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Decision 8% 30 028 ocT © 1982

3ZP0RE 2EF PUBLIC UTILITIZS COMMISSION OF TEE STATE OF CALIPORNI

in the Mavter of the Investigation
for %he purnose of considering and
de,ernining ninimun rates for
transportation of szand, rock,
g.avnl and related items in bulx,
du*p truck ecuiyment bvevtween
po <s in California as p“ov*ded

)
)
% Case 5437
)
in;mum Rate Tarif? T-A ond i
)
)
)
)
)
§
)
)

Petition for Modification 315
Piled Januwary 8, 1982)

,s*ono or reissues thereof

Case 9819
Petition for Modification 52
(Piled January 8, 1982)

Case 9820
Petition for Modification 20
(Piled January 8, 1982)

And Related Matters.

(See Appendix A for appearances.)

02IX10:

By +these pevtitions, Califorania Dunmp Truck Owners
Association (CDTQA) seeks increases in the Commission’s three 2inizmun
rase tariffs convaining rates for commodities transporved in dump
trucks—-Minimuz Rase Tariffs (MRT) 7-A, 17-A, and 20.

| Ten days 0f duly noticed public hearings were held during
Marca £n Los Angeles and San Prancisco delore Adainistrative Law
Judge (ALJ) Jonn Lenke. dvidence was presented in addision %to CDIOA,
by California Carriers Association (CCA), the Commiszsion stalf




All thraee proceedings were
receint 0f concurrent driefs on June 14, 1982.
CDT0A is seeking increases in the present rates in MRT T-A
of amounts ranging from 5% %o 15%, averaging 10.6%, in %he aourly
rates; and increases in distance rates of 6% and 18%, averaging 12%.
I% reguests <that rates in MRT 17-A Ve increased by amounts ranging
from 3.5% to 14%, averaging adbout 7%. I% requests increases of 15%
in whe rates iz MRT 20. The staff recommendation supports the
increases reguested by CDTCA. These recommendations were sireauously
protested by AGC, Lindeman, Calkins, and Granite.
Background

MRT T-A con%tains rates Zor +he stavtewide fraansportation of
conmodities hauled in dump +rucks. These rates are named on bdoth an
hourly and a tonnage basis. MRT 17=-A contains dump truck rates for
Eransportation perforned bYetween descrided production areas and
delivery zones in southera California. MRT 20 contains rates for
sransportation vetween descridbed production areas and delivery zones
in The San Prancisco Bay Area. Rates and charges in MRTs 7-A, 17=-A,
and 20 were last generally adjusted effective September 26, 1981 by
Decision (D.) 93523 in Case (C.) 5437, Petition (Pet.) 314, et al.

snat decision we authorized increases o0f adbout 4.5% for each of
ee tariffs. Rates in MRTs T-A and 17-A were established in
73 in C.5437, Order Setting Zearing (0SE) 213.

Prior %0 0.9352%, rates in %he +“hree %ariffs had last veen
generally adjusted by D.90854 et al., effective November 1, 1979.
Zowever, since %hat date raves were increased several times %o
compensase carriers for increased fuel costs. In the Pet. 714 et
al., proceedings in 1981, CDTOA and +the staff, in arriving at thelir
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recommendad increases, employed offset techniques recognized by the
Commisszion for rears. The reagons we did not award the full
amount of inercases recommended by CDTOA and the staff in +those
procececdings were ecoentinlly as follows:

. The construction industiry had been faced
with a Ucvorplj reduced level of economie

activity since 1980, continuing into
. e
tjﬁﬁv1-

iers had bheen unlawfully
rs less than the mininmum %o 2
than usual since the
acononic activity in <he
ion industry. The practice would
1f the ™11 amount of requesved
were granted.

Ra%tes contained in the three tariffs are
ninimum rates. Corriers had demonstrated
an nhility to nepgotiate rates higher %4han
minimum when dbusiness conditions in the
construction industry arc better and there
was a greater demand for their services

During the cource of +hese proccedings an abdbundance of
evidence was presented t0 the Commission. It consisted of individual
ecarrier testimony, operating cxpense data, industiry profile

satistinz, and coastruction indus4ry information. 55 exhibits were
introdu ed. Tha tecztimony presented by TDTOA and protestants, ané

vhe partiec joining in thelir respective recommendations, comprises
easily +he lengthicct, mos% contradictory and complex regord received
for evaluztion in a dump truck offgcet proceeding. Because of the
! partiez and the Commission, much of the evidence

he recited in this decision.

rease in each of the three MRTs of
about 5%. This figure i » recult of the addition of six
percentage pointn » tariff surcharges presently appliecadble. I
it arrived at, o2 we sen, through an analysis of representative
operating ratios derived from the annual reports on £ile with the
.Commssmon of n rapresentative group of 4Lruckers.




Martens, general manager of CDTOA, testified initially
in support of the petitions. He Zfurnisheld information concerning <he
present dump +“ruck industry and CDTOA's role in these proceedings. Ze
vestified essentially as follows:

1. Eis association is comprised of
approximately 875 members as well as a
nunher ¢f affiliate membders.

2. Membership is comprised of indepeandent
owner-operators of single units of
ecuipnent as well as fleet equipment
operators. There are 21 association
¢hapters situatved throughout the state.

A e e

At the association's rate conmitiee
geeting held last Qc%tober, considerable
+ine was spent trying vo analyze whav
portion 0f its previous petitions aad
been granved. A% %hat time, dy D.9%527,
et al., the rates in MRTs T=A, 17-A, and
20 were increased Wy adling 5 percentage
Points %o the surcharges already in
effect. This had the effect of
inereasing rates in those tariffs by
approxinately 4.5%.

About 70% of the dump irucks engaged in

for-nire transportation are driven by

independent owner-operators; the balance

by employed drivers. O0Ff <that balance

abous 10% iz probably verformed by

proprietary operators who also perforz

for=nire <ransporiation. Adour 5% of <the

co%al for-nire dump vruck transporvation

igs performed by fleet operators. 15% iz

perforzed by nired drivers working for

owner=-operators.

On cross-examination Martens stated that nembers of his

association have not received amounts in excess of the zinimun rates

-~

Sor some Time now--perhaps since 1979, a very good year for husiness--




tha probably a ¢ervain anmount 02 rave-custting going on
e Ee believes that the work picture for duzp

el is presently depressed at least 20%
below norzal conditiona.

Martens svaved that <there are only <“wo or tharee major

Zreeway projects currently under construction within the State. One
is in San Diego COunty--_ﬁ erstate 15--not projected Zor completion
for two Or “hree years. There are two freeway seguments in the 2ay
Area whick will continue under construction through this year and the
nexs.

CDTOA Cost Zvidence
J. M. Jenkins, o <ransportation consultany, sponsored
exaibits containing the estimated costs which provide +the bvasi
COTCA's reguest in these proceadings. Ixhibit 1 contains +the
estimated costs used in developing his rate recomnmendasion ZLor MET
T-A. I% i3 an update of vhe costs which appeared in staff Exhidvis 2,
‘3 resented in the previous 0ffset proceeding (Petition 314) in July
1981. Lahor costes have been nodified to show contract and statutory
cranges as of Jaanuvary 1, 1982. FICA taxable income has been increased
0 832,400, and PICA %ax ra%ve %0 5.70%. The compensation insurance
rate has been decreased %0 10.57%. Tehicle fixed costs have been
rev‘sed %0 include historical investment costzs based upon data shown in
ozzission Report 511-27, which contains information concerning
investment costs through %ne year 1980. Deparvment of Motor Vekicles
License and Weight fees hnave bheen updated <through 1981. 7Zuel and oil
costs nave been determined Irom Commission data through Septembder
cire costs have veen carried forward from Staff Zxhidit 2 in Pet.
repalr costs are those which appeared in the Staff Zxhidbis
presented in Pe%. 307 ia 197¢.
g had been 2 <sransportation engineer wivth the
Commission etween 1651 and 1981. During the course o2 that
zployzent ne made a number of studies Zor the purvoses of
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izhing datum plane cost information in conneetion with the for-
umpy trucx indusiry. In developing the costs underlying CDT0A's

zethodology used by the staff and CDTOA, and approved by <the
Corzmiszzion in lador and other offszet proceecdings in these continuing
zininum rate cases for mdny years.

Tn developing his lador cost data, Jenking relied upon
essentially the same lador contracts used in the 1973 0%E 213
proceeding. He stated +hat the labor rates named in those various
contracts provided the basis for the labor cost component for 4that dbase
study and <the several lador offset proceedings concidered by +he
Commission during the intervening years. The effective date for the
current labor ratec appearing in *hece contracts, he stated, iz b//
predominansly August 1921, |

Jenking testified that while there waz an increase of 32 per
hour in the San Diego recgion 1981 lador contract, he did not include
vhat increase, dased upon the judgment of CDTCA +that to do £o would be
lmprudent at this %time. However, a similar %2 increase in the San
Prancisco Bay Area Region contracts was used in the cost develbpment

or the rates in MRT 7-A applicadle within that arca. The suthority
or this decision was really Martens' and he addressed *this fssue. EHe
said that while it is true that nhis directions to Jenkins were %o
adjust costs from the previous 1981 exhibits presented in Pet. 314, and
update the allied payroll ecxpenses, in considering the San Diego cost
inerezsces the total was going to develop into a figure which he deemed
exorbitant. He contacted the carriers in the San Diego area, presented
. his analysis %o them and was advised that indeed the resultant |
inereases would e excessive. , |
Martens stated that the hourly rate for the San Diegp?aféa
would have been about 353, as opposed to the present rate ofﬂdﬁout'
845. Ee furtper stated that in his opinion the best possibdle minimunm
ate for pudblication in MRT 7-A would be about 2% %o 4% less than a
.contmc‘;or's actual cost. S
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Jenkins testified that he nad analyzed the results of
certain CDICA members in order tTo verify +that the costs used in
DTOA's petition were not in excess of those actual costs experienced
2ield ceurrently. Running cos®ts, use hours, days operated,
enses, e+t ce%tera, were analyzed in order %0
validate the costs adopted in CDTOA's petition. Costs of Zleet
operators as well as owner-operators were examined. Jenkins
concluded L£rom his analysis that +The costs in CDICA's exhidits are
understated. Ze vestified that the running costs for S-axle hotton
dump uni<s iacreased adbout 2-1/2% hetween the dates that De 31¢
and 315 were prepared. EHowever, Jenkins emphasized <: basing
costs and rate recommendations for the purposes
proceeding over the 1979 datum plane ¢osts. It i3 the view of some
parties, that CDT0A is attempting to retry Pet. 314. 3ut CDTIOA's
position is that there was no precise method of deteranining exacvly
what was granted in the Pet. 314 proceeding.

