
e-

80294 
Decision No. ________ _ 

BEFORE '!BE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STAn:~ OF CALIFORNIA 

In the Matter of the Investigation ) 
into the rates, rules, regulations, I 
charges, allowances and practices 
of all common carriers, highway 
carriers and city carriers relating 
to the transportation of property 
by vacuum-type and pump-type tank ) 
vehicles (including transportation ) 
for which rates are provided in 
Minimum Rate Tariff No. 13) .. 

C3se No'. 600S 
Petition for Modification 

No. 17 
(Filed November lS, 1971) 

(For List of Appearances see Appendix A) 

OPINION ......... -----
Minimum Rate Tariff 13 (MRT 13) names rates and rules far 

the state~~de transportation of property in vacuum and pum?-type 
tank vehicles.. In Petit:ioo. l7 the California Trucking. Associati,on 

(CTA) seeks a ge:lera1 revision of the rates and rules named in this 
tariff. 

Fublic hearings were held in Los Angeles aed San F~ancicco 
b~fore Examiner Gagnon, and on March 3, 1972 the matter 'was.s\:bmitted 
for decision. 

Minimum Rate Tariff 13 was established, effectiv~, 
NO""E:::lber 1, 1957, by Decision No. 55584,. ciated Sep-tember 24~' :'957) 

in Case No.. 5432 and Ap?lic~tion No. 38489 of the, eTA. Saicl ~~=i£f 

.af'?~.!.es to the transportati,on of liquids and cOtmIloditi.t.:ls- in ~(-:~~i­

pl.:sti.¢ ferm and i::'1 suspension in liquids, o::her than petrolel.i.."n 

proeucts £0: which rates are provided in MRT 6~A, when such t=anc­
port~tion is incidental to the con~truction, operation ormain:cnence 
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of oil or gas wells, oil pipelines or 011 storage facilities. Except 
for increases in the level of ~he minimum. rAtes, thera hAve. been no, 

signifiecnt changes in the MRX 13 r4:tes and rules since they were 
or~in3l~y estQb~ished.!1 

In Decision No. 66114, dated October 1,. 1963 (?etition 
for Modifica~ion No. S) in Case No. 6008) the Commission stated: 

"Should petitioner undertake to seek in a subsequent 
phase of this proceeding further increases in the 
rates in Y~nimum Rate Tariff No. 13, it should 
undertake to establish that the data upon which it 
relies are reasonably representative of the circum­
stances then applicable to the transportation 
performed." 

In April) 1969 the CtA p:esented its first full-scale cost 
and rate studies in support of a proposed general re~sion of MRT 13 
(Petition 8). Except for a labor cost offset :ate increase, the 
r.o.te proposals in Petition 8 were not adopted by Decision No. 75522 
(69 Cal. P.U.C. 414). In Petition 17 the CIA has, in effect, re­
introduced its prior Petition 8 rate proposals that fell short of 
adoption in Decision No. 75522. In so dOing, petitioner now contends 
its evidenee in this proceeding fully Justifies the proposed gene~al 
revision of MR! 13.. While the CTA suggests a number of tariff cha.nges 
in specific items of MRT 13, the overall objectives of petitioner's 
propo~ls .'lre) as in Petition 8, to (1) make MRT 13· applicable to· ."Jlt 
commodities and services when transportation is performed in vacuum­
type tank vehicles; (2) provide for the eomputation of the applicable 
hourly rates on the basis of round-trip terminal time; atld (3) es-. 
tablish a level of rates and charges which reflect up-dated costs of 
operations, inc:luc.ing labor and allied payroll expenses as o·f 
January 1, 1972. 

1/ The MRI 13 Territory A (Sol.!thern California) and Territory 3 
(Northern California) hou:ly rates were last inereased by 
Decisions Nos. 78842 and 78117, effective July 1, 1971 and 
January 1,. 1971, respectively. 
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Proposed Rule Changes 
The Assistant Director for etA's Division ofTr~nsportstion 

Economics determined~ from his 1970-1971 productivity,. co-stand rate 
studies) that 37 percent of the vacuum tank truck movement came under 
the current exemption proviSions of MRT 13. Petitioner maintains 
that, except for leased or off-highway vacuum tank traffic, the 
exempted traffic should be brought under the governing proV'isions. of 
MRT 13. Such action would assertedly enhance the equality of eom­
petitive opportunity between the regulated and current non-regulated 
vacuum tank truck operators. The major revisions of MItT 13 recom­
mended by the eTA to accomplish the aforementioned obj'ective are 
hereinafter discussed: 

1. Item 30 of MRT 13 currently trovides that rates named in 
this tariff apply to the transportation of shipments between all 
points within the State of california except transportation within 
incorporated cities. '!be eTA suggests that this latter provision 
of Item 30 be cancelled. 

The petitioner submits that the uniform. application of 
MRT 13 hourly rates to botb intra and intercity vacuum-type tank 
traffic will have a stabilizing effect upon the competition for. 
said traffic. It will als~ tend to reduce undesirable discriminations 
as beewcen exempt and non-exempt vacuum tank traffie~ 

The CTA's pro?osed amendtoent of Item 30 was generally 
unopposed,. has Ulerit and should be adopted. 

