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Decision 88 03 006 MAR 0 9 1988 f7i'i fO) n ~ n rn IJ fl' 
. " : ~ \' ,I !¢1 r t! ~ , uJ\ ! t 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE-OiUCAXoU'oRNnlL:::r 

BAY A:REA SUPERSHUTTLE, INC.. ) 
(PSC-129S), ) 

complainant, 

vs .. 

EDWARD CHUNN, CLIVE ANDREW DE PAULE, 
dba GOOD NEIGHBORS AIR BUS 
(PSC-l370), 

Defendant. 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
)' 
) 

----------------------------------) ) 
In the Matter of the Application of ) 
Clive Anarow 00 Paulo, 4baGOOO ) 
NEIGHBORS AIR BOS, to amend and' ) 
extend its operations.as a ) 
passenger stage corporation under ) . 

case S6-1.1-02'0 
(Filed November l4, 1ge6) 

its certificate otPublic ) Application 86-12-0l1, 
Convenience and Necessity pursuant, ). . (Filed Oece:mber 4,. 1986)' 
to the provisions of Section 1031, ) 
et seq. of the california Public ) 
Utilities Code, between points, in ) 
the counties of San Franciseo ) 
and san Mateo and the San Francisco ) 
International Ait'i)ort. ' ) 

--------------------------------) ) 
In· the Matter of the Application. of ) 
clive. Andrew De Paule and Edward ) 
Chunn, 'dba GOOD NEIGKBORS AIR BOS', ). 
(PSC-l370) tor authority under' ) 
Chapter 4, Articles v and VI of ·the ) 
PUblic Utilities Act to transfer all) 
assets and operating authority to ) 
Mr. Clive Andrew De Paule dba GOOD ) 
NEIGHBORS AIRBUS, changing· GOOD . .) 
NEIGHBORS AIR BUS from a partnership' ). 
to a sole owner;. ) 

----------------------------------), 

'- 1 '-

Application 87-02-0'lO 
(Filed February 4, 1987) 
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Arth~r M. Mooney and Michael A. Mooney, 
Attorneys at Law, for clive Andrew De Paule, 
applicant and defendant. 

Armour, St. John, Wilcox, Goodin & Schlotz, ~y 
Xhomas J. MacBride, Jr., Attorney at Law, 
for Bay Area Supershuttle, Inc., complainant 
and ,protestant. 

Handler, Baker, Greene & Taylor, ~y Raymond A. 
Greene, Jr., Attorney at Law, for SFO 
Airporter, Inc., protestant. 

Alok Eumar, for the Transportation Division. 

OPINION' 

Bay Area SuperShuttle, Inc. (Supershuttle), complains 
that Edward Chunn and Clive Andrew De Paule, a partnership" doing 
business as Good Neighbors,Airport Shuttle (Good Neigbbors) ,are' 

, , 

exceeding their certificated~passenger s~age authoritywhich'allows 
them. to transport passengers ~etween, the, western area, of, san: 
Francisco and the San Francisco International Airport'i (SFO)' by 
unlaW£Ully transporting' pa~senger~' from.' SFO to.: hotels in d.cwntown, 
San Francisco, disgu~sing the unlawful, activity'"as,bei'ng" c:harter 
service. Complainant seeks a" ce~se' and desist:' order,. penalties,.' 
and other relief. (caseCC.), 86-11:-020'.),,' 

• ,II 

Good Neighbors seekst~'extend its passenger stage 
corporation authority from"the ';;~sterndi~trictsofSan:Franci$co " 
(1) to the entire city and County ~f San Francisco-and: (2'), to-, the' 
following cities:,' Daly City,. Colma,. Pacifica, Brisbane, South' San" 
Francisco, 'san B~O, ,Millbr~e,. Buriii-lqame;. lrill'sborouqh,,~'" 

'," .,'''' . 
Mateo, Belmont, Foster City, 'San carlos, Redwood .City, Atherton,,. 
Menlo Park and:Palo,Alto..: (Application (A~)8o.:-12'-011.)' 

It· '. _ 

Clive' Andrew De Paul (De Paule) and Edward Chunn (Chwm) / 
seek C~:mxnission approval of thetrans:fer' ()! 'all 'a~sets: ancl '. . . 

operating authority of Good Neighbors from. Chunn: to De Paule, 
changinqownership:of PSC-13 70,':from.':a'p~ership ,·'toa sole' 
.' "... ' 

proprietorship. (A. 3.7-02-010,.) 

