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Decision No. _..::::6...::::;8,.;;;6..;;:;;.9..;;0 __ _ 

," 'v,', ,.~ .. c ",' ,.', 

:BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION. OF' 'IHE sr~IEioF:'CAtIFORNIA', .... 
'r ." 

Edwin· Rand, aka A. O. Smith 

. Compla1nant~~ 

vs. 

)' 
) 
) 
) 

~ 
Beverly Hills Transfer' &. Stora,ge C<> ... ~ 

Defendant. ) . 
) 

·,1,. 

'. , '" 

.. ," 
, .' 

" .,. , 

Edwin Rand, in propria persona, complainant. 
~~ S. Tinsman, for Beverly Hills Transfer":& 

Storage Co., defendant. . I... 

OPINION .-._....,. ... _- ...... 

This proceeding is a complaint of Edwin ,Rand' (also·:known 

as A .. O. Smith) against Beverly .H1l1sTransfer '~" Storage Company~ ". 
" . .' . 

a household goods carrier, concerning. charges assess~d':'by defendant' 
, . ' , ., , ' , , '. ' 

in cOIlnection with the transportation and,: storage • of' complainant's::'." . 
, \" ,. ''',',,."' " '. 'to •• 

household goods. ... 
~. ," 

Public hearing was held and the matter submitted: before' 

Zxam1ner Mallory at Los Angeles ,on November 30, 1964.; At the , . 

hearing, complainant conceded that' the total chargee paid by bJ.m' 
to defendant (altho~ alleged in the.complaint:t6.be '$216 ~60);::: 

" 
. 'I 

were actually tbe£'ollowing.: 
. . ~ ~ 1 .' . 

Pacldng. Materials .. 
4% Sale's: Tax 

Pack!.tig'LabOr " 
Cartage:' . 6-4-62.. .' . . 
Van and 2'm,eu'5-1/4 bours 
,st$14;..SO,·per. hour . 

Storage.6-4 to'7-4-62 
Warehouse ·Handling., . 
In~.l%'anee S 7814. - $5,.000.00 
Rate - .O~ per' $100 

I . 

1'.75:, 

'$190:~94>' 

, L.,_,' ,.' 

',', 

,'", , .... 
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• "'<,-

• 'It 

: Complainant alleges that the charges assessed and'paid . I' 

OIl the shipment are incorrect 1ri the following: 'respects: . 

,:, 'Packing Materials: (1) chargesshould:not'have been 
If . ' , .." ',' 

assessed for pac1d.ng materials suppliec at complainant's res1dence", 

~s complainant was advised that the transportation rates quoted. 
,i .. . .' """,' 

included :such materials; (2) charges colleetedforpackirig,mater1als 

fu:r:nishedi in connection with repacking of. the- goods. upou:'removal 
I " .' 0, 

r! " 'I, 

fl:om defendant's warehouse should not have been .assessed:"as none 
I " . 

0: the goods were repacked from the originalconta1n~rs, !%l'whiCh.: . 
:1 . . . . " ...... " ... " ....... , .. 

the goods: were packed by defendant's employeesatcomplai'nant's,:· . 
I . 

residencer_" 
\ 'I.,.. _ , , 

i Packing Labor: (1) the charges assessed· .forpacking:'.at 
,; . '. ''',' . ", ' , " 

complainant's residence are excessive insofar as theyexceed$S .. 50'" 
I . .... .. '" 

per man per hour for two men; charges basedon$14~50'per' hou~:fo~ 
a van and two men should not: Mve been. assessed; . (2).paeking·'ta~()r . 

! , . ' " '" 

at defen&nt '.s warehouse should'· not have beenassessed~,because' . 
! ....'. 

the goodS! were not repacked upon removal from storage. 
, OJ • 

. Warehouse Storage And R'andling: Charges based·.upon 

pe::msnent storage in defendant '·S~ warehouse should not have" been 

a.ssessed;,~ warehouse charges" should' ,have' been- based" on.lowe~ storage~ 

in-transit rates, as storage-in-transit was reCJ.ues.~ed'at,t:'1me\of: 
',," , 

shipment. 

" , 

" .. ,' 

". j',,'. 

