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O2INIOYXN

Yellow Cab Cooperative, Inc. (Yellow) and Luxor Cad Company
(Luxer) seek separate but essentially identical authority to operate
passenger stage service bevweern all points in San Francisco +o and
from the San Prancisco International Airport (SFPIA).

Protests to the applications were received from Lorrie's
Iravel and Tours, Inc. (Lorrie's) and froz SF0 Airporter, Inec.
(Airporter).

After due notice, pudblic hearings in these ma%tters were
held on a consolidated record before Administrative Law Juége
Orville I. Wrigh*t in San Prancisco £roz September 20, 1982 <hrough
September 24, 1982. Concurrent dbriefs were filed by +the parties on
January 21, 1983, and the cases were submitted for decision.
Proposed Service

Each of the applicants proposes in f<s application %o
operate separate and Independent "on~call", demand service between
San Prencisco anéd SFIA. Zach of the applicants proposes 4o purchase

anc use 11-passenger mini-vans %o make passenger pickups ancd drop-
offs throughout San Prancisco oz a 24-hour daily basis in it

ites alirpore
service, and to use i%s 4axicads in such service when its v ans are

not availadle.

Dach applicant will also acquire and operase at least one
vehicle equipped with a wheelchair lif< and each s“ates <ha* more

such vans will be provided as the handicapped passexnger traffic may
dexand.

The proposed adult per capita fare is S6 in each case,
compared €0 the present taxi fare of approximately $18, Lorrie's
present fare of $6.50 per adult, and Airporter's price of 84 and $5.

Zach application specifies that pickup service will de
available throughout the city on a +hree-hour nosice.

Need for Proposed Service

James E. Steele, president of Yellow, tes+tified that his

company regularly receives inquiries from its cus<omers as %o the
availability and cos%t of group service %o SFIA.
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Nathan Dwiri, assistant manager for Yellow, testified on
the basis of his experience in transportation that the van volume of
SPIA would develop very nicely. According <o this witness, Yellow's
capacity for transporting groups is a topic of customer questions
almost on 2 daily basis. Further, since the advent of i%ts computer-
aided dispatch systems, the volume of group requests for service has
increased from 100,000 to 140,000 per month. Within & year, the
witness projected a monthly volume of calls of 180,000, being nore
than existing cabs could serve, in his view.

Williaz Lazar, Jr., Luxor's assistant manager, stated +hat
the proposed van concept in conjunction with taxi service was a
matter of continuing interest and discussion among cad operators.
The concept is working in other areas, giviag <the traveling pudlic a
choice of service, according to this witness.

Neither applicant presented any meazber of the general
public to eassert knowledge of the proposed services and intention %o
-use them, handicappeld service excepted.

Existing Services to Airport

A report of existing services o0 ané from SFIA was prepared
and submitted into evidence by the Transportation Division. The
following transportation entities were described in s+afs's exhidvis:

Airporter

Alrporter provides scheduled service bYetween its <erminal
located at the corner of Ellis and Taylor Streets in San Prancisco
and SPIA. 3Buses are scheduled every 15 minutes between 6:00 a.n. and
10:00 p.m.; every 30 ninutes hetween 10:00 ».z=. and 12:00 2idaighs;
and approximately every hour betweer 12:00 nidnight and 6:00 a.z.

The current authorized fare is $4 for adults for +this service.

Alrporter also providles scheduled service between San
Prancisco atop Nob Eill and SPIA. 3Buses are scheduled every hour on

the hour from 6:00 a.m. until 9:00 p.m. from the hotels to SFPIA and
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every hour on the hour from 7:00 a.m. until 10:00 p.m. £rom SFIA %o
the hotels. The current authorized fare is S5 for adults for +this
service.

Airporter uses dbuses with seating capacity between 45 and
53 passengers.

Lorrie's

Lorrie's provides scheduled service from SPIA to San
Prancisco. Vehicles are scheduled twice per hour between 6:50 a.m.
and 8:15 p.n. and once per hour between 8:15 P-B. and 11:15 p.:.

Lorrie's also provides "on-call" service be<tween SPIA and
San Francisco. Reservations for "on-call" service are regquired +two
hours prior %o pickup +ime.

