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Decision 88-09-068 September 28,' 1988 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
• 

In the Matter o.f the Application o.f ) 
AIRPORT LIMO'O'SINE SERv:tCE OF ) 
SUNNYVALE, INC. tor authority to. acici ) 
scheduled van service ]:)etween points ) 
in san Francisco. County and San ) 
Francisco. International Airport to. ) 
its passenqer staqe authority PSC 899. ) 
--------------------------------) 

®~~®UR 
Application 87-09-042 

(Filed Septelnl:>er 30,. 1987) 

Cl i{tord S. Qrloft, tor Airport connectio.n/ 
Airport Limousine, applicant. 

Raymond' As ~reene, ~r., Attorney at Law, 
tor SFO Airporter, Inc., and Thomas J'. •• 

MaeBride, Attorney at Law, tor Bay Area 
SUperShutt1e r ,protestants •.. ,. ., ,. 

Alok Eumar and Belinda Gatti, tor the 
Transportation Division. 

OPINIQK 

Airport Lilnousine Service ot Sunnyvale,. Inc., (ALS o.r 
applicant) currently provides, on-call and scheduled airport 
transportation services as a passenger stage co.rporation (PSC) 
between points in the Counties. o.f Santa Clara, San Mateo, Alalneda, 
and Contra Costa, on the one hand, and the San Francisco. (SFO), san 
Jose, and Oakland International Airports,. on the other hand., in 
vans, sedans, and limousines. It also provid.es PSC on-:eall service 
in sed.ans and limousines ]:)etween points in the, County ot San 
Francisco and SFO. 

By this application ALS requests authority to extend its 
service to include scheduled transportation in vans with seatin~. 
capacity of 14 passengers (excluding ' the driver) or less,. between 
SFO and San Francisco. • 
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The application. was protestea by SFO Airporter, Inc. 
(Airporter) ana by Bay Area SuperShuttle, Inc. (Supershuttle). 
Three days of public hearing were held before Administrative Law 
Judge C~) 'John Lemke in San Francisco during January and 

" ' 

March 1988.... ,Th~matter was submitted subj ect to the filing of 
briefs on May 6, 1988. 

ALS in its application asserts generally as follows: 
1. currently, no carrier provides a first~ 

class low cost scheduled service in Van5-
carrying 14 passengers or less between SFO 
and points in San Francisco,. 

2. Scheduled large bus service has higher 
operating costs than van service, and 
therefore must make more stops than the 
proposed service to- have an economic load 
factor. ~ .. __ _ 

3. Large bus service is saddled with city 
terminal and. other large expenses, and has 
lost traffic recently ina growing market. 

4. On-call van service can only make 3 stops 
maximum before the service level 
deteriorates, and 50 must charge 30% more 
than the $$ fare proposed by ALS. ALS 
believes a viable market exists, one 
represented by customers who, want a higher 
level of service than that offered with big 
buses, and a lower tare than that offered 
by-the on-call door-to-door van services. 
It wishes to operate such a service every 
half hour from SFO and every half hour from 
various hotels' in San Francisco. , 

Applicant asserts that the Commission has endorsed the 
concept of competition in: the airport transportation marketplace 
through its historical certification of a large number of carriers 
in each county, particularly in San Francisco;, that qranting its 
request would have no adverse e~~ectonthe current level of 
competition, and would very likely spur innovation in the 
lnarketplace. 
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Evidence 
.AI& 
ALS operates un~er the f~ctitious n~es of Airport 

Limousine Service and Airport connection. Clifford Orloff, 
president and chief executive officer of ALS, explained that there 
is no scheduled service of any type, large bus or van, to the list 
of hotels to be served by the applicant and that the applicant is 
seekin~ permission to perform the same service between SFO and San 
Francisco. that it is currently- authorized to· perform between SFO 
and points in other Bay- Are~ counties; i.e., Contra 
Costa, Alameda, San Mateo, and Santa Clara. He considers this 
particular activity to be a fixed sChedule, flexible route service. 
Orloff explained that ALS operates in the East Bay on a fixed 
schedule,. pU))lish~d in timetables,. which is in effect a promise, 
that the carrier will arrive at a particular point at a specific 
tilne. Some stops are "mandatory"'" stops; others are "reservation 
onlyH stops, m~anin~ that it there is a call. tor a pickUp ,at that 
location, a stop' will be made. Otherwise, the vehicle bypasses'. 
that location. On one day, one vehicle may be assigned to make 
scheduled stops in three cities, and another vehicle will make 
stops in other communities; while the next day, the entire schedule, ' 
may ):,e done with only one vehicle if traffic conditions and the 
number of passengers will allow this~ ThUS, the routing is 
determined based upon varying conditions, and the applicant's 
totally computerized reservation system provides the flexibility to 
make the necessary dispatching decisions. 

The. determination whether a stop is mandatory 'or by 
reservation depends upon the amoUnt of passen~ers typiCally 

• " > I 

transported. to or, from that point. Initial.ly ~ ALS was requestinq ,: 
authority to stop at any hotel in san'Franeise~.However, the 
applicant am.end.e~, its request to approxixnately 90 hotels· as listed 
in EXhibit S.The carrier expects to-file schedules which are 
different durin~ peak and oft-peak m~nths. Orloff testified. that i 
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at the time of the hearing there was no PSC sche~ule~ service to 
or from San Francisco because of the labor difficulty 
currently experienced by one of the protestants (Airporter)'. He 
proposes't:,o offer his service. for a fare of $5 whereas the current 
on-call service rate is $7 to $8. Orloff believes that the 
propose~ van service t~ be provided in vehicles seating no, more 
than 14 passengers is a good compromise between the service 
provi~e~ in smaller vehicles and. that provide~ in large'buses.. 
This is because the van· will be filled after' four or,-five" stops; 
whereas with a larq~r bus more stops ~ould be required t~ fill 'the 
vehicle, or else the bus would simply not run so frequently. 

Two public witnesses testified on behalf of ALS. The 
first, sales manager for HBR Hotels, which owns and manages five 
hotels in San Francisco, stated that the hotels have not received 
satisfactory service from Airporter because Airporter never 
provided them door-to-door service" making it rieces~ to go· to 
Ai:rporter's terminal oJ:: to a larger hotel where such service was 
provided. He testified that the hote~s are served by.$uperShuttle, 

, ' 

but that applicant's fares would be $3 lower than Supershuttle's. 
The second witness, director' of sales and :marketing for Americana' 
Suites Hotel, believes that the lower cost service proposed by ALS 

. would be goo4 for the public because it would provide competition 
in scheduled service between San Francisco and the airport. 

A!S' vi,ce president and controller, Lynell Phillips, 
testified as follows: 

TTMC, Inc., the parent company of ALS, earned a prOfit of 
$89,000 in 1987. Approximately $7$,700 of this profit was 
attri})utable to operatioI?-s performed byALS. . T'I'MC, Inc. had cash 
on hand at the end of 198.7 in the amount of about $267,000,. and 
debt of al:>out $79,000. ALS' average cost per mi~e is. about $1.16; 
however, as miles increase the average cost will decrease because 
some expenses such as rents and other fixed expenses will not 
increase with added business. She e~timates' that owner-operators. 
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employed by ALS will ~rea~ even at SO cents per mile they drive, 
but s~ted that they actually receive about 60 cents per mile with 
incentive payments. 

• I 

Phillips esttmates that in order to break even, 
applicant would have to carry an average of 3.6 passengers per 
trip. Sne als~ stated that during 19a7 it carried 1.4 passengers 
per trip. In order to increase the average load factor to the 
required 3.& passengers~ she expects the carrier's dead-nead~ or 
empty miles to be substantially reduced in this new service, 
because present empty miles are experienced predominantly in its 
South Bay and East Bay business which is heavily residence 
oriented. The proposed service "will be concerned principally with 
nonresidential type business, moving passengers between the airport 
and the various hotels. 

Jim Prottitt, AL$' transportation manager and assistant 
dispatch ~ager, described the company's four types ot 
transportation providers. These are (1) employee drivers in . . 
company vehicles~ (2) independent drivers in'leased vehicles, 
(3) independent charter-party authorized vehicles working under. 
contract with mileage payments and incentive bonus payments, and 
(4) independent charter party authorized" vehicles doing brokered 
work under fixed rates per job.: Prot!i tt also described AL$' 

training program, involving both on-the":roadand: classroom 
training, with examinations" andtb.e applicant's safety record. 
The carrier's accident rate in 1987 was negligible in the 
performance of approximately 90,000· trips involving_four parking 
accidents and one disputed "whiplash'" accident concerning-an 
employee of an owner-operator. 

Applicant's reservations,and sales mana~er, Stephanie 
Davis~ testified that she has., surveyed. Z5-30 hotels' in connection­
with this request. In her prepared testimony (Exhibit 3) She 
referred ·to. interviews witheertain "personnel~at various: hotels. 
She stated that some interviewees told'her'theywoulc1 like to- h,,"ve 
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the proposed service for their guests, and others haQ indicated 
dissatisfaction with some of protestants' services. Some. had also 
indicated to the witness their satisfaction with current service. 
However, none of this evidence was corroborated by other witnesses, 
and a motion to strike some of the statements contained in 
EXhibit 3 was profferred by protestants. The ALJ denied the 
motion. 

Exhibit s is a list of approximately- 90 hotels which ALS 

requ.ests authority to", serve. Applicant would .. pt:efer to have. its 
authority sought he~e, if granted, written in the same format as 
that held by Airporteri i.e .. , to, and from all hotels. However, 
Orloff testified that he has been informed by a staff member that 
the Commission does not issue such 'open' authorities any longer, 
and for that reason ALS has furnished the.extensive list of hotels 
shown. in Exhibit 5-.. All of these hotel stops. would be scheduled,. 
rather than on-call stops, he stressed.. Orloff testified that. he 
expects, by providing' scheduled servi~e, to significantly ilnprove 
hi~ load factors over those experienced by on-eallservices.. Hence 
the proposed.lower fare of $5-.. 

At the reservation-only hotels,ALS proposes to stop only 
if it has received a eall· for pickup of passengers; while at the . 
mandatory stops, a van will stop at every hotel. Orloff stated 
that the decision has not been .made as to which of the· hotels in 
EXhibit 5- are to be designated "res~rvation-only' and which 
"mandatory." He expects to make these designations when filing 
tilnetables, if and when authorized .. 

