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OPINION

J. R. (Cisco) Zavaleta, an individual doing business as. Tri-
Terminal Limousine Service, seeks a certificate of public convenience
and necessity to operate as a passenger atage corporation betwccn all
points in San Francisco and the San Francisco International Airport |
(SFIA), between San Francisco and central points in Sauaalito«and/or 8
Muir Woods National Monument (Muir Woods), and between SFIA and |
Oakland International Airport (OIA) and San Jose Municipal Airport
(SJMA). Applicant states that he presently provides 1imouaine
service under charter-party permit No. TCP- 263P on an on—call 2u-houn
per day basis primarily in the Counties of Alameda, San’ Hateo, San. -
Francisco, Santa Clara, and Marin.

By the April 2, 1981 amendment to nis application,

applicant requesta authority to provide the rollowing three pasaengev ]
carrier services: ' '

A. San Francisco Airport Scrvice.

Applicant proposes to provide on—call, -per capita
transportation between all points in San Francisco
to and from SFIA using eight-passenger limousines
with 14-passenger vans as backup vehicles. Service
will be provided on a daily basis between the
hours of 6 a.m. to 10 p.m. with a minimum one hour
advance notice requirement. The proposed minimum -
service charge for one passenger i3 $15 for one-
way service with a $10 per capita charge for two
or more passengers. Children under 12 are charged
half-fare unless riding single.

Sausalito and Muir Woods Express Service.

Applicant proposes to provide on-call
transportation between the Ferry Building and
Fisherman's Wharf area of San Francisco to and
from Sausalito and/or Muir Woods using eight-
passenger limousines with a 14~passenger van as
backup vehicle. Service will be provided

from 8 a.m. to 8 p.m. daily during the months .
of April through September with a minimum one hour
advance notice requirement. The proposed one-way:
fare . P
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between San Francisco and Sausalito ror -one o
through five passengers is $25 with an additional
charge of $5.00 for each passenger over five.

For the Muir Woods service the proposed fare for
one through five passengers is $50 with an
additional charge of $10 for each passenger in
excess of five. Children under 12 are charged one~
half the adult fare unless riding single.

Inter-Airport Nonstop Service.

Applicant proposes to provide on-call nonstop
service between SFIA, OIA, and SJMA using eight-
passenger limousines with a 14-passenger van as
backup. Service will be provided between 6 a.m.
and 10 p.m. daily with a minimum advance notice
requirement of two hours. The proposed fare for
one to five passengers is $50 with an additional
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 Tours, Inc. (Lorrie's), SFO:
Airporter, Inc. (Airporter), and Dolphin Tours (Dolphin) riled timely
protests to the application. On September 11, 1980 Dolphin withdrew
its protest in view of the amendment made to the application on
November T, 1979. Associated Limousine, Ishi Limousine, Inc.,
Airport Limousine Service of Sunnyvale, Inec., Luxor Cab and Industry,
and Yellow Cad Coop, Inc., appeared as protestants at the August 27,
1979 hearing but did not actively participate._ Hearings were held
August 27, 1979, September 30, 1980, and August 17,vand’18 1981
before Administrative Law Judge K. Tomita and “he matter was -
subnmitted subject to the filing of transcripts and concurrent bniefs,
which have been received. The widely'separated heaning days were
necessitated by applicant's failure to provide certain data requested
by certain parties and also due to the hospitalization or applicant
'in late 1980. S RN
On May 6, 1982 applicant filed a Petition ror Temporary |
Authority to operate as a passenger atage corporation.t The petition ‘

is moot since the authority requested isvbeing granted by this B
decision.




