Decision No. 2959. . | - @RH@“N&& - | |

BEFORE TEE RAILROAD COMMISSION OF TEE STATE OF CALIFORNTIA

In the Matter of the Establishment of
maxizum or minimum, or maximum 2nd
winimm rates, rules and regulations
of all Radial Eighway Common Carriers
and Zighway Contract Carricrs operating
zotor vehicles over the public highways
of the State of California, pursuant
to Chapter 223, Statutes of 1935, for
the transportation for compensation or
hire of zny a2nd 2ll commodities and
accessorial services inecident to such
transportation.

Case No. 4088
Part smyw

Sl L A, W P UL P WL A L

In the Matter of the Investigation and ‘
Establishment of rates, charges, class~ Case No. 4145
Lications, rules, regulations, contracts Part npn

and practices, or 2ny thereof, of Common
Carriers of property. v

BY TE COMMISSION:

FURTHER OPINION AND ORDER

Following extensive hearings had at Los Angeles,
the Commission on January 25, 1937 issued Its opinion and order
(Decision No. 29480) in the above entitled proceedings. By this
order.it preserided waat 1t believed to be rezsonadle and suf-
ficlent rates for common carriers (a5 that term 1s def’ned in +he
Public Utilities Act) amd Just, reascnable and non-discfiminatozy
ziznimuz rates for highway coatract carriers and radial.highmay 
common. ¢arricers (as those terms are defined in the Highwoy

Carziers’ Aet) Lor the transportation of




1 f :
property between points in the territory bownded gemerally by Burbank
/ ) . .

1 !
No rates were prescrived for the transportation of:

(1) Attomobiles.
(2) Fruit, fresh; vegetadles, fresk or green.

(3) Yilk, cream, buttermilk, cottage cheese, pot cheese,
or mflavored ice~crean mix when transported in milk
shipping cans, in bottles In cases or crates, or In
bulk in tarnks.

(4) Motion picture films end motion picture’ accessories.

(5) 011, water or gas well outfits and supplies as
. . dese¢rived in Item No. 10 of Appendix TAY £o0 Dew
cision No. 29313 of Novenber 30, 1936, in Cases
4088 "Cr, 4106 and 4107, betvreen points for which
rates are provided In said declision.

Petrolemm products (liguid, refined), including
compounded oils having 2 petroleunm base, as de-~
seribed in Supplement 17 t0 Western Classification
No. 65 (Supplement No. 17 to C.R.C. No. 580 of

M.A. Cummings, Ageant), under the heading "Petroleun
or Petroleum Products * % ¥ (except petroleum crude
0il, »etroleun fuel 0Ll :.znd petroleum gas oil) when
trmsported in tank cars, taak trucks, tavk
trailers or tank semi-trailers, or 3 combination of
such algaway vehicles.

Proverty transported by Railway Express Ageacy, Inc.,

- United Parcel Service, Inc., or Louis M. Goodman
doing business as Goodman Delivery Service and 20th
Century Delivery Service.

(8) sand, rock, gravel, road building material, excavated

- meterfial, dullding ma2terinls, asphaltic concrete
decomposed granite, and stabilizing materials, vhen
transported by dunp truck.

(2} shiyments weighing more than 18,000 pounds.
(lO)...ive*tock.

(ll)Used.b.ouseh.old goods and personal effects, secondw
- -hand furniture, musical Instruments, radios, office
and .,tore Lixtures and equipment.

(3.2)Propert'y between steamship wharves at Los Angele.,
and Long Beach Harbors on the one hand and certain
territory in and intermediate to Los Angeles on the
other hzand, nor within 2 certain industrial area in
and near Lof- Angeles. The excepted territories
were defined in Rule No. 30 of .L«.ppendix "AY of
Declision No. 29480.




and Sen Fernando on the north, Redlands, Yucalpa, femet Valley and
Escondido oﬁ the east, the Mexican border on the south, zndé the |
Pacific Ocean oz the west. The rates prescribed are set fortk in
an appendix attached to the order. They are constructod om 3
mileage hasis and are graded according to the size of the shipment.
In general, property is Givided Into four classes; where.ﬁhe record
shows that special treatment is necessary classification exceptions
are provided.

