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QPINION

This application was filed under the title Behzad

Platini, Rod H. Ramsey, and Saeid Razzaghipoor, dba Valley Airport
Shuttle. In Decision (D.) 87-11-004 issued November 13, 1987, the
Commission approved the transfer of all the operative rights and
property of Hamid Razzaghipoor, Behzad Platini, and Saeid
Razzaghipoor to Valley. Airport Shuttle, Inc., a California
corporation which was incorporated on June 10, 1986. Applicant
moves that Application (A.) 87-09-001 be conformed as to the title
of the application by changing the name of applicant‘from
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Behzad Platini, Rod H. Ramsey (formerly known as Hamid
Razzaghipoor), and Saeid Razzaghipoor to Valley Airport Shuttle,
Inc. according to the offer of proof contained in D.87-11-004 of
which we take official notice. 7The motion is granted.

Applicant Valley Airport Shuttle, Inc. (Valley) requests
a certificate of public convenience and necessity (CPC&N) under
Section 1031, et seqg. for authority to expand its present passenger
stage authority service area to include communities in the Los
Angeles, Ventura, and Orange counties, on the one hand, and the Los
Angeles Intermational (LAX), Burbank/Glendale/Pasadena (BUR),
Ontario International (ONT), Long Beach (LGB), John Wayne (SNA)
airports, and San Pedroc and Long Beach harbors, on the othexr hand.
" Valley intends to perform the proposed service on a 7-day per week
on~call basis. Only passengers embarking at or destined to LaX,
BUR, ONT, LGB, and SNA airpeorts and/or the San Pedro and/or Long
Beach harbors will be carried.:

Notice' of filing of tbhe application appeared in the
Commission’s Daily Calendar on September 4, 1987. In addition,
notice of the filing was served by applicant upon all governmental
entities within whose boundaries applicant will be providing the
proposed service. Protests to the application were filed by Great
American Stageline, Inc. (Great American) and by the City of Los
Angeles Department of Transportation (City).

Following notice, a hearing was held on January 25 and
26, 1988 in Los Angeles before Administrative Law Judge William A.
Turkish. The matter was submitted on March 17, 1988 upon the
receipt of concurrent briefs.

Eight witnesses presented testimony on behalf of valley.

One witness testified on behalf of Great American and two witnesses
testified on behalf of City.

Rod Ramsey, president of Valley, testified that his
organization has grown, since April 1986, from a one van, two and
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one-half employee organization to its present size of 30 to 35
employees, both full and part-time, and nine 7-passenger Dodge
vans. Valley currently has 27 drivers and serves approximately
nine communities in the San Fernando Valley. It operates two
shifts per day and has a service for incoming eordexs during the
third or night shift. Valley is prepared to operate its third
shift should demand for service justify the sane.

Ramsey projected that the company will operate with 50
vehicles if it is granted the requested authority. He estimated
that each vehicle will travel approximately 490 miles per day and
average two passengers per trip at an average fare of $25. He
stated that this projection was based upon the company’s current
one and one~half passengers per trip average. Insurance costs are
approximately $4,000 per vehicle per year. His drivers are paid

either the mininmum wage or 30% of their shift revenue, whichever is
greater.

Ramsey testified that if the authority sought is granted

Valley will relocate its home base closer to the LAX area and will
bave satellite offices in Orange and Ventura counties to increase
the availability of vehicles in” those areas. He testified that as
far as he was aware, Valley had never been ¢ited by LAX airport
security. Valley currently monitors passengers béarding its vans
at LAX and systematically cross-references the trip sheets with the
dispatcher’s records several times per week. In addition, Ramsey
stated that he personally makes unannounced spot checks of
passengers boarding Valley’s vans at LAX as an additional check and
verifies the trip sheet dispatch records. . '

He introduced and explained Exhibit 13, which is a 13-
page revision of Valley’s proposed fare schedule for the cities and
communities in Los Angeles, Orange, and Ventura counties to be
included in its proposed service area. This revision replaces the
initial original offering attached to the application as Exhibit A.
He also introduced Exhibit 4, which is a revised corporate balance
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sheet and a results of operations statement for the year ending
December 31, 1987. Gross revenue for the year ending December 31,
1987 is shown as $408,691.72 with total operating expenses,
excluding taxes, of $354,060.59. Profit before taxes amounts to
$54,678.88. The exhibit also shows total assets of the corporation
to be $190,248.71.

Valley projects total operating revenues of $6.3 million
with total operating expenses of $5.5 million, leaving a net income
before taxes of $843,58¢ for the first year of operations under the
expanded auvthority. This estimated projection was based upon 50
vans operating 350 round trips per day, assuming two passengers per
trip at an average of $25 per passenger.

Protestant Great American raised the issue of the .
restriction contained in Valley’s CPC&N precluding it from seeking
a certificate to serve Simi Valley, Santa Susana, Chatsworth, or
any area sexved by Great American for at least two'years from the
' date of D.86-04=-071. In xesponse, Ranmsey. testified that at the
time of the hearing in A. 85-02-006 which resulted in D. 86=-04=-071,
Valley was just starting out, and had only one vehicle to provide
shuttle sexvice. There was not much demand for service and Ramsey
felt that entering inte such a stipulation would be in the best
interest of everyone involved; in deference to Great American’s
pending application at the time to augment its existing bus service
with an on-call service, Valley agreed to the restriction
prohibiting it from filing an application to serve any of the areas
sexrved by Great American.

However, after issuance of D.86-04-071, Great American’s
then pending application was denied by the Commission. Then, early
in 1987 Ramsey and his associates noticed a marked increase in the
nunber of requests from the public to serve the areas not covered
in Valley’s certificate. During June and July 1987, data obtained
from telephone recuests and from drivers’ reporxts of requests from
passengers at LAX were complied and projected on a map to give some
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idea of the demand clusters. From this data, Valley determined
that it had to consider expanding its service areas and, based upon
those projections, Valley decided to press forward and petition the
Commission for the necessary authority. '

Ramsey testified that a larger service area would allow
more flexibility in serving the public. It would enable Valley to
serve more people, increase revenues, and, as a result, keep fares
low. Ramsey stated that after the initial study was made using the
input from telephone recquests and drivers’ reports, this
application was filed.

Following the filing of the application, a subsequent
survey was conducted at LAX by Valley’s drivers who interviewed 385
persons. The purpose of the survey was to attempt to substantiate
Valley’s belief that the public desires additional van service to
and from the airport. The survey contained questions such as ”are
you satisfied with the service you have been getting?#; “are you
willing to switch to another shuttle van company for bettexr
sexrvice?¥; and, “do you believe that, as a user of this service,
you. would actually benefit from having more companies to compete
with each other?” .

