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B:::FOR::~ THE RAILROAD CO;t.il.n:SSION CF 'TIrE STATE OF CJ..!.IFOR.l.~IA 

In the MettoJr or the Applicatio:l. of ) 
ALBERT !:. ~'~BB for authority to file ) 
and approval of revised tariff el~- ) 
eting obsolete provisions in current ) 
terirr ecd setting forth ratc increases) 
necessary to ~ustain business. ) 

Application No. 26667 

BY TIm C Ol·n·:'[!SSION: 

Ap1?6aranCes 

Wallace L. iJJare and Jol:.r.. E. Eu.n.t, for applicant. 
Earl Goldberg, for G.F.D. Li~~s, Inc. i~terp.$ted 

party. 
Ed Hunter, for Gilboy Co~pc~y of Los Angeles, 

interested party. 

1 

Albert I.. Webb, ~n indivic.u~l c,ere.tine as e highv:ey CO!ll-

I!lon carrier, a C i tjr carrier. a rac.ial :!:ligb:way cor:::mo:. carrier, ::t:.ld a 

highway contract carrier l doing busi."'lcS$ as We~b Theatre Servi'::c',· is 

engaGed in the tr~sportation ;';If ~otior. pict·oJ.re fiL"nS ar..d access~ries 

between Los Angeles and. theatres loceted ill los .An;ele.z, Alhe.::.br.c, 

Belvedere Gardens, Glend.ale, Pazec.cno l South Pasadena., rfo:l.trose, 

I.e. Co.nada and 1\ljunga. By thio ep?licetion he seeks author~ty to 

make certain increases and adjust~entc in his highway common carrier 

rates and ch~rsesJ 

Follovling the orieinal public hearing the appl;tcation was 

denied tor lack of j~tirication (Decision No. 38265. Octobcr.2.194S)-

I • Wnllece"L. Ware ap~eared tor applicant at the orieinal hearing, and 
1'il~d the petition for rehearinG- At, the rehearing e.~plic8nt was 
l:'epreseuted by John 'X. Hunt. ..-

'. -l ... 
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Tee record then available) established applicant's need for addi t1011al 

revenue, but did not show that rates as high as those proposed were 

n~ce,ss,ary, and did not afford a 'basis for measuring the revenue effect 

of· any p,ar:t1al grant of tho authority sought. Further; no justifica-

tion ap,eared for the varying rates of incrca'se which it was proposed . , 2 
to make in the existing teritt rates. 

~pplicant pctit±oned ror a rehearing in order that he might 

ott,er a,dditi.onal. evidence in support' of his rate proposal. Rehearing 
was granted" and· was had 'before Examiner Bryant at' Los AnSeles on' 

" . .... .. . ... , .. - .. -, 

:2 ... " 
. T.b.e . proposed 'rates". 1ncluding some revised rUles,' de t1'n1t1 otis> and 

de.scri'Otlons, are set forth in detail in a' pr:oposed tar-it:t submitted 
with the, original application as Exhib'it I' th.ereof.· The application 
sets' torth, a, comparison' of the present'tari1'1' rates,' a:ld those now 
proposed,. as ' tollows: 

Between LoS . .AIlgele s ' 
and' 

Glendale 

Montrose 
La Ca.nada. 
Tujunga 

Alham'bra ) , 
South,pasadena), . .' ) 
Pasadena 

Per' 
Week: 

Present ',Rates 
..... •• " ... M_ '-. .. 

t!har.ge of 
Program.' 

Per' 
.. Month. 

.. ' ----
~ --
. --

(1) 9ne,. change 01' program 8x:.d lobby·display~·I·. 

i • '.I .. a: 

Proposed 
Rates·" 
Fer 

WId·ek" . " 

7.00. 
S .. CO 
8.00 

(2) Rate app11es. when ,two 'changes of 'program 'and lobby disPl~y 
are :te!ldered to carrier at one time. ~ 

(3) :aate applies 'when three but'· 'not '::::lOre! than five' changes' of. 
program and lobby display are,·tendered': to' carrier at one 
time. 

-2- '. 
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October }l", 1945.· This decfsion. i's' b·ssed. upon a1:1 of: the; ev:idence 

3: 
~ record in ~h1s proceeding~ 

At. the rehesl'i·:og. Webb,. test~t.y.·Dl€; in his own beha·lt., ex~ 

p'la1ined his operations' fn: c'onsiderabl:e detai.l., Ho' d.ec·lareo., that 

his' current rates are n.ot' on-l:y no·ncompensatory.,. but are. also, IT'.a~ad ... 

j.usted to the· d-itferent costs of serving the several theatres, By' 

comparing the present- and pr-oposed rates with th.e cost ot rend'er~ng· 

the various services.,. 'based. upon. his best esti.llates" he under'b'ook' 

to justify the proposed. rates' in their' ~lation to the service~ 

rendered". to the rates ctlrrently charged'". and.' to. each other.. . He 

testi:f'ie'd the.:t he had discussed his proposed rat,e's with all of hi,S 

patrons'", and that none of them offered any objection thereto .. 

