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BEFCRE TEE RAILROAD COMMISSION OF TEE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

In the Matter of the Suspension dy )

the Commissiorn ox its own Motion of )

portions of Supplement No. 1l to C. )

R.C. No. 10, Local and Interdivision ; Case No. 3547.
)

Freight Texiff of RICHARDS IRXUCKING
AND WAREEOUSE COMPANY.

For Respoudent:

Mertin E. Richards, ropresenting Richards Truck-
ing and Warehowse Company.

Tor Protestants:

¢. G. Anthony, G. C. Foster and W. K. Downey, for
Motor Freight Termingl Company.

. J. Bischoff, for Rice Trensportation Company.

R. C. Bliss, for Southern Pacific Company and
Pacific Motor Tramsport Company.

M. A. Casenave, for Cltizens Truck Company.

J. B. Zimmerman and Charles L. Adely, for Zimmer-

men Bros.
Chaxrles E. Smith, for Alllisor Auto ExXpress.
J. 0. BErnst, I¢r Dependable Trucking Company.

BY THE COMMISSION:

CPINION

By axn order of this Ccommission dated March 13, 1933, Sup-

plement No. 1I to C.R.C. No. 10, Local and Interdivision Freight

Tariff of te Richards Trucking and Warehouse Compsny was suspended
uztil April 15, 1933, and by other orders has been further suspend-

ed. This suspension was respousive to protests received from inter-

ested competing cerriers, alleging thaet the proposed absorption
rule and the proposed rates would result In redating, demoralize

the tariffs now in effect, were mom-compensatory, and even insuf-




ficient to cover the out-of-pocket costs.
A public hearing was held before Ixaminer Geary &t Los
Angeles Xarch 28, 1933, apd the matter submitted.

The suppiement issued Fedbruary 10 and made effective

March 15, 1933, proposed rnumerous reductions in the comodity rates
applying between Los Angeles and the Los Angeles Harbor points, as
deserived in Section S of the tariff, including Group C stations.
The Group C pointg arc on respondent’s Los Angeles~-Long Beach -San
Pedro Division anéd are specifically named as East Long Beach, Long
Beach, Long Beach Harbor, Wilmington and San Pedro. The suspension
order against the supplerent includes Rule 1IF and Items 161, 191,
192, 193, 276-A, 287, 288, 325-4, 331, 354-.&,-363-.5. and 375. It
will not be necessary to here enumerate the many commodities em=~
draced in the items. The segregations of the weights and rates

are not uniform, but Item 181 fairly illustrates the adjustment.
This item, covering drugs, tollet preparatioms snd chemicals, pro-
vides rates for lots of less than 2000 pounds of 20¢, 2000 pounds
and less than 12,000 pounds 17¢, 12,000 pounds and less than 16,000
pounds 12¢, 16,000 pounds and less than 24,000 pounds 10¢, 24,000
pounds and less then 30,000 pownds 8¢, and 30,000 pounds and over
3.

The Motor Freight Terminsl Corxpany, & certificated truck
line competing in this territory, and the largest carrier of pack-
age freight, has but one rate of 25¢ per 100 pounds for Item 161
commodities, &nd the rate applies regardless of volume of the
weilght. The proposed rates, graded as they are on aggregated
weights, would reduce the schedule of the Terminal Company from
25¢ to 20¢ oxr by 20% for 2000 pounds and less, while for a shipment
of 30,000 pounds and over from 25¢ to 7iy¢, or by 70%. Certificated




truck lines, members of the so-called George L. Colburm, Agemnt,
Association, handling tonmage principally in heavy Jots dbetween
Los Angeles and the steamship wherves, would find their standard
rates out dy this Item from 20¢ to 17¢ in the 12,000-pound group;
from 107 to 8¢ in the 24,000~-pound growp, and from 9¢ to 7¢ in the
30,000=-pound group; other items in a somewhat like ratio.

It might here be stated that upon authorization from this
Commission dated August 31, 1931, some 17 truck lines, represented
by Agent Colburn, operating between Los Angeles and the Los Angbl—
es Earbor stcamship wharves, wexre permitted to publish a master
tariff setting for-tk rates, rules and reéegulations foxr the wiform
use of practically &ll of this group of certificated truck opera-
tors. Respondent was one of the partigs to the tariff, errective
Octoder 12, 1931, since which date, because of competitive oon-
ditions, meny of the original retes have been reduced by practi-

