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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

In the Matter of the Investigation into )

the rates, rules, regulations, charges,

allowances and practices of all common

carriexs, highway carriers and city Case No. 5432
carriers relating to the transportation Petition for Modification
of any and all commodities between and No. 691-
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-
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(For Appeaxances see Decision No. ’80495-) :
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Center for Law i{n the Public Interest,
? Joln R. Phillips, Attormey at Law,
or_ﬂm%ﬁnservation League;
and Rick Ohrazda, for Foremost
McKesson, Inc,; interested parties.

OPINTON ON REHEARING

In this proceeding California Manufacturers Association
(CMA) seeks to cancel the expiration date in commectiom with certain
exception ratings and provisions applicable to ewmpty returning
carriers (comtainers) set forth in Minimum Rate Tariff 2 (MRT 2) and
Exception Ratings Taxiff 1 (ERT 1), so that those ratings and pro-
visions will apply on a perwanent basis. | :
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Decision No. 80495 dated October 28, 1972 denied the CMA
petitions and permitted the exception ratings In question to expire
eéxcept on so-called can~packs. In the absence of the exception
ratings, the higher classification ratings in National Motor Freight .
Classification A-13 became applicable. Decision No. 81163 dated
March 20, 1973 granted limited rebearing of Decision No. 80495 fo::
the sole purpose of receiving additional evidence and/or argument
relative to the environmental consequences which would result from
an order allowing the exception ratings involved in this proceeding
Lo expire. , , |

Rehearing, limited as indicated sbove, was held before
Examiner Mallory at San Framcisco on May 16, 1973. The matter was
subnitted upon the filing of closing briefs om July 16, 1973.-1-/
Evidence was presented on behalf of CMA by the Director of QMA's

Department of Environmental Quality and Department of Fuel and
Utilities, | |

Request for ETR

The presiding examiner denied a motion made by the Plaunaing
and Conservation League (PCL) that the proceeding be suspended until
the Commission staff prepares an environmental impact xeport on the
issues raised in this proceeding. On May 22, 1973, PCL filed a
pleading entitled "sppeal to the Full Commission to Overrule the
Exaniner's Ruling From the Bench Denying Petitiocner’'s Motion to Compel
the Commission to Prepare an Environmental Impact Report Before
Perzitting the Exception Ratings for Shipment of Empty Carrilers
Returning to Expire”. On Jume 8, 1973, California Trucking Association
(CTA) f£iled a xeply to PCL's pleading. |

1/ Opening briefs and clos briefs were £iled by CMA, CTA, and. the
sion staff, PGS&E filed an opening brief.
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The guidelines for the issuance of an environmental impact
report (EIR) pursuant to the requirements of the California
Eavironmental Quality Act of 1970 (CEQA) axe set forth in Rule 17.1
of the Comnission's Rules of Practice and Procedure. The guldelines
were adopted April 3, 1973 in Decision No. 81237 in Case No. 9452.
That decision concluded that the policy provisions of CEQA apply to
Tate proceedings but the EIR provisions do not. That decision states:
"The Comnission will consider potential environmental impact in rate
matters., When such issues are brought to light by the staff or other
parties, appropriate findings will be made thereon." Decision No.
81484 dated Jume 19, 1973 in Case No. 9452 provided additional
rationale as to why EIR's should not be required in rate proceedings.
For the reasons stated in Decisions Nos. 81237 and 81484, PCL's appeal
of the examiner's ruling denying the request for am EIR will be denied.
(Compare Southern Californiz Edison Company, Decision No. 81919 dated
September 25, 1973 at mimeographed page 97.) -

Pertinent CEQA Provisions |

The witness for CMA testified that he had resesrched the
environmental background relative to the matters imvolved herein.

He stated the provisions o£ICEQA.pert1nent herein are set forth in
subparagraphs (£) and (g) of paragraph 21000 and subparagraph (g)
of paragraph 21001, which reads as follows:

“CHAPTER 1. POLICY

"21000. The Legislature finds and declares as follows:
' * % %

(£) The Interrelationship of policies and
practices in the management of natursl
resources and waste disposal requires
Systematic and concerted efforts
public and private interests to enhance
eavironmental quality and to comtrol
envixonmental, pollution. :
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"(g) It is the intent of the Legislatuxe that
all agencies of the state govermment which
regulate activities of private individuals,
corporations, and public agencies which are
found to affect the quality of the envirom-
ment, shall regulate such activities so
that majoxr comsideration is given to pre-
venting environmental damage.