2. Item. 40 of MRT lS provides that the tariff shall apply to 

the tra'D.$portation. of the following. commod.ities: 
"Commodities in semi-plastic form; Commodities in 
suspension. in liquids; and) Liquids; 
whee such transpor=ation is incidental to the 
eonstruceion, 0tiraeion or maintenance o~ oil 
or gas wells, o. pipe lines or oil storage 
zacilities ..... " -
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Under the CTA's proposal the current restriction placed 
upon the application of MRT 13 to specified type of movements, as. 
underscored above, would be cancelled; thereby making the tariff 
applicable to all commodities and services wben transportation is 
performed in vacuum tank vehicles. 

Tbe petitioner presented evidence designed to show' that 
certain shippers of commodities in vaeuUQ tank equipment, currently 
exempt from MRT 13 regulation, also ship commodities. in vacuum tank 
eqUipment that are subject to the provisions of Minimwn Ra·te Tariff 
13. Much of petitioner's evidence presented in support of its rate· 
proposals in this proceeding, has been shown to· contain the same 
infirmities observed in its presentation in Decision No· .. 75522. 
For example, the CIA's present proposal for tbe application of MRT 
13 to the statewide transportation of all commodities in vacuum 
tank vehicles is supported by cost and rate economic studies confined 
to the Southern California area and carriers whose primary scope of 
operations are currently within the regulatory scheme of ~. U. 
It is also clear that CTA's efforts to broaden the scope of appli­
cation of MRT II requires, in the first instance, a re-assessment of 
the general commodity description set forth in Item 40 of the tariff. 
While such a commodity description was determined to be suitable and 
proper when confined to the type of movements set forth tn Item 40 
of the tariff;t it certainly does not su.'tfice for petitioner's 
proposed unrestricted statewide application of MRT 13. 

Several shippers of commodities ranging from foodstuffs, 
chemicals, waste materials and products incidental to various levels 
of petroleum production appeared in opposition to CIA's efforts to' 
broaden the scope of application of MRT 13. Their opposition centered 
on the assertions that (1) there was no need shown for bringing under 
minimum rate regulation the present unregulated movement of com~ 
modities in vacuum tank equipment; (2) the CTA's study was incon­
clusive and did not reflect several of the commodities proposed to 
be brought under the governing provisions of MR.'! l3; and (3) the CTA's 
pro?Osal would place the regulated vacuum-type tank oper.ators at a 
competitive disadvantage with competing pump tank truck carriers. 
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During the course of the proceeding petitioner amended its 
proposed revision of MRT 13 by suggesting that the current reference 
therein to transportation by pump-type tank vehicles be cancelled;, 
thereby restricting the scope of application of said tariff, to trans­
portation by vacuum-type tank vehicles. It was ex?laincd that the 
studies conducted by the etA revealed that no vacuum tank truck 
operator performed like transporta:ion ~ pump-type tatU< equipment. 
!he r::rA witness also explained that refere'C.ce to' pump' tank equipment 
was included i~ the tariff more o. less 'as an 3pologyfor the lack of a 
clear definition for a vacuum-type tank vehicle. The real s,ignificance 
of petitioner's amended proposal, however) was to eliminate, the 
opposition of several shipper protestants of commodities in pump-type 
tank vehicles which arc now exempt fro~ minim~ rate regulation. It 
is evident that petitione~'s proposed expansion of MRT 13 to all 
commodities in vacuum tank vehicles has not been shown to be justified 
by transportation conditions. In addition, CTA's proposed elimination 
of all reference to pump tank operations from MRT 13 has-not been 
perscasive or otberwise shown to be justified~ 

3. Item 80 of MRT 13 provides, in part, that the hourly r~tcs 
named in the tariff will be applied for the <:.mount of time driver 
and ve~cle report for service pursuant t~ shipper's order to the 
time of completion of service under such order. Petitioner proposes 
that the hourly ratcs now be applied on 3 term1~~l-to-:ermi~l baSis, 
similar to that employed when computing the hourly rates for Oil, 
Water or Gas ~~ll Outfits and Supplies named in Item 720-1 of ~ni~ 
'Ra te Tariff 2. 

In rejecting a like eTA proposal (Petition 8) the Commission 
stated in Decision No. 75522, in part, as follows: 

"Petitioner proposes that hourly rates be applied 
on a terminal-to-tercinal basis. ••• In 
Decision No. 55584 we st~ted> 

r. • • Ap,lieant proposed that cba:-ges be 
assessed for the t~e of the'de~arture 
o£ vehicles from the ca~iers' terminals 
to the e1mc' of return there~o. !t 
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appears ••• that ••• earriers do not return 
to their terminals with the completion of 
each job but frequently proceed from job, to 
job. Thus, under the rules ••• which 
applicant proposes, charges would be assessed 
on a basis which from the standpoint of the 
actual experience does not appear to be in 
accord with efficient operating practices. 
The rule which will be prescribed will be 
similar to that which the Commission has 
heretofore found reasonable in circumstances 
similar ••• to the transportation involved 
herein.' 

