Decision

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALITORNIA

Tiffany Tour and Travel Service, )

Complainant,
Case 10992

vs. (Filed Jume 1, 1981)

The Gray Line Tours Conmpany,

Defendant.

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

Jerrv H. Green, Attorney at Law, Zor
complainant.

Knapp, Grossman & Marsh, by Warren N.
Grossman, Attorney at Law, or
defendant.

James H. Lvons, Attorney at Law, for
Orange Coast Sightseeing Company,
intervenor.

Tiffany Tour and Travel Service (Tiffany) alleges that

The Gray Line Tours Company (Gray Line) is violating its operating
authority by publishing and distributing material which advertises
direct tour service from various hotels and motels in the area
surrounding the Los Angeles International Airport (LAX) area,
picking up passengers at these hotels and motels, and fransporting
them directly to various tour attractions without first taking
them to Gray line's downtown Los Angeles terminal. Alzhouch
acknowledging that Gray Line is authorized direct service to tour
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attractions from the LAX area, Tiffany charges Gray Line can only
do so, for operating convenience only, when it has a sufficient
nunber ©of passengers to warrant such service. Tiffany alleges
that since Gray Line is unable to determine in advance that it
will have a sufficient number of passengers, it should be pro-
hibited from advertising and publishing schedules which indigate
direct service or from selling tickets on this basis. Tiffany
seeks an order that Gray Line cease and desist this unauthorized
practice.

Gray Line admits in its answer that during certain
seasons of the year it performs the activity complained of by
Tiffany, but denies that this activity is violative of its
certificated authority. ray Line c¢ontends Item 15 of its local
passenger Tariff yrg pernmits direct operations f£rom the LAX
area to tour attractions if it deems it has picked up a sufficient
number of passengers and that a determination of what is sufficient
is solely within Gray Line's discretion.

Following notice, this matter was consolidated for hearing
with Application (A.) 60650 and was heard in Los Angeles before
Administrative Law Judge William A. Turkish on October 13 and 16,
1981. Case 10992 was submitted upon the £iling of briefs on
November 20, 1981; A.60650 will be resolved in a separate decision.

1/ The pertinent portion of Itenm 15 contained in Section I on
Original Page 8 of Appendix A, as authorized by the Comnission
in Decision (D.) 84749 dated Aucust 5, 1975, reads as follows:

"Direct Overations: For operating convenience and
not as an enlargement of any authority ¢granted
herein, The Gray Line Tours Company may, if it
deems that it has picked up a sufficient number
of passengers in one of the pickup areas provided
in Section II herein for one of the tours author-
ized in Section IXI herein, proceed directly to
the tour f£rom the pickup area without going to
its terminal.”
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Testifying for Tiffany was its president, Jamshid
Anvaripour. Testifying for Gray Line was its Los Angeles regional
manager, Robert Collegeman.

Inasmuch as Gray Line admits the activity complained of,
there is no need to recite the testimony of Tiffany’'s witness which
is mainly repetitive and corroborative of the allegations contained
in the complaint.

Pollowing is a summary of the testimony prescnted Dy
Gray Line's witness:

1. Gray Line has been conducting the complained
of service from April 1981 to the date of
hearing.

2. The tourist industry on the west coast has
approximately five or six seasons. July
and August are in the No. 1 or hicgh season;
April, May, and June are considered to be
in the No. 2 season: September and Decenber

are in the No. 3 season; November, January,
and February are in the No. 4 secason; and
the remaining months are in the No. 5 or
low season.

Gray Line advertises in its current
brochures that it has a 9 o'clock
departure from its airport terminal on
£ive tours. Although Gray Line previously
published 2 schedule listing direct ser-
vice from LAX area hotels and motels ¢o
certain sightseeing attractions, it was
discontinued in June 198l. Gray Line's
new brochure, effective July 1, 1981, does
not mention direct service from the LAX
area hotels/motels although Gray Line
continues to operate direct service from
the LAX area hotels/motels.
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Gray Line believes its new tour brochure,
which lists departure times Zor its
several tours from its airport terminal,
coupled with information added by the
selling agents at the hotels/motels, is
adequate to inform the public of its
direct service.

Although business has gone down this

year as compared to a similar period the
previous vear, Gray Line states its direct
tour operation from the LAX area is 2 con-
venience to the company ané is a profitable
operation.