Airpolj:er 
Airporter's general manager and chief financial Officer, 

Gordon Esposto, testified as follows.: 
1. Airporter operates currently between SFO 

and points in San Francisco, 'in buses 
containing seating.for a maximum'nu:mberof 
passengers. , Airporter maintains· a mOd.ern., 
luxurious terminal at a location 
immediatel.y accessible to virtually every 
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hotel in downtown San Francisco,. Airporter 
expends considerable sums of money 
advertising its services; nevertheless, it 
continues to experience sUbstantial unused 
capacity with its operating equipment. 

2. On about December 1, 19$7, Airporter was 
forced to curtail operations as the result 
of a strike of its drivers. While the' 
situation insofar as it involves union 
drivers is unr,esolved, Airporter has made 
the necessary arrangements to, reinstitute 
service between SFO and downtown San 
Francisco hotels, and service recommenced. 
February 24, 19a5. Buses leave the 
downtown terminal every half hour from 5:30 
a.m. to· 10:00 a.m .. , and. every 1$ minutes 
between 10:00 a .. m. ancl 9 i:00 p·.m. 
Thereafter, buses leave the terminal every 
half hour to and· includinq, the following 
morning at· 12.:45 . a.m. ·~All. buses, ; o~ . which. 
there are 11, perform round. trip service 
between the terminal and' SFO.. Fares are 
$4.00 one way and $7.00 round trip. 

4 .. 

Airporter is completing details necessary 
to reinstitute its prior operations between 
SFO and other San Francisco- areas. such. as 
Fisherman's Wharr and, the financial 
district. Airporter's operations are 
performed pursuant to PUC authority as well 
as the provisions of 'Ground Transportation 
permit No. lS0S, recently issued to . 
Airporter by the San e Francisco. Airports.' 
Commission. 

~here is great competition in the 
transportation of passengers within this 
corridor, represented not only by existing 
authorized carriers, but by an increasing 
nUlDJ:)er ofille~aloperators •.. This. corriclor 
may 'be the bUSlest in .the United states. 
The Commission has issued a plethora of 
certificated authorities over the last 
eight to ten years to,carriersservin~ '. this. 
corridor, thereby leading to- a situatl.on 
where. carriers are unable to- serve' th'ehest 

. interests of the general' public, even . 
causing the strike referred to- above .. 
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5. In June 1975 the rate of Airporter's 
predecessor was $1.25. The rate was 
increased to $6.00, but recently reduced to. 
$4.00. In each instance where the 
Commission has authorized increases in 
Airporter's rates, it has been because of 
the substantial diversion of tra~tie 
experienced through increased competition 
and the consequent dtminution in Airporter 
customers. 

6. There is no need tor the proposed service; 
in tact,.. this.. was .. the specific finding- Qf 
the Commission in two prior decisions 
involving ALS. 

7. ALS is neither financially nor 
operationally :fit to conduct the proposed 
service. There is a fixed number o.f . 
passengers utilizing the existing service .. 
This number does· not change when ·the . 
commission authorizes new carriers.. For 
example, in 1~77' passenger volume at SFO 
was 20,249,060, o.f which Airporter 
transported 1,973,838'. In 19'87 the 
passenger volume was about 31,000,000, of 
whiCh Airporter' transported 8:60,000. 
Present passenger· .services, including those 
performed with taxis, lilnousines"vans:, 
mini-buses, and larc;e'buses meet every need. 
of the traveling public to or rrom SFO. 
Diverting passengers from the large bus 
service operated by·Airporter will result 
in a waste o.f energy. 

8. The Commission shouldadhere.to the 
prOVisions of PI.l})lic tTtilities (PO') Code 
§ l03Z(b) which states that the Commission 
may issue a certificate to- operate in a 
territory already served, by a:certiticate 
holder only . when the, existinct service' is 
not satisfactory to the Comm~ssion. 

9. Esposto conceded. that if passengers staying 
at numerous hotels wish to use Airporter's 
service to or trom SFO, they must either 
walk or take a ~U$. or taxi to or from 
Airporter's terminal ::that no service is 
currently provided to the door ot any, hotel 
in San Francisco. . 
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10. Esposto testified that Airporter is 
opposinq the souqht authority because of 
the expected. d.ilution of Airporter"s 
traffic.. Airporter reduced its fare in 
February 1988 from $6 to $4 to attract a 
more economically based clientele. 
FUrther, if Airporter resumed service to 
the Hyatt Regency, that fare would be $4. 
He noted that when Airporter service to the 
Hyatt Reqency and other hotels is 
reinstituted in two months,. where door-to­
door service will be performed,. that 
service would be duplicated by }J.,S' 
proposed service if this application is 
granted. He emphasized that there are 
certain locations in the city where there 
are clusters of hotels; that in those 
instances Airporter' will serve' a 
qeoqraphical area andpassenqers either 
walk across the street or take a taxi from 
its downtown texmi-na-l'- -to--a~ -partiC'tt"lar- . _ ...... -
hotel. 

ll. Esposto- believes the service -proposed by 
ALS-, other than the ,mandatory stops, 
actually constitute on-call rather than 
scheduled service. And he contends that 
AL$' payment to its independent contractors 
of SO cents per mile. is inadequate, 
considering the operating costs experienced 
by sueheontractors., He professed' that 
conditions at SFO are in a state of 
gridlock much of the 'time;: that ALS" 
proposal to' add another 12 vehicles to the 
pool already serving SFOwould exacerbate 
the problem. 

Briefs were filed MAy 6 by applicant> by protestants, and 
by the Transportation Division sta'ff. 

The staff obj ects, to granting of the' application until 
ALS provides a specific list of scheduled stops it plans to serve. 
'rhe staff' is not convinced that applicant yill provide reliable,. 
consistent service on its proposed routes_ ' 

On June 3,. ALS filed rebu~t'als to., the briefs filed by 
both protestants and by, the staff.. Counsel for, both protestants 
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sent letters to the ALJ objecting to the rebuttals on the grounds 
that the application had been submitted May 6 by the tiling of 
concurrent briefs. On June 9, ALS filed i ts Petition to. set .Aside 
Submission and Reopen the Proceeding for the Taking of Additional 
Evidence, in accordance with ~le 84 of the Commission's Rules of 
Practice and Procedure. As justification for its petition, AI.s.' 

asserts that its rebuttal brief to the staff brief should be made a 
part of the record.,. because it contains information requested by the 

s~f .. 
The staff had objected to qrantingof the application 

unless ALS "submits his scheduled routes with definitive· stops and 
times .. " ALS·' rebuttal brief to the staff· brief contains. such 
routes and schedules. 

ALS maintains that its rebuttals to-the briefs of the two 
protestants relate to actions. by them in either filing for 
authority or commencing operations similar to that proposed by 
applicant, after protesting that'public convenience and necessity 
would not :be served :by ALS' new service ~ On June 2'2 Airporter 
filed its response in opposition .. ·to-' ALS-' petition to set aside', 
submission. Airporter insists that. the ALSpetitionis deficient 
under RUle 84 because it fails to specify material changes of fact 
or law, and fails to· explain why· the proffered. evidence was not 
previously adduced. 

TheALJ issued his ruling on 'June 29, 1988 denying 
applicant's petition. The ruling is hereby affirmed. 
Discussion 

ALS presen.tly holds PSC authority to provide on-call and 
scheduled service using vans, sedans"and "limousines. between points I 

in Alameda, Contra Costa, San Mateo,; and5anta Clara Counties, on 
the one hand., and/SFO,,.San Jose, ·and Oakland'International 
Airports, on the other hand.' ALS is also 'authorized to- provide' 
pre-arranged on-call service between points in San Francisco a%l.d 
SFO restricted to luxurylilnousines ~nd.' sedans at ·fares of $15.00 
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per rider. In this request ALS seeks authority to provide 
sebeduled PSC service in vans between SFO and about 90 hotels in 
san Franciseo. 

Scheduled service performed by a PSC subject to our 
jurisdiction between SFO and San Francisco is currently provided 
only by protestant Airporter but only on a terminal-to-terminal 
basis rather than a door-to-door basis. (Scheduled service is also· 
provided by san Mateo Transit District between these points~ 
however, this latter carrier was not a party te> this proeeeding.) 
Protestant Super5huttle provides on"-call" door-to-door service 
between these points. SuperShuttle has recently filed A.88-05-037, 
seeking authority to provide inter alia,scheduled PSC service 
:between SFO anel san Francisco.. 'rhus.,. , unlike Airpo%'ter, AI.S 

requests authority te> perform door-to-door service to almost 90 
hotels in san Franc:isc:o~ and unlike SuperShuttle, it proposes to· 
provide scheduled service to the city. ~e ALS proposed scheduled 
service is either ditterentor less 'expensive than that now :being' 
prov~aed by either o~ the protestants. 

. Airporter has enumerated' seven ~actors which it believes' 
should be ~m:i ned in cletermiru.ng·whether pUblic convenience and 
necessity indicate that a certificate may be granted. 
factors were considered' in 0.82-07-0'84,. elated July 21,. 
A.60864 and 82-02-68 (9 CP'O'C·2d. 452,). 'rheyare: , ' 

l. PUblic requiremerit tor the service; 

2. 

3. 

5. 

6 • 

Adequacy of existing service; 

Ability ot the proposed service to 
complement existing service; 

Technical feasibility ot'theproposed 
service; 

Technical qualifications. of applicant; 

Financial ability ot· applicant~ and 

- 11 -
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7. Economic teasil:>ility of the proposed 
service. 

~hese elements may be significant and appropriate for 
Commission consideration in determininq public convenience and 
necessity, although not necessarily all need be considered in every 
proceeding. FUrthermore, there may be other considerations, such 
as fare structures, service levels, etc. which ought to- be 

considered in a given situation~ 
~he evidence presented by ALS~in its request to provide 

the proposed sern.ce will support a finding of public convenience 
and necessity. A:tS presented two public witnesses. One of these 
witnesses, a d.irector of sales and marketing for the Americana 

" , 

SUites Hotel, testified on the need. for ALS" se;rvices. Another 
publie witness, a sales manager at .HBR:Hotel.s. whic:h. .has .. five hotels 
(Atherton Hotel, Hyd.e Park suites, Lombard Hotel, 7:Cork Hotel', and 
Hotel Richelieu) in san Francisco,. testified that it is desireable 
to have a scheduled service at the hotels every half hour or at ten 
minutes to- the how:. 'rhe convenience: and' the, cost of service are 
the two,reasons given that· would. induce passengers to- use the 
proposed scheduled service of ALS,-

~he applicant"s reservation and sales manager surveyed 
25-30 hotels in support of the proposed service.' Ev:idenee of this 
type is not inadmissible as heresay, but both its admissJ,b,ility and. 
weight will be determined on the basis of the '.' scientific rigor and 
precision with which tbeevidence was obtained and presented.'rhe 
nUlllber of hotels surveyed in relation" to, the:- number of hotels to- be 

served suggests that the' probabilitY' of sampling error is' low. We~ 

therefore conclude that' survey has some probative value in showing 
need for the serv1ce. 
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We are statu~orily mandatad to consider whether the 
existing PSC's serving the territory will provide service to the 
satistaction of the Commission. (PO' Code § 1032(b).) There is 
evidence to support a tinding that there are no scheduleg door-to­
door service to many of the hotels presently being provided 
between SFO and San Francisco·. 

