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Decision No. __ 4_, _5.-0.-6;...;4~ 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITI:::;S ccr·WJ:SSION OF THB STATE OF CA.LIFORNIA 

In th~ Matter of the Investigation 
into the rates, rules, regulations, 
ch.lr~es, allowance's and practices Case No. 4.$0$ 
of all cor:nnon carriers, highway 
c~rriers ~nd city carriers relating 
to the transportation of property. ~ 

A"'''earances " .~~ 
Frank l~. Chandler, tor Truck Owners Association .~~ 

of California and Motor Truck Association of ~~~ 
Southern California. -~~ 

Russel Bevans, for Draymens Association of 
San FranCisco. 

Daniel H. Baker, for Draymens Association of 
""la:neda County. 

SUPPLm~NTAL OPINION 

In Highway Carriers' Tariff No. 2 the Commission has set 

forth minimum ratings and rates it has established for the tr.~sporta­

tion of canned meats by common and highway carriers. Various shippers 

and carriers of canned chicken and canned turkey having asked the . . 
Transportation Department whether the canned meat ratings and rates. 

are applicable to canned poultry, a public hearing was scheduled for 

the receipt of evidence thereon. This action was taken so that th~' 

matter might receive the Commission's formal conSideration. Upon due 

notice to interested parties, the hearing was had at San Fra~ci5eo on 

November 14, 1950, before Examiner Mulgrew.1 

A rate expert from the Department's staff testified that he 

had made an investigation and study of the ratings and rates involved. 

He said that in the trade canned chicken, canned turkey and other 

canned poultry items were known as "canned meats," that "canned poW.try" 

1 At this hearing evidence was also received relative to a petition 
seeking a reduced classification rating for dry cell batteries. The 
petitioner seeking this adjustment has requested that an Ex.a:nine'r's 
Proposed Report be issued. This matter will not be further discussed 
herein. 
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WD.S not a trade designation., and tha.t those dealing with canned meats 

consider that canned chicken, canned turkey and other canned poultry 

items are canned meats. He said that he knew or no instance in which 

meat ratings and rates had, not been applied to shipments of canned 

p01.:.1try. 

'. 

The rate witness testified further that the transportation 

characteristics of canned poultry are si~ilar to those of other canncd 

meats. He explained that in density and value the poultry items are 

within the rang~ of general ca~~ed meat densities and values and that 

they are Similarly packaged. Canned poultry, he said, is cornp~titive 

~~th other meats. He concluded that canned meat ratings and rates are 

applicable to canned poultry and that there is no need for clari£i~a-

tion or revision of the ratings and rates involved. 

Carrier representatives participated in the examination of 

the D~partmcnt's witn~ss. No other evidence was offered. No one dis­

agreed with the witness's testimony or with his conclusions. 

The facts and circumstances of record disclos~, ~"'J.d we arc, 
I 
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