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Decision No. 'J'!''';Q~ ___ .;..,' _,._ .. • ,J.-... 1..) __ 

BEFORE TEE RAILROAD CO?2!ISSIO~; OF THE STATE OF CALIFOIDTIA 

In the Matter of the InvestiGation ) 
and Suspension, by the Comcission ) 
on its own motion, of reduced rates) 
pu~lished by Southern Pacific ) 
Company and Sa."l.ta l~o.ria Valley ) 
Railroad Company, for the trans
portation of sugar, in packages, 
carloads, from Eetteravia to 
Eakersfield, Sacramento, Stockton 
and other points. 

'\ 

BY TEE C01~HSSION: 

J 

) 
) 
) 
) 

Case No .. 4566 

James E. Lyons, for respondents 
J .. Richard Townsend ~nd Fr~cis L. Cross 

for Union Sugar Company 
R. F. ~alker, for S,reckels Sugar Co~pany 

and Western S~gcr RerL~ery 
Lowe F. Siddons, for ~olly Sugar Company 
r~!arvin ~~dler and Roy B. Thompsor.., for 

Truck Owners Association of California 

o PIN ION --_ .... _--

In this proceeding the Co=rnission has suspended and has 

under investigatior.. reduced rates ~iled by Southern Pacific Company 

and So.nta :,~ar1a Valley Railroad Cor.:9any for the transportation of 

sugar in carloads from Betteravia (a pOint on the line last men

tioned eight :niles west of Santa !.:a:::-1a) to point::: in the San 

-1-



A. L. 
C. 4566 

1 
Joac-uin, Sacra~ento and Salir.as valleys. The rates in question were 

suspended and the investigation entered into upon consideration of a 

protest filed 'by The Truclc.: O"mers Association of California alleging, 

among otherthings, that said rates are unjust,unreasonable, insuffi

cient and d:lscriminatory in violation of Scctions 13,13t, 19, 32 and 

32~ of the Public Utilities Act. The ~atter was submitted at a 

public hearing had at San Francisco before Ex~1ner tulgrew. 

The sugar involved is produced by Union Sugar Company and is 
? 

marketed in competition with sugar produced by five other refiners. 

Heretofore it has been disposed of in San Francisco and Los Angeles. 

In 1938 and succeeding years, however I the CO:lpany doubled its output 

and is now no longer able to dispose of its production in those two 

cities. The development of new :larkets is,therefore, imperative. 

Respondents, supported by Union Sugar Co~pan71 claim that under 
1 

The suspended rates, filed in Item No. 580-Y of Southern ?acific 
Company Joint and Proportional Freight Tariff ~;o. 707-G, C.R.C. No. 
2810, and ~:he rates they are proposed to rep~ace are shOVTIl below. 
(Rates are stated in cents per 100 pounc!s throughout this opinion.) 

Suspended i present' ! Suspended ~~~~t 'I 
Rates , Rates I I Rates Minimum 

~in1~u:m I :animu:m ;Dcstinatior..s I !-!inlllUDl Weight i 
Weight I Weight! ! Weight ~6,OOOLb:::i 

Destinations 

1~~ _____ ",",!--+---::L~;b~, 50,:... L $.. I .1 L b s • Ind i e ~ .. Q.U 40'OOOff36 000 : ~ 40.,000 Exce'Ot As 

Bakersfield 17 2i lSacramento f 25 31, 
Visalia 19 25t jGrid1ey "\ 27 39 
Han! ord 19 I 24 : Oroville I 27 39 
Armona 19 I 24 iWi110ws I 27 39 
Fresno 19 25~ IChico 27 39 
Pinedale 25 I 27~ !Red Bluff I 307 42 
Merced 23 30 !Goldtrec 10 
Los Banos 23 30 IBr~d1eY' I 12 I 16 
Turlock 23 I 30 Gonzales I 15 * 18 
1i:odesto 23 I 30 j1!onterey I 1, I 25'~ ! 

