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

Petitioner, the California Dump Truck OWners Association, 

seeks increases in the rates in Minimum Rate Tariff No. 17 -- which· 

tariff sets forth zone rates for the tra~sportation of rock, sand 

and gravel, and cement with rock, sand and gravel, by duxnp 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 Bernardino, San Diego, Santa Barbara and Ventura 

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 sir.ce 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 

Ab~rnathy 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 Commissionts staff whom peti­

tioner had called as a witness. Representatives of the California 

Trucking Association (CTA), the Associated Independent Owner­

Operators, Inc. (AlOO), the Southern California Roek Products 

Association (RPA), the California Asphalt Pavement Association 

(CAPA) and of the Transportation Division of the Commission1 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 ~epresentatives of the Commissionts Transportation Division. 1 

The matter was taken under submission on that date. 
, 
• A closing statement also was filed by petitioner on September 27, 

1966. 
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Evidence which petitioner submitted as justification 

for the sought rate increases consists mainly of 

a. A comparison of revenues under the rates 
in Minimum 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 Bernardino, Ventura and Santa Barbara 
Counties;Z 

c. A report on the time costs of hauling 
rock, sand and gravel in southern 
califo~:nia, and 

d. A calculation of certain non-revenue 
expense incurred in connection with trans­
portation under Min~ Rate Tariff No. 17. 

!he 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 carrier 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 "Terminal-end times" means the combined times required in the 
processes of loading and unloading of shipments into and from 
the carriers' vehicles. 



c. 5437, Pet. 118 - SW 

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 connection 

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 trans­

portation originating at production areas outside of Los 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 ton, 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 

bad 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 Mlntmum Rate Tariff 
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3 
No. 7 as Southern Territory. The Conunission engineer who had 

prepared said eXhibit was called as a witness for petitioner and 

testified concerning details thereof. Petitioner1s general 

manager also presented testimony relative to some of the same 

matters. 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 certain 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 
4 

Rate Tariff No. 17 were developed. According to petitioner's 

calculations, said expenses, in total, are the equivalent of about 

two cents per ton on the tonnage transported by the carriers 

annually. Petitioner seeks an increase of two cents a ton 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 

inereasea from twelve to £ourteen tons, pettt!o~~r 6!§lCally l§ 
seeking the establishment of a minimum we1ght per 5~pment for 

carri~rs operating 3-axle dump trucks wh~ch ~ll 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, &iverside, 
San Bernardino, ~yo and Mono. 

4 Fixed costs related to non-revenue opera~ions are included 1n 
the present eost formula. 
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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, experience under that minimum weight has 

indicated that carriers who operate 3-axle dump trucks having 

greater carrying capacities are unnecessarily foregoing revenues 
5 ' 

~der the twelve-ton min~. He said that petitioner has given 

further consideration through its board of directors and rate 

committee to whether a change should be made in the minimum weight 

~o make greater provision for the larger vehicles, and that peti­

tio~er is now of the opinion that in present circumstances the 

proposed mintmum of fourteen tons would be a more reasonable 

minfmum weight for the 3-axle vehicles as a group than is the 

minimum of twelve tons. 

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 increases to cover the alleged 
6 

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 Commissionts 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 connection. 

The, increases in the zone rates which petitioner seeks 

to compensate 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, 

tbe minimum charge per shipment should be increased to that for 

the transportation of a shipment of 14 tons at the applicable 

rate. We find 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 petitionerls allegation 

that shipments originating outside of Los Angeles County require 

more terminal end time than do Shipments originating 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 Angeles 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 whether the terminal end times applicable to Los 

Angeles County shipments are more or 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 rates which formerly 

applied under Minimum Rate Tariff No. 7 shows that the latter 

rates were relatively higher for distances of less than 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 petitioner. 

The study of terminal end times which petitioner made 

in connection 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 more 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 not correct. 

If petitioner's study is to be construed as measuring 
the average terminal end time applicable to shipments transported 

ou~s1de 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 Mintmum Rat~ Tariff 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 terminal 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 J~geles County originated 

shipments. Since petitioner 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 Los Angeles County. 