The rates prescribed are generally lower than those sug-
gesved during the Rearings. On the whole they are somewhat aigher
than those now In effect but iﬁ speciflc instances, they will‘
result in substantial reductions. Imsofar as reductions are con-
cerned thils 1s particularly trqe with respect to the rates for the
long distances. The rates for short haul transportation of small
shipments, while not lower than thoze now in effect, are materially
lower than those suggested by several of the WItnesscs.

Ls stated in the o:isinal decision the proceedings were
nad for the purpose of considering the representations made by 2

aunber of carriers o the effect that the existing rates were not

vroperly constructed and did mot refleet the cost of performing the

service. The rates prescrlibed were intended to bring about a rate
structure which was logiczl, consistent and free from wndue dic-
erfimination and at the same time return to the: carriers involved
sufficient reveaue to cneble them to render 2 sound and enduring
transportation service.

Almost immediately following the issuance of the order,
however, a2 nuxber oI carriers, particularly highway carriers both
contract and common, represented to the Commission that ﬁhey had

made a careful survey and had found the amount of the ineresse so
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small that 1t fell far short of affording the necded rellef. They
also objected to certain otuer less important features of %ae de~
c¢ision and requested that the order be modified forthwith. Petitions
Lfor the exclusion of grain and grain products were filéd' by a b.igb.v:ay '
contract carrier-and by & milling company, and requests for modification
were made by a distridbutor of telephone directories, by a transporter

of béggage and by the California Farm Burcau Federation. Because |

of the representations that the preseribed rates were entirely inad-
eouate, vhe matters were set for oral argumeat before the Com:ﬁission en
bane which was had at Los Angeles, Februsry 16, 1937. Tb.g parties

participating in the argument are listed in tre Lootnote.
2

They are:
Wallace XK. Downey, for Pacific Freight Lines =nd Xeystome Express Co.

Henry J. Bischoff, for Southern California Freilzht Lines znd
Southern California Freight Forwarders.

Gerald E. Dufly, for The Atchisoan, Topeka & Santa Fe Rallway Co.
and Santa e Transportation Co.

J.B. Lyons, for Southern Pacific Company and Pacific motor
Trucking Company .

A.D. Poe, for Motor Truck hsstn of Southern California.

E.A. a2ker, for Automotive Couné:i.l of Orange County.

B.J. Forman, for Globe Grain & Milling Company, Southern
California Flour Millers' Traffic Association,
Los Angeles Crain Exchange, California E’.ay
Grain and Feed Dealers' Assin.

C.C. Richards, for Burbaank Chamber of Commerce.

E. R. Brachear, for Los Angeles Chamber of Commerce.

R.E. Crandall, for Assoclated Jobbers and Manufacturers.

F.W. Turcotte, for Chambers of Commerce and other c¢ivie
organizations shown in Decision No. 29430 and
for the clientele of Carmichael Traffic Corp-
oration consisting of 87 manufacturing and
Jobbing concerns in the vicinity of Los Angeles.

WeF. Thompson, for Californin-~Hawaiian Sugar. Rerming_Corp'n.

B.F. Bolling, for Ploneer-Flintkote Conmpany. -?

JeJ. Duell, for California Farm Bureau Federation.




The argunents made by Messrs. Downey and Bischoff are
similar and to the following effect:

While rates have been decreasing the cost of meterials and

supplies has begn 2dvanceing and a substantial Iincrease in wages 1s

now imperative. This Increase canndt\ be made wnless rates materially

higher then those preseribed in Decision No. 29480 are established.
Such higher rates are justifled dy °6.§F studies of record which,
with the excention of labor, are based on actual experience smd
have not been controverted. These coét studies show particularly
that the rates prescribed‘ for long-—bé;}.l transportation and for ‘ship~- |
ments weighing less than 500 pownds are too low. The fact that
charges based on actual weights may nct exceed those computed at a
lower rate and higher welght minimum and the naming of exceptions
to the governing classification disacivantage the carx"iers.‘ The
classification exceptions should in :my’ eveat apply only on ship-
meixts noving in substantial quantitics. - LAfter giving effect to
Pule 50 (¢) which permits the lower rating where different ratings
are provided for articles .aécordi.ng to the form in which they are
shipped, the rates prescribed will return approximatelyflo% additional
revenue, but this is not sufficient to enable the carriers to pay.
the wages which they are required to pay for the transportation ric}t
only of the commodities covered by the declsion but of those that
have bee:;_;‘excluded as well. _

