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Decision

GRIGINE

BEFORE TEE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE-OR\CALIF

BAY AREA SUPERSHUTITLE, INC.
(PSC-1298),

Complainant,
vSs. Case 86-11-020
(Filed November 14, 1986)
EDWARD CHUNN, CLIVE ANDREW DE PAULE,
dba GOOD NEIGHBORS AIR BUS
(PSC-1370) ,

Defendant.

In the Matter of the Application of
Clive Andrew Dc Paule, dba GOOD-
NEIGHBORS AIR BUS, to amend and
extend its operations as a
passenger stage corporation under
its certificate of Public
Convenience and Necessity pursuant.
to the provisions of Section 1031,
et seq. of the California Public
Utiiities Code, between points.in
the counties of San Francisco
and San Mateo and the San Francisco
International Azrport.

Appl;catlon 86~12-011
(Filed December 4, 1986)

In the Matter of the Applicatxon of
Clive Andrew De Paule and Edward
Chunn, dba GOOD NEIGHBORS AIR BUS,
(PSC=~1370) for authority under
Chapter 4, Articles V and VI of "the
Public Utilities Act to transfer all
assets and operating authority teo
Mr. Clive Andrew De Paule dba GOOD
NEIGHBORS AIR BUS, changing GOOD -
NEIGHBORS AIR BUS from a partnersth
to a sole owner. :

Application 87-02~010
(Filed February 4, 1987)
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and Michael A. Mooney,
Attorneys at Law, for Clive Andrew De Paule,
applicant and defendant.

Armour, St. John, Wilcox, Goodin & Schlotz, by
Thonas_J. MacBride. Jr., Attoxrmey at Law,
for Bay Area SuperShuttle, Inc., complainant
and . protestant.

Handler, Baker, Greene & Taylor, by Ravmend A.
Greene, Jr., Attorney at Law, for SFO
Alrxportexr, Inc., protestant. ’

Alek Kunar, for the Transportatmon Dmvxsmon.

OFPXNTION
Bay Area SuperShﬁttle, Inc. (Supershdttle), complains ‘

that Edward Chunn and Clive Andrew De Paule, a partnersth-doxng
business as Good Nezghbors‘A;rport Shuttle (Good Nemghbors), ‘are

'exceedxng their certificated: passengexr stage authorlty whlch allows -
,them to transport passengers between the western: area of San:

Francisco and the San Franoisoo International Airport (SFO) by
unlawfully transporting passengers from SFO to—hotels in downtown
San Francisco, disgursing the unlawful activity a5~be;ng charter
servxce. Complainant. seeks a cease and desxst oxder, penalt;es,"
and other relief. (Case (C.) as-u—ozo ) S ‘
Good Neighbors seeks to extend its passenger stage
coxporation authority from the western d;stricts of San Franc;sco o
(1) to the entlre~c1ty and. County of San Francxsco and- (2) to-the "“
following omtzes.‘ Daly c;ty, Colma, Pacrf;ca, Br;sbane, South san
Francisco, San Bruno,. Mlllbrae, Burlzngame, H;llsborough, San_
Mateo, Belmont, Foster City, San Carlos, Redwood City, A:herton,
Menlo Park and ‘Palo Alto. (Applxcation (A.) 86—12-011 R :
: Clive Andrew De Paul (De Paule) and Edward Chunn (Chunn)
seek Commission approval of the. trans!er of all assets and ‘
operating authority of Good Ne;ghbors from Chunn to De Paule,.
changing ownershlp -of. PSC-1370 rrom a partnership to a sole
propr:\.etorsm.p. (A.s:z-oz-omo ) ) X
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Good Neighbors denies the allegations in SuperShuttle’s
complaint. SuperShuttle and SFO Airporter, Inc. (Airperter)
protest any extension of Good Neighbors’ operating authority.

There is no—opposition to the requested ownership change of Good
Nemghbors.

