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Sunmary of Decision

This decision allows Sharabi to permsnently offer on-call 1
service between the Airport and a portion of downtown San Francisco.'»
Temporary authority was granted dy our interim decision last year.

Torrie is allowed to extend on—csll service to outlying
neighborhoods of San Francisco, but it is not suthorized to institute
a new scheduled service between downitown points and the Airport. It
may, however, provide scheduled gervice to the Airport from outlying
neighborhoods. |

Solorio is authorized to proVide on—csll service fron the
Mission and Excel°ior districts to the Airport, and the restriction'
on his existing operation° (hours of service) is removed. ,

Sharabi's complaint against Lorrie is dismissed without ‘
prejudice at Shsrabi S request.

PINAL OPINION

. PROCEDURAL EISTORY

The first three of the above-captioned proceedings were the
" subject of a prehearing conference held on May 27 and June 25, 1982,
and Interinm Decision (D.) 83-06-108, issued June 25, 1983. |
Application (A.) 83-07-42, of Prancisco J. Solorio, was Sﬁbsequently
consolidated for hearing by an Administrative Law. Judge's (ALJ)
ling of August 3, 1983. A public hearing'was held on September 22
23, and 26 in San Francisco before ALJ Alderson. These proceedings |
were submitted for decision about 30 days axter the- trsnscripts were -
£iled, or December 8, 1983.
_ A% the hearing on September 22, Arik Sharsbi dba
California Mini-Bus (Sharabdi), and Torrie's Travel and_moprs, Inc.
(Lorrie) reached an accord whereby Sharabi reduced the' scope of his
requested on-call pickup territory. ILorrie withdrew its protest to
Sharabi's application, and Sharabi requested dismissal of his Case
(C.) 83-02-04. However, t this accord did not lead SFO Airporter, v
- Inc. to withdraw its opposition to either Sharabi 8 or Lorrie S

.ﬂpplication. -
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All three applications involve‘existihg'certificated
carriers who want to provide additional common carrier service from
points within the City and County of San Francisco to the
San Francisco International Airport (Airport). Brief1y described,'
their requests are as follows: | |

1. Sharebi (A.83-03-25) wants %o expand his
operations from providing scheduled service
from six Geary Street hotels to offering on-
call service from downtown San Francisco to
the Airport.

Torrie (A.83-04-48) wants to extend its on-
call service territory to outer San Francisco
neighborhoods, and modify its operating
authority to provide it the option of.
establishing scheduled service. Presently
all its pickup service in San Francisco for
Airport-bound passengers must be on an on-
call basis.

Solorio (A.83-07-42) now operates on-call
service from San Jose and Santa Clara to the
Alrport, but he wants auvthority for on-call
service between the Mission and Excelsior
neighborhoods and the Airport. Also, he
wents an existing restriction on his pickup
hours removed.

SFO Airporter, which provides only scheduled service from-

San Prancisco to the Airport, opposes all three a@plicaxions. SPO

Airporter believes none of the applicants have demonstrated- |
1. Public need for their proposed service.

2. TPinancial fitness to extend their oporations ‘
or the pro forma econonic feasibility of the
services they propose.

5. That existing passenger stage service is

gnaggquate under Pudlic Utllities (20) Codo
1032. ‘

Lorrie opposes Solorio's application, but not Sharabl's.

BACKGROUND ON EXISTING PASSENGER”STAGE‘SERVICE
BETWEEN SAN FRANCISCO AND THE AIRPORT

| Except for Sharabi's oix scheduledﬁservice piokﬁplyoints on
| .Gee.ry Street, the only carrier with operating authority for
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scheduled service to the airport is SPO Airporter. For many years
SFO Airporter operated its schedules only from its downtown
terminal. Patrons had to'get to SFO Airporter's terminal on their
own. With the advent of on-call carriers such as lorrie, and more
recently Sharabi, Luxor, and Yellow Cab, passengers not wishing to
~ take SFO Airporter from its terminal could ¢all an on-call carrier
Lor doorstep-to—Airport service. : ‘ :
Durlng_late 1982, however, SFO Airporter started changing'
its operations. Whereas in the past on-call carriers could compete
for passenger pickupsuin San Francisco from the pool oftpotential
passengers not wanting to travel to SFO Airporter's terminal, SFO:}‘
Azrporter started a scheduled "shuttle °ervice," at no extra charge,
from major downtown hotels to i%ts main term;nal. This change in SFO
Alrporter'b operation enabled it literally to reach into a potential
traffic market that was previously in the domain of the on-call
arrier, that is, the traffic narket comprised of hotel patrons who
anted doorstep pickup. ‘ ) R
SFO Airporter's shuttle service, which Sharabi and Torrie
contend is not: authorized under its certifxoate, added a new:
dimension to the competitive environment. It is an effort to attract
passengers that would otherwise use another travel ‘mode or an-on—oall
carrier, according to SFO Airporter. Lorrie views the change in SFO
Azrporter s operation as necessitating that Lorrie also have the
optzon to provide scheduled service. : ,
Having on~call and scheduled service carriers operating in
close proximity or ‘at the same pzckup points (e & major hotels)
1nherent1y creates some lnter-carrier friction and some nightmarish
enforcement dilemmas. For example, what 1f‘passengers waiting for an
on-call carrier, who have made a telephone reservation, see & ,
scheduled. carrier pull up; what is to prevent such- passengers, seeing :
an opportunxty for an, earlier departure, from taking the scheduled ”
carrzer and leaving the on-call carrzer, when it arrives, having_made
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a trip for nothing° Also, the on-call carrier, presumably in
response to a call, could arrive minutes before a scheduled carrier,
taking passengers who were waiting for the scheduled carrier dbut who
decide to ride with the carrier already there. Is the on-call
carrier only to transport those who request a ride by telepboning for
a regervation? ZEven if there were such a requirement it would,be
extremely difficult to enforce. TFinally, what if more than one
scheduled carrier serves a hotel and the carriers have identical
schedules? To some extent these problems at hotel pic?up points are
mitigated by the practices of hote’ bellmen or concierges making on-
call reservations, selling tickets, and accepting payment on beha’f |
of carriers for a commission. According to all carriere serving .
hotels, such hotel personnel have a 1ot to do with which carrier get°~‘
patronage, and carriers believe the hotel personnel are, as a rule,
nore motivated by the amount of commission paid than the overall
quality of service to the hotel guest and ‘prospective passenger.