* % *

"2100L. The Legislature fuxther finds and declares that it
is the policy. of the state to: '

* K %

"(8) Require governmental agencies at all levels
o consider qualitative factors as well as
econoudce and technical factors and long~
tern benefits and costs, in additiom to :
short-term benefits and costs and to consider

alternatives to ?roposed actions affecting
the environment.” '

CMA's Analysis of Environmental Impact

 The witmess testified that his analysis, hereinafter
detailed, was based on the assumption tbat the highway carrier trans-
porting empty returning containers did mot have to make a special
pickup of the containers, but assumed that the returninrg containers
would be loaded for return movement at the comclusion of the unloading
of an outbound load of a simflar type of £illed containers. The
witness stated that Lf the exception ratings on empty returning
containers are retained, CMA would have no objection to limiting their
application in the mammer just described. -

The witness also prefaced his testimony by stating that
questions of possible emvirommental impact cover a very broad spectrum,
and that his avalysis did not attempt to cover all areas of possible
environmental Lmpact, but was limited to those factors dixectly
affecting the rates for the movement of empty reusable comtainers.
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The witness used two measures of emvironmental impact; the
first was the materials used in the comstruction of the container,
and the second was the amount of energy required in the manufacture
of the container. The witness concluded that if the type of materisl
used is an irxeplacesble resource, the material has more environmental
Impact than if it Is not. Energy is a scarce national resource;
therefore, the more emergy used, the greater the environmental
impact. 2 ,

The witness selected three kinds of containers for amalysis
in his Exhibit 691-8: Steel drums used in petroleun products
distribution, glass bottles, and industrisl gas containers {canks).3/
The witness testified that, depending on the gauge of the metal used,
steel drums have an estimated usage of 3 to 8 reuses, thus, the steel
used ranges from 6.25 to 13.3 pounds per trip. The witness stated
that one pound of steel requixes the equivalent of 6.3 kilowatt~hours
(thermal) of energy to produce. The use of returnable steel drums was
compared with a non-returnable drum made of light-gauge metal. This
drum weighed 27 pounds. The witness thus determined that use of
returnable steel drums would have a lesser impact on the environment
than nonreturngble steel drums for two reasons; less ixon ore, a
nooreplaceable natural resource, would be used, and less evexgy,a

Scarce natural resouxce, would be required to produce the macerial
used In the drum.

For the purpose of his analysis, the witness used as the umit of
reasurenent of energy the owatt-hour (therwmal) which approx-
imates 3,413 BIU'S per hour.

The witness also analyzed can packs which were removed from this
proceeding through the f£iling of Petition No. 746 in Case No. 5432.
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The witness stated that glass bottles do mot use up a
nonreplaceable natural resource, as silica 1s “an;.ubiquitous commodity.
However, returngble bottles (8 uses) requirc only about a third of the
€nergy per use or trip as compared to ome-way (nonreturnable) bottles.

All steel industrial gas containers currently are'returnayle,
and are utfllized an estimated average of 50 reuses. Inasmuch as thqre
are no ome-way industrial gas containers, the witness assumed the
development of a nonreturnable aluminum contziner. The witness showed
that comstruction of a five-cubic foot "steel container would require
about 5.35 kilowatt-hours (thermal) of enmergy per use, based omn fifty
reuses; whereas a similar aluminum container would require 620
kilowatt-hours (thermal) for a single use.

The witness sumparized his testimony as follows:

With the assumption that the returning load is offered to
the carrier at the time of delivery, it is possible to determine and
énalyze the eavironmental impact of the adjusted rate levels by
conducting a simple analysis of the environmental fimpact of the energy
and material demands of altexrnative reusable and one-way contaimers,
utilizing criteria based upon the assumption that increased enmergy
demands produce an adverse environmental impact, however gemerated,
and that increased material demands have a slodlar effect. Material
such as wood, and related products, dexrived from remewable resouxces,
have a lesser environmental impact than materials from nonrenewable
resources. The witness asserted that in the cases selected, as listed
in Exhibit 691-8, the environmmental impact of a reusable container was
significantly less than that of the alternative one-way contsiner.

