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Decision No. 
93744 NOV 13 1981 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC 'OTILITIES COMKISSION OF 'tHE Su''IE OF CALIFORNIA 

THE CUY LINE, INC., 

Complainant, 

vs. 

~NALD R. DAVIS, db& MAXI, 
TOURS, d1>a HINI CHAJt:rER, 

Defendant. 

) 
) 
) 

~ 
~ 

! 
In the Matter of the Application of ) 
RONALD K. DAVIS and JAMES C. TO'LTON,) 
doing business as MINI CHAR:rER., for) 
certificate of public c~enience ) 
and necessity to operate as & ) 
passenger stage corporation for ) 
sightseeing service in San Francisco) 
and MArin County from the following ) 
cities in Marin County: San bfael ) 
(Terra Linda), Greenbrae, Larkspur, ) 
Corte Madera, Mill Valley, Tiburon ) 
and Sausalito. ~ 

In the Matter of the Awlication of ) 
RONALD H. DAVIS and JAMES C. FULTON,) 
doing business as KINI CBAlt'l'ER., for ) 
certificate of public coavenience ) 
and necessity to operate a. & ) 
passenger stage corporation for ) 
.ightsee~ service in San Francisco) 
from the following cities 1n Alameda) 
County: Oakland, Emeryville and ) 
Berkeley. ) 

~ 
In the Matter of the Application of ) 
i:onald R.. Do!I.'Vis, doing business as ) 
MINI CHAR!ER., for Certificate of ) 
Public Coavenience and Necessity ) 
to operate as a passenger stage ~ 
corporation for sightseeing service 
in San Francisco County • 

) 
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, Case No. 10386 
~led August 2, 1977) 

Applie&tion No. 57412 
(Filed June 30, 1977) 

A~'Pl1e.ation No. 57416' 
··(.Filed '3une' -30~' 1977)-

, .. ,. . . .-... 

Application No. 57620 
(Filed October 12, 1977) 
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Dennis Na.t&li~ Attorney at Law, for Ronald 
D&Vi.~ applicant in .... 57412

1 
A.57416. &Dd 

A.S76~O and defendant in C. 0386. 
Richard H. Hannon, Attorney at Law, for The 

GrAY Lliie, Iiic., protestant in A .. 574l6 and 
A.57620 and complainant 1n C~10386. 

ltuth Margolies,. for C'r&E Travel Corp., 
-protesunt in A.S7416, and Silver,. Rosen, 
Fischer & Greene, by John Paul Fischer, 
Attorney at I.av, for x. c. ea1 spa.nisO: Tours, 
protestant in A.574l2, A.57416, and A.57620. 

Eldon M. Johnson,? Attorney at Law,. for Golden 
Cite Stghtseel.1lg TOtIX's Ine.,. and Sequoia 
Stages,. and James S. cig;?, Attorney at Law,. 
for o· Connor Li1DOUSiDe rviee, Inc .. , interested 
parties in A.57620. 

It. o. Collin., for the Comraission staff. 

OPINION ........ _-_ .... .-
By the above three applications, Ronald R. Davis (Davis),. 

doing business as Mini Charter, seeks Authority to provide various 
passenger stage corporation sightseeing -en:-iees. James C. 7ulton, 
the co-applicant tn Applieations Hos. 57412 and 57416, advised 
the Commission by letter dated August 24, 1977 that he vas DO 

longer associated with Davis or interested iu the two applications. 
WMotioas were filed in each of these applications on September 15,. 

• _ • ". <1" .... ... '. ~.. .. ....... ~ " - ~.. ••• •• ____ .~ ...... _... ,... • F ..... - • ...... --

1977 setting forth the same information.. Applications Hos. 57412 
and 57416 are now considered the applications of Davis'only. 

Davis holds a. permit to operate as a eharter-p&rty 
carrier of passengers (TCP 730-P). By Deeision No .. 87001 dated 
February 23, 1977 in Application No. 57014 he was granted a ce:re1fic:&te 

of public convenience and necessity to transport -pass~ in 

sightseeing service, between the Holiday Inn in San Rafael,. the 
Edgewater rim in Corte Kadera,. the Tiburon Lodge in Tiburon, cd the 
Howard J'olmson' a Motor Lodge in Mariu City,. on the one band, and,. on the 
other hand, points of illterest in San FranciSCO, such as the 
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Palace of .Fine Arta, Fisherman' a Wharf, Coit Tower, Chinatown, 
Nob Hill, Civic Center, Twin Peaks, Golden Gate Park, Cliff 
House, and the Presidio .. 

By Application No. 57412, Davis seeks an amendment of 
his present certificate to include pickup services at 22 

additional Marin County hotels and 1DOtels and to include an 
additional Muir Woods Tour.. Service is to be provided in 
l5-passenger minibuses, including driver .. 

By Application No. 57416, Davis seeks authority to 
provide passenger bus aightseeing tours between 15 hotels and 

motels in the oakland, Emeryville, and Berkeley area and points 
of interest in San Francisco, tceludfng crossing the Golden Gate 
Bridge.. Equipment to be used is l5-p&Ssenger minibuses .. 

By Applieation No .. 57620, Davis seeks authority to 
provide the following passenger bus sightseeing tours from hotels, 
motels, and other places in San Franeisco: 

1. San FranCiSCO, includfng the headlands across 
the Golden Gate Bridge .. 

2. Muir Woods .. 
3. Wine Country. 
4. Monterey-carmel area. 
S. Combination San Francisco-Muir Woods tour .. 
6.. San Francisco night tour. 

Service would be on-call in radio dispatched 15-passenger wdn1-
buses .. 

In its complaint in Case No. 10386 against Davis, 
doing business as Maxi Tours and as Mini Charter, The Gray Line, 
Inc. (Gray Line) states that it has the requiSite authority from 
the Commission to transport passengers in sightseeing and pleasure 
tour aerv-ice within San Francisco as well as to various points 
of interest outside of San FranciSCO. Co=platnant alleges &5 follows: 
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1. Defencant's sole cocmon ea:=ier passenger 
stage authori~7 is t~C ~uthorizing sight­
seeing se~Jice to S~~ Fr~nciseo from Marin 
hotels and :otels set forth i~ Decision 
No. 8700l~ . 

2. Defendant is offering, advertising, soliCiting, 
and p'roviding sightseeing service in San 
Francisco on an individcal fare basis be~Neen 
fixed te~L~i ~ithout the required certificate 
in violation of Section 1031 of the ~jblic 
Utilities Code (Code). 

3. Irreparable bar: will result to the compl~inant 
and the ?ublic if defendant is ?~itted to 
conti.~ue this unauthorized service. Membe-::s 
of the public ~y be diverted away from 
complainant's lawful service resulting in 
financial damage to it. The public is da=sged 
because defendant's fares are higher than 
eomplainant's • 

Complainant requests that defendant, or anyone acting i~ concert 
~1t~ defendant, be ordered to cease and desist fro: offering, 
advertising, or perfor=ing the described unauthorized sight­
seeing service a~d for such fu:ther relief as QA7 be necessary. 

In his an~~er to the complaint filed October 7, 1977, 
defendant denied all ~llegations therein regardL~g h~ and 
requested C~~t the sough: relief be den~ed. 

The four ma:Cers were heard on a consolidated record 
before Administrative taw Judge Arthur Mooney ~n San F:ancisco 
between May and S~tember 1978. !he proceeding ~as submitted 
upon the filing of briefs on January 23, 19~9. 

A Petition to Set Aside S~mission and Reopen Proceeding 
for Taking Additional Evidence, or in Alte~ative Petition to 
Accept Late-!i~ed ;)-.. Io:ibit 55 · .... .;lS :i:ccl '0,/ Cr:::q :'i:,:~ or: ~ebt'w.:J 14, 1979. 

The request referred to n letter and ?rinted state=ent by an 
individual who had been penalized for illegal sightseeing bus 
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operations. :be letter and statement s:~ted that illegal operators 
rarely ful:ill their re3ponsibili:y to customers, are a ~~zard 
to the publie, do ~ot file insurance with the CommiSSion, and 
eneour~ge disrespect of the Comcission: We ~~ve =evi~Ned the 
documents and they are ~ part of the :o~l file in this proceecing. 
~ere is no pUr?0se i~ reopening the proceeding or receiving the 
documents i: evidence. rae petition is denied. 

Prior to the taking 0: evicence, the foll~Ning four 
cotions were ~de by the attorney for ~avis: 

1. Amend A~plication ~o. 57620 (tours ori;inat~~g 
in San Francisco) to re=ove the ~inib~ restriction 
to allow larger eq~ipment. This was denied because 
no notice of this was provided to large bus 
operators who ~ight have protested without the 
e~ipment size li=itati~. 

2. A=end all a~?lications to recove any restrictions 
regarding the ~UQber of units of ecruipment (::11."1i­
bus) that could be ~ed in providing the serviee 
Of • i d~" d -J. autnor xc. ,1. •• :.5 ::1ot:,.on ""'as grante. ..nere 
were no serious objections to i:. 

3. ReGuest for j~ry erial because the Code provides for 
possible ~onet3:y penalties and/or jail (Sees. 2ll2~ ~ 
etc.) if his client iz =ou~c gui::j i~ com?laint ~ 
mat:er. Tnis was denied on·b~sis of well-estaolished 
=ule that acm~~strative proceedings are not 
criminal in na~e and :ha: although penalties :ay 
be involved, the denial of a ju.-y trial does not 
violate any constitutional .or other legal rights 
a party :night have. In any event, we • .. il1 conside= 
only the cease anc cesis: req~est in the cOQ?la~~t 
a~d not whether =o~et~=y ?enalties or a jail sentence 
should be i=posec on defend~nt. 