. It is the tourist and/or traveling 'buoinessperoon pa‘t on at
downtown hotels who makes up the "erean"” of the overall traffic to
the Airport, for the major hotels are clustered relatively close
together and the number of such potential passengers is high. In
contrast, there is not such keen interest in the resident ', .
San Pranciscan's patronage. SFO Airporter does not provide scheduled
shuttle service or on-call service t0 more outlying residenti al
points, and such patrons, if they do not choose to- travel. downxown to
the terminal are left to other travel modes, including on-call
carriers. - | -

The applicants will all assess a higher fareyfor onfcall‘,
service from points within San\?ranciscovto;the‘Airport than SFO |
Airporter charges for its scheduled service. Commission staff’
prepared a comprehensive report on the transporta;ioﬁ:eeryices ,
between San Francisco and the Airport (Exhidit 1Q);; Thisfreportt_
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‘ows, anong other facts, that of the over 21 million_pessengers 2
year using the Airport, the traffic between San Francisco and the
Airport is about 8. 8 million pexsons. About 1.5 million of these are
carried by the currently certificated passenger stage carrrers., The

7.3 million remarn;ng is the potentzal market and the target of
‘these applications.

LORRIE (A. 83=04-48) | |
Lorrie originally requested to redraw its existing two
service territory boundaries and add a third terxritory conprised of
the Mission, Potrero, Ingleside, and Glen;Parkvneighborhoods,_nAlsof
it requested the authority to establish "service routes™ within the
downtown territory. At the hearing'Lorrie indicdted it did not wish.
to have the boundaries of its existing two territories adjusted and
that it would be content with the overall service territory
boundaries as authorized by our Interim D.83-06~108. Lorrre's
servzce routes request, descr;bed in its applrcatzon, 1s,really a
equest for the option to prov;de scheduled service at those peints
‘d along those routes which Lorrie determ:z.nes ma.y be prof:.table. :

Optron to Provide Scheduled
Serv;ce from Downtown ‘

. We are denyzng Lorrie's request to have the option of
prov;drng scheduled servrce in its. downtown,Terrztory One, but we
will allow it that optron ‘with respect to its remaining terrztorzes
in outly:ng areas of San Francisco. Our reason for not approvzng
the scheduled serxvice optlon for Lorrie's downtown terr;tory rs that
Lorrie has not named specxfrc pickup pornts., Without thrs rnformatxon
we cannot determine whether additional scheduled service £rom the
downtown arca would be in the pub’rc ;nterest. Therefore, thrs
part of Lorrie's applrcatlon will be denied wrthout pre;udzce.
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‘heduled Sexvice from Other Territories
Lorrie's wztness, Ruzz, testified that while Lorrze would

first institute scheduled service downtown, if this Comm;ssxon
granted it the option, it was studying the feasibility of developing
and marketing scheduled routes in other‘territories'(e;g._theJISth
Avenue Corridor inm Lorrie's Territory Two). The advent‘of_scheduled
service in outlying portions of San Francisco can be of benefit to
the: publmc, it would be anothex option and convenzence'avaxlable for .

. San Frenczsco s res;dents, as no carrters offer scheduled serv;ce
wath p;ckup points Ln ‘these areas. Thus, we wull amend Loxrzrie’ s
certificate to allow it the option of providing. scheduled serv;ce
from all its operat;ng terrxtorzes except from wzthzn ;ts Terrztory
One" (downtown). | o ST - L L

Extend;ng On-Call Serv;ce znto B
Lorr;e s Territory Three: )