Stockton 23 I 26 !* MiniI:lum Weight 40 ,000 L'os. -.' 
,----------~----------------~----------~----~-----------. 
2 The other refiners and the pOints where their plants arc"situate~ 
~re: American Crystal Sug~r Co~pany at Oxnard and Tasco; 
California e: Ha"1vaiian Sugar Refining Corporation :.t Crockett; Holly 
Sugar Corporation at Alvarado, Dycr, Eamilton ~d Tracy; Spreckels 
Sugar Cot!:,any at Uantaca, Spreckels and Sugarf1cld; tJld "Tcstern 
Sugar Refining Co~pany at San Fr~ncisco. 
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these c1rcumstanc~~ the esta~lis~e~t of the suspended rates is nec

essary to develop rail move~ent of sugar fro~ Betteravia and to 

forestall h~~dling of the traffic by proprietary trucks. 

An 1nvestj.gat1on conducted by r0spondents disclosed, it is 

said" that the present rates from Bettera7ia are ttout-of-linel! with 

those from other producing poi."'lts situated in northern a.."ld central Cal

ifornia. Shippers at these other points enjoy coctloci.1ty rates 10\7e1' 

than the corresponding class rates. So long as the move:nent from Bet

teravia was cOnfined: to San Francisco and Los Angeles there was no oc

casionfor establi$hing corresponding COIll!!lodity rates to other points. 

Upon being ir..for::::led of the pros;>ect1ve movement the proposed rates WCI't;; 

i"1led chiefly to accord the Betteravia ref'ine:-y a rate basis comparable 

to the bases maintained :£'rom other shippi:lS poi.."lts. The suspended 

rates from Betteravia, it is claimed" are based upon the needs of Union 

Sugar Company and" like other cotU:lodity rates on sugar between Cali-

i"orn1a points, arc not constructed O!l a mileage basis. Counsel for 

respondents explained tr~tthe principal purpose of the suspended 

rates is to get business a."'ld that helping the sugar company get into 

new :narkets is incidental to t:"at purpose. 

?a te and revenue studio swore subI:li ttod by respondents to 

show that the existing rates fro~ Betteravla aro"inthe main, mater

ially higher than other sugar rates for like d1stanc0s, and that earn

ings under the proposed rates would generally compare favorably wit:" 

those under the rates frOI:l other refineries. It is conceded, howcvc:,. 

that the proposed rates to Visalia, Har.ford, Amona and Fresno are low

er, d1sta!lce conSidered, than the rates published to the other points ~r: 

issue. This 10'ncr basis is said to be nccossaryto meet cross-count~ 

truck movement involving substantially shorter hauls than over the 

rail routos. Examples of rates and carru.ngs from Betteravia and 

other refinery pOints for compO-rable l:l11cagcs taken from the wit

nessfs studies follow: 
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EtQ]l 

-
Better-

avia 

Spreckels 

Better-
av1a 

San 
Francisco 

:3etter-
av1a 

Spreckels 
.' 

3etter-
I • 
I av~a 

I 
I 

iBetter-
I av1a 
! 
:Sugar-
:field 
I 

IQ 

Bradley 

Naci:n!-
anto 

:Bakers-
field 

Bakers-
iieli 

Sacra- I mento 

Los 
Angeles I 

Fresno 

Red : 
~ 3lutt . . 

Los 
Angeles 'j 

I 

-I Ra te s ~ l1inimU!:l, 
I Weight 40,000 lIiniinYm B~v~n~e 

ri1l&.~1 Pour.ds,Except Per 
I As Otherwise Car 
i Indi :ated in 

Present Prn'nosed Dolla.rs 

86 16 * -- $ ~.60 -- 12 .00 
\ I 

I I 84- I 12 -- 48.00 
i I 

i 
21 * I 7~.60 , --

315 
, 

17 6 .00 j -- i 
I 

. 
I , . 