A "sufficient nunber of passengers” is
considered any number above the break~-even
point on any tour. However, if a particular
pus was needed somewhere else at a particular
time, & half busload would constitute an
operating convenience. From Gray Line's
historical data, it is able to estinmate the
average number of passengers per day for

the month. Break-even on a Disacyland

tour from the LAY area is cight passengers.
Gray Line has a call-in systen so it
generally knows the number of passengers

it will be carrying the evening before the
day of the tour.

At the time direct tours were started in
April 1981 from the LAX azea, three buses
were used to pick up passengers at the
various hotels/motels and transport them
0 a central validation point in the IAX
area. The passengexs then boarded the
proper bus leaving for their tour destina-
zions. Since April, sonme direct tours
from the 1LAX area were discontinued Zor
lack of patronage.
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The operating advantages flowing to
Gray Line by running direct service
£rom the LAX area +o Disneyland are
that alter passengers are unloaded,
the bus can be immediately placed
into service in the Anaheim region.
Another operating convenience results
from avoiding having to bring buses
and passengers £rom the LAX area to
the very congested downtown Los Angeles
terninal before going to the tour
attraction.

9. An analysis of direct tour service
from the LAX area (Exhibit 3) shows
that for the period £from April 13,
1981 through +he ené of August %981
Gray Line's Tours 2, 5, and 25,2/
departing at 9 a.m. for Hollywood/
Beverly Hills and Hollvwood/Beverly
Hills ané Universal Studios, respec-
tively, show a combined bus patronage
average load of 40.6 passengers. The
analysis further shows that the load
factor on the three 9 a.m. tours fronm
the LAX area to Disnevland3d/ average
27.1 passengers. The 1 p.m. Tour 2
to Hollywood/3everly Hills and <he
1l a.n. Tour 5 <o Universal Studios
were discontinued in June 1981 because
of an unprofitable average load factor
0L 10.6 and 12.0 passengers, respec-
tively. Gray Line deems that the
average load factors for Tours 2 and
25 are sufficient to operate direct
scrvice profitably on a daily basis.

2/ Touxs 2, 5, and 25 passengers are conbined on one bus. The hali-
day Hollywood/Beverly Hills tour passcngers are dropped off at
Farmer's Market for lunch while those going on to Universal Studios
conzinue on to their destination. After lunch the passengers at
Farmer's Market are returned to their origination point.

3/ Tours 15, 17, and 138 passengers f£or Disneyland likewise axe
combined on one bus.
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An empty Or near enpty Mus seen heading
south on the San Diego Freeway is not
necessarily ¢oing to Disneyland since it
could well dbe a bus dcacheading dack to
the Orange County arca that had originated
an airport transfer <o LAX. The company
also operates tours from the Anahein area
to the Los Angeles arca, and so there is

a need at times for additional buses to
be in the Anahein area.

Whea there is a nced for additional ecuip-
ment in the Anahein areca, it is less expensive
to transport as few as five or six passengers
than deadheading a bus from the downtown Los
Angeles terminal. Grav Linc does not have a
large cnough f£leet of buses to permancatly
Base in Anaheim. Therefore, a big parzt of
Gray Line's operation is use by the two
regions of the same equipment and drivers.
Prior to April and the direct service %o
Disneyland from LAX hotels/motels, it was
necessazy to deachead buses £rom Los Angeles
to Anahein.

Since Gray Line admits direct service from the LAX area
to various tour attractions, the question we are asked to resolve
is vhether Gray Line's LAY area direct service operation to various
tour attractions is in violation of its operating authority.

The langquace contained in the present certificate of
Gray Line originally appeared in D.81036 dated February 14, 1973
and was again restated generally with minor changes in D.84749
dated August 5, 1975.

Section I of Appendix A of D.84749 contains general
authorizations granted to Gray Line. Item 15 of Section I reads
in part as follows:
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SECTION I, General Authorizations--Contd.

Direct Owmerations: For operating convenience
ané no%t as an enlargenment of any authority
granted herein, The Gray Line Tours Conmpany
may, if it deems that it has picked up a
sufficient nunber of passengers in one oI

the pickup arecas provided in Section IT of
this certificate for one of the tours
authorized in Section III herein, procced
directly to the tour £Lrom the pickup area
without going to its terminal. . . .*

L 4 » »

"c. Items Nos. 430, 440, 445,
and 450 (Tours 22, 23, 24, and
25) for passengers originating
at Los Angeles Intexnational
irport to Disneyland and/or
‘I' Xnott's Berry Fazm.”

