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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE' STAIE OF CALIFORNIA

In the Mstter of the App ication of

ALCO TRANSPORTATION CO., AMERICAN WAREHOUSE
ANAFEIM TRUOCK & TRANSFER CO., ATLANTIC
WLREFZOUSE COMPANY, B & M TERMINAL FACILITIES
INC., BEKINS WAREHOUSING CCRP. » CALIFORNIA
CARTAGE WAREHOUSE CO., CALIFORNIA CRATING
CORPORATION, CALIFORNIA WAREHOUSE CO.,
CENTRAL TERMINAL WAREHOUSE CO., H.G. CHAFFEE
COMPANY, CEARLES WAREHOUSE CO., INC.,
CITIZENS WAREHOUSE , COLUMBIA EXPORT PACKERS ‘
INC., COLUMBIA VAN LINES INC., CONSOLIDAIED
WAREHOUSE COMPANY OF CALIFORNIA DAVIES
WAREBOUSE COMPANY, FREIGHT TRANSPORT COMPANY ,
G. I. TRUCKING COMPANY “HARGRAVE FREIGHT
TERMINAL, JENNINGS-NIBLEY WAREHOUSE CO. LID.,
LAW E:{PRE:SS INC., 10S ANGELES COLD STORAGE
COMPANY. , LOS ANGELES TRANSPORT & WAREHOUSE
2o., LYON VAN & STORAGE CO., MERRIFIELD
TRUCKING COMPANY, METROPOLITAN WAREHOUSE CO.,
MOSER TRUCKING INCORPORAIED OVERLAND
TERMINAL WAREHOUSE CO. PACIFIC COAST
TERMINAL WAREHOUSE CO PACIFIC COMMERCIAL
WAREHOUSE, INC., PAXTON TRUCKING COMPANY,
PIERLESS TRUCKING COMPANY, REDWAY TRANSFER
CO., SIERRA MOVING SERVICE SIGNAL TRUCKING
SERVICE, 1LID., SLOCUM VAN & STORAGE CO. >
STAR TRUCK & WAREROUSE CO., SUPERIOR FAST
DRAYAGE, TORRANCE VAN & STORAGE COMPANY,
UNION TERMINAL WAREHOUSE, VERNON DISTRIBUTING
& WAREHOQUSING COMPANY, WEST COAST WAREHOUSE
CORP., and WESTLAND WAREHOUSES< INC., for
authority to increase their rates as ware-.
housemen in the City of Los Angeles, and
other Southern California pomn:s. .

Application No. 42592
(Anended)

Arlo D. Poe and Jack L. Dawson, fof‘applicénté.

E. R. Booth, Harold M. Brake, Harold A. Drury,
Elmus M. Ely, D. C. Fessenden, Jay Frederick,
Edward K. Good, L., W. Hamilton, A. F. Mortensen,
Gordon Ross, Richard L. Smith, Mbrgan Stanley,
J. R. Thomas, A. O. walde, and J. A. Walliams,
for various wsxehousemen, applicants. :

. S. Connolly and Carl K. Fritze, for Carmation

any; Lester Llewellym, for Curtiss Cendy
Company; protestants.

P. J. Arturo, for Flour, Inc.; Floyd W. Betts,
for U. S. Rubber Company; R. A. Dahlman, for
R. J. Reynolds Tobacco Company; Caxl F. Peters,
for los Angeles I»;arehousemen'c Assoc?v.a*-xon,
James Quintrzll and J. C. Kaspar, for California
Trucking Associations, Inc.; interested parties. -

Bugh N. Orr, ¢. v. Shaw]_er, A. R. Dg_}z, J.W. Mallorv;
for the Commission 8 staff. . S e
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OPINION

