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Decision No.

BEFORE TER RAIIROAD COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

In the Matter of the Esteblishuent of
maximum or minimum, or maximum and
minimum rates, rules and regulations
of all Radial Eighway Common Carxriers
and Elghway Contract Carrlers operat-
ing motor vehicles over the public
highways of the State of Californis,
pursuent to Chepter 223, Statuies of
1835, for the transportation for com-
pensation or hire of any and all com-
zmodities and accessorial services
Ircldent to such tramsportatlon.

Case No. 4088

T Wl Y P oy B e Ve P N i W B M P >

In the Matter of the Investigatlon

and Establishment of rates, charges,

clessifications, rules, regulations, Case No. 4145
contracts and practices, or any there-

of, of Common Carrliers of property.

Additional Appearences

Charles L. Dickmen, for Stockton Draymen's Assoclatlon

Ted Luedtke, for Pacific Coastwlise Conference

B. E. Wedekind, for Southern Pacific-Golden Gate Ferrles, Ltd.

E. Frasher, for Valley Motor Lines, Valley Express, and
Z. Frasher Truck Lines

Geo. Farzm, for Geo. Hamm Truck Lines

Earry 4. Encell, fTor Gemeral Truck Company; P. L. Musser

L. R. McNemere and E. V. Macon, £for The Texas Company

A. E. Patton, for Richfield 01l Corporation

C. E. 2iegler, Tor General Petroleum Corporation of Californle

R. T. Potts, for Shell 0il Company

Sanborn, Roebl & MacLeod by Clailr MacLeod, for Belyea Truck Co.

J. L. Stewart, for Armour & Compeny

P. R. Patten, for Coggeshall Leunch Company

Sende Quattrin, for Wholesale Liguor Dealers' Assoclatlon and
Distilled Spirits Rectiflers!' Assoclatlon

willis Eleinenbroich, for Modeste Riverbank Oakdale Stage Line

Gwyn X. Baker, for United Boat Lines, Nickols Transportation
Co., and Rio Vista Lighterage Compeny, Inc.

Tros. C'Hars, for W. H. Riske

. A. Sommers, for Sen Franclsco Grain Exchenge

L. C. Faus, for Americen Carzlers

¢. T. Riedy, for Celifornla Packing Corporation

A. E. Valentine, for Interstate Bakerlies Corporation, Ltd.

7. J. Noviteh, for Pomona Pump Company
Wedemeyer, for McEKesson-Robbins, Inc.

R. J. Jones, for Geumeral Foods Corporation

Tackson W. Kendell, for Hollywood Storage Company

Arlo D. Poe, for Lumber Eauwlers' Assoclation of Southexrn
Californie




Herman A. Smith, lumber broker

Max A. Vener, for Vener Truck Lines

L. Saits, for Ssits Trucking Company

E. E. Ford, for Los Angeles Pool Car Distributing Company

Owen S. Dalton, for Dalton Lumber Conpany

J. E. Nosler, for Nosler Trucking Company

O. H. Sweet, for Sweet Trucking Company

John 0. Moran, for Berkeley Iransportation Company, ond
Richmond Navigation ang Improvement Company

Gunther Carlberg, for National Wooden Box Association

Gus A. Dreler, for Lumber Haulerst Assoclation of Southern
California

Mervin Handler, for Truck Owners? Association of California

Albvert L. Black, for Yonolith Portliend Cement Company

Edwin G. Wilecox, for Canners? Lecgue of California, ond
Dried Fruit Assoclation of Californisa

H. A, G1111s, for Western Pine Association

L. M. Fites, for § & W Fine Foods Conpany

The foregolrg appearances are those entered in the
above entitled proceedings in addition to those
referred to In Decislons Nose 30404, 30410, 30738,
30746, 30788 2nd 30961.

BY THE COMMISSION:

Case No. 4088, Part "gn

IEIRD_SUPPLEMENTAL QPINION Case No. 4145
ELGSTE SUPPLEMENTAL OPINION Case No. 4088, Part mym

Case No. 4145, Part npn

SIXTEENTE SUPPLEVENTAL QRINION Case No. 4088, Parts ngn—ryw

Case No. 4145, Parts npnangn
Following extemsive public hearings In the above entitled
proceedings, the Commission established minimum rates, rules and
regulations for the transportation of property within a substanticl
portion of this state. Therezfter, in response to petitions filed
by varlous Interested parties, further hearings were had at San Francisco

ard Los Angeles before Examiner Mulgrew for the purpose of determining

what, if any, modifications should be made ir the estadlished rates
J

or ix the accompanying rules snd regulations,‘ The Instant deci-

sion is based on the evidence adduced ot the further hearings,

1
During these hearings, had or Jume 28, July 7, 20 and 2l, evidence
wes also taken in Case No. 4246 in re, Dstablishment ## of rates sk
for the tronsportation sok_comvengation or nire of any and all come
itiles, Posed Report has Issued in thet proceeds=
but the matters involved, with certain €xceptions, have not yet
been disposed of by the Commission. For this rezson no supplemental
order will issue in Case No. 4248 at this time,
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Petitions for Modification, Interpretation ang
Clarification of the fISera%izeE PACKIDE Rule

