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procedural rules.

California Moving & Storage Association, Inc. is a non~-profit
corporation whose membership is composed of perscns, firms, and
corporations engaged in the transportatisn ot Louschold goods and
related articles over the public highways of this state. It here
seeks upward adjustments in the hourly moving rates and accessorial

rates and charges provided {m Items Nos. 330 and 350 of Min{mm Rate

Tariff No. 4-B.
“le
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Petitiouner alleges that the present minimum hourly rates
and accessorial charges established by the Commission for Local
noving of household goods are and will continue to be unduly and

unrecasonably low for the following reasouns:

A. Said rates and charges do not reflect the total Impact

of re-negotiated wage countracts and/or inerease provisions in such

countracts which petitioner's members have experienced.

B. Rates and charges to be established in and through this
Petition should reflect a cost-rate relationship of 93 pexcent in
oxrder to enable petitiomer's members to effectively and efficiently
sexve the shipping public.

C. 1In establishing said rates and charges the Commission
should maintain the integrity of the random sampling process
undexlying Petition No. 32. Data secured through the random sampling
process therein established should be utilized as a basis for
decerﬁining:

1. Noun-reveuue time percentage;
2. Miles per reveanue hour;
3. Weighting between truck and tractor -~ semi~-trailer.

D. In Petition No. 32, equipment cost factors were presented.
Said equipment cost f£actors should be brought current in establishing
sald rates and charges in and through this petition.

E. In establishing said rates and charges, the Commission
should return to its prior practice of weighting labor increases
on a populetion basis and measuring the amount of such increases by
the increase ia labor coatracts as is now done in conmection with

distance rates provided in Minimum Rate Taxiff No. 4-B.
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The Commission staff opposes the rates proposed by
petitioner aud disagrees with many of the allegations set forth

above. Except for "A" above, the reasons set forth are issues

that could have been presented {a a petition for rehearing of
Decision No. 73386 dated November 21, 1967 in Petitiom No. 32

in Case No. 5330. Imn essence, petitioner challenges the minimm
rates established by Decision No. 73386 by attacking the evidence
offered therein and cousidered by the Commission in establishing
the preseut rate structure, Petitioner raised those same issues at
the hearing in Petition No. 35. In Decision No. 74678, dated
Septembexr 17, 1968, in said Petition No. 35 the Commission discussed

those contentions but rejected them, stating:

"In any event, 1f the procedures used were errovncous,
and the rates established unreasonable, the propex vehicle
in which to xajse such issues would have been in a petition
for rehearing.” Under such procedure the Commission and all
parties would have had notice of the issues involved and the
entire record ia the original proceeding would have been
before the Commission.'

"The petition and the amendment thereto placed the
Commission and all parties on notice that only the wage
inereases and their effect upon the cost of performing
the services were in issue and the so~called 'offset’
or datum plane procedures were involved."

"Propexr procedure and fair play require petitiomer,
the staff or any other party who desires to present issues
not specifically mentioned in the petition (or Order
Setting Hearing), such as allegations of changes in other
cost factors and weighting factors in the datum plane,
to file a pleading which will provide notice of the issues
which will be raised at the hearing."

2. A petition for rchearing filed prior to the effective
date of the order, but not prior to ten days before
sald effective date, would mot automatically stay the
effectivenezs of the minimum rates established therein.”
By its petition herein petitiomer provided motice of the
issues it would raise at the hearing; nevertheless, the petition

presents the question of whether the Commission in one proceeding
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should reconsider a decision made or reevaluate the evidence adduced
in another proceeding. Section 1709 of the Public Utilities Code
states that in all collateral actioms or proceedings, the oxrders

and decisions of the Commission which have become £imal shall be
conclusive. That section follows the rule of law that at some point
litigation on the same set of facts must end. Minimum rate cases,

such as Case No. 5330, are continuing proceedings so that it might be

contended that a decision issued in such case is merely an ianteria

decision or interlocutory order which has not become finmal., If
decisions in the minimum rate cases never become final, Tthen anyone,
including a person not a party to the procceding in which the decision
was issued, could argue or reargue the issues in that proceeding om
the evideunce adduced at that proceeding at any time and any number of
times after the decision has been issued.