Based on the tommage the companies Mr. ‘Bischoff represezits
are now hauling, roses proposed during the argument (Exhlbit A~Z2)

It 4is strongly urged that labor is not getting its Just dre. The
average hourly wage paid drivers of all.kinds by vhe conpanies rep-
resented by Mr. Bischoff, during the month of Decenber, 1956, was
44% cents; that paid by the companies represented by Mr. Downey ramged
from 45 cents to 55 cemts. Dock labor is generally paild less. Vages
of 60 cents for freight handlers and short haul drivers, and from
70 ecents to 75 cents for long haul drivers are proposed and sald.to be
necessary. Somewhat in excess of 50% of the entire cost of aighway
transportation represeals wages.




are said to produce approximetely 17% more revenue than the rates

now in effect but at least this nmuch additional revenue is ‘said to

be necessary if the proposed wages are to be paid. VWhat reveh.ue

they would retuxrn to the companies represented by Mr. Dowaey 1s not
of record.

Mr. Du.zfy stressed the cost of performing pick-up and
delivery service, and concurred in the views of Messrs. Domey and
Bischoff that the rates prescribed by the Commission were too low.
de is particularly disturbded about the rates for the higher weight
brackets. The 18,000 pound bracket, he believes, skould he eliminated,
on the ground taat it tends to break down the rates In the 10,000
to 18,000 pound bracket and is in any cvent not applicable to ship—
ments weighing in excess of 18,000 pounds. He recommended tb.:'z.t.
the term "lot” be defined so =s to remove any doubt whether or nqt, a
saipment is entitled to 1ot rates if the articles saipped are of
different cluosses. Ze suggested that the term be restricted to
articles of the same class shipped by one consignor to one consignee.
In this Messrs. Downey aad Bischoff concurred.

Tn the main, Mr. Lyods agreed with the views expressed by
¥r. Duffy. However, ne made the following additional objections:

1. The ratec scale preseribed by the Comm;.ssion .‘Ls too low
ané results In uncalled for, mecéssazl'y 218 undemanded
rate reductions. _

2. It sets vwp at least two umnecessary weight zroups.

3. Tae spread between the different weight groups 1s too
great.s Tt should reflect only the difference in terminal

4 _ o : R
The amount now paid to private carriers performing this service for
the Santa Fe wnder contract™Ts approximately 14 cents per 100 pounds.
These carriers are, hovever, demanding &n Increase.

5

Using 100% to represent the any-guantity £irst class rate, Mr. Lyons
states thst the 2000, 4000, 10,000 and 18,000 pound first class rates
would egual 82, 66, 37 and 24% respectively. This, however, 1s true
only of shipments moving 10 miles or less. In terms of percentage the
spread decreases as the distance Increases. At 200 miles the percentages
are 100, 20, 81, 66 and 59.
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expense. |

Like Messrs. Downey and Bischoff, umr. Poe stressed the
inerezcsed and 'ﬁ.nc.reasing cost of commodities and wages and argued
that although the cost studies introduced were not criticized the
rztes prescribed were lower than the (_stpc}ies justified.  Ee b;ad
no eriticism to offer of the method used by the Commission fn
preseribing rates, but contended that the resulting revenue would be
insufficient. EHe concurred in ilr. Duffy's suggestion that the 18,000
pound welght braeket be eliminated; otherwise he app;-mred of the |
rates proposed in Exaidvit A-2. He also called attention to the further
reduction brought about by the use oi‘ Lower rates based" on higizér .
winima where tae use of higher rates at actual weight results in
grezter charges, =nd recommended that weight minima be observed In