Several of the outstending rate orders in these and other

proceedings contalin rules which provide, in effect, that articles

shall be classifled according to the ratings shown in the Western

Classificetion or Pacific Froight Tariff Bureau Excoption Sheet, but
shall not be subject to the packing requirements thereof. In additioen,
the rules wiformly state as follows:
®If two or more ratings are provided for an article in the
~form in whieh it is shipped (e.g., set up or xmocked down,
nested or not nested, compressed or not coxpressed, folded
flat or not folded flat) subject to different packing
requirements, the lowest of such ratings will apply.® 2 v
Certificated Highwey carriers, Inc., The Axchison,ATopeka
and Santa Fe Rallway Compeny, Northwestern Paciflic Railroad Company,
Southern Pacific Company, ané The Western Pacific Railroad Company
sought an order substituting Western Classification and Exception Sheet
packirg requirements for the liberalized requirements contelined in the
rales mentloned. In addition, they asked that the provision above
guoted be interpreted and clarified.
A witness for Certificated Highway Carriers, Imc., testified
that Western Classification and Exception Sheet packing requirements
are the result of extensive studies and long experience in classifica-

tion prodlems. EHe asserted that such ratings and packing requirements

2

The provisions referred to were L£irst set forth in Declsion No.
29480 of January 25, 1937, in Case No. 4088, Part "i", and Case No.
4145, Part "B™, estedblishing rates for tramspoxtation of general
merchandise, imn quantities of 15,000 pounds and less, within defined
territory in southern Califorpia. They were subsequently adopted in
Decilsion No. 30021 of August ¢, 1937, in Case No. 4088, Fart "K©,
Case No. 4135 and Case No. 4139, involving transportetion in the San
Diego drayage area; in Declsion No. 30370 of Novembexr 29, 1937, in
Case No. 4088, Parts "U" and "V", and Case No. 4145, Parts "F" and
wGh  covering retes for.the transportation of general merchandise, in
quantities of 20,000 pounds and less within central end northern
Celifornie and between Part ™M texritory on the ome hand and central
California territory on the other hand; and in Decision No. 30785 of
April 11, 1638, in Case No. 4121, esteblishing rates for transporta-
tion in the Los Angeles drayage area.
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should be observed strictly; that the disregarding thereof resulted
iz unreasonadly low and diseriminatory ratings;s and that such low
raetings if employed should be compensated for by an increase in the

rate level.

This witness also contended that the provision for the use
of different ratings dependent upon the form in which an article was
shipped was amblguous. Ee c¢laimed that the reasonable interpretation
was that the “form" referred to was the form of the property itself,
together withﬁthe Eonzainer (outer as well as inner) in which it was
tendered for shipment. He stated that this interpretation was support-
¢d by the dictliopary definition of the word "ro::m."4 and by the fact
that the examples cited in the rule Telated to density rether than to
coler, texture or substance.

A witness for the rail petitioners also advocated strict od-
servance of Western Classification and Exceptlon Sheet packing require-
ments. He insisted that uniformity between irtrastate and Interstate
rates was desirable and asserted that carriers with which the ralls
interchanged interstete traffic were reluctant to adopt what he termed
an innovation confined to this state.

The interpretetion placed upon the controversial provision
by the ralls' witness was thet the form of the article, &s therein

3

The witness presented & study contrasting ratings applicadle under
& strict observance of Western Classiflcation packing requirements
with retings which would result from a classiflicetlon of the property
without regard to the manner in which it is packed. Thls study in-
dicates that ratings on the latter basis are frequently several classes
lower than those applicable under the Western Classification basls;
exnd thet they are often lower than ratings on otber articles which are
otherwlise classed the same or lower but which, due to differemces in
packing requirements, are not affected to the same degres by the d4irf-
ferences in the bases used.

Webster's dlictionary defines the word “fomm" as meaning "6 5nape

and structure of anytbing 8§ 415HINZUIGNAd from the meteriel of whien

h ‘ p i.cular dlsposition or arrangement of matter,
Itviggeggbggggéiggzgity or distinctive character; the aspect under

which 4t appears as distinguishbed from substance or color.®
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used, was the form of the property in the inner container (if any) in
whick 1t was tendered for shipment, without regard to the type of
outer conteiner used. In support of this Interpretation he asserted
that inner contalners were ordinarily used to serve some trade con-
vonlence rather than to satlsfy the carriers' packing requirements
and that hence the property in Its imner contalner should be viewed
as constituting a complete “Marticle.™ KHe alsce claimed that such an
interpretation was consisteﬁt with tﬁe examples set forth in the rule,
asgserting theat if the setting up or knocking down of a given plece or
kind of property changed “the form in whick 1t 1s shipped,™ it follow-
ed thet the use of dirrer;nt types of lmner contelners 11k;wise ¢changed
such form.