All three matters were heard on a consolldated record
before Administrative Law Judge orville I.‘erght in San Francisco
on June 15 and 16, 1987 and on August i1, 2987. The proceed;ngs

were submitted for decxsmon upon. the’ f;llng of concurrent brlefs on ﬁ‘

October 19, 1987. _ - o

Supershuttle’s evidence is that a prxvate lnvestlgator in

its employ went to SFO and sought transportatzon to hotels in "
downtown San Franc;sco, outside of defendant's authorized servlce
area, from Good Nemghbors’ vans. On fzve~o£ s;x occasions, the
.xnvestzgator succeeded in. gamnmng passage to'the‘unauthorxzed on-'
call poxnts, paying an apparent per capita rare or $7.50. ‘

‘ ' Defendant’s response 15.that it follows the allegedly
common practice: of fxlllng lts vans. with passengers at. SFO on. the
authornty of its charter party certlflcate, xplaznmng-'

"A,charter is a group of " people who want to go
- to a specific destmnatzon or destinations for a'
flat charter rate. Good Neighbors’ charter
fare for its 7-passenger vans between San

 Francisco and SFO is $30:00, irrespective of
numbey of passengers transported,. and allows
several stops. Hotels charge a $6.00° :
commission for charters. ' If.a charter is not.
from a hotel, this amount maght be given: as a
discount to the charter group. Good Neighbors-
now has about 1S charter passengers ‘north- rrom
SFO per day.“_ P ] )

”A chartexr can be 1n1tiated at the alrport by
unrelated. people ‘at one.stop.- All shuttle ..
caxriers 4o this,. 1nc1uding SuperShuttle ‘when
the wltness was wmth itc.~
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-

Several generic questlons pertinent to airport access
service arise:

1. May a unrelated group of people desiring
transportation from SFO to San Francisco
simply board a passing van and -
lnstantaneously beceme 2 charter party?

2. May a vehicle be chartered to transport
passengers to different,. 1nd1v1dua11y
desired destrnataons’ ‘

May an on-call carrler to SFo operate as a
charter party carrier from SFO simply by
dividing its charter party rate ameng a
group of unrelated passengers’ ‘
Transportatlon DlVlSlon stazf has an!ormcd us that it
- expects to !orward a major rulemakang proposal on.aarport access
issues to the Commission at an’ early date. The- generlc questlons.
'posed by SuperShuttle's complaxnt and Good Neaghbors’ response are
relevant to this proposal. T = e
' Accordangly,(we wills dasmass this complaant wrthout
prejudice and invite all partaes to'part1c1pate an the on—comang
.major rulemakang proceeding... ‘ 5 :

' Good Neagbbors was-granted on—call passenger stage
authorlty by Decasaon (D.) 84-11-072, November 7 1984, xn _
A.84-05-025 to transport,passengers and ‘their baggage between SFO
on the one hand, and the western area of the 01ty of. San Francascor
on the other hand. Pursuant o thas authoraty, applzcant provades
on-call, door-to—door, aarport sbuttle van' servzce.‘“'-v

, It also-holds Cbarter Permlt TCP-2644-P wbach was R
) or;gznally ezfectrve rrom May 21, 1984 to~May 21, 1985, and has 7 o
been renewed each’ year. '

Good- Neighbors seeks to extend its passenger stage
,corporataon autnority to (1) the entire Caty-and County of.San |
Francisco, and (2) an extensive area ot ‘San’ Mateo and Santa Clara
counties, both,north and south or SFO. ' '
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:ah) » pvia
Applicant points out that a SFO study shows that there
are about 27,000,000 persons per year traveling through the
airport. 0f this number, approxxmately 40% are going to or from
San Francisco and 20% are travellng to or from cities in San Mateo
and Santa Clara count;es. Accord;ng to the study, 28% of the San -
Francisco and 60% of the San Mateo and Santa czara counties

traveling public to and fronm SFO are usan pr;vate transportation. . f”‘f‘

Applicant asserts that thxs represents in’ excess of 5, 000 eoo0
potential passengers per year fxom these areas and shows a publlc N
need for applxcant's proposed serv;ce. -
‘ A Good Nexghbors’ dxspatcher testmf;ed that he recexves
eight to 12 calls pexr shift day trom,pctent;el customers outsxde of -
western San Franclsco. Of‘these calls zor alrport servmce, at .
~least one call every other day is trom,the Daly City area, and a
nunber of calls. are recelved :rom po;nts near. SFO.; Appl;cant' ‘
'~ other dlspatchers report smm;lar demands ror servzce, accord;ng to
the record.'.‘,.;‘ o . :