I«om 300 in Section III of Appendix A of D.84749 reads
as follows:

"Iten 300 Except as provided in Item 15, <he
specific tour authorizations, as
desicnated herein, shall be operated
£rom The Gray Lline Tours Company Los
Anceles Terminal for passongers picked
up in the Nonexclusive Pickup Territories
as set forth in Section II of this
certificate.”

Tiffany, in its brief, contends that it does not object
to Gray Line's proceeding directly to %tour attractions £rom picrup
areas in the LAX area without going to the downtown Los Angeles
sorminal £irst. Tiffany does object, however, to Gray Line's
deciding to proceed directly in advance of pickup, selling tickets
on this basis, and telling its sales agent that the tour will be
a direct tour. iffany points out that the language ia Itexm 15
is stated in the past tense; that is, direct service is permitted
only after Gray Line deems that it has picrec up 2 sufficient
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nunber of passengers and not before. 'Tiffany then contends +that
the "operating convenience” referred <o in Itenm 15, together with
the term "sufficient number of passengers” in that same paragraph
neans that the downtown terminal can be bypassed only when Gray
Line has picked up 2 full busload of passendgers at the pickup
points, since obviously there would be no purpose in going down-
town as the bus could not pick up anymore passengexs.

Intervenor Orange Coast Sightseecing Company (Orange Coast)
characterizes the testimony of Gray Line’s witness as aédvancing
the position that Item 15 of its cortificate gives Gray Line absolute
discretion to determine that if it needs to relocate a bus Sron
Point A in i¢s pickup territory to Point 3B, any passenger at all
that it may carry (cven one) would be a “sufficient number of
passencers” within the meaning of Item 15. Orange Coast contends
thiz is not what the Commission intended when it authorized Item 15
in D.2l036. Orange Coast relies specifically on Finding of Fact

25/ of that decision in support of its contention that the econonic
justification referred €o in Finding of Fact 2 depends entirely upon
"a sufficient number of customers” as the basis for justifying direct
service and not upon the movenrent of equipnment or anything else.

4/ Finding of Fact 2 of D.21036 reads as Zollows:

“2. XYany sightsceing operators hold authority for
anéd conduct more than one tour. The custoners
who utilize the pickup service may desire to
take different tours. The customers who are
collected in the pickup sexvice are taken o
a terminal or staging area where they arxe
placed on the vehicle which takes them on the
tour for which theyv have purchased a ticket.
I£ there arc a sufficient number of custonmers
at one or morc pickup points to ccononically
justify a direct operation, the tour operator
nay, on occasion, begin a tour at the pickup
point rather than take the customers to its
cernminal or other staging area. Narration
is provided on the sightsceing tour but not
during the pickup sexvice.”
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Orange Coast also claims that Gray Line's institution
of regularly scheduled direct service £rom the LAX area to
isneyland and Universal Studios is in direct conflict with
Conclusion of Law 195/ contained in D.21036, since Tiffany has
operating authority which permitc it 4o conduct direct service

from the LAX arca to Disneyland and Universal Studios. Finally,

Orange Coast contends that Gray Line's direct service f£rom the
LAX area is an enlargement of its operating authority and that
Itenm 15 expressly prohibits <this cﬁla,geﬂeq..

The language ina Item 15, “if it deems that it has picked

up a sufficient number of passengers in one of the pickup areas
would seenm to contemplate a determination which can only be mad
after the passengers have been picked uwp. However, we did not
intend the language to be construed so literally. Gray Line ha
conducted sightsceing tours in the Los Angeles area £or many

¢

s

vears and is in a position to have data at its disposal o project

load ZLactors from the LAX ared to the various tour attractions.
This fact coupled with Gray Line's equipnent use requirenents
and the geographical zelationship between Gray Line's downtown

ternminal, the pickup area, and the tour attraction are all fact
which should be considered when determining “operating coaveale

OIS
nce®

and should also permit Gray Line to detezmine, in advance, what

conctitutes a “"sufficient number of passengers®. Thus, while
Tiffany is correct in one context, we do not view it from the
same context: nor 4o we agree with Tiffany's interpretation of

5/ Conclusion of Law 19 of D.2l036 zcads as follows:

"19. Gray Line should be authorized additional
nonexclusive nickup authority in the Leos
Angeles areas provided, however, that no
direce opcr +ing authority should B¢
authorized £rom that areca in a .e::itory
oL an cxisting mpassenger stage corporation.”
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the language in Iten 15 to the effect that Gray Line may coanduct
direct sexvice £from the LAX area only when it has completely
£illed its buses. This was not our intention when we authorized
Item 15 and it iz not our interpretasion of Itenm 15 now.