" • • • At Oes't, the reco=d shows that the carriers 
ordinarilS charge for time on a tcrminal-to­
terminal asis •. • •• The difficulty is at~etnpting 
to reconcile prescribing termiaal-to-eerminal 
cha=ges for ••• minimum rates fo~ those instances, . 
which are not infrequent, wheu such computation ~f 
time is not refleceive of the service performed 
and is not reasonable or suitable for ~ueb. service ••• " 

Petitioner's studies conducted in the Southern California 
area shows that the secondary dispatch beyond carrier's terminal 
does not occur in vacuUQ tank operations. Parties in opposition to 
eTA's rate proposal did, however, present testimony designed to show 
tb:lt s~condary dispatch beyond carrier's terminal doeS J in fact, 
occur in the operations of vacuum tank vehicles by for-hire car~iers~ 
Petitioner's evidence presented in support of this phase of its rate 
proposal is generally subject to the sa~ infirmities noted in 
Decisions Nos. 55584 and 75522, wherein the eTA's like suggestion 
that the minim~ hourly vacuum-type tank rates be spplied on a 

terminal-to-terminal basis was not ado?ted. In addition, :he C'!A, 

in this proeeeding, recomroends that such t~rm1nal-to-terminal time 
basis for determining the hourly rates be adopted fo~ Nor.ehern 
California vacuum-type tenk movements based solely upon its evaluation 
of such 0?e::ations in Southern California.. Finally,:tt should be 
~otec that when examples of secondary disp~~ch were brought to ~be 
attention of ~~'s ·~tne$s, he had no specific ~ecommendations as to 
precisely cow the minimum hourly vacuum tank rates should be. ~p?lied 
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under petitioner's terminal-to-terminal rate proposal. Inthc 
circumstances ~ while petitioner's proposal in this particular 
instance is not totally without merit, it bas not been shown to be 
justified in the form in which it has been presented in. this 
proceeding. 

4. Other revisions in MRT 13 rules are either for tariff 
clarification purposes or to implement the aforementioned proposed 
maj or tariff rule changes, not all of which have been shown to be' 
fully justified. 
Proposed Hourly Rates 

The minimum hourly rates for the transportation of property 
in vacuum u::ck Vehicles are se: forth- in Item 200 of MR! 13. Said. 
hourly ;:oates, together with the propos~1 revisions thereto- 'by CTA' are 
s~rized in Table 1 below: 

TABLE· I 
MR.T l3-Item 200: Hourly ~ates 

Capacity of Equipment 
(in barrels) 

o - 35 
35 - 4S 
45 - 60 
0- 60 

bO - SO 
60 - 95 
80 - §S" 
95 - oyer 

Rates in Oollars Per Hour 
Territories 

A (1) 
Presen~oposed 

$ 15.35 $ 20.50 
15.35 20.50 
1&.65 20.50 

(3) 20.50 
17.60 22.10 

(3) 22.10 
18.50 22 .. 10 
19.55 22.70 

:a (2) 
Presen'tl?roposed 
$ 14.85$ 16.25 

15 .. 10 16.2:5 
16·.2$ l6.25· 

(3) 16 .. 2> 
17.20 17.95: 

(3) 17.95· 
17.:95 17.95 
19.05 19.03 

(1) Territory A consists of the Counties of 
Los ~.ngeles) Orange, Riverside. San Bernardino, 
San Diego and Imperial. 

(2) Territory B consists of all counties in 
califo:ni~ other ~ban those included in 
Territory A. 

(3) Equipment capacities suggested by petitioner 
are uneersco=cd. 
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From Table 1 above it will be noted that,. while CTA 
recor::nends substantive upward adjustments in the present hourly 
rates prescribed for the.Soutae=n C311fo=nia area (!erritory A), 
~o direct increase is requested in the level of tbe hourly r~tes 
published for Northern and Central california (Territory B). This 
is partly due to the fact that eTA's cost and rate economic studies, 
introduced in support of its rate proposal, were conducted only in 
the Southern California area and do not necessarily reflect the 
experiences of vacuum-type tank ca~riers operating elsewhere in 
California. Additionally, the CIA's witness explained that the costs 
of operations for vacuum tank carriers in Central California are 
comparatively lower than the like costs experienced by such carriers 
operating in Southern california. Consequently, it was determined 
that an increase in MRT 13 Terri~ory R hourly rates could not be 
justified at this time. It will be noted from Table 1 above, however, 
that increases in Territory 1> hourly rates do ,. in fact, occur under 
petitionerfs proposed cancellation of te~ito:ies A 3nd B rates 
c~-rently published for certain designated capacities of eq~pment. 

etA's Cost Study: The petitioner's regional MRT 13 
(Territory A) cost study reflects vacuum tankcar:ier performance 
and operating cost data developed during 1970-1971. In 3ddition, 
the ~~'s cost study includes the level of carrier's wage costs and 
allied payroll expenses in effect generally as of January l, 1972~ 
A S\ll11lll.3.ry of the total hourly-costs developed by eTA are set forth 
below: 
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.. . . .. .. .. 

TABlE 2 
Development of Iotal Hourly Costs for 

Vacuum-Type Tank Vehicles Operating' 
Within MRT 13-Tcrritory A 

:. ______________ ~TYP~~e~o_;_v~e~n;i~c~I~e~s~~--~~~--: 
: : :Weighted: 3-AO"'tle' ; .. .. 

: 3-.. We : 3-Axl.e : : 3-Axle : Diesel : 
:. __ H:.:.o::.;'Jr::.::l:.i:y:....::C:=.o:;:.s.:.;ts==---=:~Tr.=.u=c~k~...:::....::::Ca=s.,\,;(l::.)c.....:::.;:Tr:.=a=c.:.to::;.:r:..().:2:..c):...:::.....::::C;;:.o.:.:.s.:;,;ts::.-.....::~Tr;.:.;::a:.;;c.::.t.:;,;or::..(~2;.l.,) : 
Equipment 
Labor 