Representatives of shippers and shippers' organizations
vigorously opposed the abolition of liveralized packing provisions,
as sought by the carriers. They contended that the establishment of
rinimum retes in these proceedings has resulted In substential in-
¢reases in transportation charges desplte the adoptlion of such pro-
visions. They argued that while the Westerm Classificatlion and Excep-
tion Sheet ratings and packing requirements may be proper for rail
transportation they are not necessarlly so for truck transportation.
The shippers steted, moreover, that the packing requirements observed
by truck carriers prior to the establishment of minimum rates were
much more libveral than those specified in connectlion with Westexn
Classification ratings. They claimed that the rule was not therefore
an innovation, dut that, on the contrary, 1t was consistent with past
practices of contract and proprietary carriers.

Insorar &s interpretation was concerned, the shippers end
their representatives took the position that the form of the article
was influenced only by the inherent nature of the property itself,




without regard to its innexr or outer contaiher. Thié was the inter-

pretetion placed upon the rule by the Commission Iin its recent decision

dealing with rates for the transportation of drugs and related articles.s

It is evident from the several decisions In which the lider-
elized packing provisions were cmployed that the intent was to permit
both truck and rall carriers to require only such packing as appeared
essential to the safe carriage of the propexrty, thus relieving, in a
measure, the competitive disadvantage attendling for-kire transportea-
tion by reason of the ablility of a shipper operating his own equipment
to trapsport propexrty with 2 minimum of packing. It was consldered
that the certificated carrlers had maintained rather stringent packing
requirements during the perlod prior to the establishment of minimum
retes for truck carrlers and should be able to Go so in the future, ex-
cedt to the extent that relaxed provislons might be fownd necessary
to meet proprietary competitlon. Accordingly, the llbveralized packing
provisions were made minirmun in application, and nelther ralil nor truck
carriers were precladed from meintaining more stringent requirements
if they were reasonable end if they decmed thelr malntenance feasibdle.

Nothing appears on this record to indlcate that previous con-

clusions, that Western Classilficatlon and Exceptlon Sheet packing re-

In Decision No. 30961 of June 13, 1938, in Part "X" of Case No. 4088
end Part ™" of Case No. 4145, the Commission sald:. .

"It was aepparsently assumed throughout the hearings that the rating
established by this Commlssion for drugs was Iirst class. As a matter
of fact, however, ell of the minimum rate orders to which the drug
interests objected speclfy that when two oxr more rallngs are provided
in the Western Clessificeatlon or Exceptlon Sheet for an article in the
form In which 1t is shivped, subject to different packing ?equirements,
the lowsst of such ratings will apply, without regaerd to the type of
container actually used. Drugs and mediclnes not otherwlss classifiled,
as well as many drug items which are named specifiocally in the Western
Classification, are rated at second class or lower in some forms of
chivment. Under the vrovision mentioned the lowest rating provided
for suck form of shipment would be applicadle regardless of the type
of package actually used.®

-
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quirements were not necessarlly sppronriate for truck transportation
end would prejudice for-hire carriers in competing with proprietary
operations, were erronecous. Moreover, the fact that the lidveralized
racxing provisions would result in lower ratings than would otherwlse
be applicable was expressly recognized In the several opinions in

which thelir use was authorized;s hence the claim that a compensatory
rate increase would be required 1s not Justified. The proposed elimina-
tion of liberalized packing provisions will not be adopted.

It appears manifest that the wording employed Iin the rules
involved 1s consistent with the cvident intent that packing require~
ments of any kind whatsoever are to be disregarded for rating purposes,
As bYeforo pointed out, the controversial provision is employed in con-
Junction with a statement that artlcles wlll not bde sublect to the
packing requirements of the Western Classiflcatlion or Exception Sheet.
facking requirements are therefore not to be considered ln determining
the applicable rating. Trhat inmner containers, as well as outer con-
tainers, are "packing™ and when speciflied in connection with clessifi-
cation ratinsé are “pécking requirenents,™ is evident when 1t is noted
that the packing or‘property in the type of immer contalner specified
in connection with the rating therefor is a preraqulsite to the appli-
cation of that paxrticular rating and penalties are sometlimes provided
when amother form of inner contalner ls used. Consequently, nelther
outer contalners nor imner contalners are to be considered in applying
minimm rates on any given article of merchandlse undexr the Tules here
in issue. It follows that the phrase ™form in whicha it (the article)

-

6

In Decision No. 29480, supra, the Commlssion sald:

wroreover the rates and rules contained in Appendix "A™ hereof

will have the effect of reducing materlally certaln classiftication
ratings and of liveralizing packing requirements, and these factors
will, at least in 2 large measure, compersate for many of the rates
{commodity rates) that have beex eliminated.m ]

Decision No. 20370, supra, contalns somewhat similar language.
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is shipped®™ must relate, not to the form of packing, but to the shape
and structure of tho property itself.