- 2'-, 
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Good Nei~hbors denies the allegations in SuperShuttle's 
complaint. SuperShuttle and SFO Airporter, Inc~ (Airporter) 
protest any extension of Good Neighbors' operatin~ authority~ 
There is no- opposition to the requested ownership change of Good 
Neighbors. 

All three matters were heard on a consolidated record 
before Administrative ~w Jud~e orville I. Wright in San Francisco 

, , 

on June lS and 16, 1987, and o'n August 11,198'7. The proceedings 
were sul:>mitted for decision upon the 'filing o-f concurrent briefs on' 
october 19, 1987. 
Syper$Uttle v. GQ9d Neighbors 

itA charter· can be initiated' at the airport by' 
\Ull:'elated people 'at one, stop,. All: shuttle "i 

carriers do- this,includin~ superShuttlewhen 
the witness was. with ,it.... ',,,, 

,-' . 

3 -" 
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Several generic questions pertinent to airport access 
service arise: 

1. May a unrelated group, o~ people desiring 
transportation from SFO to San'Francisco 
simply'boarda passing van and 
instantaneously become a charter party? 

2.. May a vehicle be' chartered to' transport 
passengers to different,: individually 
desired destinations? 

3.. Mayan on-call carrier to· SFO' operate as a 
charter party carri'er fromSFO simply by 
dividing its charter party rate among a 
groupo'! unrelated passengers? , 

'1'ransportati,on Division ,statf has in:formed us that it 
. expects to, torward a .maj orrulemaking proposal on airport access 

+ ~ '. .,' 

issues to the C!'mm.ission. at an' ,early date. The ,generic questions 
posed by superShuttle's,comp-laint'and Good' NeigbJjors' resp,onse are' 
relevant to, this prop~sal. ,., . " , " .' , ,', ". 

Accordingly.', , we wi'll;' dismiss this complaint without' 
prejudice ana. invite all' parties.' to- .partieipatein the on:"coming 
major rulemak.l.ng proceeding ~.'. ' , ~. ',' . 

E2Q@Dsion of servi!:e 'TerJ:.itoxx'. ' , "'" 
Good Neighbors' waS:, c;rranted: 'on-c~il passenger stag,e 

authority by Decision" (D.)' 84-1i~072;November 7',l984, in " .. 
A.84-05-025 to tranSport passengers "and" 'their b~ggage bet~~en SFO, 

, . -,' " 

on theone'hand,', and the, western, area 'o~ the 'city'of"San'FranciSCO;; 
on the other hand ... PUrsuant to ,this 'authority, applicant provideS., , 

, " 0 I t r .' 

on-call, door':'to-door" airportsh.uttJ.:e, van', ,service.. '. . 
It also- holds charter' P~rmit ,TCP";2644-P: WhicA was' 

oriqimlllr effective from· May: ,2'1/ 19S4, to- May' 2'1'", 198-5,. and has 
been :z;oenewed each'year~ 

Good ,Neighbors s'eeks,to eXtend' .its. pasSenCJer:,sta~e 
,co:r;poration authority:' .to, :(1). the entire 'City'-anc1County .ot· san 
Francisco, and'(Z)~n ,extensi~e, area' of'sAn,'MAteo and.~ta Clara 
counties., both: north 'andsouthot.SFO. 

4 -. 
~' " 

",': 
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~Neighbors' EyiSl@~ 

Applicant points out that a SFO study shows that there 
are al:)out 27,000,000 persons ~er year traveling through the 
airport. Of this number, appro~imately 40% are gOing to or from 

." , 

San Francisco and 20% are traveling to-or from. cities in San Mateo 
and Santa Clara counties. According to the study, 28!'& of the San 
Francisco and 60% of the San Mateo and Sant,a Claraco1.Ulties 
traveling public to and fromSFO' are using private transportation. 
Applicant asserts that' this represents in excess· of 5 .. 000,000 
potential passengers per 'year from these areas and, shows a public' 

, '. . 
need for applicant's proposed, setvice .. , 

A Good. N'eighDors'" clispatcher testified, 'that he :r:ceeives' 
e'iqht to 12 ealls per' shift day' 'from potential. customers outside of ' 
western san' :t:raneisc?,., . ,Of these cal'ls 'for airport, service; at. 
least one call eve,rt, other, day is tromthe Oaly City area, and a, 
number of calls, ar.e,received ,from PQi'nts near SFO.; Applicant's' , 
other dispatchers:r.eport similar ',demands for service, 'accordin~' to 
the record.. ' ,', <, 

~Od: Neighbors', owner te'st i'tied , that he, commenced 
business in 1984 with. one van and' nowoperates.wi~~':seven vans. 

