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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE, OF CALIFORNIA 

In the Matter of the' Application o~) ®mnrNnr)]!AU . , 
BayPorter Express, Inc. for authorl.t~·) \.:.hJ~U!!J~ ~~jl.f"......r,,:::: 
to ertend on-call service between ) Application' 90-12'-02-3 
Oakland. International Airport and. ) (Filed. December' 11', ,19·90.>:. 
the City and. County of san Francisco ) . , 
and. the County of Marin. ' ) ---------------_. )'.;. ~- : 

Q P IN'X 0 N ,. I' 

BayPorter Express, Ine.. (applicant)' seeks: a: certificate·, 
of public convenience and necessity (CPC&N) authorizing,it·to.. 
provide: (1) On-call, door .. to-door passenger stage service',between 
the City of San Franciscc> and: the Oakland-, International Airport 
(OAK); and, (2) On-call, door-to-cloorpassenger stage 'service 
between Marin County and OAK. " . 

Applicant, a california corporation, now provides 
scheduled and on-call service between points. in. Alameda,., Contra 
Costa, san Mateo, and Santa Clara, Counties. and the .SanFraneisco, 
San Jose, and Oakland International Airports. under a CPC&N as, ,a 
passenger stage corporation (PSC 1442) :issued- by the Commission. 
Applicant owns and operates 13 vans ,and will'increase·the' size of 
the fleet as needed to provide the proposed service.- .'" 

Applicant alleges that there are currently no on-call ' 
carriers providing door-to-door service 'between. the City of 
San Francisco and OAK. It· also alleges that there are . currently no 
on-call carriers providing door-to-door ,. (or any other service)"~. 
between Marin County and OAK. Applicant seeks authori:ty ,to·: provide 
a service that will fill a need it perceives. 

For the proposed San' ,Francisco· service' th~, route ·is .from 
OAK via Interstate S80 or Interstate'SSO' to the Bay.Bridge :and into 
San Francisco. For the proposed Marin county servicethe:route 

'-, ,r' 



A.90-12-023 ALJ/RTB/dyk 
..... ', f.. 

' .. :.... ". '~',. : ,~I,_" ,·1 ..... : ': t'".~".:' ,~' .' .!:~ 
would be via either the Bay Bridge and Golden Gate Bridge or v.a 
th~ R:i.chmond':'Sai: ~afa_el' Bridge' to: Mar'in' County ~.-' The: fares": proposed 

for the fiI:'st person of a party are: $20' for San Francisco-.and:$25 
for Marin County., Additional persons-'are $lO-"each',for'::both~\of 

'.' •.... , . '. 

these services. _ . -'.' . '. " ,_ 
Applicant alleges that' it has been an active,-reg':i:'stered; 

carrier at OAK since starting its operations over thr'~eYe:ars'ago.· 
. ' ... ,.. , .. , .. ~. ~" ..... \ .. 

Although applicant's vehicles are departing OAK almost every hour, 
applicant has frequently been _forced to,turn down requests for 
service to the City of San Francisco even though the vehicle has 
available seating outbound from OAK. The only reason- s.uch requests 
for service could not be accommodated is that applicant_ la~ks.:on- .• ' 
call authority to the City of San Francisco. If the-- Commission­
grants the authority sought, .. applicant could. easily accommodate 
persons desiring service into San Francisco because the ma.j,or;i.ty-~f 
applicant'S current passengers from OAK are going to locations 
northward, i.e .. -, downtown Oakland, north Oakland'r Alameda, 
Emeryville, and Berkeley. Onder applicant/s current charter,-party 
authority, a completely separate and exclusive van.mus.t,be, usod for 
service into the City of San Francisco at a·greaterpassenger 
expense due to applicant'S lack of on-call authority to-that area. 
This arrangement is inefficient in the use of the vehic.le ,and 
uneconomic to the travelling public:: because of the higher-charter 
fares. 

Applicant also alleges that the service to, _Ma.~~ county_ 
is justified in a similar fashion. Persons deSiring: service , .. to . '. 