. Jenkins was asked whether it is n0t true that newer diesel

engines s0ld in +the last three or four years are able 4o attain
considerably better nileage than older models. This may be true he
vated, dut 20st operators that he is familiar with are unable 0
afford them.

Queried about the method 0f confirzming +the labor costs Zor
the purpose 0% these proceedings, Jenkins stated that the records of
abvous 25 or 30 carriers were inspected. This group of carriers is
representative of Lleet operations and owner-=0operavor services
Throughout vhe state.
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Staf?f Cost Zvidenc

Pirmo Garcila vestified Zor +the staff. With respect t0 dasic
labor hourly rates, Garcla useéd the current rates £rom the union
consract adonted in our OSE 213 proceeding nearly 10 years ago. The
excepsion 40 <this general approaci is that the basic contract rate Zor
the San Diego region was increased by about 32; however, since CDTOA

cnat increase, it was excluded by Garcia. Te nade no attempt
0 cetermine whether the rates in the new ladbor contracts are actually
being paid by the for-hire carrier industry. Garcia used informavtion
Zroz the Commission's data vank in order t0 updavte eguipmenvy cost
shrovgh 1980. Puel and equipment costs have been determined Lfrom
Commission reports relating to those areas of cos<t.

AIQQ Zvidence

James Poote, manager of Associaved Independent Owner-
Operators, Inc. (A-100) %estified in support of the petition. A=100 is

Abous 60% of i%s

.‘50 zembers are engaged fulliime ia the transyortation of commodities

in dump frucks. Ee concurs with Martens tha®t adout 70% of for-hire
dump truck operavions performed in California are done Yy owner-
operators. He stated %that in his view, while there have been increases
recently in the level of proprievary operations conducted, such
increases have 107 been related to rate increases authorized in the
minizum rase variffs. Ee svated that from his observations, when
revenues are inadequate To support dump truck operators vaey defer
necessary zaintenance and repairsg. IZven when L4 is absoluvely
necessary to nmake repalirs, he states they will ofvten merely patceh or
vemporarily repair equipnment. He mentioned such speciflic fTactors as
brakes, lighting, and worn tires as elements contridbuting ©o the unsale
ranning condivtion of owner-operator equipnent. 00%e helieves that <h
increases ané reductions he nas observed over the last 10 yearszs ia <he
level 0f proprietary operations have deen avttridutable ¥0 the demand

for a larger number of for-hire truckers during peax activity periods

Q’n the construction industry. Ze s i+ has heen necessary on

ccasion
own proprietary equipment to £ill that need. ZIHe helieves that the
-8 = '
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costs of provrietary carriers are higher “than those 02 individual owner- '
operators. ZIZe testified that if the rate increases sought in this
petition are not granted, some of his membership will continue %Yo defer
maintenance, go out of dusiness, or attempt to trangport other Zreight

orde- %0 stay in dbusiness.
Carrier Evidence in Suvvort of 2etitions
i

35, a dump trucker Located in southera California,
s5ified in support of +he petitions. Ze stateld that ne has deferred

is dump truck equiypment, especially his raxes and
e tes%ified that ne is running currently with brakxe drunms on

tires. =

ais ¢trailer which are so substandard that 1f he were 40 e caught by X
the Califo ata Zighway Pavrol, he would have 10 cease operating. IZe
also stated that during the laszt three years ne has had 4o do all of

s

ais maintenance himsel?, except zajor engine repairs, since he could

not afford vo have it done professionally. Ross believes nhe has been
going “roke Zor the last threy years; that even if increaszes are
‘:—an‘ced in this proceeding to the extent requested by CDTOA, 1% will
texe nim a long time %o catch up to the point where he will be abdle %o
Zake a profi+v from his operation. Ross stated he works an average of
about 10 nhours a day, five days a week when times are good. 3ut for

che last few years he would be glad to nave 20 hours of work a week.

Ze stated that he earned adbout $§79,000 during 1981. EHe vtestified that
when he began to experience increased costs he asked hiz prize carrier

for 2 raize and was ZLired.
Tate-filed Zxhidit 11 is a reproduction of Rosg' 1981 Federal
Zncome Tax Schedule C (2rofit or Loss Staiement fronm Busine I
shows gross receipts of $79,438, and +total deducvions (expenszes) of
70,5%4, for 2 net profit of $8,904. Trne total expense Zigure includes
no payments for wages; thus, Ross' "wages," he beling an owner-operator,
for 1681 was the net profit of $8,904.
Leo Webb testilfied in support of +the petitions. Ze stated
nat ne t00 is currently operating with eguipment on which maintenance
S rad ©0 be deferred. Webd %testified that he has bYeen in the duxp

Truck dYusiness for about 12 years, dut nas made a profit in only one of !

=t

hoce years.
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rry Xlenske o2 Dalton Trucking (Dalton) testified
e petitions. e is presideat and principal shareholdler of
tified +that Dalton has 21 power units which it operatles
own drivers. About 50% o2 Dalton's dusiness is derived froz
use of sudhaulers, priacipally under MRT 17-A zZone ratec. The
coapany also has a vice president, an operations manager, 2 fullvime Iin-
nouse accountant, an office manager, 2 »illing clerk, and a part-vime
¢lerk. I% employs four Zullvime mecnanics and maintains an 8,000
square £00% Truck shop where drive-line components are reduilt, so that
the company i3 adble 7o do all of ivs engine work.

Klenske %estified that for +the T-month pericd July 1981
shrough Jasuvary 1982 his company grossed $1,750,000, earning a prevax
270%i% 2 515,000, or less than 1%. Eis gross income Zor the Zfiszcal
year 1,80-1981 was $3.5 million, with a pretax profit of just over
$30,000. 3e 3aid %<hat hiz curreat operating ratio is in excess of 99.
Dalton's operating ratio for the year 1980 was 95.4 dased upon a gross

‘f $2.3 million and a net of about $84,000. Some of Xlenske's
equipnens costs are less than those shown in the CDIOA and staZl
exnibits. Ze conceded %hat when the company iz having a good year they

ave, occasion, hought equipaent and taken an investzent Tax credis
in order %0 shelter their taxes. EHe also acknowledged the use of ovher
methods 0f reducing tax liabilities in good years, such as paying
bo'zusee and contributions %0 pension plans and increasiag maintenance.
lenske stated that if %he increases sought are not granted als company
would rave to gradually pnase ouv o vusiness. Ze states that als
coxpany Sometimes gevs more +than +the zminimum rate for amounvalin work and
for asphalt hauling, but for other worz shippers will pay only the
rates named in the tariffs. Klenske's drivers work for a guaranteed
inimun 0f §10.50 per houw In addision, they receive a percentage o2
~ %he revenue, in to%al sheir base pay is something sligntly less
nan $13 per hour. Pringes and payroll taxes increase {the bdage hourly
cost by adbout a third. (The base labor rate in CDIOA's cos? exhidis
'ela'::.ng 0 MRT T-A's southern 4erriftory and MRT 17-A is $10.90.)
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Klenske velieves an increase of about
rates 0f MRTs 7-A and 17-A. Ee estimates this would
rovide hig operations with an operating ratio of about 92 or 93%.
enate 3ill 215, effecvive Janwvary 1, 1982, as a factor
which has increased cosvs consideradbly for the industry. This bill had
tze effect of doudling vruck weight fees.

Klenske was asked why he velieves +he PUC should raise
minizum rates by 10¥ rather than Dalton's reducing drivers' jay,
revising depreciation schedules, and perhaps reducing the nunber of
salaried employees in <he company. Ze answered that his operation
reasonably efficlent one and his lador is nonunion. His average &
nas bheen with tre company hetween two and three years. Xlenske
bellieves that 2 stadble driver force zmaintains good company relations;
vhat exyerienced drivers are easier on trucks and more efficient on the
job. Ze bvelieves it is important vo pay his drivers wages comparabdle
t0 those »aid in »roprietary operations, although he currently pays

omething less.

James Robinson %testified as a witness for CDI0A. Ee is 2
dume tTuck operator owning 2 ¢ F-axle Keawood tractor which he

svated cosv 357,400 when purchased new in 1979. Ee states that, as an

s%
owner=operator, ke earans the difference between his gross income and
operating expenses. Ze feels <tThat he zust make at least

river maxes a3 a base salary because he must pay any deneZits out oF
nis own pocket. He carries uis own health insurance and life

what a2 wnion
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unabdble to offord any kind of a personal pension to
security. He was paying 31.22 per gallon Zor diesel
taxes, curing the month of March 1982. Costs have
Tor %ires and maintenance, he testified. He worked 1,28%
revenue nours during 198{, which was somewhat down from 1980, which he
ectimated a%t about 1,500. iHe helieves that his revenue hours will
increase during 1982 but that +they will not come dack to 4the 1980
figure. He doec no’ heolieve 4hat an increase in the rate levels in
these tariffe would make an appreeciadble difference in the amount of
wori available to the for-hire trucking indusiry. He estimated that
about 70% of his operations are as a sudbhauler and 30% as a prime
carrier. Over 907 of hiz subhauling is done a% the minimum rates.