In xnterzm D. 83-06-108, we granted Lorrze temporary
operat;ng authorzty to establ;sh its Territory Three, whmch
ps comprised of the Mzssxon, Potrero, Ingleside, and Glen Park
tzghborhoods. This was done because no other ex:x.stz,ng carr:.er
offered on-call pickup servzce in these nemghborhoods. Lorrie
offered no- evidence on, publ;c need for such on~-call servmce at the
hearing; the staff, however, presented evidence showmng that the
potentzal traffic market to the Airport from throughout San Francmsco
has-not been fully tapped by passenger stage corporat;ons. But for
staff having developed evmdence on public need, we would have no
chozce but to deny thxs port;on of Lorrxe s request. We will allow
.Lorr;e to continue serv;ng Terrztory Three wmth ezther on-call or
scheduled servzce. o L '
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While supporting Lorrie's extension of service to its new
Territory Three, staff is concerned about Lorrie's proposed "limited |
stop," on-call service, which would have a higher charge. Its
concern is that there would de & long-haul short=haul violation of
PU Code §§ 453, 460, and 461.5. %o ameliorate such a possibvility
staff proposes that Lorrie be ordered to always use separste-vehiclesff”'
for each category of service. Staff's proposal of 21Ways requiring 3&
separate vehicles for the separate classes of service is logical but if
it can add operating expense and complexity. On balance, we thinkjalf'
better approach is to authorize Lorrie %o mix classes'of sefvice ing
vehicle (scheduled service passengers, econony on-call door-side
service passengers, and limdted-stop on-call service passengers),
provided that all passengers are charged the class of fare for the
lowest class of service rendered to any passenger on that trip.\ This
lets Lorrie decide whether it is worthwhile and feasible to operste
separate vehicles for the different classes of service; it also.

.ensures that all passengez?c- on & given trip are charged the" same fare "
for their transportation. Lorrde is, of course, required to continue
act;vely to offer the eoonomy on=-call door-side service-‘

Lorrie's Abllity and Fitness’

- Lorrie demonstrated it has the- operational and financial
ability +to extend its passenger stage operations. Despite financial
ups and downs, Lorrie has demonstrated that it has. the-resources to
serve new traffic markets.

The question of Lorrie’ s ’itness is more problemstical.- In‘

- our Interim D.83-06-108 we found that Lorrie was ‘charging fares under
a tariff which was rejected by our Transportation Division.
Testimony shows that Lorrie continued to spply the exoursion fsres in
its rejected tariff periodically until being ordered to cease by our
interim decision. Lorrie excuses itself by asserting that it
disagreed with our stsff. If a proposed tariff is rejected it is
urlawful for a common carrier to apply it.
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. . Although Sharabdi hes chosen not to persist with hio _
complaint against Lorrie on this po:nt we admonish Lorrie that it
nust operate, as must other carriers, within the confines of
applicadle statutes and rules'and-regulations-of this Commission.

The penalties for violations, even aside from the revocaticn’of'
operating authority, can be harsh (See PU Code § 2107-2108).

At the hearing staff counsel stated that Lorrie, and other
cerriers involved in this proceeding, have complied with our rules
and regulations after our interim decision on these proceedings was (
issued on June 29, 1983. While we will find Lorrie fit to continue
its operations and to extend them, we warn Lorrie that we will not ‘
tolerate a disregard of‘our applicable General Orders governing
passenger stage operations. : '

PU Code § 1032 : : |

SF0 Airporter contends that Lorrie's application should e
denied because there was no showing the service of existing carriers,

.ar'ticularly that of SPO Airporter, is inadequate. PU Code § 1032
would have direct applicability t¢ Lorrie's proposed scheduled ’
service in the downtown territory as Lorrie's scheduled serVice could
directly parallel’ SPO Airporter's- But since we are denyingvlorrie‘
that authority in the. downtown area where SFO Airporter operaxes
scheduled pickup service, the effect of PU Code § 1032 is moot as to
that portion of Lorrie's request- That leaves in’ question the ) ;
relevance of PU Code § 1032 to Lorrie's proposed option for sc¢cheduled
service in areas other than downtown, and its proposed ‘extension of
its on-call service 1o Territory Three. ,

The record shows that SFQ Airporter does not. operate
scheduled service in Lorrie's existing Territory Iwo and proposed'

| Territory Three, slthough under its certificate SFO Airporter could
initiate such operationms. Since no other carrier conducts scheduled
service from points within these areas of San Francisco, we conclude
PU Code § 1032 is inapplicadle in considering whether to allow Lorrie l‘
the option of scheduled service in Territories rwc and Qhree-
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| ‘I'F | -

Although sbparently more concerned with seeing thaleorrie |
does not offer scheduled service downtown in close pnoximity %o its
own scheduled service piokup’points, SFO Airporter opposes Lorrie
permanently extending on-call service into Territory Three. While

- SFO Airporter's certificate is droad enough to allow it to conduct on-
call service in Lorrie's proposed Territory ‘Three, it hss not done |
so. SFO Airporter contends that Lorrie's proposed sddﬂtionsl on=
call service in outlying Territory Three could. divert persons from
SFO Airporter's downtown scheduled service, and, as suoh, PU Code §
1032 is applicable. We disagree. While on-call and soheduled
service may %o some degree compete for traffic from the same
geographic region, the inherent distinctions in the nature and
conduet of the services are significant enough that they are
dissimilar, and ¥U Code § 1032 is inapplicsble (See Greyhound Lines
vs_PUC PUC (1968) 68 C.23 406). -

Finally, the issue of PU Code § 1032 ) applicability

.‘oetween Torrie snd Solorio does not arise because, while their
proposed on-=call serviee territories vartially overlap, both.are new
applicants, notwithstanding thst Lorrie was grsnted temporary
operating authority. -The question of granting either carrier
permanent on-call operating authority, after a hesring, is now befo*e
us in theoe consolidated proceedings. '

SHARABI (A. 33—02-2u)

Sharabl modified his requested on-call sevice territory at
the hearing by reducing its scope. Following is a nmap delineating ‘f
the on=-call pickup territory Shsrsbi requestS'
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. - We granted Sharabi temporary on-call operating authority
for a portion of the downtown area, dbut restricted his operations so
he could not pick up near SPO Airporter's terminal, or in the ‘heart
of the downtown-Fisherman's Wharf hotel area.