The're~ora:shows'that applicant carried,9,7Z9 passengers 
in 1985, Z7/945- passengers, i~ 198'6, 'and an estiIuated':S9;S9S, 
passengers in 1987. 

Applicant'presented two pub11ewitnesseswho had:useCl: 
Good Neigbbors; servi,ceseveral: 'time~. Ea'Ch witness 't~st:rfledthat 
applicant's shuttle was good, rel:i~'le< andorL tilne~· . They ,supported.' 

"., 

the application for extended service. 
Good· Neighbors notes that superShu1;tle,is.autnorizedtO' 

provide SFO on-cal'l service. from within the" entire San: Francisco.
boundaries. and ~ik Sharabfhas recently :been'·allow~d ,to-expand his 
servic:~ territo:tyt~ :i:nclud~' virt~ally:'al'l of San Francisco- .-
(0 .. 87-08-034" Auqust 2'6, '1987).. Applicant arques ,tllatboth 

"'" . , 

, .. ' 
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fairness and beneficial competition will result if it is allowed an 
equivalent extension of its service area. 

Applicant's annual report for 1989 shows passenger 
revenues of $1?$,3S3 and net income of $16,035 for that year. the 
comparative balanee sheet in this report shows net worth of $10,.273. 

and assets of $1&,300. 

Protest of Airporter 
Airporter,conducts scheduled service from a' nuxnl:>erot San 

Francisco hotels' to and from' S1:0'., ' 'I'he nature-of this service makes 
~ '.. . 

it apparent that Airporter'cannot-provide'the door-to-door on-call 
service which GOod Nei9'hbors ,presently .conducts and· proposes, to., 
expand. As 'appl.icant's service 'i~'demand're'spo,nsive, it: alsO: seems 
clear that 'it will ,compete incidentally, if at all,. with' 
Airporter"s scheduled hotel piclo.lps~ 
statt, Positis>n 

Staff's brief in'thi,s proceeding;z::ecom:mends that the 
Commission. qra~tG60d Neighbors"application'to,extend'its,service' 
area to inc1u~e a11_Of"th.e City. and, eountyof.San,Yrancisco,. but 

deny~ at this timer i:ts request to serve' SFO ,from;' pointsinSa:ri, 
Mateo and santa, Clara counties .. 

Staff"s review, of .the record persuade's it that Good 
• ,', ' ,c ," .... •.• 

Neig'hbors is pertor;ming' a "g'ood, seryiee' at present and should be_ 

allowed to., implement 'its plan" to '~erve' all 'of San': Francisc6~ 
However,. staff ,opposes extending applieant"s'-se~ice area to-
incl:ude pointS' ~lltside of' San>; Francisco.. , ' ,',,' . 

If peninsula: service is:authorized,,. r~as~ns s~f,.. , 
applicant 'Will either beusinq' tewer:,vans 'to 'serve its authoriz~ 
territory or it wil:l be"serving 'peninsula cities- on a *wllen the van 
is available* basis. In' 'ei therease,. , public convenience~d'" ' 
necessity would 'not be serVed): '-staff' eo~~l~des'~' 

. . . . .' 
Protgst or SUper$huttle' " 

, " 

," 

SUperShuttle contends :that,applicant"should be denied. any 
extension of"::f.ts operating.' authority" on theqro~d that it ,is un'fit ' 

• ' I',' " 
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as it already is unlawfully serving the entire City of San 
Francisco. 

Protestant relies upon the evidence it presented in its 
complaint proceeding to support its" position in the application 
pro.ceeding_ 

We have found that the major complaint evidence raises 
questions best answered in the upcoming': airport access case and 
have decided to dism.iss- the complaint withoutprej,udice., 

While there is at'least one proven incident of GOod 
Neighbors' carrying a single passenger from SFOt~'a point in San 

Franeisco, outside' of its authorized service area~ there, is,also
substantial evidence that Good: Neighbors does not intentionally 
provide unauthorized,on-call'service .. 

