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amended, and all aighway carriers
as defined in Chapter 223, Stat-
utes of 1935, as amended, for tae
transportation, for coxpensation
or nire, of any and all commod-
itie Se

2Y THE COMuISSION:

Case MNo. 4246

SUPPLELENTAL OPINION

Deciston No. 31606, as amended, in the above entiiled pro-
ceeding, establisned minimum rates for transporiatlion of property
within California by commor, radial highway commor and highway contract
carriers. These rates were se%t forth in a tariff designated as ighway
Carriers' Tariff No. 2. This decision deals with certain proposed
amendmenﬁs of that decision and tariff. Evidence concerning the matter
rirst considered was received at public hearings held in San Francisco
and Los Angelecs before Commissioners WAKefield and Craemer and Examiner
Treas. The second mattor was heard in Los.Angeles and San Franciszco
before Ixaminer Eryant. Tze petitions last discussed nerein appear to
involve a matter as to whick publié‘hearing is not‘necessary.
Elimination of Rate Arbiirary

Iten No. 241-L of Fighway Carriers' Tariff No. 2 provides

that a rate arbitrary of 4 cents per 100 pounds saall e added to the

mileage rates set forta under the "any quantity" weight dbracket, in
connection wita shipments originating iIn or destined to specified zones
walch, generally, embrace tiae San Francisco-East Day metropolitan arca
and the Los Angeles metropolitan area. It 1s based upon evidence rTe-
ceived at public hearings held in San Franeisco and Los Angeles before

Commissioners Wakefield and Craemer and Examiner Froas.




The rule here involved was not included In the tariff oril-
ginally. It was added by Decision No. 31995, following strenuous
representations made to the Commission by major highway and express
carriers that the rates established in Decision No. 31606 would not
be compensatory and that the carriers would be compelled to discontinue
or curtail their services 1f forced to operate thereunder. It appeared
from the evidence then bhefore the Commission that one of the most Limpor-
tant factors contributing to +the need of the carriers for additional
revenue was the extra ¢ost of performing vicxup and delivery service;
In the metropolitan areas, occasioned dy the traffic congestion there
encountered, and that, therefore, addition of a rate arbitrary rather
than an Iincrease In the basic rates was proper.l

Numerous shippers in the metropolitan areas affected £il-
ed petitions seclting removal of the rate arbitrary, relying prin-
cipally on the ground that it prejudiced thenm Iin competing with

salppers whose places of business weré Jocated in outiying dis-

tricts. In addition, certain carriers filed similar petitions al-
leging that the arbitrary would react to the detrizent of shippers
served by them in tre metropolitan areasz and would thus tend to re-
1

In Decision No. 31995, in explaining the reasons justifying the
rate arbitrary, it was sald:

Tadlle objections made to the volume of the prescribed
rates are varied, they come in a large meastre from carricrs trans-
porting gereral merchandise In small quantities from and to tze
more densely populated areas of the state in which, because of
traffic conditions, operating costs are relatively aigh. * * *
Considering taat tae costs uporn walch these rates are based embrace
transportation throughout tae entire state, the proscribed rates
are undoubtedly low, for tails particular transportatiorn. On the
other hand, there is nothirg ir tkis record indicatinrg trat tze
rates for this type of hauling are too low for usc in other portions
of the state. In order, therefore, that adequate service may be
maintained and that, at the sace time, no needless burden will be
placed upon shipmers, an arbitrary saould in some instances be add-
ed to the prescribdbed rates for shipments transported from or to thae
arcas mentioned." '
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duce thelr traffic wvolume. In response to these petitions, fur~

ther public hearings were held for the purpesc of determining
whether the arbitrery should be retained, whether 1t should de
eliminated, or waether some other form of rate adjustment should be
substituted in 1ts stead. '

More than thirty shippers and representatives of ship-
perst organizations testified in support of the vroposed elimina-
tion'of tae rate arblitrary. These saippers stated that toey dis-
tridbuted goods from the San Francisco-Zast Bay or tae Los Angeles
netropolitan areas in competition With manufacturers or distribu-
tors having plants or warenouses In smaller éommunities; that by
reason of the rate arbitrary they were required to pay more for
Bany quantity" shipments, mile for mile, than were their competi-~
fors, in ordef to place products in the hands of thelr customers;
and that this rave disadvantage was a serious coupetitive handi-
cap. Examples were given of specific instances In whick the rate
arbitrary assertedly would tend to encourage manufacturers and dis-~
tributors in other parts of California or in adjacent states to

'the detriment of those located in or around San Francisco or Los

Angelcs.