A.58877 ALJ/3in

‘At the August 17, 1981 hearings, applicant testified that
he had four limousines available to provide the prdpoaed service,
two owned and two being acquired on a lease-purchaae arrangement.
Applicant further testified that he would be able to obtain
additional limousines and/or vans if the demand for service ahould
require more vehicles. Applicant also stated that ‘he’ haammade
arrangements with other limousine operators. to provide service under
his certificate, when granted, if he is unable to provide service ‘
with his own vehicles. ‘ ' - o
Exhibit C to the application is a financial 3tatement of
applicant as of March 1, 1979. The rinancial statement showa total
. assets of $117,150, total liabilities of $37, 200 and . net worth of
$79,950. Exhibit 3 in this proceeding is a rinancial statement of
applicant as of July 30, 1981 and a part of the renewal application
form for a charter-party carrier of passengera certiricate. This
firancial statement shows total asaeta of $206,000, total 1iabilities_a
of $77,000, and net worth of $129,000. ‘ : =
Two witnesses testified on applicant's behalr.‘ Mr.,Trad’ a
¢cadb driver, limousine driver, and- mini- bus driver over‘the paat 18
years and an oc¢ccasional driver as well as ‘a future employee for
applicant should the application be granted teatiried that ‘the
proposed service would be the type of service people inquire about. ‘
The second witness, also a parttime driver for applicant and a former ;
doorman and bellman at the Hyatt Regency Hotel in San Franciaco |
testified that in his opinion the type of service’ proposed by |
applicant would be responsive to the need for'good aervice at’ low
rates to the airport. In addition, applicant aubmitted form letters
signed by representatives of 11 airlines aupporting the application.
Airporter's Position . | el
Airporter arguea that applicant has railed to demonstrate
that he has the financial and operational ritness to conduct a
certificated passenger dbus operation. It further arguea that
applicant has no idea of‘the cost of Operating the prOposed service
. or the reasonableness oi‘ the proposed i‘area.

-4 -
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Counsel for Airporter elmclted testlmony from app;mcant _
that he has operatcd at a loss in 1979, 1980 ‘and 1981 as’a charter-re
party carrier and that the inerease in net’ worth shown in his July 30
1981 fznancial statement . over the March 1, 1979 rinancial statement
attached to the application was due to the apprecxatmon in value of
applicant's home in San Bruno and two lots owned mn California City.”
We note that the passenger charter-party carrler renewal fOrm requires
property to bde shown at book cost and not at . market value au reported
by applicant on his renewal form (Ex&iblt 3 1s part of the renewal
form). | SRR ‘v“\‘
Although Airporter belicves that there 1s nothing 1n thia o

record £0 support a requircd finding that applicant is fit and
qualified to operate as a certificatcd paesenger tage operator, it
offered additional argument relating £o the p*ovisions of ‘Public
tilities (PU) Code § 1032. Airporter contends that therc is” no
evxdence in this proceeding to 1ndicate that the qerv1ces of exisving
operators are not adequate. ‘ i ' ‘ ‘-;
Airporter presented wztnesu Gordon Esposto to testify on
the service currently. being offered vetween downtown San Francisco | _
~and the airports. The types: of se*vmce offered range from taxi cabs, ‘ e"
buses, aad mini-vans to luxury limousines. Iun addition to service u//(/'
provided by authorized operators there are’ also unauthorized vans and
limousines providing service to and from the amrports. To compound
the probdlenm, spoqto testified that the number of airline passengera ,
declined ir 1980 and was projected to decline further in 1981._ffheﬁ, :
witaess stated that the certlfication of additional carriers on ehis
route would result in a diversion of trafflc from existing carriers |
and not in an increase in the number of’passengc using publzc‘”ﬁf”
transportation. This d*ffuelon of traffic results in & dlversion of N
revenues fron existing carriers ‘to newly franchised carriers and
theredy compounds the problems of exiating carriers like Airporter
whose last profitable year was in 1976. Witness Esposto furtherf: R
testified that Afirporter has had to 1ncrease its fare from.a"$1 ud?inf:
. 1976 to the 3$4.00 fare currently charged, princ:.pally due to‘/':" o
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diversion in passengers as well as the decline in totaI airline .
passengers. The witness further testified that this Commission hasi
indicated that, given a choice of curtailing service or: increasing
fares, Airporter should continue to ask for fare increases.

