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Decision NO. J t 4. I,. 
morOBE THE RULRO.AD COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CM.IFORNIA 

In the Matte!" ot the Application or ) 
THOMAS W. GILBOY, doing business ) 
Wlder the name and style or GILBOY ) 
COMP~~t for eertiticate of public ) 
convenience and necessity au~~riz- ) 
i:lg -::-anSJ?o:tatio:l by auto truck ove:- ) 
the public highways ot the state or ) 
motio: picture films, theat=ie~ ad- ) 
vertisi:lg matter, and. motion ];licture, ) 
theater supplies, between San Fran- ) 
ciseo and various :points.. ) 

Gwyn H. Be.ker to": APplicant. 

Applicnt10n No. 19890. 

A. L. Whittle to= southern Pao1tio Railw~, 
Northwestern ?aei!ie Railroad and Paoit:i.e 
Motor Trans];lOrt COInpa:lY, as. interests may 
ap:pear. 

BY TEE COMMISSION: 

OPINION _ ..... -----
Applic~t herein seeks amendment or Deoision No. 28235 

on Application No. 19890, by whioh he may clarity and. enlarge 

'Route No.5; also, by the romoval ot a rest=ietion. ot 100 l>ounds 

weight on. "e. :d.ngle som co" ant! to leave such we 1e;h t without 

lim tation. Applicant· s tranSJ:)ortation business isexclusi vely 

'tor motion p1ctu=e films OJld d.esigllated accessories endsup:p1ies• 
. . 

.A. publio hea:ri::lg was cond.u.cted by Examiner l' .R. 'Williams at 

San Francisco. 
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TAO rerouting sought enlarges the operutions over 

Route ~o. 5, 'oc~wec:l Ss-n Franc i::;c0 , 0!1.1y by providins ·cut-oft 

or connectine =oads, thus facilitatine more r~pid delivory over 

shoTter distances. It mot no opposition and ~ppe~rs to be 

proper. Ko new ::ervice points are involved. 

Thomes i:. Cilboy, testifying for ~pplicunt, stated 

th:::.t in the oriGinal application it was intended to limit to 

100 pOu::lds only tZ'..0 "jc.nitor's supplies,ft which s-:l?J.)licc.nt in-

tended to transport tree with "tilm services." .As c.pplice.nt vl/8.S 

denie~ a~thority to transport anything other t~n "film services," 

applicant urees revision of the rule by which ::.. t lllay tronsport 

its aU~10rized co~odities "regardless of quantity," but with 

~o.d:i. tional ch:lrses tor Q.uunt:i:cios in 0XC0SS of 200 !>ounds. 

T.o.is w:;\s not opposed :mel scoms to be what applicant orieino.lly 

intencleld, though stated. e:n'biguously in the origino.l application. 

To clarify this situation, applicant pro:l?oses ·to esto."o-

lish eo. new tariff to te.ke the place of' the one now on file with the 

Co~ission. ~ ~~aition to incorpor~ting therein rates for the new 

services, it is proposed to ~ko numerous ch~neee in r~tos and rules 

applic~ble to the services ~lrG~dy ~uthorized and now being Derfo~.-

ad. These ch:::nges if ostc.bli~)hcd will result in 'both increases and 

reductions. In som.0 instances the cho.nges are merely to clarify 

existing rules. In the main they aro unobjectionable but applico.nt 

will be required to mo.ke certain Iaodif'ice.tions. 

Rule 2 provIdes tho.t ::-'l?plic::-.nt "will not tre.nz:port ship-

mcnts upo:c. which it r:':.!Y be re~uired to cOl:ll'ol the Do.j'll)·ent ot money," 

etc. It is intcncleG. -:0 exclude C.O.D. shipm.ents. The rule should 

be atlended to show tha·c aDDlicant will not 'Undertake C.O .. D. oolloc-

tions in connectio~ with ~liuments tro.nsported over its lines, as - . 
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provided for in ou~ Gene~l O~dor No. 54-A. 
~e C ~rovi~oc co=t~1n now ~in~um charges per calenacr 

week to ap91y in connection with rates between Sen Francisco :and 

:s'resno, So.cr:::.mento and Sc.n :rose. !vrr. Gilboy testified that S'J.ch 

minima. were este.'blished oe1'ore he obta meG. a certificate snd were 

custOtle.:ry. The :9ublice:tion of the proposed weekly minimum charges 

'between tho specific .~o~nts n~eu w~ll cre~te violations of the long 

and short haul p~ovisions ot Section 24(a) ot the Public Utilities 

.. ~ ... ct. For example, it is proposed to e st~bl:~sh e. weekly minimtml 

charge 01" $10.00 in connection with the rate or $3.00 per service 

'between San ~rancisco and Fresno. No such min~um charge is pro-

?osed in connection with 0. re.te or the s~e volume to :md from. 

Senger, a point beyond :re~no. Tnis situation would result in a 

lesser Charge to ~ more dist~nt point th~n applies to ~ directly 

interrecdis.te ]?oint. !n view of this situation the proposed weekly 

minimum che.J:ges will not here be ~pproved. 

TAe sp~lication will be granted, subject to the fore-

goine terift modifications. 

o R D E R 

Thomas ~:!. Gilboy, operating under the nmne 01: "Gilboy 

Company," havinG sought ~en&mant of the order in Decision No. 

26235 herein, issued September 19, 1935, a ~ublic hearing having 

been held ~d the Co~ission being fully ~dvised, 

!T IS S?.E:SY ORDERED that se.id Decision Ho. 28235 be 

amended to strike from the order therein, Route No. 5 en& to sub-

stitute in lieu thereof the following: 
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ROU~ NO.5: STOCZTON: 
::::~st Bound - Sun Francisco, Oakland, Walnut 

Creek, Concord, Pittsburg, Antioch, Stockt.on, 
Lodi, Galt, S~cr~ento; or s~ ?~ancisco, Oakland, 
via Dubl~ Canyon - l~t~ont ?ass, Tracy, stook-
ton, Loo.i" (,Colt, Sacramento .. 

West Eound - Sc.cramento, Davis, Dixon, Fair-
field, Suisun, ?inolo, Richmond, San Francisco; 
or Sacr~e~to, Celt, Lodi, Stock~on, viaWSorden 
Eighwsy," l..ntioch, Pittsburg, Concord, Walnu.t 
Creek, oakl$nd, San Francisco; or Sacr~ento, ~lt, 
lodi, Stockton, Tracy, vic. Altamont Pass and Dublin 
Canyon, Oakland, San ~rancisco. 
!T !S ZEREBY OBD~P.ED that al'plicsnt be and he is hereby 

~uthorlzed to file the ~roDcsed tariff appended to the inst~t 

application as EY~ibit ~A") as modified by ~ending Rule 2 to con-

form to General Order No. 84-A, and by el:tminat1ng Rule 6, or 

rates satisfactory to the Railroad Commission, such filing to be 

in lieu ot all other rates ~nd rules now on file by ~pplicant. 

For all other purposes the effective d~te of this oraor 

shall be twenty (20) d~ys from the date hereof. 

Dated at San Francisco, California, this /6~Y of 

November, 1936. 

:S;~.~ 
~~,.,; .. 

. . " .......... 
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