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Attorneys at law; Jim _Panella. and
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Transportation Division.

I. Sumary

In this Interim Opinion, we conclude that the
certificates of both respondents require revision to place both
carriers on equal rootlng in providing airport transportation
service in Marin County. Scheduling restrictions are removed from
Santa Rosa Azrporter, Inc.'s (Santa Rosa) certificate, and Santa
Rosa is allowed to run buses from Novato to’'the San Franc;sco
Internat;onal Airport (SFO).‘ However, a.revised Santa Rosa
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schedule avoiding conflicts at SFO must be filed within 30 days.
Both carriers’ certificates are reVised to allow zlexibility in
stop locations. Respondents are ordered to negotiate two stop
locations in Novato.

The Commission Transportation Division (ID) is ordered to
assess the economic impact on respondents and their passengers of
ordering service accessible to. passengers in wheelchairs under
Public Utilities Cede § 460.5 which prohibits such passengers'
rates from being more than rates .for passengers who are not
disabled or handicapped.

For a period of one year, we require respondents to
report monthly ridership figures for each.stop served and in each
‘direction. We hold this investigation open to assure compliance
with this decision in view of past disputes and to receive the
information we require to resolve the issue of the impact of
providing service accessible to passengers in wheelchairs.

We grant Marin’s Motion To Extend The Time For Comments
To- The Propeosed Decision. We deny Marin’s request in its comments
to set aside the Proposed Decision. However, we have revised the
order to clarify the rationale upon which ocur conclusions are
based and to resolve the dispute over two stop locations in Novato.

In a separaté decision, we intend to dismiss as moot TD’s
Petition for Modification of Decision (D.) 86«05-045, as modified ,
by D.86=07=058. The scheduling issues raised in TD's petition have
‘been addressed in this proceeding.

IX. ZProcedural Background

We instituted this-investigation into the schedules,
routes, and operations of Marin Airporter, Inc. (Marin) and Santa
Rosa, not as an enforcement action, but:to resolve the carriers'
past disputes over routes and schedules.. Furthermorp, pursuant to
our powers under the Public Utilities COde, including Section 762,.3
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(see Grevhound Lines. Inc. v. PUC. 68 cal 2d 406, 410-13 (1968)) we
also instituted this investigation to assess “whether gurrent
conditions are such that public convenience and necessity would be
best served by ordering changes in the scheduling, routing and/or
operations of either or both carriers.” (D.88-09~070 at 2,
moditYing 1.88-06-020.) We modified our initial order to.allow'
parties to compare respondents’ current operations with their
respective certificates as requested by Marin. (D.88-09-070.) All
parties in Santa Rosa’s Application (A.) 84~12-037, were notified
of this investigation and of our modification.

Prioxr to hearings, representatives of passengers in
wheelchairs requested, and were granted, the opportunity to show a
need for service in Marin COunty. (Admznistrat;ve Law Judge (ALJ)
Ruling, August 2, 1988.) Also, prior to hearings, the assigned ALY
ruled that Santa Rosa’s monthly passenger count information was not
confidential, and required Santa Rosa to provide thzs information
to Marin. (ALJ Ruling, November 9, 1988.)

A Prehearing Conference was held on July 25, 1988.
Parties discussed TD’s Petition to Modify Ordering Paragraph 3 of
D.86-05~045. This ordering paragraph requires Santa Rosa to file a
timetable which schedules service within 10 minutes of the midpoint
of Marin’s hourly timetable at the closest comparable stops. TD
asked that language be added to specify which Marin hourly schedule
should be used and to define ”closest comparable stop” as Santa
Rosa stops within a nmile radius of Marin stops. Parties agreed
that the issues raised on TD’s Petition to Modify D.86-05~045 were
relevant issues in this proceeding. TD agreed to present evidence
on these issues in this proceeding rather than consolidate this
investigation with the petition which was filed in A.84-12-037.

Hearings were held on October 4, 1988 and January 17
and 18, 1989 in which respondents, TD, witnesses representing .
” passengers ln‘wheelchairs, and the San Francisco-Airport COmmission ,

B~
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(SFAC) pariicipated. The case was submitted upon the receipt of
transcripts.

The Proposed Decision in this matter was mailed on
June 15, 1989. On July 5, 1989, one party, Marin, tendered
Comments on the Proposed Dec¢ision for filing. This f£iling was
rejected by our Docket Office because it did not comply with the
Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure, Rule 77.3, Scope of
Comments. Rule 77.3 states that comments to a Proposed Decision
st contain a subject index and table of authorities. An appendix
conta;nmng proposed findings of fact and concluszons of law is
discretionary. ,

On July 7, 1989, pursuant to Rule 77.5, Late~Filed
Comments and Replies to Comments, Marin filed a Motion for
Extension Of The Comment Period. Attached to the motion was the
original and 12 copies of a combined subject index and table of
authorities. Marin indicated there was no separate appendix
listing proposed findings of fact and conclusions of law, Marin
bases its motion on the ambigquity of Rule 77.3. Marinﬂdsserts it
is not clear from the rule that a subject index is mandatory.
Marin asserts that the rule merely states a 15=-page limit and
refers to “other documents.” Marin requests that its comments be
accepted for filing. In its comments, Marin requests that the
proposed decision be set aside based upen its discussion. of
nunmerous findings of fact, conclusions of law and the underlying
rationale of the proposed decision. ' '

on July 11, 1989, Santa Rosa filed an untimely reply to
Marin’s motlon for an extension urging that the motion: be denied ,
and the comments rejected. Santa Rosa asserts that the basis of
Marin’s motion is without merlt. Santa ‘Rosa contends Marin’/ s
comments are: 1) untimely: 2) 1ncomplete without the subject 1ndex
and table of authorities; and, 3) 4An v;olatzon of Rule 77.3 by

rearguxng its posltion and tailing to make specitic rererences to
the- record., ' «
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Since Marin’s comments and deficiencies were tendered in
a timely manner, we grant Marin‘’s Motion for Extension Of The
Comment Period and accept its comments for filing. However, we
caution Marin that future comments on a propesed decision must
contain a subject index and table of authorities at the time of
filing. We deny Marin’s request in its comments to set aside the.
propesed decision. We support the conclusions reached and make
revisions to the proposed decision to olarity its underlying
rationale and to resolve the dispute between respondents over the
two stop locations in Novato.

IXI. Past Disputes

Marin has provided service between Marin County and SFO
since 1976. On the hour from 5:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m. daily, Marin
begins its SFO run at Novato, stopping for passengers at Novato,
San Rorael Larkspur, Mill Valley, and Sausalito. Passengers
transfer at Marin’s lLarkspur terminal to buses or vans bound for
SFO. Passengers may check luggage with certain airline carriers at
the Larkspur terminal. The total trip from Novato to SFO takes one
hour fifty minutes. The return trip departs SFO on the hour from
6 a.m. to midnight travelling the same route to Novato, stopping at
the same locations or across Highway'IOI at adjacent locations.
All stop leocations are specified in Marin’s certificate, meaning
CommiSSion approval is required to change stop locations.

, Santa Rosa operates transportation serxrvice from Ukiah
Airport to SFO (Route 1) and from Santa Rosa to SFO. (Route 2). In
1984, Santa Rosa requested authority to add six new stops in Marin
on its Santa Rosa=SFO run, indicating no additional vehicles would
be required to operate this service. (A.84~-12-037.) Santa Rosa
presented 13 witnesses who agreed that aixport transportation on
the balf hour, as opposed to. hourly ‘Marin service, would be a
material improvement in airport transportation.and increase
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ridership of both carriers. It presented evidence of unused
capacity on its route from Santa Rosa to SFO. The record showed
that half hour service by Marir would not be sati5£actory-since it
would require double the number of Marin vehicles on the highway.
In response to a subpoena, SFO testified that the airport had no
current scheduling problems invelving Santa Rosa, but had incurred
problems in the past. SFO ﬁanagement coordinates the airport
departure and arrival of Commission certificated carriers. Based
on this record, we authorized Santa Rosa to stop in Marin County en
route to SFO. We ordered Santa Rosa’s schedule in Marin to be
#within 10 minutes of the midpoint of Marin Airporter’s hourly
schedule at its closest comparable stop.” (D.86-07-058, medifying
D.86-05-045, Ordering Paragraph 3.) D.86=07-058 was. issued
July 16, 1986, effective the same day. It also denied Marin’s
application for rehearing.

| Earlier, on January 14, 1986, Marin revised its hourly
schedule, effective March 1, 1986, to add 13 runs on the half houx
from Larkspur to SFO from 5:30 a.m. to 10:30 a.m. and 3:30 p.m. to
9:30 p.m. with correSponding.retﬁrn trips every half hour. On
July 28, 1986, Marin added four additional half hour runs from
Larkspur to SFO and return, filling the gap in the schedule, '
meaning the half hour runs would occur every half hour between the
hours of S:30 a.m. and 11:20 p.m. and return. Marin added three
47-passenger buses the: year this sexvice was. instituted.?

On August 6, 1986, Santa Rosa filed its timetable for ‘

. Marin County stops. (Exh. 10, Attachment E.) This timetabletwas

1 The San Francisco City Attorney’s Office represented the San
Francisco International Airport and the SFAC.

2 In its Application for Rehearing of D.86-04~045, filed on
May 28, 1986, Marin indicated this service had been instituted
~after the close of evxdentiary hearings.“
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to become effect;ve August 16, 1986.  General Order (GO) 98-a
requires five. days notice of timetable revzsions-which do not
reduce service.

On September §, 1986, in a letter to Santa Rosa, TD
indicated that the August filing was rejected because it did not
specify’ each stop locatioen in Marin County, failed to list
Manzanita/Marin City service, violated theurequirementIforjtimes to
be at the midpoint of Marin’s hourly schedule and did not reference
Marin‘s service to Novato and San Rafael. TD requested a revised
timetable by September 19, 1986. On September 17, 1986, Santa Rosa
filed its revisions as TD requested.3

By that time, however, ‘the service had been halted due to
an independent serxies of events. On June 26, 1986, SFO informed
Santa Rosa it would not allow the carrier to serve Marin County.
Santa Rosa filed a lawsuit requesting a preliminary injunction to
prevent SFO‘s interference with its Marin service. On September 2,
1986, the Superior Court for the County of San Mateo issued a
preliminary injunction. Santa Rosa thereafter operated its service
for about 10 days until SFO requested, and was granted, a stay o:
the prel;mxnary 1njunct1on pending appeal. (Superior Court No.
310398, San Mateo County.) In late August 1987, the Court of
Appeal affirmed the lower court’s order against SFO and ordered
that it take effect immediately. (Exh. 13, pp. 3=-4.)

On November 8, 1987, Santa Rosa filed a timetable to
reinstitute its Marin service. On November 16, 1987, TD notified
Santa Rosa that Route 3 (NQVato-SFO) was in violation of its.
certificate and its stop 1ocatlon at the Novato Travelodge was
unauthorized. 0 requested that serv;ce on this route be

3 Marin d;sagrees that this September 1986 revised timetable
cured all deficiencies listed by the staff. However, Marin agrees
this issue is moot since the service under this timetable was
halted and a new timetable zzled a year later.
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terminated immediately and a revised timetable filed. (Exh. 10,
Attachment J.) TD later met with Santa Rosa. Santa Rosa’s letter
confirming this meeting reiterates Santa Rosa’s position and tends
to show that TD no longer requested that the sexvice be terminated
immediately. (Exh. 14, Attachment C, pp. 3-4.)

Marin alleges the revised 1987 Santa Rosa timetable
unlawfully splits the Santa .Rosa=SFO Route 1 into Routes 1 and 3,
with Route 3 providing SFO service starting at Novato.

We agree with Marin and TD that Santa Rosa’s Route 3 is
not authorized by its cextificate. Santa Rosa legitimately
disputes, yet misinterprets, the following language in its
certificate to allow the Novato route: )

”(d) Motor vehicles may be turned at termini
and intermediate points, in either .
direction, at intersections of streets or
by operating around a block contiguous to
such interxrsections, in accordance: w:.th
local traffic requlations.”

TD explains that the 7turned” lanquage, quoted above, has
never been interpreted by TD or a carrier, except Santa Rosa, to
allow a carrier to turn a vehicle around between termini and
return it to-.the origin of a route without. completing its run to
the route’s dest;ngtmon terminal. An Lntermedlate point is a point
that is not at the end of a route. TD recommends that the language
be eliminated or revised to prevent Santa Rosa from begznnxng SFO
service in Novato. .

The ”“turned” language above when read ;ndependent of the
route descrzpt;ons‘mn the certificate might result in an
interpretation such as Santa Rosa’s. However, when read in context
with the route description it is clear where service is authorized
t0 begin. In Santa Rosa’s certificate, Route 1 is described as:

”Beginning with a service point at the El Rancho
Motel in Santa Rosa (2200 Santa Rosa Avenue),
then via the most appropriate streets and.
highways to service points at the following.
locations: Rohnert Park - Petaluma = Novato -
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Marinwooed - Terra Linda ~ San Rafael -~ Corte

Madera - Mill Valley - Marin City - SF0.”

(Exh. 10, Attachment C.)

We f£ind no ambiguity in Santa Rosa’s certificate when
read in its entirety. Santa ROsa was not authorized to begin
service to SFO in Novato. Section 1(d) is included in a large
nunber of carrier’s certificate to allow the carrier to deviate
from an authorized route to comply with local traffic rules, such
as one-way streets, temporary construction zones or city routes for
buses. The section does not authorize route deviation for
congested roadways as alleged by Santa Rosa. However, we do agree
that the language is archaic and difficult to undexstand. In order
to avoid future misinterpretation ¢f this lanquage, we shall reword
Section 1(d) of Marin and Santa Rosa’s certificates to read:

”(d) For purposes of complying with local
traffic regulations, motor vehicles may be
turned at termini and intermediate points
in either direction at intersections of
streets, or may operate around a block
contiguous te such Lntersectmons.

We instituted this znvest;gatzon to- resolve the
continuing dispute between two competitors in Marin County in the
public interest, not to punish either respondent. We consider
Santa Rosa’s dispute over Section 1(d) to be a legitimate one
without the implication of sanctions for its certificate
interpretation. However, we caution Santa Rosa that future acts
which show probable cause of non-compliance with Commission oxders
may result in a modification of this proceeding or institution of a
separate proceeding to pursue Commission sanctions.

Even though we find Santa Rosa’s certificate does not
authorize Novato-SFO sexvice, Santa Rosa indicates it is impossible
to operate service in a timely manner and according to its filed
timetables from the city of Santa Rosa to SFO and. asks to-retain
itg\present Novato route.. Should Santa Rosa be allowed tc continue
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this route? If so, under what conditions? An assessment of
current ridership ¢onditions is needed to resolve this question.

In 1984, we envisioned Santa Rosa supp1ementing_SFo
service every half hour by stopping in Marin County to pick up
passengers. However, before our decision was final, Marin
instituted half hour sexvice creating a conflict in the half hour
schedules of Santa Rosa. Presently, both carriers are running
sexrvice from Marin County to SFO, Marin on the hour and half hour
and Santa Resa cleose to the half hour. '

In 1984, we considered Marin’s objections to competition
in airport service in Marin County. Mariﬁ’svarguménts'included
assertions of the potential effect competition would have on its
operations: revenue losses, deterioration of the quality of
airport service in Marin and Sonoma Counties, deterioration of the
quality of Marin’s service, loss of 15-20% of total passengers and
50~-75% of Sonoma passengers. Marin alleged that its 18% market
penetration was virtually the maximum ridership to be achieved in
Marin‘s static market. We rejected Marin’s arguments in
D.86-05-045 and D.86-07-058 and indicated that competitive service
would be allowed in Marin County. :

Upon instituting this investigation, we made clear. that
our decision to allow competition in airport service in Marin
County was final and not to be reconsidered. Our objective in this
proceeding was not to place either carrier in a second class
position of competitiveness in the Marin-SFO market.

The ridership picture in Marin County in 1988 has
drastically changed. TD presented an analysis of ridership data of
respondents for the period 1984 to 1988. Marin operated from 1984
to 1988; Santa Rosa operated from Qctober 1987;tog3u1y‘19883, 0
presented total ridership counts which included both respondents” .
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operations during their respective periods of operation in 1984~
1988. Marin and Santa Rosa passenger counts show the following
annual ridership: 1984 - 173,159; 1985 - 199,284; 1986 ~ 262,770:
1987 = 298,099, 1988 (January=-July) - 189,296. These combined
ridership statistics show that passenger ridership from Marin
county to SFO has nearly doubled in this four year period. This
ridership data shows increases during the period of Marin’s
operation in the following percentages: 1984-1985, 15. 1%; 1985~
1986, 31.9%; 1986~1987, 13.4%. The increase from 1987 to 1988 of
17.2% includes the rzdershxp counts of both respondents, with no D
estimate of the respectzve res pondents' percentage of this total
increase.