Robinson estimates his actual operating costs, less wages, profit, and
any anjor overnaul costs, at adout ®%32 per hour. He included no
depreciation in that figure.

Linda Spangler also testified in support of the petitions.
She docs bookneceping and dispatehing for her husband who operates a
1979 T-axle Peterbilt tractor and a 1979 gsemi-end duamp trailer. The

ractor cost 324,000 ineluding interest, life insurance, license, and
sales *ax; the Yrailer about $29.000. She judges that their business
has been operating 2t o loss bescaunse at the end of 1981 there was no
money lef* in their savings account.

She ané her husdand have been in the dump trucking buciness
since 1968, They ran a 10-wheeler for adbout 10 years and then saw that
a 1ot of the 10-whecler work was going into semi-ond dump operations.
hey fels that the purchaze of new different <ype eguipment would make
them more competitive and hopefully increase 4heir use hours, but this
has not been the case. The Spanglers' *o%al insurance cost is
currently 22,767 per year. She conceded that this iz somewhat less
than the cogt shown in the z%aff cost study of $3%,159. The Spanglers'
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are vaid in excess of the ainizum rates in MRT 7-A when hauling to The
Geysers Yecause it is situated in zountainous terrain. Their dusziness
is primarily 2 sudbhaul operation. They purchase fuel from 2 jobber and
were paying $1.229 per gallon.
Robert Hill is a dump <rucker operating in the Redding area.
Ze operates several units of equipzment in what he calls "adverse
rrain, " that is, territory in northern California where it is
Dountainous and costly to operate. Ee ezploys several drivers under
che Associated General Contractors Master Labor Agreement. Ze stated
chat the hasic wage cost under that agreement is about 83 higher <han
under the rock producer's convract. Eill's average equipment use
during 1981 was aboutr 580 hours-—consileradly less than used by +
s%22%%f in the OSE 213 and intervening offset proceedings. ZIZe vestified
vaat his operating costs are several times higher than those which
the CDTOA and staff exhivits, primarily because of the
terrain in which he operatves.
Joseph Solomon testified in support of the petitions.
Solomon's dump truek business grossed adbout 3382,000 during 1981. ileost
0f shis revenue was earned under MRTs T-A and 20. Ze has been a dump
rucker in the 3ay Arez for about 10 years and operates four univts of
eguipmens. Solomon testified essentially that his costs are up and
% he needs an increase in revenue vo make ends zeet. ZIZe bYelieves
the protesting carriers in these proceedings are opposing
e increases is due $0 their heavy use of subaaulers
alifornia Asohalt anéd Pavement Assceiar

Zarry Phelan made a statement on behalf of the zembers oF
Califoraia Asphals and Pavement Association (CAPA). Ee stated that
zajority of the membership in CAPA are also zexbders 0f AGC. Phelan
svated that the aspnalt iadustry in southern California is almost
eatirely dependent on for-nire dump truck carriers; +tThat about 0% o2

Ll




arriers who transport asphalitic concrete are owner-operators. EHe
noved that the separate cost studies submitted By CDIOA and svaff have
Zollowed the Zormat recognized by the Commission for many years. He
opposes any change in that format. Ze helieves 4if it is determined
that costs zave increased, then raves ought to be increased accordingly.
Protestants

Les Calkins zas been 2 dump %trucker Lor many years. ITis
owas 30 sets of botton dump trailers. EHe pulls 19 of these
is own fTractor eguinmen<t. The other trailers are operated by
.lers" - owner=operat o*s/sub raulers. ZEZxhi®it 14 {5 a cost exhidi+t
icable to Calkins' operations in the northern territory. The
it shows that hisg lahor cos%, inéluding benefits, is consideradly
lower %than the labor cost appearing in the CDTOA or s+aff exhidi<. The
shown in the staff and CDTOA exhibits is $18.446;
The %otal nourly c¢ost shown in Calkins'
T costs, running costs, indirceet
2Lt is $42.557 per hour. This compares with +the
rate saown in MRT 7-A fLor northern %territory in MRT T-A
ol 841.820. Calking vestified that during 1982 he eliminated any
drovision Zor payment of overtime. Nor does he pay drivers for
vacation or holidays. '
Calkins stated that there i3 a good deal of rate~cutting
occurring in the northern verritery. Ze objects to any increases in

the ravtes in the three tarifls. Ze would prefer to see siricter rate
enforcenent by the Comaission's field section, rather than an increase
Calkins observes that rather than asking the Commission for
s effected imvroﬁements in labor c¢os<vs,

coests, worker's compensation, tire costs, eve. Ee conceded
an advantage in Deing a fleet operator when purckasing
L oand equipment. Zis cost for diesel fuel iz $1.11 per gallon when
Purcaased in sanz-trucke-and-trailer gquantities.




Callzins did not operate under MRT 17-A during 1081 and only
le before that. The costs saown in his Zxhibvit 14 are
only in connection with one transportation project involving
2 clay haul f£rom Indian Eill %o Permanente.
Michael Lindeman, president of Lindeman, opposed %he
=pe itions. Lindeman owns 49 sevts of vottom dump trailers and 14 2-axle
Tractors. He is also the president of Yuba Trucking. The latter
zpany owas 16 sets of bottom dumps and four tractors. ILindeman's
gr0ss Teveaue was adbout $2-1/2 million in 1081; Yuba Trucking's adbout
32 nillion. ULindeman opposes the petitions dasically because he
Delieves:

CDTOA's cost figures are

invalid; but that if any increases
are granted they should be Limited
$0 those costs which have occurred
since ou* cecision in Pet. 314,
elfective September 25, 1981.

3usiness conditions in *he

construction indusiry have
worgened; there 15 no prospect of
inprovenment in 1982.

The tariffs in question zre ainimunm
rate tariffs; rates may bde raiszed
by truckers independently without
avthority from the Commission.

Present rates are already %00
nigh; enforcement acvivivy is
practically nil, and rate-cuttin
is epidenmic.

The threat of propriet ry trucking
ig great because dur *g the last
six months proprietary “ruckers
nave experienced little or no cost
increases.

Deregulavion i3 izminent.
Unwa aated iner acourage

tay in
bus‘ness.

An operating ra%io o ¢2 (an 8%
) in the rat es, 15 %00 high
uring a2 severe recescion.

- 15 -
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that CDTOA witnesces have supporved <he
ly because truck payzents are due and trucks are
but that no efforts have veen made %o drastically
seduce costs. EZe further believes that these witnesses are operating
ecuipzent auvch nore expensive than required. Ze states that not one
£ the witnesses has presented an exhibit of any kind Yo show actual
costs or losses. Te strongly Yelieves that there has been no
evidence indicating that the industry is losing money. ZHe Zfurther
helieves that the ladbor contracts upon which CDT0A and stall exhidi<s
are dased apply exclusively %o proprietary trucking operations, and,
vherefore, are improper for use as a guideline in for-hire
carrierratemaxing. He further s+ta%tes that CDT0A and stafl should
nake 2 greater effort to determine the level of wages and fringe
Yenefiss actually veing paid in the for-zire dump truck industry
rather than using proprievary hauling contracts for this purpose. =zZe

2180 poin%s out that the five labor contracts upon which ladbor rates

!

.re based for +the northern territory in MRT 7T-A are still weighved
-
v

according 40 tonnage transported in 1967. Ee objects to the fvel and
tire costs used by CDTOA and staff. Ee points out that insurance
cos+ts appear 40 Ye far above normal. IZe notes that the standard rate
for worker's compensation iasurance, 10.57% per $100 of wages, was
used withous consideration 0f any individual carrier experience. Ze
ohiects %o the fact that there have been no current tests performed
oy CDT0A or staff concerning running +times, miles per gallon,
serainal end +vimes, repair costs, and historical equipment costs. In
sum, Lindeman objects to the use of average cost figures exployed vy
CDT04 and stalff in calculating their costs.
Lindeman sponsored several exhibdits. ZExhivit 15 depices
indenan's, Calkins', and staff's hourly costs applicadble ia Northern
The infowrmation on %his exhi%it is summarizeld as Lollows:




Zindenan Calkins

Wage Cost Per Zour $16.02
Depreciation Per Zour 1.68
Tax & License Per Zour 1.01
Insurance Per Zour %.0%
el & 01l 2er Zour 8.70
RNires ZPer Zour 1.10
Repalir & Maintenance

Por Eou 6.60

Total Running Cost
°e. Revenue
Zour = Revised
By Adding S141

Pederal Use Tax $37.52 $35.02 340.8%
Annual Zours 1,108.75 1,064.26 1,4650.00

The information relating *o Lindeman's costs are those
experienced in connection with The operation of Lour complete unit
0% equipnent during 1981.

Lincdeman o%jects 4o the fact that no current operating
r2%10 informasion nas heen offered Wy svalfl in this proceeding.
. Lindeman's Exhidit 17 compares costs introduced by CDIQOA &n
Pet. 314 with comparadle DPet. 315 costs. The exhibit purportedly
dexzonstrates that there has been an increase of approxizately 1% in
MRT T7-A operating costs between January 1, 1981 and January 1, 1982.
is true for all regions except the San Francisco 2ay Area
egion, where an increase in labor costs of $2.73 has occurred.
ndeman concluded what CDT0A iz asking for iacreases of about 1% or
ore than were requested in the 1981 proceeding, the dalance
increases that were denied by D.93523.