• • __ L_'.- _" I " 

Marin County can be accommodated with -applicant' s current.:passeng~r 
base moving~ortnbound from .OAK. Such. a service .would use, 
applicant'S vehicles more efficiently: and Marin County.J?oun.d .. 
passengers would trave-l ata .lower-cost than any known:.~alternative. 
Applicant seeks this authority based- on a suggestion of.;:O~.staff: 
that such a service is needed. to enhance efforts to marke't.OAK 
serviees in Marin County. 

-'",2. -
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Applicant seeks' authority., :to serve-:door.-.to-door any 
loc""tion in the City' o£san' Francisco!. '. However;: :the service to 

,'. I ( " I.'.· ,~" 

Marin County would be limited initially to specific locations along 
the Highway 101 corridor ... Those speCi£ic.loc~~lons wilf be 

determined in cooperation with the Oakland Airport:· Air Traffic 
Development staff and' the travelagEm~s .. serving-Marin with whom 
they work. . .':., 

In summary, applicant believes the propos~d increase in 
operating authority should be granted because: 

1. Applicant has established operations at 
O~; . . 

2. The proposed operating authority 
supplements and complements applicant's' 
already established routes; . - ... . 

3. There is an absence of economically 
competitive alternative serviees to the 
areas that applicant seeks to serve. 

, I, • 

:e:t:otest of N.rport....Himo1;lsine Sel;'vis:e· of SUnnyvale« Inc. 
On December. 31, 1990, Airport Limousine Se'rvice of 

" ' 

Sunnyvale, Inc. (protestant), a California eorporation,,·,filed a 
timely protest to the application. ,protestant,is'a'certificated 

.' . ' ' .' 
passenger stage corporation. with offices in South San:Francisco. 
It currently provides on-call and scheduled airport transportation 

,', , '. 

between points in Santa Clara, San Mateo-, Alameda., Contra Costa, 
and San Francisco Counties and the San Francisco, Oakland, and San 

, 
Jose Airports underPSC-899:~. . c. 

Protestant alleges ,that: :.', )' 
1. Contrary to- applicant'sstatements.,.there 

do exist carriers. with. PSC authority:' issued 
by the PUC for services identical to those 
proposed bY'applicant~andtbe marketplace 
for those services is already well served •. 

2. Applicant has not been specific,aDout .the 
exact service locations and areas proposed 
to be served'ana without such specificity 
operating authority cannot be" ,granted. 

- ~-
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Protestant; particularly, requests: specific";,', 
information on the, service, that. applicant 
proposes to and from Marin 'county."" 

\ L ~ • , • ,I 

3. Applicant's financial fitness to perform . 
the proposed' service is questionable. . .. 
Protes~nt requests that a, current··· , 
financial statement be provided, as well as 
more specific data on applicant's 
liabilities as shown on its balance sheet. 
Protestant also questions. the accuracy of 
applicant's information 'on value' of 'the 
vans in its fleet- . " /', 

Protestant requests that a public hearing.<be held to 
determine if the applicant's proposed service meets the conditions 
of public convenience and necessity and' fitness~ , 
Applicant~s Motion to St;ike Px9test 

On January 18, ~991, applic,ant responded to the protest 
by filing its motion to strike the protest. In response to the 
first ground of the protest, applicant states: 

~In its ~description of· its own passenger 
stage service, on the first page of the protest 
LIMOOSINE shows that it does noS provide 
passenger stage service to or from Marin ' . 
County. Therefore, LIMOUSINE has no legitimate 
grounds for protest of BAYPORTER~s proposed . 
service involved in Marin County. . 

~Because LIMOUSINE is not ~hoiized·to,and 
doeS not provide passenger stage service to 
Marin County, LIMOUSINE cannot validly object 
to; protest; or offer evidence against an 
application involving Marin County under the. 
provisions of Conunission Rule 8.1(c); and, in. 
fact, LIMOUSINE has made no such offer of . 
evidence against this. portion. o·f the 
application in its protest.'" .' . 

In response to Item 2 o,f the protes.t, .... applicant asks the 
Commission' to take official notice of 'the contents" of protestant's 
Application (A.) 9'0-09-060 filed ·September 26·, 199·0.. Applicant 
asserts that comparing thefinanciafinfo:r:mation.submitted by 

."f- I. ", '. ' 

protestant in A.90-09·-060 with applicant's financial statement in 

- 4· -

., 
., . 