TD presented a graph of the ridership statistics from
1984 to 1988. The graph shows a trend of increased ridership
occurring steadily before and after Santa Rosa began operations in
Marin County in October 1987. From this graph and the combined
ridership counts, TD concludes that Santa Rosa’s market stimulation
has been insignificant. ’

TD presented an analysis of individual respondent
ridership counts for the period October 1987 to July 1988. These
statistics show that Marin’s market share bas declined from 57.5%
to 92% from Octeber 1987 to July 1988, while Santa Rosa S share
increased from 2.5% to 8% during the same ‘period.

Marin argues that 1t's marketing efforts and new terminal
in Larkspur are respons;ble for the increase in passenger ridership
during the period 1584-1988. However, no party presented an
analysis of the numbers of Marin air passengers uéing SFO during
this period or whether there was an increase in that number.
Therefore, it is speculative to assert that Marin alome is
responsible for the increase in Marin cOunty-passengers to SFO.

The record only snows a contznuing increase in.Marxn-SFo passengers
trom 1984 to 1988. - :
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Even though TD considers Santa Rosa’s market stimulation
insignificant, Santa Rosa has increased its market share of Marin-
SFO passengers fLrom October 1987 to July’ 1988. Santa Rosa’s
ridership statistics show publmc support for its sexrvice. We
consider the gquestion of market stimulation by Santa Rosa in this
Marin county market to be 1rre1evant under carcumstances where
respondents’ combined passenger ridership shows a contanuous,
increasing trend from 1984 to 1988.

' Marin has not carried its burden of proving its assertion
that the passengers which now support Santa Rosa’s service are
previous Marin Airporter riders, as discussed below. And even if
they are, Santa Rosa’s Novato route offers to many passengers non-
transfer service to SFO, a vnable alternat;ve to Marin’s
operations which requ;re that many passengers, based upon thear
points of origin in the county, transter at Larkspur to travel to.
SFO. . |

Operating revenues, excluding charter service and other
revenues, for respondents for 1984, 1985, 1986 and 1987,
respectively, are as follows: Santa Rosa — $183,336, $1,121,081,
$1,251,291, and\Sl 257 ,0987 Marin - s, 357 963, $1 548,332,
$2,233,090 and $2,539,987.’ Profits of the two carrlers foxr 1984,
1985, 1986 and 1987, before taxes, were: Santa Rosa, $13,378,
$39,296, loss of ($50,002), loss of ($118,585); Marin, $280,195,
$48,429, $195,133 and $1 million earned surplus.‘ Although Santa
Rosa serves passengers at certain stop locations, overall Marin
still has the majority of Marin-SFO passenger business by a wide
margin. These statistics do not show an erosion of Marin’s
earnings as predicted in 1983. Marin’s revenues show a significant
increase from 1984 to 1988" rather than a decrease in spite of the
2% to 8% loss in- market share.‘

4 As of April 28, 1989, nelther respondent has filed its 1988
Annual Report. ,
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Thus, in 1988 Marin-SFO passenger ridership has nearly
doubled, Santa Rosa has a Marin County clientele supporting its
direct service to SFO; Marin has retained the vast majority of the
market and increased its earnings. We cannot conclude that Santa
Rosa’s entry into the Marin County market has caused a -. '
deterioration in the quality of service or adversely affected
Marin’s revenues. oOur policy of encouraging competition in airport
transportation service to the public results in a sharzng of a
market rather than monopoly service.

Sapta Rosa’s Route ‘

' Santa Rosa indicates that it is impossible to operate the
service proposed in 1984 zrom‘the.oity of Santa Rosa to SFO
stopping at points in Marin and arriving at SFO on schedule. It
operated this service for ten days in 1986 prior to the Superior
Court’s order and found that traffic congestion prevented runs
north from Novato to Santa Rosa and back in time to meet the
established SFO schedule. Based upon this experience, Santa Rosa
decided to run two schedules, one fronm the-city'of Santa Rosa and
one from Novato. Santa Rosa added two vans to institute the Novato
service. - ‘

4 Santa Rosa wishes to retain the Novato route. It arxrgues
that this direct service from Novato to the airport without
transfers is desired by the public and is in response to public
need. (Exh. 14, p. 4.) We agree that 1noreasing passenger
ridership from zero in 1986 to 2,500 passengers in July 1988 shows
public demand. We also agree that non-transfer service is an
option which should be offered to passengers in Marin.

In 1986, when we authorized Santa Rosa service to stop in
Marxin, one of our concerns was adding to the traffic oongestion in
the county. Santa Rosa’s proposed service was attractive because
it created no additional vehicles on the highway. Now both
carriers have increased: the number of vehicles used in Haxzn-SFo
service. However, the numbers of passengors travelling to SFO trom.
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Marin County has significantly increased since 1984. Based upon
the ridership statistics to and from SFO in Marin, and sworn
testimony of Mr. Salas (Exh. 13, p. 4; Tr. 214=217), we find the
Novato route reasonable because of increased traffic congestion
from Novato to Santa Rosa since 1984. We believe the need for
additional bus or van operations by both carriers under the
significant ridership increase is also justified.

Marin argues that the average Santa Rosa passenger count
for October 1988 was l.sslpessengers.per day and that Santa Rosa is
losing money operating in Marin. Santa Rosa counters that one time
start-up costs for Marin operations and unexpected discount
offerings to compete in Sonoma caused the 1986 and 1987 deficits.
We agree that it is not unusual in the first years of a business to
show low ridership factors and little or no profit. Santa Rosa’s
current discounts in Sonoma County are an effort to turn the
present losses into a more profitable operatibn, (Exh. 14, p. 12
and Tr. 236~237.) The problems of low rideréhip‘and low profits
are ones to be resolved by Santa Rese'snmenegement. We will not
dictate solutions or unduly restrict this service to hamper
successful, profitable operations. We d0>not7egree‘that low
ridership- and low profits‘justify'termineting'this-serviqe.

We find that it is in the public interest for Santa Rosa
to continue its Novato-SFO route since it offers transportation
options in Marin County where ridership has nearly'doubled in four
years and where the public has shown.support of its service by its
ridership.

We believe it is in the interest of public convenience
and necessity to continue Santa Rosa’s Marin County serviée, rather
than disrupt the existing sexrvice supported by the public. The |
record in this proceeding shows that Santa’ Rosa possesses the
ability, experience, and financial resources to pertorm the service
from Novato to SFO. The service is technically zeasible. ‘The
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service offers a non-transfer transportation option to SFO for many

passengers.

Both Santa Rosa and Marin already have authority to sexrve
the Marin=~SFO territory and they are poth in fact providing such
sexrvice. Thus, it is obvious that Marin no longer provides nor has
the right to provide monopoly scheduled service between Marin and
SFO. By granting Santa Rosa authority to continue its Novato-Sro
routé, we do not increase Santa Rosa’s territory, but merely change

the method by wh;ch Santa Rosa is authorized to serve that
texritory.

Moreover, as we said in American Buslines. 3 CPUC 24 241,
255=57 (1980) monopoly service is generally not satisfactory

service. It may be satisfactory where, for example, a traffic
maxket is so obviously saturated with carriers that more |
competition could clearly not lead to bhetter service. Here,
however, there is evidence that Santa Rosa’s service is better
because it does not require a transfer in Larkspur. = Similarly,
monopoly service might be satisfactory where the addition of
competition would cause the existing carrier to fail. Here,
however, there is no evidence that Santa Rosa’s entry into this
market will cause Marin to fail. Thus, we see no reason to change
our prior decision that there ought to be competition in the
provisien of airport transportation service from Marin. Rather, we
confirm the course we enbarked upon when we instituted this
investigaticn- that it is desirable to continue our longstanding
pol;cy of allowing a reasonable number of competitive carriers as a
means.of ensuring the public is afforded innovative and efficient
service. o '
snn:n_ne&giﬁ_ﬁsnsﬂnlg

Marin‘’s half hour schedule now conflicts with that of
Santa Rosa. At the time we ordered Santa Rosa to-coordlnate a half
hour schedule with Marin, we did not restrict Marin to-hourly ,
service. It is not feasible to tie Santa Rosa’s schedule to that

e ——————
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of Marin, which may continue to change. However, scheduling at SFO
requires coordination of respondents to avoid airport congestion.

SFO explains that congestion in passenger loading zones
occurs when both carriers either depart or arrive at SFO at the
same time. In order to separate these carriers, SFO asks this
Commission to set Santa Rosa departures from SFO at quarter past or
quarter to the hour, with Marin to depart on the hour and half
nour. SFO reported that this solution has resolved problems in the
past when a Santa Rosa driver was. involved in a fight with the
driver of Senoma County Airport Express over parking space.
(Sonema County Airport Express competes with Santa Rosa in that
county.) SFO separated and froze the schedules of these two
carriers to avoid future fights. SFO believes the present
Marin/Santa Rosa schedule confl;cts at SFO.could cause similar
driver fights between eompetzng carriers and requests the same
solution.

While we will not set carrier schedules for SFO, we will
order that Santa Rosa’s airport schedule meet SFO schedullng
requirements, which are conditions of its permit to enter airport
property. '

In addition, Santa Rosa has been requested by SFO to
abide by loading regulations to avoid long waiting periods in these
zones and frecquent cirxcling. We remind Santa Rosa that abiding by
aixport permit conditions is required to operate on airport
property and must be taken seriously under congested conditions at
the airport. Continued violation of SFO permit restrictions may
result in SFO’s revecaticn of Santa Rosa’s perm;t, preventing its
service at SFO.

Marin’s_Schedule

Marin seeks confirmation of its replacement of ”on~call”
serv;ce north of Larkspur with permanent hourly service. On
June 3, 1985, Marin’s service to two locations in Novato and to San
Rafael was hourly until December 2, 1985 unless sooner cancelled
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changed or extended and thereafter, on-call with 24 hours advance
notice required. On October 17, 1985 in a letter to TD, Marin
cancelled the on=call service fcrfthe;two_Novato~locations.andean
Rafael, indicating service would continue on a regularly scheduled
pasis. A timetable indicating these changes was attached to the
letter. In subsequent discussions, TD indicated this timetabdle
revision was not on file with the Comm;sszon. However,  Marin
introduced a copy of the cover letter and revision at the hearing.
Marin’s witness, Ms. Hughes, testified that the revision must have
been lost in the Commission move in 1986. TD did not challenge
this testimony. We accept Marin’s representation that this filing
was properly made at the time requested. We confirm the revised
timetable of October 17, 1985 which shows regularly scheduled
service at these stops. However, future Marin filings'shodld
remove notes C and E and the’on—cail language in the existing
tinmetakble on file showing only the permanent scheduled times. This
will clarify this revision.

We find that the issue of Santa Rosa’s compliance with
the schedulzng requirement in D. 86~05-045, as modxrzed by

D.86-05~ 078, is now-moot ngen Marin’s 1nst1tution of half houxr
service.

Stop locations

. Marin and Santa Rosa have stop locations which are in
identical sites or in ¢lose proximity. Marin alleges that Santa
Rosa is eroding its revenues at these locations by soliciting Marin
passengers. . .
At Denny’s in Novato Santa Rosa’s market share increased
from 42% to 72% (to SFO) and from 26.5% to 36.4% (from SFO) from
October 1987 to July 1988. TD believes Santa Rosa’s increase in
ridership is because passengers prefer its through service to SFO.

| At the Travelodge in Novato, in 1988 Santa Rosa has

nearly‘loo% of the market, a reversal of Marin’s 100% ridership in
October 1987. TD’s investigationlshows that the managemenz at the
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Travelodge now recommends Santa Rosa’s service, which, in TD’s
opinion, is why Marin revenues have decreased at this location.

Based upondTD's-investigation, we cannot agree that
Marin’s decline in riders is solely ‘due to Santa Rosa’s direct
solicitation of Marin's-passengeré_ Many Marin passengerS-preter
nen-transfer serv;ce to SFoO.

he 4 separatlon of respondents operatlons is desired, TD
recommends it be accomplished by stop location, rather than
schedule. TD would allow both respondents the flexibility in the
future of changing named stop locations within a . balf nile radius
without Commission approval.. Marin observes that at stops where
carriers are not visible to each other, there are no disturbances
or solxcltatzon.of passengers.

In order to allow flexibility of future operatzons, we
will authorize the follewing additions to respondents certificates:

7Upon ten days notice to the Commission and

the public, a carrier may move a stop location
a maximum of one-half (1/2) mile as measured in
2 straight line on a map in any direction from
its location specified in this certificate.
The new stop location must be more than one-
half mile from a competitor’s Commission-
authorized stop location.” _

TD’s recommendations do not resolve the current disputes
over respondents’ stop locations at Denny’s and the Travelodge in
Novato. We believe that stop locations are best selected according
to the business judgment of respondents. In order to- resolve this
current dispute, we will require respondents to negotiate these
stop locations. We will recquire that respondent reach and submit
to the Commission an agreement within 90 days from the effective
date of this order. Should respondents fail to reach an agreement,‘

our alternative is to select.stop locations in the best interest of
“the public. S
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. £ In_ Wheelchai

Five witnesses testified in support of scheduled service
for passengers in wheelchairs. These witnesses established that
there is no such scheduled airport service in Marin County. They
pointed out that passengers in wheelchairs have unique problems
with baggage handling and individual safety. Presently, the
witnesses either hire an attendant to accompany them to the
airport, have a friend drive them to and from the airport or take.
their private van. The need for service.is to travel themselves,
both for business and pleasure, and to be accessible to friends in
wheelchairs who desire to visit. Witnesses testified they now
travel to the airport from once a month to several times a year,
but could travel more often if there were scheduled service.

Witnesses desired a reasonable level of airport service,
at least once or twice a déy'on a scheduled basis. They would not
approve of a service which seqgregated then fxom the public because
they do not want to be percezved or treated d;fferently than other,
passengers. .

Mr. Richard Skaff, member ©f the Marin Paratransit
Coordinating Council, testified that at the present there are no
public funds in Marin to subsidize wheelchair accessible
transportation. He estimated the cost to retrofit a van for
wheelchair accessibility to be $6,199. He summarized witnesses’
request as one for immediate, reasonably-scheduled, non-peak
airport transportatzon (retrofitting existing vehicles if
necessary) at reasonable rates, and a requirement that new vehicles
be wheelchair accessible. Mx. Skaff estimated that a new bus
purchase price would be increased $10,000 to $15,000 for wheelchair
accessibility and would not affect the 47-passenger seating.
However, Mr. Skaff indicated a- w;llingness to accept van-wheelchair
accessibility as an interim measure.

Marin witness, Ms. Grace Hughes, responded that the
existing Marin buses are incapable of being retrofitted to - -
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accommodate wheelc¢hairs-~they are too narrow. Ms. Hughes estimated
the price of a wheelchair accessible bus to be $225,000. Marin
replaces buses every ten years and purchased a new bus in 1988.
Marin provides service from Larkspur to SFO.in 21- or 47-passenger
buses, not vans. In her opinion, Marin service operations would
need to be completely revised, extra vehicles used or existing
capacity decreased to accommodate wheelchair passengers.

In closing argument on this issue, Santa Rosa indicated
its sympathy to the problem but that the costs to accommodate the
request were unreasonable. A representative for wheelchair
passengers argues that since 1976, publmc polzcy'has changed to
favor facilities and services for the handzcapped nammng
restaurants and airports. The representat;ve indicated. passengers
“in wheelchairs would accept van service as an interim measure and
requested that all new buseaebe equ;pped to accommodate
wheelchazrs.

Di ——

At present there is no scheduled airport service from
Marin accessible for passengers in wheelchairs. We believe the
recquest for some minimal level of sexvice at reasonable rates is a
reasonable one. Concessions of retrofitted vans have been made
until new equipment acccmmodating wheelchairs is scheduled to be
purchased. However, in view of the passage of AB 3498 adding
Section 460.5 to the Public Utilities Code, we nmust assess the
impact of such an order on passenger rates. Section 460.5
prohibits a passenger carrier from imposing a fare for physically
disabled or handicapped passengers whick is more than the fare for
the same transportatlon,ror a passenger who is not disabled ox
handicapped. We direct TD in conjunction with respondents and
interested parties to assess any added cost to~provide scheduled
service to passengers in wheelchairs to and from SFO in vans or in
buses, under either a retrotit of 21- or 47~passenger buses.or
vans, or the purchase of such vehicles, and. to- submit a report in
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this proceeding. The purchase of vehicles need only include
sufficient number of vehicles to make the minimum numbexr of daily
runs required to and from SFO based upon passenger need.

