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OPINION ON FURl'HER HEARING 

In this proceeding California Trucking Association (CIA) 

seeks an investigation of the rates, rules and cbarges set forth in 

Minimulll Rate Tariff No. 10 (MItT 10) for the transportation of cement 

in ttuckload lots. By Decisi.ou No. 70028, dated November 30, 1965·, 

the COmmission established, as an in~eritll increase, a surcharge of 

one cent per 100 pounds in the rates in MRT lO. Said interim. 

itl~ease is currently scheduled' to expire July 31t 1968,. 

FollOwing public hearing and the introduction. of evider.ee 

by tbe Commission staff and eTA,. the Commission,. on May 31> 1967, 

issued Decisioll, No. 72503):.1 Said decision adopted the proposals 

1/ A full discussion of the evidence' and argument adduced in the 
or1g1%1al bearings OD March 21 and· 22, 19f>7 is set forth in 
Decision No .. 72503. '. 

-1-



C. 5440~ Pet. 26 bem 

presented by C~'s Director of its Division o.f Transportation 

Econo.mics made on behalf of that organization and cement producers 

other tban Mo'DOlitb Portland Cement Co. (Monolith), Nevada Cement 

Co.. (Ne?'ada Cement) and Southwestern Portland' Cement Co. (Soutb

west:ern). the latter pro.Posals (industry proposals) resulted in 

rate levels higber than t:bo.se proposer\: by the Commission staff. The 

industry proposals also related to adoption of Distance,Table 6, 

and to cbanges in the exception mileages contained 1nMRT 10. 

Monolith opposed the indust=y proposals, but did not o·ffer 'any 
, I 

evidence. 

By DeciSion No.. 72816, dated July 25, 1967 ~the Commission 

denied Monolith ~ s petitioD for rehearing of Decision No-. 72503', but 

reopened tbe proceeding for the receipt of further evidence with 

respect to costs atld other rllte-m:;.king fa.ctors, particularly such 

additional justification as. may be relied upon to, support the 

nineustry proposal" made on behalf of eTA and designat.ed, cement 

prO<!ucers. Decision No. 7281& also suspended. the rates established' 

by Decision No. 72503. 

Further bea:ring was held on October 23 and 24, 1967, 

before Examiner 11allory at San Francisco, and the reopened proceed

ing was submitted subject to the filing of concurrent briefs or 
2/ 

elosi'Og statements on or before November 10, 1967 .. - A request 

for a proposed report was filed by Monolith. Ibe COmmi.ssion 

concludes tbat a, pro~sed report would serve no useful purpose and 

that sucb request should be denied. ' 

II Closing statements or briefs were filed ~y CTA, Calaveras 
Cemen~> Paeific C~cnt &- Asgreg.s.tes, !<aiser Cement & GYRsum, 
and Ideal Cetnent, in support of the so-called "industry I 

proposal. '!'be statement filed by Mono.lith opposes any ,change" 
except for the adoption of DT6 and revised' m:lleage exceptions 
thereto. The staff's clOSing sta:=ement requests adoption 0·£ 
its proposals. 
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In tbe reopened proceeding evidence was presented by the 

Cotm:c.1ssion staff and- by representative,s. O'f eTA, Monolith and:' 

Southwestern. 

A staff transpo:tation engineer presented Exhibit 6 which 

u?-dated his cO'st study (Exhibit 1) received in the original phase 

of this proceeding,. to reflect (1) estimated labor costs as of 

October 1, 1967, (2) known cbru:ges in. taxes, (3) the effect of 

Distance Table 6, (4) t:be increase in the maximum speed of veh1cle$. 

to 55 miles per hour (from 50 miles per hour), (5) acorreetion in 

the calculation of line-haul use hours for gravity hopper end flat 

bed equipment, and (6) related increases in the l~bor Portion of 

indirect expenses. All otber cost and performance factO'rs remain 

uncha.nged from his original report. Ch8%lges other thantbe cb8Jlge 

in maximum speed resulted in increases in costs.. !be overall effec t 

of the revised costs is increases on the' order of 3.0 to 5-.1 percent· 

in total costs. 

A staff ttansportatio'D rate expert presented in evidence 

a stucy coneaining revised proposed rates, charges and rules. 

reflecting the increased estimated costs of operation furnished by 

the staff engineer. The current rate proposal is designed to. 

provide overall cost-rate relationships as follows: bulk. cement, 

Southern Territory, 94 perce'Ot;: bulk cement, Northern Territory, 

95.7 percent; sacked ecm....~t, Southern Territo::'Y, 95.8 percent; 

sacked cement, Norebern Territory, 97.9 perc.ent.. the witness 

testified that the increased revenue from his eur:e~t rate scales 

would exceed revenues from originel proposals by the fo-llo .... 1ing 

aIIlOutltS: bulk cement,. Southern Ter:itory, 3.0 percent;. bulk cement, 

Northern Territory, 4.3 percent; sacked cement, Southern Territory~ 

5.7 percent; sacked cement,. Northern Territory,. 4 .. 5 percent. The 
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wieness indicated that tbe staff bad no objection to the induscry 

proposals concerning tbe exeeption mileages provisions in Southern 

Territory~ as such mileages were developed for Di.stance Table 6-

(DT6) in tbe same relationshIp as the current exception mileages 

bear to the mileages on Distarlce Table No .. S. (DTS). the wieness 

stated the staff bas DO basis for evaluating the exception mileages 

in Northern Territory. This wit1less also stated that be made 'DO> 

separate evaluation of the effect of the proposed cbange fro.mDTS . 

to Dt6., as the effect of such change was cOfls!derecl1n the staff 

cost study. 

Tbe Director of eTA's Division of Transportation Economics 

testified further in support of tbe industry proposal. He presented 

in evidetlce combinecl prof! t and 10 S8 statements of carriers engagecl 

in cement transportation for the years 1964, 1965, 1966, and for 

the first half of 1967. The witness- indicated that the tabulation 

shown in his Exhibit 10 for carriers· receiving fifty percent or 

trIOre of tbeir gross operating revenues from- operations subject to 

MR.T 10 is the trIOst representative for the purposes of this. pr~ceed-

1ng. This tabulat1on~ "&bowing the combined state'Ole'Ots of 1& 

carr'1ers~ is set forth be-low. 
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1964 -
R.evenue 
Expenses 
Operat1.ns Ratio 

1965: 

R.evenue 
Expenses 
Operating Ratio 

1966 -
Revenue 
Expenses 
Operating Ratio 

1967 (1st Half) 

Revenue 
Expenses 
Operating Ratio 

Table I 

SUMMAR.Y OF ? & L STAtEMENl'S 
1964-67 

CAR. R I ERG R OU "i>. -- - ---. --- - ~...... _ .... ~ ..-. .-
$ 5,987~.478 . 

S, 680,7.28> * 
'96 .. 1~ .' 

$, S, 790 ,6-71." 
5,615,397' * 

'98:.41 •. 

* Calculation 1'Dcludes provisions for Owner ' s Salary. 
, . 

The wi't'Dess asserted tbat,based upon the figures, shown above and 

bis knowledge of the operating results of other eeme'Dt common 

or contract carriers, sucb carriers as a group have suffered 

deterioration in the margi'D between revenues and expenses and 

a:re currently operating at a loss. !be witness did not present, 

any proj ectio'O to show carriers f revenues and expenses for .a.xlY 

future period under present or proposed rate levels. The wltness 

indicated that Nevada Cement joined in the industry proposal. 