Case No, 5330, and the other minimum rate iavestigation
cases, were instituted by the Commission pursuant to Section 3736 of
the Public Utilities Code which states in part,

"For the purpose of service of decisions and orders
issued pursuant to Section 3662, the Commission may from
time to time establish such reasonable classifications
or groups of carriers included in the term 'highway

carriers' as the special nature of the services performed
by the carriers requires."

Applications or requests concerning the winimum rates established by
the Commission are docketed as ''Petitions for Modification"” in the
appropriate minimum rate imvestigation case. Such petitions are
considered as individual proceedings and a decision is Zssued with
respect to each such petition. While a decision issued on such
petition does not operate as a fimal determination of the minimum
rate case, and the Coumission may at any tize thereafier make such

further oxders as it deews advisable with respect to the matters
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considered and determined in the order or to other matters involved
in the proceceding (Sectiouns 3738 and 5255), the Public Utilities Code
provides that such decisions may be considered and treated as final
(Sections 3739, 3740, 5256 and 5257).

With respect to petitioner's allegation '"'B" that the
ninimum rates for local household goods moving should reflect a
cost-rate relationship of 93 percent, the only evidence offered by it
‘was the opinion of an expert witness employed by petitioner that
such cost-rate relationship would be reasonable. The basis for that
opinion was the understanding of the witness that the Commission
considered such relationship to be xeasonable in the past aund his
understanding of the testimony of an expert witness for the Commission
staff in Petition No. 32 to the effect that the rates proposed by

the staff reflected such relationship to costs. By Decision

No. 73386 the Commission established as minimume rates the rates

proposed by the staff in Petition No. 32. With rcference to such

rates the decision recites,

"The (staff) witness indicated that the cost-rate
relaticnships range from 93 to 95."

The Commission was not uninformed or misinformed of the relatiouship
of the rates it established with the costs of record in that proceed-
ing. Petitioner has mnot offered amy evidemce showing that rates
predicated upon such relationship are insufficiert or unreasonable.
In the absence of such evidence we do not consider it appropriate to
reconsider or reevaluate the evidence prescnted in Petition No. 32.
Allegations set forth Za "C'" and "E" above concern

procedures and methods of cost devclopmént utilized by the staff in
Petition No. 32. The expert witnmess engaged by petitioner reviewed

the methods and operations of the staff ic the development of the
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cost estimates presented in Petition No. 32 and adopted by the
Commission in Decision No. 73386. He suggested cexrtain other
procedures and methods for the treatmeut of the data collected by

the staff therein which he contends are wore logical and more
statistically sound thaun the methods used by the staff. Applicatious
of those other methods provide differeunt results than those set forth
in the staff's estimates. Petitiomer contends that the minimum rates
should be adjusted to reflect said different results. Again, this
presentation is merely argument concerning the conclusions that
should be made from the facts of record im Petition No. 32. It is
essentially argument that the evideantiary facts adduced in that
proceeding do not support the findings and conclusions made by the
Commission in Decision No. 73386. It should be noted that Decision
No. 73386 states,

"Petition No. 32 was submitted on the showing made by
the staff. Petitioner requested that Petition No, 33
(Calif. Moving & Storage Assn.), which requested
interim rates, be dismissed. Petitiomer's counsel
explained that the Califormia Moving and Storage
Association is gemerally imn accord with the staff
proposals; that further time would be necessary to
present lts evidence as its principal cost witness
became 11l just prioxr to the hearing; and that

increases in revenues are urgently needed by members of
the association.’

