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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE
THE GRAY LINE, INC.,
Complainant,
vSs.

RONALD H. DAVIS, dba MAXI
TOURS, dba MINI CEAKTER,

Defendant.

. Case No. 10386
(Filed August 2, 1977) -

L/VVVVVVVVVV

In the Matter of the Application of
RONALD H. DAVIS and JAMES C. FULION,
doing business as MINI CHARTER, for
certificate of public comvenience
and necesgsity to operate as a
passenger stage corporation for
sightseeing service in San Francisco
and Marin County from the following
cities in Marin Couaty: San Rafael
(Texra Linda), Greenbrae, Larkspur,
Corte Madera, Mill Valley, Tiburom
and Sausalito.

Application No. 57412
(Filed Jue 30, 1977)
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-

In the Matter of the Application of
RONALD H. DAVIS and JAMES C. FULION,
doing business as MINI CHARTER, for
certificate of public convenience
and necessity to operate as a
passenger stage corporation for
sightseeing service in San Francisco)
from the following cities in Alameda)
County: Oakland, Emeryville and
Berkeley.

Application No. 57416
“(Filed June 30, I977) _
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In the Matter of the Application of
Ronald H. Davis, doing business as
MINI CHARTER, for Certificate of
Public Convenience and Necessity
to operate as a passenger stage
corporation for sightseeing service
in San Francisco County.

Application No. 57620
(Filed October 12, 1977)
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Dennis Natali Attormey at Law, for Ronald

is, applicant in A.57412, A.57416, and
A.57620 and defendant in C.10386.

Richard M. Hannon, Attorney at Law, for The
Gray Line, Inc., protestant in A.57416 and
A.57620 and complainant in C.10386.

Ruth Margolies for CI&E Travel Corp.,
protestant in A.57416, and Silver, Rosen,
Fischer & Greene, by John Paul Fischer,
Attorney at Law, for A. C. Cal Spanish Tours,
protestant in A 57412, A.57416, and A.57620.

Eldon M. Johnson, Attorney at Law, for Golden
Cate Sightseeing Tours, Inc., and Sequoia
Stages, and James S. Ciapp, Attorney at Law,
for 0'Conmnor Limousine Service, Inc., interested
parties in A.57620.

R. 0. Collins, for the Commission staff.

OPINION

By the above three applications, Ronald H. Davis (Davis),
doing business as Mini Charter, seeks authority to provide various
passenger stage corporation sightseeing services. James C. Fultom,
the co-applicant in Applications Nos. 57412 and 57416, advised
the Commission by letter dated August 24, 1977 that he was no
longer associated with Davis or interested in the two applications.

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

Davis holds & permit to operate as a charter-party
carrier of passengers (ICP 730-P). By Decision No. 87001 dated
February 23, 1977 in Application No. 57014 he was granted a certificate
of public convenience and necessity to transport passengers in
sightseeing service between the Holiday Inn in San Rafael, the
Edgewater Inn in Corte Madera, the Tiburon Lodge in Tiburon, and the
Howard Johmson's Motor Lodge ian Marin City, on the one hand, and, on the
other hand, points of interest in San Francisco, such as the
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Palace of Fine Arts, Fisherman's 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 motels and to include an
additional Muir Woods Tour. Service is to be provided in
15-passenger minibuses, including driver.

By Application No. 57416, Davis seeks authority to
provide passenger bus sightseeing tours between 15 hotels and
motels in the Oakland, Emeryville, and Berkeley area and points
of interest in San Francisco, including crossing the Golden Gate
Bridge. Equipment to be used is 15-passenger minibuses.

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

1. San Francisco, including the headlands across
the Golden Gate Bridge.

Muir Woods.

Wine Country.

Monterey-Carmel area.

Combination San Francisco=Muir Woods tour.
6. San Francisco night tour.

Service would be on-call in radio dispatched l5-passenger mini-
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 service within San Francisco as well as to various points

of interest outside of San Francisco. Complainant alleges as follows:

3=
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Defendant's sole commeon carrier passenger
stage authoricy is that guthorizing signc-
seeing service to San Franmcisco from Mari
nhotels and motels set forth in Decision
No. 8&7001.

Defendant is offering, advertising, soliciting,
and providing sightseeing serxvice in San
Francisco on an individrval fare basis bhetween
fixed termini without the required certificate
in violation of Section 1021 of the Public
Utilicies Code (Code).

Irreparable harm will result to the complainant
and the public if defendant is permitied fo
continue this unauthorized service. Members

£ the public may be diverted azway from
complainant's lawful service resulting in
financial damage to Lt., The public is damaged
because defendant'’'s fares are higher than
complainant's.,

Cemplainant requests that defemdant, or anyome acting im concert
with defendant, be ordered to cease and desist from offering,
advertising, or performing the described wnauthorized sight-
seeing service and for such further relief as may be necessary.

In his answer to the complaint f£iled October 7, 1977,
defendant denied all allegations therein regarding nim and
requested that the sought relief be deniled.

The four matters were heard on 3 consolidated record
before Administrative Law Judge Arthur Mooney Iin San Francisco
between May and September 1978. The proceeding was submitted
upon the £iling of briefs on Januwary 23, 1979.

A Petition to Set Aside Submission and Reopen Proceeding
for Taking Additional Evidence, or in Alternative Petition Co
Accept lLate-filed Dvnibit 35 was f£iled oy Gray Line on Februazy 14, 1579. /
The request referred to a letter and printed statement by an
{ndividual who had been penalized for illegal sightseeing bus

wlpom
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operations. The letter and scatement st2ted cthat illegal operators
rarely Sulfill their responsibility to customers, are a hazard
to the public, do not f£ile insurance with the Commission, and
encourage disrespect of the Commission. We have reviewed the
documents and they are a part of the formal £ile in this proceeding.
There is no purpose in reopening the proceeding or vTeceiving the
documents it evidence. The petition is denied.

Prior to the taking of evidence, the following four
notions were miade by the attormey for Davis:

1. Amend Application No. 57620 (tours originating
in San Francisco) fo remove the minibus restriction
to allow largzer eguipment. This was denied because
no notice of this was provided to large bus
operators wno mizht have protested without the
equipment size lizmitation.

Anmend all applications to remove any restrictions

regarding the number of units of equipment (mini-
bus) that coulc be used in providing the sexrvice
if authorized. This motion was granted. There
were no seriocus objections Tto it.