We have been asked to take official notice of AL$' annual 
report for 19S7. The report has been. tiled and indicates that AL$' 

financial position is quite sound. The carrier appears to. be 
capable, from a financial perspective,. of providing the proposed 
service. The balance sheet shows assets of $258,3-9S at year encl 
1987, current liabilities of $13-3-,.898, and total corporate capital 
and surplus ot $124,.000. The income statement in the report shows 
total operating revenues of $2,176,457 and total 'expenses ot 
$2,125,361. The resultant net income is $51,610; the operating 
ratio 97.7. 

There is the neec1. tor a scheduled dcor-to-door service 
proposed by 'AlS, and such need. has been adequ.ately demonstrated .. 
Airporter's passengers must get to and, from points beyond its 
ter.minal:by their own.means to their ultiJD.ate hotel destination .. 
This indicates that additional service is required. Andapplicant 
has demonstrated public need for this more personalized serv£ce, 
and that the present service does not afford adequate convenience 
to its passenqers. 

We are concerned over Esposto's testimony relative to. the 
crowded conditions experienced at SFO" and also, over his statements 
concerning the limited passenger market between these points and 
the, dilution. ot passengers available, ,to the eXisting carriers. 
Co~ission records indicate the e~istence' ot approximately 
10 carriers holding PSC Iron-call* certificates from this Commission 
authorizing service :between these points. As. we have s.tatecl 
betore, the management and operation of theairporttacility is the I 

province of SFO~ We will cooperate .with SFO tull.y in support of 
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workable means to manage the flow of vehicles, ~ut at present we 
will not d.eny new service to the public where such service has been 
shown to l::le needed .. 

Adequate showing ot public need has been demonstrated by 
ALS and the application should l::le granted 

In accord.ance with PUblic utilities Code Section 311, as 
amended by Assembly Bill 3383, the AIJ's proposed. decision was 
mailed to appearances on August 3, 1988. No comments were 
received. 
Findings 0: Fact 

1.. ALS requests authority to perform scheduled PSC service 
in vans between approx~ately.90 hotels in san Francisco and SFO. 

2~ Scheduled PSC service is presently provided between san 
Francisco and SFO by Airporter, al though suc.b. service is not 
generally provided on a door-to-door basis .. 

3.. Approximately tencarri~rs hol<!ling- PSC' Non-call"" 
certifieates are authorized to perform service between San 

Francisco and SFO ~oreover such services are not on fixed 
schedules .. Furthermore, San Mateo' Transit District 
provides scheduled'service between its terminal in san Francisco 
and SFO .. 

4.. Applicant has the experience and f:i:nancial ability to­
perform the proposed service .. 

s. ALS has d.emonstrated a public need for the service 
proposed in its application .. 
conclJlsion .. o( Law 

lhe application should 'be granted .. 

- 14 -
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2 B It.EE 

IT' IS ORDERED that: 
1. A certificate of public convenience and necessity is 

granted to Airport Limousine Service of sunnyvale, Inc. for 
authority to operate as a passenger stage corporation, as defined 
in PU Code § 226, between the points and over the routes set forth 
in Appendix PSC 899, to transport persons and their baggage. 

2. Applicant shall: 
a. File a written acceptance of this 

certificate within 30 aays after this oraer 
is effective. 

b. Establish the authorized service and file 
tariffs and timetables showing the 
mandatory or reservation-only stops within 
120 days after th:ts"order 'is effective; , ..... 

c. State in its tariffs and tim.etables when 
service will start, allow at least 10 days 
o.f notice to the C:ommission, and make the 
timetables and tariffs effective 10 or more 
days after this order is effective. 

0... Comply with the General·' Order Series 79, 
9&, 101, and 104, and the california 
Kighway Patrol safety rules. 

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

!. Remit to the Commission the Transportation 
Reimbursement Fee required by PU Code 
section 403 when notified by mail to. do. so'. 

3. Prior to. initiating .service to, the airport, applicant 
shall notify. the airport authority involved. This certificate does" 

,," ", ,;" ." . 

not authox:±zectheholder,to- conduct any operations on the property 
o.f or. irit~ -;~y:~:a~rpo~' uiuess- such operation is authorized by both 
this . commission 'Md, the·.airport authority involved • 

. \:\,'~>~;" ~, '~':.",> '~:'>~::" \' " -- . 
" • -": 't 'I ~ \ ~ .••• ' ,.".; ., I • j" '. " ~' 
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4. Applicant is author1~ea to cegin operations on the date 
that the Exeeutive Oirector mails a notice to applicant that it has 
eviaence of insurance on tile with the commission ana that the 
california Highway Patrol has approvea the use of applicant's 

for service. vehicles 
s. The application is ~anted asset forth above. 

This order is effective today. 
Dated September Z8,. 1988;,. at'San Francisco', California. 

:r: abstain. 

lsI DONALD v:r:AL 
commissioner 

STANLEY W. HO'LETT 
President 

G. MI'l'CHELLWILK 
JOHN' 5. OHANIAN 

commissioners 

commissioner Frederick R. Duda,. 
being necessarily absent,. did 
not participate. 

- 16 -
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Appendix PSC-899 Airport LiJllousin~ S~rvie~ 
of Sunnyvale, Ine. 

CERTIFICATE 

OF 

PtJ'BLIC CO}1VE~IENCE A."m NECESSITY 

AS A PASSENGER STAGE CORPORATION 

Original Title Pa~e 

Showin~ passenaer stage operative riants~ restrietions~ 
limitations,. exeept.ions p- and pri.vile~e$- .. ~ . 

All chang~s and· amendments as ~uthorized by 
the Public Utilities Commission of the State of California 

will be made as revised." paaes or added o'ri~inal paaes • 

'" 

: .:.1 '~Supersedea authority heretofore 
arant-ed 'to Airport Limousine Service 

or Sunnyv&le Inc~ 

.. ' . 
.. ,..,; ,. 

;. '" ; •• , I' 

Issued under. 'authority of Deeia-ion 8S-09-068 t dated. Seotp&r 28. 1988, 
of the PUblie tTtilities;:'Commission of the State of CAlifornia,. in 
Application 8:7-09-042 • 

, I ' 

'" .. 
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Appendix PSC-S99 Airport limo~aine Service 
or Sunnyvale, Inc. 

Ori~iM.l Pa~e 1 

S,ECTION 1. GEN'ERAL AUTHORIZATIONS, RESTRICTIONS. LIMITATIONS. 
AND SPECIFICATIONS. 

Airport limousine Service of S~nnyvale. Inc-, by the certificate of 

public convenience and necessity ~ranted by the deei~ion noted in the 

mar~in, is authorized as a paaBen~er stl'l.~e corporation. to transport 

passeng~rs and ba~~a~e on an "on-call:" and. scb.ed.~led. basis ''between. poin.t.s. 

in the counties of Alameda. Contra Cos.ta,. San Fran.cisco, San :iateo, and: 

Santa Clara
p 

and San Francisco International Airport (SFO), Oakland 

International Airport (OAK), and San JoaeInternational Airport' (SJC). 

as described in Section 2, s.ubject to the followin~ provisions; 

a.. ~otor vehicles may be turned at termini and 
intermediate points. in either direction, a.t 
intersections of streets. 0):' by ope rat ina: around a • 
block con.ti~\,loua to' such, 'lntersections. in 
accordance with local tr&~£ic re~ul&tions. 

b. When route descriptions are ~iven in one 
direction, they apply to- operation in either 
direction, unless otherwise indicated~ 

c. No service shall be provided to or between 
intermedia.te points.. Only pas.sengers originating at or 
de~tined to SFO, OAK, or SJC Airport will be 
transported. 

Issued by California Pub·lic Utili ties 'Commission • 

Decision B8-09-068 Application 87-09-0 .. 2". 



• 

'. 

• 

T/TE/te '/r 

Appe':l.dix PSC-899 Airport limousine Service 
of Sunnyvale, Inc. 

d. The term '''on-call"- a.s used refers to service which is 
a.uthorized to- be rendered dependent on. the demands of 
pa$sen~ers. Schedule service ~y be rendered only 
'between the points and over the routes set fo·rt.h in 
Section 2. The tariffs and t.imeta~les shall show the 
condit.ions ~nder which each authorized on-call service 
will be rendered. 

e. This certificat.e does not authorize the holder t~ 
conduct any opera.tions on. t.he propert.y o,f or into' any 
a.irport. unless such operation. is aut.horized by bot.h this 
Commission and the airport. aut.hority involved. 

SECTION 2. ROUTE DESCRIPTIONS. 

Route 1. Berkeley - SFO 

Commencina with a. service point anywhere within the 

cit.y limits of 'Berkeley then over and alon, the most convenient 

streets and hi~hways to San FrancisCO International Airport. 

Commencin, with service at any of the fo110win, point.s : 

.Berkeley 

*Claremont HotelJ 41 Tunnel Road 
Duran.t Hotel" 26:00, Durant Avenue 

*Marriott Inn, 200 Marina. Boule,-ard 

Issued by Ca.litornia Public Uti1it.ies Comlll.ission .. 

Decision &8-09-068 Applica.tion 87-09 ... 042. 
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Appendix PSC-899 Airport limousine Service 
of Sunnyvale~ Inc. 

SECTION 2. ROtTTEDESCRIP'l'IONS (cont.inued) 

Emeryville 

*Emeryville Holj,daY Inn~ 1800 Powell Street 

then over and alon& the mos~ convenient. st.reets and. 
hi&hways to San Fr&nciaco International Airport. 

*Pick-up point by reservation only • 

Route 3. Concord - W~lnyt Creek - SFQ 

Commencin& wi t.h service at any of the fo·llowin& point$.: 

Cone 0 'l,"sl; Sheraton Hotel~ 45 John GleM Drive Concord 
HolidaY Inn~ Diamond' and Burnett Avenue Concord 
Hilton, 1970' Diamond Boulevard 
Concord Inn, 1401 Willow PaS a Road 

Walnut'Creek 

BART Station 

BART Station 

'8erkelex 

Claremont Kotel, 41 Tl.1nnel.Road. 