Respondents shall cooperate in this study by supplying TD with peak .

hour information for the years 1984-~1988 and any other information
requested by TD for thisfStgdy." '
Pindi .

‘1. Santa Rosa is providing service on Route 3 from Novato to
SFO.

2. Santa Rosa disputes TD’s interpretation of Section 1(d)
in its certificate. Santa Rosa asserts that this language
authorizes operation of service originating in Novato to SFO and
return. ' -

3. TD interprets Section 1(d) to preclude Santa Rosa’s
operation of service originating in Novato to SFO and return.

4. The Section 1(d) language is archaic and difficult to
understand. When read in the context of Santa Rosa’s entire
certificate, this language does not authorize a carrier to alter
its point of origin and/or destination because of traffic
congestion. Santa Rosa’s certificate authorizes Route 1 SFO
service to begin in Santa Rosa, not in Novato.

5. Santa Rosa is operating Route 3 from Novato to SFO and
return. TD has not required that Santa Rosa cease its operation of
this route. Santa Rosa requests authority to retain the operation
of this route. Santa Rosa cannot operate‘timely'SFd sexrvice from

the city of Santa Rosa because of traffic congestion from Novato to
Santa Rosa. '

6. Total passenger ridership from Marin to SFO has nearly
doubled from 1984 to 1988. Marin operated Marin county service
during this,entire'péfiod- Santa Rosa 6perated‘its‘Novato-route
from October 1987 to July 1988. Né-anaiysis.ot\SFO’pasSenger-
travel to—MarinucOuntyywugjpxesgnted.hlxt is speculaﬁivé-to

e e A A e —— e - e e GS—— e - -
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conclude Marin alone is responszble for ridership increases during
the period 1984 to 1988.

7. TD concludes that Santa Rosa has had an insignificant
impact on Marin cOunty market stzmulation. Santa Rosa’s market
stinulation is erelevant in a market that is contlnuously _

increasing.

' 8. Marin’s operating revenues have continued to increase
from 1984 to 1987, however, Santa Rosa shows net losses in 1986 and
21987.

9. Santa Rosa transports 8% of Marin passengers.using
scheduled service to SFO. Marin transports 92% of Marin County
passengers using scheduled serv;ce to SFO as of July. 1588.

10. On October 17, 1985 Marin cancelled: 1tsaon-call service
for its two Novato and San Rafael locat;ons. This serv:ce 15 now
regularly scheduled.. . ‘

11, Marin must reguest Commission approval to change stop
locations.

'12, The selection of stop locations is within the business
judgment of Santa Rosa and Marin. The current dispute at two
Novato stop locations is best resolved by negotiations between
respondents. However, should respondents reach no agreement on the.
two locatioms, it is in the best interest of the public for the
Commission to select stop locations to resolve this dispute.

13. Respondents’ existing schedules at SFO conflict creating
congestion and the possibility of driver disturbances.

14. Santa Reosa has dedicated facilities to operate the route
from Novato to SFO. Current ridership on this route shows public
need for this service. It is in the best interest of the public
who is served by Santa Rosa’s Novato route to continue this
operation rather than to disrupt the service.

15. Santa Rosa’s Novate route provides a convenient non~
‘transfer option for many passengers travelling from Marin.to SFO.
Passengers at Denny’s in Novato-prerer the through service of Santa
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Rosa. The management at tnerrraveiodge in Novato recommends Santa
Rosa‘’s service.

16. Santa Rosa’s current operat;ons show that Santa Rosa
possesses the required qualifications, skill, ability, experience,
equipnment, facilities, and financial ability to operate the Novato
route. This route is feasible and the demand for it is supported
by regular passenger ridership. :

17. It can be seen with certainty that there is no adverse
environmental impact as a result of Santa Rosa continuing to
operate its Novato route. |

18. There is ne scheduled service from Marzn to SFO which is
accessible to passengers in wheelchairs.

19. ' There is no evidence to show the impact on rates or
financial operations of requiring'respohdepts to provide equipment
which is accessible to passengers in wheelchairs.

toe . \ b

1. Section 1(d) is archaic and difficult to understand and
should he reworded to prevent future misinterpretatien.

2. Respondents’ certificates should contain an equal amount
of flexibility in scheduling and stop locations.

3. Changes reasonably ought to be made to Santa Rosa’s
operating authority to permit it to lawfully operate its. Novate
route.

4. Public convenience and necessity require that Santa
Rosa’s Novate route be certificated.

5. This proceeding should remain open to assure respondents’
compliance with this order, to receive respondents’ negotiated
agreement regarding the two disputed stop locations at Denny’s and
the Travelodge in Novato, to receive further information of the
impact on respondents and its passengers of ordering service which
is accessible to the handzcapped and to address any reoccurring
pProblems” within the scope of this investigation. '
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*

6. Due to the conflicting schedules of reopondents at SFO

causing traffic congestzon, this order should be effective on the
date signed.

INTERIM ORDER
IT IS ORDERED that:
1. The certificates of Marin Airporter, Inc. (Marin) and
Santa Rosa Airporter, Inc. (Santa Rosa), attached to this order as
Appondix,Psc-seo and Appendix PSC=-1367, are amended‘to.include the

following condition:

”Upon ten days notice to the Commission and the
public, a carrier may move a stop location a
maximum of one-half (1/2) mile as measured in a
straight line on a map in any direction from
its location specified in this certificate.
The new stop location must be more than one-
half mile from a competztor's Commission=-
authorzzed stop location.”

2. The certificates orvxarxn-and Santa Rosa, Section 1(d)
are amended to read:

“For purposes of comply;ng with local traffic
regulations, motor vehicles may be turned at
termini and intermediate points in either
direction at intersections of streets, or may
be operated around a block contiguous to such

1ntersectxons. ,

3. Section 1(e) in the certificate of Santa Rosa is deleted.

4. Within 30 days from the effective date of this order,
Santa Rosa shall file timetable in accordance with GO 98=-A, Part
A1, providing SFO arrivals and departures which meet the approval
of SFO. The cover letter with the revised timetable shall provide
the mannex in which SFO approval was obtained and the name of the
official granting the approval. These documents shall be sent to

the Transportation Economics and Analysis Branch of the
. COmmission's Transportation Drvision.
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5. Within 90 days of the effective date of this order
respondents shall engage in negotiations and reach an agreement
regarding disputed stop locations at Denny’s and the Traveleodge in
Novato. A copy of this agreement shall be submitted to the
assigned ALY and all parties in this proceeding. A ¢opy of this
agreement shall be mailed to the Transportation Economics and
Analysis Branch of the Transportation Division. Should respondents
fail to reach an agreement within 90 days from the effective date
of this order both respondents shall send written notification that
an agreement has not been reached to the assigned ALY and all
parties in the proceeding within the same time period.

6. This proceeding shall remain open f£or one year within
which respondents shall adjust respective operations to comply with
this decision. During this period, the Commission Transportation
Division shall monitor any changes in respondents operations.
Respondents shall submit a copy of any revised tariffs and/or.
timetables to the Transportation Economics and Analysis Branch of
the Transportation Division. Should either respondent fail to
comply with this order, we direcc.the Transportation Division to
promptly notify the assigned~ALd-in writing and request that the
Commission pursue sanctions in this proceeding or a separate
enforcement proceeding, whzchever may be appropriate based upon the
allegations.

7. In order to monitor the effects of this decision, for 12
months following the effective date of this ordexr respondents shall .
 provide monthly data showing ridership counts from each stop- served
to SFO and from SFO. This data shall ke sent directly to the
Trahcportation Economics and Analysis Branch of the: Commission’s
Transportatlon Division.

8. Respondents shall provide to the Transportation Division,
" within 30 days of its request, all information and'data it needs in.
connection wuth.;ts study to~assess the dcmand for - wheelchair
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accessible service on the Marin=-SFO rcutes, when and how it should
be provmded and its cost. fﬁ%¢:¢h i
©10. Within 120 days of the e::ective date of this xnterxm
Decision, the Transportation Dmvision shall submit a report in this
proceeding which addresses the impa.ct on the rates and financial
operations of Marin and Santa Rosa of providing service to SFO
which is accessible to passengers in wheelchairs. This report
shall be prepared under the limitations in Public Utilities Code
§ 460.5. An original and 12 copies of the report in this

| proceeding shall be filed in the Docket 0ffice, and copies shall be
mailed to the assigned ALY and all parties. Upon receipt of this
report, the assigned ALJ shall determine whether comments from the
parties and/or further proceedings are needed. '

This order is efzectlve tcday.

Dated August 3, 1989,.at San Francxsco, California.

G. MITCHELL WILK
" President
FREDERICK R. DUDA
JOHN B. OHANTIAN.
PATRICIA M. ECKERT
Commlssxoners

: COmm1551oner Stanley W. Hulett,

being necessarily absent, did
not- partmclpate,~ ‘

,.\\
AS

I\CERTIFY THAT TH!S DECISION |

. WASIAPPROVED- BY.THE ABOVE .

“COMMISSIO!\ERS TODAY.

Victor Woiszer, Executive Director

3




Appendix PSC-990% . MARIN ATRPORTER First Revised Title Page

(a california corporation) Cancels .
S S o ' o:iqinnllritlc Page

CERTIFICATE
. oF
PUBLIC CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY
AS A PASSENGER STAGE CORPORATION -
psc-990 .

Showing passenger stage operative rights, restrictions,
limitations, exccptions,-and‘p:iv;lcges.

All changes and amendments as authorized by the
Public Utilities Commission of the State of California
will be made as revised pPages or added original pages.

Supersedes Authority Granted by
Decision 85545 in Application 56239,

PE 391 in RRD 391
PE 393 in RRD 393
'PE 2332 in RRD 202

89 08 045

Issued under authority of Decision , dated

AUG 3 1989 , of the Piblic Utilities Commission of

the State of California in I.88=06~020."




Appendix PSC-990w MARIN AIRPORTER ‘First Revised Page 1
(a:California corporation) Cancels
. L  Original Page 1

SECTION 1. GENERAL AUTHORIZATIONS, RESTRICTIONS,
LIMITATIONS, AND SPECIFICATIONS..cvevoss.

SECTION 2. ROUTE DESCRIPTIONS +ucvevuonenvnvnnnnnnns

PR
! .

Issued by California Public Utilities éonmiuion.
*Ancnd‘cd by Doc;i.sion 83 08 045 » in I.88-06~020.




Appendix PSC=9950w MARIN AIRPORTER . Fifth Revised Page 2
(a California corporation) Cancels
' ; Fourth Revised Page 2

SECTION 1. GENERAL AUTHORIZATIONS, RESTRICTIONS, LIMITATIONS,
: AND SPECIFICATIONS. ‘

Marin Airporter, a California corporation, by the
certificate of public convenience and necessity granted by the
decision noted in the margin, is authorized as a passenger stage
corporation to transport passengers and their baggage between
points described in Section 2 subject, however, to the authority of
this Commission to change or modify these routes at any time and
subject to the following provisions:

(2) When route descriptions are given in one
direction, they apply to operation in
either unless otherwise indicated.

All transportation of passengers shall
originate at or destined to the San
Francisco International Airport.

Upon ten days notice to the Commission and the
public, Marin Airporter may move a stop
location a maximum of one-half (1/2) mile, as
measured in a straight line on a map, in any
direction from its location specified in this
certificate. The new stop location must be
more than one-half nile from the nearest Santa
Rosa Airporter’s Commission-authorized stop
locatioen.

For purposes of complying with local traffic
Tegulations, motor vehicles may be turned at
ternini and intermediate points in either
direction at intersections of streets, or
may be operated around a block contiquous
to such intersections. . - ,

-

Issued by California Public Utilities Commission. -

- I*Amena.'a by Decision 89.08-045 - I.88-06-020.




Appendix PSC-990#* MARIN AIRPORTER Fifth Revised Page 3
. (a California corporation) Cancels. o
‘ ' . " Fourth Revised Page 3

*SECTION 2. ROUTE DESCRIPTIONS.

Route 1: Novato - Larkspur

Beginning with a service point at Denny’s Restaurant (a
terminal) in Novato (7330 Redwood Highway), then via the most

appropriate streets and highways to service points at the following
locatiens:

Rush CreekX Travelodge, 7600 Radwood‘xizhway, Novate
Alvarado Inn, 225 Entrada Drive, Ignacie

Clarion Hotel, 1010 Northgate Drive, San Rafael
Marin Terminal, 300 Larkspur Landing, Larkspur

Route 2. Larkspur = SFO

Beginnihg with a service point at Marin Terminal in
Larkspur (300 Larkspur landing), then via the most appropriate
streets and highways to service points at the following locations:

- Golden Gate Bridge Transit stop, Interstate 101 and
Senminary Drive off~ramp, Mill Valley

= Golden Gate Bridge Transit stop, Manzanita Park and
Ride Lot, Mill Valley .

- Golden Gate Transit stop, Interstate .10l and Spencer
Avenue, Sausalito ‘ . L

San‘F;anq;scoaxnterhat;ona1~Ai:portf(SF@}'

Issued by California Public Utilities cdmmilsion.

*Anended’ by Decision 8 08 045 » in I.88-06-020.




Cancels

hppendix PSC-1367  SANTA ROSA AIRPORTER, INC. Fourth Revised Page 1
- Third Revised Page 1

*SECTION 1. GENERAL AUTHORIZATIONS, RESTRICTIONS, LIMITATIONS,
AND SPECIFICATIONS.

Santa Rosa Airporter, Inc., by the certificate of
public convenience and necessity granted by the decision noted in
the margin, is authorized as a passenger stage corporation to
transport passengers and their baggage between points described
in Section 2 subject, however, to the authority of this
Commission to change or modify these routes at any time and
subject to the following provisions: .

(2) When route descriptions are given in
one direction, they apply to operation
in either direction, unless otherwise
indicated. _ o

Deleted.

All transportation of passengers shall
originate at or destined to San Francisco
International Airport. -

For purposes of complying with local traffic
regulations, motor vehicles may be turned

at termini and intermediate points in
either direction at intersections of
streets, or may be operatéd around a block
contiguous to such intersections.

Deleted.

Upon ten days notice to the Commission and the
public, Santa Rosa Airporter nay move a stop
location a maximum of one-half (1/2) mile,

as measured in a straight line on a map, in

any direction from its location specified in
this certificate. The new stop location must

be more than one~half mile from Marin Airporter’s
nearest Commission-authorized stop location. -

‘ : . Issued by California Public Utiliﬁi;i-tommission.

| 08 045> |
*Amended by Decision 83 ‘ s in 1.88-06-020.




Appendix PSC-1367  SANTA ROSA(AIRPORTER;uINC- Thirdikgvised-Page z .
- : : . Cancels - o
s | - Sacond. Revised Page 2

SECTION 2. ROUTE DESCRIPTIONS.

*Bgnxg ] e - - -

*Beginning with a service point at the El Rancho Motel
in Santa Rosa (2200 Santa Rosa Avenue), then via the

- most appropriate streets and highways to service
points at the follewing locations:

Red Lion Inn, 1 Red Lion Drive, Rohnert Park

Lyons Restaurant, 6255 Commerce Blvd., Rohnert Park
Winchell’s Donut Shop, 225 S. McDowell Blvd., Petaluna
San Francisco International Airport (SFO)

*Beginning with a service point at Raley’s Travel
Center, 1325 N. State Street in Ukiah, then via
the most appropriate streets and highways to
gervice points at the following locations:

Ukiah'hirpbrt, Ukiah .
Heopland
Owl Cafe, 485 South Cloverdale Boulevard, Cloverdale

Dry Creek Inn, Dry Creek Road and Interstate 101,
Healdsburg: : ‘ ‘

E]l Rancho Motel, 2200 Santa Rosa Avenue, Santa Rosa
San Francisco International Airport '(SFO)

Issued by California Public Utilities Commission.
*Amended by Decision 83 08 045 | in x.88-06-020.