Other than evidence of changes in wage levels, petitiomer
has not made any presentation except argument on the evidence and
facts presented in Petition No. 32 to support any counteantion that
the minimum rates established by the Commission therein are

unreasonable. We will not undertake to review and reevaluate all of

the exhibits and testimony in Petition No. 32 to ‘comsider such

argument. .
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In allegation 'D" szbove, petitiomer countends that the
ninimm rates should reflect current equipment cost factors. A
sunmary of the procedures used in cost finding and in rate making
in the exercise by the Commission of its powers aund duties iun the
establishment of minimum rates will make it apparent why adjustment
of minimum rates to reflect current equipment costs should not be
nade herein.

The Commission has the power and the duty to prescribe
ninimum rates for the transportation of housechold goods so that
adequate and dependable service by all necessary transportation
sgencies shall be maintained and the full use of the highways
preserved to the public (Section 5102). In establishing or approving
such minimum rates the Commission is required to give due comsider-
ation to the cost of all of the transportation services performed,
including length of haul, auy additional transportation service
pexformed ox to be performed te from, or beyond the regularly
established termini of common carriers or of amy accessorial service,
the value of the commodity transported, and the value of the facility
reasonably necessary to perform the transportation service (Sectiom
5191).

There are approximately 1,250 carriers holding household
goods carxrier permits operating in various portioms of the State.
Some perform household goods moving only, others perform other kinds
of transportation in varying degrees. Sowe perform all of the
services, including accessorial services, involved in the transporta-
tion of household goods, personal effeects and office, store and
inctitution furniture, fixtures, equipment and related articles in
varying degrees. Some do not perform all of the services themselves

but with respect to some sexrvices act as an intermediary for an




C. 5330, Pet. 39 hijh

affiliated company. Other carriers restrict their operatious %o
certain sexrvices and do not provide others. The values of the
commodities tramsported by different carxiers vary widely; and, the
expenses 0% the individual carriers also vary widely. It is
doubtful that any two carriers are exactly alike with respect to
operations, facilities aud expenses. I£ the Commission is to fix
and determine a just, reasonable and nondiscriminatory wminimum rate

to be charged for a transportation service, or accessorial service,

by all carrxiers the £ixst problem is deciding what cost, what

facilities and what commodity value should be given due consideration
in such detexrmination. The solution to that problem is to cousider
how a particular type of scrvice is typically performed in 2n
efficient manmer, the facilities necessary to perform such service

in that mamner and the value of the commodities imvolved in such
typical sexvice. That was done in Petitionm No. 32 by the following
method.

From the approximately 1,250 carriers holding household
goods carriexs permits, an initial screening was made based on
information contained in repoxts filed with the Commissioun,
supplemented by data obtained from a preliminary questiomnaire,
to select those carriers who had obtaimed gross revenues of $10,000
or more from the transportation of household goods. That left a
group of approximately 550 carriers to whom a questionmnaire was
mailed to obtain data on shipments and revenues from the transporta-
tion of household goods at hourly rates. Upon the return of the
questiomaires some 266 carriers were classified geographically
and according to gross wevenues received from hourly rates. From
such groupings a sample of 40 carriers was selected. The sample

carriers were requested to prepare reports councerning every shipment

-
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transported during a specified period of time which showed the time
required to load, tramsport and unioad the shipment, the distances
involved and the various other data. A tramnsportation engineer
exanined the books of account of the sample carriers and observed
transportation being performed. From such data (the sample was now
reduced to 38 carriers) the engineexr made a preliminary opinion, or
engineering judgment, regarding a typical efficient operation as
follows:

1. Although many types of vehicles are operated by carriers
eangaged in local moving, the omes orxrdimarily used, and which appear
to be best suited for such service, are a two~axle gasoline engine
truck with a van body of a certain size and a two-aXle gasoline
engine tractor with a single axle semi-trailer having a van body of
a certain size,

2. Other facilities reasonably necessary to provide an
efficient service are a certain number of blankets, ropes, dollies
and other impedimenta.

3. There are discerunible differences in the patterus of
expenses due to differences in labor costs within three different

arecas of the Stare.