preseriving classiffcation exceptions, .
| Stating that the éarriers be represents maintain no termini
"‘Aor deﬁots, 2nd that the prescribed rates contemplate at least one
terminal operation, Mr. Maher argued that the rates shoulé not apply
for houling in small communities where no temini or depots are used.
Ze suggested hourly rates for this service. In his opinion, the"
prescribed rates will, 1f permitted to become effective, result in
undue inercases znd will eacourage propriectary haouling.
In the belief that grain,grain products, poultry ané animal

feed, cerecals and cereal products were specifically covered by Port »iw

of Case No. 4088, Mr. Forman introduced no evidence at the original

nearings <end now urgeS‘ that  these commoditles bhe excludecl._ He contends

the rates prescribed are too high for the tramsportation of these

comzodities, particularly since on many of them two transportation

R -
charges 2re pald in the course of the movement frozm field to consuzer.

Insofar 2¢ he seeks exclusion of grain and grain products, he is sup-~
e _‘ .

By supplemental petition f£iled after the nearing, he also seeks, on
benalf of the California Hay, Crain and Feed Dealers Ass'n, the exemption
of fresh eggs and egg cases and 1live or dressed poultry. However, no
testimony was introduced to show why these commodities should be exempted;
nor was the reguest nade during the oral argument.
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ported by Sperry Flour Company and by Ira P. Lamb, a contract carxier,
' who filed written petitions urging similar action, and also by Mr.
Duell to whose argument reference will be made hereinafter.
| Yr. Ricbaifds pointed to o large f{acrease in the w—qu&;?tity
e rates prescribed for application between Burbank and Los Angeles.

: Ze agrees that the carriers are embitled to fair and reasonable rates,
but believes that the rates Lfor transportation witkin a 25 to 30 mile
radius of Loc Angeles have been sufficiently mcreaséd znd ‘that the
greater portion of the trucking business within the te’rrﬁ:orf 1avolved
1s carried on within this arez. He belleves thet the decision 7is very
fair® and will produce revenue in excess of what labor w:!.ll require
when an anticipated increased volume of traffic is con...idered. A
ﬁ.rther in¢rease at this time, he fears, will result in',.‘méreased
proprietary hauling. | |

¥r. Crandall estimated that the proposed rates reﬁzlted in
:anrease° of from 15 to 25% and in some instances from 40.to 30%. He
gave e.camples of what he considers drastic Iincreases, particularly
on small qum:xtities. Valle the shipoers he represents are. said. to be
sympathetic with the carriers! problems, he thinks the propoeed ratea
2re rezsonable and should be given & fair trizl. I h:!,gher rates
are to be established, additional classification exceptions should
be provided. He stressed competition with shippers using x‘:ra.n.s-
coatinental rall service and water service and argued taet tae ..,pre ad
petween the 4000 and 10,000 pound rates was $00 great.

Mr., Turcotte recognized the need for the payment of fair
wages, but argued that this could be done under ti?ie rates prescribed

4n Decision No. 28480. In support of this argument, he pointed out

7

Thc preseribed any-quantity first and fourth-claos rates are 46 to
70% nigher than the existing rates. Much of this increase Is brought
about by the fact that greater recognltion is given to the increased
cost of handling swall shipments. In the aigaer welgbt brackets the
prescribed rates are in many inst-mcef meterizlly below those now in
effect.

-




! +

thot substantial increases have been allowed on shipments weighing -
less than 1000 pounds and moving wi‘ch.‘!.n 2 radius of 30 miles of Los
Angeles, which shipments, he belleves, constitute the greater ;}oz-tion _
of the traffic here involved. He further contended that in the S:.m
Francisco area, wages higher than those here proposéd are being paid,
2lthough rates are in mony instances lower. He pointed out'th.ﬁt thév
»ates preseribed are minimum rates and contended that they should ise
+he lowest that the carriers could be required to maintain. He 2lso
stggested that Seetion 10 of the Highway Carriers!' Act proaibited the
preseribing of greater rates than thoge maintained by ¢ommon carrie:js
at the time the act became effective. EZe comparcd the rgte-s now
proposed by certain carriers with rates prescriqu vby t’b.ex Commission
in the so-ca2lled San Joaguin Valley case (L C.R.C. 95) and with
rates applying f:fom the San Francisco areé to certain of thé points
nere involved. In the latiter instance, the proposed rates are
practically as high 23, and sometimes higher th.én, the present rates
feom the San Francisco area to the same points. The establishing
of additional weight brackets, 2s proposed by certaln carriers, he
contended, would work to the undue advantage of chain stores and to
the detriment of small shippers. While not in aecord with the Com-
aission's decision im its eantirety, ke feels that, on the whole, it
represents 2 marked"improvcment and that 1t should be given a fair
trizl.