Appendix PSC~1367 SANTA ROSA AIRPORTER, INC. rirst,novi:od‘ragé 3
, Cancels’ L
Original Page 3

SECTION 2. ROUTE DESCRIPTIONS. (Continued)

*Route 3: Marinwooed ~ Terra Linda - San Rafael
L Y v -

*Beginning with a service point at the Rush Creek
Travelodge in Novate (7600 Redwood Highway), then
via the most appropriate streets and highways to
service points at the following locations:

Golden Gate Bridge Transit stop, Redwood Highway
and De Long Avenue, Novato

Golden Gate Bridge Transit stop, Interstate 101 and

Marinwood off-ramp, Marinwood

Golden Gate Bridge Transit stop, Interstate 101 and

Terxra Linda off-ramp, Terra Linda

Greyhound Depot, 3rd Street and Tamalpais Avenue,
San Rafael ‘

Corte Madera Inn, 1815 Redwood Highway, Corte Madera

go:;rd'aohnson's Motel, 160 Shoreline Highway, Mill
a ey : ’ . . ‘, .

San rranciscp-Intqrnatibnai'xi:port (SFO);

Issued by California Public Utilities Commission.
*Anended by Decision = 83 08 045  in X.88-06-020.
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Decision RERQROSED DECISION OF ALY BENNETT (Mailed 6/15/89)
BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Investigation on the Commission’s ) )
own motion into the scheduling, )

routing and operations of Mar

Adrporter, Inc. and Santa Rosa I.88-06-020
Alirporter, Inc. with respect to (Filed June 17, 1988)
common carrier service between

SFO on the one hand, and points in

Marin County on the other hand.

Handler, Baker, Greene & Taylor, by

-, Attorney at law,
for Santa Rosa Airporter, Inc.; and

Edward J, Hedarfy, Attorney at Law, for
Marin Airporter; respondents. . ,

» for City and County
of San Francisco Airport Commission:,
Robert S, Maerz, Deputy City Attorney,
‘for San Francisco International Airport
and Richaxd Michael Skaff, for himself
and Marin County Paratransit
Coordinating Council; interested
parties.

Attorneys at law:
10% » for the
Transportation Division.

X. Summary

In this Interim Opinion, we conclude that the
certificates of both respondents require revision to place both
carriers on equal feoting in providing airport transportation
service in Marin County. Scheduling restrictions are removed from
Santa Rosa Airporter, Inc.’s (Santa Ro#a),certizicata; and Santa
Rosa is allowed~to-run buses from Novato to the SanVFrancisCQ
International Airpert (SFO). However, a revised Santa Rosa
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Decision |
"BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION‘OF THE STATE OF CALIEORNIA

Investigation on the Commission’s )
own ‘motion inte the scheduling, )
routing and operations of Marin )
Alrporter, In¢c. and Santa Rosa - ) -
Airporter, Inc. with respect to ) (Filed June/17, 1988)
common carrier service between ) : _
SFO-on. the one hand, and points in. )
Marln County on the other hand. o )
— )

Handler, Baker, Greene & TayYor, by

-, Attdrney at Law,
for Santa Rosa Airportef, Inc.; and
EQEQEQ_J;_HQSAESXr Attorney at Law, for
Marin A;rporter, respondents.

,» Loy City and County
of san Francisco Ajxport Commission:

eputy c;ty Attorney,
for San Franc;ec International Alrport

, for himself

Attorneys Law; Ji
J sky, for the
Transportation Division.

In this Ihterim Opinion, we conclude that the
certificates of bgth res spondents require revision to place both
carriers on equa footlng in providing airport transportation
service in Maxi® County. Schedulzng restrictions are removed from
Santa Rosa Al orter, Inc.’s (Santa Rosa) cert;f;cate, and Santa
Rosa is allowgd o run buses zrom Novato-to—thc ‘San Francisco

| Internat;ona Alrport (SFO). However, a revis eqvSapta Rosa
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schedule avoiding conflicts at SFO must be filed within 30 days.
Both carriers’ certificates are revised to allow flexibility in
stop locatioms. ' .

The Commission Transportation Division (TD) is ordered to
assess the economic impact on respondents and their passengers of
ordering service accessible to- passengers in wheelchairs under
Public Utilities Code § 460.5 which prohidbits such passengers’
rates from being more than rates for passengers who/are not

disabled or handicapped. e///// ‘
For a period of one year, we requires/respondents to

report monthly ridership figures for each 3;65 served and in each
direction. We hold this investigation open to assure compliance
with this decision in view of past disputes and to receive the
information we require to resolve tég/iesue of the impact of
providing service accessible to passengers in wheelchairs. :

In a companion decisiou/ we dismiss as moot TD’s Petition
for Modification of Decision CD/) 86-05~045, as modified by
D.86=-07=058. The scheduling/issues.reieed in TD’s. petition have
been addressed in this,proceeding~

IX
We inst%;ééi; this investigation into the schedules,
routes, and operations of Marin Airporter, Inc. (Marin) and Santa
Rosa, not as enforcement action, but to resolve the carriers’
past disputes/over routes and schedules and to assess current
operating cofditions in Marin County to ascertain whether the
certificatgs or schedules of either or both carriers require
' We modified our initial order to allew parties to
compere spondents' current operations.with their respective
Certif cates. (D.88=09~070.)
_ Prior to bhearings, representatives of passengers in
wheelchairs requested, and were granted the opportunity'to-show a
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schedule avoiding conflicts at SFO must be file, within 30 days.
Both carriers’ certificates are revised to allow flexibility in
stop locations. Respondents are ordered to megotiate two stop
locations in Novato.- -

The Commission Transportation Division (TD) is oxrdexed to
assess the economic impact on responde ts and their passengers of
ordering service accessible to passengers in wheelchairs under
Public Utilities Code § 460.5 whick/prohibits such passengers’
rates from being more than rates for passengers who are not
disabled or handicapped.

For a period of one year, we require respondents to
report monthly ridership figurés for each stop served and in each
direction. We hold this 1nvestzgatxon open to assure compliance
with this decision in view of past disputes and to receive the
information we require tougesolve the issue of the impact of
providing service accessible to passengers in wheelchairs.

We grant Mari:7é Motion To Extend The Time For Comments
To The ?roposed Decisio We deny Marin’s request in its comments
to set aside the Proposed Decision. However, we have revised the
oxder to clarify the ratmonale upon which our conclusions are
based and to resolve/the dispute over two stop locations in Novato.

In a separate decision, we intend to dismiss as moot TD’s
Petition for Modification of Decision (D.) 86-05~045, as modified
by D.86=-07-058. The scheduling issues raised in TD’s petition have
been addressed in/this proceeding.

II. Procedural Packaround

We instituted this investigation into the schedules,
routes, and operations of Marin Airporter, Inc. (Marin) and Santa
Rosa, not as an enforcement actlon, but to resolve the carxiers’
past disputes over routes and schedules and to assess current
' operatxng_coaditions 4in Marin County to- ascertain‘whethe: the
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need for service in Marin County. (Administrative Law Judge (ALY)
Ruling, August 2, 1988.) Alse, prior to hearings, thclfssiqned ALY
ruled that Santa Rosa’s monthly passenger count information was not
confidential, and required Santa Rosa to provide thd; information
to Marin. (ALJ Ruling, November 9, 1988.)

A Prehearing Conference was held on July 25, 1988.
Parties discussed TD’s Petition to-nodizy'gpdering Paragraph 3 of
D.86=05-045. This ordering paragraph requires Santa Rosa to file a
timetable which schedules service withiy”10 minutes of the midpoint
of Marin’s hourly timetable at the clo‘éstrcomparable stops. 1D
requested adding which Marin hourly/schedule should be used and
detining ”closest comparable stog; as Santa Rosa stops within a
mile radius of Marin stops. Parties agreed that the issues raised
on TD’s Petition to Modify D.&6-05-045-wcra relevant issues in this
proceeding. TD agreed to present evidence on these issues in this
- proceeding rather than consolidate this investigation with the
" petition which was filed/in A.84-12-037.

Hearings werc/hcld on Octobexr 4, 1988 and January 17
and 18, 1989 in which/}espondents, TD, witnesses representing
passengers in wheelchairs, and the San Francisco Airport Commission

(SFAC) participated. The case was submitted upon the receipt of
transcripts. | : o

Pact Disputes.

rin has provided service between Marin County and SFO
since 1976. On the hour from 5:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m. daily, Marin
begins its SFO run at Novato, stopping for passengers at Novato,
San Rafael, Larkspur, Mill Valley, and Sausalito. Passengers
transf;r at Marin‘’s Larkspur terminal to buses or vans bound for
SFO. Passengers may check luggage with certain airline carriers at
the Larkspur terminal. The total trip from Novato to SFO takes one
hour fifty minutes. The return trip departs SFO- on the hour from 6 -
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certificates or schedules of either or both carriers require
revision. We modified our initial order to allow parties to
compare respondents’ curxent operations with theixr respective
cextificates as requested by Marin. (D.88-09-07072) All parties in
Santa Rosa’s Application (A.) 84-12-037, were nékizied of this
investigation and of our modification.

Prior to hearings, representatives of passengers in’
wheelchairs requested, and were grant::g/the opportunity to show a
need for service in Marin County. (Adwministrative Law Judge (ALJ)
Ruling, August 2, 1988.) Also, prior/to hearings, the assigned ALY
ruled that Santa Resa’s monthly pas engef count information was not
confidential, and required Santa Bosa to provide this information
to Marin. (ALY Ruling, November /9, 1988.) ‘

A Prehearing Conference was held on July 25, 1988.
Parties discussed TD’s Petition to Modify Oxdering Paragraph 3 of
D.86-05-045. This ordering péragxaph requires Santa Rosa to file a
timetable which schedules service within 10 minutes of the midpoint
of Marin’s hourly timetable at the closest comparable stops. TD
asked that langﬁage be~adéed to specify which Marin hourly schedule
should be used and to define ¥closest comparable stop” as Santa
Rosa stops within a m%:e radius of Marin stops. Parties agreed
that the issues raised on TD’s Petition to Modify D.86-05-045 were.
relevant issues in Shis proceeding. TD agreed to present evidence
on these issues in this proceeding rather than consolidate this
investigation with/the petition which was riled in A.84-12~037.

Hear;ngs were held on October 4, 2988 and January 17
and 18, 1989 in whicn respondents, TD, witnesses representing
passengers in w Eelchairs, and the San Francisco—hixport ‘Commission
(SFAC) part;clpated- The case was submitted upon the receipt of
transcripts. ~

The/éroposed Decision in this matter was mailed on

June 15, 1982g On July 5, 1989, one party, Marin, tendered
e

Comments on Proposed Decision for filing.- Thishfiilngfwgs
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a.m. to midnight travelling the same route to Novato, stopping at
the same locations or across Highway 101 at adjacent locations.
All stop locations are specified in Marin’s certificate, meaning
Commission approval is required to change stop locations.

Santa Rosa operates transportation service from TUkiab
Airport to SFO (Route 1) and from Santa Rosa to SFO.(Route 2). In
1984, Santa Rosa requested authority to add siﬁ;nﬂa'stops in Marin
on its Santa Rosa-SFO run, indicating no additiocnal vehicles would
be required to operate this service. (Ai§4512-037.) sSanta Ros;
presented 13 witnesses who agreed thae/airport.transportation on
the half hour, as opposed to hourly Marin service, would be a
material improvement in airport ¢ portation and increase
ridership of both carriers. Ig/presented evidence of unused
capacity on its route from- Rosa to SFO. The record showed .
that half hour service by Marin would not be satisfactory since it
would regquire double the Gmber of Marin vehicles on the highway.
srot testified in support of Santa Rosa’s application. Based on

route to SFO. We ordered Santa Rosa’s schedule in Marin to be
7within 1o‘minut3’ of the midpoint'or Marin Alrporter’s hourly
schedule at its closest comparable stop.” (D.86-07=058, modifying
D.86~05~045, 3xdering Paragraph 3.) D.86-07-058 was issued .
July 16, 1986, effective the same day. It also denied Marin’s
applicatiag/}or rehearing. ' '
e//Earlier, on Januvary 14, 1986, Marin revised its hourly

schedule/,. effective March 1, 1986, to add 13 runs on the half hour
from~LdékSpur to- SFO from 5:30 a.m. to 10:30 a.m. and 3:30 p.m. €0
9:30 Cmm with corresponding return trips every half hour. On

this record, we a::;g:ized Santa Rosa to stop in Marin County en

~

1 The San Francisco City Attormey’s Office represented the San
Francisco International Airport and the SFAC.
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rejected by our Docket Office because it did not comply with the
Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure, Ru13-77.3,,5cope of
Comments. Rule 77.3 states that comments to;z/éroposed Decision
must contain a subject index and table of au orities. An appendix
containing proposed findings of fact and conclusions of law is
dxscretmonary. -

Oon July 7, 1989, pursuant. to ule 77.5, Late-Filed
Comments and Replies to Comments, narin filed a Motion for
Extension Of The Comment Period. Atfached to the motion was the
original and 12 copies of a combinef subject index and table of
authorities. Marin indicated there was no separate appendix
listing proposedffindings of fagt and conclusions of law. Marin
bases its motion on the ambiguity of Rule 77.3. Marin asserts it
is not clear from the rule that a subject index is mandatory.
Marin asserts that the rule merely states a 15-page limit and
refers to ”“other documents/” Marin requests that its comments be
accepted for filing. In its comments, Marin requests that the
proposed decision be set aside based upon its discussion of
numerous findings of fact, conclusions of law and the underlylng
rationale of the proposed decision.

On July 11, 1989, Santa Rosa filed an untimely reply to
Marin‘’s motion for an/extension urging that the motion be denied
and the comments rej7cted. Santa Rosa asserts that the basis of
Marin’s motioen is w%;hout merit. Santa Rosa. con:ends-narzn's
comments are: 1) untimely; 2) incomplete without the subject index
and table of authorities; and, 3) in violation of Rule 77.3 by
rearguing its position and failing to make specific references to
the record.

Since Marin’s comments and detzciencies were tendered in
a timely manner, /we grant Marin’s Motion for Extension Of The
Comneht Period and accept‘its comments for tiiing; However, we
caution Marin. that future comments on a proposed decision must
contain a subject index and. table of authcrities at the time of
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July 28, 1986, Marin added four additional half hour’ézng::;m

" Larkspur to SFO and return, filling the gap in Epd/;chodule,
meaning the half hour runs would occur every half hour between the
hours of 5:30 a.m. and 11:20 p.m. and returné’ Marin added eight
47-passenger buses the year this servi:j/wéﬁ.institut-d.z
Oon Auqust 6, 1986, Santa.Rog filed its timetadle for
Marin County gtops- (Exh. 10, Axtfgnment E.) This timetable was
to become effective August 16, 1986. General Order (GO) 98-A

requires five days notice of tim‘%able revisions which do not
reduce service.

On September 8, 1986, in a letter to Santa Rosa, TD
indicated that the August/éiling was rejected because it did not
specify each stop»locifiGn.in Marin County, failed to list
Manzanita/Marin city ce, violated the requirement for times to
be at the midpoint ©f Marin’s hourly schedule and did not reference
Marin’s service to Novato and San Rafael. TD requested a revised
timetable by September 19, 1986. On September 17, 1986, Santa Rosa

filed its revisions as TD requestad.3 -

By/%hat time, however, the service had been halted due to
an independ&nt series of events. On June 26, 1986, SFO informed
Santa nga it would not allow the carrier to serve Marin County.
Santa gosa filed a lawsuit requesting a preliminary injunction teo
prevent SFO’s interference with its Marin service. On September 2,
198§flthe Superior Court for the COunty of San Mateo issued a
preliminary injunction. Santa Rosaﬁthqreaztc;'opérated”its.servgce

2 In its Application for Rehearing of D.86-04~045, filed on
May 28, 1986, Marin indicated this service had been instituted
after the close of evidentiary hearings.

3 Marin disagrees that this September 1986 revised timetakle
cured all deficiencies listed by the staff. However, Marin agrees
this issue is moot since the service under this timetadle was
halted and a new- timetable filed a year later.

-'5;_
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f£filing. We deny Marin’s request in its comments to se//aside the

proposed decision. We support the conclusions.reached and make

. revisions to the proposed decision to clarity its- gpderlying
rationale and to resolve the dispute between respondents over the

two- stop locations in Novato. .

IXI. Ppast Disputes

Marin has provided service between Marin County and SFO
since 1976. On the hour from 5:00 a.27/%o-1o:oo p-m. daily, Marin
begins its SFO run at Novato, stopping’ for passengers at Novato,
San Rafael, Larkspur, Mill Valley, a'&'Sausalito. Passengers
transfer at Marin’s Larkspur terminal to buses or vans bound for
SFO. Passengers may check luggage with certain airline carriers at
the Larkspur terminal. The total trip from Novato to SFO takes one
hour f£ifty minutes. The ret trip departs SFO on the hour from
6 a.m. to midnight travelling/the same route to Novate, stopping at
the same locations or acrosi/ﬂighway 101 at adjacent locations.