This interpretation is further supported by the fact that the
Western Classification and Exception Sheet name dlfferent ratings for
property of a glven kind in airfferent “forms,™ such as liquid, solid or
paste, set up, knocked down, nested or‘not ne;ted. The use of the
phrase "form in which it (the article) is shipped™ serves an essential
pu:poseqas & limitetion prohidbhliting the applicatién of a rating on
property in one “form,"™ on the same kind of property in other forms
possessing entirély difrerent transportation characteristies.

In view of the foregolng, the wording used to wxpress the
meaning and intent of the assalled rule appears to be upanmbiguous;
however, it will be revised in the hope of elimlnating all controversy
1n this rTegard for the future. |
Potition for Grouping of Los Angeles Herbor Points

The rates now provided in Declsion No. 29480, swora, for
transportation within southern Celifornla, are set forth in the form
of a mileage scale. Equated distances between the more important polnts
are shown specifically and distances between unnamed polnts are deter-
minable by adding to the named dlstances the actual oreguated mlleages
established by Decision No. 29253 in Part ™N" of Case No. 4088, Thus,
under the existing vasis, rates on shipmenisnoriginating at or destined
to Wilmington, Sean Pedro, East San Pedro and Long Beach vary according
to the locations of the precise polints betwesen which each movenent is
made. Southern Pacific Company, Pacific Motor Transport Compeny,
Paciric ¥otor Trucking Company, Union Paclfic Reilroed Compeny, The
Atchison, Topeika and Sante Fe Reilway Compeny and Pacific Electric
Reilway Company sought & revision of this dasis by the grouping of the
communities mentioned and allowing rates based upon the equated mile-

age from and to Wilmington to apply from and to all points within the

groud .
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In support of the foregoling proposal retitioners' witness
asserted that Wilmington, San Pedro, Zast San Pedro and Long Beach
were integral perts of, and collectively comstituted, the aistrict
ordinarily referred to as Los Angeles Earbor. He stated that all
points within that district had long enjoyed uniform xrates prior to
the issuance of Decislon No. 29480, supra, and thét transportation
conditions were such as to Justify a similar grouwpling for the future.
This witness testified, morecover, that the dock facilitles at Wilming-
ton were among the most Important in the dlstrict from a tomnage
ctandpolnt and that by reason of 1ts geographical location the equated
mileages from and to Wilmington were generally lower then those from
and to the other harboxr points. He claimed that these circumstances
influenced the Trecommendatlon that Wilmington be adopted as the mile~
age basing point for the group. |

The Motor Truck Assoclation of Southexrnm California sought
a similar grouping of Los Angeles Harbor polnts, but suggested that
the grouping be made applicadle only for the purpose of computing rates
in connection with water-borne traffic. The Associatlion also urged
that, in the event the equated mileage between the Los Angeles Harbor
group and lLos Angeles be fixed at less than 20 miles, Los Angeles be
divided into Swo zones and rates in the 20-30 mile bracket of Declslon
No. 29480, supra, be made applicable from and to the more dlstant
zone. The witness for this petlitioner reaffirmed the testlmony of
the witness previously referred to, as to the rate parity formerly
enjoyed within the area involved. However, he asserted that water-
borne treffic differed from local traffic in that the assignment of
vessel berths by the harbor authorities was subJect to chenge on short
rotice; that the precise dock at which property would be interchanged
botween the vessel and land carrier was beyond the control of both
shippers and carrlers; and that, therefore, charges could not be de-

termined definitely in advance of shipuont when the rates varled

0=
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according to the dock at which interchange is made. The witness

Pointed out that these conditions 4id not attend land transportation.
He 418 not meke a recommendation as to what basing polat should de

used in computing distances from and to the proposed group; however,
he did state that water-borne traffic centered at Wilmington.
The Los Angeles Chember of Commerce and various interested

shizpers endorsed the proposed grouplng of Los Angeles Harbor voints

as sought by the rall carriers PUy SHTENUOUSLY opposed the zoning o
Los Angoles for the purpose of computing rates on harbor trafflc,

They clalmed that shippers located in the higher rated zone would be
unduly prejudiced end that the 20-30 mile bracket rates of Decision
No. 29480, supra, would be excessive for the transportatlion involved,

The record is convinclng that although divided by political
boundaries the Los Angeles Harbor area is composed of a number of
vessel berths and dock facilitlies which are used by different ship~
pers and vessel carriers competitive with each other and which are,
of necessity, used interchangsably by the same shippers and carriers.
Conditions encountered in transportation from and to the various dook
facilities appear to be similer and, prior to the issuance of Declsion
No. 29480, suprae, the district had long been treated as a unit for
rate meking purposes. TUnder these clrcumstances, the proposed group-
ing of Los Angeles Herbor points as to traffic moving through dock
facilities rinds ample support in the record.