The evidence shows that the special tour schedule
published and distributed by Gray Line, which advertised tours
directly from the LAX area hotelz/motels five tour attractions,
was discontinuced by Gray Line in the latter part of June 1921 and
iz no longer distributed. Effective July 1, 1981 Gray Line published
a new brochure (Exhibit 2) describing all of its tours operated
fron the Los Angeles area. although this brochure does not emphasize
direct tours f£rom the LAY area hotels/motels, it does show departur
from Gray Line's airport ternminal £or 6 of the 24 tours described
in the dbrochure. All 24 tours show deparsture £rom the downtown
Los Angeles terninal as well. Three of 4he zix tours f£rom the
airport terminal are to Disneyvland, while the other three tours
are to Hollvwood/Beverly Hills, Universal Studiosz, and combination
Hollvwood/Univercal Studios. The "Gray Line airport terminal”
appedars €0 be the location where Gray Line has been valid .ing

the passenger tickets of thosc passengers being shuttled from the
various hotels/motels to the validation point and there caba:r;ﬁr
on the dus to their selected tour.

VWhen we authorized Item 15, it was our intention %o
give Gray Line considerable £flexibility in its tour operations
so long as it did no%t enlarge any of its ¢ranted authority. For

this reason, we granted Gray Line the discretion to determine when
there is sufficient patronage to justify, in ternms of operating
conveniecnce, a direct tour from any of its authorized nonexclusive
pickup territories.
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In granting this discretionary power to Gray Line, we
were mindful of the convenience to passengers in not having <o

be transported first o the dovmitown terminal before continuing
on to their tour destination as well as to the operating con-
veaience of Gray Lizne. Operating convenience, as we aean +<h
term, can include consideration of the optinum use of Gray Line's
cquipment, congestion at the downtovn terminal, <he number of
passencers for the various tours gathered in the nonexclusive
pickupy areas, and the aeor:aphzcal relationship of the pickup
area to the downtown terminal and the tour destination.

If Gray Line »roceeds Zrom a nonexclusive piciup area
directly %o the decignated tour attraction authorized in its
certificate, without having <o bring the vacsengers to the down-
tovn Los Anceles terminal f;:st, it is not an enlargement of its
cranted authoritv as contended by Orange Coast, since Item 15
evpressly grants Gray Line the discretion of determining when it
has a cufficient number of passercers to proccced directly. The
words "not as an enlargement of any authority granted herein, ...”
relate to the addition of a four attraction along the direct schicc
route between the pickup areas and the authorized tour destination.
The addition of such a nonauthorized tour attraction would consti-
tute an enlarcement of authority. There was no evidence that this
has occurred,

The deternination of what constitutes "a sufficient
aumber of passengers” is not measured by any objective criteria.
It is measured by the various considerations whick ¢o into
deternining if the direct tour will be an "operating convenience"
for Gray Line. V¢ recognize that by ¢granting Gray Line this
flexibility, it poses the danger of indirectly permnitting pre-
datory practices by Gray Line in operating a direct tour with
passeagers 5o fow in number that it never reaches the bredit-even
point.
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However, the fact that Gray Line discontinued three
dircet tours from the LAX area after approximately 70 days of

operation because the load factors on these tours were too
low and it was unprofitable %0 operate dispels any
indication of predatory tactics by Gray Line. In addition, the
evidence (Exhibit 3) shows an averace load factor of 40.6
passencers on the three tours (coabined on one dus) ¢oing
directly to Hollywood/Beverly Hills and Universal Studios
between April 13, 1981, when direct service was becun by
ray Line from the ILAX pickup arca, through August 31, 1921.
The three tours which Gray Line has been operating from the
LAX arca to Disneyland (combined on one bus) show an average
daily load of 27.1 massengers. According to Gray Line these
tours are profitable.