All stop locations are specified in Marin’s certificate, meaning
Commission approval iS)requﬁred to change stop locations.

Santa Rosa operaées transportation sexvice from Ukiah
Airport to SFO (Route 1) /and from Santa Rosa to SFO (Route 2). In
1984, Santa Rosa requested authority to add six new stbﬁs in Marin
on its Santa Rosa-SFoO /n, indicating no additional vehicles would
be required to operate/ this service. (A.84-12-037.) Santa Rosa
presented 13 witnesses who agreed that airport transportation on
the half hour, as opposed to hourly Marin service, would be a
material improvemen€ in airport transportation and increase
ridership of both carriers. It presented evidence of unused
capacity on its reﬁte from Santa Rosa.to SFO. The record showed.
that half hour service by Marin would not be satistactory since .it
would require dod%le the number ot Marin vehicleszon the highway.
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-

for about 10 days until SFO requested, and was.granted,/p’;::; of
the preliminary injunction pepding‘appeal. (SuperieE/COurt No.
310398, San Mateo County.) In late August 1987, Ehe Court of
Appeal affirmed the lower court’s order against,SFO and ordered
that it take effect immediately. (Exh. 13, pp- 3-4.)

On November 8, 1987, Santa Rose,!iledia timetable to
reinstitute its Marin service. On Novgmber 16, 1987, TD notified
Santa Rosa that Route 3 (Novato-SFOl/was in violation of its
certificate and its stop location at the Novato Travelodge was
unauthorized. TD requested tha sarvice on this route be
terminated immediately and a evised timetable filed. (Exh. 10,
Attachment J.) TD later met with Santa Rosa. Santa Rosa’s letter
confirming this meeting reiterates Santa Rosa’s position and tends
to show that TD no logger requested that the service be terminated
immediately. (Exh. 14 Attachment C, pp. 3-4.) . : :

Marin allegee the revised 1987 Santa Rosa tinetable
unlawfully'splies/the Santa Rosa-SFO Route 1 into Routes 1 and 3,
with Route 3 providing SFO service starting at Novato.

We/agree with Marin and TD tbat Santa Rosa’s Route 3 iJ
not authorized by its certificate. Santa Rosa misinterprets the
:ollowing/lanquage in its certificate to justify the Novato route:

/'”(d) Motor vehicles may be turned at termini
and intermediate points, in either
direction, at intersections of streets or
by operating around a block contiguous to
such intersections, in accordance with
local traff.ic regulations.”

TD explains that the 'tuxned' language, gquoted above, has
never been interpreted by TD or a carrier, except Santa Rosa, to
allow a carrier to turn a vehicle around between termini. and
return it to the origin of a route without completing its run to
the route’s destination terminal. An intermediate point is a point

that {s not at the end of a route. TD recommends that the language
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In response to a subpoena, SFO’ testified that tie airport had no

current scheduling problems involving Santa Rosa, but had incurred
problems in the past. SFO management coordinates the airport
departure and arxival of Commission certiticéted carriers. Based
on this record, we authorized Santa Rosa to stop in Marin County en
route to SFO. We ordered Santa Rosa's,schedule in Marin to be
myithin 10 minutes of the midpoint of Marin Airporter’s hourly
schedule at its closest comparable stop.‘ (D-86~07-~058, modifying
D.86~05=045, orderxng Paragraph 3.). /D.86-o7-058 was issued

July 16, 1986, effective the same day. It also denied Marin’s
application for rehearing. ‘

Earlier, on January 14, 1986, Marin revzsed its hourly
schedule, effective March 1, 1986, to add 13 runs on the half hour
from Larkspur to SFO from 5:30 a.m. to 10:30 a.m. and 3:30 p.m. to

$30 p.n. wzth corresponding 7eturn trips every half hour. On
July 28, 1986, Marin added tou additional half hour runs from
Larkspur to SFO and return, 1111ng the gap in the schedule,
meaning the half hour runs Wwould occur every half hour between the
hours of 5:30 a.m. and 11:20 p.m. and return. Marin added three
47-passenger buses the year this service was instituted. z

on August 6, 19@6, Santa Rosa filed its timetable for
Mar;n County stops. (Exh. 10 Attachment E.) This timetable was
to become effective Auiﬁst 16, 1986. General Order (GO) 98-A.
requzres five days notice of timetable revisions whxch do. not
jreduce service- ' ‘ : = ‘

1 The San Francisco City Attorney’s Office represented the San
Francisco Intermational Airport and the SFAC.

2 In its Application ror'Rehearing of D.86=04-045, filed on
May 28, 1986, Mayin indicated this service had been instituted
atter the close £ evidentiary hearings.




service in Novato.

The “turned” language above when read inde
route descriptions in the certificate nmight result,}ﬁ/ﬁn
interpretation such as Santa Rosa’s. However, when read in context
with the route description it is clear where sofGice is authorized
to begin. In Santa Rosa’s certificate, Routefi is described as:

V4

~#Beginning with a service point at the El1 Rancho
Motel in Santa Rosa (2200 Santa Rosa Avenue),
then via the most appropriate’ streets and
highways to sexvice pointsat the following
locations: Rohnert Park - Petaluma - Novato -
Marinwood = Terra Linda ~ San Rafael - Corte
Madera - Mill Valley =-Marin City = SFro.”~
(Exh. 10, Attachment/c )

Wa find no ambigu}t'.y in Santa Rosa’s certificate when
read in its entirety. Santa Rosa is not authorized to begin
service to SFO in Novato(f This conclusion is consistent with the
Commission’s intent thd& Santa Rosa fill empty seats by picking up
yassengers inlnarin/céunty. Section 1(d) is included in a

carriar's'certirigpte to allow the carrier to deviate from an
authorized routg,to»comply'with local traffic rules, such as one~-
_way streets, temporary construction zones or city routes for buses.
The section q?es-not authorize route deviation for congested .
roadways as/allaged by Santa Rosa. In order to avoid future
nisinterpretation of this langquage, we shall revise Section 1(d) of
Marin and/%anta Rosa’s certificates:

//”(d) For purposes of complying with local

F traffic requlations, motor vehicles may be

/ turned at termini and intermediate points

! in either direction at intersections of
streets, or may operate around a block
contiguous to such intersections.”

Even though we find Santa Rosa‘’s certificate does not
adthorize Novato-SFO service, Santa Rosa indicates it is impossible
Lo‘operate service from the city of Santa Rosa to SFO and asks to
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On September 8, 1986, in a letter to Santa Ros 5 TD
indicated that the August filing was rejected because it did not
specify each stop location in Marin County, failed to/iist
Manzanita/Marin City sexrvice, violated the requireméﬁt for times to
be at the midpoint of Marin’s hourly schedule and/did not reference
Marin’s sexvice to Novato and San Rafael. TD requested a revised
" timetable by Septembex 19, 1986. On Septenber 17, 1986, Santa Rosa
flled its revisions as TD requested.

By that time, however, the eerv;ce had been halted due to
an independent series of events. On June 6, 1986, SFO informed
Santa Rosa it would not allow the carriexr’ to serve Marin County.
Santa Rosa filed a lawsuit requesting e/éreliminary injunction to
prevent SFO’s interference with its Mexindservice; On September 2,
1986, the Superior Court for the COunty of San Mateo issued a
preliminary injunction. Santa Rosa ereafter operated its service
for about 10 days until SFO reques ed, and was granted, a stay of
the preliminary injunction pending appeal. (Superior Court No.
310398, San Mateo County.) In late August 1987, the Court of
Appeal affirmed the lower eourt’t order against SFO and ordered
that it take effect immediately. (Exh. 13, pp. 3-4.)

On November 8, 1987/ Santa Rosa filed a timetable to
reinstitute its Mar;n service. on November 16, 1987, TD notified
Santa Rosa that Route 3 (NoVato-SFO) was in violation of its
certificate and its stop location at the Novato Travelodge was
unauthorized. 1ID requesteé that service on this route be
terminated immediately ané a revised timetable filed. (Exh. 1.0,
Attachment J. ) TD latex/met with Santa Rosa. Santa Rosa’s letter
conrirmzng this meeting reiterates Santa Roea's pos;t;on and tends

3 Marin disagrees/that this September 1986 revised timetable
cured all deficiencies listed by the staff. However, Marin agrees
this issue is moot since the service under this timetable was
halted and a new timetable tiled a year later. ‘ :




I.88~06~020 ALY/PAB/btr

retain its present Novato route. Should Santa Rosa be allowed to
continue this route? If so, under what conditions? assessnent
of curxent ridership conditions is needed to resolve this question.

Iv. Current Conditions

In 1984, we envisioned Santa Rosa supplementing SFO
service every half hour by stopping in Marin County to pick up
passengers. However, before our decision.was final, Marin
instituted half hour service creating a conflict in the half hour
schedules of Santa Rosa. Presently, both carriers are running
service from Marin County to SFO, Marin on the hour and half hour
and Santa Rosa close to the half hour.

We indicateey/sver Marin’s'continuing objections, that
competitive service yould‘be allowed in Marin County. Upon
" instituting this investigation, we made clear that our decision to
allow competiticg/in,airport service in Marin County was final and
not to be recogpidered. Our objective in this proceeding was not
to place either carrier in a second class position of
ccmpetitiveneés in the Marin-SFO market.

In 1984, Marin’s objections to competition were based
upon 1983/ﬁarin ridership factors and its 18% market penetration.
The ridership picture in Marin County in 1988 has drastically
changeﬁ. Passenger ridership from Marin County to- SFO has nearly
dcubled from 1984 to 1988. Marin and Santa Rosa passenger counts
show the following annual ridership: 1984 ~ 173,159; 1985 -

19/9 284; 1986 = 262,770; 1987 - 298,099; 1988 (Janua.ry-:uly) -
me9 296. We have no indication in this record if this increase in

idersh;p equates to an increase in Marin’s 1984 18% market
penetra.tzon.

TD’s investigation does not conclude that Santa Rosa’s
entry into the market caused the increased passenger. ridersh;p.
The trend ot increased ridership occurred ateadi1y~be£ore and after

4
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to show that TD no longer reguested that the service be terminated
immediately. (Exh. 14, Attachment C, pp. 3-4.)

Marin aileges the revised 1987 Sante-Rese/tﬁmetable
unlawfully splits the Santa Rosa~SFO Route 1 into Routes 1 and 3,
with Route 3 providing SFO service starting at Novato.

We agree with Marin and TD that Santa Rosa’s Route 3 is
not authorized by its certificate. Santa Rosa legitimately
disputes, yet misinterprets, the following language in its
certificate to allow the Novato route:

#(d) Motoer vehicles may be turned at termini
and intermediate points, in either
direction, at intersections of streets or
by operating around/a block contiguous to
such intersections, in accordance with
local traffic regulations.”

TD explains that the/*turned” language, quoted above, has
never been interpreted by TD or a carrier, except Santa Rosa, to
allow a carrier to turn a veéicle around between termini and
return it to the origin of /a xroute without completing its run to
the route’s destination términal. An intermediate point is a po;nt
that is not at the end gf'a route. TD recommends that the language
be eliminated or revised to prevent Santa Rosa from beginning SFO
servxce in Novato.

The “turned” language above when read independent of the
route descriptions in the certificate might result in an
interpretation such/as Santa Rosa’s. However, when read in context
with the route desgription it is clear where service is authorized
to begin. 1In Sanﬁ@ Rosa’s certificate, Route 1 is described as:

”Beginniég with a service point at the El Rancho
Motel in Santa Rosa (2200 Santa Rosa Avenue),
then via the most approprlate streets and -
highways to service points at the following
locations: Rohnert Park =~ Petaluma =~ Novato -
Marinwood - Terra Linda - San Rafael -~ Corte
Madera - Mill Valley - Marin city - SFO.'
(Exh. 10, Attechment C ) ;
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Santa Rosa began operations in Marin County in October 1987. Since
that time Marin’s market share has declined from 97.5% to 92*/from
October 1987 to July 1988; Santa Rosa’s share increased zrom 2.5%
to 8% during the same period.

Operating revenues, excluding charter service and other
revenues, for respondents for 1984, 1985, 1986 and/1987,
respectively, are as follows: Santa Rosa - $183/336, $1,121,081,
$1,251,291, and $1,257,098; Marin - $1,357, 963/'51 548,331,
$2,233,090 and $2,539,987. Profits of the Mo carriers for 1984,
1985, 1986 and 1987, before taxes, wer;}//;::ta Rosa, $13,378,
$39,296, loss of ($50,002), loss of ($118,585); Marin, $280,195,
$48,429, $195,133 and $1 million ee;ﬁed su::plus.4

TD does not conclude tget Santa Rosa’s operations have
harmed Marin. Although Sante-gese has captured passengers at
certain stop locations, overall Marin still has the majority of SFO
passenger business by a wide/hergin. Marin’s revenues show a
significant increase rathe: than the decrease- predicted in spite of
the 8% loss in market shnre-

Thus, in 1988/paesenger ridership has nearly doubled,
Santa Rosa has carved/ out a Marin clientele supporting its direct
service to SFO; Mar h has retained the vast majority of the market
and-increased‘ite/earnings.

Santa Ropa’s Route

Santa/Roea indicates that it is impossible to operate the
service propeped in 1984 from the city of Santa Rosa to SFO
stopping at points in Marin and arriving at SFO on schedule. It
operated 1s service for ten days in 1986 prior to the Superior
Court’s oyder and found that traffic congestion prevented runs
north frgm Novato to Santa Rosa and back in time to meet the
establifhed SFO: schedule, Based upon thie experience, Santa Rosa

4 As of April 28, 1989, neither respondent has filed its 1988
Annual Report.
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We find no ambiguity in Santa Rosa’s certificate when
read in its entirety. Santa Rosa was not authorized to
service to SFO in Novato. Section 1(d) is included ip'a large
number of carrier’s certificate to allow the carriex’ to deviate
from an authorized route to comply with local traffic rules, such
as one-way streets, temporary construction zoneg or ¢ity routes for
buses. The section does not authorize route deviation for
congested roadways as alleged by Santa Rosa/ However, we do agree
that the language is archajic and difficul?’ to understand. In order
to aveid future misinterpretation of thif lanquage, we shall reword
Section 1(d) of Marin and Santa Rosa’s/certificates to read:

For purposes of complying with local
traffic regulations, Mmotor vehicles may be
turned at termini intermediate points
in either directiorn/at intersections of
streets, or may opgérate around a block
contiguous to such intersections.”

We instituted this investigation to resolve the
continuing dispute between twp competitors in Marin County in the
public interest, not to punigh either respondent. We consider
Santa Rosa’s dispute over S ction 1(d) to be a legitinate one
without the implication of/ sanctions for its certificate
interpretation. However,/we caution Santa Rosa that future acts
which show probable causg¢ of non-compliance with Commission orders
may result in a modification of this proceeding or institution of a
separate proceeding to/pursue Commission sanctions.

Even though /we £ind Santa Rosa’s certificate does not
authorize Novato-SFO /service, Santa Rosa. indicates it is impossible
to operate service in a timely manner andvaccording'fo its filed
timetables from tha/city of Santa Rosa to SFO and asks to retain
its present Novato/route. Should Sahta Rosa be allowed to continue
this route? If s¢, under what conditions? An assessment of
current ridership-conditions is needed to resolve this question.
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decided to run two schedules, one from the ¢ity of Santa Rosa anda
one from Novato. Santa Rosa added two vans to institute the
sexvice.
Santa Rosa wishes to retain the Novatoe route.
that this direct service from Novato to the airport without
transfers is desired by the public and is in response to public
need. (Exh. 14, p. 4.) We agree that increasing passenger
ridership from zere in 1986 to 2,500 passenghrs a month at SFO
shows public demand. We also agree that/non-transfar service is an
option which should ba offered toapaaséagers in Marin.
In 1986, when we authori d Santa Rosa service to stop in
Marin, one of our congcerns was adézeg to the traffic congestion in '
the county. Santa Rosa’s p;/pé;ad service was attractive because
it created no additional vehicles on the highway. Now both
carriers have increased the nunber of vehicles used in Marin=-SFo
service. Based upon the ridership statistics to and from SFO in
Marin, we have no-raason.to doubt that traffic c¢ongestion has
increased since 1984 and Justifies Santa Rosa operation of its
Novato route. wa/gelieve the need for additional bus or van
operations\by’/oth carriers under this significant ridership
increase is a 50 jJustified.
in arques that the average Santa Rosa passenger count
for 0ctober/1988 was 1.56 passengers per day and that Santa Rosa is
losing money operating in Marin. Santa Rosa counters that one time
start-up costs for Marin operations and unexpected discount
orzeraﬁés to compete in Sonoma caused the 1986 and 1987 deficits.
We agree that it is not unusual in the first years of a business to
show’ Low ridership factors and little or no profit. The problems
of/low ridership and low profits are ones to be resolved by Santa
Rfsa’s management. We shall not dictate solutions oxr unduly
estrict the service to hamper successful, profitable operations.