Applicants~operate as'public'utility'warehousemenvo“3‘":
 gemeral commodities withzn Los Angeles and at other Southern
California poznts.- By thrs applzcation they seek authorzty to'
estaolish increased rates and cnarges, as fOllows-‘ 1ncrease storage
rates by 10 percent, charges for handling 1n and out by 5 percent,‘-
and charges fox accessorial sexvices by various- amounts.led ,
Public hearxng,of ehe'applicatzon was. aeld oefore Examaner
Carter R. Biéhop at'Los Angeles on October 27 and 28 and kovember 21
1960. With the. ‘1ling.of concurrent brxefs on December 29 1960 |
the matter was taken undex subm1551on. _ |
Evidence on behalf of applicancs was zntroduced throubh
theix teriff publ zsnrng agent, the assrstan“ drreetor 0% thc researdh;

department of the Caleornma Iruckrng Assoe;at;ons, Inc.; and the BE

president of the Los Angeles arehousemen s As00czacion. The assrst-.e '

ant controllexr of Bek;ns Van‘and Storage Company testlfzed concernlngl_‘

the results of operatzon of applzeant Bekzns Warehou51ng;Corp.

The rates and charges of applreants were 1ast ad;usced
pursuant to Decisions Nos. 57992 and 58663, dated February 9 and |
June 23 1959, reSpectrvely, in Application.No. 40668. : By the'], .

rst-named deczsion applzeants,were autnorzzed to increase all of |
theiyr werehouse—rates, except those ‘or s.orage, by 10 pereent bnder

the 1atter deczsxon the 10 percent 1ncrease was replaced by one of
1

At the hearing counsel for applicants requested d_Smlssal of the ;
application with respect to G. I. Trucking Company, 'Since that _
company has been found by the COmmisszon.not to be»engaged as a
publiic ucrrr“y'warehouseman.

[
2 , f L S
According to the record hereln, the applicants in the instant pro-
ceeding are.the same as those. in Application No. 40668, with the -
addition of several warehousemen who filed tarifls ;nxt;ellv/in ;
August r959 pursuant to certain leg_slatzve enactments. Vo
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15 percent. The effective dates of these adgustments were March 20 e
and August 16, 1959, resPectzvely- The most recent adJustment in
2pplicants’ rates for storage became effec.;ve on August I, 1957
whea a gemeral revision of their storage and handl;ng‘rates‘took
place.\ The effect of that adjustment ‘was - to 1ncrease applicants
warehouse revemues by approx;mately 10 percent.
Accordzng to the applzcation, the costs of provadzng
warehouse servxces "have 1ncreased during_the past year.% Assertcdly,
these 1ncreases have been. expermenced in all ‘expense ntems 1nclud1ng,
but not limited to, wages and salar:es, materlals and‘supplles, xents
and taxes. It dis alleged.that the rates and charges now~provnded 1n~'
the taxiffs involved here1n3 are. not and will not be, adequate to
produce revenues suf 1c1ent to cover operatlng expenses and to leave';,
2 *easonable profxt. It is further alleged that che lnsuffic-ency'of3d;
said rates and charges wvaries as between those-for storage, handlzng?””

and accessorlal services.

With respect o warehouse labor costs, the record shows

L
4

W \.

that basic wage rates were 1ncreased by 2& cents' per'hour, effectlve
May 1, 1959 ‘and agaxn by'3 cents per hour, effectlve'May 1, 1960.‘
Corresponding increases were reflected 1n so-called payroll expense.
Also, the record zndicates that advances of varying amonnts in the
salarxes of non-union ard eupervlsorv employees were effected 1n.l959f
and 1560. The recoxd contalns no. speczfmc evidence of increases in
ope*a*ing costs other than for wages, salaries and related payroll
expense. | '

The Association presmdent explazned how the proposed
rncreaseo in rates and charges had been determzned._ Accord;ng to

nls teStrmony, and that of the'tarmff agent the maJorlty oi charges"

