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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THe STATE or' CALIFORNIA 

In tbe Hatter or the Application of:) 
J. R. (CISCO) ZAVALETA, dba TRI- ) 
TERMINAL, LIMOUSINE SERVICE ) 
for a Certificate- of, Public' ) 
Convenience and: Necessity to ) 
Operate a$ a Pa"engerStage ) 
Corpora tion'7 pursuan tto the ) 
provisions. of Section 1,,031, et.· sect.) 
of the California Public Utilities ) 
Code. ) 

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

Applica t:ton' 58,87:7 
. (F1led;;,May21',·'1:9:79'; . 
amende.d'"No~e~ber,:71:. ',1979 
, and Apr11 2',.'9~'), ' .. 

Carl T. Windell and' Maurice E. Hamilton, 
Attorney~ at Law, for J. R. (Cisco) 
Zavaleta, applioant. 

Richard M. Hannon, Attorney at Law, tor the 
Grayline, Inc .. ; Hand'ler, Baker, Greene & 
Taylor, by Walter H. Walker III and 
Raymond A. Greene, Jr., A.ttorQ,ey-~ at Law, 
for SFO Airporters, Inc .. ; Clapp & Custer, 
by Daniel J .. Custer, Attorney at Law, for 
Lorrie's Travel & Tours, Inc .. and O'Connor 
Limousine Service " Ine.; ~ack PiotrkoW'sk1, 
for Associated Limousine; Ben Ish1zak1, for 
Ish1 Limousine, Inc.; Horace G. Campbell, 
for Airport Limousine Servioe or Sunnyvale, 
Inc.; William Lazar,. for Luxor Cab, and' 
Industry; and James E. Steele, for Yellow 
Cab Coop. Inc.: protestants. 

Christine E. Gondak, Attorney at Law, for 
City and County of San FranCiSCO, p-ro·testant 
and intervenor. 

R. E. Douglas., for the Commission s.ta:rr-_ 
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J. R. (Ciseo) Zavaleta'J an individual doing 'businesa:as Tri-. 
Terminal Limousine Service, seeks. a certif1:cateot public convenience 
and necessity to oJ)erate as a passenger stage corporation between all 
points in San Francis.co andtbe San Francisco- International. Airport 
(SFIA), between San Francisco and central points in SauM11tOc. ancf/o,r 
Muir Woods National Monument (MuiI" Woods), and betweenSFIAand-" 
Oakland International Airport (OIA) and San Jose Municipal Airport 
(SJMA).. Applicant states tbat he presently p,ro-vides' limousine., 
service un<1er charter-party permit No. TCP-26,3P on an on-call_ 24-hour 
per <1ay basis J>rimarily in the Counties of Alameda, San Mateo-, San­
Francisco'J Santa Clara, and Marin. 

By the April 2, 198'1 amendment to his., application, 
applicant requests autbority to provide tbe following l~hreepassengeI" 
carrier services: 

A. San Francisco Airport Service • 

B. 

Applicant proposes to proYid-e on-carl, per capita 
transportation between all points in San Francisco­
to and from SFIA using. eight-passenger limousines 
with 14-passenger vans. as backuJ>veh1cles. Service 
will be provided on a daily basis be-tween tbe 
hours or 6 a.m. to 10 p..m,. with a minimum, one hour· 
advance notice requirement. The p·roposed minimum 
service cbarge ror one passenger is $-150 ror one­
way service with a $-10 per capita charge for two 
or more passengers. Ch~ldren under 12 are charged . 
halr-rare unless riding single. 
Sausalito and Muir: Woods' Exp·ress Servi'ce .. 
Applicant proposes to provide- on-call­
transportation between the Ferry Building and 
Fisberman 's Wharr area or San Francisco to an<1' 
rrom sausalito and/or Muir Woods· using e1gbt­
passenger limousines- witb a 14-passenger van as 
backup vehicle. Service will be provided 
rrom 8' a .. m. to 8' p,.m-. daily <1uring the' months· 
of April through September witb a minimum> one- bour 
advance notice requirement. The proposed" one-way 
fare 
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between San Francisco and Sausalito for one 
through five passengers. is $25 W'1 th an' ad'd1,t1onal 
charge of $5 .. 00 t:or eacb passenger over rive. 
For the Muir Woods, service the proposed fare for 
one through t:ive passengers is $50 with an 
additional charge of $10 for each passenger in 
excess of five. Children und'er' 12 are chargec1 one­
half the adult fare unless r1ding's1ngle. 

c. Inter-Airport Nonstop Service. 
Apl>l1cant proposes to provide on-call nonst.op. 
service between SFIA, OIA, and. SJMA us,ing eight.­
passenger limousines with a 14 ... passenger van as 
backup. Service will be proVided bet.ween 6 a .. m. 
and 10 }).m. daily with a minimum advance no.tic'e 
reQ.u1rement of two hours. The proposedtal'"e tOl'"' 
one to t:ive passengers is '$50 wi th an add! tional 
fare of $10 for each passenger in excess of' five .. 
Children under 12 are charged. one-half of: the 
adult fare unless riding alone. 
Lorrie's Travel and Tour3, Inc. (Lorrie's.)" SFO, 

Airporter, Inc .. (Airporter), and Dolphin Tours (Dolph1n)'f:tled timely 
protests to the application. On Sept.ember 11 t 19'80 Dolphin 'w1'thdrew 

• its protest in view of the amendment made to the app,11cation on 
November 7, 1979.. Associated Limousine, Ish1 Limousine, Inc." 
Airport Limousine Service of , Sunnyvale, Inc., Luxor Cal> and Industry, 
and Yellow cab Coop, Inc., appeared as protestant.s at the August 27, 
1979 hearing but d1d' not act1vely partiCipate.. Hearings were held 
August 27, 1979, Sept.ember 30, 1980, and August 17, and, 1S, 198:", 
before Administrative Law Judge K .. Tomita and: '",be matter was 

submitted subject t.o. the filing of transcripts,and concurrent briefs, 
wb1eh have been received. The widely separated' hearing ,d'ays were 
neces:Sitatec1 by applicant's failure to. provide certain data'reCl:ue$ted, 

• 

, , .. " I,' ,'. '. .... ' " ' 

by certain parties and also. due to, the hosp1ta11zat1onof'app11eant 
, ' 

in late 1980. 