Recuest for jury ctrial because the Code provides for
possible monetary penalties and/or jail (Secs. 2112,’/,,,
ete.) i€ nis client iz found guilty in complaint '
matzer. This was denfed on basis of well-established
rule that administrative proceedings are nol

¢riminal in nature and that although penalties may

be imvolved, the denial of a jury trial does znot
violate any constitutional or other legal rights

a party aight have., In any event, we will consider
only the cease and desist request in the complaint
and not whether monetary penalties or a jail sentence
should be imposed on defendant.

Dismiss the complaint for Zailure To state 3 cause
of action or any other legitimate reason. In
accordance with Commission procedure, the Acdminis-
trative Law Judge ook the motion under subaission
and stated that he would recommend to the Commission
that {t be denied. We agree with nim. The complaint

does state a cause of action, and the motion to dismiss
is denied.

-5~
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While much of the evidence does apply to all Sour matters,
it was generally agreed by all parties at the outset of the hearing
that evidence primazily concerned with the complaint would be taken
f£irst followed by evidence priz :ily‘conccrned with the three
applications. This Is the procedure that was followed. However,
as- stated, there is some degree of crossover in the evidence presented
in all of these differenmz matters., For example, the issue of f£itness .
raised in the complaint obviously is one of the issues considered in
an application for a sightseeinz passenger stage certificate.

We will, therefore, first summarize the evidence relating
primarily to the cemplaint, and then that relating primarily o
the three applications. This will be Zollowed by a discussiom,
findings, conclusion, and order relating to all mazsters.

Complaint

Gray Line presented only two witnesses in the complaint
ohase of the proceeding. Both were employees of the Pirnkerton
Detective Agency hired dy Gray Line To take a Maxi Tours sighte
seeing trip and prepare a report of their observations on their
individual trips. Ome purpose of this was to show that
Maxi Tours, which cdoes not hold any operating authority from the
Commission, is selling and providing common carrier sightseeing
tours to individuals on 2 per capita fare basis in viclation of the
applicable code provisions. A second puTpose wis to show That
Mini Charter is the same or a closely related company that is
providing the actual service with minibus cquipment under Davis'
charter permit and that, in effect, he is the real party providing
the service without the requisite common carrier authority.

Follewing is a summary of the evidence presented by the
first witness:




. C.10386 et al. ALJ/4n

He called the Ramada Inn, Fisherman's Wharf,

San Francisco the evening before the Muir Woods
tour he took and was told to contact the gift
shop which he did. He was given a brochure for
Maxi Tours (Exhibit 2) which listed the following
tours and prices:

a. San Francisco #1 (includin% the Colden Gate
Bridge) at $9, $7 (umdexr 12).

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

Super Maxi #3, a combination of F1 and #2
at $16.50 and $12.50 (children under 12).

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

Wine Cmmf:ry #5 (Sonoma or Napa Valley) at
$25. 00. i

Monterey/Carmel #6 (including 17-mile Drive)
at $30.00.

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

He returned to the gift shop the next morning and
informed another person arowmd 8:00 a.m. that he

was interested in Tour #1 or #2. 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 top showed
the name Maxi Tour, a telephone number, and that it was a
Charter Reservation Coupon. It had blanks for the
tour identification, number 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-motel.

He 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 model van
that already had several passengers aboard. The van
immediately developed engine trouble and there was a
half hour wait for another late model van replacement
which they boarded around 2:30 p.m.

-7-
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The van Zirst proceeded to the offlice or heal-
quarters of Maxi Tours on Chestnut Street Iin

San Francisco. The company's name was'on one

of the windows. There were nine people, exciuding
the dyriver, in the van. A woman came out of che
office, read the nazmes of the passengers, and
collected 2 copy of the coupon and 2. fare for each
person. Where a man and 2 weman were together,

the fare for hoth was collected from the man.

He paid the $9.50 amoumz shown in brochure.

No receipts were given. No one told him that the
fare for this tour could be different or thar it
was a group price.

The tour finally started around 3:00 p.m. and
proceeded across the Golden Gate Zridge cto Stinson
Beach, Muir Woods, and Sausalite, where a half

hour stop was made. Om the retuwrn to San Francisco,
a stop was made at an observation point near the
bridze. He Jisembarked at the Ramada Inn a2t the
Whars around 6:40 p.zm. This was the end of the tour.

The new replacement van did not have windows cut in
the sides at the back seat. The operator of th
vehicle was a driver rather than a sizhiseeing
irector. In thiswitness' written zreport (Exhibit 2),
the only two negatives he menticmed were the delay
in departure time and 2 poor public address systexm.
He thought the tour itself was good once it zot started.
There was some letfering on »oth the initial and
veplacement vehicles. He was not sure if it was Mini
Charzer, but he's certain it was not Maxi Tours. He
was not told by anyone, however, that Maxi Tours did
not operate the vans.

The second Pinkerten witness for Gray Line presented
subszantially the same evidence as the regarding the Super
Maxi #3 tour (combination of San Francisco and Muir Woods) she had
booked. She explained that she made her reservation with the bell
captain at the Holiday Inn at Tisherman's Wnarf ia San Francisco.

She testified that except Zor being taken to Maxi Tour's office to pay

at the end of the tour and the tour being longer, 8:50 a.xm. to 2:10 p.m.,
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it was conducted in 2 si{milar manner to the one the other witness had
taken. She stated that there were 13 customers on this tour, and

that she paid $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 know 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 distinct compan
owned by his wife, Gwendolyn Davis (G. Davis),
in which he has absolutely no ownership, management,
control, or other interest.

2. All transactions between his wife’s business and
himself are at arm's length, and there i{s no alter
ego relationghip between the two.

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 separate fil;ngs by Davis and by his wife for
the individual fictitious 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, TCP 730-P, for transportation in
vehicles with a l4é~-passenger capacity which is in his
naxe only.
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Invoices Zor sexvices by Davis to parxties other

than Maxi Tours, and stubs of checks sent Lo ais
company in payment for some of these services.

Invoices to Davis' company for services provided
for him. '

The signature card Zor Maxi Tours' 2usiness bank
account which shows only G. Davis' signature as
authorized. :

Telephione and other bills, checkingz account
statement, and application £for membership in the
San Francisco Convention and Visitors Bureau for
Maxi Teours, which show G. Davis' naze only.