The current authorized fare for both the scheduled and "on-
call” services is $6.50.

lorrie's uses vehicles with seating capacity bevween 9 and
20 passengers.

San Mateo County Transit Disvrict

San Mateo County Transit District (SAMIRANS) operates
scheduled service between points along Mission Street and othe
points in San Prancisco and SPIA. Route 73 (local route) operate
every 30 minutes between 4:47 a.z. and 12:17 a.m. and allows *wo
pieces of baggage %o be carried per passenger. Route TF (express
route) operates every 30 minutes between 5:30 a.o. and 6:19 p.m. and
allows no baggage.

In addition, SAMTRAKNS operates Route 33 from Daly City BARD
Station to SFIA approximately every 30 minutes between 6:2¢ a.zm. and
7:21 p.x.
These services are provided with full-size (40+ passengers)
motor coaches. The one-way passenger fare is 90 cents.
Agentours, Ine.

This carrier is authorized to transport forelgn-speaking
visitors having an advance reservation for one of its sightseeing
tTours on an "on-call" dYasis using 11=~passenger vehicles between SPIA
and San Francisco. The authorized fare is 37.

-4 -
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J. R. Zavaleta
This carrier is authorized %o conduct an "on-call" sesvice
between SFIA and San Francisco in limousines with a seavting capacity
of one driver and eight passengers.

Associated Limousine Operators
¢f San Prancisco, Inec.

Assoclated Limousine Operators of San Francisco is
authorized %o conduct an "on-call" service between SPIA and Class A
San Prancisco hotels, using limousines with 2 seating capacity of one
driver and eight passengers. Current fare 15 $6 with carriers
requesting fare increase to S$8.

San Pranciseco Airports Commission's Positioen

ot e

The San Prancisco Airpor+s Commission entered an appesarance
in these consolidated proceedings, taking a position in opposition %o
our granting further operating authority <o carriers <o and <rom SFTA
and downtown San Francisco.

Resolution No. 82-0197, adopied August 3, 1982, reads as

. follows:

"WHEREAS, the lack of curd space and roadway

congestion are major prodlens at San Franecisco
International Airport; and,

"WHEREAS, the existing ground transportation
services are fully adequate, and offer the air
passengers a wide variety of cost and service
travel alternatives to choose from as means of
transportation to major destinations in downtown
San Francisco at reasonadle fares: and

"WEEREAS, the existing ground +ransportation
service alternatives could accommoldate inereased

demand without an increase in vehicle +raf<ic a<
the Airport; and,

"WEEREAS, further licensing dy +he California
Pudblic Utilities Commission of e2dditional
carriers serving downtown San Prancisco will not
provide air passengers with any significantly
different travel alternatives




A.82-06-06 A.82-06=09 ALJ/3%t/md

"now, therefore, be it

"RESOLVED, that the Commission requests the
California Pudblic Utilities Commission to refrain
from licensing any additional ground
transportation operators who serve downtown San
Pranciseco from San Prancisco International
Airport.”

Airporter's Evidence

Gordon Esposto (Esposto), genersl manager oF Airporter,
presented evidence to show that the scope 0f existing service bhevtween
SFIA and San Prancisco is more than adeguate 4o respond <0 the needs

£ the traveling pudblic, and that no further certificates of pudlic
convenience and necessity should be issued.

Airporter operates 30 modern, 48-passenger capacity duses
in regularly scheduled service to SFIA at 15-minute intervals
throughout the day until 10200 p.m., and thereafter on the hald hour
and coincident with flight arrivals and departures at SPIA. It iz
the only carrier allowed by SPIA to load and unload at the lower
level of SFIA.

Esposto believes that the SAMTRANS operation and our
granting additional certificates of public convenience and necessity
for SFIA service have resulted in a substantial decline in passenger
volume handled by Airporter in recent years. Airporter buses have an
average capacity of 48, and from 1977 o0 1981, its load factor was 24
persons or 50%. For the first seven months of 1982 i<s load factor
was 19 persons, meaning that there were some 29 empiy seats on an
average trip.

Airporter's exhibits show a decline in passenger +4raffic a%
SFIA and increased usage of airport parking facilities. Espost
concludes that Airporter’'s carriage of some 403%,000 individuals 4in
the first seven months of 1982 was 140,000 fewer than Airporter
transported during the sane period of time in 10981.

