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Dec is iO:l No. NOV 1 1977 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC 'UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CAL!FCRN!A 

Application of 24-Hour Airport ) 
Express for a charter-party ) 
carrie= of passengers permit, ) 
between various points and ) 
plcees in Los Angeles and O~ange ) 
Counties and Los Angeles Inter- ) 
net10nal and Orange County ) 
Airports. (TCP 32S-p) ) 

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

Applica:ion No. 56841 
(Filed November 3, 1976) 

Edward L. Miller, Attor~ey at Law, for 
applicant. 

James H. Lyons, Attorney at Law, for 
Airport~crvice, Inc., p=otestant. 

R. H. Russell, by K. D. vlalpert, for the 
City of Los Angeles, interested party. 

l'hom.;lS 1'. Rent, for the Coam:.iss!on staff. 

OPINION - ..... -~---
24-Hour Airport Express, Inc., a Caltfo~nia corporation, 

(applicant) holds Charter-pa=ty Carrier of Pascengers Perm~t No. 
TCP-325-P and by this application seeks rc:ewsl of its a~~cal 
pe~mi~ which was to expire in November lS76. The Commission 
extended the permit temporarily until this application is resolved 
but not later than November 21, 1977. 

A1rport Service, Inc., a ca!ifc::-aia corporstion, 
(protestant) requested, by letter dated Oc~ober 26, 1976, a hearir.g 
on the mat~er of the ~enewal of ap?licant's permit. Protestant 
contends that applicant's charges ~re from point-to-point, on e 
per capita basis, and are misleading and cnlewfu1. 

A public hearing was held on Febr~ry 25, 1977 befor2 
Examiner Jerry Levander, and the ~Cter submitted on briefs, ~hicn 
have been filed. Applicant's p.edecessor, 24-Ko~ Rent-e-car, Inc., 
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originally filed for a charter-party permit in November 19710 At 
that time one seven-passenge: vehicle was used in the ope~ation. 
Applicant presently oper~tes eight seven-passenger vehicles and 
seven eleven-passenger vehicles. Applic~~t's current renewal fo~ 

statesr in part: "We &re 0p'2!"a~i~g c ... :. of t~.::: cCI'!'or:~::.~ of':iC0 :.~ 14420 
E •. vlhittier Blvd., Whittier. We se:,:"v~ a 50-mile radius at airports, 

sporting events a..."ld entertain.":ent faci,li ties. Our ch.lrges 

a:-e based on $16.00 per hour or $.32 pt~r ::nile 'With a 50-mile 
minimu:n. u 

24-Hour Rent-A-Car, Inc., the parent corporation of 
applicant previously held the permit in question ~nd o~cr~ted undc~ 
the name 24-Hour Air?ort Service. Protest~nt objected to the use 
of the name 24-Hour • .'\irport Service as a name infringement.. In 
response to this objection ~pp1icant was incorporated in 1976. 
?rotestant objects to applic~nt's feilure to ref12ct the name c~nge 
on ?hotosr~phs of its vehicles which are used in currently 
distributed promotional liter~ture (Exhibits 1, 2, and 8) and or. 
its receipts (Exhibits 9, 10, ~nd 11). 
Testimony of Applic~nt's President 

Nost of ap9licant's operations consist: of prov:i.ding a 
doo~-to-door transportation service to and from airports on a 
reservation basis (usually by a telephone reservation). Applicanc's 
airport business is primarily to ~nd from Los Angeles Icternational 
Airport (International) and seeonda=ily to Orange Coun~y Airport 
(Orange). A great deal of applicant's business is booked by travel 
agenCies. Applican,t p~epared rate sheets (Exhibits 1 and 2) for the 
use of travel agents based upon tfme and distance tr~·eled and the 
occupancy 10vel of thoP.. v~h{C'lp... 'th", r.:t~.e- Q~t=g eont4in crl(:-~/ly 
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f~es f:om various cities and cert~in hotels in Los Angeles and 
Orange Counties to International ~nd Orange. The rate sr£ets incl~de 
the follo1;o:ing: 

"GENERAL NOTES: 
~': Base price inclu.des up to three persons, 

picked up at the time, at the same address; 
each ~dditio~l ~erson @ $2.00 each. 