• 

• 

• 



• 

• 

• 

A.90-12-023 ALJ/RTB/dyk 

Exhibit,C to., the application, compels the- conelusion., that,., ,'- '", , ; " , 
applicant~s . financial fitness is many' times,'strenger,·than ','" 
protestant's. Applicant's financial statement ,shows" a, p·rof;i t of. 
$37 ~ 964 ' fer the partial calendar year ending July :n,. ,.1990. 
Protestant"g financial· statement shows a loss of' $:2'2,018.: for, the· 
calendar year 1989:. For operating vehicles, applicant'. shows.,: ", .. >:,~, 
vehicles with a book value of $.15·1,.29'8., . less: depreciation .of 
$80,8'73', while protestant's balance sheet shows book value of . 
vehicles $2,790. SO, less. accumulated depreciation .of $55..s:~~ 

Given the sorry condition of protestant'·s financial. 
statement, its labeling of applicant's financial fi.tness,as 
"questionable" is, in applicant's terms" "the pot' calling,,~the 
kettle black..... Applicant alleges.· that protestant firs ,t· , raised the, 
financial fitness "humbug" against applicant'S initial ,application. 
The Commission disposed of protestant's financial fitnes·s· 'argument 
in that case as. follows: 

"The alleged inadequacy of· (applicant'sl' 
financing. is,. consequently, nO,t a, reason for 
re'jecting its appllcat'ion.... (A. 8'6-04.;.043, 
D. 87'-0S-087~) '. 

In response to protestant's' third ground of protest,' 
applicant alleges that under itspresentauthor1ty,it""may offer 
service between San Francisco and OAK only 'on a charter'basi's'" It' 
further alleges that it does so freqUently and' that'" bet'ter OAlC-San 
Francisco service would be possible if applicant 'had a passenger :~ 
stage certificate for this corridor, and the ratecharged"to:the" 

" !". 

public could be reduced. 
The protest alleges: 

.... "contrary to' applicant'S application, there " 
de existc4rrierswith-PSC authority. issued ~y 
the POC with services identical to those 
proposed by applicant, and the marketplace for 
those services are already well served.:'" . . 

Applicant asserts that this protest is.vague'and non-
specific. It does not assert that protestant itself'is'providing a 
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competi ti ve' service' upon ,which the" hearing ,; is, requested ... :,: Nor; does::'; 
the protest namea:ny other-carrier or carriers,: who are~ supposedly,;::. 
providing the service p ',. • • " • :: ,:' ;.,' '" " 

Applicant attaches to its motion a copy, of protestant,' s.~ :­
application, A.90-09-0&O, filed'September 26, 199,0", in which.~, 
protestant sought authority to add on-call service,' between OAK· and::, 
points in 'the City of San FranciscO. Applicant: ,argues: that it, is" 
clear that protestant was notprovid.:ing pass.enger stage' ,serv-iee ,;: 
between OAK and'San Francisco when the application, was': f'iled on ' 
September 26,1990 .. 

AppliC4nt alleges that after a prehearing .. conference held 
on December 7, 1990 in A.90-0·9-060, it became clear that,the 
commission staff believed that the Commission.had' granted ' 
protestant authority to provide passenger stage' service,: betwee-n OAK 

and San Francisco in an earlier order. This granted authority had, 
somehow gone unnoticed by protestant. Applicant herein argues that 
mere possession of authority should not provide a valid·;'basis for 
protest. Rather, service to the pUblic is the only v~1id basis 
upon which a protest can be founded. Applicant po-intsout that 
protestant makes no claim of actually providing passenger stage 
service between OAK and San Francisco; but rat~er it j.ust wants to 
stop applicant from providing such " service. 

.. " : I \ .I' ... ~, ' f r .' 

Applicant 
strike the protest, 
application. without 

asks the Commission to grant" its, m<?tion to 
to dismiss the protest, and to grant the 
a hearing. 