We do not agree that low. ridership and 1cw profits justiry
tarmznating this service. '
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In 1984, we envisioned Santa Rosa supplemepting SFO
service every half hour by stopping in Marin County to pick up
passengers. However, before our decision was final, Marin
instituted half hour service creating a confl] in the half hour
schedules of Santa Rosa. FPresently, both cafriers are running
service from Marin County to SFO, Marin on/the hour and half hour
and Santa Rosa close to the half hour.

In 1984, we considered Marzn's'objectxons to competition
in airport service in Marin County. ‘

assertions of the potential effect dompetition would have on its
operations: revenue losses, deteglioration of the quality of
airport sexrvice in Marin and So ma.Couﬁties,,deterioration of the
quality of Marin’s service, loss of 15-20% of total passengers and
50=~75% of Sonomaipassengers. arin alleged that its 18% market
penetration was virtually maximum ridexship to be achieved ln
Marin’s static market. We fejected Marin’s arguments in
D.86=-05-045 and D.86~07-058 and indicated that competztive service
would be allowed in Marix County.

Upon instituting this investigation, we made clear that
our decision to allow. ompetition in airportc oervice in Marin
County was f;nal and yot to be reconsidered. Our objective in this
proceeding was not‘t place either carrier in 'a second class
position of competiYiveness in the Marin~SFO market.

The ride ship picture in Marin County in 1988 has
drastically chang¢d. TD presented an analysis of ridership data of
respondents for the period 1984 to 1988. Marin operated from ‘1984
to 1988; Santa Rosa operated from October 1987 to July 1988. TD
preéented-total ridership counts which included both respondents’
operations during their respective periods oz'operation 4in 1984~
1988. Marin apd Santa Rosa passenger counts show' the tollowzng
annual}ride:s =24 1984 - 173,159. 1985~- 199, 284, 1986 - 262 770,
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We find that it is in the public interest for- Santa Rosa
to continue its Novato-SFO route since it ozferswt:anfiortation
options in Marin County where ridexship has nearly/&oublad-in,:our
years and where the public has shown support of”its service by its
ridership. ‘

Santa Rosa‘s Schedule

Marin’s half hour schedule now conflicts with that of
Santa Rosa. At the time we ordered ta Rosa to coordinate a hal?f
hour schedule with Marin, we did nOt restrict Marin to hourly
service. It is not feasible to ie Santa Rosa’s schedule to that
of Marin, which may continue/ change. However, scheduling at SFO
requires coordination of rgspondents to avoid airport congestion.

SFO explains that congestion in passenger loading zones
occurs when both carriers either depart or arrive at SFO at the
same time. In order to separate these carriers, SFO asks this
Commission to- set Sanxu Rosa- departures from SFO at quarter past
and quarter to the/ﬁour, with Marin to depart on the hour and balf
hour. SFO repogﬁéd that this solution has resolved problems in the
past when a S Rosa driver was involved in a fight with the
driver of Sogpmg County Airport Express over parking space.

(Sonoma cOu?ty Airport Express competes with Santa Rosa in that
county.) SFO separated and froze the schiedules of these two -
carriers to avoid future fights. SFO believes the present
Marin/santa Rosa schedule conflicts at SFO could cause similax
drfvag/&ights‘between competing carriers and requests the same
solutdion.

While we will not set carrier schedules for SFO, we will
order that Santa Rosa’s airport schedule meet SFO scheduling '
rd&uirements, which are conditions of its permit to enter airport

ropérty.

In addition, Santa Rosa has been requested by SFO to
abide by loading regulations to avoid long waiting periods in these
zones and frequent circling. We remind Santa Rosa that abiding by
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1987 = 298,099; 1988 (January=-July) - 189,296.

ridership statistics show that passenger ridership from

county to SFO has nearly doubled in this four year per

ridership data shows increases during the period of

operation in the following percentages: 1984-1985/ 15.1%; 1985~
1986, 31.9%; 1986-1987, 13.4%. The increase frofi 1987 to 1988 of
17.2% includes the ridership counts of both r pondents,. with no ID
estimate of the respective respondents' percéntage of this total
increase. '

TD presented a graph of the ridership statistics from
1984 to 1988. The graph shows a trend Of increased ridership
‘cccurring steadily before and after SAnta Rosa began operations in
Marin County in October 1987. From/this graph and the combined
ridership counts, TD concludes thaft Santa Rosa’s market stimulation
has been insignificant.

TD presented an analygis of individual respondent
ridership counts for the perio ‘October 1987 to July 1988. These
statistics show that Marin’s farket share has declined from 97.5%
to 92% from October 1987 to July 1988, while Santa Rosa’s share
increased from 2.5% to 8% dquring the same period. It is obvious
that Marin no longer prov des monopoly scheduled service in Marin
county.

Marin argues that it’s marketing efforts and new terminal '
in Larkspur are respozf&bletor the increase in passenger ridership
during the period 1984=-1988. However, no party presented an
analysis of the incredase in Marin-bound air passengers to and from
SFO during this-perwéd. Therefore, it is speculative to assert
that Marin alone is/ responsible for the increase in Marin County
passengers to SFoé/ The record only shows a continuing increase in
Marin—SFo passengers from 1984 to 1988.

Even though TD considers Santa Rosa’s market stimulation
ineignmficant Santa Rosa has increased. its market share of Marin-
SFO passengers trom October 1987 to July'1988.\ Santa Rosa -
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ajrport permit conditions is a condition in this Comission’s
certificate which must be taken seriouely—under conqeated
conditions at the airport. Continued violation of SFO permit
rastrictions may result in SFO’s revocation of San:a Rosa’s permit,
which would also violate a condition in our certizicate. Violation
of Commission’s certificate conditions can lead to the institution
of Commission enforcement proceedings. |
Marin‘’s Schedule |

Marin seeks confirmation of its replacement of “on-call”
service north of Larkspur with permanent hourly service. On
June 3, 1985, Marin’s service to two locations in Novato and to San
Rafael was hourly until Decem%er 2, 1985 unless sooner cancelled,
changed or extended and therea:ter, on=-call with 24 hours advance
notice required. On 0ctober 17, 1985 in a letter to TD, Marin
cancelled the on-call eeré&ce for the two Novato- locations and. San ™ -
Rafael, indicating serVKEe would continue on a regularly scheduled
basis.. A timetable iﬁaicating‘these changes was attached to the
letter. In subeequeﬁt discussions, TD indicated this timetable-
revision was not on file with the Commission. However, Marin
introduced a cop of the cover letter and revision at the hearing.
Marin’s witnee,, Ms. Hughes, testified that the revision must have
been lost in the Commission move in 1986. TD did not challenge
this testimony. We shall accept Marin’s representation that this
filing wae/ﬁroperly'made at the time requested. We shall confirm
the revised timetable of Octoker 17, 1985 which shows reqularly
scheduled service at these stops. However, future Marin filings
should emove notes C and E and the on-call language in the
exist ng timetable on file showing only the permanent scheduled
time . This will clarify this revision.

We £ind that the issue of Santa Rosa’s compliance with

scheduling requirement in D.86-05-045, as modified by

D/-86~05-078, is now. moot given Merin's institution of half
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ridership statistics show public support for its service. W
consider the question of market stimulation by Santa Rosa/An this
Marin county market to be irrelevant under circumstances where
respondents’ combined passenger ridership shows a cenitinuous,
increasing trend from 1984 to 1988.

Marin has not carried its burden of proving its assertion
that the passengers which now support Santa Rdsa’s service are
previous Marin Airporter riders, as discussgd below. And even if
they are, Santa Rosa’s Novato route offer to many passengers non-
transfer service to SFO, a viable alte tive to Marin’s
operations which require that many pasgengers, based upon their

points of origin in the county, trangfer at Larkspur to travel to
SFO. '

Operatingerevenues, exe ding charter Eervice and other
revenues, for respondents for 19f4, 1985, 1986 and 1987,

respectively, are'as-tollows-aééenta Rosa ~ $183, 336) si 121,081,

$1,251,291, and $1,257,098; Marin ~ $1,357,963, $1,548,331,
$2,233,090 and $2,539,987. ofits of the two carriers for 1984,
1985, 1986 and 1987, before /taxes, were: Santa Rosa, $13,378,
$39,296, loss of ($50,002)/ loss of ($118,585): Marxrin, $280,195,
$48,429, $195,133 and $1 dillion earned surplus.4 -Although Santa
Rosa serves passengers af certain stop locations, overall Marin
still has the majority ¢f Marin-SFO passenger business by a wide
margin. These statistjcs do not show an erosion of Marin’s
earnings as predicted /in 1983. Marin’s revenues show e/significant
increase from 1984 t¢ 1988 rather then a decrease in spite of the
2% to 8% loss in market share.

Thus, in 1988 Marin-SFO passenger ridership has nearly
doubled, Santa Rosg has a Marin County clientele supporting its
direct service to/SFO; Marin has retained the vast majority of the

’ 4 As of Apri 28, 1989, neither respondent has filed its 1988
. Annual Report.
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e Marin and Santa Rosa have five stop locations which are

in identical locations or in close proximity. Marin alI:ges that
Santa Rosa is eroding its revenues at these locations by soliciting
Marin passengers. - -

At Denny’s in Novato Santa Rosa'e ma:kat share increased
from 42% to 72% (to SFO) and from 26.5% to)36.4% (from SFO) from
October, 1987 to July, 1988. TD believes/Santa Rosa’s increase in
ridexship is because passengers prefer ££s through service to SFO.

At the Travelodge in Novat - in 1988 Santa Rosa has
nearly 100% of the market, a revespal of Marin’s 100% ridership in
October, 1987. TD’s investigation shows that the management at the
Travelodge now recommends Santa/kosa's gervice, which, in TD’s
opinion, is why Marin revonues have decreased at this location.

Based upon TD’s investigation, we cannot agree that
Marin’s decline in ridere/is solely due to Santa Rosa’s direct
solicitation of Marin’s passengers.

If separation’ of respondents operations is desired, TD
recommends it be accomplished by stop location, rather than
schedule. TD would llow both respondents the flexibility of
changing named stop locations within a half mile radius without
cOmmission.approzdi. Marin cbserves that at stops where carriers
are not visible to each other, there are no disturbances or
solicitation or/tassengers-

In oéder to allow flexibility of operations, we will
authorize the following additions to respondents certificates:

*Upon ten days notice to the Commission and

e public, a carrier may move a stop location
a maximum of one-half (1/2) mile as measured in*
a straight line on a map in any direction from
its location specified in this certificate.
The new stop location must be more than one-
hal?f mile from a competitor’s Commission-
authorized stop location.
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market and increased its earnings. We cannot conclude that San
Rosa’s entry into the Marin County market has caused a
deterioration in the quality of service or adversely affected
Marin‘’s revenues. Our policy of encouraging competitio
transportation service to the public results in a shapdng of a
market rather than monopely service. |

Santa Rosa’s Route .

Santa Rosa indicates that it is imposgible to operate the
service proposed in 1984 from the city of Santd Rosa to SFO
stopping at points in Marin and arriving.at FO on schedule. It
operated this service for ten days in 1986/prioxr to the Superior
Court’s order and found that traffic congestion prevented runs
north fxom Novato to Santa Rosa and back in time to meet the
established SFO schedule. Based upon 's:experience, Santa Rosa
decided to run two schedules, one frdm the city of Santa Rosa and

one from Novato. Santa Rosa added Awo vans to institute the Novato
sexrvice.

Santa Rosa wishes to rétain the Novato route. It argues
that this direct service from Novato to the airport without
transfers is desired by the public and is in response to public
need. (Exh. 14, p. 4.) We agree that increasing passenger
ridership from zero in 1986 to 2,500 passengers in July 1988 shows v
public demand. We also agrée that non-transfer service is an
option which should be offered to passengers in Marin.

In 1986, when wé authorized Santa Rosa service to stop in
Marin, one of our concerns was adding to the traffic cbngestion in
the county. Santa Ros:/; proposed service was attractive because
it created no additional vehicles on the highway. Now both
carriers have ;ncreaseé the numbexr of vehicles used in Marin-SFO
service. Based upon / e ridership statistics to and from SFO in
Marin, and sworn tesfmmony'of Mr. Salas (Exh. 13, p. 4; Tr. 214-
217) , we find the Novato route reasonable because of increased
tratfzc congest;on éince 1984. we believe the need ror additional

5§
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Five witnesses testified in support of scheduled service
for passengers in wheelchairs. These witnesses ostablilhed that
there is no such scheduled airport service in Marin COmty. They
pointed out that passengers in wheelchairs have uni/que problems
with baggage handling and individual safety. Pro/sontly, the
witnesses either hire an attendant to accompany/them to the
airport, have a friend drive them to and from the airpoxrt or take
their private van. The need for service is/ to travel themselves,
both for businaess and pleasure, and to be accessible to friends in
wheelchairs who desire to visit. witnessas testified they now
travel to the airport from once a month to several times a year,
but could travel more often if there were scheduled service.

Witnesses desired a reasona.ble lavel of alrport service,
at least once or twice a day on a scheduled basis. They would not *
approve of a sarvice which ,segregated them from the public because
they do not want to be pc;:caived .0r treated differently than other
passengers. /

Mr. Richard Skaff, membexr of the Marin Paratransit
Coordinating council,” ‘testified that at the present there are no
public funds in Mar/i/ n to subsidize’ wheelchair accessible
transportation. He estimated the cost to retrofit a van for .
wheelchair accassibility to be $6,199. He sumarized witnesses’
request as one /for immediate, reasonably-scheduled, non-peak
airport transportation (retrofitting existing vehicles if
necessary) at’ reasonable rates , and a requirement that new vehicles
be wheelchair accessible. Mr. Skaff estimated that a new bus
purchase 53rice would be increased $10,000 to 515,000 for wheelchair
accessibility and would not affect the 47-passenger seating.
However/ Mr. Skaff indicated a willingness to accept van-wheelchair
accessibility as an interim measure.

Marin witness, Ms. Grace Hughes, responded that the
exis g Marin busses are: :anapa.ble o! being retxozitted to
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bus or van operations by both carriers under the significant
ridership increase is also justified.

Marin argues that the average Santa Rosa passenger count

losing money operating in Marin. Santa Rosa counters
start-up costs for Marin operations and unexpected dj
offerings to compete in Sonoma caused the 1986 and/L987 deficits.
We agree that it is not unusual in the first years of a business to
show low ridership factors and little or no prgfit. The problems
of low ridership and low profits are ones to resolved by Santa
Rosa’s management. We will not dictate soJlutions or unduly
restrict this service to hamper successfyl, profitable operations.
We do not agree that low ridership~and‘ ow prozits‘justity
terminating this service. -
- We f£ind that it is in the ublio interest tor Santa Rosa
to- contznue LtS-Novato-SFo route sifice it offers transportation
optaons in Marin County where r;ddéship has nearly. doubled in four
years and where the public has s own.support of its service by its
ridership. _
We believe it is in
and necessity to continue Sapta Rosa’s Marin County service, rather
than disrupt the existing s¢rvice supported by the public. The
record in this proceeding ghows that Santa Rosa possesses the
ability, experience, and financial resocurces to perform the service
from Novato to SFO. The/service is technically feasible. The
sexvice offers a non-transfex transportation option to. SFO for many
passengers.
Santa Rosa’s Schedule

Marin’s half hour schedule now conflicts witk that of
Santa Rosa. At the ktime we ordered Santa Rosa to- coordinate a half
hour schedule with Marin, we did not restrict Marin to hourly
. service.' It is no £easib1e to tie Santa’ Rosa's schedule to that
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accommodate wheelchairs--they are too narrow. Ms. Hughes eifimated
the price of a wheelchair accessible bus to be $225,000. rin
replaces buses every ten years and purchased a new bus in 1988.
Marin provides service from Larkspur to SFO in 21- o:/i5-passanger
buses, not vans. In her opinion, Marin service opcrations would
need to be completely revised, extra vehicles,usod or existing
capacity decreased to accommodate wheelchair ssangers-

In closing argument on this issg;, Santa Rosa indicated
its sympathy to the problem but that thg/costs'to~accommodate the
request were unreasonable. A representative for wheelchair
passengers argues that since 1976, puﬁlic'policy has changed to
favor facilities and services for the handicapped, naming
restaurants and airports. The gdbresentative indicated passengers
in wheelchairs would accept van'larvice as an interim measure and
requested that all new buscs/be equipped to accommodate - ’
wheelchairs. /
Discussion S

At present there is no scheduled airport service from
Marin accessible for /passengers in wheelchairs. We believe the
request £or some minimal level of service at reasonable rates is a
reasonable one. COncessions of retrofitted vans have been made
until new equipgpnt accommodating wheelchairs is scheduled to.be
purchased. However, in view of the passage of AB 3498 adding
Section 460.57to the Public Utilities Code, we must assags the
impact of such an order on passenger rates. Section 460.5
prohibits e/%assenger carrier fxom imposing a fare for physically
disabled or handicapped passengersrwhich is more than the fare for
the same ransportation for a passenger who is not disabled or.
handicapped. We direct TD in conjunction with respondents and
interested parties to assess any added cost to provide service to
passengers in wheelchairs to and from SFO in vans or in busaes,
under either a retrofit of 21~ or 47-passenger. buses or vans, or
the urchase of such vohicles, and to-submit a report in this

I
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of Marin, which may continue to change. However, scheduling at/SFO-
requires coordination of respondents to aveid airport congegtion.