Davis pointed out that on the dback of Maxi Tours'
brocnure (Exhibit 2) is a statement that Maxi Tours acts as a
broker/organizer Zor these tours, has access to Public Uzilities
Commission (PUC) permits and as such conducts operations with
fully insured vehicles that meet PUC specifications, and all prices
are based on time and mileagze factors and not a per person
charge. In this comnection, he testified that Maxi Tours' rate
sheet nsames houxly rates waich vary only with gzoup size (Exnibit
22). Davis pointed out that hourly rates are shewn Zor 14-
passenger minibuses and also for 45-passenger bus aad limousine
service for waich Maxi Tours uses other companies.
Tae following alleged charter charges are shown on the sheet for
l4-passenger mini buses:
"Croup Size Hourlv Rate 3-tHour Miaim=n
1 $ 3.00 "
thru 2 6.00
thru 6 11.75
thru 9 20.35
10 thru 14 29.00
Tor exclusive use 0f bus: Minimum 10 passengews."
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The witness explained that in his opinion the prices shown on the -
Maxi Tours' brochure are the hourly chsrges a:a:ed in che Tate

sheet for one pexrson; for _€xample, the $9_fare 'shown for the tbree— )
bour Tour #1 (San’ Francisco) is the charge for three ee hours at the ;,,
$3 per hour rate for a group size of 1 on_gysn;nte sheet. _Based om
. this explanation, he further asserted that in bis opinion thc chazges
that were being assessed for the™ service in issue, 1nc1uding ‘the )
charge paid by Gray Line's two Pinkerton witpesses, ‘were Dot per .
capita, charges - but were hourly charter” service chargesl f“i"”“' f o

Davis testified that a dispatch sheet is prepared for

every 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 besides
Maxi Tours. He stated that the charge for the service is shown

on the dispatch sheet, and this 1s 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 Tours, which varies from weekly

to monthly, 1s on a plain sheet of paper which shows the bours of
service, the hourly rate, and the total charge, and that Maxi

Tours then pays Mini Charter by check. He stated that Mini Charter
does not keep many records snd 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 in

1977 duxring the lengthy Gray Line strike. HNe ssserted that bis only
contact with Maxi Tours is to provide charter service for it.

He explained that although he did give some assistance to his wife

in designing the original brochure for her business, he has had
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nothing to do with any subsequent Maxi Tours' brochures, including
the latest ome in Exhibit 2. The witness testified that nis business
records have always been kept at his home and not at his wife's
office and that the two companies do' not share any common employees.
He stated that his name alone appears on the signature card for
the bank account for his business.
Davis testified that he had prior experience in the tourist

{ndustry with Gray Line and that he has operated Mini Charter

for two years. He stated that the gross revenve for his bdusiness

Sor 1977 would be about $170,000 and that of this amouwnt approximately
$15,000 was from his Marin County certificated operations and about
$140,000 from charter services for Maxi Tours. EHe asserted that
about 95 percent of the income from Maxi Tours is derived from
Tours #1 (San Francisco), #2 (Muir Woods), and #3 (combination
of #1 and #2) and that he has several new vans in addition to those

isted on his permit. Davis explained that he employs 20 to 22,
@ostly parccime, drivers, andé That most are college graduactes and ,/’/
speak one or more foreizn languages. He stated that he has 2
thorough training program and lidbrary to familiarize all of the
drivers with points of interest in the areas in which they operate.

In answer to a number of questions by Gray Line and the

staff regarding the two companies, Davis stated as follows:

1. His wife's company provides .a telephone
answering service £or him at her office and
he has a cesk there. He pays $150 2 =month
for this, and the charge is deducted frem
noney owed to his company.

He has called on accowmmts_for his wife and has
delivered brochures and also comm ss~ons o

people who have sold Maxi Tours' services for
her.

Although ne does not &now the gross revenue for
Maxi Tours, earnings of the company are included
in the Jozﬁt income tax return £iled and signed
by his wife and himself.

~12-
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4. His curreant business address is the Lombard .
Street, San Francisco residemce of his wife and
himself, and prior thereto, it was their former .
Corte Madera residence. ' T

He does not have a secretary. He does at times
have an employee of Maxi Tours do something
for him. He pays no cash for this service.

When he is at his wife's office, he does at
times answer Maxi Tours' telephone, and if a
person requests the fare for the City Tour,

he will inform him that it is $9. He does not
know 1£f this is an individual fare. If the
fare request 1s for more than one, he refers
the call to Maxi Tours' personnel because it
could be different. '

Sometimes profits of his business could end up in
his wife's separate account and vice versa.

He did receive a letter dated July 27, 1977 from
the Exccutive Director directing him €0 cease and
desist operating as a passenger stage carrier

in providing per capita sightseeing sexvice
originating from points in San Francisco to
points in the Bay Area. The letter stated that
he was 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 a charter-party carrier of passengers to
directly or indirectly or through its agent,

a broker, or otherwise to charxge fares on an
individual fare basis. The witness asserted that
he immediately contacted a staff member regarding
this but that in his own mind, he considered his
. operations legal and continued without change.

He was not aware a letter dated November 17, 1977 ///
"from the Executive Director was sent £o Max: Tours &
advising the company to cease and desist from
participating in passenger stage corporation sight-
sceing operations from points in San Francisco to

‘Bay Area points without the required certificated
acthority.
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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 explanationm,
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 Maxi Tours and that because of this, the driver of
the bus suSpected ke was a Commission investigator and so informed
Davis who was ‘'waiting for him"at the end of the trip. The witness
testified that Davis informed him that Davis thought his operations
were illegitimate, that Maxi Tours was a paper company of his wife -
‘or veil ‘to get around the law, and that there are many other similar
‘types of operations going on. , -
Davis resumed the witness stand and denied makxwg 4/”,
any statements to the staff investigator or anyone else e
that Maxi Tours was a veil or sham to avoid the restriction
regaiding the collection 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 Francisco. He pointed out that there
were over three million convention and other visitors at San Francisco
hotels and motels in 1977 and that this number is increasing 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 foreizn
countries and do not speak English. He asserted that there is 2
definite need for sightseeing service in San Francisco, including
such sexrvice for foreign-speaking visitors.
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Applications .
Davis testified as follows xregarding the certificated

winibus $ightse¢ing authority he is seeking in-his three
applications:

1. Application No. 57412 requests additiomal S
pickup points for his Marin County certificated ..
minibus sightseeing service, and the addition
of a Muir Woods tour to the San Francisco tour
he 13 now authorized to provide from Marin
County. -

2. Application No. 57416 requests authority to
operate a day and night 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 {s now purportedly furnishing vans.

Davis' attornmey 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 30 ‘considered.

According to a financial statement in Exhibit 30
presented by Davis, his company has assets of $264,669, 1iabilities
of $66,535, and & net worth of $198,134. His Application No. 57620
shows net assets of $53,000. Ee explained that the Exhibit 30
statement includes commmity property of his wife and himself.

The witness tegtified that he had shown the statement to his tax
congsultant, and the consultant made no comments about it.

Exhibit 31 shows that Mini Charter now has eight
1a-passenger vans, 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 1is now 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 no additional charge would be made
for this service.

