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Decision8S 08045 .AUG 3 "'989 . 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA· 

Investigation on the Commission's ). 
own motion into the schedulin~, ) 
routing and operations of Marln ) 

. , 

Airporter, Inc. and Santa Rosa ) 
Airporter, Inc. with respeet"to ) 
common carrier service between ) 

I.88-06-020 
(Filed June 17,. 19S5) 

SFO on the one hand,. and .pointe' in ) 
Marin County on the other hand. ) 

------------------------------) 
Handler, Baker, Greene & Taylor, ~y 

Raymon~Greene, Jr., Attorney at Law, 
for Santa Rosa Airporter, Inc.; and 
Edward J. Hegarty, Attorney at Law, for 
Marin Airporter; respondents. 

Robert M. EpitaniQ, for City and County 
of San Francisco, Airport Commission: 
Robert SJ MAerz, Deputy City Attorney, 
tor San Francisco International Airport 
and Richard Michael'Skatf, for hilnself 
and Marin County Paratransit 
Coordinating Council: interested 
parties-. 

Law;c.ence O. Garcia and Il:A 1<al ipskY,. 
Attorneys- at Law'; !lim PAD211a f aDd 
Elliot Bershods~, ~or the 
Transportation, .Di vision. 

XNTERDI OPINION 

In this Interim Opinion, we conclude that the 
certificates of both respondents require revision to place both 
carriers on equal footing in providing airport transportation 
service in Marin County~ Scheduling restrictions are rel!1ovedtrom 
Santa Rosa Airporter, ::tne. 's . (Santa Rosa.) eerti:fieate,. and Santa. 
Rosa is allowed to- run buses 
International Airport (SFO) .• 

from, Novato- to,' the San Francisco 
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 tlexi~ility in 
stop locations. .Respondents ar~'" ordered to negotiate'two stop 
locations in Novato. 

The commission Transportation Division (TO) 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 prohi~its 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 
infonnation we require to, resolve the issue of the ill1pact of 
providing service accessible to, passengers in Wheelchairs. 

We grant Marin's Motion To· Extend The Time For Comments 
To:The Proposed 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 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 'l'D's. v 
petition for Modification ,of Decision (D., 36-05-045,. as modified 
by 0.86-07-058. The scheduling issues raised in TO's petition have 
been ~ddressed in this, proceeding. 

IX. ErOCec:lura1 BaekSIXQlUld 

We instituted this investigation into the schedules, 
routes, and operations ot Marin Airporter, Inc. (Marin) and Santa 
Rosa" not as an enforcement action, but:t<> resolve the carriers' 
past disputes over :r;outesanci. schedules.. , Furthe:cnore,.pursuant to 
our powers under the Publ.ic trtil,it.~es COde,. including Section 762', , 
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(see Greyhound Lines. In~. v, pu~ 68 Cal 2d 406, 410-13 (1968» we 
also, instituted this investiqationto assess *whether current 
conditions are such that public convenience and neeessity would be 

best served by ordering changes in the schecluling" routing and/or 
operations of either or both carriers.* (0 .. 88-09-070 at 2', 
modifying I. 88-06-020 .. ) We moditied our initial order to', allow' 
parties to compare respondents' current operations with the1r 
respective certificates as, requested by Marin. (0.88-09-070.) All 
parties in santa Rosa's Application CA.) 84-12-037, were· notitied 
of this investiqationand of our modification. 

pri,or to hearings, representatives of passengers 1n 
wheelchairs requested, and were granted, the opportunity to show a 
need tor service in Marin County. (AclministrativeLaW Judge (ALJ) 

Rul.ing,. August 2', 1988-.) Also, prior to- hearings,. the assiqned Al,;] 

ruled that Santa Rosa"s monthly passenger .count intormation was not 
confidential, and required santa Rosa to- provide this intormation 
to Marin. (ALJ Ruling , November 9, 1988.) 

A Prehearing Conference was held on July 25·, 1988. 
Parties diseussed '1'0,' s Petition to- Modify Ordering paragraph. 3 of 
0.85-05-045. '1'his ordering paragraph requires Santa Rosa to file a 
timetable which schedules service within lO minutes of the midpoint 
o·f Marin's hourly timetable at the closest comparable stops.. 'I'D 
asked that language be added to specify which Marin hourly schedule 
should be used and to' define wclosest comparable stop" as Santa 
Rosa stops within a mile radius of Marin stops.. Parties agreed 
that the issues raised on TO's Petition' to Modity 0.86-05-045 were 
relevant issues in this proceedinq. TO agreed to, present evidence 
on these issues in this proceeding rather than consolidate this 
investigation with the petiti,on· which was filed in ,A.84-12-037 .. 

Hearings were held:on October 4, 1988 and January 17 
and 18" 1989 in which respondents,. 'I'D', witnesses representing
pass~n9'ers in wheelcha.irs, and, the San Francisc~ Ai:rport' ,commiss1on 

'~ . 
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(SFAC) participated. The case was s\1blnitted upon the receipt ot 
transcripts. 

The Proposed Decision in this matter was mailed on 
June 15, 1989.. On July 5'1 1989, one party,. Marin, tendered 
Cownents on the Proposed Deeision for tiling_ This tiling was 
rejeeted by our Docket Offiee because it did not eomply with the 
Co1tU!lission's Rules of Practice and Procedure, 'Rule 77.3·, SCope of 
Comments. Rule 77.3 states that comments to a Proposed Decision 
mu~t contain a su)jj'ect indeX' and -eable' of authorities. An appendix 
containing proposed findings of fact and conclusions 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 
E~ension Of The commen~'Period. Attached to the motion was the 
original and 12 ,copies of a combined su)jjeet index and table ot 
authorities. Marin indicated there was no separate appendi~ 
listing proposed findings o,f faet and conclusions of law. Marin 
bases its motion on the amb'iC;Ui ty of Rule 77.3. Marin llsserts it 
is not clear from the rule that a suD;ect index is mandatory. 
Marin asser,ts that the rule' merely states a, 1~p1lge lilni t and 
refers, to- "other'docuxnents,." 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 ot law and, the underlying 
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~ denied 
and the conunents rej'ected.. Santa Rosa asserts that the basis ot 
Marin's motion is wi thout merit.. , santa Rosa contends Marin',!,; 
comments are·: 1)' untimely; 2) incomplete without the subj'ect index 
and table ot authorities ~ .and,. 3) 'in violation of Rule 77.3 by 
rea~9Uing its position and tailing to, make specific .references to, 
the·. record., 
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Since Marin's cownents'and aeficiencies were tendered in 
a timely manner, we qrant Marin's Mot;i.on tor Extension Of ~'he 
Comment Period ana accept its comments for filinq.. However, we 
caution Marin that future comments on a proposed decision must 
contain a subject index and table, of authorities, at the time of 
fi,linq.. We deny Marin's request in its comments to set asiae the, 
proposed decision. We support the conclusions reached and make 
revisions to the proposed decision: to clarify its underlyinq 
rationale and to resolve the dispute between respondents over the 
two 'stop' locations in Novato· •. , 

III. Past Dis,putes. ' 

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 
beqins its SFO run at Novato, stoppinq for passenqers at Novato, 
San Rafael, Larkspur, Mill Valley, and: sausalito,. ' Passengers 
transfer at Marin's Larkspur terminal to· 'rJuses or, vans »ound for 

, , 

SFO. , Passenqers may cheek luqqaqe with certain airline carriers at 
the Larkspur terminal. The- total trip' from Novato ,to- SFO takes one 
hour fitty minutes.. The return trip departs SFO on the hour from 
6 a .. m. to· midnight travellinq· 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 Ukiah 
Airport to SFO (Route 1) and from Santa Rosa to SFO (Route Z). In 
1984, Santa Rosa ,requested authority to- add' six' new stops in Marin 
on its santa Rosa-SFO run, indicatinq no additional vehicles would 
be required to- operate this service.. CA.84-12-037.) santa Rosa 
presented 13 witnesses who aqreed that aixport transportation, on 
the half hour, as opposed· to· hourly Marin ,service'" would. be a 

'",' , 

material improvementin,:airport, tra:osport4tionand increase 
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ridership of both carriers. It presented evidence of unused 
capacity on it~ route from Santa Rosa to SFO. 'rhe record showed 
that. half ,hour service by M~rin would not :be satisfaetory since it, 
would require double the number of' Marin vehicles on the highway. ' 
In response to a subpoena,. SF01 testifiec:\ that the aixl>ort had no, 
current scheduling problemsinvolvinq'Santa Rosa, but had· incurred· 
problems in the ,past. SFO management c,oordinates the airport 
departure and arrival of Commission certificated carriers. Based 
on this recorc:\,. we authorizec:\· Santa Rosa to, 'stop in Marin County en 
route to SFO. We ordered Santa Rosa's schedule in Marin to be 
Hwithin 10 minutes of the mid.point of Marin .Airporter's hourly 
schedule at its closest comparable stop .. H (0.86-07-0ss., moCtifying 
0.86;"05-045,' ordering Paragraph 3 .. ) 0.86-07-058 was issued. 
July 1&, 198'6·, effective the same day. It also denied ~rin's 
application for rehearing. 

Earlier, on January 14, 1986" Marin revised its hourly 
schedule, effective March 1,. 1986" to: ad.d 13 runs on the half hour 
from Larkspur to SFO froIt 5-:30 a.m .. to' 10:30' a.m.· and 3:'30 p.m. to 
9:30 p.m. with corresponding, return 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 5:.30 a .. m. and 1'1:20 p.,m,"" and return~ Marin added three 0/ 

47-passenger buses'theyearthis service was instituted.2, 
On August 6,. 1986,. Santa. Rosa filed ita. timetable for 

Marin County stops. (Exh. 10, Att.achment: E.) 'rhis timetable' was 
, I" 

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

2 In its Application for Rehearing of 0 .. 86-04-045, filed on 
May 28, ,1986" Marin indicated this service had. been instituted 
after the close of evidentiary heari"nqs .. 
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to become effective AU9Ust 16,1986. General Order (GO) 98-A 

requires five days notice of timetable revision$which do-not 
reduce service .. 

On September 8, 1986·, in a letter to Santa Rosa,. TO 
indicated that the August filing was rejected because it did not 
specify' each stop location in Marin County, failed to list 
Manzanita/Marin C'i ty service,. violated the requirement .fortimes to 
be at the midpoint of Marin's- hourly schedule and did not reference 
MarinI's service to Novato and San Rafael. 'I'D requested a revised 
timetable by September 19, 1986,. On September 17, 1986-, santa Rosa 
filed its revisions as 'I'D requested-. 3 

By that time, however,.·the service had been halted; due to 
an independent series of events. On June 26-, 1986, SFO inforlned 
Santa Rosa it would not allow the carrier to serve Marin County. 
Santa Rosa filed a lawsuit· requesting a prelilninary injunction to 
prevent SFO's interferen~e 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 qranted, a stay of 
the preliminary injunction pendinq appeal.. (Superior Court No. 
310398', San Mateo county.) In late August 1987,. the Court of 
Ap~eal affirmed the lower court's· order against SFO and ordered 
that it take effect illUUediatelY.. (Exh. 13, pp. 3-4.) 

On November 8·, 1987, Santa Rosa filed a timetable to 
reinstitute its Marin service. On Novelnber 16, 198.7, 'I'D notified 
Santa Rosa that.Route 3 (Novato-SFO) was in violation of its. . . 
certificate and its stop'location at the Novato- Travelodqe was 
unauthorized. 'I'D requested that service on. 'this route be 

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 thi~ timetable was 
halted and a new· timetable filed a year later • 
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terminated immeaiately ana, a revisea timetable filea. (EXh. 10, 
Attachment J.) TO later met with santa Rosa. Santa ROsa's letter 
confirming this meeting reiterates Santa Rosa's· po'sition and tends 
to show that TD no longer requesteathat the servic~ be terminated 
immediately. (Exh. 14, Attachment C, pp. 3-4.) 

Marin alleges the revised 19$7 Santa Rosa timetable 
unlaWfully splits the Santa .Rosa-SFO Route 1 into Routes 1 and 3, 
wi th Route 3 providing SFO service starting at Novato,. 

We agree with Marin and TO that Santa Rosa's Route 3 is 
not authorized by iots certificate. Santa Rosa legitimately 
disputes, yet misinterprets, the follo~ing language in its 
certificate to allow the Novato. route:: 

"(el) 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: aceordanee'with 
local traffic regulations.H 

TO explains that the Hturned" lan9Uage~ quoted above, has 
never been interpreted by TO or a carrier, except santa Rosa, to 
allow a carrier to· turn a'vehiclearound between termini and 
return it to· the origin of' a route without completing its run to, 
the route's d.est'ination terminal.. An intermediate point is a point 
that is not at the end of'a route. TO ,recommends , that the language 
be eliminated or revised to prevent Santa Rosa from beginning SFO 
service in Novato. 

The "turned" language above when read ind.ependent ot the 
route descriptions in 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 
to begin. In Santa Rosa's certificate, Route 1 is described as:: 

"Beginning with a service Point at the' E1Raneho 
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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Marinwood - 'X'erra Linda - San Rafael - Corte 
Madera - Mill Valley - Marin City - SPO.~ 
(Exh. 10, Attachment C~) 

We find no ambiCjUity in Santa Rosa's certificate when 
read in its entirety. Santa Rosa was not authorized t~ begin 
service to, SPO in Novato. section lCd) is included ina large 
number 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. 'l'he 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 understand. Xn order 
to avoid future misinterpretation of this language, we shall reword 
Section l(d} of Marin and Santa Rosa's certificates to' read: 

" (d) For purposes of complying with local 
traffic requlations, lnotor vehicles may be 
turned'at termini and intermediate points 
in either direction at, intersections ot 
streets, or may operate around a :block 
contiCjUous to such intersections .. " , 

We instituted this investigation to' resolve the 
continuing dispute between two competitors in Marin County in the 
pul:>lie interest, not to- punish either respondent.. We. consider 
Santa Rosa's dispute over Section led) to be a legitimate one 
without the :i.mplication of sanctions for its certificate 
interpretation. However, we caution Santa Rosa that future acts 
which show probable cause of non-compliance with Commission orders 
may result in a modificat:i.on 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 service r Santa Rosa indicates it is impossible 
to' operate service in a timely, manner and acc~rding. to its filed. 
timetaDles from the city of Santa, Rosa, to·· SFO and .. asks to retain 
its .. present Novato route. Should· Santa .Rosa ~ allowed to" continue 

" ' . 

- 9 -



• 

• 

, " 

,. , .. 

I.88-06-020 ALJ/PAB/~tr * 

this route? It so, unclerwhat conditions? An assessment ot 
current riclership' conditions is needed to resolve this question. 

xv .. CjrCrent Condijeions 

In 1984, we envisioned Santa Rosa supplementing SFO 
service every half hour ,DY stopping in Marin County to pick up 
passengers~ However, ~efore our decision was final, Marin 
instituted half hour service creating a conflict in the halt 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. 

In 1984, we considered Marin's objections to' competition 
in airport service in Marin County. Marin's, arguments included 

, ' 

assertions of the potential ef,fect 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, los~ of 15-20% of total passengers and 
50-75% of Sonoma passengers.. Marin alleged that its 18% 2I14rket 
penetration ~as,virtually the maximum ridership' to be achieved in 
Marin's static market. We rejected Marin's arquments in 
0 .. 8,6-05-04'5 and 0 .. 8,6-07-058 and indicated that eompetitive serviee 
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 plaee either carrier in a seeond elass 
position of eompetitiveness in the Marin-SFO market. 

The ridership picture in Marin County in 1988 has 
drastieally changecl. TO presented an analysis of ridership.ciata of 
respondents tor the periocl 1984 to· 1988:. MArin operated· from 1984 

to- 1988; Santa. Rosa operated; trom October 1987 ,to· ."uly .1988". TO 
presented; total ridershi.p' counts Whieh" :Lnelude~ Doth. respondents': . 

- 10 -



• 

• 

• 

I, 

I '.88-06-020 ALJ /PA:i3/btr 11 

operations during their respective periods ot operation in 1984-

198-8. Marin and Santa Rosa passenger eou.ntsshow the following 
annual ridership: 1984 - 173~159~ 1985 - 199,284; 198& -.262,770: 

1987 - 298,099:- 1988 (January-July) - 189,29'6. These combined 
ridership statistics show that passenger ridership from Marin 
county to SFO has nearly doubled in this t'our year perioCl. '!'his 
riderShip· data'shows increases during the period· of Marin's 
operation in the following percentages: 1984-1985-" lS.1t: 1985-

1986, 31, .. 9%; 1986-1987, 13.4%. The increase from 1987 to, 1988" of 

17 .. 2% ineludes the ridership counts of both. respondents, with no 'I'D 

estimate of the respective respondents' percentage 'of this total 
increase'. 

'I'D presented a graph of the ridership' statisties from 
1984 to 1988. The graph shows a trend of increased ridership 
occurring steadily<beforeand, after santa Rosa began operations in 
Marin County in October 1987. From this graph and. the c::oml:>ined 
ridership counts, 'I'D concludes that Santa Rosa "S market stiXllulation 
has been insignificant. 

'I'D presented an analysis of individual respondent 
ridership' counts for the period October 1987 to July 1988. These 
statistics show that Marin's market share has declined from 97.5% 

to 92'% from October 19S7 to July 1988, while Santa Rosa's share 
increased from 2.5% to' 8% during the same period. 

Marin argues that it's marketing efforts and new terminal 
in Larkspur are responsible tor the increase in passenger ri4ership 
during the peri~d 1984-1988:. However, no- party' presented an 
analYSis ot the numbers ot' Marin air passengers using SFO' during 
this period or whethe~ there was an increase in that number. 
Therefore, it is specUlative to assert that Marin alone is 
responsible for the increase in Marin county passengers" to S10 .. , 

The. reeord only shows a continuing "inc:z::easein> Marin-SFO'passengers 
from. 1984 to 1988. ' .. 