CIA, PGSE, and the Commission staff presented no affirmative

evidence. Their positions were stated in theix post-hearing briefs
filed herein. . ” i -
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Can Packs

Decision No. 80495 (to which 1imited hearing was granted)
permitted the existing less-truclkload exception rating of 50 percent
of Class 55 on empty returning comtainers to expire, except with
respect to can packs;&l Decision No. 80495 concluded that a texporary
exception rating of one-half of Clsss 55 on can packs should be con-
tinued for a reasonable perlod to provide opportumity for affected
shippexrs and carriers to supply additional evidence to justify the
level of a permament exception rating on this commodity.

Subsequent to the issuance of the order granting rehearing
of Decision No. 80495, CTA and Can Manufacturers Institute, Inc.
jointly filed Petition No. 746 in Case No. 5432 seeking the establish-
ment In MRT 2 of: (1) truckload commodity rates for the transportation
of sheet steel or tim cans and aluminum, steel or tin can ends, (2) a
less-truckload exception rating of 50 percent of Class 70 on secondhand
pallets, returning or shipped for a return paylng load, of the afore~
wentioned cans or can ends (can packs), and (3) various truckload
exception ratings on sheet steel cans. | |

4/ Decision No. 80495 describes can packs as a couwbination of
packaging materials used to haul eapty metal cans from can
manufacturing plants to food and beverage processors. The
pack consists of a wooden pallet, solid fibreboard s arators,
a plastic or fibreboard shroud (ovexwrap), and a £ibreboard or
wooden cap. The empty metal cans are transported outbound in
closed vans equipped with gravity rollers, and the loaded
pallets are positionmed in the van by the driver. The loaded
pallets are moved to and from the tailgate of the van with
forklift equipument supplied by the consignor and consignee.
The use of this type of packaging substantially reduces
loading and unloading time of the outbound shipments.




@

C. 5432, Pet. 691, C. 7858, Pet. 133 ek *

At the bearing herein CMA and CTA stipulated that the
£1ling of Petition No. 746 removed can packs from comsideration in
this proceeding, and nonec of the issues raised herein apply to can
packs. Decision No. 81817 dated August 28, 1973 granted Petition
No. 746 without hearing.

Position of the Parties

QMA, PGSE, and the Commission staff urged that the cemporary
less-truckload exception rating of 50 percent of Class 55 and other
provisions relating to empty returnable containers be made permanent,
subject to the proviso that the tariff be amended to provide that the
returning load would be offered to the carrier at the time of delivery,
for return to the point of origix.

It 13 the position of CMA and PG&E that the evidence
presented by CMA demomstrates that the use of returnable containers
has materially less impact on the environment than the use of
disposable or ome-way contaimers. CMA contended that the exception
rating of 50 pexcent of Class 55 produces compensatory rates onm.
returnable containers; however, no competent evidence was offered
by QA in support thereof. CMA also argued that the rates on empty
carriexs returning which are at issue in this proceeding were estab-
lished in the Cowmission's minimum rate tariffs more than 30 years
ago, and as such, have inhibited the development of one-way container
alternatives, thus, benefiting the environment and also making it
wore difficult to determine the environmental impact in the event
the rates are cancelled, '

CTA argued that the testimomy of the CMA~witness indicates
that shippers will reuse containers only when it is economically .
advantageous for them to do so; that shippers, not being govern-
mentally constrained, will reuse containers only'when it is to their
advantage; and that highway carriexrs, being subject to governmental
constraints, should not be required to create the advantagg which will
create shippex Incentive ro reuse containers.
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It 15 the position of CTA that nowhere om this recoxd did
CMA state a shipper commitment to bear any part of the econmomic burden
of preventing harm to the environment caused by east-off containers;
nox has CMA acknowledged a shipper responsibility to price individual
products in a maonmer which specifically recovers costs comnected with
eavironmentally oriented comservation practices prudent for that
product., .