Ramsey testified that 55% of all passengers surveyed
indicated they were waiting for a bus as opposed to 45% of those
surveyed who indicated they were waiting for a shuttle van. Sixt&-
five percent of those passengers waiting for vans indicated
dissatisfaction with the service they had used and a desire to
switch to another service for improVement. Overall, 50% of all
passengers surveyed said they were not satisfied with the level of
service they had been receiving and that they would definitely
benefit from having moré services available to them.

Citing the reluctance of most people to sign their names
or give their addresses on the survey, Ramsey testified that the

survey forms were completed by his drivers while qnestxonxng
members of the publ;c.




A.87-09-001 ALJ/WAT/ek/ltyg

Ramsey testified that, to the best of his knowledge, his
vans do not operate in unauthorized areas.

During cross—examination, Ramsey acknowledged that the
stipulation entered inte in A.85-02-006 would place a 24-month
moratorium on Valley’s filing for authority to serve the
communities or areas served by Great American. However, he went on
to state that subsequent %o the granting of that decision, Valley
began receiving numerous requests for service to and from areas
that it was not authorized to serve and Great American’s then
pending application for on-call service was denied by the
Commission. In addition, two other door-to-door carxiers had
applied for and received Commission authority to operate in the
Thousand Oaks and Ventura Gounty areas. Ramséy testified that
since Great American’s then pending application had been the main
consideration for the stipulation, he believed it was appropriate
to file this application even though it was some seven months shy
of the two-year moratorium. . ‘

David Boger, a resident of West Hills, California, called
as a witness by V&lley, testified in support of Vailey's
application to expand its service. He testified that he had
occasion to go to LAX from West Hills, approximately three times a
year. On those occasions, he either used his car to drive to the
airport or took the bdus operated by Great American. When he used
Great American, his wife drove him to the bus pickup point in
Woodland Hills. He believes it to be more convenient for a van to
come and pick him up at his home. Using taxi service is
prohibitive because of the expense. If Valley is granted authority
for the West Hills area, he would use its service.

G. Vincent deCaesar, president of Metropolitan
Paratransit Company, Inc., called as a witness by Valley, testified
that his company operates 13 mini-vans between points within the
#Wilshire corxidox” and LAX. At times, he has had to turn down
business and refer customers to Valley because the pickups were in
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areas outside his authorized service area. He came to the hearing
to lend support to Valley’s application and also to provide some
testimony regarding transportation in the valley as it relates to
taxicab operations. He stated that he operates a taxicab service
in the San Fernande Valley, but he does not believe that Valley
would offer any competition to his cab service because people
willing to ride-share will call Valley because of the lower cost.
Those individuals who want more direct express service and are not
concerned about cost would call a taxicab or a limousine to go to
LAX. He testified that Valley is more reputable than many of the
newer operators in the business. He believes there is a dire need
for additional transportation in the valley and that, even if this
application were approved, Valley alone could not fulfill this
need.

He also testified that he has an application pending
before the Commission to serve both Orange County and the San
Fernando Valley and intends to become a competitor of Valley. He
does not believe that, even if his application were approved, the’
transportation needs of the public would necessarily be met in the
San Fernando Valley. :

Siroos Moatazedi, general manager of Amtrans Airport
Shuttle, called as a witness by Valley, testified that Amtrans’
operation is similar to that operated by Valley, i.e. it is a doox-
to-door airport sexvice operating in certain areas of Los Angeles
County and in the area known as the mid-cities area. He testified
that he had some familiarity with the operation of Valley and from
his experience and information believes it has been providing very
good and prompt sexvice. His company is not authorized to pick up
passengers in the valley and thus when a customer requests service
from BUR to and from the valley, his dispatchers normally refer
such orders to Valley. Despite the fact that Valley’s proposed
service area includes part of his service area and that Valley
would be a potential competitor, he still supports Valley’s
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application. He believes competition benefits consumers and he
does not fear that Valley would damage his business.

James E. Beres, owner of an engineering consulting firm
in Orange County, called as a witness by Valley, testified that he
takes approximately six to seven flights per year from SNA or LAX.
On several occasions he has had his wife or associate drive him to
the airport and he has also taken a reqularly scheduled bus to the
airport. He finds traveling by regularly scheduled bus both time-
consuming and not very cost-effective. He believes the type of
service to be offered by applicant is a most efficient manner of
mnoving people from one location to the other and it is cost-
effective. He supports the application of Valley to serve Orange
County. Ee knows Ramsey thrbugh their business connections.

Chong Kim, a resident of Simi Valley, called as a witness
by Valley, testified that he is required to fly from either BUR or
LAX approximately five times per yeir. His usual way of getting to
the airport is either by having his wife drive him to the airport
or by taking the Van Nuys Fly-A-Way bus. Sometimes he drives to
the airport and parks his car there. He .is familiar with the
proposed sexrvice of Valley and supports this application. Although
. he is aware that the van service will cost more money than he has
paid on the Fly-A-Way bus, he would still utilize Valley’s service,
if it is approved. '

Andrew Tortorici, an employee of the Xerox Corporation,
called as a witness by Valley, testified that on occasion he has
to fly to the east coast. He prefers to fly out of BUR from his
home in Thousand Oaks. When he leaves from BUR he has his wife or
a friend drive him there. When he leaves from LAX he uses Great
American’s bus service. Although he finds Great American adequate
and reasonable in price, there are limitations because he does not
believe Great American services BUR. Another limitation is that
Great American does not come to your house to pick you up.
Therefore, a sexrvice such as that proposed by Valley would be a
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plus since it would pick him up at his home. When he has used
Great American he either drove his car to its bus stop in Thousand
Oaks and left the car there or had someone drive him to the bus
stop. The same problem would arise when he returned from his trip.
Although it would be more expensive traveling by van, he is willing
to pay for that extra service. He believes the service proposed by
Valley is needed in the Thousand Oaks area.