303 17 * I -- 61.20 
I 

351 111.60 31 * ! -'-
I 

, 25 100.00 --
I 3;; 2; -- 100.00 

I I 413 25t* - 91.80 
422ffi 19 76.00 -- I 

I 

I 460 42 * 151.20 --
I -- I 30 I 120.00 

! I 472 I 25 
. 

100.00 I -- I ! 
I i t 

* Mini~UQ Weight 36~000 pounds. 
# Via. Sa ugo.s • 

Car 
:::.Lile 

il'! 
Cents 

67. ,6 
57 

24 
22 

20 

32 
28 

28 

22 
18 

~~ 
21 

Ton 
nlile 
Earn-
ings 

1.."l. 
~~ills 

37.2 
27·9 

I 
I 

28·5 I 
I 
I 

13·3 
I 

I 
10.7 I 

I 
I 11.2 
I · 17.S · I 14.2 t 
: , 

14.0 \ , , 
: 

12~3 i 9.0 
I 
I 

18.4 i · 13·0 

10·5 
I - · t 
• ( . 

-------------------------.------------------------------------,.~ 

That the proposed rates are conpensatory for the rail ser

vice in ~uestion is sai~ to be de~onstrated by a study suomitted by 

a cost engineer e~ployed by respondent Soutnern Pacific Co~pa.~y. 

Accordins to the study the direct costs or transporting sugar in 

carloads of 40,,000 pounds fro~ :scttorav1o. to representative destin£).

ti~ns involved herein are materially lower thzn the sus~ended ratcso 

Pro rata operat1r.g costs b~se~ upon systc~ avcra~cs ~d including 

taxCS1 the study ~~dic~tes, arc also less tl~ these r~te~. The 

results of t~c study ~ro portrarcd Jy t~~ folloJinS ta~Ulat1on. (Costs 
and r~tcs erc st~ted in cents per 100 pounds.) 
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~~lnation.s 

Bakersfield 
Fresno 
Stockton 
Modesto 
Merced 
Sacramento 
Chico 
Red Bluf':f' 

Suspended 
Eati?_s 

17 
19 
23 
23 
23 
25 
27 

I 30 
I 

Direct Pro Rata Costs 
C~sts p~_~ Ts.xes 

9.66 1,.14 
11.11 17.23 

7.96 12.69 
~.G1 12.19 

.07 12.8l 
9.12 I 14·3 

11·30 I 17.51 
9.97 I 15.59 

! . 

Studies prepared by Union Sug~r Compar.yts traffic super

visor, the results of which arc reproduced below, show that rates 

from other refineries are not ~ade on a mileage basis: 

I 
I 
I -

l~ I 
"T , 

1 ~eoS$ or lonce:::=-: 

1 
I ! over ~ 

i- \ I I t Shortest T)1ste"tCb.: 

I; From To Miles ::.;'rom ! To Miles Z.liles Per Ce:'lt : 

~0Isuee.r:f'1eld San Frllne1oco I Willow::: ! 68 Mod-ccto ! 103 35 5l.5 
I~l\ Al vllro,do Stockton I 70 Tre.·cy Fresno l23 53 7S.? 
)12 Al vllre.do Monteroy 97 I :!t1!ltcce. l Gonzales 158 6l 62.9 
113 \ Crvcltett &:.cre.:uento I 63 \ Swse.:-tield I Fresno lS? 134 "212. ? 
;15 So.::. Fre.ne1oC'o Zaerll.'1lent 0 93 l .Suge.ri'101~ ( Sa:l1'orcl \ 242 149 l60.2 
j1? \ C:'oekott Gridley I 114: ! \Sc;:l ~'rtl!~C ~.:::ro i 303 189 165.8 t . i (~r1'ield j ~~er~!'ielej 

! j 

! )k Shown in the ste.temO!l:t eo 197.l. error in ('e.lcultltiol:. corrocted. 