. ' .. : 
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Even though TO considers Santa Rosa's market stimulation 
insignificant, Santa Rosa has increased its market share of Marin
SFO passengers trom October 19~7 to July·l988 .. santa Rosa's 
ridership statistics show p~lic support' for its ser.rice. We 
consider the question of market stimulation by Santa RoSa in this 
Marin county market to be irrelevant under circumstances where 
respondents' combined passenger ridership shows a continuous, 
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 setvice to SFO, a viable alternative to Marin's 
operations which require that. many passengers,. based upon their 
points of origin in the county, transfer at Larkspur to travel to 
SFO • 

Operating revenues, excluding, charter serviee and other. 
revenues, for respondents. tor 1984, 1985" 1986 and 1987, 
respectively,.. are as tollows: santa Ros~ _. $183:,336-,. $1,121,.081, 
$11"25-1,291, lionel $1,.2'5-7,098-; Marin - $1,35-7,963·, $1,548,331, 
$2.,233,090 and $2,539,98;.7.' PrOfits ot the two c:arri~rs for 1984, 
1985·, 1986 and 1987, before taxes, were:. Santa Rosa,. $13,378', 
$39,296, loss ot ($50,.002'), loss of ($1.18,585) ~ Marin, $280,195, 
$48,429, $·1950,133 and $1 million earned surplus.4 Although santa 
Rosa serves passengers at certain stop locations, overall Marin 
still has the maj,ority of Marin-SFO passenger business by a. wi4e 
margin. These statistics 40 not show an erosion of Marin's 
earnings as predicted in· 1983.. Marin's revenues show a siqnifieant 
increase from' 19'84. to 1988' rather than a· decreaseirl spite of the 
2% to, 8% loss, in: market share. 

4 As of April 28-, 1989, neither 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 ot the 
market and increased its earnings. We cannot conclu4e 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. Our poliey of encouraging competition in airport 
transportation service .to' the public results .in a sharing of a 
market rather than monopoly service. 
Santa Rosa's R~te 

Santa Rosa indicates that it is impossible to operate the 
service proposed in 1984 from-the· city of Santa Rosa to SFO 
stopping at points in Marin and arriving at SFO on schedule. It 
operated this. service for ten4ays in 198.6 .. 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 from the city of Santa Rosa and 
one. from Novato~ Santa Rosa addec1 two vans.to institute the Novato 
service. 

Santa Rosa wishes to- retain the Novato route. It argues 
that this direct service from Novato to the airpox:t without 
transfers is desired by the pUblic and i$ in response to· pUblie 
need. (Exh. l4, p. 4.) We agree thatincreasinq passenger 
ridership from zero in 1986 to 2,500 passengers in July 1988 shows V 
public, d·emand.. We also Agree that non-transfer service is an 
oJ?tion which should be offered'to passengers in Marin. 

In 1986, , when we authorized Santa Rosa service to stop in 
Marin, one of. our concerns was adding to· the traffic congestion in 
the county. Santa Rosa's propose4service was attraet,ive beeause 
it created no additional,vehicles on the hi9bway. Now both 
carriers have increased· the number of vehieles used in Marin-SFO 
service. Howeve~ ,.the numbers'~f" passengers' t~avellin9 to: SFO from, V" 
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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 j,ustified .. 

Marin argues that the average Santa'Rosa passenger count 
for October 1988 was 1.5& 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 an~ unexpected discount 
offerings to· compete in Sonoma caused the' 1986 and 1987 4ef·ieits .. 
We ag-ree that it is not unusual in the first years of a l:>usiness to 
show low ridership factors and little or n~ profit.. Santa Rosa's 
current discounts in Sonoma county are an effort to· turn the 
present losses into a more profitable operation. (Exh. 14, p ... 12 
and 'I'r. 236-237 •. ) The problems of low ridership and low profits 
are ones to be resolved by Santa Rosa's· management. We will not 
dictate solutions or unduly restrict· this service to· hamper 
successful, profitable operations. We do notaqree that low 
ridership· and low profits justify terminating' this· servic.e .. 

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 eonvenience 
and necessity to· continue Santa Rosa's Marin County servjee,. rather ~ 

than disrupt the eXistinq service,supported by the public •. The 
record. in this proceed.inq shows that santa' Rosa possesses the' 
ability, experience,. and financial resource a to, perfo:nv.the service 
from' Novato .to. SF~. The service' is tec:hnically feasi))le~ 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 serve 
the Marin-SFO territory and they are both in fact providing such 
servicer 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-SFO 
route,. we do" not increase Santa Rosa's territory, but merely' change 
the method by which santa Rosa 'is authorized to' serve that 
territory • 

. Moreover, as we said in Am~rican ID,lslines ... 3 CPOC 2d 241, 
255-57 (1980) monopoly service is generally not satisfactory 
service~ It may Qe satisfactory where, for example, a traffic 
market is so obviously saturated with carriers that more 
competition could clearly not lead to· better 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 satis~actory where the addition of 
comp~tition 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 chanqe 
our prior decision that there ought to· be competition in the 
provision' o,f airport transportation service trom Marin. Rather, we 
confirm the course we embar~ed upon,when we instituted this 
investigation: that it is desirable to continue our lonqstandinq 
policy of allowing a reasonablenuml:>er of competitive carri~rs as. a 
means" ,of ensuring. the public' is' afforded innovative and: efficient 
service .. 
santa ROM' s ~fd5,11e 

Marin's half hour schedule now conflicts with that of 
Santa Rosa. At the time we ordered santa Rosa to coordinate a halt 
hour schedule with Marin, we (lid not ' restrict Marin to-hourly 
service. It is not feasible to' tie Santa' 'Rosa's schedule to. that 

- 15 -
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o'! 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 tromSFO at quarter past or 
quarter to the hour, with Marin to depart on the ,'hour and half y 

hour. SFO reported that this solution has ,resolved problems in the 
past when a Santa Rosa driver was ,involved in a, tight with the 
driver of Sonoma county Airport Express over parking space. 
(Sonoma county Airport Express compete~ witbSanta Rosa in that 
county.) SFO separated and froze the schedules o'! these two 
carriers to avoid tuture tights.. ~FO believes the present 
Marin/Santa Rosa schedule conflicts at SrOcould cause similar 
driver 'lights :between competing carriers and requests the same 
solution. 

While we will not set carrier schedules tor sro, we will 
order that Santa Rosa "s airport schedule meet SFO scheduling 
requirements, which are conaitions of ·its permit to enter airport 
property. 

In adaition, Santa Rosa has :been requested by SFO to 
abide :by loading regulations to' avoid long waiting periods in these 
zones and trequent circling. We remind Santa Rosa that abiding by 
airport permit conditions is required to operate on airport I 

property and, must be taken seriously under conge'sted conditions at 1 
the'"airport. Continued, violation of SFO permit restrictions may 

, . 
result in SFO's revocationot Santa Rosa,'s permit, preventing its 
service at SFO. 
IIorin' ~bftdy.le 

Marin seeks confirmation ot its replacement of *on-eall* 
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 December '2', 19850 unless' sooner ,cancelled,; 
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changed. or extended. and. thereafter" on-call with 24 bours a<.'lvance 
notice required. On October 17, 1985 in a letter.to, TO, Marin 
cancelled. the on-call service tor the ,two Novato- locations and., San 

Ratael,. indicating service would continue on a regularly scheduled 
basis. A timetable indicating these" changes was attached. to tbe 
letter. In subsequent discussions r TO in<.'licated this timetable 
revision was not on file with the Commission. However,-Marin 
1ntroduced a copy o,t the cover letter and revision at the bearing. 
MarinI'S witness, Ms. Hughes,. testified that the revision must have 
been lost in the commission move in 1986. TO did not challenge 
this testimony.. We accept Marin" s. representation that this. filing ~ 

was properly made at the ~ime requested. We confirm the,revised ~ 

timetable of October 17, 1985- which shows regularly'scheduled 
service' at these stops.. However, tuture Marin tilingsshould 
remove notes C and E and theon-call language ,in the existing 
timetable on file showing only the permanent scheduled tilllesO' This 
will clarify this revision • 

We find that the issue of santa Rosa's compliance with 
theschec:1uling requirement in 0.86-05-045-,. as mOditi,ed by 
0.86-05-078, is now moot given Marin"s institution of half hour 
service. 
stOP IQ.cations 

Marin and santa Rosa have stop, locations which are in 
identical sites or in close proximity. Marin alleges that santa 
Rosa is eroding its revenues· at these locations bysolieiting 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) trom 
Oct~ber 1987 to, July 1988.. TO believes Santa Rosa's increase in 
ridership is because passengers prefer its throuqh service to SFO .. 

At the TraveloClge in Novato". in 1985· Santa Rosa has. 
nearly 100% of the market" a' reversal of Marin"slOO% ridership in 
October 1987.. Tors. investigation'shows that the management at the ' 
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Travelodge now recownends Santa Rosa's service, which,. in, TD'S 
opinion, is why Marin revenues have decreased at this location. 

Based upon TO's investigation, we cannot agree that 
Marin's decline in· riders. is solely"due to, santa Rosa's. direct' 
solicitation of Marin's passengers... Many Marin passengers prefer 
non-transfer service to SFO. 

If separation of respondents .operations is desired, TO 
recommends it be accomplished by stop, location, rather than 
schedule. TO would allow both respondents the flexi~ility in the 
future of changing na'med stop locations within a" half mile radius 
wi thout Commission' approval ~:, , Marin observes that at, stops where 
carriers are not visible to, each other,. there are no disturbances 
or solicitation of passengers •. 

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

"upon ten days notice to, the Commission and 
the public" a carrier may move a stop location 
a maximum of one-half C 1/2) ]rlile 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 competitor's Commission
authorized stop location." 

TO's recommendations, do not resolve the current disputes 
over respondents' stop locations at Oenny"s and.the 'l'ravelodge in 
Novato.. We believe that stop locations are best selected according 
to the business judqment of respondents .. In order to-resolve this 
current dispute, we will require respondentst~ negotiate these 
stop locations. We will require that respondent reach and· submit 
to the Commission an agreement wi thin 90 days from·· the effective 
date of this order. Shouldr~spon4ents fail to, reach an agreuent" 
ouralterna.tive is to select stop 'locations in the'best 'interest-of 

, the public . ' 
... 

- 18 -
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§ervice To Pas~ngers In lheelcbaiXf 
Five witnesses testified in support of scheduled service 

for passengers in wheelchairs. ~hese witnesses established that 
there is no, sueh seheduled 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 fr,iend drive them' to and from the airport or take 
their private van. The need for service.is to travel themselves, 
~othfor ~usiness 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, 
~ut could travel more often if there were scheduled service. 

Witnesses desired a reasonable level of airport service, 
at least once or twice a day'on a scheduled basis. They would not 
approve of a service which seqreqatedthem f~om the p~lic because 

, ' " ' i 

they do not want to be perceived or treated differently than other . 
passengers. , 

Mr. Richard Skaff, member of the Marin Paratransit 
coord:inating Council, testified that at the present there are no 
public funds in Marin to subsidize Wheelchair accessible 
transportation. He estimated the' cost t~ retrofit a van for 
wheelchair accessibility to" be $-6 r 199.. He swmnarizecl witnesses' 
request as one for immediate, reasona~ly-scheduled, non-peak 
airport transportation (retrofitting existinq vehicles i~ 
necessary) at reasonable rates,. and a requirement that new vehicles 
be wheelohair accessible. Mr. Skaff estimated that .a new bus 
purchase price would be increased $10,000 to- $-15:,.000 for Wbeelchair 
accessibility and would not affect the 47-passenger seatinq. 
However, Mr. Skaff ind·;i.cated a' willingness to accept van-wheelchair 
accessibility as an interim measure. 

Marin witness,. Ms. Grace·Hughes,. responded that the 
existinq Marin buse~. are incapa):)le of :being retrofitted'to 

, .' 
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aceommodate wheelehairs--they are too narrow. Ms. Hughes estimated 
the priee of a wheelchair 'accessible bus to be $225,000. Marin 
replaees buses every ten years and purchased a new bus in 1988. 
Marin provides service from Larkspur to SFOin ,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 elosingarC]'UlUent on this issue f' Santa Rosa inc!icated 
its sytnpathy to the problem but that the costs to aecommodate the 
request were unreason~ble. A representative for wheelchair 
passengers argues that since 197&., PUb;ic policy has changed to 
tavor faeilities and services tor the handicapped,namin9 
restaurants and airports. Th~.representative'inclieatecl"passen9'ers 

in_wheelchairs would accept van service as an interim measure and 
requested that all new buses be equ-ipped\ to· accommodate' 

, '. 

wheelchairs. 
Di.scussion, 

At present there is no scheduled airport service trom 
Marin aC,cessible' tor passengers in wheelchairs. We believe the 
request tor some minimal level ot service at reasonable rates is a 
reasonable one. Concessionsot retrotitte4 vans-have been made 
until new equipment aceommoa,atinq wheelchairs is sche4ule4 to. be 

purchased. However, in view ot the passaqe of AS 3498 adding 
Section 460.5 to- the Public Utilities Code, we must assess the 
impact of such an order on passenger rates. Section 460.$, 

prohibits a passenger carrier trom imposing a tare tor physically 
disabled or handicapped passengers which is more than the tare tor 
the same transportation for a passenger who. is not disabled or 
handicapped.. We direct 'I'D in conjunction with responc1entsand 
interested parties to assess any added cost to. provide scheduled 
service to, passengers inw~eelchairs to and from SFO in v~ or in 
bUses, under either a retro!ito! 21- or 47-passengerbusesor 
vans,. or the purchase of ,such vehicles', an(.\, 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 number of daily 

" runs required to and from SFO ~ased upon passenger need. 

• 

• 

Respondents shall cooperate in, this stUdy by supplying TO with peak 
hour information for the years 1984-1988: and any other information 
requested by TD, for this 'study.' 
Findings of Fact 

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

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

3. 

operation 
4. 

TD interprets Section l(d) to, preclude santa Rosa's 
of service originating in Novato· to SFO and return. 
The Section led) lanquage is archaic and difficult to 

understand. When read in the context of5anta Rosa's entire 
certificate, this lanquage does not authorize a carrier to alter 
its point of oriqin 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 reque'sts 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 passenger ridership from Marin to SFO has nearly 
doubled from 1984 to· 1988"0 Marin operated Marin county service 

• 
during this entire period. Santa Rosa operated its Novato- route 
from October 1987 to July' 1988 .. No analysis of SFo' passenger 
travel to Marin County ,wAspresentecl .. 'It is speculative to-
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concluae Marin alone is responsible for ridership increases during 
the period 1984 to 19'5S:~ 

7. TO concludes that Santa Rosa has haa an insignificant 
impact on Marin County market stimulation. Santa Rosa's-market 
stimulation is irrelevant in a market that is cont:i.nuously 
increas,ing. 

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

9 .. Santa Rosa transports 8% of Marin passengers, using. 
scheduled service to SFO'. Marin transports 92% of Marin County 
passengers using sCheduled service to' SFO as o! July. 19S5. 

10 .. On October 17, 1985· Mar,in cancelled its on-call service 
for its two NovatO· and San Rafael locations. This semce is now' 
reqularly' scheauled •. 

11~ Marin must request 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 resol veel by negotiations between 
respondents. However, should 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 c1'ispute. 

13. Responaents' eXisting schedules at SFO conflict creating 
congestion and the, possibility of driver disturbances. 

14. Santa Rosa 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 otthe public .. 
wh~ is servea by Santa Rosa's Novato, route· to· continue this 
operation rather than to disrupt the. service. 

15-. Santa Rosa's Novato- route provides a convenient non-
. trar.ster option for manypassen9'ers travelling from Marin, to SFO .. 

I 
\ 

.V 

Passengers at Denny's. in Novato- prefer .the throu9h service of Santa I; 
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Rosa .. The management at the 'I'ravelodge in 'Novato recomlnends santa 
Rosa's service. 

l6. Santa Rosa's current operations'show that Santa Rosa 
possesses the required qualifications, skill,. ability, experience, 
eq'l.lipment, faCilities" and financial ability to operate the Novato 
route.. This route' is feasible anCl the demand tor it is supported .. 
by reqular passenger ridership. 

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

18. There is no scheduled service from Marin 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' responde~ts to-provide equipment 
which is accessible to, passenCJers. in wheelchairs. 
9Onqlusion~ 9' Law 

l., Section lCd) is archaic and di!ficult to understand and 
should be rewor~ed to, prevent future misinterpretation. 

2 .. Respondents' certif'icates should contain an equal amount 
of flexibility in scheduling and stop locations. 

3. Changes reasonably oUCJht' to· be made t~santa Rosa's 
operating authority to permit it to lawfully operate its Novato 
route. 

4. P\1blic convenience and necessity require that Santa 
Rosa's Novato route be certificated. 

5. This proceed:ing should remain open to assure respondents' 
compliance with this order, to receive respondents'> neqotiated 
agreement regarding the two disputed stop locations at Denny's and 
the Travelodqe in Novato, to receive further information ot the 
impact on respondents and its passenqers of orderinq service Which 
is accessi):)le' to' the handicapped and,to- address any reoccurring 
problems- within, the, ,scope 'ot this investigation .. 
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6. Due to the conflicting schedules of res~n4ent$ at SFO 
causinq traffic congestion, this order should be e~fectiveon the 
date siqned .. 

IT IS ORDERED that: 
1. The certificates of Marin Airporter, Inc. (Marin) and 

Santa Rosa Airpo~er, ,Inc .. (santa Rosa), attached to,this order as 
Appendix PSC-990 and Appendix PSC-136·7, are amended to inclu<1e the 
followinq condition: 

"Upon ten day$ notice to the Com=ission and the 
public, a carrier may move a stop location a 
maximum of one-half (1/2) mile as measured in a 
strai9ht 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:.." 

