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OPINION

Petitioner, the California Dump Truck Owners Assdciatibn,
seeks increases in the rates in Minimum Rate Tariff No. 17 -- which
tariff sets forth zome rates for the transportation of rock, sand
and gravel, and cement with rock, sand and gr&vel; by dumb truck-

and-trailer equipment within the portion of southern California
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which is comprised of Orange County and parts of los Angeles,
Riverside, San Bermardino, San Diego, Santa Barbara and Ventﬁra
Counties. Petitioner alleges that some of the costs of the
transportation services involved were not taken into account in
the development of the rates in Minimum Rate Tariff No. 17. It
also alleges that increases have since occurred in some of the
other costs. Petitioner seeks, in addition, an increase in the
minimum charge per shipment to that for the transportation of
14 tons at the applicable rate instead of 12 tons at the applicable
rate as at present,

Public hearings on the petition were held before Examiner
Abernathy on June 28, 29 and 30, 1966, and on August 2, 3 and 4,
1966. Evidence was presented by petitioner's general manager and
by a transportation engineer of the Commission's staff whom peti-
tioner had called as a witness. Representatives of the Califormia
Trucking Association (CTA), the Associated Independent OQwnmer-
Operators, Inc. (AI0O), the Southern Califormia Roc¢ck Products
Association (RPA), the Calliformia Asphalt Pavement Association
(CAPA) and of the Transportation Division of the Commission's staff
participated in the development of the record. Closing statements
were filed on September 26, 1966, by the CTA, RPA, CAPA, and by
the representatives of the Commission's Transportation Division.1

The matter was taken under submission on that date.

: %ggéosing statement also was filed by petitioner on September 27,
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Evidence which petitiomer submitted as justification
for the sought rate increases consists mainly of

a. A comparison of revenues under the rates

in Minlmum Rate Tariff No. 17 and under
the rates in Minimum Rate Tariff No. 7
(the predecessor tariff to Minimum Rate
Tariff No. 17);

b. A study of terminal-end times in Orange,

San Bernazdino, Ventura and Santa Barbara
Counties;

A report on the time costs of hauling
rock, sand and gravel in southern
California, and

d. A calculation of certain non-revenue

expense incurred in connection with trans-
portation under Minimumn Rate Tariff No. 17.

The comparison of revenues was developed by computing
the revenues which a carrier earned from its services during the
months October through December, 1964, under rates in Minimum
Rate Tariff No. 7, and comparing said revenues with those which
the carrler would have earned from the same transportation had
the rates in Minimum Rate Tariff No. 17 been in effect at the
time and had they been assessed. According to this comparison,
the establishment of Minimum Rate Tariff No. 17 has resulted in
an increase of about three percent in the carriers' revenues for
hauling within Los Angeles County, a decrease of about eleven
percent in revenues for hauling within Orange and Santa Barbara
Counties, and a decrease of about three percent in revenues for
hauling within Ventura and Santa Barbara Counties. Petitioner
alleges that the showing of increased revenues for transportation

within Los Angeles County and of decreased revenues for the other

2 vperminal-end times" means the combined times required in the
processes of loading 2nd unloading of shipments into and from
the carriers' vehicles.
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transportation covered by the study demonstrates that the trans-

portation of rock, sand and gravel within Los Angeles County
requires less terminal end time than is required in comnection
with the other transportation which is involved.

By its study of terminal end times petitioner undertook
to show that in contrast to an average terminal end time of 27.67
minutes per shipment which was used as a factor in the development
of the present rates in Minimum Rate Tariff No. 17, the terminal
end times which apply to the transportation of rock, sand and
gravel between points outside of Los Angeles County average 31,67
minutes per shipment. On this basis petitioner asserts that an
additional charge of two cents a ton should apply to the trams-
portation originating at production areas outside of Llos Angeles
County in order that the carriers be compensated for the addi-
tional terminal end time required for said transportation.

