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~cu1~No. __ ~8~O~9~8~9~ ____ _ 
BEFORE 'IEE PUBLIC UTILITIES' COMMISSION 0"; TBE SIA'l:E OF' CALIFORNIA 

In the Matter of tbe Application ) 
of ACCURAtE CARTAGE AN!) WAaEHOUSING. ~ 
INC.~ et al. ) 

Application No. 53404-
(FUed June l6~ 1972; 
amended July 2~~ 1972) 

(Appearances are listed in Appendix A) 

FINAL OPINION 

The 48 applicants in this proceeding are engaged in the 
warehousing of general coo:codities as. public utility warehousemen at 
various locations witilin and about the 1...os Angeles metropolitan area. 
By this application they seek authority to effect a 10 percent 
increase in their rates and clla:ges on five days r notice to the 

CoUlmissiou and to the paolie. Decision No. 80549 dated September 27 ~ 
" 1972 in this proceeding authorized applicants to' increase their rates 

on au interim basis by seveu percent;, pending hearing. 

Applicants' present rates and charges are set forth mainly 
iu California Warehouse Tariff Bl:l:eau Warehouse Tariffs Nos ~ 28-A and 
29-A, Cal. P.U.C. Nos. 193 and 1%, resj?ectively, of Jack L. Dawson~' -, 

Agent. In additiO'C.~ applicants M & M 'X::~:o.sfe= CocIpany ~ Vernon 
Warehouse Company, and Union Terad.J::lal Wsrel::cuse, Inc. ma.:inta:£n rates ' 
for certain of their services in the fol.low-~ tariffs of Jack L. 
Dawson, Agent: 

M & M transfer Company: 
Warehouse Tariff No. 19, caJ.. P.U.C. No. 19; 

Vernon Warebouse Coc:ztxtny: 
Warehouse Tarl.ff"No. s.~ cal. P.U.C. No. S; 

Unio-o. Tel:minal Wareh.ouse~ Inc.: 
Wa.r~hou.&e. 'l'arl,££ No. 2~ Cal. P .U.C. No.2. 
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Tariffs 28-A and 29-A were established pursaant to the 
authority granted in Decision No. 61781 dated AprU 4, 1961 in 

Application No. 42592 (58 CPOC 624» and became effective on 
April 24, 1961. 

Prior to th:£.s proceeding, the last general inCX'ease in the 
rates and charges. in Tariffs 28-A .and 29-A '~as made pursuant to 
Decision No. 77996 dated December 1, 1970 in Application No. 52180, 
and became effective December 16, 1970. The rates in H & M Transfer 
Company Tariff No. 19 were also adjasted pursuant to Decision No. 
77996. The rates in Vernou Central Warehouse~ Ine. Tariff No. 8. were 
adjusted pursuant to DeciSion No. 77334 dated Jtme 9) 1970 in 

Application No. 51473, and became effective June 24, 1970. Tae rates 
in Uuion Tera:dna1 Warehouse Tariff No.2 were initially published in 
1968, and were last adjusted pursuant to Decision No. 75285 in 
Applicatiou No. 50558 effective February 24, 1969. 

Public·'hearlng was held before Examiner Mallory in 

Los Angeles on November 8 and 9, 1972, and the application was 
Su.bmitted. Evidence was adduced on behalf of applicants by a 
consu.ltaut formerly employed by the Los Angeles Warehousemen r s 
Association. Evidence also was introduced by a ftnancial examiner 
employed in. the Cotomission' s Finance and AceoUXlt:s Division. A written 
protest was filed by Miles Laboratory of Elkhart) Indiana. The pro­
testant did not appear at the hearfng. !he written protest covers, 

iJ? part> the issues raised at the hearing and, in part, matters not 
raised th~rein. 'rae written protest contains data of an evidential:y 
nature which cannot be considered by the Commission as the data we:e 
not introduced in the hearing by a competent witness and cross .. 
examination thereon was not accorded applicants and other parties. 
Backsround 

!'he last general rate increase proceeding involving 
applieauts was Application No. 52549> Decision No. 79361, dated 
November 22, 1971. '!bat decision authorized 16 of the applicants to 
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inc:ease their storage rates by 1-1/2 percent .and their handling rates 

by 5 percent, and one warehousem.a:c. to increase both storage and hand­
ling rates by 5 percent. Increases were denied with respect to- the 

remai.nixt.g 29 applicants. The warehousemen to whom rate relief was 

grauted did not exercise that authority; it is the positi01l of the 

17 applicants that were ;authorized to increase rates that they could 

not do so :[n face of competition from. the 29 remaining warehousemen 
with lower rates. 

Decision No. 79361 was a departure from. Decision No. 61781 
and subsequent rate increase proceedings tnvolvtng these applicants 

in that the prior proceedings considered the revet1ae needs of a. 
representative group of applicants in determining whether increases 
shouJ.d be granted to all. 

Decision No. 61781 (68 CPUC 624, 630) states as follows: 

"It has been clearly established in prior deciSions, 
and is supported by the evidence of record herein, 
that substantial ui:d£omity of rates as among the 
variOT.lS warehousemen operating in the Los Angeles 
area is a business necessity. Uniformity is dictated 
by the force of competition wbieh prevails among said 
warehousemen.. It 

Applicants' Position 

Applicants contend that the above quoted statement continues 
to be true with respect to applicants I operations. They consider 

Decision No. 79361 to be the result of a lack of cOClPrebension of the 

revenue needs of applicants and the regulatory result which would 

ensue from. a continuation of the policies enunciated therein. 

Applicants r evidence and argument herein was directed to a 

rebu.ttal of the policies stated in Decisi01l No. 79361" and to the data 
relied upou to arrive at eonclus~ons expressed therein. Applicants 

argued that the forces of competition continue to require substantial 
uniform:Lty of rates for warehousemen storing general COIDIllOdi.ties in 
the me1:ropolitan Los Angeles area and that the sought rate increase 
shoald be authorized to all applicants. 
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Staff's Position 
The Corrmi ss1on staff argued that the application herein 

must be decided w:lthiu the £ramewor!~ of Federal Price Commission 
regulations and Rule 23.1 of the Commissionrs Rules of Practice and 
Procedure promulgated pursuant thereto. It is the staff position 

that each applicant herein must make a separate sbow1ng of its 
individual need for additional revenues~ and that the provisions of 
Rule 23.1 do not permit the Ccxm dss10n to grant rate increases to­

waxehousem.en based on the composite revenue needs of appl:tcants 3S 

a group. 
Applicants r Evidence 

In prior proceedings applicants (in cooperation w1.th the 

CommiSSion staff) selected a group of 10 to 12 warebousemetl as being 
representative of the operations of all app11eauts~ and presented in 
evidence detail.ed revenue and expense data for the selected 
warehousemen. The record in prior proceedings indicate that the group 
of selected (or test) yarebousemen earned approx1mately 72 to 75 per­
cent of the total armual revenues of all applicants. 

Applicants r witness in tb:Ls proceediDg developed revenue 
and expe:c.se data in the same tDamleJ:' as had been offered in prior 
proceedings. The evidence adduced by applicants' witness was to the 
following effect: Applicants have incurred increased labor and 
related costs as a result of labor agreements entered into in 1970. 
Applicants have also experienced increases in other operating costs 
since their rates were last adjusted. After the Commissi.on denied 
rehear:i.ng of Decision N<>. 7936l~ applicants instructed the witness 
eo make studies to accompany au application to seek increases in 
rates and to produce evidence on the data used as a basis for the 
Commi.ssion's conclusions in Decision N<>. 79361. In accordance with 
these instructions~ the witness prepared the data which are appended 
as exhibits to the application and were in~ in evidence as 
Exhibits 1 through 7. The fina:o.c1a.l exbiM.ts are based on the year 

ended Deeetnber 31~ 1971> as such data.'We%e the latest available at 
the 1:i.me the application was. fUed. 
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'!he witness developed in Exhibit 4 detailed revenue and 
~ data for 15 of the 48 applicants. The operations of the 
15 warehousemen are deemed by the wi.t:ness and by applicants to be 

representative of the operations of all applicants as a group. The 

Witness expJ aiDed the criteria used in tm selection of the selected 
(test) warehousemen and the reasons why certain other warehousemen 
were not selected. The record shows that warehousemen having annual 
reveuues of 'ClOre tbau $75~ oeo wbich were excluded from the group of 
tes.t w:l:rehousemetl. have operations wbich fall "into one of the following 
categories: 

1. The principal business of the applicant :Ls trucking~ and 
ware.b.ouse operatious constitute a very limited portion of the overall 
operatious~ with a result that certain overhead expenses and other 
operating eJtpenses are difficult to allocate properly. 