4. Dismiss the cocplaint for failure to state a cause 
of action or any other legit~tc reason. In 
accordance with Commission proced~~e, the Ad~inis­
trative Law J\:cge :oo~ the motion under sub:ission 
and stated that he wo~ld recommend to· the ~ission 
that it be denied.. ~e agree with hi::l. The complaint 
does state a cause of action, and the mo:ion to dis~ss 
is denied .. 
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While ~eh 0: the evidence does apply to all foe= =ae:ers 7 

it was generally agreed by all parties at the outsee 0: ehe ~~aring 
that evicience pr~=ily concerned ~ith the complaint would be takeo 
first followed by evidence ?r~rily conce~ed with the three 
applications. This is the ?rocedu=e that was fol~owed. nowever 7 

a~stzted, there is some degree of crossover in the ~idence ?resented 
in all Qf these dif=eren~ zatters.. For example, t~e iss~ of fitness 
raised in the complaint obviously is one of the issues considered ill 
an application for a sightseeing ?8Ssenger stage certificate. 

We wil17 therefore, first sucmari:e the evidence relating 
primarily eo the complaint, and then that rel~e~'g pr~rily to 
the three applications. This ~ill be followed by a dis~~sion, 
findings, concl~sion, and order =elating to all =atters • 
C01m)laint 

Gray Line presented only ~HO witnesses in the complaint 
phase of the proceeding.. Both were employees of the Pir..ke-::ton 
Detective Agency hired by Gray Li~e to take a ~~xi Tours sight­
seeing trip and prepare a report of their obser~ations on their 
individual erips. One ?U%?ose of this was ~o sh~ tha~ 
Maxi Tours, which coes not hold any ope=a:L~g ~uthority from the 
CommiSSion, is selli~g and ?rovicing e~on ear=ier sightseeing 
tours to individuals on ~ per es?ita fare basis in violation of the 
applicable eoce ?rovisions. A s~co:d pc:pose w~s to sh~ tha~ 
ML,i Charter is the saQe or a elosely relatec eocpany that is 
providing the actual ser.rice with minibus cq-ui?lX1ent under Davis' 
charter permit and thae, in effect, he is the real ?arty provicing 
the service ~ithout the requiSite eocmon carrier authority. 

FollOWing is a summary of the eVidence presented by the 
first witness: 
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1. He called the Ramada Inn, F1she:rman.'. Wharf, 
San Francisco the evening before the Muir Woods 
tour he took and was told to contact the gift 
shop which he did.. He vas g1ven & brochure for 
Maxi Tours (Exhibit 2) which listed the following 
tours and prices: 

a. San Francisco #1 (includ1nJ2; the Colden Gate 
Bridge) at $9, $7 (under l~). 

b. Muir Woods/Sausalito #2 at $9.50 and $7.50 
(wder 12). 

c. Super Maxi #3, a combination of #1 and #2 
at $16.50 and $12.50 (children under 12). 

d. San Francisco by Night #4 at $24.00 with and 
$16.00 without dinner. 

e. Wine Country #5 (Sonoma or Napa Valley) at 
$25.00. 

f. Monterey/Carmel #6 (including l7-mile Drive) 
at $30.00. 

A schedule for the tours was shown. Some were 
more than once a day, and the schedules for .ost 
tours varied with the time of yea:r. He was told to 
come back the next day .. 

2. He returned to the gift shop the next morning and 
informed another person around 8:00 a .. m .. that he 
was interested in Tour #1 or 12. He was told the 
afternoon Muir Woods Tour was available, and a 
telephone call was made for a reservation for him .. 
He was given a written reservation for the tour 
(Exhibit 1).. The reservation form at the' to? shOWed 
the name Maxi Tour, a telephone number, and that it vas a 
Charter Reservation Coupon. It bad blanks for the 
tour identification, m.:zmber of passengers in the 
group, pickup time, passenger's name, room. number, tour 
date, name of agent making the reservation, and name 
of the 'hotel~tel. 

3. Be returned around 1:20 p.m., the pickup time shown 
on the coupon. Around 1:55 p.m., a man came into 
the Ramada Inn lobby and called his name and several 
others who went outside to a waiting late 1aOdel van 
that already had several passengers aboard. The van 
immediately developed engine trouble and there vas a 
half hour wait for another late model van replacement 
which they boarded around 2:30 p.m. 
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4. The van fi=st ?rocee~ec :0 the office or head­
cru.arters 0: Maxi Tours on C'nestn'l;: Stree: in 
San Francisco. The eoopany's n~e was' on one 
0: the windows. There were nine people, exel~ding 
the driver, in che van. A • .... oman C.lme ouc 0: the 
office, read the na:es'of the ~assengers, and 
collected a copy of the coupon and a.fare for each 
person.. 'kere a man and a wocan 'Were t:ogether, 
the fare for both was collected froz the man. 
He paid :he $9.50 amount shown in brochure. 
No receipts • .... e':'e given. No one told him that the 
f~re for this tou,:, could be different or :~t it 
was a group price. 

5. The tour finally started a=o~~d 3:00 ?=. and 
proceeded across the Colden Cate Bridge to St~~son 
'1:'_ h v ~ "..:: d S ' . . ~ ".c .ox:ac., .·~u ... r ~OOv$, cl!'l. auscl ... l.to, · .... nere a .~J. .. 

h~7 stop was Qade.. On the retu=n to San Francisco, 
a stop was :ade at an obse~/ation point near the 
bridge. He dis~a=ked at the ~da Inn ~t the 
~rf ~round 6:40 p.~. Tnis was the end of the tou~ • 

6. The new re?lacc:ent ·.nrn did :'lot; have • ... inO'O\o1s C".:'t in 
the sides at :he back seat. The operacor of the 
vehicle was a driver r~:he~ t:~n a si~htseeing 
director. In this ~Hitness t -..r::itten report (Exhibit 3), 
the only :Wo negatives he ~en:ioned were the delay 
in depar~ure eiQe a~d a poor ?ublic add~ess system .. 
He thought the tour itself ~as good onee it: got started. 
There was some letter~:'lg on both the initial and 
':'eplacemen: vehicles. He was not s~e if it ~as Mini 
Char'ter, but he's certain it was not Maxi Tours. He 
was not told by anyone, h~ever, that !-'.axi to't.:IS cid 
not operate the vans. 

The second Pinkerton witness for. Gray Line ?=esented 
subs:antially the same evidence as the :i=s~ regarding the Super 
v"'-i ila3 t ( .. ....: .;: S "'-' d v: • W ~) • ~-d ~~ :J' our eomol.na ..... on 0... an r .. anc lSCO a~ .. uJ.r oo~s sne Wrt. 

booked. She ex?lained that she m3de her reser~ation with the bell 
captain at the Holiday Inn at Fishe~nrs ~-nar: in San Francisco. 
She 'tcstified chat e~ept for being taken to Maxi Tour's office :0 pay 

at the end of the t~ and che ~ou= being longer~ 8:50 a.~. to 2:10 p.m., 
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it was conducted in 8. similar manner to the one the other witness bad 

taken. She stat~d that there were 13 customers on thia tour, and 
that ahe 1>&io $16.50 and observed other people paying the 
girl at Maxi Tour's office. The witness further testified as 

follows: 
1. The visibility and public address system on the 

vehicle was good, and it was possible to converse 
with the other people. 

2. She did not see any name or symbols on the bus and 
does not mow who owned it .. 

3.. She did not know if the driver worked for Maxi Tours 
or any other company. 

A substantial amount of testimony and exhibits were 
presented by Davis purportedly to support his allegations that: 

1. Maxi Tours is a separate and c1istinct company 
owned by his wife, Gwendolyn Davis (G. Davis.), 
in which be has absolutely no ownership" management" 
control" or other interest. 

2. All transactions between his. wife's business and 
himself are at arm t s length, and there is no alter 
ego relationship between the ewo. 

3. The method by which Mini Charter provides charter 
service for Maxi Tours sightseeing is legal. 

In an attempt to establish that the two companies are 
separate, copies of the following documents were presented in 
evidence by Davis: 

1. The se-parate fili1u!:s bv Davis and by his wife for 
the individual £ict:itious business names of each. 

2.. The separate unemployment, withholding, and FICA 
billings by IRS and deposit accounts for Davis and 
G. Davis. 

3. Davis' Permit to Operate as a Charter-Party carrier 
of Passengers, 'rCP 730-P. for transportation in 
vehicles with a l4-passenger capacity wbich is ~ hia 
name only. 
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4. I~voices :or se~Jices by Davis :0 ~arties other 
• V ..... 6·.,.. J .... +!' • • • tnan. 4'~:' .ours, .In.., S .. 'l.!OS 0 ... c~ecKS sent to n:..s 

cocpany i~ pay=ene for some of ehese services. 
5. Invoices to Davis' comp~ny for se=vices pr~/iceQ 

for hi::l .. 
6. The signature card for Y~i r~SI ~usiness b~n~ ~ 

account ...... hich sno" .... s only C. Da"l'is f signat'l:e as 
authorized. 

7. Telephone and ocher billS, chec~i~g accocnt 
statement, and application for =~bershi? in the 
San :r~nciseo Convention and Visitors Bureau for 
Y..axi ':O'C.rs., ...... hich shO" .... G. Davis' na::e only .. 