It was testified that increases in Airporter's gross
revenues are directly atitridutable to authorized fare increases in
recent years rather than €0 patronage increase. Airporter's actual
passenger volume has decreased substantially in those sazme years.

-6 =
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Airporter contends that further service authorizations
an already saturated market can only result in further diversion
traffic from Airporter, and, accordingly, further fare increases
the traveling pudlic. The evidence shows that a Transportation
Division witness stated in 1980, during one of Airporter's Zfare
increase hearings, that "this is an example of a larger carrier
providing an efficient service who is being hurt by <the authorization

of subsequent carriers when there may not be enough traffic for 2ll."
Lorrie's Evidence

Lorrie's contends that it stands realy, willing, aad adle
to provide all of the service needs suggesteld as necessary by Yellow
and Luxor. Applicants, in Lorrie's view, have no entitlement %o a
certificate as no finding can bde made that ~The existing svage
corporations already serving SFIA will not provide %the proposed
service to Commission satisfaction. (Pudblic Utilities (PU) Code
§ 10%32.)

Lorrie's leases 18 vans with seating capacity of 14 4o 20
passengers. It provides 16-hour-per-day service <o SPIA on schedule
and "on call". It also conducts a tour dbusiness in and around San
Prancisco.

This carrier's financial exhibdits show an accumulated
operating deficit of $76,097 as of January 1, 1982. Zowever, a
profit is shown for the first eight nmoanths of 1982 of &19,787.
reported that Lorrie's carries liagbility insurance of up +to five
million dollars, an amount well in excess of our zinipum regquirements.

A statistical exhibit prepared by Lorrie's reveals that
during the dbusiest week that this carrier ever experienced in i%s
years of operation, i% achieved only az 30% load factor in SFIA
traffic. Lorrie's contends that its demonstrated excess passenger
capacity should be satisfied before we authorize Lfurther competition.
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For the f£irst six months of 1982 ILorrie's derived 75% of
its airport shuttle bBusiness from San Francisco hotels, 6.5% £rom San
Prancisco offices and residences, and 18.5% from its scheduled pickup

service originating at SFIA. lorrie's served 93,065 passengers from
January 1 to June 30, 1982.

Taxicad Industry Protests

Members of the San Prancisco taxicad industry vestified in
oprosition to the applications. One such witness was Michael D.
Parrish, president of Chauffeur's Union Local 265. Ee +testified that
there was a definite decline in passenger traffic using both taxicads
and the Airporter bus between downtown Sen Francisco and the airport
in recent years. Eis union oOpposes the application because +the
proposed services would teke money directly out of existing c2db
drivers' pockets. Ee added that the applicants actually have n¢
concern for driver revenues because +their revenues come directly %o
then fron gate charges which are 2ot in any way affected by cad
érivers' revenues.

Earl Pranklin, s member of <he same union and a cab driver
enployed by the DeSoto Cab Company, also appeared in opposition %o
the application. He stated that local cad drivers are totally
opposed to the proposed operations. ZEHe stated that there has dbeen a
dramatic decline in passenger service between downtown San Prancisco
and the airport in recent years.

Janes E. Q'Connor, executive vice-president of DeSoto Cabd
Company, stated that in his opinion there was no neel for the
proposed services and that it would be detrimental %o the taxicad
industry. He stated that there is already enough van service
presently availadle in San Francisco.

Marvin Gralnick, general manager £or DeSo%o Cad Company,
confirmed the Q'Connor opinion. Ze testified <that passenger voluze
is presently down and that there ig no need for any additional

service, the existence of which would only adéd %0 the alrealy serious
traffic congestion.
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Two other taxicad drivers, Ed Burke and Terry Wetherdy,
also appeared in opposition to the application. Both are enmployee
drivers and feel that the new service would give applicants an unfair
competitive advantage over cad drivers. Both feel that there is not
enough business at the present 4$ime and +hat two applicants would
nonopolize the transporvation of individuals from downtown San
Francisco to the airport, much %o the competitive detriment and
econonic disadvantage of individual cab drivers such as themselves.