SFO explains that congestion in passenger loadifg zones
occurs when both carriers either depart or arrive at SFO at the
same time. In order to separate these cerriers, SFQO  asks this
Commission to set Santa Rosa departures from SFO quarter past or
quarter to the hour, with Marin to-depert on the hour and half
hour. SFO reported that this solution has regblved problems in the
past when a Santa Rosa driver was involved ih a fight with the
driver of Sonoma County Airport Express over parking space.
(Sonoma County Airport Express competes With Santa Rosa in that
county.) SFO separated and froze the schedules of -these two
carriers to avoid future fights. SFO/believes the present
Marin/Santa Rosa schedule conflmcts at SFO could cause similar
driver fights between competlng cafriers and requests the sane
solution.

| While we will not set farrier schedules for SFO, we will

order that Santa Rosa’s airpory schedule meet SFO scheduling
requirements, which are condi Ions’oivits-permit to enter airport
property. B ‘ |

In addition, Santa Rosa has been requested by SFO to
abide by loading regulatio'; to avoid long waiting periods in these
zones and frequent circlipg. We remind Santa Rosa that abiding by
airport permit conditiong is a condition in this Commission’s
certificate which must be taken seriously'under congested
conditions at the airp . Continued viclation of SFoO pernmit
restrictions may result in SFO‘s revocation of Santa Rosa’s permit,
vhich would also violate a conditien in our certificate. violation
of Commission’s cert ficate conditions can lead to the institution -
of Commission enforcement proceedings.
m:in_ﬁ_&nenule

Marin seeks confirmation.ot its replacement of 'on-ca11"
servzce north of Lerkspur with permanent hourly sexrvice. On
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proceeding. The purchase of vehicles need only include sufficie =
nunber of vehicles to make the minimum number of daily runs

required based upon passenger need to and from SFO. Raspondents

shall cooperate in this study by supplying TD with peakficur
information for the years 1984~1988 and any other 1nzormation
requested by TD for this study. '

Findings of Fact

1. Santa Rosa is providing service {;om Novato to SFO.

2. Santa Rosa’s tariff authorizes Route 1 SFO service to
begin in Santa Rosa.

3. Although not authorxized to/eperate SFO sexvice starting
in Novato, Santa Rosa desires to retain.this service. Due to
traffic congestion, Santa Rosa cannot operate SFO service from the
city of Santa Rosa. '//

4. The number of SFO passengers in Marin increased from
173,159 in 1984 to 298, 099/in 1987, with 189,296 for the first six
months of 1988. Passenger ridership in Marin has nearly doubled in
the past four years. //

5. Operating revenues of respondents have continued to
increase from 1984 £0/1987, however, Santa Rosa shows net losses in -
1986 and 1987. :

6. Santa Rese transports 8% of Marin passengers using .
scheduled service’ to SFO. Marin transports 92% of Marin County
passengers usisgfscheduled sexrvice to SFO as of July 1988.

7. On October 17, 1985 Marin cancelled its on-call service
for its two Neveto and San Rafael locations. This service is now
regularly scheduled.

8. Passengers at.Denny’s in Novato appear to prezer the
through service of Santa Rosa.

9.: The management at the Travelodge in Novato recommends
Santa. Rosa’s service.‘_

10. Marin nust request cOmmission.approval to change stop
‘locations. ' , :
\f

‘
'
'
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June 3, 1985, Marin’s service to two locations in Novato
Rafael was hourly until December 2, 1585 unless sooner |
changed or extended and thereafter, © on-call with 24 hours advance
notice required. On October 17, 1985 in a letter é TD, Marin
cancelled the on-call service for the two Novato ocations and San
Rafael, indicating service would continue on a/fegularly scheduled
basis. A timetable indicating these changes Aas attached to the
letter. In subsequent discussions, TD indjéated this timetable
revision was not on file with the Commissfon. However, Marin
introduced a copy of the cover letter a d revision at the hearing.
Marin’s witness, Ms. Hughes, testifie that the revision must have
been lost in the Commission move in ¥986. TD did not challenge
this testimony. We accept Marin’s fepresentation that this filing
was properly made at the time reqested. We confirm the revised
timetable of October 17, 1985 which shows regularly scheduled
service at these stops. However, future Marin filings should
remove notes C and E and the n-call language in the’ existznq _
timetable on file showing only the permanent scheduled times. This
will clarify this revision./ -

We find that the/ issue of Santa Rosa’s complmance ‘with

in D.86-05-045, as’ modified by

D. 86-05—078 is now moot/ given Marin’s institut;on of half hour
serxvice.

Stop Locations

Marin and Santa Rosa have stop locations which axe in
identical sites or in close proximity. Marin alleges that Santa
Rosa ‘is eroding ity revenues at these locations by sol;czting Marin
passengers.
At Denni’s in Novato Santa Rosa's market share increased
rrom 42% to 72% /(to SFO) and from 26.5% to 36.4% (fxrom SFO) from
October 1987 to/ July 1988._ TD believes Santa Rose s increase- in
ridersh;p is because passengers preter its through service to SFO.

'/




1.88-06-020 ALJ/PAB/btr

11. Respondents’ existing schedules at SFO conflict cremtfgg/’
congestion and the possibility of driver disturbances.

12. There is no scheduled service to SFO in Marin_ accessible
to passengers in wheelchairs.

13. There is no evidance to show the impact //on rates or
financial operations of requiring rospondonts;po provide equipment
which is accessible for passengers in wheelchairs.
conclusions of Iaw

1. D.86~05~045, modified by D.86=-07-058, did not authorize
Santa Rosa to begin SFO service in Novato.

2. The language in Santa Rosa’s certificate is not ambiguous
when read in its entirety.

3. Section 1(d) of respondants' certificates needs rewording
to prevent future misintorprotation.

4. Respondents’ oorti:ioatos should c¢ontain an equal amount
of flexibility in schedullng and stop locations.

5. There is a nacd for sexvice which is accessible to
passengers in whoelohairs. '

6. We cannot/conclude that Marin’s revenues have suffered
since 1984.

7. It is 1n the public interest for Santa Rosa to continue
its serxvice trom Novato to SFO since passenger ridership has nearly
doubled in rour years and the service offers a non-transfer option
of airport transportation already in use by the public.

8. This proceeding should remain open to assure respondents'
compliance/with this order and to receive further information of
the impact on respondents. and its passengers of ordering service
which ii/accessible to the handicapped.

%, Due to the conflicting schedules at SFO caus;ng traffic
congestion, this order should be effective on 'the date signed.
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At the Travelodge in Novate, in 1988 Santa Rosa has

opinion, is why Marin revenues have decreased at thjé location.

Based upon TD’s investigation, we cannoy agree that
Marin’s decline in riders is solely due to Santy/Rosa’s:direct
solicitation of Marin's'passengers; Many Mari, passengers prefer
non-transfer service to SFO. - ' » |

I1f separation of respondents opeyations is deszred, 0
recommends it be accomplished by stop locdtion, rather than:
schedule. TD would allow both respondeﬁ@s the flexikbility in the
future of changing named stop locatlo9s within a half mile radius
without Commission approval. Marin dbserves that at stops where
carriers are not visible to each ot er, there are no disturbances
or solicitation of passengers. _

In order to allow flexibility of Zuture operations, we
will authorize the following additions to respondents certificates:

“Upon ten days notice/éc the Commission and

the public, a carrier may move a stop location

a maximum of one-half (1/2) mile as measured in

a straight line on/a map in any direction from

its location spec;ﬁmed in this certificate.

The new stop location must be more than one-

half mile from a/competitor’s Commission-

autheorized stop docation.”

TD’s recommendatzons do not resolve the current disputes
over respondents’ stop %ocations at Denny’s and the Travelodge in
Novato. We believe th?m stop locations are best selected according
to the business judgment of respondents. In oxder to resolve this
current dispute, we will require respondents to negotiate these
stop locations. We will require that respondent reach and submit
to the Commission an agreement w:thin 90 days from the e::ective

date of th;s.orderi’ Should respondents :ail to«reach an’ agreement, B
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JANTERIM ORDER

IT IS ORDERED that:
1. The certificates of Marin Airporter, Inc./(Marin) and
Santa Rosa Airporter, Inc. (Santa Rosa), attac§5d/%o this orxder as
Appendix PSC-990 and Appendix PSC-1367, are amended to include the
following condition:
~“Upon ten days notice to the Commission and the
public, a carrier may move a stop location a
maximum of one-half (1/2) mile as measured in a
straight line on a map in any direction from
its location specified inthis certificate.
The new stop location must be more than one-

half mile from a competitor’s Commission-
authorized stop location.”

2. The certificates orﬁéarin and Santa Rosa, Section 1(d)
are amended to read:

#For purposes of’ complying with local traffic
regulations, motor vehicles may be turned at
termini and intermediate points in either .
direction at intersections of streets, or may
be operated around a block contiguous to such

intersections.”

3. Section/l(e) in the certificate of Santa Rosa is deleted.

4. within 30 days from the effective date of this order,
Santa Reosa shafi file timetable in accordance with GO 98-A, Part
11, providing/SFo arrivals and departures which meet the approval
of SFO. The cover letter with the revised timetable shall provide
the manner/in which SFO approval was obtained and the name of the
o!ficial/granting the approval. These‘documenps shall be sent to
the Transportation Economics and Analysis Branch of the
Commisgion’s Transportation Division.

ﬁ/ . This proceedihg shall remain open for one year within

whic, respondents shall adjust respective operationsvtgicomply with
this/ decision. During this period, the Commission Transportation
Division shall menitor any changes in respondents operations.
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our alternative is to select stop locations in the best Anterest of
the public. ,

Five witnesses testified in support of /Scheduled sexvice
for passengers in wheelchairs. These witnesseg established that
there is no such scheduled‘airpart service iy Marin County. They
pointed out that passengers in wheelchairs dave unique problems
with baggage handling and individual safefy. Presently, the
witnesses either hire an attendant to agcompany them to the
airport, have a friend drive thenm to
their private van. The need for service is to travel themselves,
both for business and pleasure, and/to be accessible to friends in
wheelchairs who desire to visit. Witnesses testified they now
travel to the airport from once 3 month to several times a year,
but could travel more often if there were scheduled service.

Witnesses desired a ryeasonable level of airport service,
at least once or twice a day a scheduled basis. They would not
approve of a service which s gregated‘them':rom‘the public because
they do not want to be perceived or treated differently than other
passengers. | | .

Mr. Richard Skaff, nmember of the Marin Paratransit
Coordinating Council, testified that at the present there are no
public funds in Marin to/subsidize wheelchair accessible
transportation. He estimated the cost to retrofit a van for
wheelchair accessibility to be $6,199. He summarized witnesses’
request as one for immediate, reasonably-scheduled, non-peak
airport transportation (retrofitting existing vehicles if
necessafy) at reasonable rates, and a requirement that new vehicles
pe wheelchair accessible. Mr. Skaff estimated that a new bus
purchase price would be incréased 510,ooo'to~$15,ooo for wheelchaix
acceséibility and would not affect the 47-passenger seating.
However, Mr. Skaff [indicated a willingness to accept van-wheelcha;r
accessibzl;ty as an interim measure.“
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Respondents shall submit a copy of any revised tariffs and/or
timetables to the Transportation Economics and Amlysis Branch of
the Transportation Division.

6. In order to monitor the effects of this decisi:n/:or 12
months following the effective date of this order respo ents
shall provide monthly data showing ridership counts ﬂzom each
stop served to SFO and from SFO. This data_ shall 4 sent
directly to the Transportation Economics and Analysis Branch of the
Commission’s Transportation Division.

7. Respondents shall provide to the Transportation
Division, within 30 days of its requests//all information and data
it needs in connection with its study to assess the demand for
wheelchair-accessible service on the/Marin - SFO routes, when and
how it should be provided, and :Lt;s/cost, o
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Marin witness, Ms. Grace Hughes, responded that th
existing Marin buses are incapable of being retrofitted t
accommodate wheelchairs--they are too narrow. Ms. HugheS estimated
the price of a wheelchair accessible bus to be $225,
replaces buses every ten years and purchased a new dus in 1988.
Marin provides service from Larkspur to SFO in 24 or 47-passenger
buses, noet vans. In her opinion, Marin servic operations'would
need to be completely revised, extra vehicles/used or exieting
capacity decreased to accommodate wheelchaiy passengers.

In closing argument on this issyé, Santa Rosa indicated
its sympathy to the problem but that the/costs to accommodate the
request were unreasonable. A representative for wheelchair
passengers argues that since 1976, public policy has changed to
favor facilities and services for - handicapped, naming
restaurants and airxports. The xep esentatzve indicated passengers
in wheelchairs would accept van service as an interim measure and
requested that all new buses be quipped to accommodate
wheelchairs.

Discussion :

At present there ig no scheduled airport service from
Marin accessible for passenders in wheelchairs. We believe the
request for some minimal lgvel of service at reasonable rates is a
reasonable one. Concessigns of retrofitted vans have been made
until new equipment accoymodating wheelchairs is scheduled to be
purchased. However, in/view of the passage of AB 3498 adding
Section 460.5 to the lic Utilities Code, we must assess the
impact of such an order on passenger rates. Section 460.5
prohibits a passenger/ carrier from imposing a fare for physically
disabled or handicapped passengers which is more than the fare for
the same transportation for a passenger who is not disabled or .
handicapped. We d /ect TD in conjunction with respondents and
interested parties/to assess any added cost to-provide scheduled
sexvice to passengers in wheelchairs. to and: zrom SFO in vans or in
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8. Within 120 days of the effective date of this Interim
Decision, the Transportation Division shall submit 2 report in this
proceeding which addresses the impact on the rates and financial
operations of Marin and Santa Rosa of providing service tos$ro0
which is accessible to passengers in wheelchairs. :zis’ggport
shall be prepared under the llmztatxon, in public lities Code
§ 460.5. The report shall be filed in the Docket//izlce in this
proceeding, an orxg;nal and twelve copies, with copies to the.

csigned ALY and all parties. Upon receipt/of this’ report, the
assmgned ALJ shall determine whether comment, rrom the partie,
_and/or further procced;ngs are nceded.

Thxs order is e::ect;ve tcday. :
Dated _ B - at San Franc;sco, Caleornla.‘
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vans,  or the purchase of such vehicles, ahd‘to submit
this proceeding. The purchase of vehicles need only

Respondents shall cooperate in th;s study by

hour information for the years 1984-1988 an any other information
requested by TD ror this‘study.

Eindings of Fact

1. Santa Rosa is providing servide on Route 3 from Novato to

SFO.

2. Santa Rosa disputes TD’s ipterpretation of Section 1(d)
in its certificate. Santa Rosa assérts that this langquage
authorizes operation of service orAginating in Novato to SFO and
returm. ,

3. 7TD interprets Secpion 1(d) to preclude Santa Rosa’s
operation of service originating in Novato to SFO and return.

4. The Section 1(d) lagguage is archaic and difficult to
understand. When read in th¢ context of Santa Rosa’s entire
certificate, this langquage does not authorize & carrier to alter
its point of origin and/or /destination because of traffic
congestion. Santa Rosa’s /certificate authorizes Route 1 SFO
service to begin in Santd Rosa, not in Novato.

