
M£/jo 

Decision No. 5974'1. 

BEFORE TrIE PUBLIC U'tILltIES COMMISSION OF THE STAlE OF CALIFORNIA 

In the Matter of the Application of ) 
EDWARD T. MOtI'IOR., dba. STANDARD TRUCK ) 
LINE, for authority to increase rates. ) 

----------------------------------) ), 
In the Matter of the Investigation into ) 
the rates, rules and regulations, charges, ) 
allowances and practices of all common, ) 
carriers, highway carriers and city ) 
earriers relating to the transportation ) 
of any and All eommodities between and ) 
within all points and places in the State ) 
of California (including but not limited ) 
to, transportation for which rates are ) 
_pr_o_v:L_" _de_d_in_Minim __ " _:um_Ra_t_e_T_a_rl._" _ff_N_O ___ 2-.)_. __ S 

In the Matter of the Investigation into S 
the rates, rules, regulations, charges, ) 
allowances and practices of all common ) 
carriers, highway earriers and ci1:y car- ) 
riers relating to the transportation ) 
0: property Within San Diego County ) 
(including transportation for which r~tes > 
are provided ill Minimum Rate Tariff ) 
No.9-A). ) 
------) 

Applica.tion 
No. 41553 

Case No. 5432 
Petition No. 166 

Case No. 5439 
Petition No. 7 

Robert H. Molitor, for applicant in Application 
No. 41553· and petitioner in Cases Nos. 5432 

"': and 5439. 

Roger RamseY7 for United Parcel Service, 
interested party in Application No. 41553 
and respondent in Cases Nos. 5432 and 
5439. 

A. D. Poe, J. C. Kaspar and James gu1ntral!, 
for california Trucking ASsoc~ations, Inc.) 
interested p~rty. 

R. A. Lubieh and Ra.lph J. Staunton, for the 
Commissionrs-Staff. 
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OPINION _ ~ ... --" a-. ...... t-" 

Edward T. Molitor, doing business as Standard Truck Line, 

is engaged. in th~ business of transport1rlg g:u:rnents on hangers, and 

related articles, as a highway cotm2lOn carrier, between Los Angeles 

on the one hand and San Diego and various points in tile vicinity. 

thereof on the other hand. He also operates as a bighway permit ear­

rier and as an interstate carrier of freight between the tos Angeles 

and San Diego areas. By the above-numbered applie~tion and petitions, 

filed October 5, 1959, he seeks au:horlty to revise his p:resent seale 

of rates for the transportation of garments and related articles, 

said revisions to become effective on five days' notice to the Commis­

sion and to the public. Generally, he seeks to increase his rates 

by about 20 percent. However, for shi~ments of 15 pounds and less he 
1 

proposes rate reductions. 

On December 3, 1959, subsequent to notice to persons and 

organizations believed to be interested, public hearing'on the pro­

posals was held before Examiner C. S. Abernathy at San Diego. Evi­

dence was submitted by applicant. Representatives of the Ca1.ifornia 

Trucking Associations, Inc., and of United Parcel Service partici­

pated !n the development of the record and submitted statements of 

position. Melllbers of the Commission r s staff also participated in 

the development of the record. 

Applicant: states that his present rates are' at the same 

level as they were in 1953, when his highway common c:a.rrier services 

1 Applicant's present and proposed rates are set forth in Appen­
diX "~' attached hereto. 

: 
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were established. He alleges that since that time he has ex~ 

perte.'o.ced ~ubst.a:c.tial itl.ereas~s in virtually all of his principal 

operating costs. Wage costs for drivers, a main item of expense, 

h~e increased more than 60 percent. Other expense items also have 

increased materially. 

According to revenue and expense statements which applicant 

submitted to show financial results of recent operations) his total 

carrier services for 1958 produced net earnings of $3,707. His 

operating ratio for the period was 95 percent. Largely as a resul~ 

of wage increases granted in 1958, applicant's ea:r:liDgs for the first 

6 months of 1959 were only $23. Applicant reported that since 

August l, 1959, his earning position has been worsened by further 

wage increases which he had to grant as of that date and which Mve 

added about $3,600 to his a.m'l.ual operating eosts. With respect to 

the relative profitableness of his bighway common carrier services 

as compared 'With his other carrier services, applicant subntf.ttecl 

figures ~o show that were it not for his other services, his opera­

tions during the first six months of 1959 would have resulted in a 
2 

loss of almost $4,300. 

