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C.8;-02-04 et ~l • ALJ/ec, 

• • 
FINAL OPINION 

Summary of Decision 
This decision allows Sharab1 to permanently, offer on-call 

service between the Airport, and a portion of downtown San FranciSCO. , 
~emporary authority was granted by Oi,lr intex:im decision la.st year. 

Lorrie is allowed to extend on-call service to outlying 
neighborhoods of San Francisco, but it is no~, author:t'zed to institute 
a new scheduled service between downtown pOints and the Airport,. It 
ma:y", however, provide scheduled"service to the Airport 'from .outlying 
neighborhoods. 

SoloriO is authorized to provide on-call" service fro:n the 
Mission and Excelsior districts to the Airport, and the restriction 

, . 

on his existing operations (hours of service) is :removed •. 
Sharabi's complaint against Lorrie is dismissed without 

prejudice at Sharabifs request. 

PROCEDURAL HISTORY • The first three of the above-captioned proceedings were the 
. subject of a prehearing conference held on May 27 and June 25, 198;, 

and Interim Decision (D.) 8~-06-1 08, issued June 25', 1::98'3,., 
Application (A.) 8:;-07-42', of Francisco J. Solorio, was ,subsequently 
consolidated for hearing by an Administrat! ve Law Judge "s (ALJ) 
Ruling of August ~, 198~. A public hearing was held on September 22, 
23, and 26 in San Francisco be~ore ALJ Alderson. These proceedings 
were submitted '£or decision about ~O days a.'£t,er the transcripts were 
filed, or December 8" 1 Q.s~. 

. . 
At the hearing on September 22, Arik Sharabi, dba 

California Mini-Bus (Sharabi), and Lo,rrie' s Travel and Tours, Inc. 
. . .'. , 

(Lorrie) reached an accord whereby Sharabi reduced the'scope of his 
requested on-call pickup, ter~ito,ry. Lorrie withdrew its protest to 
Sharabi's applica.tion, and Sharabi reques,ted dismissa,+ of his ,Case 
(c.) 83-02-04. However, this accord did not lead, SPO Airporter, 
Inc. to, withdraw its oPP081 tion to either Sharabl,"s or Lorrie's;', 

"PPlication. . . " 
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... , C.8;-02-04 et·al. ALJ/ec 

• All three applications involve existing certifica.ted 
carriers who want to ~rovide additional common carrier service from 
points within the City and County of San Francisco to- the 
San Francisco Interna:tional. Air~ort (Airport). Briefly described,' 
their req,uests are as folloW's: 

• 

1.. Sharabi (A.8;-0;-25) wants to.' expand his 
operations. from ~rovid1ng. scheduled service 
from six Geary ·Street hotels to offering on­
eall service from downtown San Francisco to 
the Airport. 

2. Lorrie (A.8,-04-48) wants to extend its on~ 
call service territory to outer San Francisco 
neighborhoods, and modify its operating 
a.uthority to provide it the option of· 
establishing scheduled service. Presently 
a.ll its pickup service in San Francisco for 
Airport-bound passengers must be on an on-
call basis. ' 

;. Solorio (A.8,-07-42) now operates on-call . 
service from San Jose and Santa Clara to the 
Airport, but he wants authority for on-call 
service between the Mission and Excelsior 
neighborhoods and the Airport. Also, he 
wants an existing restriction on his pickup 
hours remo.ved. 

SPO Airporter, which provides only scheduled service from: 
San Francisco to the Airport, oPP?ses all three applications. 
Airporter believes none of the applicants have demonst.rated: 

1 .. Public need for their proposed service. 
2. Financial fitness to extend their operations 

or the pro forma economic feasibility of the 
services they propose. 

;. That existing passenger stage service is . 
inadequate under Public Utilities (PU) Code 
§ 1032. 

SFO 

Lorrie opposes Solorio"s a.pplication, but not Sharabi' s. 

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

Except for· Sharabi '3 six sche,duled service pickup pOints on 
• Ge"':'7 Street, the only carrier with opera,ting author 1 ty for 

- ; -



_. ill ......... U._. _____ , ..... _ .. __ ~ ... 4 , .• + 

C.83-02-04 et a1. ALJ/ec, ". 
-, 
"~i 

'I' 
" 

'i 

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 ontbeir 
own. With., the advent of on-call carriers such as Lorrie, and more 
recently Shara.'bi, Luxor, and Yellow Ca'b, passengers not'wisn1ng to' 
take SFO Airporter from its terminal could call an on-call carri:e~ 
for doorste:p-to-Air:po~t service. 

During late 1982, however, SFO Airporter sta.rted' cha.nging 
its operations. Whereas in tbe past on-call carriers could compete 
tor passenger pickups, in S'an Francisco from the pool of potential 
passengers not wanting to travel to, SPO Airporter 's'term~nal, SFO", 
Airporter started So scbeduled "shuttle service," at" no' extra charge, 
from maj'or downt.own hotels to its, main terminal. This change in S'FO 
Airporter '$ operation enabled it literally to reach into, a potent,ial 
tra.ffic market that, was previously in the domain of, the on-call' 

_ arrier, tha.t is; the tratl.'ic mark,et comprised of hotel patrons who ' 
anted doorstep pickup. ,", ' , " 

, ' 

SPO Airpo,rter's shuttle service, which Shara'bi ,and Lorrie 

contend is not authorized under its certificate, added a new: 
dimension to, the competitive environment., It is, an effoM to attract 
passengers tbat wou.ld otherwise use another travel mo,d,'e or an., .. on,~call 

, : ...... ""'" 

carrier, according to SPO Airporter. Lorrie views the .change:in SX:0'" 

Airport:er's operation as neceSSitating that Lorrie also have the 
option to provide scheduled service. 

