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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

Majtcd Investigation on the Commission's 
own motion into the operations, 
rates, and praetiees of Sanford A. 
McColley and Kathy J .. McColley 
doing business as A Touch of Class 
Limousine Service .. 
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I .. 88:-06-02l APR 271989 
(Filed June l7, 198-8-) 

---------------------------------------------, 
Sanford A. HeColley and Kathy J. McColley, 

for themselves., appl.ic:ants. 
Lawrence Q. Gareia, Attorney at Law, and· 

PaulWuerstle,. for the 1'ransportation 
Division. 

o PJ N ION 

On June l7, 198:8, the Commission instituted this 
investigation into the operations,. rates, eharges,. and practices of 
Respondents Sanford A. McColley and Kathy J. MeColley (McColleys),. 
doing business as A Touch of Class Limousine Service, for the 
purpose of determining: 

"1. Whether Respondents have violated the terms of COmmission 
order to cease and desist from operating as a eharter-party car=ier 
of passengers after the effective date and service of such an 
order. 

"'2. Whether Respondents have violated Section 5379 of the 
Public Utilities (PO) Code by transporting passengers as a 
charter-party carrier after the revocation of its permit. 

"3.. Whether. Respondents. have violated Section 3-14 of the PO 
Code by failing to· produce records for examination when requested 
bya representative of ,the Commission"s Transportation Division~ 
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"4. Whether any or all of Respondents' eperatinq authority 
sheuld be cancelled,. reveked er suspended pursuant to. sectien 
1033 .. 5(a) and/er Sectien 5,378:(a) ef the PU Cede er in the 
alternative,. a fine sheuld be impesed: upen Respondents pursuant to. 
Sectien 103·3 .. 5·(b) and/er sectien 5378(b) ef the PO Cede. 

"'S. Whether a fine plus an assessment to. cever the reasenable 
expense ef investigatien sheuld be imposed upon Respondents 
pursuant to., Sectien 54l3.5 ef the PU Code. 

"'6·. Whether any ether erders that may be apprepriate should 
be entered in the lawful exercise of the Cemmissien's jurisdictien. 

"The scope of the invest.:l.gatien .:I.ncludes,. but is" net 
limited to., transpertatien services perfermea by Respondents fer 
passenger Greq Thempsen en July l7, 19S7, and all ether 
transportatien services perfermed by Respondents during the period 
July 8, 1987 to.· Auqust4, 198:7 .... 

A duly noticed public hearing was held in San Francisco 
en September 14, 198'8:, before Adm.:l.nistrative J:.4w Judqe Orville I • 
Wr.:l.qht ana the matter was submittea en Oecember l, 1988 upon the 
filing of concurrent briefs by the parties. 
Eailure to Produce RecerdS 

Transportation Divisien's (staff's) brief netes that 
testimeny adduced at the hearinq is that respondents seught legal 
advice when requested to., preduce records for examinatien. They 
were advised to make their recerds available for inspectien but 
were net required to· make cepies for staff'"s benefit. 

Staff is sat.:l.s·fied' that respondents' refusal to produce 
their recerds eccurredbecause respendents misunderstood, staff"s 
request to.' inspect aecuments. to. be a request for cepies of records. 
Staff,. accordingly, censiders the charge efvielatien of Section 
3-14 of the PU. Cede to be unproven and suqqests that this issue net 
be further. pursue~ ... 

We concur 'in, the staff recemmendatien. ' 
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Staff's Evidence 
Staff"s evidence is predicated upon Commission Decision 

(D.) 87-07-047, dated July e, 1987, en.titl~d "Order Reopening 
Proceeding and Order to- Cease and Desist,W which contains the 
following ordering paragraphs: 

""1.. Sanford A. (Stan.) and- Kathy J. McColley shall immediately 
cease and desist operating as a passenger staqe corporation or 
charter-party carrier of passengers until satisfactory proof of 
adequate insurance is presented to the Executive Director or his 
delegate or until further order of the Commission. 