Davis testified that he has been serving at least 98
hotels and motels in San Francisco umnder his charter permit and
has had no service complaints from any of them. He pointed out
that there are approximately 140 hotels and motels in San Francisco
and that 1f his Application No. 57620 is granted, he will provide
pickup service for all of them. He asserted that to his knowledge,
Gray Line has no direct or shuttle pickup service for at least
65 of these locations. In this connection, he stated that many
foreign visitors to San Francisco stay at the less expensive
hotels not in the downtown area. He explained that Gray Line uses
large bus equipment for its sightseeing service, whereas he would
use smaller minibuses. The witness asserted that minibuses have a
‘number of advantages over larger equipment, Iincluding the ability to
accommodate gTOups, wbich are more informel“and can converse with the
‘drivex ahd among thémselves, the ability o make Btops at thq;gpints
of interest the passengers want to see, better visibility, -and the ,fﬂﬁ""
ability to visit many azxeas & full-size bus camot visit. BHe also _ .
asserted that his tours would be from the last passenger pickup with
return to that same point, and that this would eliminate the neces-
sity of shuttle sexvices and conserve energy. =

The witness asserted that his f£inancial condition is
good and that he can obtain credit, if necessary, to acquire any
additional equipment, office space, or persomunel that may be
required 1{f the applications are granted. He stated that

-l6-
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the projected yearly incowme 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 50 percent from Tour #1 (San Francisco), 10 percent from
Tour #2 (Muir Woods), 24 percent from Tour #3 (combination

San Francisco and Muir Woods), 1l percent from Tour #4 (night
San Francisco), 2 percent from Tour #5 (Wime Country), and

3 percent from Tour #6 (Monterey/Carmel). He stated that he
based 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 approximately 21,030 passengers per year,
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
vho do not have operating authority from the Commission but 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. His attorney alleged
that the Commission {s singling out his client and not concermed
with whether other operators in the area may be providing sightseeing
sexvice without Commission authority. He referred to this &s
selective enforcement. The attormey asserted, however, that it has
not been established that any of his client's operations are
in fact {llegal.

Davis testified that 1f the applications are granted,
the revenue from his charter operations may drop but his overall
revenue will 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 English,
and he will on & continual basis operate Tours #5 (Wine Country)
and #6 (Monterey/Carmel) even though the revenue from them will
be relatively insignificant.

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

in support of the three applications. Followiag is a summary of
their testimony: ‘

1. Each handles tour arrangements for the motel

and 1s familiar with Mini Charter through
Maxi Tours.

A substantial number of guests at each’ establish-
‘ment, including those frow foreign countries,
_have used this service and are pleased with it.’

There 1s a need for Davis' proposed pickup
sightseeing service.

They receive a commiszsion for clients referred
to Maxi Tours. It 4{s around 15 percent and
equals $2 for the $9 San Francisco sightseeing
tour. Gray Line's price for this tour is $6.30,
and 1ts commission for this tour 1s 75 cents.
However, they would not recommend a tour they
did not feel was good.

One stated that he was informed by Davis that
& certain price is printed on the Maxi Tours
brochure but that 1t could be less depending on
the number of people on the bus.

Davis 1s concerned with the quality of the tours
he 1is now providing equipwent for and checks with
these witnesses regularly to see if the tours meet
his standards.

There are regularly a4 number of foreign guests
at all of the establishwents, and there is a real
need for the foreign language service Davis
proposes. :

Several bave taken a Maxi Tours' trip and were
impressed by the way Mini Charter comducted them.

~18-
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9. Two stated they had received some complaints
from guests regarding Gray Line's service.

In essence, Davis asserted that public comvenience 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 enviromment and will result in energy comservationm.

Evidence or statements in opposition to one or more’
of the applications were presented by five carriers. The attorney
for A. C. Cal Spanish Tours pointed out that his client provides
foreign language sightseeing service in San Francisco and other
Bay Area counties 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,
Inec., stated that his client has requested authority similar to
that sought by Davis in Applicatiom No. 57620 (service originating
in San Francisco) and that his client's application has been
subnitted on briefs for a long period of time without a decision.
He requested that this matter be denied in its entirety. The
attorney for O'Connor Limousine Service, Inc. also pointed out that
bis client 18 seeking authority similaxr to that set out in Application
No. 57620 and that its application has been submitted om briefs for
a2 considerable period of time without a decision. EHe opposes any
sought sightseeing service originating in San Francisco.

Following 18 & sumary 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 (sexrvice
originating in San Francisco). It has authority
to provide service similar to that described in
Application No. 57416 (East Bay to San Francisco).

-19-
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It has 45 buges in its fleet. They range in

size from 45 to 53 passengers,and most are

53 passengers. All are designed for sightseeing.
It can obtain additiomal equipment on short notice
1f needed, It distributes its brochures primarily
throughout the country and some overseas. It has
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 avera%e
of 38 to 53 passengers om each bus., 130 to 14
drivers are employed in the summer.

It provides regular route or om=-call plckup
services at 96 of the approximately 150 hotels and
motels in San Francisco. Foreign langusge inter-
preters will be provided for groups of 15 to 20

or more at an edditional charge. Service is also
provided for the handicapped.

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,

Gray Line grossed approximately $4,500,000 last year
but lost momey because of increased costs and failure
to obtain a rate increase coumensurate 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 so mini-van

erators that sprang up during the lengthy strike
which commenced in 1%76.

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. Ususlly a pick-

up point will not be more than three blocks from where
the customer 18 staying.

7. Gray Line is ready, willing, and able to meet any
additionsl need for sightseeing service that may arise.
“The president of CI&E Travel Corp. (CT&E), doing business
as California Tour and Expedition Company, presented the following

evidence in opposition to Application No. 57416 (East Bay to
San Francisco): .