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

NFor purposes of complyinq with local traffic 
requlations, motor vehieles may be turned at 
termini and intermediate points in either 
direction at intersections of streets" -or may 
be operated around a block eontiquous to such 
intersections." ' 

3. Section lee) in the certificate of Santa Rosa is deleted .. 
4. Within 30 days from the e!fectivedate of this order, 

Santa Rosa shall file timetable in accordanee with GO 98-A, Part 
11, providing SFO arrivals and departures whieh meet the approval 
of SFO. The,cover letter with the revised timetable' shall ~rovide 
the manner in which SFO approval was obtained and· the name of the 
Official 9ranting the approval. These documents ,shall 'be sent to· 
the Transportation Eeonomics and Analysis Branch of the 
CoDission's.,TransportationDivision. 
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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 Travelodge in 
Novato. A copy of this Agreement shall 'rJe sul:>mi tted to the 
assigned AL:J and all parties in this. proceeding.. A copy of this 

agreement shall ):Ie mai'led to the Transportation Economies and 
Analysis Braneh of the fJ:'ransportation 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 'rJeen reaehed t~ the assigned A1J and all 
parties in the proceed'ing wi thin the same time perioc1. 

6. This proceeding shall remain open for one year within 
which respondents shall adjust respeetive operations to comply with 
this deeision. 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 respo~dent fail to. 
comply with this order, we direct ,the Transportation Division to 
promptly notify the assiqned'ALJ' in writing and request, that the 
Commission pursue sanctions in. this proceeding or a separate , 
enforcement proceeding, whichever may be' appropriate based upon the 
allegations. 

7. In order to monitor the effects of this decision, for~2 
months following the effective date of 'this. order respondents shall, 
provide monthly data showinq ridership· counts trom each sto~served 
to SFO and from SFO.. This data shall be sent cUreetly t~ ,the 

Transportation Economics and Analysis Branch ,of the'Commission's 
Transportation Oivision. 

8. Respondents shall provide to' the Transportation Division, 
within 30 days of its. requestr .. all information and data it, needs in ' 
eonnection'with its stUdy: to: assess the demand for'wheelchair 
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accessible service on the Marin~SFO routes, when and how it should 
be provided, and its cost"',·:>',~;;>::."" '.,' , " 

, 10.. Within 120 claysot 'th~ effeetive date of this Interiln 
'Decision, the Transportation Division shall submit a report in this 
proceedi:nq Which ad-dresses the impact 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 ltmitations in Public Utilities Code 
§ 460.5,. An original and l2 copies of the report in this 
proceeding shall be filed· in the Docket Office, and copies shall be 

mailed to the assigned AIJ and all parties... upon receipt of this 
report, the assigned }J.;J shall determine whether. comments from the 
parties and/or further proceedings are needed. 

This order is effective today~ 
Dated August 3', 1989 ~ at San' Francisco" California., 

G. MI'!'CHELL WILK 
President 

'FREDERICK R. DUDA 
JOHN B:. OHANIAN, 
PA1'RICIA M'.; ECKER'!" 

Commissioners 
. . 
'.' . ~ 

Commissioner, Stanley' W. Hulett, 
being necessarily' absent, did 
not participate':' ' 
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Appendix PSC-9'90'* ,MARIN AIRPOR'l'ER, 7.1rst ~.vi.ec1 Title, Pa9. 
. (a california: 'corporation) CIIncels . 

CERTIFICAtE 

OF 

original Title Page 

PUBLIC CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY 

AS A PASSENGER S'l'AGECORPORA'l'ION' . 

PSC-9.90 .' 

Showing passenger stage operative rights, restrictions, 
limitations,. exceptions,· and, priVileges. 

All chan~es and amendments as .uthorize~ by the 
Public Otilit1es Commission, of the State of California 
will be lIIade. as revised paqesor .4~.tt original pages. 

Supersedes Authority Granted by 
Decision. 85545- in Application 56239, 

PE·391. in'Rlm 391 
PE 393 inDO 393 
PE 2'332' in;'RRD' 202 

S9 OS 045, Is.sued under authority of Decision , dated 

'. ,AUG. 3 19s9- '. , o~ the PUblic Utiliti •• COmmission of. 

the state of California in I .88-06-020'~ '" 



':. 

Appendix PSC-990* MARIN AIRPORTER 
(a'California corporation) 

F1rst Revi.ed Paqe 1 
cancel. 
Or19inal,Pa9. 1 

, INPEX 

Pas~ No. 

SECTION 1. GENERAL A'O'I'HORIZA'l'IONS, RES'l'RIC'l'IONS, 
LIMITATIONS', AND' SPECIFICATIONS........... 2 

SECTION 2 .. ROO'l'E OESCRIP'I'IONS ................... O'O'O'.O'.O'.O' ,.. 3 

.. 
, 

Issued by California Public Utilities CO'JDmi •• ionO' 

*AlDended by Decision __ 89 __ 0_8_,0_4_5_, in %.88-06-020. 
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Appendix PSC-990'* MARIN AIRPOR'l'ER Fifth Revis.dPag. 2 
(a California corporation) - Cancels 

Fourth Revised Page 2 

SECTION 1. GENERAL AUTHORIZATIONS, RESTRIC'l'IONS,. LDIX'1'ATIONS, 
ANO SPECIFICATIONS. 

Marin Airporter, a ~alifornia corporation, by the 
certificate of pu~lic convenience and necessity granted, by the 
decision noted in the marqin, is authorized as. a passenger staqe 
corporation to· transport passenqers and their baqqage between 
points described in Section 2' subject,- however, to-the authority of 
this Commission to chanqe or lDodify these routes at any time and 
subject to· the following provisions: 

(a) 

(b) 

(c) 

(d) 

When route descriptions are given in one 
direction, they apply to· operation in 
either unless otherwise indicated • 

All transportation of passengers shall 
oriqinate at or destined t~the San 
Francisco International Airport. 

Upon ten days notice to the Commission and the 
pu~lic, Marin Airporter may move a stop 
location a lDaxilDum 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 atop- location must be 
more than one-balf lDil. from-the nearest Santa 
Rosa Airporter's Commission-authorized- stop, 
location .. 

For purposes of complying with loeal traffic 
regulations, motor vehicle. may ~ turned at 
temini and inteaec:Uate points in ei thar 
direetion at intersactions ofstreets,- or 
maybe' operated, -around-: a' block contiguous 
to· such inter.ections. 

Issued b~ California Public UtilitiesCommi •• ion •. 

fiAlnen4e4 ~. Decbion 89,08:·: 045- -" .in 1.88-06-020'. 
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A~pendix PSC"'990* MAlUN AIRPORTER. Fifth Revi •• CS,' Paqe 3 
(a California corporation) Cancels· , 

Fourth Ravi •• cs Page 3 

*SEC'I'ION 2'. ROOTE DESCRIPTIONS. 

Route 1: Novato~- lArkspur . 

Be9inni~q with a ~erviee point at Denny'S Restaurant (a 
terminal) in Novato· (7330 Redwood Hiqhway)-" then v~a, the most 
al'propriate streets and: hic;hways to •• rvice points at the tollowinq 
locations: 

- Rush Creek Travelodge, 7600 RedWQ04'Kighway, NOVato 
- Alvarado, Inn, 22'5- Entrada Drive,. Ignacio 
- Clarion Hotel, 1010 Northqate Drive,. San Ratael 
- Marin 'l'enninal,. 300, Lar~spur lAnding, Larkspur 

Route 2. I..arkspur - SFO 

Beginning with a, service point at Marin Ter.minal in 
Larkspur (300 Larkspur Landin;), then via the most appropriate 
streets and highways to serviee point. at the ~ollow1nq locations: 

- Golden Gate Bridge Transit stop', Interstate 101 and 
Se:ninary Drive oft-ramp" Mill Valley 

- Golden Gate Bridge Transit atop,. Manzanita 'Park and 
Ride Lot;, Kill Valley 

- Golc1en Gate 'l'ransit stop,. Interstate·,lOl. anCl Spencer 
Avenue, Sausalito- . ,.',.,. , 

- San Franciseo.:Internat1onal· Airport' (SFO) , 
. . " . 

Issuec1 by California Public Utiliti •• Commission. 
89 OS 045 . 

·Am.~C!.cS· by Docision " i:n. 1 .• 88-06--:020. 
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Append'ix PSC-1367 SANTAROSAAIRPO~ER, INC. Fourth Revised Page 1 
cancels " 
T'h1rcS:, Revi.ed Paqe 1 

*SECTION 1. GENERAL ATJ'I'HORIZATIONS, RES'l'RlCTIONS,. 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 ~uthority of this 
Commission to change or modi!.ythese-routes at any time and 
subject to the !o·llowing provisions: 

(a) When route descriptions are given, in 
one direction, they apply to operation 
in either direction:, unless otherwise 
indicated' • 

(1:» Deleted:~ 

(c) 

(d) 

(e) 

( !) 

All transportation of passengers shall 
originate at or destined to, San Francisco, 
International Airport~ 

For purposes of complying with local traffic 
regulations, motor vehicles ~ay ~ turned 
at termini and inteaediate points in 
either direction at intersections,of' 
streets, or may be operated around a, block 
contiguous to such_intersections. 

Deleted. 

Opon ten days notice to, the Commission and the 
public, Santa Rosa Airporter ~ay move a atop 
location a maximum of one-half (1/2) mile, 
as measured in a straiqht line on a map, in 
Any direction from its location specifiecS in 
this certificate... The new stop location must 
be more tban one~hIllf mile. from Marin Airporter's 
nearest Commission-authorized· sto~ location. 

Issued by California Public UtilitieaCommi •• ion. 
89 OS 045 -

*Alnen4e4 by Decision 'r in' 1.88-06-020. 
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AppencUx PSC-1367 SAN'l'A ROSA: AIRPORTER, INC.. ~ir4 Revised Page Z 
cancel. ' 
Second, Revised' Page, 2, 

, Jo,. . 

SECTION 2. ROO'l'E OESCRIP'l'IONS. 

!.l3outel:, - Sapt!! Ros!! - Rohnert Park - Petaluma - SFO' 

*Beginning vith a service point at the El Rancho Motel 
in Santa Rosa (2200 Santa Rosa Avenue), then via the 
~o~t appropriate ~treets and highways, to service 
pOl.nts at the t'o,llowing loc,ations: 

- Red Lion Inn, 1 Red Lion Drive"Rohnert Park 
- Lyons Restaurant, 6255- Commerce Blvd .. ,. Rohnert Park 
- Winchell's Oonut Shop, 2'2'$ S .. McDowell Blvd .. , Petalwna 
- San Francisco International Airport (SFO). 

Ukiah - Hopland - Healdsburg - Santa Rosa - SFO 

*Beqinninq with a service point at Raley's Travel 
Center, 132S N. State Street in Ukiah, then via 
the most appropriate streets and, highway$ to· 
service points at the following locations: 

- Ukiah Airport, Ukiah 
- Hop,land 
- Owl Cafe, 485· South Cloverdale Boulevard,. Cloverdale 
- Dry Creek Inn, Dry creek Road and Interstate 101, 

Heal4sburq , 
- El Rancho Motel~, 22'00 santa Rosa Avenue, santa Rosa 
- San Francisco International Airport'(,SFO) 

Issued by California Public Utilities Commi.sion • 

*Amended, by Decision 89 OS' 045, , in %,.88-06-020. 
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AppendixPSC-136i SANTA ROSA AIRPORTER; INC. 7!rataevi.ed- Pag_ 3, 
cancela' 
or19iDalPaqe 3' 

S;ECTION 2. ROUTE DESCRIPTIONS,. (Continued) 

*RolJte :l! Marinwood - Terra Linda - San Rafael 
Corte Madero - Mill Volley - SFQ 

*Be9innin9 with a service point at the Rush Creek 
Travelodqe in Novat~ (7600 Redwood. Highway), then 
via the most appropriate atreets ancShiqhways to 
service points at the tollowinq locations: 

- Colden Gate Bridqe Transit stop, Redwood Highway 
and De Lonq Avenue, Novato 

- Golden Gate Bridge Transit stop-, Interstate 101 and 
Marinwood' off-ramp', Marinwood, 

- Golden Gate Br:i.4ge Transit atop" Interstate 101 and 
Terra Linda off-ramp,. Terra Linda 

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

- Corte Madera -Inn, 18:1S Redwood Highway, Corte Hadera 
- Howar4 Johnson's Motel, 160:$horeliD. Highway, Hill 

Valley , , 
- San Francisco International Airport (SFO) 

Issued. :by California Public Uti,liti •• , Commi •• ion. 

*Amended. :by Decision 8908-045 -- , in :r ... 8-06~020'. 
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Decision EROPQSED DECISION OF ALJ BENNETT' (Mailed 6/15/89) . 
BEFORE THE POB~C ~ILITIES- COMMXSSION OF T.HE STAx.! OF CALIFORNIA 

« 

Invest~ation on the Commission's ) 
own motion into- the schedulinq, ) 
routinq and operations of Marin ) 
Airporter, Ine. an4 Santa Rosa ) 
Airporter, Inc.. with respect to ) 
common' carrier service between ) 
SFO on the one hand,. and points in ) 
Marin- county on the o.ther hand. ) 

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

1.88-06-020 
(Filed June 17, 1988) 

Handler, Baker, Greene & Taylor, :by 
Ra'\11!!ond Greene« :rx.., Attorney at Law, 
for santa Rosa Airporter, Inc.; and 
Edward J 0 Hegarty, Attorney at Law, for 
Marin Aixporter; respondents.. , 

Robert Mo Epitanig, for City and' County . 
of San Francisco Airport Commission;, 
Robert So Maerz, Deputy City Attorney, 
'for san Francisco International A1rport 
an4B1chard Michael skatt, for himself 
and. Karin county Paratransit 
Coordinatinq council: interested 
parties. 

Lawrence o. Garcia and IrA Kalinks~, 
Attorneys at Law: Jim PanellA, and 
ElliotBershods~, tor the 
Transportation Division .. 

x. Smmpaxy. 

In this Interim opinion, we conclude that the 
certiti~ates ot both respondents require revision to- place both 
carriers on equal footing in providing airport transportation 
service in Marin County. Schedulinq restrictions are removed from 
Santa Rosa Airporter, Inc. ' s' 
Rosa is allowed,to run buses 
International Airport (SFO) •. 

(Santa Rosa)·. certi:ricate', and santa 
trom· Novato· to- the san Franeiseo 

" 
. . 

Howeve~, - a revised,- santa . Rosa. 
',' . 

- 1 -
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Decision ________ __ 

'BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STkTE OF CALI 

Investigation on the Commission's ) 
own ·motion into- the sche<1ulin~, ) 
routing' and operations of Mar:l.n ) 
Airporter, Inc'. and Santa Rosa ) 
Airporter, Inc.·with respect to ) 
c:oxnmon carrier servic:ebetween' ) 
SFO·. on the' one hand, and po·ints "in. ) 
Marin. County on the oth.er hand. .) 

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

INTERIM OPINION 

I. $ummaxy 

terim Opinion, wo 'conclude that the 

'l'H-1 

In this 
certific:ate~ of b th respondents. require revision to place both 

footing in providing. airport transportation 
county. 'Scheduling' restrictions are removed from 

orter,Inc. 's (Santa' Rosa) certificate,. and Santa Santa· Rosa Ai 
Rosa.is allow d .to·. run buses from Novato to the San Francisco. 

Airport, (SPO).. However, arev:i:~ed·santa' Rosa 

- 1 -
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I.88-06-020 ALJ/PAB/btr 

schedule avoiding conflicts at SPO must be filed within 30 44ys. 
Both carriers' certifi~tes. are revised to· allow flexibility in 
stop locations.. 

~e commission ~ansportation Division (TO) 1& ordered to 
assess the economic impact on respondents and their passengers of 
ordering' service accessible to-passengers in wheelchairs un4er 
Public utilities Coc1e § 460.5- which prohi])its such passeng'ers' 
rates trom being' more than rates for passengers who/are not 
disabled or handicapped... / . 

For a peri04 ot one year, we requirEV'fespondents to 
/ 

report monthly ridership fiqures tor eaeh stop served and in each 
direction. We hold this. investiqation o~~ to· assure compliance 
with this decision in view ot past disputes and to· receive the 
information we require to· resolve the/issue ot the impact ot 

. / 
prOviding service accessible to·pa88engers inwbe.lchairs. . 

In a companion decisio;t,' we dismiss as moot TO's Petition 
for Modification of Decision (Jl) 86-05-045" as modified by 
D.86-07-058:... 'l'b.e scheduiingA,ssuas raised in TO's. petition have 
been addresse<l in this proc •• dinq .. 

IJ: / l'%gCed!mt1 BIIcl<grmmd 

We 1natit~ this investigation into the schedules, 
/ 

routes, and opera-tiona of Marin Airporter, Inc. (Marin) and Santa 
Rosa, not as ~ntorcement action,. but to· resolve the carriers' 
past dispute~v~r routes and. schedules and to· assess current 
operating cooditions in Marin County to ascertain whether the 
certificat s or schedules of either or both carriers require 
revrsion. We modified our initial order to allow parties to 

~ . 

compare sponclents' current operations. with their respective 
/' 

certif 'cates.. (D.88-09-070.) 
Prior te> hearings, representati vas ot passengers in 

wheelchairs requested", and were qranted" the opportunity'to show a 

- 2' -
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I~88-06-020 AI:1/PAB/'btr * 

schedule avoidinq conflicts at SFO must be file within 30 days .. 
Both carriers' certificates are revised to al16w flexibility in 

, / 
stop,locat1ons.. Respondents are ordered t~e9'otiate two stop 
locations in Novato~· '/ . ' 

The Commission Transportation;Division (TO) is ordered to 
assess the economic impact on respond~ts and their passenqers of 
orderinq service accessi'ble to passejlgers in wheelchairs uncSer 
PUblic Utilities Code § 460.5- Whico/prohibits such passengers' 
rates fro:m 'being- more than rates·" tor passengers who are not 
disa'bled or handicapped.. ~ , 

For a period of one year, we require respondents to 
report monthly ridership' fiqur's for each stop served and in each 
direction~ We hold this inveftig-ation open to assure compliance 
with this decision in view o~ past disputes and to receive the 
int'oX'lnation we require to. ~SOl ve the issue of the impact of 
providing service accessib1e to' passeng-ers in wheelchairs. . 