"'2. 'l'he charter-party carrier pexmit,. 'l'CP 233S-P, issued' to 
Stan MCColley doing business as A 'l'ouch of Class Limo i& hereby 
revoked ... · 

Personal service o,f this ord'er was made on respondent 
Sanford McColley on July 10, 1987. 

Following such service, on July 17, 1987, staff 
investigators placed' a request by telephone to- respondents for 
charter-party transportation for two persons from Campbell, 
California to' the San Francisco, International Airport. Respondents 
provided the ordered service at charter-party rates on July 18, 
198,7 .. 

Also on July 17, 1987, another staff investigator visited 
respondents' office,. observed- charter-party orders for 
transportation being taken and written up,. and' confirmed with 
respondents that transportation business was being conducte~ as 
usual. 

Respondents, for their part, admit to the incidents of 
transportation service tes.tified to by staff on July 17 and 18,. 
19a,7~ after the d'ate of personal service of the Commission's order 
revok1nq 'rCP 233S.-P~ .. 
Mc:Colleys' ShowS,ng 

'McCo,lleys fully participated in the' hearing, in this 
matter on their own,behalf and without the assistance of leqal 
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counsel. They produced 27 documents which were identif1ed 
(Exhibits 6 through 33·) but, through inadvertence, not offered into 
evidence. Further, respondents submitted a lengthy brief in the 
premises. 

Staff making no objection to respondents' exhibits, we 
hereby admit them into- evidence. 

Exhibits 6 through 33 comprise a chronological 
reproduction o,f notices and correspondence :between respondents and 
the Commission between March 16, 19'87, when McColleys' charter
party authority was first suspended, until August 4, 1987, when the 
charter-party was reinstated. 

McCo1leys' purpoee is to show that their operating 
authority was suspended and revoked for the stated reason of lack 
of evidence of insurance on file with the Commission whereas their 
vehicles were always adequately insured except that the proper 
paperwork was not in place with the Commission through no fault of 
respondents • 

The principal insurance issue was whether respondents' 
insurer should be accepted by the Commission although not 
acceptable to the California Department of Insurance. Other issues 
presented by McColleys'" chronology have to do with the form and' 
content of filed' notices of insurance and the legality of a 
Commission resolution d.irecting staff to reject insurance notices 
which were already on file ('Resolution PE-2492') • 

Staff, however, correctly points out that matters ,of 
insurance- validity and proof of insurance have no :bearing on issue 
as to whether respondents conducted charter-party operations on 
July 17 and lS, 1987, after personal service of a Commission order 
revoking their authority. 

These insurance issues could and should have been 
submitted for ,our review prior to the order of revocation and cease 
and des'ist. ,We note'~ in this regard:, that staff' .. letter of 
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charter-party suspension elated March 1&, 1987, aelvisGs the 
recipients that an appeal by filing an application i8 appropriate. 

We find. that McColleys clid cond.uct charter-party 
operations on July 17 and 18', 1987, after receiving personal 
service on July 10, 198'7 of a Commission order revoking their 
charter-party permit. 
Eenalty 

Staff recommends a penalty of $2,000 for the July 17 and. 
18., 199·' violations of the Commission's July 8, 1987 cease and 
d.esist order, offering the rationale that the integrity of a 
Commission order and process is at issue. Staff"1J recommendation 
is based partly on the fact that respond.ents continued to operate 
after the March 16" 1987 suspension of their operating authority 
for failure to' mainta.in evidence of insurance. Staff points out 
that it foregoes seeking lJuspension of operating authority or that 
respondents be held in contempt. 

Responelents earnestly contend that no punishment is 
warranted. They state that they have lost perhaps half of their 
business already because of a newspAper artiele covering their 
suspension which was published July 22, 1987, based upon a 
Commission press release. 

