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Decision No. 79:143 
BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

Investigation on the COmmission's own ) 
motion into the operat1ons~ practices, ) 
and operative authority of I~OR ) 
CARRIERS, INC., a Ca11fornia corpora- ) 
tion. ) 
------------------------------) 
In the Il!atter of the Application of 
HARBOR CARRIERS, Ir~C., a corporation, 
for a certificate of public conven1-
ence and necessity, authorizing an 
extens10n of 1ts operat1ng authority 
so as to author1ze 1t to operate 
vessels lion schedule" as a common 
carr1er of passengers between T1~uron 
and A1catraz Island. 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

-------------------------------) 
In the Matter of the Application of 
HARBOR CARRIERS> INC.~ a corporation, 
for authorizat10n to suspend opera-
tion of vessels "on schedule" as a 
common carr1er or passengers oetween 
San FranCisco and Alcatraz Island. 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

------------------------------) ) 
In the ~~tter of the App11cation of 
HARBOR CARRIERS, INC., a corporat1on, 
tor authorizat1on to suspend opera-
tion of vessels "on schedule" as a 
commoncarr1er of passengers between 
San Francisco and Sausalito. 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

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

Case No. 9098 
(Filed August 4~ 1910; 

Amended January 13". 1911) 

.' 

Application iJo. 51401 
(Rehearing granted 

!JIay 5, 1970) 

App11cation No. 52342 
(Filed December 7, 1910) 

Applicat10n No. 52409 
(Filed January 20, 1971) 

Robert I. Conn~ Attorney at Law, for C1tyof 
Tiburon, petitioner for rehearing in Appli-
cation No. 51401. 

Vau.ghn~ Paul & Lyon&~ by John G. L;ronz, Attorney 
at Law, for Harbor Carriers, inc., applicant 
in Applications Noz. 51401,. 52342 and 52·409 
and respondent in Case !~o. 9098. 
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William P. Clecak, Attorney at Law, for rUlton 
McDonoUgh; Hanson, Bridgett, Marcus & Jenk1ns, 
~y Ross Stromberg and David J. Miller, 
Attorneys at Law, for Golden Gate Bridge, 
Highway and Transportation District; H. Erie 
Borgwardt, Director of Planning, City or 
Sausalito, for City Counsel of Sausalito; 
intervenors or interested parties. 

Elmer Sjostrom, Attorney at Law, for the Com-
mission staff. 

o PIN ION' 
---...~-- .... 

Harbor Carriers, Inc., a California corporation, operates 
as a common carrier by vessel transporting persons and property 
between points on San Francisco, san Pablo and SuiSun Bays under 
prescriptive operating rights and certificates of public conven-
1ence and necessity transferred or granted to it by the Comm1ss1on. 
Its principle place or business is located at Pier No. 41, The 
Embarcadero, San Francisco. 

Dec1sion No. 76922, dated March 10~ 1970, in Application 
No. 51407, authorized Harbor Carriers to provide service between 
Tiburon and Alcatraz Island on a schedule basis from June 1 
through September 10 and on an on-call basiS during the balance 
of the year. With the exception of certain prescriptive rights, 
Harbor Carriers' operating authority was restated in Ap~endix A 
to DeCiSion No. 76922. A petition for rehearing of said matter, 
filed by the City of Tiburon, was granted by Decision No. 77160, 
dated May 5, 1970, which suspended the effective date of Dee1$ion 
No. 76922 until further order of the Commission. 

Case No. 909$, filed August 4, 1970, and amended Janu-
ary 13, 1971, is an investigation on the Commission'S own motion 
or Harbor Carriers for the purpose of determin1ng whether 1t has 
fa1led to adequately inform the public of changes in its terminal 
locatiOns, schedules and operations; whether its operating autho-
rity should be amended ,so as to designate speCific points it may 
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serve rather than general areas as now authorized; whether its 
authority to operate a regularly scheduled service between san 
Francisco and Alcatraz Island and between San Francisco and 
Sausalito should be suspended or revoked because or its failure to 
commence service between said points; and whether any of its other 
operations and practice: should be changed or improved. 