!'be general traffic manager of Southwestern testified 

in opposition to the industty rate proposals. He stntcd that his 

company does not believe any cbanges are required in the cement 

tariff) but if the COmm1ssion finds increases are necessary, it 
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should adopt the Commission staff reeotmnendations. As a basis for 

bis position, the witness indicated that there are too maDY carriers 

providing service from Soutbwestern t s cement facilities; tbat the 

large number of carriers createineff1ciencies for Southwestern's 

mill loadiDg operations, as well as dilute the traffic; and that sr. 

increase in rates would encourage transportation by mo're carriers' , 

who are affiliated with tbe purchaser of cement. The witness also 

opposed the ina:ease in the number of mileage blocks for ,Northern 

'rerritoxy as set forth in the industry propo'sal. He stated tbat' 

Southwestern's marketing area is confined to Southern Territory. 

Southwestern supports tbe exception mileage provisions, which also 

are a part of the industry proposal. 

Tbe assistaIlt traffic manager for Monolith also testified 

in opposition to the industry rate proposal. The witness introduced 

eight exhibits in evidence. These exhibits were designed to· show 

that the amount of cement available'for transportation is constantly 

inC%'easing; that the transportation of cement is perfortned pre

dominaIltly by for-hire trucks; tbat the total number of c'emeat 

haulers transporting cement from Monolith's plant bas increased; .snd 

that the bulk of for-hire carrier cement hauling, revenues is 

concentra.ted in a few large common carriers. the witness also 

presented a tabulation of profit and loss statements for the year 

1966 of a different group of cement carriers from those used in 

Table I~ to show that cement carriers as a group' are not incurring., 

the revenue deficienCies alleged by the industry witness. Monolith's 

analysis shows a composite operating ratio for twenty carriers 0'£ ' 

92.5 percent after adjustment for owners' salaries andbe£or,e i~come 

taxes. This tabulation includes six carriers ,which earned less than 

50 percent of their gross revenues from cement. The witness stated' 
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that bis company did not agree to proposed cbanges in the except:£,o,n" 

mileages in Southern Territory. No reason· for Monolith IS 'opposition' 

to sucb mileages was advanced by this witness. 

Discussion 

In adopting the industry proposal, the following language" 

appears in Decision No. 72503-: 

"!he Commission heretofore has stated that con
siderations otber than those specifically set 
forth in Section 3662 may be givetl weight in 
cbe estab-lishtllent or revision of minimum rates 
for highway car%iers. In proceedings of this 
type) the Commission measures the value o,f the 
transportation serJice to tbe shipper and the 
adequacy of the proposed rates to return II 
reasonable compensation to the carriers for such 
transportation service.. The industry proposal 
herein, developed through negotiation, should 
strike a balance between the sbipper's ability 
to pay for tbe transportation services and tbe 
carriers' overall revenue needs. Therefore, the 
industry proposal should be given weight in 
reaching a determination concerning the aspects 
of tbe value of the transportation service to 
shippers and reasonable return to carriers. 
The i~dustry proposal also takes into consideration 
recent changes in economic conditions. It reflects 
at least two considerations not brought to bear 
in the staff proposals: a reduction in carriers I /0' 
revenues resulting from changes in, constructive , 
tUileages through the supersedure of Distance 'I'a.1>le 
No. S by D1scance Table 6, and an increase in 
costs brought about: by higber wage cos-ts agreed' 
to in tbe new wage contracts. rt 

Other than cbanges in economic conditions, the considera

tions stated above have been measured in the staff exhibits 

presented in the current phase of this proceeding.. '!'be staff 

cost s'tudy bas been adjusted to reflect wages as- of October·1, 1967. 

Also line-haul costs were revised~ to, reflect the lower ratio of 

constructive miles to aetualmiles resulting from the proposed 

cbange from DT~ to DT6 •. 
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It is clear from theev1denee adduced' that Adjustments 

of the present rate scales (including the surcharge) are necessary. 

It is also clear that rates on the level set forth in the-industry 

proposal, wbile agreed to by tbe trucking industry and a majority, 
• >I • ~ 

of the eemeot mills may, in some insta1lce's, exceedreasona.~le 

minimum rates. 

A comparison of the present mile'age rates (including 

surcbarge) with rates contained in the industry proposal ado'pted 

in Decision No. 72503, and' with rates propo;sed by the staffin~the 

current pbas~ of this proceeding are set forth in Appendix, A bereto-. 

As may be seeD from that comp8%'ison, the rates currentlypropo:sed': 
, ' 

by the staff for bulk cement in Southern Territory are lesstban' 

present rates (including surcharge) for distances of 80 miles or 

less; and exceed present rates over that distance. The bulk eeUlent 
. ' . ' . 

rates for SoutberD Territory in the industry proposal exceed,pres'ent, 

rates. The industry proposal exceeds the curret'lt staffprop<>sa-l for 

clistance~ of 130 u:d.les or less; for distances in excess of 130 mile's 

the industry proposal is the same or less than, tbe staff' proposal'. " 

For bulk cement in Northern Territory, 'both tbe industry aoer st~f£ , 

proposals exceed present rates (including surcharge);. the' industry 

proposal exceeds tbe staff proposal for distances· of 180 construc

tive 1XI11es or less, and is less thao the staff proposal for 

distances in excess of 180 constructive miles. 

In arriving at their rate proposals t bo,th the industry and 

staff witnesses testified that they gave consideration to· existing 

rate levels; the location of cement mills, and compet1tionbetween 

mills in the marketing, of cement in the major metropolitan. areas . 
of tbe State; the interrelationsbips of the, Southern' 'and, Northern' 

Territory rate scales with respect to transportati.on fro~ m!11s 
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loca~ed,near tbe dividing line between territories;, and the effect" 

of the cbangeover from DTS to DT6. The- staff witness apparently 

gave much weigbt: to- tbe staff's estima.ted 'costs of service.. Tbe' 
" 

witness presenting tbe industry proposal stated' in, tbe original 

bearing that little weight was given to costs, but that factors 

not considered in the staff cost study were evaluated'. This. testi

U'lOny was %lOt: changed in the reopened' proceeding, 8.1 though 1%IO:stO'£ 
. ' 

the factors whicb assertedly were not considered in the original 

seaff cc>st study were explored in the revised cost study~ 

The witness testifying to· the industry proposal and 
, , 

Monolith's witness preSe'Oted aDalyses of operating revenues" 

expenses.and operating ratios on a composite basis for ,different 

groups of carriers. The resulting composite operating ratio,s £c>r 

the year 1966 are quite different. As sbown in Table I, the 

cOmpC>s1te operatiIlg ratio for the 18" carriers usedeberein was 

97.3 percent. As reflected in Monoli~h' s Exhibit: 17,. the compc>site 

operating ratio for the 20 carriers wbose results are- set forth 

t;bereill was 92.5 percent (after adjustmen~ for owners' salaries). 

The industry witness attempted (in Table I) to show only the' 

opcra1:ing results for carriers who obtained 50' percent or more of 

,their 1:otal operatiXlg reve1lues from cem.erlt.;.2;/ Six' 0.£ the carriers 

included in Monolith 1 $ Exhibit 17 obtained less than 50 percent 

of their gross revenues from cement. 

Appendix :s shows the 1966 operating resul ~s for all of 

the carriers included in Exhibit 10 (CTA) and Exhibit 17 (Monolitb),' 

11 Two of said carriers (Adams Trucking Co-. and Marie E. Kenyon) , 
bave cement revenues for 1966 fall:lilg jus~ below the SO. 
percent mark. 
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~hicb obtained 50 percent or more of their operating revenues from 

MRT 10 as reflected in their annual reports to the Cotmnission. For 

the 26 carriers sbown in Appendix 1), tbe composite operating raei(> 

(before taxes) is 95.8 percent. This composite operating ratio" 

whicb is based on antlual report statements without adjustment except 

for owner I s salary, appears to more fairly represent the financial 

results of operations of carriers predominantly engaged in the 

transportation of cement than the figures shown in, e1tberExbibit 

10 or Exhibit 17, as it,covers a greater number (>f carriers 'tb~ 

either exhibit and it is restricted. to carriers that' ob·tained not 
4/ 

less tban 50 percent of their revenues from cement ... - !he compo'site 

operating ratio sbown in Appetldix B does not indicate that· cement 

carriers as a gtoup are itl dire financial straits. While it ,does 

i:ldicate that such carriers are operating near the upper limi to£ ' 

the range of reasonable operating ratios for ~tor carriers, no 

firm conelusion can be made in this regard without' a review arid 

cmalysis of tbe propriety of the recorded expenses.2./ 

Neither tbe proponents of the industry proposal nor " 

protestants furnished any estimate of the overall effect of the 

iDdusttj' proposal on carriers I revenues. The staff hasindic:atcd 

f:./ The operating resul ts of carriers shown in Appendix'S," while 
informative, do not provide any basis for specific adjustmen~s 
in minimutll rate levels. (Oilfield Ha.ulers Conference, 63· Cal. 
P.u.c. 416, 421.) 