Only SFO Airporter opposes granting Sharabi the requested
on=call pickup territory. Although we know'Sharabi's on-call service
will compete to some degree with SFO Airporter's scheduled service,.
we do not find any evxdence of the degree of passenger divers icn‘SFO“
Airporter foresees, given a worst case scenario from SFO;Aztpofte:'se
perspective. Of all the carriers that would de competing,fdr‘.
downtown patronage, Sharabdbi is the smallest. Conducting on-call
service can enable Sharabi to meke more efficient use of ‘his
equiprent and resources, potentially helping to ensure the,viability
of his existing, relatively limited, scheduled service. We cannot.
find that Sha.ra'b;'e on-call service w;ll pose any material threat to
SPO Airporter's viabil;ty. - ‘ '

PU Code § 1032 is not directly applicable between Sharabi -
and SFO Airperter, for SFO Azrporter provides only echeduled servzce, _
Sharabi's proposed on-call service, while it may compete to a limited~
degree, is mater*ally dszerent. . A ‘

Our staff thinks there is enough potential.?raffﬁc ffon~
San Francisco to the Airport to warrant allowing Sharabi to. conduct ,
on-call service. It believes the added ;ncrement of competition that -
Sharabi's on-calil servzce nay add will not, in 1tself‘ necessarily
divert traffic; rather, staff thinks yet another carrier-optzon for
the public to choose from is in the public znterest, and that
certificating another cn-call carrier may resnltnin'increaSed.traffic_
to ‘the airport for certificated carriers.

In addition to stafl's traffic market analysis, Exhibzt 10
supporting Sharabi s request Sharabi presented as witneases two
downtown hotel employees. 3Both testified they thought more on-call |
service would benefit the publiie, particularly in seasons or times of

.v
-
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peak demand. We conclude there is 8 public demand for Sharabi'
proposed on-call aervice.;
Sharabi is f£it to extend his operations as proposed. Our
staff, in investigating Sharabi's existing operations for compliance |
with applicable laws and regulations, found no violations.
Staff's brief states that it does ‘not believe: Sharabi has
met his burden of proof showing that the new on-call service will e
visble, or that Sharabi has the finencial resources to conduct the
- service. Eowever, Sharabi presented Exhidit 11, which shows that ‘his
father-in-law will provzde a line of credit up £01$150, 000 for the

new venture. Given that assurance, along with theffact that Sharabi
has been conducting scheduled service, and will use many. of his same B
resources to handle the demand generated by his new on-call service,
we think Sharabi has demonstrated his financial fitmess. His showing
could, however, have been more organized to succinctly addrees the
point. We are willing to view Sharabi's showing in a more positive‘

.light than our staff, which is concerned about the long-term ,
viability of his new on-call service, because we think the proposed

" on~call service will be & useful adjunct with other on—call °ervices,
and if in the test of the marketplace nis service does not survive,
there will still be on-call transportation options for the traveling
rublic. : ;o

In conclusion, we will certificate Sharabi 8 oﬁ-call'
service, as amended at the hearing, and remove the rest riction on his
vehicle fleet wnich we imposed by our earlier interim decision.

DOES SFO AIRPORIER HAVE.AUTEOQRITY TO CONDUCT
THE BOTELS~-TERMINAL "SEUTTLE SERVICE"? '

Both Sharabi and Lorrie contend SFO Airporter needed this
Conmission s permission to start and conduct itz hote& shuttle
service. At the hearing staff counsel said staff waa aeking SFO

Airporter to file a timetable for shuttle stops with thia -
Commiaaion. : : b '

‘ .
i B
foo oL

- 14 -




C.83=02=-04 et 'al. ALJ/ecl

_ SFO Airporter's witness testified that it, in good faith,
did not think it had to file timetables for the hotel stops because
the shuttle service was merely a van-feeder, connecting at the main
terminal and primary departure point. We do not find?bsd faith on
the part of SFO Airporter. .

We conclude SFO Airporter 8 certificate is broad enough
that it c¢can have scheduled pickup points anywhere in Ssn Francisco,
it is certificated to provide passenger stage service between the

~ entire City and County of San Francisco and the Airport, and while
for many years its scheduled terminus in Sen Francisco was only its
downtown terminal, nothing precludes its estsblishing.other scheduled
points. ‘ o o

Staff is correect that SFO Aifporter must'keep{current-
timetables for all its pickup points on file. SFO Airporter's
general manager testified that f£iling timetables would not. e a
hardship- While General Order 98-A ordinarily exempts "urbsn"

"carriers from £iling timetables, we think it can prow .sei’ul to our
staff if SFO Airporter files timetables, as there seen to be chronic
allegations among carriers operating to the Airport about violations
of certificates, tariffs, schedules, and general unfair business
practices. Having SFO Airpo*ter file timetsbleo<will enable our
staff to stay abreast of what operations that csrrier is
conducting. ‘

SOLORIC: (A 823=07-42)

Selorioe, doing business as Francisco’'s Adventures, now
kolds a charter-party permit. In addition, he,holds a passenger
stage corporation certificate to operate on-call service irom
San Jose and Santa Clara to the Airport, seven deys 2 week between
9:00 p.m. and 5:00 a.m. He wants the restriction om his hours of
operation removed, and wants to provide on=-call service from the
Mission and Excelsior neighborhoods of Ssn Frsncisco to the Airport.
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He now does most of the driving himself, oberating:a,1983 ﬁ
van which he owns and taking reservation calls at home. If his
service becomes a 24-~hour operation and he adds the new'picknp-i
territory in San Francisco, he plans t0 buy another van and will rely:
on his wife to take reservation calls. |

He proposes to charge $8 per person, witk a minimum of
three passengers; this neans if only one passenger wanted gervice he
would pay $24, and if there were two they would each pay $12.