Having on-call and scheduled service carriers operating. in 
close proximity or at the same pickup, points, (e.g. major 'hotelS} 
i~erentlY creates someinter:..carrier frie;tion and' some nightmarish 
enforcement, dilemmas.. For example, what if passengers 'wa.iting tor, an 
on-callearrier,. who have made a telephonereservation~ see a 
scheduled carrier pull up; what is to prevent su.ch pasa.engers, seeing 
an opportunity 1"o·r an.~arlier departure~ from taking the scheduled' 
carrier and leaving the- on~ca.ll carrier., when ita~~ives:, hav~:ns:ma.de 

'; .. ', ' .' 
,- 4-
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• a trip for nothing? Also, the on-eall carrier, presumably in 
response to s. call, could arrive minutes 'before a scheduled carr1er, 
taking ps.ssenBers who were waiting for the scheduled carrier out who 
decide to ride with the carrier already there. Is the on-eall 
carrier only to transl)ort those who request. a ride by teleph.oning 'tor 
a. reservation? Even if' there were such a requirement 1twould be 
extremely di:f'ficul't to en'torce. Finally, what if more than 'one. 
scheduled. carrier serves a hotel and the ca.rriers. ha.ve identical 
schedules? To some extent these problems at hotel pickup pOints, a.re 
mi tiga.ted by thepract·ices o'! hotel bellmen or concierges making on­
eall ~eservations, selling tickets, and accepti2'~g payment on behalf' 
of carriers 'tor a commission~ .According to all' carriers,serving 
hotels, such hotel- personnel hav~ a. lot to do with which'carriergets 
patronage, and carriers believe the hotel personnel are, as a rule, 
more.motivated by the amou~t of commission paid th.an the overall' 

•
qUali ty o't service to the hotel gu.est and 'prospective passeIlser. 

. It is the tourist and/or traveling buslnessperson:'patt'on at 
. . . , 

downtown hotels who makes up the "cream" of the overa.ll traffic to. 
'" I. I. 

the Airport, ,'tor the major hotels are cluster:ed relatively clos'e 
together. and the numbero! such potential passengers is high.. In 

, ' " 

contrast, there is not such keen interest in the resi'dent 
San Franciscan's pa.trona.ge. spa Airporter does notpro-videsc~eQ,:uled 
shuttle service or on-eall service to mo·re outlying reSidential 
pOints, and sucb pat~ons, if they do not choose to travel down.:town t.o 
the terminal, are left to other tra.vel modes, includingon-eall 
carriers. 

1:he applicants will all assess a higher fare 'to'r on~~al1 
service :from pOints within San Francisco to the Airpo,rt than SFa 

Airpor.ter. charges for its scheduled service. Commission staff.' , 
prepared a comprehensive report on the transporta.~ion, ser~ices ' 
between San Francisco and the Airport (Exhibit 10)... This' report: 

, I., 

• I 
I 
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~ws, &~ong other facts, that of the over 21 million passengers a 
year using the Airport, the traffic between San Francisco and the 
Airport is about 8.8 million persons •. About 1.5 million of these are 
carried by the currently certificated passenger stage carriers. 'the 
7.3 million remaining is the potential market anCl.the target'of 
these appl~cations. 

LORRIE (A. 83-04-48) 
Lorrie originally requested to redraw its existing ~wo 

service territory boundaries and add a third .territory comprised of 
the Mission, Potrero" Ingleside I and Glen. Park· neighborhoods. .Also, 
it 'requested the authority to establish "service routes" within· the 
downtown territory. At the hearing Lorrie indicated it did not wish .. 
t~ 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. 0.83-06-108:. Lorrie's. 
"service routes" request,. described' in its application, is 'really a 

.,equest, for the option to provide scheduled s~rvice at those po~nts .d along those routes which. Lorrie dete:r:mines.may be profitable. 
Option to· Provide Scheduled 

Service from Oowntown 
We are denying Lorrie's request to have the option of 

proviCl.ing scheduled service in its downtown Territory One, but we 
will allow it that option:with respect to its remainin9' territories 
in outlying areas of San Francisco. Our re",son for not approving 
the scheduled service option for Lorrie's downtown t~rritory is that 

Lorrie has not naltlcd. specific pickup. points •. Without this infor.mation 
we cannot deten:l.ine whether additional Scheduled service from the 
dO'Wntown area would be in the public interest. Therefore" this' . 
part of Lorrie's application will be denied without prejudice • 

• -' 6 -
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from Other s 

Lorrie"s witness" Ruiz, testified that while, Lorrie would 
, . 

first institute scheduled service downtown, if this Commission 
granted it' the option, it was studying the feasibility of developing 
and,marketing scheduled routes in other territories (e .. g .. the'l9th 
Avenue Corridor 'in Lorrie's Territory TWo) .. The advent of scheduled 
service in outlying p~rtions of San Francisco ,can be of benefit 'to 
the:; p~li<::; it woulQ. De another "option and convenience available for 
San Francisco's residents, as no carriers offer scheduled'se:r:vice 
with pickup points in:these areas.. Thus, we will amend Lorrie's: 
certificat~ to allow it the option of proviain9'~chedu1ed sc?=Vice 
from all its operating 'territories ~xcept from within it~::/Terr,itory 

, . 
One' (downto~), .. 
Extending On-Call" Service' into, 

Lorrie's Terri tory <Three . ::;~, 

In inter:i.nlD .. 8,3-06~10B, we granted Lorrie'tempor~ry 
operating authority to' establish its Territory Thr~e, whi'ch 

•
' comprised of the Missl~n, potre~o, Ingleside, and Glen Park , 

ighborhoods. This'was done because no other existing c~rrier 
offered on~call piCkup' service in these neighborhoods. Lorrie' 

,. \, 

offered no~ evidence on,: public need for such on-call service, at the 
hearing; the staff, howeyer, pr~'sented evi<:ienc:e showing: that' the 
potex;tiai,traffic market: to the Airport from throughout San Francisco 
has· not been fully tapped by'passenger stage corporations:. But:for 
sta;f having developed 'evidence on,p,ublic need" we WOUld. have no 
choice.Dut to' deny this portion of: Lorrie's request; ·Wc, will all~ 
Lorrie to continue serVing Territory. Three with"~either on-call or 

, c. • 

scheduled service..':.':' ,' . 

• 7 - S 
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. C.83-02-04 et al.' ALJ/ee '. 
While supporting Lorrie:,' s extension 0'£ service to its new 

Terr1tory Three, staff is concerned about Lorrie's proposed "limiited, 
stop," on~all serviee, which. would have a higher charge. ' Its 
concern is that there would be a. long-haul short-haul violation of 
PU Code §§ 453, 460" and' 461.5. To a.melior~te such a possibility 

, 
'I 
'I 

I: 

,< '~\. 
" , , " 

" 'rl 

! 

