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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNI.

Application of 24=Hour Alirport
Express for a charter-party ‘
carrlexr of passengers. permit,
between various polints and.
places In Los Angeles and.Orange
Countles and Los- AngelesMIhter-
national and Orange’ Counmy .
Airpo ts. (TCP 325-P)

Application No. 56841
(Filed Novemuer 3, 1976)

R T S N

ORDER DENYING REHEARING OF DECISION NO. 88061 -

A be tition for rehearing of Decision No. 88061“having”béen"f~1;[‘ -
filed vy 24-Hour Alrport EXpress, Inc., and the Commission. having R
considered said petition and being of the opinion that no good ;
cause of rehearing has been made to appear,

IT IS ORDERED that rehearing of Decision No. 88061 1s hereby
denled. S T -

. The effective date oi‘ the orde* :Ls th.e date hereof.-_

Da‘ced at San_Franeiseo Ca.lifornia this 2-3‘, day of
JANUARY , 1978.

Commissioaer Robort Batznovich.wbeing o
' mecensarily absont, 4id” oL pnrticipam
in the dl.po»ition or thiu proceeding.
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Decision No. #2041 November 1, 1977

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFCRNIA

Application of 24-Hour Airport ‘
Express for a charter-party L ccone
carrler of passengers permit, Application No. 5684%
between various points and (Filed November 3, 1976)
places in Los Angeles and Crange o ‘
Counties and Los Angeles Inter-
national and Orange County

Aixports. (ICP 325-P)

Edward L. Miller, Attorney at Léw, for

appliicant. o
Jawes H. Lvons, Attorney at Law, for
ALrport Sexvice, Ine., protestant. -
R. W. Russell, by XK. D. Walgert, for the
Clty of Los Angelcs, interested party.
Toomas P. Hunt, for the Commission staff.

2-Hour Alrport Express, Inc., a Califprhia‘corporation,'v
(applicant) holds Charter-party Carrier of Pascengers Permit No.
ICP-~325-? and by this application seeks renewsi of its acnual
permlt which was to expire in November 1S76. The Commiséion-
extended the permit temporarily until :his‘appli¢ation‘Is resolved
but not later than November 2L, 1977. a -

Alrport Service, Inc., a California‘corpora:ioa,l |
(protestant) requested, by letter dated October 26, 1976,)afhcariné
On the matter of the remewal of applicant's permit. Protestant
contends that zpplicant's charges are from point~to-point, on &
Per capita basis, and are wisleadfng arnd walawful. | a

A public hearing was held on February 25, 1977 before
Exzcainer Jexry lLevander, 2nd the matter submitted on bricfs,lwhigh‘

have been filed. Applicant's predecessor, Za-xqu:‘Reatfafgdxgllzc;,
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originally filed for a charter-party permit in November 1971. At
that time ome seven-passenger vehicle was used in the operation.
Applicant presently operates eight seven-passenger vehiciés and
seven eleven-passenger vehicles. Applicant's current renewal form
states, in part: "We are opeoratiag ocut of thecornoraueofPng av 14420
S. Waittier Blvd., Whittier. We serve a 50-aile radmus-at ai:ports,~»‘
sporting events and entertainment faczlztzes.v Our charges o
are based on 3Sl16. OO per hour or $.32 per mile with a So-mlle
minimum.” ‘ ' -

24-Hour Rent-A-Car, Inc., the pareﬁt corpora:ipn of N
applicant previously held the permit In question' and operated under
the name 24-Hour Alrport Service. Protestant objected to the use
of the name 24-Hour Airport Service as a name infringement. In
respouse to this objection applicént was incorporated in 1976.
Protestant objects to applicant's failure to reflect the name change
on photographs of its vehicles which are used in curreatly
distributed promotional literature (Exhibits 1, 2, and 8) and on
its receipts (Exhibits 9, 10, and 11). |
Testimony of Applicant's President

Most of applicant's operations counsist of providing a
dooz-to-dooxr transportation service to and frem airports on a
reservation basis (usually by a telepbone reservation). Applicant's
airport business Is primarily to and from Los Angeles Intermatiomal
Alxrport (Intermational) and secondarily to Orange County Alrport |
(Orange). A great deal of applicant's business is booked by travel
agencies. Applicant prepared rate sheets (Exhibits 1 and 2) for the:
use of travel agents based upon time and distamce. traveled and tne
occupaney level of the vehiele. The rate nhmotn contain onedwaj
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fares from various cities and certain hotels in Los ‘Angeles and

Ovange Counties to Intervatiomal and Orange. The rate sheets include

the following: | | IR
"GENERAL NOTES:

* Base price includes up to threec persons,
picked up at the time, at the same address;
each additional person @ $2.00 each.