On May 6, 1982' applicant filed a Petition,' fo~ Temporary 
" , 

Authority to operate as a passenger stage corpo'ration .. , The,pet1t1on 
is moot s1nce tbe author1tyreQ.uested'is be1nggranted by this. 
dec1s10n • 
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At the Augus.t 17, 1981 bear1ng~, app11canttest1f'1ecLthat 
he had f'our limousines available to provide .the ~rOPo$ed'~' s.erv1ee, 
two owned and two being aCQ:uired on a lease-purcha~e arr-angement.' 
App11can~ f'urther testified that be would ~ea~le ,to, o,~ta1n;.' 
additional limousines and/or vans if' the d'emand for, serv1'ce ~hou:ld 
require more vehicles.. Applicant al~o, s.tated that he ha~. mad'e ' 

arrangements with other limousine operators to- provide service und'er 
his certificate,. when granted, if he is unable top'rov1de service 
with his own vehicles. 

Exhibit. C to the application is a tinancials'tatement of" 
applicant as of' March 1, 1979. Tbe f'1nancial statement show~ total 
assets of' $111,150, total liabilities of' $37,20? and net,:;worth of 
$19,950 .. Exhibit 3 in this proceeding is a financial statement' of 
applicant as of' July 30, 1981 and a part of' tbe' renewal a]:)'Pl'1cat1on 
f'orm tor a charter-party carrier, of' passengers, certit'"1eate .. ,' This 

f'illancial statement shows total assets of' $206,000, total liabilities 
of $17,.000, and net worth of $129,000., 

Two witnes.ses testified onappl1eant's behalf'. ,Mr.,Trad', a 
cab driver, limousine driver, and'mini-bus driver over-' the past 18; 
years and an occasional driver as well as 'a f'uture employee for', 
applicant should the application be granted', testified' tbat the 
proposed service would be the type of' service peop,le in(tu1reabout. 
The second witness, also a parttime driver f'or appl1cat)t a'nd a f'ormer' 
doorman and bellman at the Hyatt Regency-Hotel in' San FranCisco 
testified that in his opinion the type of ~ervice'proposed,by 
applieant would ~e responsive to' the need fO'l"'good>serviceat loW' 
rates to the airport. In addition', app11cantsu~mitted~ form,letters. 
signed ~y representatives of' 11 air-lines. support1ngthe' application .• , 
Airporter's Position ," 

Airporter argues that applicant bas, fa!led:to, dem~nstrate 
that he has the finane1al"and operational fitness to' conduct a 
certificated passenger bus operation. It further argues·that 
applicant has. no idea 'otthe cost of operating the proposed serviee 
or the reasonableness o~ the proposed tares • 
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I' .' \ 
I ',' " 

Counsel for Airporter elicited tes,timony, fr-om'ap:plicant 

that he has operated at a loss in 1919 ? ,1980', and 198" a3a'charter--. 
party car-rier and that the increase in networ-thshown, 1n h1sJulY30',. 
'981 financial statement over the March 1, 1979financ1al,sta:,~ement 

attached to the application was due to theapp'reciatio,nin, value, o,r" 
Clpplicant 's home in San Bruno and two lo,ts owned. in Cali fo:rn1a , City ~ 

, • I."" " ," 

We note that the passenger charter-party car-rier renewal form 'req,u1r-es " 

property to be shown at book co'st and no't at .market val'~e·asrep.or.ted 
by· applicant on his renewal form (Exhibit 3. is part, o,~ ,the~ene~"~:l' ' 

I',. ' " ,', ',\ ,.. 

form) . 

Although Airporter believes that there is nothing';:tn this 
record to support a required finding, that :?p!,llcant is fi·tand, 

qualified to operate o.s a certif1eated passenger- stage o,p:era:tor~ it 
offered. additional' argument relating to the provisions o~!', pUblic., 
Utilities (Pt]) Code § 1032 _ Airpo~ter contends thatthe~e'isn6; . 
evidence in this proceeding to- indicate- that tb.ese'r~vi¢e;s"' or'existing 

operators are not adequate. 

Airporter presented witness Gordon Espost6 .tot.es.tify: on,. 
the service cu~rently beingof'fered between downtown San, Fra.n'cisco, . 