Witness Esposto also sponsored Exhibit 6 which contains
various statistics showing the decline in traffic experfenced by
Airporter for service to and from 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
estimated to be carried by Airporter, Lorrie's, San Mateo County
Transit District (SamTrans) and Bankers. Limousine Service between
1977 and 1981. The witness concluded that competition is 30 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. BHe further stated that the continuing-diversion of traffic
away from Airporter would not only Jjeopardize Airporter's substantial.

investment in vehicles as well as in its downtown terminal but would_wf\

be detrimental to ratepayers since it would force existing carriers
t0o seek further increases in rates. o

Lorrie's position

Lorrie's alsoc took a position similar to Airporter that (1)v-,
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 currently
certified carriers will continue to suffer economic harm- if the :
authority is granted, and this harm will unquestionably be passed on
to the traveling public in the form of higher prices; and (3) the
proposed service is unnecesasary, and unworkable, particulanly in
light of applicant's failure to-demonstrate the requisite financial
fitness to operate as a passenger stage conporation. o o
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Lorrie's presented two witnesses,,\Theioperationsjmanakerf,
testified to the 14~ to 20-passenger vans Lorrie'sphadwavailablefto
provide its on-call service from the northeastern sectionqof'San; |
Francisco- to SFIA and also to the number‘ot‘emptv seats it'had'
available to the pudlic. Lorrie's general manager—testified to its
inability to operate at a profit since 1976, the problems associated
with picking up passengers at offices or residences as. opposed to
hotels, and also the need to have three passengers at $15. per person
if a limousine is to be economically feasible.

Discussion

San Francisco-SFIA Service

Applicant has testified that he will provide on-call
limousine service to SFIA with one hour advance notice even ir there _
is only one customer interested in going to the airport for a- minimum
fare of $15. If he is able to arrange to carry more" than one
customer be would charge each passenger $10 for the transportation to
or from the airport. Should a customer insist that no other customer
be picked up, such customer will be quoted the charter rate of $M0.‘,
While applicant admits he would not be able to economically provide |
airport service with only one or two passengers he believes he. will
most likely de carrying three, four, or rive passengers, and collect
$30, $40, or $50 in fares and that eventually he would have a similar
number of passengers riding his limousine on their return trip.‘

Applicant's proposed luxury limousine service to- and from. .
San Francisco and SFIA would appear to be an attractive proposal ror
customers seeking lower priced luxury service. - We believe a luxury
limousine service from apy point in San Francisco to. SFIA is-novel
and may, in fact, generate additional traffic to the airport by
offering another attractive alternative to the use. or private
automobiles and existing carriers. : :

Currently we have Airporter providing a scheduled bus. .

service at $4 per passenger, Lorrie's providing an. on-call 1H- to 20-?v“

passenger van service at $6 50 per passenger between the northeast
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corner of San Francisco to and from SFIA, Associated Limousine
providiang a luxury limousine service at a fare of $6. 00 subject to a
ninimum of $18.00 per one-way vehicle run. In addition, SamTrans, a
publicly subsidized carrier provides service between San Francisco
and SFIA at an 80-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, offer a gamut of’services between San
Francisco to SFIA ranging from basic«transportation to luxury 7
transportation, frequent regularly scheduled service to- on-call i
service, 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 additional
carrier on this route especially in view of the decline in airlineui
passengers and their inability to operate at a profit at least :
since 1976. : e : ‘
Although PU Code § 1032 states "The commission may, arter
hearing, issue a certificate to operate in a territory-already served”
by a certificate holder under this part only when the existing
passenger stage corporation or corporations serving such territory
will not provide such service to- the satisraction of the commission"
we have stated in D.91279, A.58457, American: Buslines, that we do
not consider monopoly passenger stage service adequate service to.the
public and that we would not apply § 1032 as a bar to deprive: the
public of the most attractive and agreeable bus service that may
potentially exist for its benefit. We further stated in D.91279,
"there may arise occasions when § 1032 would be determinative in
denying;an application for operating authority*such as,_ror'example,
when a traffic market is so obviously saturated with carriers that
more competiton would clearly not lead to—better service.~ The

- question in this proceeding is whether, in view of the wide range of
carriers currently providing service in the San Francisco to SFIA
service, such obvious saturation ha~ now been. reached.u We believe
the answer is negative, especially since luxury, low price, limousine

-8~
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service from any point in San Franciscoftc{SFIA*and-retubn;pfcvi&et-éa,.
new level of service not yet provided by any“or*our~regu1etedc o
carriers. We believe the proposed service is responsive to our .
language on page 14 of D.91279 when we stated-‘

"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 chance 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 service."

