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Decision No. 79361 --------
BEFORE THE PUBtIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE StAtE OF CALIFOR~ 

In the Matter of the Application of ) 
ACE CITY DELIVERY ~ doing business as 
ACE CITY WAREHOUSE, ACCUR.A.TE CARTAGE 
AND WAREHOUSING, INC., KROWN TRANS-
PORXATION CO., doiug business as 
AMERICAN WAREHOUSE, ANAHEn1 TRUCK 
& TRANSFER CO .. , ATLANTIC 'l'R.A.NSFER 
CO ., :B & M TERMINAL CORP., BEKINS 
WAREHOUSING CORP., CALIFORNIA 
CAR'rAGE WAREHOUSE CO., a division 
of CALIFORNIA CA.R:rAGE COMPANY, INC., 
DANIEL C. FESSENDEN COMPANY, doing 
business as CALIFORNIA WAREHOUSE CO., 
CENTRAL TERMINAL WAREHOUSE CO .. , 
CITIZENS WAREHOUSE TRUCKING COMPANY, 
INC., CITY TRANSFER,. INC., COLUMBIA 
VAN LINES, INC.. OF CALIFORNIA, 
COMMERCE WAREHOUSE COMPANY, 
CONSOLIDATED 't-iAREHOUSE COMPANY OF 
CALIFORNIA, DARt PUBLIC WAREHOUSE, 
INC., DAVIES WAREHOUSE COMPANY, 
DEPENDABLE tRUCKING COMPANY, 
FLEETWOOD WAREHOUSE CO., INC., 
INTERAMERICAN WAREHOUSE CORPORATION, 
LAW EXPRESS, INC., LOS ANGELES 
TRANSPORT & WAREHOUSE CO., LYON 
V.Alit & S'XORA.GE CO., M & M TRANSFER 
COMPANY, METROPOLI!AN WAREHOUSE CO., 
Y.QSER tRUCKING INCORPORATED, OVERLAND 
TERMINAL WAREHOUSE CO., OVERMYER OF 
LA. MIRADA, PACIFIC COAST TERMINAL 
WAREHOUSE CO., PACIFIC COMMERCIAL 
WAREHOUSE, INC., PEERLESS TRUCKING 
COMPANY, REDW"AY TRUCK AND WAREHOUSE 
COMPANY, JOSEPH J. ROSSINI, TORRANCE 
VAN & stORAGE COMP~"Y, doing business 
as S. & M. TRANSFER & STORAGE CO., 
SHIPPERS TERMINAL CO. OF CALIFORNIA 
INC., SIGNAL TRUCKING SERVICE, :LTD., 
STAR. TRUCK & TRANSFER COMPANY and 
PIONEER TRUCK COMPANY, doing business 
as STAR TRUCK AND WAREHOUSE CORPORA-
TION, STATES WAREHOUSES, INC., STORE-
CENTER, INC., SUPERIOR FAST DRAYAGE, 
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SWIFt TRANSPORTATION COMPANY, ) 
l'R.'O'I..OVE TRANSFER & SIORAGE, INC., ) 
UNION TERMINAL WAREHOUSE, USCO ) 
SERVICES, INC., VERNON CENTRAL ~ 
WAREHOUSE, INC., doing business 
as vw,"ON WAREHOUSE COMPANY, 
WEBER TRUCK AND WAREHOUSE, WEST 
COAST 'WAREHOUSE CORP., and 
WILLIAMS WAREHOUSE AND DISTRIBU-
TION CENTER., INC. , for authority 
to increase their rates as 
warehousemen in the City of 
Los Angeles and other Southern 
California points. 

(Appearances are listed in Appendix A) 

OPINION ------_ ........ 
The 48 applicants in this proceeding are engaged in the 

warehousing of general commodities as· public utility warehousemen 
at various locations within and about the Los Angeles metropolitan 
area. By this application they seek authority to effect a 5 per-
cent increase in their rates .and charges on five days' notice to· 
the Commission and to the public. 

Applicants.' present rates and charges are set forth 
mainly in california Warehouse Tariff Bureau Warehouse Tariffs 
Nos. 28-A and 29-A, Cal. P.U.C. Nos. 193 and 194, respectively, 
of Jack L. Dawson, Agent. In addition, applicants M & M Transfer 
Company, Vernon Warehouse Company, and Union Terminal y!arehouse 
Company maintain rates for certain of their services in the 
following. tariffs of Jack I.. Dawson, Agent: 

M & M Transfer Company: 
Warehouse Tariff No. 19, Cal. p.u.e. No. 19; 

Vernon Warehouse Company: 
Warehouse Tariff No.8, Cal .. P.U.C. No.8; 

Union Terminal Warehouse: 
~Tarehouse Tariff No.2, cal. P .T.1.C. No·. 2. 
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The rates and charges in applicants' Warehouse Tariffs 
Nos. 28-A and 29-A and in M & M Transfer Company's 'Warehouse 
Tariff No. 19 were established at their present level on 
December 16, 1970, pursUAnt to authority granted by Decision 
No. 77996. The rates and charges in Vernon Warehouse Company's 
Warehouse Tariff No.8, cal ... P ... U.C. No.8) were estaOlishcd 
June 24, 1970, pursuant to Decision No. 77334, and the rates 
and charges in Warehouse Tariff No. 2 of Union Texminal Ware-
house were established February 9, 1968, pursuant to Decision 
No. 75285. 

Applicants state that under terms of collective 
bargaining agreements en~ered into in 1970 with unions repre-
senting their employees the costs of the labor employed in 
their warehouse operations will be increased substantially on 
or before July 1, 1971, and that their operating expenses have 
been increased also by raises in wages and salaries which they 
have had to grant clerical, superv'isorial and aclministrative 
})ersonnel since July 1, 1970. Assertedly) none of these cost 
increases were considered by the Commission in reaching its 
Decision No... 77996. Applicants allege that as a result of said 
cost increases the rates and charges now provided in applicants' 
tariffs for all of their services will be on July 1, 1971, and 
thereafter) ~easonably low) inadequate) and insufficient to 

provide revenues necessary to meet operating expenses and leave 
a reasonable profit for the warehouse services of applicants. 
They further allege the sought increase of five percent iu all of 
their warehousing rates and charges is necessary to bring such 
rates and charges to .a. reasonable and sufficient level .. 
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Public hearing on this application was held before 
Examiner c. S. Abernathy at Los Angeles 0'0. May 24 and 25, 1971. 
Evidence was presented on applicants' behalf by the seeretaxy-
treasurer of the Los Angeles Warehousemen's Association. A 
representative of the Duke Molner V3holesale Liquor Co., lne., 
participated in the development of the record in opposition to 
the application. Members of the Commission's staff also parti-
cipated in the development of the record. 

The evidence which applicants' witness presented is to 
the following effect: 

Fo llowing the labor .agreements which applicants entered 
into in 1970) applicants' witness initiated a study for the pur-
pose of detem.iuing whether the warehousemen could absorb the 
increases in labor cos:s which the agreements specified or 
whether they would have to seek compensating revenue increases 
through increased rates. Financial data which were used as the 
basis for this study were taken from the warehousemen's annual 
reports to the Commission for the year 1969 inas:uch as more 
recent data were not available at the time. Assuming that the 
warehousemen's revenue and expense experience would continue at 
1969 levels except for the incre.'lses in labor costs (plus certain 
related cost increases) and except for the increases in rates 
which the Commission has since authorized, the witness adjusted 
the 1969 revenue and expense figures to include prOvision 
therein on an annual basis for the higher labor costs and" rate 
increases. The resultant figures were represented as a 
portrayal of the present revenue and expense pOSition of 
applicant warehousemen under present labor and labor-related 
costs and under present rates. 
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r,Tith respect to the figures for 12 of the applicant 
warehousemen, the wi::ness made certain other adjustments to 
exclude therefrom expenses which he considered as inappropriate 
charges to the public utility operations involved. For example, 
where the warehousemen had included charges to depreciation 
expense which the witness considered as excessive, he reduced 
said charges to amounts which he considered to be no:rmal and 
reasonable. In some instances the warehousemen had included 
as eharges against their warehousing oper2t10ns expenses 
i~eurred from certain other operations such as property 
rentals and trucking in which some of the warehousemen are also 
engaged. These expenses were also excluded. Another adjust-
ment which the witness made was to substitute owners' costs 
(such as taxes and d~reciation) for rental costs where the 
warehousemen were renting their warehouse operating properties 
from affiliates. Six of the twelve warehousemen so rent their 
properties. This substitution assertedly confo:ms to pro-
cedures which the Commission bes followed in past proceedings 
involving these warehousemen.!! 