Discussion 
The COmmission's rules pertaining to'the content of 'a ... ,' ~-;." . , . '" 

protest are quite specific. (Rules of Practic,e and Procedure, 
• ., ' . . .,. .,.1 .," ",i" ' .. L , 

Article 2.5,. Protests-Requests for Hearing ., )~,Rule ,8 .1 provides , in 
part: 

"A protest isa formal pleadingcontaini~g:' 
(C) an offer of the evidence which the 
protestant would sponsor 'or elieitata:public 
heo.rin9'." 

.' . 
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Rule 8..4" provides, in part: , ,~, ',I r ' • 

• 1 •• ",", • 

I: . ' , 

"(b)' The ·£aetsconsti.tuting.the qroundsfor. 
the protest, the effect. of the . ". 
application or petit'ion' upon the' ., 
protestant, and why. the ;'applieationor 
petition,. or a part thereof, may not be 
justified'. .. 

"(c) The facts the protestant. would. develop. 
at a public hearing, which could result ' 
in the denial of the- application .• '. ,:·in· 
whole or in part. t. 

In: Rule 8.2 the Commission explicitly states: 

"The filing of a' protest does not insure-' that"a ' 
publie hearing will be held;' the content of· the­
protest is determinative .... t. 

It is clear from:the above citations. that the Commiss'ion: looks" to .. 
the allegations of the protest· to· determine 'if a reason: to :.hold· a· 

public hearing has been stated. ,", , " ~ /.~. ' .. , 

Protestant alleges that it currently provides<·on-call and 
scheduled airport transportation between points .. in,' Santa .:Clara ,:San 
Mateo, Alameda, Contra Costa, and San Francisco, Counties: Md the " ,. 
San Francisco, OAK, and 'San Jose Airports.. (P:l:otest,' III, . .):.' It 
is particularly noteworthy that ,protestant does not.allege ... that-it, 
provides any kind of transportation services in the· County:o£< '. 
Marin. Nevertheless, its protest includes objection, to· the service 
that the applicant proposes in the County of Marin. ·RIlle 8-.4·· ....... . 
specifically requires that a protest state "·the',effect .of .. the . ' . 
application •.. upon the protestant." Protestant has'. made' 'no 
allegations 'concerning the effect of the propos'ed ;.Mar~~:,:county 
service upon its operations. On the face of the pleadings we can 

only .conclude that .the .proposed Mar.in County operations, of 
. ., ." ... 

applicant would· have no· effect.upon protestant. 
• •• j ' •• ". 

- 7 ,._-
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Protestant's statement of its current services:::lincl\ldes;,~: 
on-call service between the City and .. County of ,San,.Franci,sco and 

r • ,., • "'. ' •• ,' J "." " •••• 

OAK. However, protestant does not include in its protest any facts 
about the nature or extent of its on-call service between San 
Francisco and. OAK~ nor does it state'. when. such,·serv'ice· commenced, 
the points served, if any; nor the frequen~:with which its 
customers invoke its on-call authority between the City and County 
of San Franc;[sco and OAK. Finally, protestant~oes not state the 
effect the application will have upon it, beyond' the very general 
conclusion that' "new entrants usually resort to stealing customers 
from the market share of existing companies to survive.'· (Protest, 
1\1' v.) This statement is a mere conclusion without facts alleged to 
support it. Protestant also alleges that. I. there doexis:t .. carriers. 
with PSC authority issued by the POC for services identical to 

, ,; , ' 

those proposed by applicant." (Protest,. 1\1' V .. ): . Protes.tant does not 
state who these carriers are nor the nature of their alleged 
authority or service. It is .interesting to note .thatprotes.tant 
does. not identify itself among those with identical·authorityto 
that proposed by applicant.. . , .,. 

We take official notice o·f A .. 90-09-060· . .in· which 
protestant sought authority· to. add on-call service-between,OAl( and: 
points in the City, of San Francisco. .Until the. prehearing /. .'. 
conference in A.90-09'-060 . on Oecember 7, 1990,. protesta.nt:was:·. 
apparently unaware that the authority sought in.·that application 
had been granted by 0.88-09'-068 inA.:87-09-042. upon ~ing. 
informed ·of that fact by the Transportation Division, -protestant, 
withdrew A.90-09-060. In 0.91-02-009 , dated February &,: .. 199'1·, in, 
A.90-09-060, the Commission stated: 

