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Job:' Chi~n., for Chipman "Corporation , .' 
, .. ... espon ent. . . 
Elmer J. Sjostrom, Attorney at' .. I.,aw, and'-:' ,.,' ", 

' .. E. i.HJelt" for the,. Commission· staff .. · ":. 
. .. ., ~ 

o p, I N. I Or N . - - - - - --' ~.' 

,' ..... t., 

Respondent'is a household goods Carrier" operatl.ng·;u:iaer~·a· 
permt with' its headquarters 'in Oakland', cal:i:fo·rnia., - '!he': purpose\of::, 
this inves'tigation' was' to' determine:: whether respondent:ha,'s' overcruirged 
shippers by unde::estimating charges established by the"rules'-·in·· ':-,""<: 

Minimum Rate Tariff 4-B and' whether =esPondent also:frlle<:f to-repo::t or 

p3y to the Commission the penalties proVided' fOr' in"'Said Ulrlff·> ':, 
Public: he~ringwas helC! befo=e Administrative L'iwJudge.:· ',: 

Fraser at· san Francisco' on September' 16, 1977' ancf the: matter was , 
submittec! on a stipulation of parties which was~: placed 'in evidence as 
Exhibit 1. The shipping documents~ and the' st.i!f< ra'te- sta"iement were 
placed in evidence a's Exhioi.ts LA, lB', and' lC~ ····The< r~spotident was::'" 
represented at' the' hearing'by itscorpora:t~ Vice'president~:None. of':' , 

the sh.ippers appeared at the Septemb~r:heari;'g'~ ':Thest'ipula:ti'on::~a's~ 
dated', September 1,197i' and was signed by: the=espond~nt" s':vi~ 
president a~c by' 'the: .. staff ~.ounsel.· !i~ af=irined' thS.'t: the:· s:taff~"'~ .. " 
allega tion-s and- ra tillgs w~e' true: and' correct ancF 'tMtthefac:'t~s~"· '.. , 

.. ';'1, - ,~ .. ' 
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.",:' ,.... ," ... " ". ~. yo',..:. .. 

were ,as stated in the findings herein':':,.:, Res~n~~(~~<::e . president ", 
,stated that this is the first forma1illvestigation by -,the Commission 

.' . . '. . 

that respondent has experienced during its 40, years illbusines,s. 

He st:ated that tile violations resulted f:oin,errors -mdeby: iri- _ 
'.' '" '" .. '. ,,',' ...... ,' . 

experienced employeesth.at respondent hired ,to ke~FtlP,~with the " 
-' .... ,.~ 

expansion of its business. ' '-' H -~ ,',' , 

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

In vl.eM of the record andthe"stip_ulat,i01l ~ll,fil~_,he::,e~,,., 
the Commission finds as follows: 

1. Respondent operates' under I permit,s as ,a hOt7S~hold goods 
carrier and a radial highway, COttItllOtl carr1er ~ It sUbscribes to and 

has been served with the applicable tIli:iil:tum,~ r,8te _ tariffs and its 

principal place of business is in Oakland, California. 
2. During 1976 members: of ,the ,Public Utilitie's Com::r:ission 

staff conducted a review of respondent's operatio~ for the period 
July 1, 1975 through March 31, 1976. '!he scope of the review. 
included the transportation listed on the order instituting 
investigation ,in this case. _-

3. The copies of the ,documen.tscovering this tX'ansportation 
a:e included in Exhibi't, 1. _ '!b.ese documents are true and _ cor:eet, 
copies of tbe original. documents in l:,e.spondent' s files. 

4. Tba~ the, ratings made, by the, Commission staff in Exhibit 
lC are true 4nd correct. 

S.. 'Ihat -:he exhibits X'eflect oveX'charge, violations in the 
, ,. " 

amount of $5~152.72 on 50 shipQents of used household goods and 
. .... . '., . 

::;2~lS2.74 in Ullde=est~ting,.penalties accruing under. the provisions 
." . . 

of Item 33 .. 7 of }C'..inimum Rate Tariff 4~B-. 
6. That the overcharges shown in the exhibits resulte~ from 

respondent f s improper execution an~· use 0: tbe addend.umorder, for .... 
servi.c~. in violation 'of ~e provisi'ons. of Item 33. S' o{ Mi~. :Rate 

.' . '".< ., .'>".\ -'.1, 

tariff 4-B. 
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7. That ~he underestimating penalties accrued under the 
provisions of Item 33.7 of ~ni~um Rate Tariff 4~B and that Chipman 
negligently failed to report or transmit such penalties to the 
Public Utilities Commission. 

8. That the Commission staff and respondent Chipman Corpora
tion have stipulated to a punitive fine of $3,500 pursuant to 
Section 5285 of the Public Utilities Code. 
Conclusion . 

Respondent has violated Sections S139, S193, 5197, and 
5245 of the Public Utilities Code and should pay a punitive fine of 
$3,500 pursuant to Section 528S of the Public Utiliti~s Code. 
Respondent should refund the overcharges of $S,152.72 to the SO 
shippers previously designated and should pay a penalty of $2,152.74 
pursuant to the provisions of Item 33.7 of Minimum Rate Tariff 4-B. 

ORDER -----
IT IS ORDERED that: 

1. Chipman CorpOration shall pay a fine of $3,SOOto this 
Commission pursuant to Public Utilities Code Section 5285. "Such 
fine is to be paid in seven consecutive $500 monthly installments 
commencing on ~rch 1, 1978. 

2. Chipman Corporation shall refund the overcharges of 
$5,152.72 to the 50 shippers named in the order of investigation. 
Said refund is to be made in consecutive monthly disbursements 
totaling" no less than $1,000 a month commencing on ~rch 1, 1978. 
All :efund checks will be forwarded to the Public Utilities 
Commission staff for transmittal to the shippers concerned. 

3. Chipman Corporation shall pay the $2,152.74 in penalties 
to this Commission by consecutive monthly installments of no less 
than $500 a month commencing on March 1, 1978. 

-3-



C.10362 ap 

The Executive Director of the Commission shall cause 

personal service of this order to be ~de upon the Chipman 

Corporation. 
'I'b.e effective date of this order shall be twenty days 

after the completion of service. 
Da~ed at San Francls~ , California) this. Q,O . .ta. 

day of DECEM8~R , 1977. 

Cotaml.ssioners 
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