The 12 warehousemen whose operating data were thus 
refined ;;re warehousem.en whom the witness considered to be 
representative of applicants generally. Said warehousemen 
reportedly enjoy a substantial amount of revenue tl.nd serve a. 
substantial number of customers. They are not completely 
specialized. They utilize buildings (both single-story and 

11 The substitution of owners' costs for rental costs ~s the 
effect of avoiding the problem as to whether the ~ent81~ 
which the wnrehousemen are paying to their affiliates ~re 
excessive. The substitution resulted in reduc~ions ranging 
from about $25,000 to $117,000 in the operating expenses of 
five of the warehousemen and an increase of $30,500 for the 
sixth. The change for the six as a group was a reduction 
of $3l3~159. 
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multi-story) that are conducive to public utility warehousing. 
They maintain proper accounting procedures in connection with 
their operations. Ten of the selected warehousemen a.re part 
of a group of eleven which the Commission has accepted as 
representative warehous~en in a number of proceedings here-
tofore which have resulted in increases in rates for most of 
the warehousemen who are located in and about the Los Angeles 
m.et'ropolitan area. The remaining two of the twelve selected 
in this matter a.re simila.r to the others, and were added as 
a rep~eement of one of the former group who had ciseontinued 
m.embership in the Los Angeles Warehousemen's Assoc1ation. 
The twe.lve warehousemen account for about 72 percat of t"ne 
reve~es derived under the public utility tariffs vhich are 
invo 1 ved in this matter. They likewise account f01 about 
72 percent of the space dedicated to public utilitr ware-
housing by the applicants herein. 

Table No. 1 below sets forth the financiLl data 
which the witness so developed for the nforesaid 1: ware-
housemen. Table No. 2 sets forth the financial data which 
the witness cieveloped for 28 of the other applicants. 
Financial data were not presented for eight applictnts for 
reasons tha~ they conducted no operations under Wa1ehouse 
Tariff No. 28-A during 1969, or that they conductc, no· 
warehousing operations, or that they have become p,rties 
to Warehouse 'Xariff No. 28-A too recently to have my data 
eo submit. 
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Table No.1 
EstiQated Annual Operating Results 

12 Selected Warebousemen 
Under Present Rates 

Operating 
Ratio* 

Warehous'emen Revenues ~enses* Net * ~ercent~ 

Dart Public Warehouse, Inc. $ 275,425 $ 230,963 $ 44,462 83.86 
Pacific Commercial Warehouse, 

Inc. 400,442 346)163 ' 54,279 86.4S 
Interamerican Warehouse 

Corporation 612',056 548,475 63,581 89.61 
Metropolitan,Warehouse Co. 1,683,899 1,559,326 124,573· 92.60 
Ace City Delivery, dba 

Ace City Warehouse 457,437 424,571 32,866, 92'.82: 
Redway Truck and Warehouse 

346,79-1 326,8,28 19:,963" 94~24 Company 
Davies Warehouse Company 707,270 676· ,.$,76 30,694 95.66 
Pacific Coast Terminal 

Warehouse Co • 1,656,723 1,640,630 16·,093 99'.03" 
Star Truck & Transfer Company 

and Pioneer Truck Company, 
. dba Star Truck and 
Warehouse Corporation 924,239 916,669 7,570 99.13 

Daniel C. Fessenden Company, 
dba california Warehouse Co. 331,451 334,897 (3 z44b) 101.04. 

Overland Ter.minal Warehouse Co. 815·,728 851,900 Qb'zr'~) 104.43 
U1l1on 'Iemina1 Warehouse l2442z294 lz622 z 302 (180 z008) 112.48, 

Total $9,653,755 $9,479',300 $174,45$ 93~19" . 

<:::) Indicates loss. 

*After provision for income taxes. 
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TAble NO. 2. 

!st1mac~d Annval Oparntinr. Re8u1ta 
26 Oth~~ W4rQho~R~Qn 
U"d~r Pr~R~ne Rnt~~ 

Columbia Van 1..1nol. 1M •• 
of C&11forn$.1Io $ 

Trulove ~Anster & StorAge. Inc. 
Atlantic 'l'ran6fer Co. 
OvermyC1" of l.A Mirada 
Torranco Van & Storage CompAny, 

db& S. & M. 'l'ranafor & 
StOrAge Co •. 

R«!'Vf!n\l~R 

1.665 
232 

19,422 
69,210 

.5.7.58 

Exrt'nRf!"W 

$ 673 
129 

12.588 
.52.548 

$ 

J)ependabolc Tnacld.ngCompAny 
~lc1na 'Warohoua1ng Corp. 

113.172(-) 
4,433 

90,254 (A) 

M & M 'l'ranafer Colll])any 
Ca11!orn1A Carear,c wArehoule Co •• 

a d1v:1s1onof California 
eartaee . Com}>4ny. :toe. 

Krown '.tr&JU'j)O'L"tat1on Co.,. 
dba AmericAn 'W4rehou.. 

B .s. M 1'0%1111'0&1 Corp. 
Lo. Angele" 'l'rana?Q'L"t & 

warehouse COIIl])&ny . 
City Tranater. 1M. 
Commerco Warehouse Company 
Conso11dAted 'WArehouse Company 

of Cal:tforn1.& 
Vernon Central WAreho\lao, Inc., 

dba Vernon WArehouse Company 
Weae: Coast 'WarchoWlo Corp. 
Cener41 terminal Warehouse Co. 
An&he1m Trucl< & 'I'rand'er Co. 
'Weber Trucl< and W4rch~se 
Citizens 'WarahC\lD0 Truelc1ng 

CompIU'lY. Inc. 
Lyon Van & Storage Co. 
Mo.er Truelc1ng Incorporated 
Law ~eD., Xnc. 

219 .. 346 183.880 
233.746 196.~8 

298,212 252.043 

61.340 
64.821. (0) 

52,810 
57,470('0) 

270 • .530 250.986 
184,812 17.5,1l0 
388,446 369.419 

22,432 21,336 

337,973 323,519 
489.374 469,849 
130,126 128.930 
33,581 34,162 

260.788 277 ,904 

75.507 80.674 
3.645 4,252 

133,082 157.845 
28,608 35,$33 . 
1,366 1.727 

~w 

992 
103 

6.834 
16,662 

1,325 
22.918(&) 
35,466 

' 37,398 

46,169 

8,530 
7.351(1)) 

19 • .544 
9,702 

19,027 

1.096 

14.454 
19,525 
l.196 
<m> 

([Z.!t]) 

~ 
<m> 

<?£1f1> 
~ 

<1ID 

e· 

Operat1ng 
RIlt:1o* 

(pl!"~t'nt> 

40.42 
55.60 
64.8l. 
75.93 

76 .. 99 
79.75(&) 
83.83 
84.00 

84.52 

86.09 
88.66 (b) 

92.78 
94.7.5 
95.10 

95.11 

95.72 
96.0'1 
99.08 

101.73 
106.56 

Superior ~awt Drayage 
StAtes Wa~ehousos, Inc. 
lJSCO Sc1:'Y1CII!II.. tl'lC. 
Storcccntcr. Inc. 

275,114 
5.431 (c) 

385.490 <l10!~'~ 
7,652(c) cr::iiD (c) 

106.84 
1l.6 .. 6~ 
118.61-
124.21 
126.43 
140.12 
140.89(c) 

total 
15 142 (127) 

$3,727,754. $3,627.706 $100.048 
c::::; 1n41cAt~. lOlA. 

-After ~~ov1sion for incQm4 taxes. 

(~) P.r1od. March 1 throu;h Dccembo~ 31, 1969. 
(b) Vincal yeAr thrO\l~h Sepe:~ber 30, 1969. 