, , We think-that the record: in this ease <ioes.not jus.tity a, 
finding that appli'eant':isuntit to perform additional 'on-call '-, 

" .., .. , 

service. 
FUrther, we findthatthere'is insufficient evidence in 

the record to 'determine whether' or not supers'huttle is'meetinq,the" 
, , 

transpertatien demands. of the:'additienal san'Francisco' ,areas sought. 
to. be served by Goed: NeighJ:)e:t:s _ ' 
Discussion .' ., 

Applicant's eonsistent:reeord. of increasing patronage
within the past three years., ·as sh~Wn by i ts;-~v:i:dence in this.'· 
proceed'i~g, ,adeqUate'lydexnonstr'ates"~itSabili ty to pr6vl.<ie 
additional -on-call 'service. Its-'financial.:po~itien, showing no 
unpaid bills- at~ the clos~',of':"Jo9S&''With assets ot' $1.6,3.00:,apPear~·', " 
adequate,.' as well" in ,the' light:'~:f its:. cons:;(stently increasing" ' 
revenues •. 

The, need ,t'or Good, N4:dgbbors '_service to,' and.' t'rom. the 
extended' areas is ,supporteci,~))y"gen~ral sFo'statisticS a~ to-tl:re' ", 
nu:mber o.f potential passengers' iridic'ated by the: ,number' 0.:- ' private 
cars entering andd,epart1nq' SFO'. ' " . 

, ~ , " 

7 -', 

'.' 
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For San Francisco, need is shown by testimony and 
exhibits showing that Good Neiq~ors' receives, on average, trom 10 ( . 
to 20 requests per day for airport service from persons in the city 
but not within applicant's limited authorized western' zone. This 
need is supported by a designed plan of service implementation , 
which ~es into account both passenger demand and supply capacity. 

For points outside ot san Francisco-, the evidence is that 
,OnlY one or two requests per day are received, and these are- trom 
persons residinq close by SFO. Further, appliean:t: submits no 
service plan other than to make a van available to peninsula· 
residents it and when required. We adopt statf's critique ot 
applicant's peninsula proposal that such'expansion, at this. time, 
would not be in the public interest. 
'l'ranster of Assetrt 

De Paule and Chunn seek Commission approval of the 
transfer of all assets and operatinqauthori ty ot Good Neighbors. 
trom Chunn and De Paule, a partnership., to De Paule, an. individual: 
proprietorship· (A.37":'02-010)., 

There is no, opposition to this application and staff , 
recomm~ds that it be approved. 
COmments 

Pursuant to the Commission's Rules of Practice and 
Procedure, the proposed'decision ot the assigned .. administrative 'law' 
jUdqe for this proceeding was filed w!ththe' Commission and 
distributed to' the' parties on February 4, 1985.. 'Comments. were . 
filed by Bay Area SUperShuttle, Inc. on February 24, 19S8-, and Good 

Neighbors filed a timely response~ 
, " 

Our review ot ,the tiled, comments and. response does not ' 
persuade us that any change in the proposed. decision is 
appropria.te. 

- 8: -
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firu\inqsot::Q~ 
1. SuperShuttle complains that Good. Neighbors is unlawfully 

transporting passengers from SFO to hotels in downtown San 

Francisco, disguising the unlawful aeti vi ty as bein9' Charter 
service. 

2. The questions raised by the complaint are in the purview 
of, and will be better answered in" the maj or indust%'y-wide 
rulemakin9' proposal on airport access issues. bein9' forwarded to the 

,Commission by Transportation Division statt at an early date. 
3. Applicant'S requested extension of its on-eall service 

area. to include all of the City and', County of san Francisco is, not 
adverse to the public interest~ 

4. Applicant's requested extension, of its on-call service 
area to include, cities in san Mateo, and Santa Clara counties has 
not been shown to meet the requirements of public convenience and 
necessity. 

s. Good. Neighbors has the ability' and financial resources to ' 
provide on-call service between all of ~ Francisco. andSFo~ 

" ' 

6. Tbe record, shows that Airporter anel SUpe.rShuttle will not 
provide on-eall"service, as. propos~cl. by applicant, 'to the ' 
satisfaction of the commission. 