, ',; 

staff proposes tha~' Lorrie be ~,rdered to always use separat:e' vehi~les I,: 

for each category of service.. ,Staff's prop~sal of always requiring 
separa.te vehicles '£01" the separate classes ot service 1s logical but 
it can add operating eX1)ense and complexity. On balance, we think a ~, 

better approach is to authorize Lo'rrie to mix elasses' 0"£ serviee in, a: 
vehicle (scheduled service passengers, eoonomy on-oall door;..side, 
service passengers, and limi,ted-stop, on-call service, pa.ssengers), 
provided that' all passengers are charged the cla.ss of fare "£or the 
lowest class of service rendered to any passenger' on that trip. ,ThiS 
lets Lorrie decide whether it is worthwhile and feasible to, operate 

•
separate vehicles tor the o.1fterent classes of serv1c'e;' i talso , 
ensures that all passengerz, o.n a given trip are charged the, same tare 
tor their transportat,ion. Lorrie is, ot course,requi'red to continue 
actively to offer the economyon-call door-s,ide se~viee.' 
Lorrie's Ability and Fitness 

, Lorrie demonst,rated it· has the' operational' and tinancial 
a.bili ty to extend its passenger stage operations'. Despi'te 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 problematical. In 

our Interim D.83-06-108, we tound that Lorrie was, charging ta.res, under 
a taritt wh.ich was rejected by our Transportation Division. 
Testimony shows that Lorrie continued to apply the excursion' fa.res, in 
1tsrejected taritf periodically'until being ordered to, cease by our 
interim decision. Lorrie exouses itself b~, asserting that. it 

, . 
disagreed with our statf .. Ifa.proposed tariff is .rejected it is 
unlawful for a common carrier to apply it • 

• 
\ 
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• Although Shars.bi has chosen not to persist with his 
complaint against Lorrie 'on this point, we admonish Lorrie that it 
must operate, as must other earriers, within the confines o'! 
applicable statutes and rules and regulations of this Commission~ 
The penalties for viola.tions, even aside f'romthe revocation of 
operat1ngauthority, can be ha.rsh (See PU Code § '2107"';2108). 

At the hearing sta.ff counsel stated that Lorrie, and other 
ca.rriers involved in this proceeding, have' complied vith our'rules 
and regulations after our interim decisi on on· these proceed'ings' wa.s 

issued on June 29, 198). While we will :t",ind Lorrie fit to continue 
its operations and t.o extend them, we warn Lorrie that we will not . , 

tolerate. a. disregard of our applica.ble General Orders governing, 
passenge,r stage operations. 
PU Code §' 1032 . 

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

earticularlY that' of'SPO· Airporter, is inadequate.. PUCode §: :10:;2' 
would have direct applicability to Lo·rrie 'a proposed $·cheduled 
service in the downtown terri tory as Lorrie's scheduled se,rvic.e' could 
directly. paralleliSP.o Airporter's. But ,since we aredenyi'ngLorrie 
that authority in the downtown area where SFO Airporter operates 
s·cheduled pickup service, the effect ot PU Code § 1032 is mo;6t·a.s to 
that portion of Lorrie's request. That leaves in' que.stion, the 
relevance of PU Code § '0;2 t·o Lo·rrie's proposed option' 'lor s:cheduled 
service in areas other than downtown, a.nd i t.s proposed extension of ,'. 
its on~call service to ~erritory ~hree. 

The reco'rd shows tha.t SFO Airporter does n;o·t operate 
scheduledserviee in Lorrie's existing Terr1tory.Two a.nd proposed 
~erritory ~hree, although under i'ts certif"icate SPO Airporter" could . '. 
initiate such operations. Sinee no other ca.rrie:.- conduc'ts scheduled 
service '!rom pOints. wi thin these areas of" San Fra.nci'sco, we conclude. 
PU Code, § 1032 is inapplicable in considering wh~~h'erto all~w .. I,orrie 

.he option of schedu.led serv;i ce in ~erri tories. :1:"0 and :l:hree. . 

- '0 -
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• Although apparently more concerned with seeing that Lorrie 
does not offer scheduled service downtown in close proximity to its 
own sch.eduled service pickup points, SFO Airporter opposes Lorrie 
permanently extending on-eall service into Territory ~hree. Whi~e 

SFO Airporter's certificate is broad enough to allow it to conduct: on­
call service in Lorrie's proposed Territory'Three, it has not done 
so. SFO A1rporter contends' that Lorrie's proposed add~tiona.l on-

, " I' , 
call service in outlying Territory Three could divert persons from 

1 

SFO Airporter 'a downtown scheduled service, and, as su~h" P'O' Code § 
1032 is applicable. We disagree. While on-eall~ and s~heduled 

I 

serVice may to some degree compete tor traffic from the'same 
geographic region, the inherent distinctions 'in the natur~: and 
conduct ot the services are significant enough., that theY,are 
dissimilar, and P'O' Code §1032 is inapplicable (See, Greyhound Lines 
vsPUC (19G8) 68 C.2d 406). 

Finally,' the issue of PU Code § 1032's applicability 
.between Lorrie and Solorio does" not arise because, while the,i,r 

proposed on-call service territories pa.rtia.lly overlap:,. bo,th a.re new 
appl:i.eants, notwithstanding that' Lorrie was granted temporary' 
operating a.uthority.Thequestion of gra.nting either carrier' 
permanent on-call opera.ting authority, after a hearing., is nowbetore 
us in these consolida.ted proceedings .. 

SHARA:BI (A.82-02-25) 

Sha.rabi modified his requested on-call sevice ~rritory a.t 
the hearing by reducing its scope. Following is a map, delineating 
the on-call pickup territory Sharabi requests: 

'. 
- " -
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• We granted Sharabi temporary on-call operating authority 
tor a portion ot the downtown area, but restricted his operations so 
he cou.ld not pick up near SFO Airporter's terminal, or :tn the heart 
of the downtown-Fisherman's Whart hotel area. 