$ 5.273 $ 6.320 ~ 7.233 $ 6.249 
8.462 8.462 8.462 8.462 

Total Direct 
Total Direct & 

13.735 14 .. 782 15.695 14 .. 711 

Indirect @ 377. 18 .. 817 
Gross Rev. Expenses 

@ 3 .. 31% & 951-
Operating Ratio 20.522 

Total Cost Used 20.50 

20 .. 251 

22.086 
22.10 

21.502 

2~.451, 

Labor 
Additional Relger 

$ 7.740 
Direct & Indirect 
Gross Rev.. Exp.. & 

957. Operating 
Ratio 

10.604, 

11.565 (used $11.55) " 

~. 22.70 

(1) Includes 2-P.xle Trailer - 95 Barrels and Under 
(2) Includes 2-A."de Trailer - Over 95 Barrels 

20.154 

21.981 

From Table 2 above it will be obs'erved tha t petitioner 
recommends its hourly costs developed for various sizes of equipment 
be expanded, for rate-making purposes, to reflect a. so-called 
operating ratio of 95, in lieu of 90 as originally proposed.. The 
resulting red.:ction in the origitull sought rate increase reflects 
petitioner's effort to bring its overall rat~< proposal within the .. 
~delines of the Federal Govern~eut's wage-price economic'stabil­
ization progrQm. 

The Commission's Transportation Division st:ffcocductcd 
extensive c=oss-examination of petitioner's cost evidence~ Such 
s~ff efforts developed that ~IS cost study is largely p:edicat~d 
upon the operoations of only two carriers ,and that supporting; carrier 
)?Crformance d.ata reflects only three dz.ys' operations of' 'i:hese, . ::C"o 
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vacuum tanl< carriers during September 1971. The staff has demon­
strated that CIA's equipment cost factor is overstated due to the 
methods employed for determining (1) annual equipment use hours and 
(2) historical equipment costs. Questions were also raised' by the 
staff with respect to other cost elements employed by petitioner. 
rae staff agrees that the vacuum tank carriers' labor costs and allied 
payroll expenses as of January 1, 1972 are reasonably set forth in 
petitioner's cost study. 

The CIA's witness concurs with the staff's contention that) 
if tbe rate proposal to make all commodities moving in vacuum tank 
vehicles subject to MRI 13 is not adopted) the equipment co'st factors 
set forth in bis study would be overstated. The witness also explained 
that his hourly cost factors would be understated to some degree· if 
etA's proposal for the application of MRT 13 hourly rates on a 
terminal-to-terminal basis was not approved. 

Since Minimum Rate Tariff 13 was established in 1957 there 
bas been no new full-scale cost or rate economic studies conducted in 

order to update the min;mum rate provisions of 'the tariff~ In the 
me.;;.ntime, the transportation of property in vscuum or l?ucp-type tank 

equipment has undergone substantial changes in both volume of traffic 
and character of movement. These changes are not reflected a.dequately 
in t!le current governing provisions of MRT l3. The Commission's 
Transportation Division s~ff has no icmediate plans to' conduct such 
MRI 13 full-scale l?roductivity, cost and rate studies. The etA's 
studies presented in evidence in this proceeding, while susceptible 
to the allegation of superficiality and somewhat overstated as to' 
levels of costs 3nd rates, co provide a reasonable b.:lsis for updatiJ~-3. 
certain rules a:l.<! rates contained in MRI 13 at 'chis tiIne. In 
the c~cumstances, the suggested rates set forth in' Table 3 below 
are deemed appropriate: 

-10-



c. 6008-, Pet. 17 ek 

. '!ABLE 3 

MR.T l3-Item 200: Hourly Rates 
Capacity of Equipment 

(in barrels) 

o - 35 
3S - 45 
45 - 60 
60 - 80 
80 - 95 
95 - Over 

Rates in tollars Per Hour 
Territory A Territo~ B 

(i) (2) (1) Z) (3) 
$ 20.50 $ 17.50 $ 16.2'5 $ 14.85 

20.50 17.50 16;.25 15.10 
20.50 18.75 16.25 16.25 
22.10 19.50 17.95 17.20 
22.10 20.00 17.95 17.95 
22.70 21.00 19.05 19.05 

(1) Petitioner's rate proposal. 
(2) Suggested rates. 
(3) Present r3tes. 

Under the hourly rates suggested herein i'C is estimated 
that the earriers will experience a weighted average increase in 
rates of approximately 8 •. 8 percent, in lieu of the overall increase 
of approximately 15 percent sought by petitioner. Based on estimated 
revenues of $5,800,000 earned under NRT 13 by carriers operating 
within Territory A of said tariff (Southern California), the increase 
suggested herein sbould provide said carriers with approximately 
$510,400 in additional annual revenues.. Such increase in rates will 
enable carriers to realize an operating ratio of approximately 95 
percent, before federal income taxes. 

The Commission finds that: 
1. MinimUt:l Rate Tariff 13 was established by Decision No·. 55584, 

dated September 24, 1957, and applies to the tr31$po=tation of 
s?ecified commodities in vacuum and pump tank vehicles when such 
transportation is incidental to the construction, operat:f.on or 
maintenance of oil or gas wells, oil pipelines.. or oil storage­
facilities. 

2. The productivity, cost and rate economic studies underlying. 
the provisions of MinimwnRate Tariff l3 have not been generally 
revised subsequent to the establishment of tee ta.riff in 1957. Si~ce 
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that time ~he tr~nsportation of property in vacuum or pump .taak 
equipment has undergone substantial changes in both volume of traffic 
and character of movement. Such changes ere not reflected adequately 
in the current: governing prOV'isions of Mini:num R.a te Tariff l~. 