In order vo demonstrate the impact of increased compet
in She construction industry, Lindeman introduced Zxhibit 20. 7T
docuzent sets forth all construction jobs exceeding $1 z4llion on
which the California Department of Transporitation (Callrans) accented
bids for the period May 27, 1981 through Fedbruary 3, 1982. The
exhibit shows that prior %o September 26, 1981, the date of the
increase authorized under D.93%3523, Callrans engineering estimates

e

ition
his




sovaled $62,190,000 on these jobs. The low bids on the same jobs
sosaled $62,100,000--a difference 0f .14%. 7Prom the period Septecber
26, 1981 %o Pebruary 3, 1982, Callrans engineering estimates tovaled
$186,657,000, while low bids totaled only $153,411,000==a difference
of 17.8%. There were 15 Jobs bid in vhe first period and 18 in %he
second period.

Lindeman also sponsored several exhibits consisting of
newspaver les reporting on a variety of sudbjects concerning
economic conditions such as falling prices and unemployment in the

sa%e. 3Ixhinit 24 is a reproduction of an article from the Wall
Svreet Journal dated Mareh 2, 1982 reporting that Teamsters Unioen
neabers had approved a 37-month labor agreement granting pajor
concessions on wages and work rules in an effort to aid +the troudbled
srucking industry. These concessions purportedly will protect
teamster Jobs and hopefully restore losses caused by deregulation of
the 4rucking industry. According to the exhidit, the new teamster
greement scaled back ©o once a year the cost=0f-living payments made
by ezployers. It diverted part of those payments from the teamsters
<0 nelp defray employer costs for health and pension benefits. nder
<he agreement neabers were vo receive a T2-ceat hourly cost of living
payment April 1, 1982. Eowever, 25 cents of this amount will be used
0 help cover employer payments for health, welfare, and pension
costs. In addition, future inflation payments will de made once each
gear during “he agreement, whereas under the old contract such
peyzentvs were nade twice yearly during the £irst two years and once
in <he final year.

Lindenman testified that Lt is his experience that
suonaulers often gev more than PUC raves. He introduced Exhivit 295,
a porstrayal of rates of pay received by Yuba Trucking during 1981 on
nauling projects producing over 85,000 in reveaue. This exhidis
cozpares *the rates of pay received by Yuba Trucking with applicabdle
2UC raves. It shows that in many instvances the prime carrier

‘eceived tonnage or hourly rates in excess of the applicable MRT 7-A
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%es. Lindeman also introduced Zxhidit 27, which shows all
transportavion srojects performed by ILindezman in 1981 where revenues
exceeded $5,000. Ee stated that when he received ravtes over the
zinizuxm, kis subhaulers also received higher raves.

Lincdeman introduced 3Exhibit 29, which shows diesel Zuel
srices in the Sacramento area over a three-week period, most of which
are less than the fuel prices used by the s%2ff and CDIOA Iin their

Bxhivit 31 is a portrayal of Lindeman's insurance expense
indicating how Lindemen reduced annual insurance ¢osts from over
330,000 4in 1987 %o a little over 312,000 for the same equipment in
1082. 3ut the deductidle factor was raised from $250 to 3500 in <he
second policy.

Lindeman believes that due to the continuing economic slump
experienced in the construction industry, CDTOA should ve exploring
zethods for reducing costs of labor, parts, and insurance, et cetera,

‘..d even advising certain carriers to go out 0f business. Ze

testiflied that widespread rate-~cutting proves ithat MRT 7-A rates are
<00 zigh. Ee introduced Exhivit 32, containing information relavting
to a dunmp truck hauling project in Sacramento County. Zive dump
truckers bid on the job, involving +the +transportation of bvase rock
and asphaltic concrete. TPour of the bids on the hase haul and 4wo of
the bids on the asphaltic concrete were lower than nminimum. Ze
introduced Zxhidit 33, a letter he received in March 1982 concerning
swasf's enforcement program wivth respect o dump truck acvivity
during 1980 and 1881. The exhidit shows %that during 1980 informal
venzity actions consisted of four undercharge citations and <three
citation fJorfeit and during 1987 there were 4wo undercharge
citations and six civation forfeitures. The Commission issued one
declsion in 1980 and another in 1981 at +the formal level with respect
%o dump truck hauling. And, at its conference of March 2, 1982 the
Commission iszsued an Order Instituting Investigation into the

.pera.‘;*‘ ns 02 a dump touck carrier.




Lindeman has no provisions for vacation or retirexment
payzents <o his drivers. Ze was paying S1.14 for fuel. During 1980
Zindeman's dump “ruck revenues totaled S84.6 million. About $4.2

aillion of this came through +he use of subhaulers and trailer
rental. Ze included in his cost exhidits no element Zor indirect
(overnead) expenses. Neither did Lindeman give any consideration 4o
expenses associated with nonrevenue hours in the development ol costs
for his own trucking ecuipzent.

Lindeman bYelieves that by denying any increases, the
Commission will be signaling marginal operators at this vime <0 ge<
ous of dbusiness.

Lindeman c¢conceded on c¢ross-exanination that e did nov

r+ under MRTs 17=A or 20 during 1980, 1981 nor does he work
ose tariffs at +he present time. The same is true for Tuba
Lindeman sta%ted his philosophy concerning appropriate rate
when cos%ts increase, the marketplace will xnow 4t and will
increases as necessary; SO that cost data have no real place

Setting of rates for dump truck for-zire transportation.

Questioned whether ne had ever attenpted vo get a deviation
from MRD T7-A rates, Lindeman stated that he has attexnprted €0 gev at
least one deviation and possidhly +two, dbut was dissatisfied with the
results. Ee stated that he is convemplating the Ziling of a rave

Zor ais company 0 be applicadle in any area of the svave.

llen Mercer, manager o0f the Movil Zquipment Divizion of

& Son, a construction company in Sacramento, %estified in

<0 the pesitions. Mercer states that Teichert operates 28
t0 transport aggregaves bYetween

Teichert's aggregate plants and construction jobd sites. Mercer
states that there has Deen li increase in Teichers’
operating costs over the last Mercer attribute- ne lack
L)
L

< ingrease %0 s+tabilizavion 0f costs caused by more compe o
between vendors of parts and supplies, and 40 decreasing fuel costs.
in 0il and grease prices is anticipated. There has been no
e for thelr botton dunp drivers; rowever,
10=wheel trucks received a 4% coey

- 20 =
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Novenber Me: that Teichert's Truck costs
nave not increased, he was unable to furnish any specific detalls
concerning vThose cosvs.

James Zyde, branch manager of the JSacramento operation of
Granize, tesvified in opposition to the ns Granite operates
€3 units of dump “ruck equirnment in the <transportation of aggregates
from i4s plants %o construction Jod sites. ZHyde states that Granite
nas experienced little 4if any increase in trucking costs in ¢h
preceding six-month period. The drivers received a 4% increase in
wages in northern California But no increase in southern California.

Eyde did no%t xnow the specific cost levels for the different
components making up his company's truck costs. IHowever, he stated
shat he Xnew +that neitzer %tire nor insurance costs had increased;

fvel cosvts had decreased during the last six months. Zyde
stated that the labor increase of 4% experienced in November 1981 <is
vart ¢ a contract which will expire in June 1887 and which contains

...ual increase provisions
William Mauk, transportation nanager with Granite in

Watsonville, is opposed %o %he petition relating to MRT T7=A. Granite
operates 21 vehicles, 14 of which are rock, sand, and gravel <Truck
I+ engages for-nire truckers in addition to operating its own

eguipmens. Mauk observed that economic conditions in the

-~ Ve e
ns

- e

ruction industry in nis area are largely controlled by the

anount of dollars availadble. Ze cited as an exaaple public works
o*ojec*" where

transportation is performed To the extent a set amount
~ Gollars allows. If rates are increased, wThen lLess WwOTXK Iis
perforzmed. Mauk testified that his truck operations experienced
operating rasios for 1980 and 1981 of 85 and 93, respectively. E=His
seven union drivers voragéd a veval of 1,972 hours per year durin
1981, compared wi , 174 driver year shown in Table 1 of
st2fs Zxhivit 7. Mauk believes <h representative figure Zor
Z2bor costs vertaining %0 transyortation performed in his Yerritory
uld be the contract vo which Granite is signatory, as well as other
pajor the zrea. Ze says that the base rate for labor in

that contract is currently $10.10 per hour.
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John Regan testified against +the petitions on hehal? of
AGC. Ee is director 02 EZngineering and Coasvtruction Lor that
association. While Regan feels strongly adbout zaintaining a healthy
for-nire duzp truck industry, he bYelleves that at the present <tinme 14
woulé be unwise to increase <the rates in the various tariffs because
of the inabilivy of the marketplace €0 bear +the increased costs.
Regan iatroduced Zxhidit 42, a suamary of information Zrom

tne "CTA Rnsea-che* " a docuzent iszued by the California Trucking
Assoclation setting forvh operating revenues and expenses Lor +the
various segments of the for-nire industsy. The exhidit shows that
during 1980, Class I and II carriers of property received 3178.5
2illion in revenues and incurred $174.4 million in operating
expenses, in an operating ratio of 97.7. Operating ratios
are shown for 1979, 197 , and 1977 of 96.8, 96.3, and 97.8,
respectively. Regan sponsored Zxhibit 43, a document entitled "Way
JOperating Ratios Shown in Annual Reports Piled with the 2UC Should Ze
djusted Downward for Ratve=Making Purposes.” The intent of this
document is %o demonstrave that since the dump truck industry in
California is composed entirely of privately owned companies, %he
goa’ 0f these companies is not only to build an equity in the
Yusiness and generate reasonable income »ut also <o minimize %he
peyaent of federal and state income taxes. Regan states that truck
owners have tThe ability +o ize payzents of these %taxes by
awarding donuses to emnloyees and officers and replacing equipmeny
22d parts, inasmuch as operating ratios zre calculaved vefore inconme
vexes. Regan pointed out the information in Exhivit 43 showing vrat
during 1979 whern revenue junped $¢0 3230 million froz $135 million
Suring 1978, +the industrywide operating ratio increaszed Zrom 96.3 %o
€6.8. A portion of the exhidii demonstrating indusirywide annual
revenues and operating ratios during the period 1977 to 1980 is set
in Table 1:
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@
oints out that in 1979 when annual reveaue ingreased
oy 70% over the 1978 revenue, operating ratios were .5% higher; bu
c in 1980 when annual revenues fell by 22.4%, operating ratios
aereased only .6% over 1979. Regan believes this result is due in
arge zeasure 0 efforts by the industsy o pinimize the payzeat of
federal and state income taxes in good years and to forgo certalin
expenses in lean years.