< ' 

and the airports. The types of sel:'vice offe'r-ed range' ~r"'om tax:1'eabsy. ./ 
buses? and mini-vans to luxury limousines. In, addi t10n to" s,e~vice-,./, 
pro.vided. by authorized operator's there are. also unautho,rized.:,van.s:'and. 

limousines providing service to and from the airports. .to.¢.~,mp.otind.' 
the problem, Esposto testified that. the numb-er' ot ai.r11ne:' p'as~en:gers' 
declined in 1980 and was projected to,. decline furt.herin .198:1 •.. 'rae" 

witness stated that the certification of additional carr:iers:on, this, 

route would result in a diversion of traffic' fr'omex1st:('ngC~~r:1ers 
, .' .,', ,/, ,., , 

and not in an inc!'"ease 1n the number of pass-enge:-s us1ngpublic-' ".' 
transportation. This diffusion of traffic 'r'esults ·in~adiver's.:lo.n'of 
revenues from existing carriers' to newly franehise.d ~6:a.rriers and:;' .. " 

, . ' . . ' "\,' .;.1,:'. " L" 

thereby comp-ounds the problems of existing carr-:Lcrs likeAirpo-r:te~ 
whose last pro!'i table year was in 19'76 •. ' Wi tne53 ESPo~tof'~rt~;:;;" . 
testified that A.irporter has had to increase 1t,sfar.e-f'roma'$r~:'~O,.,1n 

, ,t ' ,;,' ', •• 

;976 to the ;4.00 fa!'"e currently charged, pr-ineipally, dU~,.tO:'~:,,"'~·\ "." 
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• diversion in passengers as. well as the decline in total airline. 

• 

• 

" 

pas~engers. The witness. further testified that this Commi:s.sionhas 
indicated that, given a choice of curtai11ng ser.viceor' inc'reasing 
fares, Airporter should continue to alSk fo·r fare increases .. , 

WitneslS Esposto also sponsored Exhibit & wh1chconta1ns 
various lStatistics showing the decline in traffic-experienced by 

• • 'I 

A.1rporter 1.'or service. to and 1.'rom San Francisco and: ;!SFIA, the 
decline in airline passenger traffic at SFIA between January 1979' 
through March 1981, and the percentage of bus passengers carried; or: 
estim.ate<1 to be carrie<1 by Airporter, Lorrie'lS, San Mateo County 
Trans! t District (SamTrans) and B'ankers, Limousine Service between 
1977 an<1 1981.. The witness conc-lu(1'e(1 that competition. is so severe 
that Airporter as well as. its competitors. have operated at a loss· in 
recent years due to the ever-continuing diminution in available 
traffic.. He further stated that the continu'1ng- diverslonor traffic, 
away from Airporter would not only jeopardize Airporter"s sUbs:tan:t1al 
investment in vehicles as well as. in its downtown terminal butwould", 
be detrimental to ratepayers s.ince .it would force existing earriers 
to seek further increases in rates .. 
Lorrie·s position 

Lorrie's also took a position sim11ar to Airporter that (1) 

there is no public convenience or necessity to be served<by a grant 
". , 

of the authority requested Since existing carriers are meeting the 
needs of the traveling public; (2) ,Lorrie's and: other current.ly 
certified carriers will continue to sufrer economiC harm . 1f"'· the: 
author1ty is granted~ and this harm will un(luest1ona:bly be passe4 on 
to- the traveling public in the. torm of higher prices; ,and ,(3) the 
propose<1 service is unneceslSary, and unwol:-kable, particularly in 
light of applicant's failure to demonstrate. the re~uis.1te financ,ial 

. I 

fitness to operate as. a pa"enger stage-corporat1on.· 

- 6,-
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, ' 

Lorrie's presente<1 two witnesses. The operations'manage~ 
testified to the 14- to 20-passenger vans Lorrie's had' available to· 
provide its on-call ser'rice from the northeastern section ,or San' 

Francisco· to SFI! and also to the number of empty: seats it had' 
available to' the public. Lorrie's generalmanager-,test1fiecf to: it.s 

l I • • 

inability to. o~rate at a profit since 1976,. the p,~oblems>assoc:iated 
with picking up passengers at offices or' residences as opJ)Osed to 

. , 

hotels, and. also the need to have- three passengers at. $1S:per person 
if a limousine is to be economically feasible. 
Discussion 

San Francisco-SFI! Service 
Applicant has tes-tified: that he will p,rov1de on..;call. 

limousine service to SFIA with one hour advance notice even it· there 

is only one customer interested in gO'ing to the airport fo'r a minimum 
fare of $15. If he is able to arrange to carry more than one 
customer he would charge each passenger,. $.1 0 for' the transportation. to 
or from the airport. Should a customer insist. that no: other. ,customer 
be picked uP. such customer will be Q.uoted the. chax:-ter rate of'$-40 .. 
While applicant admit:! he would'. not be ab'le to. econom,ically: pro.vide 
a1rpcrt service with. only one or two passengers he believes. he,'will 

most likely be carrying three, four, or:, fi ve passengers.~ and. col'leet 
$30, $40, or $50 in fares and that eventually he WOUld' have a similar 
number' of passengers riding his limousine on the'ir return trip •.. 

Applicant's prcposed luxury limousine' service to and from· . 
San Francisco and SFI! would appear to, ~. an attractive' proposal.for 
customers. seeking lower priced'luxury service. We believe a luxurY 
limousine service from any point in .San' Francisco to SFIA1s novel, . 
and may, in fact, generate additional traffic to, the "ai'rport.' by" 

cffering ancther attractive alternative to the use, of private 
automObiles. and existing carriers. 

CUrrently we have A1rporter prov1dinga $cheduled', bus 
service at $4 per pa$senger, Lorrie's providing: an on-.call:~. 14~ to; 20~ 
pas$enger van service at $6.50 per pa$senger between the northe~3t . 