* $2.00 Sur-ch3rge for pick up at ~irpo~t 
(waived on prepaid round trips). 

'* $5.00 Sur ... ch-ttge for service bet~~een 
11:00 PM and 5:00 PJ1. 

oJ( $5.00 Sur-charge for meel:ing c~ter flights 
and overseas flights subject to customs 
inspections. (Optional: Charge may be w~ived 
if pic!~~ is made 1 hour after flight crrival.) 

.. '( Fues for locations not listed will be quoted 
promptly by telephone ~ well as group ~nd 
special fares. il 

The $2 charge per person a~ove the b~se price applies to 
~dditional people in a cl1arter-porty. Applicant also makes 
additionsl stops for either picking up or dischzrging passengers 
in a c~ter-party ~t a ch~ge of $2 per additional stop. 
Applicant transports more than one charter group in the came 
vehicle when it is convenient to do so and charges the entire ~p­
p1icable charter r~te to each charter-party carried in the scme 
vehicle. The 11:00 p.m. to 5:00 a.m. surcharge is root related to 
time or distance. The surcharge provides additional comper~~tion 
to applicant's drivers. 

Applic~trs president stated that ~n International 
official informed htm th4t no permit or authority is necessa=y for 
applicant to operate as a cha=ter-p~ty carrier at International; 
that the permit provision requiring operational approval by ~irport 
euthorities does not apply to c?plic~ntrs operations; t~~t 
applicant's vehicles would be tre~tcd l~(e those of the general 
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public, and would be subject to traffic tickets; that applic~ 

could not solicit business; t~t applicant could pick up passe~ers 

on an ~dv~ncc rcse=vation basis; ~nd th3t he in t~n info~ed 
~pplic~nt's drivers to tell ~ny party without a reserv~tion who 
req~ested transportation to call the company office and ~ke a 
reservation and the company r~dio dispatcher would then direct thee 
driver or ~nother driver to pick up the party requesting the ride. 
Protestant's Evidence 

Protestant, 3. passenger st~e corpor.:.tion, operates large, 
deluxe a.ir-conditioned, reclining seat motor coaches betwee'?:t. 
various terminals in Los Angeles and Orange Counties on a scheduled 
basis which connect with Inteznational, Orange, Long Beach Airport1 

lockheed Air Term1nal (on-call), and Ontario !nter~4tional Air~crt 
(on-call). Protestant c~ges on p~r c~pi~a bcsis. Protes~an~'s 
'4esident supplied schedules ~nd fares for its Orange COuntY7 
Long Bc~ch, ond P~s~de~ div!sions (Exhibits 5, 6, and 7) attG 
s'~pplied ce-rtain 'Oileage and rel.:lted fare inform.:.tion for ~r.ans­
port~tion between certain points. He testified tb.:.t Z4-Hour 
Airport Service h~d picked u~ p~scngers at protest3nt~s te=mi~l$ 
in ~dv~nce of protestant's sched~led picl~? times. 

Protestant's P~s~den~ 6i7!sion buses m~~c 18 round trips 
per dey between International ~nd the Pasadena Hilton Eotel and the 
Huntington Sheraton Hotel. On these runs the bcses make either one 
or six daily round trips to othe~ locations. 

Protestantfs Orange County division buses make 29 round 
trips per day be~~een the Disneyland Hotel and the Gr~d Hotel ~n 
Anaheim and Internat ional, a.."ld l; ::ov.nd 'trips be't\'lccn these hO'te::',s and 
Orange. On these runs the buses ~ke either ten, four, three, O~ 
one round trip to other locations. 

Protestant r s long Beach division buses daily scbec!ulcs 
provide for ten a:rivals and 12 deparec=es from International 
and cith~r zeven, three, or o~e rou~d trip to other locations. 
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A"c:.o~her employee of protestant testified that he made 
reserva:ions with applicant for a party of four on Febru~y 17) 
1977. Three members of the p~y were employees of protestant. The 
fourth was an employee of the Yellow Cab Company of North Or~e 
County. Three people were to be picked up at one hotel and the 
witness was to be subsequently picked 'lP ~bout a mile away a: 
another hotel in Anahe~. The $20 tot~l charge quoted for ~rans­
portation to InternAtional w~ the $16 b~se price, plus $2 for e~ch 
p~ssenger above three, cnd plus $2 for the extra pickup. He 
tes:ified that he asked the driver the amount of the f~~; ace t~~t 
the driver said $5 and provided him with a recei?t for $5 ~t his 

4equest. 
The three passengers initially picked up all teseif~ed. 