It is CTA's contention that highway carriers must foot the
bill to protect the emvironment from cast-off containers which have
been put into the stream of commexce by shippers, or in the alterns-
tive, all usexs of for-hire transportation must foot that bill by
paylng rates on all commodities bigh enough to subsidize retwurn

shipments of containers to the offending shippers.
Discussion

CEQA clearly provides that the envixcnmental impact must be
considered by this Commission as part of all watters presented to it
in which there is any possibility that the environment may be
materially affected as a result of Commission action, even though no
EIR is required by CEQA. |

The record in this proceeding clearly demonstrates that the
use of certain types of returnable containers has less environmental
lmpact, and thus is more favorable to the environnent of California

residents than the alternative, which %s the use of one-~way ox
nonreturnable containers. o
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The environmental impact of the use of returnable comtainers,
however important, is only a single factor to be considered by the
Commission in detexrmining the reasonableness of the exception ratings
on emplty returmable containers. The other considerations are those
recited in Declsion No. 80495 and repeated, for ¢larity, in the
m.arg:f.n.—s- The Commission must consider those factors which histox-
ically have been considered im establishing or maintaining exception
ratings on Intrastate traffic, in addition to the requirements imposed

in CEQA, and must carefully weigh all such considerations in reaching
its ultimate conclusion. = .

S/ Decision No. 80495 states as follows:

"The Commissiom, in Decision No, 74310, placed all parties on
notice that the exception ratings here in issue were temporary
in nature and that complete justification for their continuance
must be provided, or said ratings would be allowed to expire.

"Ihe justification required to support comtinuation of the
fexporary exception ratings is the same as that required to
justify the establishment of new exception ratings. The
Comnission has stated in several decisions that to establish
an exception rating it must be shown that the tramsportation
characteristics or conditions in California intrastate traffic
of the item in question are different than elsewhere, or that.
the characteristics are similar to many other articles presenzly
enaoyiﬁg the sought rat [Decision No. 65639 (61 Cal. P.U.C.
162) and Decision No. 67610 (63 Cal. P.U.C. 170).]

"The evidence introduced inm support of the retention of the .
exception ratings in issue does not show the reasonableness of
sald ratings. Inasmuch as the less-truckload exception rating
of ome~half of Class 55 is substantially lower than any other
less-truckload exception rating maintained in MRT 2 of ERT 1,
it is incurbent upon propoments of the reduced exception rating
to show by competent evidence that the sought exception ratings
are reasonable. The only evidence which bears on this point is
the cost-revenue comparison introduced by CTA, which provides a
rebuttable presumption that the sought less-truckload exception
rating is below a reasomable level because it fails, by a
substantial margin, to provide revenues which cover the average
costs of transpoxting general commodities.

-10-
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As hexetofore stated, the use of returnable containers has
substantially less environmental impact than the use of onme-way ox
nonreturnable containers. Shipper testimony shows that used empty
containers will not be returned if the containers are required to bear
rates based on the classification ratings that apply in the absence of
the exception rating. However, the record does not show how low the
exception rating must be to encourage the return of empty used
containers. As stated in Decision No. 80495 the exception xating on
used empty countainexrs of 50 percent of Class 55 is substaantially lower
than any other less-truckload rating im MRT 2 and that rating may be
confiscatory, and therefore unreasonably low, in that it produces
revenues which may be substantially below carriers' out-of-pocket
costs of providing the transportation service. .

The reasonablemess of the existing exception rating cammot
be supported by coumparison with other exception class ratings because
there are mo other commodities bearing similar ratings. On the othex
hand, carxriers and shippexrs jointly proposed, and the Comnission
epproved, a less-txuckload exception rating of 50 percent of Class 70
on can packs. That rating 1s higher than the exception rating in
issue here, but lower than any other less-truckload exception rating
in MRT 2 ox ERI‘I;Q/ Apparently the exception ratings of 50 percent
of Class 70 on can pack {s reasonably compensatory, having been
proposed by the carriers involved in that tramsportatiom. '

6/ The mext lowest less-truckload exception rating is Class 50.1
applicable to cammed goods and related commodities. Class 50.1
is 90 pexcent of Class 5S. : |
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To summarize, from the consideration of envi.ronmental i.mpact
the less-truckload exception rating Iin issue should' be retained.,
However, the record does mot clearly establish the level of the less-
truckload exception rating that will be both (1) sufficiently low to
encourage shippers to retwn empty reusable containexs,. and (2) high.
enough to ensure that carriers' revenues needs would be met so ‘that
the container traffic would not cast sn undue burdep on other traffic.