,,, .. ' 
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-, '- 1/ ,',,' ,", 
The overcharges allegcad in thecomp·laint .,: are- as-follows;' 

1.. Packing Materials 
2. Packing Labor , 
3. Warebouse Handling 
4. Overcharge on prepacldng, 

labor aud cartage 

Sub~tal 
Less Storage-in-transit charges 
based 'on SO cents per 10.0. pounds 
for 2~530 pounds ' 

Alleged Overcharge 

$ 5-9.34_ 
33.00' " 
29'.6·J: 

29.6,J:, 
.-' 

./ 151.60. 

12.65,. , 

$13S:~95,' 

I'he complaint also conta:£.ns· allegationsconceru:f.ng:,' 

defendant's failure to ~t documents of insurance andtoforward'-.' 
, " . " ',. " '", 

insurance claims. Inasmuch as no affirmative relief isreq,uested 
'I 

...... "i.th respect to tbese portions of tbe complaint',. the~,wil1 not:, be 
! 
" 

discussed or acted ?pon further' herein. 
,. ,. . 

Defendant::~ denies all material allegations' 1ntb~complaint. ' 
" ' 

Testimony;: ~as presented by complainant and by 'thre,eem-
, " 

ployees of defendan~~ Cop:£.es of pertinent doeumenes ,concerning. , 
, , 

the shipment were received in evidence. 

The evicletlce shows complainant'on several occasions 

diseussed with respresentatives of defendant the movement of'certain' 
I~ • • 

house-bold goods from' 5128- Otsego Court, Encino; that on or abo\1t', 

April 6, 1962~ complainant appeared at clefenclant'splace-· of"business - ' 
" ,'l .• ,'. , 

and requested service on April 10, 1962;' that as ,a resUltof;th:ts' 

request, a doo:unent bearing. the .name of' defendant and tb.~ numb~ 

19202 and entitled "confirmation of shipment, and,. rate-quotation, 

Shipping orler and/or freight bill/' was prepared bycl~feud8ntand " 

was signed by complainant (under the signature ofA. O'.Smith)":;an~ 

iJ At:. the hearing, complaiii8Xie continued,' to allegetbe:se '. ovel:,-" ,', 
cb3rges, although, as above noted, he ·modified, the; allegations" 
of the complaint as to· the amounts hebadpaid;defenctant~' " " " 

-3~ 
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by an employee of defendant; that'the goods were nottransport~ct'~n 
April 10, 1962~ but were packed and moved on' June- 4,1962~from 

5128 Otsego Court to defendant r s ws.rehou'se :tn Encino; that aveh:tcle ' 

and two men were furnished and- used; and tnateharges 'for' packing>, 
., ," . 

(including, incidental materials) ~transportat10n" storage: (1ncludillg, ',: , ' 
.. " ' 

storage labor), and insurance, totaling $190.94, were' pa':(d' for : the 

servi.c:es invo1.ved in the complaint. 

'!'he facts in dispute concerning the transaction are: 
" 

whether the above document7 when signed by complainant, wascom-

pIe ted as to origin, destination, rates to be asse-ssed~, and eq,Uip-' 

mentand mater1S.1s to be fu-rnished;whether this wrtttenorder.,was ,,' 

cancelled when complainant' called, at defendant fsoff1ce otlor:abo~t" 

May 28, 1962, or merely postponed;, whether a new· order,and,~agree-'" ' 
.. ,.- , ", ',' ',,'-' 

ment resulted when a req,uest for service was- made: upon defendant,' , 

by complainant on or about May 28:, '196~; whethercompla1nant" orde~e<l 

stor,nge-in-transit or permanent st9rage. of. his' goods; and whet~er ." 

the Charges for paek:tng~ paeld.ng materials, pac'king labor,.' ind 
I • • , • 

storage ~ere eorrectlyassessed., 

The origiual, shipping document, submitted·in ,'evidence' as . 

Exhibit No.2, :Los completed, in full.. It sbowseharge's.o:f'.':$76':.li~ 

based upon thefur:dsb.1ng of. a van, and two men forS~1/4,bours:"~t<' 

a rate of $14 • .50 per hour; insurance prem1\lm,$1.75,; 'one':'~on.t~, . 
storage~ $19 .. 75; and warehouse handling) $29.03. TO's~pportthe ,. 