$2.00 Sur-cnarge for pick up at airport
(waived on prepaid round trips).

$5.00 Sur-charge for service between
11:00 PM and 5:00 AM.

$5.00 Sur-charge for meeting charter flights
and oversecas flights subject to customs
inspections. (Optional: Charge may be waived
if pickup is made 1 hour aftez flight arrival.)

Fares for locations not listed will be quoted

prouwptly by telephone as well as group and
special fares.”

The $2 charge per person above the base pr ce appl les to
additional people in a chorter-paxty. Applican:palﬂo makes ‘
additional stops for either picking up or discharging pasgengers
in a charter-party a2t a charge of $2 oer additional stop.

Applicant transports more than one charter group in the same

vebicle when it s couvenient to do so and charges the-enhire ap—
plicable charter rate to each charter-party carried in the same .
vebhicle. The 11:00 p.m. to 5:00 a.m, Surcharge is not related to -
time or distance. The surcharge provides additional compensanion |
to applicant's drivers,

Applicant ‘s president stated that an International
official informed him that mo permit or authority is neceosary for
applicant to operate as a charter-party carrier at In:ernatlonal-
that the permit provision requiring operational approval by airport
authorities does mot apply to applicant's operanions, that '
applicant's vehicles would be treated 1£ke those of the gene:al




A.58241 RE/f¢

public, and would be subject to traffic tickets; that’ appli'canc:
could not solicit business; that applicant could pick up passengers:
on an advance reservation basis; and that he in turn i.nformed
appliczut's drivers to tell any party without a reservat:.on who
requested traJnSportation to call the company ‘office and make a
reservation and the company radio dispatcher would then direct thet
driver or cmother driver to pick up the party. requestf.ng the r...de.
Protestant’'s Evidence
Protestant, a passenger stage corporation, operates large,
deluxe air-condit:ioned reclicing seat motor coaches betweern
various terminals in Los Angeles and Orange Counties on a ‘scheduled
basis which connect with Intermational, Orange, Long Beach Airport,
Lockheed Air Terminal (om-call), and Ontario International Airport
{on-call). Protestant charges on per capita besis. Protestant's.
nresident supplied schedules and fares for its Orange County,
Long Beach, and Pasadeaa divisions (Exhibits 5, 6, and 7) and
supplied certafn mileage and related fare information: for trans-
portation between certain points. He testified that 24-Hour
Airport Sexvice had picked up passengers at protestant's temi.:ia.ls" |
in advance of protestant's scheduled piclkup tn.me.;. R :
Protestant's Pasadena division buses make 18 round trips
per dzy between International and the Pasadena _Hilton Hotel\ anc_l the
Huntington Sheratou Hotel. On these runs the buses make ﬂeither,_ one
or six daily round trips to other locations. :
Protestant's Oranmge County division buses make 29 round
trips per day between the Disneyland Hotel and the Grand Hotel in
Anaheim and Intermational, and 13 round trips betweon thése hoLels and
Orange. On these runs the buses make either ten, four, t:bx'ee, or
one round trip to other locacions. ’
Protestant's Long Beach division buses da:Lly schedules
provide for ten azrivals and 12 departures from Internat ional
and either seven, three, or one round trn.p 'co otb.er 1ocat3.ons.-

-4-.
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Another employee of; protestant testified that he made
reservations with applicant for a party of four on February 17,
1977. Three membexrs of the party were employees of protestant.. The
fourth was an employee of the Yellow Cab Company of North Orange
County. Three people were to be picked up at ome hotel and the
witness was to be subsequently picked up zbout a mile away at
another hotel in Anaheim. The $20 total charge quoted for trams-
portation to Intermational was the $16 base price, plus $2 feor each
passengexr above three, and plus $2 for the extra piclcup. He ‘
testified that he asked the dxiver the amount of the fave; atd tbat-'
the driver said $5 and provided him with a receipt for $5 at h:.s
request, -
The three passengers initially p:l.cked up all testifi.cd '
Theixr testimony confirmed the $20 charge and their verification’ ;l
that cnother passenger would be picked up. Theixr testinony di.ffers-"
concerning whether the driver or ome of the passengers. f:u:'st
suggested payment of $5 aplece. The passengers said they weze .
businesszen and would need individual receipts for: their expense
accounts, The driver made out individual receipts fo:.' tbem
(Exhibits 9 and 10). , :