=

Regan

xhibit 47 algo purports o show the individval operations
perators, compared with industrywide results of
The 12 carriers shown in this exhidit were recommended
inclusion by another party; Regan nimself had neo
céncerning the articular operations of each carrier. Ze
i no% Znow, for instance, what portion of the thelir operations
derives from dump truck operations as opposed 4o cement operations.
Neizsner did e furnish information for the record concerning vthe
anount of earnings these 12 carriers derived from the use of
‘ubhaulers .

Regan conceded on cross~examination +that the cost of
repLacing a 10-year-old dunp truck has at least tripled. Regan also
acxnowledged that owner-operators are also faced with increased costs

£ living just as hired drivers are. Ze Ydelleves, nowever, that not
only should the possibility of increased rates be considered By <he
Comzission as +the means Lor 0ffsetting owner-operators' increased
costs, but that they should e encourageld *o streanline thelr
operations as auch as possidle.

Zernie White, president of Fidelity Transportation,
testified in opposition to +the petitions. He sponsored Exhibit 26, a
portrayal of adbout 30 hauling projects performed by Tidelity

ansportasion hetween April and October 1981. He testified that
some 0f the Jjobs were in pountain areas, requiring zore +than the
sarif? charges and %that in fact rates in excess of MRT T-A rates
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ed on Tthose Jjobs and higher rates were paid %o
Zowever, ne also %testified that at least 40% of the
nauls were in Yhe valley areas. Ze stated the inten?t 0F the exhidvi<
is to demonstrave that there was a marketplace which will allow
carriers vo earz charges in excess of ninizmun rates named iz MRT T-
A. Pilelity Transportation operates 29 sets 0f bottom dumps and 12
sransfer units. Nine of its own tractors are used %o pull bottonm
duzps; "pullers” are engaged on +the remaining 20. Only one of it
power units is operavted with its transfer units; +the other 11 are
operaved with <the use of "pullers”.

White %testified he did not believe that if <The aminimun
rates are increased Pidelitvy Transportation would lose business to
oroprietary <Transportation. Rather, he believes that Lf zinimun
rates are increased, Fildelity Transportation would provadbly secure
2ore of its own power equipment and use subhaulers less. ZHe
testified that about 50% of Pidelity Transportation's volume, which
.as adout 87 million during 1981, iz transported at rates a‘oove MRT T-A
rates; vthav avout half of that amount was transported in mountainous
» areas. 2Fidelivy Transportation experienced an operating ratio in
1081 0% 106.4.
John Shafer tesvified in opposition 40 the petitions dosth
on berall of CCA, an association 0of a2bout 40 overlying carriers of
which ne iz vice president, and also, in his own behals, Trucking oy
. S. Shafer. Zasentially, Shafer believes that while some ¢osts
ave increased and some relief is warranted, the full i{ncrease sought
2y CDTOA coull not be absorbed by the marketplace at 4his time.
Shafer sponsored Exhivis 44, which lists the labor union
agreezents used to establish Labor cosvs for zizinmunm rates in MRLs
T=A, 17=A, and 20. The exhibit lists <he union local number, %he

geogranhic area, effective dave 07 the contract, +The weighting
\

'ty €y
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assigned %he particular agreezent %y D.82061 in 1973, and the various
he agreement. Shafer stated that the signatories are
roprietary carriers, although most do at least a livttle
portation. Neverstheless, Shafer recommends that the
¢ be used as the bases for sevtting labor costs Lor the
e proceedings. In this connection, he introduced
tled "CCA Driver Wage Survey". The exhibdis
onstrates % %8 carriers were surveyed in the CCA investigatvion;
23 of thege carriers responded; 15 of +the 2% carriers employed
drivers; %he to%val number of drivers in the survey is 130; the
verage nourly wage (base) L5 $10.09; +ne average hourly wage for
northern region drivers is $2.81 bvased on five northern region
carriers employing 56 drivers; “ne average aourly wage Zor southern
region drivers is 310.79 based on six southern region carriers
eaploying 60 drivers.
Shafer iz recommending tha®t no increase irn labor costs he
‘ecognized unless indicated by his survey. Ze is using for <the
Purposes oF nis exhibits a lador rate based on his survey or at th
lavel 0% <hne one recognized in Pet. 307 et al. (1979). Those labdor
costes are the rates upon which the current ninimum rates are based.
Shafer has applied payroll taxes at 1982 svatutory levels. ZIe
reconzends maintenance of the Pev. %07 level of datum plane values
for nealth, welfare, vacation, ané pension costs. With respect to
running costs and historical venicle costs, Shaler recommends that
<hose introduced by petitioner and the staZf be recognized, although
ae has come reservations regarding “he validity o2 +those cos¥s.
Specifically, Shafer bellieves that with respect to the areas of fuel,
res, aad insurance, <there ro0om £or carriers to exercise prudent
Yuying practices and improve tTheir profitadility. In Zxhidit 45
Shaler nas sunmarized the information £rom CDTOA'3 cost developnent
except +that relating to labor. Thus, Shafer has reconstructed




COTOA's and the staff's exhidivs, using updated costs for running and
venicle expenses from the approdriate CDT0A and staf? tables and
izputting the labor c¢ost fronm Pet 307 in 1979 or, 4if nigher, the
¢cosv determined from his receat survey.
Tig resul<ant rate recommendations vary widely Zrom slight
reductions to increases of 13.3%.
Shafer velieves that many operating costs are softening.
Ze states vhat fuel prices have dfniniuhed and “ires are available
waich produce greater mileages. Ze also noted the national labor
situation where costs have lessened in maeny areas oF ‘the econozy. EZe
states taat the industry needs weork, dut that there is no work when
vrice themselves out of +he marketplace. Ze +testified that
50% of the tonnage ratable under MRT 17-A 2o0ves on
ary equipment.
0% the 15 carriers responding to Shafer's survey, five
in the northern Ty, three in the bay region, six in
e Loz Angeles area of the erritory, and one in the San
None of <The drivers o e under contracvte with their

All the members of CCA, he testified, are overlying

Rehus+al Cost Data

In cesponse 1o the conflicting testimony about <he price of
fuel currently pald by truckers and +the method used by the gvalf in

colleccing average fuel costs, stafs Andrew Xutches

V
tesviflied. Ze explained in great detail the precise nethodology used
by vhe s3taff for zmany yeers in seeu cross~section of fuel
ces pa*d thr oughou* the State. the information is

is
er ved Zrom approximat y u mailed out %o
ndonly selected carriers. I9 ary %0 degeridve the
precize methods used by the staff in gathering +this {nformation.
Suffice $0 say the tvechnigue enmployed 12s been observed for many
gears and determined by the Commission 40 be reliabdle.

-
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Similar random sampling +techniques were employed by <the
eteraination of nistorical equipment costs. Carrier
grouns oL Yot et operators and independent owner-
operators are used & Zuel and equipment cosis.

Jenkins was recalled by CDTOA and sponsored Exhidit 51.
The purpose of Bxhibit 51 is to demonsirate %hat costs appearing In
COT0A's tnree exhidits are understated. CDTOA is attempiting <o
porsray information here demonstrating that actual cosvs deing
incurred by the carriers are egual to or greater than those shown in
~he cost exhidits shown in eisher Pe+t. 314 or Pet. 315. Jenkins
westified that the informavtion shown in this exhidbit was deternmined
tharouga a recent inspection of Mhe exhidit convains
n0%0r carrier equipment, fuel, oil, tire, 2 recap costs. The

s 2 suamary of ca aourly running
= the ver s The exhibit was
introduced as rebuttal to protesstants' position that no field checxs
-
¢cost preszentavions.

Iindeman and AGC joined in a motion %o strike Exhidit 51
because they thought it was not really redbuttal, dut new evidence.
"he ALJ deferred a ruling on the zotion until a review of franscripss
could he made. The review has been performed; the evidence in
Sxhivit 51 {3 responsive to a2llegations made by Lindeman and
conssisutes proyer rebuttal vestimony; <the motion is denied.
Discussion

Mne

lethora of evidence presented in the course of <these

proceedings was caused by two principal factors:
L3
|

. The continuing depressed econonic
conditions prevailing throughout the
construction industry.

2. The fact that much of +he important
perZormance davta recognized by <the
Commission as valid 10 or 12 years ago
aas vecone ovsolete ané therefore
suspect.