- 7 -
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.. .' .' ' , ' 

corner or San Franc1sco to and rrom SFIA, Associated: Limous.1ne 
provid1ng a luxury 11mous1ne service at a fare of $6.,00' subject to. a' 
minimum or *18.00 per one-way vehicle run. In addItion, SamTrans,' a 
publicly subsidized carrier provides service between San Francisco 
anc1 SFIA. at an SO-cent fare and there is also taxicab, service and', 
charter-party carriers proViding service between ,the two: pOints .. 
These existing carriers, including those not subject to- this 
Commission's jurisdiction, orfer a gamut of serv1cesbetweenSan 
Franciseo to SF!A ranging from basic transportation to, luxury 
transportation, frequent regularly scheduled service to,on-call 
servi~, low fares to exclusive charter service at premium prices, " 
and large buses to luxury limousines and taxi cabs. Airporter and 
Lorrie's both strongly opposed the certification of an ad~'it1onal 
carrier on this. route especially 1nview of the declin'e'!n airline 
passengers. and their inability to operate at a profit at'least : 

" ' 

since 1976. 
Although PU Code § 1032' states "The commiss1onmaY'~ after 

hearing, issue a certificate to operate in a territo.ry'alreadyserved' 
by a certificate hol<1er under this. part only when the existing' 
passenger stage corporation or corporations servingds.uchterritory 
will not provide such service to, the :s.atisfaction of the commission", 
we have stated in D.91279, A..5S457, American Bus11nes, ,that we do 
not consic1er monopoly passenger stage service adequate service' to:. the 
public and that we would not apply § 1032 as a bar to. deprive 'the 
public or the mos.t attractive and agreeable bus service that may 
potentially exist for its benefit,. We further stated'in D~9'1,279',' 
"there may arise occasions. when § 1032' would be c1eterminat1ve in' , 
denying an application t:or operating author1ty such ,as, t:or example, 

, , 

when a trat:r1c market is so obviously saturated' with carriers that 
more competi ton woulc1 clearly not lead to. better serV1,ce.:"" The 
question in this, proceec11og is whether, in v1ew'o~tbe w~c1e range of 
carriers currently providing service' in the San Franc'1sco, to'SFIA 
serv1c~" such obvious saturation ha~ now been reachec1. ' We believe 

, ' 

the answer is negative, especially since luxury, low price" limousine 
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service !"rom any point in San Francisco, to SFIAand' return r>rovides a" 
new level or service not yet provided by any of our regulated 
carriers. We believe the proposed service is responsive to our 
language on page 14 of D. 9:1279 when we sta tecr: 

"In these, times of acute and, prolonged' energy 
shortage it is essential that Californians 
be exposed to the greatest.· variety of 
innovative surface passenger transportation 
modes and operations. Passenger' stage 
corporations will stand a 'better cbance of 
rising to this challenge, and luring the 
public out of the private automobile, if 
they have a clear incentive to innovate and 
provide the best possible serv.ice .. " 

Inter-Airport Service 
A1rpo~ter provides twice a clay scheduled~ service' between 

SFIA and SJMA and service between OIA and, SFIA,6 times'daily':: In 
addition Golden State Limousine Service is authorized' toproyide 
service between the three airports, and' Airport Limousine Service of 
Sunnyvale and Airport Connection are also autho,r1zed by D.9'2t96, to 
provide service between SFIA and SJMA with stops at intermediate 
points. Applicant states-that he will provide'more freQ.uentserv1ce 
between the airports than Airporter since, he believes that there will 
be frequent calls for his limousine service between airports. 
(applicant proposes on-call service). 

We are convinced that there is a need' tor more competition 
, 1 " 

on this route segment and that such competit1onwill benefit,the 
public by providing more freQ.uent and' varied: service between'the 
airports .. 

-' 9 -
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Fisher~an's Wharf to Muir Woods Service 

Applicant's proposed on-call service to Sausalito and Muir 
Woods froe the Fisherman'~ Wharf area of San Francisco during the 
:lO!lths of April through September is not presently served,: by: any 
certificated. passenger stage corporation ex.c,ept' asa Sight:see:1.ngt?Ur 

operation. ,There is, however, summer servic'e to Muir Woods,pt:'cv1ded ' 
by Golden Gate Transit as well as all-year service be'tweenSan 
Francisco and Sausalito, both by ferry and' bus. There, was, no strong " 
oppositioa to applicant's request. Althou'gh low-co,st pub<lie t~ansit,' 

• • > • 

service to Muir Woods is available in the summer seaso,n, and to /' 
Sausalito throughout the year r as. well as luxury' liinou~ine",~e~,vice cn ", ' 

, " I. " ' 

a chartered. basis throughou t the, year, for anyone, requiring: ~dh,., 
service,. we believe tba t there is room. for applicant,';: p.r~posed 

. ' , , ',,' 

luxury per capita service on this rou'te. 
Fare Str'uctUr'es 

Applicants proposed fare 0·f$1'5,for one passenge'r, between ' 
San Francisco and' SFIA and $ 10 each fo,r two or' more passenger~'~$' 

• I' 'r •• • 

well as the $50 fare for one to' fi vepassengers ,for, its> inte,r-a:1rpo,rt 
service a.nd San FranCisco to Muir 'w¢ods service, a.nd a$25,::f'ar-e for. 