cally all of the parties in & supplement December 28, 1931, and

respondent again coopereted in mintaining the standard rates &s

oevidenced by his Supplement No. 1 to Texiff C.R.C. No. 1l.
Respondent operates under two tariffs, the first (C.R.
C. No. 10) having its oxigin & number of years ago, naming class
and commpdity rates between all points served by it in Southern
California, including Los ingeles and the Harbor, and second (C.
R;b..no. 11), the tariff adopted by the certificated association
oP;rators, épplying only on shipments received from or delivered
to the steamship wharves. Respondent provides in Sectiom 9 of
i1ts TLocal Tariff C.R.C. No. 10 rates between Los Angeles and
steamship waarves in Long Beach Earboxr district. These rates are
also besed on quantity lots, vwiz., 20¢ per 100 pounds for weights
over 250 and not over 1500 pounds, the rates gradually reducing

as the weight increases, to as low .as 7¢ per 100 pounds for quan-




tities over 50,000 pounds. The Section 9 rates are unot restrict-
ed in any manner and therefore must 5e applied as maximum at the
intermediate points. The tarliff also provides in Item 80 a rate

of 6¢ per Y00 pounds for freight of ell kinds im lots of 1000

tons Oor more per month from one Or more consignors to one consignee
and one destination. Many of the rates in this Section 9 are low=
er than those proposed in Supplement No. 1L, under suspemnsion ﬁi
this proceeding.

Texriff Circular No. 2 of this Commission provides tﬁat
whenever class or commodity rates are named in an iIndividusl tar—
irf or different tariffs applicable detween specific points, the
lower of such rates is the lawful rate, unless some combdbination
of class rates or of commodity rates or of class and commodity
vates makes & lower through rate. TUnder this rule the lower rates
found in elther ome of the two tariffs is the lawful rate to assess
at the intermediate polnts.

The proposed any-quentity camodity rates wculd all be
mterially lower than those now assessed by competitors handling
only package Ireight, while the rates applying to truck load
quantities would in meny instances reduce those published 1n the
agreed association tariff guthorized by this Commission. Also,

the rates which are based on & stated total tonnege per calendar

month introduce a procedure not authorized in the texriffs of asso-.

ciated companies between Los ingeles and the harbor wharves.

There was no testimony by respondent to test the costs
for performing the services although the general statement was Ofe
rered that the rates were presumed to reflect some profit., Re-
spondent's annual report however for the year 1932 shows a deficit

of $4,782.14, and there were operating losses for a number of years

prior thexeto.




Protestents gave testimony and presented en exhibit to
show that the rates proposed would mot result iz a profit, and
considered by themselves would fall to prodnce'even the out-of-
pocket costs; also they would further demorelize the existing
unsatisfactory conditions among the truckers between Los Angeles
and the Harbor.

Rule 11X was most vigorously protested and criticized.
This rule proposeé an allowance of 2¢ per 100 pounds when the
freight is loaded on the carrier's equipment by the consignor,n
and a like allowance of 2¢ per 100 pounds when it 1s unloaded by
the consigumee, subject to 2 minimum welight of 17,000 pounds and
& rate of not less than 5S¢ per 100 pounds. This absorpiion would
give to the shipper an allowsnce of $6.80 for performing the load-
ing and the waloading of 17,000 pounds. It Was admitted that Te=
spondent in handling ordinary freight could complete the same serv-
{ce at o cost of approximately $1.60; thus the rule would in ef-
fect give to the shipper & premium of $5.20 above his cost incur=—
red for the loading and unloading of the lading. Protestent
attempted to Justify the rule by explaining that demurrage char-
ges for truck delays might be assessed in some situations, and al-
so that the rule was already in the tarifl of a competitor. The
competitor's tarlff however was not protested and will be the sub-
ject of owr fuxther consideration.

The Cfacts are convincing that the proposed rates taken
as & whole would imperil the general rate structure and accomplish

2o results beneficial to either the carriers or the shippers.
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This ecase baving been duly heard and submitted, full in-

vestigation of the matiers and things involved having been had,

S.




and basing this order or the findings of fact and the conclusions
conteined im the preceding opinioxn,

IT IS FERIBY ORDERED that resporndent Rickexds Twucking
and Warehousze Compeaay be and it is heredy ordered and directed
forthwith to cancel on or defore May 15, 1933, the suspended Rule
ané Items in Supplement No. 11 to its Local and Interdivision
Freight Teriff C.R.C. No. 10.

IT IS EIRYBY FURTEER ORDERED that upon the cancellation
thereof this proceeding be and it 1s hereby discontinued and our
suspension order of Merch 13, 1933, be vacated end set aside.

Dated at San Francisce, Califorrnia, this _f, day
of May, 1933.
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