Davis ~oi:ted o~t that on the back 0: ~~xi r~s' 
brochure (Exhibit 2) is a state=ent thAt Maxi Tours acts as a 
broker/organizer for these tours, has access to P~blic ~tilities 
Commission (PUC) permits and as s~ch eond'l.!c~s operations with 
fully ~~sured vehicles :~~: :eet PUC specifications, ~~d all prices 
are based on ti=e and :ileage factors and noe a per ?er~¢n 
charge. In this connection, he testified that Maxi Tours' rate 
shee: names hourly rates which V4=Y only ~Nich grocp size (Exhibit 
22)~ Davis pointed out that hourly rates are shqJn for 14-
passenger minibuses and also for 49-passenger b~ a~d limousine 
service far which ~~i Tours uses other e~?anies. 
The :ollawi~g alleged c~=te= charges are shown on the sheet for 
l4-passenger zini buses: 

"Grou't> Size 
t 

1 
2 thru 3 
4 t'hru 6 
7 ehru 9 

10 thru 14 

s 3.00 
6.00 

11.75 
20 .. 35 
29.00 

3 .• M~': -:tour ... _n~ 

For exclusive use of b'l.!s: MinimUm 10 passengers .. " 
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,The: ~iDe~uj .. exp~1De~_~hat in ~~. opilliou, the. F.~ces shown on the 

·.Maxi Tours' brOeha2;'~ .re. the_~oa.r.l'y', ~~rge8 ~tated ~~~ .. ;he' %.~e_ " :'. 
sh~et ,for. one: ... ~.X:-s~F;. for .. example~ 'the. $9, f.re '~hOWJl_~o?=, ~be th~~~ .. _ 
hou'r' Tour' II (San: Francisco) is the charge for three boars at the .. ~ "' 

• , • • " •• _..... • • " •• " .- .... _____.. .... ,o • • 

$3 .. 'per. ,hOur x:ate. fQr '. group size of 1 'ou the rate sbeet. Based on . ... , .".", -'--"- ...... ---.... ... ..- ~ . " ""'--- - ... .,.. 
~ this, _expla.~.t1~.,,'_ ~~, f~rthe( ~!.~~r1:ed ... t~t, ~ ~ia ~~n1~ ~~~, ~rges 
~h.at. were being as.sessed ~or.. the - ~e::v1!!~, in !-:~sQe.~ ~ncltld,ing the- . ' 
'charge paid, by ,Cray, Line.~ ~ ~. ~1nk«:rt~, '!:l~~sses ,.were: not pe,r:._' ". 

. ..- .. ,. -.. ... ...... --. 1 ba ---n!"" . ~ ha' .. " .. --~.-.-. -.-- -.. -.... e' ..... -. 'C"l>1.u.,c~.rge~.b~~,,~~';~. ~o?~,y._~. __ ~~.! .. _~,S, x:,g~~._., ........ .. . __ ._ 
Davis testified that a dispatch sheet i8 prepared for 

~ery order for charter service and that ~ being a small company ~ he 
does not keep any other records for this. He emphasized the fact 
that his company does provide service for other companies bes1d~s ." 
Maxi Tours. He stated that the charge for the service is shown 
on the dispatch sheet, and this 18 based on a per hour rate • 
He testified that he does not give any commission to Maxi Tours 

but that he does to some of the other companies he provides service 
for and to people who obtain business for him.. The witness 
explained that his billing to Maxi Tour~ which varies from weekly 
to monthly, is on a plain sheet of paper which shows the hours of 
service, the hourly rate~ and the total charge~ and that Maxi 
Tours then pays Mini Charter by cheek. . He stated that M1ni Charter 
does not keep many records and that it uses its canceled checks for 
tax purposes. 

The witness testified that MAxi Tours was founded by 

G .. Davis as her own separate company and commenced operations 1n 
1977 during the lengthy Gray Line strike. He asserted that his only 
contact with Maxi Tours 18 to provide charter service for it. 
Re explained that although he did give some assistance to his wife 
in designing the original brochure for her business, he has bad 
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nothing to do with any s~bseq~ent ~i Tours' b=ochures, including 
the latest one in Exhibit 2_ The witness testified that his bus~~ess 
records have always been kept at his home a~d not at his wife's 
office and that the ~wo companies dO'no~ share any cocmon ~loyees. 
He stated that his name alone a?pe~rs on the si~ature card for 
the bank account for his business • .. 

Davis testified that he had ?rior ex?erience in the tourist 
industry with Gray Line and that he ~~S operated X~~i Charter 
for two years. He seated that the gross reven~e for his business 
for 1977 would be about $170,000 and ~hat of this a~ount approxi=ately 
$15,000 was from his Xar~~ Cou.~ty cer:ificated operations and abo~t 
$140,000 from charter se~ices for Y~i Tou=s. He asserted that 
about 95 percent of :he income froe ~~i Tours is derivec :r~ 
To~rs #1 (San Francisco), #2 (M~ir ~oods), and #3 (coabination 
of ~l and #2) and that he has several new vans in addition to those 
listed on his per=it. Davis exylained that he employs 20 to 22, 
~os~ly ?ar~ti~e, drivers, anc that ~ost are college g=adua:es and 
speak one or more :oreig~ languages. Se stated ~ha~ he hss a 
thorough trainL~g prog=aa and library to faciliarize all of the 
drivers with points of ineerese ~ the areas in which ehey operate. 

In answer to a number 0: ques'tions by Gray !.ine and the 
staff regarding ~he two companies 7 Davis s'taeec as follows: 

l_ His wife's company ?rovides.a telephone 
answering service for h~ at her office and 
he has a cesk there. He pays $150 a ~onth 
for this, a."'lC the charge is deducted from 
money owed to his company.. . 

2. He has called on acco~ts for his wife and has 
delivered brochures a~d also comQissions to 
people who have sold xaxi To~rs' services for 
her .. 

3.. Although he does not know the g:-oss reven\;e for 
Y~~i Tours, earni~gs of the company are included 
in the join~ incooe tax ret~-n filed and signed 
by his wife and hi=sel:_ 
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4. His currene' 'business address is ehe" Lombard 
.s.~re-ee, San,Francisco residence of, his wife aud 
himself, lind ,prior ehereeo, it was their former 
C~ree Made-ra residence.' , 

5. He does not have a. secretary" He does a t times 
have an employee of Maxi Tours do someehing 
for htm.. He PAYS no c~sh for this service. 

6.. When he is at his wife's office, he does at 
tfmes answer Maxi Tours' eclephone, and if ~ 
person requests the £4re for the Ciey Tour, 
he will inform him thae it is $9.. He- does not 
know'''if this is an'individual fare. If the 
,£,t!tr<t, request: i's' for more tMn one,. he r~fers 
ehe call to Maxi -Tours' personnel because it 
'could be' different. . 

'" . 
7.. Sometimes profits of his business could end up in 

his wife's separaee ~ccount and vice versa. 
8. He did receive a leeeer d~ted July 27, 1977 from ~ 

the Executive Dir~ctor directing him to c~aze ~nd ~ 
desist operating as a passenger stage carrier 
in providing" per capita sightseeing service 
originating from points in S~n Francisco eo 
points in the Bay Area. The letter staeed thae 
he w~s using Maxi Tours to collect individual 
fares for this service to circumvent Section 
5401 of the Code which provides that it: is unlaw-
ful for 4 charter-p4rty carrier of passengers to 
directly or indirectly or through its agent, 
a broker, or otherwise to charge fares on an 
individual fare basis. The witness asserted ehat 
he tmmediately contacted a staff member reg~rding 
this but that in his own mind, he considered his 

, operations legal and continued without change. 
9. He was not aware a letter daeed November 17. 1977 ~ 

'from the Executive Director w~z sent to Y~Xl Tours ~ 
a?yising,eh~ company to e~4se and desise ~~~ , 
pa~ie~pating in,pass~nger stage corporat~on sight­
sccl.ng operations f.rom points in San Francisco to 
'BayhAreiB p~ints wi~~o~~ the 'required certificated 
aut or ty • 
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A Commission staff representative testified that he 
had investigated Davis' charter operations for Maxi Tours. He 
stated that he made a reservation for Tour #2 (Muir Woods) at 
the Wharf MOtel in San Francisco. According to his explanation, 
payment for the tour was handled in the same way as described by 

the Pinkerton witness. He stated that he did ask for a receipt 
when he paid M4xi Tours and that because of this, the driver of 
the bus suspected he was n Commission investigator and so informed 
Davis who "';as 'waiting for him"at 'the' end of the trip. The witness 
testified that Davis informed him that Davis thought his operations 
were" "ille'git~ma;e, that Maxi Tours was tl paper company of his Wife' . 
:6r veil ·~o·getDrourid the law, and that there are many other similar 
:typcs of. operations going on. 

Davis resumed the witness stand and denied m~kin9 
~ny statemcnts to the st~ff investigotor or onyonc elsc 
that Maxi Tours was a veil or sham to avoid the restriction 
regarding the eollection of individual fares by a charter carrier. 

The Marketing Director of the San Francisco Convention 
and Visitors Bureau presented evidence to show the need for 
sightseeing service for San Franeisco.. He pointed out tha1: ~here 
were over ehr~e million convention and other visitors at San Franeisco 
hotels ~nd motels in 1977 and that this number is inereasing and 
will continue to do so.. This, he stated, ·does not include visitors 
to private homes or to hotels and motels in surrounding areas .. 
The witness explained that many of the visitors are from foreign 
countries and do not speak English. He asserted that there is a 
definite need for sightseeing service in San Francisco, ineluding 
such service for foreign-speaking visitors • 
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ApplicatiOns 

Davis testified as follows regarding the certificated 

"1~~:,=i~~~ "~_~ht~e.e"iJig_ ~u~!,rity .h~.""~1.a"".~eld.Dg .. 1n-.his" "three '" ' 
applications: 

1.. Application No.. 57412 requests additional " 
pickup ~:bits "~or his MBriu ~Unty certif.;Lcated _" 
minibus suhtseeing service. and the addition 
of". Muir ~ooOs tour to the San Francisco tour 
he is now authorized to provide from Marin' 
Comlty .. 

2.. Application No. 57416 requests authority to 
operate a day and uight sightseeing tour to 
San Francisco from named hotels. motels, and 
points in three East Bay cities. 

3.. Application No.. 57620 requests authority to 
operate the identical six tours described in . 
Maxi Tours' brochure (Exhibit 2), and for which 
Mini Charter is now purportedly furnishing vans • 

Davis' attorney pointed out that much of the evidence presented 
on behalf of his client in the complaint phase of this consolidated 
proceeding relates to the applications, and he requested that it 
be so 'considered .. 