) Many of the shipper witnesses asserted, moreover, that
the traffic congestion encountered In transporting shipments ﬁe-
tween thelr places of business and common carrier depots was no
2

Petitioners are Baker, Hamilton & Pacific Company; Dunham,
Carrigan & Hayden Co.; M. Seller Co.; Seller Zros. & Co.; Sloss
& Brittain; Liggett & Myers Tobacco éo.- The Atenison, Topeka
and Santa Fe Railway Company; Pacific Eiectrichxailway Company; -
Southern Pacific Company; Unlon Pacific Rallroad Company; The
Western Pacific Raillroad Company; The Paper Trade Conferences;
Valley Express Company; Valley Motor Lines Inc.; Warehousemen's
- Association of the Port of San Francisco; Allded Drug Distributors
Association; Loose Wiles Biscuit Company; Pacilic iMotor Tariff
Burean; Grocery Distributors Assoclation of Northern California;
Los Angeles Traffic lanagers' Conference; Plomeer Division ~ The
Flintkote Company; R. J. Reynolds Tobacco Company; San Franclsco
Chamber of Commerce; Oakland Chamber of Cormmerce; Draymea’s Asso-
clation of San Franclsco;  and Assoclated Jobbers and Manufac-
turers.
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greater than existed in smaller communitles in which the rate ar-
bitrary was not applicadle. In any event, they sald, any added

costs due To traffic congestioﬁ in the metrogolitan areas were more

than offset by the heavy wvolume of traffic there available, In
this connectlion, they chowed that a number of "aﬁy quantity” ship;
ments were tusuazlly tendered to the carriers at'one time andhwere
picked up in one truck, so that the cost ner pickup was consider-~
ably less than if each such "any quentity” shipment were picked up
éeparately. | |

The majority of the shippers said they were more interest-
ed in haviﬁg thb rate disadvantage removed rather than 4in obtaining
a rate reduction. They explained that prompt and dependable ser-~
vice was of the utmost importance to then, and that they were will-
ing to pay rates sufficient to insure that the carriers would be
able to render such service.

Tae cerriers did not urge the retexntlion of the rate ar-
bltrary and, in fact, themselves objected to it. Carriers serv-
ing wide territories throughout the state asserted, however, that
the rate arbitrary had furnished revenue without which they would
have been unable to continue to operate, and strongly urged that
sope other means of returning equivalent revenue be accorded them.
Mainly, these were carriers whose traffic consisted largely of small
shipments averaging around 300 pounds in weight and to whom, there-
fore, a reduction in the “any quantity™ weight bracket would mean
an almost equal reduction in their gross revenues. These carriers
agreed with the shipvexrs that costs due to traffic congestion in
the metropolitan areas were offset by tae added volume of tonnage
available. They c¢laimed, though, that the basic rates were inade-

quate for transportation in these metropolitan areas as well as for




transportation between points in outlying districts. In this con~
nection, they showed that the cost studies of record contemplated
movenents between the larger traffic centers, whereas the most exe

pensive operations were between the smaller commmities vhich Te-

quire common carrier service but from and to which shipments move

only occasionally. Several exhibits were intro&qced showing that,
in ordér t0 serve these small comrmnitles, it was ofteﬁ necessary
to pick up with or deliver from line-haul equipment; to pick up or
delliver by use of a truck sent out from the nearest agency points

or to back haul the freight from a more distant agency point.
Performance records were introduced for representative periods, for
the purpose of demonstrating that the added traffic available in
the metropolitan areas made 1t possible to achieve better perform-
cnce then In rural commmnitles, desplte the traffic congestion en-
countered in the former instance.

As vefore indicated, most of the parties were in accoxd
that good service was of more Importaxnce to saippers of szall ship-
ments than the volume of the rates and that, therefore, reverue
equivalent to that now aceruing under the rate arbditrary should be
allowed the carriers if curtailments of service would otherwise re-
sult. However, the views as 10 how this should be accomplished
were pany and divergent. Certain carriers Operatingfin central
and northern California appearel inclined to the view that the rate
arbitrary should be removed fLfrom the "any quanxityﬁ rates and
equivalent revenue obtained by increasing the rates for mindmum
welghts of 2,000, 4,000 and 10,000 pounds. It was explained that
the heavier shipments were believed to be best able to bear added
rates. Southern Californis carriers, on the other hand, advocat-

¢d for the most part the adding of 4 cents per 100 pounds to the




basic "any quentity” rates for statewilde transportation and the re-
ducing‘of rates for'minimun shipments of 2,000 pounds by exxending
the 2,000 pound welght dracket to all mileages.3 They argued that
rates in eadh7weight bracket should be related closely to the cost
of performing transportation in that welight bracket, and, moreover,
that any increase in the quantity lot rates would tend to encourage
the operation of proprietary trucgs. The latter proposal appeared
to be most satisfactory to the interested shipwers, although a wit-
ness for the Sacramento Chamber of Commerce urged that northern
California rates be left undisturbed and the increased rates be made
applicable only Iin southern California.

There appears to be little doubt from the record now be-
fore us that the major highway, express and rail carriers require
the additional revenue produced by the 4 cent rate arvitrary 1:4
they are to continue to render adequate and dependabdle service.