Their testimony confirmed the $20 charge and their ver~ficatio~ 
that c.nother passenger would be picked up. Thei.'t' testimony differs 
concerning whether the driver or one of the passenge=s first 
suggested p~ymcnt of $5 apiece. The passe~ers said they were 
business~en and would need individual receipts for their expense 
~ccounts. The driver made out individu3l rece~pts for them 

(Exhibits 9 cnd 10). 
Another employee o£ protestant tes~ified that on 

~ebru~y 16, 1977 one of 3??licant's vans ~lled up to ~ terminal 
building at International and stopped for three to five minutes; 
that the driver ~de no motion until he ~p?=oaehed ~~ ~nd asked 
hO~-1 much the fare would be to go to the Disneyl.:nd Eote!; th.::1t the:: 
driver said $18; that when he requested ~ lower fare the dr!.ver 
called his disp~~cher by two-way radio ~nd the dis~~tcher sa!d ~he 
fare was $18; that he paid the $18 requested and received ~ reeei?t 
from 24-Rour Airport Service (Exhibit 11); chat even though he 

ztated that he had to get to the Disneyland Hotel very rapidly ~hc 
driver circled the airport ~tween the c.enter island and the cu=b 
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of e~ch of the air?o-::t teroin~ls. sto?ped in front of the p~; 
buildin.g D.r.'I.c. s.:J.id "! frn so::ry th~t I have to hold you up ;"t.:.t Ifm 

lookine fo= som~body el:.c"; .o.nd t~~.:lt after .:l fur:!:-.'=!= t.hree to five 

~inut~ 't-:o.i~, the driver .lskcd for ~nd received his permission to 

circle .o.gai~ but he did not cio so bcca~se the dis?~tchcr told the 
driver to ;0 directly eo Disncyl~nd. He ~cstified tc.o.t he h~cl no 
.JGvancc =~servat.ior.. and the driver ciie: not =cq\lest him to c.::,i.l ~hc 

disp~tchcr before ~greeit\3 to pick hio up. 

~2?11c~~trs Rcoutt~l Tcsti~onv 

Applicant's president testifiec th~t he h . .:.d r~cer.tj.y 

~eiss~cd .J memo s~~ting com~.o.ny policy die ~~t permit ?ick~n; up 

people cont~ctinb drivern at the ai=?ort cu~ he clid not b~ir.3 .J 

copy of ~ny such policy rn~~O$ to the hccr:ng; t~~e it was ncce~s~~y 

~cr the c'.!stomcr to c~l!. t~C' comp~ny offi::c; that: he ~c::~cv'CG :hc 
c.rivcr i:'l.Volvcc to be ;l ?.-:.=t-~i:!!c employee; that t-:t-:cn ~ =cscr'\l.::.~::'on 

\,,\::.c :no.ck fo:: ..1 group, of ~copl~ ~,}l:\o rc~ues~ inciviot!.:2. rec~ipt.5 :0 

~cco~nt for their eA~cnscs th~: individu~l receipts ~re Ziv~~ o~t; 
th~t normc:ly one pcrsc~ in ~ ~rou~ ?ays ~nd the oth~rs get re~~i?:~; 

thet ~ ~oli:e lieutenant h.-:.d ~ssistcd him re6~rcl~n~ iS$~~~ce of 
?.:lrking cic.:ltion incurred ~·~h.ilc ~ctting b.:1r;~.::~e; :.nd th.:!'i: .:!r)?:'ic.:.n~ 

h~d received no cit~tions ~or zoliciti~3 ci~~ort b~sinCS3. 
Ar~::1cnt 

,,'·i.p~licanc contends :h.:lt i~s o,erations ~re ~hos~ 0= Co. 

ch.::.rtc:--parcy c.:::,'rt'icr .::.nci its pcrQii: should be renc'll.,ec; tn.~t 

protest.:lnt '"-'1'::'5 trying to set u;> t:1C illusion that it c~argcG on 0. 