Staf? velieves Solorio has demonsirated all the e¢lements of
public convenience and necessity, and that we should grant his.
application. SFO Airporter and Lorrie disagree with- ataff.

Pitness and Ability g

We conclude that Solo io is fit and able %o conduct the
expanded operations he nroposes, particularly in view of hia having
contracted with Development Associates, Inc.'s Minority Business
Development Center (MBDC) for ongoing assistance with the accounting
and business details of his bnsiness. We think such expert'
assistance will prove invaluable, particularly when the time cones
for Soloric to justify a fare increase before the Commlasion. Exhibit
1% is the evaluation of the economic feasibility of Solorio's _
proposal prepared by MBDC. While MBDC's specialist,’ Sawit, nas not |
evaluated common carriage ‘economic feasibility before, he addresoed
the underlying considerations that are essential %o economic planning
and developed a reasonable projection of profitability. Without the
assistance of MBDC, which is subsidized by the United Staten
Department of Commerce Minority Business Development Agency, we would
have 4{fficulty concluding that Solorio could cope with all the
econonic planning and *egulatory requirements attendant with
expanding his service.’ ‘ o |

!kﬂ Solorio s entrepreneurial enthusiasm and determination
inpreases us. He has demonotrated a willingness to both work hard
and to provzde good serVice to the traveling public.
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.

Need Tor the Service

There was no opposition to removing the restriction on tne
hours of Solorio's present operation. BEowever, Torrie and SFO
Airporter challenge the need for Solorio's proposed new pickup
territory in San Prancisco.

Solorio intends to market his on-cail gervice primarily to
reach and serve Spanish-speaking_travelers, indicating the language
barrier poses especially difficult problems for such people when
traveling. Ee would, however, provide service to anyone, and not
just the Spanish-speaking. Solorio testified that there is a need
for his service in the Mission and Excelsior neighborhoods, and in |
corroboration presented a petition signed by about 250 residents in -
the neighborhoodc, and letters to the Commission written in June 1983
fron Assemblymen Art Agnos and Supervisor Carol Ruth Silver. Both_
letters point out that an on-call service with bilingual drivers
would benefit both residents in the area and non-English-speaking
travelers from latin America. SFO Airporter strenuously objected 0
the receipt into evidence of the petition and 1etterslbecause they

‘constituted'heareay evidence. We think our ALJ was correct in |
following our policy of allowing such corrobvorative evidence into the
record (see Mt. Lassen Motor Transport, 5 CPUC 24 647). The.

staff's witness testified that Solorio’'s application could be granted
because, from the standpoint of potential traffic market, there is
still o need for more passenger stage service to the Airport as an
alternative to other travel modes. Based on Solorio 8 showing and
that of staff, we conclude Solorio S proposed service is needed.

SFO Airporter does not provide_on—call service from the
neighborhoods Solorio will serve, and the‘availabilitxlof‘SOlorio's
service as g convenience‘and,different travel mode for*residents
going downtown to SFO Airporter's terminal is in the public
interest. The on-call service proposed is dissimilar, in kind and
territory from SFO Airporter's scheduled service, and PU Code § 1032
is inapplicable between Solorio and SF0 Airporter. '




@ W me B WS e W M p A Wl e B A e D S e U s M 48 b es m s sl b e @ mL oW b

C.83-02-04 et al. ALJ/ec

o
0f the protestants, only Lorrie now has a tariff on file |
for on-call service from the Mission and Excelsior neighborhoods, &s
a result of temporary'operating auhority granted by our interim
decision in these proceedings. However, the temporery'operating
authority was granted subject to hearings in these proceedings, 80,

- for purposes of PU Code § 1032, Lorrie and Solorioc ere new applicants
with respect 40 the pickup territory Solorio reques ts. Additionally,
the evidence shows that Lorrie has thus far concentrated its
marketing efforts in other territories and that there had not been a
concerted effort to develop new on-call patronage from these
neighdorhoods to the Airport. We conclude PU Code § 1032 is
inapplicable as between Solorio and TLorrie, and Solorio has
demonstrated a need for his proposed service.

COMPLIANCE-WITH REGUIATIONS AND PRIOR ORDERS

As a pcstscript to its briei, staff notes that Sharabi and
.Lorrie did not, ai‘ter hearings ended, file certifice.tes of renewed
public liadbility insurance before earlier certificates of insurance
lepsed. While coverage did not lepse, staff wants both carrierov
aémonished for being inattentive to the requirement of GO 101-C ‘about
always keeping a valid certificate of insurance on’ file with this
Commission. We so admonish both carriers. Such indiscretions are .
grave, becauge only by prompt compliance by carriers can our’ staff,
given the large number of carriers, enforce our requirements.‘
Monitoring %o ensure carriers are adequately ineured is. a eritical
task for us and our staff, as it directly protects therpublic.
" Also, we are aware of correspondence sent by our staff to
Lorrie on December 27, 1983 regarding a poss;ble tariff violation
(e -g- offering a lower fare from.certain points). If stafs: thinks
the allegations are well grounded, and there is. a tarif? violation,
ve expect it to come before us expeditiouely with a recommendation on
enforcement action. ' Our earlier D.8%-06-108 clearly, we think, :
addressed and resolved the tariff and rate requiremente applicable | i