We grant Marin'ls Motion TO, Extend The Time For Coxnxnents 
To- The Proposed oecisior!. We deny Marin's request in its comments 
to set aside the proPo~d Decision. However, we have revised the 

order to elarify the r~tionale upon, which our conclusions are 
I 

based and to- resolve/the dispute over two' stop locations in Novato. 
In a sepa'7atedecision, we intend to d'ismiss as moot TO's 

Petition for Mod.if~cation of Decision (0.) 86-05-045-, as m04'ified 
'by 0.8'6-07-0S8.. The scheduling issues raised in TO's petition have 
'been addressed i1thi~proceedinq, . 

II. PJ:'oceduro1 Baekground 

We i/stituted'thiS investiqation int<> the schedules, 
routes, and operations of Marin Airporter, Inc. (Marin) and santa 
I. • Rosa, not as an enforcement act~on,''but to, resolve the earr~ers' 
! " , 

past disputes over routes' and schedules and toasses& current 
operating- cdnditionsin Karin county to- ascertain whether the 

- 2' .. -
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1.88-06-020 AIJ/PAB/btr 

need for service in Marin County. (Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) 

Ruling, August' 2, 1988 •. ) Also, prior to hearings, the assigned ALJ 

ruled that Santa Rosa's monthly 'passenqer count informa"tion was not 
confidential, and requ1reCl Santa Rosa to· provide ~ information 
to Marin. (AIJ Ruling,. November 9, 1988.) / 

A Prehearinq Conference was held on/ulY 25" 1988. 
Parties discussed TO's Petition to Modify Ordering paraqraph 3 of ,.-
D.86-05-04$. This ordering paragraph reqpires Santa Rosa to file a 
timetAble Which schedules service within" 1'0 minutes of the midpoint 
of Marin's hourly timetable at the clcfs'.at comparable stops.. 'rD 

requested adding which Marin hourl~chedule should be used and 
defining Wclosest comparable sto~ as santa Rosa stops within a 
mile radius of Marin stops. Parties aqreed that the issues raised 

~ 

on ~D's Petition to Modify D.&6-0S-04Swere relevant issues in this 
/ . . 

proeeeClinq. 'I'D aqreed to· present evidence on these issues in this 
/ 

proeeedinq rather than consolidate this investiqation with the 
petition which was filed/in A.8-4-12-037 • 

Hearings wer.1 held on October 4, 1988 and January 17 
and 18:, 1989 in whi~respondents" TO,. witnesses representing 

/ ' 

passenqers in wheelchairs, and the san Franeise~ Airport Commission 
I ' . 

(SFAC)' partieipate<1.. The case was submitte<1 upon the receipt of 

transcri~ts- );I 

rin has provide4 serviee ~tween Marin County and SFO 
since On the hour from 50:00 a.m. to· 10:00 p.m. daily, Marin 
begins . ts SFO run at Novato·, stoppinq tor passengers at Novato, 
San Ra ael, Larlcspur, Mill valley, and sausalito. Passenqers 
transfer at Marin's Larkspur te%1Dinal to· :buses or vans bound for 
SFO. Passengers. may check luqgaqe with certain airline carriers at 
the Larkspur terminal. 'I'he total trip :from Novato' to SFO, takes one 
hour fifty minutes. The return trip departs SFO- on· the hour from 6. 

- 3· -
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/' 
certificates or schedules ot either or both carriers r~re 
revision. We modified o~r initial order to· allowpa~es.to 
compare respondents' current operations. with their ,respective 
certificates as requested by Marin. CD. 88-09-070() All parties .in 
Santa Rosa's Application CA.) 84-12-037, were tt6titied of this 
investigation and of our modification. ~ 

Prior to hearinqs, representativ/s of passenqers in' 
I 

wheelchairs requested" and were qranted',;tbe opportunity to show a 
need for service in Marin county. (Adm1nistrativeLaw'JUdqe (AtJ) 

Rulinq, Auqust 2,1988.) Also, prior~~hp.arinqs" the assigned A1J 

ruled that Santa Rosa's monthly pas~nger count information was not 
confidential, and required Santa Risa to provide this information 

I 
to Marin. (AlJ Rulinq, NovelDl:>er,J9' 1988.) 

A Prehearing contere~cewas helCl on July 25-, 1988. 
Parties discussed TD's Petition to, Modify' Ordering Paragraph 3 of 
D.86-05-045-. This ordering ~ragraph requires', Santa Rosa to tile a 
timetable which schedules service within 10 minutes of. the midpoint 
of Marin's hourly timetab~ at the closest comparable stops. TO 
asked that language be'a~ed to specity which Marin hourly schedule 

. I' , 
should be used and to, define Hclosest comparable stopH as Santa 
Rosa stops within a mile radius of Marin stops.. Parties .. aqreed 
that the issues raised on TO"s petition to- Modity 0.86-05-045- were 
relevant issues in tiis proceeding. TDa(]X'eed to, present evidence 
on these issues in tnis proceeding rather than consolidate this 
investigation wit~~the petition. which was filed in A.84-12-037. 

Hearings were held; on oetOber 4, 1988: and January 17 
I. . 

and'18, 1989 in which respondents,. TO, witnesses representing 
passengers in W~eelChairs" and the . San .Francisc~ ~rport··'Commission. 
(SFAC) participated,~ The case was submitted upon the receipt of 
transcripts. l . . . . ' 

The/Proposed Decision in this matter was mailed on 
June 15-, 1989r On July S,. 1~8~', one par:~" Marin,,, tend~red: " 
Comments on the Proposed DeCl.Sl.on tor til'inq. This:, tiline; was. . . . 

- 3 -
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I.88-06-020 ALJ/PAB/btr 

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 re~ired to, ehan~e stop locations. 

Santa Rosa operates transportation aervice f~om Ukiah 
.,.-

Airport to SFO (Route 1) and from Santa, RoA to, SFO/CRout. 2). In 
1984, Santa Rosa requested authority to· add s1x~' stops in Marin 
on its Santa Rosa-SFO run, indicating no, add~tlonal vehicles would 
:be required to· operate this service.. (A.:a..?'12-037.) Santa Rosa , 
presented 13 witnesses who,aqreed that~irporttransportation on 
the half hour, as opposed to hourly Karin service, would' :be a . 
material improvement in airport t~portation and increase 
ridership of :both carriers. I~esented evidence ot unused 
cApacity on its route from·~ Rosa to· SFO. T.he record showed -
that half hour service :by xarin would not :be satisfaetory since it· 

/ 
would require double the lumber of ~in vehicles on the highway .. 
SF01 testified in supp~ ot Santa Rosa's application. Based on 
this record,. we a~u:o ized Santa Rosa to stop in Marin County en 
route to- SPO.. We 0 (1ered Santa. ROSA'S schedule in Marin to' be 

"wi thin 10 minute of the m.idpoint' of Marin Airporter'·s. hourly 
schedule at itS!losest compara:ble stop." (D.86-07-05S'" modifying 
D .,86-05-045, ~derinqparagraPh 3.) 0.86-07-058' was issued . 
July 16-, 1986, eftective the same day. It also, denied Marin's 
application/for rehearinq. . 

I 
/Earlier, on January 14,. 1986, Marin revised its, hourly 

Schedule;,: effeetive March 1,. 1986, to adc1 13: runs on the half hour 
tromLtf.kspur to' SFO from.S::30 a .. m .. to' 10:.30' a .. m. and 3::30 p.m.. to 

I ' . 
9:30 .• m.. with corresponding return trips every hal.f hour.' On. . 

1 The San Francisco' City Attorney"&- Office represented the San 
Francisco International Airport and the SFAC .. 

- 4 -
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rejecte~ by our Docket Office because it 414 not C~th the 
commission' s Rul~s of Practice and Procedure, R"u.ie 77.3" SCope of 
comments.. Rule 77.3 states that comments to,a.koposed Decision 
mus:t contain a subject inCiex and table of a'}t£ori ties." An appendix 
containing proposed findings of- fact 'and conclusions of law is -
discretionary. / 

On July 7, 1989, pursuant, to' ~le 77.5" Late-Filed 
I Comments and Replies to Comments, Mar~ filed a Motion for 

Extension Of The Comment Period ~ At/ached to the motion was the 
original and 12 copies of a cOmDinr' subject index and table of 
authorities. Marin indicated the e was no separate appendix 
listing proposed, findings of fa and conclusions. of law. Marin 
bases its motion on the ambiqu' ty of Rule 77.3. Marin asserts it 
is not clear from the rule th t a subject index is mandatory. 
Marin asserts that the rule erely states a 15-page limit and 
refers to Nother do~ents-f Marin requests that its comments :be 

accepted for filing. In ~s co:mments~ Marin requests that the 
proposed decision be set ~side based upon its discussion.of 
numerous finding'S of facf,. conclusions of law and the underlyinq 

/ ' 

rationale of the proposed decision.. , 
On July 11~ i989 , santa Rosa filed an untimely reply to 

Marin's motion for an/extension urging that the motion be denied 
and the comments rej'ected. Santa' Rosa asserts. that the basis of 

I 

" 

Marin's motion is wiFout merit. Santa Rosa ,contends Marin's. 
comments are: 1) untimely; 2") incomplete without the subject index 
and table of autho itiesi- and" 3-) in violation of Rule'77.3 by 

, ' , 

rear9Uin9 its posi ion and tailing t~make specific references to· 
the record. 

Since arin's comments and deficiencies were tendered in 
a timely manner,!wegrant Marin's Motion for, Extension Of The 
comment Period. tlnd accept its comments tor filin9,~ However, . we 

, I 
caution Marin, that future comments on a proposedc1ecision. must 
'I " .. 

contain" SubjT' index' and table, of authodties at the tilDe of 

I 
/ 
I 
I 
I 
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July 28, 198&, llarin added four adcUtional half houLOlII 
/ 

',Larkspur to SFO and return, tilling the gap in 't;bA schedule, 
meaning the balt hour runs would occur every halt hour between the 
hours ot 5-:30 a .. m. and 11:20 p .. m. and ret~ Marin added eight 
47-passenqer buses the year this .ervice~a inatituted.2 

on Auqust &, 1986, Santa Roso!t11ed ita timetable tor 
/ 

Marin County stops. (Exh. 10, Attacltment E .. ) ':rhis timetable was 
, ,; 

to' become ettective August 16, 19&6-.. General Order (GO) 98-A 
, / 

requires, 'live d.a.ys notice of timetable revisions which· do not 
reduce service. / ' 

On September 8, 1.986-, in a letter to· Santa Rosa" TO 

indicated that the Auqus'tltilinq was rejected: because it did not 
specity each stop, locadon in Marin County, tailed to· list . / 
Manzanita(.Marin City~c.~ violated the r.~irement tor times t~ 
be at the midpointiot Marin's hourly sChedule an~ did" not reterence 
Marin's service 70' Novato and San Ratael. TO requested a revised 
timetable by Se;tember 19', 1986-. On September_ 17, 1986-, Santa Rosa 
tiled its rev~ions as TO requested .. 3 

B~ that time,. however,. the service had :been halted due' to, 
an independent series ot events... On June 26, 1,986,. SFO informed 

I. d al . i' Santa Rosa ;a. t woul ,not low the carrl."er to serve Mar n county .. 
Santa ~sa tiled a lawsuit requestin~ a prelimina:y injunction to 

I 
prevel;lt SFO' s interterence' with ita., Marin service.. On. september 2, 

1980/ the Superior Court tor the County ot San'Hateo issued a 

leIJ.l.minary injunction.. Santa RCA thareaftar operated it!< service 

2 In its Application tor Rehearinq of O.86-04-04S, tiled on 
May 28, 1986" Marin indicated. this serviee had ))een instituted 
after the close of evidentiary hearings. 

3 Marin disagrees that this September 1986 revised,timetable 
cured all deficiencies listed by the statt. However, Marin aqrees 
this. issue is mootsinc:e the service under this. tim~le was 
hal ted. and a new', timetable tiled.' a year later .. 

- '5·-
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• filing. We denyllarin's request in its comments to set/-, 
proposed ,decision. We support the conclusions. reaehe/d and·'make 

, revisions t~ the proposed decision to clarify its' underlying 
/ . 

• 

••••• 

rationale and to· resolve the dispute,:between res~ndents over the 
two· stop locations in Novat~~ 

III.: PAst Dis.putes 

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 itsSFO run at Novato·, stoppini for passengers at Novato, 
San Rafael, Larkspur, Mill valley, ~d Sausalito. Passengers 
transfer at Marin's Larkspur terminal to buses or vans bound for 
5FO·.. Passengers may check luqqagl with certain airline carriers at 
the Larkspur terminal .. The t~tai 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 Salne route to· Novato, stopping at 
the SaJDe locations or across/Highway lOl at adjacent locations. 
All stop locations are spec~fied in Marin's certificate,. meaning 
commission approval is required to change sto~ locations .. 

Santa Rosa oper~es transportation service from Ukiah 
. ~ , Airport to SFO (Route l) and from Santa Rosato 5FO (Route 2) .. In 

1984, Santa Rosa reques ad authority to· add six new stops in Marin 
on its Santa Rosa-SFO~I n, indicating no additional vehicles would 
:be required to· operate this' service.. (A .. 84-l2-037 .. ) santa Rosa 
presented l3 witnesse who· agreed that airport transportation on 
the half hour, as opposed to hourly Marin service, would be a 
material improvement in airport transportation and increase 
ridership of both. darriers.. Xt presented evidence of unused 
capacity on its rOfte from Santa Rosa ,to· ·SFO. The .record showed· 
that half hour service by Marin would not be satisfactory since.it 
would, require dO~le the n~r of Marinv~cle&on the. highway • 

-,5.-
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/ .. 

for about l.0 days until SFO requeste<i, and was granted.',~ of 
the preliminary inj,unction pending appeal. (Superioycourt No. 
310398, San Mateo county.) In, late August 1987; the Court of 

,/ 
Appeal affirmed the lower court's order agains~sFo'an4 ordered 
that it take effect ilDDIediately. (Exh. 13, pp .. 3-4.). 

~ 

On November 8:, 1987" Santa Ros~l.d: a timetable to· 
reinstitute its Marin service.. On November 16-, 1987, 1'0 notifie<1 

/ 
Santa Rosa that Route 3 (NOvato-SFO)/was in violation of its 
certificate and ita stop· location/at the Novat~Travelodge was 
unauthorized.. TO requested tha~s.rvice on this route be 

/ 
terminated immediately and a;revised timetable filed. (Exh. 10, 
Attachment J.) TD later me.t with Santa Rosa.. santa Rosa's letter 

/ 
confirming this meeting reiterates santa Rosa's position and tends 

,~ , 

to sbow that TD no lon,er requestec1 that the service be terminated 
i=mediately. (Exb ... 1'4, Attachment C,. pp. 3-4.), 

/ 
Marin alleges the revisGc1 1987 Santa Rosa timetable 

unlaWfully splits!~e santa Rosa-SFO Route 1 into. Routes 1 an<1 3, 
/ 

with Route 3 providing SFO service starting at Novato .. 
I . 

we;aqree with Karin and 'I'D that Santa Rosa'. Route 3 is 
not authori~ed, by its certificate.. SAnta Rosa misinterprets the 
fOllowing/language in its certificate to justify the Novato routo: 

,II "(d) Motor vehicles may be turned at termini 
,. and intermediate points,. in either 

/ <1ireetion, at intersections of streets. or 

1

/ by operatinq around a· block contiguous. to 
such intersections ~ in accor<1anee with 

I local tra~~ic regulations_If 

!: TD explains that the "turned" language,. quoted a);)ove, has 
, never been interpreted by TO or a· carrier, except Santa ROsa, to 

allow a carrier to· turn a vebicle around between termini.and 
return it to the origin of a· route without completinq its run to 
the route's destinctionterminal. An intermediate point is a point 
that is not at, the end of. a route.. TD recommends that. the language 
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In response to a subpoena, SF01 testified that e airport had no 
current scheduling pro~lems involving Santa RO~~ but had incurred 

, '/ 
pro~lems in the past. SFO management coorc:linates tbe airport' 
departure and arrival of Commission certific1ate~ carriers. Based 
on this record, we authorized Santa Rosa t£ stop in MArin County en 

I 
route to SFO. We ordered Santa Rosa's schedule in Marin to be 

"within 10 minutes of the midpoint of M'rin Airporter's hourly 
schedule at its closest compa7a~le st~t~" (D_86-07~058, modifying 
D.86-05-045, ordering Paragraph 3.) ;».-86-07-058 was issued . 
July 16, 1986, effective the same day_ It also denied Marin's' 
application for rehearinq. /: ' 

, Earlier, on January 1411986,. Marin revised its hourly 
schedule, effective March 1,·, 19~,. to, add 13 runs on the half hour 
from Larkspur to SFO from 5:30 t.m. to, 10:30, a.m. and 3:30 p.m. to 
9:30 p.m. with corresponding ~turn trips. every balf hour~ On 
July 2'8, 1986,. Marin added t~r additional half hour runs from 
Larkspur to· SFO and return, .filling the gap in the schedule, 
meaning the hal f hour runs ?OUld occur every half hour between the 
hours of 5:30 a~m. and 11:20 p.m. and return. Marin added three 
47-passenqer buses the yeJr this service was instituted.Z 

On AUgUst 6, 1~86, Santa Rosa filed its. timetable tor 
I . '. 

Marin County stops. (Exh ... 10" Attachment ,E.) This timetable was 
to·, become effective Au~st' 16, 1986. General order (GO) 98-A. 
requires' five days notice of timetAble·revisi~ns.which'donot 
reduce .,·serviee ... 