, , , 

llcmber of hours-, the document contains· a graPhshowmg.t:he.fo,llowing:· 
, , .: .,' '"t, 

driv:tng time 10 :00 a .. m. to 10:15 a .. m.; paeld.ng', 10:1> a~m,.to:12':OO'~;·-' . ' ", . 
" .' , ' 

"", .,,i. 

noon; losding time 12:00 noon to· 2:00 p.m.; driving time: 2':OOp.~m~ " 

to 2:15 p .. m.; and unload!ng:time 2 :15 p".m. to' 3::00, p.m .. " 'This,' 
" ' , ' 

~oeumentshowsthat the goods were shippedfrom"A.: o, •. &ni.t~~,: .... ' 
.. " 

I. ,,'" . \ ," 

. "' :-.... ' ,.'"" 
l ""'.' _, 
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. '" ~ .. " "<" :~J~\ ",.', >-" ,', 
5128 Otsego Court. Encino/' to "same. st:orage.'~'I'heperson:-to'be",. 

notified is shown as uK. E. Anderson. ,23016 Gr:[uford,' ~eet'~we~t 

Hollywood. Di 0-2223." 

Under the rules1n M:i.n1mum Rate, Tariff NO'. 4~A, which 

gOVel:nS the transportation of ,used household' gOOds~3' confirmation' 
\.~ " ' 

of shipping instructions and rate quotation must, be furn'!Sh~d' by: ' 
the carrier to the shipper prior to transportation~ Amongot1:ier, 

r J 

things, this document must contain the following, informat:tol'l:' "date' " " 

p:-epared; date. and time of pickup rec;.uested;' name and addres~ of 

carrier; names of shipper andco'O.s1gnee; name and>addXe ss:or'~ te le~ 
, I" ," ~ , " 

phone u\Jmber of party to be notified; description ofnot1fication 
... < '" 

and delivery arrangements; po1nts~f or:[g:Lnand'dest'ination; des";' 
.' • >, .;J : .I' 

cription of shipment; description of transportati~n;andaccessor1al . .' . ' . . . 

services to be performed;, rates and,charges. quoted;' insuranee;and' 

signatures of carrier and' shipper ••. Under thetar:Lff,;, a'~b1pping; 

order and freigh: billmust.alsobe issued: conta1n1t1g.1n:,addltioU ' 

to the :tnforc.at1o: stated in the preceding ,sentence~' the'actUal'-
, ,,' . 

~ of hours and tbe rates and charges. assessed~' The·ta~1f.f:' 
• ; ~ ,', , ." -. • ;:: ' .. • • .,' • p. ,.... ." • ,'! \:. • •• , 

authorizes' the combining of;1 the' eoni:[rmati:on of shipp1ng~,,1nst:ruct1ons " 
, '~ ~,' '. I ,~' ' \ • '.., " " • \' ", 

and rate quotation and the s~pp1ng order and fre'ight. bill1.rl"a:' 

single document • 
~ I.' . , " 

tb.:-m those set forth in the rate" quotation 'and, no lower ·th8n:the' 
, . - ",' 

miuimum rates named :!.n the tar1ff must be a$seSSed~ Ifthe:e'arr:l.er·' 
.. ' ." 

fails to 1s~e a rate quotation, the m1nimum'rati'es. are applicable..- ,: 
. ,," . " ,'; l ~ " ",::::;:, ,": " ,', .' -:. ,: . 

The tuiff requUes the assessment of charges fo~ pack1ng,in,gter1a~ls;' 
~ : . ; " .' , ' 

usod. 
J I, 

Complainant claims that Exhibit No., 2',' when s1gned'b~~, 

him" contain..::d only the entries pertaining 'to-the ~rigin' ,all~," 
destination of the sh1pment and the part y,to' be 1l0,tif1ed~',,:and'," 

',' .', 
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:, ....• " 

contained no rate quotations relating to transportat10n,.storage~··· 

warehouse handling, or insurance. . Defendant as~erts. th~t·a·t.the 
time the document waS issued and signed it conta1nedn:otat:[~ns::. ' , 

showing the number of men to be fw:n1shed, a quoted: rate;: per: hour " . 
.,' . ' 

for transpOrtation, and q,uotedcharges: for,one-l:lonthstorag~an~-: 
.. '.." 

war.ehouse handling. :,' J" 
0.,' . 