946.67 -97.32 

(c) Period, Octouo~ 1. 1969, through Dceombcr 31, 1969. 
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Following the wieness' development 0: the data in 
T~ble No. 1 showing the projected operating results under 
present rates and labor costs, said data were considered by 
applicants' ra:e committee which concluded that rate increases 
should be sought to restore applicants to a reaso~~b17 profit-
able position. Consideration was given by the r~te committee 
to the form that the rate increases should take, and it was 
further concluded that the increase should be in the form of 
a horizontal increase which would affect all rates and charges 
equally -- th~t such an increase would cause less disturbsncc 
to the warehousemen's patrons than would increa.ses by particular 
items. The plccing of the increases wholly on the handling 
charges was also weighed, but was not adopted for reasons that 
the handling charges have been rather substantially increased 
over the past years and that further increases would cause 
more diversion of traffic. Acco=d1ngly, the rate committee 
concluded, w1:h the subsequent concurrence of the other 
a~p~ican:s gener~lly, that an increase of five percent ~n all 
rates ~nd charges should be sought~ 

'!'he ~d.tness' estimates of oper.'l.t:i-cg rC!!s't:.lts under the 
proposed rates and under present labor costs are set forth in 
Tables Nos. 3 and 4 below. Regarding the estimates which are 
shown in Table No. 3 for the 12 selected wareho~semen, the 
't.n.:ncss noted that the table shows that said warehousemen, as 
.a group, would rea.lize a.n operating ratio of 95 .. 31 percent 
~der the proposed rates. He said that this operating ratio 
is eonsiste::t with. opertLting r.:ltios which the Com::lission has 
2.pproved for this same group of warehousemen in previous rate 
increase p=ocecdings~ 
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Table. No. 3 

Estimated Annual Operating Results 
12 Selected Warehousemen 

Under Proposed Rates 

Oporat1ng 
Ratio· 

Warehousemen Revenueo E?cpensee- Net'" (percent) -
Dal"'t PIlblie Wa:-ehouee, Inc. S 289,196 S 2~,074 $ 51,l22' 82.32 
F~eifie Commercial Warehouee, 

be. 420,/+64 356,.502- 63,962 84.79' 
I:nte:::-omoX'iec \';ar~ho~et 

Corporat1o:c. 642,659 564,278, 78,:!Sl Z7.80 
Motropolit811 WarehoU8Ct Co. 1,768",094 1,602,804 165,290 90.65-
Ace City ~li 'Y'0ry, d'ba 

Ac~ City Warehou$e 480,!09 4';,)82 43,927 90.85 
Red.w~ Truek and Warehouee 

Company ;64,131 335,783 28,348 92.Zl 
Da'Y'iee: WarehouGe Company 742,634 694,8;38 47,'196 9~.56, 

Star ~ek & Traue1'er Company 
sd P10neer ~ck Company, 
e.ba Star Truck and 
Waroho\u~e Corporatio:c. 9'10,451 9~,556 ':5,89.5 96.51 

::?aei:f'ie CoMt Terminal 
Werehouee Co. 1,'1'39,559 1, 682, 27l 57,288 96.71 

Do:c!.el C.Fc.eJsende=. Company 
dba Calif'o%'%'lia W3X'oboueo Co. ~,024 3;;8,429 9,595 97.24 

O'Y'erland Terminal tvarehouse Co. 8,56,514 85:5,094 3,420· 99.60 
UniOx. Tol"l!ti'.nllll W~houee 1z214:z~2 12622~?&2 (107%(\q~9 107.12: 

Total $10,1)6,444 $9,661,~3 $47.5,132 95.31; 

C ) I:cdieates loSG. 

'" Attor :provi.e1¢rl. tor income taxec. 
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Tab1f1 No. 4 
E.t1ma~~6 AnnuAl ~~r~t1ng Re~u1ts 

2~ Othor W4r~h~~cmen 
Und~r Pr~r£"pd Rnt~. 

Operating 
Ratio'" WArehouI$f'IIIl.'1'I Revenue,. ~)t21,'ft1"'l'1w !!5'" !lzf"t"('('nt.l 

Columbia VAn ~ne!. Inc •• 
693 39.6~ ot Cal1!Ol'n1a $ 1.748 $ $ 1.0SS 

T'nl1ov., TrAn.1Il!~ & Storage. Inc. 244 132 112 54.10 
At~ntic Transfor Co,. 20.393 12.854 7.539 63.03 
Ovtll'lDYe'r of! 1.Il M1rada 72,671 53.498 19,113 73.62 
Torrance VAft & Stora"., CompAny, 

41)& S .. (,. M. Tran.lot' & Storage 
6.046 4.~12 1,534 74.63 Co .. 

»~endab1e Trucking CompAny 118.831(a) 93.177(A' 25,654(4) 78.41(4) 
!ek1ft.Wurehoua1n& Corp. 230.313 189,543 '0~770 82.30 
M 6o,M Iranstar Coop&ny 245,.433 202.383 43.050 82.46 
Ca11torn:t& Cart&p;e Warebol.lllo Co .. , 

a 41v,f.11on of! CaliforniA 
Cartage Company, Inc. 313,123 259,743 ~3,380 82.95 

Xrown Tranu,ortAt1on, Co., 
64,407 dba AmGrlCAft W4rehouse S~,652 10.755 83.30 

:B & M Terminal Corp. 68,062(b) 58,360 (b) 9,,702(1)) 805 .. 74(b) , 
to. Ango1es Transport & 

284,056 257.971 26,085 90.82 . War~~.o Company 
C1T:}' '1'r.Anafor. Inc. 194,0053 177.647 16,406 91 .. 055 
Con~olidAted Warobol.lll~ CompAny 

23.5~ 21,644 of CaUforn1a 1,910 91.89 
Coamcm:e Warehoullo Company 407,868 379,291 28.577 92.99 
Vernon CentrAl War.houao, Inc .. , 

db4 Vernon WarehoYsa Company 354,872 330,564 24.308 93.15 
We.t Coa.t 'WarohouaeCorp. 496,762 473,664 23 .. 098 95.3~ 
Central Tcrm1nAl Wa:t'oho~Be Co. 1~';.632 130,717 5,915 95.67. 
AnAhe1m. 'h'I.l.<:k (,; 't.rol'\\afer Co. 35 .. 260 34,404 856, 97.57 
Weber Truck and Warehouso 270.672 277.904 '(!;!ID 102.67 
C1e1zec. Wnrohouao~k1ag 

79,282 80.674 (Q!ID' 101.76 COmJ>any, Inc •. 
'LYOftVan (,; Storage Co. 3,827 4,252 ~ 111.11 
Moaer Truck1ng Incorporated 139,736 157,845 a~.IQ'.2) 112.96 
~ ~ro!s. Inc. 30.038 3~.~33 ~, 118.29 
Superior Fast Drayage 1',1.34 1.727 <W 120.43 
States WArehouse.. Inc. 288.870 385,490 <::&/OiW 133.45 
tlSCO Serv1cu. Inc. 5.703 (c) 7.652(c) ~(c)134.17(c) 
Storecenter, Inc. 

Total 
16 142 crw 

$3.8?3 .. 906 $3.68S,668 $208,238 

c:;::, In(11catc.!1J 10l1li. 

* After prov1s1on tor income tAX.'. 

( .. > Per104, March 1 through J)ccf'lllber 31, 1969. 

(b) F111CDl year thro~r.;h ~tC111!x1r 30. 1969. 

(c) Period. October 1. 1969. throueh December 31. 196? 
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Discussion 

Applicants are here seeking authority :0 impose a levy 
of approximately $649,000 on their patrons through increases in 
their rates and charges on grounds that their revenues under 
their p~csent rates and charges are insufficient to =eturn the 
co~ts of the~r warehousing services and to provide a reasonable 
?rofit. However, the evidence which they have presented sets 
fort:h quite a d~verse portrayal of the earning positions of the 
individual wa:e'housemen that comprise the applicants in this 
~tt~r. Tables Nos. 1 and 2 above show that of the 40 warc-
h.ousemen for whom revenue and expcnce d:lta were presented, 16 
s~e operating at a 10s$ or at e3rnings which may be clearly 
designated as \4~e~sonably low ar.d insufficient. The other 24 
warehousemen are operating at profit levels wh1c~ range from 
minimally reasonable to excessive. The ~y~dcnce also shows 
that in the event the sought increases in rates e~d crArges 
s.re authorized, :!pproximately $303,000 of the $649,000 in 
J.l.dc1itional revenues which would be earned thereU:lder would be 
received by the 16 warehousemen whose present earnings are 
insufficient and $346,000 would be received by the rexlUlining 
2l~ warehousemen. 