Cost and performance data upon which rates in MRTs 7-A and 17-A we
originally sev were developed during extensive proceedings held
during 1672 in C.5437, OSE 213. 3y D.82061, we found:

"10. Abou* 0% of the drivers of <the dump
Truck equ‘pmpnv walch is operated in for-
hire carr age wivthin this svate are owner-

operators who are not dound by labor
contracvu.

Por the purposes of constructing minimum
rates which give due consideration %o
costs assignadle %o owne*-ope-a*o.s sor

voelr services, hourly labor costs saould
be imputed %o the owner-operators which
should correspond Vo the hourly rates of
base pay which the owaer=operators would
recelve for doing the same work for
someone else.

The record sets forth several rates of
base pay which might be adopted under
such standard. Zowever, considered in
relation 40 the principal function of zthe
dumn truck carriers, nazely, <he
perfornance of for-nire *ranepor*a*iou
services over <he public highways, the
base pay rates which are set forth in <he
so=called rock and sand ladbor contraets
constitute 2 reasonahle level of labor
costs Zor the development of ninipunm
rates Zor for-nire dump vrucx
transportation services.”

Svidence in these proceedings shows that tae preponderance
% transportation today is much “he same as a decade 2ago -
verformed by owner-operator drivers not working under

found the ¢ffset methodology emnloyed by CDTOA and
tae svall yroper in these and many other continuing zinimum rate
proceedings. (See D.T6353%, QOctober 28, 1069, C.5432, Pet. 523.) 3us
tais {5 not %0 say this is <the only vechnique usadble in +this <type oF
droceeding. Indeed, in D.76%35% we stated:
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“The Commission should not rigidly harness
itself %o any single cost offset procedure
for adjusting its *nlmum rates and thereby
preclude the presentation of evidence in
Justification of other degsired cost offcet
propoesals.”

Cost inereases .presented by CDTOA and the staff have been

veloped in a manner econsictent with past proceedings,., arc accurate,
and would be usadle for offset purposes in an econoaie climate
approximating eonditions prevalent a decade ago. But we must be
nindful of the fact trat we zare estadblishing minimum rates. There i3
continuing evidence of willingness on the part of some shippers to
pay rotes in ecxcess of minimum--particularly in connection with
difficult hauls. he

There ic also evidence of rate-cutting, especially
in trancportation pe

erformed under MRT 7-=A.

Lindeman objects 4o any increase. He objected to the lack
o< operating ratio data, unavailadle at the time of hearings. In the
1981 proceeding Lindeman presented an exhibit consisting of 2 list of
adout 60 carriers, showing their operating ratios for 1978 through

The list is representative of carriers operating under these
three tariffs. Ve take official notice of the 1981 annual reports of
the carriers shown on that list and chall use those reports vo derive
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“ne operating ratios which Lindeman ztated should be considered.’
The average operating ratio for that group of carriers was 99.5. We
note Lindeman's own operating ratio for 19871 is 98.0; Tuba Trucking's
09.1. We £ind Lindeman's operating ratios nighly prodative in
support 0L a modest iacrease in the MRT. 2Fidelity Transportation, a
carrier opposing the petitions, h2ad a ratio of 106.4 even though i%
received rates over MRT 7-A rates on a significant portion of its
business. Ia the case 02 these carriers, the preponderance of
revenues was derived through the use of owner-operator subhaulers,
those Lor wrom, primarily, we are setting rates here.

“he information shown in Bxhidit 43 relating to the use of
operating ratics nay uuggest that carriers can pay donuses and
replace equipment in good years. 3But, the current economy is not
g00d in <the construetion and dump truck industries.

The increases we are authorizing in this decision are

mar*ly to restore truckers to a healthier posivtion than is
ated by <he operating ratios discussed above. The increase in
narges in each of the tariffs 0% six perceantage points will
t0 some extent. 3ut the petitions were filed eacly

Many carriers have likely been operating tarough the year
at the same or lesser levels of profitability than experienced during
1¢81.

While we are zuthorizing increases of about 5%, we view
vhen a3 znodest in light ¢f the evidence. It is true that two
carriers (Lindeman and Calkins) submitited evidence showing individual

the average cosvs presented by CDIOA. 32oth are
the use of sudbhaulers. Neither pays the fringe

annual reporis were not available whnn‘hearings wer
March 1682. Ve deem ILindenman's objection €0 Zalilure %0
consider one*atin ratios as 2 wa*v oL any objecvion TO our varxing
$Licial novice of nis own operating ratios.
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enefits recognized in the labor contracvts used by CDTOA and <the
staeff. 3oth experienced an operating ratio of ©8.0 or higher during
1C81. We are establishing rates here, furthermore, for an industry
consisting primarily of several thousand dump truckers owner-
¢perators.

We are impressed with the cost savings achieved by
individual carriers by "shopping around" - particularly with respect
%0 insurance and tire cos%s. We urge all carriers %o make efforvs %0
achieve %these savings and not look <0 the Comzmission to indennif
vhez against the hardships steaming from a slumping econony.

0 ignore the interests of freight bill payers by granving

acreases would ghow a lack of gensitivity to our duty in
ring <he provisions of +the Zighway Carriers' Act. 2ubli
PU) Code § 3502 declares, in part, the purpose o2 +this
secure %0 the peoyle just and reasonable rates for
n by carriers operating upon such highways;..." Ia the
inerease 02 5% at this time in the rates in MRTs
. -A, anéd 20 will provide a reasonable level of earanings Zor
Tuck carriers operating under those variffs.

o de se de

We %ake official notice of the 24 deviations currently ia
effect authorizing carriers %0 transport commodities in dump truck
ecuipzent at less than ninizmuzn rates. Several applications for

u,“ority nave recently been fileld. We encourage any
such as Lindeman's operating in favorabdble cost circumstances
sa0ority to depart from the ainimua rates contained i
We would endeavor €0 process such deviavion

as expeditiously as possidle.

nally, we will commen®t on <the use of vintage performance
ava by CDTOA and %he staf? in developing esvimated coste. The z%tall
nas Yeen The principal party undertaking the collection of +this

vion for presen<tation in general rate proceedings for odvious
reasons:

1. I

its indevpenfent and unbiased posivtion
. when gathering and coastructing dava for
consideration By %the Commission.
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The reguirements in the 2U Codle that
cerrier records be ¢pen To iaspection by
Commission employees. (2T Code §§ 3705
aad 3706.)

Zowever, interested parties other than s+taff have
frecuently presented recommendations for our consideration, dased
upon their own full-seale studies. Those recommendations rave
Treguently bveen adonted.

Tae performance data underlying the rates in MRTs 7-A and
17=A are bageld largely upon carrier overavtions conducted in 1969.
Continued uge of <them is rvalin Vo erate controversy and
0pp0sition of the sort presented in roceeding. Az indicated in

tne %testimony, the d, the types 0f hauls

available, and annual driver hours and equipzent use hours have

cranged materially in that decade. We urge interested parties 4o

undertake svudies for the purpose ¢f developing fresh performance

data, squipment and lador costs, etc. A number of parties appearing
-

.:’.:1 this proceeding rave demonstrated an abilifty %o perforxz this <yde
0L study. We are nearing the time for consideration whether <
continue our present ninimum rate program Iin connection with these
chree tariffs. (C.5437, OSE 282, et 2l.) Developmen®t of Zresh
gereral svudy-tyve information could bve very useful regardless of the
direction we decide upon in 4hat proceeding.
We are raising rates nere through imposition of across—the~
Yoard increased surcharges. The increases are based upon an analysis
0L redresentative industry operating ratio data. Surcharges are
dious 0 truckers and “reight Hill payers. They contridbute %0
creased adninistrative costs and errors in calculating
sporsation charges. PFrom a cost development standpoint <they can
cause or worsen ! g rave scales. We will put trucker
and shippers on e that when costs are developel Sor presentation
in the next general study, increases and reductions will undoudbtedly
be indicated hased,

-

‘c a.e




indings of Fact
MRTs 7-A, 17=A, and 20 contain minimum ra%es for the
rtation of commodities iz dump Truck equipment. MRT T~-A
2ainly hourly and distance rates. MRTs 17-A and 20 contain

2. Rates in MRTs T-A, 17-A, and 20 were last generally
adjusted in D.90854, D.90855, and D.20857, respectively. Those rates
Decame effective Noveabder 1, 1979. Since %“hat davte rates 4in MRTs T=-
A,1T=A, and 20 were increased »y about 4-1/2% effective Sepvember 26,
1987 Yy D.93523, et al., based upon an analysis of represeasative
1680 industry operating ratio information.

5. The possidility +that business zay %e lost by Lor-nire dump
TTUCK carriers as a result of an increazse in the MRIs is not
sufliclently great to justify a refusal to increase rates %0 evel

which will resul?t in reasonable operating ratios.
Tuction industry has bYeen confronted with

.reduced level of econonmic activity since 1980, cortinuing into 1982.
Dump <trucx carriers who haul for +the construction industry
a are confronted with less opportunity +o perform for-
trans.o.ta._on due %to the recession in +that industir
A 5% increase in rates is necessary for carriers to
aintain operating ratios, before “axes, of about 94.5, whieh i3
reasonable operating ratio in these circumstances.

[
[

Authorizing the full amounts sought in these petitions
would Ye unwarranted in light of Findings 4 and 5.
Authorizing an increase at this 4time of six percentage
points in the rates in MRTs T-A, 17=A, and 20, to Ye added <%
currently effective surcharges, will provide just and reasonable
rates for the transportation services perforzed by dump truck
carriers. These surchnarges should be folded into the rate items
soon as »0ssidle singce they are already av a difficult to calculate
level.
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strated, necd by dump ftruek carriers
performing ANGT Rt sorvices under rates in MRTs T-A, 17=A, and
20 for rate sl v effective date of this decision should be
voday.
Conclusions of Law .