3 _ : o N L L ‘
The tariffs in question are California Warehouse Tariff Burecau.
Warehouse Taxriffs Nos. 28 and 29, Cal. P.U.C. Nos. 165 and 166
, respectlvely, of Jack L. Dawson, Agent.
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for so-called accessoxial services had been increased very'llttle fp"ﬁk
since 1937 Applzcants, accordzngly, flrst determlned the amount |
eachh accessorial cnarge shourd 1n their opxnion, be 1ncreased. Some jf
of thcse proposed increases would be very great. For example, the :
charge for 1SSurng 2 megot 1ab1e warehouse recezpt would be~rar cd
from the present figure of 58 cents to a rate of $5 OO. Ihe net
effect of the prOposed accessorial charge ircreases, as measured by
the above-mentioned rescarch dzrector, ‘would be to 1ncreasc by 28
pexrcent the revenues presently derived by applicants as a group, ‘-”
from the accessorial services. ’ o -
| After determ;n;ng,tue 1ncreases to be Sousht 1n accessorial_
charges, the Associat;on president testrf*ed the increases to be ‘. _
requested in storage rates and in’ the'charges for-handlrng,rn and °ut:9
were decided upon.4 It appears that a greater increase (lO percent)
is sought in storage rates than 1n.those-for handling (S percent)
vecause no increase was mnde 1n the rormer as a result of the'above-.
mentioned 1959 adgustments, and to estab’ish a more equmtable rela- .
tronshlp-between the two groups of charges. |

L
[

The research d< rector presented erhibmts rn‘which were

sumarized studies he had made of the frnancual results of opcr zon o_f

of r6 of the applicants.m According to the record these warehouse—
nen accounted for 87 percent of thc total revenues recerved by all
apnlxcants for public utllzty warehouse serv1ces rendered undcr thc 5l
tariffs embxraced by this proceedrng_ In Teble 3 below are Shown o
the revenues, expenses, and net operatzng rncome and operating rat:os u:x

 after income taxes, of the aforesard 16 appllcants for the'year 1959

4 . ‘

According to the tarif £ agent, the basic hourly wnge rate, as- of“

May 1, 1960, for fork lift operators wes 367 pexcent greater tnan .
the 1937 Haszc wage rate for {reight handlexs. The cumulativ
1rcreases in storage and hendling rates, 1nc1uding the 1rcrease*

nexein sought, he said, amount to 68 and 140 percent, respectzvexy,
over the 1937 rate _evers. ' : ,




as developed by the research dxrector, and as ‘urther adjusted by

the elxmluatlon of intercompany rents and- the~substitution of lsnd-.(p“
lord expenses therefor.
" TABLE Y

Results of Operations for 16 Warehousemen
for 12-Month Period Ended December 31, 1959
(After Elimination of Iutercomoany‘Rents and.
Substitution Therefor of Landlord Expenses)

i

Adgusted ' _ .
Expenses - ‘ o Operating~
‘ : Including - = Net = - Ratio..
Warchouseman Revenues Income Taxes  Aftexr” Taxes (Percent)

*California Warchouse $305,723 $283'946' $21 777 92, 9j
Centrsl Terminal . 74 826 80,471 (5 642) ‘107.5_ _
H. G. Chaffee 8& 337 : 76 358 7,979 0 90.5%
Citizenms - 59. 321, 64, »330 (S 009) ~ 1.08.4
Consolidated 34,347 34,820 473). - 101.4
Davies 228,829 . 214,415 14 NV 93.7

*Jennings-Nibley 97,258 107,478 (10, 220)~‘ 110.5

*Metropolitan 610, 2102 573,217 36,885 . 94.0-
Overland Terminal 536 865 544 512 (7 647)“ © 10L.4

*Pacific Coast 528 425 502 045 : 26,380 295.0°
Pacific Commexcial 183,237 185 519 . 2, 768 98.5
Signal Trucking 240,256 235,747 ‘ 4, »508 98.1
Star Truck 415,041 400,279 ‘ 14 762 96.4

*Union Terminal 889,270 894,901 (5.631) 160.6

*Westland 225, 1776 217,484 8,292 .. 96.3

L. A. Tracsport 168~805 1693737 (932)? - 100;6

* Landloxd expenses substltuted for
-~ intercompany rents.
( ) Indicates red figure.