According to a financial statement in Exhibit 30 
presented by Davis. his company has assets of $264.669, liabilities 
of $66,535, and • net worth of $198,134. His Application No. 57620 
shows net assets of $53,000. He explained that the Exhibit 30 
statement includes cODlllU1"1ity property of his wife and h:tmself. 
The witness testified that he had shown the statement to his tax 

consultant, and the consultant made no comments about it .. 
Exhibit 31 shows that Mini Charter now has eight 

l4-passen~er vans p one ll-passenger van, and three automobiles. 
Further evidence was presented to show that Davis' drivers are 
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well-trained and most are bilingual. He pointed out that many of 
the tours for which he is DOW providing equipment for Maxi Tours 
are bilingual or for the handicapped and that he would provide 
this type of service if his applications are granted. The driver 
would be the interpreter and DO additional charge would be made 
for this service. 

Davis testified that he has been serving at least 98 
hotels and motels in San Francisco under his charter permit and 
has had no service complaints from any of them. He Pointed out 
that there are approximately 140 ~otela and motels tn San Francisco 
and that if his Application No. 57620 is granted~ he will provide 
,pickup service for all of them. He asserted that to his mowledge ~ 
Gray Line has DO direct or shuttle pickup service for at least 
65 of these loeations. In this connection» he stated that many 
foreign visitors to San Francisco stay at the less expensive 
hotels not iu the downtown area. He explained that Gray Line uses 
large bus equipment for its sightseeing service, whereas he would 
use smaller ·mnibuses. The witness' asserted that minibuses .have .. 

, .., .. . 
'nu~er of advantages. ove;: ··large;-· ... e.q\1i~ment, ~tlelud1ng the 'ability ~o 
accommodate groups which are more·illforme1.·-.nd can' converse with the . 
~-~j'rlvi~·:-a~-.-iiO-: . '-tiieuiS~lves -~h~'aDrr:[t--tC> ~lce'-~'t~p~:-at ':tbe' .:. 'ii\ts~~= . _. ._'._. __ US ...... __ .. ::.:..:.::;.1_ .• _______ y ____ .. ~ .. - .. --.---~ ... 
~f -inter~st the pas·setl~ers want~ to' see, better v:isibility,_:and ·-the-.----" 
ability' to visit:' DMlny ·.;~as ~. ~till-siZe -bus cannot visit. He also . 
asse'rted that his tours 'Would ~ from the ~s~ ~ssenger pickup with 
,return to that same point, and that this would eliminate the neees-

. sity of shutt].~. ~~ices and c;<?~~e~~ energy. _ .. 
Tbe witness asserted that his financial condition is 

good and tftat he can obtain credit, if necessary, to acquire arry 

additional equipment, office space, or personnel that may be 
required if the applications are granted. He stated that 
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the projected yearly income from the San Francisco service 

(Application No. 57620)~ if granted~ would be $220~800~ the 
operating cost would be $181~206~ and the net income would be 

$39,594. According to the witness, the revenue breakdown would 
be SO percent from. Tour #1 (San Francisco), 10 percent from 
Tour #2 (Mu.ir W~s), 24 percent from Tour #3 (combination 
San Francisco and Muir Woods), 11 percent from Tow:" #4 (night 
San Francisco), 2 percent from Tour #5 (lJine Country), and 

3 percent from Tour #6 CMOnterey/Carmel). He stated that he 
baaed this projection on the experience of his Marin County 
certificated operations and that he did not have an available 
current income statement for Mini Charter.. He asserted that he 
is now transporting approxtm&tely 21,030 passengers per ye&r~ 
carries 10 passengers per trip on the average, and operates all 
days of the year except Thanksgiving and Christmas • 

Davis asserted that there are a number of other carriers 
who do not have operating authority from the Commission bat are 
providing per capita sightseeing service in the area he requested .. 
He presented the brochures of three of them. in evidence (Exhibits 
38, 39, and 40) to support his allegation. Ris attorney alleged 
that the Coumission is singling out his client and not concerned 
with whether other operators in the area may be providing sightseeing 
service without Commission authority.. He referred to this '" 
selective enforcement. The attorney a.sserted, however ~ that it bas 
not been established that any of his client's operations are 
in fact illegal .. 

Davis testified that if the applications are granted_ 
the revenue from his charter operations may drop but his overall 
revenue rill increase, he will continue to charter equipment to 
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Maxi Tours if it so desires but will compete with it~ he will 
publish brochures in several foreign languages as well as EDglish~ 
and he will on & continual basis operate 'roars #5 (Wine Countx-y) 

and #6 (Monterey/Carmel) even though the revenue from them will 
be relatively insignificant .. 

A senior clerk~ & bellman~ a self-employed member of 
a gift shop, and an employee of four San Francisco motels testified 

in support of the three applications.. Following is a summary of 
their testfmony: 

1. Each handles tour arrangements for the motel 
and is familiar with Mini Charter through 
Maxi Tours. 

2. A substantial nUmber·'of 'guests at esen' establish­
ment, including ,those fromforeigu 'cotmtrles ," 
have u~ed this 8e~ice and are ?leased with it;' 

3. There is a need for Davis' proposed pickup 
sightseeing service. 

4. They receive a commission for clients referred 
to Maxi Tours. It is around 15 percent and 
equals $2 for the $9 San Francisco sightseeing 
tou=.. Gray Line's price for this tour is $6.30, 
and its commission for this tour is 75 cents. 
However, they would not recommend a tour they 
did not feel was good. 

5. One stated that he was informed by Davis that 
a certain pric:e is printed on the Maxi Tours 
brochure but that it could be less depending on 
the number of people on the bus. 

6. Davis is concerned with the quality of the tours 
he is now providing' equipment for and checks with 
these witnesses regularly to see if the tours meet 
his standards. . , 

7. There 'are reguLarly a Domber . .of foreign guests 
at all of the establishments" and there is a real 
need for the foreign la~ge service Davis 
proposes. 

8.. Several have taken a Maxi Tours' trip and were 
impressed by the way Mini Charter conducted them • 
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9. Two stated they bad received some complaints 
. from guest. regarding Gray Line'. service. 
In essence, Davia asserted that public ccm:venience .and 

necessity require the service he proposes in the three applications; 
he has the necessary financial ability, equipment, -personnel, and 
experience to provide this service; and it will not adversely 
affect the euviroament and will result in ~rgy conaervation. 

Evidence or statements in opposition to one or more" . 
of the applications were presented by five carriers,. The attorney 
for A. Coo Cal Spanish Tours pointed out that hiB client provides 
foreign language sightseeing service in San Francisco and other 
:Bay Area cO'tmties and requested that if any authority is granted 
to Davis, a restriction be placed therein prohibiting foreign 
language tours. The attorney for Golden Gate Sightseeing. Tours, 
Ine. stated that his client has requested authority similar to 
that sought by Davis in Application No. 57620 (se'rY'ice originating 
in San Francisco) and that his client's applieatiO'O. has been 
submitted on briefs for & long period of time without a decision. 
He requested that this matter be denied 1n its entirety.. The 
attorney for 0' Connor Limousine Service, Inc. also pointed oat that 
his client is seeking authority similar to that set out in Application 
No. 57620 and that its application has been submitted aD briefs for 
a considerable period of time without a decision. He opposes arry 
sought sightseeing service originating. in San Francisco. 

Following is a summary of the evidence presented by the 
president of Gray Line in opposition to Applications Nos. 57416 
(East Bay to San Francisco) and 57620 (service originating in 

San Francisco): 
1. Gray Line has been in the sightseeing. business 
. since 1910.. It provides tours similar to those 

sought by Davis in Application No. 57620 (service 
originating in San Francisco). It bas authority 
to provide service similar to that described in 
Application No. 57416 (Ease Bay to San Francisco) .. 
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2.. It has 45 buses in its fleet. They range in 
atze from 45 to 53 passengers, and most are 
S3 passengers.. All are designed for sightseeing .. 
It can obtain additional equipment on short notice 
if needed. It distributes its brochures primarily 
throughout the country and some overseas. It bs.s 
numerous schedules for its various tours. For its 
San Francisco tours, it has 6 departures during the 
summer with 2 to 9 buses for each and an average 
of 38 to 53 passengers on each bus. 130 to l40 
drivers are employed in the summer. 

3. It provides regular route or on-call pickup 
services at 96 of the approximately 1S0 hotels and 
motels in San Francisco. Foreign language inter­
preters will be provided for groups of 15 to 20 
or more at an .additional charge.. Service is also 
provided for the handicapped. 

4. Gray Line has about 100 agents in hotels and motels 
in San Francisco.. It pays them a 10 percent commission; 
whereas Maxi Tours and some other mini bus companies 
pay a 15 percent commission.. Most hotel and motel 
agents selling tours like to earn the highest commission 
possible .. 

5. Gray Line grossed approximately $4~500,OOO last year 
but lost money because of increased costs and failure 
to obtain a rate increase commensurate with 
spiraling inflation,. Its operating ratio for the year 
was 100.,4 percent. Also it has lost about 15 percent 
of its San Francisco business to six or 80 mini-van 
operators that sprang ~ during the lengthy .trike 
which commenced in 1976. 

6., A customer will contact the agent of Gray Line in the 
lobby of his hotel or motel. A reservation will be 
made for him.. He will either be picked up or told 
where the nearest pickup point is. Uwually a pick­
up point will not be more than three blocks from where 
the customer is staying. 

7. Gray Line is ready, willing, and able to meet any 
additional need for sightseeing service that may arise. 

-'l'he president of CT&E Travel Corp .. (ct&E), doing business 
4S California Tour and Exr>edition Company, presented the follOWing 
evidence 1n opposition to Application No. 57416 (East Bay to 
San Francisco): 
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1. C~~£ haz rece~::y ~een gran:ec ~ zigh:seei~g 

Disc'.:ss ion 

., 
"". 

• .. . 

5. 

