
In the Matter or the Establisbment 
or just, reasonable and non-d1scrfm­
inatory maximum or minimum or 1'Il8.l:i­
mum and min~um rates, rules, clas­
sifications and regulations tor the 
trans~ortation ot property tor com­
pensation or hire over the ~ublic 
highways or the City or los Angel,es. 

Additional A~Eearances 

case No. 4121 

Lav~ence Berger, ~or Los Angeles Parcel & 
Delivery Co. 

L. A. Bey, tor Wm. Volker Co. 
o. ~. Siddons, tor Rolly Sugar Corporation. 
Fred Prater, for Pac1tic Coast Gar.ment 

Manute.cturers. 

WHITSELL, Commissioner: 

FIFTH SO'J?P'.UMENTAL OPINION 

Following the receipt ot evidence at extensive public 

hearings in this proceedillg, minimum rates were established tor 

the transporta.tion of property by radial highway common, highway 

contract and city carriers, within the Los Angeles drayage area. 

Thereafter, further pub11c hearings were held at Los Angeles tor 

the puxpose of affording 1nterested parties an opportunity to 

introduce evidence as to what modifications or revisions, if any, 

ehould be made in the m1'ojnrum rates so established. The instant 

decision treats matters as to which evidence was adduced at the 

further hearings but as to which final disposition has not been 
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made by prior orders herein. 

~e evidence to be considered here consists chietly ot 

testimony by interested shippers and carriers as to the manner 1n 

~ieh the existing basis ot rates has affected or will affect their 

businesses or operations, together with various recommendations as 

to the changes necessary to remedy the allegedly adverse effect of 

the present rate structure. In general, the objections expressed 

were both as to the volume ot the rates and as to the form and man­

ner in which they were stated. For convenience the evidence will 

be grouped for discussion (l) as it relates to the general rate 

level, (2) as it relates to the present zoning baSiS, (3) as it re­

lates to the classification of commodities and (4) as it relates to 

miscellaneous rates, rules and regulations. 

The Rate Level 

Objections to the general level ot the present rates, 

part1cula.rly ot those applying tor the transportation of small ship­

m.ents consisti:CS ot mixtures ot high rated and low rated artioles, 

were made by a. tew carriers end by nuc.erous shippers. The objeoting 

carriers testitied that they were experienCing, and under the et­

fective basis would continue to experience, a serious diversion of 

1 The original dec1sion 1n th1s proceeding (Decis1on No. 30600 or 
February 11, 1938, 41 C.R.C. 100) was predicated upon eVidence re­
ceived at hearings held in June 1936 and in October and November, 
1937. In March 1938, before the rates thus provided bece:me ettec­
tive, a fUrther hearing was had tor the :purpose ot receiving evi­
dence as to What changes ormoditications in the in1tial order should 
be made. Following the latter hearing Decision No. 30785 (41 C.R.C. 
222) was issued, making substantial revisions in the rates, original­
ly pra.mulgated and causing the revised structure to become effective 
May 1, 1938. In June 1938, attar the rates had been in ef'tect tor 
a snort time, another hearing was held and, based upon the addition­
al evidence presented, Decision No. 31067 (unreported) was entered 
on June 30 1938 making certa1::l. emergenoy adjustments. 'I'herea.!ter, 
1n July and Augu~t, 1936, additional hearings were held and addition­
al evidence was received. ~e purpose of the instant decision is 
to dispose finally of matters given emergency consideration in De­
oision-No. 31067, supra, and 01: other matters raised in the June, 
July and. August heaxiDgs. 
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trattic to propr1etary operations; the shippers clafmed that they 

could not atford to pay the present rates. The latter interests 

insisted stren1.10usly that they would be compelled to purohase and 

operate their own t:ru.cks or to discontinue the hand.ling or certain 

lines or merchandise. They contended that a continuation ot the 

present level would force ma~utacturers in other territories to dis­

tribute the1r products through Los A.:c.geles Harbor or through other 

points outside the Los Angeles drayage area. 

In addition, var1o\:.s proposals were made as to cllanges i~ 

:rates tor particular types or services. .A. cost study prepared by 

C. :5:. Ja.cobsen and G. L. Malquist, engineers in the Commission's 

~sportat1on Depart:lent) was introduced to show the estimated cost 

or transporting shipments weigb.1ng 100 pounds or less in ~paroel 
~ 2 

delivery service~ tor manUfacturers, jobbers and wholesalers. The 
~ 

costs reflected in this study were as tollows: 

Weight 
:in 

Pounds 

J2 or less 
Over 12 and includ.ing 32 

W 32 wt wt 50 
! 50 ~ ~ 100 

: Average: : Number of: : 
: Weight : Cost per : Packages : Cost :per : 
: per : Package : per : Shipment : 
: Package: ( in Cents): Shipment : ( in Cents]: 

5.3 10.62 1.05 11.14 
20.7 14.49 1.10 l5.94 
38.0 17.70 1.30 23.0l 
63.0 19.90 1.50 29.84 

It was sta.ted on 'behalf of Los .Angeles Paroel Delivery Association 

and. 'O'ni ted Paroel Service of Los ..A.'J:lgeles, I:J.c., that the toregoing 

est1mated costs were tair1y representative of those exPerienced in 

the operations ot such parcel de11very carriers and that rates tor 

the transporta'c10n ot s:nall sh1J;>ments should be predicated thereon. 

~~Q ~QU~~ 'Ya$ ~iPrO~s~d, however, as to whether rates ~evelo~ed 

2 . 
Delivery of ~areels weighing 100 poundS or less trom retail 

stores has been oxempted rrom the a~p11oat10n of the established 
m1u~um rates, and, hence, were not included in the engineers' 
cost study. 
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from such costs would be suitable tor the handling ot accounts in­

volving an extremely large volume or trattic. ..\3 to such tra.ttic it 

was represented that rates based upon the volume moving over a given 

period should be established; however, no definite proposal was made 

as to the volume or the rates which should be provided or the manner 

in which they should be stated. 