. ItThe same decision [0.88-09-0&8.J removed·.an .. ,' .. 
earlier restriction on on-call service between 
San Francisco and Oakland "International' 'Airport 
(OAK) - It· _ ··~Cl ... ,; 

We infer from the' foregoing recitationthat'protestant . 
was not providing on-call' service'" between OAK and l

.'. Cl.ty~·'o·f ·:San .~ 

s···· -, ,-
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Francisco before December 7',< 19'90",£or, until· that,~date:,:,:it"did·,not 
realize that' it had authority,to",provide',:such~,service.~;, Such J~elief 
is also evidenced'by the ,filing of A.,9'0-09-06·0 on· September 2.6" 
19 9 0 .. ' ,,,,, " " 

Protestant also argues ,that applicant, has,,·no:e., been;.,' 
specific about the exaet service locations, andareas':px:oposed to.be 
served.- It asserts .. thAtwj.thoutsucbl:C'lari,f-i:cation-, it is 
impossible to qrantany authority. Protestant does not cite -:any, :, 

authority for that proposition., Moreover, on-eall~ ser:v-ice requires 
only that either the origin or destination of the service be " 
specified. For example, in protestant's CPC&N, PSC-89·9" ;i.ssued.in 
0.91-02-009, Sections I.b .. and·c .• state: 

"The term 'on-call', as. used, ,refers· to service 
which is authorized to be rendered dependent on 
the demands of passengers.... ." .,' 

"No passengers shall :be transported except those 
having a point of origin or destination 'at" " 
,either SFO, OAK, or SJC."'. 

In Section III of the same certificate the Conunission has described 
the route for on-call service as follows: ' " 

"From any point within the counties of either· 
Alamed.a, Contra Costa, San Francisco,,. San" 
Mateo, or Santa Clara, on the one hand, and 
either to SFO, OAK, or SJC~ -on the other 'hand. It .' 

", .. ,," .. 

" , 

Thus, it is not necessary to specify the exact,service locations 
for on-call service, except the airp~rts that~ill'oe se~ed. 

Finally, protestant questions the, financial fitness of 
~ • , " • ,/0. , .' 

applicant to perform the proposed servic,e.. Protestant requests 
that current financial statements be' provided ~ather tha'n th~~e 
attached to the application, reflecting data through July 31, 1990. 
It also seeks more specific data on applicant'S liabilities, 
although they are set forth in detail on its balance sheet attached 
to the application. Finally,protestantquesti~ns theinf~rmation 

provided by applicant on value of the , vans in itsfleetc"and,s.tates 

- 9' _ .. , 
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that the accuracy of this information is. in question. . Protestant,' s 
. assertions and arguments on this point'are' general, consisting. 
merely of' a listing of potentia'l issues that might be- inquired into 
if public hearings were convened. These assertions do not 
constitute either an offer of evidence' (Rule 8.1(c) ) oX' the facts 
that protestant would develop ata public hearing. (RuleS .• 4(c)). " 

The assertions, conclusions., andarquments set forth. "in 
the 'protest are insuffieient,·'to require. the holding of· 'a public,., 

hearing in this matter. 
and request for hearing, 
should be denied'., 

Accordingly, we conclude· that the :prc>tes,t 
filed by protestant on December 31" 199,0,; . 

We will grant the application insofar, as it seeks'" 
authority to provide on-call service between.OAKand the'City and 
County of San Francisco. We will also.qrant the application for 
authority to provide on-call service to the County of Marin, 
subject to the condition that, befo're se:t:Vice,commences"t"o the 
County of Marin, applicant shall·first file a.tariff· showing, by 
either map or description, the portion of ,Marin County wi~hin which 
applicant intends to offer on-call service.'1 

Findings of fact, , :"1:' 

1. The language of the protest is too' general to,' require 

that a publichearinq be held'~, 
2. Transportation Division did not file a protest and its 

advice ofpartieipation' memorandum dld not l'ist"any: of the' items' 
contained in the protest. ' , , ... .. i 

, 3. ,Notice' of the' filing of the application appeared in the 
Daily Calendar on December 13 ~ 1990" ' .. , ,,': " 

,", 
l ". r.~ I ,: ", ,:: .:' , 

,\"" , . ., . . . ,'. '." '\ ~ 

" , • , -".,' t' "., " ~ 

1 This condition is' engendered' by the statement in the", I" ' .• ' .. 

application- that "the service' to Marin ,would .be-.'.limited,,(initial1y) 
to specific locations along the Highway 101 corridor." '. 
(Applic~tion, f x.) 

