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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

In the Matter of the Application ) 
of Sam Allan Shirokawa and Roberta ) 
J. Shirokawa d/b/ a GALAXY 'l'RANS- ) 
POR'I'A1'ION SERVICES tor authority ) 
to' operate as a passenqer stage ) 
corporation between Orange County ) 
and Los Angeles International ) 
Airport and John wayne Airport. ) 

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

Application 88-03-051 
(Filed March 25, 1988) 

o p r N rON-

:his decision grants a certificate ot public convenience 
and necessity to Sam Allan Shirokawa and Roberta J. Shirokawa, a 
partnership doinq business as Galaxy Transportation Services, 
authorizing them to provide door-to-door, on-call passenger serviee 
between points in Oranqe County and Los Angeles International 
Airport (LAX) and John Wayne Airport (SNA)., 

Application 
Sam Allan Shirokawa and Roberta J. Shirokawa seek 

authority under Public Utilities (PO) Code § 1031 to· operate as a 
passenger stage corporation, as defined in PO Code §, 226. ~ey 

propose to perform on-call service between points in Orange County 
on the one hand and LAX and SNA on the other haXld. Only passengers 
Whose trips originate or terminate at either LAX or SNA will be 
transported. 

Applicants state that they currently operate a 
charter-party serviee under permit number TCP-4307-P, and that the 
purpose ot this application is to· allow them ~o provide Orange 
county passengers with airport serviee on a per-capita basis. They 
assert that population growth in Los Angeles and Orange Counties 
will make the existinq traffic problem,in those two. counties more 
acute,. and that the proposed, service should reduce' the nUlllber ;of 
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private vehicles on the road. The service will be specialized 
since only those passengers whose trips originate or terminate in 
orange County will be transported. Although applicants are aware 
that another carrier is authorized to provide similar services 
within the proposed territory, they note that theirs is a smaller 
family-owned and operated co~pany that does not pose a competitive 
threat to other carriers. Applicants allege that for the foregoing 
reason~, public convenience and necessity require the granting of 
this applieation. 

As of the time the application was filed, applicants 
operated three 198:7 'V'W vans. Financial statements included with 
the application show that the partnership bad assets of· $51,80S.30, 
liabilities of $2,912.12',. and a net worth of $48:"S~6 .. 18: and that 
applicants had total assets of $163,600, liabilities of $101,000" 

and a net worth of $62',600. 
ProcedUral Ristoxy 

Notice of the appli~ation was provided to involved 
government entities, and copies of the application were provided to 
the involved transit operators. Notice also. appeared on the Oa:i.ly 
Transportation calendar dated March 29, 1988. Shortly after the 
application was filed, the Rail/Transit Planning and Policy Branch 
of the Transportation Division (Branch) advised applieant~ of 
several deficiencies in the filing- This resulted in an extensive 
exchange of correspondence, phone calls and meetings between 
applicants and Branch over the course of several months .. 

While this exchange was qoingon, protests were filed by 
FUnBus Systems, Inc. (FunBus) and the City of Los Anqeles 
Department of Transportation (LADOT). FunBus protested. on the 
grounds that it is already providing regular route service to the 
same point~, and. that qranting of the authority requested. by 
.applicants would. di~ert traffic from it, adversely affecting its 
operations., LADOTquestions applicants' ability to'perform the 
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service ana alleges that authorization of aaaitional van service at 
LAX will be harmful to Los Angeles' residents and visitors. 

On september &, 1988, 'Branch distributed a ·Supplemental 
Advice of ParticipationH (AP) advising the assigned Administrative 
Law Judge (AlJ) that applicants had tulfilled 1t~ data requests ana 
that applicants had forwarded copies of all the documents furnished 

. '. 
to, staff to the protestants as well,.. Branch recommends. that both, 

ot the protests :be dismissed and that the application be granted by 

ex. parte order. 
Following the issuance of Branch's AP the ALJ filed a 

ruling allowing parties to tile responses to the AP. Only LADOT 
filed such a response.. FunBus'representative notitied the AIJ 

that " he no lon9'er represented. the carrier and. that no further 
participation. in the proceeding by FunBus was anticipated. 
Position of Branch 

Branch refers to the position it has taken in our pending 
rulemaking proceeding to consider changes to' passenger carrier 
regulation (R_88-03-012): the commission should limit new entry of 
airport access carriers ~en an individual airport authority 
demonstrates capacity prol:>lems. Branch notes that in this. case no· 
protests were filed by the. airport authorities involved, and 
asserts that LADOT consistently protests applications tor authority 
to serve LAX. 