~1i1118!n.s Transfer COI:lpany and Riggins Truclts, Inc., asked 

that their operations be exempted entirely from the application ot 

the established rates or, in the alternative, that their operations 

"oe exempted as to shi~ments weighing 500 pounds or less. As a fur­

ther alternative, they requested permission to enter into separate 

contractual arrangements vdth hardv~re and electrical supply dealers, 

:::anutacturers and jobbers and to tile suoh contracts with the Com­

:Ussion. These carriers explained that they pertormed routed de­

livery services tor manutacturers, jobbers and wholesalers, handling 

ship~ents or all weights. They contended tbAt the rates applicable 

to their operations were in excess ot the cost to them ot pertor.m-
:3 

~ the services and, also, that a loss of a substantial portion 

3 
The May 1938 trattic or a patron 0: Williams Transfer Com,pany 

was said to be typical of this routed service in regard to the 'Yle1gb.t 
ot the shipments transported. The following is an analysiS ot this 
tratf'ic: 

Weight or NUmber or 
Sh1p~ents in Pounds Shipments Percentage 

Under 100 6,594 79.2 
100 to 200 734 8.S 
200 to 300 293 3.5 
300 to SOO 256 3.1 
Over 500 450 5.4 

8,327 100.0 

It was testified that during the month ot lI.ay 1938 the average weight 
of the 8,327 shipments handled was 144 :pounds, that shipments weiSh­
ing less than 100 pounds averaged 20.6 poundS and that those we13h1ns 
over 100 pounds averaged 671.5 pounds. Based upon book records, upon 
certain engineering est~tes and upon test checks, a witness repre­
senting these carriers developed the cost tor pick-up and delivery 
in the Williams' operation to be 28i cents per delivery stop and in 
the Riggins' operation to "oe 93 cents per shipment. 



• 
ot their trattic to proprietary carriage or to other torms ot dis­

tribution was beillg threatened. They ola1med that the loss ot their 

larger aooounts to proprietary operations would torce them to dis­

oontinue serving their customers having only small quantities. The 

proposal tor complete exempt10n was supported by the :Los Angeles 

Trattio Managers Conference and Los .. ~geles Wholesale Inst1tute, 

although oertain individual members ot these organizat1ons indicated 

that e::z:e~t1on up to 500 pounds would be satistaotory.4 

~e Los Angeles Warehousemen's Association contended that 

the establiShed rates were excessive in so tar as they applied to 

trattio moved out ot public utility warehouses by carriers atti11at~ 

ed with such warehouses. Its witnesses stated that, ordinarily, the 

public utility warehouses in the Los Angeles drayage area oonduoted 

auxiliary truoking servioes, using their warehouses as tel'minals. 

~ey asserted that the cost ot transporting property trom a ter.minal 

'Warehouse is less expensive than is ordinary drayage service and 

that the differenoe in oost Should be reflected by a difterenoe in 

rates. ~ey oalled attention to ~e tact that in various orders 

establishing rates outside ot drayage areas the Commission had author­

ized a 5-cent d1tferential in oonnection with Shipments or oertain 

kinds and quantities when picked up at or delivered to a carrier's 

ter.Dine.l. The warehouse interests pointed out, also, that the ware­

housing rate included delivery ot the property to the loading plat-

4 By Decision No. 31067, supra, commodity rates were established 
ror the transnortation ot miXed shipments consisting ot commodities 
rated rirst class or lower, with not to exceed 10 per cent of higher 
rated cOlmllod1t1es. Hovtever Williams and Higgins, a.s well as the 
Los Angeles Trattic ~anagers Conference and 105 Angeles Wholesale 
Institute represented at the later hearings that these rates pro­
vided little, it any, reliet in that, while they obviated the neoes­
sity or classitication, they required zon1ng and produced excessive 
oharges. 
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tor.ms ot the warehouses and that, hence, the only accessorial ser­

vice ordinarily required to be pertor.med in the carrier capacity was 

loading fron such plattorms on to the trucks. They contended, more­

over, that the latitude in arranging schedules, made possible through 

unified control, pe~itted the obtaining ot unusually high load and 

use tactors. 

The ,varehouse interests proposed that the rate ditteren­

tial sought be accorded by making the present intra-zone rates applic­

able to movements trom public utility warehouses to points throughout 

a greatly enlarged "inner zone,ft and that the present two-zone scale 
~ .., 5 

be made applicable to points outside. 

The Motor Truok Assooiation of Southern California op~osed 

the foregoing recommendation. It claimed that public utility ware­

houses perfor.ning drayage service compete "'/ith unatfiliated carriers 

tor the ,varehouse traffic and th~t all carriers should be accorded 

an equality or co~potitive opportunity in that t1eld. 

Zoning 

Under the existi~ basis, the Los Aneeles drayage area is 

divided into eight zones. Four rate bases are :provided (A, B, C and 

D), the applioation ot each rate basis being dependent upon the num-

ber or zones traversed. A ftgrasshopperw scale is provided tor ship­

ments weighins less than 100 pounds, the rates tor sh1pments or sueh 

size being independent ot zoning.6 Only mino~ objeotions to this 

zoning plan were offered, in so tar as it applied to general drayage 

operations involving shipments of substantial quantities. However, 

Willi~s Transfer Company and Higgins TruCks, Ino., asserted that 

5 The proposed ftinner zoneft would comprise allot the area now 
included Within ~nez 1 and~2 and most ot Zones 3, 4, 5 and 6 as 
defined in Decision No. 30785, supra. The center zone would ~­
brace the balance of the drayage aroa. 

6 A ~ohedule nwning charges Wper shi~ment," dep?ndent upon the 
weight bracket in which the shipment talls,~as d~st1nguished trom 
a schedule naming rates in cents per 100 pounds or other unit, is 
coomonly rot erred to as a "grasShopper" scale. 
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• 
the zoning plan was impracticable tor the routed delivery services 

WhiCh they performed, in that it complicatod the computation ot 

charges by sh1ppers_ In addition, they clatmed that the differenoe 

in rates between an intra-zone movement and movanents between zones 

vms not representa~1ve of tho additional cost or per.to~ing deliver­

ies in a routed service, in that numerous shipments destined to the 

outer zones were ordinarily tra.nsported in one truck at one t1me. 

These carriers were t0$.rt'u.l that the present zoning arrangement, it' 

continued, would cause 0. substantial loss ot trat1'ie to :£)r02r:i.etary 

operation. Shippers utilizing these carriers testi~ied to the same 

effect. 

As previously mentioned in connection with the reo1tat1on 

or evidenoe relating to ~e rate level, the Los Angeles Warehouse­

~en's Association also sought substitution or a two-zone plan tor 

the present eight-zone arrangement, tor application on shipments 

o:!:'ig1nat1:o.g at public utility warehouses. In addition to their rep­

resentations as to the excessive volume or the rates tor that type 

ot service, the warehouse interests asserted that many of their 

patrons are located outside ot Los Angeles and are not ram1l1ar with 

the geogr~h1cal location or the points to which shipments moving 

out or the warehouses are destined. They claimed that these shippers 

were unable to calculate chargos in ad.vance or movement and that the 

inconVenience thus created was causing these shippers to distribute 

from points outside the drayage area. The warehouse interests stat­

ed, moreover, that warehouses located in different zones are ordin­

arily competitive with each other and that the zoning plan had a 

tendency to divert storage business to the more central warehouses, 

to the prejudice or those located further from the usual destination 

points. Certain shippers testitied that their merchandise was sold 
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at a flat price throughout the Los Angeles area a:cd that, hence J a 

~lat rate fro.m distribution warehouses without regard to destination 

was requi%'ed. 