For a further reason petitioner's study of termtnal end 

times does not provide a basis upon which increases in the rates 

in Minimum Rate Tariff No. 17 should be prescribed. As applied 

to the Orange County and San Bernardino 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 beeween the hauls by bottom-dump equipment and those by 

truck and transfer trailer does not conform to, nor does it even 

ap?roximate, the relationship in equipment usage upon which the 

rates in Minimum Rate Tariff No. 17 ~lere developed. Said rates 

were constructed on a basis that approximately 30 percent of the 

shipments move by bottom-dump equipment and that 70 percent of 

the shipments move by truck and transfer trailer. In view of 

these differences, petitioner's study cannot be accepted as 

representative of the transportation which is involved in this 

matter. Parenthetically, it should be pointed out that 1f,.stnce 

the establishment of Minimum Rate Tariff No. 17, the character of 

the transportation has changed as radically as petitioner's study 

suggests, other changes in the structure of the rates, in addition 

to those sought by petitioner, are also indicated, and should be 

considered. 

-10-
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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 discrimination. 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, if terminal end conditions at a group of 

destinations justify increases in r,ates, the increases should 

apply to all deliveries to those destinations. Under peti­

tioner1s proposals, however, the increases in rates would not 

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 seeks 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 truclt 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 we=e 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 years for transfer trailers and ten 

years for semitrailer and pull trailer combinations. In contrast, 

the vehicle service lives which were used in 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 twe1v~ years 

for trailers. Also, the truck and tractor valuations which the 

engineer used for his calculations 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 
sgm~!~ations ~han .. fhe c~rresponding valuat~ons used in the cost 
computations for ~ RAEe Tarl!! na, ~.: 
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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 vie~ as to what would 

constitute a reasonable adjustment of the former insurance costs 

to bring 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 licenses in Southern Territory 

were submitted by petitioner as also representing the current 

insurance costs, taxes and licenses applicable to the transporta­

tion of rock, sand and gravel under the zone rates in Minimum Rate 

Tariff No. 17. Petitioner's manager stated that these fig~es had 

been considered and approved by the COrOA 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 tra1ling, 

petitionerts manager testified that, 

"A great many members of the california Dump 
Truck Association who are engaged in • • • 
transportation • • • under Tariff 17 rates 
have discussed extensively the • • • depre­
ciation 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 universal 
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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 
f " o years. • • 

Petitioner's manager further stated that the carriers all depre­

ciate their vehicles over periods of about eight years or less. 

However. after consideration of the applicable factors which had 

come to his attention over a number of years, he had concluded 

that a service life of ten 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 Orange County and parts of Los Angeles, Riverside, 

San Bernardino, San Diego, Santa Barbara and Ventura Counties. 

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 a.rea within which the zone rates 

in Minimum Rate Tariff No. 17 apply, in practical effect it does 
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not include said area, insofar as the transportation of rock, sand 

and gravel on an hourly basis is concerned. 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

tions. n1C difference was a consideration in his co~utations of 

depreeiaticn expense which led to his selection of lesser vehicle 

service lives th~n those used in the development of th2 costs 

upon which the zone rates are based. This same eoncideration 

affected the valuations which he developed for the carriers' 

veh1cl~s. Moreover, his estimates of insurance expense were also 

affected. Since the data which were derived from the engineer's 

stud~es were developed primarily for transportation t~3t is per­

formed \tr.de= various cost factors which are diffe~~r.t t~"~ the 

corresponding cost factors applicable to the trsn~?orta:ion 

involved he-zein, it must be concluded that b~t little if a~y 

probative value, for the purposes of this matter, can be at:ached 

to the data taken from the engineer's studies. 

The opinion testimony by which petitioner undertook to 

relate the e~gineer's cost data more directly to the t=ans?ortation 

subject to the zone rates in Minimum Rate Tariff No. 17 m~~t 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 

testtmony 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 petitioner's manager presented as 

representing the opinions of various members of the COTOA con­

cerning vehicle valuations and vehicle service lives for depre­

ciation purposes also cannot b~ given much weight in the absence 

of testimony by the members involved. A fundamental 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 applicable 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 evide~ce which petitioner's general 

manager su~tted relative to the carrier's {nvas~ftf cD§t§ 
per vehicle also will not be accepced as a ba5~S for ~nerease$ 

in the rates in Minimum Rate Tariff No. 17. As stated above, 

pecieioncr's ~na8er took his figures for vehicle investment 

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 liyes would 

ordinarily evoke concomitant changes in the vehicle cost figures, 

-16-
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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 earlier years would be more than offset by increases 

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 r3tes in Minimum Rate Tariff No. 17 are 

based) increases in the rates should not be predicated on the 

increased 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 eosts, 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 service lives of 

ten years will not be adopted. A period of twelve years has been 

found heretofore to be a reasonable period for such equipment in 

connection with the zone rates in Minimuro Rate Tariff No. l7. 