-10 -
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,,' ,." . .'. ~, 

4. Airport Limousine Service of Sunnyvale r - Inc.':-filed:': a 
protest on Dece:tnber 31, 1990,,·but its protes.t is insufficient.. A 

publie hearing is neither necessary'nor 're9uire? 
S. No protest to the application has been received from any 

public transit operators serving theterritory,applicant'proposes 

to serve. 
6. Applicant is technically and financially , .!lole, ,to extend 

on-call serv-1cefrom' OAK to the City ~f San Franc,;i;sco and to a 
portion of the County of Marin in 'connection-, with',,-it~ existing 
scheduled service. 

7. ~lic convenience and necessity require that, applicant 
extend on-call service from OAK to the City and County of San 
Francisco and to a portion of the County of Marin.' 
Conclusions of Law 

1. Before extending on-call service to the County of Marin, 
applicant should file a tariff sheet containing either a,map or 
language describing the portion of the, county of Ma~in to which 
applicant intends to extend on-call service. 

2. The protest does not comply with' the, Rules. of Practice 
and Procedure and should be denied. 

3. The application should be, granted, subj-ect to the 
condition stated in Conclusion of Law l. 

'".\.. 

. "., 

l. The certificate of public "c<:iri:Venience and 'rie'cessity 
granted to Bayporter Express,acorporati6n., 'authoriz:inc;i' 'it; 't:o; " -
operate as a' pa~sen:qer stage corPoration; as deiLned 'inPU 'Co:de:' S'" 
226, to transport persons and baggaqe,between the'po:ints'arid 'over 
the routes set forth in Appendix PSC-1442, is'amerided by'First 
Revised pages 2, 3, and 4 which cancels Original Pages, 2, 3, and 
4 • 

-11'-
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2'. "Applicant shall:;', ", 

a:.' 'File a written acceptance,of this .. ''';:;:' '~.' ',,:, :;'; '" "i~ 
certificate within 30 days after this, order 
is effective~. ,'," ',,',' I ~,'; " 

b. Establish the authoriz~d service andfi'ie 
tariffs and timetables within 120,' days 
after this order is effective. 

c. State in its tariffs and timetables when.' ., 
service will, start';i 'allow at leas,t, 10 days' 
notice to the Commission; and make , 
timet",bles ",nd tariffs effective 10"or more: 
days after this order is effective .. , 

d. Comply with General Orders Series' 101, 104, 
and 158, and the California Highway Patrol, 
safety rules. 

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

f . Remit to the Commission the Transportation "" , 
Reimbursement Fee required by PU Code § 403 
when notified by mail to' do so. ' 

g. Before extending on-call service to the 
County of Marin, file a tariff sheet 
containing either ,a map or ,language ' , 
describing the portion of the county of 
Marin to be served'. ' ' , 

3. Before beginning service to any airport, appl'icant shall 
notify the airport's governing ,body ... Applicant shall not operate 
into or on airport property unless such operations are also 
authorized by the airport's governing, body .. " 

4. Applicant is authorized to, beg'in ope~~~io~~ on the date 
that the, Executive Direeto; mails a ~otice to appli~an~.'~hat its 
evidence of insurance is' o~' fil~with the:commissi~I'l'and.th~'t' "th~ , 
California Highway Patrol has approved ,the use ·:~f'applicari.t' S 

,_J, ," .. 'I ." "1,'· , .... ,., ,. 

vehicles ,for service. 
, ., ..... 

t', .••• 

", ,,. 
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5. The protest is denied. 
6. Xhe application is granted as set forth above. 

This order becomes effective 30 days from today. 
Dated April 24, 1991, at San Francisco, California. 