?cr c~~ita b~sis rct~~~ t~n on ~ rC3erv~:ior. bcsis; ~ha~ it did 
no: o~er.:lte bet~lce~' f ~xcd tct':nir.i 0::- over regulcr 'ro-.:i:es; .:2:-.': ~h.at 

protcstan~ did not give notice of s,ecific charges ~nd a??iic~c~ 
cid root have .:In o..,po ...... tun_.:ty for _"'n'" c.''; "'co'·'· ..... · 0'" ." -f"'~':' n~ t" .. - J -110.':"> iii ' ...... 't "'" ,~, •. 1,._" ............... tJ,-

fu: o?portunity ~o cross-e~.:mlinc or rebut ?rotcst.:lnt' s test ;·.~;)C:::1. 

, 
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Pro~estant cites Interstate Commerce Commission orders1/ 
defining c~ter operations contracting for the exclusive use of ~ 
vehicle. Protestant argues ~h~t the chartering party or parties do 
not control applicant's vehicles but the driver or dispatcher 
determines the most feasible and quickest way to get to tr£ airport; 
that the evidence shows th~t'~pplicant's b~ic charges a=e not 
based upon time of use (e.g., ~ trip from Beverly Hills to 
International by applicant takes 30-35 minutes and possibly an hour 
and costs $13; a trip from Whi~tier to International by applicant 
takes 45 minutes to one ~nd one-half hours and costs $14) or 
distance eriteri~1 (e.g., ~ c~lculation using applicant's c~~ges 
and the dist~nces traveled show the following costs per mile: 
An.lhcim to International $0.444 per mile; Anaheim ~o Orange $0.923 
per mile; Long Beach to International $0.666 per mile; Beve=ly Rills 
to International $1.083 per mile; and West Los Angeles to 
International over $1.50 per cile); that there is no rel~tionsQip 
between time and use and ~pplicAnt's $5 surcharge between 11:00 p.m. 
and 5:00 a.m.; and th~t there is a contradiction between the lowest 
rates charged by applicant of $12 end the renewal ~??lication which 
states that applic~t' s basic charge is $16 per hour with a :rri.leage 
charge of $.32 per mile with ~ 50-mile minfcum (i.e., a $16 
minimum) • 

Protestant directed our ~ttentio~ to Section 5401 cf the 
Public Utilities Code as follows: 

H'5!~Ol. Ch=ges for the tr~nsportation to be 
offered or afforded by e c~rter-p~y carrier 
of p~ssengers shall be computed and assessed on 

11 Peerless Stages~ Inc., Investi~ation (1961) 86 MCC 109; B=owns 
'B~s set'Vice~ Inc ... gjCtensl.on (1950) 83 MCC 251, 264; ane AU~·t 
Tr::nSl.t ~o. v DC transit System, Inc. (1960) 83 MCC 5L.,7, 'S'S!7 

2/ - Protestant req~ests the Commission t~ke judicial notice of the 
localities of the cities involved herein. 
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a vehicle mileage or time of use basis, o~ on a 
combination thereof, which charges ~y va--y in 
accordance with the passenger capacity of the 
vehicle, or the size of the group to be 
trans!,lOrted, •••• '" 

Protestant argues that: 
(a) Before the charges molY vary, they must first 

be computed and assessed on a vehicle mileage 
or time of use basis, or on a combination 

(b) 

(c) 

Cd) 

thereof; 
The reason for the language tb..at "charges may 
vary in accordance witn the passenger capacity 
of the vehicle" was because coaches normally 
used in charter operations mo.y vary from 
25-passenger to 53-passenger capacity. The 
c~3e for the larger c~p~ciey coach is 
greater then for a smaller e03ch; 
The reason for the lclnguage lIor 'the size of 
the grot:.p to be tra.-:sported n is simply to 
permit a carrier who has made a charter 
contr~cc Co c~ry 43 passengers and has only 
~ 47-passens~r coach available at t~c time~ 
as a matter of operatir~ convenience, to use 
the 47-passenge~ coach and simply charge for 
a 43-passenger coach. The car~!e~ can justify 
the reduced charge made for the l~ger coach 
by reducing his basic c~ge ~pe= mile o~ per 
hour) because of the number ot passengers 
transported; 
The language in Section 5401 was never meant 
to permit a cerrier to charge so much £0:: 
each edditional passenger; 