From the facts available to us, it would appear that a less-
truckload exception rating of 50 percent of Class 70, as set forth in
Item 330.4 of MRT 2 for can packs, would meet the .two tests stated
above. That rating having been proposed by a carxiexr 6rganizecion
should not be so low as to unduly depress carxier earnings or cast
@ burden on other traffic. Om the other hand, having been jointly
proposed by the involved shippers, the rating should be low enough
to ensure its use by shippers of returpable containers,

An additional indication of the need for permanent exception
ratings on returnable contaimers Ls demonstrated by the fact that
MRT 2 now contains a permanent truckload rating of Class 35.3 for
zalt 2ud cereal beverage bottles and barrels (Item 331).

 In the circumctances the order which follows will reestablish .
on a permanent basis a less~truckload exception rating on empty
containers returning as described in Item 330.6 of MRT 2 subject to
(a) a less-truckload vating of 50 percent of Class 70, and (b) the
restriction proposed by CMA concexning loading of return movements.
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Also involved in this proceeding are the provisions of
Ttems 80 and 340 of ERT 1.2/ The adoption of the proposal of CMA
requires changes in the provisions of Item 80.

The evidence adduced by CMA indicates that the provisions
of Item 340 should be retained from an environmental standpoint. The
bulk commodity shipping containers desexribed fn Item 340 of ERT 1 are
oot included in Item 330.6 of MRT 2. The rating in Item 330.6 adopted
herein as reasonable produces lewer tramsportation charges than the
rating in Item 340 of ERT 1. Therefore, it appears that the exception

rating in Item 340 of ERT 1 will also be reasonable and the :Ltem
should be retained.

Findings
: 1. Concurrent with the adoption of the National Motor Freight
Classification: to govern MRT 2 and other minjmum rate tariffs, the
Commission oxrdered that certain exceptions to the prior Western
Classification should be continued as temporary ratings to give
affected shippers and carriers and the Commission staff opportunity
to justify such ratings on a permanment basis. Included in that group
of temporary exception ratings are the ratings in Iteans 80 and 340 of
ERT 1 and 330.6 of MRT 2 (Decision No. 74310, :I.nfra). |

7/ 1Item 80 of ERT 1 contains rules governing the circumstances im
which empty packages and carxriexs way be returned under the
exception ratings im ERT 1 and MRT 2.

Item 340 of ERT 1 provides a truckload exception rating of

Class 85, winimum weight 4,500 pounds, on metal bulk commodity
shipping containers. .
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2. The same tests should apply to determine whether the
temporary exception ratings should be made permanent as arc applied
to the establishment of new exceptions to the Natiomal Motor Freight
Classification (Decision No. 67610).

3. The tests for determining whether a new exceptiom rating
should be established or a temporary exception rating made permanent,
as set forth in Decision No. 74310 (68 CPUC 445, at 452), are:

(a) Transportation conditions or circumstances
surrounding the commodity imvolved are
different for Califormia intrastate traffic
than elsewhere, or

(b) Transportation conditions and circumstances
involved in the movement of the commodity
are similar to those involved in the move-
ment of commodities cuxxently subject to
exception ratings on the same level as the
proposed or temporary exception rating.

4. TIn addition to'the historic tests enumerated above, the
Commission must also comsider the envirommentzl impact of the rate
proposal, pursuant to Section 21000 subparagraphs (£) and (g), and
Section 21001, subparagraph (g), of the California Environmgn;a¥i
Quality Act of 1970 (CEQA). That statute does mot require the icsu-
ance of an Environmental Iwpact Report (EIR) in proceedings of tLis
kind (Decisions Nos. 81237 and 81484 in Case No. 9452).

5. Decision No. 80495,1issued October 28, 1972 in this
proceeding, denied the petitions of Californmia Manufacturers
Association (CMA) to establish the exception ratings and provisions
of Item 330.6 of MRY 2 and Itewms 80 and 340 of ERT 1 on a permanent
basis. , | | ,

6. Decision No. 81163 dated March 20, 1973 granted rehesring
of Decision No. 80495 for the sole purpose of recelving additional
evidence and argument xelative to the envirommental comsequences which

would result from an order allowing the exception ratings involved: in
this proceeding to expire. :
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7. The limited rehearing oxdered in Decision No. 81163 has
been held and the matter has been submitted,
8. The evidence establishes that: .

(a) Less scarce materials or unreplaceable
' natural resources will be consumed if
certain types of shipping containers are
Teused than {f one~way or nonreusable
containers are used.

(b) Less emergy is required on a per-use or
pexr-shipment basis to produce multi-use
containers as opposed to one-way containers.

(¢) The foregoing indicates that the utilization
of multi-use containers has significantly
less lmpact on the environment than the use
of one-way or monreturnable comtainers.