2. 100 appl.ica.nt's records are not kept in such a manner as. to 
enable the Wi.t:c.ess to dete:mine whether expenses for warehouse oper­
ations were properly recorded. 

3. Tae principal warehouse business of the applicant is not the 
storage of ge:o.era1 commodities under Tariffs 28-A and 29-A. This 
category includes applicants whose principal bus:Z:css is storage of 
used hO\l$ehold goods and per::onal effects 'Cot subject to regulation 
by this Cotm:D5.ssiOtl.. I~ 41so ~el~des t::'e o?cratiO'l:S of M & M 'rrausfer 
Company and Vernon ~arel:ouse Comp.=c.y wa,-.,se pr!nc:t:?<ll w~ehouse opera­

tions are conducted under ta..~fs o~cr than Tariffs 28-A and 29-A. 
Tae record shows that in 1971 the 15 test werehousemen bad 

74 ~ceut of the public utility warehouse operating revoenues of the 
48 applicants. 

The operating revenue a:c.d expense data for the 15, test 
warehousemen set forth in .annual reports to the Commission for the 

year 1971 aJ:e s~ed in the following table (applicants f Exhibit 

4). The table also shows operatfng ratio (before taxes) and the per­
cent of warehouse operating revenues derived from. operations tmder 
the special rates :f.n Warehouse Tariff 29-A. 
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1'AJ3LE 1 

Operatixlg Resulu 
15 Selected W.a.reho~en for Year 1971 

(Pu.blic Utility Warehouse Opera.tions Only) 
(Be!ore Provi~1on tor Incom.e Taxes) 

Wareho~em.en Revenues Expenses ~ 
Ace CityWarehous.e $ W,2SS $ 4k2,Z75 $ (2<),020) 
C8J.itonUa Whse. Co. 354,403 369",6$9 (15,286) 
Comerce Whse. Co. 331,274 341,9% (10,662) 
Dart Public ~e., Inc .. 319,643 289,677 29,966 
Da.v:i.e:J Waroho~¢ Co. 628,220 6Ol,244 26,976 
Interameriean 'WMe. Corp. 540,669 57S,S'j7 (38,168) 
Mctl"opoli tan. Whse.: Co. 1,849,730 1,,826,661 23,069 
Overland l'ermiDal. WMe. Co. (1) 445,6eIJ (1,798) l.43,88:2 

Pacific Coast Tom1n.al 'Whse. Co. 1,674,,664 1,649,.780 25,,484 
Paeit1c Ce:mnercial Whse. 390,155 362,825 Z1,3:30 
Redway Truck & WMe. Co. 337,352 367,745 (:;0,393) 
Star !'ruck & be.. Corp •. m,336 S12,.970 (35,634) 
State~ Warehouses, Inc. 200,556 195,,206 5,350 
Union Terminal Wh=e .. " In!!. 1, 292, $S9 1,507,091 (2l.4,50Z) 
Weber Truclc: &~ .. 22212Q4 :2~I420 lO~0S4 

Total $9,®,232 $10,120,436 $(227,204) 

% ot 
Revenue~ 

Opera.t:tng UndOr 
Ratio l'a:ritt 

(Pcreenti ~-A 

107.0 32.3-
104.3 2:3.4 
103:.2 49.0 
90.6 ll.l 

95.7 J3 .. 9 
107~1 4l.6 
98~8 57.5-.. 
100~4 0 .. 0' 
98 .. 5 Zl.6 
93 .. 0 0.0 

109".0 20.0 
104.6 9.5 
97~3 5.0 

ll6.6 69.2 
..J:L2.. ...2.:1 
102.3· 33.5 

(1) Represonts the scven-month period Jan"JK1:'7 1 throUSh J~ 31,1971 •. 
C) Indicates 10M. 
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The Witness testified that the atmual report data for the 
15 test: warehousemen were reviewed by h1m or persons under his 

direction. Adjustments were made to depreciation accounts where 
accelerated depreciation for tax purposes was recorded, and to show 
landlord expenses in lieu of rent where the warehouse facilities are 
leased from an affiliated company. These data were further adjusted 
to give effect in operating expenses to known increases in labor and 
related costs resulting from labor contracts and payroll taxes. 

Table 2 below sets forth the financial data which the 
witness so developed for the aforesaid 15 warehousemen. Table 3 sets 
forth. the f:tnancial data wbich the witness developed for 29 of the 

other applicants. Financial data were not presented for eight 
applicants for the reasons that they conducted no operations under 
Warehouse Tariff No. 28-A during 1971, or that they conducted no 
warehousing opera~on.s) or that they have become parties to Warehouse 
Tariff No. 28-A too recently to have any data to submit. 
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TABLE 2 

E3timat«1 O]:)Crating Re~ul~ or 15 Selected W~hou.sc:nen 
at Present RD.tc~ (Excluding Sureh.arge) 
Adjusted for Curr-ent ~a.t1ns: ~nscs 

(tor Income Taxo~) 

Warehousemen Revenue~ ~s 

Ace City W~ho'I.We $ 4J3~~55 $ 470~S40 
Ca.l1torn1a Whse. Co. 354,403- '397~'371 
CQmmcrco "Wh:;o. Co. 331,,274 305,201 
Dart PubJj,c 'W'hse. ~ Inc. 319,,643 282,915 
Da.vi~ Warehouse Co. 62S~220 626,946 
Intcramerican 'Whso.. Corp. 540~669 5l2~67S 
Metropolitan ~c. Co. ,1,849,730 1,&2,749 
Overland Ter:n1DaJ. Whse. Co. (1) 44'3,8$2 477,339 
Pacifie Coast. Terminal ~-,Co.l,674,664 1,765,.645 
Pacific Commercial Whso. 390,155 347,913 
Redway Truck &~. Co. 337,352 397,.193 
Star truck & ~'hse .. Corp. 777,.336 854,710 
States Wareho'll$os, Ine. 200,.556 186,855 
Union Tormina.l. vJhse., Inc. 1,292,.589 1,.504,081 
Wober Truck & ~Me. 222~2Q4 :247~~0 

Total $9,893 ... 232 $10 ... 319~.393 

(l) Repro$ell~ ~cven-mOllth period.. 

() Indicates lQ:s~. 

Net 
(After Troccs) 

$ (57~5S5) 

(.42,9$) 
26,.07) 
3-6~72S 

1714 
27,.994 
7,251 

(33,457) 
(90,981) 
42,~ 

(59,S4l) 
(77,374) 
13,701 

(2ll,492) 
(71~) 

$(426,161) 

Opera.ting 
Rati<> ~~ 

lJJ· .. 9 
ll2'.1 
92-..1 
88:.5· 
99.S 
94.8 
99.6 

107.5 
105 .. 4 
89-.2 

117.7 
llO.O 

93.2 
ll6.4 
102';; 
104_> 



Warehouset:lEm Revenues 

ACe\lrate Cartage &: W'hsc. ~ Inc. $ 
American Warehouso 
Anahe1m Truck &: 'l'rall.srcr 
Atlantic Transter Co. 
B &:- M 'l'on:dnal Corp. 
~k:tn::; 'Whse .. Corp. (1) 
Cal:i1'orn1a Cartage ~_ Co. 
Central 'l'erm1nal Whse. Co. 
Citizens Whse. lrk. Co~~ Inc .. 
Cit.Y' T:l:-anster,.Ine. (l) 
Col\1mbia Van Lincs~ Inc. 
Consolid.a.~ Fn.~. of: Dl. 
Depenfiab1c 'Xrueldng Co. 
FleetWOOd. 'Wh.3e. Co.~ Inc. 
taw Expre:l:l~ Inc. 
I..A. 'l':t'ansport &: WMe .. Co. 
tyon Van &: Storage Co. 
M &: M 'l'ra.:o,:,ter Co .. 
Mo~er 'l'ru~ Co. 
Over::yer or La. !I.irad.a.~ Inc. 
Sbip~ 'l'ercina.l Co .. 
Signal 'l'rucld.ng Sorvico Ltd.. 
Storeeent.er7 Inc. 
SU~rior Fa.:rt. Drayage 
South ~ Public ~. 
USC 0 Servicoz,. Inc. 
Vernon W'h~o.. Co. 
We~t Coast 'Wl'wo. Corp. 
wn 1:5 ams ~e.. & D1:st... Corp .. 