The report on time costs which petitioner submitted sets
forth various fixed or non-variable costs (depreciation expense,
insurance, taxes and licenses), reduced to a per tom, per minute
basis, which assertedly apply at present to the transportation
of rock, sand and gravel which is subject to Minimum Rate Tariff
No. 17. Most of the data upon which this report was developed
were derived by petitioner from an exhibit (Exhibit No. 1) which
had been prepared and submitted by a Commission engineer in con-
nection with Order Setting Hearing of March 22, 1966, in Case
No. 5437, a phase of Case No. 5437 which deals in part with the
hourly costs of transportation service by dump truck equipment

within the area defined and designated in Minimum Rate Tariff
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3
No. 7 as Southern Territory. The Commission engineer who had

prepared said exhibit was called as a witness for petitioner and
testified concerning details thereof, Petitiomer's general
manager also presented testimony relative to some of the same
mathfs. On the basis of the data thus developed, petitioner
asks that the rates in Minimum Rate Tariff No. 17 be increased
to reflect the present level of the fixed or non-variable costs
specified.

Petitioner's presentation concerning c¢ertain non-revenue
expenses deals with expenses which the carriers incur for drivers'
wages, fuel, oil, tires and maintenance and repairs in the opera-
tion of their vehicles between their terminals and the points
where their transportation services begin and end. These expenses
were not included in the costs upon which the rates in Minimum
Rate Tariff No. 17 were developedua According to petitioner's
calculations, said expenses, im total, are the equivalent of about
two cents per tonm on the tonnage transported by the carriers
annually. Petitioner seeks an increase of two cents a tom in the
rates in Minimum Rate Tariff No. 17 in order that the carriers
may be compensated for these non-revenue expenses.

In proposing that the minimum weight per shipment be

increased from twelve to fourteen tons, petit&Oﬂéf ngi&ally Iﬁ
seeking the establishment of a minimum weight per shipment for
carriers operating 3-axle dump trucks which will enable those

carriers to obtain a minimum charge per shipment which is more
consistent with the full loading of their vehicles.

3 "Southern Territory" means the counties of Santa Barbara,

Ventura, Los Angeles, Orange, San Diego, Imperial, Riverside,
San Bermardino, Inyo and Mono. ’

4 Fixed costs related to non-revenue operations are included in
the present cost formula.

-5-
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Petitioner's manager stated that the present minimum
of twelve tons per shipment was originally established in recog-
nition of the fact that the legal carrying capacity of a number
of the 3-axle dump trucks which are in operation is approximately
twelve tons., However, experilence under that minimum weight has

indicated that carriers who operate 3-axle dump trucks having

greater carrying capacities aﬁ? unnecessarily foregoing revenues

under the twelve-ton minimum. He said that petitioner has given
further consideration through its boaxd of directors and rate
committee to whether a change should be made in the minimum weight
to make greater provision for the larger vehicles, and that peti-
tiorer is now of the opinion that in present circumstances the
proposed minimum of fourteen tons would be a more reasonable
minimm weight for the 3-axle vehicles as a group than is the
minimum of twelve toms.

Petitioner's proposals in this matter were supported or
partially supported by the CTA, by the RPA and by the represen-
tatives of the Commission's Transportation Division. They were
opposed by CAPA. The CTA asserted in its closing statement that
the record supports greater rate increases for increased terminal
end time and increased time costs than the rate increases which
petitioner seeks, and urged that the greater rate increases be
granted accordingly. The RPA opposed the proposals to the extent
that they would result in an increase in rates for increased

terminal end time from production areas outside of Los Angeles

5 Some of the 3-axle dump trucks which are in operation have legal
carrying capacities of as much as 16 tons,
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County. It questions whether the record is sufficient to justify
the increases sought. The representatives of the Commission's
Transportation Division concurred in the increase which is pro-

posed to cover certain non-revenue expenses, but asserts that

the record does not support rate increasez to cover the alleged

increases in time and terminal end costs. CAPA opposed all of
the sought increases on the grounds that they constitute adjust-
ments of Minimum Rate Tariff No. 17 on a piecemeal basis. It
asserts that the Commission's staff should study the matters
involved from a standpoint of the zone rates as a whole, and
should submit recommendations at further hearings which should
be held in this conmection.