(d) From an environmental standpoint the
utilization of multi-use containers should

encouraged.

7. The maintenance of a permanent less-truckload exception
rating on can packs in Item 330.4 of MRT 2 and a permanent truckload
exception rating on malt and cereal beverage containers in Item 331
of MRT 2 indicates that reduced permanent ratings om empty carriers
returning in Item 330.6 of MRT 2 are required in order that such
traffic will move. ' S

10. Decision No. 80495 found that the retention of existing
exception ratings or ewpty xeturning containers (except can packs)
had not been shown to be just and Teasonable, and that just, reason-
able, and nondiscriminatory ratings would result f£rom the application
of the ratings set forth In the Governing Classification on those
commodities (Finding 6). That £inding is rescinded and the following
is substituted therefor. The xetention of the commodity descriptions
and provisions of Item 330.6 of MRT 2, subject to a less-truckload
exception rating of 50 percent of Class 70, and the retention of the’
provisions and truckload exception rating on bulk commodity shipping
containers in Item 340 of ERT 1 axe justified by txansportation

~15~
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conditions gud will.result in just, reasonable, and nondiscriminatory
winimum xates for the reasoms stated in the preceding opinion. The
provisions of Item 80 of ERT 1, amended as proposed herein by
petitioner, will result in just, xeasonsble, and nondiscriminatory
Provisions to govern the exception ratings set forth in Item 330.6
of MRT 2 and Item 340 of ERT 1.

1l. The increases resulting from the tariff provisions found
xeasonable in the above finding are justified.

12. Common carriers, to the extent they maintain exception
ratings on empty returning containers lower in volume or effect than
the ratings resulting from the oxder which follows, should be directed

to increase their ratings and provisions to the levels established by
the order which follows. | |

Conclusions

L. The temporary exception ratings on empty returning
containers, modified as found reasenable in the findings stated above,
should be established as permanent exception ratings.

2. Except to the extent provided above, Petition No. 691 in
Case No. 5432 and Petition No. 133 in Case No. 7858 should be denied.

3. MRT 2 and ERT 1 should be amended as provided in the order
which follows, o |

4. The "Appeal to the Full Commission to Overrule the Examimer's
Ruling From the Bench Denying Petitioner's Motion to Compel the
Commission to Prepare an Environmental Impact Report Before Permitting
the Exception Ratings For Shipuent of Empty Carriexrs Returning to
Expire” filed by the Planning and Conservation League should be denied.

ORDER ON REHEARING
~ IT IS ORDERED that: '

L. Minioun Rate Tariff 2 (Appendix D to Decision No. 31606,
as amended) is further amended by incorporating therein to become
effective Februaxy 8§, 1974, Seventh Revised Page 31-AAA, attached
hexeto and by this reference made a part hereof. -

~16-
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2. Exception Ratings Tariff 1 (dppendix A to Decision Na. 66195,
as amended) {s further amended by incorporating therein. to becane
effective Februsry 8, 1974, Suwplement 19, Bighth Revised Page 7, and
Seventh Revised Page 15, attached hexets and by this veference made a
part hereof., :

3. Common carriers subject to the Public Utilities Acz. to the
extent that they are subject to Decisions Nos. 31606 and. 66195, as
amended, axe hereby directed to establish in thedir taxriffs the
- amendments necessary to conform with the further adjustments ordexed
herein,

4. Tariff publicatioms required‘to‘be wade by common. carriers
as a result of the order herein shall be f£iled not earlier thsn the
effective date of this order and may be made effective mot eaxliex
than the tenth day after the effective date of this order om mot less
than ten days' notice to the Commission and to the public; and tariff
publications which are authorized but not required to. be made by ,
common carriers as a result of the order herein may be made effective.
not earlier than the tenth day after the effective date of this oxder
and may be made effective on mot less than ten days' motice to the
Commission and to the public 1f filed mot later than sixty days after
the effective date of the minimum rate tariff pages incorporated in
this oxder,

5. Common carriers, in establishﬁng and. maintaining the

amendments authorized hereinabove, are hereby authorized to depart

from the provisions of Section 460 of the Public Utilities Code to

" the extent mecessaxry to adjust long- and short-haul depaxtures now
" waintained under outstanding authorizations; such outstanding
authorizations are hereby modified only to the extent mecessary o
comply with this order; amd schedules containing the amendments
published under this authority shall make reference to the prior

- oxders authoxrizing long- and short~haul deparéures and cO'thigworder.,
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6. In all other respects Declsions Nos. 31606 and 66195, as
anended, shall remain in full foxce and effect.
7. Except to the extent provided above Petition No. 691 in
Case No. 5432 and Petition No. 133 in Case No. 7858 are denied.
The appeal of the examinexr's ruling is denied.