®
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With respect to the type of sightseeing transporzation
that is being offered, it is reasonsble to conclude that it is
between f£ixed termini and over a regular route. (See Lavelle v
Pacifico, Decision No. 92455 dated December 2, 1980, in Case
No. 10732, et al., mimeograph copy.) The points of interest on
the various tours are, based on a realistic Interpretation, fixed.
We xecognize, as testified to by Devis, that there could be some
slight variations in the points visited on various trips of a
particular tour to accommodate a passenger request to see a place
in which he has a particular Iinterest. Such a request could cause
some minor varistion in the actual route traveled. Such variatiom
could also occur for other reasons related to the flexibility of this
type of service. However, variations of this sort axe de minimis.
Each tour is designed to cover a certsin area, traverse certain routes,

. and visit specified points and ig so sold. Furthermore, as stated
in Section 1035 of the Code, whether or not & stage, auto stage,
or other motor vehicle is being operated between £ixed termini or
over a regular route is & question of fact, and the finding of the
Commission thereon is final and not subject to review.
It should be noted that the Tour #1 (San Francisco) does
not come within the exception Iin Section 226 for operations
98 percent or more within the limits of a single city or city and
county. Although the tour is designed primarily for visiting points
of interest within San Francisco, it also crosses the Golden Gate
Bridge to an observation point om the north side of it in Marin
County, and this accounts for more than two percent of the operation.
The operation is for compensation. Sectlon 226 does not

state any basis for the compensation. However, it is generally
understood that this refers to charges collected on an Individual

fare basis. In this conpection, Section 1035 provides in part thac
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where the' fare is computed, collected, or demanded on an ind{vidual
fare basis, the transportation is presumed to be that of a
passenger stage corporation. Here, the fares shown in Maxi Tours'
brochure in Exhibit 2 are on an individual fare basis.

We are mindful that Davis has pointed out that there
is a statement on the back of the Exhibit 2 brochure that
Maxi Tours acts as a broker/organizer for the tours and has access
to PUC permits,and that Max{ Tours has a rate sheet (Exhibit 22)
which provides hourly rates that vary with the size of the
group. Such a statement on a brochure describing sightseeing
services does not excuse a company from the requirement in Section
1031 of the Code that it obtain & passenger stage certificate if
it 18 in fact conducting such operations. Here, the operations are
those of a passenger stage corporation, and the disclsimer stateoment
i3 in no way an insulation from the Section 1031 requirement.
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We heve carefully reviewed the Maxi Tours' sheet in
Exhibit 22, the brochure in Exhibit 2, and the evidence regarding
the basis on which fares were assessed for the sightseeing tours.
The inference attempted to be created by Davis by the introduction
of the rate sheet as an exhibit is that the dollar amount shown for
each tour on the brochuxe is the group hourly charge based on the
per hour rate for a group of one stated in the rate sheet for the
length of time the tour is to take and that the dollar amount,
therefore, is not an individual fare.

This is a novel approach, but is nol supported by the
weight of the evidence. The business is not operated on the basis
of the rate sheet. It Is operated on the basis of the brochure.
There i8 absolutely no evidence that the rate sheet was ever distri-
buted teo botel and motel persomnel who,as agents for Maxi Tours, were
its contacts with the public and made the actual reservations.
These agents gave the brochure to interested guests, and the only
information the guests had regarding fares was that printed on the
brochure. One of the hotel persomnel witnesses cazlled by Davis
did state that he had been informed by Devis that depending on the
number of people on a bus, the sctual price could be less than that
shown in the brochure, Bowever, there {8 no evidence that charges
were assessed on & basis other than the fares shown in the brochure.
The two Pinkerton and the steff witnesses, each of whom had taken s
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 pald on the basis of the brochure.

We note that no explanation was offered at the hearing as
to what a group is - whether it i{s the total number of people on
the bus or’a pumber of Iindividuals who are together and jointly
take a tour. Davis' position that the fares for the tours are not
collected on an individual fare basis 4s not persuasive.
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A substantial amount of evidence was presented by Davis
in an attempt to establish that Maxi Tours and Mini Charter were
separate and distinct. It 48 his contention that Maxi Tours is
solely owned and operated by his wife. Mini Charter is solely
owned and operated by bim, and neither has any interest or comtrol
in the cowpany of the other. He presented numercus exhibits showing
separate bank accounts with a single auvthorized signature for the
individual accounts, billings for services and tax accounts which
bad been sent to his wife for Mexi Tours and to him for Mini Charter,
the different business addresses of each, and the like.

However, by the same token, Davis testified that he
assisted his wife in preparing the initial brochure for Maxi Tours,
bhas a desk and answering service at her office, solicits and
delivers commissions for the tours, does at times answexr telephone
calls for Maxi 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 1s to be noted, however,
that & joint tax return with the income derived £rom each company
18 signed and £iled by both. It would be unrealistic to presume
that neither the husband nor wife was concerned with the busimess
of the other or doing everything possible to see that the overall
operation was realizing the maximum possible income.

The dealings between Maxi Tours and Mini Charter do not
bave the appearance of arm's length transactions. The husbend is
involved in promoting the sale of the tours. The wife is not going
to other charter parties to obtainm quotes for the tramsportationm.
The actual service has always been provided under the charter permit
issued in the husband's name. There is certainly an inseparable com-
munity of interest by both husband and wife in the two companies.

For this reason, we are of the opinion, for the purposes of this
" proceeding, that they are ome and the same. Having so determined,

-
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we will direct both Davis and G. Davis to cease and desist from

individually or jointly offering, advertising, or performing any
service as & passenger stage corporation for which the required

operating authority has not been obtained.

One of the standards an epplicant for a passenger stage
certificate must satisfy is fitrness. This is a subjective consi-
deration. Generally, it is based on the past record of the
applicant. If he has been engaged in {llegal operations and it
appears he i3 requesting suthority to legitiwmize such operatioms,
this will weigh heavily on & determination of fitness. Here,.4it
appears that the two-company setup was an atteupted shield to
cooceal an operation that was at the very least suspect or should
have been to Davis.

Howevex, it is noted that the operation was commenced
during a period of tiwme when the major bus sightseeing coumpany
in the Bay Area, Gray Line, was involved Iin a lengthy stxrike.

There was & substantial need for sightseeing service in the area

at that time. A number of winibus operators and others cawme into
existence to provide what service they could. Sowe did not initially
bave the proper operating authority, and under the liberalized
policy adopted by the Commission regarding entry in the sightseeing
f£ield, several of those were subsequently granted certificated
operating authority. We will give Davis the benefit of the doubt

and accept hiz explanation that it was his honest opinion that there
was no illegality with the Max{ Tours/Mini Charter sightseeing
operation.

We will, therefore, based on this interpretation of his
intent, conclude that there is sufficient mitigation regarding his
past actions and that they do not in and of themselves mean he
1s an unfit person insofar as his applications are concerned. 1In
arriving at this determination, we bave taken into account that
Davis does hold operating authority, though the wrong type, and he
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was subject to the insurance requirements and Califormia Highway
Patrol safety standards as specified in his permit.