- 13 -

PA'I'RICIA M. ECKERT 
President 

G. MITCHELL WILl< 
JOHN B. OHANIAN 
DANIEL Wln. FESSLER 
NORMAN D. SHUMWAY 

Commissioners 
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• Bayporter Express 
(a corporation) 

First Revised Page 2 
cancels 

Appendix PSC-1442 

original Page 2-

SECTION I. GENERAL AUTHORIZATIONS, RESTRICTIONS, LIMITATIONS, 
AND SPECIFICATIONS. 

• 

• 

Bayporter Express, a corporation, by the certificate of 

public convenience and necessity granted by the *revised decision 
noted in the margin, is authorized as a passenger stage 
corporation to transport passengers and their baggage between 
points described in section III, subject, however, to the 
authority of this commission to change or modify this authority 
at any time and subject to the following provisions: 

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

b. Daily scheduled service shall be 
provided on routes 1, 2, 3, and 4. 

b. "On-call" service shall be provided on 
routes A, S, and C. The term "on-call", 
as refers to service which is authorized 
to be rendered dependent on the demands 
of passengers. The tariffs and 
timetables shall show the conditions 
under which each authori~ed on-call 
service will be rendered. 

c. No passengers shall be transported 
except those having a point of origin or 
destination at either San Francisco, 
Oakland, or San Jose, International 
Airports. 

d. This certificate does not authorize the 
holder to conduct any operation on the 
property of or into any airport unless 
such operation is authorized by the 
airport authority involved • 
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SECTION II. SAN FRANCISCO BAY AREA SERVICE AREA. 

Includes all points within the geographical limits of 
the counties of Alameda, Contra costa, San Mateo, Santa Clara, and 
*san Francisco.. 

*Marin county 
The boundary of the service area encompasses Marin 

county of Golden Gate Bridge on the south, two miles east and two 
miles west of Highway 101, and Lucas Valley-Smith Ranch Road exit on 
the north. 

SECTION III. ROUTE DESCRIPTIONS. 

A. Daily Sehe4ule4 serviee 
Routes 1, 2, 3, and 4 shall commence with a service 

point at the locations shown under each of the route listed below 
then via the most appropriate streets and highways to the passenqer 
terminal(s) at San Francisco International Airport (SFO), and for 
Route 3 only, ,unless otherwise indicated, to the passenger 
terminal(s) at San Jose International Airport (SJC). 

Route 1 - Concord - SEQ 
Sheraton Hotel, 41 John Glenn Drive, Concord 
BART Station, Walnut creek (Flag Stop) 
BART Station, Orinda (Flag stop) 

Route 2 - San Jose AitPort-SEQ 
san Jose Airport 
Marriott Hotel, Great American Parkway, Santa Clara 
Sheraton Hotel, 110 N. Mathilda, Sunnyvale 
Rickeys Hyatt House, 4219 El Camino, Real, Palo Alto 
Holiday Inn, 625 El camino Real, Palo Alto­
Stanford University Oval, Palo Alto 

Issued by california Public utilities Commission • 
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SECTION III. ROUTE DESCRIPTIONS (continued). 

A. 

B. 

paily Scheduled seryiq. (concluded). 
Route 3 - Stanford University Qyal-S~C 
Stanford University Oval, Palo Alto 
Holiday Inn, 625 El Camino, Palo Alto 
Rickeys Hyatt House, 4219 El Camino" Palo Alto 
Sheraton Hotel, 1100 N Mathilda, Sunnyvale 
Marriott Hotel, Great American Parkway, Santa Clara 

Route 4 - crockett-Emervyille-SFO 
C&H Sugar Company, 830 Loring St., crockett 
Alpha Beta Store, Fitzgerald & Appian Way, Pinole 
Days Hotel, Hilltop Shopping Center, Richmond 
Del Norte BART Station, El Cerrito 
Corner of San Pablo & Marin Street, Albany 
North Berkeley BART Station, Berkeley 
Days Inn, 547 Powell, Emeryville 

"On-call service 

Service shall commence from any point within the 
authorized service area described in Section II, then via the most 
convenient streets and highways to the final destination point shown 
under each of the route listed below: 

Route b - San Francisco International Airport 
Route B - Oakland International Airport 
Route C - San Jose International hirport 

Issued by california Public Utilities commission. 
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