If, then, therate arbitrary is to be eliminated, some other means of
returning equivalent revenue to the carriers mmst be found. Anal-
ysis of the cost studies and other evidence of record indicates
that aﬁy material increase in the rates for "quantity” lots would
result In rates in excess of the estimated cost of pefforming the
services and would promote the use of proprietary trucks; hence,
the spreading of the revenue over the “quantity" welght brackets,

as advocated by certain carriers, does not appear proper. On the

2 . . ..
~ At preseat, the 2,000 pound welght bracket rates are graduated
into the "any quantity” rates at 100 miles.

4

Although the rall carriers did not specifically advocate adding
the, rate arbitrary to the dasic rates, they made 1%t clear that
thelr petition seeking removal of the rate arbitrary was not to be
construed as indicating that they did not necd or desire egquivalent
revenuve from some other source.




other hand, the present basic rates in the "any quantity®™ bracket
are, in general, well below the costs develéped for this type of
transportation, and would still be somewhat below those. costs in
many instances with the arbitrary added. TUnder these circum-
stances, an increase of the basle rates iIn the "any quantity"
welght dracket seems to be the only proper and éatisfactory solu-
tion of the prodblem. This action is supported by the evidence o
the effect that costs of picking up and delivering freight in the
smaller communities are at least as high as, 1f not higher tham,
the costs for the same services in San Francisco and Los Angeles,
due to the lesser volume of fTelght availadle in the smaller com-
manitles.

Extension of the 2,000 pound weight bracket would nof ap~
pear to serve any useful purpose., A4S stated In previoﬁs decisions,
the number of weight brackets necessary to give adequate recogni-
tion to the differences in the costs of transporting shipments of
different sizes cannot be determined with mathematical precision.
It seems evident, however, t as the‘length of haul incréases and
proprietary competition in the small shipment f;eld lessens, the
need for the 2,000 pound weight bracket is reduced. Beyond 100
miles proprietary competition in this f£ield does not.seem to be in-

tense and, therefore, extension of the 2,000 pound weighx bracket

would only serve to complicate the rate structure.

Addition of the full 4 cents per 100 pounds to the basic
rates, for statewide tramsportation, would manifestly result in
rovenue in excess of that now acerulng under the rate arbitrary,
since the arbdbitrary now applies only from and to the metropollitan
areas. The extension of the 2,000 pound welght bracket for dis~
tances beyond 100 miles was proposed as an offsetting decrease, but




since, for the reasons hereinbefore explained, such proposed exten-
sion is not being adopted, it appears proper to add sometaing less
taan 4 cents per 100 pounds to the dasic rates. Tre full amount

of the arbitrary will be added to the 1lst class "any quantity" rates
and proportionately lower amounts will be added to the 2nd, Bid and

4th class rates, based upon the preseant percentage relationship of

100, 90, 80 and 70 now existing between the forr classes.

= Imendme £ M area RAnle

Certificated Eighway Carriers, Inc., an association of
highway comxzon carriers, urged that Item No. 150 of Eighway Carxriers’
Tariff No. 2, which provides mirnimum charges per shipment, be amended
SO as to provide a revised and somewnat higher basis of minimum charges
in comnection with shipments transported more than 150 constructive
miles. The major rail lirnes made a similar proposal, under waica the
proposed revised charges wovuld be made applicable to all lengths of
haul.

| The prcsent item provides that the minimum charge per shlp-
ment saall be as follows:
25 pounds or less 40 cents
Qver 25 pounds but not over 50 pounds 50 cents
Over 50 pounds but not over 75 younds 60 cents
Over 75 pounds dbut not over 100 pounds 70 cents
Over 100 pounds 75 cents

Under the revised rule proposed by Certificated Eighway
Carriers, Inc. for distances of more then 150 miles, the minimum
cnarge per saipment would be as follows, (but subject to the provi-
sion that it shall in no case be less than that now in effect):

(2) If classified 1lst class or lower, for 100 pounds
at the class or commodity rate applicabie taereto;

(D) If classified nigher than lst class, for 100
pornds at the lst class rate; or

The iften provides also that the charge on shipments naving origin or
destination on steamship wharves or doclks at Los Angeles Earbor shall
in no event be less than $1.00.

-8~




(c¢) It shipment contains different articles and no
article is rated higher than lst ¢lass, for 100 pounds
at the c¢lass or commodity rate applicable €0 the article
taking highest rate, or if any of <the articles are rated
nigher than lst ¢lass for 100 pounds at the lst class
ratee.

The rule recommended by the major rail lines is the same,
except that it would apply on short as well as long havls, and ex-
cept that 1t would apparently not be subject to the present ¢harges
as a minimum.