Good Ne;ghbors' owner testzrmed that he commenced
buszness in 1984 thh ene van and now . operates‘wltn seven vans. -

The record shows’ that appllcant carrmed 9,729 pessengers L
in 1985, 27, 945 passengers in 1986 and an est;mated 59 898
passengers in 1987. | - :

Appllcant presented two publlc w;tnesses who had used
Good Nelghbors' servmce several times. Each watness test;f;ed that
applicant’s shuttle was good, relxable and on txme. They,supported‘”*
the appllcatzon for extended service.

Good: Nelghbors notes that SuperShuttle is autnorlzed to
provide SFQ on—call serv1ce zrom w1th1n the ent;re San Francxscov g
- boundaries and Arik Sharabi has recently been allowed to expend hls'
service territory to include v1rtua11y all of San. Franc:sco— - '
(D. 87—08-034 August 26, 1987).1 Applzcant,argues that ‘both-

-
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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 1986 shows passenger
revenues of $155,383 and net income of $16,635 for that year. The
conparative balance sheet in th;s,report shows net worth of $10 273
and assets of $16,300.

~ Airporter conducts scheduled service from a number of San
Francisco hotels to and from' SFO; ' The nature- of th;s servmce makesl”
it apparent that A;rporter cannot provide the door-to—door on-call
service which Good Nezghbors presently conducts and. proposes. to

'expand. As appl;cant’s servmce is demand respons;ve, it alse seems f»?

clear that it will compete 1nc1dentally, it at all, with
Airporter’s scheduled hotel plckups. ’
' Starf’s brzef in thzs proceed;ng recommends that the

Commxssxon.grant Good Ne;ghbors’ application to-extend its service ‘fﬁ"

area to include all _.of the City and- County of .San: I-‘ra.nca.sco, but
deny, at this tlme, its request to serve SFO !rom polnts 1n San
Mateo and Santa Clara count;es. . -

Staff's review: oz the record persuades it that Good
Neighbors ls.pertormznq a. good serv;ce at present and. should be
allowed to. 1mplement its plan to serve all of San Frarcxsco.l
However, staff opposes extendlng appl;cant's serv;ce area to
include polnts outsmde of San Franclsco.‘ TR

Ir penlnsula service is. author;zed, ‘reasons. starr,'l&‘
applzcant w111 ezther be using rewer vans to serve its author;zed

terr;tory or it will be serving pen;nsula czties on a. 7when the van'?;ffe

is available” basms. In e;ther caser publmc convenlence and
necessity would ‘not be served, staff concludes. ‘
EIﬂkﬂﬁs_Qz_SnnszﬁhH:SlQ - -

SuperShuttle contends that appllcant should be denmed any

extension or its operatzng authority on the ground that 1t is unrlt_ﬁ”f o
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as it already is unlawfully serving the entire C;ty of San
Francisco.

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

We have found that the'major complalnt evidence raises
questions best answered in the upcom;ng a;rport access case and
have decided to dismiss the complalnt w;thout prejud;ce.

While there is at least one proven incident of Good
Neighbors’ carryxng a szngle passenqer rrom SFO to'a point in San
Francisco outs;de of its authorlzed serv1ce area, there is’ also
substantial evxdence that Good Nelghbors does not zntentmonally
provide unauthor;zed on-call service. \ ’

. We thlnk that ‘the record in thzs case does not justzfy a.
rxnd;ng that appl;cant LS un:;t to perform addltmonal on-call
service. e i ‘ : |
Further, we zlnd that there is lnsuerCLent ev1dence in
the record to determlne whether or not SuperShuttle is. meetzng the
transportatlon demands of the- add;tlonal San” Franc;sco areas sought
to be served by Good Nelghbors.. )