'l'otal 

.. 
• 

•• 
•• .. 

:..'! 

• 

• 

~ 

: 

• 
• 
: .. 
•• 
oooo. 

: 

• .. : 
: 

• 
: 

• 
.. oo 

• 
• • ... 

:110 . 

: 
•• 

~: .. 
• . 

: . 
~ 

: 

• .... 
... :..'! 

: 

•• 

:.00:. •• 
.. : 
: 

: 
: 

••• 
:.c • 
• 
• -. 

: • 

(1) Tari£! 28-A Operat1on:J. only. 

() Ind.1ca:t.es lO:Js. 
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Exhibit. S) 

Operat~ 
Ratio :' 

107'~4 
97.9 

192' .. 4 
93..4 
85'.3 

102~2. 
92'.0 

7S7 .. 1 
189 ... l 
16.2.5 

60 .. 8-
l33.7 
SS .. 9 

155.3 
135.0 
lJ3.8 
9>~4 
$6.0 

J.2li..5-
12l..4 
2J..7.0 ' 
105.S 
398.0 
95.8 

186.2 
SS.5 
9.2.4 

114.5 
~ 
108.9 
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The data in Tables 2 and 3 were £u:ther adjusted by the 
witness to reflect the 10 percene increase in rates and charges 
sought in this application. Said estimates of operating results 
are see forth in Tables 4 and 5 below. 

TABLE 4 

Est.ima.~ Operating Resul~ or 15 Selected Warehouze:non 
at ?ro ed. Ra.~ Md Cm-ront 0 ra.t.in 

Provi~ion tor Income Taxe~ 

Warehousem~n Revenues Expcm~os 

Aee City Warcl1ou.ze $ 4541'581 $, 4701'840 
California "l'Jhse. Co. 3891'8.43 3971'371 
Co:mereo i'4'Me. Co. 3641'401 3221'4ll 
Dart Public 'Whse." Ine. 351,607 299,521 
Davi~ Warehouse Co. 691,,042 6,»,477 
Intera::lerican ~. Corp. 594,,7.36 5401'764 
Motropolit.a:l. 'Wh.se. Co. 21'0)4,703 11'934,493 
Overland. Tormillal 'Wh$o. Co. (1) 4SS,270 4SO,24S 

Paeifie Ce.!l3t. Terminal '\tw'hse.Co. 11'842,130 1, 7ge,7S4 
Pad.fie Co::merd.al Wh3e. 429,171 368.,.182 
Redway 'l'ru.ek & "''hse. Co. 371,,087 397,193 
Star Truck & Wh.~. Corp. 855,070 8541'789 
State:s Warobouses l' Ine. 220 612 , 195,,341 
Union. Te:"mina.l Whse., Ine. 11'.42l" 848' 1,5041'081 
Weber Truck & '\tw'bso. :22:2z424 224z41O 

Total $101'882,,'555 $101'571".905 

(l) Reprosent~ ::s.eVe::l-month poriod.. 

() Ind:ieat.e~ loss. 

-10-

~os 

Net 
(After 'Taxes) 

$(16,259) 
(7~52S) 

411'990 
52,.086 
37,,565 
53,972 

100,210 
8,022 

43,346 
60,.989 

(26,,106) 
2$1 ' 

25,,271 
(82,233) 

12 z044 
$310,,650 

Operatm 
Rat.io, 

103.6 
101.9 
ass 
85.2 
94.6 
90.9 
95.1 
9S.4 

97.7 
S5.e 

107.0 
99.9' 
SS.6 

105.9 

24·2 
97~Z 
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TABlE 5 

E$ti:::.a.tod. Operating Results 
01: 29 Other Warebousemen 

~Un~d~cr~Pr~ro~~~~~~~~tc~s~m~nd~~~~t~~r~at~i~n~~~~~~~_) 
A.tter Income Taxes 

Wa.l"eho~en Revenues 

AcC\U"ate Cartage ~ Whse • ., Inc. $. 32.9.,843 
American Warehouse 67.,322 
Anaheim '!'ruck &: Trans1:er 11.,079 
Atlantic Tranz,!'Qr Co. 34.,538' 
:s &: M 'l'enDinal Corp. 66.,S8e 
Bc~ ~e .. Corp .. (1) 133,476 
Ca.J.j,;tord.a Cartage ~. Co. 319.,876 
Central Teminal WMe. Co. 74., SOl 
Citi~ Wh:;o. 'l'rk. Co • ., Inc. 43>029 
CitY' 'l'r3n$!'eI; Inc. (1) Z7.,126 
Columbia. Van :Lines., Inc. 967 
Consolidatod. htwys. Corp .. ot Dl. 4>521 
Dependable 'l'rucld.ng Co • ., Inc. 122., 769 
Fl~t'WQOd. ~. Co., Inc. 24.,765 
taw Expx"¢~:I., Inc. 45,062 
I..A. 'l.'ra.n:Jport &: Whse. Co.. 266., 704 
lyon Van & Storage Co. 17,.311 
M « M 'I'ra.."lZ1"er Co. 292,985 
Mo~er lru~ Co. 165,.394 
Ovcr:lyer or La. Mirada.., Inc. 3SS.,354 
Sbippers Ter:ninal Co. 9.,225 
Signal 1ru.eking Service Ltd.. 25., 910 
StorC'Cen~r, Inc. 56 
Superior F~t Drayage 1,526 
South Bay Public Whose. 20,.670 
USC 0 Sorvice:; Inc. 292,.328 
Vernon Whse. Co. 366,330 
''lost Co.9.st 'Whse .. Corp. 535.,474 
WilltSlll3 Whse. & Dist. Corp. 122,Sl5 

Total $3,811;144 

Expenses 

$ 324.,005 
61.,518 
19.,373 
30.,J.86 
53.,587 

l26.,S21 
282.,301 
161.,224-

7.3.,998-
40.,066-

554 
5.,343 

102.,652 
34.,958 
55.,300 

Z75.,914 
15.,J37 

242.,S4l 
1~.,736 
42S~63S 
18.,197 
25.,OU 

253 
1.,359 

34.,990 
249.,0$6 
324.,935 
597.,269 
~.5g 

$3.,.,498 

(1) Tari!'t 2S-A Operations onlY. 
() Ind1eate3, 103,:,\. 

-ll-

Operating 
Ratio C%) 

98-.. 2 
91 .. 5 

174 .. 9 
f!'t.4 
$0.1 
94.e 
88.3 

215·.';' 
17l.9 
147.7 

57.3 
ll8".2'· 
8'>.6 

1.41.2 
122.7 
103.5 
87.4 
SZ.S 

113.5-
110 .. 4 
197.3 
96.7 

362.5 
89'~l 

169.3 
85.2 
SS.7 

lli.5 
~ 
102.0 
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The witness noted that Table 4 shows that the 15 selected 
warehousemen, as a group, would realize an operating ratio of 97.2' 
percent \mder the proposed rates. He said that this operati1lg ratio­
is consistent with operati.:c.g ratios which the Commission has awroved 

for this same group of warehousemen in previous rate increase 
proceedings. 

The witness introduced Exhibit 6, which portrays data for 
a group of ten test warehousemen set forth in exb.i.bits introduced by 

him in prior rate ino:ease proceediugs involving these applicants. 

The exhibit is summarized in the table below. '!he third column of 
the table sh~~s the composite test-year oper~ting r~tios under the 
rate iuC'J:eas~ granted by t:he Cotrlnli.ssiou as set forth i:!. applicants r 
exhibits mt::'oduced in the rate increase proceeding. The last eol.u:mn 
shows composite operating ratios actually ~chieved by tb:2 ten test 
warehousemen under the authorized rates. 

Proceeding 
A. 47175 
A. 49761 
A. 50558 
A. 51473 
A. 52549 
A. 53404 

Year 
Filed 

1964 
1966 
1967 
1968 
1.969 
1971 

Composite 
OperatinfeRatio 

Sought. ~hieVed 

93~67 95.7& 
94.95 97.85 
95.90 100.33 
95.0S 100'.43 
95.31 102.30 
97.15 NA. 