A witness tor the Union Pacific Railroad stated that under 

the existing zoning arrangement the principal freight depots ot the 

:raU lines serving Los Angeles were exclusively in Zone 1 except in 

the ease ot the freight depot or the Southern Pe.c1t1c CompaIlY at 128l 

North Spring Street.. This depot, he said, was partly in Zone 1 and 

partly in Zone 2. 'l'hus, he contended, the Southern J?ac1t'1c Company 

had an 'UJldue advantage in competing tor tratf1c. The witneBs suggest­

ed that the boundaries or Zone 1 be re-descr1bed so as to place the 

depot wholly within the zone.. No one opposed the proposed change .. 

Counsel tor Pac1tic Iron and Steel Company and Johnson 

Steel & Wire COmpany, Inc.) which co:o.pe.nies maintain plants at 11633 

South Alameda Street and 11641 Mona Boulevard, respectively, request­

ed that the drayage area be enlarged so as to include these plants 

within Zone 7. He stated that no advantage would aecrue to these 

campanies by such action, but that their competitors were located 

Within the drayage area and that approvel of the recommendations 

would provide comparable rates tor competing concerns. No objections 

to this request were voiced. 

Classification of Commodities 

As previously indicated, the rates presentJ~y in ette~t tor 

shipments weighing less than 100 pounds are in the tor.m. of a -gra.ss-.. 
hopper- scale. Rates are stated 1n cents per shi~ment and are not 

depend;nt upon the type of cor:mlodity of which the shipment consists. 

However, rates tor heavier shipments are stated in class rate torm, 

rates being provided tor tour classes and co.cmodit1~s being rated 

according to the class provid.ed therefor (without regard to packing 
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requirements) in Y[estern Class11'ication No. 67, C.R.C. No.6· (01' 

;r. :P. Haynes, .Agent), in Pacitic Freight Tariff Bureau Exception 

Sheet No. l-P, C.R.O. No. 597 (t. F. Potter series), s~plements 

thereto and reissues thereof, or 'by special exceptions in the order 

itself. Several shippers contended that the burden of class1ty1ng 

commodities is wholly disproportionate to Whatever value the classi­

tication plan may have trOll a t:ransportatio:c. standpoint, at least in 

eonneetion with shipments ranging in weiSht from 100 to 500 pounds. 
7 

These Shippers asserted that they would give ser10us consideration 

to the purchase and operation of their own trucks unless the olassi­

fication plan were abandoned in ravor ot a 1'lat rate tor ell com-
e 

mod1ties. 

For-hire carriers pertor.m1ng a general drayage servioe did 

~ot ~~~es$ a~ objection to ~e classification metbod o~ stating 

~teo. However, the carr1er~ pertor.m1ng routed delivery services 

stated that prior to tho o~~ootivone~$ or tho est~bl1Bhed m1n~um 

'1 
~ representative or one or the larger shippers clatmed that in-

creased clerical and shi~ping room expense would be not less than 
$166.~1 ~er week. The representative of another larger shipper 
est1mated ~uch expenso at a minimum or $625.00 per month. Both 
asserted that it ,~uld be necessary for their concerns to employ 
additional weighers, wrappers, billing olerks and ~te men and to 
inour add1 t10nal paok1n8 ex,penses. 

8 Aw1tnesG ~or a shipper estimated that $lOO,OOO would detraythe 
expense of purchasing a fleet of 40 to 50 trucks tor use in tbe Los 
Angeles drayage area and in adjacent territory. He admitted that 
he bad no detinite figures on either the pur~ase price or cost ot 
operations but claimed that he was convinced that hiS firm could 
aeco~liSh these deliveries in its own trucks at less expense than 
that accruing at existing tor-hire carrier rates. He stated that, 
dur1ng t"e first six months of 1938 J his tim paid Wi111~ Transfer 
Com any ~16,968.44 tor Los Angeles ~rayage and other tor-hlre car-
r1e~s approximately $8 000 tor suburban deli ver1es. Another witness 
claimed that a survey had convinced h~ that by installing his own 
truck equipment and using it tor other servioes when not required in 

city deliveries, the expense of drayage in Los .~geles would not 
exceed 12 cents per 100 ~oundS. He likewise had no det1n1te 
figures to substantiate his contention. 
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rates they had quoted rates 1n cents per shi:pment or per package, 

regardless of the classification ot the commodity or tbe destination 

ot the shipment. 'n1ey cla1llled that the burden of classification in­

creased overhead costs or carr1ers and shippers without producing 

offsetting benefits. 

The Warehous~ents Association asked that a mOditied clas­

sification basis be provided tor shipments moving out or public 

utility warehouses. It suggested that a basis sQmewhat sfm11ar to 

that in ettect in the san Francisco drayage area (Dec1s1on No. 28632, 
9 

as amended, in case No. 4084) be adopted. 

Misoellaneous Rates J Rules and Regulations 

The parcel delivery carriers clo.:1:med that the requirement 

that a tre1~t bill be issued tor each shipment tmposed an unneoes­

sary and undue burden u;pon their operations. They stated that a 

large number or Shipments were ordinarily :picked up at one time at 

one point of origin, and that the acceptance of ~nitestft (or con-
,'" .... 

solidated) shipping instruotions should be,permitted. They asserted 

that sh1ppiDg doC'tlments ot that ty:pe could be used to comp1le a 

blanket freight bill at stated intervals and would thus be sutfic­

ient to accotlplisb. all the purposes of the individ1lS.1 treigb.t bill. 

The parcel delivery carriers were strongly supported in these con­

tentions by a large group or shippers who asserted tbat individual 

Shipping orders and freight bills made necessary the addition ot 

ottice equipment and the employment ot more clerks without serving 

any useful purpose. 
'rhoe atorement ioned. group of carriers also urged that the 

charges established tor the collection and remittance or moneys 

colleoted (C.O.D. charges) were excessive. ~e carriers proposed 

9 In that order ratings are provided specit1callY tor numerous 
articles and those not :c.emed are subject to re.tings and packing 
requirements in the Western Classification. 
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a charge for this servioe or 10 cents for the first $lOO.CO, plus a 

oharge ot 5 cents tor eech $100.00 or traction thereot in excessot 

this amount. They represented that charges ot this volume had proven 

remunerative in the past. The proposal was ~ec1f1Cally endorsed 

by many ot the parties and objocted to by none. 

Los Angeles Parcel Delivery Association, Los Angeles Whole­

sale Institute end Los .~geles Traffic Managers Conference requested 

that the hourly vebicle unit rates named in Item 800 or Appendix "A"~ 

ot Decision No. ~785, supra, be modified by reducing the minimum 

charge from 1 hour to 1/2 hour. They assailed the present minimum 

chsrge as excessive when applied to deliveries requiring 1/2 hour or 

less to accompliSh. They ascerted that the hourly rates were in-

vol ved principally when shippers requested immediate deli ver1e8 and 

that tho r~sulting charges wore substantial~y in excezs o~ the normal 

rates. 