Applxcant’s cons;stent record o: rncreasxng patronage—
within the past’ three years, as’ shown by its: evmdence mn.thzs
proceedlng, adequately demonstrates 1ts abmlmty to provmde
additional on—call servmce. Its f;nanc;al pos;tzon, showzng no
unpaid bills at: the close of l986‘w1th assets of $16 300, appears .
adequete, as well,Lln the llghz or zts cons;stently lncreaSLng
revenues. Lo R

The need tor Good Neighbors' service to- and’ rrom the
'extended areas'ls supported by general SFO" stat;stzcs as tO»the ,
number of potentlal passengers lndlcated by the nunber ot przvate o
cars entering and” departinq SFO._ : o e
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For San Francisco, need is shown by testimony and
exhibits showing that Good Neighbors’ receives, on average, from 10
to 20 requests per day fox airpert service from persons in the city
but not within applicant’s limited authorized western zone. This
need is supperted by a designed plan of service implementation
which takes into account both passenger demand and supply capacity.

For points outside of San Francisco, the evidence is that
only one or two requests per day are received, and these are from
persons residing close by SFO. Fuxther, applicant subnmits no
sexvice plan other than to make a van available to peninsula.
residents if and when required. We adopt staff’s critique of
applicant’s peninsula proposal that such expansion, at this time, -
would not be in the public interest. ‘
Ixansfex of Assets ‘ _

De Paule and Chunn seek Commission approval of the
transfer of all assets and operat;ng authorxty of Good Ne;ghbors
from Chunn and De Paule, a partnership, to De Paule, an - 1nd1v1dual '
proprietorship. (A.87-02-010). :

There is no- opposition to th;s applzcatxon and sta:f
recommends that it be approved.
| _ :

Pursuant to the COmmission’s Rules of Practlce and o
_ Procedure, the proposed deciszon of the assxgned adm;nmstratmve law
Judge for thxs proceeding was filed with the Comnission and (
distributed to the parties on February 4, 1988. Comments were - [._
filed by Bay Area SuperShuttle, Inc. on February 24, 1988 and Good
Neighbors filed a timely response. .

Our review of the Liled comments and. response doesunot
persuade us that any change in the proposed decislon is
appropriate..
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Pinds r

1. SupersShuttle complains that Gooed Neighbors is unlawfully
transporting passengers from SFO to hotels in downtown San
Francisco, disguising the unlawful activity as being charter
service. , _

2. The questions raised by the complaint are in the pﬁrview
of, and will be better answered in, the major industry-wide
rulemaking proposal on airport access issues being forwarded to the
,cOmmLsslon by Transportation Division staff at. an early date.

3. Applicant’s requested extension of its on-call service
area to include all of the City and. cOunty of San’ Francmsco 1s-not
adverse to the publlc interest..

4. Applicant's requested extension of its on-call sexrvice
area to include cities in San Mateo. and Santa Clara counties has
not been shown to meet the requlrements<of publlc conven;ence and
necesszty. '

5. Good Neighbors has the ab;llty and :inancxal xesources to
provide on-call service between all of San‘Prancmsco and SFO. '

6. The record shows that Airporter and SuperShuttle w111 not px'}M',

provide on-call service, as proposed by appl;cant, to the
satisfaction of the cOmm;ssion. -

7. De Paule and.Chunn,seek CommLSSLon approval of the
transfer of all assets. and- operatxng author:ty of Good Nezghbors
from De Paule and - Chunn, a partnersh;p, to De Paule, an.znd1v1dual
proprzetorsth-_ There is no opposition to-th;s-applxcatmon- o '

8. It can be Seen with certainty that there is no .
possibility that the activity in question may bave a szgnizzcant
erzect on the environment.

i. ¢ 86-11-020 should be dlsmissed without prejudxce-.

2. The partles in c.86-11-020 are 1nvxted to-partxcmpate‘ln‘,[ef?

the on-comlng rulemakang proceedlng.
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3. A.87=02-010 and A.86-12-011 are granted as set forth in
the following oxder.

Only the amount paid to the State for operative rights
may be used in rate fixing. The State may grant any number of
rights and may cancel or modm:y the monopely feature of these
rights at any time.