(e) Applic~nt is a p~ssenser st~e co~po=ation 
becacse establishing service between In~ernationa: 
and v~ious cities is equivalent to establishment 
of service between fixed termini within the 
meaning of Section 226 of the Californ~a Public 
U~11it1es Code. To be defined as ~ ~gger 
stage corporation one merely has to operate a 
passenger stage over 3 public highway be~w~~ 
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fixed ~ermini or over a regular rou~e. 
Seven~y-five percent of applic~~t's business is 
to Internationalp The use of charter-party 
carrier certificates or per.oits for the 
establishment of services between fixed te~ini 
is unlawful and will no~ be tolerated. 
California Si htseein Tours Inc. (1971) 71 

r..; ... G. ; 

(f) The furnishing of transportation ~o ~~d froo 
~~ airport on ~~ on-call basis over a fixed 
route with designated pickup and discharge 
points is passenger stage service furnishec 
to a portion of the public within the purview 
of Section 226 of the California ?~blic 
Utilities Code ~~d a certificate is thus 
req~ired. (Anglo-Californi~ Servs., Inc. 
(197;) 75 CPUC 354.) Whether it is a fixed 
route or between fixed termini, the operation 
is still that of a passenger stage corporation; 

(g) Applic.-:nt is offering the ~ublic individ-:l31 
and 3r0U? rotcs cl~~cteristic of a ?cssenger 
st::ge corpor~tion. t·Jhethcr it is co.l1ed a 
charter operction or a t~i oper~tion coes not 
c:t'1.S.nge the n:lture of the service. (R. Po. Youn~ 
(1921) lS eRe C77.); 

(h) The use of two-way r~dios by ~p?lic~ntts drivers 
r~ther th~n requirinz a call to the dispatcher 
disprove c,plic~nt's contention thzt 3ir?Ort 
pickups ~c by reservation only. The procedure 
of making ~ phone c~ll froQ Intern~tional to 
applicant's office for reservations would be 
a ridiculous one to follow; end 

(i) Applica~t's disreg~d of the rules .-:~d regulctions 
governing ch~ter-party ccrriers and ?assenger 
st~ge corporations and its practices lead to the 
conclusion thQt applicant is not fit for the 
rcne~i1a.l of its ch.areer-p.'2:'ty permit and pro'Cest3.nt 
therefore requests denial of the application. 
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The Commission st~f ~lso recommends ag~inst renew~l of 
the permit. The stOlff crgucs thc.t: 

(~) Applic~nt's 9ractice of chartering space cbo~d 
a vehicle rather than ch.3rte:cing an extra. 
vehicle amounts to selling seats or assessing 
individual fares; 

(b) The $2 chcrge per passenger ~bove three is ~n 
individu'"-l fa.re; 

(c) The group size should govern the size of 
vehicles required; 

(d) Applicant's specialization in point-to-point 
oper~tions) i~s public~tion of one-w~y fares 
between International or Orange and vari~~ 
rc;giorull points) and the la.nguage on the sides 
ox its p~ssenger vans '~o and From All M~jor 
Airports and Major Attractions in L.A. 3:ld 
Orange Countyil represent service to and from 
fixed termini which is not within the l~ited 
operating scope of a charter-party ?erclit 
holder; 

(e) The names 24-Hour Airport Serv'ice and 24-Hour 
Airport Express do not depict 3 ch.:lrter 
service but connote the point-to-point service 
actually provieed; and 