C~~-~~~c~-~ ~~c"'c'~~~ '1J~~or~·~ ·0 ~~ov'd~ __ \i; ............. \;, ............. ~ .............. ;,." ... "I;; 

se:vice :rom ~amec E~st Zay ho:els anc mo:elz 
to s~~ F:ancizco. Se:vice is :es~:ic~ec :0 

e<;uip:-::en: i: 
b:oc~ure :or . . :.t.z se:v;.ce. 
C~SE ~ow has corn~e~iticn in th~ East 3~y and 
additional co~~e:i:ion ::om ano:he: carrier 
"'~-~ ~ ce~·~~~c· ~-e ~~ -~.~ ~~ea ··'o'·'~ ~e ,.. .. "" ...... ____ .... t.. ............. .,; ...... i'I ... .-~-.I 

ce7as:~~in; :0 i:. 
~~-hot.:ch •• ~a~ ~~ov'd~d :his zervic~ for onl"y ..... ~. _ "':' •• w ..... , _ _ . 

a shor: wh~le, :t nas rece:'lec ~~~: com?liments 
on :.:. 

':'here have 
:or Da'lis' 

· ... eA_n "0 ~"b~ 'c .",; "~~~~es o~ o·:"e' C".,? ... o~· .." ....... __ ....... _w.., ..... _..., .... ::'._ 

Eas: Say :0 San :rancisco .)?plication. 

requested 01 Gray ~in~ should be isst.:ee, ~~?lica:ior. ~o. Si'12 
(~ari~ Coun:y), 57620 's~='lice origina:i~s i~ San Francisco), anc r 
5

_ ........ 
, .. .J.O 

carrier passenger s:~<;e cor?or~:ior. o?er~:io~. A ?~ssenser stage 
ccr?or~tion is ce:ined i~ Sec:ion 226 of :he Code .:\s :ollows: 

~'?assenser stage cor~or3:ior.' i~cludes every 
corpora:ion or p~=son en<;~gec ~s'~ com~on c~:rier, 
:or co~?ensation, in :he owner:hi?, con:ro:, 
opera:ion, or ~~n~ge~ent 0: ~r.y passenger z:age 
over ~ny public highway in this st~~e betw~en fixed 
:er~ini or O'ler a recula: route exce~t ~hose, 
9a ~e:cent or mor~ o~ whose oo~:~tio~s as measurec 
0.., to"a': "OL!"~ "'~'e"'f!~ o~,o.~,,·ed ,;l .. ,o. exc'··~iv,o.'v 

-: • '- _.. ~ - I ,.t. -.. ..... J .. _. - - .... "- ~ ... - • ..... .." - .... 

~ ... ~.~ ~~~ "~'~s of ~ ~'~f!~,o. c···, o~ c''' V ~~d t¥ ....... .,., ..... " ••••••• _ '-" .., ..... .., •• _ ............ 4 (.6 •• 

county, or whos~ opera:ions consist sole1'l in ~he 
t "~~~~o~·~·'o~ o~ ~o~~ &;~~ ~u~~~~ ..... -~A~~e ~~ 

_t.6 ... w&:, ..... w._.~ ... -J ,..j.~ __ ~t: ~ ;:'._'" '-"'''-~.''''''''' ••• "7 - ... 

.:~,.t··., .. ·o'" o~ ',o.~~.,'; .... c: :.,~ .... ",,,,.., - ........ ;~ :..o ..... ~,. ,.,~~ ....... .,;, ... -.. v_,... .. ........... _ •. ~ ..,_..,IN _ •• ; ... ,,~.. • ...... , _.;;'I ~ ... _ 

such institution." 
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With respect to the type of sightseeing transpo~-ation 
that is being offered, it is reasonable to conclude that it is 
between fixed termini and over .. regular route. (See Lavelle v 
Pacifico, Decision No. 92455 dated December 2, 1980, in Case 
No. 10732, et al., mUoeog%'aph eapy.) The points of interest on 
the various tours are, based on a realistic interpretation, fixed. 

We recognize, 4S teltified to by Davis, that there could be somr 
slight variations in the points visited on various trips of a 
particular tour to aecommodate & p&4senger request to see a place 
in which he has • particular interest. Such a request could e.use 
some minor v .. ri .. tiotl in the' actu.l route traveled. Sucb v.r1at~ 
could also oecur for other rea.on. ~elated to the flexibility of this 
type of,.ervice. However, variations of this sort are de minimis. 
Each tour is designed to eov~r a c.rtain .rea, tr.vers~ certain routes, 

and visit .peeified points and i8 10 801d. Furthermore, &s stated 
in Section 1035 of the Code, whether or not a atage, auto ltage, 
or other motor vehicle is being operated between f'1:xed termini or, 
aver a regular route is a question of fact, and the finding of the 
Commission thereon is final and not atibjeet to review. 

It should be noted that the Tour il (San Francisco) does 
not come within the exception in Section 226 for operations 
98 percent or more within the ltmits of a single city or c1;y and 
county. Although the tour is designed pr:tmarily for visit:f.l1g points 
of interest within San FranciSCO, it also crosses the Colden Gate 
Bridge to an observation point on the north side of it in Marin 
County, and this accounts for more than two percent of the operation. 

The operation i8 for compensation. Seetion 226 does not 
state any. basis for the cOCIlpe'nsation. However, it :La generally 
understood that this refers to eh.e~e5 collecte>d on an indiv1dual 
fare basis. In this cont1eetion, Sec:t:1tm 1035 provides in patt that 
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where ehe' fare 1. c:oarpueed, c:011ec:ee~ or demanded on an individual 
fare basis. the transportation is presumed to be that of a . 
passenger stage corporation. Here, the fares shown 1n Maxi Tours' 
brochure in Exhibit 2 are on an individual fare basis. 

We are mindful that tMv1a bas pointed out that there 
is a statement on the back of the Exhibit 2 brochure that 

Maxi Tours acta as a broker/organizer for the tours and has access 
to PUC permits, and that Maxi Tours baa • ra'Ce .beet (Exhibit 22) 
which provides hourly rate. that vary with the size of the 
group_ Sueh a .t.te~at on a brochure describing sightseeing 
services does not excuse a company from the requirement in Section 
1031 of the Code that it obtain a passenger stage certificate if 
it is in fact condQcti~ such operations. Here, the operations are 
those of • passenger stage corporation, and the disclaimer statement 
is in no wayan insulation from the Section 1031 requirement • 
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We ~ve carefully reviewed tb~ Maxi Tours' sheet in 
Exhibit 22, tbe brochur~ in Exhibit 2, and the evidence regarding 
the basis 'on which fares were assessed for the sightseeing toars. 
The inference attempted to be created by Davis by the introduction 
of the rate sheet as an exhibit is that the dollar amount abowa for 
each tour on the brocbur~ is tbe group hoarly cbar.ge based on the 
per hour rate for a group of one stated in the rate sheet for the 
l~gtb of time tbe tour is to take and that the dollar amount, 
therefore, is not an individual fare. 

This is a nov~l approach, bat is not supporeed by the 
weight of the evidence. The business is not operated on the b.sis 
of th~ r.t~ sheet. It is operat~d on the basis of the brocb.ure .. 
There is .bsolut~ly no evidence that the rate sh~et was ev~r distri­
buted to hotel and motel personnel wbo,.as agents for Maxi Tours, v~re 
its contacts with th~ public and made th~ actual reservations. 
These .gents gave the brochure to interested gaests, and the only 
information the guests had r~garding fares was that printed on the 
brochure. One of the hotel personnel witnesses called by Davis 
did .Ute that be had been informed by Davis tbst dependi.ng on the 
number of ~ople on a bas, the actual price could be less than that 
shown in the brochure. However, there is no evidence that charges 
were assessed on a basis other than th~ fares.bovn in the brochure. 
Tb~ two Pinkerton and the staff witnesses, each of whom bad e.keu • 
tour, all testified that they bad not been informed by the persons 
with whom they made their reservations that the fares for the 
individual tours they took could be different than those shown in 
the brochure and that they all paid on the basis of the brochure. 

We note that no explanation was offered at the hearing as 
to what a group is - wbetht"r it is the totsl nomber of people on 
the bus or'8 number of individuals who are tog~ther and jOintly 
uke a toar. Davis' pOSition that the fares for the tours are 'Dot 
collected on an individual fare baSis is not persuasi.ve • 
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A sabat&ntial amoant of evidence was presented by Davis 
in an attempt to establish that Maxi Tours and Mini Charter were 
separate and distinct. It is his "contention that 'MIxi Tours is 
solely owned IJno operated by his wife. Mini Charter is solely 
owned .and operated by him, and neither has any interest or control 
in the company of the other. He presented numeroas exhibits showing 
separate bank accounts with a single authorized signature for the 
individual IJccounts, billings for services and tax accounts which 
bad been sent to his wife for Maxi Toars IJnd to him for ~i Charter, 
the different business adoresses of each, and the like. 

However, by the same token, Davis testified that he 

.assisted his wife in preparing the initial brochure for ~xi Tears, 
has a desk and answering service at ber office, solicits and 
delivers commissions for the tours, does .at times answer telephone 
calls for ~xi Tours when at the office, and the like. Evidence 
on the issue of separateness between the two is detailed above and 
need not be further repeated here. It is to be noted, however, 
that If joint tax return with the' income de'rived from each company 
is signed and filed by both. It would be unrealistic to presume 
that neither the husband nor wife vas eoneerned with the basiness 
of the other or doing everything possible to see that the overall 
operation was realizing the maximum possible income. 

The dealings betwe~ Maxi Toars IJnd Mini Charter do not 
have the appearance of arm's length transaetions It The husband is 
involved in promoting the sale of tbe tours. The wife is not going 
to other charter parties to obtain quotes for the transportation. 
The actual service has always be~n provided under the e~rter permit 
issued in the husband's MtDe. There is ceruinly an iDseparable com­
.unity of inter~s~ by both busband .nd wif~ in the two companie's. 
For thisresson, we ar~ of the opinion, for the .purposes of ""this 

" proceeding, that they .Ire one and the •• me. Havi1l8 so det~ined, 
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we will direct both Davis and G. Davis to cease and desist from 

individaal~y or jointly offering~ advertising, or performing any 
service as a passenger seage corporseion for which the required 
operating authority ~s not been obtained .. 