Despite the diversity in earning pos1t~on of the 
individ:ual w~rchousemen, and despite the f.::ct ths:~ toe eernings 
of a majority of the w~r~housemen unGer present r~tes either lie 
witlu'C. the range of reasonableness or are exceSSive, applicants 
n~verthe1ess asser:t that as a group they are in need of addi-
:iotl\:l.l revenues, and their group· earning posi'tion under presene 
rates Ana. expenses is as shown by the d.:lta in Table No.1. 
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It may be noted that Table No. 1 also portrays a diverse 
earning position ~or~ the 12 warehousemen represented thereby. 
It appears that under present rates, five of the 12 warehousemen 
are ope::ating at profit levels which are unrc-.s.son.:lbly low and 
insufficient, and that the other seven arc operating .at profit 
levels ",..;hich range from minimally reasonable to excessive'. 

Applicants' utilization of the operating results of 12 
selected warehousemen ,to justify the sought increases in rates 
and charges of 48 of the public utility warehousemen in and about 
the Lo~ Angeles metropolitan area is a procedure which has been 
followed and which the Commission has accepted since the initial 
publication of applicants' Tariffs Nos. 28-A and 29-A Olbout 
f~fteen years ago. In this proceeding, however, considerations 
nave e:ergcd which give rise to serious question as to whether 
f~her acceptance of this kind of shO"'Ning, without other sup-
po=ting data" is warranted. These considerations center about 
the operatio~ which the warehousemen conduct uncer the ~rovisions 

2/' of Tariff ~~o. 29-A instead of those in Tariff No. 28-A.-
Tariff No. 29-A differs from Tariff No. 28-A in tl1at 

~he laeter t~riff sets forth the warehous!ng rates and cb~rge$ 
of all of applicant warehousemen whereas Tariff No. 29-A sets 
forth special rates which are lower ehan those in ~ariff No. 2S-A 
.;:m,d which 8.re assessed by only eereain warchousc:nen. The ratec 
in T~ri=f No. 29-A are at times· designated as vol~e rates, 
inssm~eh as their application is contingent upon the storage and 
hzndling of designated quantities of the commodities involved. 

~/ Official notice is taken of Tariffs NO$. 28-A and 29-A ane 
~he provisions thereof. 
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For example, the tariff names special rates for the storage of 
dry beans and riee. The rates are subject to minimum quantities 
of l~OOO,COO pounds per year. They apply at .American V1arehouse, 
Overland Terminal Warehouse and Union Terminal Warehouse. Other 
examples are as follows: 

Tariff 
Item No. 

60 

77 

110 

136 

139.7 

250 

Commodity 

Business forms 
Candy 

Fluorescent light 
fixtures 

Dietary foods and 
food supplements 

Ladders· and scaf-
folcls, al'uminum 

Minimum Storage 
Quantity, per Year 

(in pounds) 

3,500,000 

6,000,000 

1,500,000 

12,000,000 

3'50,000 
Sugar, beet or 

cane, refined // 50,000,000 
(Not less than 
4,000,000 lbs. 

per month) 
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Warehouseman 

Commerce. 

Los Angeles 
Transport; . 

Union:Terminal; 
Weber 

Dart; .Redway; . 
Union·1'exminal· . . , 
Weber 

Union l' exmiwl . 

Union Terminal 

Davies; 
Interamerican 
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There are 79 items in the principal section of Tariff 
No. 29-A in which special storage and handling rates are provided. 
Twenty-six of the forty-eight applicants herein participate in 
said items. All of the 12 selected warehousemen whose operating 
results are set forth in Table No. 1 are participants. The extent 
of their participation is as follows: 

No. of 
Warehousemen 

1 
2 
2 
1 
1 
2 
1 
1 
1 

Participation 
(No. of· Items) 

2 
6 
7 
9 

12 
14 
17 
19 
29 

Average per warehouseman 9'. S8 

The extent of the participation of the other 14 warehousemen 
is as follows: 

No. of Participation 
Warehousemen (No. of Items) 

2 1 
4 2 
2 3 
3 4 
2 5 
1 8 

Average per warehouseman 1.64 

-15-, 
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The record does not show what p=oportio~ of the partici-
pating warehousemen's revenues are earned under the rates in 
Tariff No. 29-A. Applicants were unable to supply this informa-
tion. However, 'the· conclusion seems inescapable th:lt insofar as 
the 12 selected warehousemen are conce:ned a significant portion 
of their revenues are earned under the rates in Tariff No·. 29-A. 

If this conclusion is correct, it follows that the 
financial operating results which are reported for the· l2 selected 
":9'~rehouse:ne'C. in Table No. 1 simply reflect the operations of said 
warehousemen as those operations are being conducted. They do not 
pro·~de a measure of adequacy or inadequacy of the rates in Tariff 
No. 2S-A. C~early, operating results which may be substantially 
derived under special rates cannot be deemed representative per se 
of operating results under a general level of rates. In the 
circucstances the fact that the 12 wareQousem~n account for about 
72 percent of the revenues of all of the applicants in this 
proceeding loses its significance as a valid indicator that the 
operating res'ults of the 12 selected warehousemen are 4'epresen-
~ative of those of applicants generally. Before such results are 
furtaer accepted they.should be supplemented by other data ~h1c~ 
would more definitely establish their representative character 
than is possible on this record. 

A further consideration in this same vein is the fact 
that applicants' assertions of insufficiency of t~e present retes 
rest essentially on the operating results of but f17e of the 12 
selected warehousemen. These five warehousemen are those whose 
oper~tions &re shown by Table No. 1 to be the least profitable 
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of the group. For convenience of reference their operating results 
=e reproduced from Table No·. 1 as' follows: 

WtJ.%'ehouBemen 
Pacific Coast ~erminal 

Wo.rehoUM co. 
Star Truck 82:.c1 Werehouee 

Corporation 

California Warehouee Co. 

Overland Terminal Warebouee 
Co. 

U:ion Terminal Warehouse 

:Revenues 

Sl,656,72~ 

924,2'-~ 

33).,4,51 

815,728 

1,442,~i 

Expenees 

Sl,640,6~ 

916,669 
334,897 

8.51,~ 

1,622,;,02 

Operating 
Ratio-

Net (percent) 

$ l6,093 99.03 

7,570 99.18 
(3,446) 101.04 

(~z172) lO4.4~ 

<laO:zOO~) 112.48 

Inasmuch as these five warehousemen are purported t~ be 
representative warehousemen, it is. proper to inquire into th~ 
causes of the unfavorable operatitllg results. It is particularly 
proper to inquire ~hether the unfavorable operating results may 
be attributed to services which the warehousemen are providing 
under the special rates in Tarlff No. 29-A. 

Tariff No. 29-A sho~s that the participation of these 
five warehousem.en in the 79 principal rate items in the tariff 
is as follows: 

Warehousemen 

Pacific Coast Teminal Warehouse Co. 
Star Truck and Warehouse Co~rat1on 
California Warehouse Co. 
OVerland Terminal Warehouse Co. 
Union Tc:m1nal Warehouse 

Average per warehouseman 

-17-

Participation· 
(No·. of Items} 

12 
7 
6 

14 
29 

13·.6 
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In response to inquiry concerning the relative profit-
ableness of the rates in Tariff No. 29 ... A, applicants' attorney 
and witness both asserted that the rates in Tariff No. 29-A, and 
in Tariff No. 28-A also,. are mainly the product of managerial 
judgment and are not) and never have been, designed 1:0 produce 
costs plus a reasonable profit. These assertions do· not appear 
to be wholly accurate factually. 