Another emplcyee of protestant testified that ot
Tebruary 16, 1977 ome of applicant’s vans palled up to 2 terminal
building at Intexnational and stopped for three to five minutes;
that the driver made no motion until he approached him and: a.sked
tow much the fare would be to go to the Disneyland. Hotel;. that tke .
driver said $18; that when he requested a lower fare the dr"ver
called his dispatcher by two-way radio and the d:.spa::cne._ sa...d the
fare was $18; that he paid the $18 requested and recelved a recc:!.pt
from 24-Hour Afrport Service (Exhibit 11); that even though. he
stated that he had to get to the Disneyland Hotel very rapidly the
driver circled the aixpoxt between the centex island and the cu..o
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of each of the alrport terminmals, stopped in front of the PSA
building and said "I'm sorry that I have to hold you up brt I'x:
looking for somebody else'; and that after a furt ther three to five
minute wait, the driver asked for and received his permission to
circle again but he did not do so because the diépatche: told the
driver to go directly to Dismeyland. He testiffed tkat he had no
advance reservation and the driver did not request hiam o call the -
dispatcher before agreeing to pick him up.

Apvlicant’s Rebuttal Testimony ,

Applicant's presideunt testified that he had recentiy
zeissted 2 memo stating company policy did mot permit piciking up
people contacting drivers at the alrport but he did mot brirg a
copy of any such policy memos to the bearing, that 1t was necessacy .
for the customer to call tke company office; that he beiieved the
driver imvolved to be a part-time employee; thﬁt-wﬁeﬁ:a reservation
was made for a group of people who request individuzl receiptswtOj"
account for theixr expenses that individual receipts are givem out;
that normally one person iIn a group pays and the others get recezpts,
that a police licutenant had assisted him regaroin~ iSauance of
parking citation fncurred while getting baggage; and that applicaa*

hed received no citations for soliciting. airport busineSo.
Arsunent

Applicant contends that its operations are those Qf 2
charter-party carrier and its permit should be renewed;. that
protestant was trying to set up the illusion that it charged on .a
per capita basis rather than on a reservation basis; rhat it did
not operate between fixed texrmini or over regular routes; and that
protestant did not give notice of specific charges and applxcavt
did rot have an opportunity for any discovery or a mean;ng-"
ful opportunity to cross-examine or rcbut protestant E:] testimo“v
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Protestant cites Interstate Commerce Commission ordersl[
defining charter operations comtracting for the exclusive use of a
vehicle. Protestant argues that the chartering party or parties do
not control applicant s vehicles but the driver or dispatcher
deternmines the most feasible and quickest way to get to the airpart
. that the evidence shows that applicant's basic charges aze not
based upon time of use (e.g., a trip from Beverly Hills to
International by applicant takes 30-35‘minutesvahd‘posSibly”an‘hqur
and costs $13; a trip from Whittier to International by applicant
takes 45 minutes to one ond one-balf hours and costs $14) or
distance—criteriégl (e.g., a calculation usiﬂg-applicant's ckarges
and the distances traveled show the following costs per mile:
Anaheim to Internmatiomal $0.444 per mile; Anaheim to Orange $0.923
per mile; Long Beach to Intermational $0.666 per mile; Beverly Hills
to International $1.083 per mile; and West Los Angeles to
International over $1.50 per mile); that there is no relationship
between time and use and applicant’'s $5 surcharge between 11:00° p.m. |
and 5:00 a.m.; and that there is a contradiction between the lowest . |
rates charged by applicant of $12 and the renewal application.whiéh,
states that applicant’s basic charge is $16 per hour with'a mileage
charge of $.32 per mile with a 50-mile minimum (i.e., a $16 |
minimum).

Protestant directed our attentlon to Section 5401 oF the
Public Utilities Code as follows:
5401, Charges for the tranSportatlon to be

offered or afforded by a charter-party carrier
of passengers shall be computed and assessed on

1/ Peerless Stages, Inc., Investigation (1961) 86 MCC 109; Browns
BUS oService, inC., Txtension Z%gGUS 83 MCC 251, 264: and ABGW
Trensit Co. V UG Lransit system, Inme. (1960) 83 Mce 547 55t

2/ Protestant requests the Commission take judicial notice of the
loczlities of the cities involved herexn.




