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Decisio:l No. 91822 jJ.~V?rt ~ 

BEFORE TrlZ PUBL:C UTILITIES COY.MISS!ON OF TF2 STATE OF CALIFOP~~!A 

!~APA VAll:::t COrr~ANY, INC., ) 
) 

Complainant, ) 
) 

vs. ) 
) 

RICHARD A. PENCE and LAP3Y L. VASQUEZ,) 
a partnership d/b/a V!CTORIA EXPRESS ) 
TOURS, ) 

) 
D ~ . ) e ... eno.ant.s. 

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

Case No. 1081; 
(Filed Dece~ber 11, 1979) 

Loughran & Hegar-:y, by Edwarc J .. Hegartv, At'tOrney 
a~ Law, for Napa Valley Cocpa:lY, Inc., cocplainant • 

O?INIO~; 
.-. .... _-- .... -

T:"lis is a 

Richard A. Pence and larry L. Vas~uez, doing 'busi.."'less as Victoria .Ex'Press 
Tours. Tne complaint seeks the revocation o~ de~endants· operat~~g 
authority .. 

A duly noticed public hear~"'l&wa$ held before Administrative 
Law Judge Donald B. Jarvis in San Frar.cisco on April 17, 1980, and 
the ~atter was sub~itted on that date. 

The Co~ission r~kes the following findings and conclusio~: 
Findings or Fact 

1. 
2. 

notice t.o 
Rule 12, 

3. 
4. 

Tne complaint ·~s filed on Dece:.ber 11, 1979. 
The Co~issio:l·s records indicate tr~t. the com~laint and 
answer were duly served on defendants, i.."'l accordance with 

on December 13, 1979. 
Defendants have not answered the co~plaint. 
Defendants were duly served with a notice o£ hearing and 

• did not. appear at the public hear~"'lg. 
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5. Decision ::0. 9103e in App:Licat.ion No. 58967, ent.ered on 
November 20, 1979, gra:l'~ed co:nplainant .:l cer'Cifica:ee of public 
convenience ~nd necessity t.o opernte as a passenger stage corporation, 
as de~ined in Section 226 or the Public Utilities Code, between ~pa 
and the Silverado Country Club in N~pa County ~nd various wineries 
and points of interest in Napa County 3C described in s~id eerti!icate. 
The decision ~lso granted complainant ~ certi!icate o! public con
venience and necessity to operate as a Class B Chart.er-Party Carrie: 
~ ? .~. d.' S·' 5~8~ ~ t~ ?U~l' U··l'·~ Cod. o. assengers, as cC.l.ne lon eC ... :l.on .,1.,1 0... ...e. i.I l.C ... :1. l. .... cs e, 

from a service area encompassing a rad.ius of 40 miles fro~ applicant.'s 
ho~e terminal in ~3p3, subject to the restriction that. all passengers 
tran~?Orted shall have a prior or subscqu¢nt involve~ent. in applicant's 
passenger st.age service wit.hin Napa Count.y. 

6. Decision No. 89277 in Application No. 5$00e, entered on 
A?ril 18, 1~7e, granted defendants a c~rtificatc of public convenience 
and. necessity to oper~te ~s ~ passenger stagc~corpor~tion between 
St. Helena 3nd. Yountville on the one hand and various 'Nin~ries and 
points of interest in ~~pa County on the o~her nond_ 

7. Defendants r~ve never filed any tariffs or timetables ~~th 
this Co:::mission_ 

8_ Defcnd.:lnts have never ~~d nor do they now possess ~ny 
operating equipment. 

9. Defendants have never filed any ~vidence of liabilit.y 
insurance ·~th the Co~mission. 

10. Defendants ~ve nev¢r conducted any operations under their 
certificate of public convenience and n~cessity. 

11. Complainant. has invested mon~J in equip:ent in order to 
provide service under its o?cr.:lting authority ond defendants' dormant 
~uthority inhibit.s cocp13inant's operations. 
Conclusions of La· ... · 

1. Defendants' certificate of public convenicnc~ and necessity 
should be revoked for foilure to excrcizc the ccr~ificate ~nd abandon
ment. thcreof. (Steven Norris Andrews (1980) Decision No. 91388 
in Application 58799; ~iCD~~' Af K~dleV7- (19S0) Decision No. 913$7 

~ in Application No. 58;02; Holidav- Airlines. Inc. (1972) 73 C?UC 75.) 
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~. Defendants· 
should be revoked for 
with the Co:m:lission. 
decision.) 

certificate o~ puolic convenience and necessity 
failure to file evidence of liability ir.surance 
(Ja.ck Wood!!".a.n~ (l967) 67 CPUC 446. me:oraIld:u1!l 

OitDER ..... _-----
IT IS O?~ERED that the certificate ¢f ~ublic convenience 

and necessity granted in Decision No. 89277 to Richard A. ?ence a~d 
LarrJ L. Vasquez, doing bUSiness as Victoria Express Tours, is 
hereby revoked. 

The effective date of this order shall be th~y days after 
the date hereof. 

Dated __ ~_Y_2_0_19_· 80 ____ , at San Francisco, california • 
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