The present structure of Tariff No. 28-A had its 
inception in revisions which were made in 1957 in a precedent 
tariff, Tariff No. 7-C, for purposes which included the e11mina-
tion of various inequities in the rate structure then applicable. 
Storage rates which were proposed on behalf of the warehousemen 
and which were authorized (DeciSion No. 55198·, dated July- 2, 1957, 
in Application No. 37663), were designed to reflect an average 
revenue of 7.5 cents per square foot of gross storage area, an 
amount which was deemed at the time to be compensatory. Rates 
for warehouse handling services were designed to produce an 
over-all average of $2.50 per ton,. although the then current 
wage seales asserted~y justified a rate of $~.25 per ton. 

At the time that these revisions were being made in 
the underlying rate structure of Tariff No. 28-A, changes were 
also made in the warehousemen's Tariff No. 5-J, a precedent 
tariff to Tariff No. 29-A. these changes were mainly in the 
form of rate increases in the amount of about 10 percent. 
Apparently, such increases were not accomplished on a rate/cost 
relationship comparable to that used in the revision of Tariff 
No.7-C. 

In summary, it appears that as a result of the revi-
sions in 19507 the warehousemen undertook to orient their 
individUal rates in Tariff No. 7-C with costs, whereas they did 
not take correspol1ding aetioll with respect to the special rates 
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in Tariff No. S-J. Changes which have been since made in both 
tariffs have been mainly in the form of rate increases to produce 
revenues to offset increases in labor 4nd related costs. The 
increases have been effected primarily on the basis of the 
revenue needs of a group of selected warehousemen computed on the 
warehousemen's combined operations under Tariffs Nos. 28-A and 
29-A (or precedent tariffs). To the extent that the rates for 
some of the warehousemen's services have fallen short of returning 
the applicable costs, it appears that the differences have been 
fmposed on the rates for other services which have been sufficient, 
or more than sufficient, to re'CUrn the costs involved. Neverthe-
less, in view of the revisions undertaken in 1957, it is reasonable 
to conclude that Tariff No. 28-A is more closely related to costs 
than is Tariff No. 29-A. 

But· even though Tariffs Nos. 28-A and 29-A were, and 
are, the product of managerial judgment, such fact does not 
preclude an examination into the propriety of the rate structures 
in either or both tariffs. The right of managements of public 
utility warehousemen to exercise managerial discretion in the 
selection of the rates to be assessed is not an untrammeled 
right to set and adjust rates within whatever boundaries the 
managements choose to observe. Section 453 of the Public Utilities 
Code proscribes public utility rates, charges, services and 
facilities which are discriminatory or preferential. Section 454 
requires that the rates of public utilities 'be just and reasonable.~1 

2/ It appears that in the exercise of managerial judgment, the 
warehousemen have given weight at times to other than ware-
house considerations. It is noted that the special rates 
which are named in Item No. 250 of Tariff No. 29-A for the 
storage and handling of sugar in minimum quantities of 
50,000,000 pounds c. year by Davies Warehouse Company and 
Interamerican Warehouse Corporation are contingent upon the 
utilization of the non-warehouse trucking facilities of those 

. companies for the transportation of the sugar to and/or from 
said compauies' warehouses. 
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In view of the development in this proceeding of the 
character of the rates in Tariff No. 29-A as reduced and special 
rates, the propriety of increasing applicants' ~ates in Tariff 
No. 28-A on a showing of insufficient revenues i::: brought into 
question. It would not be resso~~ble to tmpose inc~c~ses on 
applicents' patro~s s~ner~~ly to cOm?cnsa~e ~or losses under 
unduly low r~tes t:!!at have been volun~.:.:ily established and 
maintained for the benefit of a favored few. In view of the 
question thus raised, and inasmuch as the sufficiency of the 
special rates to return the costs of the services to which they 
apply has not been established or tested either here or in a 
prior proceeding, it is incumbent upon the applicants to show 
that the circumstances upon which the rate increases are sought 
are not the result of undue losses under the special rates. 
Such a showing was not made. On this basis, also, the record 
does not warrant the authorization of rate increases as sought. 

Aside from the above discussed infirmities of appli-
cants' presentation in this matter, another consideration which 
would bar authorization of the full amount of the sought rate 
increases stems from the form of the increases themselves. 
Applicants' proposals are to increase all of their rates and 
charges for their various services by a uniform percentage of 
five percent. The services involved are storage, handling, and 
miscellaneous or other. Storage consists of the eust~dial 
services which applicants provide in the retention of the 
merchandise stored. Handling consists of the services of 
transporting merchandise from receiving platform to storage 
area, the piling of the merchandise in said area, and the 
subsequent unpiling and retransport1ng of the merchandise to 
delivery platform. MIscellaneous or other services consist 
of such services as sorting, weighing, labeling, sampling, 
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reconditioning, loading into or from rail cars, and other services 
involving the use of special labor and/or clerical personnel. On 
the basis of the revenues reported by applicants' witness for 1969 
it appears that about 38 .. 6 percent of applicants' revenues are 
earned from storage, 45.7 percent from h4ndling, and 15·.7 percent 
from miscellaneous or other. 

Although applicants are here seeking increases in their 
rates and charges on the grounds of increased labor and related 
costs, the increases which they would make in their rates for 
storage, for handling and for their miscellaneous or other services 
are not proportionate to the extent that their costs of performing 
said services have increased. The handling and miscellaneous 
services are mainly labor related services whereas storage is not.~.j 
The uniform increase of 5 percent which applicants seek to make 
in their rates and charges would result in increases in their 
total charges approximately as follows: 

Storage 
Handling 
All Other 

Total 

$250~000 
297,000 
1027°00 

$649',000 

4/ - In'prior proceedings involving the rates of public utility 
warehousemen in and about the Los Angeles metropolitan ares, 
labor expense has been described as being involved in storage 
only to a minor degree (Decision No. 57992, dated February 9, 
1959, in Application No .. 40688), as constituting only a small 
part of the costs entailed in the storage function of ware-
housemen (DeciSion No. 61781 dated April 4, 1961, in Applica-
tion No. 42592), as an inconsequential factor in storage rates 
(Decision No. 63517, dated April 3, 1962, in Application 
No. 43849), and as comprising only from 10 to 15 percent of 
the total cost of rendering the service of storage (Decision 
No. 73581, dated March 12, 1968, in Application No. 49761). 
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If labor costs are so small a proportion of applicants' 
storage services as has been represented heretofore 7 it appears 
that an increase of not more than $75,000 in applicants' total 
storage charges would be sufficient to compensate for the 
increased labor costs applicable to the services involved. Under 
the rate increase proposals in issue herein, applicants' storage 
patrons would be charged $115,000 or more for costs not applicable 
to the storage services. 

Applicants undertook to justify the proposed increases 
in storage rates and charges on grounds that every piece of mer-
chandise that is received for storage is subject both to handling 
ana storage charges, and that the same group of people storing a 
given commodity will consequently pay both charges in a uniform 
and nondiscriminatory manner. Applicants' argument in this 
respect disregards the fundamental difference between the handling 
and s1:orage services. It assumes, moreover, that applicants' 
patrons uniformly use the handling and storage services. Handling 
basically is a one-tfme charge, since it covers the movement of 
goods within a warehouse from point of receipt to point of storage 
and from point of storage to point of delivery. Storage eharges~ 
on the other hand, are continuing charges which vary aceording t~ 
the duration of the storage. Applicants did not undertake to show, 
nor does it appear otherwise, that the storage periods of all 
storers are uniform.. Where the storage periods differ, and where 
handling costs are imposed in part on storage by means of a 
percentage increase in the storage rates, the storer who stores 
for several months at a time will be required ,to pay a greater 
proportion of such costs than will the storer who stores for 
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briefer periods. On the record before us we do not agree that 
such result is nondiscriminatory.11 

Applicants also undertook to show through their witness 
that increases in the storage rates and charges are justified by 
cost increases other than those for labor and related costs. In 
this respect the witness stated that the purpose of the sought 
rate increases is not simply to capture additional revenues to 
compensate for the increases in labor and related costs. He 
declared that "the other costs which the warehousemen incur, the 
paper they use, the :rent that they pay, the taxes they pay, the 
supplies, the lights, the gas, the water, all of the gasoline 
they use, the repairs on their equipment, all of those have 
increased p::'oportionately." Such costs, he said, are not capable 
of precise measurement to the extent that the labor cost increases 
are. He asserted that his purpose of measuring the labor cost 
increases was merely to indicate to the Commission the profit-
ability of the warehousemen's operations.§/ He further asserted 
that were the warehousemen to seek full compensation for all of 
the increases in their operating costs, they would have requested 
rate increases of 8 to 10 percent instead of the 5 percent 
actually sought. 