Issued. by California Public Utilities Com~ission. 

Decision 88-09-069 , Application 87-09-042. 
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Appendix PSC-899 Airport limousine Service 
of Sunnyvale, Inc. 

Ori~inal Pa.ge "* 

SECTIO~ 2. ROUTE DESCRIPTIONS (continued) 

Emerxville 

Emeryville Holiday Inn" 1800 Powell Street 
Then over and along ,the most convenient streets and 
hi~hways to San Francisco International Airport. 

Pickups on this route are by reservation only. 

Route'" SFO - SF 'Peninsul$, Cities '- SJC 

Commencin& with service at a.nr of the !ollowin& po'inta: 

Redwood, City 

Howard Johnson "a Hotel ~ 48'S Veterans Boulevard 

Pa.lo Alto 

§unnvval~ 

Stanford Research Institute (SRI},.. 33-3 
Ravenswood Avenue 

Stanford University campus 
Flaminso Lod&e, 1398 E1Camino Real 
Riekey'.,Hyatt House~ 4219El Camino Real 
Holiday Inn, 6·25: El Camino- Rea.l 

Lockheed Miasiles &,Spacep 1111 Lockheed Way 
Hilton Inn"12'50 ,Lakeside Drive 
Sheraton Hotel, 11:00 ~. ~athild.& Avenue 

San.ta Clara 

Marriott Hotel, Great American Parkway 

Issued by California. Public- Utilities Commission.' 

Decision 88-09-068 , Application 87-09-042". 



• 

'. 

• 

T/TE/to 1< 

Appendix PSC-899 Airport. limousine Service 
of' Sunnyvale, Inc. 

Orilinal Page 5 

SECTION 2. ROUTE DESCRIPTIONS (continued) 

San J'os~ 

I.e Baron Hotel, 1350 N. 1st Street 
Hyatt House, 1740 N. 1st Street 
Red Lion Hotel~ 2050, Gatewa.y Place 

Then over. and along' the most convenient streets and 
highways to San Francisco International Airport or SAn. 
Jose Interne-tional Airport. 

Route S San FrancisCO - SFO 

Commencina wit.h service at any of the !ollowin~ po,ints: 

}o;ob Hill 

(f)Huntington Hotel. 1075· California Street 
Mark Hopkins'Hotel,. One ·Nob- Hill 
Stanford Court. Hotel, 90S. California Street 
Fairmont Hotel, 950 Mason Street 

Civic C~ntet 

(t)'Britton Hotel, 112 7th Street 
, (,!)Flamingo Motor Inn .. , 114 7th Street 
(f)Seat Western Americania., 121 7th Stree-t" 
(f)Carriale Inn, 140 7th Street 
(f) Senator Hotel, S.19 Ellis Street 
(f)Travelodae Civic Center,. 6-S.s. Ellis Street 
(f)Essex Hotel, 584 Ellis Street 
(t)Athertoc. Rotel, S8S~ Ellis Street 
(f)Hotel Miramar .. l112 Market Street, 
('!)ON Plaza Hotel, 1112 Market Street 
{f)SanFraneiacan Hotel,. 1231':1arket' Street 

Holiday Inn Civic Center, 50 8th (at Market) 
Street 

Issued by California Public Utilities Commis.ion. 

Decision 88-09-068 , Application 87-09-042. 
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Appendix PSC-899 Airport limousine Servioe 
~f Sunnyvale, Ino. 

OriKinal P3.Ke 5 

SECTION 2. ROUTE DESCRIPTIONS (continued) 

powntown 1 

(f)Hotel Vinta.ge Court,. SSOBush Street 
(f) Juliana. Hotelr 590 Bush Street 

Hyatt on Union Square, 345· Stookton Street 
Compton Plaee, 340 Stookton Street 

Downtown ~ 

Westin St. Franeis, 335 powell Street 
Hilton Hotel & Tower~ Mason &. O~Farrell Streets 
Hotel Nikko,. 150 powell Street 
Ramada Renaissanoe Hotel,. $5 Cyril Ma~nin 

(t)Oalleria Park Hotel, 191 Sutter Street 
(t)Union Square Holiday Inn. 480 Sutter Street 
(£')Sir, Francis Drake,. Sutter and Powell Streets 
(!)Cartwriatht Hot.el, 524 Sutter Street 
(f) Beresford Hotel, &35 Sutter Street 
(f)Orebard Hotel,. S2S Sutter Street 
(t)Canterbury Hotel 750 Sutter Street 
(t)Commodore International Hotel,. 825 

Sutter Street 
(f)York Hotel, 940 Sutter Street 
(f)Hotel Carlton, 107SSutter Street 
(f)The Hotel Benford, 7,&1 Pos.t Street. 
(t)Beres£'ord Arms Hotel, 70.1 Post Street 
(t)Ceoil Hotel,. 545 Post Street 
(!)Donatello Ho,tel, 501 poat Street 

Portman Hotel,.SOOPoat Street 
(f)Kensinqton Park, 450 Post Street 
(f)Cbaneellor Hotel,.. 4'33 Powell Street 

Westin. St~ Franoia,. 335 powell Street 
(f)Hotel Stewart, 351 Geary Street 

Hilton Hotel &.Tower,. Mason &. O'Farrell Streets 
(f) Hotel Nikko·, 150 Powell ,Street 

Ramada. Renaiaaanoe'Ho·tel,. 55 Cyril Ma~nin 
(f)HotelMerlin,. 8:5· 5th Street 

Issued by California Publio Utilities Commission. 

Decision 88-02-068 Appliea.tion. 8.7-09-042,. 
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Airport limousine Service 
of Sunnyvale, Inc. 

Ori~inal Pa.ge i 

SEC'I'IO~ 2'. ROUTE DESCRIP'!IONS (cont.inued) 

'Downtown 3 

( 't) Handlery Union Sq,uare, 35·1 Geary Street 
({)RAphael Hotel, 3SS Geary Street 
{f)Hotel Diva, 440 Geary Street 
(f)Hotel David 480 Geary Street 
( t' ) FO\lr Seo.sons Cl i ft ,. 495 Gea.ry S·tree t 
(f)El Cortez Hotel~ SSO Cie&ry Street 
(f) Hotel Savoy, 580 Geary Street 
(f)Ge&ry Hotel. Geary Street 
(f}Hotel Californian, 'taylor &. O"Farrell Str~ts. 
( {) Mark 'twain Hotel,. 345 Taylo·r Street 
(f)Kin~ (;eor,e Ho.tel,. 3·34·Ma.so-n. ·Str.ee:t ... ,. ..­
(f)Vir,inia Hotel,. 3·12 Mason·St.reet 
(f)Handlery Motor Inn.~ 2'6-0· O"Fa.rrell Street' 

Westin St. Francis, 335 Powel:l Street 
Hilton Hotel and' Tower,. Mason·&' O'Farrell 
Streets' 

(f)Hotel NikkO',. 150 Powell Street 
Ramada Renaissance Hotel,. 55 Cyril M.e.gnin 

Embarcadero' 
({)Financial District Holiday Inn, 750 Keo.rney Str~t, 
(f)HYatt Financial District, 'Battery &. Pacific 

Streets 
(f)YMCA EmbarcaderO', lS6-Embarcadero 

Hyatt Re,e-ncy, S. Embarcadero­
(f)Mandarin Hotel" Z2ZSa.nsome Street 
(f') Le Hotel Meridie-nSO 3rd Street 

Sherat.on Palace Hotel" &3·9· Mo.rket Street 
Marriott Mo..cone Center,' 78S. !1o.rk:etStreet ' 

(f)Mosser Victorian ,Hotel, 54 4th. Street 

Issued by California Public Utilities Commission. 

Decision 8S-0~-06e Applieation. 8.7-09-042'. .' 
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Appendix PSC-899 Airport limousine Service 
of S\,1nnyvale, Ine. 

Ori"ina.l Pag;e 8 

SECTION 2. ROUTE DESCRIPTIONS (eontin\,1ed) 

Van Ness 

(f)Q\,1ality Rotel, 2775 VanNess Aven\,1e 
(f)Vagabond Inn~ 2550 Van Neas Aven\,1e 
(f)Holiday Lod,e, 1901 Van Ness Aven\,1e 
(f)Colden COote Ho.liday Inn, 1500 Van ~ess Aven\,1e 
(f)Grosvenor Inn Civic Center,. 1050 Van Ness. Aven\,1e . 
(!)Cathedral Hill Ro·tel, Van Ness Aven\,1e and Cea.ry . 

Street 
(f) Hotel Richelie\", Geary S'treet & Van Nesa Aven\,1e 
(f')Lombard Hotel~ 1015 Geary Street 

Ramada Hotel Fisherman's Wharfp 590 Bay Street 
Fisherman's Wharf Marriott, 1250 Columbus 

Avenue 
Fisherman's Wharf: Holiday Inn,. 1300 Co,lwno\,1s 

Avenue 
(f)Howard JohnsonPst 580 Be&eh Street 
(f) Tro.velod"e at the Wharf' ,.250 Beach Street 
( f) Wharf Inn, 2601 Mason' S·treet 
(f')Sheraton F1sherman's·Wharf'p 2500 Mason Street 
(f')Hyde Park $\,11te$, 26.6.5 Hyde Street 

(!) Fla" Stop 

Issued by California Public Utilities Commission. 

Decision 88-09-068 
Application 8-7-09-042. 
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Decision sa 09 068 'VI U· U ! jJ Uu W I L.:J 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE ST~E OF CALIFORNIA 

In the Matter of the Application of ) 
AIRPORT LIMO'O'SINE SERVICE OF ) 
SUNNYVALE, INC. for authority t~ add ) 
scheduled van service between points ) 
in San Francisco County and San ) 
Francisco International Airport to· ) 
its passenger stage authority PSC 899. ) 

-------------------------------) 

Application 87-09-042 
(Filed september 30, 1987) 

C11ttprd S~ orlott, for~rport Connectionl 
Airport Limousine~ ~pplicant. 

Raymond As Greene. Jr.;" Attorney at La"N', 
tor SFO' Airporter' Xnc., and Thoma~ JL 

MaxBride, AttorneY' at Law, tor Bay Area 
Supe.rShuttle.,. pr~te$tants" 

Alok lSUmar and h1inda Gatti" tor the 
Transportation Oivision. 