(£) The Commission. b.a5 held t~t a liji'~o;;.~i:;.e 
service designed pr~arily to meet the 
business needs of companies in ~r~nspo~ting 
their personnel tr<lVeli~ on company business 
between their homes or pLaces of business ~nd 
the ~irports qualifies as ~ passenger stage 
corporation notwithst~nding langu~e of 
this section requiring such a ca~ier ~o 
oper~te between fixed termini or over a 
regular route, a~d the Commission will grant 
ar~a-typ~ c~~tificates where it is shown 
that the publie convenience and necessity 
would be better served. (See Cha::'t4?:::" SeC-an S~::-vice 
v National Executive Services;!nc. (19~5 ttl 
CPOC 158.) 
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Applicant's reply brief quoted another portion of the 
Cha=ter Sedan decision as follows: 

'''With the ever-increasing growth and development 
of ~tr travel there is developing a corresponding 
need for expeditious ~blic transport~tion to and 
f~~ our airports. The service herein offered is 
p~tmarily designed to meet the business needs and 
requirements of companies in transporting their 
personnel traveling on company business between 
their homes or olaces of business and tl:"..e airports; 
however~ the service ~s proposed ~ould ~1so be 
available to anyone who t-1ist~s to make use of it:. 

"'r17 The service proposed has some of the 
cnaracteristics of a taxi operation 0: Itmo~si:e 
service and it would appear th~t a charter-~ar~y 
.e.erm:!.t would be .1dcgu.:li:C aut¥~I";gY. BOo'tl1cvcr, core 
than one person or group wou~ ca-~iec ~t the 
same time by the s~c vehicle a~d individu~l fares 
will be ehc.rgcd. Ch.:lrte~-po.rty car.:-ters are 
prohibited from c~ging individ~l f~res 
(Section 5401 of the ~~blic UtilrEles eoce) and $0 
a passe er st~~e certific~te a Qears necessa= .~ 

? ~l.S a 
Appliccnt contends that it, unlike c~ee: Sedan Service, 

does not charge individucl fOlres; t~t it is ?ercitted to use a 

combi~tion of mile~8e, time of usc, passenger c~city, and 
number of persons to be tr~nsportcG; that it has been charging, 
with full disclosure to the Commission staff over a ~~be= of years, 
on a group rate basis with Oldjustments b~scd on the size of the 
group; and that often charter-party c.:l.rriers follow its p·c.ae~ices 
but that it was not able to make a reeord on ~hi$ point. 
Discussion 

The prOlctices of other charter-party carrie:s arc not at 
issue in this proceeding. We 3re dealing with issues of w~ether 
cpplicant's operations, rates, and charges conform with the 
legisl.1tive mandate for cha~ter-party carriers in connection with 
applicant's request for renewal of its ?crmit. Applicant also 
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alleged surprise at issues raised and questioned i~s ability to 
reb~t protestant's witnesses. Applicant was advised that, if 
necessary, the hearing could be adjourned to ~~other date 
(RT, page 7) but it did not elect to do so. 

The language of ?~blic utilities Code Section 5401, supra, 
is ~~biguous enough to encompass a oultitude of interpretations. 
Statewide regulation of charter-party carriers is of marginal 
utility at best. The present operations of applicant go beyond the 
broad permissible limits of its permit in the following respects: 

(a) Only one party ~ay charter a vehicle on a particular 
trip. 

(b) Applicant f s c~ges are ir..:onsistent.. A 
reasonable relationship should exist ~tween 
charges for various trips b~ed upon time of use 
or vehicle mile~ge or a comb~nation thereof. 

(c) A $2 per poszenger differential for more than 
three passengers is not permissible. If a 
larger vehicle for ~ c~ter is requ~ed a price 
differential is ~9propriate. However, if c 
larger vehicle then re~ired for ~ given num~r 
of p~ssengers is used ~or the co~vcnience 0: tr~ 
operato:, the charge for the smaller vehicle is 
~ppropriate_ 

(d) A f~ed charge for ~ night differential is not 
permissible. A night differenti~l may be 
appropriate bet it should vary with time of use 
or mileage or ~ combination thereof. 

(c) Both appliccnt's drive= anci its disp~:chcr 
permitted .: c'b~rte:r to ~ obtainec 't-li.~hout 
adv~nce booking through the office. Scch 
solicitation withou: ~ permit is ~ot permitted 
by Inte:rn.:tion~l or Oracge. 