Only SPO Airporter opposes granting Sharab1 the requested 
on-call pickup territory. Although we know'Sharabi '$ on-call servi,ce 
will compete to some degree with SFO Airporter's scheduled,service~ 
'We do not find any evidence o'f th.e degree of passenger diversion SPO 

, . ' 

Airporter toresees, given a worst case scenario from S'FO, Air:porte-r's 
perspective. Of,all the carriers 'that would be competing tor 
downtown patronage" Shara.'bi is the smallest or Conductingon-eall 
service can enable Sharabi to make more etficient use o'!'his 
eqUipment and resources, :potentia:lly helping, to, ensure the vi'a.bili ty 
of his existing, relat,ively limited, scheduled service. We cannot, 
:tind that Sharabi's, on-ca.ll service will pose any materia~ threat to 
SPO' Airporter 's via.bili ty. ' ::' ", 

• PU Code § 10~2 is notdireetly a.pPlica~le:ib~tween Sharabi 
and SFO Airporter, tor SFO Airporter provid,es onlyscnedulea. servie~; 

. ',/'. . ' . 

'Sharabi's proposed o,n-call serVice, while itma:l';: compete to 9.' limit~d' 
I '. _ .. 

degree, is materially different,. " . 

Our statf th.inks there is enough potentia;lt.raf:f'~e 'from 
San Francisco to the Ai'rport, to warrant allowingSharabi to' conduct 
on-eall service. It believes ,the added increment of competition that 
Sharabi 's on-call service· ma.y add will not, in i tsel:r, necessa~1:1y 
divert.traf:f"ic; rather, statf' thinks yet another carrier-option f<>r , 
the public to· choose from is in the ,public interest, and that 
cert1,ficating another on-c,a.:'l carrier may result in increased tra.!f:ic 
to 'the airport for eert1:f'ic~tea. carriers. 

In aa.dition to, staff's 'tra.tfic market analys.is, Exhibit 10, 
supporting Sharabi's request" Shara.bi presented as witnesses, two 
downtown hotel employees. :Soth. test·ified they thou,sht, mo,re' on":'call 
service would bene:f'i t the publiC, pa.r'ticularly:.in sea.eone <>r times· .of. 

" , ,J 
" ·:1 

• ! 
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C.8~-02-04 et a1. KLJ/ec' :. 
peak demand. We conclude there is a public demand for Sharabi's . 
proposed on-call service. ~ 

Sharabi is ::tit to extend h'is opera.tions as proposed. Our 
sta.!:f', in investigating Sharabi's existing opera.tions, :f'or compliance 
vl:th applicable laws and regu.lations, found no violations. 

Sta.!f t S brief states that it does' not believe; :Sharabi ha.s 
met his burden of proo:f' sbowingtha.t the new on-ca.ll service will be 
via.ble, or that Sharabi has the financial resources to' conduct the 
service. :However, Sharabi presented Exhibit· 11 , whi.ch shows'tha.t 'his 
father-in-law will 'provide a. line ofcredi t up' to;.$150, 000 for tlie' 
new venture.. Given that assurance, along vith th~:!act that Sharabi 
has been conducting scheduled service, and will ua~ 1t.a.ny . ot'hiS,. same 
resources to handle the demand genera.ted· by- his new on-c:allservice, 
we think Sharabi has demonstrated his financial fitness .. :. :ais showing 
could, however, have been more organized to succinctly-a.ddress the 

•

point. We are willing to view Sharabi's shoWing in." a more l'0sitive, 
light than our sta.f!, which is concerned about the'long-term 
viability o::t his ne~ on-ca.ll service, because we think the ',roposed 
on-call ser,vice will be a. useful adjunct with other on-call services" 
and if in the test o! the marketplace his service :does, not surv1've, 

.' -.. . -

there will still be on-call transportation options for the'· t~aveline 
public. 

In conclUSion, we '·",111 certificate Shara.b:i ~s: on-call 
, . 

service, ~s amended at the hearing? and remove the res-trict1on on his 
vehicle :!leet which we imposed by our earlier interim decis:1:on~ 

DOES SFO AIRPOR~ER RAVE,AUTRORITY TO'CONDUCT 
THE HOTELS-TERMINAL "SHUTTLE SERVICE"? 

Both Sharabi and Lorrie contend SFO Airporter needed this . ' 

Cou188ion's permission to sta.rt and conduct its hoteo.. shuttle 
ee;v1ce. At the hearing staff' counsel said sta:!f w~,:':8.aking SFO 

, ": • j ;I"~ I • 

A1rporter to file a timeta.ble '!o'r shuttle stops wi th·th18 
. " 

Com.m:ssion. .: ! ~ . 
\ 
!., . 

I" '. ... 
" 

I ' 
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• SPO A1rporter'switness testified th~t it, in good taith, 
did not think it had to tile timetables for the hotel stops because 
the shuttle service was merely a van-feede~, connecting at. the :main 
terminal and prima.ry departure point. We do not :f"ind, bad :f"aith on 
the part of SFO Airporter. 

We conclude SPO Airporter's cert1£icate is br,oad enough 
that it can have scheduled pickup, pOints anywhere in San Fra.ncisco; 
it is certificated to provide pa.ssenger stage service b~tween the 
entire City and County of Sa.n Francisco and the Airport:', and while 
for many yea.rs, its scheduled terminus in San FranciSCO was only its 

, , ' 

downtown terminal, nothing, precludes its esta.blishingo~her scheduled 
points. 

Staff is correct ,that SFO Airporter must keep,: current 
timetables 'tor all its pi"ckup pOints on file. SFO Ai.rporter' s 
general mana.ger testified that filing timetables would not, ,be a 

" ha.rdship. While General Order 98-A ordinarily'exempt'.3"urba.n~ 
• carriers from filing timetables, we think it can prove .. :~~:~,~f'Ul to .our 

sta.!f if SPO Airporter files timetables, as· there seellt·t~' be chronic 
allegations among carrierS operating to the Airport abou1: violations 

. . I 

of certifica.tes, ta.riffs, schedules,. and genera.l untaj.r bus1n~ss 
practices. Raving, SPO Airporter file timetableswi,ll" ena.ble· our 

;., .' 

statf': to stay a.brea.st ot what operations that carrier "1's 
conducting. 