. MRTg 7=A. 17=A, and 20 should bYe smended to conform 4o our
findinpgs above. These rates are just and reasonable.

2. MRTz 17-A and 20 chould b2 amended by separate orders %o
avoid duplication of %ariff distridution.

ORDER

IT IS ORDERED +that:

. MRT 7-A (Appendix B to D.R8206%, as amended) is further
amended by incorporating Supplement 21, attached, %0 become effective
Oetober 17, 1082,

2. Common carriers subject to the Public Utilities Act, %o the
extent that they are subjeet also to D.82061. as amended, are
directed to establich in their %ariffs the increaces necessary to
conform with <the further adjustments ordered by thisc deciszion.

5. Toriff publications required %o be made by common carriers
2s a result of thiz order shall be £iled not c¢arlier than <he
effective date of %his order and may be made effective not earlier
than the eoffective date of the tariff pages attached.

4. Common carriers., in establiching and maintaining the rases
2uthorized by this order, are authorized to depart from the
provicions of PU Code § 461.5 %o the extent necessary to adjust long-
and short~haul departures now maintained under outstanding
authorizations; such outstanding authorizations are modified to the
extent necescary to comply with thic order; and schedules containin
the ratec published under this suthority shall make reference to the

prior orders authorizing long- and short-haul departures and $o this
prder.

5. In all other respects, D.82061, az amended, shall remain in

.full force and effect. '
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6. The Zxecutive Director shall serve 2 copy of this decision
on avery c¢ommon carrier, or such carriers' auwthorized tariZ?
pudlishing agents, perforaing “Transportation services subject +o
MRT 7-A.
7. The Executive Director shall serve a copy of the tarif?
amendments on each subscriber to MRT T7-A.
8. The staff is directed to prepare as soon as practical,
new rate pages for vhe puryose of incorporating new surcharge levels
in the zppropriate rate items in MRIs 7-A, 17-A, and 20.
Q. To the extent not granted, Pet. 315 in C.5437, Pet. 52 in
and Pet. 20 in €.9820 are denied.
This order is effective today.
Dated  October 6, 1982 , &%t San Francisco, California.

I will £file a concurring opinion. JOMN E. BRYSON

Presidont

/s/ LEONARD M. GRIMES, JR. RICHARD D. GRAVELLE
Commissioner LEONARD M. GRIMES, jR.
VIiCTOR CALVO

FRISCILLA C. CREW
Larnmissioners

I ""r'f't:‘xr ey

C ' ": "!"""‘:S D:C,.,S *ON
u.sv f"’T' TeN 7"':, 'DY mhviiey [ A s
UO 'Il' '.'-‘.- 4" X2 51’0 Y = I.‘ ‘4\,’“

"U'-:' 'l g,




315 e+ al. ALJ/ iz

APPENDIX A

2. 0. 3Blackman and James D. Martens, for
California Dump Truck Owners Association,
petitioner.

Michael Lindeman, £or Lindeman 3ros., Ianc.;
ATtaur M. Ribe and William M. Mauk, for
Granite Rock Company; and Joan Regan,

Tor Associated General Convtractors;
protesvtants.

T. W. Anderson, for General Portland

- ine./Calitornia Division; Les Calkins,

for Les Calkins Trucking, Inc.; James R.

Poote, for Associaved Independent Owner-

Uperators, Inc.; Grahan & James, by David

J. Marchant 2nd James 3. Henly, Attorneys

Law, and Charles Touchatt, for

California Carriers Association; Tred 2.

Zughes, for Southern California Reck
roducts Association; Zerbhert W. Hughes
nd C. D. Gilberst for Califoraia lrucLing

Aesoc w'::.o.., Z. A. La“e for AIQOQ;
william Mitze, £or - erside Cement Co.;

Zar?y ?Eélan, for Cali’o-ﬁ4a Asphalt and

raveaent Assocliation; George 3. Shannon,

for Southwestern Portlanc Cenent Company:

L Bertana, for lLone Star Tndustries;

Jou C arcella, for Cilardella Crucking;

L. W. aohnuon, for Domtar Gymsun

aker ;ca,;nc., W. C. Smangler, Zor

Spangler ;rucking; Arvel . Batchelor,

for J.B.A. Co., Inc.; and DOnotay u.

Planders, Jack ueain°k_, aﬁa'Kb_

. Kllen, for themselves; interested
a."“‘t

ose B'ama“ and 2ussell D Corning,

for ‘ne Comm;ssion stals.

-

(END 0P APPENDIX A)




SURCHARCE SUPPLIMENT

SUPPLEMENT 21

(Cancels Supplemenc 20)
(Supplemenca 9 and 21 Contain All Changes)

70
MINIMUM RATE TARIFY 7eA

NAMING
MINIMUM RATES AND RULES
FOR THE
TRANSPORTATION OF PROPERTY IN OUMP TRUCK
FQUIPMENT BETWEEN POINTS IN CALIFORNIA

BY
KICKWAY CONTRACT CARRIERS
ACRICULIURAL CARRIERS
AND
OUMP TRUCK CARRIERS

Decision No. 82 10 028

Issued dy che
PUBLIC UIILITIES COMMISSION QOF THE STATZ OF CALIFORNIA
Scace Building, Civie Cencer
San Francieco, Califormia 94102




SUPPLEMENT 21 TO MINIMUM RATE TARIFF 7«A

© APPLICATION OF SURCHARGE
Except as otherwise provided, compute the amount of charges in accordance
with the rates and rules of this cariff and increase che amount so computed as £ollows;
(See Exception)

1. By nineteen (19) percent on charges computed at
Column O races set forch in Items 390 or 400;

2. By twenty and chree-quarcers (20-3/4) percent
on charges computed at Colunn P rates set foreh
in Icens 390 or 400;

3. By twenty-two and one-half (22-1/2) percent on all
other vates and charges,

Yor purposes of disposing of fractions under provisions hereof, fractions
of less than one-half (1/2) cent shall be dropped and fractions of one-hal? (1/2) cent
or greacer shall be increased to Che next higher whole cent.

EXCEPTION; The surcharge herein shall not apply to:

1. Item 90 = Accessorial charges;

2. Icems 100 and 110 - (Railhead-to-railhead charges only);

3. Item 120 - Bridge and Ferry Tolls;

4, ltem 260 = Additional charge for service.

< Increase, Deciaion N?. %&"/0 - 00??_




C.5437, Pet 315 et al. D.82-10-023
C:9819, Pet 52 D.82-10-029
C.9820, Pet 20 D.8§2-10-030

COMMISSIONER LEONARD M. GRIMES, JR., Concurring:

I concur with the proposed 5% across~the=-board increases in
MRT 7A, MRT 17-A, and MRT 20 with thesc rescrvations., First, I
strongly feel that the 5% iz a token incrcase and will not adequately
satisfy the dump truckers, especially those with substantial low
incomes. There hasn't been an incerxeasce in these tariffs since
September, 198l. Inflation, £uel, and running costs have escalated
éramatically and 5% would not resolve the problem. I would like
to have scen a larger increase -- 8% or coven 10% =~ but I am led
to believe that the larger increase would be detrimental at this
time, especially with the oppressed state of the construction and
road building industry. Secondly, I strongly feel that the
representative group of truckers used to obtain the operating ratios
that the administrative law judge and staff used to base their
proposed increases does not reflect the needs of a large sector of
the industry who are one truck owner operators.

In addition, I would like to scc¢ more enforcement dirccted
toward the dump truck industry as long as we remain the regulator.
It is an open secret that there is rampant rate cutting and
unscrvpulous deals being cut under our very nose. Appeals are
made to me for help by truckers that I have occasion o meet. Such
appeals are especially loud among the minority truckers. I
realize that we have installed a hot line for getting information
of wrong doingsbut that will not get past the "barriexr of fear”
of being denield access to the market place if you are cauvght
'‘squealing” ©o the PUC. I know we are chort of staff but maybe a
foew more timely audits, these can be picked at random, and zome
subseguent fines might signal the industry that.our rules are to
be obeyed.

San Francisco, Californi
October 6, 1982
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recomnended increases, employeld offszet techniques recognized by <the
Commission Zor zmany years. The reasons we did not award the full
amount 0f increases recommended by CDTOA and <the 3%aff in those
proceedings were essentlally as follows:

1. The construction Lndustry had been faced
with a severely reduced level of econonic
acvivity since 1980, continuing into
1¢81.

Dump truck car

ssessin *ate
greater extent *haq uuual s e %the
reduction of economic activi y in the
construction industry. The practice would
increase i2 <the Zull amount of requested
iacreases were granted.

Rates contained in the three %ariffs are
ninimun rates. Carriers had demonstrated
an ability to negotiate rates aligher <than
pininum when dbusiness ¢onditions in <he
construction industry ake better and there
. was a greater demand for\ taelr services.

During %the course of +these proceedings an adundance of
evidence was presented to the Commissiony It consisted of individual
carrier testimony, operating expense data, industry profile
vatistics, and construction industry infor ation. 55 exhivits wer
vr oduced The %estinony presented by CD“OK\and protestants, and

ne parties Joining in their respective "ecommenda*ionu, comprises
easily the lengthiest, most contradictory and complex record received
Sor evaluation in a dump vYruck offset proceeding. 3ecause of the
izporvance %0 the parties and the Commission, zmuch of the evidexnce
received will be recitved in this decision.