While there appears to be some merit in the contention of
the Motor Truck Association that water-borme traffic is inherently
different fron local traffic, practical difficultles seem to make
the limiting of the applicatlion of thelgrouping t0 the foxmer type
of traffic inadvisable. JAmong the obstacles is that of tarxrlf pub-

licetion. Perhaps the foremost difficulty, however, is thal of de-
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fining “water-borme™ traffic. Presumably, petitioner had in mind
trarric‘which;moves"by vessel over the high seas for some portion of
its transit. In a groat meny Instances, however, the question of
whethor & shipment is a part of a continuous through movement or
whether it 1s local in nature can be determined oply after full con-
slderation is given to the shipper's intention, the shipping documents,
the ownership of the property and to all other matters surrounding the
transportatlon. These are not matters which can dbe set forth by

rule. Under these circumstances the proposed distincetion as to rates
for water-borne and local traffic will not be made.

The grouping herein establlished will cause the Los Angelss
Herbor-Los Angeles rates to fall wlthin the 10-20 mlile bracket. How-
ever, aside from so assexting, The Motor Truck aAssociation introduced
0o testinmony or evidence which would indicate that the rezonlng of
Los Angeles for the purpose of computing rates from and to Los Angeles
Earbor is necessary or desirable or that the rates proposed'to the
higher rated zome would be reasonable and nondisceriminatory. The
proposed zoning of Los Angeles will not be adopted.

Petitioners have not requested that the proposed grouping
of Los Angeles Herbor be made applicable in comnection with rates
provided in Decision No, 30370, supra; however, the comditions shown
in justification of the grouping are not local in nature and no
reason appears why & similar provision for grouping should not be

included in the latter decislon.

=1l




Potition of Willis M. Xleinenbroioh for Modirfication
of Decision No. %0370, suvra.

Willis M. Kleinendroich, doing dusiness as Modesto
Riverbenk Oskdale Stage Line (= common carrier engaged 1n the
operstion of a passenger stage service between Modesto and
Oakdele via Riverbank sand an suxiliary express service), sought
s modification of Decision No. 30370, supra, os eamended, to
vernit him to esteblish a rate of ¢ cent per pound, minimum
25 cents per shipment, for transportation of express shipments
welghing 100 pounds or less, between the points which he serves.
Potitioner claimed that he was faced with keen competition from

the Tnited States percel post service and from proprietary truck
operations and that the loss of & substential shaze of his

expross bdusiness would result unless the relleX prayed IOr was
grented, He testified that tre rate basis sought had proved compen-
satory in the past and should continue to be so In the future. No
one opposed tre granting of the petitlion.

It sppears that petitionert's operations, insofexr as ship-
xents of 100 pounds or less are concerned, sre ossentially different
from those for which the minimum rates involved were deslgned, thal
taey are not seriously competitive with other forx-hire carriers and
+hat they are similer to those as to which exemptions have hersto-

fore beecn made. The petition will be granted.

Petition of &. W. Way for Modification of Split Dellvery
Charece in Decision No. 30370, supra.

A. W. Wey, & common carrier engaged in transportling fresh
meets and packing bouse products ln refrigerated trucks from Sen
Francisco o Bureks and certuin intermediate polnts, sought a reduc-
tion of the split delivery charge provided in Decision No. 30370,

supra, from 85 cents to 25 cenis per delivery in excess of one.




According to petitionmer, the shipments of meat and meat products
wkhich he c¢arriers require the meking of pumerous split deliverlies,
t2e weight of each component part delivered being seldom In excess
0of 200 pounds. EHe asserted that the service rendered was of a speclial-
ized nature and hence ro%t competitive with other for-hire carrilers.
e presented a study of ¢0st and reveaues indicating thet, based on
past experlience, the proposed modification would permit a compensa-
tory operation. In sddition, Way sosserted that hisz two princlipal
shippers would abamdon distribution of thelr products by means of
nis service in favor of proprietary operations unless the sought
basis of charges was suthorized.

The trafflc here ir issue appears to be substantlelly sim=-
ilar 0 the "scheduled peddler services" of certaln contract carriers
who have heretofore deen authorized under Section 1l of the Highway
Carrierst! Act %0 observe a split delivery charge of ome cent per 100
pounds, minimum charge 25 cents per delivery, inm lieu of the 85~cent
charge estadlished by Decislon No. 30370, supra, for each delivery Iin
excess of one.7 It appears that authority similar to that granted
sald contract carriers will not be substantially different from that
sought here; that it will provide a reasonable basls of rates for the
service Involved; and that it will tend to forestall a dlversion of
the traffic to proprietary operations. The order herein will grant

3uch authority.