Certain of the issues to be considered in applications
for sightseeing authority are discussed at pages 18 and 19 of the
mimeograph copy of our decision in In re Mexcursioms, Inc. (Decision

No. 90155 dated April 10, 1979 in Application No. 57763) wherein we
stated &s follows:

"The threshold issue in any sightseeing bus
application is always whetber or nmot public
convenience and necessity require the

rticular service sought to be authorized

y that application (See Public Utilities
Code Section 1031). If it can be demon-
strated that public convenience and necessity
require it, a certificate may be issued,
provided that, in those instances where a
certificate holder or holders are already
sexrving the territory, holder or holders
will not provide service to the satisfaction
of the Commission (See Public Utilities Code
Section 1032). Traditionally, the satis-
factory sexrvice test of existing carriers bhas
been based on the relatively narrow analysis
of factors such as route patterns, service
frequency, adequacy of equipment, and the
fitness of the applicant. There are, however,
other significant underlying factors which
in our opinion, have not recelived enough
attention. TFor example, is monopoly service
of itself unsatisfactory service to the public?

"This nation's. antitrust ‘laws and policies'are
premised on the understanding that competitive
service generally results in a superior overall
level of gervice to the public. 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 operatioms, com?etition will bave a
direct bearing on the quality of overall '
treatment afforded passengers, rates, scheduling,
equipment condition, and operational immovation
generally. California needs an influx of
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vigorous, Iimnovative thinking and applicatien
1f publicly acceptable alternatives to private
auto-use are to fully develop. We state now
that competition in the area of sightseeing
bus operations 18 a most desirsble goal.

PWe are dealing here with sightseeing service.
This class of service, unlike the traditiomsal
common carrier passenger stage operation is
essentially a luxury service, recreationally
oriented and essentisglly different £rom the
conventional poimt-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 inberent
in the underlying comcept of public convenience
and necessity. Accordingly, it is a service
less entitled to the strict terzitorizl
protectionism from competition and competitive
factors which necessarily is accorded the
'natural’ utility momopolies such as electric,
as, or telephone utilities.” (For a further

iscussion of these issuves, see In xe O'Comnmor

Limousine Service, Inc., Decision No. 90154
dated April 10, 1979 in Applicatiom No. 56580.)

The service applicant 1is proposing in his three spplications
is a sightseeing service. The authority scught in Application

No. 57412 is, as stated above, an expansion cof the present Marin
County certificate to include: (1) pickup at 22 additional named
hotels and motels in the Terra Linds, San Rafael, Creenbrae,

Corte Madera, Tiburon, Mill Valley, and Sausalito areas, and

(2) an additiomal tour to Mill Valley and vicinity. Davis stated
this new service would be in minibus equipment. His present
certificate is for a San Francisco tour from four Marin County
hotels and motels. There was ome protest to this application, and
the mein 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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The issve of Davis' firmess wss covered im
our consideration of the complaint and need not be further
discussed.. The evidence regarding his financial condition was
not extensive. However, it does appear adequate, He does have
& reasonsble 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 had considerable experience
in the sightseeing industry for a number of years.

We recognize that the number of witnesses presented by
applicant were relatively few in number and, as a result,
the evidence regarding a public need for the proposed service is
not extensive. Nometheless, according to the evidence, there are
many domestic and foreign visitors teo San Francisco who would use
the type of per capita service Davis proposes 1f bhis San Framcisce
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. Altbhough 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
hotels and motels, would mot pick up at all of them. Gray Line
provides foreign language interpreters on its tours for groups of
15 to 20 or more and assesses an additiomal 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, the threat of this competition to the financial position
of Gray Line would not be substantial. As to the amount of
Commission paid by Gray Line and by Devis to their reservation
agents in hotels and motels, this is a8 matter of managerial
discretion.

The opposition to Application No. 57620 stated by the
other parties is not persuasive. It i3 noted that the two parties
who had been waiting for a decision on their applications have
now received their authority. With the substantial number of
visitors frow other countries to San Franéisco, there 4is 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 future.
Findings of Fact

1. A permit to operate as a charter-party carrier of

passengers has been issued to Davis, doing business as Minl Charter.
He also holds a certificate authorizing a sightseeing tour to

San Francisco from four nawed Marin County hotels and motels. A
fictitious business nawe statement for his business name has been
filed with the San Francisco county clerk's office.

2. G. Davis, doing business as Maxi Tours, has filed a
fictitious business nawe statement for her business name with the
San Prancisco 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 and withholding tax statewents for Mini Charter are sent
to Davis, and those for Maxi Tours are sent to G. Davis.
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5. Davis has a desk at his wife's office, answers the
telephone there at times for Maxi Tours, solicits business for
Maxi Tours, and delivers brochures and commissions to agents
for her., Maxi Tour personnel provide an answering service for
Mini Charter. $150 a month is deducted for the use of the desk
and the answering service from billings by Davis to his wife for
purported charter service. The incomwe from the two businesses is
included in the joint tax returns of the husband and wife.

6. Maxi Tours holds itself out to the public to furnish,
advertises through brochures distributed to hotels and motels,
and does provide a sightseeing service originating at hotels and
motels in Sar Francisco. Six separate tours are provided: San
Francisco, Muir Woods, combination San Francisco and Muir Woods,
San Francisco night, Napa/Sonoma wine country, and Monterey/Carwel,

7. Although Davis alleges the service described in Finding 6
is provided on an hourly charter basis, the evidence clearly

establishes that the charge for this service is on & per capita
basis.

8. All of the actual tramsportation, including drivers, for
the tours described in Finding 6 is furnished by Mini Charter umder
an alleged charter. G. Davis has never requested quotations for
the transportation service from &ny other carrier of passengers.

9. The evidence does not support the contention by Davis
that 8ll dealings between Maxi Tours and Mini Tours are at arm's
length.

10. The sightseeing service described in Finding 6 15 a
passenger stage corporation sightseeing service for which a
certificate of public convenience and necessity is required.

1l. Davis and G. Davis, either individually or jointly, do
not hold certificated suthority for the service referred to in

Finding 6 and should cease such operations until the proper certi-
ficated authority is obtained.
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12. It has not been establisned with cexrtainty that Davis
{3 an unfit person insofar as als three applicaclons are concerned.
In this comnection, ne testified that he was not aware of any
1llegality in the Maxi Tours/Mini Charter method of mandling the
sightseeing sexrvice described in Finding 6.

13. Davis proposes in Application No. 57412 to expand his
oresent certificated Marin County to San Frauncisco sightseeing
service to include pickup at 22 additional named Marin County
hotels and motels and to provide an additional tour to Muir Woods.
He proposes in Application No. 57620 to conduct per capita sight-
seeing sexrvice in minfbus equipment £from hotels and doTeLs in
San Frencisco. The six tours he proposes in Application No. 57620
are the same 3s those described iz Finding 6.