/ . , 

o p~ N 10- N, 

Ai ' " i 1" rport L:LlD.oUS ne Serv:Lce o. Sunnyvale, Inc. (AIS or 
applicant) currently provide~ on-calland scheduled airport 
transportation services as Jpassenger stage corporation (PSC) 

I 

between points in the Count,!es.of Santa Clara,. San Mateo,. Ala:meda, 
I 

and Contra Costa, on the, one hand, and the San Francisco- (SFO),' san 
Jose~ and Oakland Interna'tlional Airports, on the other hand~ in, ' 

I ' ' 
vans, sedans" and limous~es. It also provides PSC on-call service 
in sedans and limousines/ ~etween points in: the County of San . 
Francisco and SFO. / ' " , 

By this applieationALS requests authority to- extend.its 
I ' 

service to-.include sche~uled- transportation in vans with seating 
capacity ot 14 passenq'ers (excluding the driver) or less~ ~etween, 
SFO and' san Francisco! ' ' 

J 
f 

- 1 -
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The application was protested by SFO Airporter, Inc. 
/ 

(Airporter) and by Bay Area superShuttle, Inc. /csuperShuttle). 
Three days of public hearing were held befor)IAdministrative Law 
Judge (AIJ) John Lemke in San Francisco during January and 
March 1988. The matter was submitted Sub~ct to the filing of 
briefs on May 6, 1988. . ;I 

ALS in its app11cation asserts generally as follows: 
1. currently, no carrier p~vides a first 

class low cost scheduled service in vans 
carrying 14 passenqersf or less between SFO 
and points in San Fr,nCisco.. .. 

2. Scheduled larqe bus foervice has higher 
operatinq costs th~ van service, and 
therefore must make more stops than the 
proposed service ~ have an economic load 
factor. '/ 

3. Larqe bus servic,e is saddled with city 
terminal and otJ;l:er large expenses.., and has 
lost traffic recently' in a growing market. 

I ' , 
4. On-call van se4:'Vice' can only make 3. stops 

maximum before the service level ' 
deteriorates,/and s~'must charqe 30% more 
than the $5 fare proposed by ALS.. ALS 
believes a viable market exists., one 
represented /bycustomers who- want ,. a higher 
level of se~icethan that offered with biq 
buses, and ~ lower fare than that offered 
by the on-call door-to-door vanserviees .. 
It wishes ~o operate 'such a service' every 
half hour flrom. SFO and ever:(half hour' from. 
various hotels in San Franciseo. 

I 
Applicant asserts that the Commission has endorsed the 

eoncept of competitio.n!in the, airport transport~tion marketplace', 
throu9'h its historical certification of a lar9'e number otcarriers 
in each county, particFlarlY in' san Francisco; that' granting: its . 
request would have no/adverse effect on the current level of 
competition, and would:, very likely spur 'innovation' in the' , 

marltetplace. .. / 

I 
I , 
I 

I - 2 -
\ 
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EVidence 

ALS operates under the fictitious names of Airport 
Limousine Service and Airport Connection. Cli! ord Orloff, 
president and chief executive officer of ALS, explained that there 
is no scheduled service of any type, large bus or van, to the list 

I' 

of hotels to be served by the applicant a~ that the applicant is . 
seeking permission to perform the same service between SFO and san 
Francisco that it is currently authori~d to perform between SFO 
and points in other Bay Area counties.' i.e ... , Contra 
Costa, Alameda,. san Mateo, and sant7clara. He considers this 
particular activity to be a fixed IchedUle,. flexible route service •.. 

. I 
Orloff explained that ALS operat~ in the East Bay on a fixed 
schedule, published in timetables·,. which is in effect· a prom.ise 
that the carrier will arrive at/a particular point at a specific 
time. Some stops are *mandatdry* stops; others are *reservation 
only* stops,. meaning that if/there is a call for a pickup. at that 
location, a stop will be made. Otherwise, the vehicle bypasses 
that location. On one.day~ one vehicle may be assi9Ded to make 
schedUled stops in three cities, and another vehicle will make' 

f. . . 
stops in other communi ties i while the next day,. the entire schedule , 
lnlI.y be done with only one vehicle if traffic conditions and the . 
nwnber of passeng-era will allow this. ThUS, the routing is 

I . 
determined based upon jVarying conditions, and the applicant' 5 

totally computerized fteservation s~stem,provides the flexibility to 
make the necess~ dispatching- dec~sions. 

The determ'ination whether a stop is mandatory or by 
reservation depends/upon the amount of passengers typically 
transported to or from that pOint. Initially,.ALS was requestinq 

. I 
authority to stop ~t any hotel in· San Francisco. However, the . 
applicant amend-edL its· request to. approximately 90 hotels as listed . 
in <Exhibit 5-. 'rhle carrier expects to file schedules which are . . 
different during: peak and otf-peak months... Orloff testified that. 
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/' 
/' 

at the time of the hearing there was no PSC sChedule~service to 
or from San Francisco because of the labor diffiCU}ty 
currently experienced by one of the protestants ~rporter). He 

/ 
proposes to offer his service for a fare of $$/whereas the current 
on-call service rate is $7 to $8. Orloff bel!eves that the 
proposed van service to be provided in veh~les seating no more 
than 14 passenqers is a qood compromise b~ween the service 
provided in smaller vehicles and that-~70vided in larqe buses. 
This is because the van will be filled7~tter four or five stops; 
whereas with a larger bus more stOP,tWOUld be required to till the 
vehicle, or else the b\l:S would simp1y not run so frequently. 

TWo public witnesses t~titied on behalf of ALS. The 
first, sales manager for HBR Hotels, which owns and manages five 
hotels in San Francisco, statec(that the hotels have not received 
satisfactory service from Ai'£orter because Airporter never 
provided them door-to-door service~ making it necessary to go to 
Ai~rter'S terminal or t~;' larger hotel where such service was 
prov~ded. He testified ~at the hotels are served by SuperShuttle, 

, I 
but that applicant's fares. would be. $3 lower than SuperShuttle's.. 
The second witness, dirJctor of sales and marketing for Americana 
Suites Hotel, believes that the lower cost.· service proposed by ALS 
would be good for the public because it would provide competition 
in seheduled service between San Francisco and· the airport. 

ALS' vice president and controller, Lynell Phillips, 
testified as follows: 

I ' 
T'rMC, I7c., the parent company of AIS, earned a prOfit of 

$89,000 in 1987.; Appro:dmately $78,.700 of this profit was 
attributable to fperations performecr by AIS. T'1'MC, Inc.' had cash 
on hand at ,the lend of 1987 in· the amount of about $267,000, and 
debt of about $79',000. AIS' average cost.permile is about $1.1&; 
however, as miles increase the average cost will decrease because. 
some expenses! such as. rents and other fixed expenses will not 

I 
increase wi~ a44ed business. She estimates that owner-operators 

- 4' -
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employed by ALS will break even at 5-0 cents per mile they .. c3:rive, 
but stated that they actually receive about 60 cents per""mile with 

,;' 

incentive payments. ~ 
Phillips estimates that in order to breakl'even, 

/ 
applicant would have to carry an average ot 3.6 passengers per 
trip. She als~ stated that during 19a7 it carried 1.4 passengers 
per trip. In order to increase the average l~d factor to the 
required 3.6 passengers, she expects the ca!rier's dead-head,. or 
empty miles. to be substantially reduced irl this new service, 
because present empty miles are experi~ed predominantly in its 
South Bay and East Bay business which ;s heavily residence 
oriented. ~he proposed service W

7
'll ~e concerned principally ~th 

nonresidential type business, movin 'passengers between the airport 
and the various hotels. 

Jim Proffitt,. ).LS' transportation maMCJer and assistant 
dispatch manager, described the;fc0mpany's four types of, 
transportation provider$. ~ese are (1) employee drivers in 

J . 
company vehicles, (2) independent drivers in leased vehicles, 
(3) independent charter-panj authorized vehicles.working under 
contract with mileage paymefts and, incentive bonus payments, and 
(4) independent charter p~rty authorized vehicles doinCJ brokered 
work under fixed rates per job.. Proffitt als~ described ALS' 
traininCJ program, 1nvol vl.nq bothon-the-road and classroom 
traininCJ, with examinations, and the applicant's satety record. 
The carrier's aecidentfate in 1987 was negligible in the , 
performance of approximately 90,000 trips involving four parking 
accidents and one dis~uted "whiplash" accident concerning an 

I ' 
employee ot an owner-operator.. , 

APPlic:ant1s reservations and sales manager, Stephanie 
Davis, testified t¥t sbe has' surveyed 25-30 hotels in connection 
with this rer;rJ.est. / In her prepared. testimony (Exhibit 3) she 
referred. to interv'iews with certain personnel a.t various hotels. 

I 
She stated tbat~ome interviewees told her they would like to have 

5- -
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the proposed service for their quests, and others ha~ndicated 
dissatisfaction with some of protestants' serviees;/ Some had also 
indicated to the witness their satisfaction withj=urrent serviee~ 
However, none of this evidence was corroboratedlby other Witnesses, 
and a motion to strike some of the statements;'eontained in 
EXhibit 3 was profferred by protestants. T~ ALJ denied the 

A.S7-09-042 ALJ/JSL/tab 

motion. . / 
Exhi})it S is a list of approxljnately 90 hotels whieh AIS 

requests authority to serve. Applicant'would prefer to have its 
authority sought here, if granted,. written in the salIle format as 
that held by Airporter; i.e., to ana/from all hotels. However, 
orlo~~ te$ti~ied that he has been 'n~ormed by a sta~~ member that 
the Commission does not issue sue;( "'open"'. authorities any longer, 
and for that reason ALS has t'IirMshed the e)Ctensive list of hotels· 

I shown in Exhibit S. All of these hotel stops would})e scheduled, 
rather than on-call stops,. hett~essed. Orloff testified that he 
expects, by providing schedu~ed service, to significantly improve 
his load factors over th. 0tS-experienced by on-call services. Hence 
the proposed lower fare of $S. . .. 

- .. 
At the reservat'on-only hotels, ALS proposes to stop only 

if it has received a cali for pickup of passengers; while at the 
mandatory stops,.. a van Jill stop at every hotel. Orloff stated . 

. I . 
that the decision has. not been made as to which of the hotels in 

. ,. . . 
Exhibit S are to .. be d,Siqnated "'reservation~only'" and which 
"'mandatory. '" He expects to make these designations when filinq 
timetables,. if and wrlen authorized. 

Aimorte:r;: j 
Airporterjs qeneral manager and chief financial officer, 

Gordon Esposto, testified as tollows~ I . . 
1. Ai~rter operates currently between SFO' 

and oints in san Francisco, in buses . 
con aininq seatinqfor a-maximum number of 
passengers. Airporter maintains a m.odern, 
l~rious terminal at a location 
immediately accessible to· virtually every 

- 6. -. 
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2. 

~ .. 

4. 