Andrew M. Spitz, a real estate agent and resident of
Encino, testified that he travels out of LAX or BUR approximately
six or seven times a year. He has utilized taxi service in the
past to get to the airport, but the fare has become too expensive
for him. At other times he has had friends drive him to the
airport. He would prefer to ride in a van or a private vehicle as
opposed to utilizing bus transportation to and from the airport.
He would utilize the service of Valley if it should be granted a
certificate and he testified in support of the application. He has
used the services of Valley in the past and found its service to be
good. ’ T

Burton Cutler, general manager of Celebrity Airport
Livery, called as a witness by Valley, testified that from his own
observations at the airport and from the monitoring of other
drivers by his drivers at the airport, other van company drivers
solicit passengers at LAX by c&lling out service to various
destinations where they are unauthorized to operate and this has
cost Celebrity a lot of business. . The only company he does not
have any complaint against is Valley. Although the granting of a
certificate to Valley would make Valley a competitor of his
company, he supports the application and was present to testify on
Valley’s behalf. He testified that he has often referred people to

Valley and those people have called hip¥and-thanked him for
referring them. o '
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I tati : £ .

Reginald Charlson, president of Great American,
testifying on its behalf, stated that its protest to the
application was based on the fact that in A.85-02-006, he and the
principals of Valley entered into a stipulation of a two-year
period within which time Valley would not file an application to
service the areas served by Great American and that this
application appears to breach that stipulation.

He testified that he does not understand why his
applications for on=-call sexrvice were denied by the Comnission
while othexr organizations have sought and received certificates to
operate in the same areas he sought to serve. He believes that the
San Fernando Valley is well proliferated with transportation
services to the various airports. He believes the intent of the
stipulation entered into by Valley was to protect Great American.
_His attempt to introduce Exhibit 10 was to show that Valley vans
went into unauthorized areas to pick up passengers. He stated that
unscrupulous van drivers .who have Great Amerxican’s schedules in
their possession arrive. at Great American’s bus stops just before
his buses arrive and the drivers do their bhest to induce some of
the waiting bus passengers to go to the airport by van. This was a
gene;al observation and not necessarily directed against Valley.

E tati e cit

Kristen Dickey, a taxicadb owner-operator and member of
the board of directors of Independent Cab Company, called as a
witness by City, testified as to the congestion at LAX resulting
from the sheer number of passenger stage vans who oftentimes have
to double and triple park while waiting for passengers. ‘She has
observed van drivers double park their vans and leave the vans to
go into the terminal in search of passengers. As a taxicab driver,
she is against this soxt of conduct because taxicab drivers are not
allowed to leave the cabs in search of passengers. -In her Qpinion,
there are a sufricient number of taxicabs to meet the demand for
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transportation services at LAX. She also feels there are more than
enough vans providing service at LAX. In her opinion, expanding
the authority sought by applicant will add to the congestion of the
bus stop at LaX. .

Dan Brasher, an employee of SuperShuttle of Los Angeles,
called as a witness by City, testified that he was assigned to
investigate Valley’s operations at LAX. He testified that on the
norning of Novembexr 11, 1987 at approximately 11:18 a.m., he
observed his co~-worker, Ed DePriest, being picked up at terminal 7
by Valley’s shuttle van No. 502. There were two fem2le passengers
on board at the time DePriest was picked up. The Valley van then
exited the airport with the three passengers. DePriest had asked
Valley’s driver if he went to .the Veterans’ Administration (VA)
cemetery at Constitution Avenue and Sepulveda Boulevard in Los
* Angeles and the driver’ responded affirmatively. The driver drove
DePriest to that location. The two female passengers were being
transported to the Holiday Inan in Woodland Hills. When DePriest
disembarked at <the VA.cemeteri,'he was charged a fare of $15 for
which the driver had to call the dispatcher to obtain the correct
fare. Brasher testified that he watched the pickup, followed the
van, and also watched DePriest leave the van at the cemetery.

He testified that at approximately 12:45 p.m. on the same
date he was picked up by Valley’s shuttle van No. 507 at terminal
3. There was one passenger'already on board whe was going to
Encino. The van then proceeded to terminal 7 where one more
passenger, who was going to the Sheraton Miramar Hotel on Qcean
Boulevard, boarded. He testified that he was dropped off by
Valley’s van at the VA hospital on Wilshire Boulevard and was
charged $15. ' '

He testified that on still anothexr occasion DePriest was
picked up at terminal 1 at 2:15 p.m. by one of Valley’s vans and
was transported to an office building on Wilshire Boulevard. He
presented the three receipts that were given to him and DePriest.
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According to Brashexr, Valley does not have authority to serve any
area outside of the San Fernando Valley and the three trips in
question were outside of Valley’s authorized service area.

. .

This application raises two major issues. The primary
issue is whether public convenience and necessity have been
sufficiently demonstrated to warrant the granting of the requested
authority, while another majof issue relates to the fitness of
applicant to receive additional operating authority.

When considering the granting of a CPC&N, the Commission
considers several factors, the greatest of which is evidence that
public convenience and necessity exist for such service. One way
such public convenience and necessity can be demonstrated is on the
basis of a market survey or study which has been made of the demand
for the particular service préposed by applicant. ' Another method
of showing public need is by presenting witnesses who promise to be
potential customers of the applicant and can testify as to the need

. for such service. In this proceeding, applicant has attempted to

show public need by both methods.

The telephone survey made by Valley is without supporting
evidence other than as described by Valley’s witness Ramsey in his
testimony and summarized in Exhibit 5. Little weight can be given
to this testimony since it cannot be corroborated. The survey
taken at ILAX in which a survey form was used and introduced into
evidence, while questionable as to showing a need.in the propeosed
service areas, nevertheless shows an intent on the part o:.Valley
to obtain data as to the public need. Need, however, was indicated
from the testimony of Valley’s witnesses. Valley bas the
capability of providing the proposed service as evidenced by its
growth in its one year of operation.
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We next turn to the issue of fitness. Although Valley’s
president denies any knowledge of its vans operating outside its
authorized service area, the evidence is sufficient to conclude
otherwise.

Valley’s present authority issued in D.87=-11-004
authorized it to operate between nine communities in the San
Fernando Valley, on the one hand, and LAX, on the other hand.
Valley is not authorized to serve any areas of Los Angeles ¢ity or
county to the south of the San Fermandoe Valley except LAX proper.
Yet the evidence introduced in this proceeding is sufficient to
conclude that Valley has operated in areas in which it is not
authorized. From the numerous complaints filed with the
Commission, the unauthorized operations by shuttle vans is
apparently widespread. We do not c¢condone such practices and
although the array of sanctions avamlable to us to redress such
violations 15 broad, ranging from no sanctlons to revocatlon of
authority, we are reluctant to revoke a certz!;cate ﬁnless the
circumstances indicate continued violation after less.drastzc
sanctions have been imposed. We have consxdered denial of Valley’s
application, but we will not adopt that course or action. This is
the first instance where evidence of operatlonal violations by
Valley has been presented to the Commission. Although, the
violations do raise questions about Valley’s fitness, the number of
violations are not great enough to deny the recuest for extension,
since such denial would impact the public adversely given the
evidence that the extended service is neceded. Howevef, thoe
violations are serious enough to justify ocur limiting the extension
authority to one year and requiring Valley to come in and reapply
for permanent authority and shew that it is fit to have such
permanent authority. If any violations of its certificate or
tariff are found to exist within this interim one-year period, the
limited extension granted here will not be extended on a permanent
basis and an OIX will be initiated to determlne ir revocatmon of
Valley's entire certxflcate should be ordered.
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Finally, we consider the motion of Great American to deny
the application of Valley because Valley filed its application
within the two-year period restriction contained in its
certificate.

