Tecembar 6, 1937

Hr. John Schesfer
Dagr Jaﬁﬁ,

Thig is in reply fo your lsttar of December 2rd re;arding thae
ammber of drivers we should have on our trucke in view of increasing coste
zné rastricted Ariving time in ceriain ststes.

. The seeond psragranh of your Ietter seems irrefutadble, i.e. that
unfer conditions surromwnding pozeible sceldents, t»o men =onld he dbetter
than ons. Doabtless you have borne In mind w2 have stinulzted {p our cug-
tomsr coppsnliesz, smonz other things, two men to a truck when they tranafer
Arums between certain pointe. These frapsfers are one stes furthar removed
“rom our control and if we relax our own regulations, they will doubtless
feel Justified ie dolng the ssme. "hey wsy then assume w= have found read
tranaportation of flui? nst to be as hazardouz as w2 formerly believed and
nay revert to carelezs practice. It sceme inevitsble thst ot some time we
%111 have & cerious aceident to fluid in transit on the public hizhways,
and from that standpoint whatever cost »e are rut $o will b= justified, I
think our program of restricting tsnk truek shisments, which we have started
in the ¥ast, iz the right direction to go and that we might discuse the com~
nlete elimination of 211 such shipmenty =t some time in the future, such as
Januvary 1940. Freokly, I do not see how we can oliminate all road shipments
out of the plant dus to the fact many of our blending points are located off
the railroad. ‘However, I balisve we can greatly cut down this traffic by a
more stringent policy and we wmight. possidly meke some additional allowances
toward bulk plants or vemodelled drum plants wlere wo have thiae physieal
difficulty.

To sum wp, I Zo not know the magnitude of the snticipated inereased
coste, but I Jo not believe we shonld hurriedly tske any step which might be
backward in the matter of ssfety.

Very truly yours,
J. co Taylor
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