The Motor Truck Association ot Southern Calito~nia urged 

that edible nuts, in the shell, be accorded the rates in Ite.m 730-~. 
10 

or A~pendix "AM. to Decision No. 30785, as ~ended. Its witness 

stated that the Colif'Ol"nia Walnut G·rov,ers Association had advised 

the carriers that unless their Shi~ments could be transported by 

tor-hire draymen at rates equivalent to those established for the 

commodities contained in the aforementioned item, the Growers Associ­

e.tion v.'ould arrange to pertorm its own draye.ge. 'I'he Truck Association 

claimed, also, that the weight, bulk, susceptibility to damage 

and other tran~ortation characteristics of edible nuts were substan-

The itam roferred to names zone commodity rates for numerous 
commodities, including beans, peas, canned goods, cement, flour 
compressed g~ses, glassware, grein, iron ana steel articles, paper, 
rico, roofing, salt and sugar. 
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• 
tially s~lar to those ot the cocmodities now en30ying the com­

modity rates. ~is organization also requested that the applica­

tion or commodity rates on sugar ~ed in Item 740-A or Appendix 

-A- to Decision No. 31067, supra, be ltmited to movements from 

storage in public utility warehouses. A Witness for the Associa­

tion stated that the presently establiShed rates on sugar'are based 

on warehouse trucking costs and would not be remunerative tor other 

tratt1c. 

E. H. Ford, a carrier engaged in the transportation ot 

lumber and torest products, requested that the 70 per cent ot 4th 

class rating, minim'llm weight 20 ,000 pounds, now applicable to these 

commodities be made subject to a min~um weight ot 4,000 pounds and 

restricted to shipments of lumber and forest produots Which do not 

require '"hand loading or unloading" 'by the carrier. In support ot 
'" , ' 

this request he test1tied that 95 per cent ot the lumber transported 

by tor-hire trucks in the drayage area was loaded by use ot cranes 

furniShed by Shippers and was unloaded mechanically at destination. 

He contended that the proposed 70 per cent ot 4th class rating, 

minimum. weight 4,000 pounds, was compensatory when shipments were 
I 

loaded and unloaded mechanically, but that when the carrier per-

to~ hand loading and unloading, this rating would not produce 
11 compensatory rates. He suggested the establi~ent of a 4th 

class rating when such services a~:e involved. The proposal was 

not opposed. 

II Ford stated that his expense ~or hand loading and unloading 
averaged 3.92 cents per 100 pounds. 
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Owens-Parks Lumber Company urged that minfmum rates tor 

saSh and doors be readjusted to a basis ot 3 per cent ot the in­

voice price ot these commodities. A witness tor the company testi­

tied that such basis was necessary due to a long estab l:tshed trade 

practice ot selling such materials on a delivered basis; that no 

mean~ of detem.ining actual weishts was available; and that, prior 

to the establiShment ot minimum rates, it has been custo~ry tor 

tor-hire carriers to pertor.m deliveries of sash and doors at the 

sought basis. The witness cla~ed that the basing ot charges on 

invoice value had proven satisfactory to all parties concerned. 

Conclusions 

It will be seen from the toregoing recitation ot evidence 

that the pr1nci~a1 objections were directed against the volume of 

the establiShed rates tor soall shipments and to the ditficulty 

or computing charges on mixed lots or property. It will also be 

noted that these two major objections were advance~ and supported 

mainly bymanutacturers, wholesalers and jobbers whose shipments 

ordinarily include a variety ot small items ot ditferently classed 

merchandise tor distribution throughout the drayage area and by 

the tew carriers who handle that type ot traffic in routed de­

livery services. These shi~perB and carr1ers have been accustom­

e~t so it is asserted) to estimating the aggregate cost or per­

to~ing service for each Shipper over a given per10d, and ot de­

te~ining the average cost per shipment by divi4ing the estimated 

aggregate cost by the estimated numbe~ of Shipments which will 

be made in the given perioa. This cost per Shipment has then 

been used as a basis tor contrect1ng between the carr1er and 

the shippers whose tratfic has been so analyzed, the rate Ult1-

mately agreed upon be1ng ordinarily stated in cents ~er package 
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or per shipment, with no regard to weight, type ot commodity or 

distanoe to be transported. The resulting t1at rate basis avoid­

ed, ot oourse, the necessity tor weighing, olass1t1Y1ng and zon­

ing, and, under the contract rates applied prior to the establish­

ment ot minfcum rates, has apparently been oonsidered satistao­

tory by the larger shippers. However, the praotice ot assessing 

rates without regard to transportation oharacteristics has cer­

tain unsatisfactory aspects which may not have been apparent to 

the Shippers and carriers who are seeking its perpetuation here, 

but which, nevertheless, are seriOUS threats to a stabilized 

transportation system. 

A surface detect in the flat rate baSis preViOusly ap-

plied is that it has not' in all instances prOduced compensatory 

operat1ons. Surprisingly enough, the two carriers who are s aeking 

most v1gorously either exemption ot their operations trom the estab­

lished minimum rates or permission to contract with eaoh shipper 

individually, suttered substantial losses during the period tmmed1ate-
1.2 

1y preceding the effectiveness ot the minimum rates. However, th~8 

is a deteot wh10h oould probably be remedied by an inorease 1n 

the oontract rates. The two principal faults underlying the tlat 

rato basiS are (l) that such a rate ~lan tends toward uncertainty 

~ that no shipper oan know what rates his oompetitor is paying and 

(2) that one shipper will pay more or less than another shi~per for 

identioal service, depending upon the quant1t7 and type or other 

traftio which one 0= the other may have available tor shipment over 

l~ The record shows that W1lliams Truok Company and BigginS Trucks, 
Inc.,lost $2500 and $1;04, reepectively, during the period trom 
January 1 to May 31~ ~938. Exoept tor the last month ot this period 
the operations were not atfected by the m1ni~ rate order. 
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a period ot time. 

Wi tb the enactment or the Highway Carriers' and C1 ty 

C~rr1crs' Acts the dUt,y has devolved upon the Commission of pro­

viding a stabilized rate structure which will be reasonable and non­

discriminatory as to the public at large an~ compensatory as to' 

the carriers. HaVing in mind that the traffic of certain shipper$ 

consists ot a wide variety of commodities moving between a wide 

number of points and territories whereas other Shippers distribute 

only e. re'w co:r:modi ties betwoen a 1:tm1 ted number ot: poillts, and 

having in mind also that the operations ot: certain carriers embrace 

transportation ot many commodities throughout wide territories 

whereas the operations of others are extremely limited in nature ana 
scope, it appears that the goel ot a stabilized, reasonable, non­

discriminatory and compensatory rate structuro can best be achieved 

by predicating min~uo rates upon the transportation characteristics 

ot each haul, rather than upon the aggregate operations of individual 

car~iers or shippers. In this way large and small carriers may com­

pete on equal terms for all or a:tJY portion of the traffic of each 

shipper. At the same time, each small shipper ~~ll be assured that 

his lo.:-eer commercial cO!'lpetitors are paying equivalent rates tor 
l~ 

equivalent service. 