~ In arriving at the foregoing profit and loss figures, appli-
cant omitted from his calculations provision for compensation 
for se:vices which he and his wife perfo:rm and. which require 
the devotion of their full time to the business. Applicant 
follows the practice of applying such co~ensation as he and 
his wife receive as a deduction f:om orofits. This practice, 
however, results in an understatement" of e~en.ges ~d an ov~r­
statement of profits or an understatement of losses, inasmuch 
as costs of supervision and othe: ~dministrative serviees such 
as applicant and his wife provide arc items which may be 
properly considered as operating expenses in the determtnatiou 
of the full costs of operations. 

-3-



, A.' 4l553, c. sl2, Pet. 166 & C. 5439, Pet. 7 - Mi? 

Applicant estimated that had the sought rates been in 

effect during t~e first 6 months of 1959 his gross revenues for the 

period woul4 have been $9,288 more than those actually received. 

This estimate was developed on the basis that the sought rate in­

creases would produce about $3,800 in additional revenues and that 

additional business generated by the sought rate reductions for 

shipments of 15 pounds and less would produce additional revenues 

of about $5,500. Regarding the latter figure, epplicant testified 

that he ha.d conducted a sUt"V'ey of tl'le shipping practices of his 

patrons in the San Diego area, and had foun4 t:hatmauy gament ship­

ments of 15 pounds or less are moving by parcel post and by parcel 

carriers instead of by his line because of lower transportation costs 

available through the othe-r means of carriage. Hc said as a. result 

of this SUr.ley he had concluded thst the establishment of' reduced 

rates as proposed would result in the diversion of a number of said 

shipments to his operations) and t..i.at be could t::anspcrt and de­

liver said shipments a.t virtually no inc~e3Se in his present oper­

ating costs. Thus his earni:ngs 't4ould be augmented by a.lmost the 

full amount of the additional revenues which he would receive from 
, 3 

t:he transportation of theadditiona.l shipments. 

'!be record shows that prior to the. hearing in these 

matters) applicant submitted his rate proposals to his patrons and 

informed them of the reasons therefor. None. of said patrons ap­

peared at the heari~ in opposi~ion to establishment of the sought 

rate increases and other rate changes. 

3 Applicant's conclusions in this respect are based on the· belief 
that most of the add:itional shipments would be .destined to 
consignees that he 'is.' regularly ser.vi:og, and that but few ad­
ditional stops of his vehicles would be required in the de-
liveries. . 
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A represe~tative of the California Trucking Associations, 

Inc., however, opposed applie~t's proposals to the extent that 

they would result in the establishment of charges below those which 
4 

apply as ~~ for the transportation involved. The Associa-

tion!s repres~ntative said that as a matter of policy the california 

Trucking As~oeiations) Inc., opposes the establishment of rates and 

charges which are less than the rates and cha:ges which the Commis­

sion bas prescribed as minima unless a elecr showing is made that 

the lesser ratez are reasonable ana eompe.ns~to:ry. He questioned 

whether such a sb.owing had been made in this instance. 

A representative of United Pereel Service also opposed 

~:uthorization of the reeuced charges which applicant proposes. His 

opposition was on the gro~ds that establishment of the reductions 

would ~ot result in the increase in b~siness ehat applicant ex­

peets; that should applie.;:nt realize a.dclitional business as a re­

sult of the reduced rates, his costs of operations will be also 

increased; and that in these circumstances the reductions in rates 

a:e not: warranted. 

Applicant's showing of the costs of his services and of 

his revenues clearly demonstrates that be is in urgent need for ad­

ditional revenues to s'UStain his operations. Even without: allow­

ance for :my compensation for him. and his wife for the services 

4' A,plicant's present rates and c~ges, it appe~rs, are, or are 
not less than, the rates and charges which apply as minimum 
under the Commission's minimuo rate orders for the trans~orta­
tion involved. In seeking the estsblishment of reducea charges 
for shipments of 15 poundS or less, ap?licane is, in effect, 
seeking the establishment of charges which are less than 
present m1.nim'u:m.s. 
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which they perform, applicant is confronted with an operating loss of 

:J.bout $3,500 during the coming year, an amo\mt that is a substantial 

proportion of his net worth. 