7. 'De Paule and ChUllll., seek' commission, approval of the 
transfer of all assets and· operating authori,ty of Good Neighbors 
from De Paule and, Chunn" a partnership, to De Paule, an individual 
proprietorship,. There is no.oPPc:'sition to. this- applic:ation_ 

S. It can ,be seen Withcertaintytbat th~re is no 
possibility that the activity ill question may-have a. si9ni~ieant "." 
effect on the enviromnent .. · 

:'\' 
CODklusions or Law' 

, . 
1. C.86-11-020 should be dismissed w:tthou~prejudice_ " 
2. 'the parti~s in, C.86-11.-~ZO are invited to- participate'in', 

the on-eominqrulemakinq proceeding • 

- 9 '- , 'L 
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3. A.S7-02-0l0 ana A.S6-l2-0ll are granted as set forth in 
the following order. 

Only the amount paid to the State. for operative rights 
may be used in rate fixing. The State may grant lJ:ny nu:mber of 
rights and may cancel or modify the monopoly feature of these 
rights at any time. 

Q R.D E R 

rr :IS ORDERED. that: 
l. C.S6-11-020 is dismissed without prejudice. 
2. . The certificate of public convenience and necessity 

issued by the commission in D.84-11-072 is ~ended as set forth in 
the attached Appendix PSC-137.0. 

3. Applicant shall: 
a. File a written acceptance of this' 

certiricate within 30 days after this order 
is effective • 

1>. Establish the authorized service and· file 
tariffs and timetables within 120 days 
after this order is etfective_ . 

c. State in his tariffs. and tilnetables when 
service will start; allow at least 10 days' 
notice to the commission; and· make 
timetables and tariffs effective 10 'or more 
claysatter this order. is effective. 

d. Comply with General Orders Series 79,98, 
101, and. 104, and the CAlifornia Highway 
Patrol ~afoty ruleG •. 

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

f. Remit to· the: commission the Transporta.tion 
Reixabursement Fee reqllired byPU Code § 403 
when notified by mail to do so. . 
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4.. Prior to initiating se:z:vice to any airport, applicant 
shall notify the airport authority involved. This. certificate does 
not authorize the holder to conduct any operations on the property 

, . 
of or into MY airport unless such operation is authorized by both 

this commission and the airport authority involved. 
$. Applicant is authorized to begin operations on the date 

that the Executive Director mails a notiee to applieant that he has 

evidence of insurance on ,:file with the Commission and that the 
california Highway Patrol has, approved the use ,of applicant's 
vehicles for service. 

6. '!he application is granted as set forth above.' 
This order becomes effective '30' days from to<lay. 
Dated 1MB 0 98' ' at San Francisco, california.:.; '. 

- 11 -

NL£Y" ~ :f!V"L'E'!"t': 
STAl Pre!;io...~ . 

DONALD VIAL " '. 
}'llEDElUCKll D01).\.::' 
~ .)d1TCBFlI" W'.ILC ", 

, JOHN a. OHANIAN ',' " 
,Comm~ 

" 

" 

" 

'. !'" I. 

, ":, 

, . I!, , 
" 



• 

'. 

• 

Appencix PSC-1370 CLIVE ANDREW DE PAULE Original Title Page 

CERTIFICATE 

OF 

PUBLIC CONVENIENCE AND NECE"SSIT;( 

AS A PASSENCER STACE:CORPORATION 

Showing passenger stage operative right.s,. restrictions,.' 
limi t;a,ti~~S "e,xeep,tions, a.nd privileges •. 

Alf' changes and ame'ndments as a,utho,rized' by 
the Puolic,Otilities.: Commiss..ion: o·fthe 'State ·of Califo,rnia 

will be' made' as" revised,paQes, or ",dde,d original pages. 

,t, " 

, ... ' .. 

Issuec under auth~rity of:. Deci'sion SS:03, ~:': d~ted MAR 0"9 '1988'" 
of· the.Pill>lic trtilitie,s Commission of the State- of Californl..3..; l.n " 
ApplicationS,6-12-:-011.: 

" ,'. 

.. " 
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APPENDIX PSC-1370 CLIVE ANDREW DE PAULE Original Page 1 

Page: 

SECTION 1. GENERAL AOTHORIZATIONS~. RESTRICTIONS, 
LIMITATIONS ANO S,PECIE'ICATIONS ........ oooo.... :2 

SECTION 2 • ROO''I'£' DESCRIP'I'IONS.,oooooooo' .. ~ oo .. oooo .. oo .. oo oo,.. ..... .. 3 

, ' 

., 
. ,\~ 

,. 