Storage-In-Transit ,', ' 

There is a dispute -concero:1ngwhat. data were . shown, on,'the-" 

document when the sig:l8tures of- complainant ancidefendant's cmp-l~yee 

were affiXed and whether this doeument or some- later' oralc:ontrac:t' 

covered the services performed. Theunderlyingi.ssue is::.whether''!t: . 

wz.s the intent of the complainant to order storage-:tn:tranSit<·or"-. y ' ..... ' .. 
permanent storage. 

The record sbows 1n connection wlth discussiotis:between. 

: complainatl1: and defendant prior to .the movement ofthEl' goods·that_; 
" " 

complainant waS not certain of the ultimate destination of,'the 

goods and mentioned several' possible locationswbere the-'goo~s' -

mighe be sent ; that complainant desired' to place the goods ,in' 

storage until he decided where- the goods. were:" ·to. be.' shipped,;, •... and 
, . , ,".' ' 

that at the time service was Originally ordered; comp-l81nant~"d:[d 
. ~" ,. 

'Oot know bow long the goodS' were to be stored. • Defen~t:' ~ia1m~' 
that, ba.sed upon ~s. Situation, it inserted in theabove";deseribed., 

Shipping document in the space for '~del:Lvery addre-ss,-ntbe",'Word"", 
:' I; . . . .".. , :,:' " ,,'._.: 

"storage. tt Permanent storage waS accorded and· charge:stherefor' . 
. -,.' " . 

I • ,. • • '." 

were assessed. Defendant admits. that the term "storage'" on the' 

'tb:c record shows tllat subsequently the goO<1& were removed' from 
storage and were transported by Allied Van Lines, Inc. to New 
York State and later retumed to complainant at' Enc·inc). Tbe: 
movements to and from New York were interstate in character. 
and' are not subject,to the jurisdiction of this: Commission.:' .' 

. , 
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Shipping document could embrace either storage-!n-~rans:!.t:.or···· 
per.nanent storage; but defendant cla:l.ms that if storage"'1n~trans1t, 

was to be accorded,. the shipping document would·have·been.issued 

in the name of the ~1nehaul carrier,. namely Allied 'Van Line's; Inc,.,. . 
'., (.1 

which would then. ha~l1e been responsible for the throughtransPo~ta~" 

tion service from origin to ultimate 'destination,. and' thiti~" 

storage-!n-transit had been furnished by Allied,' it would',have~ '. .y 
been subject to the provisions of' Allie-d·ts 1nte~state· ta~if£s~, ' .. " 

Complainant a~ts··tbat the . service'. or4e.red on Mtly·,.2S.,.' ... 
1962" waS the same as that ordered on April 6-,. 1962i' when/EXhibit .. ' 

. " '. , 

No.2 was initially prepared and signed~. 

Under the provis1onsof M1niD:nlm Rate Tariff No.~ 4-A,.. . 
I'."··,' 

the carrier is required to furnish a confirmation of, shipping.: 

instructions and rate quotation to the Shipper prior to,trans~ 

portat:Lon. It appears that· the document prepared on' April, 6.,'· 1962 . 

was for this purpose. Complainant·· did not dispute- that. toe entry' . 

"to same,. storage" appeared on this document when he signed it;, 

nor ~t: he had no definite ult:1mate dest1nat1on1nmiUd':.'O~~ 

April 6,. 1962~ on May,28.,. 1962, or on the' date of sh,1p.nent'.: 
. . . , . 

,," , 
" 

Pexmanent storage waS accorded by defendant' 'based upon: comt>lainantts: . . 

instructions concerning'the transact1on •. ··.·lt has notbeen"shown. 

that storage-in-trans1t was requested or orderedbY:d~f~n~ri.t •..... 

Packing Materials 

" . 

Under the minimum. rate tar1ff~ a'charge must'be.:madefor: .' 

,the pacldng l:1ater1als furnished by defendant to pack compla1n8nt f s 

if s:orage-in--trans!t were ordered. iii connectlonWith, the 
thz'ough movement of complainant r s goods to ultimate destination 
(New York), the entire service would' be interstate' in character 
and not subject to the jurisdiction of this Comm!ssion~ '. 
Allied' 8: interstate tariffs provide rates of 60. cents per 100 ' .. 
pounds. for storage-in-transi.t for a period of· one, month:: or less. 