One of the standards an applicant for a passenger stage 

certificate must satisfy is fitness. This is a subjective consi­
deration. Generally, it ia based on the past record of the 
applicant. If he "bas been ftlgaged in illegal operations and it 
appears he is requesting authority to legitimize such operae1ons, 

this will weigh heavily on a determination of fitness. Here, ~ it 
appears that the two-company setup was an attempted shield to 
ccaceal an operation that was at the very lea~t suspect or should 
have been to Davis. 

However, it is noted that the operation was commenced 
during a period of time when the mej or bus sightseeing company 
in the Bay Area, Grsy Line, was involved in a lengthy strike • 
There was a substantiAl need for Sightseeing service in the area 
at that time.. A number of minibus operators and others c.me into 
existence to provide what service they could. Some did not initially 

have the proper operating authority~ and under the liberalized 

policy adopted by the Commission regarding entry in the sightseeing 
field, several of those were aabsequently granted certificated 
operating authority.. We will give Davis the benefit of th~ doubt 
and accept his explanation that it vas his honest opinion tbAlt there 
vas no illegality with the Maxi Tours/Hini Charter sightseeing 
operation. 

We will, therefore, based on this interpretation of his 
ineene, conclude that there is suffiCient mitigation regarding his 
past actions and that they do not in and of themselves mean be 
1. an unfit person insofar as his applications are cone~rned. In 
arriving at this determiD8tion, we have taken into accoutlt thllt 
Davis does hold operating authority, though the wrong type, and he 
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was subject to the insurance requirements and California Bighvay 
Patrol S&~ety standards as specified in bis permit. 

Certain of ~ issues to be considered in applications 
for sightseeing authority are discussed at pages 18 and 19 of tbe 

mimeograph copy of our decision in In re Mexeursions 7 Inc.. (Decision 
No. 90155 dated April 10, 1979 in Application No. 57763) wherein we 

stated as follows: 
"!he threshold issue in any sightseetng bus 
application is always whether or not public 
convenience and necessity require the 
particular service sought to be authorized 
by that application (See Public Utilities 
Code ·Section 1031).. If it can be demon­
strated that public convenience and necessity 
require it, a certificate TlJBy be issued, 
provided tbat~ in those inst:ances where a 
certificate holder or holders are already 
serving the territory, holder or holders 
will not provide service to the satisfaction 
of the Commission (See PUblic Utilities Code 
Section 1032).. Trad1tiOll4lly, the satis­
factory service test of existing carriers has 
been based on the relatively Dan"" analysis 
of faetors such as route ~tterns, service 
frequency, adequacy of equipment, and the 
fitness of the applicant.. There are, however, 
other significant underlying factors which 
in our opinion, have not received enough 
attention. For example, is moa.opoly service 
of itself unsatisfactory service to the public? 

"This nation's. antitrust :laws and ,polieies.'&re 
premised on'the understanding that competitive 
service generally results in a superior overall 
level of service to the ~ul>lic. Competition 
tends to bring out the highest degree of effort 
and imagination in a business endeavor to the 
benefit of the public.. In the area of sight­
seeing bus ~rations, competition will have a 
direct bearing on the quality of overall ' 
treatment afforded passengers, rates, scheduling, 
equipment condition, and operational innovation 
generally.. Califomia needs an influx of 
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v:Lgorous, 1m1ovati ve thinking and application 
~f publicly acceptable alternatives to private 
auto-use are to fully develop. We state now 
that competition in tbe area of sightseeing 
bus operations is a most desirable goal. 
~e are dealing here with sightseeing service. 
'nlis class of service, unlike the traditional 
co~ carrier passenger stage operation is 
essentially a luxury service, recrestionally 
oriented and essentially different from the 
conventional point-to-point public transporta­
tion service, and therefore it is a service 
less imbued with that essentiality to the 
public welfare which we usually hold inherent 
in the underlying concept of public convenience 
and necessity.. Accordingly, it is 4 service 
less entitled to the strict eerritorial 
protectionism from competition and competitive 
factors which necessarily is accorded the 
'natural' utility monopolies such as electric, 
gas, or telepbone utilities." (For a further 
discussion of these issues, see In re O'Connor 
Limousine Service Inc., Decision No .. 90154 
a4ted April 10, !§79 rn Application No. 56580.) 
!'he service applicant is proposing in his tb.X'ee applications 

is a sightseeing service.. The authority sought in Application 
No. 57412 is, as stated above, an expansion of the present Marin 
County certificate to include: (1) pickup at 22 additional, named 
hotels and motels in the Terra Linda, San Rafael, Greenbrae, 
Corte Madera, T1bu:ron 7 Mill Valley, and Sausalito areas, and 
(2) an additional tour to Mill Valley and vicinity. Davis s1:Sted 
this new service would be in minibus equipment.. His present; 
certificate is for a San Francisco tour from four Marin County 
hotels and motels. !here was one protest to this application, and 
the main thrust of the protest was to have a restriction prohibiting 
foreign language tours inserted in any authority that might be 
granted. One of the supporting witnesses for Davis testified that 
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sta~ed that his MQrin County se:vice h~s oe~~ very good, there are 
not ~any other operators availD.ole in the area, and there is a need -:or his service there. Oa'lis nD.S had ~x?e=i~nce anc iz providing 
service ~n t~e area. While th~ e'lide~ce regarding the ex?anee~ 

?erSl..:.aeee that a restriction sho~:d be inserted in the ~utho:it1 
?:ohibiti~g :oreign langu~ge tours. 

The authori~y sought in Ap?lic~tion ~o. 5i~16 for sight-
seeing service ;:o~ n~~ed hotels ~nd ~o~el~ in :~e Sas~ Bay to 
San FranciSCO was vigorously O??OSee ~y CT&Z anc also ~y two other 
p:otest.;lnts. 
:h!s service by applicant. 3ased on ~h~ evieence 0: record, D. 

su:ficien: showing has ~een ~ade to show that public convenience 
arlQ neeessi ty require Chp. pr.oposed SolS: 3~y to S;::'l :'ra:'lcisco 
serviee. 

A considerabl~ arnOI..:.:'lt of evidence w~s ?resen:ed ~y Davis 
regarding his A?plic~tion ~o. 57620 :0: ~u:hori~y to p:ovice t~e 

tours o:i;in~ti~g in S~n ;r~ncisco. 
abO'I~, evidence o:otesting this a~:no:it~ w~s oresen:ed . . . by Gray 
tine, and statements i:'l o?posi~ion to it were rn~de On behalf of 
A. C. Cal Spa:'lish Tours, Golden C~te Sightseeing ~ours, :nc., 
Seq~oia Stages, ~nd O'Connor Limousine Service, :nc. 
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The issoe of 'Davia' £l:ness'was 'eov~red in 

our consideration of the complaint: and need 1:101: be further 
discussed.- ,'l'b.e evidence regarding his f1n.ancial condition was 
not extensive. However, it does appear adequate.. He does have 

a reasonable amount of equipment and has expressed a willingness 
to acquire more should the San Francisco request be granted and 
the public need so require.. He bas bad considerable exper1euee 
in the s1gh1:seeing industry for a number of years. 

Ye recognize that the number of witnesses presented by 
applicant were relatively few in number and, as & result, . 
the evidence regarding a public need for the proposed service is 
not extensive. Nonetheless, according to the evidence, there are 
many domestic and foreign visitors to San Francisco who would use 
the type of per capita service Davis proposes if his San Franeiseo 
application is granted.. We are of the opinion that, based on the 
particular facts and circumstances herein, it has been sufficiently 
established that public convenience and necessity require the 
proposed service. 

As is clearly established by the evidence, there are 
differences in the service proposed by applicant: from that provided 
by Gray Line. Although Gray Line does provide comparable tours to 
those proposed, Davis' service would be in minibus. equipment, 
whereas Gray Line uses full-size buses only,. Davis would pick up 
passengers at all hotels and motels in San Francisco, whereas Gray 
Line, though it does have direct or shuttle pickup at or near most 
botels and motels, would not pick up at: all of them.. Gray Line 
provides foreign language interpreters on its tours for groups of 
l5 to 20 or more and assesses an additional charge for this.. Davis 
has bilingual driver/guides and would provide such service to the 

extent possible without charge. 
It is apparent that Davis would be in competition with 

Gray Line. However, based on the size of the operation he would 
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provide, ~he ~hreat of this compet1~ion to the financial position 
of Gray L1~ would not be substantial. As to the amount of 
Commission paid by Gray tine and by Davis to their reservation 
agents in hotels and lDOtels, this is a matter of lDIIuage:r1al 
discretion. 

The oPPOsition to Application No. 57620 stated by the 
other parties is not persuasive. It is noted that the ewo parties 
who had been waiting for a decision on their applications have 
now received their authority. ~1th the substantial number of . 
visitors from other countries to San Francisco, there is a need 
for tours with foreign language interpreters. 

Our decision in this consolidated proceeding is based 
entirely on the unique facts and circumstances developed herein 
and does not establish a policy or precedent for the fature. 
Yindings of Face 

1. A permit to operate as a charter-party carrier of 
passengers bas been issued to Davis, doing business as M1ni Charter. 
He also holds a certificate authorizing a s1ghtse~ing tour to 
San franciSCO from four named MBrin County hotels aud motels. A 
fictitious business name statement for his business name bas been 
filed with tbe San Francisco county clerk's office. 

2. G. DaviS, doing business as Maxi Tours, has filed a 
fictitious bUSiness name statemen~ for her business name with the 
San Francisco county clerk's office. 

3. Davis and G. Davis are husband and wife. 
4. Davis and G. Davis have separate business bank accounts. 

The business address of Mini Charter is their residence~ and the 
bUSiness address of Maxi Tours is G. Davis' office. Billings for 
services a~d withholding tax statements for Mini Charter are sent 
to DaviS, and those for Maxi Tours are sen~ ~o G. Davis. 
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s. Davis bas a desk at his wife's office, answers the 
telepbODe ,there at times for Maxi Tours, solicits business for 
Maxi Tours, and delivers :brochures and cOtlDissions to agentB 
for her. Maxi Tour personnel provide an answering service for 
Mini Charter. $150 a month is dedueted for the use of the desk 
and the answering service from billings by Davis to his wife for 
purported charter service. The income from the 1:Wo bas1%lesses is 
included in the joint t.x reeurns of the husband and Wife. 

