
BEFORE TEE ru..IL?O.iD ~01naSSIO~T OF TEE ST~TE OF C:..LIFOPSIA. 
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In the l'!etter of tho .A.pplica.tion of ) 
F. w. ~omph. ~gent, Pacific Freight ) 
Tariff Bureau, for permission to in- ) 
crosse the less ~h~n ccr:oe~ r~~ez ; A??L!C~T!ON NO.6214 
~nd the classit1ca.t1o~ of preserved ) 
fruits when pa.cked in glass, earthen- ) 
ware, :ne tal oallS or wooden con t8.iners. ) 

~. c. Fyfe and F.W. Gom,h, for the applicant. 
Seth Mann for the San Francisco Cha.~ber of Commerce, 
The C3:me~s' !,e3gue ot California and. the :~orthcrn 
California Wholesale Grocers' Associst10n. 

?reston Mc K1zl:c.ey, !or the Cannors' League of 
Californ1a. 

G. J. Bradley, for Merchants' & 1~nufacturer3t 
Traffic Azsociation of Sacramento. 

F. ~. Eill for Fresno Traffic Assoc1ation. 
W. D. Wall, for Traffic Bureau of San Jose ~hamber 

of Comma rce • 

~O~t Commi3s1on~r -

OPINION -------
Under dste October 16, 1920, F. W. Gomph, Agent, in the n~e 

of and on behalf of all carriers psrties to Pa.cific Freight T~r1~~ 

Bureau Bxceptio~ Sheet No.l-~. C.R.C. No.221, filed an applic~t1on 

for pe~ission to change the classification of ~reserved fruits. 

Item No.326. covered b~ the a~plicat1on, beoame effective August l5, 

1920, in Supplement !;o.2 to the Exception Sheet. 

~he proposed changes in the classiiication spp~ on17 to less 

than o~rload shipments and were puolished in Supplement No.7 to 

Consolidate~ ?reight Class1ficntion NO.1, C.E.C. No.217. on ?age 30. 

as Items 3 and 4, to beoome effective on August 15, 1920. Before 
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the effective date of the Supplement protests were ~11ed by 

California fruit ~ackers and this Oommission instructe~ the 

?acific ~reight Tariff 3ureau to restore the classifications as 

the~ a~peared Originally on ?ege 175, under Items l2 and 13 in 

Oonsolidated Class1ficct10n No.1. 

The present and proposed ratings are set forth bel~: 

cOM£C)DrTy .. : .. .. ?:t'ESZNT : P~OPCSE1> .. .. .. • .. Applies on Intrastato Trs.:f~ic within, .. .. .. .. California only. .. .. .. .. .. -.. -Fni t, other than Dried. Evapors. ted .. -.. -Or Fresh: : .. .. 
Oanned or preserved, in juice or .. .. .. .. 
syruP. or in li~uid other than : .. .. 
brine or alCOholic liquor, Fruit .. .. .. .. Butter, .. .. .. .. Cru.ahod Fruit, Fruit Jam .. Fnit : : 
Jolly or Fro.it Pttlp: .. .. .. .. In glass Or earthenware, packed in crates 3 .. 1 .. In glass or earthenware. :packed in : .. .. 'ba.rrels or boxes .. 4 .. 2 .. - .. • .. .. In kits .. 2 .. 2 • ,- • • - .. .. In kits. in crates .. 4 .. 3 .. .. • • .. .. In pails Or tubs : 2 .. 2 • • • .. In pa.ils Or tubs, in crates .. 4 .. 3 • • .. .. In metal Co.:::'3, in crates • • .. 3 .. 3 .. .. In 'bulk, in barrels • • .. 4 .. 3 • .. .. In meta.l cans, in barrels Or boxes .. 4 .. 3 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 

~ae prinoipal witness. for applicant, Mr. R. C. Fyfe o! Chicago, 

Agent for carriers in the Western Classification terr1to~, testified. 

thet the cla$sificetio~ ~revailing for preserved fruits was unreason­

ably low a.nd that there roes 8. deSire and. a. necessity tor u:c.ifo:rm1'~ 

as between the three classification groupings - Eastern, Southern and 

Western. Attention was directed to tee present rating of 4th 01aS8 

for fruits in metel or glass co~tainers ~d the claim ~ade tha.t s~ch 

rating was improper, inasmuch ns fruit, being an artiole ot high 

value, sho~ld not claseit,r the same as salt, stone, sand, lime, 

oe~ent. lumber and other co~odities haVing much lower values. 
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It was further contended that the £ru1t in glass being more s~s­

ceptible to de.msge:a should 'be cla3sified higher than :f'ruit in C@3 
" .. 