Inter-Airport Service

Airporter provides twice a day scheduled service between_
SFIA and SJMA and service between OIA‘and‘SFIA,S times daily. In
addition Golden State Limousine Service is authorized to provide
service between the three aibports, and Airport LimouSIne-Service of
Sunnyvale and Airport Connection are also authcbized'by'ﬁ;92196 to .

provide service between SFIA and SJMA with stops at 1ntermediate
points. Applicant states that he will provide- mcre frequent service
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 for more competition
on this route segment and that such competition will benefit ‘the’
pudblic by providing more rrequent and varied service between the

irports- | R N
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Fisherman's Wharf to Muir Woods Service o S
Applicant's proposed om~call service to Sausalito and Muir
Woods from the Fisherman's Wharf area of San Frgnéisco dﬁring the
2¢0aths of April through Sepuember is not prcsently served by any
certificated passenger stagc ¢corporation except as a sightseeing tour
operation. There is, however, summer service 0 Mulr Woods provided
by Golden Gate Transit as well as a’l-year scrvice between San e
Francisco and Sausalito both by Aer*y and bus. There was no strong
opposition to applicant's request Although low-cost publxc transit
service to Muir Woods is available in the summer season, and to E .y)//ﬁz
Sausalito tnroughout the year, as. well as luxury limouslne service ‘on |
a cha*tered basis throughout the year for. anyone rcquiring shdh
service, we believe that thero is ”oom for applicant's proposed
luxury per capita service on uhmesroutc., ' ‘ i
Fare Structures ' ‘ _
Applicants’préposed farciof 15 for one - passenger between

San Francisco and SFIA and $10 each for two or ‘more passcngers as
well as the $50 fare for one to° flve passengers for its *nter-airport
se*v;ce and San Francisco to Mulr Woods . crv;cc and a- $25 fare for

_ one to five passenger for its San Franclsco o Sausalito service is
nore -akin to charter fare and not per caplta common carrier servic
In autho* zing the certificate. of public convenmence and necessity
for the route segments requested, we are not authorlzing the tariff
schedules filed with the application. Before ervice may be )
commenced we will require applzcant to file appropriate tariffs with
appropriate per capita. chargc If applicant does. not desire tOww
provide service for one passenger at. the per capmta rate he may
specify a nminimunm number of passengers before service will be
rendered. o
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FTindings of Fact '

1. Applmcanu is 2 charter-party carrier (permit TCP 263?)
providing on=-call 2u-nour per day service priqcipally 1n the Coun ies
Cof AL ameda, San Mateo, San Franc;sco, Santa Clara and Marin.:.‘ EhS
2. Applicant possesses the ablllty to perfo*m the proposed
service. | | ,?‘H.ﬁ_ '

3. Applicant's propoued on-call luxury l mousine, on—call
service to and fron any point in San cranc*sco to SF*A‘ o -
significantly different from service provided by existing carriers."ﬁ*"

4.  Although there are many carrle s providing service in the
San Francisco to SFIA route ,egment, none’ prov*de a home to amrportfl"
service in luxury ezght passenger. limousines at per caplta charges-L,

5. The addition of another r;gulated carrler in the inter-f 
ai“port service will benefit the publlc by providing more frequent

service. ‘ : , ‘ ‘ “,‘: h ';:x:, f.tﬂ?ﬂ;'

Q. There is no direct common carrie* servzce between the Ferry
Building and Fisherman's Wharf area of San :ranci Co’ to and rrom
- Sausalito and/or Muir Woods using elghtupassenger luxury limousines.

7. Applicant Proposcs £o use eight-pa senger lzmousinea fo.‘
all route uegmenvs w;th a 1u-passenger van as a backup vehicle.;j-

8. Although there are several carr;e providing service L
between the airports and between San Trancisco and SFIA theue route "‘ff \
segments are not saturated with carriers the addlvion of this ' V//ﬁ‘"
carrier can lead to better ervice for ,he public.v The. novel luxury
limousine service propo*ed by appllcant bctwecn any point in San
VranciSco to SFIA may lure nmore people out of private automobiles.