T"tle witness testified that the foregoing table, ;,ndicates 
that the wareaousetnen, as a group, have never achieved the operating 
ratios sougat in prior rate increase proceedings. The witness 
explained that increased costs unknown at the time the applications 
were heard have caused actual operating expenses to exceed those 
estimated at the time of hear:i.ng. 

The witness for applicants presented the following testimony 

to support applicants' ccro.tention that certain of the findings and 
conclusions expressed in Decision No. 79361 are erroneous. 
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Decision No. 79361 states that the record in Application No,. 
52549 did not: show what proportion of the participating warehousemen's 
xevenues are earned under rates in tariff 29-A. Such information with. 

respec: 1:0 the 15 test warehousemen is set forth in the last column of 
Table 1 herein. '!he record ShCMS that the following warehousemen 
whose 'revenues and expenses are not included in Table 1 also earned 
revenues under Tariff 29-A. The percentage of revenue earned in 1971 
from Tariff 29-A rates is set forth in table 7. The. actUAl and 
adjusted opera~ ratios are also set forth for convenience. 

TABLE 7 

Percentage ot Revenues Earned in 1971 
From. Ra.te~ and Charges 1n Tar1!! 29-A 

tor A~eant~ Other Than Tho~c Shown in Table 1 

Wa.rehousoman 

AeC'Cr8.tc Cartase &: Wh3e., Inc. 

L.A. 'l'ra."'l.Sport &: 'toJMe. Co. 

OvertJqe'r ot· La Mirada.~ Inc. 

USC 0 Serviees~ Inc. 

Pereent ot 
Revenue 

From 
Taritt 29-A 

Rates 

3<).5 
39.5 
47.0 
17.6 

Operating Ratio, 
(Percent) . 

Table 3 Table 5 
Pre3ent Rates Prop:lsed Rates 

Current 'Expenses Cu:rrent Ex:perl¥s 

107~4 98.2 
ll3.S 103 .. $ 

llO~4 

85.2 

The witness testified that there was a wide range of 
profitability for warehousemen ea.rc.i.tl.g a substauti.al portiO'D. of their 
gross public utUity warebouse revenues from the rates in 'tariff 29-A. 
'!he wi~ess stated that YJ.etropolitan Warehouse Company and Pacific 
Coas t Tercn1u.a1 Warehouse Company had more than 25 percent of their 

gross revenues from Tariff 29-A and operated at a profit; while other 
waxeaouses wbich hael gross revenues of ten percent or less from 
Tariff 29'-A operated at a loss in 1971. The witness stated that this 
comparison dispels the implication in Decision No. 79361 that Tariff 
29-A rates are less profitable tb.au rates in Tariff Z8-A. 
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Decision NO'. 79361 stated that it is net possible to test 
the prefitability ef the rates in Tariff 29-A w:tthout cest studies. 
The decision reaches this conclusion on ehe basis that the rates fn 
Tariff 28-A were eriginally determined on a cest basis, while Tar1ff 
29-A were net. Decision No. 79361 states as follows: 

''I'he present structure ef Tariff NO'. 28-A bad 
its inception in revisions which were made in 
1957 in a precedent tariff, Tariff No. 7-C, 
for purposes which fncluded the el i miD8tion 
ef various inequities iu the rate structure 
then applicable. Stor~ rates which were 
proposed on behalf of warehousemen and. 
which were authorized (Decision No. 55198, 
dated July 2, 1957, in Application NO'. 37(63), 
were designed to re:t1.ect an average revenue ef 
7.5 cents per square foot of gross storage 
area, an amount which was deemed at the time 
to be com:pec.satory. Rates for warehouse hand­
ling services were designed to produce an 
over-all average ef $2.50 per ton, altheugh 
the then. current wa~ seales assertedly 
justified a rate ef $3.25 per ton. 
r~t the time that these revisions were being 
-made :in the underlying rate structure of 
Tariff No. 28-A, changes were alsO' made in the 
warehousem.en f s Tariff No. 5-.J, a precedent 
tariff to Tariff No. 2S-A. !a.ese changes were 
main] y in the form. of rate increases in tb.e 
amount of about 10 percent. ; ... pparently, SttCh 
increases were not accomplished on a rate/cost 
relationship comparable to that used in the 
revision ef Tariff No.7-C. 

rlIn snmmary, it appears that as a :result of the 
re~-siO'C.S in 1957 the warehousemen undertook to. 
orient their individual rates in Tariff No. 7-C 
with costs, whereas they did not take corres­
PO'C.d~ action with respect to the s~cial rates 
in Ta.r1.ff No. 5-.:r. • •• (I)n view of the 
revisions undertaken in 1957 it is reasonable 
to conclude that: T.arif£ No. is-A is more closely 
related to costs than is Tariff No. 29-A. rr 
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A. 
W' " 

The witness testified that he participated in the 1957 .. 
proceeding wbich resulted in a general reviSion cf rates ultimately 
published in Tarlff 28-A. The wi.tness asserted that the warehousemen 

attempted to realize an average revenue of $2.50 per ton for handlillg 
and 7.5 cents per square foot for storage; however~ when an individual 
storer indicated that rates on that basis would be too high the rates 
were adjusted downward. Warehousemen also advised the Association not 
to change rates for 1n<ii.v1dual commodities which otherWiSe would be 

decreased under the proposal. As a result, the witness stated, many 

of the rates and charges proposed by the Association and set forth in 
Tariff 28-A depart from the guideline of $2.50 per too. for handling 
and 7.5 cents per square foot for storage. Therefore, it was the 
conclusion of the witness that Tariff 28-A rates are not cost oriented. 

rae wituess explained in detaU the matmer in which rates 
in Tariff 29-A are approved for publication by the Rate Committee of 
the I.os Angeles Warehousemen r s Association. There are several types 
of information requ:[:red to be furc.ished by the proponent of the. new 
volume rate wbich Will allow the members of the Association's rate 
committee to evaluate the profitability of the proposed rate. The 

Witness testified that the Association had turned down requests te> 
publish rates in Tariff 29-A which the Assoe~tiOtl deemed to· be 

unprofitable and had, in other :£:c.stauces~ req~ed that the proposed 

rates be adjusted UIMard before they were pcolished'. It was the 
conclus1on of the witness that the procedures under which approval is 

given to the publication of rates 1n Tarl.:ff 29-A attempt to evaluate 
operating. costs to a greater extent than the procedures \mder which 
the Tariff 28-A rates were 1n:Lt:Lally established. 

'rae witness also testified that in bj.s opinion the detailed 
cost studies necessaxy to show the profitability or lack of profit~ 
ability 1n the rate items in Tariff 29-A were virtually impossible te> 
prepare and present. 
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Staff Evidence 
'!he financial SDalyst from the Com:!:d.Ss:[on f s F:tn.ance and 

.Accounts Division presented Exhibit 8, which contains facts relative 
to the financial condition and operating results of applicants for 
the purpose of evaluating their request for an inere:ase of ten percent 
in public utUity warehouse rates and charges. That exhibit contains 
balance sheets and income statements as of De.<:ember 31, 1971 and for 
the f1seal year ended J'une 30, 1972, as recorded. 4%lLd as adjusted for 
affUiates rent substitution, wage increases, and the requested ten 
percent inC%ease in rates.1/ 

The witness selected au operating ratio (a,fter taxes) of 
95 percent as the maximtm'l reasonable operating ratiClI' for public 
utUity warehouse operations, and proposed that rate increases be 

granted only to those warehousemen whose adjusted operating. results 
(including current expenses and the proposed ten percent increase) 
resulted in au operating ratio for the calendar year 1971 greater 
than 95 percent. Exhibit 8 contains operating ratio,s for both the 
calendar year 1971 and the fiscal year 1972. It was pointed out to 
1:he wit:ness that the profitability of applicants varied widely in the 
two periods, and certain warehousemen had operat1ng ratios gl:eater 
than 9S percent :En the later period, and less than 95 percent in the 
earlier period. The witness then reeoa:mended that the operating 
ratios for the latest fiscal period be the basis for adjusting rates. 

The following table is extracted from Exhibit· 8. 