Branch calls attention to our discussion of LADOT's 
protest in the application of American Transportation Enterprises, 
Inc. (Application (A.) 87-05-045-).. In Decision (D.) 87-10-084" by 
which we authorized that carrier to serve LAX, we stated; 

HWe are aware that City routinely protests every 
application for a certificate of public 
convenience and necessity filed by any 
transportation company who, wishes to transport 
passengers to, LAX. It is further noted that 
the congestion and number ot transportation 
vehicles operatinq on· the property of' LAX is 
not ,the responsibility of City~SDepartment of" 
Transportation. That responsibility lies . 
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solely with the Department of Airports, City of 
Los Angeles, which grants permits to: taxicabs, 
buses, private for-hire vehicles, shuttle 
services, etc. ~hat department has not filed 
any protest to· this application. It appears 
that City, which does supervise taxi~ 
operations, is primarily concerned with the 
competition that the proposed service may ofter 
to city"s fra.nchised taxicab- companies at LAX 
which could possibly have an impact on the 
revenues derived by City.-

with respect t~ the FunBus protest, Branch maintains that 
we have consistently' granted passenqer stage applications over the 
protests of competitors by concludinq that competition is in the 
public interest. Branch, refers t~ our order in D.88-0S-037 in 
A.SS-03-0S7 by which we authorized Il-Sunq Ko, doing business as 
~aequk Airport Service, to, provide service to- LAX:l 

NAlthough the evidence indicates there are other 
van trans~ortation services with authority t~ 
operate w1thin the area, we have held that 
competition in the area of bus transportation 
services was a desirable goal because of its 
direct bearing on the quality of overall 
treatment afforded passengers,. rates, 
schedulinq, equipment condition,. and 
operational-innovation generally. 

Branch concludes that in view of our grants of authority 
in the earlier proceedings, a public hearing would serve no, useful 
purpose in this, matter. It :theretore. recommenCls·that both of the 
protests be dismissed, and that the application be granted by ex 
parte order .. 
Egsition 0: LADOT 

LADO~ states in its protest that it enforces taxicab 
requlations in the City of Los ·Angeles; including LAX. LADO~ 

1 Although Branch uses D .. 88-08-037· to· illustrate its c:ontention, 
there were no' competitor protests in that proceeding. The only 
protestant was LADO'l" .. 

- 4 -



• 

'. 

• 

. . ,. 
" .. 

A .. 88-03-051 ALJ/MSW/tceJ 

asserts that facts showing the proposed service is required by 
public convenience and necessity are not shown in the application, 
that 'the proposed service is not shown to be economically feasible, 
and that residents of and visitors to the City of Los Angeles are 
injured by the excessive number of companies providing on-call, 
door-to-door service. at LAX because·the n\Ullber of passengers is 
spread among the numerous vans.. According to· the protest, H(t)he 
reduced load factors will result eventually in higher fares, the 
excess vehicles cause congestion at LAX" and the numerous companies 
create confusion for the public as well as enforcement 
difficulties .. " LADeT states that it would adduce evidence at a 
hearing that additional small vehicles at tAX would add to traffic 
congestion and enforcement problems at LAX, that there is no· need 
for additional public transportation service between LAX and Orange 
county, and that applicants are not qualified to operate the 
proposed passenger stage service. 

In its response to, Branch's AP, LADOTtakes issue with 
the characterization that it consistently protests every 
application for authority to, serve LAX, noting that in the past it 
has supported scheduled route service for LAX, and that it has not 
protested applications for on-call service to· outlying areas Where 
there may be a need for the service.. LAlX>,T asserts that it only 
protests those applications where adequate on-call, door-to-door 
service is already available. LADOT also asserts that public 
convenience and necessity can only be shown at a public hearing, 
and refers to two proceedings where, after hearing, applications 
for authority were denied because public convenience and,necessity 
were not demonstrated. 0 .. 88-05-023 in A ... S7-08-04S (Hassan M .. 
Hosseini~ doing business as Super Express),andO.88-0S-03S in 
A .. 8·7-08-041 (Riad O. Dancian,doing business' as.' Olympic Limo Van 
Service) .. 
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J),iscussion 
We address first the protest ot FunBus.. Since the tormer 

consultant advised all parties that to the best of his knowledge 
FunBus did not intend to participate further in this proceeding, 
and FunBus has not in fact done so, we consider the FunBus protest 
to· have been wi thc1rawn. '!'hus, there are no, protests by potential 
competitors of applicants, and the only remaininqprotest is by 
LADOT. 