9. Applicant's service is distinguishabln and dszerent from ;lC"wVf

that of existing carr;ers in that xt is relativcly *ow—priced luxury
limougxne service. : . . ‘
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10. Public convenience and necesnity require that applicant oe i
granted the operating authority to conduct thc on-call San Francisco
to SFIA, Inter-n*rport and San Francisco Fcrry Building and fMi
Fishernman's Wharf to Sausalito and/or Mu*r Woods service in luxury
limousines. ‘ o ‘ T ‘
Conclusions of Law ‘ : ‘ ‘
‘ 1. Section 1032 does not pncclude g*anting tne requested
avthority as the service is different from tnat offered by existing
carriers. ' ' ' ‘, SRR P ‘
2. Public convenience and necessity has been demonstrated and v//(‘"
applicant should bYe 5ranted authority to provide on call service "e
between San Francisco and SFIA between SFIA SJMA and OIA in luxury 1
eight-passenger limousines, with a k- passenger van as backup. ' ////
3. Since sonme of applicant'e operations are veasonal tnis o
order should be effective today. ‘ SR oo e Co
Only the amount paid to ‘the State or operative rights may
be used in rate fixing. The State may grant any number of righta and
may cancel or modify the monopoly feature of these rights at any
tine. ‘ v ‘

0 R D E R

IT IS ORDERED thats: ‘ S ‘

1. A certificate of public convenience and necessity is f;l:
granted to J. R. (CloCO) Zavaleta, authorizing nim to operate as a
passenger stage corporation (PSC-1227), as defined in PU Code § 226 ’
between the points and. over the routes. set forth in Appendix PSC-J:fq
1227, to transport persons and their baggage- ’ - LT

2. Applicant shall: '

a. File a written acceptance of this |
certificate within 30 days after .
this order is effective.

Establish the authorized service'

and file tariffs and timetables - = =
within 120 days after tnis order is
effective. ‘

-12 -
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State in his tariffs and timetables
when service will start; allow at
least 10 days' notice to the
Conmission; and make timetables and
tariffs erfective 10 or more days
after this order is effective.

Conmply with General Orders Series
79, 98, 101, and 104, and the

California Highway'Patrol sarety
rules.

Maintain accounting records in

conformity with the Uniform System
of Accounts.

This order is effective today. : -
Dated MAY 17 082 , at San Francisco, California. o

JOIN E msov
. President Lo
 RICEARD: D GRAV'ELLE e
_ '-.L!'.ONARDM CRIME&]’R‘. '
, VKEORCMLVO ﬂ“,uﬁ

I CERTIFY TEAT msmsczs:ou "
WAS APPROVED BLNLED.ABOVE- Ly
CO.m.. wSIO\\';'ERS mo’- -vM.. R

i .
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A dix. PSC~1227 J. R, ZAVALETA =~ igingl Ti s
pren doing business as - Original Title P?ge,'

Tri-Terminal Limousine Service ‘

CERiI?ICAiﬁ_.
or
pUBiIc convznizﬁéz Aﬁb Nﬁgﬁésimxr'f
psc5j227 
70 opzna:ﬁ AS‘k

A PASSENGER STAGE CORPORATION .

Showing passenger stage operat:we r:.ghts, restnctn.ons, l:x.m:.tat;ons,‘ g

-

exceptions, and. prz.v:.leges-

All changes and amendments as author:.zed by
the Public Utilities Commission of the State of California
will be made as revised pages or added or:.gn.nal pages.

Issued unciﬁ-Y ?Wty of Decision 82 05 061

dated - of the Public Utilities Conmssn.on
of the State oE Califormia, in Appl:.ca.tzon 58877- -
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Appendix  PSC~1227

Tri-Terminal Limousine Sérvice'-

J. R. ZAVALETA
doing business as

INDEX

SECTION 1. GENERAL AU'I'HORIZATIONS, RESTRICTIONS,
LIMITATIONS , AND SPECIFICATIONS.veveeon.