1/ No ratios were prepared for Peerless Trucking, Truelove, and 
S & M Transfer as these bad no warehouse operations during 1971., 
No ratios were prepared. for Budway Express and Broadway 
Warehouse!. Inc. ~ as these eompan.ies bad no wareb::>use operations' 
durlng 19/1 tmder Tariff 28-A.. 
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Commercial Warcho~¢ 
Opsrat1ng Ratio After Taxes 

Warcho~emen 

Col'Umbia. Van L1n~~ !:le. 
B &: M Te~ Corp. 
M &: M 'I'raruster Co. 
Dependablo Trueld.ng Co. 
Superior Pn"t Drayage 
Dart Public Warehouse~ Inc. 
USC 0 Scrviees~ Inc. 
Pac:i.t'ie Commerd;al W8:t-ehousc,. Inc. 
Atlant:te Transter Co. 
Lyon Van &: Storage Co. 
Calirol'n1a. Cart.a.ge Wh:5o. Co. 
Commeree Warehou:;e Co. 
Stat.cs I-larehouse$ ~ Inc. 
Vernon Wa.rehouzc Co. 
Interameriea.n W~ouse Corp. 
American Waroho~ 
Willi~ W~ouse &: :Distr:tb. Center 
Davioz Warehouse Co .. 
~ld.ns WarehousiDg Corp. 
Weber Truek & Wareho~ 
Metropolitan Wa.rehOtWc Co. 

1.2 Xonths Ec.d.ed 
December 31. 1971 

Recorded AQiu.sted 

SO./.J$ 49.22$ 
83.23 79.99 
83 .. 34 ,82.79 
82.21 s:3.~ 
90.20 83.95 
93.43 85.10 
et7 • .46 85.12 
94.95 85.7.1. 
93.31 87.32 
91.35 87.36 
87.33 SS.31 

103.25 S8' .. .41 
98.07 88".49 
90 .. 28: SS.64 

107.oa 90.87 
94.54 91.41 
SS .. 95 92.41 
96.89 94.54 
99.51 94.76, 
97.85 94.$'7 
99.10 95.05 

S1gnal Tru.ekiDg Sorviee~ Ltd. 102.24-
Paei.tie Coast Tenti:lal Wareho~e Co. 98.92 

96.35 
97.6), 
98.22 
98 .. 22 
98 .. 35 
99.96 

Co~ll.da.ted. Freight'W'Si1S Corp. or Dels.ware 107.50 
Aeeurate Cartage &: 'WarehOU5ing,. Inc.. 96.83-
Overlarld. TCrminal Wa:-ehoU:5e Co. 100.43 
Star Truck &:warohouze Corp. 104.60 
CalitOrnia. Wa:'Oho~e Co. 104.34 
L.A. ~port &: Warehouse Co.. 107.04 
Ace Cit,. Warehouse 107.05 
Union Terminal Warehouse" Inc. ll6.6O 
Red-way Truck &: Warehouse Co. 109 .04 
Ove~er 01' :La. Mirada,. Inc.. 119.78 
West CoMt Warehouso Corp. 106.11 
Moser Truc:lQ.ng Co. ll4.72 
r..a....., Exp~:s.s" Ine.. l29'.94 
Fleetwood. Wh~. Co ~ Inc. l53. 74 
City Trs:c..s1'¢r~ Ine. 136.06 
South Bay Publie Warohouse 179.49 
Citizens W~ho~ Tru.ck1ng Co.~ Inc. 181 .. .48 
Anaheim. !'ruck &: Tra:o:J:f'er Co.. 170.01 
Storeeenter ~ Inc. 20l .. 96 
Shippo~ '!er:WlaJ,. Co.. 2l.2 .. 69 
Centr:ll Terminal Wareho~ Co.. 234.43 
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101.91 
103.42' 
103.56 
105.7S 
107.01 
llO .. 35 
lll.52 
113.45 
l22.50 
140.76 
lA7 .. 34 
168'.80 
l71.69 
174.01 
1s:3.9~ 
196.17 
215.40 

e·, 

12 Months Ended 
Jm"le :201 19'72 

&teorded. AQ:l~ted 

-% -% 
102'.78 97.Z'! 

S4.8Z 86.00 ' 

93.51 SS.5$: 

97.09 ~.47 

93.37 89.25 
SS.20 SS.96 

102.13 89.20 
97.42' SS.J.7 
89'~30 PJ7 .$3, 

lOS .. Z,3 91.84 
85.64 ~.01 

104.51 99.32 
llS.76 111-38 
104 .. 54 99.80 
lee. 50 99.47 

lll~25 104.55 
103.93 loo.45 
106.62 97.60 
99SS 101.32 

109.77 104.60 
-

ll6.05 W.63 

112.39 lOl.95 
107.64 105.58 

107.17 104.84 
132.81 J31 .. 11 
130 .. 99 l23.38 
148.89 l36.29' 
98 .. 92 98 .. 09 
S6 .. 5S: 82.04 

180 .. 44- 185.75, 
106.32 1ll.9S 

222.22 208.45 
304.00 Z79.16 
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In the above table~ 1:he 21 warehousemen listed in the top 

portion of the table (warehousemen naving adjusted operations for the 
calendar yea:r: 1971 of 95 percent or better) would receive 1:10 increase 
in rates tmder the original proposal of the w:Ltness:. but the balance 
of the warehousemen would receive the ten percent inc.rease.2/ If 

consideration is given to the adjusted operating ratios for the fiscal 
year ended Jtme 30 ~ 1972, the following. additional warehousemen would 
have adjusted operating ratios less favorable than 95 perc~t: 

:s & M Terminal Corp. 
Davies Warehouse Co. 
Bekins Warehousing Corp. 
Weber 'Iru.ck & Warehouse 
Metropolitan Warehouse Co. 

The witness testified that his presentation in Table 3 above 
was developed ou the cri.teria set forth in Decision No. 79361 as a 
basis for grauti:c.g increases to some warehousemen and not to others. 

It was pointed out to the witness that the operating. ratio 
test applied in Decision No. 79361 was different than that employed 
by him. In Decision No. 79361~ the warehousemen which were authorized 
to iucrease rates had operating ratios of 99.0 percent or poorer under 

existing rates before adjustment for the sought increase. The witness 
testified that he selected an operating ratio of 95 percent (after 
Adj\lS1:tDent for the sought increase) as tbe dividins point because that: 
was the operating rat:io resulting from rate adjustments authorized in 
prior warehouse proceedings. 

T~e witness further recOtDllletl.ded that either the full tet'l. 

percent sought: in the application be granted to individual warehouse­

men~ or tOOt ra:e relief be denied in toto. The existing seven per­
cent surcharge 'Would be cancelled as to the indiv:tdu.a.l warehousemen 
denied the full increase> aud charges collected under the interim 
rate increase would be ordered to be refuc.ded. 

1/ No consideration was given by the witness to a lesser percentage 
increase to briug the 2l warehousemen's operat~ ratio- to 95 
percent) nor to t:he effect· of the seven percent J.nt:erim increase 
authorized herein. 
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Tae s~£f Witness testified that if data for the 15 ware­
housemen selected by applicants as being represent:ati.ve are used for 
any pu:t'pOse, the data for Overland Terminal Warehouse, Co. and Union 
Terminal Warehouse, Inc. should be eliminated. Overland changed 
owncrshi? i'O. 1971. l:.pplic:ants r data for this warehou..~ was 
£u:rnished for onJ.y the first seven months of the year, asse:rtedly 
because the recorded expenses for warehouse operati.ons on the books 

of the company aequir.£ng the operative right are unreliable. the 
staff witness concurred in the conclusion that recorded expenses for 
Oi7erland r s operations under t1J.e new ownership axe not acco:rate. The 
staff witness recommended that data for Union· 'Xerm:t:c.al Warehouse, Inc. 
be eliminated from. consideration because of its record of fifteen 
consecutive years of operating 10sses.11 Tbe staff witness testified' 
that in order to sustain such continued losses, it is reasonable to 
assume that other profitable operations of the applicant (or excessive 
equity) are used to offset these losses. In the opinion of the staff 
witness a theoretical. subsidy. situation is implied which makes this 

applicant t s operation unusual and. not representative of the remaining 
applicants. 

