHWAY CARRIERS! TARIFF NO. 2

C, SL32

Ttem SECTION NO. 1 ~ RULES 4D REGULALTIONS OF CENERAL
No. APPLICLTION (Continued)

0 SPLIT PICKUP

The rate for the transportation of a split pickup shipment shall
be determined and applied as follows, subject to Note 1:

(a) Distance rates shall be determined by the distance to point
of destination from that point of origin which produces the
shortest distance via the other point or points of origine

(o) Point-to-point rates shall be applied only when point of destina-
tion and all points of origin are within the territories between
which the point~to-point rates apply, or are located between said
territories on a single authorized route.

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 factor shall be
determined by use of one-half the shortest distance from the
territory or authorized route and return thereto via the off-
route point or points of origin and destinction,

For each split pickup shipment a single bill of lading or other
shivping document shall be issued; and at the time of or prior

to the initial pickup the carrier shall be furnished with written
instructions showing the name of the consignor, the point or
points of origin and the description and weight of property in
each component part of such shipment. .

If split delivery is performed on a split pickup shipment or a
compenent part thereof, or if shipping instructions do not con-
form with the requirements of paragraph (d) hereof, each °°m1°9€%@m

Part °f W apllb Dlmm Rﬂlﬁﬂéﬁt QBAH ke ra‘ae& as & sopa.z'at; ‘

shipment under other provisions of this tariff.

YOIE 13 In additlon 10 the rate for transportation, the following

additional charges shall be assessed for split pickup
sorvice:

1. TFor split pickup shipments transported under distance
rates, when the distance computed in accordance with
paragraph (2) hereof does not excced 100 constructive
miles, and shipments transported under point~to-point
ratos named In Items Nos. 509, S15 and 520 series:

Waight of Component Split Pickup Charge
Part (Pounds) for Each Component
Over But Not Over Part in Cents

0 100 , 100
100 500 100

* 500 1,000 130
1,000 2,000 180
2,000 4,000 250
L, 000 10,000 295
20,000 35




%

For split pickup shipments, except as provided in
paragraph 1l:

Weight of Component Split Pickup Charge
Part (Pounds) : for Each Component
Over Eut Not Qver Part in Cents

0 100 100 -
100 500 130
500 1,000 200
1,000 2,000 300
2,000 L3000 400
4,000 10,000 500

10,000 600

#* Change )

Q20
0 Increase ) Decision No. OCZ2'7

EFFECTIVE SEPTEMBER 10, 195L

Issued by the Public Utilitles Commission of the State of California,
San Francisco, California,
Correction Noe 623
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Tenth Revised Page seveves 21 HIGEAY CARRIERS' T/RIFF NO. 2

e | SECTION WO. 1 = RULES sND REGULATIONS OF GENEE L
No. APPLICATION (Continued)

Co 5L32 %

0 SPLIT DELIVERY

The rate for the transportation of a split delivery shipment shall
be determined and applied as follows, subject to Note 1:

(a) Di§tance rates shall be determined by the distance from point of
origin to that point of destination which produces the shortest
distance via the other point or points of destinatiocn,

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

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 factor shall te
determined by use of one-half the shortest distance from the terri-~
tory or authorized route and retwrn thereto via the off-route

point or points of origin and dostination.

For each split delivery shipment a single bill of lading or other
shipping document shall be issued; and at the time of or prior
#170-1 to the tender of the shipment the carrier shall be furnished with
Cancels written instructions showing the name of each consignee, the
170-H point or points of destination and the description and weight of
property in each component part of such shipment,

If split pickup iz performed en a split delivery shipment or a
component part thereof, or if shipping instructlons do not conform
with the requirements of paragraplh (d) hereof, each component part
of the split delivery shipment shall be rated as a separate ship-
ment under other provisions of this tariff.

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

l. For split delivery shipments transported under distance
rates, when the distance computed in accordance with
paragraph (a) hereof does not exceed 100 constructive
miles, and shipments transported under point-to-point
rates named in Items Nos, 509, 515 and 520 series:

'wbight of Component Split Delivery Charge
Part (Pounds) for Each Component
Qver But Not Over Part in Cents

0 100 100

100 500 . 100
500 1,000 130
1,000 2,000 180
2,000 4;000 250
L, 000 10,000 295
10, 000 35




o

For split delivery shipments, except as provided in
paragraph 1:

Weight of Component Split Delivery Charge
Part (Pounds) for .Each Component
Over bBut Not Qver Part in Cents

0 100 100

100 500 . 130
500 1,000 200
1,000 2,000 300
2,000 L, 000 400
L,000 10,000 500
10,000 ' 600

RECEIVING AND IR.NSUITTING PURCHASE ORDERS

TWhen the service of rcceiving and transmitting purchase orders is
performed in connection with the transportation to which the rates
provided In this tariff are applicable the charge for handling said
purchase orders shall be 2-3/l cents per order.

STRINGING PIPE

Then the service of stringing (distribution in transit along a
line) is performed in connection with the transportation of iren or
stecl pipe‘for 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 for the time con=
sumed iIn performing the stringing service, less ten minutes per ton.

* Change
0 Increase

g Decision No, 5@397

EFFECTIVE SEPIEMBER 10, 195L

Issued by the Public Utilities Commission of the State of California,
' San Francisco, Califorria,

Correction No, 62U
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Sixth Revised Page ..... 65

Cancels
Fifth Revised Page .... &5 RIGHWAY CARRIERS' TARIFF NO. 2

Ttem SECTION NO. 3 COMODITY RATES (Contimmed)
NO . nt LOO ng !g ‘

COMMODITY FROM 70 RATE

Sugar, minimum weight SAN FRAN- | LOS ANGELES
30,000 pounds CISCO BASIN

(See Item. | TERRITORY :
No. 260 as described (1) (2) 3) 42
series) in Item :

No. 270
CROCKETT series

(1) Subject to Item No. 900 series.

(2) VWnen accessorial services are rendered by carrier in comnection
with shipments moving under rate in this item the following
charges shall be in addition to rate shown:

(a) For loading or unloading other than tailgate loading
or taillgate unloading 34 cents per 100 pounds.

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

Item No. 170 series: Split delivsry service will zpply only
when the welght of each compenent part is 10,000 pounds or more,
or transportation charges are based on a weight of not less
than 10,000 pounds for each component part,

* Change ) Decision Ne. o
¢ Reduction ) ecision He SQ297

EFFECTIVE SEPTZBZR 10, 195k

Issued by the Public Utilities Commission of the State of California,

San Francisco, California.
Correction No. 625 .