6. Maxi Tours holds itself ou~ to the public to furnish, 
advertises through brochures distributed to botels and motels, 
.nd does provide a sightseeing service originating at hotels and 
motels in San Francisco. Six separate tours are provided: San 
franciSCO, Muir Woods, combination San Franeisco and Muir 'Woods, 
San Francisco night, NBpa/SonolDl!l wine country, and M01lter~/Carmel. 

7 • Although !)avis alleges the service describe-d in Finding 6 
is provided on an hourly charter basis p the evidence clearly 
establishes that the charge for this service is on a per capita 
basis. 

8. All of the actusl transportation, including drivers, for 
the tours described in Finding 6 is furnished by Mini Charter under 
an alleged charter. C. DBvis has never requested qaot:at:1ons for 
the transporta~ion service from any other carrier of passengers. 

9.. The evidence does not support tht" contention by Davis 
that all dealings between 'Maxi 'tours and Mini 'rours .are at arm's 
length. 

'10.. '!he sightset"ing service described in Finding 6 is a 
passenger stage corporation sightseeing service for which a 
certificate of public coavenience and necessity is required. 

11. pavis and G. Davis, either individually or jOintly, do 
not hold certificated authority for the service refe~d to in 
Finding 6 and should ceaSe such ~rations until the proper certi­
ficated authority is obtained • . 
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12. It h~s not be~n established with certainty t~~t Davis 
is an ~n:it person i~sofar as ~is three applications are concerned. 
In t~is connection, he testified t~~t he ~as not aware of any 
illegality in the ~Axi !ours/¥~~i Charter met~od 0: handling t~e 

- . . i d "b d" F' d.f ' I! s.gntsee~ng se:v ce eScr~ e ~: ~~ -~g Q. 

13. Davis proposes in Applieation No. 57412 to expand his 
~resent certificated Marin Cocn:y to San Francisco sightseeing 
service to include pick~p at 22 additional named Y~rin County 
hotels ~nd Qotels ~nd to provide an additior~l tour to Muir Woods. 
He proposes in Application ~o. 57620 to condect per capita sight­
seeing ser~ice in :inibus equipment fro~ hotels and ~otels in 
S4n F=encisco. The six tours he proposes in Application ~o. 57620 
are the same 3S those described in Finding 6. 

l4. !he service ?roposed in Application No. 57620 wo~ld be 
provided i~ m1nibus equip~nt, whereas si~ilar service by Gray 
li~e is i~ tu'l-size buses. 

15. Competition bet~een DaviS and the exisei:g certificated 
?2ssenger seages operating in the aress covered by Applications 

lead to the development of the territories servee by such passenger 
stages and ~~ll promote good service ~~d hold down fares. (In -
re Mexeurs1ons, Inc., supra.)' , 

16. 
proposed. 

17 .. 

Davis is ready, ~i11ing, and 80le :0 provide the serlice 

Davis has demonstrated thac public convenienee and 
necessity require the service proposed-

/ 

18. The evicence co~s noe su??o:e ~n/ :~$tric~ion ~g~inse 
narr~~in9 :ou:s in a fo:~ign :~ngua9~ i~ ~ny acditional c~=ti:icat~d 
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19. It c~n be seen with cert~inty th~t there is no po~~ibility 
that the activity in question m~y h3ve ~ signific~nt effect on 
the environment. 

20. The motion by D3Viz that any limitations on the numbers 
of units of equipm~nt should be removed is reasonable. 

21. The motions by DAVis for a jury tri~l, to elimin~te any 
v~hiclc size restriction~, and to dismis~ Case No. 10386 are not 
~ppropriate. 

Conclucions of Law 
1. For the purposes of this proceedin9, Davi~, G. Davis, 

and the two companies in thei= respective n~mez arc considered 
to be one and the same. 

2. The two-company setup, insofar as the sightseein9 
service referred to in Finding 6 is concerned, docs not insulate 
either from the certific~te requirements for common carrier si9ht­
seeing service. 

3. Davis and C. Davis should be directed both individually 
and collectively to cease and desist from providing any per c3pita 
passenger stage corporation sightseeing service for which they do 
not hold a certificate of public convenience and necessity. 

4. Davis should be granted a certificate of public conve­
nience and necessity to oper~te the sights~eing service proposed 
in Applic~tions Nos. 57412, 57416, ~nd 57620 as provided in the 
order which follows.l/ 

II In other proceedings (A..59818 et ~1.) we rC'VieowoC our previous 
opinions that round-trip zightsceing iz p~szenger st~9c tr~ns­
portation. In this ~pplic~tion, he~rin9s h~vc been held ~nd it 
would be unfair not to issue 3 decision b~sed on the evidence 
and the issues raised by the parties. This decision, therefore, 
is written ~ssuming that our traditional ~t~nc¢ is in effect, 
as the decision in A.598l8 et al. is not effective until 30 d~ys 
from today. 
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5.. '!he moeion by Davis to 're!COve any rest:ictions i:1 
Appli~~ior~ ~. 57~12, 57416, ar~ 5762U :~Jrci~g ~~e ~~~: 0: ~~~~c!es 
oper3:ed should ~e granted .. 

6. The QOt:ions by Davis for a ju=y e=ial, to dismiss 
case ~o. 10386, ar.c remove any restrictions in Applications Nos. 
57412, 57416, a~e 57620 :eg~=cing vehicl~ size sho~le be ce~ied. 

Davis is placed on notice t~t opera~ive rights, ~s sach, 
do not constit;tc a class of property ~~ieh =ay be capitalized or 
used as an element of val~e in rate fixing for any amoc:t 0: =oney 
in excess of that originally paid to ~he State as the consideration 
for the grant of such rights. Aside froe their pcrely permissive 
aspec:, such rights exte~d to the holder a full or partial ~nopoly 
of 3 class of business. This Qonopoly feature may be ~ocified or 
canceled at a~y time by the State, which is no: in any =espec~ 
limited as ~o the number of rights which may be 6ive~. 

o R 1) E R - ... - ...... -
IT IS OlWERED tha t : 

1. Ronald R. DaviS, Going business as Mini C~=:er 
(defendant in Case No. 10386) 1 and C .... endolyn !.ouis~ Ds"ri.s, doing. 
business as ~xi Toars, s~All individually ~nc joic:ly cease and 
desis~ from offering and providing ?assenger stage co,:,?o::ation 
service over the ?~blic highwsys of the State of California, except 
pursuant to a certificate of ~ublie convenience and necessity issued 
by this Commission. 

2. Appendix A of Decision No. 87001 i~ Ap?l~eation No. 57014. 
is acended by incorporating Firs: Revised Page 2 ane.O:igir.~l ?~ges 

3, 4, 5, 6, 7, anc 8,a::achec, in c~ncell~tior. of O:igin~l ?age 2. 
3. In providing service pursuant co the au:hority granted 

by this order, applicant shall co=p:y ~ith the following service 
regolations. Failure to eo so may result in a cancellation 0: the 
authority. 
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(3) Wi~hi~ thi=~l days 3f~e= the effective eate 
of this o=eer, applicant sr~ll file a 
written ~cce?:~nce 0: the certificate grante~. 
Ao~lican~ is plaeee ~ ~o:ice ~~t if he 
accepts the certi:icate he ~ill oe =e~ui=ee, 
a:ong othe: things, to co~ly ~Nith the safety 
=ules ac~iste=ee by the California Highway 
Patrol, the r~les and other regulations of 
the Com=ission's General Order ~o. 98-Se=ies, 
and the ins~ance requi=~en~s 0: the 
Coomissionts Ge~e=al O:der ~o. lOl-Se:ies. 

(b) Within one ht:nc:cd t"'.venty eays afte: the 
effective d3te of this order, applicant sr~ll 
establish the authorized service and file 
tariffs and ti:e:ables, in triplicate, in t:e 
Commission's office. 

(c) The eari£f and tj~etable.filings shall be 
=ace effective not earlic: tr~n the effective 
eate of this order on not less than five 
days' notice to the C~ssion anc tr~ 
pu~lic, and the effective eate of the tariff 
and ti~eeable filings s~~ll be concu==ent 
with the esta~lishment of the a~:ho:ized 
se:vice. 

(d) 

(e) 

Tae tariff and ti~~able filings :ace 
pursuant to this o:de= shall co~ly ·Nith 
the regclations gove~ing the const~ction 
and filing of t~=iffs ~~d ti:e:ables set 
forth i~ the Co~ssionrs Cene~al O:ders 
Nos. 79-Series a~d 98-Series. 
Applicant shall :ai~:ain his acco~n:ing 
records on a calendar year basis in confo=~­
ance wi~h the applicable Unifor~ Sys~e= of 
Acco~~ts or Cha=~ of Acco~ts ~s prescribed 
or ado~:ec by this Co~ssion a~c shall file 
-Nith the CO~SSi~7 on or befo=e ~4rch 31 
of each year~ an annc.a.l report of his 
o~erations in such form7 content 7 and n~er 
t:. 'I.. C .• .c... .,.~ 0 ... cop:.es as t •• e o=.:.SS:'0:7 ..... 0:1 ..... ~ to 

ti:e shall prescribe. 
4. !he motion by a?plic~nt to re:ove ~ny restriction in 

A?plic~tions ~O$. Si~12, 57416, ~nd 57?20 rcg~rd~~g :h~ n~~oe: 0: 

v~hicles opera~ee is g:~n~~e. 
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~~y restrictions i~ A?plica:ions ~os. Si~12, S7~16, a~c SiG2C 

after 

'.. d ' , C ,,'. 0" 8 6 .,. ~nc ~o lS~lSS ~se ~o. ~ J are cenlec. 
The effective eat~ 0: ~his orcl~: shall be .. :.. ...... y clav<:" w ....... v .. w 

, at San ?rancizco, California. 
····~~·~'t:!~· 

;<);·i~' .~~, Cl\,!SO~ 
?:~;~~~r,.t 

r:~:-::; :.'~;~.0 D. CrtA \'ELLE 

.. 