This matter is similar to others in an increasingly long 
series of applications which we have granted despite pleadings 
stating that there are congestion problems at LAX and that there 
are vans and taxis currently operating in the area to meet public 
need. For example,. in 0 .. 88-11-00& in A.88-02~021 (application of 
American Transportation Enterprises, Inc. for expanded authority, 
protested by SuperShuttle and by LADOT) we qrantedtbe application 
after observing: 

"The problems at LAX are not qoing to be helped 
or hindered by the grant ot this application. 
SuperShuttle,.. with its 200 vans,. and other 
operators can always add equipment and, to the 
extent competitors are kept off the airport, 
the remaining carriers may exercise quasi­
monopoly powers over qround transportation .. " 

We have on more than one' occasion Observed that LADOT, 
whose jurisdiction is limited to, the City of Los Angeles,. routinely 
protests applications for authority to serve LAX. Similarly, we 
have previously observed: 

"CW]hat LAOOT is really protesting is increased 
service to, LAX. However, the congestion and 
number of transportation vehicles operatin~ on 
the property of LAX is not the responsibi11ty 
of LADOT' but of the Department of Airports" 
which grants permits to taxicabs, buses, 
private for-hire vehicles, shuttle service, 
etc. That department has not tiled any protest 
to this application.. We are· concerned that 
LADOT-, which does supervise taxica)) operations, 
is. primarily concerned with the competition . 
that the proposed· service 'may. otter to- the, City 
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of Los Angeles' franchised taxica)) operations 
which could possibly have an impact on the 
revenues derived by the city.* (0':89-04-007 in 
A.88-07-047; Application of Universal Transit 
System". Inc.) 

There is nothing in LADeT" s protest or in its response to 
Branch's AP which persuades us that a public hearing is necessary 
in this xnatter.. Although we will not hes.itate to- set a matter tor 
hearing solely because additional expense and delay will be imposed 
on the parties, neither will we schedule a hearing solely because a 
protest has been filed. Our Rules of Practice and Procedure (Rule 
8.2) explicitly state that the content of a protest,. not the mere 
filing, is determinative of whether a hearing will :be held. 

In light of the extensive history of applications for 
authority to· serve LAX, where the protests of LADO'l' are routinely 
filed, we will carefully scrutinize the content of such protests. 
Here, the crux of LADeT's objection is that more vehicles will add 
to traffic congestion at LAX, and will reduce load factors of other 
van operators serving LAX. It should be clear by now that we 
consider the problems of congestion at LAX to· be within the 
province of the Department of Airports _ As to reduced. load 
factors, to· the extent they are a problem, the solution does not 
lie in restricting the entry of new, small operators when there are 
no limits on the fleets of large operators. As we previously 
observed in 0.89-04-029 in A.8S-0S-002 (application of AlbertO' 
Semedo·, protested by LADeT): "We see no reason to· deny a small 
operator the opportunity to expand when to deny the opportunity 
would only allow the large,. established operator to add more' 
equipment and start new routes.* 

In determining whether p@lic convenience and necessity 
require that a, proposed service be authorized, one ot our primary 
concerns is to see that a broad array ot transportation services is 
provided tor the consuming public.. Also, in evaluating, whether a 
need . exists , we. c:onsid.ernot just·one, terminus· on'· .the proposed:· 
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route, which may l:>e well served, but the total service territory, 
including all points of origin and destination, some of Which·may 
be unserved or underserved. Xt appears that applicants will be 

providing a specialized serVice on a relatively small seale~ but in 
doing so will improve the range of transportation options available 
to ' customers in Orange County. At the same time it appears that 
incremental improvements in traffic congestion will be encouraged 
by the removal of private vehicles from street~ and highways in 
Orange County and parts of Los Angeles County. We concluCle that 
applicants have shown a need for the proposed service~' 

Since applicants have already conducted operations as a 
charter-party carrier, and have demonstrated they have the 
financial resources needed to- continue and expand' operations, we 
conclude further that they have the necessary qualifications to­
operate the proposed service. 