Pinally, Paul Rodriguez, president 0f +the Independent Cab
Driver's Association, appeared in opposition, c¢iting the lack of
patronage and the increasing anount of competition in <ransporiting
pagsengers between downitown San Prancisco and SFIA.

Respective managers of applicants were shown %0 have given
similar testimony ia earlier applications before this Commission.
Anplicants' Pitness

The record is clear that doth Luxor and Yellow have <the
ability, experience, and financial resources necessary %o provide the

. proposed service.

Iuwxor's July %1, 1982 balance sheet shows
$1,223,299 and stockholders' equity of $824,631. Its
period shown was $347,203.

Yellow's April 30, 1982 belance sheet shows 4otal assets of
$4,051,654 and members' capital and retained earaings of 31,912,%61.
Its profit for +he year shown was $169,416.

Applicants state that the financial inforn n presented
by each of them dexmonstrates fitness 40 operate the service
proposed. Applicants point out that they are successful taxicabd
leasing companies whose businesses are exclusively devoted %o %the
carrying of passengers in a2 consumer-demand responsive industry. IThe
enterprises are monitored by the City and County of San Francisco,
indicating successful experience under regulation.

FPurther, each applicant already has in place all <he
facilities necessary for the operations of the new service, including

+tot
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nmaintenance bases, offices, telephone answering equipment, radio
dispateh facilities, and seasoned personnel, all of which is intended

to be utilized on a shared basis with existing taxicab operations.
Discussion

Iwo of San Francisco's major taxicad companies seek
authority to individually enter the transportation market of shu%t<le
service between San Prancisco and SPIA in direct competition with
each other, with Lorrie's and other existing certificated carriers.
These companies may also draw away passenger traffic from Airporier,
2 scheduled bus carrier to and from SPIA, and frozm taxiead operators

driving the San Francisco/STIA corrider.

Each applicant has the experience, ability, and financial
fitness to perform the proposed service. Moreover, Yellow and TLuxor
each has existing facilities, including garaging, vehicle service,
compuiter-assisted radio dispateh systeas, telephone answering
equipment, and offices necessary o conduct an "on-call” van shuttle
business. The applicants have experienced personnel in place, as
well, and will only need to purchase the vans each Proposes to use in
initiating service.

Airporter states in its concurrent bries that these *wo
applicants with large financial resources available %o them will
dominate the transportation of individuals between downtown San
Francisco and SPIA if certificates of public convenience and
necessity are granted to then.

Lorrie's and Airporter argue that the applicants propose a
Service in an areas slready saturated by existing carriers which
individuslly and collectively offer <o the general traveling pudlic
every conceivable mode and level of transportation and, hence,
applicants have failed %o sustain their burden that there s, in
fact, a need for their proposed service.

The statutory provision on which our decision turas is PU
Code § 10%2:
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. "The Commission may, after hearing, issue 2
certificate 10 operate in a territory already
served by & certificate holder under 4his pars
only when the existing passenger stage
corporation or corporations secving such
territory will not provide such services 4o the
satisfaction of the Commission.”

Our views 0of the requisites of the gquoted section on our
authorization of additional entrants in%to a competitive environmeny
were recently set forth in application of American Buslines, Inc.
(D.91279, A.58457, January 29, 1980; 3 PUC 2& 246). There we
authorized Trailways to provide intrastate service beiween Los
Angeles and San Diego in competition with Greyhound's established and
satisfactory service. Applicants rely heavily upon our decision in
American Buslines, Ine. in their closing brief, civting our statemenss
on pages 256 and 257 of the decision where we saiéd:

"The only meaningful test of which carrier will
provide <the most appealing~-and therefore the
best--zervice is that resulting from both
carriers exercising their maximum adility ané
rendering public service, side by side.
Purthernore, we believe that monopoly service
(resulting from regulators protecting a carrier
by excluding all new entrants) is not
satisfactory service. Monopoly service deprives
the pudlic from being served by carriers with the
greatest incentive to innovate and provide <the
most appealing service--the incentive of
competition.”