1 The San 'Franc sco· city Attorney's Office represented the san 
Francisco Xnterna . onal Airport and the SFAC. 

2" In its Appli ation for Rehearing of D.86-04-04'5, filed,on 
May Z8·,. 1986, Ma in. indicated this service had been instituted 
after the, close f evident'i'aryhearings., 
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~ eliminated or revised to prevent Santa Rosa from beqinnin SFO 
service in Novato. 

'l'he ·turned· languaqe above when read ind.e 
route descriptions in the certificate miqht result ~an 

/ 
interpretation such as Santa Rosa's.. However,. when read. in context 

/ 
with the route description it is clear where service is authorized 
to begin. In Santa Rosa's certificate,. Route""l is d..scribed as: 

·Beginning with a service poir!t at'the El Rancho 
Motel in Santa Rosa (2200 Santa" Rosa Avenue), 
then via the most appropriate' streets and 
hiqhways to sexvice points ~t the following 
locations: Rohnert Park ,r Petaluma - Novat~ -
Marinwoo4 - 'rerra Lin4a r San Rafael - corte 
Madera - Mill Valley -~in City - SFO.· 
(Exh. 10, Attac:hmeny_, 

We find no, ambiguity in Santa Rosa's certi~icate wben 
/ 

read in its entirety. Sal)ta Rosa is not authorized to- beg-in 
service to SFO in Novato!." 'l'his conclusion is consistent with the 
Commission's intent ~ santa Rosa fill empty seats by picking up 
passengers in MArin IC~unty. Section led): is included in a 
carrier's certificate to· allow the carrier to· deviate from an 

/ 
authorize4 route/to. comply with local traftic :Ul.S~ such as one-

. way streets, temporary construction zones or c:a.ty routes tor buses. 
The section 40'S not authorize route deviation for congested . 

'- . 
roa4ways as ~11ege4 by Santa Rosa.. In order to avoid future 
misinterpretation of this language,. we shall revise section 1 (d) of 
Marin anc31santa Rosa's certificates: 

I " (d) For purposes of complyin9' with local 
traffic requlations~ motor vehicles may be 

;t turned at termini and intermediate points 
t in either direet:i.on at intersections of 

/ 

streets,. or :may operate around a block 
contiquous to such intersections." 

/ Even though we find Santa Rosa's certificate does, not 
aithorize NOVAto-SFO service,. Santa Rosa. indicates it is ilDpossible 
10' operate service from the city ot Santa Rosa to SF<? and. AS)cs to 
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, , . 
. ' 

On September S,. 1986, in a letter to santa Ros , '1'D 
I / 

indicated that the Aug'Ust. filing was rej'ected ~eause it d.id not 
specify each stop' location in Marin County, failed toll1st 

jo .' • ..,' • .,' / 

Manzan~ta/Mar1n C1ty serv1ce, v10lated. the require=ent for times to 
~e at the midpoint of Marin's hourly schedule an~i~ not reference 
Marin's service to, Novato, an~ San Rafael. TO requested a revised 
tilnetable by September 19 ~ 1986,. On SCPtembe117, 198~, santa Rosa 
filed its revisions as TO requested. 3 

By that time, however, the service bad been halted due to 
I 

an independent series of events. On June ?-6, 1986" SFO informed 
Santa Rosa it would not allow the carriexfto serve Marin County. 
Santa Rosa filed a, lawsuit requestinq a;ipreltminary injunction to
PX'event SFO' s interference with. its Mafin service. On September 2, 
198:6·, the Superior Court for the county of San Mateo issued a 

. I . 

preliminary injunction. Santa Rosapereafter operated its Hrvice' 
for about lO days until SFO request"ed" and was qranted,. a stay of 
the preliminary injunction pendini appeal. (Superior Court No, • 
310398, san Mateo county.) In late AUqust 19S7 t, the Court of 
Appeal affirmed the lower courti'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, TO notified 
Santa Rosa that Route 3 (NoJato-SFO) was in violation of its 
certificate and its stop ldcation at the Novato· TravelodgG was 
unauthorized. TO requeste!d that service on this rout~:be 
terminated immediately ana a revised timetable filed,.. (Exh. 10, 

Attacbment J .. ) 'I'D later met withs:t.nta Rosa. Santa Rosa's letter 
eont,irini%l9' th.is meetin9' reiterates Santa Rosa's poSition and' tends 

3 Marin Qisaqrees that this September 1986 revised timetable 
cured all deficienci~s listed by the staff. However, Marin aqrees 
this issue is moot since the service under this timetable was ' 
hal ted and a new /timetal::lle filed' a, year later .. 
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/ 
retain its present Novato route. Should Santa Rosa be allowed to 
continue this route? If so" under what conC:Utions?~ assessment 
of current ridership-conditio1'1S is needed·to·reso1.ve thi5 question. 

XV. CgrragI; C!mdi~ 
In 1984, we envisioned San~ suppl«Dentinq SFO 

service every halt hour by stoppinq, in Marin COunty to pick up 
passengers. However, before our de&ision was final,. Karin 

/' 
instituted halt hour service creatinq 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 halt hour. 

We indicated/over Ha'rin's 'continuinq objections,. that . 
competitive service ,ould be allowed in Marin County. upon 

, institutinq this in,vestigation,. we made clear that our decision to, 
allow COmpetition/in airport service in Marin County was. final and 
not to- be reeons'idered.. OUr objective in this proceeding was. not 

I 
to-place either carrier in a second class position of 
competitiven~s in the Marin-SFO market. 

X~ 1984, Marin's- objections. to· competition were based 
upon 198o/Marin ridership' factors and its 18% market penetrat'!on •. 
the ridership' picture in Marin county in 1988 has drastically 

I 
changed~ Passenger ridership' from Marin County to·SFO has nearly 

I ' 
doubled from 198'4 to 1988.. Marin and Santa Rosa passenger counts 

/ ' 

show the following annual ridership,:, 1984 - 173"l59; 1985· -
I 

19, ,284; 1986 - 262,770; 1987 - 298,099;, 1988 (January-July) -

J..8.9,.296-. We have no- indication in this record if this. increase in 
I . 

Eic1ership equates to an increase in Marin"s 1984 18% market 
penetration. 

TD's investiqation does. not conclude that Santa Rosa's 
entry into the market.C4usect the increased passenqer.ric1ership .. 
The trend of: increased ridership occurred steadily before and, atter 

, , 
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to show that TD no, longer requested that the service be terminated 
immediately. (Exh:. 14, Attachlnent C, pp~. 3-4.) / 

Marin alleqes the revised 1987 santa Rosa~1metable 
unlawfully splits the santa Rosa-SFO Route 1 into· outes 1 ana 3, 
with Route 3 providing SFO service starting at ovato. 

We agree with Marin and TD that Sa a Rosa's Route 3 is 
not authorized by its certificate. Santa ROsa legitimately 
disputes, yet misinterprets, the fOllowini language in its 
certificate to allow the Novat~ route:~ 

HCd) Motor vehicles may be turned at termini 
and intermediate poin'is" in either 
direction, at intersections of streets or 
by operating aroun~a block contiguous to 
such intersections~ in aceordance with 
local traffie req:ulations." 

TD explains that the}tu:rnec1" language, quoted ~ove, has 
never been interpreted. by TD ~r a carrier, except Santa Rosa, to 
allow a carrier to turn a vehicle around between termini and 
return it to' the origin of~route without completing its run to 
the route's destination t/rminal. Aninte:r::mediate pOint is a point 
that is not at the end 0/ a route.. 'I'D recommenCls that the l~gua9'e 
be eliminated or revise~ to prevent Santa Rosa from beqinninqSFO 
service in Novato.. / 

The "turned' language above when read independent ot the 

route descriptions '~~ the certifieate might result in an 
interpretation such/~s Santa Rosa's. However, when reaa in con~ext 
with the route deseription it is clear where service is authorized 
to beqin. In san~a Rosa's certificate, Route 1 is described as: 

"Be9inn~g 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 serviee points at the following 
loeations: Rohnert, Park - Petaluma - Novato -
Maripwood - Terra Linda - San Rafael - Corte 
Madera - Mill Valley - Marin, City - SFO." (iO.10, Attacbment C~) . 
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Santa Rosa began operations in Marin County in October 1987. Since 
that time Marin's market share ba5 declined from: 97.5% to· 92%/f;om 

. /' 
October 1987 to July 1988: Santa Rosa's share increased from 2.5% 
t~ 8% during' the SalDe period. / 

Operatinq revenues, excluding' charter serviCe and other 
" revenues, for respondents tor 1984, 1985, 1986 an4/1987, 

respectively, are as follows: Santa Rosa - $183{336, $1,12~,081, 
$1,.251,291,. anel $1,257,098; Marin - $1,35-7,.96;t; $1,548,331,. 

/ 
$2,233·,090 and $2,539,987 .. Profits of~e 0- carriers for 1984, 
198.5-,. 1986· and 1987, before taxes,. were: Santa Rosa, $13,378, 
$39,296, loss o'! ($50,002'), loss of ($ 18·,58.5-): Marin, $280,195, 
$48,429, $1950,133 and $1 million earried surplus._ 4 

/ 
'I'D does not conclude that Santa Rosa's operations have 

/ 
ha.r.med Marin. Although Santa· Rosa has captured passengers a.t 

I 

certain stop locations, overal'l Marin still has the 'majority ot SPO 
passenger business by a· widel'margin.. Marin's revenues show a 

/ 
significant increase rather than the decrease 'predicted in spite of 

I .-
the 8% loss in market shAre. 

~us, in 198s!passenger ridership has nearly doubled, 
santa Rosa has carved! out a Marin clientele supporting its direct 
service t~SFO: Ma¥n has retained the VAst majority of the market 
and increased itsjearnin9s. . 
Santa RoSA's Rout§ 

San~Rosa indicates that it is impossible' to· operate the 

service propoied in 1984 from the city ot Santa, Rosa to SFO 
stoppinq at ~oints in Marin and arriving at SFO on SChedule. It 

's service tor ten day.s in 198& prior to. the Superior 
Court's 0 der and found that traf'!ic congestion prevented" runs 
north fr m Novato· to Santa' Rosa and .. back in time to. meet the . . 
es~li hed SFO; sehedule. Based· upon. this. experience" santa Rosa 

4 As of April 28, 1989', neither respondent has 'filed its 1988 
Annual Report_ 
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We find no ambiquity in santa Rosa's certificate ben 
raa4 in its entirety. santa Rosa was not authorized t~ gin 
service to SFO in Novato·.. section 1 (d.) is included i a large 
number of carrier's certificate to allow the carrie to deViate 
from an authorized route' t~comply with local tr fic rules~ such 
as one-way streets~ temporary construction zone or city routes for 
buses. Tha saetion 40es not. authorize route eviation for 
congested roadways as alleged by Santa Rosa However, we do· agree 
that ,the lan9'lAge is archaic and difficul to understand .. In order 
to avoid future misinterpretation of tho lanquage~ we shall reword 
Section lCd) of Marin and Santa Rosa's certificates to· read: 

Ned) For purposes of compl n9 with local 
traffic regulations,. otor vehicles may be 
turned at termini intermediate points 
in either directio at intersections of 
streets~ or may op, rate around a block 
contiguous to suc intersections. N 

We instituted this i vestiqation to resolve the 
continuing dispute between tw . competitors in Marin County in the 
pUblic interest~ not to· puni h either respondent. We consider 
Santa Rosa"s dispute over S ction led) to be a legitimate one 
wi thout the implication o·f sanctions for its certificate 
interpretation. However, we caution santa Rosa that future acts 
which show probable caus of non-compliance with commission'orders 
may result in a modific tion of this proceeding or institution ot a 
separate proceeding to· pursue Commission sanctions. 

Even though we find Santa Rosa's certiticate does not 
authorize Novato-SFO service ~ Santa Rosa '. ind.icates it is impossible 
to operate service' A timely manner and accor4inq to its filed· 
timetables from the/city of santa Rosa to· SFO' and asks to retain 
its present Novato route. Should Santa Rosa be allowed' to· continue 
this route?, If s, under what conditions? An'assessment,ot 
current ridershi 'conditions·is needed to-resolve this' question. 

( 
\ 
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decided to- run two sched.ules, one from. the city of Santa Rosa an~ 
./ 

one from Novato-. Santa Rosa add.ed two vans to institute the ato 
service. 

Santa Rosa wishes to retain the Novato route .. 
that this direct service from Novato to the airport / thout 
transfers is desired by the public and. :La in r.sponse to public 

.r 
need_ (Exh. 14, p-.. 4.) We agree that increaa:i:nq passenqer 

,/ 

ridership from· zero in 1986 to Z,500passenqers a month at SFO 
/ 

shows public demand. We also- aqree that/non-transfer service is an 
option which should be otfered t~pass~qers in Marin. 

, / 
In 1986, when we author~d Santa Rosa service to stop in 

Marin, one ot our concerns was a4',Unq to the traffic conqestion in 
the county. Santa Rosa's prrc5sed service was attractive because 
it create4 no additional Vehicle. on the hiqhway. Now both 

/ 
carriers have increased. the number of vehicles- used in Harin-Sro 
service.. Based.- upon t:J:>i ridership statistics to' and. from SFO in 
Karin,. we have no r~on to 40ubt that traffic conqestion has 
increased since 19&4 and justifies santa Rosa operation of its 
Novato route_ We/believe the need for additional bus or van 
operation$ by ~th carriers under this significant ridership-
increase is also- justified_ . 

/ . 

_ Marin argues that the average Santa Rosa paasenqer count 
for octobe/1988: was 1 .. 56 passenqers. per day and that Santa Rosa is 

I 
losing' money operating- in Marin. Santa Rosa counters that one t:i:me 
start-upfcosts for Marin operations and unexpected discount 
otfer~qS to compete in Sonoma caused the 1986 and 1987 deficits. 
We a~ee that it is not unusual in the tirst years of a business to 

showllow ridership factors and little or no profit_ The problems 

~
f low ridership and low profits are ones tO'De resolved by Santa 

R sa's management. We shall not dictate solutions or unduly 
estrict the service to hamper .successful,. prof:i:ta))le operations. 

We do not agree; that low ridership'and low profits justity 
terminating-,' th.is service.. ' 
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xv. CUrrent Ccms1itions 

In 1984, we envisioned Santa Rosa suppleme 1nq SPO 
service every half hour by stopping in Marin Count to· pick up 
passenqers~ However, before our decision was f' 1, Marin 
instituted half hour service creatinq a contI' in tbehalf hour 
schedules of Santa Rosa. Presently, both c iers are running 
service froxn Marin County to- SFO, Marin 0 the hour and halt hour 
and Santa Rosa close to· the half.hour~ 

In 1984, we considered Marinls objections to competition 
in airport service in Marin county. arin~s arguments included 
assertions ot the potential eftect ompetition wouldbave on its 
operations: revenue losses, dete ioration of the' quality of 
airport service in Marin and So n-;.a counties, deterioration o~ the 
quality ot Marin's service,. loot 15-Z0% of total passengers anCi. 
50-75% of Sonoma pass.engers. arin alleged that its 18%. mar)t;et 
penetration was virtually 
Marin's static xnar)t;et. We 
0.86-05-045 and 0.86-07-0 
would be allowed in Mari 

maximum ridership to· be achieved in 
ejected Marin's. arguments in . . 

and indicated that competitive service 
County. 

Upon institut'ng this investigation, we made clear that 
our decision to allow ompetition in airport service in Marin 
county was fina~ and ot to, be reconsidered •. ' OUr objective in this 
proceeding was nott place either carrier in'a second class 
position of competi iveness in the Marin-SFO market. 

The ride ship picture in Marin County in 1988 has 

drastically chang Q. to presented an analysis ot ridership data of 
respondents tor' e period 1984 to 1988. Marin operated tro:m'1984 
to 1988; Santa sa operated fro:m Octo))er 1987 to July 1988. 'to 
presented total ridership· counts which included both respondents' 
operation~ dur~9 their respective periods ot operation·in 1984-
1988. ~rin apdSanta. Rosa passenger eoUntssboW·the·tollowing 
aMual,riderstfip: 1984 ' ~. 173',159; 1985- - 1'99,,2'~4 ';. 1986 - '262.,770; 

- 10 -



. / 

• 

• 

" . 

I .. 88-06-020 AL:1/PAB/"btr 

/' 
We find that it is in the public interest fo2:/Santa Rosa 

to continue its Novato-SFO.' route since it Offers.tr~portation 
option$ in Marin County where ridership-has near~~40Uble4. in, four 
years and where. the ,public has shown, support 0 its service by its 
ridership. 
santa ROH.'s Sclle4ul.e 

Marin's half hour schedule n conflicts with that of 
Santa Rosa.. At the time we Ordered.~ta. Rosa. to· coordinate a half 
hour schedule with Marin,. we did· not restrict Marin to'hourly 

/, 
service. It is not feasi"ble to~ie Santa Rosa's schedule to that 
of Marin, which may continue t:O change. However, scheduling at SFO 
requires coordination of re~ndents to· avoid airport congestion~ 

/ 
SFO explains that congestion in passenger loading zones 

/ 
occurs when both carriers either depart or a:r:ri ve at SPO at the 

I ' 
same time.. In order to separate th •• e carriers.,. SFO asks this 

. i I 
Comm~.s on to· set Santa· Rosa departure. from SFO' at quarter past 
and quarter to the!hour, with Marin to depart on the hour and half 
bour. SFO repo~d that this solution' has. resolved. problems in the 
past when a sayta Rosa. driver was involved. in a fight with the 
driver of SO"O~ County Airport Express over parking space. 
(Sonoma co~y Airport Express competes with santa Rosa in that 
county .. ) SFO separated and froze the sclu4dUles of these two . 

I . 
carriers Ito avoid future fights. SFO believes the present 
Marin/Santa. Rosa schedule conflicts· at SFO, could cause simil~ 
dri~er;ltights between competinq carriers· and requests the same 
solution .. 