Although it appears that various members of the CDTOA and peti­

tioner's manager are of the ~pinion that both powered equipment 

and trailing equipment should be depreciated on the same service 

lives~ the record does not show that the twelve-year period which 
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is reflected in the present rates is inconsistent with the car­

riers' ~ctual operating expe=ience. In the absence of further' 

information on this subject, the present twelve-year period 

should be retained. 

In vi~~ 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 shown to be 

justified, discussion of the further increases sought by the etA 

in said rates and charges is not necessary. We find that said 

further increases have not been justified. 

Based on the evidence of record we find t~~t the 

increases in the rates and charges in Minimum Rate Tariff No. 17 

which would be effected by the following order have been justified. 

We further find that as so increased the rates and charges in said 

tariff will constitute just, reasonable and nondi3crim i natory 

minimum rates and charges for the transportation to which they 

would apply. 

ORDER ... - - --
IT IS ORDERED that: 

1. Minimum Rate tariff No. 17 (Appendix B to Decision 

No. 69469, as amended) is fur't:her amend.ed 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 and. 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 FranclMo , California, this at,s;/ 
~y of ______ JA_N_U_AR_Y ____ ~ 

. , .. j) ~ ent 
\~~~. 
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I 

:TITtE ·lST 4-A 1ST 5-B-2 1ST 7-M-1 1ST 

li-l ORIGInAL 4-A-1 1ST 5-D 1ST 17-M-2 1ST 
ORIGINAL 4-A-2 1ST 5-D-1 1ST 8 ORIGINAL 

)1-2 ~1TH 4-B 1ST S-D-2 1ST 9 ORIGINAL 
1-2.1 ORIGINAL 4-B-l lST 5-:0-3 lST 10 ~ST 

)1-3 2ND 4-B-2 1ST ,-F lST 10-B lST 
11-3.1 ORIGINALl 4-CC 1ST 5-G 2ND lO-C 1ST 
1-4 1ST 4-CC-l 1ST 5-G-l ORIGINAL 10-E 1ST 
1-4.1 ORIGINAL 4-E 1ST $-G-2 ORIGINAL 10-G 1ST 
1-5 2ND 4-E-1 1ST 5-G-3 ORIGInAL 10-I 1ST 
1-6 2ND 4-E-2 1ST 5-G-4 ORIGINAL 10 .. J 1ST 
1-7 2ND 4-F 1ST ,-L 1ST lO-K 1ST 
11-8 1ST 4-F-1 1ST '-L .. l 1ST 10-L 1ST 
11-9 1ST 4-F-2 1ST ,-M 1ST 10 ... M 1ST 
\1-10 1ST 4-F-3 1ST ,-M-1 1ST 10-N ORIGINAL 
\1-11 ORIGINAL 4-G 1ST 5-0 1ST 10-N-1 ORIGINAL 
1-12 ORIGINAL 4-G-1 1ST 5-P 1ST 10-0 ORIG·INAL 
11-13 ORIGINAL 4-G-2 1ST 5-P-1 1ST 10-0-1 ORIGIl~AL· 

11 J:4 1ST 4-0-3 1ST 0 1ST 10-? ORIGIN.'\L 
I - • 

11-l; 2ND 4-HH 1ST o-F 1ST 10-P-1 ORIGINAL 
1-10 j62:ND 4-HH-l 1ST 6-G 1ST 11 l'S'1' 
1-17 ORIGIN.'\.L 4-I 1ST o-G-1 1ST 11-1 .1ST 
1-18 ORIGINAL 4-II 1ST 7 1ST 11-2 1ST 
1-19 ORIGINAL 4-II-1 1ST 7-A 1ST 12 ORIGINAL 
1-20 ORIGINAL 4-JA 1ST 7-A-1 1ST 13 ORIGINAL 
1-21 1ST 4-JJ 1ST 7-B 1ST 14 ORIGINAL 
2 :.lST 4-JJ-l 1ST 7-13-1 1ST 14-A ORIGINAL 
2-1 ORIGINAL 4-L 1ST 7-D 1ST 14-A-l oJ' ORIGINAL 
2-2 ORIGINAL 4-L-1 1ST 7-D-1 1ST 14-A-2 ORIGINAL 
2-3 ORIGINAL 4-L-2 1ST 7-E 1ST 14-B ORIGINAL 
2-4 ORIGINAL 4-M 1ST 7-E-1 1ST 14-B-1 ORIGINAL 
2-5 ORIGINAL 4-N-l 1ST 7-H 1ST 14-B-2 ORIGINAL 
2-6 ORIGINAL 4-l-1-2 1ST 7-H-l 1ST \ 14-C ORIGINAL 
2-7 ORIGINAL 4-M-3 1ST 7-H-2 1ST 14-C-l ORIGINAL 
2-8 ORIGINAL .5 : 'lST 7-1 1ST 14-C-2 ORIGII~AL 

