
Decision No. :~ t ROS 

BEFORE THE RAILROAD COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFO~lIA 

In the Matter of the Application of 
UN!TED P~~CEL SE.qVICE OF LOS }~GELES, 
n~C.7 to handle C.O.D. shipments with-
in the City of Los J..."lgeles at a r~te 
less than. the min1!num r:nte est:ablished 
by this Commission in Rule No. SO, 
Decision No. 31473, Case No. 4121. 

In the Matter o:f: the Application of 
WILLIAMS TR&~SFER.; 20!a CENT'O'RY 
DELIVERY SERVICE; GOODMAN DELIVERY 
SERVICE; CO-oPERATIVE DELIVEKi 
SERVICE; RELIABLE DELIVERY SERVICE; 
for authority to handle C.O.D. ~~ip­
:le!lts in the territory embnced by 
Decision No. 31473, at a rate less than j 
the minimum rate established in Rule 
No. SO, Decision No. 31473, ~se 4121 • 

.APPEA.R.A.t"1 CES 

Application No. 22393 

F .G • .Athe~rn ~d Douglas Brookman., for applicant 
United Parcel S~rvice of Los .Angele'S,Inc. 

Laurence Berger ~d P.W. Turcotte, for 
3pplicant Williams Transfer Co. 

Laure~ce Berger for applieants 20th Centur,r 
Delivery Service, Goodman Deliv~ry Service, 
Co-Operative Deliver.r Serv.~6 tL~d fi@llabl~ 
De11V~ry g~rvlee_ 

Edward St ern, "ror Rail w;:':1 Exoress Ag ency , Inc. 
~terested party.· , 

R.F. Shackelford, for Ellis-Klatscner & Co., 
Los J..ngeles Whole$lle Institute :and 
Los A.~eles Tra~£1c Managers Conference, 
interested parties. 

CRAEMER,Commissioner. 

Q.~lN.IQ.tl. 

By these proceedings applicants seek authority to eharge 

less than the established minimum charges tor the accessorial ser­

vice of collecting ~d. returning mon~ on C.O.D. (collect on deliv­

ery) shipments tr3nsported w1tntn the Los JL~ge1es drayage area as 

def~ed in Dec1zion No. 31473 of November 25, 1938, in Case No. 4121. 



The applications were consolidated for hearing, which vms 

had at Los ~el~s on Febru~ry 3, 1939. 

The established minimum charges from which relicf is sought 
1 

~e ~s show.n in the footnote. United Parcel Service of Los Angeles, 

Inc. (hereinafter called United Parcel Service) seeks to ~pply a 

chzrge or 10 cents for each collection under $100. The other appl1-

C3nts urged t~t for competitive reasons they must be permitted to 

make charges ~s low ns 3ny t~t may be ~uthorized for United Psrcel 

Service, but origin~lly sought only to reduce the m1nimum from 15 

cents to 10 cents, without otherwise reducing the established charges. 

None of the ~ppli~ts proposes to reVise the charges for collections 

of $lOO-or more. United Parcel Serv'ice, although. claiming tb.z.t its 

service is ~~~ue and its operations different from those of other 

carrie~s, offered no objection to the other a~plic3nts being placed 

upon ~ ~rity with it in so far as C.O.D. collections are concerned. 

All of the applicants are engaged primarily in the delivery 

of smnll ~.Ckag0S. ?arcels ~eigh1ng 100 pounds or less, delivered 

from retail stores, are exempt from the minimum rates and c~.arges es­

~blished by DeCision No. 31473, supra. For these re~sons the char­

ges involved in these applications are prtncipally those which accrue 

in connection ~ith the delivery of paclcages from wholesale stores. 