-

A.56841 RE/fc

a vehicle mileage or time of use basis, or on a
combination thereof, which charges may vary in
accordance with the passenger capacity of the
vehicle, or the size of the group to be
transported, ....'" ‘

Protestant argues that:

(2) Before the charges may vary, theg must first
be computed and assessed on a vehicle mileage
or time of use basls, or on a combination
therecof; '

(d) The reason for the 1an§?a§g:that_"charges_may
vary in accordance with the passenger capacity
of the vehicle’ was because coaches normally
used in charter operations may vary from
25-passenger to 53-passenger capacity. The
charge for the larger capacity coach is
greater than for a smaller coach; -

The reason for the language ''or the size of
the group to be transported" is simply to
pernit a carrier who has made a charter
contract to carry 43 passergers and has only
a 47-passenger coach available at the time,
as a matter of operating convenience, to use
the 47-passenger coach and simply charge for
a 43-passenger coach. The carrier can justify
the reduced charge made for the larger coach
by reducing his basic charge éper mile or per
hour) because of the number of passengers
trazsported;

The language in Sectiom 5401 was never meant
to permit a carrier to charge so much for
each additional passenger;

Applicant is a passenger stage corporation
because establishing service between International
and various cities is equivalent to establisbment
of service between fixed termini within the
wmeaning of Section 226 of the California Public
Utilities Code. To be defined as a passenger
stage corporztion ome merely has to operate a
passenger stage over a public highway betwasn
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fixed termini or over & regular route. . R
Seventy-five percent of applicant's business is
to International. The use of charter-party
carrier certificates or permits for the. ”
establishment of services between fixed termini
is vnlawful and will not be tolerated. '
California Sightseeing Tours, Inc. (1971) 71

e/

The furnishing of transportation to aad from
an airport on an on-call basis over a fixed
route with designated pickup and discharge
points is passenger stage service furmished
o a porvion of the public within the purview
of Section 226 of the California Public

Utilities Cede and a certificate is thus

required. Anglo-California Servs., Inc.
(1973) 75 CPUC 35L.) Whether it is a iaxed
route or between fixed termini, the operation
is still that of a passenger stage corporation;

Applicant is offering the public individual.
and group rates characteristic of a passenger
stage corporation. Whether it is called a
charter operation or a taxi operation coes mot
change the nature of the service. (R. R. Young
{1921) 12 CRC &877.);

The use of two-way radlos by applicant's drivers
rather thon requiring a call to the dispatcher
disprove applicant's contention that airport
pickups are bz reservation only. The procedure
of mzking a phone cz2ll f£rom Imternmatiomal to
applicant's office for reservations would be

a ridiculous ome to follow; aund '

Appiicant's disregard of the ruies and wegulatioms
gowerning charter-party carriers and passenger
stage corporations and its practices lead to the
conclusion that applicant is not f£it for the
renewal of its charter-party permit and protestant
therefore requests denial of the applicatiorn..




A.56841 RE/fc *

The Commission staff also recommeﬁ&sfagainSt«renewal of
the pexmit. The staff argues that:

(2) Applicant's practice of chartering space aboard
a2 vehicle rather than chartering an extra '
vehicle amounts to selling seats oxr assessing
lndivideal fures; - ‘

(o) The $2 chorge per passenger above three is an
individuzl fare: '

(¢) The group size should goverm the size of
- vehicles required;

Applicant's specialization in point-to-pcint
operations, its pudblication of oue-way fares
between Internationzl or Orange and various
rggional points, and the lacguage on the sides
of its passenger vans "TOvagﬁ-From.All Major

Alrports and Major Attractiors in L.A,. and
Orange County” represent service to ard from
fixed termini which is met withia the limited
g?ﬁga:ing scope of a charter~prarty pernit
oller;

The naxes 24-Hour Airport Service and 24-Houx

Airport Express do not depict a charser
sexvice but connote the point-to-polizt service
actually provided; and

The Comrission has held that a limousine

sexvice designed primarily to meet the |
business neegg of comparics In cransgorting

theixr persomnel traveling on cowzpany business
between their homes or places of business and

the airports qualifies as a gasaenger stage
corporation notwithstanding language of

this section requiring such a carriler o
operate between fixed termini ox over a
regular route, and the Commissicn will gramt

rea=type certificates where it is chown

that the public convenience and necessity
would be better served. (See Charter Sedan Service
v National Executive Services. lac. (Lo6Jy 7'

L3, ) ‘ S ‘
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Applicant's reply brief quoted amother portion of the
Charter Sedan decision as follows:

"'Wich the ever-increasing growth and development
of air travel there is developing a correspondi
need for expeditious public transportation to an
fxom our airports., The service herein offered is
primarily designed to meet the business needs and
requirements of companies in tramsport their
personnel traveling on company business between
their homes or places of business and the airports;
however, the sexrvice as proposed would also be
available to anyone who wishes to make use of it.