'}./ It should be noted that the financia.l results 0'£ operations 
for 1966 shown on Appendix B do not reflect increased ca:-rier 
wages and payroll taxes, among other :Lncreased expenses) 
incuned by carriers in 19.67; 8lld which sre- a matter 0'£ 
record herein. It does not appear that a composite opera.ting 
ratio as favorab-le as shown in Appendix B can be obtained 
under present rates atld current operating eond1tions •. 
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the estimated. effect of its proposal for each of the separate 
, \.' 

mileage rate scales by tbe means of cost-rate relationships 

develo~d througb ft-eigbt bill analyses. The. mileage rate scales· 

proposed by the staff provide cost-rate relationships ranging from 

94 to 97 .. 9 percent. l-3b:tle the Commission has adopted various .. 

cost-rate relationsbips in' establishing or revising minimum rates~ 

it generally bas considered cost-rate relationships o·f 90 to 9'S. 

percent before income taxes to be reasonable in general rate pro, .. 
6/ . 

ceedings.- A provision for adequate net revenues to carriers 

before income taxes should be provided herein for the reason that 

cement minimutn rates have not been adjusted as frequently as· o,ther 

minimum rate scales, and cement rates tend' to remain in 'effe~t for 

10'0ger periods in face of increases in taxes and labor' cO:sts.. !be 

reeo-rd shows that the labor co'sts reflected in the staff C()st 

exbibit for Northern Territory'may be lower than those' whieh 

aetually will be incurred' by carriers because labor negotiations 

are still in progress.. Thus, it appears, and we find,. that some.what 

bigber rates for critical distances tban those proposed by the 

staff are necessary to prov1dean adequate margin of profit :Cn an 

inflationary economy. 

The staff and industry proposals also evaluate differently. 

the effect of tbe eba:cgeover from. DIS to DT6. The sta.ff· and 

industty witnesses both agree that the net effect is: 8, reduction in 

6/ Re Minimum Rate Tariff No. IS,· 63C.P.U.C. 282, 283; Re 
-- Minimum Rate Tariff No. II-A, Decision No .. 73220" datCcI' 

October 24, 1967, in Case No. 5603, Pet .. 40; Re Minimum 
Rate Tariff No.7, Decision No .. 72733, dated July 11, 1967, 
in Case No. 5437, Pets. 144 and 145; Re Minimum Ra.te Tariff 
No. 17, 64 C.P.U.C. 30, 43. Monolith coneends that minitllU"Cl 
rates should be set at the direct or out-of-pocket costs, 
witbout provision for prof1t~ citing Southern Pacific Co-. 
v. Railroad CommiSSion, 13 Cal.2d' 89. This argument Is: 
patently erroneous. . 
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mileages. l'be industty witness determined the reductions to result 

in a decrease of approximately three percent of gross revenues. 

!be staff cost witness determined tbat an- increase in line-haul 

costs in his study of three percent would properly reflect· the 

cba1lge in Distance Tables. As line-haul costs. are but a small 

percent of total costs, the net effect on to-tal costs of the-increase 

in line-baul costs is ~:lmal. Comparisons set forth ·in the staff 

rate study of present: bulk cetnent rates based on :DTS mileages and. 

proposed rates based on D'!6 mileages from cement mills to' typical. 

destinations in Soutbern 'territory (Table S of Exhibit 9) . show that 

for 27 of the 72 examples mileages will be reduced, and for 21 of 

said 27 examples, the proposed bulk ce~ent rates also would be 

reduced from current levels. It appears from these examples that 

the effect of the changeover from DT5- to D'!6 is no t fully reflected 

in the staff proposals,. and that some additional adjustment intbc 

rate levels proposed by the staff is necessary to adequatel~' com

pensate for inileage reduc'tions to princi.pal markets in the cbangeover 

from DTS to DT6. 

Monolith and Soutbwestern presented evidence to show that 

the lluUlber of for-hire carriers bauling. cement from tbe!r tn!lls has 

increased over the years, and tbis is a direct result of increased· 

operations by carriers affiliated with receivers of cement .. 

M01lolitb and Southwestern urge that operations 0'£ affiliated 

carriers should be disco~raged as they take business away fro~ 

nonaffiliated for-hire carriers and because the mi.lls are required . 

to provide additional facilities to accommodate the greater number 

of ~arr1ers. MOnolith and Southwestern contend that present cement 

rates ~e too high because tbey permit increa.sing operations by 

affiliated carriers, and that any further rate increases will:; 

.. l2 .. 
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et:lcourage more competition by aff!liatedearriers~ No- eO'ns:l.deration 

Call be given to this position.. The regulatory system.admi-nistered 

by this Co1IlllUssion does not contemplate that the Commission allocate 

available traffic between types or classes of for-hire carrier.sin 

establishing minimum :ates, or by any other me8%ls. 

Although Monolith did not join in the industry agreement 

as to exception ~leages, it does not challenge the exception 

mileages.II !be witness presenting the industry proposals and the 

staff indicated that exception mileages for Southern Terr:ttory were 

developed in a maoner consistent with the mileages now in the tariff. 

Sucb lIlileages' sbould be adopted.. AlSo., the Northern Te-rr!tory 

exceptioo mileages appear to be designed to equalize competition 

between CerIl.eot mills in Northern Territory and are supported- by . 

those mills. While suc~ excel>tion mileages were not developed on 

a formula basis, as in Southern Territory, they appear appropriate 

and should be adopted. The only opposition to the increase' 10 tbe 

oumber of mileage brackets for Northera Terri tory was from' a cement 

toill which is located in and markets primarily in Southern· Territory. 

The evidence supports the grantlng of this proposal and it should· 

be adopted. No one opposed the sta.ff proposals relating. to' 

accessorial charges and rule changes,. except that the industry 

witness, requested that the cbargefor returned pallets in Northern 

Terrieory not be escab11sbed at this t:1me pending' f,,\rther st>.ldy by 

CTA's carrier-shipper conference. Tbe la1:ter request appears 

reasotlsble. The staff proposals with respect to' changes in 

accessorial cbarges and 10 rules, except as to cbarges for ;;:allets,

axe justified and should be adopt:ed. 

21 In its closing br1ef~ Monolith sta.te·s that it has no o·l>j,ection 
to cbanges in constructive mileages in the industry propo~sal .. 
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Findings and Conclusions 

'Ibe evidenee presented in both pbases of -this 'proceeding 

by all the parties has been evaluated and the arguments of the. 

parties have been carefully considered.!! Based thereon,. the 

Commission finds as follows: 

1. The revised staffeos,tstudy presented in this proceedl.ng.. 

contains,. witb1tl acceptable limits,:of accurncy, tbe reasona.ble 

costs for tbe tratl.sportation of Portland· cement and other commod;-' 

1t:ies eovered in MRT 10 in truckload lets between po·in.ts in 

California for the period represen.tee itl the study. Said s1:Udy 

reflects physical operations of carriers for a. peri0·d ending in the' 

sprillg of 1966~ atld labor, costs and taxes as of October· 1,. 196·7. 