SOLORIO', (A.83-07-42) 

Solorio, doing business a.s Francisco's Adventures, now 
holds a cha.,rter-party permit. In addi t,ion, he holds a passenger , , 

• 

sta.ge corpora.tion certificate to opera.te on-ca.ll service from 
San Jose and Santa Cla.ra to theAirport,'aeven days a 'week, between 
9:00.p.m. and 5:00 a.m. He wants the restriction on his hours of 
operation removed, and wants to provide on-call serVice :f'r~m the 
Mission and Excelsior neighborhoods o!Sa~Praneisco,to' the Air~~rt • 

- 15 -
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He now does most of the dr1 nng himself, opera.ting 8., 1983 

van which he owns and taking reservation ca.lls a.t home. ' If his' 
service becomes a 24-hour opera.tion and he a.dds the new pickup 
territory in, San Francisco, he plans to buy another van and will rely, 
on his wife to take', reservation calls. 

He proposes to charge $8 per person, with a minimum of 
three passengers; this means if only'one passenger wanted service he 
would pay $24, and if there were two they wou.ld each pay $12. 

Sta:f'f believes, Solorio has demonstrated.allthe elements 'ot 
public convenience' and necessity, and tha.t we should gran:t h.is 
application. SFO Airporter, and Lorrie disagree' wi t,h staj;f.: 
Fitness and Ability , 

I 

We conclude that Solo:-io is fit and able to conduc;t the 
" "\,r 

expanded operations he :proposes, particularly in view of his'having 
. '". , 

contracted with Development ASSOCiates, Inc.'s Minority :Business 
" ' 

Development Center (ODe) for ongoing a.ssista.nce with theaceount1ng 
.and business details of his business. We think such expert' . 

assistance will prove invaluable, particularly when the time comes 
for Solorio to justify a. fa.re increa.se betore 'the Commissi,on .. , Exhi "oi t 

. ,;' " ' 

13 is the evaluation ot' the economic:f'easibility of SoloriO'S 
proposal prepared by MJ3DC~ While MEDC's specialist, Sawit,' ~),j,s not 

'f , 

eva.luated common carriage economic fea.si bility before, he' ad'dressed 
the underlying considera.tions that are essential to economl.c' planning 
and developed a reasonable projection of prot'1ta."o,111tY. Without the' 
assistance ot' MBDC, which is subsidized by th~''O'n1teclSta'te$ 

Department of Commerce Minority :Business Development Agency, "fie would 
ha.ve dlff'ieul ty concludi:ng' that SoloriO cou.ld cope with all the 
economic planning and ::,c'gulatory reqUirements a.ttendant', 'with,,~ 
,expanding his service." , , 

" Solorio' e entrepreneuria.l enthusiasm and'determina.tion 
'..;," , I 

imp'reases us. lIe has ,:demonstrated a willingness. to bothvorkhard,' 
and to provide good service to,the traveling public • 

• 
- 16 , ,0" 
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Need ~or the Service 
There was no opposition to removing the restriction on the 

hours of Solorio's present operation. However, Lorrie and SFO 
A1rporter cha.llenge the need. for Solorio's proposed new pickup 
territory in San Fra.nciseo. 

Solorio intends to market his on-eall service primarily to 
reach and serve Spanish-speaking travelers, indicating the language 
barrier poses especially'difficult problems for such people when 
traveling. He WOUld, however,' provide service to anyone, a.n~not 
just· the Spanish-speaking. Solorio test1:f'ied that thereisa need 
for his service in the Mission and Excelsior neighbo'rhoods" and in 
eorroboration presented a. peti t,ion signed by about 250.residents in 
the neighborhoods, and letters to the Commission written in June 198~ 
from AsSemblyman Art Agnos and Supervisor Carol Ruth Silver. ~oth 
le,tters pOint o'C.t that an on-call service with bilingua.l drivers 
would benefit both reSidents in the area and non-English-speaking 

.travelers from Latin America~ SFO A~rporter strenuously objected, to 
the receipt into evidence 0'[ the petition and letters b'a,ca.use they 

. eonstituted hears~ evi'dence. We think our ALJ was correct in 
following our policy of allowing such corroborati've evidence into the' 
record (see Mt. Lassen Motor Transl?ort, 5 CPuc. 2~ 647). ~he 

staff's witness testified that SoloriO'S application could be granted 
because~ from the standpOint of potentia.l tra.ffic ma.rket, there·is 
still a need for more passenger stageser:rice to the Airport as an 
alternative to other travel modes. ~a.sed on So·lorio',~ showing~,.nd . 
that of staff, we conclude Solorio's proposed service is nee.-ded. 

sro Airporter does not provide on-call· service from-the 
neighborhoods Solorio will serve, and the a.vai1a.b,i1i ty ot: Solorio's 

, . , 

service as a convenience a.nd. different travel mode for reSidents 

• 
going downtown to- SFO Airporter's terminal is in thepublie 
interest. The on-call service prop¢sed is dissimila.r, in kind and 
territ-ory from sro Airporter.'s scheduled service, and PU Code § 1032· 

is inappliea.ble between So10'~io and SFO Airporter., 

- 17 -
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• 0'[ the protestants, only Lorrie now has a. tariff'on ,file 
for on-call service from the Mission and Excelsior neigbborhoods, as 
a. result of temporary opera.ting auhori ty granted 'by our interim 
decision in these proceedings. However, the temporary' operating 
authority was granted subject to hearings in these proeeed1ngs;~ so, 

, :tor purposes of P'O' Code § 10~2, Lorrie and Solorio are new applica.nts 
, , 

with respect to the pickup territory Solorio- requests. Addi ti,ona.lly , 
the evidence shows'tha.t Lorrie ha.s thus far concentrated ita 
marketing, efforts in other territories and,that there,ha.d not been a. 
concerted effort to, develop new on-call pa.tronage from,these 
neighborhoods to the Airport. We conclude PU C'ode § 1032 is 
ina.pplicable as between Solori~ and Lorrie, and SoloriO has 
demonstrat,ed a need for his proposed service. 