Petitions for Modification of Declision No. 30370,
sunra, as to DOoCK=-to~)ocKk Transportation by Vessel

Coggeshall Leunch Company, Bay Cilties Transportation Com-

Damy, Berkeley Tranmsportation Company ond Richmond Navigation end

See Decision No. 30593 of February 7, 1938, in Appllcatlons Nos.
21663, 21701 and 21708, involving operations of George A. Leal, C. E.
Velain end E. Le Ricberdson, respectively.

-13-
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Ixprovenent Company filed petitions seeking modification of Decision

No. 30370, as amended, in Case No. 4088, FPart "U" and Caso No. 4145,
Part "F7, as it affects dock-tow-dock transportatlion by vessel betwesn
points on the Inlend waters. However, the teking of evidence with
reapect to the petitions of the last three carrlers has not been con-
cluded, and, as the matters involved ir the four petitions are simi-
lar, consideration tbereol will be deferred until the taking of evi-
dence has been completed as to all.

Upon consilderation of all the facts of record, the Commis-
sion 1= of the opinion arnd flnds that modifications of outstending
orders in these proceedings have veen Jjustified only to the extent
indiceted by this opinion, and that in all other respects the peti-

+ions considered should be denied.

Further public hearings having deen held in the above en-
titled proceedings, and based upon the evidence received at the
hearings and upon the conclusions and findings set foxrth ia the
preceding opinion,

IT IS HERERY ORDERZID that Decision No. 29480 of Jan-
wary 25, 1937, as amended, in Cese No. 4088, Part ™M", and Case
NOe 4145, Part "B"; Decision No. 36021 of August 9, 1937 in
Case No. 4088, Part "K", Casc No. 4135 and Case No. 4139; ard
Deciszsion No. 30370 of November 29, 1937, as amended, in Cese
No. 4088, Parts "U" and "V", and Case No. 4145, Parts "F" end
nGn, be and they are hereby furtaer amended ©o the e;tent shown
in Appendix "A" attached hereto end by thls reference made a
pexrt hereof.

IT IS EEREEY FURTHER ORDERED that A. W. Way be and
he is hereby asuthorized to depart from the requirenents of

Decision No. 30370, as amended, in Case NO. 4145, Paxt "F", TO

“ld=
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the extent necessary to permit the pudblication of a split-delivery
charge computed on the basis of 1 cent per 100 pounds for the welght
of the composite shipment dbul in no case less than 25 cents per
delivery for applicatior in comnection with trausportation of meat
and meat products, edidle, except canned goods, as fescribed 1n and
between tae points named In his Locel Freight Tariff No. 2, C.R.C.
No. 2.

IT IS HEREBY FURTHER ORDERED that all common cerriers as
descrived in the Public Utilities Act maintalning lower rateé, rules
and regulations be and they are hereby ordered and directed to es-
tablish oa or bdefore fifteen (15) days from the eflective date of
+his order, on not less than five (5) days! notice to the Commission
and o the pudlic, rates, rules and reguletions no lower in volume
or effect than those heretofore established by Declsions Nos. 29480,
30021 and 30370, as amended, in the above entitled proceedings end
as further amended by the order herein.

IT IS HEREBY FURTHER ORDER¥D that all common carrlers
es defined ir the Public Ttilities Act =nd ell radial highwey common
carriers end highway contrect carriers as defined in the Highway Car-
riers! Act, be and they are hereby ordered to cease and deslist on O
Yerore fifteen (15) days from the effective date of this oxdor and
thereafter abstair from charging, collecting or observing rates,
wles or regulations lower in volume or offect than those sstablish-
od in the decisions referred o in the preceding ordering paragraph
nereol as amended.

7T IS EERESY FURTHER ORDERED that in all other respects the
petitions referred to and considered in the preceding'opinion be and
they are and each of them is hereby denlied.

Tn a1l otner respects said Decisions Nos. 29480, as smended,
3002), =5 amended, and 30370, as amended, shell remain in full force
and effect.
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.~ This order shall become effective twenty (20) days from
the date hereof.
Dated et Sen Francisco, Celifornia, this 24< day of

. e

/@ux /d%

Cormissioners.

September, 1938,
__’/
(ﬁQ ,/ 25 A T M-—«.&/




APPENDIX "av

Substitute the following for paragraph (¢) of Rule No. 50 of Apperdix “A®
to Decision No. 29480, &s omonded; for paragraph (c) of Rulo No. 40 of
Appendix “A" to Docision No. 30021, as amonded; snd for paxragraph (¢) of
Rule No. 50 to Docision No. 30370, 25 cmended:

"(e) Except as othorwise provided in Section No. 2, cless ratos
containoed herein arc subjoct 1o ratings (but not packing require-
mentc) shown in the curront Classification and curremt Excoption
Sheot for L.C.L. (loss carioad) or any-quantity rates only. If
two or more ratings, suwbjoct to differomt packing roquirenents,
are provided for property in a given form (e.g., set up or
knocked down, nested or not nested, compressed or not comprossed,
Toldod flat or mot folded flot, liquid,paste, solid or powdored),
the lowest of cuch ratings applicadle to proverty in such given
form will spply.”