* »* *

"Finally, we wish 40 emphasize that we &0 not
consider monopoly passenger stage service
adequate service t0 the public. And we will no%
apply Section 1032 as a dar to deprive the pudli
of *the most innovative attractive, and agreeadle
bus service that may potentially exist for i<s
benefit. Rather, we will apply Seexion 1032 in
an enlightened manner, consistent with today's
realities and requirements, which ic what the
Legislature intended when i+t granted to us the
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task of weighing all factors in determining
whether existing passenger stage corporations
provide adequate service. However, there may
arise occasions when Section 1032 would be
determinative in denying an application for
operating authority such as, for example, when a
traffic market is so obviously saturated with
carriers that more compedtition could clearly not
lead to better service. This could occur even
though service is provided by one carrier.”

While no pudlic witnesses appeared for either applicants or
protestants Iin this proceeding, the record shows <that a substantial
reservoir of San Francisco/SFIA patronage remains %o be served by
certificated <dransportation.

There are more than 20,000,000 passengers annually who
reguire 3transport between SFIA and Bay Area points. Alrporter
conveys adout 1,400,000 per annum, and its passenger count is
declining. ILorrie's conveyed 93,000 fares for the first six months
of 1982, from which we may assume an anaual volunme of 185,000
passengers. This leaves over 18,000,000 prospective passengers using
cabs, priveve cars, going to destinations other than San FPrancisce,
or using other certificated carriers. 3Based on the number of
inquiries received by applicants, it appears that there is a high
degree of pudlic interest in the proposed service.

Airporter's load factor has declined from 24 %0 19%
recently. lorrie's, in i%ts best nonths, has a load factor of only
30%. These protestants are suffering patronage losses and idle
capacity at the same %time that private perking volume at SFIA has
inereased from 3,450,000 in 1980 to 3,950,000 in 1982, a gain of
500,000 vehicles in airport vehicular trafiic.

We cannot concur with protestants that +their records of
declining patronage and accumulating operating losses will somehow be
reversed If we only will cease certificating additional carriers in
the San Prancisco corridor. We rather think +hat the hard heal-to~
head competition which will undoudbtedly ensue upon the entry of
Yellow and Iuxor into the field will result in better service t0 the
traveling public, both by <the applicants and dy +the protestants.

- 12 =
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Luxor and Yellow %estified thatr each propoced To use i3
existing taxicad fleet for backup service in the event That vans we
unavailable during dusy periods. However, neicher enzity nad any
plan whereby an obgerver or pozencial passenger could ascersain
distinguiched from oPeratlng ag 2 saxicab.
resolved at a later time, according To

We believe, however, shat <his n of proper
identification of service venicles iz 2 Tant one. Lack of
proper identification can lead to a2 good degree of pudlic confusion.
Therefore, we will not authorize the backup taxicad element oF
applicants'’ proposals.

We will grant the
Wheelchair Access Vehiele

L <the tTen vans
acquire for STIA cervice,
company will de eguipped for w
Tnis improvemeny
persons confined to wheel s ecommended by ceveral membders of
the pudlic - Arlene C. Wong, Valerie ¥elly, and Phil Kenniszon.
Ruiz, wrecident andé general o
u wheelehzir acces 1b;¢
£0 little uce that the seats
to make room for an sccasional wheelchair
Pindings of Tact
Yellow
t0 perforn 7
Luxor pocses
%0 perforn
Prozeszanty,

areas sougnt o ve served on
Luxor.
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4. Protestant, Lorrie's, operates an "on-call"™ van service in
areas sought to be served with parallel service by both Yellow and
Luxor.

5. No segment of the population proposed %o be served appeared
in support of either applicants' or protestants' services.

6. There are in excess of 20,000,000 origia and destination
passengers at SPIA each year who require 4ransportation from and %o
the airport.

7. Iorrie's transports about 185,000 passengers per year.

8. Some 3,950,000 cars exited SPIA's garage and parking lots
in the fiscal year ending June %0, 1982.

9. There was an increase of 500,000 in cars Yeing parked a%
STIA's garage and lots between 1980 and 1982.

10. In 1982 Airporter transported some 1,400,000 passengers,
being about 140,000 fewer individuals %than Airporter <ransported in
the previous year.

. 11. Airporter's number 0f passengers carried has decreased each

year from 1978 forward.