/ While we will not set carrier schedules, tor SFO, we will 
orler that Santa Rosa's. airport schedule meet S~O scheduling . 
rJ"qu.irements, which are conditions of its pe:r.mit to enter airport 

!roperty • 
~ In addition, Santa Rosa has been requested "by SFO to 
abicle by loadinq re9Ulations to,avoiCl lonq waitinq periods in these 
zones. and frequent circling~ .We ~eminc1' santa Rosa that abiding by' 

- 11 -



• 

• 

%.88-06-020 AI:1/PAB/btr * 

1987 - 298,099; 1988 (January-July) - 189,296. 
ridership statistics show that passenger ridership from 
county to SFO has nearly doubled in this fou~ year per 
ridership data shows increases during the period of 
operation in the following percentage&! 1984-198, 1$ .. 1%; 1985-
198&, 3,1 .. 9%; 1986-:198.7, 13 .. 4%': The, increase fr 1987 to. 1988 of 
17 .. 2'% includes, the ridership counts of both r pondents, with no 'I'D 

estimate of the respective respondents' per ntageof this total 
increase. 

TO presented a graph of the ri ership statistics from 
1984 to' 1988. The graph shows a trend f increased ridership 

'occurring steadily before and,after'S nta Rosa beqanoperations in 
Marin County in October 1987. 
ridership' counts, TO concludes 
has been insignificant. 

is graph and the combined 
Santa Rosa~s market stimulation 

'I'D presented an analy is of individual respondent 
ridership counts for the perio October19S7 to· July 1988. These 
statistics show that Marin's arket share has declined from 97.5% 
to 92% from October 1987 to uly 198-8, while Santa Rosa's share 
increased from 2 • .5% to' 8'%, ring the same period.. It is obvious. 
that Marin no longer p~tv des monopoly scheduled service in Marin ' 
county. ' , 

Marin arques at it's marketing efforts and new terminal 
in Larkspur are responJible tor the increase in, passenger ridership 
curing the period 1984-1988. However, no· party presented an ' 
analysis of tbe incrJase in Marin-bound air passengers to and from 
SFO during this perJod., Therefore,. it is speculative to assert 
that Marin alone is! responsible for the increase in Marin county 
passengers to SF0t. The record only shows a continuing, increase in 
Marin-SFO passeng rs from, 1984 to· 1988'. 

, Even ~ouqh TD considers santa Rosa's market stimUlation 

".' 
ins.ignificant,. s~nta Rosa has increased, its market share of Marin..' 
S~(t passengers fOlD, Octol:>er19S7to July 1988. santa . Rosa's 
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airport permit condi tiona is a condition in this C01Dm1ssion' s 
certiticate which must be taken seriously under cong .. tecf . . / 

conditions at the airport. Continued violation ot SFO permit 
restrictions may result in SFO'. revocation ot San~ Rosa'. permit, 

r 
which would also violate a condition in our ce~ticate. Violation 
of Commission's certificate conditions can l.ad,to·tbe institution 
of Commission enforcement proceedings .. / 
-rin'lI SChe4ule 

Marin seeks confirmation o~ts replacement ot *on-eallH 

service north of Larkspur with permanent hourly service.. On 
/ 

June 3, 1985-, Marin's service to/two locations in Novato· and to san 
Ratael was hourly until December 2', 1985- unless sooner cancelled., 

/ 
chang-ad or extended and thereatter, on-call with 24 hours advance 
notice required.. On Octob~ 17, 1985- in a letter. to TO, Marin 
cancelled the on-call se~1ce for the two Novat~ locations and. San 

Rafael, indicating service would continue on a regularly scheduled 
basis.... A timetat.le iri'dieating th... chanqes was attached to the 

letter.. In subaequef,.t <U.curl.ions,. TD inc1icated this timeta):)le' 
/ . 

revision was not on tile with the Commission. However,. Marin 
I 

introduced a cop;y ot the cover letter and revision at the hearing .. 
Marin's witnesti,. Ms .. Huqhes,. testified that the revision must have 
been lost in /~e Commission move in 1986,. 'I'D did not challenqe 
this testimony. We shall accept Marin's representation that this 
filing was~roperlY made at the t1me requested.. We shall confi:rm 
the revi~ed timetable of October 17,. 1985- which shows regularly 
scheduled service at these stops.. However, tuture Marin t.i.lings 

/ 
should)remove notes c and E and the on-call languag-8 in, the 
existing ttmetable on tile showinq on1ythe permanent scheduled 
time I.. This will clarity this revision. 

We tind. that the issue ot Santa Rosa's compliance with 
scheduling requirement in 1) ... 86-05-045-,. as modified by 

D ... 86-05-078,,. is. now moot qiven Marin,'s institution of hal! 

- 12-
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ridership statistics show public support for its serviee~ W 
consider the question of market st~ulation by Santa Ro 
Marin county market to be irrelevant under circumstanc / where 
respondents' combinedpassenqer ridershi~ shows'a e tinuous, 
increasing trend, from 198'4 to 1988 .. 

Marin has. not' ~rried its burden of :B oving its assertion 
that the passengers which now support Santa sa's service are 
previous Marin Airporter riders, as· discuss d below.. And even if 
they are, Santa Rosa's Novato route offer to many passengers non
transfer service to SFO, a viable al~ttive to Marin's 
operations which require that many pas 'enqers, based upon their 
points of origin in the county, tran er at Larkspur to travel to 

SFO:. cf:', 
, Operating revenues, exe cling charter service and other 

revenues, for respondents for 19 4,. 1985-,. 1986- and. 1987, 

• 

respectively, are as follows: ~nta Rosa - $18.3,336,. $1,121,081, 
$1,25-1,291, and $1,257 ,098; M~in - $1,.35-7,963, $1,5-48,331, 
$2,233,090 and $2,5,39,.987. of its 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 ($118,58.5-);, Marin, $280,195-, 
$48,429, $195-,13'3 and. $1 illion earned surplus.4 AJ.thouqh Santa 
Rosa serves passengersi certain stop· locations, overall Marin 
still has the majority f Marin-SFO passenger business by a wide 
margin. These statist'cs do not show an erosion of Marin's 
earnings as predicted' in 1983.. Marin's revenues show a signif"iea.nt 
increase from 19'84t 1988- rather than a decrease in spite of the 
2t to, 8%. et share. 

Thus, in 988 Marin-SFO passenger ridership bas nearly 
doubled" Santa Rosbas a'Marin County clientele supporting- its V 
direct service to SFOr' Marin has retained the vast ' majority of the 

4 As of Apri 
Annual Report. 

28, 1989, neither respondent has filed its 1988 
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stOP L9catiol)§ / 
, - Marin and Santa Rosa have tive stop, locations wb!6h are 
in identical locations or in close proximity. Marin al·t-ges thAt 

. ./ 
SAntA Rosa is erodinq its revenues at these locations by solicitinq 
Marin passengers. /,/ 

At DeMy'8 in Novato Santa Rosa's market share increased 
/ 

trom 42% to- 72% (to SFO) and trom, 26.5% to· 36.4' (from SFO) trom.. 
/ 

october, 1987 to July, 1988. TO' believes/santa Rosa'. increase in 
ridership· is because passenqers preter~!-ts through s.rvicet~SFO. 

At the Travelodge in Novat~ in 1988 SAnta Rosa· has. 
/ 

nearly 100% of the market, a revers'al of MArin's 100% ridership in 
/ October, 1987. '1'0'5 investigation shows that the management at the 

'l'ravelodge now recommends sanWRosa's service,.. Which,. in 1'D"s 
/ . opinion, is why Marin revenues have decreased at this location .. 

/ 
Based upon 1'D's investiqation, we cannot aqree that 

I 

Marin's decline in riders;is solely due to· santa Rosa's direct 
solicitation of Marin'sjPass.ngers • 

It s.paratior_~t respondents operations is desired, 1'D 
recommends it be accomplished by stop, location, rather than 

schedule. TD WOUld~llOW both respondents the flexibility ot 
changing named stop locations within a halt mile radius-without 
Commission. approval. Marin observes that at stops where carriers 

J 
are not visible Ito .. each other, there are no disturbances. or 
solicitation of passenqers. . 

In cirder to allow tlexibility ot operations, we will 
authorize the' followinq additions to· respondents certificates: 

wu~on ten aays notice to the Commission and 
, e public I' a carrier may move a st·op location 

a maximum of one-half (lIZ) mile as. measured in" 
a straight line on a map in any direction trom 
its- location specified in this certificate. 
The' new stop location. must be more than one
half mile trom, a competitor's commission
authorized: stop~ location .. "" 

- 13 -
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market and increased its earnings. We cannot conclude that _l"I,n,,,.,. 

Rosa's entry into- the Marin County market has caused a 
deterioration in the quality of service or,adversely 
Marin's revenues.. Our policy of encouraging compe'e 
transportation service to· the public results in a 
market rather than monopoly service~ 
santa Rosa's B2ute 

Santa Rosa indicates that it is 1mlPO!;~~1,e to operate the 
service proposed in 1984 from the city'of Rosa to SFO 
stopping at points in Marin and arriving-. at 
operated this service for ten days in, 198 

on schedule.. Xt 
to the Superior 

prevented runs Court's order and found that traffic 
north from Novato, to Santa Rosa and' 
established SFO schedule.. Based upon 
deeided to run two schedules, one 
one from Novato. Santa Rosa added 
service .. 

in time to meet the 
s experience, Santa Rosa 

. the city of" Santa Rosa and 
. vans to· institute the Novato· 

Santa Rosa wishes to 
that this direct service from 

in the Novato route.. It argues 
...,,, "'T.~ to the airport without 
ic and is in response to public 

that increasing passenger 

public demand., We also, 
option Which should be 

In 1986, when 

2', SOO' passeng-ers in July 1988 shows 
that non-transfer service is an 

-.'~A-·-d to, passengers. in Marin. 

transfers is desired by the 
need.. (Exh .. 14, p .. 4 .. ) We 
ridership, from zero in 1936 

authorized Santa Rosa service"to stop· in 
Marin, one of our was adding-to the traffic congestion in 
the county. Santa Rosa s proposed service was attractive because 
it created no addi vehicles on the highway. Now both 
carriers have increas~ the number of vehicles used in Marin-SFO 

I -
service.. Based· upon Fe ridersbip statistics to· anc1 from· SFO in 
Marin,. and sworn testimony of Mr •. Salas (Exh., 13, p .. 4: 'l'r ... 214-

I' '. . 
2l7)'" we find the Novato, route' reasonable because of increased' 
traffic congestion.ince 1984 e· . We . believe the . need for additional 

, - l3 -
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service To Passengers In Wheelchairs /.' 
Five witnesses testified in support of scheduled service 

for passenqers in wheelchairs. These witnesses establi8he'd" that . . /' 
there :LS no such scheduled a:Lrport service in Marin CO\mty. They 
pointed out tbat passenqers in wheelchair~ have uni~ problems 

/ 
with bagqaqe handlinq and individual safety • Presently,. the 

I' 

witnesses either hire an attendant to· accompanythem· to the 
airport" have a friend drive them to- and from/the airport or take 
their private van. The n •• d for service is/t~ travel themselves, 
both for busincass and pleasure,. and to' ~ 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, 
.1 

at least once or twice a day on a. scheduled: basis-•... They' would not· 
/ 

approve of a service which seqreqated them· from· the public because 
I' 

they do not want to- be perceived or treated· differently than other 
( 

passenqers. I 
Mr. Richard· Skatt,. mem))er ot the Marin, Paratrmwi t 

Coordinating' council~testified that at the present there' are no, 
public funds in Mar;(n to· subsidize'wheelchair accessible 
transportation. He estimated the cost to· retrofit a van for . 
Wheelchair accesrlibility· to-.be $6-,.199. He summarized witnesses' 

l 

request a& one;tor immediate,. reaaonably-seheduled,. non-peak 
airport transportation (retrofittinq existing' vehicles if 
necessary) aireasonable rates, and a requirement that new vehicles 
be wheelCh1r accessible.. Mr. Skaff estimated that a new bus 
purchase price would be increased $10,.000 to $15,000 for wheelchair 

J 
accessib~lity and would not affect the 47-passenqer seatinq. 
However I Mr.. Skaff indicatecl a willinqness to· accept van-wheelchair 
access~bility as an interim measure~ 

... / Marin witness, Ms. .. Grace Huqhes, responded. that the 
existing' Marin. busses' are· incapable of being'· retrofitte4' to 

- 14 -
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bus or van operations by both carriers under the significant 
ridership increase is also justified. 

Marinarques that the average Santa Rosa passenger ount 
tor October 1988 was 1 .. $6 passengers per day and that San Rosa is .. 
losing money operating in Marin~ Santa, Rosa counters, 
start-up costs for Marin operations and unexpected d' ount 
offerings to compete in Sonoma caused the 1986 and 987 deficits. 
We agree that it is not ,unusual in the !irst yea s of a business to 
show low ridership' factors and little or no·pr tit. The problems 
of low ridership and low profits are ones to resolved by santa 
Rosa's management. We will not dictate so tiona or unduly 
restrict this service to' hamper success! , p:tofitable operations. 
We do not agree that low ridership· and ow profits justify 
terminating this service~ 

We find that it is in the Ublic interest tor Santa Rosa 
to'continue its Novato-SFO route s ce it offers transportation 
opti?nsin Marin County where rid~Ship, hasnearly.doubled in four 
years 'and where the pUblic has s own support of its service by its 
ridership. 

e interest of public convenience 
and necessity to continue Sa ta Rosa's Marin county service~ rather v' 
than disrupt the existing s %'Vice, supported by the public. The 
record in this proceedinq hows that Santa Rosa possesses the 
al:I:i.lity" experience,. and inancia1 resources. to perform the service 
from: Novato· to 510:. The service'is technically.feasible. The 
service offers a,non-tr nsfer transportation· option to,SFO for many 
passengers. 

Marin'~ ha f hour schedule now conflicts with that of 
Santa Rosa.' At the, ime we ordered Santa Rosa to· coordinate a half 
hoursehedule with rin" we did not .restrict,Harinto·bourly 
service.' It is no feasible to· tie Santa'Rosa'sacb.edule to: that 

, ' 
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/'"' 
accommodate wheelchairs--they are too- narrow. Ms. Huqhes est±mated 
the price ot a wheelchair accessible ~us to ~e $22S,OO~. ~in 
replaces ~uses every ten years and purchased a new bus 1ri 1988. 
Marin provides service trom- tarkspur to SFO in 2-1- o~7-passenqer 

/ 
buses, not vans. In her opinion, Marin service o~rations would 
need to. ~e completely revised, extra vehicles used or existinq 

/ 
capacity decreased to accommodate wbeelchair~ssenqers. 

In closinq arqument on this issue, santa Rosa indicated 
/' 

its sympathy to the problem but that the ;costs to. accommodate the 
I 

request were unreasonable. A repres.~tative for wheelchair 
passengers argues that since 197&, public policy has chanqed to 
tavor facilities and services for.the handicapped,. naming 

/ 
restaurants and airports. The representative indicated- passenqers 
in wheelchairs would. accept van •• xv1ce as an interim measure and-

- , 
reque.ted.' that all new bu.eSlbe· equipped- to. acccmmoc1a.te 

/ wheelchairs-. / 
DilKCQS8iQD / 

j 

At present there is no scheduled airport service trom 
" Marin accessible for/passengers in wheelchairs. We believe the 

request tor some minimal level of service at reasonable rates is a 
/ 

reasonable one. COncessions ot retrofitted vans have been made 
" until new' equipment accommodating wheelchairs is. scheduled to·.be 

/ . 
purchased. How.ever, in view of the passage ot AB· 3498· adding 

J 

Section 460.S;to the Public Utilities Cede,. we must assess the 

impact ot such an order on passenger rates. Section 460.5 
prohibits ~passenger carrier trom· imposinq a fare for physically 
disabled or handicapped passenqers which is more than the tare for 

,I • 
the same;transportation for a passenger who is not disabled o~. 
handicapped.. We direct 'I'D in conjunction with respondents and 
intere$te4 parties to- assess any added cost to. provide serviee to 
passeigers in wheelchairs to and tromSFO in vans or in buses, 
undet either a retrotit of 2-1- or 47-passenger buses or vans,. or 

I 

Tchase 01: such vehicle .. , and to- sW>mita. report in this 

- lS·-
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of Marin, which may eontinue to change. However, scheduling 
requires coordination of respondents to avoid airport congiep~l()n_ 

SFO explains that congestion in passenger zones 
occurs when both carriers either depart or arrive at the 
same time. In order to separate these earrier$" asks. this 
Commission to set Santa Rosa departures from S1'O quarter past or 
quarter to the hour, with Marin to depart on '.hour and half 
hour. SPO reported that this solution has ved'problems in the 
past when a Santa Rosa driver wa$ inVOlved a fight with the 
driver of Sonoma county Airport Express 
(Sonoma County Airport Express competes 
county. ) SFO separated and froze the •• j~~""'~"'.C~ of ·these two 
earriers to avoid future fights. 
Marin/Santa, Rosa schedule conflicts 
driver tights between competing ~.,~.~ 

, ' 

and requests the same 
solution • 

While we will not 
order that Santa Rosa's 

schedules for SPO" we will 
~t~~ schedule meet·SFO scheduling 

requirements, which are .... .., ... 'IoA. ions of its ' permit to,-enter airport 
property. 