The, increases in the zone rates which petitioner seeks
to compensaté for certain non-revenue expenses not now reflected
in the rates should be ordered. The expenses which are involved
are expenses for which provision in the rates is proper. Also,
the minimum charge per shipment should be increased to that for
the transportation of a shipment of 14 tons at the applicable
rate. We fiﬁd that in these respects the sought increases have
been justified. In all other respects the sought increases have
not been justified, and should be denied.

The record does not support petitionmer's allegation
that shipments originating outside of Los Angeles County require
more terminal end time than do shipments origimating within

Los Angeles County, and that higher rates should therefore apply

6 Neither the staff representatives nor the other parties indi-
cated any specific position regarding the sought increase in
minimum charge.
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to the shipments from outside of Los 4ngeles County. The data
which petitioner submitted to show that the establishment of
the rates which are set forth in Minimum Rate Tariff No. 17 has
resulted in greater increases in revenues for carriers trans-
porting shipments which originate in Los Angeles County than
for carriers transporting other shipments have no direct rele-
vancy to whetber the terminal end times applicable to Los
Angeles County shipments are more oOX less than the terminal end
times applicable to other shipments. Of much greater import in
the evaluation of petitioner's revenue study are the lengths .of
the various hauls which were included in said study.

Comparison of the development of the rate structure in
Minimum Rate Tariff No. 17 with that of the xates which formerly
applied under Minimum Rate Tariff No. 7 shows that the latter
rates were relatively higher for distances of less then 10 miles
than for 10 miles or more; that this differential was not carried
forward into Minimum Rate Tariff No. 17, and that as a consequence

the establishment of the rates which are set forth in Minimum Rate

Tariff No. 17 resulted in greater increases in the rates for ship;

ments of 10 miles or more than for shipments for lesser distances.
Obviously, any conclusions which are to be drawn from petitioner's
revenue study should take into account the differences in increases
in rates, according to length of haul, which resulted from the
establishment of Minimum Rate Tariff No. 17. No analysis along
this line was made by petitiomer.

The study of terminal end times which petitioner made

in comnection with shipments originating outside of Los Angeles
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County also does not support the prescription of increased rates
for said shipments. By this study petitioner developed an average
terminal end time which is about four minutes a load moxe than

the terminal end time used in the computation of the rates in
Minimum Rate Tariff No. 17. Petitioner concluded, therefore,

that the terminal end time which applies to shipments originating
outside of Los Angeles County is also four minutes more than the

terminal end time applicable to shipments which originate within

Los Angeles County. However, this conclusion is mnot corxect.

If petitioner's study is to be construed as measuring

the average terminal end time applicable to shipments transported

out:side of Los Angeles County under the same conditions as those
which prevailed when the terminal end time used in the calculation
of the rates in Minimum Rate Tarlff No. 17 was developed, the
terminal end time applicable to shipments having los Angeles County
origins would be less than the figure used in the calculation of
the rates in Minimum Rate Tariff No. 17. Hence, it would follow
that if the rates for shipments originating outside of Los Angeles
County are to be increased, those for shipments originating within
Los Angeles County should be reduced.

On the other hand, if petitioner's study is to be
construed as measuring the texrminal end time applicable to ship-
ments transported outside of Los Angeles County under present
conditions, a study should also be made of the terminal end time
applicable under present conditions to Los lngeles County originated

shipments. Since petitiomer made no study of Los Angeles County
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shipments, there is no basis for concluding whether the terminal
end time for such shipments is less than, the same as, or more
than the time which petitioner developed for shipments outside
of ILos Angeles County.