The effective date of this oxder shall be twenty days after
hereof. R '

Dated at Francisco , California, this Zz-ié_f

day of LANUARY , 1974
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MINIMUM RATE TARIFF 2 SIXTH REVISED PAGE......3LwAAA -

SECTION 1-=RULLS OF GENERAL APPLICATION (Continued) ' ITEM

IXCEPTIONS TO GOVERNING CLASSIPICATION AND
IXCEPTION RATINGS TARIFI (Continued)

(Numbers within parentheses immediately following commodities shown below
refer to such commoditien as they are daescribed in the corrasponding. item
numbers of the Governing Classification.)

CARRIZRS (USED PACKAGES), SECONDHAND, EMPTY, subject to Notes 1 and 2, viz.:

Barrels, Drums or Xegs, sheet iron or steol (40830)

Bottles, Carboys or Demijohns, NOL, glass, one gallon or less (87700)

Dottles, plastic, one gallon or less, in barrols, boxes or crates, with
or without covers (156600) ,

Boxes, fidbreboard, XD flat or folded flat, in packages (29275, 29280)

Carboys, glass, in boxes, with or without neck protection (87840)

Carriers, NOI (40830, Sub 2) 3

Cratea, bottle carrying (40883, 40885, 40890, 40900, 40910, 40920, 40930)

Cyligge§-. for shipping air, gasss or liquids under pressure (41150,

2160 ‘ : ‘ '

Druma, shipping, fibreboard, nested (21840, Sub 2)

Pallets, metal or wooden, shipping (130370, 150390) including inside ‘
spacers Or supports for palletized loads L

Raals (41330, Sub $) , o (L)

~ Less Truckload : ' ‘ 50% of 70
. . t
#{1) Subject to minimum rate of 48 cants per hundred pounds oOr actual
Class 70 rate whichevaxr is lower. On continuous through movements on
which charges are obtainad by use of combinations of aseparately
established rates, tha minimum rate stated above shall apply, not in
connection with the separataly ostablished factors, but te the total
of the combined rate applicable to the through continuous movement.

gNOTE l.--Applies only on Carriera (used packages), mocondhand, empty,
returning, or when shipped for return paying load. Applies only when xeturn
movement is ovexr same line, or lines, as outbound movement, subject to Item
80 of Txception Rating Tariff 1, oxcept as provided in Note 2; and subject
also to estimated waights, if any, which are published in the Governing
Classification.

Note 2.-=1f the charge accruing under the rating in the Governing '
Crassification is lowor than thae charge accruing undex the exception rating
contained herein, the lowor charge resulting from the Govorning Classifica-
tion rating will apply. ’ :

gyggggg:ne ; Dacision No.. 5323:3:3()
& Reduction ) - :
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EXCEPYION RATINGS TARKET L.

CONTAINING
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APPLICADLE TO MINIMUM -RATE TARIFZFS
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State Building, Civie Center
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£ REVISED PASE.....7
1"' il" CrLS
c. 7858 (Pot. 133)¥ (1)SEVENTH REVISED PAGE....7

T AND
EXCEPTION RATINGS TARTFF ] : SIXTH REVISED PAGE......7 -

SECTION l==RULES (Concluded) e g

5UBJECT DESCRIPTION

Keference to Unless otharwise provided, references herein to item numbers
Itams and in this or other tariffs include references to such numbers with
Other Tariffs lottor suffix, and roferences to Othor tarlffs or classifications
include roferencas to amondments and successive issues of such -

publications. : :

Articles loaded on elevating truck pallets or platforms or
1if¢ truck skids will ba rated the same as when such articles are
Shipments Loaded not .oasded and not transported on elovating truck pallets or
Or Elavating platforms or lift truck skids., Whon used, such elevating truck
fruck Pallets or pallets or platforms or lift truck skids must be furnished and.
Platforms or installed by the shipper at his oxpense. Transportation charges
Lift Truck for the weight of the elevating truek pallets or platforms oxr
Skids 1ife ¢ruck skids will be at the rato applicable on the freight
whieh they accompany and tho welght of such elevating truck
pallets or platforms or lift truck skids may be used to make up
the minimum weight applicable to- the Ireight which they accompany.