. . ." ", 

. ",'"", 

-7~ . 
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"'. 
'.' '.' 

goocls at :bis residence. Complamant's position. ,in this, respect,' 

is incorrect. Complainant also disputed the charges for 'repacking: ~' 

materials and repacking labor assessed at defendant' s:'Warehouse~ , 

I.1l1egedly necessarY to' render safe the transportation of' the,go0<:is ' 
. . , . 

to final destination. We have indicated" heretofo're: that"permanent 

sto':'age of the goods waS accorded •. Transactions involying'the

storage of the goods and 8ubsequ~t repacldngofthe,goods'qfor:' 
~,' , 

interstate shipment are- not subj act to the juriSd1ction of' this, 

Comm1ssion~ inasmuch as the PublicUtilit1e.s Code :exempt8>fr~~~. 
, , 

re8'-1lat10n transactions in interstate-commerce' and:als();' exempt~~ 
" " . ';,,!!/,' '. 

~e warehous1:lg of secon&.and 'household goods or effec'ts.~:,,, " 

Pacldng Labor 
,>.". 

Complainant contend,s. that ~he transportation.~charge's 

based on $14.50 per hour sboU:1d be' reduced· to $11.00 p~r' ~our, .' . 
" '!. ,'. . , " 

(based on the rate of $5.50 per-man per-hour for two· men)',for 
• I " , 

the time \at his residence duringwh1eh packing. seryiceswere , 
. . ' ... , ,I" 

performed by defendant's driver and helper .• , 'IhiS,aSSertedt.Y,:ts' J 
S".!pported by Ule graph on Exhibit No. 2 which.shows that.ltpaeld.ng~r 

• ~,I , , " ' ! ,: .' ), . . .. '., . : ·1 ~ 

. ',' 

was performed betweeu the hours of ,10:15' a.m. and 12:00.':inoon. '. In:~i" 
" ," :. .:)' , . :." 'iii·· I~ .' ' 

addition~ complainant asserted that, defendant's 'employee's: actuall~~: 

worked through their lunch hour to l:OO>·p .. m. ,to complete: packing,,.: ' 

and that' at 1:00 p.m.. loading. commenced. The driver test:l.f1ed.': 

that although complainSnt requested l"..iixiand his helper, ~~·work·:'" 
I 

through their lunch bour ~ they had: completed packing 'by'no~n and 
tben mmediately began loading. the. goods in the "easy":storage," 

, ',', ' 

cont.:liners on defendant's flat-bed· truck. (AssertedlY.th~se": . 

containers were used !nstead of a household goods van, bearing 

defendant's name and business: 'location beca~se·coml>la:Lnant: 

!I Public UtUides COde. Sections. 239 (bO) and Sl11. 
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"., 

..•... ' 

requested that uamarked,eCl'lipmentbe fum1shed'~)' In 'the ','c:f:rcum-, " " 
I, 

stances~ it appears that the- time records oU: iExhibit,.No:.;'2"lrsre 
Il ' '. ,< . 

correct. The charges sssessed~ however, should 'be revised'ito,:the 
'." ,.,' 

basis of $5.50, pe:r-man per-hour for the time 'p~cld.rig>, wa-~ "p'erformed, 

at complainant' s~esidence. ' 
.. ,.,.::., ..... 

Findings and Conclusions, , 
'... . ( 

Basect~upon the evidence ,of record" '.!ii.' thi$proc'eeding~, . ,,' 
.' -' '< "" • 

we find: 

1. The transportation se~ce renderect'by,defendant'to' 

comp1a~t was the pacld.ng and movement' of usedbou~eholCl~,goodS' 

and personal effects from 5128: Otsego Court, Eo.c:tnoiCa11forn!a;' 

to defendant t s warebouse in Encino,: Cal:tforn:1a. ' 
, , 

2. !he "confirmation. of shipment, and rate quo'tation, 
" 

shipping order ;xnd/or freight bill,"" (Exhib1tNo.2) was prepared: 

for and covered the transact1ondescribed.~. F1r1ding Ih~reof~'" 

3.:' Permanent storage waS accorded complainantf:s:'goodS a't 
defendant's warehouse; storagc-!n-trans1t of'suehgoO~s.":was'n()t/" 

agreed to by the parties prior to shipment ,.norwas-1t~ro;';ided::.,' 

by defendant. 