3. Petitioner ~resented productivity> cost and rate economic 
studies in support of its p~oposed general revision of Minimum Rate 
Tariff l3. Such studies were developed from 1970-1971 regional field 
investigations and analysis of a relatively few vacuum tank carrier 
operations within Sou.thero. California area described as Territory A 

in 'YJ.iui:n1Jm. Rate Tariff 13. 

4. Petitioner's regional studies have been shown to be 

deficient of th.e proof required to justify: 
(s) The statewide application of Minimum Rate 

Tariff 13, as amended by petitioner, to 
the transportation of all commodities in 
vacuum tank equipment. 

(b) The proposed app1ic.1tion of Mir..imum Rate 
Tariff 13 hourly rates based upon the 
computation of time on a ~ermina1-to­
terminal basis. 

(c) The suggested exemption of traffic mo~-ns 
in pump tank equipment from the otherwise 
governing provision of ~..inimum Rate Tariff 13. 

5. Petitioner's proposed intracity application 0·£ Minimum :Rate 
Tariff 13 hlls been shown to be justified by trans~ortationeonditions. 

6. !be petitioner's study of the cost of transporting proper~y 
in vacuum tank vehicles within the Southern Californi3 are~ (MRT 13-
Territory A) reflects, in addition to vacuum tant< carrier performanc,'!; 
3:.1d basic cost data developed during 1970 and 1971, the carrier's 
wage costs and allied p~yroll expenses :is of JantUlry 1, 1972. 

7. It h.:ls. been demonstrated that various cost elements (:on­
t3ined in petitioner's study of tbe cost of operations for vacuum 
ta~k carriers are excessive or otherwise inconclusive. The resulting 
increase in rates sought by petitioner, in light of its cost cvidecce, 
has likewise not been shown to be totally justified .. 
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S~ Petitioner's sought increase in the minimum hourly rates 
for vacuum tank operations in Northern California CMRT l3-Territory B) 

has not been shown to be justified .. 
9_ Except for the level of cert~in cost elements contained in 

petitioner's cost evidence and the excessive sought increase in rate~ 
resulting therefrom> petitioner's productivity, cost and rate studies 
provide a reasonable basis for adjusting the provisions ofM1ntmum 
R.a te Tariff 13. 

10. A weighted average increase of 8:.8 percent in the existing 
hourly :ates and charges named in Minimum Rate Tariff 13 has been 
shown to be justified. 

11. The rates, ch:!:ges and rules in Minimum Rate Tariff 13., 
as modified by the order herein, are the just, reasonable and non~ 
discriminatory minimum. rates, charges and rules for the transportation,' 
governed thereby .. 

The Commission concludes that: 
1. Petition for Modification No. 17, in Case No. 6008, should 

be granted to the extent set forth in the order herein and that 
y~~ Rate Tariff 13 should be amended accordingly. 

2. To the extent not granted herein, Petition for Modification 
No. li should be denied. 

, QB.D~R 

IT IS ORDERED tha t : 

1. Minimum Rate Tariff 13 (Appendix B of Decision No. 55584, 
as amended) is further amended by incorporating therein> to, become 
effective Septemb2r 2 > 1972> First Revised Pages 4 .end 5. Eleventh 
R.ev:t.sed Page 7 and Tenth Revise.d Page 12, attached hereto and by 

this reference made a part hereof. 
2. Common carriers subject to the Public Utilities Act, t~ the 

extent that they are subject to said Decision. No. 55584, e.s amended;­
are directed to establish in their tariffs the incre.lses necessary to 
conform with the further adjust=e~ts ordered berein. 
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3. Any provisions currently maintained in C01XJmOD. carrier 
tariffs which are more r~strictive than~ or which produce charges 
greater than, tbose contained in Minimum. Rate Tariff 13 are authorized 
to be maintained in connection with the increased rates and: charges 
di:ec~ed to be established by ordering p~ragraph2 hereof. 

4. Common carriers maintaining rates on a level other than 
the minimum rates for transportation for which rates are prescribed 
in ~imum P~tc Tariff 13 are authorized to increase such rates by 
the same amo~ts authorized for Minimum Rate Tariff 13 rates herein. 

5. Common carriers maintaining rates on the same level as 
l-U-n:i'1XlU11l Rate Tariff 13 rates for the transportation o·f commodities 
and/or for tr~nsportation not subject to Minimum Rate Tariff 13 arc 
authorized to increase said~rates by the same amounts authorized for 
y~ Rate Tariff 13 rates herein. 

6. Common carriers maintaining rates at levels other than the 
minimum rates for the transportation of commodities and/or for tratis­
portation not subject to Minimum Rate Tariff 13 are authorized to 
in~rease said rates by the same amounts authorized forM1nimum Rate 
Ta:1£f 13 rates herein. 

7. Tariff publications re~uired or authorized to be made by 
comrcon carriers as a result of the order herein shall be filed no: 
earlier tM'C. t!le effective date of this order and may be made effec­
tive not ea=lier than ~he fifth day 3fter the effective date of this 
orce~, on not less than five days' notice to the Commission and to 
the public; such tariff publications as are requi~ed shall be made 
effective not later than Septel:Dber 2) 1972; and as ~o· tariff publi­
cations which are authorized but not required, the authority herein 
granted shall expire unless exercised within sixty days after the 
e~fective date hereof. 

8. COtmllon carriers, in establishing and maintaining the rates 
authorized hereinabove, are hereby authorized to depart from the 
provisions of Section 460 of the Public Utilities Code to the e~'1:ent 

-14-



C .. 6008, Pet .. 17 ek 

necessary to adj ust: 1008- and short-haul departures now maintained. 
under outstanding authorizations; such outstanding authorizations are 
hereby modified only to the extent necessary to comply with this order,. 
and scbedules containing the rates publizhed under this authority 
shall make reference to the prior orders authorizing long- and soort­
haul de~rturcs and to this order. 