SECTION 2. ROUTE DESCRIPTIONS

Route
1

2
3
4

Route Name

San Francisco to San Francisco
Airport -
San Francisco Airport to Oakland

Airport

-

6::‘:'.(35‘.':;;1‘ Page 1

San Francisco Airport to Sa'x;Jose;"

Airport , \ .
San Francisco to Sausalito and
Muir Woods C

Issued by Califomia Pub_lic- Utilities ‘Cdmi‘ssioh." B

Decision

82 05 051

» Application 58877.
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doing business as ‘
Tri-Terminal Limousine: Sexvice

SECTION 1. GENERAL AUTHORIZATIONS, RESTRICTIONS, LIMI'I‘ATIONS, .
AND SPECIFICAEIONS.“ ,

J. R. Zavaleta, dba 'rr:.-Term:.nal Ln.mous;ne Semce by the
certificate of public convenience and necesszty granted by the dec1-'
sicn noted in the maxgin, is authorized to transport passengers
and the;r baggage, between the texm;nl des;gnated or certain
terrxto:zes over and aleng the routes descr;bed, subgect,

however, to the authority of this Commission to change or'modlfyi
these routes at any time and subject to the follow:mg prova.s:.ons. :

(a) Motor vehicles may be turmed at termini and
intermediate points, in either directiom, at'
intersections of streets or by operating around
a block contiguous to such intersections, in
accordance with local traff;c regulat;ons.

When route descriptions are given in one . d;rectxon,

they apply to operatlon in e;ther dzrect;on unless
othexwise 1ndzcated

No service shaIl be provided to oxr between 1nter-
mediate po;nts.

The term "on-call"” as usedrefers to'servxce S
which is authorized to be renderxed dependent on the
demands of passengers. The tariffs and timetables.

shall show the conditions under\wh;ch -each autho:lzed
on-call service will be rendered. )

Applicant shall not pick up or d;scharge passengexs
on Routesl,2and 3 except within the limits of the

specified passenger service areas at the a;rports
spec;fzed. ‘ o

Issued by California Public Utilzties Commiss;on.‘"lH
82 05 0 |
. Decigion > 01,' Appl:.cation 58877. .

Appendix PSC-1227 J. R. ZAVALETA oﬁ-ginai} 'Pa‘ge’:' 2 L :
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Appendix PSC-1227

P

J. R. ZAVALETA Original Page
doing business as o g oo rages g
Tri-Terminal Limousine Sexvice

SECTION 1. (Continued)
()

The service shall be provided in luxury sedan limou~
sines with a seating capacity of one driver and. eight -
passengers. R

ept between the .'Eknbarcadero«' :
treet extension. .to Polk St. and North Point -

(1) Route 4 is to be o éxated/on‘a..sea.sonal“ ‘basyn'.fs;‘ﬁAprili‘ 1  _ o
through September 30, | R St

1ssued by Califomia publje Utilities Commission..
.Decision 82 o5 06; Application 58877“- ‘
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Appendix PSC-1227 J. R. ZAVALETA ' ‘Original Page &4
o doing business as . T

‘ . ‘ "‘r:z.—'.l‘crm:.na.l L:.mousn.nc Semcc

SECTION 2. ROUTE DESCRIPTIONS.

Route 1

?.nm.ng at any po:x.nt or po:.nts in the. C:.ty a.nd
County of San Francisco, then 'via <he apm:opr;ate city.
streets to U.S. Highway 101, then via U.S. Highway 101
and the San Francisco International Airport aceess road
to the passenger terminals at the San Fra.nc:.sco ‘
Internatn.ona.l Alrport.

Alternate Route 1.

When appropr:x.a.te due to the 1oco.1::.on of pn.ckup
point(s), exit from the City and County of San Francisco
may be via Interstate Highway 280, then via Interstate:
H:.gb:wo.y 280, Interstate Highway 380, U.S. Highway 101,
ané the San Francisco International A.l.rport access’ roa.d

to the passenger terminals at the San Franca.sco
International Afrpoxrt.’

Route 2

Beginning at the passenger te:m.x.na.l at. San Francisco
Intermational Airpoxrt. then via the airport access road'-

U.S. Highway 101, State Highway 92, Statc ‘Highway 17,
Jones Avenue (98th Avenue) , and A:z.rport Drive to the .
passenger terminal at the Oa.kland Intcmatn.onal A:Lrport.