2-9 ORIGINAL 5-A 1ST 7-I-1 1ST 14-CC ·ORIGINAL 
2-10 ORIGINAL 5-A-1 1ST 7-L 1ST 14-CC-J ORIGINAL! 
2-11 ORIGINAL 5-A-2 1ST 7-L-1 1ST 14-D ORIGINAL 

3 ,ORIGINALI .5-B 1ST 7-L-2 1ST 
4 1ST 5 .. B-1 1ST 'i'-M 1ST 

I 

(CONTniUED Oii OnIGINAL PAGE li2.1) 

EFFECTIVE M:'~RCH 11, 1967 ' 
I 

ISSUED BY THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE S~T.E OF CALIFORNIA~l 
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA. 

CORRECTION 259 '---------------.;--;:;------------_.--_ ... _------, 
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Case No. $!.U7 (Pet. 118)·::· 

MI~rIMJH RATE TARIFF 17 

Second Revised Page •• 1-16 
Cancell3 

~rst Revised Pngc •••• 1-16 

SECTION l--RULES Al{D REGULATIONS(Continued) Item 

DEtAY TIME 

I \fu.en, in connection with the trMsportatiorJ. of a shipment of asphaltic 
concrete, a carrier is delayed through no raul t of its own in the unloading 
0:£ s.'lid shi:p."nont, o.nd. whon the \lnloading time excQeds one hour, a charge at 
the rate of ~.8$ for each half hour. or fr~ction thoreof, of excess delay 310 
time shall be ~sscssed against the debtor. 

In computing unloading time 'Under this rule, said time shall com.''11ence 
when the carrier arr:i. ves at point of destination. 

RP.TE FOR DRY l'<UXTU'rtES OF RecK, SJu'ID, AND ORA VEL 
(I.ITH OR WITl-IOUT CJ.:lvlWT) IN BATCR8S 

Rates for the ~3nsportation of dr,y mixtures of two or more of the 
commodities listed in Item 60, in batches, shall be 15 cents per ton more 
t~ the rates otherwise provided in this tariff for the transportation 320 
of rock, sand ilrld gravel between tho same points. 

METHOD OF DE'IEEMINING 1:lErGRI: OF SHIPl'lEN'l: 

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

Otherwise, charges for commodities listed in: 

a. I terns 60 and 70 shall be computed upon the basis of 2,800 pound:: 340 
per cubic yard when loaded in dump truck equipment. 

b. Item 6, shall be computed on the b~sis of 3,200 pounds per cubiC 
yard when loaded in dump truck equipment. 

HINIMUM CHARCE 

The miniln\U!l. eh~ge per shipment shall be the charge for: 

Oa. 14 tons at the applicable rate for commodities dezcribed in 
Item 60. 

b. 12 ton~ at the applic~ble rate for commodities described in 
Items 6$ ~d 70. (See Exception) ~360 

EXCEPTION: \'Il'len ~ shipment of asphaltic concrete or cold road 
oil mixture (:uso cold liquid asphalt in containers) is transported 
in a two-axle dump trucl~. and when the .freight bill is so noted and 
the truck is identified on the freight bill, the minimum ch~ge tor 
the transportation of the shipment shall be the charge for transporting 
8 tons at the applicable r~te. 

UNIT S OF !V~SURi::Mi::NT TO BE OBSERVED / 

I Rates or accessorial char~es shall not be quoted or assessed by car- 38 
I riers based upon a unit of measurement different from that in irlhich the 0 

minimum rates and charges in this turiff are stated. 

p Change ) 3 o Increase ) Decision No. 7195 

EFFECTIVE MARCH 11, 1967 

Issued by the PUblic Utili ties Commission of the State of California, 

Correction 260 San Francisco, California. 
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