In addition, Rosa has been requested by SFO to 
abide by loading to- avoid long waiting periods in these 
zones and frequent We remind Santa Rosa that Abiding by 
airport peX'lUit conc,U"" ...... 'Uq; is a condition 'in this Commission's 

conditions at the 
restrietions may 
which would also vi 
of Commission's 

taken seriously under conqested 
continued violation of SPO permit 

in SFO's revocation of Santa ROsa's permit, 
te A condition in our certificate. Violation 

lead to the institution 
of Commission enrOl~4E!mE!n~ 
KArin's sebe4ule· 

Marin confirmation of its replacement of ·on-call·· 
service· nox:th o~ (r", arJts1:lur with: permanent· hourly service.. on 

\ - 1S.-
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proceecling,", The purchase ot vehicles need only include suttic7~~ 
number of vehicles to make the minimum number of daily runs~ 
required based upon passenqer need to- and ~rom SPO. Respondents 
shall cooperate in this study :by supplying TO with peaJc'hour 

/ 

information tor the years 1984-1988 and any other inf'omation 
requested by TD tor this atud.y. / 
lindinqa ot Fact 

1.. santa Rosa is providing service tx:om Novato to SFO. 
/ 

2. Santa Rosa' 5 taritt authorizes Route 1 SFO service to 
:beqin in Santa Rosa. ~ 

3,", Al thouqh not authorized t%perate SFO service starti:.l.q 
in Novato, Santa. Rosa d.esires to· retain this. service.. Due to 

/ 
traffic congestion, santa Rosa cannot operate SFO service trom the 

I 
city of Santa Rosa. /1 

4. The number ot SPO passenqers in Marin increased. trom 
173,159 in 1984 to- 298,099~ 1987,. with 189,296· tor the tirst six 
months of 1988.. Pa •• enqer' ridership· in Marin has nearly doubled in 
the past tour year.. / 

f 

S·.. Operating revenues of responeSents have continued to 
increase trom- 1984 tol1987, however, Santa Rosa shows net losses in . , 
1986- aneS· 1987. / 

.I 

6. Santa Rosa transports 8%. of Marin passengers using. 
sched.uled service" to- SPO ~ Karin transports 92% ot Marin county 

I 

passengers using' scbec1u1eCl service to SPO as ot July 1988. 
I . 

7. On Oeto:ber 17, 1985- Karin cancelled its on-call service 
; 

tor its two Novato and. San Ratael locations. This service is now 
;' 

regularly scheduled. 
; 

8-. ~assengers at .. I)enny's in Novato appear to preter the 

through service ot Santa.Rosa. 
! 

9 .. ,'" The manaqement'at the Traveloclqe in Novato recommends .,. 
SantaRosa~s service. 

I 

1~1.. Marin must request· Commission: approval to change stop 
loc:ati~ns, .. 

! 
,r 

" 

', .. 
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June 3'" 1985, Marin's service to two, locations in Novato 
Rafael was hourly until Oece%ll:ber 2, 1985 unless sooner JZAnC4BJ.J~eCl.~ 
changed or extended and thereafter, on-call with 24 

notice required. On October 17,1985, in-a letter 
cancellecl the on-call service for the two Novato-, ... ,,"-G 

Rafael, indicatinq service would continue on 
basis~ A timetable indicating these changes 
letter. In subsequent discussions, TD 
revision WaS not on file with the \..c;I,IIWl;lol':Pl:jj",l.c;I'n 

attached to the 
1nCL~.IS~E=a ,this' timetable 

introduced a copy of the cover letter 
Marin "5 witness,. Ms. Hughes', testif 
been lost in the Commission move in' 

However, Marin 
revision'at the hearing. 

that the revision must have 
8:6-. '1'0 did, not challenge 

this testimony. We accept Marin's A-..." ......... that this filing 
was properly made at the time We confirm the revised 
timetable ot October 17, 1985 W.LJ..IJc ......... shows regularly scheduled 
service at these stops. , future Marin filings should 
remove notes C and E and the lanqua9'e l:n the existing 
timetable on file showing the permanent schedule~ times. This 

, , 

will clarify this revision 
We find that issue of Santa Rosa's complianeewith 

in 0 .. 86-05-045-, ,as' mOd.~!ied,by the scheduling 
D .. 86-0S-078 r is 
service .. 
stop Loca3=i ons 

given Marin"sinstitution of 'halt hour 

Marin Rosa have stop locations which are in 
id.entical sites close proximity. Marin alleges that Santa 
Rosa is eroding, i revenues at these locations by soliciting Marin 
passengers. 

At 

October 1987 

ridership is . 

nb~~~'S in Novato Santa Rosa's market share increased 
SFO) and trom 2&.5% to 36.4' (from SFO) from , 

July 19'88. TD believes Santa' Rosa'sinc:raase- in 
use passeng.ers'preter, its throughservice-, to: 5rO,. 

. \,' ... / . 
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11. Respondents' existinq schedules at SFO conflict ere~ 
congestion and the possibility ot driver disturbances. ~ 

12. There is no scheduled service to· SFO in Har~Ccessible 
to passengers in wheelchairs. ~ 

13. T.nere is no evidence to, show the impa~n rates or 
financial operations ot requirinq respondents to· provide equipment 

/ 
which is accessible for passenqers in Wheelchairs. 
conclusions ot Lay / 

1.. 0.86-05-04$, modified. by D .. 8,.-07-058,. did not authorize 
Santa Rosa to begin SPO service in Novato. 

/ 
2.. The lanquage in Santa Rosa's, certificate is not am])iquous 

when read in its entirety. ~ 
3. Section l(d) of res~ndents' certificates needs rewordinq 

'/ 
to prevent future misinterpretation. 

". 
4. Respondents' certificates should cont~in an equal amount 

of tlexibili ty in Scheduling and stop locations·. . 
/ ' 

5. ' 'rhere is. a need tor service, which is accessible to 
.. r 

passenqersin wheelchairs. 
I 

6-. We' cannot ;conclude that Marin's revenues have suftered 
since 1984. I 

7.. It is in the pUl:>lic interest tor Santa Rosa to continue 
( 

its service from Novato to·SFO since passenger ridership· has nearly 
/ 

doubled in four years and the service offera a non-transfer option 
/ 

of airport tx;ansportation alrea<1y in use by the public •. , . 
8. Tl;l:is proceed.inq should rema,in open to- assure respondents' 

compliance/with this order and. to' receive turther information ot 
the impa~ on respondents· and. its passengers ot orderinq service 
which i~aeeessible to the handicapped .. 

9r Due to the conflicting, schedules at SFO causing traffic 
con'Jlion, this order, should be' effec1;ive on'the date si<Jne4. 

! 
I. 
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At the 'I'ravelodge in Novato, in 1988 Santa Rosa has 
nearly 100% of the mar:ket,.a reversal ot Marin's l~O% ri4e ip in 
October 1987. 'I'D's investigation shows that' the managem t at the ~ 
'I'ravelodge now recommends santa Rosa's service, whichl. in TO's 
opinion, is why Marin revenues have decrease4 at th location .. 

Based upon TO's investigation, we canno agree that 
Marin's decline in riders is" solely due te>:Sant 
solicitation of Marin's passengers. Many Mar' passengers prefer 
non-trans-ter service to' sro. 

If separation of respondents ope at ions is desired, TD 
recommends it be accomplished by stop 10 tion, rather than 
schedule. 'I'D would allow both respon<1elts the flexi))ility in the 
tuture of changing named stop, locatio~ within a half mile radius 
without Commission approval. Marin Observes that at stops where 

~ " 

carriers are not visible" to eaCh;6t. 'er, there are no disturbances 
or solicitation of passengers • 

In orcier to allow flex' ility of future operations, we 
will authorize the following ad itions to' respondents certificates: 

HOpon ten days notice~o the Commission and, 
the public, a carrier may move a stop, location 
a maxixnuIn of one-ha~f (1/2) mile as measured in 
a straight line on/a map in any direction trom 
its location spec~ied in this certificate. 
The new stop- loca~ionmustbe more than one
half mile from a/competitor's Commission-
authorized· stop ~ocationwH , 

'1'O's reeoxnmenc:!la'tions do not resolve the 'current disputes 
over respondents' stop JJbcations at Denny'S and the T:ravelodge in 

I ' 
Novato. We :believe that stop locations are best selected accorc:!ling 
to the business jUc:l.qm~t of respondents.. In o:t'der to resolve this 

I ' 
current dispute, we wfll require respondents to, negotiate these 
stop locations. We will require that respondent reach and submit 
to,the Commission art aqreement'within,90 days from the, effective 
date' of this. 0;r:d7 Slio~ld 'respondents fail to- reach. an . agre~t, 

i 

I 
i 
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m:&(D{ ORDER 

IT' :IS ORDERED that:. 
1. The eerti~ieates of Marin Airporter, Inc. (Harin) and. 

Santa Rosa Airporter,. Inc. (Santa Rosa)., attache~o th1s or4er as 
Appendix PSC-990 and. Appendix PSC-1367, are ~dec1 to· include the 
followinq condition: ;I' 

*Upon ten days notice to the commission and the 
public, a carrier may move a stop· location a 
max:lmum ot one-halt (1/2) miXe 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 trom a competitor's Commission-
authorized. stop locat!on. w . 

2. The certificates O~Marin and Santa Rosa, Section lCd) 

are amended to· read~ ~ 
WFor purposes ot complyinq with local traffic 
regulations, motor vehicles may be turned at 
termini and ~termediate points in either . 
d.irection a.tintersections. of streets,. or may 
be operated around a block contiguous. to· such 
intersections.· 

3. SectiO~(e) in the certificate of santa Rosa is deleted. 
4. Wi thixl30 days from the effective date of this order, 

santa Rosa shail file timetable in accordance with GO 98-A, Part 
11, providing!SFO arrivals and departures which meet the approval 
of SFO. Th~ cover letter with the revised timetable shall. provide 
the manne;! in which SFO approval was obtained and. the name of the 
official eanting the approval ~ 'rhese d.ocumen~s shall be sent to 

the Tra~portation Economics and Analysis Branch· of the 
Commission's Transportation Oivision. 

/
5.. This proceeding shall remain open for one year within 

whic respondents shall ~djust respective operations to: comply with 
I . 

this! decision. OUX'ing this period,. the Commission Transportation 
\. . ". 

Division shall monitor anychanqesin· respondents operation5p 
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our alternative is to select stop locations 
the p~lic. 
$eryice TO'Passengers Xn Wbeel~bAirs 

Five witnesses testitieCl in support 0 service 
for passengers in wheelchairs. 'l'hese wi,'t.n~esl5.eJJ est8blished that 
there is no, such scheduled airport service 
pointed out tbat passengers in wheelchairs 

Marin County. They 
unique problems 

Presently, the 
them to the 

with Dagqage handlinq and individual 
witnesses'either hire an 'attendant to, a~COXD~~~Y 
airport, have a friend drive them to 
their private van. The need for 
botb tor business and pleasure, 
wheelchairs. who, desire to visit .. 

from the, airport or take 
is to travel themselves, 

be access iDle to friends in 

travel to the airport trom once 
butc:ould travel more often if 

Witnesses desired a level of airport service, 
at least once or twice a day a scbeduled basis. They would not 
approve of a service whic:h, ed."' .... e...,J,~-=.I'I' them from the public because 
they do, not want to, be or treated differently than other 

Coordinating Council, 
, member of the Marin Paratransi t 

'lOez;j~~fied that at the present there are no 
pUblic funds in Marin, to sUbsidize wheelchair accessible 
transportation. He the cost to· retrotit a van for, 

to-- be $6,199.. He summarized witnesses' 
request as one for te, ,reasonably-sc:bedulecl, non-peak 

purchase price , 
accessibility and 
However, Mr ..Skatf 
accessibility as a 

(retrofittinqexistinq vehieles it 
rates, and a requirement that new vebicles 

Mr. Skaff estimated that a new bus 
:increased $10,000 to $15,000 for wheelchair 
not affect the"47-passenqer seating. 

indicat~d a' willingness to' ,acceptvan-wheelchair 
,'interim, measure'. 
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Respondents shall sUbmit A copy ot any revised tariffs and/or 
timetables to the Transportation Economics and Analysis Branch ot 
the Transportation Division. 

6. In order to monitor the effects of this d8ci.ion~or 12 

months followinq the effective date of this order res~~ts 
shall provide monthly data showinq·ridership counts ~m each 
stop served' to SFO and from SFO. ':his data. Shall>, sent 
directly to the.' Transportation Economics and Ana{ysis Branch of the 
Commission's Transportation DiVision. ~ 

7... Respondents shall provide to· the Transportation 
Division, within 30 days of its reqt.1ests>~ll info:z:mation ancl data 
it neecls in connection with its stUdy,~o, assess the demand for 
wheelchair-accessible service·. on the,/lfarin - SFO routes,. when and .. 
how it should·):)e provided, and its/cost.: 

i/' 

,//' 

- 19 -
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Marin witness, Ms .. Grace Hughes,. responded that tb 
existing Marin Duses,are incapa"rJle of being retrofitted t 
accommodate wheelchairs--they are too narrow. Ms. Hu~ s estimated 
the price of a wheelchair accessible DUS to· be $2Z5,. 0.. Karin 
replaces Duses every ten years and purchased a new us in 1983. 
Marin provides service from Larkspur to· SPO in 2 or 47-passenger 
buses,. not vans.. In her opinion, Marin servic 
need to be completely revised.,. extra vehicle 
capacity decreased to accommodate wheelchai passengers. 

In closing argument on this'iss ,. Santa Rosa indicated 
its sympathy to, the problem Dut that th cost~ t~'aeeommodate the, 
request were unreasonable~ A represen tive for wheelchair 
passengers argues that since 1976, p lic policy has changed to 
favor facilities and services for handicapped, naming 
res~aurants and airports .. ~herep esentative indieatedpasseng~rs'. 
in wheelchairs would accept, van s rvice as an interim measure and 
requested that· all new buses be quipped'to accommodate 
wheelchairs. 
Discussion 

At present there i no scheduled airport service from 
Marin accessible for passen ers in wheelehairs·.. We :believe the 

request for some minimal 1 vel of service at reasonable rates is a 
reasonable one.. Concessi ns of retrofitted· vans have been made 
until new equipment acco odating wheelchairs is scheduled to :be 

purchased. However, in view of the passage of AS 3498 adding 
Section 460.$ to' the lic utilities COde, we must assess the 
impact of such an ord on passenger rates. Section 460.S 
prohibits a passenger carrier from imposing a tare tor physically 
disabled or handicap d passengers which is more thAn the fare for 
the'same transporta ion for a passenger who is not disabled or· 

I . 
handicapped.. We d ect ~o in conjunction with respondents and 

"., 

interested parties to, assess any added cost to- provide scheduled .,.,.. 
service to- passen in wheelchairs. 'to, and: from' SFO ,in vans or in . . 

- 19 -
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8. Within 120 days of the ett~etivo date ot this. Int~rim 
Oeci::ion, tho Transportation,Oivision ::hall s\ll:)mit, a r~port in this 
proc~cdinq Which addresses the impact on the rates and ~inan~al 
operations of Marin, and. Santa Rosa ot, providing :zervice to"'SFO 
which is accessible to, passengers in' whe~lchairs_' 'I'h~cport 
shall be prepared. under the limitations, in Public:~t1iitiCS Code 
§ 460.5. The report shall be tiled in tho DOCk,~oftice in this 
proceedinq, an original and twelve copies, with copies to the 
acsigned ALJ and all parties. Upon receiP;v5t ~isreport, the 
assiqned ALJ shall det~r.mine whether COL~nts from tho parti~ 
and/or turther proceedinqs are noedOd'/'" ' ' 

This order is ettective todayw ' 
OatQd ,,' ,',,' " ;! at' San' Francisco, 'california". 

- 20 -
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buses, under either .. retrofit of :a- or 47-passenqer busL 
vans" or the purchase of such vehicles,. and to s\ll)mit report in 
this proceeding. The purchase of vehicles need only. clude 
sufficient number of vehicles to, make the minimum Umber of daily 
runs required to and from SFO based upon passen r need. 
Respondents shall cooperate in this study' by pplying TO with peak 
hour' information for the years. 198'4-1988 an any other information 
requested by TO for this study. 
Findings of Fact ' 

1. Santa Rosa is providingservi e on'Route 3 from Novato-to 
SFO. 

2~ Santa Rosa disputes TO's i erpretation of section lCd) 
in, its certificate. Santa Rosa, ass rts that this lanquaqe 
authorizes operation of'service 0 ginating in Novato t~ SFO an4 
return. 

3. 'I'D interprets Sec~ion lCd) to, preclude santa Rosa's 
operation of service originati g in Novato to, SFO and- return. 

4. The section lCd) 1a guaqe is archaic and difficult to 
understand. When read in th context of Santa Rosa's entire 
certificate, this languaqe oes not authorize a carrier to- alter 
its point of oriqin and/or destination because of traffic 
congestion. Santa Rosa's, certificate authorizes Route 1 SFO 
service to' begin in Sant Rosa, not in Novato. 

s. Santa Rosa, is perating Route ~ from Novato to- SFO and 
return. TO has not re ired, that santa Rosa cease its operation of 
this route. Santa Rosf requests authority to retain the operation 
of this route. Santa osa cannot operate timely SFO' service from 
the city of SantaRos because of, traffic congestion from Novato to 
Santa Rosa. 

&. Total pass nqer ridership from Marin to' SFO has nearly 
doubled from 1984' t ,1988:. Marin operated Marin county service 

. I", , ' 
durinq this entire perioCl~. Santa, Rosa operatec1'" its Novato route 
from OCtober 19Sit·JulY 19S8. No,analysi .. of SFO pas ..... ger 

I 
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travel to Marin County was presented~ 
conclude Marin alone is responsible tor ridership, incr ses during' 
the period 198~ to- 1988. 

7~ TO concludes that Santa Rosa has had an 
impact on Marin County market stimulation. 
stimulation is irrelevant in a market that 
increasing' .. 

8. Marin's operating revenues have ntinued to increase ~ 
from 1984 to, 1987, however,'Santa Rosa sh ws- net losses in 1986- and 
1987 ~ 

9. Santa Rosa transports 8% of rin passeng'ers using' 
scheduled service to, SFO.. ports 92% of Karin county 
passengers using scheduled serviee 0 SFO as of July 1988. 