COMPLIANCE WITH REGULATIONS AND PRIOR ORDERS 

As a postscript to its brief, statf notestha.t Sharabi and 
.Lorrie did not, after hearings ended, file cert.if~ce:~~s of renewed 

public lia.bility insurance before earlier certificates,' of 1nsura~ce 
lapsed. While covera.ge did not lapse, staff wants both ca.rr1,ers ,:, 
admonished for being inattentive to the requirement of GO 1 d1,:"C>a.bout 
always keep1nga va.lid, certificate of insura.nce onf'ile with'this 

I ' 

CommiSSion. We so admonish both carriers. Such indiscretions·a.re 
gra.ve, because only by' prompt compliance by carriers can our eta.!:f'; 
given the large number of'cs.rriers, enf'orce our requirements.· 

, , 

Monitoring to' ensure carriers are adequately insured 1s.& critical 
task for us and our statf, as it dire~tly protects the ~ublic. 

Also, we are awa.re of correspondence sent by ourstat:r to 
Lorrie on December 27, 1983· regarding, a possible tariff vi'olation'· 
(e.g. offering a. lower fa.re from. certain points:).. If statf.' thinks 

C. ' ,,', , 

t,heo'allegations are well grounde'd, and there is. a ta.riff, violation, 
, . 

we expect it to' come "before us. expeditiously with a recommendation on 
. . . ,". . 

eIl:torcement action. Our earlier D, .. 83-06-108; clea.rl,., 'We think, 
, . . , 

a.ddressed and resolved the tariff and rate requ1rements:applica.ble 

• 
- 1S-
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to Lorrie. We expect compliance, and expect our staff to monitor to 
ensure compliance and to recommend enforcement, action when there is 
noncompliance. If Lorrie, or any other carrier, disregards our 
orders to' suit operational desires, it will face the p,ros;pec~ of 

, grave penalties., 
Findings of' Fact 

1. ,Sharabi, under a stipulation 'reached with Lorrie, has", " 
withdrawn C.S3-02-04. 

2., Lorrie ha.s not clearly and'separately specified its 
proposed downtownpic'kUp pOints for scheduled se~vice within'its 
Territory One. ' 

..i 

3· Lorrie presented no evidence on any public demand~.or its 
proposed downtown scheduled serv~ce. 

4. There is no scheduled service to the Airport from parts of 
San Francisco outside of Lorrie's, Terri tory One (downtown);: the av:ail -

•
3.'Oili ty of such servi ce in these t,erri tOl-ies would extend, travel . 
ption and convenience to the public..· , ' 

5· Xhere isa public> need :for Lorrie's proposed on-call 
service in its Territory Three. 

6. Lorrie has the ability to conduct its proposed .¢n-cal1 
service in T"erritory Threej,and: to provide scheduled service outside 
of its Territory One. 

7. No violation of P'O' :Code §§,453, 460, or 461 .. 5 will result ' 
, ' 

if all passengers in a Lorrie's vehicle .are assessed the'class of 
fare for the lowest-priced service provided to'any passenger, on tha.t 
'trip-. 

8., Shara'bi has demonstrated a publi,c need for: his pro:p~sed on~ , 
call service, and has the fitness and :f:inancial ability to conduct 
the service. 

9. Solorio has. demonstrated a public need tor his expanded on­
eall service,: and he has the requiSite experience, fitness, and: 
:f:inaneial ability to condu.et'the'service. -. , 

.,' 
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10. It· can be seen with certainty that there is no possibility 
that granting the applications. in question will have a significant 
effect on the environment. 
Conclusions of Law: 

' .. 

1. PUCode § 10:;2 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 reques·t :tor downtown scheduled:' 
service. 

2. The .a.pplications should begra.nted as set out ~n the 
following order, as public convenience and necessity have been, 
demonstrated. 

,. In 'order to allow services for the public to be instituted 
as soon as pos.si ble, the following order should be ef:f'ecti ve' today. , 

FINAL ORDER 

I~ IS ORDERED that: 
• 1. The passenger stage corporation certificate of Arik Sharabi 

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

a. Con:f'ormscheduled: service pickup· pOints to 
those listed in RRD-181 (originally submitted 
to the Transportation Division); 

b. Remove the vehicl:~ fleet size restriction 
imposed by D .8·,-06-108·; and 

c. Allow on-call service from wi thin the 
territory ident1fiedat the' hearing on 

September 22', ·1 98~ .. 

2. ~he passenger stage corporation certificate of Lorrie's 
, " 

~ravel and ~ours, Inc •. (PSC-1003) is amended as· set forth in the ' 
revised pages 

a. 
' .. 

b. 

• 

at.ta.ch~d to this order as Appendix:S, to: 
hovide scheduled service from only 
Terri tories Two and T'hree; and: 

Authorize permanent on":call serVice in 
Territory·Three .. 

- 20 -
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~. Lorrie is authorized ~o· offer' a limited-stop on­
call service on the condition tha.t all passengers on any , 

vehicle are charged the ,class ,of fare of the lowest-priced 
service provided to any-passenger on that trip. 

4. ~he passenger stage corpora.tion cert,ificat:e of Francisco 
J. 'Solorio, (PSC-906) 10 amended as set forth in the revised pages 
attached to this order as Appendix, C,' to: 

a. Remove the restriction on hours of operation, 
a.nd 

b. Allow on~call service p'ickup from the: Mission 
and Excelsior neighborhoods of San Franc'isco, 
as delineated in Appendix C. 

5. ArikSh.a.r~bi, Lorrie' s ~ravel 'and T.ours /rnc., and 
Francisco J. Solorio shall ea.ch: 

• 
a. File a w'ri tten accepta.nce of this certificate 

within,;O days after this order is 
eff'ecti ve.' 

b. Establish the authorized service and file 
tariffs and timetables within 120 d~s after 
this order is effective. 

c. State in each tariff and timetable 'when 
service will start; a.llow at. least 10 days' 
notice to the Commission; and make timetables 
and tarif:f's effective 10' or more days after: 
this order i$ effective. 

d. Comply Yi th General Ord'ere Series 79, 98:, 
, 01, and 104, and the Califo·rnia Highway 
Patrol safety rules. 