From an examination of the records oL the carxiers, the

enginecer estimated that 10 years for trucks and tractors ané 12 years

for semi~-trailers would be reasonable service lives of the typical
cquipment. From carrier recoxds he determined the cost to the
carriers of that type equipment scquired duxing the preceding 10 years
“n the case of trucks and tractors and 12 years in the case of semi-
trailers. He used an average, but not necessarily an arithmetic

mean, to arrive at estimates of the costs of the typical types of

equipuent in sexvice. TFron that and the estimated sexvice lives,
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together with an estimated 107 salvage value, the engineer estimated
an annual depreciation expense. To such estimated annual depreciation
expense was added the taxes, liceunse and registration fees for
the typical equipment at the then current rates in order to obtain
estimates of the annual expense of the vehicles. In oxder to convert
the annual expense into terms of cost per hour it is necessary to
apply a divisor which in cost finding is called the annual use hours
or use factor. This represents the number of hours per yeaxr the
equipment is in actual revenue sexrvice. It is one of the so-called
performance factors used in cost finding. The number of annual hours
that a carrier's equipment is in revenue service depends in part upon
the amount of traffic, or business, tendered to it. The amount of
traffic obtained by a carrier depends upon the total amount of
business available and also upon the carxier's sales cfforts in the
form of advertising and solicitation. There is, therefore, a
correlation between hourly vehicle expense and sales expense. From
his examination of the accounts of the sample carriers the engincer
made an engineering judgment of the share of the reasonably efficient
carrier of the total available traffic and of the annual usc hours
of equipment necessary to handle such traffic.

Another item of cost finding is the devclopment of estimates
of running costs for the operation of the equipment under comsider-
ation. The expenses involved therein concerm fuel, oil, tires and

repair and maintenance of the equi?gent- Age and type of equipment

influence the amount of expense in‘th9se categories. In making his

estimates of ruanning costs, and in ucilizing the data appearing in the
recoxds of the carriers, the emgincer had to keep in mind the age
and the type of equipment utilized in his developrent of the annual

vehicle costs of equipment and, for reasons which will become

-10-
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apparent, the annual use factor hours of said cquipment. The amounts
of the expenses in the running costs depend upon the amount of miles
operated and therefore the costs are expressed in terms of cents per
mile. We are concerned with the establishment of rates in terms of
cents per hour so that it is necessary to convert the running costs
per mile fnto cost per hour. That was done by the engineer by
estimating the number of miles the equipment was operated per hour of
revenue service. Data from the trip reports assisted the engineer
in waking this estimate.

There is no need to go further into details of cost

development, it should be readily apparent that there is a correlation

among the various elements of costs and expenses, It should also

be apparent that the cost estimates do not represent the actual costs
experienced by any individual carriexr or amy group of carxiers. It
does not even represent the average of the expenses imcurred by all
carriers in conducting their individuai operations. It does, or at
icast it should if the estimates are made according to sound engineer-
ing and statistical principles, represent reasonable estimates of the
cost that would be incurred at a given time by a reasomably efficient
carrier with typical facilities that are suitable and are necessary
to perform the transportation service involved. We note here that in
Decision No, 73386 the Commission found that the cost estimates
susmitted by the staff in Petition No. 32 were reasomable for the
establishment of minimum rates at that time and we counsider such
finding to be final and conclusive. The resulting estimated cost

per hour of performimg the particular service involved does, or
should, closely reflect the actual cost of individual carriers of
pexforming that service at that time because of the correlation of

the expenses and cost factors. As an illustration, consider ome
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carriexr that operates with a brand new truck as against another
carrier that performs transportation with an older truck. The
annual depreciation expense and vehicle expense of the first

carrier will be greater than that of the second carrier; however,
the mewer truck will not be subject to repair as much as the older
truck which will result in lower rumning costs and more availability
for use in revenue producing service. The greater investment cost
does not necessarily result in a higher total cost per hour of
performing the service.