2. Cement carrier and cemetlt contract carrier operations. a:e 

conducted in a similar tXl3.Ilner and the eo·st estimates developed for 

ebis proeeeding, reflect the operations. of both such classes of 

carriers. 

3. In establishing or approving seales 0:£ minimum rat'es!t> 

this proceeding,. consideration must be given to the rate ... making 

elements set out in Section 3662 of the Public Utilities Co:de and, 

in addition thereto, consideration should be given to the 'value of 

the ttansporta:tion service to sbippers,. to the m.!!':'keting.. practices 

of eemetlt: producers, and to the revenue- needs of carriers~ 

4.. !be Comz:nission bas adopted, effective July 1, 1967,. 

Distallce Tab-le e (D1'6) to replace Diseatlce Table No ~ 5 (DIS) as . 

the pUD11cation containing constructive mil~ages for use in connec

tion with the detero:d.nation of milenge rates in minitrlum rate 

eariffs issued by the CotmnissioTl. Chatlgesin D'I6, and:D'IS w:C.'!. 

result~ overall, in a reduct:ionin revenues to carriers ol cement •. 

§./ Evidence 'Cot discussed herein is fully discussed 1n~.Deeision 
No. 725{)3. 
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5. Rate proposals were submitted iD this proceeding (a) by' 

the Co'l'Ilmission staff and (b) jOi'Otly 00 behalf of petitio,ner and 

eight cement producers (industry proposal). 

6. The portion of the iDclustry proposal :relat.ing to the 

adoption of D'I6~ lnileage exceptions thereto, and the greater numb~r, 

of mileage brackets for Nort:bern Territory rate scales will result. 

in just:. reasonable sncl nondiserimi:oatory provisions to govern the 

application of cement rate's, in Mixlimum Rate Tariff No. 10 (MR'! 10)" 

and should be adopted. 

7.. !be industry proposaltbat rates 00 bulk an'd packaged 

cement should be on tb~ same level for disecces of over 300 

constructive miles will result in just, reasonable anclnond:t,seritni

Datory rates and cbarges for such lengths of haul" and should be 

adopted .. 

8. Tbe staff proposals relating to "pallets" andltpalletized 

shipment" definitions (Item No. 10), 'CIlixed shipments of cemen,t and 

other cotm:rlO<iities (Item No. 40), accessorial charges (Item No. 100), 

splie delivery (Item No. 130), and alternative app1ic8:eion of cotamon 

carrier rates (Item No. 160), will result in just, reasODable' and 

nondiscriminatory cbarges lJl:ld rules to- govern the application of· 

MRt lO and should be adopted. 

9. The staff proposal concerning' the addition of Item No'. 175 

relatiDg to tbe transportation of empty pallets should be given 

furtber study as recommended iD ebe industry proposal, and should 

Dot be adopted at tbis time. 

10. The general level of mileage rates in MRT 10 requires 

adjustment toreflece curreDt traDsportation cond:ttions and,factors 

outlined in the preceding narrative discussion, and the mileage' 

seales of rates set foreb in the tariff pages attached hereto, will 
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result: in just, reasonable and nondiscriminatory minimum rates for' 

carriers subject to t-lR.T 10 and should be adopted.. Said rates take 

into consideration the rate-making factors described in' finding, 3 

bereof, the effect of the adoptioll of DT6, and- the rate- propO'sals 

descri~ in finding 5. 

11. To tbe extet1t that increases in rntes are involved in the 

adoption of the rate levels described in' finding 10 hereof, such 

increases are justified. 

12. 'Io tbe exteat that the ro.tes, rules and ebarges set forth 

in :MR.T 10 have been found heretofore to, constitute reasonal>le 

minimum rates and cbarges for common carriers a's defined',in the 

Public Utilities Act, said provisions as hereinafter adjusted, arc-; 

and will l>e, reasonable minimum rates for said' common carriers.. To. 

the extent that the ex:tstiDg. rates and cbarges of said common 

ea:.rrie-rs for tbe transportation involved are less in- volume or 

effec't 'than the minimum rates and cbarges here:Lnbefore,des1gnated 
, , 

as reasonable for said carriers, ,to that same exten t the rates and 

charges of said carriers are hereby found to bet now and for the 

future t unreasonabl:e t insufficient and not justified by the actual 

competitive rates of competing carriers or by the eo'sts· c>f other 

means of transporat:lon. 

!be CotclXlission concludes that Mini'tllu:1ll Rate Tariff No,. 10 

should be 81Xlended in accordance with the above findings; that to 

the extent Dot granted herein Petition No.. 26 should be denied:; 
, I 

tbat the rectuestfor a proposed report should be denied; and that 

the follOwing order should be issued, to accomplish tbeeonelusions 

expressed herein. 

-16-· 
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ORDER 
--..- ...... --

IT IS ORDERED that: 

1. Minimum Rate Tariff No. 10 (Appendix A of Decision 

No. 44633, as amended)' is further amended by incorporating therein, 

to become effective March 1, 1968:, the revised pages and supplemen·t 

set forth in Appendix C, attached bereto and: by tbis reference made 

a part hereof. 

2.. Tariff publications required to be made' by cOtllUlOn carriers 

as a result of the order herein shall be filed not earlier. than the 

effective date of tbis order and may be made effective not earlier 

than the tenth day after the effective date of this order on not less 

than ten days t notice to the Commission and to the' public and .sucb· 

tariff publications shall be made effective not later'than March 1, 

1968;., -and tbe tariff publications which are. authorized bu·tnot 

:required to be made by common carriers as a result 0-£ the order 

berei'O may be made effective not· earlier than the. tenth day after 

the effective date of tbis order, and may be made effective on: not 

less tba:o ten days t Dotice to the Commission and to the pu1>lic if 

filed noe later than sixty days after the effective date of. the 

minimum. rate tariff ,ages incorporated in this order. 

3.. Common earrie:s~ in establishing. and maintaining- the 

rates autborized hereinabove, are hereby authorized to- depart from 

the p:ovisions of Section 460 of the Public Utilities Code to the 

extent necessary to adjust long- and short-baul departures now 

1ll3.l.ntai'Oed under outstanding authorizations.; such outstanding. 

au'tborizatio:ls are hereby modified only to the extent necessary 

to comply with this order; and sebedules containing the rates, 

published under tbis authority sball make reference to' the p~ior 

orders authorizing long- and shore-haul departures and to· this'" 

order. 
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4. In all other respec:ts the aforesaid DeC:'isionNo. 44633:, 

as amended, shall remain in full force and" effect. 

S. The request of Monolith Por~land Cement Co •. for· a proposed 

report is det11ed .. 

6. In all other respects Petition ,NO'. 2& 1'0 th1sproeeea1ng'· '. 

is denied .. 

Tbe effeceive date of this order shall betwen,ty";five " 
" ' 

days aft.er the elate hereof .. 