11 Our conclusions apply with even greater force to· applicants' 
proposals to shift part of the increased costs of the miscel-
laneous or other services to storage. Whereas handling is 
also involved in every instance when goods are received for 
storage, few, if any, miscellaneous or other services are 
provided e.."(cept in instances when specifically required by 
the storer. 

§/ If the purposes of the witness' measurem.ent of the labor cost 
inc~eases are as indicated, they do not coincide with those of 
the application, the whole thrust of which is made on the basis 
of increases in warehouse labor, clerical,. supervisorial and 
administrative wage and salary costs which applicants allegedly 
have experienced and which are not reflected in the present 
rates. . 
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. In view of the continuing. inflation which has prevailed 
over the past year, a matter which is one of common knowledge, it 
may be conceded that the warehousemen have experienced increa.ses 
in all of their operating costs -- that the cost increases have 
not been lfmited to those for labor. However~ the position of 
applicants' witness is that all of such other costs increases 
have been proportionate to those for labor. the witness was 
unable to submit a:ny factual <ic.t::l to support his position. In 
the absence of such supporting data we find the allegation to be 
unacceptable as a basis for the authorization of tccreases in 
storage rates. 

Other matters to be considered briefly in connection 
with the sought increases in storage rates deal with the allega-
tions of applicants' witness that the warehousemen have here 
elected to seek a horizontal increase in all of their rates and 
charges because the rates and charges for handling have been 
rather substantially increased over the past years and that· 
further increases thereof would cause more diversion of traffic. 

The witness did not submit information which would show 
the extent that increases have been effected in the handli~ rates 
in contrast to those for storage. However, a review of the 
decisions which have authorized increases in applicants' rates 
and charges since the general revision of applicants' basic rate 
structure fn 1957 shows that the hzndling rates have been 
increased 10 t~es, primarily on ,the basis of increased labor 
costs, and that the increases, in total, amount· to· about 75 per-
cent. The increases which have been made in the storage, rates 
during. this same period total 31 percent. 'I'hese increases 
include an increase of about 10 percent in handling and storage 
rates which was authorized in 1970 by Decisions Nos. 76878 and 
77334 in Application No. 5147·3, and a. 6 percent increase in 
handling and storage rates which was authorized by Decision 
No. 77996, dated December 1, 1970, in Application No. 5.2180. 
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Although the decisions support the allegation that the 
rates and charges for handling have been inereased substantially, 
it does not appear that the handling rates have been increased 
disproportionately in relation to the increases in labor costs 
which were the basis for the rate increases. On the contrary 
it appears that, if anything, the handling services have been 
favored over the storage services, particularly in 1970, when 
increases of about 16 percent were effected in both the handling 
and storage rates. Understandably, applicants may wish to avoid 
diversions of traffic that follow from increases in their handling 
rates. However, in order to accomplish this result, they should 
not unreasonably burden other of their services by tmpos1ng 
thereon costs applicable to handling. Without further informa-
tion to establish the propriety thereof we caQnot accept 
applicants' desire to avoid diversion of traffic as sufficient 
j~tification for an increase as sought in the rates and charges 
for storage. 

As our discussion thus far shows, we have concluded that 
applicants' presentation herein, which rests ma:tnly upon the 
financial operating results of 12 selected warehousemen, does not 
justify the author~tion of increases in applicants' rates and 
charges as sough~. The apparently extensive operations which the 
selected warehousemen conduct under the speCial rates in Tariff 
No. 29-A and the unanswered question as to whether applicants' 
alleged revenue needs are a result of losses "from rates· ~ Tariff 
No. 29-A which may be unduly low preclude the acceptance of the 
financial operating results of the 12 selected warehousemen as 
being representative of applicant warehousemen as a group. 
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Applicants' attorney expressed strong opposition to· the 
giving of any effect to the opera.tions under the ra.tes in Tariff 
No. 29-A iu determining whether the operating results of the 12 
selected warehousemen should be considered as representative of 
applicants' operations generally. He said tb4t such question has 
not been raised heretofore; that in procoeding after procecd'iug 
resulting tn increases in· applicants' rates the Commission has 
accepted as sufficient thQ same kind of presentation, as here made, 
and that the r4ising of question at this time as to the represent-
ative character of the 12 selected w&rebousemen without prior notice 
and opportunity to respond is tantamount to denial of due process. 
He asserted, furthermore, that to question whether the operations 
under Tariff No. 29-A may be less profitable than those under 
Tariff No. 2S-A is unwarranted; that applicants' rates have never 
bec:l maintained on a eost-plus basis; and that the judgment of the 
wcrehousemen as to how best to reCover needed revenues should'be 
accepted as a sound and satisf8ctory determination of how the rates 
should be adjusted. Regarding whether adjustments should be made 
on a cost basis as between handling, on the one hand, and sto:oage, 
on the other, applic3nts' attorney declared that a precise separa-
tion of the respective costs is impossil:>le; and that any di.vision 
of the costs is only an approximation. Who better than the 
warehousemen, he declared, can determine what is a reasonable spread 
between handling and storage rates in effecting increases in the 
rates. 

Notwithstanding the arguments of applicants t attorney to 
the contrary 1 the bearing upon this proceeding of the operations 
of various applicant warehousemen under Tariff No. ZS-A cannot be 
disregarded. What has become evident, apparently for the first 
time, is that the applicant warehousemen who are operating under 
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Tariff No. 29-A cannot, admittedly, provide an appraisal of the 
extent that such operations are profitable or unprofitable. Hence, 
the operating results of said warehousemen cannot be reasonably 
evaluated in determining the justification for, and propriety of, 
the sought rate increases~ particularly as they would apply to the 
rates and charges in Tariff No. 28-A. We cannot entertain 
app1ica.nts' argument that the increases should be accepted beca.use 
they are a product of the warehousecen' s ju~gment ':a5 to how the 
rates should be adjusted. to do so would constitute an abdication 
to the warehousemen of responsibilities which the Commission itself 
must exercise under the proviSions of Section 454 'of the Public 
Utilities Code. 

Neither can we accept applicants' argument that the costs 
of the services involved should not be considered. Just as whether 
the rates reasonably return the costs of service is a def~itive 
factor in determining the propriety of the rates from applicants' 
standpoint so it is also in determining the propriety of the rates 
from the standpoint of applicants' patrons. Moreover, inasmuch 
as it is evident that applicants' handling and miscellaneous 
services, on the one hand, and the storage services, on the other 
hand, are performed under different costs, the factor of costs 
becomes an inextricable consideration in determining how cost 
increases, which fall unequally on said services, should be borne 
by applicants' rate payers. 

That the costs of the separate services may not be 
calculated with mathematical precision is not reason for wholly 
disregarding cost considerations in adjustments of applicauts' 
rates.. We are of the opinion that the costs can be reasonably 
approximated without undue strain upon .a.ppliearJ.ts and that such 
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data should be presented. Applicants are hereby placed on notice 
that in seeking further rate increases they will be expected to 
support their rate increase requests by appropriate cost informa-
tion.V 

Applicants apparently do not have specific cost information. 
upon which they can immediately rely to substantiate increases in 
their rates.. Hence, it appears that the development of such infor-
mation will require studies to that end. Inasmuch as the necessity 
for the indicated cost data, insofar as applicants are concerned, 
has been pointed up for the first time in this proceeding, it would 
be unfair to require that the studies be co~?let~d, and th~ results 
thereof be ~de known to the Commission before s~y relief in the 
form of. increased rates is granted to those warehousemen who have 
shown that their services for the public are now being conducted 
at a. loss or under in.ac1equate earnings. Moreover, from the public's 
standpoint it would not be,in the public interest to withhold 
support needed for the maintenance of services required by public: 
~onvenience and necessity. 