By Application No. 52342> filed December 7> 1970> and 
Application No. 5Zl~09, filed January 20, 1971, Harbor Carriers 
requests authorization to suspend operations as a common carrier 
of passengers by vessel in common carrier service between San 
Pro.ncisco and Alcatraz Island and between San Prancisco and 
Sausalito, respectively. Harbor Carriers was granted authority to 
operate between San Franciseo and A1catraz Island by Decision No. 
70060> dated December 7, 1965> in Application No. 47411> and between 
San Fr~~eisco and sausalito by DeciSion No. 73811> dated March 5, 
1968, in Application No. 49712. It has never performed scheduled 
passenger service between said points. 

Public hearing in the four aforementioned matters was 
held before Examiner Mooney in San Francisco on December 15" 1970 
and February 17 and 18, 1971. The rehearing in Ap'Olication ~ro. 
51407 was subm1tted on December 15> 1970 1 and the other three 
matters were sUbmitted on February 18> 1971. The parties were 
informed during the hearings that a single deciSion would. be issued 
covering the four matters. The evidence and argument presented in 
the rehearing will be discussed separately from the other three 
whiCh include related issues. ~he findings> conclusion and order 
will relate to all four matters. 
Rehearing in ApPlication No. 51407 

Testimony on behalf of the City of Tiburon, the pet1-
tioner for rehear1ng, was presented by the Reg1on~1 Director of 
Property Man~zement and Disposal Service for the U. S. General Ser-
Vices Administration and by the Chief of Police> Planning Director 
and City Attorney of Tiburon. 

-3-



c. 9098 et 31. ms 

The Reg10nal D1rector testif1ed that Alcatraz Islanc1 1z 
a federal enclave subject exclusively to federal law; that no 
vessel can land at Alcatraz without authority from the federal 
government; that the island was declared surplus in 1951; that 
because of safety hazards on the island,. the general public is not 
allowed to vizit Alcatraz; that although var10us plans have been 
considered, no determination has been reached as to what use Will 
be made of the island; and that Harbor Carriers has not been autho-
rized by the federal sovernment to serve Alcatraz, and no such 
authority would be ~antedunder conditions as they now exist. 

The other three witnesse~ for petit10ner testified as 
follows: Most of the streets in downtown Tiburon are narrow and 
many of the buildings are old wooden buildings; there is a limited 
amount of downtown parking; increased vehicle and pedestrian traf-
fic, which has become substantial on weekends, has created problems 
in the area for the local police and fire protection; additional 
traffic would be attracted on weekends should Harbor Carriers com-
mence serving Alcatraz from its present docking facility in downto~m 
Tiburon; Harbor Carriers has done nothing to alleviate the acute 
parking Situation; for these reasons,) Tiburon is opposed to any 
additional tourist attractions, including the o~erat1on in issue, 
Which would bring additional traffic into the downtown area. 

Counsel for Harbor Carriers stated that no affirmative 
evidence wo~d be presented on behalf or his client; that at the 
original hearing, applicant proved public convenience and necessity 
and the CoI:l1ll1ss1on so found in Decision No. 16922; that the City of 
Tiburon has done nothing more herein than to express the opinion 
that parking in the downtown area would be increased if DeciSion 
No. 16922 is affirmed and Harbor Carriers were to in3titute the 
service authorized thereby. 

The attorney for Tiburon pointed out that any member of the 
public landing on Alcatraz would be guilty of trespass. He argued 
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that 1n the cireumstances 7 it is impossible to find that pu~lie 
conven1ence and necessity exist. He further stated that, Harbor Car-
riers had. not complied w:1.th Section 100~ 0'£ the Public Utilities 
Code which requ1re5 that an applicant for a certificate file such 
evidence as the Commission may require to show that it has received 
the re~u1red consent or permit from the proper public authoritY7 
which in this case would be the U. S. General SerVices Administra-
tion. In reply to this latter argument7 both counsel for Harbor 
Carriers and starr counsel stated 7 and we agree, that said section 
does not apply to common carriers by vessel. Section 1004 applies 
only to the specific utilities listed in Section 10017 and common 
carr1ers by vessel are not included in said listing. 