_Alternate Route 2

This route may be modified to use Davis Street
and Doolittle Drive (State Highway 61): between State

Highway 17 a.nd A.'Lrport Drive a.t the Oakland Intema.t:.oiial‘
A:z.zport. .

| . Issued by Califormia Public Utilities Commssn.on.

Decision 82 05 062 Applmca.tv.on 58877-
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SECTION 2. ROUTE DESCRIPTIONS. (Continued)

Route 3

| Beg:.nm.ng at. the passenger tezm:z.nal a.t Sa.n Franca.sco'
International Airport thence via the airport access road:
U.S. Highway 101, Guadalupe Parkway and Airport. Boulevard
to the passengex tem:.m.l at the: Scm Jose Mum.cn.pal
Airport. ; ‘

Route & ]
Beginning in “the C:x.ty and Cox.nty of San F:r:ancn.vco
on the Embarcadero at the prolongation of Market St:r:eet-'
thence via the Embarcadero, Tayloxr Street, Beach Stz:eet
Polk Street, North Point Street, Van. Ness Avcnuc,
Lombaxd Street (U.S. Highway 101) U.S. Highway 101,
Llexander Avenue (South Sausalito ex:z.t) South- Strcet,
Second Street, Richardson Street, Br:.dgeway to the
terminal at Johnson Street, thenee via, Bridgeway, U. S.
Highway 101, State Hn.ghway 1, Panoramic Highway and -
Muir Woods Road to the V:.s:.tor Center :.n the Mua.r Woods :
Nat:x.ona.l Monumeont . :

Route 4 = Return

Return departure from the Visitor Center at. Mu:.r
Woods National Monument shall be via Muir Weods Road
State Highway 1 to U.S. Highway 101 thence v:a.a the
reverse of the above descrn.bed route. :

| (END IF APPENDIX) .

. Issued by Ca.l:.foma Public Utilities Comm:x.ss:.on.f ‘
82 05 051 |

Decision
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Counsel for Airporter elicited testimony from applicant ‘
that he has operated at a loss in 1979, 1980, and. 1981 as a’ charter-
party carrier and that the increase in net worth shown in his July 30,
1981 financial statement over the March 1, 1979 financial statement
attached to the application was due to the appreciation in value of
applicant's home in San Bruno and two lots owned_in‘Calirornia City.
We note that the passenger charter-party carrier renewal form requires
property to be shown at book cost and not at market value as reported
by applicant on his renewal form (Exhidit 3 is part of the renewal k
form). : : :

Although Airporter believes that there is nothing in this
record to support a required finding that applicant is’ rit and
qualified to operate as a certificated passenger stagetopera.or, it -
offered additional argument relating to the provisions-or“Public”
Utilities (PU) Code § 1032. Airporter contends that: there is no
evidence in this proceeding to indicate that the services of existing
operators are not adequate. : '

Airporter presented witness Gordon. Esposto to testify on
the service currently being offered between downtown San Francisco
and the airports. he types of service offered range from- taxi cabs,
buse§:ﬁ§ini-vans;r luxury limousines. In addition to service
provided by authorized operators there are also unauthorized vans. and
limousines providing service to and from the airports. To compound
the problem, Esposto testified that the number of airline passengers
declined in 1980 and was projected to decline further in 1981.ﬂ The -
witness stated that the certification of additional . carriers on this
route would result in a diversion of traffic from existing carriers
and not in an increase in the number of passengers using public ‘
transportation. This diffusion of traffic results in a. diversion ot
revenues from existing carriers to newly franchised carriers and
theredby compounds the problems of existing carriers like Airporter
whose last profitable year was in 1976. Witness: Esposto further b .
testified that Airporter bas had to increase its fare from a $1 RO in,i
1976 to the $4. 00 fare currently-charged, principally due to : '

-5-
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Fisherman's Wharf to Muir Woods Service : :

Applicant's proposed on-call service to Sausalito and Muir )
Woods from the Fisherman's Wharf area of San Francisco during the
months of April through September is not presently'served.by_anyv
certificated passenger stage corporation except‘as‘a{signbseeing=tour :
operation. There is, however, summer service to Muir Uoods provided
by Golden Gate Transit as well as all-year service between San o
Francisco and Sausalito both by ferry and bus. = There was no strong
opposition to applicant's request. Althougn low=cost public—transit
service to Muir Woods is availadble in the summer season, and to |
Sausalito throughout the year, as well as 6(;1uxury limousine service
on a chartered basis throughout the year for anyone requiring sucn
service, we believe that there is room for applicant's proposed
luxury per capita service on this route.
Fare Structures ‘ o