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

6. ~hese certificates do not authorize the holders ,to conduct 
any opera.tions on the property of or, into any airport. ,unless such· . . . 

operation is authorized by both thieCommission' and the· airport , 
authority involved; 

7. Each applicant is authorized to begin opera.tions ,on the 
date that the Execut~ ve Director mails a not·fce t¢, that a.pplicant 

'. 
- 21,-
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., . 

• • that it has evidence of insurance for the extended scope and/or. 
nature of operations OIl file .... i th the Commission and that the 
California Highway Patrol has approved the use of applicant's 
vehicles for service. 

8. The pO'rti<?n 0'£ A.8;-04-4S, of Lor.'rie 's Travel and ~ours, 
Inc., requesting the option of scheduled serviee from Territory One 
is denied; ho .... ever, other portions, as addressed above, are granted. 

9· Case 8;-02-04 is. dismissed .... ith prejudice' at the request of 
the complainant, Arik Sharabi. 

• 

• 

This order is effective today. 
Dated--._._ MAR 211984 , at San Francisco, California. 

-.~ 
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T/etb APPENDIX A· 
Page 1 

Appendix PSC-1169 
(D.82-11-037) 
(D.83-06-l08) 

ARIK SHARABI 
I 

Secend Revised Page 1 
,Cancels ,. . 
First Revised Page 1 

SECTION 1. GENERAL Atn'RORIZA'l'IONS, RESTRICTIONS, LIMITATIONS, 
AND SPECIFI~IONS. 

Ar1k Sharal:>i, doing business as California Mini-Bus, by 
the certificate of public convenienc~ an~ necessity qranted.by the 
decision noted in the margin, is authorized to operate as a passenger 
stage cerporation to.· transport persons, baggage, and express between 
San Francisco International Al;-rport and "'a portion of the downtown 
area of San Francisco, ove:z:: and along the most direct or reasonable 
route or routes subject, however, to the authority of this Comm.ission 
to change or moc1ify these points, or routes "'or territory at ,anytime 
and subject to the following' provisions: . 

"'a. All scheduled passengers shall have ori9in or 
destination at the service points specified 
in Section 2'. All on-call passengers shall have 
origin or de~tination at San Francisco Interna­
tional Airport orin the service area defined 
in section 3. 

, . 
i 

b. When reute descriptions are given in one, 
airection, they apply to operation in either 
airection unless otherwise inclicated. 

c. All service, authorized shall be to. provide 
service seven clays a,week from 6- a.m. ,to' 11:30 p .. m .. 

Issued by California Public Utilities Commission. ' 

"'Revised by DeciSion 84' '03: .109~','-, App,lication 83-03-25 .. 
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'l'/ctb APPENDIX A 
Page 2 

" 
Appendix PSC-1169-
(0.82-11-037) 
(D.83;"'06~108) 

ARIK SHARABI Second,Revised Page 2 
Cancels '~: _ , " 
First Revise4 Paqe 2 

SECTION 2. ROO'1'E DESCRIPTIONS. 

*Ro\1te 1 

Via the most appropriate streets and highways to service 
points at the following San Francisco locations: Y:; 

1. Stewart Hotel, 351 Geary Street 
2. Oavid~s Hotel, 480 Geary Street 

'*3. California Hotel, 40S'raylor Street 
4. El Cortez Hotel, S.s.O Geary Street 
S. Geary Hotel, 610 Geary Street 

*6. Clift Hotel, 49'S Geary Street 

Then via the most appropriate streets and highw~ys to 
the San Francisco International Airport. 

'*Route 2' 

On-call service shall be via ,the most ,appropriate; streets 
and highways to pick-up points in the service, area ~efineQ'*in 
Section 3. 

Then via the most appropriate streets and highways to, the " 

San Francisco International Airport. 

Issued by California Public Utilities Commission • 

*ReviseQ by Oecision 84 03 109 , Application 83-,03-25,. 

" 
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APPENDIX A 
Page.,.) . 

Appendix PSC-1169 ARIK SHARABI Original Paqe 3 

SECTION 3. SERVICE AREA. 

Beqinningin the City and County of San Francisco at 
the intersec~ion of Polk Street and Broadway, then along Polk 
Street, Pine Street, Van Ness' Avenue, Hayes Street, Nintl'l. Street, 

I -

Harrison Street, the prolongation of Harrison Street, San Francisco 
Bay shoreline, the prolongation of Broadway, Broadway" Grant Avenue, 
Washington Street, Montgomery Street, Sacr,amento -Street, Kearney 
Street, Bush Street, Montgomery Street, Post Street, Stockton Street, 
and Broadway to the point of beginning at, Polk Street • 

. ~. 

Issued by California Public ~tilities Commission. 

Decision _.;;8~4;.."".;;O~3:;.....;,1::r..C;:;:;.91o:...-_' Application 83-03-25-• 
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Page 1" , 

Appendix PSC-1003 ' 
(D.82-06-048) 
(D.82-08-l08) 

LORRIE'S TPAVEL a. TOURS, INC. 
(PSC-1003) 

Third Revised Page 2' ,­
Cancels 
Second' Revised Page 2, 

SE~ION 1. GENERAL AtrrHORIZA'rIONS, RESTR~CTIONS, LIMITATIONS, 
AND- SPECI~ICATIONS. 

This ce:r:,,!!ificate supersedes all authority previously granted. 
to Lorrie's T.rave(" TOurs, Inc. to operate as' a passengers,tag-e, 
corporation. 

Lorrie's Travel" TOurs, Inc., by th~ certificate of public 
convenience and necessity granted by the decision noted in the margin, 
is authorized as a passenger' stage corporation to- transport passengers 
and their baggage between areas located in San Francisco and the 
San Francisco International Airport and" the Oakland, International 
Airport,(:)ver and a.long th.e cleseribed routes,subject to' the following 

" 

provisions. *These authorizations are subject, however, to' the 
au.thority of this Commission to change or modify the, routes or 
terri to:t:ies at any time and subject to the, follOwing p:rovisions,: 

a. The term "on-call" as used refers to service 
which is authorized to:be rendered dependent 
on the demand of passengers. 'rhe tarif:!s 
and timetables shall show the conditions 
under:which each authorized on-call service 
will berenaerea •. 