The vice~president of Certificated Hignaway Carriers, Inc.,
testifying as a cost and rate expert, pointed out that under the
present rule the c¢narges remain constant regardless of the lengtin
of haul involved. He said that in als opinion these charges are up~
Teasonably low for shlpaents moving in excess of 150 constructive

miles, and are In many Instances below tie cost of nandling and trans-

porting such siipments. He oxplained that the proposed rule would

have the effect of establishing minimum charges related to the dis~
tance involved, inesmuch as wnder this rule the casrges vary-w;th the
class or commodity rate applicable to the shipment, and the rates in
turn vary with the constructive distance from point of orizin to
point of destination.

Apparently in Justificatlion of increases whica would re-~
sult undexr his proposal, the witness cstated that small shipments
Transporved by motor carriers ordimarily require and receive xore
nandling tarough intermediate terminales than larger snipments; that
on the average the commodities that move in small shipments aave a
higner value per pound than commodities offered in larger shipments;
that the smal; shipments are subject to excessive loss and damage
clainms, involve the same billing and collection expense as larger
ozes, and ordinarily require carelul and expensive watckhing, crecking

- and sometimes tracing. He conceded that most of these elements of

-




cost were present In connection with shipments moving less than
150 miles as well as those moving over greater distances, dbut
stated that any material increase in minimam charges for short
distances would produce cnarges ir excess of those maintained dy
United States Parcel Post, and by Rallway Express Agency, Inc.
and several other coxmon carriers waich are not subjeet to the
ninimum charges aere involved. Ee belleved that if it were not
for these competitive factors the proposed ainimum charge rule

would be proper for all lengths of haul, but said that in his
opinion these factors made it impracticable and 1nadv%sable to

apply the proposed cnarges for the shorter distances.

an expert rate witness testifying for the rail lines
stated that he, too, believed %the minimum charges showld be pro-
perly related to the length of nawl involved, and cited examples
to show that under the present rule a small saipzment would In some
cases be transported any distance up to 1100 miles at a charge
of 40 cents. TEe said, however, that in nis opinfon it would de
ixpracticable and inconsistent to provide one basis of charges
for distances up +o 150 miles and an entirely different basis for
greater distances. Ie believed the proposal of Certificated
dighway Carriers, Inc. would, if adopted, result in uwndue conpli-~
cation in computing ainimum charges on small shipments zoving
approximately 150 constructive ziles. Ee thought that the'proposed
revised basis of charges szould be made'applicable for all lengtas
of naul, and expressed the belief that the provisions of Highway
Carriers® Tariff No. 2, which pemmit alternative application of

common carrier rates, would be sufficient to enable all for-hire

6

The witness proposed 2o change in +the minimum charge of $1.00 now
provided for shipments having origin or destination on steamship
wharves at Loc Angeles Harbor. He explained that ke believed this
charge to be fully justified and required by expensive delays to
vaica the harbor traflic was sudbject.

-10-




carriers to compete with Railway Express Agency, Inc. and with
7 .

other exempted c¢arriers.

The president of Allied Drug Distridbutors Association
testified that rates for the transportation of drugs withir Cali-
fornia nad been materially increased in tae past several years,
and that his association was therefore opposed to any change waich
would result in increased rates or charges on this traffic.

The question of minimum charges for transportation of
small shipments aas been the subject of consideration in earlier
phases of this proceeding. The zminimum~charge rule now proposed
by Certificated Zighway Carriers, Ince. and by the rail lines is
substantially the same as that provided in Rule 13 of the current
Western Classification. 4 similar rule was recommended by the
exaniners in thelr proposed report prior to the lssuance of Decli-
slon No. 31606, supra. At that time, however, certain highway
carriers operating principally in Southera California objected to
tae adoptlon of this rule, asserting that it‘would cause a diver-
slon of small shipments to the United States Parcel Post and to
exempted carriers; and the Commission, upon considering the pro-
posed report and the exceptions therefo, established for state~
wide application the slidirg scale of minimum charges now in effect.
In 1ts decision (Decision No. 31606, supra) the Commission sald:
"Walle tre principle of varying the minimum charge according to
tae volume of the class rate is no doubt sound in the absence of
coapetition Lfrom carriers publishing charges for shipments of leés
than 100 pounds in the form of sliding scales, the giving of fwll
effoct to such prineiple nere would, accordinz to the evidence,
prejudice for-hire carriers to some extent in competing with ex~
czpted carriers and with the United States Farcel Post.”

7
Zo was not comcerned, apparently, with the competition of United
Stetes Parcel Post. |




On the record now before the Commission it appears that
the higkway common carriers and the rall lines are in agreement
that, for longer distances at least, the princ;ple of applylng as
minimm the charge for 100 pounds at the applicable rate should
be adopted. Zxcept for the general ¢bjection of the Allled Drug
Distributors Assoclation, whick apparently did not challemge the
reasonableness of the particular charges here proposed, no one
opposed the establishmont of minimum charges upon this principle
for distances in excess of 150 comstructive miles. 45 pointed out
in Decision Fo. 21606, this principle is no doubt sound Iin the
absence of competition, and 1f, as the record indicates, tiae for-
hire carriers are now satisfilied that ftizey will rot be prejudiced
In neeting competition by the establishing of the proposed charges,
RO gOOC Treason appears why'the princivle shéuld not be given effect.