Dated at ______________ ~ California, this 

q~ day of , 196.i .. 
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MILES 
BUt 

Over Not Over -
o 3 
3 5 
5 10 

10 15 
15 20 

20 
25 
30 
35 
40 

4S 
50 
55 

.. ' 60 
",' 65: 

70 
,75 
80 
85 
90 

95-
100 
105 
110 
115 

120 
12S 
130 
135 
140 

145 
150 
160 
170 
180 

190 
200 
210 
220 
230 

25 
30 
35 
40 
45 

50 
55 
60 
65 
70 

75 
80 
85 
90 
95 

100 
105 
110 
115 . 
120 

l2S. 
130 
135 
140 
145 

150 
160 
170 
180 
190 

200 
210 
220 
230 
240 

APPENDIX A 
Page. 1 of 6 

COMPARISONS OF RATES 

ITEM NO. 205 
NOR.THERN TERRI:J:ORY RATES 

BULK CEMENT 

Present 
Rates 

6 
6 
6 1/2 
7 
7 1/2 

8 
8 lIZ 
9 ' 
9 1/2 

10 

10 1/2' 
12 
12 
13 
13 

14 
14 
14 1/2 
14 1/2 
15 3/4 

15 3/4 
17 
17 
lS. 
18 

19 1/2 
19 1/2 , 
20 3/4 
20 3/4 
22 

22 
23 1/4 
24 1/4 
25 1/2 
26 1/4 

27 1/2 
29' 
29' 
31 1/2 
31 1/2 

Staff 
Proposed, 
Rates 

S 
5 1/4 
5 1/2" 
6, 1/2 
7 

7 1/2 8 ' 
8 1/2 
9,' 
9' 1/2 

10 1/2 
12, 
12 
13 
13 

13- 3/4 
13 3"/4 
14 3/4 
14.3/4 
161/4 

16 1/4' 
17 1/2 
17 1/2 
18 3/4 
18 3.J4· 

20 1/4 
20 1/4 
21 1/2 
21 1/2 
22 3.J4 

22 :>/4 
241/4 
251/4, 
26 1/2 
27 1/2 

28: 1/2 
30 
30 
32 1/2 
32 lIz 

(Continued) 

Industry 
Proposed 
Rates & 
D.72503: ' 

, ,.j, 

"6'" ", 
61: 3/4,' 

'7.1/Z" 
0" 

8::il/2~, 
.;? 

9"~ 
9<:1/2 

10, 
10'/1/2 
11 

11'1/Z 
12 1/4' 
12:3/4, ", 
13, 1/4' 
14' ' 

.', 

14 1/2 ': 
1'>' 
15'3/4 
16, 1/4 ' 
17 

17' 1/2 
18: 1/4 
19:,' 
19 1/2 . 
20 

2'0 l/Z' 
21 
21 112 
221/4 
22 '3/4, 

23 1/4 
24 1/4 
2'> 1/4 
26 1/4 
271/4 

28'1/4 
29'1/4 
30 1/4 
311/4 
32' 1/4" 

Adopted " 
Rates" ' .......... ----~, 
s.l/2/~ ,:. ." 
6.' " , 

, 6,1/t 
7 ' 
7 1/2::" 

s. ' .' 
.81/2" 
9' " 
9'~'1/2:· ' 

10,J1 / 4 ::'" 

10,3/4', 
111/4 
113/4 IS: ' 

,13·1/2. 

'14 
14, lIZ; 
15 
151/2: . 
16 1,/4' ',' 

17 
17.1/2 ' 
18: 
lS:1/2: . 
l~r, 

20"'11~ 
21. 
21"1/2' 
22 1/4, 
22, 3./4 ' ., 

:11' ; 

23.' 1/4' 
Z4.1/4~ 
25' 1/4 
261/4 
27 '1/4 

28': 1/4,' 
29;1/4 " 
30'1/4 ' 
31114, 
32 1/4 
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gut 
Over Not Over 

240 
250 
260 
270· 
280 

290 
300 

250 
260 
270 
280 
290 

300 

APPENDIX A 
Page 2 of 6 

COMPARISONS OF RATES 

ITEM NO. 205 
NORTHERN TERRITORY RATES 

BUI.K CEMENT 

Present 
ltates 

34 
34 
36 1/2 
36· 1/2 
39 

{Co'O tinued) 

Staff 
?roposed' 
Rates 

35 
3S ' 
37 1/2 
37 1/2 
40 

Industry' ' 
Propo-sed, 
Rates &' Adopted 
D. 72503. Rates 

33· 1/4 33· 1/4 
34· 1/4' 34 1/4 ,,' 
35' 1/4: ' " 3> 1/4, 
36: 1/4"" 36'·1/4 
37 3/4, 3.71/4' 

39 40 . 38: 1{4·38 :1/4' 
(Rates over 300 miles - See Item No •.. 215) 

. -' ,~'. , . 
".\ . 

" ..... 
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APPENDIX A 
Page 3 of 6 

COMPARISONS OF RATES 
ITEM NO. 20S 

NOR.THERN TERRITOR.Y RATES 
SACKED CEMENT 

MILES Staff ~ndust~ ropose 
!ut Present Proposed Rates & Adopted 

Over Not Over Rates Rates D. '72503- Rates -
0 3 7 7 1/4 7 1/2 , 7 '1/4,'" 
:3 5 7 7 1/2' 8 1/4 7 3/4-' 
5 10 7 1/2 8 9' 81/4-

10 15 8 81/2 9,1./2', 9~ " 
15 20 8 1/2' 9 10" "9 1/2"-

", 

20 25 9 9 1/2 10 1/2 10" - ,-

25 30 9 1/2 10 11 10"1/2'-
30 35 10 10, 1/2 ' 11 1/2 11-·-
35 40 10 1/2 11 12 11 1/2: 
40 45 11 11 1/2- 12,1/2; 12 
45 50 11 1/2 1f 13 121/Z 
50 .55 13 13 1/2 13 3/4 13 1/2 
55 60 13 13 1/2 14 -1/4 14 ' ' 
60 65- 14, 14 lit 14 3/4 141./2", 
65 70 14 14 1/2 ls-l/Z 1$ , -

70 75- IS 15 1/2 16, 1S. 1/2-
75 80 15- 15- 1/2 16 1/2 ' 16 1/4 
80 85' 16 16 1/2 It 1/4- 163/4" 
85 90 16 16 1/2- 11' 3/4 171/4:: 
90 95 17 17 3:/4, 18 1/2'- ,1S' 
95- 100 17 17' 3/4 19 1~_1/2' 

100 105 18 19' 19- 314: 19 1/4, 
lOS 110 18 19 20;1/2 20', ,-
110 I1S 19 20 21 20 ,iIi 
11S 120 19 20 21,1/2 21 
120 125 19' 1/2 20112 22 211/4', 
125 130 19 1/2 20 1/2 22 1/2 21: ?;/4 
130 135 20 3/4 22 23, , 2'2'1/2 ' 
13S 140 203/4 22 2S: 3/4 22'3/4 
140 145 22 23 3/4 24: 1/4 24 
145 150 22 233/4 24 3/4 24'1/4 
150 160 23 1/4 25- 25,3/4 251/2 
160 170 24 1/4 26 1/4 26: 3/4, 26.,11'2;'- , 
170 180 25 1/2 27 1/2 27' 3:/4 2,7 1/2: 
180 190 , 26 1/4 29 28,3/4, 28:,3;/4:; 
190 200 27 1/4 30 l/i 2'9:: 3/4 ' 29,3/4'" 
200 210 28- 3/4 32 30,3:/4 " 30',3/4,. 
210 220 28- 3/4 32 , 31 3/4 31':3;{4'( 
220 230 31 34 32 3/4: 32'3/4,', ' 
230 240 31 34 333/4 33:3;{4' , 
240 250 33 36 1/2 343/4 34 ,3l4::' 
250 260 35 36 1/2 353/4 35-'3/4: ,,-, 
260 2-70 351/4 39- 363/4; 36,3/4~, ' 
270 280 35- 1/4 39' 37 3/4 , 37'3/~ 
280 290 37 42 383/4 38:3/4:, 

."'. 

