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BEFORE !BE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE 'sTA:ci~OFCAIiFow' 

Decision No.. 82723 ----;....-.----
" , 

"" .. 
,~, 

",," ., .... 
In the Matter of the Investigation into ) 
the rates, rules, re~ulation$.) charges, l 
allowances and practl.ces of all common 
carriers, highway carriers and city 
carriers reJ.atinZ to the transportation ) 
of any and all commodities between and ) 
within all points and places. in the' State) 
of california (includinz, but not limited) 
to, transportation., for which rates are 
p:ovided in Minimum Rate Tariff' No'. 2). 

, ,'Case No. 5432 
Petition for 'Modification 

" No. 786-
(Filed January 8:, 1974) 

(For Appearances'see Appendix A) 

" 

In the captioned proceedings, Highway Carriers-Association 
(RCA» petitioner, see!tS the immediate., establishment' of, a 4 percent; 
surcharge on the rates and charges in Minimum Rate Tar:Lffs 2,and 1'> 
to offset the increases in fuel costs recently incurred by highway , 
c~:riers subject' to those tariffs. ' 

" 

Public hearings were held in the captioned proceedings 
~£ore Examiner Mallory in San Francisco on Ja.nuary 15 and"February 25~ 
1974 and the matters were submitted. 

At the hearing on January 1.>/ 1974, a transportation~on­
sultant employed by petitioner introduced Exhibit, 78'6-1, entitled" 
"Report on the Cost: of Fuel H • The witness testif:Ced,\th:it' be-. , had 
conducted a ~ey of carriers engaged in the transportatioxl- of 
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mobile homes and: house trailers and had determi~edthat thoseearriers 
had paid approximately 42-1/2 cents per gallon' £or/;as.oline~and 37;;',lJ2~ 
ccn~s per gallon for diesel fuel'in October 1973~.!. 'The ~tness' 
endeavored to show the result of higher fuel costs: by' substituting 

. '.~ '. 

a fuel cost of 40' cents per gallon in lieu of the . fuel costs"or!gi-
nally set forth in a cost exhibit introduced ,by -a staff w!tness in 

a prior proceeding (Exhibit 5 in Case No. 5432 ,Order Setting Hearing. 
dated August 31, 1965). The aforesaid staff' exhibit related~ to­

ttausportation of less truckload shipments under class ra~es in 
MRT 2. The cost analysis made by the HCA witness· w3'snot'complete) 
as it sh~' only pickuI> and delivery cos.ts. No, development was 
made by the RCA witness for trucld~d shipments handled under rates 

I ' 

in MR.T 2, nor for vehicle unit =ate transportation~der MRl' 15.. 
In the period between the, initial' hearing':, ana the final. 

neariug in the captioned prOcee.dings ~ the Commissio~ issued Deci.sion 
No .. 82453. dated February 5, 1974 in Case No. 5432 (petition No.780l~ , 
Case No. 7783 (petition No. 85)) and:related proceed!ngs~ "That:' 
decision ~nded all minimum rate tariffs. issued' by the Commis.sion 
by the establishment of an interim~urchar8e i.ncrease'of, 3 percent 
on the charges 't'esulting from ,the application of the rates in those' 
tariffs.. rae 3 percent surcharge was established to. offset:' "tbe' 

o ,,' 

unprecedented increascas in fuel costs not currently'reflected in' 
the. Comoission' s several minimU1':l rate tariffs."'. 

At the hearing in the capt!oned proeeed!Iigs on February 25", ' 
1974, the transportation consultant employed by RCA introdu.c.ed 

. . ' . 

Exhibit 786-2, entitled' "Analysis. of Carrier Fuel, "Cost and Comparison 
of the Use of Gasoline and Diesel't. That exhibit'conta:tns. an 
analysis of the responses' to a questionnaire: sent' ,by H(;Ato. 1,992' 

, , 

1/ Fuel costs in cents per gallon stated,inthis opinioninelude 
all applicable federal and state taxes. ' , , 
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carriers (including many carriers notsubjeet to M[tT"2' or;MRx1S) .. 
A total of 533 responses to t:he questionnaire we~e -rece!ved-,.:of 
which 525 were useable. Analysis of the responses shows:'tha't the 

caniers paid a range of prices. for fuel from 23--i/2 cents: per 
gallon to' over 49-1/2 cents per gallon.. The 1lled·;i.an. price appears. 
to fall in the range of 43-1/2 to 45-1/2 cents. pergalloh~' The 

. \" . 

exhibit also contains- an analysis of' for-hire motor veh1cles.regis;" 
tered in California in 1962 and .1972 by the type of 'f~el'used, 

. , I," 

(gasoline vs. diesel). That comparison shows: that. in 1962" 29~1 
percen= of the vehicles used diesel fuel" and that in 1972';: 53;.0, 
percent of the vehicles used diesel' fuel. The witness presented 
no information which would show how the higher fuel prices per 

, ,II I 

gnllon reflected in his exhibit would change the tota1cost5: of 
operatio~' for transportation under .MRT 2 or MRT 15 .. 