The witness contends that these rates b~ve been made in an endeavor 

to permit the different refineries to co~pete in the ~rkcts they 

desired to reach and ~rgues that his comp~y should be accorded si~

lar treat::lent. Oth.or rate stUdies preparod by this y;1tness demon

strate, ~o said,t~t his company, unlike its compotitors, does not 

enjoy COQQodity r~tcs lo~cr than prevailing class ratos and that the 

proposed rates, ~le~sc considerc~, co~p~rc f~vorc~ly with the 
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3 
eXisting rotes ~intaine' frOD cOQpetin3 refineries. 

Tho Board of Diroc~ors of Union Sugar co~pany is s~1d to 

~ve decided, tentativoly, th~t if the suspended rates arc not 

allowed to become effective tho cocpcny will reach valley markets 

by opora ting its own trucks." If forced to do so, tl witness for the 

company stcted, it ydl1 (>.150 use those trucks for tr:.nsportation to 

s~ Frcncisco en' Los ~~sclcs, thus not only dopriving for-hiro car

riers of the new busL~ess which the proposod rates were ~xPected to 

attr~ct, but also of the S~~ Francisco and Los Anzcles traffic. 

Respondents assert tho~ they c~r_~ot ~ford to consider such threats 
.'; . ': .. 
:no,Cie by responsiblo people as "ici.lc gestures" ~d thz. t they arc 

~'~tifiod 1.."l actins bofore t~'le threatened competition bccoI:es e 

re~11ty ~~d the business is irretrievably lost. 

T~~s threat or proprietary operations L~ the event the 

suspendcc ro.tos arc not made o.pplico.blc is s~id to be based on 

studios ~cdo by the coopcny's trcffic supervisor ~nd its president. 

The traffic supervisor testi£iod it :~s Jeen concluded thr.t the cost 

to his cosp~y of operating its own trucks would not excoed the pro-

posed ro.il rc.tes. This conclusio!!, he explc.inod, is b:::.sed upon the 

results of the co~panyts propriatary oper~tions for distances of 100 

cilos ~nd less and upon the cxpcri0ncc of Brc.dlcy Truck Comp~y, ~ 

for-hire highw~y cc.rrier t~~t ~s ~ulcd sU$~r from Bctter~vie for 

3 . " 
A study subo1ttocl by tho witness shows t~t to S~ Jo~quin vc.llcy 

pOints S~~ Francisco rctos arc 2 cents higher t~ Ymnteca, a differ
once or 1 cent for c~ch 43., ~ddition~l miles. Undor the suspended 
rc.tcs, the study' indice.tos, tho c.ddi tion.:'.l ltilea.ge f'ror:l :Sctterc.v1.~ 
~s o.ge.inst Sen Frcncisco ~ould be cODponsntcd tor c.t rntcs ran3ing 
i"ro~ 1 cent for c~cb. 16.8 !:lilos to 1 cent tor eecn 46., :tiles ~ Sl.!S
pended r~tos to S~cr~onto v~lloy pOints ~ould yield 1 cent for e~ch 
25.8 tlilos :"'''ld on the Sen Fr:::.ncisco-u..'\.~tecr\ 1:I:::.s15 r~tcs "lould be b!lt 
6 cents r~sher tht.n Sen Fr~ncisco, insteo.~ or 10 cents higher e.s here 
proposed. To Sa..."l Joc.quin valley pOi!"l.ts t~'le San tranc1sco-l:anteca 
oasis would produce rates rangins fro: 8 cents less to l/2 ~ore tl1an 
the suspended rates. 

; 
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greater distances. Eo ad~itted that his co~p~ny hcd not engaged 

in proprietary operations for distances in excess of 100 miles and 

that no cost study had been ~dc of the conte~platcd proprietary op-

orations for such distances. Ho~cver, he stated tr~t Bradley 

Truck Company had been hauling sugar to San Francisco~ a distance 

of 294.; ~11es, at a rate or 19 cents without expressing any d1s

sat1sf~ction with that rate. A rate or the sa~e volume, he pointed 
5 

out, is here proposed to Fresno, a distance of but 218.; ~ilcs. 