/" 
I' 

hotel in downtown San Francisco. Al:rporter 
expends considerable sums O'f moneyr 
advertising its services; nevertheless, it 
continues to' experience substa~~ial unused 
capacity with its operating e~ipment. 

On about December l, 1987, A'irporter was 
forced to' curtail operatiods as the result 
O'f a strike O'f its drivers. While the 
situation inso.far as itlnvolves union 
drivers is unresO'lved, XirpO'rter has made 
the necessary arrangements to reinstitute' 
service Petween SFO and downtown san 
Francisco. hotels, an~ service recommenced 
February 24, 1988'. /Buses leave the 
downtown terminal ~very'half hour from S:~O 
a.m .. to' 10 :00 a.m~; and every 15 minutes 
between 10:00 a .. m, and 9:00, p.m. 
Thereafter, buses leave the terminal every 
half hour to' anCVincludinqthe fO'llowinq 
morninq at 12:4,5 .a.m.. All buses., O'f which 
there are ll, perform· round trip- service 
between the t~inal and SFO. Fares are 
$4.00 one way/and $7.00 roundtrip.. 

Airporter is!comPletinq details necessary 
to' reinstitute its prior operations ~tween 
SFO and other san Francisco. areas such as 
Fisherman'S. Wharf and:the'financial 
district. ; Airporter'soperations are 
performed/pursuant to- POC'authority as'well 
as the p2ifovisions of Ground Transportation 
PermitN~ .. 1505, recently issued·tO' 
Airporter by the San Francisco Airports 
Commission. 

( 

There Js qreat competition in the 
transportation of passengers within this 
corridbr, represented not only by existing 
authorized carriers,.·but by an. inereasinq 
numbe~ Of. ille~al o~erators. This corridor 
may be the busl.estl.n the united States. 
The Commission has issuec:la ". plethora o.f 
certificated authorities over the last 
ei~t to ten. years to, carriers s~rv1n9' th. is 
co;r;.jidor, therebyleaclingto a Sl.tuatl.on 
whe~e carriers are unable' tOo serve.the best 
interests of the general . public',. even 
causinq the strike referred to above .. 

• i 
I 
\ 
\ - 7 -
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7. 

8. 

9. 

In June 1975- the rate of Airporter's ,/ 
predecessor was $1.25. The rate was / 
increased to $6.0.0, but recently reduced to 
$4.00. In each instance where the X; 
commission has authorized increases in 
Airporter's rates, it has been becaus of 
the substantial diversion of tra!tic/ 
experienced through increased competition 
and the consequent diminution in A~rporter 
customers. ~ 

There is no need for the propo$ed service; 
in tact, this was the specifiC finding of 
the Commission in tw, 0 prior ;decisions. 
invol vinq AIS. I 
ALS is neither financial~ nor 
operationally fit to conduct the proposed 
service.. There is· a f:LXed numl:>er of 
passengers utilizing ~e existinq service. 
This number does not phanqe when the 
Commission authorize.$new carriers. For 
example, in 1977 passenger volume at SF~ 
was 2"0.,249,0.60., of·,lWhichAirporter 
transported 1,97~,IS~8" • . In 1987 the 
passenqer volume ;was about 31,OOO~"Oo.O, of 
which Airporter ;transported 860,Oo.(). 
Present passenger serv1ces~ including those 
performed with Itaxis, limousines, vans, ." , 
mini-buses, an,d larqe buses meet every need 
of the travelfnq public to or'from SFO. 
Diverting passengers !romthe large bus 
service operated by Airporter will result 
in a waste of enerqy. 

I ' , 
The commission should adhere to the 
provisions{ of Pu})lic Utilities CPtI') Code 
§ 1o.32 CD>/WhiCh states that the Commission 
may issue a certificate to. operate in a 
terri tory already served by a certificate' 
holder only when the existin~ service is 
not sat~s!actory to. the Comm~ssion. 

) 
Esposto!,conceded that i!passenqers staying 
at numerous hotels wish to- use Airporter's 
service to. or fron'SFO, they must either 
walk or take a bus or taxi to. or" from 
Airpor,ter's terminal; that no service is 
currently provided to the door of any hotel 
in San Francisco. • 
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/ 
I 

10. Esposto testified that Airporter~s 
opposinq the souqht authority because of 
the expected dilution of Airporter's 
traffic. Airporter reduced lJts fare in 
February 1988 from $6 to $4/to attract a 
~ore economically based cl~entele. 
FUrther, if Airporter resU'ined service to 
the Hyatt Reqency, that fare would be $4. 
He noted that when Airporter service tOo the 
Hyatt Regency and other hotels is 
reinstituted in two months, where door-to­
door service will be /performed, that 
service would be duplicated by AL$' 
proposed service i~this application is 
granted. He emphaSized that there are 
certain locationo/ in the city where there 
are clusters of hotels; that in those 
instances Airporter will serve a 
geographical area and passenqers either 
walk across the· street or take a taxi from 
its downtown/terminal tOo a particular 
hotel. . 

11. EspostOo l:>~eves the service proposed by 
~, other than the mandatory stops, 
actually onstitute on-call rather than 
scheduled! service. Anci he contends that 
ALS' pa~ent tOo its independent contractors 
of 50 cents per mile is inadequate, 
eonsid~inq the operating costs experienced 
by such contractors. He professed· that 
condi~ions at SFO are in a state of 
gridlock much of the -time; that ALS' 
proposal to add, another 12 vehicles to the 
poolLalready serving $FO would exacerbate 
ther~roblem.' " 

Briefs rere filed May 6 by applicant,. by protestants, and 
by the Transportation Division staff. 

The stdaff objects to grantinqof the application until 
I ALS provides a specific list of scheduled stops ,it plans to ser.re. 

The statt is ndt convinced that applicant will provide reliable,. 
consistent se~ice on its proposed routes. 

On ~e 3, ALSfiled rebuttals, to the brie~s tiled ~y 
- I 

both protestants and by the sta!!~ Counsel tor both protestants 

-'9' -
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sent letters to the A1J objectinq to the rebuttal~the qrounds 
that the application had been submitted May 6 b~the filin9 of 
concurrent briefs. On June 9, ALS filed its ~etition to- set Aside 
Submission and Reopen the Proceeding for thejTaking of Additional 
Evidence, in accordance with Rule S4 of the/Commission's Rules of 
Practice and Procedure. As j ustitication ;for its petition" ALS 

asserts that its rebuttal brief to the ~taff brief should be made a 
part of the record because it contai;LS nformation requested by the 

staff. 
'I'he staff had objected to. ranting of the application 

unless ALS "'submits his scheduled 70utes with definitive stops and 
times.'" ALS' rebuttal brief to the staff brief con'tains such 

routes and schedules. i 
ALS maintains that it rebuttals to: the briefs of the two 

protestants relate to actions them in either filing tor 
authority or commencing operat'ions similar to that proposed by 
applicant, after protesting that public convenience and necessity 
would not be served by ALS~ /new service. On ,June 2'2' Airporter 
filed its response in oPpodtion to US' petition to set aside 
submission. Airporter insh.sts that the ALS- petition is deficient' 

/ " , 

under Rule 8;4 because it ~ails. to specify material changes of fact 
or law, and fails to explain why the proffered evidence was not 
previously adduced. j, " " , 

Tbe ALJ issued bis ruling on June 29, 198& denying 
applicant's petition./orhe ruling is hereby 'affirmed. 
Piscussion 

US presentry holds PSC authority to provide on-eall and 
scheduled service USing vans, sedans, and l~mousines between points 
in Alameda, contraC!fsta, San Mateo, and'Santa Clara Counties, on' 
the one hand, and S10, San ,Jose,. and Oakland InternationaJ. 

/ 
Airports, on the other hand.. ALS 'is also authorized ,to provide 
pre-arranged on-ca~lservice between points in san Francisco and 

/ ' 

SFO'restricted to ' uxury limousines and sedans.: at, fares of $150.00 

- 10 -
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. , /' 'd 
per rider. In this re~est ALS seeks author~ty~to prov~ e 
s9h~duled PSC service in vans between SFo:znd bout 90 hotels in 
San Francisco. 

Scheduled service pertormed by PSC subject to our 
jurisdiction between SFO and San Francisc~, is currently provided 

. b I . 1 . 1 only by protestant Airporter ut only on a term~na -to-ter.m~na 
basis rather than ~ door-to-door bas~~ (Scheduled service is also 
provided by San Mateo Transit Distri~t between these points; 
however, this latter carrier was ntt a party to- this proceec1inq.) 

I . 
Protestant Super5huttle provides jOn-call, door-to-door service 
between these points. supershuitle has recently :tiled A .. S:S:-OS-037,. 
seeking' authority to, provide ~ter alia, scheduled PSC serviee ' 
between SFO and San Franciscd. Thus,. unlike Airporter, AIS 

requests authority to perfo~ door-to-aoor serviee to al~ost 90 

hotels in san Francisco; aId unlike SuperShuttle, it proposes to­
provide scheduled service Ito the city. The ALS proposed scheduled 
service is either different or less expensive than that now' being' . 
provided by. either ot ~e protestants. ' 

Airporter haJ enumerated seven factors which it believes 
should be ex~ined in/determininq whether public convenience and' , 
necessity indicate ~t a certificate may be granted. These 
factors were conside.:f.ed in 0'.8:2-07-08:4.; dated July 21, 198-2, in , ' . 

A.60864 and 82-02-68. (9 CPUC 2d. 452). They are: 
~. Publ:i!"e requirelnent tor the service; 

I 
2. Adequacy of existing' service; 

I . 
3. Abiaity ot the.proposed service to-

eomplement existing service: . 