We conclude that a public hearinq is not necessary in 
this matter, and that the' proposed service should be authorized, as 
requested. 
tiMings of Fact 

1. No protest to the application has been received from any 
pUblic transit operator servin~ the territory applicants propose to 
serve .. 

2. No protest to the application has been received from 
either of the airport authorities involved. 

3. Protests were filed by FUnBus and by LAI)OT, but the 
protest of FUnBus was lateretfectively withdrawn. 

4. LAOOT- routinely protests applications for authority to 
serve LAX. 

s. Applicants operate a charter-party. service under permit 
number TCP 4307-P. 

6. The existing traffic problem in, Los Angeles and Orange 
Counties,will-become more acute over' timer 
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7. the proposed service is expected to- reduce the number of 
private vehicles on the road. 

S. Only those passenqers whose trips oriqinate or terminate 
in Oranqe county will De transported. 

9. LAX is one of two- airport terminal points proposed to be 
served DY applicant~ 

10. As of the time the application was filed, applicants 
operated three 1987 vw vans-. 

11. As of the time the application was filed, the partnership 
had assets of $5·1,808.30, liabilities of $2,912.12, and a net worth 
of $48,.896.18, and applicants had total assets of $163,600,. 
liaDilities of $101,000, and a net worth of $62,.600. 

12. PUblic convenience and necessity require- that the 
proposed service De established. 

13.. Applicants are qualified to- perform the proposed service. 
14. In accordance with Rule 8.2 of the Commission's Rules of 

Practice and Procedure, a public hearing is not necessary •. 
It can be seen with certainty that there is no 

possiDility that the activity in question may have a siqnificant 
effect on the environment. 
conclusionS ot Law 

1. the application should be granted as set forth in the 
order. Since there is a current need for the proposed· service, the 
order should become effective on the date it is siqned. 

2 .. the protest of LADeT should be denied. 
Only the amount paid to the State for operative riqhts 

may be used in rate fixinq. the State may' grant any .number of 
riqhts and may cancel or modify the'monopoly feature of these 

.: ' 

rights. at any . time •. 

- 9 -



• 

• 

," . . 

QRDE..R 

IT IS ORDERED that: 
1. A eertifieate of publie eonvenienee and necessity is 

granted to Sam Allan Shirokawa and Roberta J. Shirokawa, 
authorizinq them to· operate as a passenqer staqe eorporation, as 
defined in PU Code § 226, between the points and over the routes 
set forth in Appendix PSC-4307, to transport persons and baggage. 

2 • Appl ieants shall: 
a. File a written acceptanee of this 

eertifieate within 30 days after this order 
is effective. 

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

c. State in their tariffs and timetables when 
service will start: allow at least 10 days' 
notiee to the Commission: and make 
timetables and tariffs effective' 10 or more 
days after this order is effective. 

d. Comply with General Orders Series 79, 98, 
101, and l04, and the California Highway 
Patrol safety rules. 

e. Maintain aceounting reeords in eonformity 
with the Uniform System of Aeeounts. 

f. Remit to the commission the Transportation 
Reimbursement Fee required· by PU Code § 403 
when notified by :mail to· do· so. 

3. Prior to initiating service to- any airport, applicants 
shall notify the airport authority inVOlved. This certificate does 
not authorize the holders to, eonduct any operations on the property 
of or into any airport unless such operation is authorized by both 
this commission and. the airport authority involved. 

4.. Applicants are .authorized to. begin operations on the date 
that 'the Executive Director mails'a notice to appliC:an:ts that they 

- lO -



:'""."" " 

" 

" I ' .• 

A.SS-03-0S1 A1J/MSW/t~g 

have evid.cn~eof insurance on file with the Commission and that tho 
California HiShw~yPatrol has approved. tho Use of applicants' 
vehicles tor. serv:icc. 

5. 'rho protest o·t,the City of Los Angeles Department of 
Transportation is d.eniccl'. ' 

& .. 'rhe application is granted. asset forth above. 
'l'hisorcler iseffcctivoto<iay.: 
Dated ' AUG 3" 1989' , at San Francisco, california .. 