Issuce by California Public Oti"lities,Commission • 

Oecis:ion ,sa: 03 06S , Application 86-12'-011. 

. . ,~ 

'.: 

" . 
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SECTION 1. GENERAL AOTHORIZATIONS, RESTRICTIONS, LIMITATIONS, 
A.l.'JO SPECIF ICATIONS 0, ' 

Clive Andrew De' Paule" ~y the cert.ificate of p'uJ:)lic 
conveni~nce and. necessity granted by 'the declsionno'ted in the 
margin, is authorized. to, transport passengers' and. bag~aQe between 
points in, the City ,'and, County' of~'San'; Francisco, on the o~e hand; 

and San Francisco 'Inte~n~tional 'A.irp6rt, (SFO) , on the other hane" " 
I • • • -, , 

over and alenQ tho' rout~s c:!cseribe~,'s,ubjoet~ hOwever,. 'to the " 
'authorityof this C;mr.u;sion'to change",er modify the routes at' any 

time and subject to the'follo":'ing p'rovi~ions;"" , . 
. /"', 

a. Motor vehicles may be. ·turned at termini ,and 
intermcdia'te'points,,',in ei therd'irect.ion, at 
i:nterseet,ions o,f 'st,ree,ts:o,r by. operating , 
,a'rounda :J:)lock contiguous to such intersections, 
in'ae'eorda:nce with' 'local traffic regulations'. , 

b;. When route de,scr'iptions are 9i~en'iri6ne .. 
'direction, ,they, ap.ply"to ope'ration' in' either 
direction ,unle,~sctherwise' indica.ted.' :' 

,", 

c. No, passengers. shafl be 'transported 'except 
those- having point of, or:i:gin 'or de:stination 
at' SFO~' . ; 

d .'I'his c'e-rtificate d:Oes not'·' authorize theho'leer " ' 
,to conduct any ,operatiO:ns on" the-,p.roperty of 
or ,int~ any airpo'rtunJ.ess$'uc:h.o~ration' is, , 
,authori zed·; by both this. Commission and ,the ' 
'airport authorlty~nvolvec1':":'. ' 

e e' Service shall be' 'provic1ed o~ a'seven-eay' 
J?e-r' week on-call basis. " . 

,." " 

" ' .. 
""" . , 

.. ' 
.~. •• ".It' 

Issued ,by california pub-li,e·O'tilities, Commission.' 

sa 03 006 Decis·ion --_____ ,APPlicationS·6-12-0' L 

, :: 

"t • 
, ,,' 

,H 1" 

,I ,. ~. " .' 
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Appendix PSC-1370 CLIVE ANDRew DE PAULE Original Page 3 

SECTION 2. ROUTE OESCRIPTIONS. 

Route 1 - San Francisco to SFO 

COI:lmc,nc-ing at any poin.t anywhere' within the City 
and. County of San Francisco, then via the most 
appropriate streets and. highways to SFO .. ' 

, . 

Issued by california Pul>lic"Otilities' Commission. 

Decision 8803: 0(;6,Applica:tio.n·8:6'-12~Oli:;;' 
'." ", .:' 

'., 

.. 
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Arthur M. Mooney and Michael A. Mooney, 
Attorneys at Law, for Clive Andrew De Paule, 
applicant and defendant. 

Armour, St. John, wilcox, Goodin, & Schlotz, ~y 
Thomas J. MaxBride, Jr., Attorney at Law, 
tor Bay Area, SupcrShuttle, Ine., eomplainan 
and protestant. , 

Handler, Baker, Greene &, Taylor, ~y Ara H. 
Shirinian" Attorney' at, Law" for SFO 
Airporter,.Ine .. ,protestant. , " 

Alokxumar, tor the 'l'~ansportation Oiv~ion. 

o ? r N ;['0' N 

, " 

Bay Area SuperShuttle" Inc. (S complains 
that Edward Chunn and Clive Anetre", 'De' P. ule,a partnership doing 
business as Good Neighl:>or~ Airport '$ ttle' (Good, Neighbors),' are ' 
exeeedi~g their eertifieated passen er stag~'autbority which allows 
them to transport passengers '~etw n, the- western' 'area of San 
Franeiseo' 'and the San., Franeisco, nternat1onal', Airport (SFO) , ~y, ' 