4. Te~hniCalfeaSibility ot the proposed 
service; . ; 

5. 'rrchnical qualificatio,ns of applicant: 

6. finaneial ability ot applicant: and 

j 
j 
i 

v 
1.1 
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/ 

7. Economic feasibility of the propos.e{ 
service. ~ 

These elements may be signifiCan~nd appropriate for 
commission consideration in determining public convenience and 
necessi ty, although not necessarily a~l /eed be consid.ered in every 
proceeding. Furthermore, there may be other considerations, such 
as fare structures, service levels, c. which ought to, be 
considered in a given situation. ;t 

The evidence presented bl ALS in its request to provide 
the proposed service will support! a finding of public convenience 
and. necessity. AIS ,presented t,/o,' public witnesses. 'One ot" these 
witnesses, a d.irector of sales;iand marketing tor the AmeriC4na 
Suites Hotel, testified on the need for ALS' services. Another 

J 
public witness,. a sales manager at HBR Hotels which has five hotels 

I 
(Atherton Hotel, Hyde Park SU'ites,. Lombard Hotel, York Hotel,. and 
Hotel Richelieu) in San Frl.neisco-, testified that it is desireable 

I ' 
to have a scheduled service at the hotels every halt hour or at ten " .. ' 
minutes to- the hour. Th,} convenience' and, the cost of service are 
the two- reasons given tt/at would induce passengers to- use the 

l 
proposed scheduled, serv:tce of ALS-. , 

The appJ.ican ' , s reservation and sal:es manager surveyed 
25-30 hotels in suppo:!t of the proposed service. Evidence of this 
type is not inadlnissifle as heresay, 'but both its acl:missibility and 
weight will be determined on the'basis of the sci-entificrigor and,' , , 

precision with which' the evidence was obtained and presented: The 
~ number of hotels surveyed in relation to the, number of hotels to- :be , 

served suggests ~-h the probability of samplil'lg error is low. We 
therefore conClude/that survey has some probative value in showinS 
need ~or the service. ' 

- 12 - " 
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~/~. 

, . / h th We are statutor~ly mandated to- cons~der weer the 
;' 

existinq PSC's servinq the territory will provide service to the 
I 

satisfaction of the Commission. (PU" Code §/103.2(:b).) there is 
evidence to support a finding that there ~e no· ~heduled door-to­
door service to ~any of the hotels presently being provided 
:between SFO and San Francisco. L 

We have :been asked to- take official notice of AL$' annual 
report for 1987. ~he report has b7:el filed and indicates that ALS' 
financial position is quite sound. The carrier appears to- :be 
capable, from a financial perspee 've, of providing the proposed 
service. ~he :balance sheet show' assets of $258,39$ at year end 
1987, current liabilities of ~1 '3,898, and total corporate capital 
and surplus of $12-4,000. 'l'he ncome statement in the report shows 
total operating revenues of $ ,176,457 and total. expenses of 
$2,12~,361. ~he resultant ~etincome is $51,610: the operating 
ratio 97.7. . I . . 

there is the. need for a scheduled door-to-door service 
proposed by ALS, and such/need has. been adequately demonstrated. 
Airporter's passengers mufst qet to-and from points beyond its 
terminal by. their own 'J'J1~fms to their ultimate hotel destination. 
This indicates that add~tional service is required. And applicant 
has demonstrated Publid need for this more personalized service, 
and that the present s~rvice does not afford· adequate convenience 
to its passengers. . I 

We are eoncLrned over Esposto's testimony relative .tothe. ' 
crowded eonditions e,jpe~ienced at SFO,and also over his statements 
concerning the limit~d passenger market'between these points and·· ' 

I 
the dilution o·f passenCJers a.vailable to the existing' carriers. 
commission records indicate the existence of approxilnately 
10 carriers holdinqipscwon-eall* certificates from this Commission 
authorizing service{:between. these po·ints .. · As. we have stated before~', 
the management .and operation of the airport faeility is the , 
province of SFO. ~e will cooperate with SFO tully in support of . 

\ . 

) - 13 -

.' , ,'," 



• 

• 

• 

A.87-09-042 ALJ/JSL/tab ALT-COM-JBO 

workable ~eans to ~anage the flow of vehicles, but at present we 
will not deny new service to the public where such service has been 

.// 

shown to be needed. / 
Aeequate showing of public need has be7n demonstrated by 

ALS and the application should be granted 
In accordance with Public utilities COde Section 311, as . / . . 

amended by Assembly B.ll 3383, the ALJ's proposed dec.s.on was 
~ailed to appearances on August 3, 1988. 70 comments were 
received. 
Findings Of Fact 

1. ALS requests authority to per;orm. scheduled PSC service 
in vans between approximately 90 hotels! in San Francisco and $FO. 

2. Scheduled: PSC service is pr~entlY provided between san 
Francisco and SFO by Airporter, altho'ugh· such service is not 
generally provided on a door-to--dootbasis. 

3. Approximately ten carrie/s holding PSC "'on-call'" 
certificates are authorized to- pefform service between San 
Francisco andSFO moreover such aervices are not on fixed 
schedules. FUrthermore, San MatJo Transit District 
provides scheduled service betJeen its terminal in San Francisco 
and SFO. / 

4. Applicant has the ~erience and financial ability to 
perform the proposed serviceL . 

~. AU> has demonstraied a public need for the service 
proposed in its appl!catio • 

Conclusion Of Law 

The granted~ 

- 14 
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Q,lU)ER ./ 

f' 

IT IS ORDERED that: / 
1. A certificate of public convenience and~ecessity is 

granted. to Airport Limousine Service of sunnyva"e, Inc. for 
authority to operate as a passenger stage co~oration, as defined 
in PO Code 226, between the points and over /the routes set forth in 
Appendix PSC 899, to transport persons ana eir baggAge. 

2. Applicant shall: 
a. File A written acceptance of this certificate within 

30 days after this orde is effective. 
b. Establish the authoriz d service'and file tariffs and 

c. 

d .. 

t~etables showing 
stops within l20 da 

. :mandatory or reservation-only 
after this order is effective. 

State in its tarif s and· timetables when service will 
start,: allow at 1: astlO days of notice to the 
commission, and ake the timetables and tariffs. 
effective 10 or more·days after this order is, 
effective. 
Comply with e'General order series 19, 98, 101, and 

california Highway Patrol safety 'rules. 
e. Maintainac unting records in conformity with the 

Uniform Sys em of Accounts. 
f.. Remit to. ~e commission'the 'l'ransportation 

ent Fee required by PO' Code Seetion 403 
when not· ie.d by mail tc>do· so. 

3. Prior to ini iating service to the airport, applicant 
shall notify the airp rt authority involved. This certificate does 
not authorize the hol erto conduct ~ny operations on the property 
of or into' any airport unless such operation is authorized· byboth: 

this commission ancl ;b.e airport authority invol vecl; .: ' 

- 15- -
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/ 

4. Applicant is authorize~ to begin op~tions on the ~ate 
that the Executive Director mails a notice t6 applicant that it has 
evi~ence of insurance on file with the commission and that the . . . ,/. Call.fornl.a Hl.ghway Patrol has approve~ t~ use of appll.cant's 
vehicles tor service~ ~ 

5. l'he application is granted as set forth above. 

This order is effective t~y. 
Date~ SEP 28 1988 at San Francisco, Calitornia 

I abKaln .. 
Stanley W. Hulett 

Presit3.ent 

Do~ruU~d~~=~=)~~ ______ ~C~'fs.~oner • 

- 16 -

G. Mitchell Wilk 
J'Qhn B. ohanian 

CCrrmissioners .' . 

CCmnissioner ~ederick R. Duda· 
being' neeessarily wsent, dic:1 ': 
not participate. 
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Appendix PSC-S99 

/ 
/ 

Airport Limousine Service 
of' Sunnyvale, Inc,? 

CERTIFI CATI 
OF ! 

PUBLIC CONVENIENC~ AND NECESSITY 
/ 

AS A PASSENGER STAGE CORPORATION 

Original Title Page 

Showing paasencer stage ~ative riches. restrictions. -
limitations., exdeptions, and privileges • 

I 
I 

I All changes and amendments as authorized by 
the Public Util.itiejs Commission; of the State of" 'California 

will: 'be made as reviaed,pageaor added'original pagea. 
I 
I 
f 
J 
i 
t-----------------·-----f .' . . 

Sup~sedea·authoritY' heretotore 
granted' to Airport Limouaine Service 

I_ - o£.Sunnyvale Inc:. 

I 

Issued .under a~thorit~ of' DeeiaioJ88 09068' ~. dated SEP 28. :1988:' 
of' the Publie Utilities Commiss.ion of th.e Sta.te of Ce.lif'ornia,.. in. 
Appliea.tion 87-09-042\ 

~ 
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Appendix PSC-899 
Original Pa,e 1 Airport limousine servic)/ 

of Sunnyvale, Ino.~ 

SECTION 1. GENERAL AUTHORIZATIONS, RESTRICT/IONS, LIMITATIONS:, 
AND SPECIFICATIONS. ~ 

Airport limousine Service of Sunnyvale. tne. by the certificate of 
/ 

pv.blio convenience and necessity ~rante,d. by the d.ec·ision noted in the 

, i h' d I ' mar,~n, s aut or~ze as a passen,er stage' corporatlon to transport 
J . 

passen~~rs and ba"a~e on an ~on-cal~ and scheduled basis between points 

in the counties of Alameda, conti a C08ta~ San Francisco, San Mateo, and 

Santa Clara, and S~n Francisco I ernational Airport (SFO)~ O&kland 

International Airport (OAK), ani San Jose International Airport (SJC). 
/ 

as described in Section 2 .. subJeet to the t:olloW"ing provisions: 
• 

Motor veh;'cleB mibe turned. .. t term;'ni and 
interm.ediate po.iP.ts, in eit.her direction, at. 
intersections of streets or by operatin, around a 
block contiJtuoua to such intersections, in 
aocordance wit~ local traffic re,ulations~ 

Issued 'by 

Decision 

When route. dei:riPtions are «i ven . in one 
direction, they apply to operation in either 
d.irection, v.nJ.ess otherwise indicated .. 

I No service shall be provided to, or betW"een 
intermediate{ points.' Onlypassen,ers origine.tin~ at or' 
destined to ISFO ,. OAK, or SJC Airport.' will 'be 
transported. •. 

) . 

. , 

, I 
California ,u01iO 

·8809:068 .. App1'ic&tion 8:7-09-042-

Utilities Commission. 

\ 
\. 

.... ..... . . -~.... ...... "'" ---- '" .. - ... . ", 
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Appendix PSC-899 Airport limousine Service 
of Sunnyvale, Inc. 

Page 2 

d. The term '·on-call" aa used refers I 0 service which is 
authorized to be rendered. dependen.t. on the demands of 
passen~ers. Schedule service m~ab~ reDdered onlY 
between the ~oints and over the routes set forth in 
Section 2. the tariffs and ti etables ahall show the 
conditions under which each authorized on-call service 
will 'be rendered.. / 

e. Thi& certificate does not ~tthorize the holder to 
conduct any operations on the property of or into any 
airport unless such oper4iion is authorized by both this 
Commission and the ai7ro authority involved. 

SECTION 2. ROUTE DESCRIPTIONS. 

Route 1. Berk~ley - SF 

/ 
Commencin& with a aer~ce point anywhere within the 

el. tl' ll.mi t$ of B.erke1el' then o/er .. nd a1o... the most convenient. 

streets and hiahwaya to San Francisco International Airport. 