14. The service proposed in Applicazion No. 57620 world de
provided in minibus equipment, wnereas similar service by Gray
Line 18 in fu'l-size buses.

15. Competition between Davis and cthe existing certificated
sassenger stages operating in the aress covered by Applications
Nos. 57412, 57418, and 57620 will me in the sudblic interest in that 1t will
lead to the development of the texritories served by such passenger
stages and will promote good service and hoid down Zfares.
re Mexcursions, Inc., supra.)

16. Davis is ready, willing, and agble fo provide the sexvice
proposed.

17. Davis has demomstrated that public comnvenience and
necessity require the sexrvice proposed-
8.

-

g =ours in a foreign language in
rity granted to Davis
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19. It can be seen with certainty that there is no possibilicy
that the activity in question may have a zignificant cffecct on
the environment.

20. The motion by Davic that any limitationz on the numbers
of units of equipment should be removed iz reasonable.

21. The motiong by Davis for a jury trial, to eliminate any
vehicle size restrictions, and to dismiss Case No. 10286 are not
appropriate.

Concluzions of Law

l. For the purposes of this proceeding, Davic, G. Davis,
and the two companies in their respective names are considered
to be one and the same.

2. The two-company scetup, insofar as the sightseeing
service referred to in Finding 6 iz concerned, does not insulate
either from the certificate requirements for common carrier cight-
seeing cervice.

3. Davizs and G. Davis should be directed both individually
and collectively to cease and desist from providing any per capita
passenger stage corporation csightsecing service £for which they 8o
not hold a certificate of public convenience and necessity.

4. Davies should be granted a certificate of public conve-
nience and necessity to operate the sightsecing service proposed
in Applications Nos. 57412, 57416, and 57620 as provided in the
order whigch follows.l/

1/ In other proccedings (A.5981l8 ct al.) we reviewed our previous
opinione that round-trip sightseceing ic passenger stage transe
portation. In this application, hearings have been held and it
would be unfair not to issue a decision based on the evidence
and the issues raised by the parties. This decision, therefore,
ic written assuming that our traditional ctanece ic in effect,
as the decision in A.59818 et al. iz not effective until 20 days
from today.
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5. The motiocn by Davis to remove any restrictions in
Applicasions Nos. 57512, 57416, and 57620 zagarcing e numoer oF venicles
operazed should be granted.

6. The =motioms by Davis foxr a juxy trial, to Eismiss
Case No. 10386, ond rewove any restrictions im Applications Nos.
$7412, 573L6, and 57620 regarcing vehicle size should 2e denied.

- Davis is placec ou notice that operative rights, as such,
do not comstitute a ¢lass of propexty which may be capitalized or
used as an element of value in rate £ixing for any amouznt 0f =oney
in excess of thet originally paid to the State as the comsicderstion
for the grant of such rights. Aside £rom their perely permissive
aspect, such rignts extend to the holder a full or pazrtial monopoly
of 3 class of business. This wonopoly feature mgy be modified or
canceled at any time by the State, which Iis noz in any respect
limited as to the nuxber of rights which may be given.

QRRDER
IT IS ORDERED that:

1. Romaléd H. Davis, cdoing dusiness as Mini Chersex
(defendent in Case No. 10386), and Cwendolynm Louise Davis, doing
business as Maxi Tocrs, shall individuslly and joinzly cease and
desist from offering aund providing passenger stage corporation
sexvice over the public highways of the State of California, except
pursuant to & certificate of public convenience and necessity issued
by this Commissioen.

2. Appendix A of Decision No. 87001 ia Application No., 57014
is amended by Iincorporating Fixrst Revised Page 2 ané Orziginal Pages

2, %, 5, 6, 7, ané g, actcached, in cancellation of Original Page 2.

3. In providing service pursusnt to the authority granted
by this ordex, applicant shall comply with the following service
regulations. Failure to do so may result in a cancellatiom ¢£ the
authority.
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(a) Wicthin thirzy days after the effective cate
of this oxder, applicant shall file a
written acceptance oI the certificate granted.
Applicant is placed om notice that if he
accepts the certiiicate ne will de wequired,
among otner things, to comply withk the safecy
Tules administered by the California Highway
Patzol, the rules and other zegulations of
the Commission's Gemeral Order No. 98-Series,
and the insurance requirements o0 the
Comnission's Gemexal Order No. L0L-Sexies.

Within ome hwmdred tweanty days afzer the
effective date of this order, applicant shall
establish che authorized service and £file
varifis and timetables, in triplicate, in the
Commission's office.

The tariff and tizmetable £ilings shall be
mace effective not earlier than the effective
date of this oxler on not less than five
days’ notice to the Comnission andé the
pudlic, and the effective date of the tariff
and timetable filings skall be concurrent
with the establishment of the authorized
se=vice.

Tae tariff and timetable £ilings =ade
pursvant to this oxder shall comply with
the regulations governing the construction
ané filing of tariffs aad tizmecables set
forth iz the Commission's General Oxders
Nos. 79-Series and 98-Series.
Applicant shall =maiatain his accounting
records on a calendar year bdasis in coanform-
ance with the applicable Uniforz Systez of
Accounts or Chart of Accounts as prescribed
or adopted by this Commission and shall f£ile
with the Commission, on or before March 31
of each year, an zunuval weport of his
operations in such form, conteat, and aumber
of copies as the Commission, from time o
tioe shall prescribe.
4., The motion by applicant to remove any restriction in
Applications Nos. 57312, 57416, and 57520 regarding the number of ]

vehicles operated i3 granted. .




The motions by
cions in Adpli

¢ venicle size, a
The effective daste orf

afzer <he date hereof.
= Dated at San Trancizeco, Califorznia.

LR RTA RN
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50N 8. CRYSON “
Prosicent
nriaes D CRAVELLE
LEONATRD M. CRIMES, JR
VLRGN CALVO
Pruss:Lis € CREW
Commissioners

I CERTIFY THAT THYS DICISICN
VA5 APPROVED BY THRE LBOVE L
OMMISSICIERS TODAY,
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Appendix A Rorald 7. Davis
(D.87001) dhba
MINI CHARTZR
(PSC-1013)

SECTION I. GENERAL AUTHORIZATIONS, R”STR*C”TONS LIMITATIONS,
AND SPECIFICATIONS.
Ronald H. Davis, doing dusiness as Minl Charcer, by

the certificate of pudblic convenience and necessily graated by the

decision noted in the margin, is authorized as a passenger stage

corporation Lo provide signcseeling service *over the most dirTect
and appropriate streets and aAighways between cthe notels and notels
ia Marin County as specified below, on Che one nand, and the Cicy
0of San Francisco *and Muir Woods, on the other hand, *and between
various hotels and motels in San Trancisco, on the one nand, and
noints of interest in San Franclisco, Muir Woods, combination San
Francisco ané Muir Woods, nigat tour oI San Francisco, wWir

and Monterey/Carmel, on Che other hand, *and between the hotels and
notels in Alameda County as specified below, on the one nand, and
points of interest in San Francisco, on the other hand, over and
along the rouvtes described, sudject, however, to the authority of
this Commission to change or modily thnese routes at any time and
subject to the following provisions:

a. All service authorized
limiced to the b-anspo~:
trip passengers ouly.