10.. On October 17, 198'> Mari ,~ncelled its on-call serviee 
for its two Novato-and San Rafael locations. This,seX"'Y'ice is now 
regularly schedu1ed-• 

11.. Passeng'ers in Novato prefer the through 
service of Santa Rosa .. 

12. The management at c Travelodge in Novato recommends 
Santa Rosa's ' service .. 

13. Marin must reque commission approval to, change stop 
locations. 

14. The selection,o stop locations is within the business 
judgment, of Santa Rosa a d Marin. The current dispute at two 
Novato stop locations idbest resolved by negotiations between 
respondents. However, fhOUld respondents reach no Agreement on the 

two locations, it is ir the ~est interest of the public tor the 
Commission to select stop locations to, resolve this dispute. 

15. RespondentJ, existing schedules at SFO conflict creating' 
conqestion and the, PfSSibility of driver disturbances,. 

16~ santa Rosa has dedicated' tacilities- to, operate the route 
from, Novato to SFO-.! :It is in the best interest,ot the, public Who 

is" served by ,santa Eosa' s Novato 'route, to.' CO~tin~~, this, operation' 

- 21 -
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operate its Novato, route. 

18. There is no scheduled service trom Marin to SFO which is ~. 

accessible to passengers in wheelchai 
19. There is no- evidenee to sh w the impact on rates or 

financial operations of requiring spondents to provide equipment 
which is accessible to passengers n wheelchairs. 
COnclusions of Law 

1. Section l(d) is arcba c and difficult,tounderstand and 
should be reworded to prevent uture misinterpretation. 

2 ~ Respondents' certif. cates should contain, an equal amount' 
of flexibility in schedulin end stop locations. 

3. Santa Rosa shoul be authorized to continue its 
operations trom Novato to· FO'. 

4. This proceeding should remain open to assure respondents' 
compliance with this ord r, to· receive respondents' negotiated 
agreement regarding the 
the Travelodqe in Nova 

wo disputed stop locations at Denny's and 
and t~ receive further.information of the 

impact on respondents 
is accessible to the 

5. Due to- the, 
causing traffic 
date:,.si:qned ~ 

'.' ,; 

\ 
\ 

d its p~ssenqers of ord.erinq service which 
andicapped. 
onflictinq' ,schedules of. respondents at, SFO 

'th!sorder should,be effective on,the 

. ,\ .... 
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IT' IS ORDERED that: 
1.. The certificates of Marin Airporter, 

santa Rosa Airporter, Inc. (Santa, Rosa), attaehe . to~is order as 
Appendix PSC-990 and Appendix PSC-136-7i ere ame ded to- incluc1e,tbe 
following' conc1i tion:' 

wOpon ten days notice to the commispion and the 
public, a carrier may move a stop/location a 
maximum ot one-half (1/2) mile as measurec1 in a 
straight line on a map in any d rection from 
its location specified in this certificate. 
The new stop location must be ore than one
half'mile from· a competitor' commission
authorized stop· location. w 

2. The certificates of Marin ~d Santa Rosa,. Section led) 
are amended to read: / 

wFor purposes of complying/with local traffic 
requlations, motor vehic~es may be turned at 
termini and intermediat, points in· either 
direction at interseetipns of streets" or may 
be operated 'around a bJ!ock contiquous to such 
intersections. N / 

3. Section l(e) in the 1~rtificate of Santa Rosa is c1eleted .. 
4.. Within 30 days from the effective date of this order, 

Santa Rosa shall tile timetabJje in accordance with GO 98-A, Part 
11, providing' SFO arrivals· an departures which meet the approval 
ot SFO.. The cover letter wi the revised' timetable shall provide 
the manner in which SFO appr val was obtained and the name of the 
Official granting the appro al. These documents shall be sent to 
the TrAnsportation Economic and,Analysi~ Branch 'of the 
Commission's TransportatiorJ Division. 

5-. Within 90 days oi the effective date of this orc1er 
respondents shall enqag'e i, neg'otiations and reach an aqreement 
regarding disputed stop locations at Denny' sand the Travelo<1ge in , 

. . I" '. . . 

Novato:. A copy ot this ag'reement shall be submitted. to" the, . 
. ' ..... \'.. . ..••.. , 

I' . 
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assigned ALJ and all parties in this proceeding. A c y ot this 
aqreement shall' be mailed to the Transportation Eco mica and 
Analysis Branch of the Transportation Division. S ould, respondents 
fail to reach an agreement within 90 days from effective date 
of this order Doth respondents shall send writt n notification that 
an agreement has not Deen reached to the assi 
parties in the proceeding within the same ti e period. 

6·. This proceeding shall remain ope , for one year within 
which respondents shall adjust respective' operations to comply with 
this decision. During t.his period,. the ommission TransportAtion 
Division shall monitor any changes,in ~ spondents operations. 
Respondents shall submit a copy'of ~Y. revised tariffs. and/or 
timetables to· the Transportation Eco mics and Analysis Branch of 
the Transportation Division. Shoul either respondent fail to 
comply with this order, we direct t e Transportation Division to 
promptly notify the assigned AI;] i writing ,and request· that the 
Coxn:rnission pursue sanctions ,in th s proceeding or a separate 
enforcement proceeding,whicheve may be appropriate based upon the 
allegations. 

7. In order to monitor e effects of this· decision, for 12 
", 

month~ following the effective date of this order respondents shall 
provide monthly data showing idershi~· counts trom each" stop, served 
to SFO and from SFO. 'This, d a shall be sent'directlY,to the 
Transportation Economies and AnalysiS Branch of the Commission's 
Transportation Division. 

8. Respondents shall provide to· the Transportation Division, 
within 30 days of its requ tr all information and data it needs' in 
connection with its study o·assess the demand. for wheelchair 
accessible service on the rin-SFO routes, wben and· how it should 
be provided, and its cos'l; 

10.. Wi thin 120 days, of the effectiye date of this Interiln 
DeCision, the Transporta on Division. shal.l submit a· report in, this 
proceeding' Which address s,the impact' on the. rates and· financial 

, /,,, 
"."" , 

\ 
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operations of Marin and Santa Ro~~ erviee to, SFO 
which' is acc~ssi1:>le to pac,sengers inwhce:lchai s.. This report 
chall be prcparecl under the limitations in P1.: lie 'O'tilitiClz C04C! 
§ 460.5. 'rhe· report shall 1:>0 filed in the oeketOt'fiec in this 
proceeding, an ori9inal and twelve copies with 'copies to the 
ass,igncd AU and. all parties. trpCXl' rClc:e' pt of this report" the 
assigned: A'L.1 shall Qctcrmine whet.hcr eo froxnthe parties 
and/or further proceedings' are·n'Z~ded. 

This, order iseftective:. to ay., 
Dated :.:~. ,,' at, . San Francisco, "California. 

". 
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accessible service on the'Marin~SFO r~utes,. wben,and·how:it·shoul 
be provided, and its cost. -: ,!., " :. 

10.. Within 120 days of the effeCtive date of this Inte :, ':' . 
Decision, the Transportation Oivision!Shall submit a repo in this 
proeeeding which addresses the impact;on the rates and' nancial 
operations of Marin and Santa, Rosa o(providing,servi' to SFO ' . 
which is. accessible to~ passengers in wheelehairs; is report' , 

, " 

shall be prepared under the limitations in, PUblic 
§ 460.5. The report shall be filed in the 
proceeding, an original and twelve copies, wit copies' to .. the' . 
assigned AlJ and all parties~ Opon receipt this, report~ the 
assigned Ar..:J shall determine whether conune s from'the'parties," 
and/or further proceed'ing's are needed. 

This order, is effective today 
Dated ' AUG 3· ' '1989: Francisco',. california. 

G. MITCHELL WILK 
President 

FREDERICK R.iDt.TDA 
JOHN B..OHANIAN' ,., 
PATRICIA M .. ·ECl<ERT ' 

Commissioners' 
!' " 

Commissioner',· Stanley W. Hulett, 
bein~: necessarily absent', did not 
part:l.eipate .. 

I celrnr-YTHAT THtS- OEOSION" 
WAS' AP?~OVEI) LW iHf,.A2.0VE 
COf/w'AISS:ONERS'TODAY. 

f)Jr!;)tMJ 
V'ldor Woir.1lttr, ~u1'i"c"l)irodor 
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Appenc:lix PSC-990* MARIN AIRPORTER 
, (a Calitornia corporation) 

CERTIFICATE 

OF 

First Revised 
cancels, 
Oriqinal Ti 

PUBLIC CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY 

AS A ·.PASSENGERSTAGE CORPORATIO 

PSC-990 

Showing' "asseng'er staqe operaU ve ~iqhts, restrictions, 
. limitations, exeepul ~.privileqes. 

All chan~es and eendm ts as authorized 'tJy the 
Public Utilit~es Co=miss1on of the State ot California 
will 'tJe made as revised pa es or" added· original pages .. 

I 
Supersec:les'Au~ority Granteci by 

Decision 85-545- ill Application 56239, 

PE 39'''/ in RRD 39'l. 
PE' 39j 1n' :RRl)'. '393, 
PE 2332' in,RRI)·. 202, 

Issued under authority or DeciJion . . , dated 

" If ·the Public Utilities Commission of 
• -th-e-s-t-' a-t-e-o-t-c-a-l-i-t-o-r-ni-a-. -i-n-I.S+06-0'20. 

I 
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Appendi" PSC-990* MARIN'AIRPOR1'ER First RevisecVPaqe 1 
(a California' corporation) "Cancela '/' 

'oriq,inal :!age 1 

SECTION 1. 

SECTION 2. 

XNPEX, 

, . 

GENERAL A'OTHORIZA'l'IONS, RESWC'l'IONS, 
LIMITATIONS, AN!) SPECI~I70NS •••••••••• 

ROO'rEDESCRIP'I'IONS •••••• •• ~ .............. . 

'" 

I 
/ 
I 
f 

i 
I 
) 
j 

i . 
Issued by California PUblic Utilities Commission. 

< 

! 

Page No. 

2 

3 

*A:mendec1l:1y Decision ____ ' ____ , in X. 88-06-020 .. •. ",', , 

\" 



• AppencUx PSC-990'" MARIN AIRPOR'XER. Fifth Revised.Pa 

• 

.. :. 

(a Calitornia·corporation) cancels 
Fourth Revi. 

SECTION 1. GENERAL AO'l'HORIZATIONS, RES'l'RlCTIONS,. x:. 
AND SPECIFICATIONS. 

Marin Airporter, a california corpora on, by the 
certificate of public convenience and necessi y qranted by the 

decision noted in themarqin, is authorized s a passenger stage 
corporation to· transport passengers and th ir baggage between 
points described in Section 2 subject, h . ever, to· the authority of 
this commission tochanqe or lDodify the. routes at any time and 
subj'ect to the following provisions: 

(a) When route descriptio are qiven in' one 
direction, they apply to' operation in 
either unless otherw'se indicated • 

(b) All transportation f passengers shall 
originate at or de ined', to' the San 
Francisco' Internat onal Airport. 

(c) Opon ten days no ee 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- ts location specified in this 
certificate.. he new atop location must be 
more than one- alf mile from the nearest Santa 
Rosa Airporte 's Commission-authorized stop 
location. 

Cd) For purposes of complying with local trattic 
regulations" motor vehicles :mAy be turned at 
termini and ntermediate points in either 
direction a intersections of streets, or 
maybe oper ted around.· a block contiguous 
to such int rsections. ' 

Issued bY' Calitornia Pub 'io Utilities Commission. 

"'Amended. bY' Decision _________ ,- in I.88-06-020' • 
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Fifth R.vis.~age 3 
Cancels 

Appenaix PSC-990. MARIN,AIRPORTER 
(a California corporation) 

Fourth "'Ra 3 

·SECTION 2. ROTJTE DESCRIPTIONS. 

Route 1: Novato, - Larkspur 

Beginning with a service point Denny's Restaurant (a 
terminal) in Novato (7330 Redwood. Kighwa ) t, then via the most 
appropriate streets andhiqhways t~ se ice points at the followinq 
locations: 

- Rush creek Travelodqe, 7 00 Redwood Hi~hway, Novato 
- Alvaraao Inn, 225. Entra a Drive,. Ignac~o-
- Clarion Hotel,. 1010, No hqateOrive,. San Rafael 
- Marin Terminal" 300 kspur Lanc!"inq" Larkspur 

Route 2' • 

Beginning' with a s ice point at Marin Terminal in 
Larkspur (300 Larkspur Landi ),. then via the most appropriate 
streets and highways. to, servi ce points at the f'ollowinq,locations! 

- Golden Gate Bri qe Transit stop, Interstate 101 and 
Seminary Drive ff-ramp, Mill Valley 

- Golden Gate Br dge Transit stop,. Manzanita Park and 
Ride Lot, Mill Valley 

- Golden Gate ansit stop,,. Interstate 101 and Spencer 
Avenue" Sausaitc> , ' 

- San Francisc International,~rport (SFO):, 

Issued, by California Public 'Utilities ',Commission .. 

"'Amended. by .oecisiO%l\ ' in' 1.88~06-020. 
.. I 

I 
I 



", '. Appen<1i>c PSC-13,&7 SANTA ROSA AIRPORTllR, INC,. ' Fourth Rev1seL 1 
cancels ~. . 

• 

: .• ,. 

'lhird.. 7-<1 Pag" 1 

"'SECTION 1. GENEAAL ,AUTHORIZATIONS, RESTRICTIOZSI naTATIONS, 
AND SPECIFICA'XIONS .. 

santa Rosa Airporter, Inc., by the ce ifieate of 
public convenience and necessity granted by t~ decision noted in 
the margin, is authorized as a passenger sta{e corporation t~ 
transport passengers and their baggAge bet en points described 
in Section 2 subject, however,· to· the ~ut ority of this 
Commission to change or 'modify these 
subject to the fo.llowi·ng provision~: 

(a) 

Cb) 

When route descriptio $. are qiven.in ' 
one direction, they pplyto operation 
in either.direction unless otherwise 
indicated .. 

Deleted .. 

(c) All transportati n of passengers shall 
originate at or destined to· San Francisco 
International ~rport. 

(d) For purposes f complying with local traffic 
regulations,. otor vehicles may be turned 
at termini a d intermediate pOints in 
either.dire ion at intersections of 
streets, or may.be operated around a block 
contiguous 0 such intersections_ 

(e) Deleted .. 

(f) Upon ten ays notice to the Commission and the 
public, anta Rosa Airporter may move a stop 
location a 'maxi:nUln of one-half (1/2) 1I1ile,. 
as %fleas ed in a· straight line on. a map,,. in 
any dir ction from its· location specified· in 
this ce tificate~ The new sto~ location must 
be'mor~than one-half mile from Marin Airporter's 
nea~es Commission-authorized·stop,loeation., 

" 

Is~.ued :by California blic Utilities, Commission. 

"'Amended by Decision' ________ , in I. 8.8-0,6-020 ~ 
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Appendix PSC-1367 SANTA ROSA·AIRPORTER, INC... ?:hirc1Revis'Paqe 2: 
cancel." 
second·: isec!: Page 2 

SEC'l'ION 2. ROO'l'E OESCRIPTIONS. 

.Route 2; 

-Beg-inning with a service point 
in santa Rosa (2200 santa Rosa enue), then via. the 
most appropriate streets and hi hways to service 
points at the following locations: 

- Red Lion Inn, 1 Red Lion Dri~, Rohnert Park 
- Lyons Restaurant,. 62550 comxnetce Blvd· .. , Rohnert Park 
- Winchell's Oonut Shop', 225-/. McDowell Blvd., Petaluma 
- San Francisco Internationa Airport (SFO) 

msiah - Hoplond- Healdstixs - Sallta Rosa - SFO 

-Beginning with~ servi~point at Raley's Travel 
Center, 1325· N .. State street in t1kiah, then. via 
the most appropriate streets and highways to· 
service points at thlOllOW:i.ng location~: 

- Ukiah Airport, Ukiah . 
- Hopland . 
- Owl Cafe, 485- South Cloverdale BOUlevard, Cloverdale 
- Ory creek Inn., OrtJoreek Road and Interstate 101, 

Healclsburg·· , 
- El Rancho·MotelrOO·Santa' Rosa Avenue, santa Rosa 

San Francisco- Int~rnat1onal. Airport (SFO) 
Ii, ,I. 

Issued by California Public Utilities Commission .. 
I 

*Alriendecl by Decision \ ',in I~88-06-020 .. ' 
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Appendix PSC-1367 S'-NTA ROSA AIRPORTER, INC. mr.t Revised Paq_ 3' 
neal. 

oriqiDal Page 3 

SECTION 2 • RO'O'1'E DESCRlP'l'IONS. 

"'Route 3: Marinwood, - Terra Linda - S n Rafael 
~orte ~dera - Hill Vallev/- SFQ 

"'Beginning with a servic~point at the ~sh Creek 
Traveloc:Ige in Novato· (76 0 Redwood· Highway), then 
via the most appropriat streets and, hiqbways to 
service points at the following locations: 

- Golden Gate BricIge TrJ.Sit stop', Redwood Highway 
and De Long Avenue,. Novato. 

- Golden Gate Bridge T21ansit stop,. Inters":ate 101 and 
Marinwood off-ramp, Marinwood 

- Golden Gate Bridge Transit stop, Interstate 101 and 
Terra Linda off-ra ,~erra Linda 

- Greyhound Oepot, 3 d Street ancl· Ta:malpa:Ls Avenue, 
San 'Rafael 

- corte Madera Inn, lS·l5-Redwood, Highway, Corte Madera 
- Howard.· Johnson's Motel, 160 Shoreline H1'ghway, Mill 

valley ,,'. , ", ',' . , 
- San Franc'!sco, I ternational Airport '(SEO) 

Issued by Cali!orniaPublic: Utilities commission. , I ' , 
"'AlDendec1 by Decision ,. in' 1.88-06-020,., 
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