It is recognized t~t rate increases which may be granted 
in this instance to meet the immediate needs of those warehouses 
whose earnings under present rates are insufficient may be subject 
to some of the same infirmities as those pointed up in connection 
with the ra'te increases sought by applicants. Nevertheless, on 
balance, we believe that our actions here as an interim measure 

" 
2/ The need here stressed for aocquate cost information ,in the 

setting of rates is not ~~ique to warehousing. It applies 
also to other public utilities whose operations involve 
complex cost determinations. Compare Decision No .. 74917, 
dated November 6, 1968, re Rates, Pacific Telephone and 
Telegraph Company, wherein it was stated (69' Cal. P.U.C. 53, 70) 
tr I Coet f is an indispensable fa.ctor in the· setting of fair and 
reasonab!e rateS for service." Compare, alSO·, DecisioOn 
No. 76560, dated December 16, 1969, re Rates, The Western 
Union Telegraph Company. 
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should be controlled by the warehousemen's needs for additional 
revenues. 

The warehousemen who should thus be authorized to effect 
increases in their rates are those who are shown in Tables Nos. 1 
and 2 as experiencfng operating ratios of 99 percent or higher from 
their operations under present rates. The increases which may be 
so authorized on this record are 5 percent in the handling. and 
miscellaneous rates and 1-1/2 percent in the storage rates of said 
warehousemen. These increases should enable the warehousemen to' 
~prove their earning positions to the extent as iudicated-by 
reductions of about two to three percent in their respective 
operat'1lg ratios. 

The increases in rates which are hereinafter authorized 
will constitute departures from a concept, namely, that uniformity 
of rates amongst warehousemen in the Los Angeles area is required 
by commercial necessity) which the warehousemen have advocated and 
the Commission has accepted for a number of years heretofore.~ On 
the evidence now before us, it appears that this concept: is, at 
the least, partially incorrect.. It appears that a uniformity of 
rates has prevailed to the extent that the warehousemen's operations 
have been subject to, and governed by, Tariff No. 28-A. However, 
Tariff No. 29-A represents departures from the uniform basis of rates 
reflected in Tariff No. 28-A. A uniform basis of rates, therefore, 

~I Compare Decision No. 61731, dated April 4, 1961, in Application 
No. 42592; DeciSion No. 63517, dated April 3, 1962, in 
Application No. 43849; Decision No. 66588·, elated January 7, 
1964, in Application No. 45521; Decision No. 68958, dated 
April 27, 1965, in Application No. 47175; Decision No. 70589, 
dated April 19, 1966, in Application No. 47175, and Decision 
No .. 73851, dated March 12, 1968, in Application No,. 49761. 
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has prevailed only to the extent that the warehousemen do not charge 
differently through their special rates in Tariff No. 29-A. 
Increases in the rates in Tariff No. 2S'-A for certain of the 
warehousemen will result in further departures from that tariff. 
Increases in the rates in Tariff No. 29-A will only result ~ 
differences from rates that are already different. 

With respect to all of the rate differences which may 
result from exercise of the rate increase authority hereinafter 
gr3nted, it should be noted that the authority is permissive --
that the warehousemen are not required to establish the increased 
rates that are authorized. Hence, the warehousemen individually 
have the opportunity to evaluate the "commercial necessity" under 
which they are operating at present before electing to exercise' 
their rate increase authority, either wholly or in part. 

Aside from the departures from rate uniformity which would 
result from the rate increases hereinafter authorized, it should be 
pOinted out that the contin~nce of the degree of rate uniformity 
which bas hitherto prevailed may no longer be justifiable. 
Uniformity of rates amongst competing warehousemen may be acceptable 
when the operating results of the individual warehousemen under the 
rates are reasonably uniform. We do not imply that there may not 
be differences among the individual operating results. We have 

I 

heretofore recognized that under a given scale of rates, some 
V warehousemen may earn substantially more than others. However, 

there are limits to' which the principl~ may b~ applied for 
uniformity's sake. In view of the fact that about 60 percent of 
the applicant warehousemen for whom financial operating data were 
submitted show earnings under present rates ranging from minimally 

2/ Decision No. 63517, dated April 3, 1962, in Application' 
No. 43849. 
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reasonable to patently excessive, we conclude that before any 
further comprehensive adju::ttments are made in the rates and charges 
in Tariff No. 28-A, the matter of rate uniformity should be thor-
oughly reconsidered to determine what limits thereon should apply 
in present circumstances. 

Our consideration heretnbefore has dealt with the 
increases which applicants iseek in the rates and charges in Tariffs 
Nos.. 28-A and 29-A.. The other increases which are sought would 
apply to M & M Transfer Company's Warehouse Tariff No. 19, to 
Vernon Warehouse Company's Tariff No.8 and to Warehouse Tariff 
No. 2 of Union Terminal Warehouse. In conformity with our conclu-
sions concerning the incre~ses soughe in Tariffs Nos. 28-A and 
29-A, we conclude that only: the increases sought. in Warehouse Tariff 
No. 2 of Union Terminal Warehouse· may be authorized on this record. 
Findings 

On the baSis of the recordinthi9 matter the Commission 
finds that: 

1. Applicants are engaged in 'the warehousing of general 
commodities as public utility warehousemen at various 
locations within and about the Los Angeles metropolitan 
area. 

2. Their operations are conducted mainly under California 
Warehouse Tariff Bureau WMebouse Tariffs Nos.. 28-A 
and 29-A, Cal. P.U.C. Nos. 193 and 194, respectively, 
of Jack L. Dawson, Agent. 

Applicants M & M Transfer Company, Vernon Warehouse 
Company and Union Terminal Warehouse a.lso maintain 
rates for certain of their services in the followfng 
tariffs of Jack L. Dawson~ Agent: 

M & M Transfe~ Company: Warehouse Tariff No. 19, 
Cal. F.TJ.C. No. 19; 

Vernon Warehouse Company: Warehouse Tariff No.8, 
Cal. P.U.C. No-. 8; 

Union Terminal Warehouse: Warehouse Tariff No.2, 
Cal. P .. U.C. No .. 2* 
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3. Tariff No. 28-A sets forth warehousing rates and charges 
for all of applicant warehousemen... Tariff No. 29-A sets 
forth special rates and charges which are lower than 
those in Tariff No.. 28 .. A and which are assessed by only 
certain warehousemen. 

4. The rates in Tariffs Nos. 28-A snd 29-A were established 
at their present levels on December 16, 1970, pursuant 
to authority granted by Decision No. 77996, dated 
December I, 1970, tn Applicat10n No. 52180. 

5. Applicants are seeking incre,ses of 5· percent in all of 
their rates and charges which. are set fc:;th in their 
aforesaid tariffs. 

6. The rate tncreases· are sought on the basis of increases 
in labor and related costs which applicants have 
experienced, mainly since the present level of their 
rates was established. Said cost tncreases arc not 
reflected 1n their present rates. 

7. The evidence upon which applicants principally rely to 
justify the sought rate increases consists of financial 
data covering tbe ope:ating results of 12 applicants 
for the year 1969, adjusted to give effect to present 
labor costs and present rates. Applicants allege that 
said financial data is representative of the operating 
results of applicants generally. 

8.. Said financial data shows that under present rates and 
costs the operations of the 12 warehousemen as a group 
are resulting in annual earntngs of $174,455 after 
provision for income taxes and an operating ratio of 
98.19 percent; that the operations of 7 of the warehouse-
men are reSUlting in net earnings as represented by 
operating ratios ranging from 83.86 percent to 95.66. 
percent, and that the operations of 5 of the warehousemen 
are resulting in net earnings as represented by operating 
ratios rangtog from 99.03 percent to 112.48 percent. 
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9. Similar financial cata covering the operetions. of 28 other 
applicant warehousemen show that the operations of said 
warehousemen as a grou2 are resulting in annuel net 
earnings of $100,048 after provision for income taxes 
and an operating ratio of 97.32 percent; that the 
operations of 17 of the warehousemen are resulting ~ 
earnings &s represented by operating ratios ranging 
from 40.42 percent to 96.01 percent, and that the 
o~rating ratios of 11 of the warehousemen are resulting 
in earnings as represented by operating ratios ranging 
from 99.08 to 946.67 percent. 

10.. Adjustment of said financial data to show the effect of 
establishment of the sought rates shows that under the 
sought rates the 12 warehousemen as a group would realize 
annual net earnings of $475,131 after proviSion for 
income taxes and an operating ratio of 95.31 percent; 
that the operations of 7 of the warehousemen would result 
in net earnfngs as represented by operating ratios 
ranging from 82.32 to 93 .. 56 percent, and that the 
operations of 5 of the warehousemen would result in 
earnings as represented by operating ratios ranging 
from 96.51 to 107.12 percent. 