For a further reason petitioner's study of terminal end
times does not provide a basls upon which increases in the rates
in Minimum Rate Tariff No. 17 should be prescribed. As applied
to the QOrange County and San Bermardino County areas, the study
covers a total of about 170 shipments. About 84 percent of these
shipments were transported by tractor, semitrailer and pull
trailer (bottom-dump equipment) and the remainder, 16 percent,
were transported by truck and transfer trailer. This relation-
ship between the hauls by bottom-dump equipment and those by
truck and transfer trailer does not conform to, nor does it even
approximate, the relationship in equipment usage upon which the
rates in Minimm Rate Tariff No. 17 were developed. Said rates
were constructed on a basis that approximately 30 percent of the
shipments move by bottom-dump equipment and that 70 perceant of
the shipments move by truck and transfer trailer. In view of
these differences, petitiomer's study camnot be accepted as
representative of the transportation which is involved in this
matter. Parenthetically, it should be pointed out that if, since
the establishment of Minimum Rate Tariff No. 17, the character of
the transportation has changed as radically as petitiomer's study
suggests, other changes in the structure of the rates, in addition
to those sought by petitiomer, are also indicated, and should be

considered.
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One other matter which should be touched upon in con-

nection with the rate increases which petitioner seeks on the

basis of terminal end time is that of undue disc:imination. It

would seem that the terminal end conditions at any given destina-
tion would be substantially the same for all deliveries to that
destination., Hence, 1f terminal end conditions at a group of
destinations justify increases in rates, the increases should
apply to all deliveries to thosé destinations. Under peti-
tioner's proposals, however, the increases in rates would mot

be so applied. Shipments which originate in Los Angeles County
and which are delivered to destinations either within or outside
of Los Angeles County would not be subject to rate increases.

On the other hand, increases would apply to rates for like
shipments to the same destinations from origins outside of Los
Angeles County. We find that as so applied, the rate increases
(to the extent they are based on terminal end conditions at
destination) would be unduly discriminatory and unlawful. For
this reason, as well as for those reasons set forth above, said
increases should not be ordered,

There remains for discussion the rate increases which
petitioner seecks on the grounds of increases which have allegedly
occurred in depreciation expense, insurance costs and in taxes
and licenses since the development of the data upon which the
rates in Minimum Rate Tariff No. 17 are based.

As stated earlier above, the specific figures which

petitioner submitted as denoting current costs of depreciation,
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insurance, taxes and licenses were derived from an exhibit that

a Commission engineer had prepared to show the costs which apply
on an hourly basis to the transportation of rock, sand and gravel
in dump truck equipment throughout Southern Territory. In general,
the engineer had developed this study on the basis of data taken
from an earlier study which had been made to arrive at the costs
upon which the rates in Minimum Rate Tariff No. 17 were predicated.
In utilizing said data, however, the engineer made various changes
therein to adapt the data to the later period, the greater area
and the type of service embraced by his study. For example, the
engineer calculated depreciation expense on dump truck equipment
on the basis of service lives of nine years for trucks, eight
years for tractors, twelve yvears for transfer trailers and ten
years for semitrailer and pull trailer combinationms. In contrast,
the vehicle service lives which were used im the computation of
the costs upon which the rates in Minimum Rate Tariff No. 17 were
projected were ten years for trucks and tractors and twelve years
for trallers. Also, the truck and tractor valuations which the
engineer used for his calculatlons of depreciation expense are
about $1,000 per vehicle more than the corresponding valuations

used in the computation of costs for the rates in Minimum Rate

7
Tariff No. 17. Insurance costs were computed by the engineer as

being about 15 percent higher than those which are reflected in

the presen: rates in Minimum Rate Tariff No. 17. This percentage

7 The engineer's trailer valuations about $500 more for transfer
trailers and about $600 less for semitrailer and pull trailer
goppinations than the corresponding valuations used in the cost

compu;.itions f:or M{n{mum Rﬁf@ Iafiff Noy 7:




C- 5437, Pet. 118 - SW

figure was reached by the engineer after discussions with other

members of the Commission's staff and with agents or employees

of insurance companies to ascertain their views as to what would
constitute a reasonable adjustment of the former imgurance costs
to briag them to a representative level for the purposes of his

study.