290 300 37 42 39"3/4 39 3/4" 
300 (Rates over 300 miles - See Item 215) 
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.APPENDIX A 
Page 4 of 6 

COMPARISONS OF RATES 

ITEM NO. 210 
SOtrrl:IERN 'IERRITORY RATES 

BULK CEMENT 

Industry 
2«tES Staff Pl:'oposed 

But Present Proposed' Rates & Adopted, 
Over Not Over Rates Rates D. 72503 Rates, -

0 3 4 1/4 4 1/2 53/4: ' 4,3/4,:': 
'3 5- 4 1/2. 4 3/4 6- 5-
5 10 4 3/4 5- 61/4' 5'1/2:' 

10 15 5 1/4 5- 3/4 63/4 6', " 
15- 20 5 3/4 6 1/4 7 1/4:' 6·1/i' 

6 1/4 6 3/4 73/4, 
' . 20 25- 7 

25 30 6 3/4 7 1/4' S 1/4 71/2 
30 35-- 11/4 7 3./4 8: 3/4 8 
35 40 8 8 1/2. 9' 1/2, 8 3/4' 40 45 8 1/2 9 1/4 10 9' 1/2:', 

" 

45 50 9 1/4 10 10 3/4 10' 1/4,,· 
50 60 10 1/4 11 11 3/4 111l4: 
60 70 11 1/2 12 1/4 13- 12 1/2· 
70 80 12 1/2 13,1/4 14' l3,'1/2 
80 90 13 3/4' 14 1/2' 15 1/4 14 3/4, " 

90 100 15 1/4 16 1& 3/4 ' 16: 1/4, ' 
100 110 16 1/4 11 ' 113/4 17 1/4 " 
110 120 11 1/4 18' 18';'3/4 18 1/4 ' 
120 130 18- 1/2 19'1/4 20 19' '1/2:: 
130 140 20 20,3/4 211/2 21' 

140 150 21 21 3/4, 22 1/2 22 
150 160 21 1/4 23 23; 3/4 231/4 ' 
160 170 23 1/2 24' 1/4 25 24· 3:f4 ' 
170 180 25 25· 3/4 26 20:,', 
180 190 26 27 .27 27 ' 

190 200 27 1/4 281/4 281/4 28, 
200 220 2a 3/4 29 3/4 30, 30' 
220 240 31 ~ 32 32 
240 260 . 33 34 34 
260 280 3> 1/4 36 1/4· 3& 361/4 

280 300 37 3'8 1/2 38- 381/2 .' 
300 (Rates over 300 miles - See Item 215)' 
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APPENDIX A 
Page 5 of6 

COMPARISONS OF RATES 

ITEM NO. 210 
SOUTHERN ttRRI'IORY RA'IES 

SACKED CEMENT 

Industry 
MILES Sta£f· Proposed 

But Present Proposed Rates'& Adopted 
Over Not Over Rates Rates D. 72'50,3;, Rates -

0 3 6 S 1/2 7 . 6 :, . 

3' 5 6 1/4 S 3/4 71/4 6 1/4': 
5 10 6 1/2 6· 7 1/2'<, 6· 1/2· ...•. 

10 15 7 61/Z 8 ' 6;3/4" 
15 20 7 1/2 7 8 lIZ 7' 1/4' 

20 25 8 8 9 s: 1/2 
25 30 8 1/2 8 1/2 9,1/2: 9 . 
30 35 9 9 10 ,. 91/2" 
35 40 10 10 ' 11 10'l/Z' 
40 45 10 1/2 10 1/2 11 1/2 11, 

45 50 11 11 12 11 1/2·,·' 
50 60 12 12 13; 121/2 . 
60 70 13, 1/4 13' ·1/2 14 1/4 . 14, . 
70 80 14 1/4 14 ?;/4 , 1.5 1/4 '. 15,' 
80 90 15 1/4 16, 16, 1/4 16": 

90 100 16 1/4 17 17' 1/4' 17 
100 110 17 1/4 18 1/4 18-1/4 .. 18,' 
110 120 18 1/4 19' 1/4 19' 1/4 ,191/4 
120 130 19 1/4 20 1/2 . 20 1/4 201/4' 
130 140 20 1/4 21 1/2 21 1/2 21, 1/2' 

140 150 21 1/2 22 3/4 221/2 "221/2, 
150 160 22 3/4 24.1/4 23-' 3/4. 2:;: 3-/4 
160 170 23 3/4 2'> 1/2 25 25-
170 180 25 1/4 27 26 ,26 
180 190 26 28 1/4 27 27: 

190 200 27 1/4 293/4 28 .. 2S 
200 220 283/4 31 1/4 30 30,' 
220 240 31 33- 1/2' 32 32 
240 260 33· 35 1/2 34 34 
260 280 35 1/4 37 1/2 36- .36, 1/4 

280 300 37 39 1/2' 38, 38. 1/2 " 
300 (Rates over 300 miles - See Item. 215)· 
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MILES 
But: 

Over Not Over -
300 
320 
340 
360 
380, 

400 
420 
440 
460 
480 

320 
340 
360 
380 
400 

420 
440 
460 
480 
SOO 

APPENDIX A 
Page 6 of 6 

COMPARISONS OF RAXES 

ITEM NO. 215 
STATEWIDE RATES 

'(IN BULK AND IN PACKAGES), 

Adopted and D.72503:(1).' .... 

40',· 
42, 
44· 
46-
4S 

50: 
52 
54 
56 
Sa. 

500 (Add to the rate for, :500tniles' ' 
2 1/2 cents per 100., pounds for . 
each 25 miles' or fraction ' 
thereof .. ) 

(1) Present rates and staff proposed rates not shown.. ' 
Staff proposed rates are higher than adopted' rates • 

•... . 
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APPtNDIX 'S. 

COMPOSITE OPERk'l'ING STATENENTS 
OF 26 ~'l' CARRISRS FOR 1966-

(CARRIE:RS RECEIVmG 50 PERCENT' OR MORE OF 
THEIR CROSS REmmE FROM TRANSPORTATION OF CEMENT) 

,% 
1966 

Opera.ting 
Revenut'ls '£xpensJs(3) 

Net 1966, MRT'lO . 
Operati:t aptg. , IoI'otal 
RevenuL) RatioC)l RevanUA 

Belt Cecent. I.1nes~ Inc.(2) 
Beverly Trk. Co. (l) (2) 
Max Bin::wanger Trk. (~) (2) 
~.- G. Brow 'l'rk .. (2) 
Ce:nent Transport Co. (1) (2) 
Ted .. OW. Cline (1) 
L. R. De~~ey, Inc. (2) 
Hemy::'1kse Trk. Co. (1) 
Earl ~r. E~son (1)(2) 
J & H Tr:msp. Co. (2) 
Ricb.e...-d Steven Kremenek (1) 
Ds.::lie1 Lohnes 'l'rk.. Co. (1) (2) 
J.. Loo McCorldndale Trk.. (2) 
Matich Transp. Co.. (1) (2) 
Mere T:-uck Iaos (1) (2) 
Nobles TrIlek:lc.g Co. (1) (2) 
Northe.~ Redwood trp.,Inc.(l) (2) 
Per:na.nente Trk. Co. (2) 
Pbillips 'l'rk Corp. (2) 
Quient 'l'rk. Co. (1) 
w::. .. E. Shatt.o., Inc. (2) 
StaMard. Ready Mix Ser. Corp.(2) 
Ed·.re.rd, iI.oo Ulrey (2) 
U'niver:lsJ. Transport. Sys.. (1) (2) 
Merle Weber. 'rrar1$. Inc.(l) (2) 
W1:clUer 3ros. Transp.(1)(2) 

Totals - 26 Carriers 

SO'ORCE: A=usl Reports for 1966 fUed'W'1 th Commission, 
exeept. ror~dju=tments for ownors' salaries. 