The witness cl~imed, moroover, t~t his co~p~y's costs of opcr~t1ng 

its own trucks for short dist~nces is substantially lowor than the 

mintmum rates est~blishcd for for-hire highway c~rricrs and that, 

consequently, he expected trucks could be proprictari1y operated for 

greater distances at less than the minim~ truck ratos. He con-

ceded that when truck opcr::.tions increase in distance r~11or driver:' 

are required with a resulting increase in oper~ti.."'lg costs, that he 

did not know what this co·st would bG, and tho.t his coopnny would 

h~ve to purchase addition~l trucking equipment to h3ndle the tr~ffic 

involved. 

As st~ted ~t thG outset or this opinion, the rates involv

ed herein were susp~nded upon protest of The Truck O'7.ncrs Associ~-

Br~dley TrUCk Company ha~ on tilo ~ ~pp11eation (No. 23602)sook
~ng ~~~hor~ty to o~so~vo ~~to~ ~C~~ than tho ~~~~~~ r~to~ =rom 
~etteravia to various points, including FrGsno and Selma. At its 
roquest this matter is boing hold in ~boy~eo. Rospondonts el~1m 
th~t tho 19-cent rate they proposed to V1s~11a, H~ntord, Armon~ and 
Fresno was filed in consider~tion of the Bradley proposcl to estab
lish ~ 19-cont r~to to Prosno ~~d Solma~ nnd Union Sugar Cocp~y's 
representation tho.t it would ::'csort to proprioto.ry opero.tions it' thr; 
~~plic~tion to charge less th~n the ~nim~ rates could not be jus~ 
tified. . 

, The minimum r~tes prescribGd for this transportstion by highw~y 
c::'rricrs in Rai,cs if All Cptl."]on MQ, Rigr.w~Y C:;.,n;:iC.u1 (41 C.R.C. 671:'" 
as o.mcndod, c.re 31 .. , cents to S~n Frt".llc1sco and--2~ cents to Fresno .. 
Eighi'lo.y c.:.rriors arc pcrmi tted, hO':icvor, to meet r~tes of comon 
cc.rricrs for the same tro.ns:portation "ootwocn tho saI:lC points. To 
SOon F:rCl.neisco the tr\lck cO!:lp~ny is mooting the rail r~to or 19 cents .. 
minimuc weight 001 000 pounds. 
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tion of C~liforni~. Its p~rtici~~tion in the he~r1ng w~s confined 

to cross-cx~minnt1on or witnesses. No ~ffir~tivo testimony or 
6 

crgument in support of its protest w~s ofror~d. Through cross-

ex~m1n~tion of respondents' witnesses co~~sel for protest~t devel

oped thnt ~lthough certain of the present r~i1 r~tes ~rc higher 

th~n tho minimum r~tcs prescrioed for for-hire highway c~rricrs, the 

suspended r~tes would genern1ly 00 ~uost~nti~lly lower th~n the 

highway c~rrior r~te level; ~nd th~t if the r~i1 rates wore pcr-

mitted to be reduced highwo.y c:'.rrj.c:r~ ~:.lou1d be ~uthorizod to moet 

the reduced ro.to!; under the ~ltcl'!'lnti\To provision of.' Eighroy C~r

riers' Tariff !'~o. 2 (App<::ndix liD" to Decision ~:o. 31606,? 41 C.R.C. 

671, os amended). Union Sug~r CO::lp~.:1Y' s r<'itncsscs, upon cross-

cx~mi~t1on by counsel for protcstnnt,st~tcd th~t their compo.ny 

would still 'be ~t ~ r~to disc.dvo.ntc.go if the suspended ro.tcs \'Vorc 

ullowed to bcco~c effective ;ut cl~1ncd th~t the differences in

volved would cn~blo them to :011 ~t ~ prorit. 