- 18 -
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to Lorrie. We expect compliance, and expect'our staff o monitor to
ensure compliance and to recommend enforcement action when there is
noncompliance. If Lorrie, or any other carrmer, disregarde our
orders to suit operational desires, it will face the prospect of
'grave penalties. :

Findings of Fact : L
1. .Sharabi, under a stipulatzon reached with Lorrie, hae ‘i
withdrawn C.83-02-04. >

2. Torrie has not clearly and’ separately specified its

proposed downtown pickup points for scheduled service within 1ts w
Territory One. i

3. lLorrie presented no evidence on any public demand for 1ts |
proposed downtown scheduled service.
4. There is no scheduled service to the Airport from parts of
San Francisco outside of Lorrie's Territory One (downtown,, the avail-
.e.b:.l:.ty of such service in these territories would extend- tra.vel

ption and convenience to the pudblic.

5. There is a public, need for Lorrie’s proposed on-call
service in its Terrztory Three.

6. Lorrie has the abzllty to conduct its proposed on—call )
gervice in Terrztory Three, and to provide scheduled service outside
of its merritory One. ‘

T. XNo violation of PU: Code §§ 453, 460, or 461.5 will’ result
it all passengers in a Lorrie's vehicle are assessed the’ class of
fare for the 1owe t~priced serv;ce provxded to any passenger on that
“trip. ‘

8., Sharabi has demonstrated a public need for his proposed on-
call eervice, and has the fitness and financial ability to conduct
the service. : , : :

9. Solorio has demonstrated a publlc need for his expanded on-
call aervice, and he has the requisite experience, fitness, and
f;nancial abillty to conduet the service.
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10. It can be seen with certainty that there ie no poseibiiity '

that granting the applications in question will have a significant
effect on the environment.
Conclusions of Law:

1. PU Code § 1032 is directly applicable in these proceedings
only between Lorrie, on the one hand, and SFO Airporter and Sharabi,
on the other, with respect to Lorrie's request for downtown scheduled
gervice. .
2. The applications should be granted’as set ont in”the'”
following order, as public convenience and necessity have been -
demonstrated. ' ‘
% In order o0 allow services for the pudblic to bYe instituted . o
as soon as poSSible, the fol‘owing order should be effective today.,.

FINAL ORDER

IT IS ORDERED that:

1. Ihe passenger stage corporation certificate of Arik Sharabi

(PSC-1169) is amended as set forth in the revised pages attached to
~this order as Appendix A, to:

2. Conform scheduled service pickup points to
those listed in RRD-181 (originally submitted
to the Transportation Division)

b. Remove the vehicle fleet size restriction
imposed by D.83-06-108; and

¢. Allow on~call service from within the

territory identified at the hearing on
September 22, 198%.

2. The passenger stage corporation certificate of Lorrie's |
Travel and Tours, Inc.. (PSC-1003) is amended as set forth in the
revised peages attachcd to this order as Appendix B, to:

8. Provide scheduled service from only
Territoriee Two and Three; and

b. Authorize permanent on-call eervice in '
Territory Three. - .

!

- 20 -
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3. Lorrie is authorized to offer a limited-stop on- .
call service on the condition that all passengers on any -
vehicle are charged the class of fare of the lowest=-priced
service provided to any passenger on that trip. | .
4. The passenger stage corporation certificate of Francisco
J. Solorio {PSC-006) is amended as set forth in the revised pages -
attached to this order as Appendix C, to:

a- Remove the restriction on hours of operation,
and :

b. Allow on—call service pickup from the Mis¢ion
and Excelsior neighborhoods of San Francisco,‘

as delineated in Appendix C.

5. Arik Sharabi, Lorrie's Travel and ToursjV&nc., and ?'/<1h_>
Francisco J. Solorio shall each: : o

a. Pile a written acceptance of this certifzcate
within 30 days after this order is
effective.

b. Establmsh the authorized service and file

tariffs and timetables within 120 days after
this order is effective.

State in each tariff and timetable when
gervice will start; allow at least 10 days’'
notice to the Commission- and make timetables
and tariffs effective 10 or more days after
this order is effective.

Comply with General Orders Series 79, 98,
101, and 104, and the California Eighway
Patrol safety rules.

e. Maintain accounting records. in conformity
with the Uniform System of Accounts.

6. These certificates do not authorize the holders to conduct
any operations on the property of or.into any. airport unless such‘
operation is authorized by both thzs Commisoion and the airport
authority involved. : * : : ,

7. ZEach appl‘cant is authorized to begin operations on the
date that the Execut;ve Director mails a notice to that applicant

"o,
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that it has evidence of insurance for the extended Scope and/or,‘
nature of operations on file with the Commission and that'the'
California EHighway Patrel has approved the use of applicant'
vehicles for service. : ‘ ,
' 8. The portion of A. 83—04—48, of I«orrie'o mravel and Tours,
Ine., requeeting the option of scheduled service from Territory One

is denied; however, other portions, as. addressed above, are granted.
9. Case 83-02-04 is dismissed with prejudice at the request of
the complainant, Arik Sharabi.
This order is effective today.
Dated——. NAR211
—

“at San Pranciseo, Calzfernia.
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Appendix PSC-1169 : ~ Second Rev;sed Page 1
(D.82-11-037) \ Cancels

(D.83=06-108) : - , F;rst Revzsed Page 1 -

SECTION l. GENERAL AUTEORIZATIONS, RESTRICTIONS, LIMITATIONS:
AND SPECIFICATIONS.