• < 1/ ," ~, ' , ' , 

unlawfullytransportinqpassen ers 'from' SFC-' :to hotels in ,downtown ' 
sa:n Franeise~~ di~quisingth' unJ.a~ful a,ctiV"it~as beixtg ~arter 
service.. Complainant' see ',a' cease and desist, order , penalties, 
and ,other reliet: (c~se<: C~), S:6-ll-,O'ZO .. )~ . , ',' 

Good~eighlio~ ,se~ to~ 'extend: . its passenger stage 
eorporationauthori ty" rom the. westerndistriets of San Franciseo, 
(1) to- the entir~ 6. Mer 'countY,Qt, San Fra:ncisco-: ~~ (Z,);' to, the' 
following cities:, ' ly City ,,'colma:; ~aeif:t~a'hBl:~sbarie" South ,san,' ;1 

Franeisc~,. San BrU 0,. Millbrae",',Burlingame'" HillsbOrough, san 
, Mateo, Belmont, F. ster: City, ,San, carlos',.'ReclWO<Xi'CitY', 'Atherton". ' 

Menlo. p~k'and' 10. Alt~ .. ',CApplication'(A~)" 8,6~12-0li.), " '., 
, ' Clivi Andr4!w ~~,,:paUl;,(~epaUle') and',EaWard,OUUUl(ChllIln) 

seek CO~iS5;on app::oval of the., transfer' ~t. '7~l 'as,-sets ,a:;~ ",' 
operatinq. au,thority ot"Good' NeighbQrs trom;"Cbunn, to: De Paule, 
Changing. o~ership Of,' PsC:l~70 trom a;' p~nership- to"~sole' 
proprieto!ship. (A~8-7-0Z-010 .. ) , ".', ." ' I . 

"'" 'I" 

z -

. "', 



• 

'.' 

• 

C.86-11-020 et al. AlJ/OIW/fs 

For San Francisco, need is shown by testimony and 
exhibits showinq that Good Neiqhbors' receives, on average, from 10 
to 20 requests per day for airport service from persons in'the cit~ 
but not within applicant's limited authorized western zone. T~ 
need is supported by a designed plan of service' imp~ementat~ot( . ".. . '. / . 
wh:Lch takes :Lnto'acc,ount both passenger dem,and and supplrapaCl. ty • 

For points outside of san: Francisco.,. the evidence is that 
only one or tW~:requests per d.ayare received,.. andt~e are' from 
persons residing close 1:>y SFO •. Further , applicanVsul;)mits no ,.' 

, .. , / ' , 

service plan other tha~ to, make a van available~o peninsula 
residents if and when required •. We ad.opt staM's critique of 
applicant's pe~nsula proposal that such e /nsion., at 'this time, "" 
wC>ul,d. not be, in the public' interest ." 
~~ter of Assets 

De Paule and Chunn seek Co ssion approval of the 

tr~sfer of .all asse.ts .. ~nd. operati~authority of GOod.' Neighbors, ' 
from Chunn and De Paule,. a partnet"Ship" to'DePaule, an individ.ual 
pr~pr~etorsh,iP:'(A'.87,~02-0'lO)~ /' '~,. " ,". ' ' .' ", . 

, There' is no <?~~C?~it~n:to-this application and staff 
recommends that. it be ,approv~,. , '.' 
Findings or' [act" . ',' .' /: \ " , " , ',' ' 

,1... ,SupeX'Shuttle" c~Plains :that Good Neighbors is unlawfUlly··, 
transporting., pa~se~~ero/f~om:,SFO',to,' hotels in downtown san 
:e:~~o' disguiSin~: unJ; .. ~ activity ~s beinq charter 

2 ~ The questions raised ,by the complaint are in the pu:rvie~ 
'/ " , , 

of,. and""will be, l:>«tter,answered in, ':the ,:majorindustry-wid.e 
, .. ',I ' , .. ' , " .. 

rulemaking 'prop?a.l ~nairpox:ta.ecess ,issues ,be'in~ torwara,ed to ~e .' 
commission by 'Dransportation\Division, stat'f at, an early date.. ',...' 

3., APpiicant "s<reques.ted::eXten~ion of itson~all: serVice' .. 
'area to i:n(:~de 'all>oi .. the~'City::a~~county of ,San Franciseo.is not 
adNerse re Pul>li~1ntere .. t., ,'" 

-"S:'.;~ 

. " 
.. ,', , " 

, '. 