11 Union Tera:d.nal Warehouse net Public Utility Warehouse losses as 
shown in the staff ~it: are as follows: 

1957 $ Jl"7 'lSS~ 1965 $ ~46:JS25 . 1958 51 340 196& 63>516 
1959 99: 709 1967·59 >584 
1960 03 64S 1968 92,252 
1961 (53:79S~ 1969 ~141,697 
1962 (104,176 1970 184,762 
1963 (92,169 1971 220~142 , 
1964 (76)608 

() IndiCAte>-sloss. 
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The following tabulation lists tbe adjusted operating. 
ratios of the :ema1 ning 13 warehousemen selected by the applicants 
aud accepted by the staff as represetl.tat1ve~ as developed :tn the 
staff's Exhibit 8: 

tABLE 9 

Operat~& Ratios 
13 ~leeted Warehousemen 

Cal~dar Year Ended DecetDber ~l, 1971 
Proposed Rates an4_~iusted ~ses 

Dart Public Warehouse;, Inc. 
Pacific Commercial Warehouse;, Iuc. 
Commerce Wa:ehouse Co. 
States Warehouses, Inc .. 
luteramer1cau Warehouse Corp. 
Davies Warehouse Co. 
'Weber Truck and Warehouse 
Metropolitan Warehouse Co. 
Pacific Coast Terminal Warehouse Co. 
Star Truck & Warebouse Corp. 
Californi.a Warehouse ~. 
Ace City Warebouse 
Redway :tru.ek & Warehouse Co. 

Composite Operating Ratio 

85.101. 
85.71 
88.41 
88.49 
90.87 
94.S4 
94.87 
95.05 
97.63 
99'.96 

101.91 
103.56 
107,01 

The following tabulation lists data for eleven of the 
foregOing thirteen wuebousemec. that £urc.i.shed info:matiou to the 
staff, so tba.t cO'Cl1pB.rative operAt1n,g ratios could be deten:dned 

on the basis of a fi.scal year ended .June 30" 1972, as set forth 
in the staff report: 
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TABLE 10 

~ratin~ Ra~1os 
11 S~cteaarehousemen 

Fiscal Year Ended Jtme 30, 1972 
Proposea Rates and Adjust&{ Expenses 

Dart Public Warehouse, Inc. 
Pacific Commercial Warehouse, Inc. 
Commerce Warehouse Co. 
States Warehouses, Inc. 
Interamericau Warehouse Corp. 
Davies Warehouse Co. 
Weber '!ruck and Warehouse 
Metropolitan Warehouse Co. 
Pacific Coast Terminal Warehouse Co. 
Star Truck & Warehouse Corp. 
Recl'Y1ay '.truck & Warehouse Co. 

Composite Operating Ratio 

85.581. 
87.47 
89'.20 
88 .. 17 
91.84-
99.32 
99.80 
99.47 

100.45 
104.60 
105.58 
97.881. 

A comparison of the data Tables 9 and 10 shows that the 
composite operating ratio for the later period is less favorable than 
for the earlier period,aud the operating ratios of nine of the elev~ 
warehousemen included in both tables are also less- favorable in the 
later t:han the earlier period. 
Discussion, Findings. and Conclusions 

As previously indicated, Decision No. 79361, the last 
decision involving the rates of the 48 applicants herein, adopted 
concepts wbich were a departure from prior rate decisions involving /' 
these applicants.. It is applicants f contention herein that certain 
of the concepts are unsound from a regulatory standpoint and that 
too record :Lu .Application No. 53549 was :Lu.adequate to support other 
concepts in Decision No. 79361. 

The Commission staff tn this proceeding attempted to re1at:e 
-the concept:s expressed in DeciSion No. 79361 to the facts in this 
proceeding. 'rae facts developed by the staff herein, as well- as the 
evidence of petitioner, lead US to the conclusion that we shOuld 
reach different findings and conclusions than those set forth in 
Decision No. 79361. "', 
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We find as follows: 

1. The 48: applicants herein (except as hereinafter noted with 
respect to M & M "rransfer Company and Vernon Warehouse Company) . 

compece extensively for the business of storers of general COCIllOdities 
in the !~tropolit:.a.n Los Angeles Area. 

2. All applicants participate in the rates for storage of 
general Commodities set forth in Tariff 28-A. nwse rates are 1mi£orm 
for all participants. 

3. Twenty-six of the 48 applicants participate, to a greater or 
lesser extent, in the rates set forth in Tariff 29-A. 

4. The rates :in Tariff 29-A are des:tgned for special conditions, 
such as large annual volume" large monthly turnover, or ease of 
banclling in and out of the warehouse. 

s. Tariff 28-A rates were not initially established on a <:OS1: 

basis" but were related, to some extent, to an assumed revenue per 

square foot for storage, and per ton for handling. The rates set 

forth. in Tariff 29-A are established in light of criteria designed to 
ens~e their ln1t:i..al profitability. Therefore, neither the rates in 
Tariff 28-A or Tariff 29-A are cost-orienced. 

6. The warehousemeu participating in 'Iatiffs 28-A and 29-A 
require unifOrmity of rates to effectively compete. Different levels 
of rates for individual warehouse operaeors would require that the 
w~hous~tl. tnaiutainiug rates bigher than their competitors either 
(1) forego any bUSiness untU the warehoa.se facilities of their 
eOttLpetitors wiJich 'Ill.ai.uta1n lower rates are substantially filled to 
capacity, or (2) reduce their rates to the lowese level of rates 
m.a.inta.ined by' any competing 'W'axebouseman. (The applicants in this 
proc:ee.di.ng, by not establ1.c;b.iug the selective. rate increases- autho­
rized in I>ecisiotl. 'No._ .79361,.. opted for the second a.lternati.ve 
des<::ribed above.) 
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7. '!be first alternative described in the preceding finding 

would result in 1.U1duly discrirninatory rates to storers wbich Camlot 
find space in the warehouse facilities having the lowest rates. 
J~so undue discrimjnationwould result because storers would pay 
different rates for the same service depending upon ehe warehouse 
facUity in which their goods were stored. '!he second alternative 
described in the preceding finding wofJ.l.d result in the warehouse 
operator having the most favorable operating ratio sett~ the level 
of rates for a1.1. competing warehousemen. Most warehousemen could 
not raise their rates to achieve profitable operations. Warehousemen 
whose operations continue to be u:c.prof1table over a period of time 
would fail:. thus \ID.duly restricting the amount of warehouse space 
available to the public. 

8. The staff evidence ShCMS that the relative profitability of 
the operations of individual warehousemen varies widely from one 

fiscal period to the next. :For the eleven. warehousemen whose operating 
ratios are set for...b. both in. Tables 9 and 10, nine bad poorer operating 
ratios 1n the later period than in the eulier period; but two ware­
housemen bad improved operating ratios in the later period. 

9. Because of the shift from one fiscal period to' the next in 
the relative profitability of individual warehousemen, it would be 
improper: 

(1) To select ehe most profitable operator as the 
rate-setter for all competing warebousemen7 or 

(2) Graut va.ryU;e amounts of) or percentage increases 
in, rates of individual warehousemen for a 
particular fiscal period. 

1.0. 'rae composite operating ratios of a group of representative 

warehousemen provide a better indication of the changes in the relative 
profitability and tIle revenue needs of the warehouse industry as a 
whole in a given area than the operating ratios of individual competing 
warehousemen. 
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11. It is necessary for the financial well ... being. of the ware­
house industry in a paxticw.ar area to consider their revenue needs 
on the basis of the compoSite, or overall:p revenue needs of the entire 
group of competing. warehoasemen, or a selected group of competing 
warehousemen which are representaeive of the group as a whole. 

12. Applicants selec:ted a group of fifteen warehousemen as 
being representative of ~e operations of the 4S applicants herein 
under rates In Tariffs 28-A and 29-A. 

13. The staff witness challenged the selection of two of such 
selected warehousemen:t namely~ Overland Terminal Warehouse and Union 
Terminal Wax=ehouse. The operations of tllose warehouses are such .as 
no~ to be representative of Ule applic:auts as a whole. Cverland's 
records are incooplete for the test periods used herein; 'Union bas 
in~ed coutinned suDstantial losses over a sustained period. 

Tne:refo::::e, their operating data shottld not be included :in the 

compos1..te ~peratitlg data of the selected warehousemen. 
14. It will be reasonable for the purposes of this proceeding 

to use the composite operatin.~ results 0; the remaining 13 selected 
warehousemen as being representative of the operations of all 
applicants ~der Tarlffs 28-A and 29-A. 