For purposes of mitigation. of penalty, respondents claim 
that at least 14 other charter-party carriers, as well as, 
respondents, were affected by Commission Resolution (PE-2492) dated. 
MAy 29', 1987, which found respondents' then insurer to be 
unacceptable. Respondents assert that all charter-party carriers 
affected by PE-2492, except respondents, were accorded' 9'0 days 
(until August 28, 1987) to file suitable evidence of insurance on 
penalty of having their operating authority revoked.. Respondent&' 
Authority was revoked on July 10, 1987; and., according to their 
testimony, no other revocations pursuant to PE-2492 occurred,.' 

'l'his allegedly inconsistent treatment of carriers. covered 
by P~-2.492 resulted from· staff "S adherence to· 90 days. from, the 
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original suspension elate of March 16, 1987 for revocat.ion purposes 
for respondents rather than the 90 days from May 29, 1987, allowed 
to other such carriers. 

Respondents point out that they obtained suitable 
1nsuranee coveraqe on July 1, 1987 and submitted not.ice of coverage 
on July 14, 1997. This notice, however, was not properly 
countersigned, and ;i.t was not until July 22,. 19'87 that not.ice of 
adequate insurance in proper form Was received by the Commission. 

Respondents state that staff's acceptance of .its new 
insurance on July 22, 1987 was coincident with staff's· acceptance 
of the same new insurance filed by 13 other charter-party carriers 
affected ~y PE-2492, none of whose permits had been revoked. Thus, 
had· McColleys filed an appeal from staff's refusal to accorcl them 
the same 90-day extension granted to other carriers t~ procure 
acceptable insurance, they may have persuaded us to· grant them an 
extension of time in harmony with that accorded other charter-party 
carriers • 

We are' persuaded that the record in this ease justifies 
the imposition of. the fine requested~y staff. Th.is is the second 
time the CommiSSion has found that respondents have operated a 
charter-party service in conscious disregard' of a Comm1ssiono%'der. 
Repeat offenders simply cannot expect the same deqree of leniency 
as first timers .. 

We take respondents' prior conduct into account in 
determininq the magnitude of the penalty appropriate for the 
violations qivinq rise to this proceeding. On March 1&, 1987, 
respondents' charter-party carrier permit w~s suspended for failure 
to mainta1n evidence of 1nsurance. Respondents were informed of 
the suspension of their operating authority and that their 
authority would be revoked if they did not provide evidence of 
insurance within ninety days. Nonetheless,. respondents continued 
to, operate their charter-party service. On July 8, 1987,. the 
Commission issued 0 .. 8-7-07-047, which found that respondents' had 
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operated as a charter-party carrier durinq the suspension of their 
permit, ordered respondents to cease and desist operatinq until 
they provided satisf.actory evidence of insurance~ and revoked their 
charter-party carrier permit. Despite the July 8, 1987 cease and 
desist order respondents continued to operate their charter-party 
service. Specif.ic tranqressions on July 17 and 18, 1987 f.orm the 
basis for the present proceeding. Respondents' prior conduct 
clearly supports the maqni tude of the penalty sought by staff. 

We are not persu~ded by respondents' plea for mitigation. 
The only similarity between the situation of respondents and that 
of other carriers affected by c~mmission Resolution PE-2492 is- that 
all such. carriers were insured by Insurance Corporation of America 
(ICA) at some pointp Identical timing was neither necessary nor 
appropriate_ 