The manager or United Parcel Service testified that in ~d­

dition to its city carrier operat1on here involved, his company oper­

ates ~s a co:mon carrier in the tr3nsport~t10n of small p~ck:gcs) ser­

vi!lg all points in Csli1"ornia lying south of :an east-west line drawn 

1 ' , 
The established ~imum charges, provided by Rule No. 60 or 

Appendix nAn to DeCision No. 31473, supr~, ure ~s rollows: 
Under $100.00 one-half of one per cent, minimum charge •••• $.15 
$100.00 and not over $200.00. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• .50 
Over $200.00 and not over $300.00. • .. • • • • • • • • • ••• .70 
Over $SOO.OO .and not over $500 .. 00 ••• - •••••••••••• 80 
Over $500.00 add 25 cents for e~ch $100.00 or rr~ction thereof. 
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throu.gh the' city of S2nt.a B:lrb:l.ra. 5e explained that under 1ts com­

mon carrier t;lri£!, his com~ ma:t.r.l.tains a uniform charge of 10 cents 

tor c~ch C.O.D. collection regardless or amount, but that for trans­

portation bet~een points within that portion of the city of Los 

Angeles included :L."l the Los .. ll..nge1es d~e ~rc::.. :loS descr1bed in De­

cision No. :3147:3, ::upra, it is reCluircd as <I. city carrier to assess 

the higher charges est:::blisheCl 'Jy tht~t decision. For this reason, he 

s:lid, United Parcel Service has been p13ced in the position of' being 

required to make ~ charge of 15 cents or more tor collections effected 

within thst portion or Los ..Angeles lying Within the dray:lge are:., while 

cltarging only 10 cents for collections at ~ore di~~t points outs1de 

of the ~rea. ge expressed the opinion that this differential in 

c~rges ,,-as inconsistent and discriminatory, :md would be objectionable 

to the shippers involved. He st~ted 3150 tb.~t United ~rcel Service 

would find it difricult ~d impr~cticable to segregate the deliveries 

by ~ddress so ::loS to .:;.pply the ezt~blj.shed charges on collections made 

~1thin the drayage ~res. He explained further th3t because of the 

nature of its services, his com~~y is re~uircd to give r~pid b:ndl~ 

to =my thou....~ds or ~cicages e~ch Ozy, ~d that in order to give the 

necessary service it is essenti~l that r:z.ting, billing .and accounting 

be simplified wherever possible. For this re~son, he said, the pro-
posed uniform cha~ge tor C.O.D. collections was pre~er3ble to the 

es~'b1ished min1mum ch:lrges) which are based to some e).."tent upon :a 

percentage o~ the amount 0: money collected. 

This 'ilitncss te~.ti1"icd th.:'lt in h:!.:: op1n1on the proposed 

10 cent charge woul~ be more tr~ sufficient to cover ~ll 0: the costs 

encountered by his com~ny in making the collections. He introdueed 

~ state~ent and analysis of all expenses actually ~eurred in the 

handling of 132,602 C.O.D. collections durir~ the period from June 1 

to November 30, 1938, showlllg th:t the average cost per collection was 

~-



or the C.O.D. bills he be11eved thnt ~he proposed charge of 10 cents 

per collection would be su.fficient <lnd proper. 

No one opposed the granting of these ~ppli~tions. 

It is apparent from the -record developed in. these pro­

ceedings t~t .:lpplic:)...""lts ::.r~ f~ccd with m~y pr:lcti~l difficulties 

in 3pplying higher C.O.D. charges within all or a port1on or the Los 

Angeles dr.ayage area than they contemporaneously ~pply at more distant 

points beyond, ~d it is also cle~r that the dual system or charges 

results in inconsistencies, complic~tions ~~d possible discriminations. 

This record leaves little doubt t~t thc propoeed charge 

of 10 cents per collection is more than sufficient to return the 

3ctu:.sl cost of' the particular service here involved. Sevcnl or the 

:?.pplic::mts ~ve m'2.1..'"'l.tai.""led the proposed charse for some time in their 

common carrier t.:l.rif'fs, the propriety of which is not bcfore the Com­

mission in these proceedings. In view of the fact that the proposed 

ch.nrge 1s :lpparently more tb.~ sufficient to re':urn the cost of ren-

dering the service, I ~ of the opinion t~t the relief here1nsought 

should be gr::nteo. 1:l ore-er tb..at applic:mts :nay promptly' remove the 

inconsistencies and possible discriminat10ns which have been shown to 

exist in the present du:i.l basis. 