The question remains, however, waether the minimum charges
shovdd be revised for all distances, or only for distances in excess
of 150 cornstructive niles. On the one hand, it appears that the
first alternative, as proposed by the rail lines, has the merit of
providing & uniform baslis of minixum charges for use throughout <he

state, and obviates any complications and possibdle misunderstandings

walck might résult from a dual vasis of charges. On the other krand,

this proposal would apparently result in charges nigher tharn those
naxed by TUnited States Parcel Post and by cxempted carriers, and
would wnguestionably result in some diversion of ftraffic to those
agen;ies, partictlarly Jor the skort distances. No method appears
wmder the rail proposal by whick for-hire carriers may compete with
lower Parcel Post charges; and tariff difficulties Ixvolved in pub-
Jlishing minimvm charggs equivalent To those maiﬁtaine& by the Rail-
way Zxpress Lgency, Inc., for example, would preclude cormon carriers
from taking full advantage of rules providing for alternative appli-

cation of rates of exempted carriers. iHorcover, it may be pointed




out that the nulsance of classifying all small shipments moving
over short distances, as necessitated by the rail proposal, would
be peraaps more objectiomable then any complications which might
result from adoption of the duwal basic proposed by Certificated
Highway Carriers, Inc.

Upon corsideration of the full record now before the
Commission we are of thae opinion and £ind that it fully supports
the establishment of the proposed basis of minimum charges for
distances In excess of 150 comstructive miles, but does mot justify
any change in the minimum charges heretofore ¢stablished and now
in effeet for shorter distances.

Exemptionbof Tragspgrtation bgtween Slerra
“ e« o) S v

Framk R. 3ller and Ulysses H. Sims, have Siled petitions
seelzing exemption from the established minimum ratesz, in comnection
with transportation between the Somora freight devot of the Sierra
Railroad Company on the one nand and points within the city of
Sonora on the other hand. Petitioners allege that the depot referred
to 1s locaved approximately 100 yards outside of the city limits but
that transyortation to and from the depot has all the characteristics
of ordinery drayage. Thej state, moreover, that the Sierra Railroad
Compeny malntains its own pickup and delivery service and that the
exemption is necessary in order to enable petitloners %o compete.

The circumstances set forth appear to Justify the exemptlon. Appro-
priate amendment of the territorlal application of Hizhwﬁy Carriers®
Tariff No. 2 will be nade.

CRDER

Adjourned public hearings having been held In the above

entitled proceoding and based on the evidence received at the zear-
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ings and uwpon the conclimslons and findings contained Iin the pre-~
ceding opinion,

I IS EEREPY ORDERED thet Higaoway Cerrierst Tariff No, 2
(Appendix UD® of Decision'No..BlGOG, &5 amended) be and it is here~-
b& amendedhby substituting therein the revised iages attacked hereto
and hereby made a part hereof, which revised pages are numbered as
follows, the changes thereby made to become effective as skhown on
sald pages:

Fourth Revised Page 3 (Cancels Third Revised Page %)
Second Revised Page 13 (Cancels First Revised Page I3)
First Revised Page 20 (Cancels Original Page 20) .
Fourth Revised Page 26 (Cancels Third Revised Page 26)
Second Revised Page 41 (Cancels First Revised Page 41)
IT IS HERERY FURTHER ORDERED thet the tariff £1lings re-

quired to be made by common carriers, as 2 result of the amendments

made by the preceding ordering yaragraph nereof, sanall be nade ef~
. feective on August 20, 1940, on not less taan ten (10) days® notice to

”~

the Commission and te tze Pudlic.
~ IT IS EEREEY FURTHER ORDERED that 4n 211 other respects

the petitions referred to in tre preceding opirion be and they are
horeby denied.

In 2ll other respects said Decislon Fo. 31606, as amended,
shall remair in full force ané effect.

This order shall become effective twenty (20) days after
tke date hereof. -7

Dateé at San Francisco, California, tails j-a£ day of
Tuly, 1940,
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Fourth Revised Pagossss3
Cancols

Third Revisod Pagoeec..3 HIGHVAY CARRLERS' TARIFF NO. 2

, . : - .Xtem Nuzber .
THBLE OF CONTENTS (Concluded)’ (Sories) Except

gy show

{ *Rules and Regulations (Concluded)
Applica:tion of Tariff - Territorial vesscsnssrssscnen 30
Application of Vestern Classification and Zxception

&o“ [ L XA X TR AR AN R RN Y LY TR LYY YY BN Ny 50
Colloction of CRATZO8 cecvcecscertrsconacocncensvomes
Colloct on Delivery SHAPHOTLS seecececrccscssvoncoscns 180
Contptr‘&a.'tion of Diﬂt&ncoc --.o..-oo-..--;---..;-...o.n 100
Zxceptions %o Western Classificetion and Exception

Shb“ .IJ......I......'..."l..vl....-..ibtco...ﬂ

Croszs T;Cight R N Y I T
Intermedinte Application (See Routing).