"'%7 The service proposed has some of the
¢

acteristics of a taxi operation or limcusine
service and

it would appear that a charter-part
it would Be adequate authority. HOWever, more
ERon one PerTon o e SUC T Y rded ot the
same time by the same vehicle and individual fares
will be charged, Charter-party carriers axe
prohibited from charging individual fares
(Section 5401 of the Public Utilitles Code) and so

F
a ﬁse%er stage certificate appears necessary.
P added,

Applicaat contends that it, unlike Charter Sedan Service,
does not charge fndividual fares; that it is permitted to use a
combination of mileage, time of use, passenger capacity, and
oumber of persons to be transported; that it has been charging,
with full disclosure to the Commission staff over a mumber of years,
on a group rate basis with adjustments based on the size of the
group; and that often charter-party carriers follow its practices

byt that it was not able to make a recoxrd on this point.
Discussion o

The practices of other charter-party carri‘eréﬁ are not at
issue in this proceeding. We are dealing with fssues of whethexr
applicant's operations, rates, and charges conform with the
legislative mandate for charter-party carriers in comnmection with
applicant's request for remewal of its permit. Applicant also o
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alleged surprise at issues raised and questioned‘itsrabi;ity to
rebut protestant's witnesses. Applicant was advised that, if
necessary, the hearing could be adjourned to another date

(RT, page 7) but it did not elect to do so. . ,

The language of Public Utilities Code Section 5401, supra,
is ambiguous enough to encompass a-multitude>of‘interpretationsk,
Statewlde 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 may charter a vehicle on a particﬁlatvﬂ
trip. o ., mhichs gederhed

(b) Applicant's charges are inconsistent. A
reasonable relationship should exist between
charges for various trips based upon time of use
or vehicle mileage or a combination thercof.

A $2 per pasgenger differential for more than
three passengers is not permissible., If a

larger vehig§e for a charter is required a price
differential is appropriate. However, if a
larger vehicle than required for 2 givea number
of passengers is used for the convenience of the |

operator, the charge for the smaller vehicle is
appropriate. ‘ i

A fived charge for a2 night differential is mnot
pexrmissible. A night differenticl may be
appropriate but it should vary with time of use
or mileage or a combination thereof. :

Both applicant's driver and its dispatcker
pexmitted 2 charter to be obtaimed without
advance boolking through the office. Such
solicitation without a permit s not permitted
by International or Orarge.
A charge for an extra stop(s) to pick up or discharge
passengers in a single charter is permissible. '
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Protestanc S operations provzde frequent‘serv1ce to and
from ax*ports from several hotels and a moderate or 1nfrequent :
level of service from other locatmoas. Protestant dld not 1nd1cate h
the extent <o which applicant's operatxons were affectlng.lts o
- business. Applicant's present charter ¢osts are far-zn excess oA\
protestant's individual fares. A large party commng,from a c;ty 1n
the periphery of applicant's p;ckup area could obtaln servmce at a;
lower total cost from appllcant than from protestant (e. g., a party
£ six could be transported from Laguna To. Internat;onal for $28
by applicant and for $30 by—oroteszant) | ?~‘.‘,~«"‘. S ’5“‘
Appliicant and its predecessors have expanded from a one-v-:
vehicle to a l5-vehicle operation. : o g
The 'Charter Sedan decision polnts out a oublzc need for
an on-call charter service operating ‘under Public Utllltles Code ,
Section 5401. As described above, applmcant s operatxons go beyond
the limitations of perm;ss;ble charter—party operatmons. we have oy
considered suspending applicant's permit as a. sanctlon for operazlng
in violation of Section 5L01. Under the. c1rcumstanceo, however,
we will not impose a suspension but will extend applmcant s permat
for 60 days from the effective date of this order, at whzch txme
the permit will expire unless prior to the date’ of expmraslon :
applicant files with the Commission new operatmng proeedures, rates,"
and charges meeting the criteria of Section 5&01. The flllng : .
should set forth in detail the basis upon whlch new ratesnand chargesﬁ
would be established. If the lezng 1s.suff1c1ent, the Execut;ve o
Director shall renew the permit. This flling should provade that
applicant will not park its vehicles at any loadlng zone: absenn a
prearranged charter; that appllcant s vehicles wall not crumse "
around public oassenger loading zones; and Thav no eharter pmckup
will be made at a given passenger loading area after dlschargmng
passengerS-unless the charter is reflected on. the drlver s log and
the dlspatcher s log for ten mlnutes before the pmckup 1s made.




w

A.568L1 Alt.-ALJ-fc *

APPL icant should o*ompoly wmthdraw any promotmona’ S
literature, receipts, or other documentatmon promotlng confusmon
between its operations and those of protestant.