Opon considerat1on or the eVidence presented at the re-
hearing 7 we are of the opinion that the authority granted by Deci-
sion No. 76922 should not be annulled 1:>ut should be· modified to 
prov1de that if the service authorized therein is, not commenced 
within one year after the effective date or the order herein7 it 
shall. lapse 1 unless the t1r.1e is extended by further order of the 
Commission. In so modifying Decision No. 769221 we reeogn1ze the 
fact that Alcatraz cannot be served without authority of the federal 
government and that although it is unlikely that such authority 
will oe forthCOming in the immediate ruture~ the government is con-
sidering developments of the island which would. open it to the public. 
It and when it is open to the public 7 it is obVious 7 as found .in 
DeCision No. 76922, that public convenience and necessity will re-
quire the service in question. However 7 because of the uncertainty 
that exists regarding the future use or Aleatraz, the aforementioned 
moCtiricat1on will prevent the cert·ifieate in question trom cont1nuj,ng 
in perpetuity it it cannot ~e exercised within a rea30na~le time 
periOd. 

As to the· question of the aggravation of the parking pro-
blem in Tiburon that could exist should service to Aleatraz be 
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commenced, this issue was considered in Decision No. 76922. The 
additional evidence on this po~nt presented by the City of Tiburon 
is not persuasive that the certificate granted ~y said decision 
choul~ be revoked. 
Case No.-3~S and Applications Nos. 52342 and 52409 

An engineer ~f the Commission's Transportation Division 
testified that he had made an investigation of the operations and 
p::-actices of F.arbor Carriers and that the results of his invest:!.ga-
tion are set forth in Exhibit 2" in Case No. 9098. Following is a 
s~~~ry of the testimony and the information in the e~~ibit: 
I~rbor Carriers is authorized to transport pas$engers by vessel in 
regularly scheduled service from Ju""e 1 through Scpte:nber 10' and on 
an "on-call fl basis from September II through r.lay 31 of each yea::-
between San Prancisco and Angel Izland State Park., San FranciSCO 
and Tiburon., San Franc1sco and Alcatraz Island and San Francisco 
and S3.usa11 to; only t\'10 of four said routes have actually been 
e~tab11shed and operated; they are the routes from San FranciSCO to 
Angel Island and ~o T1buron; DeciSion No. 70060, su~ra, which granted 
authority to operate between San Francisco and Alcatraz, provided 
that said service should be co~~enced within 120 days after F~rbor 
Carriers obtained authority from the '0. S. General Services Admin-
istration to serve A1catraz; by letter dated December 7,1970, the 
U. S. General Serv1cez Administrat10n informed the Co~~s31on stafr 
that no such authority had been granted to Harbor Carriers or anyone 
else and that there arc no immediate pl~s to 1ssue any authoriza-
tion in the ::'m..~ediate future; Decision No. 78311,. supra, which 
granted authority.to operate between San Francisco and Sauzalito., 
prov1ded that said service was to be commenced Within 120 days after 
March 25, 1968" the effective date of the order; while attempts have 
'been made b~; Harbor Carriers to obtain a perm1t to land at Sausalito, 
no zuch authority has been granted by said city; all of Harbor 
Carriers' operations were shut down by a strike from June 30, 1969 
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to Ap:-1l 5" 1970; from November 10" 196·9 to the end of the str11(e, 
the Golden Gate Br1d.ge, H1ghway and. Transportation District provided 
the Sa."l Francisco-Sausalito service l'1ith equipment leased trom 
Harbor Carriers; ~ubsequent thcreto~ Harbor Carriers has provided 
the ~"lgel Isl~d and Tiburon Service; the Commission staff re-
ce1ved some compla1nt~ from the public regard1ng Harbor Carriers 
when it resumed said service; certain o~ P~rbor Carriers' operations 
have not taken place at scheduled times; timetables and tariffs on 
file With the Commission indicate service is being performed between 
san Frar.c1sco and Sausalito and San Francisco and Alcatraz Island 
when none in tact is being performed; Harbor Carriers has changed its 
timetables and pOints of arrival and departure without proper noti-
ficat10n to the COmmiSSion and the publiC as required by General 
Order No. 87. 