First~ respondents were placed on notice of the need to 
provide the commission with proof. of. adequate insurance within 90 
days on March 16~ 1987, when their charter-party authority was 
suspen~ed tor failure to maintain evidence of. insurance coverage. 
This suspension reflected· the absence of any current insurance, and 
was not related to the f.act that respondents subsequently obtained 
insurance from. ICA. PO' Code §§ 1040, 5391,. and 5392 require the 
commission to, ensure that passenger stage corporations and 
charter-party carriers maintain adequate insurance coverage and 
file evidence of that coverage with the Commission. General Orders 
101-E and ll5-D state that tailure to maintain insurance is good 
cause for suspension or revocation of operatinq authority. It is 
standard Commission practice upon learninq that a carrier has 
failed to maintain insurance or has unacceptable insurance to, 
immediately suspend that carrier's operating authority and to· 
notify the. earrie~ that the authority will be revoked unless 
evidence o·f adequate insurance is proviaed within 90 days .. 
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Respondents' fa11ure to ma1nta1n anyev1dence of 
insurance led to the March 16, 1987 suspension o-f their ch4rter
party permit. Respondents' failure to" provide proof of insurance 
w1thin 90 days of the suspens10n led to the revocat10n of their 
authority on July 10, 1987. The fact that respondents obtained 
unacceptable 1nsurance in the meantime has no bearing on the 
appropriateness of the timing of the revocation. 

Second,. contrary to respondents' allegations, not all 
carriers- ins,ured by ICA were informed of lCA's unacceptablity at 
the same time, and" not all of them were given 90 days from May 29, 
1987 to provide proof of, acceptable insurance. Some carriers 
received notice through Resolution PE-2480, dated April 22, 1987. 
Others. received not1ce through Resolution PE-2492-,- dated May 29, 
198~7. Respondents received. notice through letters dated- May 7, May 
21, and June 1, 198" that their May 7,- 1987 Certificate of 
Insurance stating that they were insured by lCA could not be 
accepted for filing because the insurer was- not acceptable to the 
California Department of Insurance. Because not all carriers 
insured by lCA received notice of the inadequacy of their insurance 
on a uniform date, there is no, reason to, conclude that their 
opportunity to provide evidence of adequate insurance should have 
expired_on a uniform date. 

Third, respond-ents were not unique in having their 
operating authority suspended. They were unique only in that their 
authority had been suspended for failure to maintain insurance a 
month and a half before the Commission began suspend'ing carriers 
insu-red by lCA and rejecting certificates of insurance based-. on lCA 
coverage. Each earrier insured by lCAhad its operating authority 
suspended and was notified that its operating authority would be 
revoked if it did. not provid.e adequate proof of insurance within 90 
days~. 

We take' o,fficial notice of our Resolution PE-24'80, issued 
April 22, 198-7, entitled" ~esolutionSuspendin9' .the Charter~Party 
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Operating Authorities Which Are Based On Certificates of Insurance 
On File With The Commission Issued ~y the Insurance corporation ot 
America of Boca Raton, Floriaa." This resolution suspended the 
operating authorities ot nine charter-party carriers and noted that 
the operating authorities would ~e revoked if sui~le evidence of 
insurance was not filed with the Commission within 90 days. This 
resolution also noted that the california Department of Insurance 
has advised the Commission to, reject any further Certificates of 
Insurance identifying lCA as the underwriting carrier. 

We also take off:l.c:l.al notice of our Resolution PE-2492, 
adopted May 29, 1987, entitled "Resolution Further Directing Statf 
Not to Accept Certificates ot Insurance Issued By The Insurance 
Corporation Of America, Boca Raton, Florida .. " Resolution PE-2492 
ordered that: 

The staff shall not accept any certificates of 
insurance identifying Insurance corporation of 
America, Boca Raton, Florida, as the unClerwriting 
carrier, regardless of when the policy was issued, 
if and until the California Department ot 
Insurance approves of the insurer. FUrthermore, 
the staff shall reject any such certificates that 
may already ~e on tile and send notices of 
suspension to· any charter-party carrier or 
passenger stage corporation that as a result does 
not have aaequate eviClence of insurance on tile. 

Finally" we note that respondents were found ~y 
0.87-07-047 to have violated the suspension ot its charter-party 
permit ~y operating as a charter-party carrier. Operation as a 
charter-party carrier in violation ot a Commission order suspending 
the operating permit constitutes grounds tor revocation of the 
operating permit, just as aoes the tailure to maintain evidence of 
insurance.. (PO' Code § 5378 •. ) 'rhe July 10, 1987 revocation of 
responaents' operating authority would have ~een appropriate on 
that ~asis alone .. 