12. Airporter's passenger load factor has decreased from an
average 24% to 19% in 1982.

12. In the Zirst half of 1982 Lorrie's %ransported some 93,000
individuals in airport service.

14. Only 6.5% of Lorrie's passengers are lerived Srom "on-call”
service 0 homes and offices in San Francisco which Yellow and Luxor
propose %o also serve.

15. In its three years of certification lorrie's has
accunulated an operating loss of some $76,000. 1I% is earning a
profit in 1982.

16. Lorrie's best load factor is 30%. I+s load factor for the
first six months of 1982 is 23%.

17. Some 20,000,000 persons arriving and leaving SPIA each yeer

demonstrate a need for public 4transpor+tation between SPIA and San
Francisco.
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18. That protestants provide transport to only 1,585,000 o
these 20,000,000 potential customers demonstrates & need for more or
different public transportation between SPIA and San Prancisco.

19. Operating losses, declining patronage, unused vehicle
capacity and increasing fares proved by Airporter and by Lorrie's
show that they will not provide the additional services proposed by
Yellow and Luxor %o the satisfaction of this Commission.

20. Airporter will not provide the "on-call" sesvice proposed
by Yellow and by Luxor as Airporter conducts 2 scheduled dus service
over fixed routes between San Francisco and SFIA.

21. Lorrie's will not provide the "on-call" service 40 offices
ané businesses proposed by Yellow and by Luxor as 93.5% of i%s
profitable volume is derived from hotel pickups in San Francisco and
scheduled service from SPIA.

22. Competition between Luxor, Yellow, Airporter, and Lorrie's,
To the extent it will exist, will promote good service and will
éncourage innovative rate schedules and more efficient dusiness
practices.

23. There is public need for Yellow's proposed service.

24. There is pudblic need for Luxor's proposed service.

25. There is public demand that ome vehicle placed into service
by Yellow and one vehicle placed into service by Luxor de equipped
for wheelchair access.

26. Pudblic convenience and necessity require that the "on-call”
van service proposed by Yellow be certificated.

27. 7Pudblic convenience and necessity reguire the "on=call™
ven service proposed dy Luxor be certificated.

28. It can be seen with certainty +ha%t there is no possibility

that the activities in question may have a significant effect on the
environment.

Coneclusion

The applications should be granted as set forth in +the
ensuing order.
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Only the amount paid to the State for operative rights may
be used in rate fixing. The State may grant any nuaber of rights and

may cancel or modify the monopoly feature of these rights at any
time.

ORDER
IT IS ORDERED that:

1. A certificate of public convenience and necessity is
granted to Yellow Cab Cooperative, Inc. authorizing it 4o operate a:c
& passenger stage corporation, as defined in PU Colde § 226, between
the points and over the routes set forth in Appendix PSC-1297, <o
transport persons and daggage.

2. A certificate of public convenience and necessiiy is
granted to Luxor Cab Company authorizing it %o operate as a passenger
stage corporation, as defined in PU Cole § 226, between the points
and over the routes set forth in Appendix PSC-1298, %o transport
persons and baggage.

3. Applicants shall:

a. TFile a written acceptance of this
certificate within 30 days af+ter this
order is effective.

b. Establish the authorized service ané
file tariffs and 4imetables within 120
days after this order is effective.

tate in its tariffs and timetables when
service will star%; allow 2% least 10
days' notice to the Commission; and make
timetables and tariffs effective 10 or
nore days after this order is
effective.

Comply with General Orders Series 79,
98, 101, and 104, and the Californisa
Highway Patrol safe<y rules.

Maiatain accounting records in conformity
with the Uniform System of Accounts.




. 4. This certificate does not authorize the use o0 taxicads in
Passenger stage service, either directly or as reserve vehicles.

5. This certificate does not authorize the holder 4o conduct
any operations on the property of or into any airport unless such
operation is authorized dy the airport authority involved.

This order becomes effective 30 days from today.

Dated _ JUN 29 1983

, 8t San Prancisco, California.

LEQNARD M. GRIMES, JR.