The follo ...... 1."lg recommendat1ons Vlere made by the staff 
engineer and are included in h1s exhi~1t: Harbor ca~r1ers' cert1fi-
cate to operate on a regularly scheduled bas1s between San Franc1sco 
and Alcatraz Island should be revoked; sarbor Carriers $houl~ ~e 
allowed a u~x1mum of go days within which to commence serv1ce between 
San ?ranc1sco and sausalito> and 1t it fails to do SO w1~hin said 
time> the cert1f1cate granted to it to operate on a regularly sched-
uled basis between said ~o1nts shoul~ be revoked; Harbor Carriers 
should be directed to rev1se its t1metables and tariffs· to conform 
to actual operat1ons and service and to make public t1mctablcz 
readily available to the gener~l pu~11c at all terminal points; 
Harbor Carr1ers should be ordered to cease and deSist trom changing 
timetables ~~tho~t proper notice as required by General Order No. 
87. 

A resolution of the City Counc1l of the C1ty of Sausa11to· 
was presented by the D1rector of Planning for said c1ty as Exhib1t 3 
in Case No. 9098. The resolut1on stated that the Golden Gate Bridge" 
Highway and Transportation District presently provides adequate ferry-
boat service between Sausalito and Sa~ Francisco and reeo=mended that 
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the certificate of pu~lic convenience and neceszity granted to F~r~or 
Carr1ers to provide such service be rescinded. The director testi-
fied that v1s1tor-oriented activity in Sausalito is at the saturation 
pOint, and the ci t'y has adopted a policy to limit further expansion 
of such activ1ty~ 

A written state:nent in Case No. 9098 was presented 00. ~C'­

halt of the Golden Gate Bridge, Hig..~way and Transportation District. 
The statement asserted that it was for information only. It des-
cribed the present ferry service between Sausalito and San Francisco 
provided by the Distr1ct and 1ts future plans tor expanding said 
serv1ce and other public transportation services. 

A st1pulation between Har~or Carriers and Milton McDonough, 
dOing business as Tiburon-Angel Island Tours and Angel Island State 
Park Ferry, was received in eV1dence as Exhibit 1 in Case ~o. 9098. 
McDonough operates, pursuant to a certif1cate of public convenience 
and necess1ty granted by the Commission, as a common carrier of pas-
sengers by vessel between Tiburon and Angel Island State Park. 
Harbor Carriers has prescript1ve author1ty to perform "on-call'f ser-
vice between said points. The stipulation states that Harbor Carriers 
shall cease and desist transporting passengers and adveX'tising ser-
vice between said pOints other than "on-call" service and requests 
the Co~ss10n to approve said stipulation. 

Testimony relating to the requests by Harbor Carriers in 
Applications Nos. 52342 and 52409 to suspend scheduled common carrier 
service by vessel between San Francisco and Alcatraz Island and San 
Francisco and sausalito, resp¢ctively~ was presented bYitz presiden~. 
His testimony regarding the applications was as follows: At the time 
the certificate to serve between San Francisco and Alcatraz was 
granted, it appeared that the island was going to be sold to private 
interests and a scheduleo. service would be needed; as soon as, it is 
open to the publiC, it w1ll require service; diligent efforts have 
been made to obtain a l~~ding site at Sausalito; counsel has been 
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r~ta1ned to obtain a landing facility and has ~een instructed to file 
a court action if necessary; Harbor Carri~rs constantly rcce1ve~ re-
quests for service to Sausalito; the service prov~ded by the Bridge 
District to Sausalito is a co~ute service; Harbor Carriers woul~ 
provide a tourist service; Harbor Carriers ... rould. be agreeab:"c to 
having the Sausalito suspension request in Application No. 52409 
lim1ted. to one year; this woul~ allow a reasonable time w1th~~ ~~ich 
to obtain the required Site, and. if additional time were required, 
an extension could be requested; Harbor Carriers 13 ready, willing 
and able to provide service to Alcatraz and Sausalito. 