To sum up-, it, is simply not true that respondents were 
treated unfairly in comparison to- other carrriers insured ~y lCA ... 
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The Commission qave respondents 90 days trom the date ot notice ot 
the need for insurance, just as it gave other carriers 90 days .from 
the date they were notified their insurance carrier was 
unacceptable. Since respondents were notified of the need to
provide evidence of acceptable insurance earlier than other 
carriers, their 90-day period to find acceptable insurance before 
having their authority revoked lapsed earl~er. Respondents' 
oharter-party permit was not aotually revoked until July 10, 1987, 
116· days after their permit was suspended for failure to' maintain 
evidenoe of insurance, and 64 days after they were notified that 
ICA was an unacoeptable insurer. Revocation of respondents' permit 
was justified both by their failure to provide evidence ot 
insurance within 90 days of being notified ot the neea to do so, 
and by their operation as a c~arter-party carrier while their 
charter-party permit was suspended. 

It is true, althouqh aoubtful, that respondents might 
have been successful in appealinq the issue of Whether they should 
have been given 90 days after May 29, 1987 to provide evidence of 
acceptable insurance. 

The point, however, is not what might have happened if 
respondents had appealed, but rather what should happen because 
they tailed to appeal but chose instead to knowingly violate a 
direct Commission order. 

Plainly, MCColleys have operated a charter-party service 
after their permit was revoked. ~his operation oocured in 
conscious disreqard ot a Commission cease and desist order. 
Mccolleys previously operated a charter-party service in oonscious 
disreqard of a Commission order suspen~ing their authority. This 
disregard for the Commission's orders d.eserves a stronq response. 
If we were to send siqnals that there are no, consequences tor 
disobeyinq our orders,- we would seriously undermine the 
effectiveness of our enforcement programs. 
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Our reviewot allot the surrounding circumstances 
gathered and presented on the record betore us convinces us that a 
cease and desist order without pecuniary penalty is insufficient in 
this ease. We believe the $2,000 penalty sought by staff for the' 
July 17 and 18·, 198.7 violations of the Commission's July 8, 198-7 
cease and desist order (0.87-07-047) is pertectly appropriate. 
CQDent§ 

Pursuant to- the commission's Rules ot Practice and 
Procedure, the proposed decision of the assiqned administrative law 
judge for this proceeding was filed with the co=mission and 
distributed to, the parties on March 1, 1989. 

comments were tiled by statt on March 17, 1989. Our 
review of these comments persuades us that the proposed deeision 
should be changed to impose a $2,000 fine on respondents for 
operating as· a charter-party carrier on July 17 and 18, 1987, in 
direct violation ot our July 8, 1987 decision (0.8:7-07-047) 
revokinq their charter-party permit and ordering them to cease and 
desist charter-party operations. 
Findings Of Fact 

1. Sanford A. McColley and Kathy J. McColley, d.oing business 
as A ~ouch of Class Limousine Service, hold charter-party carrier 
permit TCP 233S-P. 

2... 'rCP 233S.-P was revoked ):)y Commission order effective 
July 10, 1987, and Mccolleys were ordered to· cease and desist 
charter-party carriage ot passengers as ot that date (0.87-07-047). 

3. 'rCP 233'5-1> was reinstated by the Commission effectiVe 
August 4, 1987. 

4. On July 17 and'18, 1987, McColleys provided.cllarter-party 
passenqer.transportation ser,vices. 

5,. ro Cod.e §§ 1033 _5-(1:» and 5378 (b) provid.efor fines for 
violation of PT],Code § 5379. 
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conclusi211s of LaK 
1. Respondents have violated the terms ot a Commission order 

to cease and desist trom operatinq as a charter-party carrier of 
passenqers atter the effective date and service ot such an orde=; 

2. Respondents have violated PO' Code § 5379 by transportinq 
passengers as a charter-party carrier atter the revocation ot their 
permit. 