In the development of expenses that are summarized in thei_

gbove table, the director stated, segregstmous -and.- allocations of
COsSts 3s between public utility warehouse operat:ons, on the oue‘Hundg-'”
and the other business actmvmties of appllcants, on the other, were
made by subStautzally the same methods as were employed in tbe- 939
proceedzug. ‘ _ |

The dzrector also developed estimates of operat ng resul
for the future for the 16 warehotsemen listed in Taole I. These '

estimates reflect the autlcxpated experlence both under 2 coptiuus- '

tion of present rates end under therproposed zucreased rates. Undez
both bases the 1959 revenue and expense f;gures were;sdjusted,toﬁgive :
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full effect on zn annual basis to the-l959 rste 1ncreases, ard co
‘the 1959 and 1960 wage 1ncreases. In estxmating the’ results under
the sought rates, the dzrector further adJusted the revenue figures ,;‘”
to reflect the addztlonal revenue expected to»materralize by reason
of the proposed increases, if authorized. The estrmates of additzonal
rcvenue from the sought 1ncreased accessorzal charges, the record
shows, were predicated on a two-month study of accessor1a1 c&arges
assessed by each of the 16 wsrehouses included in the stuoy., The
proposed increased charges were substltu ed for the actunl charges,
and the constructive revenue thus obtained was expanded to~the full
12-zonth per:[od. | o

In Table II below are. shown the operatlng ratzos afte-
income taxes, as- estimated for the xate yesx by'the director, nnder |
present and proposed rates. As'in the case of\Table I 1n those~

ipstameces where utxlztzes lease thezr 1and and bulldings from an -

‘affiliated coupany, and where the figures are of record the operatlng

ratios have been adgusted to reflect the elinlnation,of;interconpsny
rents, and the substitution therefor of 1andlordlexpensesLi
TABLE II |
Comparison of Estimated Operating Ratios -

(in Pexcemts) Under Present and Proposed Rates,
After Income Taxes, for the Rate Year.

warehouseman ‘ . Under f o Under
, - _ . Present Rates ' proposed Rates
* Califormia Warehouse o - 93.6 - 796
Central Terminal : - 106. 5 e 959,
H. G. Chaffee o 904 a3
Citizens o 1089 . 969
Consolidated - 101.3 ezl
Davies -~ o ' o ggi;- AR ,ggneang,_t, e
* Jenn;ngs-Nibley . o 110.4 97 8ﬁff]@fﬁﬁj'h
* Metxopolitan 93, 88
Overland Texmimal . - 102.5 . 94,5 7 oci o
* Paciflc Coast 93 90,20
' Pacific Commercxal ; 99,6 L 9L6
Signal. Trucklng . S 5 6; I 191,4

Star Truck . 97,2 ety

* Union Terminal’ - ‘ _101 R
% Westland - 96,9 - 90u3
L. Ao Transport , 100. 9 T f o ‘,93.2}e@

*Lendlord cxpenses substituted for 1ntercompany rents.g -
_ 6 :




Al 42592 AH

As hereinbefore indicated, many of'thelepplicaats“leese‘all;

or 3 major portion,of the facilicies which they use«inethe”perforﬁe.f‘
ance of puhlic utilityewarehouse services. Wzth respect torthose
applicants, meaningful rate base estimates were developed by the A
director only in those instances where he wes gble to secure from the ‘
owners of said facilities the original cost fzgures less deprecza- 3
tion, of the propertles. In constructlng rate base estlmates for .
this latter group of applicants, as well as ‘or those tpplican |
which own theix facili tzes, the dzrector rncluded an allowence for
workmg.capital.5 o | ‘ | | N

Io Table IIX below are shown tne rotes of return on 1nvest-;
ment, under present and proposed rates, as aeveloped by the director o
in accordance with the foregoing. The rate base estzmetes on whzch |
the rates of return are predlcated represent sverages of the rate
bases as of December 31, 1558, and December 3L, 1959., The dlrect ;
estimates of rates of return have been adgusted to reflect the sub- h‘
stitution of landlord expenses in lieu of intercompany rents 1n thosefr
instances of leased facilities where the record 1ncludes sazd |
2Xpenses.