OQRDER

IT IS ORDERED that.
1. C.86-11-020 is dismissed without prejudice.
2. The certificate of public convenzence_and necessity

issued by the Commission in D.84~-11-072 is amended as set forth in'1‘

the attached Appendix PSC-1370.
3. Applicant shall:

a. File a written acceptance of th;s
- certificate within 30 days after this ordexr
is effective.

Establish the authorized service and file
tariffs and timetables within 120 days
after this order is effectxve- ,

State in hls tariffs and tlmetAbles when
sexrvice will start; allow at least 10 days’
notice to the Commission; and make
timetables and tariffs effective 10 ox more
days after this order is effective.

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

Maintain accountlng records . in conformity
with the Uniform System of Accounts. o

'Remit to the COmmlsszon the Transportatlon
Reimbursement Fee required by PU Code § 403
when notified by mail to do so.
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4. Prior to initiating service to any airport, applicant
shall notify the airport authority invelved. This certificate does
not authorize the holder to conduct any operations on the propexrty
of or into any airport unless such operation is authorized by both
this Commission and the alrport-authorlty involved.

5. Applicant is authorized to begin operations on the date
that the Executive Director mails a notice to applicant 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. The: appllcatlon is granted as set forth above.
This ordexr becomes effective 30 days from today-

Dated ____m&g_g_ggg___, at San Franc:.sco, Calz.forma

- 1’ A“.
s-m.m Ig»‘ g&m'f

& MITCHELL WILK
]oaN B OBANIAN.
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Appendix PSC-1370 CLIVE ANDREW DE PAULE Original Title Page

CEi’.’:IF:CA’I’E

| oF
PUBLIC CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY
'AS A PASSENGER STAGE' CORPORATION

Show;ng passenger stage operat:ve rxghts, restrxctzons,
lmm;tatlons, exceptlons, and prlvleege,.

-:.
.

C ALl changes and amendments as authorxzed by
the Public Utilities Commission of the ‘State -of California
will be made as. revzsed pages or. added orxg;nal pages.

. Issuec‘. under author:.ty of Dec:.smn 83 03 006 dated MAROQ 1988")‘ i
of the.Public Utilities Commission of'the state of Callfornla in . 7
Appllcatlon 86~12- Oll-”‘x ,




APPENDIX PSC-1370 CLIVE ANDREW DE PAULE Original Page

Page :

SECTION 1. GENERAL AUTHORIZATIONS, RESTRICTIONS,
: LI_MITATIONS AND SPECIFICATIONS v.voveeses 27

SECTION 2.  ROUTE DESCRIPTIONS -.tvesscsccovsornsscen 3

.' Issued by Califoraia Public Utilities Commission. -

_Decision 88 03 008, Appli;:zitibn'86—1"2';0"11.'“.
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_SECTION l. GENERAL AUTHORIZATIONS, RESTRICTIONS LIMITATIONS,
AND SPECIFICATIONS

Clive Andfew De Paule,. by the certiﬁicate of public
convenience and necesolty granted by the dec;slon noted in the
margin, is author~zed to. tranoport pa¢5enger¢ and. baggage between
points in the City. and County of San.Franclsco, on the one harné,
and San Francxuco Internatxonal Axrport (SFO) on the other hané,:
over and along the routes dcscrlbed, ,ubject, howevcr, -3 ‘the
authority of this Connlssion to change or modzfy the routeo ac any‘"
time and subject to the follow;ng prov;s;ons-T'

a. Motor veh;cleo nay be turned at termlnz and

intermediate points, in either direction, .at
intersections of streets or by operatzng

around a ‘block contiguous td such intersections,
Ln accordance with local traffic regulaclons..»

When route de°cr1ptxons are glven ln one

‘No passengers shall be transported except
thoseohavzng podnt of orzgzn or destxnatxon
acSE‘... e N

_ Th15 certzfxcate does not’ authorlze the holder L
to conduct any operations on. the property. of
or into any airport-unless such,opera ion is .
- authorized:by both this Commiss ion and the
*alrport author;ty lnvolved.4, L f

v.‘_Serv1ce shall e’ provxded on a seven-day
, per week on—call delo-: -

T

‘ Issued by Calzfornla Publlc Utxlltles Comm;ssxon.

becision 58 03 066

s fprpJ.i«‘-;acioh 86=12=01 1 .
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SECTION 2. ROUTE DESCRIPTIONS.