5. Santa Rosa is pperating Route 3 from Novato to SFO and
return. TD has not required that Santa Rosa cease its operation of
this route. SantaRos#ﬁrequests authority to retain the operation
of this route. Santa Rosa cannot operate timely SFO service from
the city of Santa Rosa because of traffic congestion from Novato to
Santa Rosa. ' :

6. Total passgnger ridership from Marin to SFO has nearly
doubled from 1984 to 1988. Marin operated Marin county service
during this entire‘éeriodﬁ Santa Rosa operated its Novato route
from October 1987 to July 1988. - No. analysis of SFO passenger
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travel to Marin County was presented. It is speculative
conclude Marin alone is responsible for ridership incredses during
the pericd 1984 to 1988. :

7. 1D concludes that Santa Rosa has bad an
impact on Marin County market stimulation. Santx Rosa’s market
stimulation is irrelevant in a market that is ontinuously "
increasing. ’

) 8. Marin’s operating revenues have

from 1984 to 1987, however, Santa Rosa shgws net losses in 1986 and
1987. ) , |

9. Santa Rosa transports 8% of Yarin passengers using
scheduled service to SFO. Marin tranbports 92% of Marin County
paséengersvusing scheduled service ¥o SFO as of July 1988.

10. On October 17, 1985 Marij cancelled its on=-call service
for its two Novato- and San Rafaelf/locations. This sexvice is now
reqularly scheduled. - ‘ f‘

11. Passengers at Denny’s/ in Novato prefer the through
service of Santa Rosa. , |

' 12. The management at the Travelodge in Novato recommends
Santa Rosa’s.service. o : - '

23. Marin must request Commission approval to change stop
locations. '

14. The selection . of stop locations is within the business
judgment, of Santa Rosa and Marin. The current dispute at two
Novato stop locations id’best resolved by negotiations between
respondents. However, /hould respondents reach no agreement on the
two locations, it is in the best interest of the public for the
Commission to select stop locations to resolve this dispute. '

15. Respondents”’ existing schedules at SFO conflict creating
congestion and the possibility of driver disturbances.

16. Santa Rosa has dedicated facilities to operate the route
from Novato to SFO./ It is in the*bept,intexest,of'the-public:who
is served by Santa /Rosa’s Novato route to continue this operation:

.
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rather than to disrupt the sexrvice. Santa Rosa’s Novato route
provides a non-transfer option for many passengers travelling from
' Marin to SFO. Santa Rosa possesses the required qualifications,
skill, experience, and financial ability to operatg’the Novato
route. This route is feasible and is supported

passenger r;dersh;p. | .

17. It can be seen with certainty that/there is no adverse
environmental impact as a result of Santa Rosa continuing to
opefate-its Novato route.

18. There is no scheduled service/from Marin to SFO which is
accessible to passengers in wheelchai

19. fThere is no evidence to shgw the impact on rates or
financial operations of requiring réspondents to provide equipment
which is accessible to passengers /in wheelchairs.

1usi r Low o

1. Section 1(d) is archaic and difficult to understand and
should be reworded to prevent future misinterpretation.

2. Respondents’ certificates should contain an equal amount
o: flexibility in scheduling/ and stop locations.

3. Santa Rosa should/be authorized to continue its
operations from Novato to SFO.

4. This proceeding/should remain open to assure respondents’
compliance with this orddr, to receive respondents’ negotiated
agreement regarding the ftwo disputed stop locations at Denny’s and
the Travelodge in Novato and to receive further information of the
impact ‘on respondents and its passengers of orxdering service which
is accessible to the Handicapped. | -

5. Due to the on:licting schedules of. respondents at Sro

caus;ng trattic cong stion, this order should e a:tective on the
date signed. | : T
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INTERDM_ORDER

IT IS ORDERED that: |
1. The certificates of Marin Airporter, Inc./(Marin) and
Santa Rosa Airporter, Inc. (Santa Rosa), attached/to. this order as
Appendix PSC=990 and Appendix PSC-1367, are ame ded to include the
follow;ng conditions:

"Upon ten days notice to the Commisgion and the
public, a carrier may move a stop/location a
maximum of one-half (1/2) mile as measured in a .
straight line on a map in any direction from
its location specified in this /certificate.

The new stop location must be srore than one-
half mile from a competitor’s/ Commission-
authorized stop location.” :

2. The certificates of Marin and Santa Rosa, Section 1(4)
are amended to read:

”For purposes of complying with local traffic
regulat;ons, motor vehicles may be turned at
termini and intermediatd points in either
direction at intersections of streets, Or may
be operated around a bYock contiguous to such

intersections.”

3. Section 1l(e) in the certificate of Santa Rosa is deleted.

4. Within 30 days from the effective date of this oxrder,
Santa Rosa shall file timetablie in accordance with GO 98-A, Part
11, providing SFO arrivals and departures which meet the approval
of SFO. The cover letter with the revised'time:able shall provide
the mannexr in which SFO approval was obtained and the name of the
official granting the approval. These documents shall be sent to
the Transportation Economics and Analysis Branch of the
Commission’s Transportation Division.

5. Within 90 days cr-the effective date of this order
respondents shall engage in negotiations and reach an agreement |
regarding disputed stop locations at Denny‘’s and. the Travelodge in
Novate. A copy or this agreement shall be submitted toAthe
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assigned ALY and all parties in this proceeding. A copy of this
agreement shall be mailed to the Transportation Econcmics and
Analysis Branch of the Transportation Division. SHould respondents
fail to reach an agreement within 90 days from effective date
of this order both respondents shall send writtén notification that
an agreement has not been reached to the assighed ALY and all
parties in the proceeding within the same tixe period.

6. This proceeding shall remain opery for one year within
which respondents shall adjust respective /operations to comply with
this decision. During this period, the ¢ommission Transportation
Division shall monitor any changes. in rgspondents operations.
Respondents shall submit a copy of any, /revised tariffs and/or
timetables to the Transportation Econémics and Analysis Branch of
the Transportation Division. Should/either respondent fail to
comply with this order, we direct the Transportation Division to
promptly notify the assigned ALY in writing and request that the
COmmlssion pursue sanctions in th s proceedmng or a separate
enforcement proceeding, whxcheve nmay be appraprmate based upon the
allegations. :

7. In order to'monito;’ e effects of this~decision, for 12
months following the effective date of this order respondents shall
provide monthly data showing idership counts from each stop served
to SFO and from SFO. ‘This data shall be sent directly-to the
Transportation Economics and/Analysis Branch ¢f the Commission’s
Transportation Division.

8. Respondents shall/provide to the Transportation Division,
within 30 days of its requ t, all information and data it needs in
connection with its study to assess the demand for wheelchair
accessible service on the rin-SFo routes, when and how it should
be provided, and its cost

10. Within 120 days of the effective date or this Interim
Decision, the Transportation Division shall submit a report in this .
proceeding which addreSB s: the: impact on. the rates and rinancial

|
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operations of Marin and Santa Rosa of providing gervice to SFO
which is accessible to passengers in wheelchaiys. This report
shall be prepared under the limitations in Public Utilities Code
§ 460.5. The report shall be filed in the Pocket Office in this
prcceeding, an original and twelve copies with'copiés to the

assigned ALY and all parties. Upon'rece'pt of this report, the
assigned ALY shall determ;ne whether =1o) ent" :rom 4the parties
and/or further proceed;ngs are’ nﬂcdcd._

Thls erder is eftectzve-to AY.

o at San Franc;sco, Calxtorn;a.‘,

" /‘
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be provided, and its cost. “ : pe
10. Within 120 days of the etfect;ve date ot this Inte

Decision, the Transportation D;vxsxonlshall submit a repo
prbceeding which addresses the impactﬁon the rates and
operations of Marin and Santa Rosa of providing.sexvii
which is accessible to passengers in.wheelchalrs.
shall be prepared under the limitations in Public Prtilities Code
§ 460.5. The report shall be filed in the Dockef Office in this.
proceeding, an original and twelve copies, wit)f copies to. the -
assigned ALY and all parties. Upon réceipt this, report, the
assigned ALJ shall determine. whethcr commenfs trom the: part:es
and/ox further procecedings are needed.

This oxder is effectlve today o

Dated ___AUG 3. 1989 , at/san Francisco, California.

.Ge. MITCHELL WILK
President
FREDERICK R. DUDA
JOHN B. OHANIAN . .
PATRICIA M. ECKERT.
o CommiseionerS'

Comm;ss;oner Stanley W. Hulett,

' bemng necessarily absent, did not
part:.c:xpate . :

| CERTIFY THAT THIS DECISION .’
WAS APPROVED BY THE AZOVE
COMMISSIONERS TODAY.

Victor Waoisser, Emcmve Diroctor




. Appendix PSC=990% MARIN AIRPORTER  First Revised itle Page
o ‘ (a California coxporation) Cancels.

Original Tixle Page

CERTIFICATE
.o
PUBLIC CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY
AS A PASSENGER STAGE CORPORATIO
K Psc-990

Showing passenger stage operativé rights, restrictions,
. , : - limitations, exceptions -and- privileges.

All changes and amendments as authorized by the
Public Utilities Commission /of the State of California
will be made as revised pades or added original pages.

Supersedes Authority Granted by
Decision 85545 in Application 56239,

PE 393 in RRD 391
PE 393 in RRD 393
PE 2332 in RRD 202,

Issued under authority of Deciji'on A _ , dated

, Of the Public Utilities Commission of
i . the State of California in I.8v6\f06-020., L

1




First Revised/Page 1

| . Appendix PSC=990» MARIN AIRPORTER
S (a California corporation) -Cancels -
B . o:iginal Bage 1

SECTION 1. GENERAL AUTHORIZATIONS, RES‘DRIC‘I‘IONS
' LIMITA’I‘IONS, AND SPECIFICA?ONS. resvevass

SECTION 2. Romzl.nzscmp'rxons\...'...'. S

R
PR
*
.-
EERIN
Y
S

]

;
|
/

Issued by California Public Utilities cOmmission.
( .
e v in 1. 88-06—020.

}
{

*Amended by Decision




- . Appendix PSC-990w MARIN AIRPORTER
‘ (a California corporation)

SECTION 1. GENERAL AUTHORIZATIONS, RESTRICTIONS, L
, - AND SPECIFICATIONS.

Marin Airporter, a California corporatdion, by the
certificate of publie¢ convenience and necessi¥Yy granted by the
decision noted in the margin, is authorized As a passengér stage
corporation to-transportvpassengers and their baggage between
points described in Section 2 subject, hogdever, to the authority of
this Comnission to change or modify thege routes at any‘tzme and ‘
subject to the following provisions:

(a) When route descrxptlo are given in one
direction, they apply/to operation in
either unless otherwise indicated.

All transportation pf passengers shall
originate at or destined to the San
Francisco International Airport.

Upon ten days notice to the Commission and the
public, Marin Aixporter may move a stop
location a maxi of one-half (1/2) mile, as
measured in a straight line on a map, in any
direction from Ats location specified in this
certificate. The new stop location must be
more than one-half mile from the nearest Santa

Rosa Airporter’s Commission-authorized stop
location.

For purposes jof complying with local traffic
regulations,/motox vehicles may be turned at
ternini and dntermediate points in either
direction at intersections of streets, or
may be operated around a block contiguous
to-such int rsoctions.

Issued by California Pub‘ic'Utilities‘cOmmission.

*amended by Decision __ __» in X.88-06-020.




Appendix PSC~990% MARIN AIRPORTER Fifth Rovitcd/?&ge-s«
(a California corporation) Cancels ' : :
. , Fourth Reyised Page 3

*SECTION ‘2. ROUTE DESCRIPTIONS.

Route 1: Novato =~ Larkspur

Beginning with a service point Denny’s Restaurant (a
terminal) in Novato (7330 Redwood Highwa ), then via the most

~appropriate streets and highways to serfice points at the following
locations: '

Rush Creek Travelodge, 7£00 Redwood Highway, Novato
Alvarade Inn, 225 Entrada Drive, Ignacioe :
Clarion Hotel, 1010 Northgate Drive, San Rafael
Marin Terminal, 300 kspur Landing, Larkspur

Route 2. Larkspur -/SFO

. Beginning with a service point at Marin Terminal in
Larkspur (300 Larkspur Landing), then via the most appropriate
streets and highways to service points at the following locations:

idge Transit step, Interstate 101 and
Seminary Drive pff-ramp, Mill Valley
Golden Gate Bridge Transit stop, Manzanita Park and
Ride Lot, Mill/ valley ' :
Golden Gate Transit stop, Interstate 101 and Spencer
Avenue, Sausalito - , o ‘
San Franciscd International Alrport (SFO) ..

Issued by California [Public Utilitieszcommission.

- amended by Decision|_ , in I.88-06-020.

b -
e .




 Appendix PSC~1367  SANTA ROSA AIRPORTER, INC. . Fourth RevisedPage 1
. . : ) P ' Cancels : ’
Third Revised Page 1

*SECTION 1. GENERAL AUTHORIZATIONS, RESTRICTIONS, LIMITATIONS,
AND SPECIFICATIONS. | '

Santa Rosa Airporter, Inc., by the cextificate of
public convenience and necessity granted by t { decision noted in
the margin, is authorized as a passenger stagzecorporation to
transport passengers and their baggage between points described
in Section 2 subject, however, to the autjfority of this
Commission to change or modify these routes at any time and
subject to the following provisions:

(a) When route descriptions are given in -

one direction, they ¥pply to operation

~ in either .direction,/ unless otherwise
indicated. - ,

Deleted,'

All transportatidn of passengers shall
originate at or /destined to San Francisco
International Adrport.

For purposes ¢of complying with local traffic
regulations, motor vehicles may be turned

at termini ard intermediate points in

either direction at intersections of. ,
streets, or/may be operated around a block
contiguous Lo such intersections.

Deleted.

Upon ten days notice to the Commission and the
public, Santa Rosa Airporter may move a stop
location/a maximum of one-half (1/2) mile,

as measured in a straight line on a map, in

any direction from its location specified in
this certificate. The new stop location must

be more/ than one-half mile from Marin Airporter’s
nearesty Commission-authorized stop location.

Issued by California blic_Utilitiest6mmission¢‘,

*Amended by Decision _ - , in X.88-06-020.




Appendix PSC-1367  SANTA ROSA-AIRPORTER, INC. |
SECTION 2. ROUTE DESCRIPTIONS.

*Beginning with a service point the El Rancho Motel
in Santa Rosa (2200 Santa Rosa enue) , then via the
most appropriate streets and highways to service
points at the following locatigns:

Red Lion Inn, 1 Red Lion Drive, Rohnert Park

Lyens Restaurant, 6255 Commerce Blvd., Rohnert Park
Winchell’s Donut Shop, 225 §. McDowell Blvd., Petaluma
San Francisco Internationa) Airport (Sro)

*Beginning with a serviqé-point at Raley’s Travel
Center, 1325 N. State gﬁreet in Ukiah, then via
the most appropriate streets and highways to
service points at the following locations:

Ukiah Airport, Ukiah

Hopland :

Owl Cafe, 485 South/Cloverdale Boulevard, Cloverdale
Dry Creek Inn, Dry Lreek Road and Interstate 101,
Healdsburg s :
El Rancho Motel, 2200 Santa Rosa Avenue, Santa Rosa
San Francisco Intérnational Airport (SFO) '

@, I Issued by California'Puplic Utilities Commission.

«Amended by Decision \ : ‘ , in 1.88-06~020.

\\




Appendix PSC-1367 - SANTA ROSA AIRPORTER, INC. Pirst Revised Page 3 |
. : nceals - ‘
Original Page 3

SECTION 2. ROUTE DESCRIPTIONS. (Continued)

*Route 3: Marinwood -~ Terra Linda - San Rafael
Corte Madera -~ Mill Vallev/~ SFO

*Beginning with a service/point at the Rush Creek
Travelodge in Novato (7600 Redwood Highway), then
via the most appropriate streets and highways %o
service points at the following locations:

Golden Gate Bridge Tramsit stop, Redwood Highway
and De Long Avenue, Névato

Golden Gate Bridge Transit stop, Interscate 101 and
Marinwood off-ranmp, Marinwood

Golden Gate Bridge Transit stop, Interstate 101 and
Terra Linda off-ranmp, Terra Linda :

Greyhound Depot, 3rd Street and Tamalpais Avenue,
San Rafael ' "

Corte Madera Inn,/ 1815 Redwood Highway, Corte Madera
Hogird-aohnson's Motel, 160 Shoreline Highway, Mill
Valley R T R L , o
San Francisco Ipternational Airpert '(SFO)

Q“-' Issued by californiA'Public vtilities Commission.
' . *Anended by Decisiong , in 1.88-06-020. °