In recent years, the Commission has looked with disfavor
upon ”sweetheart stipulations” entered into between the applicant
and an existing operator which primarily serve to protect, without
reference to the publi¢ interest, the'protestant operator’s
territory and operations in return for withdrawal of its protest.
The Commission favors a policy of removing such “sweetheart”
restrictions in existing certificates and opposing the placing of
such’ restrictions in new applications for new certificates. We
will thus not hold Valley to the restriction contained in its
certificate, especially since it filed this application only four
months prior to the end of the restr;ct;ve period. Additionally,
the two-year perlod will have ended by the tlme this decision is
1ssued.' Therefore, the motion by Great American 'should be denied.

Comments to the ALY’s Proposed Dec1smon were received:
from Valley. Other than making a slzght change in the wording at
the bottom of page 13 as a result of Valley's comments, we 4o not
f£ind reason to make any additional changes in this opinion.

Pindi r Fact

1. Applicant bas the ability, equipment, and financial
resources to perform the proposed service..

2. Public convenience and‘necessity,require the proposed
service.

3. The rates proposed in the application are deemed
reasonable.

4. Xt can be seen with certalnty that there is no
possibility that the activity in question may have a significant
effect on the environment. ‘

S. Applicant has transported passengers to areas outside of
its authorized service area on at least 3 occasions, thus raising
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questions about its fitness, which militate against the grant of
rermanent authority at this time.
. conclusions of Yaw

1. Public convenience and necessity have been demonstrated
and a certificate expanding its passenger stage sexvice area as
requested should be granted to Valley for a one year period.

2. The motion of Great American should be denied.

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 modify the monopoly feature of these
rights at any time.

ORDER

IT IS ORDERED that:

1. A certificate of public convenience and necessity is
granted to Valley Airport Shuttle, Inc., a corporation, on an
interim basis, for 12 months, authorizing it to operate.as a
passenger stage corporation, as def:ned in PU Code § 226, between
the points and over the routes set rorth in Appendix PSC-1415, to
transport persons and baggage.

2. Applicant shall:

a. File a written acceptance of this

certificate within 30 days after thzs order
is effective.

Establish the authorized service and file
tariffs and timetables within 120 days
after this order is effective.

State in its tariffs and timetables- when
service will start; allow at least 10 days’
notice to the Commission; and make |
timetables and tariffs effective 10 or more
days after this order is effective.
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Comply with General Orders Series 79, 98,
101, and 104, and the California Highway
Patrol safety rules.

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

Renit to the Commission the Transportation
Reimbursement Fee required by PU Code § 403
when notified by mail to do so.

3. Prior to initiating service 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 any airport unless such operation is authorized by both
this Commission and the airport authority involved.

4. Applicant is authorized to begin operations on the date
that the Executive Director mails a notice to applicant that it 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.

5. Applicant shall file a petition to modify this order and
request that the interim authority be made permanent at least 45
days prior to the date this interim authority expires.
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6. The protests of Great American Stageline, Inc. and City
are denied.

7. The application is granted as set forth above.

- This orxder becomes effective 30 days from today.

Dated JUL 8 1988 , at San Francisco, California.

ANLEY W. HULETT
: ST ‘ President .

" Commissioner Frederick R, Duda,
being necessarily absent, did not
W-. : . '

- ».\;--'v‘w cL
. 1 CERTIFY: THAT-THIS D= ""‘l
WAS. A‘PPROVED BY.THE - .,
COMMISSIONERS "'ODAY

g

Victor Weisser, Executive Dirocue

yy
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.ppendix PSC=-1415 Valley Airport Shuttle, Inc. Second Revised Page 2
) (D.86=04-0721, Cancels

D.87~11-004) First Revised Page 2

SECTION l. GENERAL AUTHORIZATIONS, RESTRICTIONS, LIMITATIONS,
AND SPECIFICATIONS.

Valley Airport Shuttle, Inc., by the certificate of
public convenience and necessity granted by the decision noted in
the margin, is authorized to transport passengers and their baggage
on a door-to-door, on-call basis between points in *Los Angeles,
Orange, and Ventura Counties, described in Section 2, and Los
Angeles Intermational (LAX), Burbank/Glendale/Pasadena (BUR) ,
Ontario International (ONT), Long Beach (LGB), John Wayne (SNA)
Airports, and San Pedro and Long Beach Harbors+*, over and along the
route described, subject, however, to the authority of this

Comnission to change or medify the route at any time and subject to
the following provisions: '

(a) Motor vehicles may be turned at termini and
intermediate points, in either direction, at
intersections of streets or by operatmng around a

block contiguous to such intersections, in
accordance with lecal traffic regulations.

When 'route descrlptlons-are given in one direction,

they apply to operation in either direction unless
otherwise indicated.

The term “on-call” as used refers to sexrvice which
is authorized to be rendered dependent on the
demands of passengers. The tariffs and timetables
shall show the conditions under which each
authorized on~call service will be rendered, and
shall include the description of the boundary of
‘each fare zone, except when a single fare is charged
to all points within a single incorporated city.

No passengnrs shall be transported except those
having points of origin or destination at LAX, BUR,
ONT, LGB, SNA, San Pedro Earbor or Long Beach
Harbor.

.ssued by California Public Utilities Commissioen.
85;:( zﬂg
*Revised. by Decision 97 ¢ , Application 87-09-001.
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Appendix PSC-1415 Valley Airport Shuttle, Inc. Second Revised Page 3
(D.86-04-071, - Cancels

D.87-11-004) First Revised Page 3

SECTION 1. GENERAL AUTHORIZATIONS, RESTRICTIIONS, LIMITATIONS,
AND SPECIFICATIONS. (Continued)

(e) This cextificate does not authorize the holder %o
conduct any operations on the property of or into
any airport unless such operation is authorized by

both this Commission and the airport authority
involved.