Route 1 = San Francisco to SFOj

Commencing at any point anywhere within the City
and County of San Francisco then via the most
appropriate streets and hzghways to SFO.

Issued by Caleornza Publlc Utilitxes Comm;ss;on. e
Deczs:.on 88 03 006 Appl:.cat:.on 86 12 011.‘ :
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and Michael A. Mooney,
Attorneys at Law, for Clive Andrew De Paule,
applicant and defendant.

Armour, St. John, Wilcox, Goodin. & Schlotz, by
mmu._um::me,_:r.... Attorney at lLaw,
for Bay Area SuperShuttle, Inc., complainan
and protestant.

Handler, Baker, Greene & Taylor, by Ara_H.
Shixinian, Attorney at lLaw, for SFO
Alrporter, Inc., protestant. .

A;gx_xumgx ror the Transportatlon Dlvmslon.

o . _ :

Bay Area SuperShuttle, Inc. (S erShuttle), complains
that Edward Chunn and’ Cl;ve Andrew De B ule, a partnersh;p-domng'
busxness as Good. Nelghbors Alrport ‘Shfttle (Good Nelghbors), are
exceeding their certlrlcated passen er stage authorlty which allowf
thenm to transport passengers ‘betwegen the western area of San
Francmsco ‘and ‘the San. Francxsco nternatlonal Alrport (SFQ). by -
unlawfully transport;ng passen ers rrom SFO-to~hotels Ain downtown
San Francisco, dlsgulslng th unlawful act1v1ty as belng charter
service. Complaznant see_' a cease and des;st order, penaltzes,
and other relief. (Case'5C.) 86—11-020 Yy ,

- Good Nelghbor seeks to extend lts passenger stage
coxrporation author;ty rom the western drstrlcts of San Francmsco
(1) to the entirxe Ci and’ County of San Francxsco—and (2) to the
following cities: ' Daly city, colma, Paoxrmfa, Brzsbane, South San
Francisco, -San Bru O, Mmllbrae, Burl;ngame, H;llsborough san .

' Mateo, Belmont F‘ster C1ty, .San Carlos, Redwood C1ty, Atherton,
Menlo Park and Balo Alto. CAppllcatlon (A,) 86-12-011 ). .
cl;wy(Andrew De Paul (De Paule) and. Edward cnunn (Chunn)
seek Commissidn approval o£ the transzer~o£ all assets and i
operatinq auénority or Good Neighbors rrom.Chunn to De Paule,_ '
changmng ownership of PSC-1370 rrom a,partnership-to ‘a sole |
proprieto ship. (A.87-02-010 ) '
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For San Francisc¢o, need is shown by testimony and
exhibits showing that Good Neighbors’ receives, on averxage, from 10
to 20 requests per day for airport service from persons in the city/,
but not within applicant’s limited authorized westexn zone. ?;'s
need is supported by a desxgned plan of service lmplementac}pn
which takes Lnto account both passengexr demand and supp%//capaclty.
For pomnts outszde or San Francisce, the ev%gence is that
only one or two. requests per day are received, and these are rrom :
persons residing close by SFO. - Further, appllcant//obmlts no
service plan other than to make a van avaxlablc,mo penlnsula
residents ig andkwnen requ;red. We. adopt.staﬁf's critique of
applxcant’s pen;nsula proposal that sucn e ns;on, at thls time,
would not be in the pub11C‘1nterest, .qf |
Ixapsfex of Assets .
AR De Paule and Chunn seek Co ssion approval of the
transfer of all assets .and - operatxn authorxty of. Good: Nelghbors
, from Chunn.and De Paule, 2 partnenShlp, to De Paule, an ;ndzvxdual
proprzetorshxp (A.87-02-010)- , - . I
There 'is. no’ oppos;t n to-th;s applicatxon and statt
recommends that| it be . approvdgf : : ‘ o
SuperShuttle co plaxns tbat Good Nexghbors 15 unlawfully
transport;ng passengeri/ézom SFO to. ‘hotels in ‘downtown San
Francisco, dxsgulsmng the unlawtul actxvmty as’ belng charter
serv:.ce. / : : S ]
2. The qﬁes onS'raised by the complaint are. in-the"purviewff
of, and.will be, better answered in, the major industry—wmde ' '
rulemak;ng proposal on airport access lssues be;nq zorwarded to the
Commlss;on by rmansportation D;vision staff at.an early date._
3. Appﬂ&cant's requested extension of its on-call servzce