ﬁmp m mlivew Mcs (XA XN AN RN RN NSNS NN NN J
Rates Based on vmg Linixum vleisntﬂ csscssrncnssns

*Change.

EFFECTIVE AUGUST 20, 1940

Issued by The Railroad Commission of the State.of Californis.,
Corroction No. 124 . Sex Francisco, Cealifornia. |
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Second Ievised Pago....l3
Cancels

Firot Revised Page....l3 HICRVAY CARRIZRS' TARIFT NO. 2

Iten SECTION NO. 1 = RIULES AND REGULATIONS OF .GENERAL. . .
Xo. APPLICATION (Comtinued) -

APPLICATION OF TARCFF - CIRCIEES

Rates provided in thie tariff are minimur rates, ortablighed pur-
cuarxt to the Highwey Cearriers® Act (Chopter 223, Statutes of 1935, as
20 amendod) and apply for tremsportation of property by radisl highwmy
8=T=39 |common carriers srd bighway contrect carriers, as defined in said Act.

- o

Vbon property in continuous tiarough movement is traxnsported by
two or more such carriers, the rates (izcluding minimum charges)
provided herein shall v¢ tho xinimum ratec for the conbdined transe
portation.

JEPLICATION OF TARIFT -~ TERIITORIAL

Jotos in thic teriff spply for tmﬁpo:tzti&n o2 ;hipmonta betwoen
ell pointe within the Stote of Californie, oxcept:

(o) Shipments na:v-ing; point of origin in Almmede, Albany, Serkeley,
Eneryville, Oakiond or Piedmornt, and point of destinetion in snother of
thoge cities;

(b) Saipments between Sen Francisco end South San Francisco;

(¢) Shipmante baving poimt of orfgin in Sem Diego, Chule Vista,
Coronado or Nationmel City, and poiwmt of destinztion in another of those
cities;

(d) Sbipments having both point of origin and point of destination
within the Los Angeles Dray=ze Ares, as deszcribed in Items Nos. 20 to 33
sories, inclusive, ¢f City Carriers'® Teriff No. & znd Highwoy Cexriers®
Tariff No. 5 (Appendix "A™ of Decision No. 32504 in Case No. 4121);

(e) Shipments (1) between Secremento exd North Sacramento; (2) be-
twoen Sacramonto and Vest Secremento; (3) between said cities on the one
amné end the edjecent plants of tre Lurbermen'’s Supply, Inc., Svanston
& Sony Saerexonto Wool Company, Sacramento Feed Compeny and Zssox Lumber
Company om the other asnd; mnd (4) betweern said cities and plants on the
oze hand and the Sacrammento Air Depot om the othor hands

(£) Shipments between Xarysville and Yubs City and between seid
cities or the ¢no hand =nd the adjocent plaxt of tho Harter Facking
Company on the ¢ther honds

&(g) Shipments between tho Sonmors Lroight depot of the Sierra Fail-
roold Company and Sonmora.

éRoductior, Decision No.

TFECTIVE JULY 23, 1940

Issued by The Railroad Commission of the State of Califorxnia,
Correction No. 125 Sam Fraoncisco, Celifornia.




Fixzt Revised PogO eeee 20
: Cancols

Oﬁm M Ssesss oy 20 EIGE’!W CARKL'ERS" ‘I‘ARIFF }D. 2

SZCIION W. 1 = RULES AND REGULATIONS CF GENERAL
. APFLICATION (Continued)

MINDOK CEARGE
The minimom charge per shipment sbell be es Tollows:

A(a) In the event the constructive distance from point of origin
to point of destination does not exceed 130 miles:

Minirmm Chaxrge in Cents
Teight oZ Shipgment ‘&bject 1o Note 1)

25 wms w hﬂs ...‘I........................‘. 40
50

Over 25 pounds dut not over 50 pPounds .cececes :
Over 50 pounds bBut not over 75 POURAS .cececsce 60
Over 7% pmz but not over 100 POUDAS sessesse 70
Over 10O POMNAS soevocvcesscensccrsscncssvacnces 75

NOTE leIn n0 event shall the mindmum eharge on shipments

having point ¢f origin or point of destiration on steamship
wharves or docks within the Los Angeles Harbor Pick~up and

Boiliovéery Zone, ac lescrided in Item No. 260 series, be less than

4 () In tho event the comstructive distance from point of
origin to point of dectination exceels 150 miles:

(1) I2 classified st class or lower, £or 100 pounds at
the class. or coxmodity rate opplicable thereto; or