15. Table 9 (from staff Exhibit 8) shows a composite operadng. 
:ratio (after taxes) of 95.68 percent for 13 selected warehousemen, 
based on rev-r..sed opexating :revenues which reflect the 10 percent. 
increase soug!lt herein and :revised operating expenses- which reflect 
cUX'rent labor expenses and h:tstorlc::al rate-mald.ng adjustments-. Table 
10 (from staff Exh1b1t 8) s~s a composite operating ratio (after 
taxes) of 97.88' percent for 11 selected- warehouses and proposed. rates 
and adjusted expenses for a late:r period. 

16. The staff Witness proposed that an operating ratio (after 
taxes) of 95 perceu~ be the dividing line beeween granting or denyillg 
inC%eases to individ.ual warehouses. Applicants f witness represented 
that an operatfng ratio of 90 to 93 percent (after taxes) is reason­
able for public utility wax-ehouse operations. This Commissiou, in 
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prior proceedinss involving these applicants~ has found that rate 
increases which produce operating ratios after taxes ranging between 
93.6 percene (1964) ~o 96.9 percent (1967) would be reasonable 
(Exhibit 6). In the last proceeding :::n which the group of 48 
applicants were autbor:lzed to increase rates (1969» the composi.te 
operat:i.ng ratio for the test warehousemen as a group was 95.31 
percent. 

17. '!he operating ratio under proposed rates of 95.68 percent 
(based 0'0. 1971 operating data) and 97.88 percent (based on data for 
the fiscal year ended June 30, 1972) will not be excessive and will 
not exceed the average operating ratio found reasonable in prior rate 
proceedings involving. these applicants. 

18. 'rae Commission has previously found) in granting interim 
relief to these applicants, that they were in immediate need of 
additional revenues in order to continue their public utility warehouse 

operaeiollS. This is conf1r.ned by the data in Table 4 which shews 

ti:l.at the composite ~at:t:a.g ratio for the thirteen representative 
warehousemen (after adjus't:l:llent for CU%reut exPenses) is 102.2 percent. 

19. Tae -final increase of ten percent in the rates and 

charges set forth in TarC'-ffs 28-A and 29-A is j tJ8.tified, based­
on the precediug findings. 

20. Fi::c.dings 9 through 16 relate to the competitive operations 
of applicants under Tariffs 28-A and 2S-A. Those findings do- not 
relate to the special operations of Union Tenlinal Warehouse, M & M 
Transfer Cotrlp8ny" and Vernon Warehouse Company under their ir.tdividual 
tariffs. Tae operations of 11 & M and Vernon under their tariffs are 
non-competitive with operations conducted by other applicants under 
!ariffs 28-A and 29-A. 

21. Union Terminal Warehouse has and will incur substantial 
losses in its public utility warehouse ope:ratious, and it is in need 
of the additional revenues which will result £rom. increases 1n. 
accessorial rates in its Wa.reho,:r.s~ T~f No. 2.- T'1.'le increase in 
those rates is just:t=ied. 
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22. M & M Transfer perfoms storage of synthetic crude rubber 
and iron and steel articles under its Tariff 20) Cal.. P.u .C .. 20 
(formerly Ta.r1£f 19). the testimony of applicants r Witness was that 
M & M earned 88 percent of its total 1971 public utility warehouse 
revenues from that tariff. Applicants r Exh:tbit 5 shows that M & H's 
operations for 1971, adjusted to reflect current expenses (bat without 
provisions for increased rates sought herein) will result :tn an 
operatinS ratio (after taxes) of 86.0 percent. This operating ratio 
indicates M & 11 does not require either the inter.tm or f:tnal increase 
sought herein with respect ~ its operations under Tariff 19' (now 
Tariff 20). 

23. Vernon Warehouse performs the storage of liquid sugar and 
corn syrup in bWlt in stati.ona.%Y tanks under :rates set forth in :Lts 

Tariff S (formerly Tariff 8). T'ae testimony of applicants' wi.ea.ess 
is that the preponderance of Vernon's operating revenues for 1971 
were earned under bulk rates in its Tariff 8. Vernon's operating 
statement for 1971) adjusted to reflect current wages (but without 
provision for increased rates sougl:tt herein) will resalt 1n au 
operating ratio (after taxes) of 88.52 percent (applicants r Exhibit 5). 

Vero.on. does not: require either the interim or final increase sought 
herein in COtmeetion w:i.th its operations under its Tariff 8: (now 
Tariff 9). 

24. The interim iucrease of seven percent and the f:tnal increase 
of ten percent are not just:i£ied with ~espeet to the rates and charges 
maintained by 11 & M in its Tariff 19' (now Tariff 20) or by Vernon in 
its Tariff 8 (now Tariff 9). 

25. raere is nothing in Rule 23.1 of the Commission ~ s Rules of 
Practice and Procedure or Pr:tce Commission Rules which requires that 
the Commission depart from the practice used in prior warehouse 
iUCl:ease proceedings of using the composite operating revenues and 
expenses of a selected u~ of :representative (test) ware~ousemen 
as a basis for det~ 1;he revenue needs of the applieant ware­
housemen as a group. (See Decision No. 80770 dated December 5" 1972 
in Application No. 52812.) 
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26. In compliance with Rule 23.1 of this Cotm:n1ssion' s Rules of 
Praccice and Procedure promulgated pursuant to the Economic 
Stabilization Act: of 1970, we find and determine: 

a. The rate increase is cost justified. The 
increased revenue sought in this phase of 
the proceeding is to offset increases in 
wages and payroll costs occurring since 
ra~es were last adjusted. 

b. 'rae rate increase docs not reflect future 
infla~ionary trends. '!he increased wage 
and payroll costs sought to be recovered 
in this phase of tbe proceeding are those 
currently being experienced by the applicant 
warehousemen. 

c. The rate increase is the 'minimum required 
to assure continued, adequate, and safe 
Service... The operating ratio resulting 
from. the authorized increase is at the 
middle of the zone of reasonableness. 

d. The collective bargaining agreements 
coverin$ the warehouse and clerical employees 
of app14eant warehousemen are three-year 
contracts initially placed in effect prior to 
Price Control regulations at:d are scheduled 
to expue in 1973. 

e. The rate increase will achieve the minimum 
return needed to attract capital at reasonable 
costs and not impair the credit of the applicant 
warehousemen. 

f. The rate increase takes into account expected 
and obtainable productivity gains. The record 
shows that, short of constructin~ all new' 
facilities, tbere are no productl.vity gains 
available to the applicant: warehousemen which 
they have not implemented in their cun'ent 
operations. 

g. No public utili~ warehouseman operating in the 
Metropolitan Los Angeles krea appeared at the 
hearing to. present evidence expressing a willing­
ness and capacity to provide the curu:nt services 
of applicants at a~ttng rates. 
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We conclude as follows: 

a " .," 

1. Applicants should be authorized an increase of 10' percent 
in their rates and charges set forth in Tariffs 28-A and 29-A in 
substitution for the interim increase of seven percent authorized by 

DeciSion No. 80549 ~ and trn10n Term1Dal Warehouse should be authorized 
to substitute an increase of ten percent for the interim increase of 
seven percent in the rates and charges in its Tariff 2. Said 
increases should be permitted to become effective on five days' 
notice. 

2. The interim increase in the rates and charges specifically 

set forth in Tariff 20 of M & M Transfer and Tariff 9 of Vernon 
Warehouse should be recinded ~ and those warehousemen should be 

directed to refund the amount of the increase charges collected~ 
pursuant to Ordering Paragraph 2 of Decision No. 80549. 

3. Decision No. 80669 dated October 31, 1972 ,in Application 
No. 53486 authorized Santa Monica Lease, Inc. to acquire the public 
utility warehouse operative right of Union Terminal Warehouse. 
Santa Mon1ea Lease, I:nc. should be substituted for Union Terminal 
Warehouse in the order which follows • 

.Q.!~!1! 