• 1··"'·:\·~\1:'D M. CRI'I!:'C' Jt) ~, ... '\ .. '.'" it. l #. .y~ .... 

v;~ ";0;1 :M.VO 
p!;;~C!LLA c. enEV': 
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A?pe:ld:b: A 
(D.87001) 

Ror.ald H.. Davi.s 
coa 

~ 1'· i C ...... ':),.,..,,;",) .... . ~. .~-. ......... 
(PSC-' 013) 

Fi=s~ Revised Page 2 
cancels 
0 ... : • "'a' ... g ..... ,. Page 2 

SECTION!. GENERAL AU~dOR:ZA~:O~S, RES!R!C!!O~S, L!MI!A~!O~S, 
&~D SPEClFICA!IONS. 

Ronald H. Davis, coing business as Xi~i Cha=:er, by 

the certificate of public co~venience a~d necess~:y 8ra~t~d ~y the 

decision no~ed in che :a=gin, is authorized as a passenger stage 

corporation to provide sightseeing service *ov~r the most direct 

and appropriate streets and highways b~:w~~n the hotels and ~otels 

in Marin County as speci:ied below. on :he one hand, and the City 

• of San Francisco *and Muir Woods, on the other hand, *anc bet~een 
various hotels and motels in San FranCisco, on the one hand. and 

?oints of interest in San Francisco, ~uir ~oods, cocoinatio~ San 

~nd Monterey/ca~el,on the other hand, wand between the hotels and 

motels i~ Alameda COU:lty as speci:iec below, on :he one hanc; and 

points of interest in San Francisco, on the .other hane, over and 

along the ro~:es described, suojec:,nowever, :0 the authority 0: 

this Commission to change or ~odi:y ~ese routes at any ti~e ~ne 

subject :0 the following ?=ovisions: 

a. All se:vice ~utho:izecl sh~ll O~ 
li:ni:ed co the ::-ans?ortation of roune­
trip passenge:"s only. 

~ Issued by California Puolic Utilities Commission. 

WAdded by Decision 
and 57620. 

93744 . in Appli.cations 574;2,57416, 
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SECTION I. 

~o~o'd u ~nv~s O~ .. ' .. ·g· ... ·~.a'_' ?_~~~ ~ ;0,. ...... _ ••• ...... ... ... ""'o~.;J 

c.ba 
xr~I CtWt'!'ER 

(?SC-iOi3) 

GENERAL AUT?,OR!ZA!!O~S, R~sr~:cr!o~s. L!M!TA:!O~S, 
A.~D S?EC!F!CAilONS. (Co~:i~~ee) 

*~. All se~v~ce f~om San :=ancisco anc Ala:eca 
County shall be o~o'J'ided in ::lin:' b~s 
equi?ment (vans sea:i~s 14 passenge=s 
0= less). 

*c. Service shall oe o,e=a:ed on an "on-call" 
basis from Ala~eda Cou~:y. ~.e :e~~ 
"on-call" as usee =cf~rs to 
service which is au:ho=ized co be 
rende=~d ce?enden: on the cemancs 0: 
passengers. :he :a=i:fs ~nd :i:e-
~able shall show the condi:ions 
unce= which each a~:horizec on .. ca~l 
service will be =ende=ed • 

• Issued by Califo=ni~ ?ublic ~cili:ies Co==ission. 

*Added by Decision 
and 57620. 

93744 , in At>plicacions 57412. 57416, 

! 
I 
I . 
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Appenei:.t A 
(0.87001) 

SECTION !. 

Ronald B.. Da.v:'s 
C03. 

X!~l C::.A.~:::R 
(?SC-1013) 

G""T"'':) ~L A~·-·OR"'1A-"O\~S ..,"S .... ':) ·C".. .. O .. 1S ':' .. l::'~ U.~ .. ~.., • .1...",.;\ ... J. C\~ • .!. ~, , 

Or!.ginal Pa.ge 4 

~~D SPECIFICATIONS. (Con=!.~~eci) 

c. 

e. 

Appl!.canc shall no: pick ~? or eischarge 
?assenge~s excep: a: :he :o:lo~ing 
ho:els and :o:els i~ ~rin Co~~cy. 
This provision shall no: ?rev~n: s:op­
overs fo:: c'hc pl.:.::,pose 0: i'~r:nic::ing 
sightseeing passengers :0 visi: v~rio~s 
points of in::eres:: along :he route: 

San Rafa.el :nn, ~ilshire ~owers, 
Villa. Rafael, Larksp~r Ferry, 
Golden Ga.:e ~railer, ~~ciera 
Village Inn, Casa B~~na ~o:el. 
,-".;. ...., .., ~ 'J': ... \If ~, -..: .. ...: 
.I. .. OU.O •• l..ol.oge, ...... :00 •• o_e ...... owa ..... 
Johnsons. Firesiee Mo::el, Al:a Xira, 
Be~uda ?a~~s, Holiday Inn, Colonial. 
~1arin Trailer ?k.. Cor::oe ~..a.ciera :nn, 
Edgewa:er Inn. Al:o Mocel, :a:al?ais 
.f~"~~~ ~o"~-~~n ~o-~, S~'·sa.'~-o V·· .. c;..o_' ... ~.~(:I.-", ........ -.., ~"'" ..... .." 

:c:-:,y, C.lsa ~"'.aG::o~a.. 

Applicant shall ~o: ?ick ~p 0:: cischa::ge 
passengers except a: the :ollowi~g ho:els 
and ~otels ~n Al~eda Co~n:y. This 
p::ovision s~all not p:-even: sco?overs for 
:h~ purpose of ?er:itting sign::seeing 
passengers to visit variOUS points 0: 
inte:-es: along the ro~te: 

Issued by California Public Utilities Co~~ission. 

Decision 93744 ,Appl;'ca:ioos 57412, 57416, and 57620. 
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Appendix A 
(0.8700l) 

Ronald H. ~a.vi.s 
dba 

:-tnn CEAR'::::R 
(PSC-1013) 

Ot'iginal Page 5 

SEC!!mt 1. GENERA!.. AUTHOR!.ZA'l'!ONS, RES!R!CTrONS. r..!M!'l'A!rONS, 
A.~D SPECrF!CA!!O~S. (Con:in~ed) 

Edgewa.:e:- :iya:: 
Hilton :~n 
Edgt!wa:er ";es': 
Royal Inn 
F.oliday !nn 
Motel 6 
Coliseu.-: :1o:el 
Loncon Locge 
Thuncerbi=d Leg 
Boa.:el 
Jack Loncon :nn 
~:,keley Ro~se 
Go lden Sea:-

~o'.(dav ~~ ... ..... ., ......... 

Oakland 
Oai(lar:.c 
Oak~a.nc 
Oaklar:.d 
Oal-dand 
Oakland 
~ , .... ~ 

va~_anc 

Oa~la.nc 
Oai<la:'lc 
Oakland 
Oakland 
Be:-keley 
3erkelev 
Be:-keley 

Issued by ca:ifornia Public Ucili:ies Co~mission. 

Decision 93744 . Applications 574.12. 57416. anc 57620. 



T/ROC/:S/~PSC/~c 

• 
Appendix A 
(D.S7001) 

Ronald H. Davis 
cba . 

O:'iginal ?.a.ge 6 

:1::-:: C¥..A...~TBR 
(PSC- i 013) 

SECTIO~ II. TOUR DESCR!P~!ONS - FROM S&~ PR&~C!SCO. 

• 

Tour 1 - San Francisco 

Commenci~g :rom c~e ?assenge=s' ho:~l or 
motel in the Ci:v 0: Sa~ Francisco, chen 
over the =ost scenic and convenient streets 
ane highways to the various points 0: 
interesc, and return. 

Tour 2 • Xuir ~oods 

Coomenci~g from c~e ~assengers' ~otel or 
motel in the City 0: San Francisco, then 
over the most scenic and convenient streets 
to Highway 101 across the Golden Gate Bridge 
to Sausalito, Muir ~oods,and Muir Beach, and 
return. 

Tour 3 - Combination San Francisco soc ~ui:, Woods 

~he route shall be a combination 0: those 
descrioec in Routes 1 and 2. 

!O~= 4 - Night Tour o! San Francisco 

The route shal~ be the same as Route 1. 

Tour 5 - wine Country . 
Commencing at the passengers' hotel or 
motel in the City 0: San Francisco, then 
over the Golden Ca:e Bridge via Highway 101 
to Highway 121 ~ then to High~ay 29 ane visi: 
the va~io~s wi~eries eonti&~o~sly locatee, 
then co the Geysers and ?etri:iee Fo=es:. 
a.nd cetu:,:'l.. 

4Itrssued by California Public Utilities Com~issio:. 
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X!~! Cr:.A..~'!ER 
(PSC-10i3) 

SECTION .... ~ lOUR DESCR!?!rONS - FROM SA.~ FRA~CISCO. (Con~in~ec) 

To~~ 6 - Xon:e~ev/Ca~el 

Commencing from :he ?asse~gers' ho:el 
or motel in the City of San =~ancisco 
over :he most scenic and convenient 
s:ree:s to south on Highways 101, 2~0, 
and 17~ then south on Highway j :0 
~onterey. 17 :il~ c=ive, ca~el, a~d 
:-eturn • 

• Issuec by California Public Utilities Com~ission. 
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SECT!ON !.! I.. 1'OOR DESCR! ?!IO~S - :~O:-l Al.A."iEDA. COU~,!,!O' 

Tour 1 - San Francisco 

Comoencing from e~e passengers' hotel or 
~o:el in Ala:':leda County, chen over c=-.e ::os: 
scenic and convenient s:re~ts ane highways 
to the various points 0: int~rest, and 
return. 

~ou-.. 2 - ~~.'g~~ 70"-.. o·_~ Sa~ --anc~sco .. -, _ ... - .. ... ... :.. . -
The route shall be the S~e as Route i . 

(E~D OF AP?~~D!X A) 
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