O:le to five passenger for its San Fran,cisco" to,Sausalit9: 's~'r~i~e' is 

more akin to charter fare and not per capita common: eat"rie'r-'servi:ce~ , 
In authorizing the certificate, of publiC' convenience' and nec'es:si ty 

for the route segments requested t we ar-e not, authorizing the:t~r:1f'f" 
schedules filed. with the application. Beforeserv1cemayb.e :', 
commenced we will require applicant to file 'appr-oP'rlate,ta.r-iffs.,:w:tth' 

" appropriate per- capita, charges. If applicant .. does no:t, , desir'e;to·" 
provide service for one passenger at the per:capi,ta rat,~,'he:may', 
specify a minimum number of passengers beforeserv,1ee,wil'1; ,'0"0:, " 

rendered • 

• ' 

- 10'- .. 
" " 
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Findings of Fact 

1. Applicant is a cha,rte,r-party carrier (permi,tTCP-2631»': 

provi<!ing on,-call 24-hour- pel" dayservicepr-incipally in~ th~ Count.ies 
of Alameda, San Mateo, San Francisc'o; Santa Ciara,and. Marin~, 

2. Applicant possesses, the ability, to'per:f:o:'IUthe,p~oposed' 
service .. 

3. Applicant ts proposed on-call luxury limousine,on-c'all:' 
,', . 

service to and from any point in San P,rancisc,o' to SF'IA,i's, 

significantly different from service' prO~id~d cy ex1,s.t.ing,ca~r'ier$." 
4 • Although there a!"'e many carriers proviai"ng: service in the , 

San Francisco to SFIA route segment, none' provide a home' 'to airport 

service in luxury eight-passenger limousines at per ca,p:Ltachar-ges" .. 
, ',.' :, 'I, '.,. 

5. The addition of another regulated: carrier in the' intcr'-
. ",.,' ., " ,'. " ".: ,I,:, i ~ :. ' f , .' .. 

<drport service will benefit the public by pr-o.v1d:ing, moroc'fr:equen.t 
ser-vice. 

There is no direct common carrie::"' servicebe~twe'en;theFerry' .'. . 

Building and Fishet'man ~s Wharf ar-ea or San F'ra.ncis,c.o to <ao.d :,fr."'om . 
Sausalito and/or Muir Woods using eight~pas$enget' lu~ry:"l'im~uslnes. 

7. Applicant proposes to use eight-pa'ssenger- llmOUs.~n~sro::"' . 
all route segment.s with a 14-passenger van as a backup·vehic,le';.., 

8. Although there are several car."'~iers. p'rO'Vid:i~g,: ser-v:tce , , 

between theairpot'ts Dond. betwee~ San FranciscoandSFlk~:thes.e route .. / 
segments are no:t saturated with carriers; the addition of··t.h'is,; . . Vi' 

~,. ~' 

carr-ier can lead to 'oetter service !'or the. public~'!'he noveY'luxUry 
limousine service proposed 'oy applicant between any po:fntin. San: 

Francisco to SFIA may lure. more people out of private~utomO!b:1ie:s~ 
9. Applicant's service is distinguishable and d:iif'e'~enttr-om > 

" ,,' '," ,'e '. 

that of existing car."'rier-s in that it. is relatively low;,;prie~d.·luxur."'Y . 
. ',' '.", ," " 

lim~usine service. 

"I. , • ' 

• 

'., .' 

" ' 
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10. Public convenience and necessity req:uire that applicant 'be 

granted the operating authority to conduct the on-callS'an, Fl'anc'is.co. 
to SFIA, Inter-Airport and San Francisco, Ferry Bu11ding,a:nd 
Fisher!:'lan 's Wharf to Sausalito and/or M.uir Woods ,ser,vice', in luxurY 
limousines. 
Conclusions of Law 

1. Section 1032 does not preclude g:"anting the reques,ted 

authority as the servic,e is different from that off~red,b,y.e~isting 
carriers. 

2. Public convenience and necessity has'beendemonstratedand' 
applicant should be granted authority to provide on":'call'service' . 

/ '" 
, , 

between San Francisco and SF'IA., between SFIA,. .sJ~A,' a~d'O,~.A1nlUXUry/ . 

eight-passenger limousines,. wi tha 14-passenger van' as' ,backup,.' / '" 
, " ' , 

3. Since some of applicant t s operations'are s,eas,onal ~,. this'" 
oree:- should be effective today. 

be used in 
may c,ancel 
ti:le. 

Only the amount paid to the State for", oper-ative,:rights may 
:-ate fixing. The State, may gr:ant any numb-er' of rights and 
or mod:i.:fy the monop-oly feature of t,hesc' :righ~$'at ,any' . 

o R DE R - - - -- , .;. 

IT IS ORDERED that: 

1. A certificate' of public' conver.:ienceand neCes.sitt is 

grantf!d to J. R. (Cisco) Zavaleta, authorizing, him tooper-ate'as':a' 
;>assenger stage corporation (?SC-i 227), as, d.efin:~d< in P'U:Code '§"Z25', 

between the points and over'" the routes. set forth in Appe~d':t'i.' l''SC:'',:. 
1227, to transport per-sons and, their baggage. 

2. Applicant Shall: 
a. File a written acceptance of this. 

cer-tificate within 30ctays arter, 
this or-der is effective. 

b. Establish the authorized service 
and file tariffs and timetables 
within 120 days after-thiscrderis 
effective.' , 

- 12 - ' 
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A.S8a17 ALJ/jn 

c. State in his tar1f'ts and timetables 
when service will start; allow at 
least 10 d'ays' no.tice to. tbe 
Commission; and make timetables and 
tariffs. ef'fect1ve 10 or more days 
after this order is effective. 

d. Comply witb General Orders Series 
79-, 98, 101, and 10.!J, and the 
California Highway Patrol s-afety 
rules. 

e. Maintain accounting records· in 
conformity with tbe Uniform System 
or Accounts. 