.. . and by reason of the greater risk to the fruit in glass second 

class would be proper as against 3rd Class for fruit in cans. 

The reclassification here pro~osed is claimed to follow the 

suggested classification laid down b~ the Examiner in I.e.C. Docket 

No.10204 Oonsolid~ted Classification Cese decided July 3. 1919. but 

which ~port w~e not ndopted by the Into~tate Commeroe Commission. 

Referring to Appendix No.6 of the Decision at zage 271. it is to be 

noted that the S~o1al =lass1:f'1cat1on Comm1tteo proposod 4th Cla33 

for fruit in glass. earthenware, or in metal cans when '~a¢ked in 

barrels or boxes. while the Exa:dner suggested ~d Olass in glass 

" Or earthenware and 3rd Class in metal cans. The Examine r' s sug-

gest10n was observed in its entirety by Supplement No.7 to Consol-

ida ted Freight Classification No.1 as far as the Wester.n ratings 

wero concerned, but deVisted to some extent in the ratings made 

for Officinl ~nd Southern territor,y. The failure to compl~ On-

t1rely with the suggested classifications was not set forth in the 

testimony presented at the hearing in the present proceeding. 

This application is opposed by shippers, not beo~se they 

are unfavorabl~ disposed to a uniform olassification. but ma1n~ 

upon the ground that the chargos for the transportation of preserved 

fruits in less than carload lots havegrect~ a4vsnoed during the 

past few years. Objection was nlso made to the proposed se~a.rs.tion , 

in the classification by applying 3rd Glass to fruit in metal 

aDd 2nd Class when packed 10 elass Or earthenware. Th1s latter 

rating, it is ~lleged, would create discrimination against the glass 

conte iller, w:bich has recently become populs.r and by r~e.son of the 

manner ot packing is claimed to be as safe tor tr~nsportation pur­

poses ss the ~etal cans. 

It is not necessar,y to ~ake an extensive analysis of 

protestants' exhibits showing the increases in cherges because o~ 
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rate ohsJ:lges s1nce Jo.ne 24, 1918,. whon the first sd.vs.nees were m.ad.e 

by General Order No.28. issued by the ~irector General of 3a11roads. 

The following are the typical 111~trat1ons o! the changes: 

Preserved fruit in glass. Los Angeles to San Bernardino advanced. 

from 21 cents on June 24, 1918, to 33 cents on AU~J$t 26, 1920. 

It is proposed by this application to classify tho fruit in glass 

2nd Class, wilich would make a rste of 4st oen ts per 100 pound.s 88 

against the 21 cents in effect June 24, 1918. On fruit 1n metal 

osns between the same points t~ rate was 21 cents; proposed. 3rd 

Class would make a rate of 4~ cents. From Presno to Bakersfield 

the rate in glass or earthenware, boxed. :une 24, 1918, was 23 cents; 

the ~resent rate is sst c~ts, ~11e under the proposed rating of 

200. Class the rate would becoce 49 cents. ~rior to June 24, 19~8, 

the rate between the same points on presenea. frc.i t in metal csns<' 

was 23 cents, is now 3~ cents end it the proposei 3rd Class 

rating is permitted to go into effecttw~ld be 40t cents. From 

San Prsncisco to Bakersfield, preserved !~it, in metal cans. 

boxed, was 46 cents on June 24, 1918; the present rate is 72 cents, 

while the ~roposed Zrd Class rsting would be 80 cents. The rates 

to all other points would be proport10nato17 increased. 

There 'Ires testimony to the effect tha.t the 10s3 and. d!lmege 

claics are few in number in con:ect1on wit~ the transportation of 

presorved fruits. whether packed in glass, earthenware or metal 

cans; alao tha.t the cOllvenient s1:e of the package me.,kes it eas7 

to handle as co:pared with rnsny co~odities haVing the same rates. 

The record does not de£1n1te17 establish when tle 4th.Clsss 

rating was first ~ut into effect in the Western Olassifioation 

territor.y, but it was ad~tted by witnesses for applicant, and 

concurred in by those represent~g ~rotestsnts that the ~resent 

classifics. tion of the preserved fr'tli ts has been in use for more 

tban twonty years. 