(2) Iz classified higher tham lst class, for 100 pounds
the lst class rate; or

(3) I shipment contains different articles, and no
article is rated higher than lst clasg, for 100 pounds at the
class or commodity rate applicable to the article teking
bhighest rate; or if amy of the articles is rated highexr than
1st class, for 100 pounds at the lst class xate; bdut

(4) In 10 evernt shell the nﬂ.nimléha.rge be less than
 that camputed wmder the provisions of paragraph (a) of this
iten,

SPLIT PICE-TP

The charge for a 3plit pick-up shipment, as defined in Itom No.
10(1) serios, shall bde the charge applicable for transpartation of &
single shipment of the same Xind and cuantity of property Lfox the
distance Trom that point of erigin of a component part which produces
the shortest comstructive mileage t0 point of destination, using
the shortest constructive highway xoute via the points of origin of
the severzl Gtder component parts (or using point~to-point class or
commod ity rate ayplying from first point of origin to point of desti~
nation via the several pointc of origin) plus an added charge as
provided in Pexragraph (1): )




(1) Table of added charges:

Numbexr of Pick~ups Added Charge
testlrrRRRBVOERBOSIPIISIITORBRRIESIVYOIOBPES 150 cents
3 to m ucluiw s .....l’.;..-.. 200 “ms
6 0 and including 10 .eeeccccccceee 250 coents
1l OF MOTO seececscccviccccccceccsans 25 cents per pick-up

(2) A% the time of or prior to the £irst pick-up, the carrier shall
be furnished with manifest or written shipping instructions showing the
name of each consignor, the point of origin, and the ind amd quantity
of p:roporty in each component pazt;

(3) No split pick-up shipment shall de accorded split dclivexry;

(4) In the event a lower cggregate charge resulis from treating
one oI more ccmponent parts a3 & seperate sm;:ment such lower basis
may be applied.

(Ses als0 Itexm No. 220 series.)

* Chango, Decision No,
A Change, neither :anase nor reduction
4Increase

EFFECTIVE AUGUST 20, 1940

Issued by The Rallroad Commission of the State of California,
: Sex Froncisco, Californie

Correction No, 126




(1) Tablo of alleld charges:

Tumber of Piek~aps Aflol Charge
2j.-c--cpn-‘-.-'-.o-;-u--oa;a-o--ocvoi lso m'
S to and Including B eovveenenncnnn 00 conts
& %0 amd Inoluding 10 .evevevnconon. 250 cexnts
n T moTe --'o--..----vio-;-onulnocoo . 250@88 m I)iCJﬂ-'a?

{2) At tho 4ime of or prior to the Lirst pick-up, the ocarrier sha’ll
be Twanishod with maxifost cr written shipping ingtructicns showing the
name ol eack oonelgnow, the point of origin, and the kind anld Quatity
of property iz eack component pext; : .

(3) Ro split plek~up chipment shall be accorded split dolivery;

TV LN IS WA N B gy i s e 2 ———
—

(4) In the ovens 2 lower aggrogate cherge rocults from treating
0¥ mare component parts as & seperste shiyment, suck lower. basis
Do applied, C

(So0 also. Item No. 220 sexries.)

TN A AT 4 BT AT B o B e e

¥ Change; Decisicn Xo.
A Change, neither inmo T reduction

QInmm _

SFFECTIVE ADGUST 20, 1540

Issuod by The Rllrosd Comulsslen of the State of Califoradn,
Sex Francisco, Californle
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Fourth Revised Pagoe...26
Cexcels

Third Revised Pago.....26 HICEWAY CARRIERS* TARIFF NO, 2

Itex
No.

SECTION NO. L = ZULES AND REGULATIONS OF GENERAL
APPLICLZION (Comtinued)

t
ACCESSORTAL SSIVICES NOT INCLUDED IN '
CQIION CARRIER RATES i
In the evernt wnder the provislione ¢f Iteme Nos. 200 to 230 serios,
inclusive, o rate of & comon carrier is used in constructing & rate
for highway tremsportation, and such rate doer not include accessorial [
sorviceos performed by the highway carrier, the following charges for
such accessorisl services shall be added (except as otherwise provided
in commection with individual ratec):

?
l
i
!
(1} For tailgate loading or tailgate wloading - no additiomsl |
e; 3

|
w ]
(2) Tor loading or wnloading cther then tailgate loading or tail- |
sate wnloading ~ 2 cents per 100 pounds. (See Note)s '
' {

(3) For C.0.D. service - chargee provided in Ttem No. 180 serdes;

(4) For other accessorial services = charges provided in Jtem
No. 140 series;

(5) Split pickup or split delivery shall not de accorded unless
includod in the common carrier rote. (See Items Nos. 220 and
230 series for exception.) ;

NCTE.=For loading or wnloading ¢other than teilgmte loading or taiflgate

wnloading of Lunber and Forest Products &s described in Item No. 660
sories or of hay and releted articlos as described in Itemes Nos. 657
and 658 series, the charge will be ome cext por 100 pounds.