TABLE ITT

Estimated Rates of Return fox the Rate Year
Under Present and Pr;posed Rates

‘ Rates of Return
Under Present Uﬂaer Proposeo
: ~~ Retes = . - Rates - ;Jr
Warehouseman : A(Percentl 3 (Percentl

*California Warehouse | 3.0 -26 0 B
g. G.. Chaf‘ee ' ' R I e
Davies

*Jetn;ngs-Nibley .

Metropolitan
“verland Terminal

*pacific Coast ;

taxr Truck

*Union Terminel
*Westland
L. A Trenspor*

*Intc"company rents eliminated and landrord
expenses substituted therefor.

ey
e 0ey

@Q@@yo&www
VINDWANWOMHMHOWOC

REE T I
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? These estimates, the recoxd shows, weflect the difference, in each-
instance, between cuxrrent assets and current liebillties assmgneble
to the utility warchouse ooeratzons.‘_”

T
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In addztlon to the prznc;pal study involvzng the afore-
mentioned group of 1§ appllcan*s the record conta ns estimated
results of operatmon of most or ﬁhe remalnrng 28~applicarts. Mbst ”
of tae warehousemen in this lstter group, however, did not commencc f
public utzlzty‘warenouse opera*:onsruntll August, 1959 ‘so- chat che
pexiods on which the revenue and: expense estzmates for these par-t
ticular warehousemen are pred;cated are too short to be or value.‘
Cther applicants 1: th;s second group rendered list le, 1£ any, publzc 4
uczlzty‘warehouse sexvice in 1959, being.prznc:pally engaged in other ‘5
tusiness activities. ' R V

Granting of'the applicationvweS‘opposedfby'Csrhs#ioﬁf
Companyxand by Curtiss-Candy Comuany. Novevidence weseofferedeby
the lstter. Carnation Company's general traffic mANAGET testxraed
that his company, in addition to having storage fccil1ties of 1ts
own, uses a conszderabre number of publzc warehouses throughour the
United States and Cansda. He 1ncroduced ethbits purport;ng to show 
that warchouse charges on canned milk presently are higher at Los
Angeles than at any other of eight Pacific Coast poxnts at whzch |
Carmation utilizes pdbl;c warehouses. Included were the»costs whicb‘
would bc experienced at Los Angeles under the rstes proposed herein.v
The witness explained why any increases 1n.worenouszng costs could
20t de passed on to Carmation customers. ‘He mentioned several
glternstives open to his company'in the event this applicationvslould
be granted. These included: divexsion of tonnage to warehouse '

Laci lztzes at other points where the charges are substantrally lower
than at Los Angeles; dzversmon to proprzetary storage, and 1ncreased
use of pool-car dlStrlbuthn. In another exhrbxt the wztness llsted |
bt a*ge oumbexr o£ public warehouses located 1n.tbe'eestern hol~ of

the country,the use of wh;ch Carnatzon had given up‘zn favor of v,f

prOprletary storage.'
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‘Counsel for the Commission's staff, ass;sted by a trans-"““
poxtation engineer and a transportatron rate expert, partiempated
in the development of the record through extenszve examination of
applicants’ witnesses. The staff had not made an.independent investz—
gatmon or study of the warehousemen 1nvolved and did.not present any
evidence at the hearings. | | |