A Witness appearing for the Canners League' of Cal:tfornia 

presented evidence to show the changes in fuel pr:icesreflected in 
the fuel 'cost summary for 1973 prepared by the Commission·s:.Systems 
and Procedure Bra.nch (Data :sank). The change in prices: reflected 

in the Data Bank information was less than that shownbypetit:Loner. 
The Canners League questioned whether the. emergency fuel" increases . 
sought h~rein are justified by theactua1 facts· relating"·to,,£t1~l 
cost increases. 
Discussion' 

The evidence adduced by, petitioner and. by' the Canners League', 
although sbowing different amounts of increases, establishes that '. 
highway carriers have incu:r:ed fuel cost increases. of" substantial 
magnitude 10. recent periodG-. However, the evidence presented herein 
fails to show whether or by how much the interim surcharge increase 
of 3 percent established by Decision No. 82453i5 inadequate to . cover. 

, '. " . " . : '.,' '., ~' 

the increased fuel costs incurred'bycarriers ,operating.under MRT:2, 
and MR.T 15. ~ addition~ the ques.t:i.on of further adjusOllent- ~f the; 
rates in MItt 2 and MRT 15 is under consideration- inCase No.s432 
(petitions 779' and 780) and in Case No. 7783 (Petitions "84aod 85):.' 

, , .. 
. In the' ci:C\lm.Stances the request of RCA in tbepetitions, herein.'" 
should be denied.' 
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Finding and· Conclusion 

The Commission finds that the record intbe captioned 
proceeding is inadequate to determine whether the interim surcharge 
increase of 3' percent established by Decision No.' 82'453~:[s ins of':' 
ficient to cover current fuel costs incurred by carriers subject 
to MR.T ~. and MRT" 15 or that: additional surcharge increase. shou.ld·, be 

established as proposed by SCA, and concludes that t:he.:rel:lef s~ught 
by petitioner should" be denied. 

, .. ,. 

ORDER ----,-
IT IS ORDERED that Petition for Modif1cationNth 786 in 

Case No .. 5432 and Petition for Modification No. 88 inCase No .. 77S'Y 
are denied. 

'the effective date of thiS. order shall'be twenty days. 
after the date bereof. 

&n FnDciN» / /.:::as . Dated at ~ ________ , Cl11fornia, .. this' . /~ " .....•. 
day of ____ A_PR_'_l __ ,. 1974. 

, 
... ,¥ 
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APPENDIX A 

LIST OF APPEARANCES 

Petitioners: Milton W. Flack, Attorney at Law, Don R.. Shields,. and' 
John K. Grissom, ~orlRghWay Carriers Association. 

, ," 

Respondents: Rielulrd D. Stokes, for P..aslett Trucking; John Odoxta, 
for Shi'Pper~ Imperia!, IIic.; M. R. Peters, for REA. Express, Inc.; 
Arm.and lS.a.rR, for Rogers Motor Express; James Roney, for Dart 
Transportation Se~ce; ..Tim. E. Adams, JIJ;, for De Anza Delivery; 
E. 1( .. Ander~on aut" Lee P£ister, for Willig Freight Lines; 
hank J. CO:sello a:ld A .. J .. F..onicki, for Paeific Motor Trucking Co.; 
~f. R. M&d50nald~ for C4113:ornJ.a MOtor EXpress; John McSweene:y and 
Xllan D. scrth~ for Delta Lines; and T. R. Dwyer, for 15elta. . 
~ifornIi ~dustries. 

Protestants: Jess J.. Butcher, for California Manufacturers Association; 
.john Leinweber, for Dimnond Shamrock Corporation; Kenneth Allen 
RiCkS, for lGiSer Steel Corporation; Ca.lhoun E. Jacobson, for 
traffic M.a.negers Conference of Califorua; ana H3-'""Vev E .. Hamilton, 
for Certain-~eed Products Corpora~on. 

Interested· Parties: Richard W.. 8mi th, Attorney at Law, and' Hoo Hughes, 
for California TruCking ASsociation; Louis P .. Warchot,. Attorney at 
Law, for Pacific Southcoast Freight Bureau; Horst 'Q. Klocke, for 
Pac'ific Gas and Electric Company; Michael E .. "'MCCunn and· w. Paul 
Tarter, for 'William Volker & Co.; ~il1iam noo Mayer,' for Canners 
~ of California; Ronald' Moo Za11er,. for COnt:Giental can Company; tii?rd W. F..e.a,gX; for Nat:ionai. Can COrp,.; R. C. Fels, for Furniture 

nfacturcrs sociation of California'i- Richard L. Bredeman, for 
B. R. Garcia tre.ffic Service; P .. W .. Pol ock and R. Wolff for 
Fibreboard Corporation; XennetS C .. DeLirieS~ for LOs Aiigcies Axea 
Cb..3mber of Commerce; J..::mes Aoo 'folAte, for lJIlpson Lee Paper Co'.; 
~eter W.. Eberle, for ~rown ZelIe:-bach Corporation; Ass Button, for 

precftelS Sugar Division, Amst&r Corporation; James Orear, . for 
California & Hawaiian Sugar Co.; Kenneth C. O'Brien" for Container 
Corporation of Amer1e.a; J.. M. cunniii~haIii, for" !edllehem Steel 
Co1:??~a.tio~; ..Ton L. SacChetti, for ~elI Oil Company; Robert 
Shen~, .tor MOrton Salt; Robert R. Schwen~, for Se:l4'S ROebuck and 
bOipany; cd Robe=t S. Greit:z., for Western tor To3riffBureau, Inc. 

Ccttmiss10n Staff: Lionel B. Wilson, Attorney at Law, Eug2!le. Ca.rmoCI.,· 
and George MorriSon.. . .... , 

", . , 