4. ~ !he charges complained 'of withr'espect to wareh~use 

handlill8and storage are warehouse charges. 

s. Charges for repaeldnS,labor an~' materials were incurred' 

upon retll?val of complainant's. goodS from, storage' for sh1pment.to 

a point ~utside of this state., 
~ , 

6.' ,Pac:ldng containers were furnished by defendant .at,' 

compla1n:lnt's residence for the packing, o£complainant's':goods, 

and such cont3iners.,were of the ·type 'for . which, a ·cbarge:,IXlust:.be" 

msde under tile provisions of the- gove1:ningm1nirD.um.,rate:'t~rif:f~ .. 

-9- "II 
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7. The confixmat1on of· shipmentanc!' rate quotation· :tssued: '.' 

prior to transporta~ion did not specify 'the'r~teperho~rt;be 
assessed for pac:1d.ngj under 'the provisions of Miu1Xnum RatcT~r1ff, " 

, . , .. , ...... . 

No. 4-A~ the maximum rate wh1chmay be assessed,' for 'such. servic~' 

is tne rate of $5·.50 per houl:' set forth in said tar:tff~·.' 

8.. Transportation ~l:'geS'based, on a rateof"$14~50per~ , 

hour for a vehicle and two men~ere 1>1i~~d> 1nSte8d,'of.$11'~OO~per ' 
. i _'," 

hour for two men ($5.50 per-man.per-bour)' for the:,time"paeld.ng .. 

services were perfoxme<! by defendant's ~,:nPIOyeeS' at compl~inan~" s 
, .• 0' 

residence. 
., "Ol', 

9. 'Ix'ansportatiou charges were assessed for load!ngtime, " 

double driving time" and unloading t1me based 'upo~ 3¥ hours,' 

whereas the actu.';:l chargeable' time for these serv1cesw8s. 3~'hours~ , 

Based upon the above findings. offact~wemake;the 

following conclusions of law: 
, , , 

1. Defendant should be. ordered to refund to compla1.:lsnt the 

sum of $6.13, representing. the difference between the charges at 

$14.50 and at $11.00 per hour for the t:£me pack:ttigserv1~CWas 

performed at eotll?lain...'"'nt f s residence 7 and the sum"'of$3~~2,. 
. . " . 

represend.ng the difference between 3-k hours and 3% 'hours/s,t the' 

rate of $14.50 per hour for loading time, double drlv:l.ng.:e1l:ne" 
and unloading time. 

, . 
2. 'Section 239(b) of the Public Utilities Code: spec~f:tcally' 

excludes from :t:be jurisdiction of this: 'Commission authority to 

regulate the Cbarges of corpo~ations engagedin,the storagC:o.f: 

$econdband household goods end effectsjthis' CommiSSion h3S:,no'. 

jurisdiction o~erC'b.arges mad~: by defendant for.th~sto~ageand 
"..mrehouse bm:dling of' defendant ',sgoods. ' 

-10- . , .... ,' 
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\: ,', 

3. 'Illis Commission bas no jurisd1ction"'Jver the charges.' for>' 

repacldng materials and labor :furnished at def~Ddant' ~., warehouse ~ ... 
1)' 

as such charges were inc::u.rred subsequent' to removal o£the goods 

from defendant's. warehouse in contempiation off"a movement ln1~te~- ," 
.1 . ",'_'" 

state commerce; such movement, being. interstate'1n'cha.ractei~ ,1s: 

not subject to the jurisdiction of' tM:si~am1S~ion. '(Secti~n"'S(ll '. 
• ""}'" ::; • .' • I 

.",' 

of the Public Utilities 'Code.) v ' 

o R D'E R - ...... - ..... ~ 

IT IS ORDERED that 'defendant, Beverly Hills' Transfer; & • 

Storage Company, sball make refund of $9.75 to' complainant Edwin 

Rand, in accordance with the preceding op1ni~n, within' tMrtydays . 
" ',' 

after- the effective date of this order. 

complaint herein is denied. 

In all. other,. resp~cts~,the' ,.' , 
.' ' " .. '.;.:' ,; . 

The Secretary of the Comm1ssion is directed: to cause a', 
copy of this order to be Served upon each of, the partie's herein .. ' 

',l • '. , , 
. i ... 

The effective date of this-order shal.l ·betwentYdays " 

after service upon defendant. '.,.,J , 
Dated at __ ,;,;.Los..;".· _' KA __ g ... cl_os_-___ , Califom1a,," th:[s. ",.<,-', 
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