11. S~i1ar ~djustment of the financial data applicable to 
the 28 other warehousemen shows that under the sought rates 
the 28 warehous~en as a group would realize nee earnings 
of $208,238 after ~rovision for income taxes; that the 
operations of 17 of the warehousemen would result in net 
earnings as represented by operating ratios ranging from 
39.65 to 95.35 percent, and that the operations of 11 of 
the warehousemen would result in earnings 8S represented 
by operating ratios ranging from 95.67 to"SS7.50 percent. 

12. The partiCipation in the special rates in Tariff No. 29-A 
of the 12 warehou~emen whose operations assertedly are 
representative of those of all applicants as.a group is 
much greater than that of other warehousemen. l:he 
average partiCipation of the 12 warehous~en is· 9.58 
items per warehouseman. The average partieipation of 
14 other warehousemen is 1.64 items per warehouseman. 
the remaining 22 warehousemen do not participate at all 
in the special rates. The partiCipation of 5 of the 12 
selected warebousemen who reported operating ratios 
ranging from 99.03 to· 112.48 percent under present rates 
and costs is 13.6 items per warehouseman. 
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13. 

14 .. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

18. 

19 .. 

Because of the substantial participation of ~he 12 selected 
warehousemen in ~he special rates i"O. 'tnriff No. 29-A, tbe 
financial operating results of the sel~e~ed ~~Gomcn 
have not been shown to be representative of ~he operat{n~ 
results of the other ap?licant warehousemen .. 

The record shows that the special rates in Tariff No. 29-A 
are a product of managerial judgment and have not been 
based on costs. In the absence of cost ~ormat1on 
permitting an appraisal of the sufficiency of ~he special 
rates to return the costs of the services provided there-
under, no determination can be made as to what extent, 
if any, the alleged need for rate increases is attribut-
able to the charging of ~he special rates in Tariff 
No. 29-A. In the absence of such cost information the 
sought increases fn the rates and charges in Tariff 
No. 28-A have not been shown to be justified. "Cost" is 
an indispensable factor in the setting of fair and 
reasonable rates for service. 

!he increases in labor costs which are the basis for the 
sought ra~e increases spply mainly to applicants' 
handling a.nd misce'llaneous se:vices. As affecting storage ~ 
the cost increases do not jus~ify rate increases as great 
as those sought. . 

The increases which applicants seek to make iu all of 
their rates and charges have not been shown to be justi-
fied. 

The earnings of 16 of applicants under present rates and 
costs are unreasonably low and insufficient. Increases 
of 1-1/2 percent in the storage rates and of S· percent 
in the handling rates and miscellaneous rates and charges 
of said 16 warehousemen (who are more specifically 
identified iu the following order) have been shown to be 
justified. . 

That such increases in the ra~es· of said 16 warehousemen . 
would constitute departures from such ra~e uniformity 
amongse applicants as has prevailed hitherto· is not 
sufficient reason on this record for withholding such 
increases. 

Increases of 5 percent tn the rates and charges in 
Warehouse Tariff No.2, Cal. P.U.C. No.2, of Union 
Terminal Warehouse have been shown to be j~$tified. 
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Conclusions: 
We conclude that increases in the rates and charges of 

certain of applicants in this proceeding have been justified to the 
extent that said increases are authorized by the following order. 
To this extent Application No. 52549 should .be granted. In other 
respects it should be denied. 

The establishment of the increased rates and charges on 
not less than five days' notice to the Commission and to the public 
should also be authorized. 

The rates authorized herein are in the lower zone of rea-
sonableness and are consistent with the purposes of the Federal 
Government's economic stabilization program in that the increases 
in labor costs justify the upward adjustments involved. 

2.!,D!! 
IT IS ORDERED tha t : 

1. The warehousemen who are identified in paragraph 2, below, 
are authorized to increase the rates and charges published for their 
account in California Warehouse Tariff Bureau Tariffs Nos. 28-A and 
29-A, Cal. F.U.C. Nos. 193 and 194, respectively, issued by Jack L. 
Dawson, Agent, as follows: 

a. Increase by 5 percent all 118nd1ing rates 
and charges and accessorial service charges. 

b. Increase by 1-1/2 percent all storage rates 
and charges. 

The increases may be established by the ?ub1ication of a rule pro-
viding for (a) the application of a surcharge of 5 percent to the 
total per bill of the handling and. accessorial charges which apply. 
under present proviSions of said ta~:i:£fs and (b) the application of 
a surcharge of 1-1/2 percent to the total per bill of the storage 
charges which apply under present provisions. of said tariffs. Frac-
tions shall be disposed of as follows: Fractions of less than one-

\ half cent shall be dropped; whereas fractions of one-half cent or 
greater shall be increased to the next· whole cent. 
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2. The following applicant warehousemen are authorized to 
increase their rates and charges as provided fn Paragraph 1, above: 

Pacific Coast Term~l Warehouse Co. 
Star Truck & Transfer Company and 

Pioneer Truck Company, doing business 
as Star Truck and Warehouse Corporation. 

Daniel C. Fessenden Company,. doing business 
as California Warehouse Co. 

OVerland Terminal Warehouse Co. 
Union 'terminal Warehouse. 
Central Terminal Warehouse Co.· 
Anaheim 'truek & Transfer Co. 
Weber Truck and Warehouse. 
Citizens Warehouse Truckfng Company, Inc. 
Lyon Van & Storage Co. 
Moser Trucking, Incorporated 
Law EXpress, Inc. 
Superior Fast Drayage 
States Warehouses, Inc. 
usco Se.rv1ces, Inc. 
Storecenter, Inc. 

3. Union Xermtnal Warehouse is authorized to increase the 
rates in its Warehouse Tariff No.2, Cal. P.U.C. No.2, by S· percent. 
Resulting fractional charges of less than one-half cent will be 
dropped, and fractions of one-half cent or greater will be increased 
to the next whole cent. 

4. Tariff publications authorized to be made as ,4 result of 
the order herein shall be filed not earlier than the effective date 
of th1.s order and may be, made effective not earlier than five days 
after the effective date hereof on not less than five days' notice 
to the Commission .and te> the public. 
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s. 'Xhe authority herein granted is subject to the express 
condition that applicants will never urge before this Commission in 
any proceeding under Section 734 of the Public Utilities Code, or in 
any other proceeding, that the opinion and order herein constitute a 
finding of fact of the reascnableness of any particular rate or 
charge, and that the filing of rates and charges- pursuant to the 
authority herein granted will be construed as a. consent to this 
condition. 

6. I'D. all other respects Application No. 52549- is denied. 
7. The authority heretn granted shall expire unless 

exercised within one hundred twenty clays of the effective date of . 
this order. 

This order shall become effective twenty days after the 
date hereof. 

Dated at &on Francisco 
clay of tiOVEMBFR , 1971. 

... ". -< . Comm:L8S1oners 
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APPENDIX A 

Appearances 

Arlo D. Poe, Attorney at Law, for 
Ace City Delivery, et a1, applicants. 

L. M. Duntley and Harold Dru~, for 
Pacific COast TermInal war~ouse Co., 
applicant .. 

E. R.. Booth, for Metropolitan Warehouse 
Co .. , app licant. 

Elmus M. Ely ~ for OVerl~nd Terminal 
warehouse Co., applicant. 

William Allison, for Dart Public 
warehouse, Inc., applicant. 

Nicholas N. Weber, for Weber Truck and 
Warehouse, applicant. 

Tom M. ~alker, for Star Truck and 
warehouse COrporation, applicant. 

Clyde R. Hoagland, for Redway Truck 
and Warehouse COmpany, applicant. 

Duke Molner, for Duke Molner Wholesale 
Liquor CO., protestant. 

H. Lester Hawkins, for Caloric Corp., 
interested party. 

JameS~intrall, for Los Angeles 
War~usemen's Association, interested 
party. 

John de Brauwere, Geor~e L. Hunt, end 
Aiburt F. Bragg1ns,or tne C6mmission's 
stiff .. 