.... 
'I' . 

~' " , 

. .,' .. , 
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4. Applicant's requested extension of its on-call service 
area to include cities in San Mateo and Santa Clara counties has 
not been shown to meet the requirements of public convenien~e and~ 
necessity. /. 

5. Good Noig~ors has the: a})ili,ty and" financialro~oUJCes to 
provide on-call servico between all, ot! San Francisco' anel ~., 

6. . The record shows that Airporter and' SUperShu.tre will not 
provide on-~al1 service, as proposed by a,PPlicantZto , e ' 
satisfaction of the commisSion., ',", 

. 7 • De Paule, and Chunn seek Commission' appr a1 of the 
transfer of all assets and ope~ating., aU'thorityjt{Good Nei9b:.oors " 
from. De pa~le and cnunn,' a partnership, tooe/pau1e"an ind.ividual 
proprietorship. There is no oppositi,~n ~'~,",thiS application. ' 

$. It can l:le seen with certainty 7~t there is no . 
possibility that the activity in"questi,'m~Y 'have 'a ~iCJni!icant,' 
e!t!eet on the environment~ 

,Con&lusi,2ns of Law 
1. C ... S'6-11~OZO smissed, W:Lthout, prejudice. ' 
z. The parties in' C.S6-1i 020 are invited to participate in 

the on-cominq' rulemaJdng proee Cling. . , 
• '.,' i 

3.' A.S.7-0Z';"OlOandA.. -3.2-0'11 are qrantedas sot forth in' 
the tollowing order. 

Only tho amount 
may 'be 

aid. to tho, State, tor operative- ri9hts 
, • - I 

used in rate fixi,ng. 'l'heStatemay ~rant any n'Wnl>er ot, 

rights and may cancel 
rights at any time,. 

I " 
or modify the monopoly feature of: these , " 

o B D' E It 

I" ", ' , 

, "',' : 

1./~.S~-11-020'iS aismis~ed' withou~ prejudice. 

- 9 -

.'.", I, 
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2. The certificate of pUblic convenience and necessity 
issued by the Commission in 0.$4-11-072 is amended as set forth in 
the attached Appendix PSC-1370. 

3. Applieant shall: 
a. File a written acceptance o,t'this 

certificate within 30 days after this order, 
is effective. 

D. Establish the authorized service and file 
tariffs and timetables withinlZO days 
after this order is.. etteetive~ , , 

c. State in h.is tariffs. and timetables en ' 
service will start; allow at least .l"b ~ays', 
notice to' the. Commission; and'mak~ 
timetables and tariffs effeetive/.L0- or,more 
days "after this order is effeet.cCve~.' " 

d. Comply with Gene'ral orders~fo:e's. 79, ,98,. 
101, and 104; and-theCali~rn:i:aHighway' 
Patrol safety ·,rules ... : ""/', ,.' , 

e. ,Maintain accountinq 'reQOrds inconformity 
with ~~e unit'o,~. ~~sr- ~'f Aecount~ .. , ' 

f •. Remit to the Commi~ion,the Transportation' , 
Reimbursement Fe~;re~ired by PUCode § 403 

" wh~n notified br-ail,to d~ 'so. 

4. Prior to,,~nitiatil}CJserviee.to,any airport, appl,icant, 
shall not±fy the airport'authority 'involved~ This certificate does 

',,' I", " ,',' ,,' 
not authorize. ,the hOlder~o conduct, a'IJ.y ,ope:ra~io~ on ~e, l?ro~rty " 
of or into- any' airport' ess such, operation ,is· authorized )~y both. ' 
th.isColDll1ission" and - airport authority inVOlved • 

10' ,-',.: 

.. , 

,I: • , 
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, ' 
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// 
5_ Applicant is authorized to begin operations on th,e~ate 

that the Executive Direct~r mails a notice to' applicant t~t he has 
evidence of insurance on file with the commission ana th'at the ' 

cal~fornia HiqhWa~,patrol has approved the use oflP{ieantfs 
veh~cles for' serv~ce. ' 

0_ The appl'ication is granted as setfort-h. abover 
This order becomes effective 30 days/from-today ... 

/ 

Oated ,. at San rancisco, California .. 

. ' ' 

" ;r' .,,', .. 
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