An associate transportation engineer of the COmmlss1on"s 

staff" who had introduced a revenue s.t,udy at the original hearing,. 

offered a supplementary exhibit at the reh-earing .. This exhi b it 

crontains operating data tor the yeers 1942, 1943A 1944 and the first 

nine months of 1945, end elso shows anticipated results under· the 

proposed rates. According to this study" Webb had a proti t of $2,,152 

in 19~2, a profit 01" $1,,41J in 1943, a loss 01' $1,)20 in 1944, end a. 

further loss of $1,$16 in the nine mo~ths of 1945. The engineer 

showed that if the nine months data were expanded to cover a peripd 

of 12 months, and it the rates now proposed were applied throughout 

the entire year, the carrier would have had e net return tor the 

year of $736'.S5~\ The engineer stated that in his opinion the pro-

posod rat·os were fair" considering the lengths of haul. the top~phy 

of the count·ry, and the grouping of th6theatros in the various 
.. 

communities •. 

Tho cviden~a introduced at the original hearing, haVing' been tully 
described and ~1scussed in Decision No. 38265, sUEra, will not be 
further discussod in this opinion. 
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A representative of Gilboy Company of Los Angeles, a 
, " , ~,.. ~ '" .' : . '" .,'. ", : . '." .... ; ., • . . ':.. \,' ~. I.... I. . . ,. 

carrier engaged in transportation s~lar to t~t performed ~~ Webb~ 
. "'" : J •• : " ~ ~ , .. ' .. : •• :. ..' ~.' • ... '.' • '.. i ~ , , 

testified on behalf of his compan~ as an interested party. The 
': " l '.' • • I r- . " .. , , ..' II , ... 

Witness described somewhat more fully than had Webb the service re-
qU1rem~~ts :tn the 'hand11D8 of: mot'i~n p1ct~e t1Js.s and '~c~~Sso~1e; .. 

, ,,", ' " ~ - ~. 
He 'deolared that the ra'tes assessed for these services i'n the metre-

• ,I • , • 

i;olitan Los kgeles area were loV;er than those collected 1n other 
• ., " ' '. " • ," • II '.' . ,. ,.' • • • ..' 

large eities 't:hrou~'out the United States, ane, said that in his 
, ' "'.' .. • \ .' • I • " ~ • 

opinion the rates sought b'y ~:{ebb were justified. 
"-. j - i ,_.. 

The record shows that timely notice was given to the Ottice .. 
,. " 

ot Price Administration. No one opposed the granti~e of this appli-

cation •. 
'" . . . ,~ 

There we're thJ:.ee principal def'1cienc1es in the original 
" " " ,." " 

record (De"cis10n No: 38265', su:era ). First~ it did not show that 

rates as high as those propose'd were :lecessary; seeo~~', it did not 
.' ' .'. I ..' ,. 

offer any justification for the varying rates of increase proposed in 
the existing t'~rirr ;ates; and tb:~d~ i ~ did not show why a p;~posed 
penalty charge or $3~00 for retur~ calls shO~d be assessed aeainst 

I'. .' ,',' • '. • 

other communities. 
• ..' • t j ~ • I .' 

These three de~iciencies appear to have been 
: .. • • • • \ • , • • • '" \ .. ,. 1 •• ,,'''... 

satisfactorily met in the further record developed on rehearing. 
• • ~ I I ~ • ,... '.' j • , t' I • • •••. ' •• 

Fttst'~ tlie record is convincing that the total revenue which may be 
: . .,. . .'. " . . .' ~. :.j I' • • • • • 

expected fram the proposed rates wiil not exceed that necessarY to 

engineer~ the ~et ro~~~~e under the p;~:p~sed rates; after ali~~n~ 
j. ,I j' • ", , . : '. .;:.... •••• • , • . . ..', : .... " t ',,- '" 

for necessary operating expenses, would be less than $750 a year • 
• : • • ,', ,'10" I', .' . ': I ' I, I, •• .".. '. ., 

Secorid~ the varying rat6s of increase over the ~resent tariff rates 

apPc~r to be ba~ed ~pon sound j~st1}i~ati~~: Webb ~o~~~;~d the 
, • , '.' ' • I • .. I • .' t~ : 

present and proposed rates with the cost or rendering the various 
. .. . . I ~ I " . . I • • • '.'.: '. " 

services~ based upon his best estimates. 
. ~ • , ~ ~ 'II.." • 

From these comparisons it 
.... .. 
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appe'ar's that the curren't rates ::\rei ma'la:djuste'd; to" tIl'e' dif:fe'rent'.: cost's 
; .',". \. \ . . I. .'., . ' . . ~.,,, . . ,'; ... " . 