When IEmpty Packages ox Carriors, as described belew, are
offared for shipment at the rates publishod in tariffs govorned
by this TRT: S ' :

(a) IEmpty Packages or Carriors, socondhand, empty, '
returned: The carrier must determine that such packages wore .

- moved filled and are hoing returned over the same carrier or.

© Impty carriors -to consignor of tho original filled packages at
Packages locations from which original filled packages were shipped or .
or Carriers, ,to another location:

Secondhand . !

() Impey Packages or Carriers, socondhand, forwarded
for return paying loada: Carrior must determine that such
packages will, whon filled, bo moved over the samo carrier or
carriers to the consignor of the original empty packagas at Lo~
cations from which oxiginal empey packages were shipped or to
another location:; ‘

*(c) Empty Packages or Carriers, secondhand, empty,
returned or forwarded for roturn paying loads, must be tendered
£o the carrier and be available for immediate shipment at the
time of dalivery of an outbound shipment by the carrier to the
consignor of the ampty packagos or carriers;

othorwise carrier will apply the ratings for socondhand packages
or carriers not returned. . ‘

Dangerous Articles include those articlos descrided in and
. subject to the provisions of the Dangerous Articles Tariff,
Dangorous .

Articles Dangerous Articlos must not be accepted for transportation
unless at the timo of or prior to the initlal pickup the consignor
has furnished to the carrier written information as required under
the rogulations of the Dangerous Articles Tariff,

Suspended by Supplamant 16.

¢ Change

) .
; gggt:t:: g Decision No. 53;2:3;3()
4 Reduction ) ,
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Correction SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA.
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EXCEPTION RATINGS TARIFF 1 PIPTH REVISED PAGE..eesedS”

SECTION 2~wRATINGS WHICH ARE EXCEPTIONS '

o ITEM
TO THE GC (Continued) : ! ,

ARTICLES

Carriers (useld packages), as described in Items 320 and 321, subjoct to Notes 1 and
2, viz.: (Concluded)

With truckload shipmants of articles named below thore may be included at a rating
provided therefor: .

Malt Liquors, viz.: Ale, Doer, Porter or Stout, that is unfit for human ¢onsump-
tion in quantity not exceading 2,000 lbs. :

The welght of the Malt Liquors {(actual weight of which must be cextified to by
shipper on shipping order) not to be used in determining the minimum truckload
walght of the containers.

Carriers (used packagos), viz.:

Barrels, Hogsheads, ) '
Holf Darrels, Xegs ,. )  ale, bear or cereal beverages, wooden,
Casks, Puncheons, ) metal or woed and netal combined,
Drums, Tiexces, )

.Bég:lo ?arrior- (bottle~carrying boxes or crates, with permanently fixnd-parti-
ons) , . -

Bottles (old, capacity not exceeding one quart), in boxes, barrels or in Dbulk
securely braced. ‘

Subject, unless otherwiss provided, to ratings, minimum weights and other provisions
of this iltaem, . :

(1) Froight charges .on shipmants of empty Coment Or Plaster Dags must De propaid.
(2) Subject to lems=truckload rating only. ‘
NOTE 1.-~Applies only on Carriers (used packages), secondhand, ampty, returning,
or when shippod for return paying load. Applies only when return movement is over
same line, Oor lines, as outbound movement, subject to Item 30, axcept as provided in
Note 2 and subject also.to estimated weights, if any, which are published in the CC.

NOTE 2.==If the charges accruing under the rating in the Coverning Classification
iz lower than the chaxge accruing under the resulting rating contained herein, th
lower charge resulting from the Classification will apply. ‘ ‘

. Carriers (used packages), subject to Note 1, viz.:
Bins or Boxes (bulk commodity shipping containexrs), metal,
ampty, minimum weight 4,500 lbs. .

NOTE l.==Applies only on Carriers (used packages), secondhand,
empty, returning, or when shipped for return paying load. Applies
only when Xeturn movaement is Over same line or lines as outbound
movement, sudject to Item 80, :

(1) Suspended by Supplement 6.

{2, | e 82320
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