A charge for an extra stop(s) to pick up or discharge 
passengers in a single c~ter is ?erm!ssible. 
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?rotestar.t's ope~ations provide ~req~ent service to and 
from airports fro~ several hotels and a moderate or infrequent 
level of service from other locations. Protest~~t did not indicate 
the extent to which applicant's operations were affecting its 
busines$. Applicant's present charter costs are far in excess of 
protestant's individual fares. A large party coming froe a city in 
the periphery of applicant'S pickup area could obtain service at a 
lower total cost from applicant than from protest~~t (e.g., a party 
of six could be tr~~sported from Laguna to International for $28 
by applicant and for $30 by protestant). 

Applicant and its predecessors have expanded from D one­
vehicle to a 15-vehicle operation. 

The Charter Sedan decision points out a public need for 
an on-call charter service operating under Public Utilities Code 
Section 5401. As described above, applicant'S operations go beyond 

~ the limitations of pe~issible charter-party operations. We have 
considered suspending applicant's pe~it as a sanction for operating 
in violation of Section 5401. Under the circu~st~~ces, however, 
we will not impose a suspension but will ex~end applicant's permit 
for 60 days from the effective date of this order, at which time 
the permit will expire unless prior to the date of expiration 
applicant files with the Commission new opera~ing procedures, rates, 
and charges meeting the criteria of Section 5401. The filing 
should set forth in detail the basiS upon which new rates ~~d charges 
would be established. If the filing is sufficient, the Executive 
Director shall ::-enew the permit. This filing should provide that 
applicant will not park its vehicles at ~~y loading zone absent a 
prearranged charter; that applicant's vehicles '~ll not cruise 
around public passenger loading zones; ~~d that no charter pickup 
will be made at cOl. given passenger loading area after discharging 
passengers unless the charter is reflected on the driver's log and 
the dispatcher'S log for.ten minutes before the pickup is made. 

-13-
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Applicar.t should prOmptli" '..n. thc.ra·", 8..'1.y pror.;.otional 
literature, receipts, or other doc~~entation promoting conf~sion 
between its operations and. those 0: protesta~t. 
Find.ings 

.... Applicant, a charter-party carr~erp requests annual 
renewal of its Charter-party Carrier of Passengers Permit 
No. TCP-3 25-P. 

2. Protestant filed a letter date1 October 26, 1976 alleging 
that applicant was making charges for point-to-point tr~'1.s?ortation 
on a per capita basis; that these charges are misleading ~'1.d 

unlawful; and that applicant was USing a na~e si~ilar to its own on 
its vehicles. 

3. The pe~it was extended pencing the outcome of this 
proceeding after receipt of protestant·s allegations. 

~. Certain aspects of applica.'1.t's operations enumerated on 
page 12 herein are not pe~issible under Section 54.01 of the Public 
Utilities Code. 

5. ApP:lcant should confo~ its operations to meet the 
requirements of Section 5401 ar.d should. not be granted a renewal 
of its permit until it does so. 

6. There is a public need for charter-party service in the 
areas served by applicant. 

7. Applicant's charter-party permit should be renewed if it· 
files with the Co~~ission proposed new operating procedures, rates, 
and charges meeting the criteria of Public Utilities Code 
Section 5L.Ol. 

8. The Co~~ission staff should review this filing. !f 

the filing meets the criteria of Section 5401 of the Public 
Utilities Code, the &xecutive Director of this Co~~izsion should 
renew the permit. 

9. App:ic~~t should pro~ptly withdraw any promotional 
literature, receipts, or other documentation promoting co~fusion 

-14-
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4. Applican~ shall pro~p~ly ~~~hdraw ~~y promotional 

liter8tur~. receipts. or other docw~er.tation promoting confusion 
between i~s o?era~ions and ~hose o~ pro~estan~. Applicant shall set 

fort~ its actions in compliance with this pa:agraph with its 

~eques~ fo~ renewal. 
The effec~ive date of ~his order shall be twenty days 

after the date hereof. 

day of 
Da~ed at San ~eisco , California, this 

!·~OVEj"""".""'o-~"""R----""";";=:""-----______________________ , 1977. 
I£t-