of serving the sever'al'theatres,,' and. t:b:a:t the prop'osed rates beer' a 
• • • ,~ " : '.' :' I. ,~, ~! 't. " , . . .' ~, ' ..', '. .• : i' ,', • 

reasonable relationship to the costs or rendering' the' var1'Ous' se'rVfces,· 

'J1l±r~, I th~ 'pr~pos81' to ma'ke the penalty" charge' applicable only' at 
, ... '4 ' •• I' -p... ..'., ',.'.. f' I , • • , .. " ..... • • II •• ' • 1/1. .,' 

'!\l.j'unga.l Montrose and La. CaIiada~' and not' at theatres loc-ated" iri other 
j' , :', ..." ". ,,'. 't. . . ' jo '. ~" .., ," I' ,.' It '. .'. " ., ••• 

communities served,' was shown to be bosed upon' substantial d11"ter:'-
• \. •• If..' "..., '. '.'. '1,.' ,. • • 

ences i:n the cost of pe'r:f',orm.1bg the servfce in question': at'tlie' s'everai' 
'., II .; I .. communi t'~:es ': .. '". ". • -. ;, • • • ... • ", .'...,. I • I ."' I 

Webb test1rie'd that return calls' to tlie' three c'o:im:rilii1'-' 
'. ~ .. ':.",'., .' '.' ," : II j • P •• , • ,', #., ~ • • • ". • ' •. ties named would in every case ne'cessitat'e an" extra tr:t:p~' the c'os't of 

whicb: ~~uldi e~eee'd. the :pr·op~se'd" charge.~ At all· cir tlie ot'lier cO:almUnl-' 

ties.; ';e'~'atis~ tb:ey' a~e served: daiii in: any event,. return calls fn"-"' 

;olve ~'~lY a ~e'gi:igible,,' ii anYi' extra' expense" to' the carrier'.; 
~ '. : . ,..., • .... ,. ,... • , • I" ••• ,~ .'., • .. I. 

Upon careful consideration of all of the' facts and: c'ircum-

stances of reco;d; we rind as e: tact that the inerc'fised rates and 
, , . 

charges proposed by the appiicant in t~is proceeding are just1r1ed~ 

The ~pplici'stj:on *ill be. granted.; 

6 R D E· R - - -- ...... 

. ., . ,~ \ .' ...., .. . . . .... . 
tho proceeding having been July sub~ttod; full consideration of the 

matter~ a~d th~gs 1n~olved having ~e~n had) a~d the CQmm1ssion now 

being tUllY. a'dv1sed~' 
'. '0 ',.... t ,",. , ' 

IT 1'3 HEREBY ORDER:::D that Albert L~ Webbi do~ng busines's as 
.... ,I • '! ,.J +! :' • I • • ,~ , • . ' ' • ". '.' • • • 

W'cbb Theatre. Servicej 'be and h'e is !lor'cby authorized t·o establish, on 
• I , :-' • ,'" ".,.. ' ". •• '. • • I 

not less than ten '(lO).daYs t notic'o to the C'oxm::Uss'ion and to tho 
" \'" "~' ~ • ," p. • 'u', r .' . • , '. .'" , " f" . .'.'. .'. • , ' , 

pub11c" increascd ratc's and c'harges as speeifically -provided in the .. ... . . ' . \ ~ . '. '" 
pr~osed t'~r1~ s~b~ tt~d .·wi'~h h~~ a~~l:c~~ ~on a~, :~~ali ~i:t :~ ~~·hC~COf'. 

i) IT IS EEREBY FURTE:ER ORDERED that the aut'hor1ty here'in 

'&~rit~d ''is ~bje'ct t~ 't1ie GxPressconai't'1on 'tha't applicant ':he'reh Wi'll 
'rie';~r \irgo betore tlits 'Coxm:Uss1on in any ~rocced1ng 'unde:r Soc:tion 71 
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ot the ·Public. Utilities' Act~ or in ony other proceeding, tha..t the. 

opinion' and or-der herein constitute a tinding· ot tact ot the re.ason-, .. 

ableness of: any parti'culer rate or charge,. and that the .t1.line.of 
, 

rete·::. and charges pursuant to th.-e authority herein .granted will· be 

construed as consent to this: condition., 

IT IS EEREBYFURTHER 0RDERED·that :the .authority her,ein 

granted shall be void unle 55 the rates and charges .tluthorized in this,. . . . .,. 

order aropublished" f1le.d;J .and made .. ettective within ninety (90) . 

days 1'rom .the effective date .hereof". , 

This' or.der 'shell :oeco.me effective ten (10) .days trom the 

date hereof ... 

Dated at 'San Franc1:3co / ,Califor1;lia, this JJ. z-c(,; day ,Of .. 

November-,.. 1945.~ .. 

cOl%unfss~ ~ners 
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