As to the starf recommendations regarding t1~etables, and. 
tariffs, the president testified that F~rbor Carriers currently uses 
the services of a tariff publishing agent to handle such n~tters and 
that any irregularities that may have occurred have been remedied. 
The attorney for F~rbor Carriers suggested that if a one-year sus-
pension or the authority to serve Alcatraz and Sausalito from San 
Francisco is a~thorized» Harbor Carriers be allowed to retain in its 
tariff and timeta~le information relating to said service with a 
notation that it is under suspension for one year. Start c,ounsel 
stated that althoU&~ the statf does not agree With the one-year 
suspension" if it were granted" it would have no objection to the 
suggested method or publication. 

For the reasons set forth hereinabove in connection with 
our discussion 01" the rehearing of Application No. 51407, we are ot· 
the opinion that the request in Application rJo. 5234Z to· suspend· 
the commencement of service between San Francisco and Alcatraz 
Island. should be granted for 'a one-year period unless, tor good 
cause, said time limitation is extended. 

~li th respect to Harbor Carriers' authori ty to serve between 
San Francisco and Sausalito, we are of the opinion that the request 
in Application No. 52409, as modified by applicant at the hearing, 
to suspend the commencement of service between said pOints for one 
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year should be granted. According to the evidence, some attempts, 
though un~uccessful to date, have been made by Harbor Carriers to 
obtain a l~nding Site at Sau~alito, ~~d Harbor Carriers had been 
unable to operate during the nine month strike which ended April 5, 
1970. Because of the difficult1es Harbor Carriers has been experi-
encing in attempting t~ ob~ain a docking location, the one year is 
:rn.o::'e realistic than the three months suggested by the staff... We 
have heretofore found in the decision which initially granted the 
service in issue that public convenience and nece$s1ty require sa1d 
zervice. There is nothing in the record herein that would persuade 
us to reverse this position. In this regard, the statement by the 
Golden Gate Bridge, raghway and Transportation Di~trict asserts that 
the District is contempJ.ating expand.ing 1 ts ferry serv1ce between 
Sa.~ Francisco and sausalito. This certainly indicates a need for 
added service between the points. Furthermore, the District's 
service is primarily a commute operation from the Perry Building 1n 
San FranciSCO; whereas, Harbor carr1ers would primar1ly provide a 
seasonal tourist serv1ce from Fisherman's Wharf 1n said city. 

S1nce the evidence establishes that problems relating 
thereto have occurred~ we agree with the staff that Harbor carriers 
should be placed on not1ce that 1t must comply with the requirements 
of General Orc1er No. 87 which governs the post1ng and f1ling of 
t1reetables and that it must make t1metables available to the public 
at appropriate locations, ineluding all terminals. We do not concur 
with the request by the attorney tor Harbor Carriers that it it 
1nserts a notat1on 1n its app11cable timetable and tari!f that se:'-
v1ce to Alcat~az Island and to 'Sausalito 1s suspended tor one year, 
it may retain 1nformation currently shown therein relating to said 
serv1ce. The service has never been operated~ and 1t is conjectural 
as to whether it ever will be. The pub11c m1ght be m1slead to 
believe that at the end of the one-year period the service would be 
commenced. We concur w1th the recommendation that Harbor Carr1ers 
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be directed to conform its timetables ~4 tariffs to actual opera-
tions. 
Findings. 

The Commission fines that: 
1. Harbor Carriers holds authority to operate as a carrier 

of passengers by vessel in regularly scheduled service from June 1 
through Septe~er 10 of each year and on an "on-call'l basis from 
September 11 throug..'l rt1a.y 31 of each year over thefollo"v1ing five 
routes: San Franc1zco-Tiouron, San Francisco-Angel Island, San 
Franciceo-SaU3alito~ San Francisco-A1eatraz Island andT1buron-
A1catraz Island. 