(1) Included 1n Exh1bit 10 - eTA - Indu$'try Exhibit.. 
(2) Included 1n Exhibit 12 - Monolith Cement Exhibit· .. 
(.3) Includes Provision for Owners' Ss.la.r1es, 8.3 fellows:; 

Ted E. Cline $10,000 
Hem-y Fikse J2,000 
EarlW'. 1:iUti~n ll,OOO· 
Riehe.:rd S.Kremenek 9',000 

Daniel Lohnes ll,OOO' 
Nobles Trk. Co. 10,000 
Q:u1ent. 'Irk., Co. lO"OOO 
Winkler l3ro:J. 11,000 

$$4,000 

97.6 
ll6-4 
96.0 
92..,3, 
95·":9 
75.0 
77.7 
99'.0 
96.0 

101 .. 7 
91.4 

102.6· 
89.6· 
93.1 
96.0 
$$.8 

100.9 
101.S 
97.2-
9Z.2' 

100.2 
$4.0 
70 .. 2' 
99.~ 
97.7 
98:,S. 
95,.8, 

100 
99.5 

100 
78. 
8l 
89' 
70 

100. 
75 
70' 
80' 
98 . 

100 
68· 
55 
94 
80 

100 
67~5 
SO 
95, 

100 
67 
70 
72: 

100 

-' 
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APPENDIXC oro DECISION NO;. ____ _ 

.. 
List of Supplement and Revised Pages to' 

Minimum Rate Tariff No.. 10 

Au~orized by Said Decision 

Supplernent No. 12 

Fou~ Revised pa;e'6-A. 

Eishth Revised Pase 10 

First Revised Pase 12-A. 

First Revised Page 12-B . 

(END OF APPENDIX C LIS'!') 



SUPPLEMENT NO~.12 
(Cancels Supplements Nos~ 1, 9 and 11) 

(Supplements Nos_ .~ and 12 Contain All Changes) 

TO 

MINIM'CM RATE TARIFF NO. 10 

NAMING 

DISTANCE MINIMOM RATES 

ALSO 

RULES AND REGTJIATIONS 

FOR THE 

TRANSPO~ATION OF CEMENT AND OTHER 

COMMODITIES OVER THE 

PUBLIC HIGBWAYS 

WI1'HIN THE 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

BY 

CITY CARRIERS 

RADIAL HIGHWAY COMMON CARRIERS 

HIGHWAY CON'I'RACT CARRIERS 

AND 

CEMENT CONTRACT CARRIERS 

!fNACATING NOTICE 

The suspension notice contained in Supplement No. 9 is 
hereby vacated and the tariff pages listed below shall become 
effective March 1, 1968: 
Eleventh Revised Page 2 
Fifteenth Revised Page 4 
Sixteenth Revised Page S 
Second Revised page 5-A 
Fifth Revised page 5-S 
First Revised Page s-c 
Original Page 5-D 
First Revised Page 7-A 

First Revised page·S-C 
Fourth Revised: Page·· 9 
First Revised.pa9'e9-A 
First Revised. Pago 9-B' . 
Eighth.Rcvised Page 12 
Original-page 12-C 
First Revised page 14 

.0CANCELLA'rION OF· SURCHARGE 

The surcharge provided in Supplement No. 11 is hereby 
caneeled. Tariff Rates apply. 

f6 Change, Decision No-. EFFECTIVE MARCH 1 .. 1968: I 
~------------------------------------------------------

Issued by, the 
PUBLIC UTILITIES· COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

State Buildin~, Civic Center 
San FranciscO', California. 94102 



FO'Urth Rented Page •••• 
cancels 

(1)Tb.ird ReVised Page ••••• 
and ',. 

Second ReVised Page •••• 

6-A 

6-A 

6-A MINIl~1 RAXE TARIFF NO." 10 

SECTION NO~ 1 - RUlES AND P.EGULAXIONS (Continued), 

ACCESSORIAL SERVICES 

II When carrier pertorms any accessorial or incidental 
service which is not authorized to be performed under rates 
named in this tar1!'f, and ror which a charge is not. other-

Item 
No. 

wise proVideo., additional cb.ar~es shall b~ assessed, as !o·llows: 

I 

¢Charges in Cents 

For First 
30 Minutes 
or Fraction 
Thereof 

(a) For Driver,Hel~er, or 
Other Employee per Man ••• 

(0) For Unit or EqUipment •••• 

For Each. ' 
Additional 
15 Minutes 
or Fraction 
Thereof" 

I The charge tor 'Unit of eqUipment shall apply whenever 
the accessorial or incidental serVice requires its use, or 

! whenever the unit of equipment is inactivated. by reason of 
its d:-iver or helper being engaged in such service. . 

DIVERTED SHIPMENT S· 

Charges upon Shipments diverted at request of consignor 
or consignee shall be assessed upon the basis of the c~rge 

¢'100 

· established for the constructive mileage applicable Via, the .c:! "0 
point or pOints where diversion occurs, subject to Items 
Nos. 50 and 100. ' 

SHIPMENTS TRANSPORTED IN MULTIPLE 1.0TS' , 

(a) ~~en a carrier is unable to pick up· an entire ship
!:lent at one time, or when more than one vehicle, ox- con
nected train of vehicles, are used to pick up, the entire 
shipment, the folloWiog proVisions shall apply in addition 
to other applicable rUles and regulations: 

1. The entire shipment shall be available to, the 
carrier for immediate transportation at the time 
or the first pickup. 11)-

2. A single shipping document for the entire sh1p
ment tendered shall "be issued prior to-.or. at :the. 
time of the first pickup. 

3. An additional shipping document sball be is'sued 
for each pick\:l.p and shall give.x-e:f'erence to tne 
single' shipping document and shall be attached 
thereto and become a part thereof. 

t 
. I 



4. 

5. 

e e 
The entire shipment shall 'be :picked up by the car
rier wi thin a period of two calend&.r days computed 
from '2:0' a.m. o! the date on which the firs.t 
pickup commences, excluding Sat,urdays, S\1.ndaysand 
legal holidays. 

The separate pickups. made in accordance with. the 
foregoing provisions sballconst1tute a composite 
Shipment which shall be subject to th.e rates named 
or provided for in this tar1!!. 

(b) A:n:y property separately picked up without, comply
ing with the i"oregoin& proVisions shallconst1tute a separate' 
shipment and shall 'be subject to the rates" rule'S and reg'Ula
tions applicable thereto. 

(1 ) Third Revised Pa~e 6-A was suspended 'by Supplement NO .. , 9. 

{b Cha:lge ) 
~Cb.ange, neither increase) 

nor reduction ) 
¢ Increase ) 

Decision No,. ' 

I 
l-------------EFFE--C-T-l-VE-,-yJ.A-:ac-H-. -'-,.-'-96-8-----11 
\rssued by the Public Utilities Commission or the State 01" Californi,a, I 
I San FranCiSCO, cali1'ornia_

1 

!Correct1on No. '15 ' t 
1 : 

" 
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Eighth Revised· Page ........ '10 
cancels 

Seventh RovisQd Pago ••• _ 10' MINIM't1MRA'I'E TARIFF NO .. 10 

SECTION NO. l--ROLES AND REGULATIONS (Concluded) 
ACCESSOlUAL SERVICES NOT INCLUDED IN 

COMMON CARRIER RATES 

When a common carrier rate is applied in lieu of or in 
combination with rates provided in this, tariff, and the com
mon carrier rate does not include accessorial services as 
performed by carrier, the following charges shall be' made 
for such services: 

1. For unloading of shipment, in packages, at a 
point of destination to whieh the common carrier 
rate applies, l~ cents per 100 pounds. 

j
I.tcm 
No,. 

2.. For accessorial services for which charges are 170 
provided in this tariff, the additional c."'1arqe or 
Charges so provided .. 

3. For other accessorial services for whiCh charges 
are not otherwise. provided in this tariff, the 
charges set forth in Item No. 100. 