9. In all other respects said Decision No. 55584, as amended, 
shall remain in full force and effect. 

10. To the extent not granted herein Petition for MOdification 
No. 17 is denied. 

Tae effective date of this order shall be twenty-four days 
after the date hereof. 

Dated at ___ San_Fra.u __ dI!_8C:_:C> ___ , California, this _~_~ __ \_ 
day of ___ JU_L_Y __ ' __ , 1972. 
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APPENDIX A 

LIST OF APPEARANCES 

Petitioner: Richard W. Smith and A. D. Poe, Attorneys at Law, and 
R. F. Kollmyer, for California Trucking Association. 

Respondents: James R. ~ons, Attorney at Law, for Wm .. H .. Hutchinson 
& Sons Service Co., st Bay Oil Reco'lery Corp., Winton Jones 
Contractor, Inc., Industrial Tank, Inc., and Oscar E. Erickson; 
T. A. L. Loretz, for Routh Transportation, Fix & Brain Vacuum I 

trUck servl.ce and Kyle O. Mayes Co.; Winton Jones, for Winton Jones I 
Contractor, Inc.; Donald C. Brain, for Fix & Brain Vacuum Truck 
Service, Inc.; Ottis E. Pittman, for Ott's Vacuum Truck Service; 
Nelson Ra~le, for CrosSy & OVerton Transportation; Rov D. Owen, 
for Roud1Transportation and Kyle O. Mayes Company,. Inc.; 
Bill Shearer, for Chancellor & Ogden, Inc.; and F. ~. LuCUS, for 
Allyn Transportation Company. 

Protestants: J. W. Bohannon, for Y~bil Oil Corporation; Otha B. 
B~ooks, for Sheii oii Company; Jack M. Sandell, for Collier carbon 
& Chemical Corp., and Union Oil Company; Steve Michels, for 
FMC Corporation; Charles C. Fordin~, for PPG Industries, Inc.; 
Edward A. Guldaman, for Stauffer C emical Corcpany; and Henry W. 
S4monsen, for Industrial Tank, Inc. 

Interested Parties: Charles H. Bolstad and Gary B. Arvin, for 
Atlantic Rich::ield COmpany; R. s. (freitz, for Western Motor 
Ta:iff Bureau, Inc.; W. G. Hatcher, for Standard Oil Co'. of 
California and Chevron Chemical Co~; Bo~ Justice, for Oscar E. 
Erickson) Inc.; D. R. Ranche and C. D. Gilbert, for Standard 
Brands, Inc.; Norman Olkein, for CPC International, Inc .. ; 
Wayne R. Tinker,. for Diamond Shamrock Corporation; Karl L. Mall~rci, 
for C & H Sugar Refining Company; Asa Button, for Amstar 
Corporation, Spreckels Sugar Divis:ron; E. R. Chapman, for Foremost 
Foods Company; R. S. Kreps, for Chevron Chemical compcmy and 
California Fert~lizcr Association; Jess Butcher, for Cali£o=nia 
ManU£3cturers Association; J. R. CollingwOOd, Standard Oil of 
CalifOrnia, Western Operations, Inc .. , for R .. canham; Lloyd H. 
Shanks, for Union carbide Corporation; Bennie R. Reagen, for 
Ecology Control, Inc., dba J. C. Oilwell Service; GOrdon A. Rodger; 
for Alli~d Chemical Corporation; G. B. Fink, for Dowel! Division -
The Dow Chemical Company; Raymond-Y:-Healy, Del Monte Corporation, 
for CI.lnners teague of Cali::ornia; a!ld Robert T. Blair, for City of 
Long Beach, Department of Oil Properties .. 

Comcissio~ Staff: Leonard Diamond and Robert W. Stich. 
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Certificate of the Public Utilities Commission 
of tbe State of California Relative to Increases 

in Rates for Certain Transportation Services 
Pe=formed by For-Hire Highway Carriers in 

Vac~um or Pump Tank Vehicles Within California 

Pursuant to provisio~s of Section 300.16 of the Economic 
Subi1ization Act of 1971 t as amended) the Public U'ti11ties Commission 
of tbe State 0: California d.oes he:reby certify to the Federal Price 
Co'OQission as follows: 

1. The Californ:'a Public Utili:ies Commission has established 
minimum rates for the California intr3state transportation of property 
in vaC~t::l or pum;> ~ vehicles of for-hire highw~y carriers. Seid 
m~~,~ rat~s are published in Mi~imum Rate Tariff l~. 

2. Tue decision of the C~lifornia public Utili~~es Commission) 
to ~1b.icb this certification is appended) authorizes inc=eascs, in the 
hOQ:ly rates and rules published in Ydnimum Rate '!'a=:tff 13, pursua"nt 
to ~ul!.-scale pre>euctivity, cost and rate eeonorcic stc.dies introduced 
in cviclcnc~ by the C31ifo=nia ~ueking Assoeiatio~. In lieu of an 
i~c=ca5c of about 15 percent as sought by the tr~eki~~ ~ssoeiation~ 
the de.c:tsion ~uthorizes a weighted average increase 0: 8,,8: peree:t in 
~he ~ni:um rates applicable ~~thin Southern California only.. Said 
increa:~ reflects cost of operations, including 10lbor .In.d allied 
pcyroll e~pe~ses effective generally as of Je.~uary 1, 1972 .. 