Since the current tours operated by Gray Line direct
from the LAX areda are deemed by Gray Line o be convenient for
+h passengers and Gray Line, i+ makes no sense to prohibit
ray Line from adverticing direct service £ronm the LAX area

while at the sanme time permitiing the practice.

Angwering the argument of Orange Coast with respect
to Gray Line's direct tour sesvice £rom the LAX area being
violative of Finding of Fact 2 and Conclusion of Law 19 in
D.2l036, we point out that £indings of fact, in our decisions,
stem from the evidence adduced during a hearing with respect
to the specific iszsues raised in the case being tried. They do
not constitute orders of the Commission. Furthermore, it has
come to be establichied in the rules of construction of statutes




€.10992 ALJ/EA

that general terms do not control special terms and that special
wozrds derogate or +take away <rom the meaning of general ones.
By analocy, the same holds true here. Finding of Fact 2 was a
general finding from the evidence regarding the practice of many
sightsceing bus operators, while Finding of Fact 24§/ £inds
specifically that authority should be ¢granted to Cray Line o
proceced on authorized tours directly £rom the pickup areas.
This £inding is the basis for Item 15 contained in the appendix
of D.C1036.

Conclusion of Law 19 of D.8l036 cited by Orange Coast
as a prohibition against direct tour services by Gray Line £rom
the LAX area resulted from Gray Line's sceking and being auvthorized
expanded pickup authority in the Loz Angeles area. This limitation
was inposed because of Public Utilities (PU) Code Scction 1022
problems and mroblems concernine the impact this authority would

have on other mascsenger stage corporations, namely, Airport Coach

Service, a protestant which had passenger stage authority to serve
between LAX and the Anaheim-Buena Park areac. t the time it was
feared that Gray Line, if given <the authority it sought, would be
competing with Airmort Coach Sexvice and some division of «raffi
would occur causing an adversc impact on Airport Coach Service,
walch provided needed regular «ransporsation scervice. We did not
want to climinate what little competition existed at the tine.

6/ Finding of Fact 24 in D.81036 provides as Zollows:

“24. Unless the public interest reguires otherwise
r a restriction recuired, necessary or desirable

for the protection of other passenger stacge
corporations, Gray Line should be granted
authority to proceed on authorized tours
directly £rom pickup areas when it determines
there are a2 sufficient number of persons on
a vehicle to operate the <our directly with-
out »roceeding to its terminal.”
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In the vears since D.81036, our views concerning sight-
seeing operations and competition within that £ield have
changed. TFor instance, in D.90154 and D.90155 issued on Apxril 10,
1979 in A.56580 and A.57762, respectively, we discussed the
threshold issue in any passenger stage or sightseeing bus applica-
tion, namely, whether or not the public convenience ané necessity
require the service sought to be authorized by the particular
application (sce PU Code Section 1031). If public convenience
and necessity were demonstrated, a certificate could be issued
provided that in those instances where certificated passenger
stage corporations were alrcady serving the territory, the
certificate could be iscued 1if existing certificate holders were
not providing scrvice to the saticfaction of the Comnission (sce
PU Code Section 1032). Althousch this case is a complaint natter

- o

dealing with the dircct tour service operased by Gray Line £rom

its nonexclusive authorized Los Angeles piciiup area rather than
an application for a certificate, ac were A,.56580 and A.57763,
our views, as expressed in D.90154 and D.90155, are relevant in
disposing of the linmitation contained in Conclusion of Law 19
in D.31026.
Prior to D.920154 and D.90155, the +traditional satis-

iacto:y service test of PU Code Section 1032, as applied o

isting carriers, had been based on the relatively narrow
analyszs of such factors as route patterns, freguency of ser-
vice, adeguacy of cquipment, and the fitnecs of the applicant,
We had never previously addressed the ultimate cuestion of
whether nonopoly service is of dtself unsatisfactory service <o
the public which we now believe is a factor of consideradl
significance. In both D.90154 and D.90155 we held that sighé-
sceing is essentially a lwoury service, recreationally oriented
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and essentially different £rom the COﬁVCﬂ tional point-to-point
public transportation service, and less imbued with that essentiality
o the public welfare which is inherent in the underlying concent
of public convenience and necessity. Accordingly, we held that it

is a service less entitled to the strict territorial protectionisx
from competition ané coapetitive factors which iz necessarily

accorded the "natural” utility nmonopolies such as electric, gas,
or telephone utilities. In D.90155 we stated:

*"This nation's antitrust laws and policies
are n*eﬂz cd on the understanding that cone-
etitive service generally results in a

fubc:;or overall lcvcl 0f sezvice to the
nublmc. Competition tends to bring out
the hichest dcr*cc of cffort and inmacina-

on in a buszne,s exdeavor to the benefic

the public. In the areca of cighisceing

bug operations, compet stion will have a
direct bearing on tie quality of overall
treatnent afforded passengers, rates,
schedul;wg, equipment condition, and
operational innovation gcﬁc*allv Cali-
forniza needs an ianflux of vigorous,
innovative thinkinc and abalzcat on if
publicly accentab’e alternatives to private
auto~-use are %o fully develon. We state
now that compeiition in the area of sight-
eee::.ng hus oneratmong is a most desirable
goal."

Again in both D.90154 and D.90155 we stated:

"In the sightsecing f£ield a policy of fostering
Jimited COﬂpc.;t_Oﬁ under regulation would have
a beneficial effect Lox the nubl ¢ interest in
that it would tend to lead to development of a
territory and 1ﬁoroved methods, formc Or routes
of «raasportation, and would best meet 'ncc-a’
reguirenents o‘ secnents of the general vub-- .
Furthernox re, it would tend to p:owo:c rood Ser~-
vigce and to ‘hold down fazes. we believe that
the competition of ideas and resulsts is healthy,
and accordincly we will look to the circumstances
of cach application in the sighisecing field <o
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determine whether or not the public interest
requires cercification of that application.
The granting or withholding of a certificate
of public convenience and necessity is a
legislative act which rests in the discre-
tion of this Commissgion. The Commission may
grant a number of certificates covering the
same route Or routes.”

More recently in D.93726 dated November 13, 1981 we
found that sightseeing-tour operation is not passenger stage
service and that "the test of determining routes and schedules
before service is authorized, and approval of rate levels are
activities we should no longer engage in with respect to tour
or sightseeing service.”

In view of our present policy, but primarily since we
granted Gray line, in its certificate, the discretion of determining
when, for operating convenience, it had a sufficient number of
passengers to warrant direct tour service from the LAX area pickup
points, Gray Line should be permitted to continue doing what ite

certificate permits it to do and the complaint should bde denied.
Findings of Fact

1. Tiffany holds a certificate of public convenience and
necessity to conduct direct sightseeing bus tour operations from
pickup points in the LAX area to various tour attractions.

2. Gray Line holds a certificate of public convenience
and necessity to conduct sightseeing bus tour operations with
authority to make passenger pickups in the nonexclusive LAX area.
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3. Item 15 of Gray Line's certificate pernmits Gray Line,
for operating convenience, to procecd directly to tour attractions
fronm its nonexclusive pickup areas in the LAX area when it has
determined it has picked up a sufficient nunber 0f passcngers.

4. TFactors which ¢o into determining "operating convenience”

include passenger convenience, egonemic use of egquipment, geogra-
phical relationship between the pickup area, the downtowvn Los
Angeles terminal, and the tour attraction, and the passencer load
factor/conpensatory revenue relationship.

5. Gray Line has been conducting direct tour service fron
the LAX area since April 198l.

6. Gray Line's average daily passenger load factor on its
Tours 15, 17, and 18 %o Disneyland between April 13, 1581 and
August 31, 1981 has been 27.1 passengers and these tours are
profitable for Gray Line. Its average daily passenger load
factor on its Hollywood/Beverly Hills and Universal Studios
tour for the same period has been 40.6 passencers.

7. ray Line discontinued two direct tours to Hollywood/
Beverly Hills ané Universal Studios £rom the LAY area because the
load factors were not profitable.

. Grav Line's direct tour service from the LAX arca picrup
points to tour attractions does not constiitute an enlargement of
its operating authority.

Conclusions of Law

1. Gray Line is not operasting in violation of the authority
contained in its certificate.
2. The complaint should be denied.
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IT IS ORDERED that the complaint is denied.
This orxder becomes effective 30 days from today.
Dated MAR 2 1982 , a% San Francisco, California.

JONLN X BaYSON
President
ZICHARD D. CRAVELLE
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