Representatives of other S"lsar refineries also cross-

examined these witnesses. U!lc.er t!'c1r c:.uest:ton1ng it was con-

ceded that if Union Sugar Com~~ny sold its sugar in the territory 

involved it would displace suear f:c: some other source; that in 

California sugar wns sold on a S~ ~'r~~cisco 'base price requiring 

6 
In the protest it is alleged, as s";at~d at the outset of this 

opinion" that the suspended rates are vj.olative of Sections 13" l3~ .• 
19, 32 and 32~ of the Public Utilities Act. It is also alleged 
therein that the rates are unduly lo~, are generally substantlally 
lower than minimum rates prescrioed !or highway carriers, ~~ll not 
retuxn sufficient revenue for eit~er rail or highway carriers" and 
are inconsistent with and contrary to the policy of the Commission 
as enunciated in DeciSion No. 3l606~ in Case Ko. 4~46, in re Rates 
Qf All Co~on and Hiehwav Carr10rs, ,41 C.R.C. 671) and DeCision No. 
33514 in Case 1:-0. 4473

1 
in ro Inyc=<"';;'..£Ation and Suspension of Re

~~~t9s tor AlcohQ 1c Liquors \43 C.R.C. 25). 
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absorption of the 19-cent rate fron Betteravia to San Francisco on 

suga~ sold in the market; tr...at, r:.evertheless, Union Sugar Company 

competed in the San Francisco ~rket; that at the pr~sent time 

it may sell in Bakersfield by absorbing but 4 cents of the 2l-cent 

rate to that city; and that San Joaquin valley rates from 

northern California refineries a,re considered to be in t.."'e nature 

of oinimum rates. 

A witness for ~olly Sugar Cocpany testified in opposition 

to the proposed ratQS in so far :lS points north of }~odcsto are 

concerned. He contended th:lt the rail r~tes from northern 

California to San JO:lqu1.."l valley pOints were depressed due to r:.arl~0": 

competition Vl1th sugar moved by vessel to Los Angeles Harbor and 

forwarded therefroo to those points. Although he admitted that 

rates to Oroville, Gridley, Chico, Red Bluff and Willows arc the 

same from his companyts Alvara~o refinery as froo Crockett, 44 rail 

!niles nearer, he stated that :::-atcs to Sacramento valley points v:cre 

establishGd with greater regard to eist~"lce. Ec also claimed tr~t 

under tho suspended rates refineries close to Sacramento valley 

pOints would not be given the full advantage to which their location 

should entitle tho~. 

On this record it is reaso~~~ly clear that the proposed 

rates exceed full costs, incluCl.ir.g taxes, ~hen indirect expenses :'::0 

calculated on a pro rata basiS. It is not contended that they :lrc 

maximum rates. Indeed thoro is substantial ,~vidence tending to sho' 

that to so~e extent at len3t the presont sugar rates from shipping 

pOints othor than Bottcrevi~ ~re on a subnormal lovel because of 

competitive conditions. Since the proposed r~tcs from Bcttcravia 

are on a related basis they arc in some inst~~ces, at least, sub

normal for the same reason. 

No reason appears or 1$ even suggested why the shipper in 

Bctterav1a should not be accord~d rates compar~blc with those 

-9-



c. 4566 
DH 

available to its com~titors. !t is clear fro~ the record that 

unless it is accorded such rates it is confronted v:1 th the al terna

tive of ~terially eurtailL~g its business or resorting to pro

prietary competition, the feasibility of which latter &lternative 

cay \7e11 oe questioned. Under 'these circu=.stances rates on a basis 

no lower than those obtaining froQ co~peting shipping points are 
7 

required by the needs or co~erce and are in the public interest. 