{

{

% % % Eliminated, Decisiocn No. ' - o ;
mmmwsrzo,mwg

Tsoued by The Reilrond Commission of the State of Callfornie, l
ifornd

Correction Mo, 123 San Frencigsco, C

26~




Socond Revised Page....4l

Cancels
FLTst Rovisod Page.....41 EIGEWAY CARRIERS® TARLFF NO. 2
No. SECTION NC. 2 (In_conte por 100 Pounds)
— ndimon Teight Minimum Wedight
- *2ny Quartity 2,000 Pounds 44000 Pounds
Over not over| 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 e 2 3 4
0 3] 4 39 35 31030 27 20 21|26 2% 19 17
3 5| 45 40y 36 3% 31y 28k 25 22|25 227 20 17%
5 10 | 46 %37,32 33, 297 267 23126 28z A B
10 15 | 47 42k 37% 33 | 3ax 3 21k 28 | 27 24r 203 19
15 20 | 48 43 38 33%x 36 325 29 25|28 25 22% 19%
20 25 1 49 44 39 36b| 3% 34 30 26%] 29 26 23 20%
25 30 | 50 45 40 35139 35 31 27 30 27 26 2
I 30 35 | 5L 46 4l 35F| 40p 367 32r 28y 3L 28 25 2%
35 40 | 52 47 41y 363 42 38 33% 29| 32 29 25% 2%
40 45 | 53 4TH 42¢ 37 | 43F 39 35 30| 33 29% 260 2B
45 50 | 5% 48r 43 38 )45 40r 36 A 4 30k 27 24
I 50 60 | 56 sor 45 39 | 48 43 38 33r| 36 32v 29 25
60 T0 | 58 52 46k 40k| 51 46 4L 35kl 38 3% 302 26%
10 8| 60 56 48 42 | 4Bk 43 3B |40 36 32 28
SoB | & 90 | 62 56 4% 43| 5T 51k 45k 40 | 4% 3% 33 29
ancels
500=4 90 I00 | 64 57 51 45 |60 54 48 42} 43 38 3k 30
| 200 110 | 66 597 53 46 | = — == — | a4k 40 35 3
I 110 120 | 68 &L 54 4T3\ — == o~ =46 4% 37 32
} 120 130 | 70 63 56 49 |~ -— - |47k 43 38 33
130 40 | T2 65 5T% 50k 4= == == e= 149 44 39 Hx
]
| 240 150 | T4 66k 59 52 | e == o~ == |50k 455 40 3%
| 150 160 | 76 68% &L 53 | = == = == | 52 4T ‘23% 36m
260 170 | 78 70 62k S| — <~ o= = | 53 48 43 37%
170 180 | 80 72 64 56 |~ e~ == = |35 492 4& 3
l 180 190 | 82 T4 65% BTk|~ = = = |56 51 45 39%
190 200 | 8 5% 67 59 | — == ~= - 58 52 46 40
200 220 | 88 59 70% % — e am - & gs; ;9 4?;
220 260 | 92 83 T3 Bp| — == == - T 4
260 260 | 96 88k 17 67 | =~ =~ = ==167 60b 53% 47
260 280 1200 90 80 70 | =~ = =~ =170 63 56 49
280 300 114 93 83 T3 {e~- ~ -~ =— |73 657 58 5
30 325 {108 9T &b T5h| == -~ =~ = |76 69 6L 537
325 350 {112 101 897 78|~ -~ ~— -~ |8 T2 64 356
350 375 (116 104F 93 & | =~ == —~— - | 3% 75 6T 58%
375 400 {120 108 96 84 |~ — o~ = 187 18 69 61
400 425 | 124 1 99 87 | == — == = |90k T 2% 6%
425 450 1128 115 2027 89%| — == — = |94 Sz 5 66 |
450 475 (132 119 107 92x| ~ =— =~ == {97% 8 78 68\
475 500 1136 122w 109 95 | =~ == e~ == 101 91 & ‘Zozi
500 525 |40 126 132 98 | == o= = == 104 N 83‘731
!




525
550
515
600
625

650
675
700
725
750

850
900
950

1000
1050
1100
1150

75
800

144
13
152
156
150

164
168
172
176
130

184
192
200
208
26

224
232
240
248

129% 115 101
133" 118 103}
137 1215 106k
140% 125 109
144 128 112

1477 3L 15
151 1347 LT3
155 13T% 120*-
1583 ;%L

162 144 126

L1657 147 129
173 J.531~ 1_,4«:-
180 160 140
187 166 L5
1947 1"[3 15

201 179 157
209 185% 1625
26 192 1.63
223 198% 173%

U7 131 5
154 137 119%

160 142k 12@:
166% 148.

173 1533-1
1719 159 139%

¢ Increage, an No.

EFFECTIVE LGUST 20, 1940

. Xssusd by The Railroad Commissgion of the State of Celiforrism, . .
1 Correction No. 122 San Franeisco, Californisa.