Briefs were filed by appl;cants by protestant earnatzon
Company, and by the Comm;ssron s staff. It is not deemed necessary :
to review in thzs.Oplnion the arguments advanced by the reSpectzve

parties. The briefs have all been given carerul conszderatron.6d~

Concluszons

Table I, above, shows that the publlc utxlity warehouse
operations of seven of the 16 applleants 1ncluded in the sttdy-were
conducted 2t a- loss in 1959 ‘and that more than half of the remaznder
experienced operatmng_rat;os between 95 and lOO percent.- Table II -
indicates that under & continuation of present rates and wita oper-'
ating costs at the May 1, 1960 Level, the-estimated”operatihg‘ratios;r
after income taxes, would range from 90. 4 to 110 A percent, that
seven operators would exper:ence losses ‘with an eighth barely below
the break-even point, and that all the operators would be *n a worse
position than is reflected by the 1959 fmgures. |

It has been clearly established in- prlor dec;slons, and is
supported by ev1dence of record berezn, ‘that substantxal un;formdty
of rates as among_the varaous warehousemen operating in. the Los
Angeles area is a 'bus:.ness necess:tty. Un:z.form:x.ty is dlctatcd by "he

foxce of competztron whzeh prevailS-among saxd warehousemea. Bear:ng_‘

this fac_ in.mdnd it is appareﬂt from the flgures in. the Cirst column_‘

of *able II that some-uthrd adjustmea iatthe=la es of_applicantsr
is ﬁustx-med. E ) :

Sln its brief, protestant Carnatlon,Company appeals a ruling of the
hearing examiner im which objection of Carmation's counsel to .
receipt ir evidence of Sehedule'K of" applreants. Exh1b1t No. 3 was.
overruled The examiner's: rulzngtzs hereby af irmed :

-9
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The estimated results shown in the second column of ,
Table II however, do not support: the reasonableness of the full
amount of‘increases‘sought~here1n.; The—estimated ooeratlng.ratzos B
under the proposed Tates, after taxes, range from 79 6 to 97 8 per-‘ /
cent, the bulk of the ratios lie below 94 percent, and three of them o
are between 79.6 and 88.9 percent. Table I1L, moreover, shows rates'l
of return for those~uti’it1es for whom realistzc rate»base estlmates“_
could be established, rangzng_as high as 26 percent.?. |

As previously stated, applicants w1tnesses testlfied
that wOSt of the—charges for accessorial services nad been only ,
slxghtly 1ncreased since 1937, whereas labor coSts had dur.ng the
same perzod greatly advanced. A review of the tarmffs shows that,
while some accessorial cbarges have been increased from tlme to. trme,llf“
the assertzon of the witnesses is correct wmth respect to- many of

~ such charges. It is because of the past failure of the warchousemen

to keep these eharges abreast of ris*ng costs that the ma;or portzon o

{58 percent) of the addltlonal revenues expected under the-total

fnereases sought in this proceeding,would come from these accessorzali‘u

8

chargcs. It appears that the majoxr increase in revenue should come :

from the accessorial charges, but a lesser amount than(proposed by

applzcants.

Ihe record shows that labor costs. have lncreased nearly*j

8 percent since applicants' last rate adJuStment. Sznce the cost”ﬁ
zncreases in handling property in and ou of the warehouse are

practically because of labor, we frnd that the sought increasc of_"
7

As hereinbefore stated applrcants' rate base estimates 1nc1uded:
allowances for workzng capital, which reflect the difference, in
each estimate, between current assets and current liabilities. - Tt
Iis to de understood that the Commission is. not bereln 1ndrcat1ng
its approvtr of the method employed. R '

S -

As previously stated, the progosed increases in accessorrar charges
wotld result in an est:mated 8 percent increase in aggregate.
xevenues from those charges for the 16 operators in the study.