Suomary

LR
-

We are adopting an®immediasse increase in each of the <three
METS of adout 5%. This figure is the result of the addition of six
percentage points to the %arifs surcharges presently applicable. I
is arrived 2%, as we will see, through an analysis of representative
operaving ratios derived from the annual reports on Tile wita <he
.ommission 0L a representative group of truckers.

-7
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establishing datuz plane cost information in connection with the for-
aire dump Truck industry. In developing “he costs underlying CDU0A's
rate proposal in these proceedings, Jenkins employed the sane
nethodology used By the stafl and CDT0A, and approved by +the
Cozmission in labor and other ¢ffset proceedings in these c¢ontinuin
aizimun rate cases for many years.

In developing his labor cost data, Jenkins relied upon
essentially the same Lador contracts used in the 1973 OSE 2173
sroceeding. Ze stated that the labor rates named in those various
contracts provided the basis Lor +the labor cost component for that dase
study and the several labor offset proceedings congidered by <h
Comzmission during +he intervening yeans. The effective date for <he
current lador rates appearing in thesg\eontraqts, he svated, is
predozinently August 1981. \x

genkins Yestified that while thkre was an incerease of $2 per

in the San Diego region 1981 labor co include
increase, based upen the Judgmeny of
dent at +this <ime. Zowever, a similar $2\increase in the San
{sco 3ay Area Region contracts was used in the cost developmeny
rates in MRT 7-A applicadble within that area. The authorisy
decision was really Martens' and he addressel +this issue. =ZHe
gaid %hat while it fg true that his directions t0 Jenking were %0
adjust costs from the previous 1981 exhibits presented in Pet. 314, and
update <he allied payroll expenses, in considering the San Diego cost
increases The to%tal was going %o develop into 2 figure waich ze deemed

exorhitant. Ze contacteld the carriers in the San Diego area, presented
L
[

his analysis to thez and was advised fthat indeed {he resultant

increases wouléd be excessive.
Martens stated that the hourly rate for the San Diego area

would have been adbout S$53, a2z opposed to the present rate of adbou?

$45. Ze Lfursher stated vhat in his opinion the best possidle minizunm

rate for pudblication in MRT 7-A would be abdout 2% 40 4% less +than a
‘ontrac‘aor 's agtual cost.




asurance dut i3 unadble to afford any kind of a personal pension %0
uodlenent social security. Ze was paying $1.22 per gallon for diesel
including taxes, during the month of March 1982. Costs have

inereased for tires and maintenance, he %testified. Ze worked 1,283
sevenue nours during 1981, which was sozewhat down from 1980, whick ke
stimated at adout 1,500. EHe believes +that his revenue rours will
iacrease during 1982 vut that they will not come back to the 1980

e, He does not believe thavt an increase in the ravte levels in

work availadble to %“he for-hire trucking industiry. Ze estimaved %that

abous 70% of nis operations are as a subhauler and 30% a3 a2 prize
rrier. Over 90% 0f his subhauling is &ene at the nminimum rates.

Robinson estimates his actual operating costs, less wages, profit, and

any najor overhaul costs, at adbout 832 per pour. EHe included no
depreciation in that figure.

Linda Spangler also <testified in support of the petitions.
.:he does hookeeping and dispatehing for ner hus%and who operates a 1979

J=2xle Peterbilt tractor and a 1979 sexmi-end dump wrailer. The tracvor
cost 384,000 including interest, life insurance, lice§§e, ané sales
vax: the trailer adbout $29,000. She Jjudges that thelir dusiness has
been operating at 2 loss because at the end o 1981 <there was no money
lef% in their savings account.

She and ner hushand have been in the dump trucking dusiness
ince 1969. They ran a 10-wheeler for about 10 years and <then saw that
10% 0f the 10-wheeler work was going invo sexzi-end dunp operations.

¥y Sels %hat she purchase 0f new different type equipment would zaxe
vhem more competitive aad hopefully increase their use hours, dbut this
nas not “een the case. The Spanglers' tovtal insurance c¢ost Iis
currently 52,367 zer year. She conceded that this is somewhat less
caan the cos%t shown in The staff cost study of $3,159. The Spanglers'




"The Commission should not rigidly harness
itgels o any s-ng’ cost o0flset procedure
o" °djus*‘*g ivs minimun raves an thereby

preciude the p*esentation 0% evidence in

dugstification of other desired cost offset

proposals.”

Cost increases presented by CDTOA and the staff have been
developed in a nanner consistent with past proceedings, are accurate,
and would bve usable for offset pu*po eg in an economice ¢linmate
approximating conditions prevalent a\hncadp 2g0. 3ut we nust be
zindful of the fact that we are es abx‘sh ng ainiouzn -a*n There i3

0Z2 willingness on qho vart of some oa‘npe *3 %0

0f zinizvn~--par icu rly in connection wivta

-

There i3 also evidence of rate~cutting, especiall
reasion performed under MRT T-A.
. In view 0f the fact <ha* 90% of “he\transportation.under
These .ariga;73?_% TorzedDy._ovaer-operat orilfzg—efe escentially

o’
=aiging the wages of thege truckers when—we increase—rates because '/;‘""
.:.. ir £inal compensatio —che difference between operating expemses_

antmQporating-Tevenues.

Lindeman objects %0 any increase. He objected t0 the lack
0f operating ratio data, unavailadble at the time of hearings. In the
1081 proceeding Lindeman vresented an exhibit consisting of a lis
about 60 carriers, showing their operating ratios Zfor 1978 through
1080. The lis%t is representative of carriers operating under these

shree =ariffs. We take o0fficial notice of the 1981 annual reports of
“he carriers shown on that list and shall use tThose reports %o derive




@

©. Due %o “he demonstrated need by dump truck carriers

verforaing %ransportation services under rates in MRIs 7-A, 17-4A, and
5;; 20 Lfor ¢ - rate relief, the effective date of vais deciszion

skhoulé be today.
Conclusions of Law

1. MRTs 7-A, 17-A, and 20 should be amended to conform %0 our

ndings above. These rates are just and reasonabdle.

2. MRTs 17-A and 20 should be amendeld by separate orders 40

avoid duplication of tariff distridution.

ORDER

IT IS ORDERED that:

1. MRT 7-A (Appendix 3 to D.8206%1, as amended) iz further
azended By incorporating Supplement 21, attached, to becone effective
Seovenver—peoee- Ootate, /7,/972

gﬁ; 2. Comnmon carriers subject':o the Public Uvilities Ae¢t, 0 the
Gx‘:ent “hat shey are subject also t‘g D.82061, as amended, are
Cirected To esvablish in %their tarifﬁs the increases necessary 40
confora with the further adjustments‘brdered by this deciszion.

3. Tariff oublications required\to “e nade by common carriers
as a2 result of this order shall bYe filed not earlier than the
effective date of +this order and may de ) de effective not earlier
than the effective date of the %tarif? pazge atvached.

4. Common carriers, in establisaing and naintaining 4he raves
this order, are authorized %0 degpart Irom <the
2V Cole § 461.5 %40 %he extent neé@gsary “0 adjuet long-
and shor<-haul departures now zaintained under odtstanding
authorizations; such ouvstaniing authorizations are n0dified %0 %ae
ssary 0 comply with this order; and schedules convaining
s pudlished under %tThis authority shall nake reference 40 the
prior orders authorizing loag- and short-haul departures and %o %ais

D.8206%, as amended, shall remain in

.u'.!.‘.’. force and ezff
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6. The Zxecutive
on every common carr
dublishing agents,

MRT T=A.

T. 0k

er, Or such carrie

Ixecutive Direcsor shal
azendments on each subserit
8. The

new Ta%te pages for

ver %o
svaf? i3 dire

appropriave

. To %he exvtent not granted,

and Pes

- - e
This order is_effective

Dated 0CT 61982

I will £file & concurring opinion.

/s/ LEONARD M. GRIMES, JR.
Comissioner

Director shall

verforming transportation

today.

14

serve a copy of this decision
rs' authorized

- ¥
varils

services sudject to

11 serve a copy of +he tvarifd
MRT\7=-A.

ectved $0 prepare as soon as practical,
the purpose of tncomyorating new surcharge levels
rate iteas in MRT?s T-A, 17=A, and 20.

Pet. A5 in C.5437, 2e%
20 in C.9820 are denied.

a%t San Prancisco, California.

JOUIN . PRYSON
President
wWenARD N CRAVI:LLE
LEONARD M. GRIMES, JR
VICTOR CALVO
MASCILLA C GREW
Comissioners




SUPPLEMENT 21 TO MINIMCM RATE TARIFF 7=A

Q APPLICATION OF SURCHARCE
Ixcept as OtCherwise proviced, compute Che anount of charges in accordance
zhe rncos)nnd rules of this carif? and\increase Che amount 80 computed as follows:
Ixceocion

1. By eighteen (13) percent on charges cowputed aC
Column O races sec Zorth in Items 390 or 400:

2. By nineteen and three-quarcers (19-;>Zo percent
on charges computed at Column P races set Zorth
in Izens 390 or 400;

3. By twenty-one and one=half (21-1/2) percent™on all
ocher rates and charges.

For purooses of disposing of fraccions under orovisions hereof, fructions
02 less Than one-hal? (1/2) cent shall be drovped and fraczions of.one=hal? (1/2) cent
Ot xrealer shall DYe increased CO che naxt higher vhole cenc.
ZXCLPTION: The surcharge herein shall not apply to:

1. 1Zem 90 = Accessorial charges;

2, Icems 100 and 110 = (Ratlhesd=to=railhead charges only):

3. Izem 1120 » Sridge and Terry Tolls;

4. Tteam 260 -« Addizional charge for service.

82 10 028

Dincrease, Decizion No.




