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Dec1sion No. 45709 

EEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

Investigation into the fares, rules, 
regulations, charges, services, opera­
t10ns and practices of Arrow A1rways, 
Inc.; California Central A1r11nes; 
Kenneth G. Fr1edk1n, d01ng bus1ness 
as Pacific Southwest A1r11nes; Rob1n . 
A1rways, Inc.; Southwest A1rways Com­
pany; Transcont1nental & Western A1r, 
Inc.; Un1ted Air L1nes, Inc.; and 
"lestern A1r Lines, Inc. 

ORDER DENYING REHEARING 

Case No. 5271 

United A1r L1nes, Inc., one of the respondents above named, has 

filed its petition for rehearing respecting DeciSion No. 45624 ren­

dered by the Comm1ss1on 1n the above-captioned case on Apr1l 24~ 

1951. The Comm1ss1on has fully considered all pOints made by pet1-

tioner in 1ts pet1t1on for rehearing and is of the op1nion that no 

good cause has been shown by the pet1tioner for the grant1ng of sa1d 

pet1tion. All po1nts made by the respondents 1n the1r br1efs filed 

in this case received the careful cons1derat1on of the Commission 

and the p01nts raised by pet1t1oner in this petition are essent1ally. 

the same which it raised in its br1ef filed here1n. For the reasons 

heretofore stated by the Commission in its decisionl the petition for 

rehearing 1s hereby denied. 

In denying this petition for rehear1ngl we wish to state that 

we have given full consideration to all the implications that flow 

from the deCision of In Re Ma.rtinez, 22 Ca~. 2d 259 .. but find nothing 

in said dec1s1on that applies to the 1nstant proceed1ng. In the 

Martinez ease, the operat1on involved was that of a taxicab .. operat-
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ing exclusively within the corporate limits of the City of Saera­

mento. As pointed out by the Court in that case (p. 262), Section 

2-1/4 of the Public Utllities Act specifically exempted from Commls­

slon jur1sd1ction all operations of passenger carriers by motor ve-. 
hicle, which were exclusively within the lim1ts of a single incor~ 

porated City, town or city and county_ The tax1cab operat1ons in 

the Martinez case were thus specif1cally exempted from the jur~tsd1c­

tion of this CO~3s1on and such exemption was a complete answer to 

the cc'ntent1on by Martinez that the Commission had jurisd1cti0l'l 

over h1s tax1cab operations with1n the c1ty l1m1ts of Sacramento. 

Anything sald by the Court beyond th1s was d1cta and unnecessary to . 

the decis10n 1n that case. 

Dated, da.u. ~:tUC<; C.4 "Ca11forn1a" this (,J-·z-,lday of 

?b.... 'l ' 1951. 

C Omm1ss loners,;, . 
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