As stated above, the estimated costs so developed represent
expenses and cost factors as of a given time, In the case of those
developed in Petition No. 32 the given point ian time was 1967.
Transportation comnditions and attendant cost factors are not static.
Except in certain areas of expeunse the changes in conditions and
cost factors are gradual when considering the carriers as a whole.
Innovations and improvements in equipment, operatiag practices and

techniques tend to improve the performance factors. Also they

usually involve capital expeaditures which tend to increase ammual

expenses, Operational changes may be abrupt in the c¢ase of an
individual carrier but in the overall the changes in performance are
géadual foxr the carriers collectively. ALl of these changes in
expenses and in performance necessarily result in cost factors which
are different from those used in the cost estimates for the given
point in time, Where there is a correlation among cost factors,

a change in one factor has the effect of changing another factor.

As shovm above there is a relationship among the factors of age of
equipment, annual equipment expense, annual use hours, running costs

per mile and miles per revenue hour of operation. It is therefore
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i
e,

exceedingly difficult if not impossible to measure the impact upom

the total cost per hour of performing a service zesulting from a

change in an expense that relates to productivity or performance.

If the Commission 1s to consider the increase in the expense of
acquiring new equipment it must also consider whether, as has usually
been the case in the past, the newer equipment zesults in improved
performance or productivity. The evidence herein does not offer any
light on that subject. .

Some changes in expeunse do not have any effect upom
pexrformance or productivity. Some of such changes are those
pertaining to wages of cmployees, taxes and regulatory fees. Such
changes oxrdinarily are abrupt and are incurred by all carriers more
or less at the same time. Because there is no correlation between
such changes in expense and performance factors it is relatively a
simple task to measure their impact upon the total cost per hour by
substituting the changes in expeuse in the prior cost development.

The present minimum rates reflect comsideration of wage
levels of August 1, 1968. Petitioner has shown herein that since
said date,wages prevailing in houschold goods tramsportation have
increased. An engineer of the Commission staff presented a cost
analysis in which knowm changes in wage and payxell costs projected
to August 1, 1969 were incorporated into the cost study considered
by the Commission im the establishment of the present rates. A
rate expert of the Commission staff presented a table of suggested
rates which reflects the increases in costs developed by the engineer.
The procedures used by the staff were consistent with the procedures
used in the development of costs and proposed rates considered by
the Commission in Petition No. 32 aund Petition No. 35 except in the

treatment of indirect expeuse and insurance expense. The engineer

~13-
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testified that his cost development herein sets forth the identical

dollar amounts for those expenses found to be reasonable by the

Commission in its Decision No. 74678. In other words, his cost
estimates assume no increases in indirect cexpenses or insurance
expense. He stated that he did this pursuasnt to what he comsiderxed
to be a directive from the Commission in a letter dated October 31,
1968 addressed to iuterested parties to minimum rate proceedings.

The subject mattexr of that letter and the treatment of
indirect expenses and insurance expenses in "offset” proceedings in
minimum rate cases is presently before the Commission. A decision
concerning such subject matter should not be made hercin.

One matter concerning the rates suggested by the staff
warraats discussion. The proposed rate per hour for additional
helper in Texritory B is 10 cents less than the present rate. This
reflects a decrease in cost of 1.47% developed by the engineer in his
cost analysis. This may appear to be an anomoly in light of increases
in the general level of wage rates., The decrease results from
findings made by the Commission in Decision No. 74678 regarding the
wage levels in Terxritory B to be considered for the purpose of
establishing the present rates. Because of singular circumstances at
that time the Commission found that the wage levels estimated by the
staff for Territory B were unrealistic and that, although the
procedures used by petitiomer to develop estimated wage levels was
not cousidered to be appropriate, the wage estimates of petitiomer did
not appear to be unrealistic. Because of the circumstances the
Commission adopted petitiomer's wage estimates for Terxritory B for
the purpose of that proceeding. The engineexr's report shows wages
for additiomal helpers in Territory B to be 8 cents per hour less thomn

that estimated by the Commission in the aforesaid decision.

-14-
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We have considered all of the issucs prescuted in the
petition and we find:

1. The present minimum rates for local moving and accessorial
services were established by the Commission in Decision No. 74678
based in part om wage levels and related payroll costs of August 1,
1968.