/ o
‘area to. 1nc$nde all. or the city'and County of. San Francxsco~1s not“f>‘»“

'_adverse to e public interest.
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4. Applicant’s requested extension of its on-call service
area to include cities in San Mateo and Saﬂta Clara counties has
not been shown to meet the requzrements of public convenience and
necessity. :

5. Good Noighbor* has the ability and tinancial ‘resoupces to
provide on~call service between all or San Francisco and

6. .The record shows that Airporter and SuperShuoExéplei not
provmde on~call servxce, as proposed by'appllcant, to
satisfaction of the Commzss;on. ,

7. De Paule and Chunn seek Comm1551on approtal of the
transfer of all assets and- operat;ng authorr&y;ﬁ{GMnd.Nezghbors
from De Paule and Chunn, a partnershlp, to :ﬁ/Paule, an individual
proprmetorsh;p. There is no oppositlon to. s appllcatlon.

8. Tt can be seen with certalnty‘t t there is no
possxbllmty that the act1v1ty in. questx _moy ‘have ‘a sxgnxricant_

- effect on the environment. o o co
_Conclusions of. Law o
1. C.86-11~-020 should be smis sed w1thout prejudlce.u

2. The parties in C. 86-11 020 arxe LnVlted to part;ompate in ”ﬁf‘ﬂ“

the on—com;ng rulemaking proce dlng.
' 3.0 A.87-02-020 and A. -12-011 are granted a sot !orth in’
the rollow;ng order. = ' S SRR
Only ‘tho amount aid to tho State for operatlve-rlghts
may be used in rate rxxxng.' The State nay grant any number of.

.rlghto and may. cancel dé modlzy the monopoly'feature-oz these
rmghts at any tlme. ot

IT ORDERED that' R ‘ o
1. C 36-11-020 is dmsm;ssed wmthout prejudice.
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2. The certificate of public convenience and necessity
issued by the Commission in D.84-11-072 is amended as set forth in
the attached Appendix PSC-1370.

3. Applicant shall:

a. TFile a written acceptance o: this
© certificate within 30 days after this order
is effective.

Establish the authorized service and flle
tariffs and timetables within 120 days
after this order 1sae£rect1ve.'

State in his tariffs and tlmetables
service will start; allow at least
notice to the Commission; and make C
timetables and tariffs effective/l0 or. more
days. a:ter thzs order is effec ve.

chply w1th General Orders s ries 79, '98,
101, and 104, and the Callﬁornxa Hzghway
Patrol safety rules.

.Maintain accountxng reoords in conrormlty
with the Unlform 5yst of: Accounts,

. Remit to the Comngs;on the Transportat;on '
Reinmbursement Feeequired by PU Code § 403
when notmf;ed by /mail to do” so- _;“

4. Prior to ;nlt;atleg servzce ‘to.any axrport, appllcant
shall not;fy the alrport authorzty xnvolved- “This" cert;f;cate does
not authorize the holde?/tofconduct any operatzonb on the propertyv
of or into any axrport ess such. operation is- author;zed by both,‘
this Fommmssion.and : e alrport author;ty mnvolved.
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5. Applicant is authorized to begin operations on the’ date
that the Executive Director mails a notice to applicant that he has
evidence of insurance on file with the Commission and that the
California Highway Patrol has approved the use of a ﬁ{;cant"
vehzcles for’ sexvice. //P :

6. The application is granted as. set forth above.

This order becomes effective 30 dag; from teoday.
» At San MFrancisco, California.