It is evident that the increase in revenues which appli­

cant anticipates f:om establishment of the sought rate increases 

would do hardly more than offset the aforesaid loss. As to appli­

cant t s remaining revenue needs -- for compensation for him and his 

wife and for profit -- applicant is relying on the additional. busi­

ness which he expects to gain as a result of the rate reductions to 

produce sufficient earnings to satisfy such needs. In view of the 

conflicting views on this latter point, it is concluded that 
whether he will re~lize ehe additional business that he expects 

appears somewhat uncertain. 

Assuming that applicant's expectations are realized. in 

full, we conclude that ehe Otlrn1ngs which he would att<tin would not 

be excessive. A more p:robable result, we believe, is. that the earn­

ings will be something less than expected. We believe, furtbermore, 

that except as otherwise provided below the reductions in rat~s 

which applicant seeks should be a.uthorized, notwithstanding the 

opposition thereto of the California Trucking Associations, Ine., 

and of United ~arcel Serviee. We are persuaded that establishment 

of the reeuccd charges is a reaso~8ble step for applicant to ~ake 

to a.djust his operations to a basis which is more competitive with 

other means of transportation available to his pa.trons. We are per" 

suaded, furthe::more, that applicant's expectations of a gain in 

profitable busir~ss under the reductions are sufficiently well 

fouoded that he should be permitted to put the charges into effect • 
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The alterna.tive, it may be pointed out, would be fureher ine:::eases 
5 

in Q,pplicant' s other rates and charges. 

In view of the speci~l nature of applicant's services, it 

does not appear that the reductions would tend 1:0 break down the 

strue~~re of mi~ rates which the Commission bas prescribed for 

the transportation of general commodities. Nor does it a.ppear that 

applicant is proposing charges which would, in face, bring the cost 

of shipping via his line below the charges of United Parcel Service. 

For the foregoing reasons, we find. and conclude tb::: the 

increases in rates which applicant seeks have been shown to be jus­

tified. Also, we find and conclude that except for the redueed 

cb.arge o~ 40 cents per shipment which is p7:oposed for shipments of 

3 pounds or less, transportation eond1~ions justify the establishment 
, 

of the sought lower c~:ges. To this extent the various changes 

which a,pplicant proposes to make in his rate structure will be auth­

orized. A lesser charge than SO cents per shipment will not be 

authorized, however, inasmuch as the evidence indicates that appli­

cant's out-of ... pocket COoS1:S per stop a~rox:Lmate that amO'UXlt. Sstab­

lisbcent of the revised rates and charges on 5 daysnOotiee to the 

CommiSSion and tOo the public likewise appears justified and will be 

authorizee. 

S '!b.ese conclusiOons concerning the propriety Oof the sought reduc­
tions necessarily are largely based upon applicant r s evaluation. 
of the $'J.lrvey which he made of his eustomers f shipping prac­
tices. Since he is seeking to attract business which he is 
not now enjoying, ,it follows that his estimates may nOot be 
testee by his actual experience. However, should applicant 
undertake tOo seek further inc:eases in his rates and charges 
at a late: ~te, he should be ?repared to show the extent ebat 
r.is services under the reduced charges contribute to the profits 
or losses Oof his total. Ooperations. 
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One of the ab~e-n'U%llbcre<! petitions in these matters, 

Petition No.7 in Case No. 5439, only involves applicant's local 

ope:at~.or..s in and about the San Diego area. However, his pro­

posa.~$ do not a£fec1: said operations.. '!'his petition will be 

dismissed. 

ORDER 
---~- ..... 

Based on the cvieence and on the conclusions and find­

ings contained in the preceding opinion, 

IT IS I:rEREBY ORDERED '!:hat, except .as otherwise providecl 

herein, Edward T. Molitor, doing business as Standard Truck 

Line, be, and be he:!'eby is, authorized to amend his Local, 

Freight Tariff No.1, Cal. P .. U.C. No.1, to establish, on not 

less than five days! notice to ehe Commission and to the public, 

the rates and charges which are shown as proposed rates . ax:d 

charges in Appendix "A" wbieh is attached hereto and whieh is m.s.de 

a part hereof by this reference. 