3. Based on estimated revenues of $5,800,000 e~rned under 
Y.l:-.imuo. Rate Tariff J.3 by carriers operating withi.n the Sou:hern 
california area, the increase suggested herein should provide said 
carriers approximately $510,400 in additional anc.1ml revenu~s. 

4. The adjusted minimum rates are set at levels inten,ded to 
return to a reasonably efficient carrier engaged in the tr.a~spo:rtation 
involved an operating ra~io of approximately 95 percent befcre income 
taxes. 
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5. The minimum rates are determined upon carrier productivity 
and operating cost considerations. The amount of capital invested by 
all carriers engaged in the transportation of property subject to 
Minimum. Rate Tariff 13 is not known. To the extent that any carrier 
engaged in vacuum or pump tank transportation subject to the afore­
mentioned minimum rate tariff will achieve net earnings under said 
minimum rates it is believed that its rate of return will be minimal. 

6. Sufficient evidence was taken in the course of these 
proceedings to determine: 

(1) The increases are cost based, include 

(2) 

(3) 

productivity gains,. if any, and do not 
reflcc·t inflationary expectations. 
The adjusted minimum rates are the 
min~ rates required to assure con- . 
tinued, adequate,. and safe service. 
The adjusted minimum rates will provide 
revenues sufficient to meet the cost of 
providing the service but not necessarily 
enough to permit carriers to attract 
capital at reasonable costs. 

7. The rates and rules provided in Ydnimum Rate Tariff 13 are 
minimum rates. Under California law the highway csrriers may charge 
rates greater than the minimum for,the transportation sub-Ject to said 
tariff. Evidence taken in this and prior proceedings regarding the 
transportation of commodities in vacuum or pump tank vehicles'governed 
by Minimum Rate Tariff 13 show that, 'because of competitive conditions,: 
the carriers engaged in this transportation do not generally charge 
and assess rates in excess of the minimum. Decision No. 55584, as 
amended by the decision appended heretc, does not require increases 
in rates in excess of those prescribed in Minimum Rate Tariff l~_ ' 



MINIMUM RATE TARIFF 13 

CARR%D .. &nil • r.d1al. bj,qhway ~ c::arrier or • IUqhway <:ofttr.c:t c::arr~r. 
or • petro1eua c::ontr-c::t c::arr:Ler~ •• ,&lf1M4 :Ln. the R1qhway carr:Ler.' Act. ' 

c:.\RJt%ml'S lJQOXPNZIft' .. ana (1) vacua-type tank wMele. wh1eh are ,loa<1e4 
or41Darlly by the f~ of aa.oapher:Le pre •• w:e ac::t1nq upon. a vaC\1W1 w1th1n the 
wlUele.7 or (2) ~type velUel .. wh.i.cb are 1011&1<1 ord1narlly by a pu.pi.Dg 
proce.. :IA wtUch the _ter1al l>e1nq 1011ded ~.... 7broU9'b the, p~ •• 

~ .. ana the ..ploylMnt ot OM or !lOre Uft1t(.) ot equipMftt w1th 
driver aad/or helper by one .hipper on one .l\1ppinq ~nt • 

• JIQLX])AYS ..an IIeW' Year'. ("'anwary 1), Wa.hS.nqton·. Birthday (the taur<1 Mon4ay 
11\ l"ebruary). Goo4 Pr:Lday, JiIeIIOr1al Xlay (the la.t Mol\day in JIIJIy) .. l"ourth. ot .:ruJ.Y'. 
Ioubor :o.y (the tir.t Mon4ay in Sept..aber) .. Tba~1v1n9 Xlay, the <layatter Tbanlca- QO' 
q1v1n9' .. ~r 24tll an4 Cbri.1:IUl. Xlay (Xlecelllber 2S). When _ l\ol1day talla on 
SUDday. the toU~ Moftday .MU be c::onaWered .. _ holiday. 

XlCXIEPERXIZII1T-CClH'1'RAC'rOR. StmBMJLD ... ana any carrier who ren4er. "Nice for _ 
pz.o:Lnc1pal carrier .. for •• pac1tie4 reCOllp8n ... for a .pacitied r .. vJ.t. un4er the 
control of! tM princ1pal. a. to the r •• \llt of! tb. work olllyand not _. to the ... na 
by wtl1ch .ueb re.ul.t 1. _eeo-pl1ehed. 

RAft lDclude. cnarqe. al..o rvJ... and r.qulat1one qov.rn1nq,. an4 the aece.aorial 
ebaJ:gea .pply1nq in eotu\8Ct1Oft therewith. 

SKDICIII'l' .. .au the enq_q ... nt of on. Or IIOre unit(.) of ~1p.ent w1th 4r1ver 
aDdIor helper by one .tUpper on on. .IUPP1n9' ~nt. ' 

~ or ZOODMDI'r .. an. • ~.c::tor.. vac::uWl or pap-type tank truck. traUer 
or ...ntraUer. or any c:c.l>1Mt1Oft. of the fo:reqoinq operate4 in • train. 

~CbaDqe ) 
• M41t1on ) SCZS4 

ISSUED BY THE PUSUC'·UTIUT1ES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA. 
SAlt' FRANCJSCO,·CAUFORNIA. • 



MINIMUM RATE TARIff 13 

SECTION l--R~ OPGENERAL APPLICATION (Continued) 

Rates prov~ded in this tariff are minimum rate. e.tabli.hed pur.uant to the 
Hiqhway Carriers" ACt and apply for transportation by vacuumwtype tank vehicles 
and by pump-type tank vehicle. of property by radial hiqhway cOlI'I'non carrier., 
hiqhway contract carriera and petroleum contract carrier. as defined 
in .aid Act. 

