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Decision "No~ .. ··50286· ------
BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES' COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

In the Matter of the Application of 
BARRETT GARAGES, INC., a corporation, 
for a Certificate of Pub11c Conven1ence 
.and Necessity authorizing it to operate 
as a passenger stage corporat1on from 

. the. Son Fro.nc1sco International A1rport" 
San Mateo County, Ca11forn1a" to the 
cities of San Francioco, Oakland" 
Burlingome .. San Mateo, Belmont" San 
Co.rlos, RedwoOd C1ty, Menlo Park and 

. Palo Alto, Ca11fornia. 

In the Matter of the Application of 
BARRETT GARAGES, INC., a corporation, 
for a Certif1cate of Public Conveh1ence 
and Necess1ty authorizing it to operate 
as a passenger stage corporation from 
the cities of San Francioco, Oakland, 
Bur11ngame" San Mateo, Belmont, San 
Carlos, Redwood City .. Menlo Po.rk and. 
Palo Alto ,.Californ1a, to the San 
Franc1sco International Airport, San Mateo 
County, Cal'1rorn1?,:" 

Applicat10n No. 35454 

App11cat10n No. 35462 

ORDER DENYING PETITIONS FOR REHEARING AND RECONSIDERATION 

Protestants F1aler's L1mousines, Inc." and A1r11ne Ground Trans-

portat10n Assoc1ation .. Inc., ~ve filed pet1tions for rehear1ng and 

reconSideration respecting Decision No. 50229, rendered here1n on 

th~ 6th d~y of July, 19541 whereby the ~pp11eant in the above-en-

t1tled proceedings was grant~d a certific~te of public conven1ence 

and necess1ty to operate between the po1nts and places as a passenger 

stage corporation as in said dec1s1on ~uthorized and prescribed. 

The COmmission has carefully conSidered the po1nts ra1sed 1n 

sa1d pet1t10ns. The p01nts therein raised merely restate the matters 

contended for by petitioners during the hear1ng of those proceedings. 
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No useful purpose could be served by restating these contentions as 

they were adequ~tely covered and considered by the decis10n herein 

assailed by the instant petitions. In our opinion J the author1t1es 

cited by petitioners do not support their contentions. 

Petitioners do not desire to introduce add1t10n~1 evidence but 

ask for argument before the Commission 1n bank. 

Apparently, petitioners misconce1ve the issues of law 1nvo1ved 

herein. 

The instant proceedings present no const1tutional 1ssues. The 

finding of the Commission on the quest10n of public convenience and 

necess1ty 1s not subject to judic1al rev1ew. (Pac1f1c Greyhound 

Lines v. Railroad Commls3ion, 11 C~l. (2d) 427, 429; San Diego etc. 

Ferry Co. v. Railroad Commission, 210 Cal. 504, 510, 5l3j Oro Elec-

tr1c Corp. v. Railro~d Commission, 169 Cal. 466) 411; Ashbury Truck 

~ v. R~ilroad COmmission) 52 Fed. (2d) 263J 267 (aff1r.med per 

curi~ by the Supreme Court of the United States, 287 U.s. 570) 77 

L., cd., 501).) The scope of review of deCisions of this Commission 

was'not broadened by the 1933 amendment to Section 67 of the Public 

Ut111t1es Act (now Section 1160, Public Utilities COde). (Southern 

Californ1a Ed1son Co. v. Ra1lroad Commission J 6 Cal. (2d) 737, 148-
7~9.) It is elementary that the gr~ting or withholding of a certi-

ficate of pub11c convenience ~nd necessity is ~ leg1slative act 

which rests in the discretion of this Commission. Such action pre-

sents no question which is subject to Jud1cial review. (Ashbury 

Truck Co. v. R~11ro~d Commission, supr~, p. 267.) The Comm1ssion 

may gront a number of cart1f1cates cover1ng the same route or routes. 

In light of the foregoing authorities and the facts of record J 
we perceive no mer1t 1n the petit10ns herein. Accordingly, s~id 
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petitions for ng and.recons1derat1on are hereby denied. 

~~~~."r....~. ~;;:;;;./=.c=='" ~~~.' :Co.11!'orn1a" this r;QO ~ay of 

----:o:~~~"¥---" 1954. 
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