Only vehicles with seating capacity of 8 through 15
passengers shall be used.

The authority granted by the decision noted in the
margin below shall expire-one year from the
effective date of the decision. The certificate
granted by Decision 87-11-004 is not subject to this
expiration.

.Issued by California Public Utilities Commission.
) »

Revised by Decision

88 47 029

, Application 87-09-001.

‘
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Appendix PSC=-1415 Valley Airport Shuttle, Inc. Second Revised Page 4

(D.86-04-071, Cancels ‘
D.87-~11-004) ' First Revised Page 4

*SECTION 2. SERVICE AREA DESCRIPTION.

Los Angeles cCounty

All points within the geographical limits of Los Angeles
County.

gxange county

All points within the geographical limits of Ora.ncje
County.

Yentura county

All points within the geographical limits of Ventura
County south of the Los Padres National Forest.

.ssued by California Public Utilities Commission.
*Revised by Decision 88 97 029 , Application 87-09-001.
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Appendix PSC=-1415 Valley Aixport Shuttle, Inc. Second Revised Page 5
(D.86=04~071, S Cancels

D.87=11-004) \ T First Revised Page S

*SECTION 3. ROUTE DESCRIPTION.

Commencing at any point within the author:.zed service
area described in Section 2, then via the most convenient streets
and highways to LAX, BUR, ONT, LGB, SNA, San Pedro Harbor or Long
Beach Harbor.

.ssued by California Public Utilities Commission.
*Revised by Decision 8§88 97 029 , Application 87-09-001.
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Decision

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

In the Matter of the Application of )

Valley Airport Shuttle, Inc. for a )

certificate of public convenience )

and necessity to expand its passenger)

stage service areas between points in)

Los Angeles, Ventura, and Orange = ) Application 87-09-001
Counties, on the one hand, and Los ) (Filed September 1, 1987)
Angeles International (LAX), Burbank/)

Glendale/Pasadena (BUR), Ontario

International (ONT), Long Beach

(LBG), John Wayme (SNA) Airports, /) |

and San Pedro, Long Beach Harbors,

on the other hand.

)

A , Attorney at Law, for
applicant. /
, for Great American
Stagellne, Inc.; and $. E. Rowe, City
Manager, by/ K._D. Walpert, for City of
Los Angeles Department of
Transportatmon. protestants.

,» Attorney at Law, for
Supershuttle of Los Angeles, interested
party. : .

,» for the Transportation
Division. : ' ‘

/ QRINIXON
;I
This application was filed under the title Behzad

Platini, Rod H. Ram%ey, and Saeid Razzaghipoor, dba Valley Airport
Shuttle. In Decision (D.) 87-11-004 issued November 13, 1987, the
Conmission approvéd the transfer of all the operative rights and
property of Hamid Razzaghipoor, Behzad Platini, and Saeid
Razzaghipoor to/Valley Airport Shuttle, Inc., a California
corporation which was incorporated on June 10, 1986. Applicant
moves that Applxcatlon (A.) 87~ 09-001 be conformed as to the title
of the appllcatxon by changing the name of appllcant from
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Behzad Platini, Rod H. Ramsey (formerly known as Hamid:
Razzaghipoor), and Saeid Razzaghipoor t¢ Valley Airport Shuttle,
Inc. according to the offer of prdot‘contained in D.§;~11-004 of
whmch we take official notice. The notion is grang;d.

Applicant Valley Airport Shuttle, Inc. (Valley) requests
a certificate of public convenience and necessity (CPC&N) under
Section 1031, et seq. for authority to expand its present passenger
stage authority service area to include communities in the Los
Angeles, Ventura, and Orange counties, on the one hand, and the Los
Angeles International (LAX), Burbank/’lendale/Pasadena (BUR) ,
Ontario International (ONT), Long Beach /(LBG), John Wayne (SNA)
alrports, and San Pedro and Long Beach/harbors, on the other hand.
. Valley intends to perform the proposed service on a 7-day per week
on-call basis. Only passengersvembdéking at or destined to LAX,
BUR, ONT, LBG, and SNA airports and/or the San Pedre and/or Long
Beach harbors will ke carried.

Notice of f£iling of the application appeared in the
Commission’s Daily Calendar oe/éeptember 4, 1987. In addition,

notice of the filing was served by applicant upon all governmmental

‘entities within whose boundaries applicant will be providing the
proposed service. Protests/to the application wexe filed by Great
American Stageline, Inc. Qéreat American) and by the City of Los
Angeles Department of Tr&nsportatxon (City) .

Following notxée, a hearing was held on January 25 and
26, 1988 in los Angeles/berore Administrative Law Judge William A.
Turkish. The matter wés subnitted on Maxch 17, 1988 upon the
receipt of concurrent/briefs.

Eight witnésses presented testimony on behalf of Valley.
~ One witness testif%ed’on behalf of Great American and two witnesses
testified on beha%z of City.
mmmmusx .

Rod Ramsey, president of Valley, testified that his
organization has grown, since April 1986, from a one van, two and
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one-half employee organization to its present size of 30 to 35
enployees, both full and part-time, and nine 7=-pasgenger Dodge
vans. Valley currently has 27 drivers and serves/ﬁpproximately
nine communities in the San Fernand¢ Valley. IL operates two
shifts per day and has a service for incoming/orders during the
third or night shift. Valley is prepared to/ operate its third
shift should demand for service justify the same.

Ramsey projected that the company will operate with 50
vehicles if it is granted the requeste%/éuthority. He estimated
that ecach vehicle will travel approximately 490 miles per day and
average two passengers per trip at average fare of $25. He
stated that this projection was based upon the company’s current
one and one-half passengers per trip average. Insurance costs are
approximately $4,000 per vehicle per year. His drivers are paid.
either the minimum wage or 30% o their shift revenue, whichever is
greater. ‘

Ramsey testified that if the -authority sought is granted
Valley will relocate its home base closer to the LAX area and will
have satellite offices in Orange and Ventura counties to increase
the availability of vehicaes in those areas. He testified that as
far as he was aware, Val$ey had never been cited by LAX airport
security. Valley currcgtly monitors passengers boarding its vans
at LAX and systematically cross-references the trip sheets with the
dispatcher’s records several times per week. In addition, Ramsey
stated that he personally makes unannounced spot checks of
passengers boarding Valley’s vans at LAX as an additional check and
verifies the trip sheet dispatch records. '