The same figures which the engineer used as representing
current insurance costs, taxes and licemses in Southern Territory
were submitted by petitioner as also representing the current
insurance costs, taxes and licenses applicable to the tramsporta-~
tion of rock, sand and gravel under the zone rates im Minimum Rate
Tariff No. 17. Petitioner's manager stated that these figures had
been comsidered and approved by the CDTOA as a basis of petitioner's
proposals herein.

Petitioner also adopted the engineer's figures for his-
torical costs of carrier's vehicles, the vehicle salvage values
and the net depreciable values. However, depreciation expense
on the vehicles was computed by petitioner on the basis of ten-
year service lives for all vehicles., Regarding the service lives
of ten years and the uniform use thereof for computing depreciation
expense on all vehicles, whether power equipment or trailing,
petitioner's manager testified thart,

"A great many members of the Califormia Dump
Truck Assoclation who are engaged in . . .
have Siscussed oxiensively the . . . depre-
clation as between power equipment and
trailing equipment . . . They believe that
. « . the technological obsolescence of the

trailing equipment is obtained before that
of the power equipment, and it is the umiversal
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practice of those with whom I have discussed

the matter and those whose discussions have

occurred in meetings which I have attended,

that the depreciation of the trailing and

trucking equipment is over the same number

of years . . ."
Petitioner’s manager further stated that the carriers all depre-
ciate their vehicles over periods of about eight years or less,
However, after comsideration of the applicable factors which had
come to his attemtion over a number of years, he had concluded
that 3 service life of tem years would be a reasonable basis for
computing depreciation expense for the purposes of this proceeding.

In this connection petitioner's manager stated that he did not

have any information concerning the vehicle service lives which

are actually attained by the carriers in the operation of their
equipment,

As stated at the outset of this opinion, the area for
which petitioner is here seeking rate increases is the area which
is comprised of Oranmge County and parts of los Angeles, Riverside,
San Bernardino, San Diego, Santa Barbara and Ventura Countles.
However, the evidence upon which petitioner principally relies to
justify the increases sought on the basis of increased time costs
deals with transportation services which are performed in an area
almost wholly outside of that for which the zone rates have been
prescribed. Said evidence is that which was developed by the
Commission engineer to show the hourly costs of the transportation
of rock and sand within Southern Territory. Although by definition,
"Southern Territory'" includes the area within which the zone rates

in Minimum Rate Tariff No. 17 apply, in practical effect it cdloes
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not include said area, insofar as the transportation of rock, sand
and gravel on an hourly basis is concermed. Minimum Rate Tariff
No. 17 provides that the rates in said tariff supersede, and apply
to the exclusion of, rates applicable to the same transportation
under other minimum rate tariffs of the Commission.

The record shows that the difference in the area studied
affected the results and conclusions of the engineer's investiga-
tioms. The difference was a consideration in his computations of
depreciaticn expense which led to his selection of lesser vehicle
service lives then those used in the development of thz costs
upon which the zome rates are based. This same consideration
25focted the valuations which he developed for the carriers'
vehicles. Moreover, his estimates of insurance expense were also
affected. Since the data which were derived from the engineer's
studies were developed primarily for tramsportation that is per-
formed wumder various cost factors which are different than the
corresponding cost factors applicable to the trancportation
involved herein, it must be concluded that but little if any
probative value, for the purposes of thismattex, can be atecached
to the data taken from the engineer's studies.