2. Since the aforesaid date, and projected to August 1, 1969,
wage rates and payroll costs have, or will have, increased by
measurable amounts in the respective territories.

3. The reporc of the engineer of the Commission staff
(Exh. 39-4) recsomably 2nd appropriztely measures the impact of
the incrcases in wages snd bensfiss ¢hat will zccrTue on or before

August 1, 1959 to drivers ond helpers employed by carriers engaged

in local housezhold goods meving, tozerhar with peyooll faxes and
S P ,

expecses relating to such insreases in woges and tenefits, upon

the cost of transporting houschold goods for distances not cxceeding
50 counstructive miles and of accessorizl sexrvices in commection
therewith.

4. The rates suggested by the rate expert of the Commission
staff set forth in Exh. 39-4 reasonably and appropriately zeflect
said increases in the cost of transporting houschold goods and of
accessorial services.

5. Except as to evidence showing changes in wage levels and
related expenses petitiomer has made no showing that the minimum rates
established for local housebold goods moving are umjust, unreasonable

or discriminatory.
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6. Except as to evidence regarding changes in wage levels,
and statements as to changes in equipment costs, the allegations
and the presemtation by petitioner herein consists of argument
urging reconsideration of the data and evidence presented in Case
No. 5330, Petition No. 32.

7. Decision No. 73386 was issued by the Commission in the
aforesaid proceeding on November 21, 1967, and such decision has
become final with respect to the comsideration of the evidence

offered in that proceeding regarding the findings and comelusions in

said decision on issues presented in that procceding.

8. In the procedures in cost finding for minimum rate purposes
there is a correlation among the elements and factors of age of
equipment, price or cost of equipment, msintenance and repair
expenses, revenue hours of use of equipment, miles per revenue use
hour and certain others, so that a2 change in ome such element or
factor can result in a change in one or more of the other elements or
factors, and the resulting effects of the chauges are often off-
setting with respect to the impact upon total costs involved.

9. The presentation by petitioner regarding changes in
*ﬁequipment costs does not permit a determination of the effect, if
any, that increases in expense resulting from recent acquisitions of
equipment and faeilities would have upon the cost of providiag locsl
houschold goods moving services.

10. Procedures for the treatment of indirect expense and
insurance expense in cost finding for minimum rate purposes is
presently before the Commission in Case No. 5432, Petition No. 523,
and related watters (Submitted May 7, 1969), and the subject matter
of the Commission's letter to interested parties dated October 31,

1968 is specificaliy at issue in said proceeding.

-16-




C. 5330, Pet..39 hin

11. To the extent that the present minimum hourly rates for
local household goods moving do not reflect the wage rates of drivers,
belpers and packers prevailing om August 1, 1969, said minimum rates
are, and for the future will be unreasonable and insufficient minimum
rates.

12. The rates suggested by the rate expert, and which will be
established as minimum rates in the order which follows, are, and
for the future will be, the just, reasonable and nondiscriminatory

ninimum xates for the tramsportation of used household goods and

related articles, and for accessorial services, by all highway

carriers and all houschold goods carriers.
13. Increases resulting from the establishment of the aforesaid
ninimm rates are justified.
We conclude that:

1. Minimum Rate Tariff No. 4~B should be ameunded to incorporate
therein the minimum rates herein found to be reasonable.

2. In all other respects Petition No. 39 should be denied.

3. The f£indings and order herein should not be conclusive
with respect to the treatment to be accorded indirect expeunse and
insurance expense in cost finding by the so-called "offset' method;
and, upon final decision in the proceceding designated Case No. 5432,
Petition No. 523, et al, the Commission may, on petition or on its
ovm motion, recomsider herein treatment of indirect expense and
insurance expense in accordance with such methods oxr procedures
as may be prescribed in saild decisiomn, and may receive further

evidence on sald matters consistent with whatever determination is

made in said decision.
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IT IS ORDERED that:
1. Miaimm Rate Tariff No. 4-B (Appendix C of Decision
No. 65521, as amended) is further amended by incoxporating therein,
to become effective September 13, 1969, the revised pages attached
hereto and by this reference made a part hereof, which pages are

numbexred as follows:

Eighth Revised Page 28
Eighth Revised Page 29
2. In all other respects said Decision Ne. 65521, as amended,

shall remain in full force and effect.