Issued by Califormia Public Utilicies Commission.

*Added by Decision Q33244 . in applications 57412, 57416,
and 57620.
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Appendix A Ronald H. Davis riginal Page 3
(2.87001) dba
MINI CHARTE
(25C-1013)

SECTION I. GENERAL AUTHORIZATIONS, RES”

TRICTIONS, LIMITATI
AND SPECILFICATIONS. (Concinuec)

All sezvice from San Francisco and Alazeca
County shall be provided in aiai dus
equ‘ome». {vans seacing 14 passengers

or less).

Service shall be operated on an “on-call”
basis from A’ameda Covnty. The tera
"om-call" as used refers to

service wnich is authorized to be
renderad dependen: on the demands of
passengers. "be tariffs and time-

table shall show the conditions

unéer which eac authorized on-call
service will be rendered.

. Issued by California Pudlic Ucilicies Cozzmission.

*sdded by Decision  JS744 |, in applicactions 57412, 57416,
and 57620.
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Appeadix A Ronald H. Davis inal Page &
(D.37001) dba
MINI CHARTER
(PSC-1013)

-

GEZNZRAL AUTHORZ ATIONS, RESTRICTIONS, LIMITATIONS,
AND SPECILFICATIONS. (Con--ﬁuec)

Applicant shall not pick up or discharge

passengers excepl 2t the Zollowing

hozels and motels ia Marin County.

This provision shall not prevent sTop-

overs for the purpose of pern.c:zng
sight see.ng pas»enge*s o visit varcious

poincts of interest along i *ou:e.

San Rafael Imn, Wilshire Towers,
Villa Rafael, Larkspur Ter
Golden Gace ~railer, Madera
V*llage ian, Casa 3uena “o.el
Tivburon Lodge, dido Moczel Howazrd
Johnsons, Tireside Motel, A.:a Mira,
B@*muda °a Ims, Holicay Inm, Colonial,
rin Trailer 7k., Co::e Madera Iun,
Vdgewaue“ ian, AlC Voc--, Tamalpatis
Village, Fountain Moctel, Sausalic
Ferry, Casa %ad:ona.

Applicant shall not pick up or édischarge
oassque*s except at the following hotels
and aotels in Alameda County. Thi
p*ovis-on snal nOT prevent stopovers I0r
the purpose of perzitting sightseein
passengers To visit various points of
interest along the route:

Igssued by California Pudblic Uti ies Comuission.

Decision ©3744 |, Appiications 57412, 57416, and 57620.
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Appendix A Ronald d. Davis Original 2age 3
(D?87001) ® $

SECTION I. GENERAL AUTHORIZATIONS, RESTRiCTIONS, LIMITATIONS,
AND SPECIFICATICONS. (Continuved)

Tdgewatrer Hyatt Oakland

Zilcon Ian Qaxland

Zdgewater west  Qakland

Roval Ian Oaxland

doliday Ian Qaxiand

Motel © Qakland

Coliseum Motel  Cakiand

Loncon Lodge Qarlanc

Thunderbizd Lég Oaxlanc

Boatel Qaxlanc

Jack Londen Inn Qakland

Berkeley rouse  Berkeley
Golden 3ear Berkeley
Mazviott Inn

doliday Inn

Issued by California Public Utilicles Cormission.

Decision QO3744 , Applications 57412, 57476, and 57620.
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Agpendix A Reonald H. Davis

.87001)

cha
MINI CHARTER
(PSC-1013)

SECTION IX. TOUR DESCRIPTIONS - FROM SAN FRANCISCO.

Tour 1 -~ San ~..:mc:.*'co

Commencing Irom the passeagers’ notel or
notel iz the City of San Franci sco then
over :the most scenic and convenient streets
and highways to the various poiants of
interest, and regfurn.

Tour 2 - Muir Woods

Commeﬁc.ﬂg Torm the passeﬂge*s 2otel or
motel in the Cizy of San Franecisco, then
over the most scenic and convenienl streels
to Highway 101 across the Golden Gate 3ridge

to Sausalizo, Muir wWoods, and Muir 3each, and
refurn.

Tour 3 -~ Combination San Fraacisco ane Mulr Woods

The route shall be a combinacion of those
described in Roures 7 and 2.

Tour & - Nizht Tour of San Trancisco

The zToute snall be the same as Route 7.

Touvr 5 - wWine Country

Commencing at the passengers' Rotel or
notel in cthe Cicy of San Franeisgeo, then
over the Golden Gate 3ridge via Highway 101
to Highway 121, then to Highway 29 anc vi
the various wineries coat.guouslj socatec,
then to the Geysers and Petrified Forest,
and recurn.

.Issued by California Public Utilicties Commission.

Decision

C3784 | apolications 57412, 57416, and 57620.
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Appendix A Ronald H. Davis riginal Page 7
(2.87001) dba
MINI CHARTER
(PSC-1013)

SECTION II. TOUR DESCRIPTIONS - FROM SAN FRANCISCO. (Continued)

Tour 6 - Monterev/Carzel

Commencing from the passengers’ notel
or motel in the Cicy of San FTrancisco
over =he most scenic and counvenient
streecs to south on Highways 101, 280,
and 17, then south on Hdighway i o
Voncerey, 17 aile drive, Camael, axnd
Teturn.

‘ Issued by California Public Utilicies Commission.

Decision 23744 , Applications 57412, 57416, and 57620.
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Appendix A Ronaid H. Davis Qriginal Page 8
(D.87001) éha

MINI CEARTE

(PSC~1013)

SECTION III. TOUR DESCRIPTIONS - FROM ALAMEDA COUNTY.

Tour 1 = San Francisco

Commencing Zrom the passenge:s' hotel ot
moctel in Alameda Councy then over ctle nost
scenic and convenlent streets and highways
zo the various poiats o- intaress, and
return.

oy

Tour 2 - Night Tour of San Francisco

-

The route shall be the same as Route 1.

. Issued by California Public Utilicties Commission.
Decision _ 93744 , Applications 57412, 57415, and 57620.