Mr. Thompson contended that the rates to nearby points on
sugar in 5 ton lots were proalbitive and excessive nin comparison
with rates presently enjoyed" ané urged that they should not include

cerninal costs.

Seetion 10 of the Highway Carriers! Act (Chapter 223, Statutes of
1935) provides in part:

TIn event the Commission establishes minimum rates for trans-~
portation services by highway carriers, suchorates shall not
exceed the current rates of common carriers for the transporta~
tion of the same kind of property between the same points.”
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¥Mr. Bolling argued that the proposed rates would prevent
Los Lxgeles manufacturers from competing with those in the San
Franciscb Bay area.

Mr. Duell, while also recognizing the position iﬁ which
the carrlers £ind themselves today, requested the exclusion of:

1. Grain and grain products (in grain products he includes

only poultry and animal feed, and not articles fof

buman consumption).

Eay and straw.

Cotton, cotton seed, cotton meal and cotton cake.
Fresh fruits and vegetables.

Livestock.

Yllk and cream moving from tae country to a plant or
to the ¢ity in cans.

Fertilizex. |
Insecticides and fungicides moving in drums to the £ields.
wants these commodities excluded, not only from these
Paases of these proceedinss, dbut from all others not specifically set
aside for the considerztion of rates for tae transportat;on of farm
comaodities.
¥r. Brashear had no argument to make at the time, but was
permitted, with the consent of the parties, to file a writteh statement
with the Commission at a later date. The statement which is dated
February 19, 1937 follows: "
"Ihe Los Angeles Caamber of Commerce is in sympathy with
the payment of wages of 60 ceats and 70 cents per hour to men employod
oz the platforms and to truck drivers respectively and it believes sueh
wages $0 be reasonebly necessary. Therefore it favors 2 finding by

the Commission prescribing such rates in this proceeding as it mey
deex necessary to enable the truck operators to pay such wages.
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"The Los Angeles Chamber of Commerce ic of the opinion
that the necessary rates chould be established regardless of any
temporary discriminztion which may be created against any of the
commmities within the Southern California area involved.

"o the end that there be 2 minimum disturbance to busi-
ness generally, we respectfully but most urgently request that
promptly as possible the Commiscsion proceed with such investigations
in othner parts of the state as will remove any wnjiust discrimination
or wadue prejudice to the commmitics In Sotithern Californiz which
may be created by any order the Commission sees £it to Zssue in the
Instant case. Particularly do we reguest that the Commicsion in-
stitute proceedings and presceride rates not lower than those which
may be prescribed in the instant case for corresponding hauls in
tike San Francisco Bay areza where higher scales of wages obtaln today
than the carriers propose 10 pay in Southera Californiz, zné further
that the rates between the San Francisco Bay district and Southerr
California be so readjusted as to remove zny wajust discrimination
or wdue prejudice. ' .

"4t a meeting held In the Los Lngeles Chamber of Commexce
todey, ¥r. L.H. Uyers, Secretary of thec Glendale Chamber of Commerce,
Yr. C.C. Richards, Secretary of the Burbank Chamber of Commerce,

Mr. Nye Wilson, Secretary of the Alnhambra Chamber of Commerce, and
Mr. F.V. Turcotte, representing vearious civie organizations in
Soutnern California, were in attendance and I have bheen authorized
by them to say that they agree with the statement above made as
reflecting their views and are relying upon the confidence we repose
in the Commission for an ecarly readjustment of rates throughout

the State to remove any unjust discrimination or undue prejudice.”

