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Walter B. Steel•~ Jr., Bxeautive 
Secretary 

ai>bert G. Puller., Jr., Assistant 

October· 12, 1967 

.Maine Milk Coadasion 

Attomey Ganera1 

Tb• scope of review_ and power• of the Maine Hilk Coalllission with reapect 
to the traneportation charg•• ••••••ad by dealers against producer■• 

DQ'f: 

'1'hre. milk producers have petitioned th• Maine Hilk eon.isaion 
to revia,, the reasonablen••• of the cha~•• made by a milk 
d•lu for tmnapc,rting milk from th•ii" fai:ma to· the.d•l•r•a 
place of ~a•in•••., and to ••tabli■b a new schadale of chargee 
if the acbedul• in exiatenQe i• found to be 11nreaaonabl•. · Other 
producers ao buain••• with t:!Mt dealer 'bllt dicl not joia in the 
petition. 

QVMmlJs 

On the fact:• •·• pa.-t.ecl may tha Coallieeion review the 
entire ached.al• of cbarpa, and. ••tablieh an• •ahed111e if 
necct■ary, or i• the scope of tM C011111le1ion•• review limit.eel 
to the ai.rv-a ••••••-5 again•~ the th.¥N petitioning produc•ra? 

oraa= 
Ne. a.ev. Stat. Ann., Tit. 7, i 2954 (Sapp. 1966)" outl~• 

the aoope of :r:eviw and pow•~• of the Commiaoion· with respect 
to the tran•portation charge• aaae■eed by d•l•r• again:at 
produc•r:a, and r•cS• in pert:inant part.a• follows: 

11Any intareated producer • • • •Y petition 
th• coaniasion at any t.ble to review the 
reaaonablaneaa of any such aahedule of tnin•• 
portation.charges ••• and, after hea~ing, 
(the coaaisaion ie empowered) to disapprove 
and reject. any •chedalea,·then pendi.ng or 
theretofore in effect, found to be unr:eaaonabla, 
or, after h•ring, to approve any a11cb 
achedulea found to b4J r•ec,nable or to 
establish any new schedules d._.d to 
be reasonable.• 



In our opinion the petition as presented to the commission 
clearly seeks a review of the entire schedule of transportation 
charges made.by the dealer in question, and the cited statute 
empowers the Commission to review the entire schedule with 
regard to it• reasonableness. 

Due process requires thlit the Commission seasonably 
notify 11.1a. the producer■ who would be affected by any change 
in .the present transportation, charges, as well as the dealer, 
of the elate of· the hearing and the fact that review of the·· 
schedule will be undertaken. 

RGFjr/slf 

Robert G. F~ller, Jr. 
Assistant At·to~ey General 
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