As pointed out in previous orders in this proceeding, 

a rate structure designed to give reCOgnition to differences in 

tr~sport~tion characteristics of commodit1es and to differences 

1!3 
The foregoing conclusion is strongly sup~orted by the legislative 

outline of the manner in which the Acts referred to were to be admin­
istered. Section 10 of the Rie;hway Carriers' Act provides in part as 
follows: "In establishing or approVing such rates the commission 
shall take into account and give due and reasonable conSideration to 
the cost ot: o.ll of the transportation services performed, including 
length ot haul, any additional transportat1on service performed, or to 
be performed, or of any accessorial service and the value of the 
commodity transported and the value of the facility reasonably neces­
sary to pcrtor.m such transportation serVice." 

Section 9 of the City Carriers' Act contcins s~lar language. 
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in lengths of haul must, ot necessity, contain some basis tor 

classif1cation and zoning. The Western Classirication and EXoep­

tion Sheet appeared to oontain the most reasonable and oompre­

hensive rating plan of any suggested at the initial hearings and 

were consequently adopted for use in applying the m1n1mum rates. 

These publioations are in wide use throughout the united States 

and most shippers have acquired detailed knowledge ot their oon­

tents through long use in connection with line-haul transporta­

tion over a period of many years. No alternate plan ottered at 

either the initial or subsequent hearings would appear to sim­

plify materially the Western Classification and ZXception Sheet 

method ot rating. The eight-zone plan employed in the existing 

structure to sive recognition to differences in lengths of haul, 

while conoededly reqQir1ng some knowledge of the geography of 

the Los Angeles drayage area, should not be found particularly 

dittieult ot application atter the boundaries have become rami­
liar through constant usage. It will be reoalled that 1n Deci­

sion No. ;0600, supra, the Commiss1on proposed a six-zone plan. 

Upon strenuous representations that at least ten zones were es­

sential, the present eight-zone plan was finally adopted. It 

does not appear, therefore, that the number or zones should now 

be reduced. 

For the reasons just stated, it would seem that the ob­

jections to the present basis shoUld, it pOSSible, be sat1sfied by 

a revision in the rates themselves, rather than by disoarding the 
l~ 

classifioation and zoning scheme. Aocordingly, it is recom-

l~ ~ecision No. ;1067, supra, attempted to acoomplish this pur­
pose by the establishment of commodity rates for mixed shipments 
of differently classed items; however, the volume or the rates 
apparently was not sufficiently low to enable full advantage to be 
taken or the relief trom the classification burden thus acoorded. 
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• 
menaea first that the rates tor shipments weighing less than 10~ 

pounds be reVised. Consistent ~~th the estimated costs developed 

by engineers Jacobsen and M~qu1st, it appears that the pre~ent 

~grassbop~er~ scale starting at 9 cents per Shipment and progress­

ing to 45 cents shoUld be adjusted to commence at 10 cents and to 

progress to only 30 cents. This shoul.d result in su'bste.ntie.J. 

relief tor small Shipments'as far as the rate level is concerned. 

No one has asserted that the rate structure is unduly complex tor 

shipments ot such size inasmuch as a flat charge applies without 

regard to claSSification or zoning. 

~he toregoing would require a rel~ted adjustment in the 

present minimum charge ot 50 cants, applicable in connection with 

ship~ents weighing 100 pounds or more. It the charge tor a ship-

ment weighing 99 pounds is to be ::0 cents, a minimum charge 01' 35 

cents for a lOO-pound Shipment would appear to be proper. 

SUbstantial further relief to Shippers dealing in a var­

iety ot small items may be a1'forded by reducing the class rates 

1'0= shipments weighing from leO to SOO :pounds, and by narro\\'1ng 

the spread between the tour classes. One effect of this vrould or 

cour=e be to produce lo~~r tr~nsport~tion ch~r6es in the aggregate. 

Another result vrould be to reduce the penalty tor 1'ailure to class­

ify eommodities. This ~~Uld enable Shippers to apply the rating 

on the highest rated article to mixed Shipments 01' several commodi­

ties vrlthout creating excessive rates thereby, and woUld 'thus make 

av~ilablc what in its prc.ctico.l effect wo'Uld be a flat rate. At the 

s~e timo, the retention ot the classification plan ,~uld enable 

shippers who deSire to classity their commodities and thus distri­

bute the tr~n~ortation burden to derive some bener1t by so doing. 

With a substantial reduction being made in the 100-500 pound class 

rates no good reason would appear to be served by retaining the 500-

pound weight bracket tor class rates and its removal ~~uld promote 
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stmp11city. That bracket should tberetore be eliminated. 

In or~er that shippers having available at one time a 

large alWu:c.t of tonnage tor shipment to several pOints may share in 

the transportation saving ettected by the obt~in1ng of a tull load 

at one point, a rule should be added ~erm1tting split deliveries 

under class rates when fre1ght aggregating 4,000 pounds or more is 

tendered to the carrier at one place and at one time. A sliding 

scale 01' additional charges should be provided, however, based upon 

the DUlIlber of added stops, to eompensate the oarrier tor the extra 

service required. This rule being added and the class rates being 

reduced substantially, the need tor the treight rates added by De­

cision No. ,31067, supra, end tor those provided 1n Item No. 110 or 

DeCision No. ,0185, supra, would appear to be removed and slloh rates 

should be cEl.Xl.celled. 

lUrther relie1' mar, on this record, be accorded through 

the consolidation or rate basis D with rate basis C and through a 

reduotion in the rate.increment tor the remaining three rate bases. 

The etrect 01' this would be a substantial reduotion in rates tor 

sh1pments mov1ng to the outer zones and would ease in a measure the 

d1fficulties sa1d to be attendant upon zon1ng. 

The proposal of the warehouse interests that 1ts members 

who condueted anc1llary drayage serv1ces be accorded a rate dit1'er­

ent1e.l tb:rough the este.'b11sbment 01: a two-zone plan was the same in 

all essent1al respects as that considered b1 the Commission in De­

oision No. 30785, supra. AS therein pointed out, the establishment 

ot rates to contor.m to the operations of carriers whose services 

are only inoidental to other activit1es, and who allocate a large 

part of the overhead expenses to those other act1vities, would un­

duly prejud1ce carriers engaged exclusively in pertorm1ng transpor-
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tation services, and would jeopardize the adequacy and stability ot 
14 

the transportation system. Moreover, although the warehouse in-

terests have pOinted out that ancillary drayage operations may be 

more economical than ordinary drayage in that only terminal piok-up 

1s performed, the evidenoe 1s not convincing that the alleged eoon­

omies are not oftset by greater expenses in other items, suoh as 

load and use tactors. In any event, the reduotions in the general 

rate level should lessen it not eliminate entirely the threatened 

loss or storage and cartage business and remove much ot the cause 

tor objection. 