The first and undoubtedly the most important issue £o be
deternineld 1s the extent to which, 1f at all, the preseribed rates

should he imereased. .As has already been observed, certain'pérties

contend that they are entirely too low; others that they are reason-

able and should at least be given a fair trial. It 4is not disputed

that, on the whole, rates higher than those prescribed are necessary
to retuwrn the costs defeloped in tkhe various studies.

Taile many of the Increases which we will hereafter pre-
seribe may appear dréstic on the surface, they must be Qiewed bl fhe
light of the depressed natﬁre of the rate structure now in effe&t.
Moreove:, the prescribiﬁg of the uniform scale will, in many cdscs,
result ir substantizl reductions. In our opinion the over-2ll in-
crease will not be greater than necessary to compensate the carriers
for the Increzsed cost of labor and materizls.

The practice of computing charges at lower rates subject
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to higher weight minima, when this results i lower‘costs'td the
stipper than by use of actual weights, Is of long standing and there
is nothing in this record to indicate that it is not proper. Sﬁch
2 well established principle should not be abandoned without real
Justification. If experience shows that it results in reducing
carriers' reveanues unduly, the entire rate level should be increased.
The classification exceptions were resortéd to in order Yo
‘take care ol instances in which, under the particular circumstancéé,
the ¢lzss rates Presceribed appeared to be improper. Since the rates
in connection witk vhich they apply are graded according to'the'fonnagé
transported, there a?pears to be no good reason why'addftionai welght

restrictiozs should be §rovided. 70 &o so, moreover, would result in

rave complications which on this record do not appear to bhe necessary.

Tae rates,preséribed decrease as the weight increases from
less than 2000, 4000, 10,000 and 18,000 pounds t0 the next higher
weight drackets and shippers have the option of using a aigaer rate
at actual weight or a lower rate at & higher weight minimum whichever
procduces the lower charge. This again is in accord with an established
principle of rate making. To eliminate the 18,000 pound bracket
then would result in according shippers of less than 2000, 4000 a2nd
10,000 pound lots theAbenefit of using the rate apnliccble to the
next aigher welight minima, dut would deny like comsideration to thdse
shipping In lots of less than 18,000 pounds. TFor this reason, 1f the |
18,000 pound bracket Ls to be eliminated, the next lower bracket saowld
be confined to shipments weighing from 10,000 to 15,000 pounds, thus.
generally excluding shipments that would be disadvantaged by the elim-
i:atiqn of the 18,000 pound bracket.

| To remove any uwncertainty the term "lot" should be defined.
Since rates are based on the volume of the tomnage offered for trans-
portﬁtion at one time, héwever, no good reason‘appe:rs for penalizing

2 shipper merely because different parts of his shipment £all wder
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different classifications. 3By the same reasoning different commodities,

even thovgh subject to the same rating, should be considered separately
in applying the prescribed rates.

That the spread between weight groups.is too great and showld
reflect oﬁly the difference in terminal expense nceds no answer except-
ing to state'that in the wvarious cost studies, none of which have been
shown to be erroneovs in this regard, over=all spreads at least zs grezt
as used nave been developed. There is, therefore, no basis on this record
for narrowing these spreads. '

The record likewise does not support the contention that
rates for hauling in small communities where carriers maintain no
terminals or depots should be lower thon those proverly applicéble
eisewhere. Entirely aside from the fact that rates constructed in
accordance with this suggestion would probably be extremely coﬁfusing
and wholly impracticable, it cppears from this record that if all
costs are considered, such tramsportation ié not meterizlly less dburden~
some, if at all, than transportation In larger cities or for loager
hauls.

In view of the fact that grain and grain products are now
being considered in Part "FT of Case No. 4088 and In Case No. 4113
the reguest for the exclusion of these commodities appears reasonable.
This should mot, however, imclude cereals amd cereal products within
waich elassification are such light and bulky commoditles as saredéed
sheat and cornflakes. TFresh fruits and fresh or green vegetables,
livestock and miik ané cream in milk shipping cans are not now covered
by Decision No. 29480. The request for exclusion of fertilizer, in-
secticides and fungicides, bay and straw, c¢cotton, cotton seed, cotton

meal and cotton cake likewlse appears to be well made. Thése comnodities
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are closely rclated to others that have been or are heing excluded and 2
large portion of the movement is into or out of fields where, because of
surface conditions, shipments must be made in small lots.