3.. Respondents- should be tined $2',000 for their July 17, 
and 18, .. 1987 violations of PO' Code § 5379, pursuant to PO' Code 
§§ 1033.5(b) and 5378(b). 

9RDER 

IT' XS ORDERED that: 
1.. Sanford A .. McColley and Kathy J. McColley shall pay to 

the Commission a fine of $2,000 within 10 days of the effective 
date of this order .. 

2.. Santord A. McColley and Kathy J. Mccolley shall cease and 
desist trom any other or further violations ot the PO C04e. 

3. The Executive Oirector of the commission shall cause 
personal service of this order to be made upon respondents. 

This order becomes efteetive 30 days trom today. 
Dated April 26, 198.9 I at San Francisco,- California .. 
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operated a8 a charter-party carrier during the suspension of their 
permit~ ordered respondents to cease and desist operating until 
they provided satisfactory evidence of insurance, and revoked their 
charter-party c~rrier permit. Despite the July 8, 1987 cease 
desist order respondents continued to· operate their 
serv"'ice. Specif.:Lc trangressions on July 17 and 18~ 1987 form. 
basis for the present proceed.:Lnq. Respondents' prior ~~'~~~\'~A 
clearly supports the magnitude of the penalty sought by s 

We are not persuaded by respondents' plea for 
'l'he only similarity between the situation of 
of other carriers affected by Commission Resolution 

and that 
2492 is thAt 

all such carriers were insured by In8uranee CO'~l~r~l~.on. of America 
(XCA) at some point. Identical timing was nei~nler,'n~!eE~8sary nor 
appropriate. 

First, respondents were placed on 
provide the Commission with proof of adequa 
days on March 16, 1987, when their 
suspended for fa.:Llure to maintain eV1QenlCV 
This suspension reflected the absence 0 any current insurance, and 

subsequently obtained was not related to the fact that 
insurance from ICA. Public Utilit 
5,392 require the Commission to 

Code Sections 1040, 5391, and 
that passenger stage 

corporations and charter-party iers maintain adequate insurance 
coverage and file evidence of t coverage with the Commission. 
General Orders 101-E and II state that failure to maintain 
insurance is good cause for ..,...,., .. go ... ..wu or revoeation of operatinq 
authority. Xt is stanaard-"""Io/liIolIIL.l.ssion practice upon learning that a 
carrier has failed to insurance or has unacceptable 
insurance to- .l.U"",II::I'''''.C~\o'l;:.l.Y 

ana to ,notify the 
suspend that carrier's operat1nq authority 
. that the authority will be revoked'unless' 

is provided within 9'0 clays .,. 
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Operating Authorities Which Are Based On Certificates of Insur~ce 
On File With The' Commission Issued by the Insurance Corporatio of 
America of Boca RI.lton, Florida." This resolution suspended 
operating authorities of nine charter-party carriers and n 
the operating authorities would be revoked if suitable ev. dence of 
insurance was not filed with the Commission within 9'0 This 
resolution also noted that the California Department 0 Insurance 
has advised the Commission to reject any further Ce lficates of 
Insurance identifying lCA as the underwriting carr" r. 

We also tAke official notice of our Res ution PE-2492, 
adopted MAY 29, 198:7, entitled ~esolution Furt r Directing ,Staff 
Not To Accept Certificates Of Insurance Issued' y The Insurance 
Corporation Of America, Boca Raton, Florida.... Resolution PE-2492 
ordered that:. 

The staff shall not accept any c ificates of 
insurance identifying Insurance orporation o,f 
America, Boca Raton, Florida~ the underwriting 
carrier, regardless of when t policy was issued, 
if and until the California D partment of 
Insurance approves of the in urer. Furthermore, 
the staff shall reject any uch certificates that 
may already be on file and send notices of 
suspension to any charter arty carrier or 
passenger stage corporat n that as a result does 
not have adequate evide e of insurance on file .. 