< &issent. VICIOR CAIVO FRosadent
DONAZD VIAY, . CozmiesTonor PRISCILLA C. GREW

Comzigaionora

I dissent.'.
WIZLIAN 2, PrnTow, ConfesTonor
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Appendix PSC-1297  YELLOW CAB COOPERATIVE, INC. Origimal Title Page

CERIITICATZ
or

PU3LIC CONVZINIENCE AND NECISSITY

PSC-1297

Showing passengexr stage operative rights, restrictions,
linitations, exceptions, axd Privileges
spplicadle thereto.

A1l changes aznd amendmepnts as authorized by the Pubdblic Utilities
Commission of the State of California will De made as
revised pages or added originel vages.

g3 63 933

Issued und ¥ty o2 Decision
dated IBNZERES » Of the Fublic UTilities Commission of
the State of California in Application 82-06-06.
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Appendix PSC-1297 YELLOW CAB COOPERATIVE, INC. Original Page 1

SECTION 1.  GENERAL AUTHORIZATY ONS, RESTRICTIONS, LIMITATIONS ’
AND SPECIFICATIONS.

Yellow Cab Cooperative, Inc., 2 corporation, by the
certificate of public convenience and necessity granted by the
decision noted in the margin, is suthorized as a passenger stage
corporation to provide om-call, door-to-door service for passengers
and their baggage between San Framcisco International Airport and

points within Sen Framcisco subject to the restrictions set forth
below:

a. Vans having a carrying capacity not to
exceed 11 passengers shall be used. At
least one of these shall be equipped with
2 wheelchair 1ift and be available daily.

No taxicabs shall be used to provide sexrvice
undexr this certificate.

No passengers shall be tr Tted except
those having an origin oragzgination :g
the San Francisco International Adrport
and an origin orddestination within the
San Francisco service terxitory.

Issued by California Public Utilities Commission.

& 68 034
. Decision 83 &5 634 » in Application 82-06-06.
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SECTION 1. GENERAL AUTHORIZATIONS, RESTRICTIIONS, LIMITATIONS,
AND SPECIFICATIONS. (Continued)

d. Yellow Cab Cooperative, Inc., shall provide
on-call service for any prospective passenger
in San Francisco providing at least three
hours' notice of intent to travel to the
San Francisco Intermational Airport. Although
service shall be provided in response to advance
telephone reservations, the carrier shall also
transport persons who request transportation
in person while the vehicles are operating.
Priority shall be given to advance telephone
resexvations, however, in the event that not
all passengers can be seated in a given vehicle.
Conditions attendant to the reservations process,
including the amount of advance time required to
assure transportation in response to & resexvatiom,
shall be set forth in the carrier’'s tariffs and
timetables to be filed with this Commission.

The service shall be available at all times.

This passenger stage service shall be operated
and marketed as & distinct service, with vehicles,
telephone directory listing(s) and telephone
reservation mmber(s) different froxz those of
other transportation services. Applicant shall
not sell or refexr callers for these certificated
services to taxicab transportation within the
sexrvice area described below.

. Issued by California Public Utilitlies Commission.
2 03 034
Decision 83 G G35 , in Application 82-06-06.
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SECTION 2.  ROUTE DESCRIPTION.

Between points within the San Francisco service
territory and the San Francisco Intermational Airport airline
passenger terminals.

SECTION 3. SERVICE AREA DESCRIPTION.

The San Francisco service territoxry is defined for
this certificate as all the territory within the limits of the
City and County of San Francisco.

Issued by California Public Utilities Commission.

Decision 83 05 083 , in Application 82-06-06.
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Appendix PSC-1298 LUXOr CAZ COMPANY COrigicel Title

CERTIFICALZ
CF
PUSLIC CONVENIZNCE AND NZCZSSITY

PSC-1298

Showing passenger stage operative rights, restrictions,
limitations, exceptions, and privileges
applicable thereto.

All changes and amendments as authorized by the Judblic Utilities
Commission of the State of Celifornia will e made as
revisel pages or added originsl pages.

2 Ca
Issued undex authority of Decision S‘j' 5 934 >
dated ___JUNL Y =00 , 0f the Fudlic Utilities Commissioz of
the State of California in Application 82-06-09.
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SECTION 1.  GENZRAL AUTHORIZATIONS, RESTRICTIONS, LIMITATIONS,
AND SPECIPICATIONS.