As the record now stands there is no justificaxion for mod-
1fying the order with respect to the transportation of sugar in Live
ton lovs. The mere contention that rates are prohldbitive and excessive
nin comparison with rates presently enjoyed" 1s of little probative
value. Tae climination of the 18,000 pound weight bracket and the
limitation of the next lower bracket to shipments welghing from 10,000
to 15,000 pounds will probably exclude many of the salpzents thatvwould
otherwise move under these rates. |

The argument that the proposed rates would wnduly restrict,'
Los Angeles shippers of roofing, dbuilding material and box board in
their competition with those in the Szn Francisco Bay area is not supported .
in the record. As previously pointed out, unless all commodities ﬁoving
between 21l points in the State are considered at one time, vemporary
inequalities z2re bound ﬁo/arise and such inegualities upder the ¢ircum~
stances and conditlons do‘not constitute uwndue discrimination.

Upon further consideration of the record in the zbove entitled
proceeding and in the light of the oral argument, we are of the opiﬁion
and find that Appendix A of Decivion No. 29480 of January 25, 1937 in the
zhove entitled proceedings ghould be modified as follows:

(1) Add to tae definition of Technical Terms shovn In
Rule 10 the following:

(£) LOT means 2 specificd quantity of property
tendered to 2 carrier as a single unit re-

gardless of the classification of the prop-
erty tendered.

(2) Ad& 4o Paragraph (c) of Rule 20, Section No. 1 the

following:
(12)Telephone directories.
13)3aggage
(14)Grain, Grain Products and Feed, Animal or Poultty
2s deseribed wader those neadings in the current

classification; also crushed or grownd c¢lanm,
mescsel or oyster shells.
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(15) Fertilizer.
‘th) Insecticides and fungicides, agricultural.
(17) Eay and Strav.

(18) Cotton, cotton seed, cotton meal mnd cotton cake.

(3) Change Items (5), (7), and (9) of Paragraph (¢) of Rule
20, Section No. 1 to reads

(3) 0il, Water or Gas Well Outfits and Supplies
as described in Item No. 10 of Appendix nAN
of Declision No. 29313 of November 30, 1936,
or tank steel as described in Decision No.
29560 of February 19, 1937, in Cases Nos. |
4088 "C7, 4106 and 4107, where lower charges
for the same transportation of the same
shipment are provided in s2id decisions.
Property transported by Western Parcel Serviec,
Rzilwey Express Agency, Inc., United Parcel
Service, Inc., or Louls . Goodman doing
business as Goodman Delivery Service, and 20th
Cextury Delivery Service.

(9) Safpments weighing more than 15,000 pounds.

(4) Eiiminate from Section 2 (Exceptions to Current
Classificaéion and Current cxception Sacet) Items Nos. 40, 50, 60,
80 zxnd 90.

(5) Substitute for Section 3 the rate table shown in

Appendix 7AM attacaed hereto and by this reference made a part hercof.
QRERER

Zhese proceedings having bheen duly considered in the light
of the oral argument and good cause appearing therefor,

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that Declsion No. 29480 of Jaﬁuary
25, 1937 in the above eatitled proceedings be and it is hereby modified
to the extent indicated in the foregoing opinion.

IT IS ZEREEY FURTEER ORDERED that respondents be and they
are heredby required to comply with the order in sz2id Decision No.
29480, as amended, on or before April 12, 1937 ané taat the notice

comzon carriers, as defined In the Pudlie Utilities Zet, are required

to give to the Comnission ané the public be and 4t ig hereby changed
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from ten (10) to three (3) days.
IT IS SEREBY FURTHER ORDERED that in all other respects
Decision No. 29480 shall remain In full force and effect.
The effective date of thls order shall be March 20, 1957.
Dated at San Francisco, California, this __% day of

ha oAch,, 1937.
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