This order is effective today., 
Dated HAY 171982 t at San FranCisco, California. ' 

. .,.' 
JOHN E' BRYSON ':', ,', 

'Presid.:tlt .: ,"".' " , " 

- 13 -
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/ALJ/vdl 
Appendix. PSC-1227 J. R. ZAVALETA Original. 'title Page' doing business as 

Tri-Terminal Limousine ,Service 

CERTIF,ICATE, 

OF 

PUBLIC CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY: 

PSC-1227 

TO OPERATE AS 

A PASSENGER STAGE CORPORA:rION 

, , 

Showing passenger stage operative rights" restrictions" limitations" 
exceptions, and pr i vileges,. ' , 

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

, ' 

Issued, tmQe~ t~ ty of Decision S2~ 05' 061, 
dated nAT' f.. of the Public Utili ties Commission 
of the State of ,callfoxnia, in Application '58877' • 
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/ALJ/vdl 
Appendix PSC-1227 J. R. ZAVALETA 

doing bus1~ess as-
Tri-Terminal Limousine Service-

INDEX-

- '. 

Or;ginAl PAge 1 

Page, 

SECTION l. GENERAL AO'I'HORIZATIONS, RESTRICTIONS, 
LIMITATIONS, AND SPECIFICM.'IONS.......... 2 

SECTION 2. ROUTE DESCRIPTIONS 
Route Route Na:rre 

1 San Francisco to Sml Francisco­
.Ai:z:port 

2 San Francisco Ai:rport to Oakland 
A:i:rport 

3 San Francisco Airport to SaD. Jose: 
Airport 

4 San Francisco- to Sausalito- and 
Muir Woods 

Issued by ca.J.ifo%D..ia Pllblic OtilitiesCommission.' 

Decision 52 OS OG~ Application 58877. 
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/ALJ/vdl 
Appendix PSC-1227 J. R.. ZA~'l':A 

doing business as Original Page ,2 

Tn-Terminal'Limousilie Service 

SECTION 1. GENERAL A'O'rHORIZATIONS" RESTRICTIONS,LIMITA1'IONS, 
AND SPECIFI~IONS. 

J. R. Zavaleta,dba Tri-Terxninal Limousine Service' by' the 

certificate of public convenience ,and necessity s::ran,ted by' the' deci­

sion noted in the margin, is authorized' to transport:, passengers 
and their baggage, between the termini designated or certain' 

territori.es ov~r and along the routes described, ,subject"" 

however, to the authority of this Commission to change or modify 
these routes a.t any time and subject to the following' proVisions:: 

(a) Motor vehicles may be tumed at termini and 
internediate points, in either direction, at 
intersections of streets or by operating around 
a block contiguous to such intersections" in 
accordance with local traffic regulations. 

(b) When route descripti.ons are given.in one direction" 
they apply to operation in eitherdireetion'unless 
othe~ise indicated. ' 

(c) No service shal:. be provided to or between inter­
mediate points. 

Cd) 1'he term "on-call" as used refers to service 
which is authorized to be rendered dependent on the 
demands of passengers. The tariffs: andtimet~'les 
shall show the conditions under which each authorized' 
on-call service will be rendered. 

(e) Applicant shall not pick up or discharge' passengers, 
on Routes1,2and 3- except within the limits o:f the 
specified passenger service' axeas at the' airports 
specified. ;, 

Issued by Califomia 'PUblic Utilities Commission.' 
8205 061 . 

De'cision. , Appll.cationSS8-77." 

, " 

.~., 
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/ALJ/vdl 
Appendix PSC-1227 

J. It. ZAVALE'rA 
do!ngbusfness' as , 

'rxi-'rerminal LimoUSine Service 
Ori ginal P;age 3-

• SECTION 1. (Con tin ued) 

• 

(f) The TransPOrtation of passengers' baggage shall, 
be on passenger-car:rying vehicles and. shall be 
incidental to- the transPOrtation of passengers and.' 
limited to a weight of not more than.100 pounds per Shipment. , 

(g) The service shall be provided in 1'WCUry sedanlimou­
sines with a seating capacity of one driver and eight passengers. 

(h) Applicant shall not pick up or diScharge passengers in 
San Francisco on Route 4 eXcept, between, the Embarcadero, 
and. Market Str.eet extension .. to Polk St.: and North POint. Street. 

(i) Route 4 is. to be operated,on a seasonaJ:baSis" April 1, 
through September' 30. " ' , ," ,,"", " 

" ,', 

l ,', 

Issued by califoznia P1lblie Utilities Co:mxnission~ .De cis ion 52 05 06:j;. ApplicationS8877. 

. . 
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Appendix PSC-1227 J. R. ZAVIJ..Zt.A· 

doing business as 
Tn-Terminal limousine Service 

Original Page· 4 

SECTION 2. ROUtt DESCRIPTIONS .. 

Route 1 . 

Beginning at OJ:J.y point or points in the City and 
County of San Francisco,. tl:lcn 'v:i:et, "':he"appropr±ilt~ city 
streets to U .. S. Highway 101, then via u~s" Highway 101 . 
o..""l.d the S3l'l. Francisco International .A.:i.:r:po:r:t access road 
to .the passenger terminals at the San Francisco 
International Airport~ 

Alternate Route 1 

When appropriate due to the location of pickup, 
point(s), exit from the City ..md County of S.an r,..:mcisco 
may be via Interstate Highway 2~O,then via Interst.:lte 
Highway 280, Interstate Highway 380, u.s. Highway 101,. 
and. the San Francisco International Airport access: road 
to the passenger terminals at the S.;:m Francisco 
International Airport. 