IT IS HEREBY FURTHER ORDERED that the authorl ty hereL."-l 

granted may ~ot be exercised to establish a lesser charge than 

50 cents for the transportation of a Shipment:, and that to the 

extent that applicant seeks authority to establish .a lesser 

charge thc:.n 50 cents a shipment said authority be, and it Zl~:reby 

is, denied. 
, , 

IT IS HEREBY FOP.l'EER ORDERED that Petition No. 7 in 

Case No. 5439 be, and it hereby is, dismissed. 
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IT IS HEREBY FURTHER. ORDERED that the authority herein 

granted shall expire unless exercised within nine~y days after 

the effective date of this order. 

The effective date of this order shall be twenty days 

after the date hereof. 

; California, this 

1960. 

.' 

Comm1:::: 1 Orlor ••• ~.~!!!:.~.E~2.~O~" b1,)1~ 
nee¢33~r11y n~~~ntp did not p~rt1c1~~ 
in thQ ~i3poaL~0n ot tb1s ~roce~~~ 
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APPENDIX "A" to DECISION NO. .'59'7~ 

Present and P7:2Eosed Ra;es and Ch.ar~e$ 

For the transportation of garments, clothing and wearing apparel on 
garment hangers, and merchandise incidental thereto in packages not 
to exceed eight pounds. 

A. From carrier's depot in Los Angeles to manufact~ers, whole-
salers and reeai1ers in San Diego, La Mesa, El cajon, Lemon 
Grove, National City, Chula Vista, Palm City and Coronado, 
or from carrier's depot in San Diego to manUfacturers, whole-
salers and retailers in Los Angeles. 

Sh1:ements of more than lOO ;eounds: 

Present rate in cents Proposed rate in cents 
:eer 100 ;e2unds per 100 Eounds· 

280 335 

Shi:2!ents of 100 ]20unds or less: 

(1) • Weight of shipment in pounds 
(2~ c Present rate in cents per shipment 
(31 • Proposed rate in cents per shipment 

ill .ill. ill .ill.. ill.. ill ill ill ill 
1 82 40 36 129 155 71 211 253 
2 82 40 37 l32 158 72 213 255 
3 82 40 38 135 160 73 215 258 
4 82 50 39 137 163· 74 218 261 
5 82 50 40 139 166 75 220 264 
6 82 50 41 141 169 76 222 266 
7 82 60 42 143 171 77 225 269 
8 82 60 43 145 174 78 227 271 
9 82 60 44 '147 176 79 229 274 

10 82 70 45 149 179 80 231 277 
11 82 70 46 151 182 81 234 280 
12 82 70 47 153 184 82 236 .283 
13 82 80 48- 155 187 83 23S 286 
l4 82 80 49 157 189 84 240 289 
15 82 80 50 160 192 85 243 292 
16 82 85 51 162 195 86 245 295 
17 82 90 52 164- 198- 87 248 298 
18 85 95 53 l67 201 88 251 301 
19 87 100 54 170 204 89 253 304 
20 89 104 5S 172 206 90 256 307 
21 92 108 56 175 209 91 258· 310 
22 95 111 57 177 212 92 261 312 
23 97 115 58 180 215 93 263 :15 
24 99 118 59 182 218 94 266 318 
25 102 122 60 185 22l 95· 268 321 
26 105 125 61 188· 224 96 271 324 
27 107 129 62 190 227 97 273 327 
28 109 132 63 193 230 98 276 330 
29 ll2 136, 64- 195 233 99 278 333 
30 ll5 139 65 198 236 100 280 335 
31 117 142 66 200 239 
32 119 144 67 202 242 
33 122 147 68 205 245 
34 125 149 69 207 248 
35 127 152 70 209 250 
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B. From manufac1:urers, wholesalers enc! retailers in San Diego 
to manufacturers, wholesalers and retailers in Los Angeles. 

Shipments of 300 pounds or less, 

Add 1:0 the :;:ates and chargee in Paragraph "Ata , e rate 
arbit=ary of 

(Present) 

24 cents per bag of garments plus 1.8 cents 
per pound of weight. 

(Proposed) 

25 cents pe: bag of garments plus 2.5 cents 
per pound of weight. 
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