29
11 does not roll back the eXémpt19n~..b0 the interpretation
the Tnterstate Commerce Comniissis , and’ wis' in
prior to the North ecision, . but. '

‘The instant bill has g long hiStorﬁ' culiiinating in 4 general ex-
pression of acceptability by all of the principal interests involved.
I refer to the Department ‘of Agriculture, the Interstate Commerce
Commission, the Association of American Railroads, the American

,TrupkingAssociaatiops,-lnc.,«the National Counecil of Farmer Coop-
eratives, the American Farm Bureau Federation, the N ational

- cooperatives will oppose. We also anticipate that these will be those
cooperatives, including a great deal of munitions, that are enesee
in the large-scale transportation for the general public between |
areas in all parts of the United States and that these are the co0pera-
tives presently under attack by the Interstate Commerce Commission
“or others for performing perations far beyond the scope of the North-
‘west decision under which they claim exemption. o0
- I have attached typical newspaper advertisements Oor. announce-
ments by so-called farmer transportation cooperatives which indicate
the aggressive nature of these people in seeking to ‘transport traffic
normally handled by certificated carriers, .~ LT e
. We respectfully request this surbcomm'ittge;p}zjompiﬂ‘y, to. report this
salutary bill and to urge its early passage by the Houss of Representa-
tives inits present form, : Gheed
- That concludes my statement, Mr, Chairman.

Mr. Frieper, Thank you, Mr. Pinkney. Lo e

Do you want the attachments you have to your statement included
intherecord? . ... SR

Mr. Pingney. T would, indeed, sir, ;

Mr. Frreper., Without objection, it is so ordered.

(The documents referred to follow R

UNITED AGRIOULTURAL‘TRANSPORTATION ASSOCIATION OF
S R IL CCTR ,AMERIOA«MARKETIN@Go-OP,
Lynwood, Calif.
Attention : Traffic Manager, '

~ AT LAST A BREAKTHROUGH ON HieH Frererr RaTes o ‘
' DEAR SiR: “Supreme Court sanctions €0-0p backhauls”. The Ninth Court of
Appeals in the No’mthWest‘ Co-op v. ICO case, The decision iof, that court was
that co-ops could back-haul regulated goods df it Was mecessary to their opera-
tion. This means that if a co-op-has a rig in Chicago and it can’t get an exempt

load right away, it can pick up anything and ‘return .h;ome@vmthera;th‘an return

empty. And, the co-op can do it without I0C authority of any kind, The only
limitation is that more than half of the ©0-0p’s business must be in farm-related
goods. TR ' '
_The above is now the law of the United States! Co-ops can do exactly ag we
have stated. The Supreme Court turned thumbs down en the ICC and the Justice
Department who had wanted the Court to rule in their favor, And, the Supreme

Court made its one sentence decision in a record three days!
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