California produces en extremely large tonnage of fruit; 
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there are c8meriGs alld packUlg honses throughout the Stete md the 

Qovement of preserved fruits is heavy, going to the jobbing centers 

in c~rloads a~ being distributed thro~ghout the State in less than 

carload quantities. No effort was ~de by applicant to show the 

tonnage ~oved in less t~sn oarload lots, nor the increased revenue 

expected to accrue because of the changes in classifications. The 

desire for uniformity appears to be the controlling factor in the 

minds of tho carriers. reSardless of ~e e!~ect the higher c18s81-

fic~tion of the commodities would have u~on the revenues. 

Consolidated Freight Clsss1t1cat1on No.1. effective Decemher 

30. 1919, was Published while the railroads were under fe~era1 con­

trol and conts1ns standard rules and regu~tio:s for the Ofiic1al, 

Southern and ~estern territOries, but prov1~es separate and dia-

tinct ratings tor the com:ouities in the three groupings. Some 

slight effort was. no ~oubt, made in fo~uleting this classif1cation 

to bring about unifor.o ratings, but Owing to the different con-" 

ditions existing~ t~e reclsas1ficstion ot commodities was not sorio~­

If attempted at the time. 

Un1~orm classification is deSirable a~d wo~ld~ no doubt. 

remove alleged discriminations now eXisting, but in view of the 

fact t4at ratos have Qcen 1ncreasel in many different ways dur~g 

the ~est tew years unt11~ it is c!aimed by the shi~pers that they 

have ~eached ~ l~vel wbere ~be m01emen~ b~ railroad has been cur-

t~11ed. I nm o! tho o~inion tha~ ~Urthor 1nereases wO~d not bo 

to 't1le advantage of the carriars. os:pecially ill th.e transpol'te.tion 

of short haul treffic. 

Effective August 26. 1920~ the c~r.r1ers within the state o~ 

Cal1~or.nia were suthor1:e~ to ~ncrease !reight rates by 25~. The 

deciSion of this CommiSSion in A'O'Clicat1o::. No.572S followed. the ... -
action tcken by the Interstate Commerce CO~ssion in its PrOceeding 

Ex Parte 74~ winch actio!l was in cO:l)?11ance with the Ssch-Cumm.1ns 
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Law, known as the Tr~s~ortatio~ Act 1920. In thst proceeding 

~ addition to a 25% increase in freight rates there was a 20% 

increase in pesse~er fares and a 50% increase in ~lmsn tares. 

The action taken by the I.:.tersta te COllJmeree Co:nmission ElJld this 

COmmission gave consider~tion to the testimony, the eXhibits, 
/ 

~n~ to the stste~ents submitted by the carriers upon which t~e1r 

financial needs were based and included the revenue secured from 

the tr~spor~stion o~ presor~ed fruits. ~nd was 1nt~nde~ to give 

to t~e carriers appro~~~tel~ 6% upon the v~lue of t~eir proper-

ty. 

It appears tnat the granting of this application ~t~ori­

zing the reclassification of these fruits, would produce large 

increases in revenue 9 giving the carriers something ~ore than 

was antiCipated in tAo increases already ~thorizad under the 

provisions of teo Transportation Act. 

Wit~out at this t~e ~assing upon the reasonableness ot 

these proposed classification changes, I am of the opinion thet 

under the traffic conditions new existing and the further tact 

that the effect of the rate increases heretofore granted have 

not been thorough~ demonst=ated that t~e application should 

be denied. 

I sub~it the follow1~g form of order: 

ORDER 
------~ 

A ~ublic hesri~g haVing been held in the above entitled 

proceeding, teztimo~ heving been ~~esent9d, and the case having 

bee~ submitted for decision and the ~a1lrosd Cozmiss1on basing 

its conclUSions o~ the sta~ments of tact Which appear in the 

~in1on preceding this order, 
I~ !S ~~BY· o EDEEED , that the 8pplic~t1on be deniod, ~~th­

out :pre judice. 
The for,sgoing Opinion alld Ord.er sre hereby approved and or-

dered filed as the Op!n1on and Order of the 3eilroad Commission 
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of the State of California. 

.-r _I~. De-ted. at Ssn Francisco, California, this __..;,,;-0 ____ da~ of: 

December 1920. 
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