2. Harbor Carriers operates ove~ the San Francisco-Tiburon 
and San Franc1cco-Angel Island Routes only. 

3. Harbor Carriers was authorized to serve'oetween San Fran-
cisco and Sausalito by Decision ~ro. 73811, dated March 5, 1968~, 
in Application ~~o. 49712. It has been unable to commence service 
ove:- said. route because or its ina'bj~lity to obtain a landing site 
at Sausalito. Further attempt::: are being made t,oo'btain a location 
and the necessa:-y authority from the City of Sausalito for dock1ng 
at said city. 

4. The Golden Gate Bridge, Highway and Transportation Dis-
trict provides passenger service by vessel between San FranciSCO 
~~d Sausalito. The service it performs is primarily a commute 
service from the Ferry Building in San Francisco. 

5. Harbor Carr!.ers has had requests from the public for. ser-
vice 'between San Francisco and Sausalito, and the service it would 
pertorm between said pOints would primarily ~e for tourists ~rom 
Fi:herman's Wharf in San Francisco. 

5. The City of Sausalito has experienced problems fro~ the 
expansion and additions of toruist-or1ented busine$ses and attrac-
tions and is concerned that service by Harbor Carriers to Sausalito 
would a~evate these prOblems. 
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7. Alcatraz Island is a federal enclave, and no vessel can 
l~~d there Without authority from the federal government. Because 
of the lack of adequate facilities., the public has not been allowed 
to visit the island. While various plans for the ~uture use and 
developme~t of Alcatraz which would open it to the public have been 
conside~ed, none have been adopted as yet. 

8. Harbor carriers was authorized to serve between San Fran-
ci~co and Aleatraz Island by Decision No •. 70060., dated December 7, 
1965, in Application No. 47411, and between Tiburon and Alcatraz 
Island by Decision No. 75922, dated ~~rch 10, 1910, in Application 
No.. 51407. Decision No. 16922 was stayed by the timely fil1ng o·r a 
Petition for Rehearing by the City of Tiburon, and the petition was 
granted by Decision No .. 77150, dated ~~y 5, 1970. For the reasons 
stated in Finding 7 Harbor Carriers has b~cn and continues to be 
unable to provide service for the public to Alcatraz Island. 

9. The City of Tiburon is confronted with parking and traffic 
congestion problems and is concerned that service by Harbor Carriers 
between Tiburon and Alcatraz would aggrevate these problems. The 
eVidence is not persuasive that any inconvenience that might result 
from additional park1ng., should said service be commenced, would 
outweigh the public convenience and necessity that would result !rom 
said service. 

10. At such time as Har~or Carriers is able to o1:>ta1n a lan41ng 
site at Sausalito and Alcatraz Island is open to the general public, 
public convenience and necczsity Will require the services Harbor 
Carriers has heretofore been authorized by the Co~~ission to proVide 
to Sausalito and to Aleatraz Island. 

11. Because of the uncertainties that exist as to when, if 
ever, Harbor Carriers will be able to obtain docking facilities in 
Sausalito and authority to land at Aleatraz Island, each of the 
three certificates of pub lie convenienee and necessity heretofore 
granted to it by the Commission to serve said locations should be 
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made subject to the condition that if service is not commenced within 
one year after the ef!ective date of the order herein, the certifi-
cate shall lapse and terminate unless the time is extended by further 
order of: the CommiSSion. This w111 avo,1d the undesirable situation 
o! having a certificate to perform a particular service continuing 
indefinitely when the service has not and cannot be commenced within 
a reasona~le tice. 

12. Har~or Carriers may have performed regularly~scheduled 
pac senger service of passengers by vessel between ~1buron and Angel 
Island. It has not ~een authorized by the Co~ss1on to perform 
said serv1ce. 

,13. Harbor Carriers' timetable ~nd tariff covering passenger 
service within the area here in issue do not conform to actual opera-
tions provided ~y said carrier. Information regardingzerv1ce to 
Sausalito and Alcatraz Island are shown in said publications when in 
fact such services are not provided. 

14. Harbor. Carriers has in the past tailed to comply with,' 
General Order No. 87 which governs the posting a.nd. tiling ot,ti:ne-
tables and has failed to make timetables available to the public 
~t all appropriate places. Apparently these problems have been 
corrected .. 