Iuxor Cab Company, a corporation, by the certificate of
Public convenience and necessity granted dy the decision roted in
the margin, is authorized as a passenger stage corporation to provide
on~call, door-to~-door service for Passengers and their baggage
between San Francisco Interpatiozal dirport and points within San
Frencisco subject to the restrictions set fonth below:

a. Vans having a carrying capacity not o
exceed 1l passengers shall be used. At
least one 0 these shall bde equipped with
a wheelchair 1ift and be availadle deily.

No taxicads shall be used to provide service
under this cexrtificate.

No passengers shall de tramsported exceps
those havirg an origin or destinaticr at
the San Francisco International Airport
and an origin or destination within the
Sen Prancisco service territory.

Issued by California Pudlic Utilities Comission.
3 63 034 . .
. Decision 83 65 035 » in Application 82-06-09.
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SECTION 1.  GENERAL AUTHORIZATIONS, EESTRICTIONS, LIMITATIONS,
AND SPECIFICATIONS. (Contimued)

d. Iuxor Cad Company, shall provide op~call
service for any prospective passenger in
San Francisco provilding at least tiree
hours' notice of intent to travel to the
San Francisco Internatioral Aizport. Although
service shall be provided in response o advance
telephone reservations, the carrier shall also
transport persons who request tramsportation
in person while the vehicles are operating.
Priority shall be given to advance telephone
reservations, however, in the event that not
all passengers car be seated in a2 given vehicle.
Conditions attendant to the reservations process,
including the smourt of advexnce Time required %o
assure transportation in respomse to a reservation,
shall e set forth in the carrier's tarifis and
timetables to be filed with this Commissioxz.

The service shall be availsble a%t all +times.

This passenger stage sexrvice shall be operated
and marketed as a distinct sexrvice, witk vehicles,
telephone directory listing(s) and telephoze
reservatior number(s) different from those of any
other transportation services. Appliceant shall
not sell or refer callers for these certificated
service to taxicad tramsportation within the
service ares described below.

Issued by California Public Utilities Commission.

. Decision 83 05 U35 » in Applicatiorn 82-06-09.
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SECTION 2., ROUTE DESCRIPTION.

Between points within the San Francisco service

territory and the San Framcisco Internetional Airport airline
Passenger terminals.

SECTION 3. SERVICE AREA DESCRIPTION.

The San Francisco service territory is defined for
this certificate as &ll the territory within the limits of the
City and County of San Francisco.

Issued vy Californmia Pudblic Utilities Commission.

Decision S} 85 634 » in Application 82-06-09.
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Luxor and Yellow testified that each proposed <o use itz
existing taxicab fleet for backup service in the event that vans were
unavailable during dusy periods. ZEowever, neither entity had any
plan whereby an observer or potential passenger c¢ould ascertain
whether a taxicab was operating in the proposed "on-call" service as
distinguished from operating as a taxicad. This prodlem was %o de
resolved at a later time, according %o <he testimony. d

We believe, Fhowever, that this question of prope;///
identification of service vehiclezs is an important one./ lack of
roper identification can lead to a good degree of pubdPic confusion.
Therefore, we will not authorize the backup taxicad element of
applicants’ proposals.

We will grant the certificates limitel 4o vans only.
Wheelchair Access Vehicles

0f the ten vans that both Luxor and Yellow intend 4o
acquire for SPIA service, 1f authority is/granted, one van oL each
company will be equipped for wheelchair /access by mechanical lif+.

. This improvement to existingoptions %o <ravel to SFIA by

persons confined to wheelchalirs was/ﬁ%nmended by several mexmders of
the pudblic - Arlene C. Wong, Valerie Xelly, and Phil Xennis%on.

Tony Ruiz, president anﬁlgeneral manager 0f Lorrie's,
testified that it had a wheelcha{r accescidble van in its Lleet, and
that it received so little use/éhat,the seats which had been rendoved
to make room for an occasionaﬁ/wheelchair were replaced.

Findings of TPact

1. Yellow possesses the ability, experience, and financial
resources to0 perform the péoposed service.

2. Tuxor possesses’the ability, experience, and financial
resources to perforn thé,proposed service.

3. Protestant, Airporter, operates a scheduled dus service in

areas sought to be served on on "on-call” dasis by doth Yellow and
Luxor.