=10~
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five percent in handliug rates has been JuStifzed. ‘1:*&&11-be

authorized bv the ordexr which follows. _

It appears on ;he other nand that lebor expense constl-i
tutes only a Small pert of the costs enta11ed in the storage functzon
of werehousemen. Moreover, the storage rates of applicants have,‘.n
yeaxrs past, been 1ncreased from time to time 1n responoe to "1szcg

costs of all categorLes. On this record there is no concrete evi-

dence of dvances in costs since the last adgustment in s orage rates,‘f_v'

otber than for lebor. In view of the foregoang, we are. of the opzn-‘
ion and ‘hereby £find that the sought 1ncrease of lO percent 1n storageA
rates has not been justified. Thzs por*zon of the request wxrl be
denied. = | |

Thexe remains for declsion the increases to be accorded
in the accessorxal rates and charges (1ncludzng the minxmum chargcs
nawed in that section of the tarszs) - As prev1ously stated these
charges vary widely in the percentages of 1ncrease proposed., Each _
charge was considered individually and the amounts of~increaseﬂto bef_
sought were, in the absence of specific cost data .of the 0erv1ce
1nvorved determined on the basis of 1nformed Judgment. The revenue
estimates under the proposed 1ncreaseseln these Charges were - devel-
oved by applicants' accounti ng witness from a study of charges
octually assessed by the 16»werehouses durzng a,representatrve period
The data showing the cherges assessed and the volume of traffic
associated therewuth are not of record. In view of thzs fact, ‘the
only feasible method by which we can estlmate the revenue effect of
2n altermate basis of rate 1ncreases inkthe accessorlal charges 1s to
apply a uniform percentage iperease to all such charges, observnng,t ”:"

of course, the ‘sought increcses asrmaxdmum




" A. 42592 AR

If all rates and charges in the accessorial charge sectmon'

of the tariffs were increased by-ZO percent, the resultzng estmmated

revenue, coupled with that to be derived under a five percent increase o

in haadling rates would produce, after income taxes operating.ratros
and rates of return as set forth in Table IV below.

TABLE IV

| e'iOperatlng
o ©  Ratio -
Warechouseman . gPercentz

* California Warehouse 90,7
Central‘Terminal. ' 99, Sm

H. G. Chaffee o . 87. 3“
Citizens - | ' 103 &

Consolidated = | . 95.6
Davies = S 90.9

* Jenmings-Nibley = = o 04,7
k‘Metropolitan ‘ ‘ : : 91flf.-

Overland Ierminal L | o ‘97?47,
* Paczfrc Coast , S 92.5

Pacific Commercial | 953
Signal Irucking . , 94.8"

Star Truck = ‘i - 93;43,f,
* Union Terminal o 97.2

* Westland | ' 927
L. A Transport 94 5‘

* Landlord expenses sdbs:ituted for. xntercompany rents;‘

{ Proper rate base estimate mot- avallable.

The estimated results set forth in TableAIV are. predicated'ty""

>

as are those shown for the proposed rates mn Tables II and 1II, on o
an assumption that the business for. each applzcant both as to- kindz,f .
and amount. of services rendered would’be the same in the progectecﬂ{ﬁ:
rate year as it was in 1959 The actual exper;ence may reasonebly
be expected to be somewhat dszerent. Moreover, the . operatxng |

results shown in Table IV are somewhat more favorable than w0u1d be

experienced, since the increases sought for some of the accessor1a1

-12- )
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charges are less than 20 percent and any 1ncreases author;zed wotld
Dot exceed those sought by appl1cants.\

The two warchousemen which, undex the‘basis.reflected by

Table IV, would still havevoperating ratios a50ve IOOtpercent‘ and.,“
the applicant forx which an estlmated operatmng ratio of 87.3 percent
is shown, are all relatively small Operators as far as thcrr public ‘

utility warehouszng bus;ness is concerned.

It will be noted thtt Iable IV shows an estimated rate

of return as high as 20.4 percent. It appears however, tha-,in view‘-v
of znabzlity to secure proper rate—base estimates from some of th
operators, moxe rel ance must be placed on operaczng ratmos as a -
measure of the reasonableness of the rate increases under considera?
tion. In any event in appramslng the reasonablencss of proSpectrve
rate 1ncreases to be uniformly apprled to a. large group of ut;lztles,;
such as are 1nvolved herein, it 1s necessary to look at the effect

of such increases om the group as a whole."