14 
In Deoision No. 30785, supra, the Commission said: "On the 

other hand the suggestion of the Warehouse Associat1onadmittedly 
has the disadvantage ot attempting to average such fmportant and 
in this instance widely varying transportation cost tactors as 
length of haul, traffic congestion and density ot available trat­
tic. Apparently realizing that certain ot its proposals have 
slight relation to the cost ot pertor.ming the serVice, the Ware­
house Association urged that transportation services rendered by 
its members were ancillary to their public warehouse business. Ap­
parently these warehousemen are not expeoting any return ~om 
transportation so long as this activity permits the offering ot a 
complete distribution service under one management and is thus ad­
vantageous to the warehousing business. Obv1ously, requiring car­
riers whose principal activity is the transportat10n ot property 
to adapt their services and charges so as to conform to those ot 
concerns whose activities in the transportation field are inci­
dental to activities in another enterpr1se, would not be oonduo1ve 
to the maintenance. of adequate and dependable transportation. True, 
the Warehouse Assoc1ation did not urge that other carriers be re­
quired to observe the same zoning arrangement which it sought tor 
its members. However, the alternat1ve, it the Warehouse Assoo1a­
tion's proposal is to be given etfect, is the prescription ot two 
schedules of rates, one tor tor-hire trucking operations ot ware­
houses, and another and h1gher one tor other tor-hire carriers. 
Neither alternative is justified by evidence of record." 
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The pl:'opos8.1 ot the Unio!l. :Pacific RaiJ.roacl Company tba t 

Zone 2 be re-bOtUlded to exclude the Southern Pacific Company's freight 

depot at 1281 North Spring Street should be adopted.' ~his is a minor 

change which was not opposed end appears to be necessary in order to 

sive the several rail carriers a competitive rate parity. It also 

e,ppears th~t the plents ot l?aci1'ie Iron and Steel C01'D.pe.ny and J"o:b.nson 

Steel & Wire Company Inc. are located iD, territory adjacent to tha.t 

embraced wi thin the dnlyage limits Md that the eoctension of the 

drayage area will accomplish a harmonious rate adjustment With re­

spect to competing shippers e:ogaged ill tbe sa."!le lines ot endeavor. 

In so tar as the proposal relating to the use ot manitest 

freight bills is concerned, it he.s been made evident that when a 

large number of shipments are tendered to a carrier at one time and 

at one point separate bills of lading or shipping orders are unneces­

sery. The provisions ot orders heretotore issued in this proceeding 

in this regard should be relaxed so as to permit the acceptance ot 

such shipping documents, provided they contain all the information 

necessary to a determination ot tha applicable charges. 

The proposed reductions in C.O.D. charges are entirely i~­

consistent with C.O.D. charges in effeet in other drayage areas and 

territories ~d should not be adopted in the absence of supporting 

data showing that they will be reaso~~bly ramunerative tor the riSk 

aud service involved. 

The re~uest that hourly vehicle unit rates named in Item 

800 ot A~pend1x "A" ot Decision No. 30785, supra, be moditied by 

reducing the min~um time for computing charges trom 1 hour to one 

halt hour does not tind support in this record. It appears that· 

this modifieation is sought for the purpose of enabling parcel de-

livery carriers to effect emergency deliveries; however, the per 
shipment rates appear to be 5~~~1c1e:c.tly low to obv1ate the need 

~or using the hourly basis on sh1~ments o~ that type. 
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The Motor Truck Association's contention that the tempo­

rary rates on sugar established by Decision No. 31067, supra, sbould 

be limited to movements from public utility warehouses has not 

been substantiated. The Association has not establisbed that 

there are no other comparable movements of that commodity. It 

such traffic does exist or should develop in the tuture, it 

seems obvious that oarriers would experienoe oosts consistent 

with those predicated upon ex-werehouse drayage. 

The reasons advanced by the Truck Association 1n sup­

port of the commodity rates it proposed for the transportation ot 

edible nuts are substentially the same as those reoited by the 

Commission in reaching its conolusion in Decis10n No. 30785, su­

pra, that oommodity rates were necessary to forestall diversion 

or certain commodities to ~roprietary operations. The proposal 

should be approved. 

The proposal ot E. H. Ford that the 70 per cent rating 

on lumber and torest products be made to apply on sh1~ments ot 

4,000 poundS or more when mechanioally loaded and unloaded has 

not been justified. Conoeding that there is a difference in the 

cost or hand loading and unJ.oading oompared w1th meohanioal hand­

ling, it has not been shown that theOlase ratings now ~rov1ded 

result in exoessive oharges in the aggregate tor lumber or forest 

produots which are handled entirely by mechanioal means. The pro­

posal of Owe]ls-Parks Lumber Company that rates tor sash sod doors 

be estab~ished upon a basiS or , per oent of their invoioe value 

takes into account only one ot the many factors or~1nar11y oonsid­

ered in the fixation ot rates, i.e., the value or the commod1ty 

transported. On this record sufficient cause has not been shown 

tor suoh a radioal departure !rom usual and ordinary rate-making 
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practices. . 

Findings 

upon consideration o~ all tho tacts or record, I rum o~ 

the opinion and ~1nd that Decision NO. ,078, of A~ri1 11, 193a, 

es amended, in this prooeed1ng, should be further amended to the 

extent indicated in the order herein; and that in all other re­

spects said decision as amended should remain in tull ~oroe and 

eftect. 

The tOllowing torm ot order is reoommended: 

ORDER --------
FUrther public hearings having been held in the above 

entitled proceeding, and based upon the evidence received at the 

hearings and upon the oonclusions and find1ngs oontained in the 

preceding opinion, 

IT IS HEREBY ORD~ that Appendix "A" ot Deo1sion No. 

}0185 o~ April 11, 1938, as amended, be and it is hereby further 

amended to the extent shown in Ap~eDd1x nAn attached hereto and by 

this reference made a part hereof. 