The proposed rates to Visalia, Ranford, Ar~ona and Fresno 

o.re adI:littedly on a lower level tl'lan that generally preva1l1.~g else

~;there. ~"'l support thereof it is asserted thz. t they are necessary to 

~eet proprietary competition over cross-co~~try hish~a7 routes. 

The ::ho-;;i:' .. g !:lade in support of ti.:is contention, ~." co::nmon \71 th tl'lc 

~cneral sl'lov;ing -;;ith respect to the cost or ,ro:prietary carriage, 

falls far short of being convincing that, all tl~"'lgs considered, 

the suzar COC.Pa.."'l7 ',;ould experience costs no greater than tl'le charges 

~roduced by the proposed rates. Adcittcdly no cost study has beon 

made of the contecplatcd operations. ~oreov~r, bare assertions or 
the results of proprietary hauling for lessor distances are far fron 

suffic1ent to demonstrate the costs for ttw greater distances here 

~nvolvod. The suspended rates to the exte~t they are lor-er than those 

estaolished by this COm=ission for h1gh~a7 carri0rs have not oeen 

shovm to be justified by transportation conditions resulting rro~ 

cocpotition ~ith other ~eanz of transportation. 

Upon consideration of ull the facts of rocord we are of the 

opinion and find thzt tho present rates rro~ Bottcravia hero in 

issue are i=propcrly related to rates ~aintainod tro~ co~peting 

shippi::.g :points; that c~cc:pt to Visal~a, E~r.£ord, Art:lona. a.."ld Fresno 

the proposed rates ".7111 give effoct to tl-:.o needs of comerco by 

7 
Sec Soct1o~ l3z cf the Public Utilities Act. 
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providing a. l'ea~ona~lc rs.te relationship between the s~uppine pOints 

involved; and that esta~lis~ent of the zaid proposed rates ex

clusive of those to Visalia, F~~ord, Armona and Fresno 1s required 

oy the public interest and has ~ot been snown to be unlawful. The 

suspended rates to Visalia, 3anford) Armona and Fresno, ~e are of the 

opL~ion and find) are not just1rie~ on this record. Responeents 

",-rill 'be required to cancel t:'lose rz. tc-:s ~;i:' tl'lo!.lt pre judice to the :tl1in:; 

of rates reasor~~ly related to rates fro= other producL~g pOints or 

en a level no lo~er t~cn those establls~e~ b7 t~~s Co~~ission as 

m.ni::n1.l!:l fer high7:a:" c~rriers. Upo::. their c~ncellatio:l. the order of 

z'lspe!lsion ....... i11 ~e vacated a:ld ti.'lC procceci.l:l~ discontinued. 

A public lwar1ng :~vir.Z been ~eld in the ~bove e~titled 

proceeding and based upon the evidence reccived at such hearing ~~d 

upon thc conclusions and findings conta~~d in t~e ~receding opinion, 

IT IS EEREBY ORDERED that respondents Southern Pacific 

CO:::lpany and santa !!aria V.;:.lle~" Railroad Co:::pany- be a."1d they are 

~Greby ordered and directed to c~~cel effective not later than 

Septe~bcr 1, 1941, on not less than one (1) day's notice to the 

Co~ssion and to the pujlic rates publisbed L~ Itcn No. 580-Y of 

Southern Pa.cific Co!:pany Joi!lt a."'l.c':. Proportional Fre1ght Tariff No. 

707-G, C.R.C. No. 2810, fro~ 30ttcravi~ to Visalia, F~nford, Ar~ona 

and Fresno) and that upon tho c~ncoll~tion of s~id rates the 

Co~ssion's order cf susponsion ~l' inve~tio~tion of Novc~~er 19, 

1940, as amended, in the above entitled procecdins, suspending the 
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operation of s~1d ito~bc a~d it is ~c=~by vacated and this procc0d

L~Z d1scont1n~cd. 

This order shell become effective on the date hereof. 

Dated at Sen Francisco, Cz.liforr.ia, this Jc i:; day of 

Al.lgust" 1941. 