Route 2 

BC$inning. at the passens:er te~nal· at San Francisco 
Internat:i.onal Airport, then Vla the. al rpo,rt.:\ccess,road" 
U.S. Highway 101) State Highway 92', State Highway 17, 
Jones Avenue (98th Avenue),. and A:i.rport Drive -to,.the . 
passenger terminal at, the Oakland International Airport .. 

. Alternate Route 2 

This route may be modified to use, DaVis S,txoeet 
and Doolittle Drive (State Highway 61}:'between State 
Highway 17 and' .Airport Drive at thO' Oakland:'~International . 
Ai:rport. .,' 

''. 

Issued by California ~bliC' Utilities Commission • 

Decision 
82 OS 061 _________ ) Application SSe77. 
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/JU..J/vdl 
Appendix PSC-1227 J. R. ZAV.AJZr.A 

dOing business as: 
Orig;Lnal ,Page'_ 50, ' ' 

Tn-Terminal limousine Service 

SECTION 2. RO'U"'TE DESCRIPIIONS. (Continued:)." 

Route :3 

Beginning at, the passenger,' terminal'at" San ,Francisco' . 
International Ai:r:port thence via . the airport access . road , 
U.s. Highway 101)- Guadalupe Parkway 'and Airport, Boulevard 
to the passenger te:rminaJ. at the "Son Jo,se' Mtmicipal,,'" "" " 
M~rt. . " 

Route 4 
,I 
", , 

Begixming in the City and County of San:: Franciseo ' 
on the Embarcadero at the prolongation of Market Street;· 
thence via the Embarcadero ,Taylor '. Street" 'Beach. Street~, 
Polk Street, North Point Street,. Van Ne'ss-Avenue', 
Lombard Street (U.S. Highway 101),U.S:., Highway 101, 
Alexander Avenue (South Sausalito exit) _South Street, 
Second Street) Richardson Street, Bridgeway to the' 
termir.al at Johnson Street,. thenc~via Bridge-way,. U .. 5. 
Highway' lOl, State Highway l, Panoramic Highway and , 
Muir Woods Road to the Visitor Center in the, Muir ,Woods 
National Monument. 

Route 4 - R~'tUrn. 

Retumdeparture from the Visitor Center at Muir 
Woods National Monument shall be- via Muir-, IJoods Road,. 
State Highway 1 to U .5. Highway 101 thence 'Via. the '. 
reverse of the above described route • 

. (END ~F APPENDIX), 

Issued by California Public Utili tic's Commission~, 

Decision __ 82 __ 0_5_'_' _0_6_1 __ , Application 53877. 
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• Counsel for Airporter elicited testimonyfrom~applicant ... 

• 

• 

that he has operated' at a loss in '919', '980, and:'98:tasa:chart:er­
party carrier and that the increase in net worth shown 1n his· July 30', 
1981 financial statement over the March 1, '979 financial statement 
attached to. the application was due to the appreciation in value" of 
applicant's ho.me in San Bruno and two lo.ts ownedin'Califo.rnia, City. 
We note that the passenger charter-party' carrier renewal. form, requires 
property to. be. shown at bo.ok. Co.st and'not at .. ma'rket value as. reported 
by applicant o.n his renewal fo.rm (Exh1bit 3' is part o,f the renewal 
fo.rm). 

Although Airporter believes that there is no:th1ng in' this 
record to support· a required finding that app-licant is f1t;and 
qualified to. operate as a certificated passenger stage operator, it. 
offered add1 tio.nal argument relating to. the provis-1ons o·r' Pub-l"ic 
Utilities (PU) Code § 1032. Airporter conten<t:sthat' there 1$ no< 
evidence in this proceeding to indicate that the services of existing' 
o.perato.rs are not adequate • 

Airporter presentedw1tness Gordon.Esposto· to·testify::o.n 
the service currently being o.fferedbetween do.wntown San Frane:ts.co 

and ~~~rPo.rts:""'aQe types o.r service offered' range from'taxi: cabs" 
buses,,, mini-vans.x luxury limousines. In addition to. service 
provided by authorized operators there are also. unautho.rized. vans ,and' 
limousines. providing service to. and' from the airports.. To. compouJ;ld 
the problem, Esposto. testified' that the number or airtine pas.sengers 
declined in '980 and was J)rojected to. decline further 1:n 198,> The 
witness stated that the certification of additio.nal carrierso.n this 
route would result in' a diversion' of traffic fro.m: eXist1ngcarriers 
and not in an increase in the number of passengers using'public 
transportation. This diffusion of traffic results' in a. d'ivers,ion. of 
revenues from eXisting carriers to newly francbised carriers., and 
thereby compounds the pro.blems of existing carriers like Airporter 
whose last profi table year was in , 916:. Witness Esposto further' 
testified that Airporter has had to increase1ta: fare from a $'~40" in, 
'916 to. the $4.00 rare currently char-geer, pr1nc:i:pally due to., 

- 5- -
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.~ Fi~herman's Wharf to Muir Woods Servioe 

~ 

~ 

Applicant's proposed on-call servioe to Sausalito· and Muir 
. . 