The conclUsions herein 3re based upon present conditions, 

and the authority should the=cfore be made e~fective tor a t~porary 

?eriod expiring one year from the effective date hereo~, unless sooner 

ch3nged, ~eelled or extended by appropriate order of the Commission. 

I recommend the following form of order. 

Q,B.J2E:.B. 
These proceedings having been duly he~rd ~~d submitted, 

IT IS 2EREBY ORDERED th:;:.t tl'le applicants :in Applications 

Nos. ~93 ::;md 22489, to the extent they are engaged in the trtmSporta-



.2 
only 7.4.4 cent$. He said th~t ~ 3nalysis of all C.O.D. t~sact10ns 

h~dled by United Parcel Service on two represent3t1ve days disclosed 

that the <llUount of the average collection vt3.S less th~ $6.00, ~d he 

stated that not more than one collection in 3 thou~d would e~ceed 

$100. 

Witne3ses for the other 3pplicants testified t~t the,y too 

were confronted with the difficulties and disadv~t3ges ot a dual sched­

ule of C.O.D. charses and desired uniformity between their interc1ty 

~d 1ntrzc1ty provisions; that their services were in many essential 

respects similar to those of United Parcel Service; and that they con­

sidered it essential that thqybe permitted to meet zny charges auth­

orized for t~t c~rrier. One of the ~~tnesses st~ted that he believed 

his cost or making C.O.D. collections to be somewhat higher than the 

7.44 cents incurred by United ~rcel Service. The others explained 

th~t they ~.d not m~de independent studies ~d could not testify ~s to 

their ~ct~l cost, but believed thom to be ~pproximatel1 the same as 

those or united P:nrcel Service, or possibly slightly higher.,Th.ese 

wit~esses said t~t the C.O.D. collections encountered in their opera-
; " 

t10:::lS we:::e gener~lJ.y s::m.ll, :md they introduced statements which ind- . 

icated that the ave~e amount vro.s less thnn $7.00 .and that approXim­

ately 90 ~er cent of the collections were less th3n ~20.00 • 

.A witness for El11s-Klatsch.er & Comproly, Los .Angeles Whole­

~le Institute and Los .Angoles TraffiC Man.."'1.gcrs Confer,ence stated that 

he h.ad made some analYSis of C .. O.D. shipments handled for the s,b.1ppcrs 

which he represented, and h=.d found the average amount to be:Cluite 

s!!lall. fIe said. tlmt in view ot the comparatively smll average amount 

2 The ststement inclu.des :m ~llocation of drivers T e~rn1ng's ~ cashiers' 
~laries, office cler1c~1 ~~l~ries, v~cations, social security taxes, 
compensation insurznce, occu~~cy expense, bank messenger service, 
cashiers' c~sh short~ge, st~tionery, post~e, b~ clearance charge 
and other general expense. 



t10n of property ~s r~d1al highway common carriers or high~y con­

tract carriers ~s those ter=s are defined ~ the Eigh~~yCarriers' 

~ct~ or ~s ~rriers ~ that term is defined in the City Carriers' 

~¢t, be ~d they are hereby authorized to charge less than the min­

imum c~rges established by Decision No. 3l47S of November 25, 1938, 

in Case No. 4121, for the service of collecting and remitting the 

amount ot C.O.D. (collect on delivery) bills of' less than one hundred 

dollars ($100.00) eneh in connection ~~th shipments tr.ansported With­

in th.e ;area for ivhich rates .and charges are est-ablisb.ed 1n :md by 

~id decision, but not less t~ ten cents (1Q¢) tor each such col-

lection. 

IT IS E:EriEBY FURTHER ORDERED th:lt the authority herein 

gr~ted shall expire one (1) year from the effective date ot this 

order unless sooner ,.~hanged, cancelled or eA~ended by appropriate 

order o~ the Co~ission. 

This order shall become effective on the date he~eof. 

The foregoing opinion and order are hereby~pproved and 

ordered filed ~s the opinion ~d order or the Rn1lroad Commission ot 

the St~te of California. 
!;/ Dated at &m FranCisco, California, this _ .... (L"'-___ P-aY of' 

~~,~, 1939. 

# / . 
rk ~" ;J. ~'-Y' . Com:nissioners 