The opinion testimony by which petitioner undertook to
relate the engineer's cost data more directly to the transportation
subject to the zone rates inm Minimum Rate Tariff No. 17 must also
be viewed as failing to provide a basis upon which the sought rate

increases may be ordered. The record is clear that such opinion

testimony as the engineer was called upon to provide stemmed from,

and was colored by, his study of the hourly costs of transportation
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within Southern Territory. Hence, such testimony cannot be
regarded as having a direct and material bearing on whether the
sought rate increases are justified by increased time costs.
The opinion testimony which petitionmer's manager presented as
representing the opinions of various members of the CDIOA con-
cerning vehicle valuations and vehicle service lives for depre-
ciation purposes also camnot bé given much weight in the absence
of testimony by the members involved. A fundamentai considera~
tion in the evaluation of costs in proceedings directed toward
the establishment or revision of minimum rates is whether the
costs are minimum reasonable costs applicabie to services
performed in reasonably efficient circumstances. The record
does not show whether, or to what extent, the opinions cited
by petitioner's manager represent expressions of costs which

are acceptable for minimum rate purposes.

The opinion eviderce which petitioner's general

manager submitted relative to the carrierls {nveéfﬁéﬂf EU§[§

per vehicle also will not be accepted as a basis for imcreases
in the rates in Minimum Rate Tariff No. 17. As stated above,
petitioner's manager took his figures for vehicle ihvestment
costs (historical costs) directly from the exhibit which the
Commission engineer had prepared on hourly costs of transporting
rock and sand within Southern Territory. However, he assigned
different service lives to the equipment for the computation of
depreciation expense. Although under the method used in devel-
oping historical costs the change in service lives would
ordinarily evoke concomitant changes in the wvehicle cost figures,
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petitioner's manager argued that any reduction which might be
made in the costs as a result of the inclusion of lower cost
data for carlier years would be more than offset by increaseé
in equipment costs which have taken place since the engineer's
cost figures were developed. In making this argument, he did
not undertake to show by any supporting factual data the extent
that the asserted increases in vehicle costs have actually
occurred,

Even though it should be conceded that some increases
in vehicle costs have become effective since the development of
the data upon which the rates in Minimum Rate Tariff No. 17 axe
based, increases in the rates should not be predicated on the
inereased vehicle costs without consideration of what impact the
cost increases have had upon the carriers' ultimate costs of
service. If, for example, some of the increased investment costs
result in improved and more efficient operation of the carriers'
vehicles with lower operational costs, consideration should be
given to the extent that the increased investment costs are offset
by the lower operational costs,

Petitioner's proposal that depreciation expense on
trailing equipment be computed on the basis of sexvice lives of
ten years will not be adopted. A peried of twelve years has been
found heretofore to be a reasonable périod for such equipment in
connection with the zone rates in Minimum Rate Tariff No. 17.

Although it appears that various members of the CDIOA and peti-

tionexr's manager are of the opinion that both powered equipament

and trailing equipment should be depreciated on the same service

lives, the record does mot show that the twelve-year pexiod which
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is reflected in the present rates is inconsistent with the car-
riers' actual operating experience. In the absence of further
information on this subject, the present twelve-year period
should be retained.

In view of our findings and conclusions concerning the

extent that the increases which petitioner seeks in the rates and
charges in Minimum Rate Tariff No. 17 have been shovm to be ’
Justified, discussion of the further increases sought by the CTA
in said rates and charges is not necessary. We find that said
further increases have rot been justified.

Based on the evidence of record we find that the
increases in the rates and charges in Minimum Rate Tariff No. 17
which would be effected by the following oxder have been justified.
We further find that as so increased :he rates and charges in said
tariff will constitute just, reasonable and nondiscriminatory
ninimum rates and charges for the transportation to which they

would apply.