Woods, trom the Fisherman's Wharf area of San Francisco, during the 
months of April through September is not presently served:. by' any. 
certificated passenger stage corporation exceJ>t, as, a sightseeing, tour 
operation.. Tbere is, however, summer service to, Muir Woods. :provided 
by Gold.en Gate Transit as well as. all-year 5'ervice between ,San 
Francisco and Sausalito both by .ferry and:bu~. There wa~no' strong 
opposition to applicant's request. llthOU!h low-c'ost:pub-lie transit 
service to Muir Woods is available in the summer. season,;and,to 

. "" ...' Sausali to throughout the year t as. well as ~(;(.luxurY'11moUs.1ne '. s.erviee >..:> 
on a chartered· basis throughout the year foranyone·reQ..uiring such. 
serVice, we 'believe that there is room- tor app,licant's, proposed " 
luxury per capita service on this route .. 
Fare Structures 

Applicants proposed fare of $15· tor one passenger between 
. . 

San Francisco and SFIA. and $10 each for two- or more passengers as 
well as the $50 tare for one to five passengers for 1ts-1nter~a1rport 
service and San Franc1sco to Muir Woods service and'.a $·25: tarefo·r, 
one to t1 ve passenger for its San FranCisco to" Sausalito" service' 1:s 
more akin to charter tare and' not per capita common carrierservi.ce. 
In authorizing the certificate ot public convenieneea~d:neee.ssity 
tor the route segments reQ.ues.ted, we are no'tauthor'izing t.he'· t'arirr 
schedules tiled with the application. Before service may be 
commence<1 we will require applicant to, file appropriate tar1tfs. with 
aJ)propriate per capita charges. 11' applicant does. not: desire to.' 

proVide s.erVice for one passenger at the per capita rate he may· 
specify. a minimum number of passengers before. service will' be'. 
rendered. 

, ... . ~ 

- 10 ~. 
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4It Findings or Fact 

4It 

, • Applicant is a charter-party carrier' (permit. TCP-263'P') 
providing on-call 24-hour per clay serv1ce pr1nc'1pallyin the Count1es 
of Alameda, San Mateo, San Francisco, Santa ,Cla:ra, and Karin. 

2. Applicant possesses the ability to-perform, the- p,roposed 
service. 

3. Applicant's proposed on-call luxury limousine, on-call 
service to and from any point in San Franc1sco~ to', SFIA is 
s1gnj,ficantly d1tferent from service provided' by eXis.t1ngcarriers •.. ' 

4. Al though there are many carriers, providing service in the 
San Francisco- to SFIAroute segment p none provfde a home. toa1rport 
service in luxury eight-passenger limousines at. per- capita charges .. 

S. The addition of another- regulated carrier 1n<the:tnter~ 
a1rp¢rt service will benefit the- pub-lic by provid1ngmo,refrequent 
service. 

. .'. , 
, " . ~ 

6. There is no direct common carrier service between· the F'erry 
. , ';' • I 'J' 

Builcl1ng and Fisherman's Wharf area of San Franciseo· to, an,d: trom 

Sausalito and/or Muir Woods using' eight-passenger luxury'limous:in:es. 
7. Applicant proposes to use eight-passenger limou:S-ines foI"'" 

all route segments with a 14-passenger van asa baCkup·vehiCle. 
. . , 

8. Although there are several carriers'proViding service 
between the airports and between San Francisco and-SFIA, these route' 
segments are not ~ saturated with carriers; the' ad'dition or- this. 
carrier can" lead to better service r-or the, public. The novel luxury 
limousine service proposed by applicant between anypo,int,1n- San 
Francisco to SFIA may lure more people out ot privateautom~'b11es .• 

9. Applicant. t s service is, d.istingui:Shable and.:; d'1tter~nt !z;om 
that or existing- carriers. in that it is. relativelY'lOW~pr1~ed::'luX1lry 
limousine service. 

, ", 

" , 

- " -
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',. 

• 10. Public convenience and' necessity require tbat,appl:icant, be 

• 

• 

granted the operating autho.rity to. conduct the on-call San 'Francisco-
" I 

to. SFIA~ Inter-Airpo.rt and San Francisco Ferry Building and' 

Fisherman's Wharf to- Sausalito. and/o.r Mu'ir Wo.o.ds'serv1.ee in luxury 
limousines. 
ConcluSions o.f Law 

, , 

1.. Section 1032' does not preclude granting the requeste<l 
autho.r1ty as the service is different fro.m, that ,offered~'by existing. 
carriers. 

2-. Public convenienceJ( and necess·1 ty has beendemonstrate'd: 'and' 

applicant sho.uld be granted autho.ri ty to. prQvide on-call·" service 
between San Francisco and SFIA~ betweenSFIA~ SJMA:., ,and OIA in luxury 
eight-passenger limousines, with a 14-passenger van' as back-up:'. 

3. Since some of applicant's operatio.ns. are seasonal, this: 
order should be effective today_ 

Only the amount paid' to. the State for operat,ive. rights may 
be used in rate fixing. Th.e State may grant any numb·er.· or-rights. and 
may cancel or mo<!ify the monopoly feature or- these rights-at anY' 
time. 

ORDER' ---.--
IT IS ORDERED that: 

,. A certificate of public convenience and: nec'ess1ty is. ' 

granted to J. R. (C1.;co) Zavaleta,autbor1zing him, to, operate asa 

passenger stage corporation (PSC-1227", as def!ned~' in P'U, Code § 2'26,. 

between the points and over t~e routeS: set forth in Append'1xP'SC­
'227, to transPo.rt persons and' tb.e1r baggage. 

2. Applicant shall: 

a. 

b. 

File a written acceptance or this 
certificate within 30 d'ays after 
this· o-rder is effective. 

Establish the auth.orized serVice 
and file tariff's and t.imetables. 
wi thin 120 d'a1's after this order i:5 
effective • 

- 12-

~ :.. . . 
". 