IT IS EEREBY FURTHER ORDERED that all radial highway 

common carriers and highway contract carriers, as defined 1n the 

Highway Carriers' Act (Chapter 223, Statutes ot 1935, as emended) 

and all carriers as defined in the 01 ty Carriers t Aot (Chapter 

I$ 
In Re A lieation No. 21 0 of W. J. Tannahill & Sons, Deoision 

No. ·9 of une, ,the 0 S3 on sa : 
"However, the proposal to assess oharges in connection with 

shipments or sash and doors on the basis of 3 per oent ot the in­
voice price cannot be authorized in that for.m, and there is no 
evidence of record from whioh it could be converted to a oents per 
100 pounds or board toot basiS. The objection to basing rates on 
~voiee prices is that the price tactor is indeterminable trom an 
enforcement standpOint, and is subjeot to rluctuations which are 
outside the Commission's knowledge or control." 
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~12, Statutes of 1935, as ~ended) be and they are hereby ordered 

to cease and desist on the ertective date ot this order and there-

after abstain from cha~ging, collecting or observing rates, rules 

or regulations lower in volume or eftect than those provided in 

Appendix "A" ot Decision No. ~0765 in this proceedinS I as ~ended by 

p~1or ordors and by this order. 

IT IS HEREBY FtJRTE3R OP.DERED the. t every radial highway 

common carrier end highwe.y COIl.tract carrier, as detined in the 
Highway Carriers' Act (Chapter 223, Statutes ot 1935, as ~ende¢) 

and every carrier as detined in the City Carrierst Aot (Chapter 

312, Statutes or 1935, as amended) shall issue~ tor each shipment 

received tor transportation, a freight bill in substantially the 

torm set to~th in Appendix "B" ot Decision No. 30600 ot February 

7, 1938, in this proceeding; or shall issue a manifest freight b111 

at ~e ~~e ot movement tor all shipme~ts received. tram one Sh1pper 

at one time and at one place. In the event the latter alternative 

is tollowed., the manifests shall contain allot the information re­

~uired to be shown on the form ot freight bill set forth in said 

Appendix "B", including point of origin, point ot destination, de­

scription of each commOdity, weight of each shipment, rate applicable 

and charges assessed on each shipment. In either eva~t said carriers 

may include in said manifests or freight bill, in addition to the 

provisions appearine in the form set forth in said Appendix "Bn, such 

other reasonable and lawful provisions as ~y be deemed proper. A 

copy ot said manitests and freight bills shall be retained and pre­
served tor a period ot not less than three (3) years trom the date 

or their i~ce. 

IT IS HEREBY FURTHER ORDERED that in all other respects 

said Decision No. ~7e5, as ~cnded, shall remain in full torce and 

ettect. 

IT !S E:E?.EBY FTJ'RrEER ORDERED tba. t the CoIllD'rls sion shall 

and it does hereby retain jurisdiction ot this proeeediug for the 
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purpose ot making, from timo to time, such turther investigation 

or investigations and making and rendering such further order or 

orders as in its discretion may be deemed proper and necessary, 

and as the public interest may require. 

The ettective dato ot this order shall be twent~ (20) 

days trom the date hereof. 

The foregoing opinion and order are hereby approved 

and ordered tiled as the o~1nion and order ot the Railroad Co~­

mission ot the State ot Calitornia. 

Dated at San FranciSCO, California, this j I;t- daY' Of' 

_....w6?;;..;;J<fa~~ ........ '4 ... ) __ , 1938. 

Commissioners i 
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Rtltes, rules and J."egulo.t1ons ;provided 1%1. Appendix "A" of Decision 
No. 30785, and. as amended, are hereby 1"urtber BmEllded. as tollOV1S: 

1. Add to paragraph Cc} 'lmdor the beading "Definition ot Teelm1eel 
'rerms" the tollow1n,s note: 

"See ~e No. 120 tor exception." 

2. Substitute the 1"ollow1~ 'boundaries tor those ShOWl tor Zones l, 2 
e:o.d 7 in Rule No. 20: 

Zone 1 

Commene1ne at the intersection ot 'WlIl,sh1ngton Boulevard and 
Sa:c. Pedro Street, northeasterly on Son Pedl.-o Street to .AJ.iso 
Stroet, easterly on Aliso Street to Alameda Street, nol'theo.sterly 
on Ale.m.ede. Street to Collese Street, westerly on College Street 
to North Broadway, northeasterly on North Broadway to tl:le tos 
Angeles River, southerly along the Vlest 'bank ot the Los .Angeles 
R1 vel" to North M.:rl.n Street, northeClstorly on North Moin Street 
to its intersection with Valley Bo'Ulovard. at Lincoln Park, easterly 
o.l.Ol:lg Vc.lley Boule~rd. to Mario.nna. Avenue, southwesterly on 
Mtl:t'io:c.no. Avenue to ~stern Avonue, southerly on Eastern Avenue to 
9th Street, v/osterly on 9th Street to Ind1ana Stl"eet, southerly on 
IMi8.llA Street to Wash1ngton Boulevard, westerly and northwesterly' 
on WaShington Bouleva.rd. to po1ut ot 'boSinn1ng. 

Zone 2 

commencing at tho intersection or Wa.shington Boulovard and 
Sen Pedro street, northeasterly on Sen Pedro Street to Aliso 
Stroet, easterly Oll .Aliso Streot to Alameda. Street, llortheasterly 
on JJ.8!:leda. Street to Colle se Street, westerly OD. College Street 
to North Broadway, northeasterly on North Broad'way to too tos 
~les River, southerly along tl:le west 'bank at the Los Angeles 
River to North Main Street, northeasterly on North Main street 
to Mission Road, nortllwe.sterl;r on Mission Road to NorthBroadwe;y, 
westerly on North Broadway to Gr1!till Avenue, northerly on 
Gr11'!1n Avenue to Avenue 35, westerly on Avenue 35 to Pasadena 
.\venue, northerly on Pc.sadeno. Avenue to North Figueroa Streot, 
southwesterly on North Figueroa Streot to .Amabel Street, north­
westerJ.y on Ama'bel Street to IIlQ.'bel Street, northwesterly on 
I:Jabel Stroot to !rIacon Street, westerly on ;MD.con Street to tho 
northeasterly' line or the 'Q'nion PIlc11"ic right~1'-~ (Glendale 
Bl'anch), northwesterly on the northeaster~ line ot the union 
Pacitie right-or-way to Edm.rd Avenue, northeasterly on Edward 
Avenue to \IT!:st Avenue 32, no::thwesterly on West Avenue 32 to 
Mo.rguer1te Street, southwesterly on Marguerite Street to the 
northeastorly point ot the union Paci!ie right-ot-way, northwest­
er~ alone the nortbee.sterly' lino ot tba Union Paeitic rie;ht-ot­
way to Rosslyn Street, westerly' on Rosslyn Street to sen Fenando 
Road, southerly eJ.ong San Ferllo.ndo Roo.d to Tyb'Ul'n Street, south­
westerly on Tybtll'n Street and it:::: prolongation across tlJe Southern 
Pacitic r1ght-ot-way to Casitas Avenue, southeasterly on Casitas 
Avenue to Fletcher Drive, southwesterly on Fletcher Drive to 
Glendale Boulovue., northwesterly on Glendale BouleVOl'd. to Rowena 
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Aven'llll, nortl:xwesterly on Rowe:ca Avenue to Byperion Avonue, south­
westerl1 on ~rion Avenue to Fountain Street, ~~sterly on Fountain 
Street to Normand1e Avenue, southerly on Normandie Avenue to Wilshire 
Boulevard, westorly on Wilshire Boulew.rd to ~olo St%'¢ct, eouthor~ 
on ~olo Street to Olyomp1c Boulevard, westerly on 01yn:p1c Boulevard 
to Crenshaw Boulevard, southerl1 on CNnshe.w Boulevard to V:asll1l:1gton 
Boulevard, eastor~ and southeasterly on 't':ash1ngton Boulevard to 
point of beg1:c:c.ing. 