Upon careful consxderation of the evzdence and argumcnt‘

of record we are of the opinion and fxnd that an 1ncrease of 20
percent in all rates and charges set. forth 1n the “rules and acces»
sorial charges section” of the tardffs here in issue, but not to. |
exceed, as to any such rate ox charge, the 1ncrease proposed in. the
applxcaclon herein, has been Justzfzed as to all applicants in th:s
proceed-ng except as to G. I. Trucklng_Company.
We further find that as to G. I Truckxng Company,
Application No. 42592 should bte dmsm;ssed. ' |
We further find that, except as to proposed Rule No. 35(c) .
in the aforesaid ‘Tariff No. 29, the changcs 1n _anguagc of ruleq'f

proposed by apprlcants here~n bave been Justrfzed. “hc 1angtage

proposed for sazd Rule No. 35{c) (rela ng to charges ror rabor
Furnzshed for Saturday, Sunday and hol:day work) lacks that clartty

and preciseness required by General Order No. 61 and by the statutes.
We £ind that proposed Rule 35(e¢) not Justi 1ed.
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A. 42592 AH

Based on the ev’dence of -ecord and on the flndings and
conclusions set forth in the precedzng opinmon,'“ |

IT IS ORDERED that: | v |

1. Applicants, except G. I. TTUCklng Company, are hereby
authorxzed on not less than fxve days not:ce to the Commzssxon o |
and to the public, to increase rates and charges published for thexr f'””
accounc in C&lifornxa Wsrehouse Tar:ff Bureauw Iarszs Nos. 28 and 29‘S

Cal. P.U.C. kos. 165 and 166 reSpectzvely, issued by Jack L. Dawson;i_
Agent, as follows

o(a) Increase by-5>peroent,aii:handiiﬁg»charges;“
except those provided in the Rules and .
Regulations of said cariffs.ﬂ

Increase by 20 percent all rates and
chaxges set forth in the Rules and -
Regulations (hereinbefore referred to .
as the "Accessorial Charges' section)
of said tariffs, except that no such
rate or charge shall be increased by a.
greater amount than that proposed in the
application filed herein.

Revise the- language of the«Rnles and .
Regulations of said tariffs as proposed
in the application filed herein (as
amended at the hearing), except as to

proposed Rule No. 35(c) of said Tariff
No. 28.

2. The increased rates and charges authorzzed by numberedft"
paragraph 1 of this order way be establxshed by‘the pub11c3t1on of
a suxcharge rule. Resulting fractzons of less than one-half cent

will be dropped and fractlons of one—half cent oY gxeatex-wmll be

| 1ncreased to the next Whole cent.

3. The authority herein gxanted is subgect to the expressf‘

condmtion that appllcants w111 never urge before~this Commission inf f
any proceed ng under Section 734 of the Public Utilit1e° Code, or ﬂnf;, s
any othex proceedzng, that the opinion and order herezn constxtute a ¢‘fd“f[

fzndzng of fset of the reasonableness of any psrticular rate or :
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charge, and that the f:.ling of rates and charges pursuant t:o the

autho*xty here.;.n granted will be consr:rued as a consent: to this -
condition. , ' |

_ | ;4. As to applicant G. I Ttucking Compa ny, Appl icatlon SR
No. 42592 is dismissed. o BT }: E

TN

‘5. In all other reSpect:s Application No. 42592 is dem’.ed
6. The authonty herein granted shall expire unless

acerc:‘.sed within one nundred twenty days of the' effec-twe date of
~ this oxder. | |

This oxder shall become ef':fectivo, nén dg};ys-;‘ftgrﬁ thedat:e ER p
| Dated at . San Francisco: ,Califomia,this__z_/_'—-— '
day of %’,@ - 19.61_‘." : o T