He intrgﬂuced'and explained Exhibit 13, which is a 13-
page revision ot‘ﬁhlley’s proposed fare schedule for the cities and
communities in Los Angeles, Orange, and Ventura counties to be
included in its /proposed sexvice area. This revision replaces the
initial original offering attached to the application as Exhibit A.
He alsc introdﬁced Exhibit 4, which is a revised corporate balance

/
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sheet and a results of operations statement for the year ending
December 31, 1987. Gross revenue for the year ending Degember 31,
1987 is shown as $408,691.72 with total operating expenses,
excluding taxes, of $354,060.59. Profit before taxes/;mounts to
$54,678.88. The exhibit also shows total assets oz/%he corporation

to be $190,248.71. u'//

Valley projects total operating revenves of $6.3 million
with total operating expenses of $5.5 million,/leaving a net income
before taxes of $843,588 foxr the first year/d& operations under the
expanded authority. This estimated projection was based upon 50
vans operating 350 round trips per day, assuming two passengers per
trip at an average of $25 per passenger

Protestant Great American radised the issue of the
restriction ¢ontained in Valley’s CPCQN‘precluding it from seeking
a certificate to serve Simi Valley,/Santa Susana, Chatsworth, or
any area served by Great American /for at least two years from the
date ©f D.86-04-071. 1In responeg, Ramsey testified that at the
time of the hearing in A.85-02-006 which resulted in D.86=04-071,
Valley was just starting outq/zzd had only one vehicle to provide
shuttle serxvice. There was not much demand for service and"Ramsey
felt that entering into such a stipulation would be in the best
interest of everyone involved:; in deference to Great American’s
pending application at tle time to augment its existing bus sexrvice
with an on-call sexvice/ Valley agreed to the restriction
prohibiting it from fiYing an application to sexve any'or the areas
served by Great Amer%pan.

However, after issuance of D.86-04-071, Great American’s
then pending application was denied by the Commission. Then, early
in 1987 Ramsey and/his associates noticed a marked increase in the
number of recuests from the public te serve the areas not covered
in Valley’s cerﬁ;ticate. During June and July 1987, data obtained
from telephone requests and from drivers’ reports of requests from
passengers at I'.(Ax were complied and projected on a map to give some
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idea of the demand clusters. From this data, Valley determi;néd
that it had to consider expanding its service areas and, based upon
those projections, Valley decided to press forward and petition the
Commission for the necessary authority.

Ramsey testified that a larger service are would allow
more flexibility in serving the public. It would enable Valley to
serve more people, increase revenues, and, as a régult, keep fares
low. Ramsey stated that after the initial study was made using the
input from telephone requests and drivers’ reports, this
application was filed.

Following the filing of the application, a subsequent
suxrvey was conducted at LAX by Valley’s drivers who interviewed 385
persons. The purpose of the survey was to attempt to substantiate
Valley’s belief that the public desmred/addlt;onal van service to
and rrom the airport. -The survey coexaaned questions such as ”are
you satisfied with the service you have been getting?”; “are you
willing to switch to another shuttle van company for better
sexrvice?”; and, ”do you believe that, as a user of this service,
_you would actually benefit from having more companies to compete
with each othexr?# ‘

Ramsey testified that 55% of all passaengers surveyed
indicated they were waiting zor a bus as opposed to 45% .of those
surveyed who indicated thex/ﬁere waiting for a shuttle van. Sixty-
five percent of those passengers waiting for vans indicated

'dissatisfaction with the/service they had used and a desire to

switch to another servige for improvement. Overall, 50% of all
passengers surveyed sa;d they were not satisfied with the level of
.sexvice they had been/recezvxng and that they would definitely
benefit from having more services available to them.

Citing tha reluctance of most people to sign their names
or give their addrgsses on the survey, Ramsey testified that the
survey forms were completed by his drivers whzle questxonlng
members of the publmc.
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Ramsey testified that, to the best of his knowledge, his
vans d¢ not operate in unauthorized areas.

During cross—exanmination, Ramsey acknowledgeg/that the
stipulation entered into in A.85-02-006 would place a/24-month
moratorium on Valley’s filing for authority to serve the
communities or areas served by Great American. HoWever, he went on
to state that subsequent to the granting of that/&ecision, Valley
began receiving numerous requests for service ro and from areas
that it was not authorized to serxrve and Great American’s then
pending application for on-call service was/ denied by the
Commission. In addition, two other door= @-door carriers had
applied for and received Commission authétity to operate in the

Thousand Oaks and Ventura County areaa( Ramsey testified that
since Great American’s then pending application had bkeen the main
consideration for the st;pulatlon,/he believed ‘it was appropriate
to file this application even though it was some seven months shy
of the two—-year moratorium.

David Beger, a residgnt of West Hills, Califormnia, called

as a witness by Valley, testified in support of Valley‘’s
application to expand its sgfvice. He testified that he had
occasion to go to LAX from West Hills, approximately three times a
year. On those occasions,/he either used his car to drive to the
airport or took the bus operated by Great American. When he used
Great American, his wife¢ drove him to the bus pickup point in
Woodland Hills. He beréeves it to be more convenient for a van to
come and pick him up d% his home. Using taxi service is
prohibitive because d& the expense. If Valley is granted authorlty
for the West Hills d&ea, he would use its service.

G. Vincepnt deCaesar, president of Metropolitan
Paratransit Comparny, Inc., called as a witness by Valley, testified
that his company /operates 13 mini-vans between points within the
. ”"wilshire corridor” and LAX. At times, he has had to turn down
business and re¢fer customers to Valley bec#use the pickups were in

/
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areas outside his authorized service area. He came to thehearing
to lend support to Valley’s application and also to provide some
testimony regarding transportation in the valley as 1 relates to
taxicab operations. He stated that he operates a taxzcab service
in the San Fernande Valley, but he does not believ, that valley
would offer any competition to his cab service because people
willing to ride-share will call Valley becau:;/g: the lower cost.
Those individuals who want more direct expregs service and are not
concerned about cost would call a taxicab,gr a limousine to go to
IAX. He testified that Valley is more reputable than many of the
newex operators in the business. He beigeves there is a dire need
for additional transportation in the vélley and that, even if this
application were approved, Valley aldne could not fulfill this
need. : - : '

He also testified that he has an application pending
before the Commission to serve poth Orange County and the San
Fernando Valley and intends tofl;ecome a competitor of Valley. He
does not believe that, even If his application were approved, the
transportation needs of the/public would necessarxly be met in the
San Fernando Valley.