G'. MITCHELL· WILK 
President· 

FREDERICK R. DUDA 
JOHN8~, OHANIAN: i, . 

PA'l'RICIAM .. ' ECl<ERT 
, ,cornm.issionc~s 

COllUTlissionor. 'Stanley W.. Hulett;, 
'J:,cinCf' ne'eessarilY"'absent, did not 
partJ.cipat~ .. , ' 
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• Appendix PSC-4307 Sam, Allan ShiroJcawa " 
Roberta :J. Shirokava 

Oriqinal Title Page 

• 

CERTIFICATE 

OF 

PUBLIC CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY 

AS A PASSENGER, STAGE CORPORATION 

PSC-43 07 , 

Showing passenger stage operative rights, restrictions, 
limitations, exeeptions" and privileges • 

All changes and amendments as authorized by 
the Publie Utill.ties'Commission of the State-of,california 

will be :made as revised pages or added oriqinal pages., 

Issued under authority of oecision' __ ~8~9~-~O~8~-~O~4~O _________ ~.~J~~ ______ ' dated 

.• August 3, , 989 . , of the Publi,e Utilities. Commission of the 

State of California in Applieation 8:8-03-051. , ' 
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.,. Appendix' PSC-4307 sam Allan Shirolcawa' &: 
Roberta J. Shirokawa 

Original Page 1 

" " 

• 

• 

SECTION 1. 

SEC'I'ION 2. 

SECTION 3. 

I N P E X 

GENERAL AUTHORIZATIONS, RESTRICTIONS, 
LIMITATIONS, AND' SPECIFICATIONS ..... , ••••••• 

SERVICE AREA DESCRIPTION .................. . 
.' 

2 

3 

RO'O''l'EDESCRIPTION •••• e, ....... ' ................... ' •• ' 3' 

IssueClby California Public Utilities Commission, • 

Decis.ion 89-08';"0'40 , Application 88-03,:",051. 
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Appendix PSC-4307 sam, Allan"ShiroJcawa ~ 
Roberta J. Sbirokawa 

original Page 2 " 

SECJ:IION 1. GENERAL AUTHORIZATIONS, RESTRlCTIONS, LIMITATIONS" 
AND SPECIFICATIONS. 

Sam Allan Shirokawa and Roberta J. Shiroltawa, by the certificate 
of public convenience and necessity granted DY the decision noted in 
the margin, are authorized to transport passengers and baggage on a 
door-to-door, on~call basis between points in Orange county and Los 
Angeles International (LAX) or John Wayne (SNA) Airports, over and ' 
along the route described, subjeet r however", to, the authority of this 
Commission to·. change or modify the route at any time and' subject to 
the following provisions: 

(a) 

CD) 

(0) 

(d) 

When route descriptions are given in one direction, 
they apply to operations in either direction unless 
otherwise indicated. 

The term "on-call" as used refers to, service which 
is authorized to· be rendered dependent on the 
demands of passengers., The tariffs and timetables 
shall show the conditions under which the 
authorized door-to-door" on-call service will be 
provided, and shall 'include the description of the 
~oundary of each fare zone,,. except when A single 
fare is charged to all points within a· single 
incorporated city. ' 

No, passengers shall be trAnsported except those 
hav.ing a point of origin or destination at LAX or 
SNA. 

This certificate does not authorize the holder to 
conduct any operat'ion on the property of or into 
anya,irport unless' such' operation is authorized· by 
both. this Commission and, ,the a:i.rport authority' 
1nvolved. ' 

.. , .. .... ., 
Issued by California PUblic Utilities Commiss1on. 

Decision 89-08-040 , Application 88-03-051. 
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oriqinal'Page 3 

~ : ," ; 
..... 

• 

SECTION 2'. SERVICE AREA DESCRIPTION. 

Incl'L'.des. all points within the "geoqraphical limits of Orange 
County. 

SECTION 3. ROUTE DESCRIPTION. 

Commencing at any point within the authorized. service area 
clescribed ,in Section 2~' then, via the most convenient streets·· anCl' 
hiqhways to LAX or SNA.. . 

"~I" 

.' . 

Issued by California Public: Utilities Commission. 

.." . " ...... 

Decision 89-08-040· , Application 88-03-051. 