Arik Sharabi, doing business as California Mini-Bus, by
the certificate of public convenience and necessity granted by the
decision noted in the margin, is authorized to operate as a passenger
stage corporation to transport persons, baggage, and express between
San Francisco Internatlonal Airport and *a portion Qf the downtown ‘
area of San Francisco, over and aleng the most direct or xeasonable
route or routes subject, however, to the authorzty of this Commlssion
t0 change or modify these pomnts, or routes *or terr;tory at any t:me
and subject to the folleowing provisions:

*a. All scheduled passengers shall have origin or
destination at the service points specified
in Section 2. All on~call passengers shall have
origin or destination at San Francisco Interna-

tional Airporxrt or in the service area deflned
in Sect;on 3.

When route descrzpt;ons are ngen in one
direction, they apply to operation in either
direction unless.otherwise indmcated.

All service. authorzzed shall be to provide
servmce seven days a week from 6 a.m. to'll 30 p.m.

. Issued by california Public Utilities Commission.

*Revised by Decision _ 54 03 109", application 83-03-25.




Appendix PSC-1169 - : Second Revised Page 2
(D.82=11-037) ‘ . Cancels:

(P-83-06~108) | ~ First Revised Page 2 o
. ‘ o ‘ . " R /\lly'} ‘ B .-
SECTION 2. ROUTE DESCRIPTIONS. o

*Route 1

Via the most appropriate streets and highways to servzce
poznts at the following San Francisco lecations:

l. Stewart Hotel, 351 Geary Street -
2. David's Hotel, 480 Geary Street
*3, California Hotel, 405 Taylor Street
4. El Cortez Hotel, 550 Geary Street
5. Geary Hotel, 610 Geary Street
*6. Clift Hotel, 495 Geary Street:

Then via. the most approprxate streets and h*ghways t0
the San Francisco Internatzonal A;rport. '

*Route 2 , E

On-call servxce shall be via the most approprzate streets
and highways to pmck-up po;nts in the serv;ce area defzned *;n
Section 3.

Then via the most appropr;ate streets and hlghways to the
San Francisco Internat;onal Airport.

‘ Issued by California Public Utilities COmmLSSlon.

*Revised by Decision _84 03 189 Appl:.cat:.on 83~ 03-25.-




APPENDIX A
Page 3 -

Appendix PSC-1169 ARIK SHARABI Original Page 3

SECTION 3. SERVICE AREA.

Beginning in the City and County of San Pranc;sco at
the Lntersectzon of Polk Street and Broadway, then along Polk
Street, Pine Street, Van Ness Avenue, Hayes Street, Ninth Street,
Harrison Street, the‘prolongation of ﬂarrison-Street, San FrarCisco
Bay shoreline, the prolongation of Broadway, Broadway, Grant Avenue,
Washington Street, Montgomery Street, Sacramento Street, Kearney
Street, Bush Street, Montgomery Street, Post Street, Stockton Street,
and Broadway to the po;nt of beginn;ng at Polk Street.

Issued by California Public Utilities Cormission.

Decision 84 03 109 , Application 83-03=-25.
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Appendix PSC-1003 ' LORRIE'S TPAVEL & TOURS, INC. Third Revised Page 2 -
(D.82~06~-048) (PSC~1003) Cancels
{D.82~08~108) : Second Revmsed Page 2

SECTION l. GENERAL ABTHORIZA&IONS, RESTRICTIONS, LIMITA&IONS,
AND- SPECIFICATIONS.

This certificate supersedes all authority previoﬁsly granted

to Lorrze S Travel & Tours, Inc. to operate as ' a passenger stage |
 corporation. |
Lorrie's Travel & Tours, Inc., by the certzfrcate of publac
convenience and necessity granted by the decision noted in the margzn,
is authorized as a passenger stage corporation to transport passengers
and their baggage between areas located in San Francrsco‘and the
San Francisco International Airport and the Oakland International
Airport, over and along the described routes,neubjeot tozthe‘following
provisions. *These authorizations are subject, however, to;the ,
authority of this Commission to change oOr modzfy'the routes or
territories at any time and subject to the following provrszons-

The term "on=call® as used-refersrto»service
which is authorized to 'be rendered dependent
on the demand of passengers. The tarifis
and timetables shall show the conditions
under which each authorized on-call servrce
will be rendered. :

(Deleted)
No paasengers shall be transported except
those having point of origin or destination

~at San Francisco International Airport or
the Oukland Internatronal Aarport. N

Issued by Califoxrnia Public Utilities Commiésion.

. *Revised- by becision 84 03 1€9 ', Application 83-‘0'4‘-48.




 APPENDIX B
Page 2

Appendix PSC-1003 ~ LORRIE'S TRAVEL & TOURS, INC. Fourth Revised Page 3
(D.82-06~048) (PSC=1003) Cancels
(D.82~08-108) ' Th;rd Revised Page 3
(D.82-11-002)
SECTION 1. GENERAL AUTHORIZATIONS, RESTRICTIONS, LIMITA&IONS,

; ' AND SPECIFICATIONS. (Continued)

d. . All passengers transported to or from the
Qakland International Azrport shall have
origln or destination in Territory ﬁ.