3. Except to the exteunt provided for in Paragraph 1 hereof,
Petition No. 39 is denied.

The effective date of this order shall be twenty-three

days after the date hereof.

San Fronciscd

Dated at , California, this 259?7

day of AUGUST

/@///Jiw




BIGHTH REVISED PACK......28
CANCILS

INIMUM RATE TARIFF 4-8 SEVENTH KEVISED m:z.....zs

SECTION 3=«RATES (Continued)

RATES IN CENTS PER WOUR (1) (2)

(Aopisn for Dintances of 50 Cimatructive Miles or Leas)

OTERRITORY (D) .

Unit of Equipment: B

(a) with ariver ‘
(b) with driver and 1 helper T 1948
Additional helpera, per man '
Minimum charge«=the charge for one hour. e s

(1) See Item 70 for application of rates.

(2) See Item 93 for computation of time. - .

{(3) See Item 2.0 for territorial descriptions,

DISTANCE RATES IN cmm‘m PIBCE 1) (2.

(Appuen to Shipments of NoOt More Than 5 Pieces for
Distances of 30 Miles or Less)

FIRST PIECE

MILES(Y)

Over 10
tut Not
Over 20

1780

(1) See Item 70 for application of rates.
(2) Rates in this item will not apply to split pickup or aplit alﬁvery shipments, or storage in

transit privileges..
(3) See Xtem 50 for computation of distances.

‘ Gunee 3 75995

¢ Increase ) Decinion No.
4 Reduction ) .

EPPECTIVR

ISSUED BY THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA,
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA.

Correction 113

28




€1GHTH REVISED PAGE....29
o CANCELS
MINIMUM RATE TARIFF 4B ‘ SEVENTH REVISED PACE...29

SECTION 3==RATES (Concludad) {TEM

ACCESSORIAL RATES

Rates in Cants par Man per Kour (1) (2) (3)

TERRITORY (&)

Packing )
Unpacking )

Minimum Charge~=The charge for one hour.

(1) See item 70 for spplication of rates.
(2) See Item 95 for computation of time,
(2) Rates do not include cost of materials. (See Item 360.).

(%) See item 210 for description of terricorias.

RATES AND CMARGES FOR PICKING UP OR DELIVERING
SHIPPING CONTAINERS AND PACKING MATERIALS

1n the event new or used shipping contaimers, including wardrobes, are dellivered by the
carrler, its agents, or omployees, prior to the time shipment is tendered for transporte
tion, or such contalners are picked up by tha carrier, its agents or employees subsequent
to the time dalivery |s accomplished, the following transportetion charges shall be
assessed: (See NOTE 1)

Each contalner, set up~ 155 cants
Each bundle of containars, f0)ded flat=== 155 cants
Minimum charge, per delivery=essecese=ess 730 cants

(8) Shipping containers, including wardrobes (See NOTE 2) and packing materials which are
furnished by the carrier at the request of the shipper will be cherged for at not less
than the actual original ¢ost to the carrier of such materials, F.0.8. carrier's place
»f business,

In the aevent such packing materials end shipping containers are returnad to eny carrler,
participating in the transportation thereof when loaded, an allowsnce may be made to the
consignes or his agent of not o excead 75 percant of the charges assessed under the
provisions of paragraph 2(a).

NOTE l.==1f Che hourly rates named in item 330 provida & lower charge than the
chargs in paragraph 1 of this item such lower charge shall apply.

NOTE 2.==No charge will ba sssessed for wurdrobes on shipments transported at
the rates providad in item 230,

O Increase, Decision No. 75995

EFFECTIVE

ISSUED BY THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION meﬁ OF CALIFORNIA,

Corraction 114 CISCO, CALIFORNIA.