IT IS ORDERED that: 
1. Applicants in Application No. 53404, as amended, and 

Santa Monica Lease, Inc., as successor to Union Terminal Warehouse, 
are authorized to increase the rates and charges published for their 
account in California Warehouse Ta.ri.£f Bureau Tariffs Nos. 28-A and 
29-A, Cal. p.U.C. Nos. 193 and 194~ respeetively~ issued by 
Jac!< L. Dawson~ P..gent~ by ten percent~ in lieu of the interim increase 
of seven percent authorized by Decision No. 80549' issued· in 

Application No. 53404. 
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2. rae increases authorized in Ordering Paragraph 1 may be 
es~blished in the following manner: 

(a) Increase all rates and charges as set forth in 
DiviSion C of the House Rules and Regulations 
of California Warcllouse Tariff Bureau Warehouse 
Tariff No. 28-A by 10 percent disposing of 
fractions as follows: 

(1) Whe%c the present rate or charge is less 
than 10 cents., dispose of fractions to 
the nearest m; ~ i dropping fracti.OIlS of 
less than 1/2 . 1 and increasing frac­
tions of 1/2 mill or greater to ehe next 
Whole 'mill. 

(2) Whe%e the present rate or charge is 10 
cents or greater, dispose of fractions 
to the nearest cent, dropping fractious 
of less tba.n 1/2 cent and :tnereasing 
fractions 0: 1/2 cen~ or greater to the 
next whole cent. 

(b) InC4ease the r3tes and cha.r~es set forth in 
Sections A, B, and C of Caluorni.a 'Warehouse 
Tariff Bureau Warehouse tariff No. Z8-A, and 
in Sections 1~ 2~ and 3 of California Warehouse 
Tariff Bureau Warehouse Tari.££ No. 29-A, by the 
publiea.ti.on of a surchar$e rule in the respec­
tive tariffs, reading suostantially as follows: 
I~cept a.s otherwise shown :i.:c. cOttllection with 
individual items, all cb.a.:ges accxu.ing for 
services onder rates and charges named in 
Sections ) and , of tile Tari.ff, 
are subject to a surcbaXge of 10%. The sur­
charge will be applied as follows: 

Compute the total c:b.arge under the 
applicable rates and charges and ' 
increase such total charge by 10%i 
xesul~ fraetions of less than /2 
cent Will be dropped anci fractions 
of 1/2 cent or gz'eat:er will be 
increased to the next whole cent. " 

(c) Whee. the specific rates and charges natned 
in Sections A, B, and C of Tariff 28-A and 
in Sections 1, 2, and 3 of Tariff 29-A are 
amended to incorporate the increases pro­
vided in the surcharge -rules;' "fractions of 
less than 1/2 mill will be dropped and 
fractions of 1/2 mill or greater will be 
increased to the next Whole mill. 
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3. Uc.iou 'rerad:c.al Warehouse is authorized to increase the 
rates 1u its vla.reb.ouse Tar...ff No.2, cal. P.U .C. No.2, by ten percent 
in lieu of the seven percent increase authorized by Decision No. 80549. 
Resulting fractional charges of less than one-b.aJ.f cent will be 

dropped, and fractions oz one-half cent or greater will be increased 
to the uext whole cent. 

4. 'Iari.ff publicat:ions authorized to be made as a result of 
the order herein shall be filed uot earlier than the effec·tive date 

of this order and may be made effective not earlier than five days 
after the effective date hereof on not less than five days J notice 
to ~ Comc:zission and to the public. 

5. The authority granted in Ordering Paragraphs 1, 2, and 3 
is subject to the express condition that applicants will never urge 

i>efore 1:his CommisSion in a:r:ry proceeding 1.mder Section 734 of the 
Public Utilities Code, or in any other proceeding, that: the opinion 

and order herein constitute a finding of fa.ct: of the reasonableness 
of any particular rate or charge, and that the fil~ of rates and 
charges pursuant to the authority herein granted will be construed 
as a cousent to this condition. 

s.. In aU o:b.er respec::s Application No. 53404 is denied. 
7. The authority hel:ein grant:ed shall expire unless exercised 

within one hundred twenty days of the effective date of this order. 
8. Pursuant to Ordering Paragraph 3 of Decision No. 80549 in 

this proceeding, 

a.... M & H transfer Company is directed to cancel 
its Warehouse Tar!%£ No. 20, Cal. P.U.C. No. 
20, a:c.d to establish in its place and stead 
rates aud charges for s~orage and baudling of 
the cotlllXlOd1.ties named therein no ~eater tMu 
fo:r:merly maintained in M & M T:ransfer Company 
'VTare.a.ou:ze Tarif= No. 19, cal. P.U.C. No. 19. 

b. Vernon Central Warehouse Company" doing bUSiness 
as Vernon Warehouse Company, is d:tJ:ected to cancel 
i~ ~rarehouse Tariff No.9, Cal. P.U.C. No. 9;r and 
to establish in i~s place and stead rates and 
~=es for s~rase and bandliI;g of the commodities 

there:i.n no greater than formerly maintained 
in Vernon Warehouse Company Warehouse Tar!££ No.8" 
Cal. P.U.C. No.8. 
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c. Xar1.ff publications directed by this ordering 
paragraph shall be fi.led on or befo:re 30 days 
after the effective date of this order on not 
less than two days r notice to the Commission 
and the public. 

9. M & M Transfer Company and Vernon Warehouse Company are 
directed to refund the diffe:ence between the charges collected under 
the tariffs d1:eeted to be cancelled pursuant to the preceding, 
ordering paragraph and the charges which would have accrued under the 
tariff rates directed to be established in place of the cancelled 
tariffs. !hey shall make such refunds on or before 60 days after the 
effective date of this order> and shall notify the Commission :£:c. 
writing of the amounts of such refunds and tbe persons to whom such 
refunds are made. 

!'he effective date of this. order shall be twenty <:lays after 
the date hereof. 

Dated at ___ San __ Fl'an __ dlc_O ___ > California) this 311 z;b 

day of --__ J"""A+JtoI~Ui:Hm~Ri_foY--) 1973. 
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APPENDIX A 

LIST OF APPEA.~CES 

For Applicants: Arlo D. Poe, Attorney at Law, and .Jack L. Dawson. 

Applicants: ~ Pittman, for Star True!t and,Warehouse Corp. aud 
Interata.erieanJare&>use Corp.; Fred pfahler, III~ for Los Angeles 
'rratl.Sport and Warehouse Co., Inc.; J. R. Thomas, for Davies 
Warehouse Co.; E. R. 2ooth~ for Y.Letropolitan. Warehouse Co.; 
Clyde R. Hoa?;land, for Red'W~.1 '!ruck & Warehouse Co.; William 
Al ison, for Dart Public Warehouse, Inc.; William A. Dalmatoff 
and DOnald A. Weber.:, for Coatllerce Warehouse Co.; Haroldl5'i'UrV, 
for ?aeilie Coast Terminal Warehouse Co.; w. E. Prusa~ £Or 
Union Term!nal Warehouse, Inc.; Nicholas Weber, for Weber Truck 
and Wa:ehouse; Glenn R.. Berger:. tor Overland Ie:minal Warehouse; 
m:.d RichB.l':d D. May,. ~r States Warehouses, Inc. 

Interested Parties: James ~u:Lntrall, for Los Augeles Warehousemen's 
Association; and R t W.. S tK, Attorney at Law, and H. R, Hughes, 
for CalifOrnia Trucking Association. 

CommiSSion Staff: Lionel B. Wilson, Attorney at Law, Edward C. 
Crawford, Leona~ci Diamond, and George L. Hunt. 
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COMMISSIONER. J. P. ~IN, JR., dissenting. 

I dissen'C. 

Alt."'ough t."le order contains no specific reference to , 

or explanation of ~he extent to which labor costs con~butc 

to the alleged need for rate relief, i~ is in fact the major 

factor. The rate increase granted by t."le majority is 

es~entially an automatic labor offset and should be denied. 

In addition, ~~s~ecision reverses Findin~s Nos. 

J.3, 14 and 15 made by "this Commission l.n DeCision No. 7936l 

which was adopted by unan:i.mous vote. Thus the Commission is 

abandoning t"lc requi.~ent tha'C applicants should develop cost 

studies of Tariffs 28-A and 29-A. In Finding No. 14 of 

Decision No. 7936l the Commission sta~ed that n'cos~' is an 

indispensable factor ~~ the setting of fair and reasonable rates 

for service.~ By t"le insta.~t decision the majority of this 

Commission indicates that it will disregard. some of these 

ffindispensable factors n in the setting of fair and reasonable 

rates. 

San Francisco, California 

January 30, 1973 