Findinzs ' _ .

i. Applicant, a charter-party carrxer, requests annual
renewal of its Charter-party Carrier of Passengero Permlt

No. TCP5325-P.

2. Protestant filed a letter dated October 26 1976 alleg;ngf}5 k:'
that applicant was making charges for poznt-to—poznt transportatxoné75?;e“

on a per capzoa basis; that these charges are. mxsleadmng and o
unlawful; and that applloant was usmng 3 name smm;lar to 1os own onff~‘
ios'vehicles. . I o ‘

3. The permit was extended penolng the outcome of thms
proceeding after receipt of protestant’s: allegatlons.3 o

L. Certaln aspects of applmcant s ooeratlons enumerated on

page 12 hereln are not permzssxble under Sect;on 5&01 of the Pub11c f~"

Utilities Code. ‘ e
| 5. Appiicant should conform its operatlons 0 meet the

requlrements of Section 5401 and should not e granoed a renewal
of its permit until it does SO-. '

6. There is a publlc need for charter-party servzce xn the
areas served by applicant. L

7. Applicant's. charter—party permit should be renewed zf it

files with the Commission proposed new’ operatmng.procedures, rates,‘_ef”“’

and charges meeting the crmterma of Public Utllztles Code
Section 54LOL. S ‘
g. The Commissmon staff should revxew'thzs fllzng. If
the filing meets the ‘eriteria of Section 5LOL of the Publmc N
tilities Code, the Executmve Dzrector of this Commxosxon shouldﬂ;?‘
renew the permit.. , ‘ ‘ e
9. Applicant shou;d promptly w1thdraw any promotlonal ,” ,
literature, recezpts, or ooher'documentatlon promot;ng confus;on[df*f"

';Ia+
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s
v

between its opera sions and those of proteotant. Appiicant should
set forta its actions in compliance with this paragraph with its’
request for renewal.

Conclusions :

1. Applicant’s operations have exceeded the permass;ble
limits for a charter=-party permlt sev fort& in Publ;c Utzlmtaes
Code Section 540L. \

2. Appllcant'° permit ohould not be renewed unless it correctsf'
past violations of Section )hOl. |

3. There is a public, need for charter-party. servmce in the
areas served by applicant.

L. Applicant's permzf should be renewed if it ubmlts proposed_'

changes in its operations, rates, and charges o co*rect the
impermissible aspects of its operatlons described on page 12 heremn.¢‘

T IS ORDERED ohat- :

l. Cha er-party Carriexr of Passengers Permxc No. TCP—325-P
held by 2u-Hour Airport Express, Inc. (applicant), :a California
corporation, is conoznued in effect for sixty days after the
effective date of this order, at which time it shall explre. ,

_2. Prior to sixty days after the effective date of thls order,
app’ican* is authorized to file proposed new operating procedures,
rates, and charges meeting the eriteria of Publmc Utlam ties: Code
Section 5L01 and to request renewal of Charter-party Carrier of :
Passengers Permit No. TCP—325-P. ' o

3. The Commission staf* shall review - this fallng.f Ir the
filing meets the criteria of ‘Section 5401 of the Pubalc Utllltles

Code, the Zxecutive Director of thls Commmssaon shall renew~the
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L. Applicant shall promptly : hdraw-any bromot .onal
iiterature, receipts, or other documentation bromotxng conzuaio“
between 1its operations and those of protestant.' Applicant shal’ setv
forth its actions in compliance with this paragfapb ‘with 1ts-_‘
request for rencwal. - | |

The effective date of .hls order uhaﬁl be Twens y day°
alver the date hereof. _ , _ ‘

Dated at _ San Francisco. , California, zhis’.'
day of Novenmber . y 1977, . ‘

ROBERT BATINOVICH

mum wovs JR. -

VERNON L.‘STURGEON

chxmn D-, cm LLE--‘

CLAIRL T DEDRICK

—Presiceat .

—. commissioners . - K