Zone 7 

Comencillg at the intersection of SSth street o.Dd. Vermont 
Avenue, southerly on Ve:rm.ont Avenue to 120th Street. easterly on 
120th Street and its prolollgation to ~da Street, northerly 
on Alameda Street to 92nd Street, westerly on 92nd Street to YA1e 
Avenue. northerly on Ma1e Avenue to 87th Place, westerly on 87th 
Place to San Pedro street, southerly on San Pedro Street to 68th 
Street, \"Jestcrly on seth Street to FiguerOll Street, northerl:;y on 
Figueroa Street to 87th Street, westorly on 87th Street to Hoover 
Street, southerly on Roover Stl'eet to 88th Street, westerly on 88th 
Street to point of begj"n1"s. 

3. SUbstitute the tollonng rule tor Rule No. 100: 

~o No. 10o-A - Minimum Charge 

The minimum clarge tar shipments weighing 100 pounds am 
oval' sball be 35 cent:l." 

4. Add the tolloWing now rulo: 

"Rule No. 120 - Spl1 t Deli very 

. A sb1pment transported under cl~:>s rates "IfJ1!J.Y' consiat ot 
several component parts delivered to (a) one consigoee ~t more 
tl:la.n one point or destiMt10n, or (b) tlore than one con31gnee 
at one or more pOints of destination, sUbject to the following 
conditions: 

(l).The composite sb1pment shall 'be shi:pped by one 
consignor nt oue point ot origin; 

(2) Cbarges shell be paid by the shipper; 
(3). The. co:n:pos1te sllipment oho.ll weieh (or tr:mspor­

tat10n charges shall \;lEI computed upon a weight ot) not 
less than ~,OOO pounds; 

{4} Tbo charge tor t:o.o composite shipme:Q:t shall be 
the charse applicable 'tor trc.:c.sportllt10n or a single 
sll1pment ot the so..'Uc kind. and quantity ot Pl'Operty trom. 
point of orig1:c. to the ,oint or destination which would 
produce the bie;h.est charge tor transportation ot tho 
entire lot as 0. si:og1e sll1pmen t plus an added charge as 
:provided in paragraph (5); 

(5) Table of added cmrgeo: 

Number or Deliveries 

2 • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
3 to and. incl'Ud1ne; 5. • • • • • • • 
6 to and 1nc1udine; 10 • • • • • • • 

11 to and including 20 • • • • • • • 
2l or more • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
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Added Cllarge 

. 150 cents 
200 cents 
~O cents 
300 cems 

l!5 cents· per 
delivery 



lit·· 

(5) At t1me ot tendor ot shipment carrier sball. 1:330\]& 
a ,single '0111 ot lo.dil:Js or shipping doeument tar tl:le 
composite sb1pment, end. be 1'\tCl1shed with lIZll1fest or 
written deli W'r7 instructions show1%lg the na:me 01' each 
eons1e;nee, tho pOint ot dest1nation, and the k1l'ld. ~d 
Q.U8ntity ot !)l'Operty in each eom:£)ono:c.t part. . 

5. Cb.a:c.ge each :rate 'oasis D 8,pl'ea:r1ng in nem NO. 600 to rate basis C. 

6. SUbstitute the tollow1:cg item tor Item No. 6~0: 

Item : 
No. .. Rateg in Cents wr 100 Pgynd§ . 

.. .. .. .. 

.. .. Minimum Weight in POunds .. .. 
:Rate .. : .. .. . 
:Be.sis: 100 : 2000 .. 4000 .. 

: .. .. 
: .. .. : .. .. 
.. : ~ .. g .. ~ .. 4 ~ .. ~ .. ~ .. 1; .. l. .. ., .. ~ .. I I • • • I 

.. • 1-' • 
.. .. : .. .. .. .. 
: A .. 19 :16 .. 17 : 15 :16 .. l~ .. 14 .. 12 .. lZ .. l2 .. II .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 
.. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 
.. B .. 24 :22 .. 20 .. 18 :19 .. 18 .. 17 .. 15 .. l5 .. 14 : 1.3 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 
.. .. .. : .. .. .. 
.. C .. 28 :26 .. 24 .. 22 :22 .. 2.1 .. 20 .. J.S : l7 .. l6- .. 15 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 

650-A .. : ... : .. .. 
.. : .. .. : :M1njmum 'Mle1ght 1n Pound s: .. .. .. .. .. .. .. : .. 10,000 

.. 20,000 .. .. : .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 
.. .. l .. ., .. ~ .. ~ 

.. 1 .. 2 ~ .. .. • h. 

.. • 
: : : .. A .. II .. 10 .. 9 .. 8 .. 9 .. 8 .. 7 : .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 

.. .. .. .. .. .. 
.. B .. 12 .. 1l .. 10 .. 9 .. lO .. 9 .. S .. 
.. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 

.. .. .. .. .. .. .. c:: : l3 .. 12 .. 11 .. lO : II .. 10 .. 9 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 

7. Substitute too rollowinG item tor Item No. 700: 

.. i • 
:10 

:12 

:l4 

i 

6 

f 

8 



Item. : 
No, : 

700-A 

.. .. .. .. 
· .. .. .. .. .. 

'w · : 

· .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 
· .. 

e· 

Freight, rega.rdless or class11'1cat1on, transported 
between or within the zoneo described 1n Section 
No.1, Rule No. ro 

1 or less • • • • • • • • • • 
Over 1 but not over 5 • • • • 
~er 5 but not over 15. • • • 
Over15 'but not over 25 •••• 
OvElrzs, but not over 3~ •••• 
Over35 'but not over 50 •••• 
Ovor 50 'but not incl\ld1nS 100 

Ratos in cents per 
shipment 

• • • • · .. . . 
• • ..... 

• • • • 
• ••• 
• ••• 

10 
II 
13 
16 
20 
24 
30 

a. cancel Item NO. 710 aDd Item No. 7l5. 

9. Add tlle following to the ~om.od.1ties listed under the heo.d1ng 
tf]'re1gllt, viz." 1n Item. No. 730-A. 
"NUt s, edible, 1n shell. ,,: . 

10. ceneel rate basis D rates in I'tem No. 735 and Item No. 740-A.. 

", 