Operatzons from Territory 1 to San Franc;sco
International Airport shall be conducted on
an on=call basis. Operations from San .
Francisco Intexrnational Airport shall be
conducted on a scheduled basis or on-call
basis or both.

Operations between Territories 2 and 3 and
San Francisco Intermational Airport shall
only be conducted on an on-call basis or
scheduled basis or both.

Operatzons between Territory 1 and Oakland .
International Airport shall only be conducted
on an on=call basis.

Wnen route descr:.pt:.ons are g;ven in one

direction, they apply to operation in either
direction inless otherwise indicated..

Issued by California Public Utilities Cormission.

" ' *Revised by Decision _O% 03 1CS | application 83-04-48.
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Appendix PSC-1003 LORRIE'S TRAVEL & TOURS, INC. Second Revised Page 4
(D.82=06-048) (PSC=-1003) Cancels
- . Fmrst Revzsed Page 4

SECTION 2. TERRITORY DESCRIPTIONS. . | B I

1. Territory l

Beginning in the City and County of San Francisco

at the prolongation of Divisadero Street and the
i shoreline of San Francisco Bay:; then along the

prolongation of Divisadero Street, Divisadero

Street, Castro Street, Eighteenth Street and its

prolongations to the shoreline of San Franc;sco

Bay, then northerly and westerly to the po;nt

of beg;nnlng.

2. Territo:ggz

. Beginning in the City and County of San Francisco
. at the prolongation of Divisadero Street and the
shoreline of San Francisco Bay:; then along the
prolongation of Divisadero Street, Divisadero
Street, Castro Street, Twentieth Street, Eureka
Street, Twenty=-third Street, Grand View Avenue,
Clipper Street, Diamond Heights Boulevaxd,.
Portola Drive, Junipero Serra Boulevard, San
Francisco City Limit, shoreline of the Pac;f;c
Ocean and San Francisco Bay to the po;nt of
begznning. o

*3, Terrztory 3

H‘

Beg;nnlng in the City and County of San Franc;sco

at the prolongation of 18th Street and the shoreline .
- of San Francisco Bay; then by l8th Street, Castro :

Street, 20th Street, EBureka Street, 23rd Street,

Grand View Avenue, Clipper Street, Diamond Heights

Boulevard, Portola Drive, Junipero Sexra Boulevard,

San Francisco City Limit, Mission Street, Army

Street and its prolongation to!the shoreline of

San Francisco Bay and the. shorel;ne of San Francisco

Bay to-the point of beg;nn;ng.

: . Issued by California Publ:.c Utn.l:ut:x.es CQmm:x.ss:Lon.

*Revised by Decision- 84 03 1(’9 » Application 83=-04-48.




- pppendix PSC-1186 Francisco J.‘Solorid-- Fzrst Revised Page 1
(D.93649) - Cancels . .
' o Original Page 1

SECTION 1. GENERAL AUTEORIZATIONS, RESTRICTIONS, LIMITAEIONS:
- AND SPECIFICATIONS. :

Francisco J. Solorio, an individual, by the ce:tifiéate‘OE
public convenience and necessity granted by the decision noted in J
the margin, is authériZAd as a passenger stage corporation to transport
passengers, baggage, and express between San Francisco International
Adirport, on the one hand, and the c;ties of Santa Clara and San Jose,
vand a portion of San Franc;sco as descr;bed in Section 3, on the
other hand, subject to the following provzsions ‘and restrlctzons?.

_*a, No passengers shall be transported except those
having point of origin or destination at
San Francisco International Airport.

Deleted.

The transportation of baggage or express shall
be on passenger-carrying vehicles only and shall
be incidental to the transportation of passengers
and limited to a weight of not more: than 100
pounds per sthment.

Issued by Calzforn;a Public Utilities CQmm;551on.

. . *Revised by Decision 84 03 109 ’ Appl:._catzon 83=07=42.




Appendix PSC-1186  Francisco J. Solorio Original Page 2
SECTION 2. ROUTE DESCRIPTIONS.

" Route 1 - Commencing in the City of San Jose, then by State Route 82
to the .City ¢f Santa Clara, then by the‘mostlapproprigte‘st;eetSVto
Eighway 101 to San Francisco Intexnational Airport and return.
Route 2 - Commencing in Territory 1 in the City and County of
San Francisco, then by the most appropriate streets and Eighway 101
(Bayshore Freeway) to San Francisco International Airportfaﬁd“return. ‘

SECTION 3. PICK=-UP/DROP-OFF LOCATIONS.

Santa Clara ElL Camino Real & Scott Blvd.
San Jose Almaden Blvd. & Santa Clara St.

Territory 1 - Territory 1l is that portion of the City and Counﬁy

of San P:ancisco described as follows: Beginning at the shoreline

of San Pranczsco Bay and the c;ty and County limits of San annczsco,
then along the City and County llm;ts, Geneva Avenue, San Jose Avenue,
Dolores Street, Market Street and its prolongatlon and’ the shorelzne
of San Francisco Bay to the point of begznnzng.v

4
'

Issued by California Public Utilities Cormission.

S
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I *Added or revised by-Decision 84 63 109 ¢, Application 8'3--07-42,.
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