Siroos Moatazg i, general manager of Amtrans Airport
Shuttle, called as a witness by Valley, testified that Amtrans’
operation is similax té that operated by Valley, i.e. it is a door-
to-door airport servﬂée operating in certain areas of Los Angeles
County and in the afga known as the mid~cities area. He testified
that he had some ramlllarlty with the operation of Valley and from
his experience aeg information believes it has been providing vexry
good and prompt /service. His company is not authorized to pick up
passengers in 5he valley and thus when a customer requests service
from BUR to and from the valley, his dispatchers normally refer
such orders to Valley. Despite the fact that Valley’s proposed
sexvice area/lncludes part of his service area and that Valley
would be j/potential coppetitor, he still supports Valley’s
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application. He believes competition benefits consumers and he
does not fear that Valley would damage his business. Jf/

James E. Beres, owner of an engineering congpiting firm
in Orange County, called as a witness by Valley, teipified that he
takes approximately six to seven f£lights per year from SNA or LAX.
On several occasions he has had his wife or assocaate drive hin %o
the airport and he has also taken a regularly scheduled bus to the
airport. He finds traveling by regularly scheduled bus both time-
consuning and not very cost=-effective. He believes the type of
service to be offered by applicant is a most efficient manner of
noving people from one location to the other and it is cost-
effective. He supports the applicatio or Valley to serve Orange
County. He knows Ramsey through thﬁgr business connections. .

Chong XKim, a resident Of/Slml Valley, called as a witness
by Valley, testified that he is’ required to fly from either BUR or
LAX approximately five times pe year. His usual way of getting to
the airport is eithexr by havxng his wife drive him to the airport
or by taking the Van Nuys Fly—A—Way-bus. Sometimes he drives to
the airport and“pgrksﬂhxs,car_there. He is familiaxr with the
proposed service of Vallegfsnd supports this application. Although
be is aware that the van}servxce will cost more money than he has
paid on the Fly-A=-Way bus, he would still utilize Valley’s service,
if it is approved.

' Andrew Tortorxc;, an employee of the Xerox Corporation,
called as a witness by Valley, testified that on occasion he has
to fly to the eastycoast. He prefers to fly out of BUR from his
home in Thousand Qéks. When he leaves from BUR he has his wife or
a friend drive h;ﬁ there. When he leaves from LAX he uses Great
American’s bus service. Although he finds Great American adequate
and reasonable/in price, there are limitations because he does not
believe Great American services BUR. Another limitation is that
Great Americ#h does not come to your house to pick you up.
Therefore, a service such as that proposed by Valley would be a

i
I3
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plus since it would pick him up at his home. ‘When he has gf@é?
Great American he either drove his car to its bus stop in Thousand
Oaks and left the car there or had someone drive him tothe bus
stop. The same problem would arise when he returned from his trip.
Although it would be more expensive traveling by vay, he is willing
to pay for that extra service. He believes the service proposed by
Valley is needed in the Thousand Oaks area.

Andrew M. Spitz, a real estate agent /And resident of
Encine, testified that he travels out of LAX or BUR approximately
six or seven times a year. He has utilized taxi service in the
Past to get to the airport, but the fare has become too expensive
for him. At other times he has had rrienés drive him to the
airport. He would prefer to ride in a '3n or a private vehicle as
opposed to utilizing bus transportation to and from the airport.
He would utilize the service of Vhllé& if it should be granted a
certificate and he testified in support of the application. He has
used the services of Valley in the past and found its serxvice to be
good. .
Burton Cutler, genery]l manager of Celebrity Airport
Livery, called as a witness b /Valiéf, testified that from his own
obsexrvations at the airport/and from the monitoring of other
drivers by his drivers at yhe airport, other van company drivers
solicit passengers at IAX by calling out service to various
destinations where they are unauthorized to operate and this has
cost Celebrity a lot og/iusiness, The only company he dees not
have any complaint against is Valley. Although the granting of a
certificate to-valley/would make Valley a competitor of his
company, he supports/the application and was present to testify on
Valley’s behalf. e testified that he has often referred people to

valley and those people have called him and thanked him for
referring them.

/
/

/
/
i
L
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: tati . ! .

Reginald Charlson, president of Great American,
testifying on its behalf, stated that its protest to ‘e
application was based on the fact that in A.85-~02-006, he and the
principals of Valley entered into a stipulation of/a two-year
period within which time Valley would not file ax’ application to
service the areas served by Great American and rhat this
application appears to breach that stipulation.

He testified that he does not umde/rstand why his
applications for on-call service were deniﬁd by the Commission
while other organizations have sought and fxreceived certificates to
operate in the same areas he sought to ﬁgrve.. He believes that the
" San Fernande Valley is well proliferated with transportation
sexvices to the various airports. He believes the intent of the
stipulation entered into by Valley,w?s to protect Great American.
His attenpt to introduce Exhibit 10 was to show that Valley vans
went into unauthorized areas to picéwup passengers. He stated that
unscrupulous van drivers who have/Great American’s schedules in
theix possession arrive at Great/American’s bus stops just before
his buses arrive and the drivers do their best to induce some of
the waiting bus passengers to go to the airport by van. This was a
general observation and not necessarily directed against Valley.

P Eati r G

Kristen Dickey, a/taxicad owner-operator and member of
the board of directors of ndependent Cab Company, called as a
witness by City, testified,as to the congestion at LAX resulting
from the sheer number of /passenger stage vans who oftentimes have
to double and triple park while waiting for passengers. She has
observed van drivers ddﬁble park their vans and leave the vans to
go into the terminal in search of passengers. As a taxicad driver,
she is against this dgrt of conduct because taxicadb drivers are not
allowed to leave tgg cabs in search of passengers. In her opinion,
there are a sufficient number of taxicabs to meet the demand for
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transportation services at LAX. She also feels there are more than
enough vans providing sexvice at LAaX. In her opinion, expanding
the authority sought by applicant will add to the congestion of the
bus stop at LAX.

' Dan Thrasher, an employee of SuperShuttle os/Los Angeles,
called as a witness by City, testified that he was assigned to
investigate Valley’s operations at LAX. He testifiéa that on the
morning of November 11, 1987 at approximately 11:Y8 a.m., he
observed his co-worker, Ed DePriest, being picked up at terminal 7
by Valley’s shuttle van No. 502. There were two fémale passengers
on board at the time DePriest was picked up./ The Valley van then
exited the airport with the three passengers. DePriest had asked
Valley’s driver if he went to the Veterang’ Administration (VA)
cemetery at Constitution Avenue and SepuKQeda Boulevard in los
Angeles and the driver responded affigpétively. The driver drove:
DePriest to that location. The twe female passengers were being
transported to the Holiday Imn in W?édland Hills. When DePriest
disembarked at the VA cenmetery, Qg was charged a fare of $15 for
which the driver had to call the dispatcher to obtain the correct
fare. Thrasher testified that he watched the pickup, followed the
van, and also watched DePriesE/&eave the van at the cemetery.