:b. (Deleted') 

~ c. No passenqers shall be transported ,except 
those 'having point of origin or des~ination 
at,Sar~ Francisco' International.Airport or 
the O~land International Airport. 

Issued by California Public'TJtilities Commission • 

• "'Revised by Decision 84 03 109 ' , Application S3-04-4S. 
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Appendix PSC-l003 LORRIE'S TRAVEL & TOORS, INC. 
(D.82-06-048) (PSC-1003) 

Fourth Revised paqe" 3 
Cancels, 

(D.82-08-108) 
(D.82-11-002) 
SECTION 1 .. " GENERAL AtlTHORIZATIONS, RES'1'RICTIONS, 

, AND SPECIFI~IONS. (continu~d) 

Third Revised Page 3 

LIMITATIONS, 

d •• All passengers transported to or from the 
Oakland International Airport shall have 
origin or destination ip. 'l'erritory :L. 

I 

e. Operations from Territory 1 to San Francisco 
International Airport shall be conducted on 
an on-eall basis. Operations from San , 
Francisco, International Airport shall be 
conducted on a scheduled basis 'or on-call 
basis or both. 

'*£. Operations between Territories 2 and 3: and 
San Francisco International, Airport shall 
only be conducted'on an on-call basis or 
scheduled basis or both .. 

g.. Operations between Terri tory 1 and' Oakland 
International Airport shall only be conducted 
on an on-call basis. 

h. When route descriptions are given in one 
direction, they apply to· operation in either 
directioninless otherwise indicated. 

Issued by California Public Utilities Commission. 

, '. *Revised by Decision 84 03 leS , Application 83-04-48 ~ 
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Appendix PSC-100'3 
(D.82-06-048) 

LORRIE'S 'I'RA'V'EL & ~OORS, INC.' 
(PSC-1003) 

Second Revised Page 4 
Cancels 
First Revis,ed Page 4 

SEC'I'ION 2. l'ERRITOR~ OESCRIP'rIONS. 

1. Territory 1 

2. 

*3 .. 

Beginninq in the City and County of San Francisco 
at the prolonqation of bivisadero Street and the 
shoreline of San Francisco :say: then 'along the 
prolongation of Divisadero Street, Divisade:o 
Street, Castro Street, Eighteenth Street and its 
prolongations to the shoreline of San Francisco 
Bay, then northerly and westerly to the point' 
of beginning. 

Territory 2 

Be9'inning in the City and county of san Francisco' 
at the prolongation of Divisaaero Street and the 
shoreline of San Francisco' Bay: then along 'the 
prolongation of I>ivisaaero Street, Divisadero 
Street, castro Street, Twentieth Street',; Eureka 
Street, Twenty-~rd Street, Grand View Avenue, 
Clipper Street, Dimnond Heights Bouleva::c, 
Portola Drive, Junipero Serra Boulevard, San 
Francisco City Limit, shoreline of the Pacific 
Ocean and' ,San Francisco' Bay to the point of 
beginning .. 

Territory 3 
II 
I 

Beginning in the City and county of San Francisco 
at the prolongation of 18th Street and the shoreline • 
of San Francisco Bay; ,then by l8:th Street, Castro 
Street, 2'Oth Street, E~eka Street, 23rd Street, 
Grand View Avenue, Clipper Street, Diamond Heights 
Boulevard, Portola Drive, Junipero Serra Boulevard, 
san Francisco, City Limit, Mission Street, Army 
Street and its prolongation to: the shoreline of 
San Francisco Bay and the shor·eline of San Franc-isco 
Bay to- the point of beginning.! . 

'" 

• Issued by California PUblic Utilities Commission • 

• Revised by Decision" 84 03 ,lC9 , Application, 83'-04-48. 



• , 

• 
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Page 1 

, p.ppendix PSC-llS6 
(D.93649) 

Francisco J. Solorio First Revised Page' f ' 
Cancels 
Original P~qe 1 

SECTION 1. GENER1\L Atr.L'HORIZA'l'IONS, RESTRICTIONS, LIMITATIONS, 
AND SPECIFI~IONS. 

Francisco J. Solorio, an individual, by the certificate of 
public convenience and necessity granted by the decision noted in 

the margin, is authorizea as A passenger stage corporation to transport 
passengers, baggage, and express between san Francisco International 
Airport, on the one hand, and the Cities of Santa Clara and San Jose" 
'*and·a portion of San Francisco as described in Section 3, on the 
other hand, subject to the following provisions and restrictions: 

" 

. '*a. No passengers shall be transported except those 
having point ofori9'in,or destination at 
San Francisco· International Airport. 

"b. Deleted. 

c. The transportation of, baggAg'e or express shall 
be on passenger-carrying vehicles only and shall 
be incidental to the transportation'of passengers 
andlilnitecl to a weight of not more than 10'0 ' 
pounds p'er shipment. 

Issued by California PUblic Utilities Commission. 

• '*Revised by Decision 54· 03 lOS , Application 83-07-42. 
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Appendix PSC-1186· 

APPENDIX C 
Page 2 

Francisco J. Solorio Original Page 2 

SECTION 2. ROUTE 'DESCRIPTIONS • 

. Route 1 - Commencing in the City of San Jose I then by State .Route 82 

to the ,City ~f Santa ClarA, then by the most·appropri~te s~eets to 

Highway 101 to San,FranciSco International Airport and retul::n. 

Route 2 - Commencing in Territory 1 in the City and County of 

San Francisco, then by the mo*t appropriate streets and Highway 101 
(Bayshore Freeway) to San Francisco· International Airport- and" return. 

SECTION 3 .. 

, , 

PICK-O?/DROP-oFF L~IONS. 

Santa Clara 
San Jose 

El Camino Real & Scott Blvd_, 
Almaden Blvei. &. Santa Clara: St. 

Territory 1 - Territory 1 is that portion of the City anei County 
of San Franc:i.sco described as follows;; , Beginninqat the shoreline 

of San Francisco Bay anei the City anei County limits of San Franc1sco , 
then along the City anei county limits, Geneva Avenue, San Jose Avenue, 

Dolores s;:reet, Market Street and its prolongation and, the shoreline'" 
of San Francisco Bay to the point of beginning;", 
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