Finally, we note thAt espondents were found by 0.8,7-07-
047 to have violated the suspe s,ion of its cMrter-party permit :by 
operating as a eharter-party arrier. Operation as a charter-party 
carrier in violation of a mmission order suspending the oPerating 
permit constitutes ground' for revocation of the operating permit, 
just as does the failur to maintain evidence of insurance. (POC 
Code S 53,78.) The Ju 10, 1987 revocation of respondents" 
operating
alone. 

treated' 

ould, have ~en appropriate on that basis 

P', it is simply not true that respondents were 
in comparison to- other earrriers insuredby' lCA. 
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Our review of all of the surrounding circumstance 
gathered and presented on the record before us· convinces 
ce~se and desist order without pecuniary penalty is ins 
this case. We believe' the $2,000 penalty sought by 8 ff for the 
July 17 and 18, 1987 violations o·f the· COmmission's uly 8:, 1987 
cease and desist order (D.87-07-047) is perfectly ppropriate. 
Cormnents 

Pursuant to, the Commission's Rules 0 Practice and 
Procedure, the proposed decision of the assi ed administrative law 
judge for this proceeding was filed with t Commission and 
distributed to the parties on MArch 1, 19 

Comments were filed by sta·ff OUr 
review of these comments. persuades us at the proposed deCision 
should be changed to· impose a $2,000 ine on respondents for 
operating as a charter-party carrie on July 17 and 18".,. 1987, in 
direct violation of our July 8, 19 7 decision, (0 .. 8.7'-07-047) 
revoking their charter-party pe t and ordering them to cease and 
desist charter-party operations 
Findings of Fact 

1.. Sanford A. McColle and Kathy J • McColley, dOing business 
as A Touch of Class Limous1 e Service, hold charter-party carrier 
permit 'rCP 2335·-P. 

2. '1'ep 233S-p was 
10, 1987', and McColleys 
party carriage of pass 

evoked' by CommiSSion order effective July 
ere ordered to· cease and desist charter

gers as of that date (0.8-7-07-047). 
3. 'rCP 2335-p s reinstated by the COmmission effective 

AUgust 4, 198:7. 
4. . On July 17. and, 18, 1987, McColleys provided charter-party 

passenger transpor tion'services. 
'5-. PO' Code S 1033.5-(b) and 5-378(b) provide for fines for 

violation of PO' 
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Conc:lu,J.ons of Law 
1. Respondents. have violated ~he terms of a Commi8sio~ orde 

to cease and desist from operat.:Lnq as a charter-party curier of 
passenqers after the effective date ana service of such an ord 

2. Respondents have violated PU Code S 5379 by trans 
passenqers as a charter-party carrier after the revocation of their 
permit. 

3. Respondents should be fined' $2,000 for their uly l7, and 
l8', 198·7 violat.ions of PU Code S 53·79, pursuant to· P Code SS 
l033.S-(b) and' 5·378 (b) . 

ORPER 

IT-IS ORDERED that: 

l. Sanford A. MCColley and Kathy J. 
the Commission a f:£.ne of.$2,OOO within lO 
date of th:£.s order • 

2. Sanford A. McColley and Kathy • Mccolley shall cease and 
desist from any other or further violat ons of the PU Code. 

3. The Executive Director of th Commission shall cause 
personal serv.:Lce of this order to be de upon 'respondents. 

This order becomes effect· e 30 days from· today .. 
Dated . 6' 9 , at San Francisco, Cal1forn1a. 
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a MITCHELL. WIl.K 
President ' 

FREDERICK Ro. DUDA 
STANLEY W. HUL.ETr 
JOHN.B.:OHANIAN' .' 
PATRICIA M. ECKERT 

Commissionf;)fS 