Elimingte oquated milesges shown in Soction No. 4 of Appendix “A™ to
Docision No. 29480, os amondod, botween Long Beach, Signal Hill, Eaot San
Podro, For: MeArthur, Harbdor City, Los Angeles Herbor, Point FMirmin, San
Pedro, Wilmington and Torminal Island on the on¢ hand and all otker points
named in said Soction No. 4 on tho othor hond, and add the following oquated
rileages:

Betwoon Los Angeles Botweon Loc Angeles Setweon Los Angeles
Herbor (1) and Harbor {1) and HSexbor (1) and

ta Loma 5544 Carlabad 72.5 Encinitas 81.5
Avghoim 23.0 Casa Blanca 56.5 Escondide 100.0
Aagheim Landing  12.0 Chast sworth 50.0 Etiwanda, 594
Alberhill 67.5 Chino 46.9 Fellbrook 96.5
Alvambra 24.0 Chula Vista 1195.7 Flintridge 30.5
Altadena 21.0 Claremont 46.9 Florence 15.0
Arcadia 31l.5 Cloarwater 11.0 Foutann 62.7
Arlington 54,0 Colton 67.4 Fullerton 25.0
Artesia 15.0 Compton 9.0 Gardena 8.0
Athens 10.0 Corons. 46.5 Garden Grove 19.0
Awood 29.5 Coronado 108.5 Garvanza 24.5
Azusea 374 Cogta. Lesa 25.0 Girexrd 43.5
Balboa BSeach 26.0 Covine 34.5 Glendale 27.0
Baldwin Park 32.0 Cucamonga 53.9 Glendora 375
Sassett 28.0 Cullver City 22.5 Grensds “,.5
Bell 15.5 Cyproso 16.0 Suagts 51.9
Bellflower 12.0 Dene Point 42.5 Hensen 18.0
Belveders 19.0 Del Mor 89.0 Hawthorne 4.0
Severly Hills 24.6 Deminguez 10.0 Hemet 108.0
Bloomington 63.4 Dowmey 15.0 Hermosa, 22.0
Bonsall 86.5 Duarte 3305 Highsrove 63 8
Brea 27.0 Dyar 27.5 Highland Park 24.0
Bryn Mamr 73.0 Eogle Rock 27.0 Highlands 7647
Buens Park 19.5 East Highlonds T4.7 Hollydale 9.0
Burbank 30.0 Il Modexa 27.7 Hellywood 26.0
Cehuenga Park 34.5 E Xonte 28.5 Home Gardens 12.0
Canoga Park 46,0 EL Segunde 16.5 Huatington Beach 19.0
Capistrano 46,5 Elsinore 76¢5 Huntington Park 15.5
Caxdifs 83.5 EL Toro 39.5 Hynes 10.0




Botween Los Angeles
Horbor (1) and

Inglewood
Irvine

Lea Canada

L2 Creccenta
Laguns Beaca
La Habrs

La Jolla
Loke Hodges
Lake View Jct.
Lomoxnda Paxk
La Verne

Las Flores
Loxmdele
Lennox
Loucadin
Loms, Linda
Lomita

Los Alexitos
Los Angeles
o8 Niotos
Lyowood
Venhattan Deach
Xarcafield
Laxr Tista
Leayweod
Lextono
Wiramar
Wission Reach
Uonete
Yonrevia
Yortobollo
Komturey Paork
Montrose
Yurietta
Neples
National City
Newport Beach
Ne. Hollywood
No Inland

N. Long Beack
Y. Los Angeles
Norwalk

QOcean Beach
Qeean Pork
Ocoangide

(1) Los &ngoles Harbor includes all

ilog:

Begioning at the peint whore the Log

16.0
335
31.0
32.5

345

2447
97.7
108.5
81.0
28.5
41.7
61.0
12.5
15.0
795
71.0
4-5
12.0
19.0
18.8
1.5
13.5
1.0
24.5
16,0
78.9
54,4
103.9
103.1
8.5
32,0
21.5
23.0
31.0
92.0
9.0
m.o
24.5
3L.5
109.5
9.0
43,5
15.8
104.6
22.5
70.0

voundary line int
northeasterly slong said bowndary line to the point where tho corporate

Between Los Angeles

Horbor (1) and

Betweern Los Angeles

Harbor (1) and

Olinda
Olive
Cntorio
Orangs
Pachepne
Pacific Boach
Pacific Pelis-
ades
Palnmsa
Palz City
Palos Verdes
Pasadens
Porris
Pico
Placentia
Playe dol Rey
Point Lona
Pomone.
Powoy Poxk
Prade
Prenda.
Puente
Roinbow
Rancho Santa Fe
Rodlands
Rodondo
Reseds
Rizlte
Rivora
Riverside
Rockwell Field
Romolcond
Reseoe
Rogemead
San Bernardino
San Clemente
San Diego
San Dimns
San Fernando
Sen Gubriel
Sexn Jacinto
Sox Luis Rey
San Morces
San Mprine
San Onofre
Sen Ysidro

ln2-.