He testified that at approximately'i2:45 p.n. on the same
date he was picked up by Valiey's shuttle van No. 507 at terminal
3. There was one passenger/already on board who was going to
Encino. The van then proceeded to terminal 7 where one more
passenger, who was going/to the Sheraton Miramar Hotel on Ocean
Boulevard, boarded. He/testified that he was dropped off by
Valley’s van at the vg/hospital on Wilshire Boulevard and was

/

charged $1S. .

He testified that on still another occasion DePriest was
picked up at termi:&l 1 at 2:15 p.m. by one of Valley’s vans and
was transported td(an office building on Wilshire Boulevaxd. He
presented the th;ée receipts that were givenftothim and DePriest.
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According to Thrasher, Valley does not have authority to serve any
area outside of the San Fernande Valley and the three trips in
question were outside of Valley’s authorized service area.

S .

This application raises two major issues. The primary
issue is whether public convenience and necessity have’ been
sufficiently demonstrated to warrant the granting oz/%he requested
authority, while another major issue relates.to~t§c fitness of
applicant to receive additional operating authog;ty.

When considering the granting of a CECAN, the Commission
considers several factors, the greatest of which is evidence that
public convenience and necessity exist for such service. One way
such public convenience and necessity can;ﬁg demonstrated is on the
basis of a market survey or study which has been made of the demand
for the particular sexvice proposed bylgéplicant. Another method
of showing public need is by presentieg witnesses who promise to be
potential customers of the applicant/and can testify as to the need
for such service. In this proceeding, applicant has attempted to
show public need by both methods.// .

The telephone survey made by Valley is withautusupporting
evidence other than as described/by Valley’s witness Ramsey in his
testinmony and summarized in Exhﬁbit 5. . Little weight can be given
to this testimony since it caﬁﬁct be corroborated. The survey
taken at LAX in which a survé& form was used and introduced into
evidence, while questionab%e as to showing a need in the proposed
service areas, nevertheless shows an intent on the part of Valley
to obtain data as to the/public need. Need, however, was indicated
from the testimony of Valley’s witnesses. Valley has the
capability of providing/the proposed service as evidenced by its
growth in its one yea7/o: operation.

/

/
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We next turn to the issue of fitness. Although Valley’s
president denies any knowledge of its vans operating outside its

authorized service area, the evidence is sufficient to conclude

otherwise. -/

Valley’s present authority issued in D.87-11-004
authorized it to operate between nine communitie:/ig the San
Fernando Valley, on the one hand, and LAX, on the/ other hand.
Valley is not authorized to serve any areas of ﬁés Angeles city or
county to the south of the San Fernando Valley/except LAX proper.
Yet the evidence introduced in this proceediyg is sufficient to
conclude that Valley has operated in areas in which it is not
authorized. From the numerous complaintsjf&led with the
Commission, the unauthorized operations by shuttle vans is
apparently widespread. We do not conde such practices and
élthéugh the array of sanctions available to us to redress such
violations is broad, ranging from no sanctions to ‘revocation of
authority, we are reluctant to revoke/a certificate unless the
circumstances indicate continued viz;ation after less drastic
sanctions have been imposed. We have considered denial of Valley’s
application, but we will not adopt/that course of actioﬁ, This is
the first instance where evidence/of operational vieolations by
Valley has been presented to the /Commission. Although, the
violations do raise questions about Valley’s fitness, the number of
violations are not great enough/to deny the request for extension,
. since such denial would impact the public adversely given the
evidence that the extended service is needed. However, the
violations are serious enough/to justify our limiting the extension
authority to one year and refuiring Valley to come in and reapply
for permanent authority and/shew that it is fit to have such
permanent authority. If a/ditional violations of service territory
boundaries bhave occurred in that one year period, the limited




A.87-09-001 ALJ/WAT/ek/ltg

extension granted here will not be extended on a permanent basis
and an OII will be initiated to determine if revocation of Valley’s
entire certificate should be ordered.

Finally, we consider the motion of Great American to deny
the application of Valley because Valley filed its application
within the two=-year period restriction contained in its
certificatg.

In recent years, the COmmission,has looked with disfavor
upon “sweetheart stipulations” entered into between the applicant
and an existing operator which primarily serve to protect, without
reference to the public interest, the protestant operater’s
territory and operations in return for withdrawal of its protest.
The Commission favors a policy of rémoving such “sweetheart”
restrictions in existing certificates and opposing the placing' of
such restrictions in new applications for new certificates. We
will thus not hold Valley to th¢ restriction contained in its
certificate, especially since ¥t filed this application only four

‘months prior to the end of the restrictive period. .Additionally,

the two-year period will hav¢ ended by the time this.decision is
issued. Therefore, the motjion by Great American should be denied.
indi . ! ‘
1. Applicant has tie ability, ecquipment, and financial
resources to perform the /proposed service.
2. Public convenjence and necessity require the proposed
service.
3. The rates prpoposed in the application'are deemed
reasonable. -
4. It can be geen with certainty that there is no
possibility that the activity in question may-have a significant
effect on the environment.

has transported passengers to areas outside of
ice area on at least 3 occasions, thus raising

5. Appli
its authorized
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Comply with General Oxrders Series 79, 98,
101, and 104, and the California Highway
Patrol safety rules.

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

£. Remit to the Commission the Transportation
Reimbursement Fee required by PU Code § 40
when notified by mail to do so.

3. Prior to initiating service to any airport, applicant
shall notify the airport authofity involved. This cexrtificate does
not authorize the holder to conduct any operations/on_the property
of or into any airport unless such operation is authorized by both
this Commission and the airpert authority involved.

4. Applicant is authorized to begin 9ﬁ2rations on the date
that the Executive Director mails a notic%/tovapplicant that it has
evidence of insurance on file with the Commission, and that the
California Highway Patrol has approved ﬁﬁe use of applicant’s

vehicles for service. tx//
5. Applicant shall file a petition to modify this order and

/
request that the interim authority/be made permanent at least 45

days prior to tbe date this interim authority expires.
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6. The protests of Great American Stageline, Inc. and c’i/ty
are denied.
7. The application is granted as set forth above.
This oxrder becomes effective 30 days from today.
Dated , at San Francisoo/,, california.