R9uSe Z. %r'<£le/- llm"tYVU 1., - SFQ 

Commencin& with service at any of the followina points: 

·Berkeley 

* Claremont Hotel, 41 Tunnel Road. 
Dura.n.t Hotel, 2&00 Durant Avenue 

*Marriott Inn, 200 Marina Boulevard 

I , 
I 

Issued bY' California Public 

Deciaion __ 88_·._09 __ 068.....;..;;....\_ 

Utilities Commission .. 

Application 87-09'-042 
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Appendix PSC-S99 Airport limousine Service 
of Sunnyvale, Ino. 

SECTION 2. ROUTE DESCRIPTIONS (co~inued) 

Emeryville 

*Em.eryville Holiday nn. 1800 Powell St.reet, 

then over and alon~ the most/convenient streets and 
hiehwaya t~ San Francisco ~ternational Airport& 

*Piok-up p~int by reservation only • 

-w reek - SF 

I Commencina with aeivice at any of the followin~ points: 

Coneord I . 
Sheraton Hotel. 4$ John Glenn Drive Coneord. ' 
Holida'y Inn. Diamond and Burnett Avenue Concord.· 
Hilton, 1970 Diamond Boulevard 
Conco'rd Inn,. 1401 WillowPaaa Road 

/ 
Walnut creek/ 

BART Station 
I 

Orinda r' 
f 

BART Sta.tion 
i 

1:1. k 1 i ~er e e%,.I' 
( 

,I Clarem.ont Hotel,. 41 Tunnel Road 
I 
I 

, 
I 

Iss.ued by California Public Utili ties Commi'ssion. 
j , 

Deeiaion 88' 09 0Gs /,. Application S-7-09-04Z 

1 1/ 
I / 
~ .. / 

........ - ._ ...... _----_ ........ -_ .... 
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Appendix PSC-899 Airport limousine Service 
or Sunnyvale, Inc. 

SECTION 2.. ROUTE DESCRIPTIONS (continued) 

Em~ryVille 

Rout~ 4. 

Emeryville Ho-liday Inn,. 18- 0 Powell Street 
Then then over and alon~ the moat cdnvenient streets and 
hi~hways to San Francisco- Internat~onal Airport. 

/ 
Pickups on this route are by rese~vation only. 

I 

SFO - SF Peninsula ei t'i~s - s1c. 
Commencin~ with service at a7Y/Of the rollowin~ points: 

Redwood City . . 
I 

Howard Johnson's 1lotel·,. 485. Veterans Boulevard 

Menlo Park I • 
Stanford Reaea/ch Institute (SRI), 33·3 

P!lo A1t~ :~::~::~n~l:: ty campus 
Flamin~oLod.~e, 1398::El Camino- Real 
Rickey's Hyatt House t' 4219 El Camino Real 
Holiday Inn, S25 £1 Camino- Real " 

SunnYVale . I . .. 
Lockheed/Mis-ailea &. Space,. 111l Lockheed Way 
Hilton lpn, 1250 Lakeside Drive 
SheratOj Hote-l,. 1100. N .. :1a.thilcla. Avenue 

SantaCla'rl!L I 
Marrijtt Rot~l. Great American Parkway 

Issued by California Pubji~ Utilities Commission .. 

. 88 OS .Q&81 , Applica:tion 8:7-09-042" Decision 
1 

. __ •• ~ ." _ • ____ , ... _ ... _ ~,.. _ .. _ c, ..... _ ~ .. ,. - -, - - - - .... - - - .- - - _ •• - ~- -'- •• 

, , 
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l 

Airport limousine S-erviee 
of Sunnyvo.leJ Inc,/' 

,I 
,t 

Ori&ina.l Page 5 

/ 
SECTION 2. ROUTE DESCRIPTIONS (continue~) 

San J2"£ ~ 
Le Baron Hotel, llso N,. 1st Street 
Rya t t House, 17410 N. 1 at S,treet­
Red Lion Hotel,/ 2050 Catewa.y Place 

Then then over and aloni/the most convenient streets and 
hiahways to San Francia}::o International Airport or Sa.n. 
Jose International Airport. 

R!)ut<: 5 San Franeis92 - ~FQ· I 
Commencin& with service &t any of the tollowin& points: 

N2b Hill ;f 
(f)Huntin&ton Hotel, 1075. Calitorni& Street 

Mark ~opkin8 Hotel, One Nob Bill 
Stan~ord Court Hotel, 905 California Street 
Fairmont- Hotel" 950, MaBon Street 

I 
Civic Center I 

, (f) BrJtton, Hotel. 112,,7th Street­
(f)Fla.mingo,Motor Inn, 114 7th Street 
(f)Se:1stWea-tern Americania.,. 12:1 7th Street' 
(t'")Carrialte Inn, 140 ,7th, Street-
(f)Sena.tor Hotel,. 519 Ellis Street 
(f)~ave-lod&e Civic Center,. 65$ Ellis Street 
(f)Easex Hotel,. 684',Ellis Street 
(t'")A.therton Hotel" SSS Ellis Street 

,(f):Kotel Miramar, 1112' Market- Street 
(f),UN, Plaz& Hotel, 1112 Market Street 
(f)/San Franciscan Hotel., 123.1 ~rket Street,,' 

!Holid&y Inn. Civic Center, 5,0 ath (a.t Market) 

I Street 
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SECTION 2. ROUTE DESCRIPTIONS 

Downtown 1 . 
(f) Ho·tel Vinta~e Cour , 650 Bush Street 
(f)Juliana Hotel~ S9~Bush Street 

Hyatt on Union S~uare, 345 Stockton Street 
Compton Plaee~ 340 Stockton Street 
Westin St. Frands~ 335 Powell Street 
Kilton Hotel & ~ower. Mason & O~Farrell Street$ , 
Hotel Nikko, lS0 Powell Street 

Downtown ? 

Ramada RenaiS!' nee Hotel, 55 Cyril Magnin 

(f)Calleria PaXjk Rotel, 191 Sutter Street 
(f)Union SQ.uare Holiday Inn, 480 Sutter Street' 
(f)Sir FraneimDrake~ Sutter and Powell Streets 
( f) Cartwriah t I Rote 1,,.. 524 Sut.ter Street 
(f)Beresford flotel, S3S Sutter Street 
(f)Orehard H~tel, 6ZS'Sutter Street 
(f)CanterburrRotel 750 Sutter Street 
(f)Commodore International Hotel, 825 

Sutter Street 
(f)York Hot~lp 940 Sutter Street 
(f')Hotel Carlton, 1075 Sutter Street 
(f')The Hotel Benford,. 76·1'poat Street 
(f)Beres.fohi Arms Hotel, 701 Poat Street 
(f)Cecil Riotel,. 545, Post Street 
(f')Donatel!lo Hotel, 50·1 Pos.t Street 

Portman Hotel, 500· Post Street 
(f)Kensi~nton Park, 450 Post Street 
(f)ChaneeP.lorHotel, 433 Powell St.reet.· 

Westin st .. Francis~ 33.5 Powell Street 
«()Hotel/Stewart, ,351 Cear:y Street 

Hilto1;l RoteJ.,. &. Tower,. MaBon & O~Fa.rrell Streets 
(f)HoteljNikko,. 150 Powell Street . 

Ramada Rena.issa.nce ·Ro·tel, 55 Cyril Magnin 
, . (f)Hotell Merlin, 85· 5·th Street 
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SECTION 2. ROUTE DESCRIPTIONS (continued) 

Downtown 3 ~' 
(f)Handlery Union S~uare, 351 Geary Street 
(f) Raphael Hotel, 3SS Geary reet 
«()Hotel Diva, 440, Ceary Str~et 
(f)Hotel David 480 Geary Str:'eet 
(f) Four Seasons Clift, 495 Geary Street 
tf)El Cortez Hotel, 550. Gealry Street 
(f) Hotel Savoy" 58:0 Ceary Street 
( f) Geary Hotel, Gear),", Stre,et 
(f)Hotel Californian, Tay~or & O'Farrell Streets 
(f)Mark Twain Hotel,. 345-Jaylor Street 
(f)Kin~ Geor~e Hotel,. 33 Mason Street 
(f) Virginia Hotel,.. 312 Mz(s,on Street 
t f) Ha.ndlery Motor Inn, 2'600 O"Far'rell S:treet 

Weatin St. Francis,. 3~5, Powell Street 
Hilton Hotel and: Tower,. Mallon &. O,"Fa.rrell 
Streets I 

(f)Hotel Nikko, 15-0 Powell Street 
Ramada Rena.issanee lbtel,. 50S. Cyril Magnin 

Em'barcad~t9 , 
f 

(f) Financial District Holiday Inn, 750 Kearney Street, 
(f)Hyatt Financial District, Battery & Pacific . 

Streets J' 
(f) YMCA. Embarcadero',. 16:S Embarcadero 

Hyatt Re~ency, 5- Embarcadero 
(,f) Mandarin Hotel, 22~ Sansome Street 
(t)Le Hotel Meridien S03rd Street 

, Sher,aton, Pala.ceHo~lt 6,39 Market Street 
Marriott Moscone ceE-ter" 785 Market Street 

(f) Mosser Victorian Hottel, 54 4th S,treet , 

\ 
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ROUTE DESCRIPTIONS (eontinu/e~ 

Van Ness 

(f)Quality Hotel,. Z7({S Van Neas Avenue 
(f)V&gabond Inn, 2'5,50 Van Ness Avenue 
(f)Holid&y Lodge, 1I90l Van Ness Aven.ue 
(f)Colden Gate Holiday Inn,. .1500 Van~ess Avenue 
(f)Orosvenor Inn Civic Center" 1050 Van Nes. Avenue 
(f)Cathecire.l Hill/Hotel, Van Ne-ss Avenue and Geary 

Street· . 
(f)Hotel Riehelieu,. Geary Street & Va.n Nes"Aven,ue 
(f) Lombard Hote¥, 1015 Geary Street 

Fisherm~n~8 Whatf I 
Ramada Hote!' Fisherman"s Wharf, 590 Bay Street 
Fisherman'sl Wha.rf Marriott, 1250 Columbus 

Avenue I . 
Fisherman's. Wharf Holiday Inn, 1300 Columbus 

Avenue. r . 
(f)Howarci Johpson's, 580 Beach Street 
(f')Travelod~eat the Wharf', 2:5-0 Beach Street 
(f)Wharf Inn~ 2S01MasonStreet 
(f)Sheraton Fisherman's Wharf', 2500 MaBon Street 
(f}Hyde park/SuiteB, Zs.s.s, Hyde Street 

! 
(f) Fla~ Sto~ ( 

\ 
\ 
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