1 ISSl.7ANCE OF SHIPPING DOCO'MEN'l'S 
I 

A shipping document (either in individual or manifes.t 
form) shall be issued by the carrier to the shipper for each 'I 
shipment received for transportation. Except with respect to.,~ 
intercarrier transactions and as hereinafter provided~ only 
one Shipping document shall be issued for eaCh shipment trans 
ported and the carrier shall not apportion" prorate,. or other-j 
wise divide the freight charges between or among the consignol:} 
consignee (5)" or any other parties. For accessorial service II 

not included in the rate for,actual transportation, the 
carrier shall furniSh a shipping document to the consignor or . 
consignee who requcstea or ordered suCh accessorial service. 
The shipping doeu:ncnt shall show the following inform.:l.tion~ 

(a.) 
(b). 
(c) 
(d) 

s6 (el 

(£) 

(9) 
(h) 

Name of ~ipper. 
Name of consignee. 
Point of origin •. 
Point of destination. 
Description of the shipment. (in teJ:mS of the plSO, 
Governinq Classification, -* or as ?:ovidedin 
this tariff). . , 
Weight of the shipment' (or other factor or unit 
of measurement upon which charges are based}. 
Rate and charge assessed. 
Whether point of origin and/or point of destina
tion is located at railhead and such other infor-
mation as maybe necessa~J to an accurate deter
mination of the applicable minimum rate and charge. 

'I'he form of shipping document in Section No.3' will be 
suitable and proper .. 

A copy of each shipping document" freight bill, accessorial 
service docume:c.-::" weigh:mas'ter ' s certificate" writ'ten in
st%Uctions, written ag.reement .. written request or any other 
~~itten document which supports the rates and charges asses
sed and which the carrier s.~ required to, issue, receive or 
obtain by this tariff for any tr~qportation or accessorial 

, . 
I 

I 



I 

1 service Shall be retained and preserved by the carrier" .at 
I a location wi thin the State of california". subj.ect to- the 

I 
Commission's inspection". for a period of not less than 

! three years from the aate of issue. 

UNI'l'S OF MEASUREMENT TO BE OBSERVED 

I 
I 

Rates or accessorial charges Shall not be quoted or 
assessed by carriers based upon a unit of measurement 
different from that in which the minimum rates and charges 
in this tariff are stated. 

ACCESSORIAL CHARGES NOT' TO BE OFFSET BY 
TRANSPORXAXION CHARGES 

I Accessorial Charges set forth in this tariff for 
: accessorial services not included in the rate for actual 

/

1 transportation shall be assessed and collected whenever . 
such services are performed" regardless of the· level of 

I the transportation rate assessed. Such accessorialchargGs 
may not be waived on the basis that a higher-than-minimum I transportation rate se:<ves as an offset:. 

! . 

*t ~~ated ~ Decision No .. 

EFFECTIVE 

190 

195· 

I 
! 

IIssued by the Public Utilities 

!correction No. 116 

Commission .of the . State of californ~a,. 
San Franeisco,California 

-10-
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First Revisea Page ••••• l2-A 
Cancels 

(4)Original page ._ •••• 12-A MINIMUM RATE TARIFF NO. 10'.' 

I Item SEC'l'ION-NO. 2--RA'l'ES IN CENTS PER. 100 POUNDS I 

I NO.. I 
I 

I 
¢NO'.R:J:'B:ERN TERRITOR:( .RATES I 

. I 
I 

- I MILES ¢6oR ATE S I , 

Over But Not Over (1) Bulk I (2) Sack 

S~ 0 3 7 lot 
3 S 6-- 7~.( 
S 10 6~ a~ . 10 lS 7 9· , " 

lS 20 7~ 9~ 

20 25 s· 10 
25 S3:f 10~~ 30 
30 35 9 11," 
35- 40 9~' 11~ 40 4S 10?.4. 1Z' 

4S 50 10~ 12~ so 55 ll~ l~~ 5S 60· 11~ 14 
60 65 13 14~ 
6S 70 13~ 15 

70 75 14 15~ 
75- 80 14~' 1&3:r 
80 as lS 16%. . (3). 
8S 90 lS~ 173:1 ."'205 . 
90 95· 16-~ lS, I 

9S 100 17 l~ 
100 lOS 17~ 19~ 
lOS 110 18. 20 . 
1),0 11S la~ 20~ 
llS 120 19 21 
120 . 12S 20;'; 21~ 
125- 130 21 21%· 
130 135 I 21~ 22~ 
135 l40 22~ 22% 
140 l45 22% 24' 

l45 150 23J,: 2'4~ 
150 160 24~ 25~ 
160·' l70 25~ 26~,' 
170 lao 2G1t 27~' 
180 190 27~ 2:8~ 

190 200 283:r 29%, . 
200 210 29~ 30~4 
210 220 30J.t 31% . 
220 230 31J.t 32~ , ' 

230 240 32~ 3-3~ 

. 

". , 



, 

240 250 33~ I 34% 
250 260 34~ I 35%···· 
260 270 3~· I 36% 
270 280 3~ 

I 

37%" 
280 290 37':& . 38% 

290 300 3S3;r· I 

39~ I 
I 

300 (Rates for distances excoeding-lOO 
miles are contained in Item No-. 2150.) 

(1) Rates apply on Shipments in bulk. 
(2) Rates apply o~ shipments in packages. 

(3.) Rates shown in this item formerly appeared in Item 
No .. 200 on Seventh Revised Page 12'. 

\4j Original Page 12~A was suspended by Supplement No.9. 

16· Change ) 
* Addition ) 
~ Increase ) 
6 Reduetion ) 
o No Change ) 

,,," 

Dcei'sion No. 

EFFECTIVE .Mi\RCH 1, 1963. 

I 

I 
I 

l Utilities commission of, the State of california"'l 
. San Fr:>"~isco,califO~i~.I. 

-12-A-
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! 

First ReVised Page ••••• 12-B 
Cancels 

(~)Origi:lal Page ............ 12-:8 MINIMUM' RATE TARIFF NO'.. 1 0, 

SEC'l'ION NO. 2 - RATES IN CENTS PER tOO PO'ONDS 
.' \ Item 
I No~' 

,6S0UTEERN TER..'ttI'XORY RATES 

MILES 
I 

060R ATE S' 

Over But Not Over (1)Eulk (2)Sack. 

0 3 4-3/l.r 6 3 , • 
~t 6:.l. 

5 10 6t 10 1, 6 ;, 6-314 . 15 20 6t 7-t 
20 2, 7 at 25 30 ~t 9' .... 30 ,g 9f ~g 8-3/l.r 10" 45 9t 11 " 
4,' 50 in 1~ 50 60 1 . 
60 70 14" . 
70 80 1~~ 1, 
80 90 . 1 -3/4- 16 (3·.) , 
90 100 'tl '7 

*210'.' 
100 110 1~ . 1$· 110 120 1 t 191-120 1~0 1')t 20t 130 1 0 21. 21~ 

1>';'0 150 22 '>2*· . 
150 160' ... ... 

2~~ 23-3/1;. . 160 170 2 -3/4- 25 170 180 26 2& 180 190 27 27 
190 200· 28 28 
200 220. 30 30 220 240 32 32 240 260 34 34 260 280 36-:t 36t 
280 300 ' 38t 38~ 
300 - (Rates tor d.istances exceeding 

300 miles are contained in 
Item No. 215.) 

(1) Bates apply on Shipments in bulk 
(2) Bates apply on shipments in packages. 

",' 

.\' . 



(3) Rates shown in this item :formerly appeared in Item 
No. 200 on" Se-venth ReVi-sed Page 12~ . 

(4) Ol"1g.1.nal Page 12-B was s~nded by 5:Uv.P.loment No.9. 

d CbaDge ) 
* Addition ) 
¢ Inc::-~ase ) Dec1s1o:c. No. o Reduction ) 
o No Change ) 

EFFECTIVE 'l"J.ARCE 1, 1968. 

Issued by the Public Utilities Commiss1on of' the S:tat'e,' o!Ca111"omia, 
San·FranciscO',· California.. 

Correction ~70. 118 

- '2-:8:-