Applicants proposed fare of $15 for one passenger between ‘
San Francisco and SFIA and $10. each for two or more passengers as
well as the $50 fare for one to five passengers for its. inter-airport
service and San Francisco to Muir Woods service and a $25 fare for
one to five passenger for its San.Francisco to Sausalito service is ‘
more akin to charter fare and not per capita common carrier service.
In authorizing the certificate of public convenienee and necessity
for the route segments requested, we are not.authorizing the- tarirr
schedules filed with the application. Before service may be ‘ _
commenced we will require applicant to file appropriate tariffs with
apprepriate per capita charges. If applicant does- not desire to l
provide service for one passenger at the per capita rate he may
specify a minimum number of passengers before service will be
rendered. ' N
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Finding; of Fact

1. Applicant is a charter-party carrier (permit TCP-ZGBPD .
providing on-call 24-hour per day service principally in the Counties -
of Alameda, San Mateo, San Francisco, Santa Clara, and Harin.

2. Applicant possesses the ability to perform the proposed
service. : .

3. Applicant's proposed on=call luxury 1imousine, on-call
service to and from any point in San Francisco to SFIA is '
significantly different from service provided by existingnearriers.“

4. Although there are mancharbiera providing\sebvice“in the
San Francisco to SFIA route segment, none provide a home to airport.
service in luxury eight-passenger limousines at per-eapita charges.

5. The addition of another regulated carrier in the inter-,
airport service will benefit the pubdblic by providing more frequent
service. : ‘ .

6. There is no direct common carrier service between the Ferry‘
Building and Fisherman's Hharf area of San Franciseo to and rrom R
Sausalito and/or Muir Woods using eight-passenger luxury limousines.

T. Applicant proposes to use eight-passenger limousines for
all route segments with a 1l4-passenger van as a backup vehicle.

8. Although there are several ¢arriers: providing service
between the airports and between San Francisco and SFIA these route'
segments are not yQ saturated with carriers; the addition of this ,
carrier can lead to better service for the, public.‘ The" novel luxury;u
limousine service proposed by applicant between any point in San
Francisco to SFIA may lure more people out of private automobiles.

9. Applicant's service is distinguiahable and different from

that of existing carriers in that it is relatively 1ow-priced luxury‘f
1imouaine service. : : : :




A.58877 ALI/32

10. Public convenience and necessity require that applicant be
granted the operating’ authority to conduct the on-call San: Francisco
to SFIA, Inter-Airport and San Francisco Ferry Buildins and
Fisherman's Wharf to Sausalito and/or Muir Woods aervice in 1uxury
limousines. ' '
Conclusions of Law : : 4

1. Section 1032 doea not preclude granting the requeated -

authority as the service is different from that ‘offered by existing
carriers. : _
2. Publie convenience ‘and neeesaity has. been demonstrated and
applicant should be granted. authority to provide on-call service ‘
between San Francisco and SFIA, between SFIA SJIMA, and OIA in luxury
eight=-passenger limousines, with a 14~passenger van as back-up.

3. Since some of applicant's operations are seasonal this
order should be effective today. . o ‘ ,

Only the amount paid to the State for operative righta may .
be used Iin rate fixing. The State may grant any number’ of" righta andf
may cancel or modify the monopoly-feature of these rights.at any
time. '

IT IS ORDERED that: | |
1. A certificate of public convenience and neceesity is
granted to J. R. (Cisco) Zavaleta, authorizing him to operate as a
passenger stage corporatiOn (PSC-1227), as defined in- PU. Code § 226
between the points and over the routes set forth in Appendix PSC- o
1227, to transport persons and their baggage. |
2. Applicant shall:

a. File a written acceptance of this
certificate within 30 days after
this order is effective.

b. Establish the authorized service
and file tariffs and timetables
within 120 days after this order is
effective.