IT IS ORDERED that:

1. Minimum Rate Tariff No. 17 (Appendix B to Decision
No. 69469, as amended) is further amended by incorporating
therein, to become effective March 11, 1967, the supplement
and the revised page attached hereto, which supplement and
revised page are made a part hereof by this reference anﬁ are
identified as follows:

Supplement 1

Seventh Revised Page 1-2
Second Revised Page 1-16
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2. In all other respects said Decision No. 69469, as
amended, shall remain in full force and effect.
3. Except as is otherwise provided herein, Petition
No. 118 in Case No. 5437 and the collateral requests of the
California Trucking Association are hereby denied.
The effective date of this order shall be twenty

days after the date hereof.
Dated at San Francisco , Califormia, this @49’7/

day of JANUARY 3

jw?mw
J

Commissionars




SPECIAL INCREASE SUPPLEMENT

SUPPLEMENT 1

TO
MINIMUM RATE TARIFF 17

NAMING
MINIMUM ZONE AND AREA~TO-POINT
RATES, RULES AND REGULATIONS
FOR THE
TRANSPORTATION OF PROPERTY
IN DUMP TRUCK EQUIPMENT FROM
DEFINED PRODUCTION AREAS TO DESIGNATED DELIVERY ZONES
AND POINTS IN SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA
BY
RADIAL BIGEWAY COMMON CARRIERS
HIGEWAY CONTRACT CARRIERS
AND
CITY CARRIERS

OAPPLICATION OF INCREASE

Determine the applicable rate per ton from Section 4, 5, 6,
7 or 10 and increase the rate so determined by 2 cents per ton.

EFFECTIVE NMARCH 11, 1967

¢ Increase, Decision No. 71953

Issued by the
PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
State Building, Civic Center
San Francisco, California




SEVENTH REVISED PAGE ... 1-2

‘ CANCELS
MINIMUM RATE TARIFT 17 SIXTH REVISED PAGE ..... 1-2

SECTION 1 - RULES AND REGULATIONS (CONTINUED)
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Cancels

MINTMUM RATE TARIFF 17 Mrst Revised Poge....l=16
SECTICN L--RULES AND REGULATICNS(Continued) Item

DELAY TIME

When, in connection with the transportation of a shipment of asphaltic
concrete, a carrier is delayed through no fault of its own in the unloading
of said shipment, and when the unloading time excceds one hour, a charge at
the rate of y2.85 for each half hour, or fraction thereof, of excess delay
time shall be assessod against the debtor.

In computing unloading time under this rule, said time shall commence
when the carrier arrives at point of destination.

RATE FOR DRY MIXTURES OF RCCK, SAND, AND GRAVEL
(wITH CR WITHOUT CiMENT) IN BATCHLS

Rates for the transportation of dry mixtures of two or more of the
commodities listed in Item 60, in batches, shall be 15 cents per ton more
than the rates otherwise provided in this tariff for the transportation
of rock, sand and gravel between tho same points.

METHOD OF DETERMINING WEIGHT OF SHIPMENT

Actual weight of the shipment shall be used when furnished by the
shipper or when obtained by the carrier at the shipper's direction and
expense.

Otherwise, charges for commodities listed in:

a. Items 60 and 70 shall be computed upon the basis of 2,800 pounds
per cubic yard when loaded in dump truck equipment.

b. Item 65 shall be computed on the basis of 3,200 pounds per cubic
yvard when loaded in dump truck equipment.

MINIMUM CHARCE
The minimum charge per shipment shall be the charge for:

Qa. 1L tons at the applicoble rate for commodities described in
Item 60.

b. 12 tons at the applicable rate for commodities deseribed in
Items 65 and 70. (See Exception)

EXCEPTION: VWhen a shipment of asphaltic concrete or cold road
oil mixture (also cold liquid asphalt in containers) is transported
in a two-axle dump truck, and when the freight bill is so noted and
the truck is identified on the freight bill, the minimum charge for
the transportation of the shipment shall be the charge for transporting
8 tons at the applicable rate.

UNITS OF MuASUREMENT TO BE OBSERVED

Rates or accessorial charges shall not be quoted or assessed by car-
riers bascd upon a unit of measurement different from that in which the
minimum rates and charges in this tariff are stated.
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