Rate., rule. and requlation. named in this tariff ahall not apply to' trana­
portation: by independent-eol'luactor aubhauler. When .uch tranaportation i. 
performed for other carrier. defil'led in this tariff or for common carriers de-
floned in the Public vtil1tie. Act. ' 

Rate. in thia tariff apply for the tranaportation of shipmenta' between.alt 
pointlt within the State of California ....... 

~ Chanqe ) 
...... El1m1nated ) 80294 Deeiaion No. 

ITE~ 

20 

'J 

Correction 
ISSUED BY THE PUBLIC UTlLmESCOMMISSIONOF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA, 

SAN: FRANCISCO. CAUFORNIP. 
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MlNtMUM RATE TARIFF 13 

SECTION· l-J«7rZS or C~ Af'PX.X~AT:rON (Continl,1<t4) 

~When carrier t~iah •• hel~ in addition to the driv.r~ an additional charqe 
of (1) 0$10.12 or (2) $8.80 per mAn per hOl,1r ahAll apply. The time. for·computinq 
~ additional C:h4rCJe ahAll 'be not l4tu than the actual time in minl,lt •• the 
helper or helper. are en9a9'ed in pertorm1n9 the •• rvic..... The total. t1lll0 ao 
eonIpI)ted shall 'be conv.rted. :1.nto hour. And fraction. thoreot. Fraet:1.oMof an 
hour .hall be detemine4 in aeeONAn(:O with the tal>le provided in Item 80.:. 

(1) Appl1ea when the aee •• aoriAl aerviee :L. performed :l.n T.rritory "A'" 
eonaiatin9 of the C~ntiea of :to. Mgelea.. Or&n9... R1veraid.... San 
&ernard:l.no. san Dieqo And Xmperial. 

(2) Appl1ea Vhen the ~e .. ori&l servic. :La pertortMd in T.rr1tory "8-
eonaiatiD9 of all counti.a 11\ C&l.iforn1a other than tho •• 1n<:1~4~' 1ft 
'l'enitery -A-. 

, .. ~ 

. ' 

1. 'l'he minimum eharq. per aMpment .ball 'be that tor two hour. of a.rv:i.e. 
At the applie&b~ rate. 

2. When .. rviee :La provided und.r the proviaiona of nem. 60 or 200 on 
holidaya .. an add1t10nal el\ArV. shall be ....... ed for each driver or helper ao 
:f!\lrQuhe4 .... follow'a. 

Ca) On N.v Y.ar·. PaY. *mori&l I>ay,. July 4th. Labor DAY .. 'l'han)(*91vinq 
Day and Chr:1..tma. Day, twice the hourly charge in Item,60·for ... c:h 
'h.oIU' "'Or)c~ Yith .. m:i.n:l.mwn c:h&rqe of :f!our hOl,lr •• 

~ (}» Oft, W •• h.i.f\9ton·. &:l.rt:l'I4ay.. ""GoOd Frid .. y .. ' ""tho dAy After Than)c*9:1.v:1.nq 
and ~.mber 24th,. the hourlychArq. 11\ Item.60 for eAeh hour 
worked 1ot1t~ .. lIIinimwn C''iluve of tOllr 'hours. 

tJ C'ha.Dqe ) 
~ :tn<:re.... ) Dee:La1orl No. 
• Md1t1on ) 

80294 

.. 

tf'l0 

ISSU£O BYniE PUBUC UTlUTlES' COMMISSION OF THESTA'lt OF CAUFORNIA.: 
SAN FRANCISCO. CAlIFORNIA. 



MINIMUM RATe TARIFF 1) 

capaeity of Zqu1~nt 
(In ";rel-' . 

'ut~ 

Rate. in Dollar. 
pel' !lOUr 

_ ... ' Sr.;:--=---t!:.lotc.&:ll:e..r..' __ .. -

Mot! Thin !or! Thin , ~"trr1tory ·A· (1) 

0. 
35 
45-
60 
80 
95-

5-------------$17.50 
S--------~--- J.7.50 1----------, J.8.75 

35 
45 
60 -

'---------. 19.50 5------------ 20.00 
8~ zz11di& 

95 - -
--------------------- 21.00 
.n 

$14.85, ' 
J.5.10 
16.25 ~ 
17.20 
17;'95 
J.9.05 

(1) Territory "A- cona1_t. of the CoI.UlUe. of x.o. Anqe1 .. ,. oranqe,. JU.Ytln14e .. ' 
San :a.rMl'd1no.. SaI\ J)1ecJo and. x.p.r1~. 

(2) Territory "B. CODaut. of all COWlt~. in C&l.ifoma otMrttwl thoae '1nc1uded 
in Territory "A". 

lIO'rZ.--'1'he rate. MINd are tor trazwportation by vacuw.-type tanlc vehicl ••• 
Where the tran_portation- 1. pertoXll8d by pu.p-type tank vetUc1... tn., ,appl.1cabJ.. 
rat •• are $1.00 per hour 1 ... than thoe- tor tl'aMportaUon in vacuua-type tank 
Ytlb1c::l ••• 

SGZS4 

·~OO 

, ' 

ISSUED' BY THE PUBUC UTlUTIES' COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA. 
SAN· FRANCISCO.CAUFORNIA. 


