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Decizion No.

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Investization into the Operations,

Rates, Chargesz, and Practices of

Azuza Transport Company, a Case No. 7240
corporation, and Zagle EZxpress, Inc.

ORTDER DENYING REIEARING
v, ) N LON

Azusa Trancfer Company and Eaglec Express, Inc., having
filed a petition for rehearing of Decision No. S44LY, and the
Commission having considered sald petition and each and every
allegation therein, and being of the opinion that no good cause
for rchearing has been made to appear, and furtner being of the
opinion that sald Declsion should bYe amended in certain respects,
including the deletlion of freight bill No. 52597 from the summary
of undercharges, and the Commission having reconsidered the penalty
imposed by sald Decision and being of the opinion that sald penalty
should remain unchanged,

IT IS ORDERED that said petition iz hereby dended.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that said Decision No. 64449 4is
amended as follows:

1. The swmmary of undercharges on sheet 2 of the Decizion
1z amended in the following respeets: (1) All refercnce to
freignt bill No. 52597 (Part 13 of Exhibit No. 2) iz deleted;
(2) the figure $2,049.48, representing the total undercharges,
ic amended to read $1,967.55.

2. On sheets 3 and 4 of the Decision, paragraph number 4

of the findings is amended to rcad as follows:
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"L, The aforesald undercharges resulted from the
following reasons:

The charges assessed by respondent in parts 1 and
21 were computed to take advantage of the multiple-~lot
provisions of Minimum Rate Tariff No. 2 (Item 85). Ia
both of these parts the documentation requirement of
Item &5 was not complicd with in that a2 single multiple-
lot document covering the entirce chipment was not lssued
at the time of or prior to the Initial pickup, so that
the shipments must be rated separately.

The charges assessed by respondent in parts 2, 3, 4,
5, 6, 7, 27, 28, and 29 were computed as though all the
concignees were on rail. In cach of the aforesald parts
one or more of the consignecs was off=-rall and the low-
est lawful combinations of rall and off-rail rates are
higher than the rates ascessed.,

The c¢charges ascessed by respondent in part 9 omitted
the charge for the movement from San Leandro to Los Angeles.
The destination of the shipment in part 9 is off-rail.

The lowest lawful rate from the point of origin to the
point of destination would be the rail rate from San
Leandro to Loz Angeles plus the vruck rate from Los
Angeles to the destination. Only the truck rate from
Los Angeles to the destination was charged.

The charge asscessed by respondent In part 10 was
computed to take advantage of paragraph (g) of Item 170
of Minimum Rate Tarifl No. 2. The documentation require-~
ments of said paragraph (g) were not complied with in
that respondent did not prepare proper re-shipping
Instructionz. The charge computed without the beneflit

of paragraph (g) of Item 170 4is higher than the charge
assessed by respondent.

The charges assessed by respondent in parts 11, 12,
14, and 15 were computed to take advantage of multiple-
lot shipment benefits. The multiple-lot rule (Item 85
of MRT 2) 4is not applicable because a single multiple-
Lot document was not issued at the time of or prior to

the inltial piclp, as required by paragraph (a) 3 of
Item 85.

The charges assessed by respondent in parts 16, 19,
and 20 were computed to take advantage of rail rates and
multiple-lot shipments benefits. The consignees were
off-rall and the documentation requirement of paragraph
(a) 3 of Item 5, Minimum Rate Tariff No. 2 was not met
in fhat no master »ill of lading or othacr miltiple-lot
document was issued. Application of the lawful taxrif?l
rates for off~-rail shipment without benefit of the

multiplg-lot rale results in higher charges than those
assessed.
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The charge assessed by respondent in part 17 was
bazed upon a truckload rate requiring 2 minimum weight of
40,000 1bs. The lawful minimum rate for the less-than-

truckload weight transported produces 2 charge higher
than that assessed.

The charges assessed by respondent in parts 13, 22,
23, and 24 have no basis in any tariff schedule in
exdistence in California. The lowest rates lawfully
applicable to these shipmentc produce charges higher
than the charges billed by rcspondent. '

The charges assessed by respondent in parts 25 and
26 were computed to take advantage of rail rates and
multiple-lot shipment benefits. The consignees were
off-rall and the documentation requirements of paragraph
(a) 3 of Item 85, Mintmum Rate Tariff No. 2 werc not met
in that a single multiple=lot document was not issued at
the time of or prior to the first pickup. The pickups
were not made within the two=day period as required by
paragraph (a) 4 of Ytem 85. Application of the lawful
tarlff rates for off-rall shipment without beneflit of

the multiple-lot rmule results in higher charges than
those assessed."”

3. On sheets 5 and 6 of the Decision, paragraph number 7

findings is amended to read as follows:

"T. The aforesald wdercharges resulted f{rom the
following reasons:

The charges assessed by respondent 4in parts 1, 3,
6, 7, and 8.were computed to take advantage of rall
rates and privileges, including stopping in transit to
partially unload. There is no single authorized route
from point of origin to point of destination via the
delivery points. The charges assessed were computed
as though there had been a2 single authorized route
from point of orizin to point of destination via the
stopping in transit points. Rates computed over author-
ized routes are higher than those assessed by respondent.

The charge assessed by respondent in part 2 was
computed as though the consignece was on rail. The con-
signee was off-rall and the combination of rail and
off-rail rates Ls higher than the rail rate assessed.

The charges assessed by respondent in parts 4, 10,
and 11l were computed to take advantage of the multiple-
lot provisions of Minimum Rate Tariff No. 2, Item 85.
In cacnh of these parts Item 85 was not applicadle
because the pickups were not made within the two-day
period required by paragraph (a) 4 of Item 85. Zach
scparate pickup therefore must be rated as a separate
shipment under other provisions of the tariff, requir-
ing Iin each instance a higher rate than that billed.
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The charge assessed by respondent in part
computed to take advantage of the multiple=lot
sions of Item 85 of Minimum Rate Tariff No. 2.
documentation requirement of this Item was not
plied with Iin that no master bill of lading was issued
at the time of or prior to either pickup. Rating each
piciup separately requires a higher charse than that
billed

The charge assessed by respondent in part 9 was
computed erroneously. It appear, that a rail rate was
used, dut oac of the two consignees is off-rall.
Rcvpondent assessed a switching charge dut 1tShould
have asscssed an ff-rall charge from the spur track
to consignee. The off-rall charge would be higher
than the switching charge assecsed.”

Dated at San Francisco , California, this o ped .

day of £ % 4_1_'/ ¥/ 1963'

Stk /2 A@M
—3Blll ., Lot W

CbmmisSIoners

T




