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Decision ~Jo. 84038 OR~'C~NAl 
BEFORE THr: PUBLIC UTILITIES CO:·:r1ISSION or 'I'Ht S'rA'l'l: or C;'..LIFORNIA 

In the Ma~ter of the Application ) 
of PRESTO DELIVERY SERVICE, INC., ) 
a California corporation, for an ) 
extension of its ~ertificate of ) 
Public Convenience and Necessity ) 
to operate as a highway common ) 
o~rrier for the transportation of ) 
property in intrastate and inter~ ) 
state and foreign commerce. ) 

-------------------------------) 

Al'?lica:tion No. 53360 
(Filed ~1ay 30, 1972) 

ORDER DENYING REHEARING h'~ 
XODItYING DECIsIOH NO. 83725.-

By Decicion No. 83726, issuec Nove~er 19, 1971.1., we 
gr~~ted an in lieu certificate of public convenience ~~~ 
necessity to Presto Delivery Service, Inc., which extended 
its common carrier certificate authority to poir.ts between 
the Los P~geles Basin Territory and ~he San Diego Territory, 
together with ecr~ain intermeGiate points. 

On November 29, 1974, City Freigh-: Lines, G &- H 
'I'ran::por'tation, Inc., Griley Freigil'tli!"lcs and Qwikway Trucki!"lg 
Co.) protestants to the applica'tion, filed a petition for 
reconsideration and rehearing of Decision No. 83726. In 
accordance with Section 1733 of the PUblic Utili-:ies Code) 
~he tiQely filing of this petition a~to~tic411y suspendee the 
orcler i:t Decision No. 23726. 

Petitioners. ~11ege error in numerous respects with rcearc 
to the iGsues resolved in Decision No. S372G. After con-. 
sidering each and every allezation of ~etitioners, we are of 
the opinion that good cause for rehearing has not been ~de 
to appear. However, one argument ~c~ by ~etitioners Goes 
merit discussion. 

Petitioners allege tha~ the eecision " •.• fails ~o cooe 
to grips with applicant's prior unauthorizec o?era"tions .... ': 
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(Petition"p. 15) and that H[aJpplicant has been knowingly 
and willfully operating in the area as a highway comcon 
carrier ••• " (Petition, p-. 4), thus precluding the Commission's 
finding that p-ublic convenience and necessity require the 

issuance of the certificate. Petitioners raised essentially 
the same argument in their~tter Brief~ submitted after the 
close of hearings and prior to the issuance of Decision Uo. 
8372&.. However, having again reviewed the record herein in 
response to this argument, we do not find evidence which 
would support a finding, as suggested by petitioners, that 
applicant has been knowingly and willfully operating in 
excess of its permitted authority. 

We therefore conclude that there are no- prior unauthorized 
operations of such a nature that they should be used as a 
basis for denial of the certificate sought by the applicant. 
However, Decision No.. 83726 should be t10dified by the addition 
of one finding in this regard .. 

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED tha.t: 

1. Decision No. a3726 is hereby amended by the a<:dition 
of the following finding~ 

" 

"12.. There is no evidence of any prior unauthorized 
operations which were knowingly and willfully engaged in 
by applicant, which woul<1 provide a basis for denial of 
the certificate sought herein." 

.2 •. In all other respects rehearing or reconsideration 
of Decision No. 8372& is hereby ~enied. 

3. The effective date of Decision ~ro. 83726 is the 
date hereof. 

The effective date of this order is the date hereof. 
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Dated. at San Francil5eo , California, "this .:t,{.y~ 

day of JANUARY ~ 1975. 

C6runissioners 