31.9
27.0
48.4
25.0
58.0
101.6

27.0
22.8
219.0
9.0
28.5
83.5
2l.5
27.0
19.0
109.0
42.4
112.5
42.5
59.0
3.5
108.5
9.5
Téed
10.5
41l.5
6642
18.0
60.0
109.5
6.0
35.0
26.5
1.2
47.0
107.0
390
41.0
26.5
104.0
74¢5
91.0
27.5
50.5
122.6

Sexta Ana
Sexta Fe Springs
Sante Monica
Sawtelle
Soal Beach
Sepulveds
Serra
Shormen
Sierra ladre
Solsano Beach
Southgate
So. Pasadenz
Sparrlond
Staxton
Studie City
Sunland
Swnyside
Suaset Beach
Talber:
Tenocula
Torrance
Tujunga
Tustin
Univorsal City
Upland
Van Nuys
Venice
Vernon
Ville Park
Viste
Vealnut Park
Velteria
Weatson
Wabts
West Hollywood
Vegt Los
dngeles
Westninster
Westwood
Wadttier
Willowbrook
Winchester
Wintersburg
Yorba
Yorba Linda
Yucains,

24.5
17.8
24.0
25.5
1.0
40.5
43.5
24'.5
33.0
86.0
3.5
26.5
590
18.0
32.0
375
118.1
14.0
22.0
101.5
6.0
3545
27.5
29.5
50.4
37.4
21.0
17.0
28.3
8l.5
14.0
6e5
2.0
10.5
28.6

25.5
16.5
25.5
23.8
10.0
102.0
19.0
30.5
3L
88.4

points located within the following bowndar~

Angeles County~Ormge Cownty
orgocts the ghore=line of the Pacific Ocean; thence




Powndary of ¥hg Gity of Lon2 Béach diverges therofron (Hathawey Zvenue);
thenco northwostorly and following the corporate boundary of the City of

Loag Beach to the point where it meots 223rd Stroot ot Caspian Avenue;
theace westerly slong 223rd Street o its imtersection with the cor-
porate boundary of the City of Los Angolos (Heaperian Avonuoe); thence

\ northwesborly and following tho corpormte bowadary of “he City of Los
dngeles to the imtersection of Framptow Avenuo snd Lomite Boulevard;
thence westerly slong Lomite Boulevard to its intersectiocn with the
western corporate boundary of Yhe City of Los Angeles; thence soubherly
along sedd corporete boundary to ite intorsoction with the shore-lime of
thoe Pacific Qcean ot Weymouth Avenue; thence easterly along the shore-
1ine of the Pscific Ocoan to point of beginning.

-

3+ Add to Rule No. 45 of Appondix “A" of Decision No. 37370, as cmondod, the
following subeparsgraph:

"bb Los Angelos Harbor: iileage Point, Wilmington: Includes all points
locatod within the followinz boundaries:

Boginning at the point where the Los Angelos County=-Oraonge
County boundery line intersects the shore=line of the Pacific Ocean;
thonco northeastorly along socid boundary line t¢ tho point where the
corporate bouwndery of the City of Long Boach Qiverges therefrom
(Hethaway Avenue); thonco northwesterly snd following the corporate
boundary of the City of Long Beacth to the point whore it meeots 223r4
Sireet at Caspilan Avenue; thence wostorly along 223rd Stroot to its
intorsoction with the corporate bowundary of the City of Los Angeles
(Hesperion Avenmue); thence northwesterly and folllowing the corporate
boundary of the Cily of Loz Angeles o the intersection of Frompton
Aveaue and Lomita Boulovard; thonce westerly alorg Lomita Boulevard
to its dntersoction with tho western corporato bewndary of the City .
of lLos Angeles; thonce couthorly clong said corparate boundery to
dts intersoction with tho shore=line of the Pacific Ocean at
Woymouth Avenue; thence castorly along the shoro-line of the Pacific
Ocoan to point of beginning."

4. Add 3o parcgraph (o) of Rule No. 20 of Appendix "A" to Decision No. 30370,
as omonded, the following:

"Skipments wolghing 100 pounds or less tramsported by Willis if.

Kleinenbroich, doing busincss as Modesto Rivorbank and Ockdale Stoge
Line"