15. The Commission staff has received 
from the pUblic regarding Harbor Carriers. 
complained of have been remedied. 
Conclus1ons 

The COmmiss1on concludes that: 

a few informal complaints 
Most of the matters, 

1. The author1ty granted to Harbor Carriers by Dec1sion No. 
76922 ('I'iburon-Aleatraz) should be affirmed Subject to the condition 
that if the service authorized ~y said deciSion is not commenced 
within one year after the effective date of the order which follows> 
said authority shall la~se and terminate unless the time is ex-
tended by further order of the Co~ssion. 
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2. Application No .. 52342 (San Francisco-Alcatraz Island.) 
should be granted for a one-year period only unless the t1me be 
extended by further order of the COmmission. 

3. Application Ho .. 52409 (San Francisco-Sausalito) should 
oe granted tor a one-year period only unless the t1me be extended 
by further order of the Commission. 

4. Harbor Carriers should be d1rected to cease and desist 
trom providing any common carrier service for which it has not 
Obtained authority from the Commission. 

5.. Harbor Carriers should be directed to cease and desist 
violating any rules and regulations governing it~ operations> in-
cluding General Order No .. 87> and should publish tariffs and time-
tables only tor services actually pertormed .. 

ORDER .... - - --
IT IS ORDERED that: . 

l. The authority granted to Harbor Carriers, Inc .. > by Dcci-
.s1on No. 75922> dated March 10, 1970, in Application No .. 51407, to 
provide common carrier passenger service by vessel between Tiburon and 
Alcatraz . Island is hereby affirmed subj ~ct to the cond1 t!on that L---'--' 
if said service is not commenced within one year after the effective 
date hereof said authority shall lapse and terminate unless the one-
year period is extended by further order of the Commission. 

2. Application No. 52342 i~ granted for a one-year peri~ 
from the effective date hereof, and if the common carrier passenger 
service by vessel between San FranciSCO and Alcatraz Harbor Carriers, 
Inc., has heretofore been authorized to provide by Decision No. 
70060> dated December 7> 1965 .. in Application No. 47411> is not 
commenced within said period, said authority shall lapse and termin-
ate unless the one-year period is extended by further order or the 
Comm1z.sion .. 

3. Application No. 52409 is granted for a one-year period 
from the effective date hereof, and if the common carrier passenger 
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service by vessel oet~'ecn San Francisco and Saugal1to Harl:>or carriers, 
Inc., has heret'otore been authorized to provide oy Decis10n No. 
738ll. dated March 57 1968, L~ Application No. 497l2, is not com-
menced ~1thin said period, ~~1d ~uthority shall lapse and terminate 
unless the one-yo-ar period 13 extended by further order of the 
Co:nm1ss1on. 

4. ~~bor Carriers, Inc., shall ce~se and des1st from pro-
viding any common carrier passenger service by vessel for w~ch it 
has not obtained author1ty from the Commiss1on. 

5. Harbor Carr1ers, Inc., shall cease and des1st violat1ng 
any rules, and regulation~ governing its operations, includ1ng 
General Order No. 87, and shall file any rev1s1ons or re1ssues of 
its tar1ffs and timetables wh1ch may be necessary to reflect its 
actual operations. 

6. In all other respects, Applications Nos. 52342 and 52409 
are denied, and Case No. 9098 is discontinued. 

Tne effective date of th1s order shall be twenty days 
after the date hereof. 

D~ted at San FrtUlcisco , - liforn1a, this $'tl1 ___ S_EP_i_EM_B_E-R:::::'--19-11-.~---~-_ ) 
I ~ t 

~~~ // . 

~{'~" ~~~" 

day of: 

'. I~~' w"I~"':'" '.'-:.' \../ . . , ..; ~ .. . . ..,~ ~' 

- ". :;'.." , :~" ~ ....., 

/ I ' .... ' .. ,-(/.-""'" '.., 

C S~Q < .. '"~.:~ 
Commissioners 
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