Decision No. R02-1096-I 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF COLORADO 

DOCKET NO. 02A-399CP 

In the matter of the application of the golfline-denver, llc, doing business as the golfline, for a certificate of public convenience and necessity to operate as a commonc carrier by motor vehicle for hire.  

interim order of
administrative law judge
MANA L. JENNINGS-FADER
requiring clarification
of restrictive amendment

Mailed Date:  October 1, 2002

I.
statement

A. On September 23, 2002, Applicant GolfLine-Denver, LLC (Applicant), filed a Restrictive Amendment to the Application for a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity as a Common Carrier by Motor Vehicle for Hire (restrictive amendment).  

B. The restrictive amendment contains two portions.  

C. The first portion appears to address the application for permanent authority and reads (restrictive amendment at 1):

Transportation of

passengers and their baggage, in call-and-demand limousine service

between all non-residential points within Adams, Arapahoe, Broomfield, Boulder, Denver, Douglas, El Paso and Jefferson counties, state of Colorado, on the one hand, and all 18-hole-, [sic] regulation golf courses within Adams, Arapahoe, Broomfield, Boulder, Denver, Douglas, El Paso and Jefferson counties, state of Colorado, on the other hand.  

RESTRICTION:

This application is restricted against any transportation service that originates or terminates at Denver International Airport.  

D. The second portion appears to address the application for temporary authority and consists of three specific restrictions:  (1) “providing transportation services for passengers who have purchased greens fees from the Applicant for the 18-hole, regulation golf course to and from which the transportation is provided;” (2) “providing only two-way transportation service that initially terminates, and then originates at an 18-hole, regulation golf course;” and (3) using “vehicles having a seating capacity of at least 11 passengers, not including the driver.”  Restrictive amendment at 1-2.  These three restrictions appear to be different from, and more restrictive than, the first portion.  

E. Applicant filed the restrictive amendment to “clarif[y] the terms of the original application and to ... address[] concerns raised by” intervenors in this docket.  Restrictive amendment at 1.  The restrictive amendment as filed does not achieve its stated purpose.  Because two, apparently different, sets of restrictions are contained in one document, one cannot determine which one applies to the application for permanent authority.
  

F. Hearing on the application for permanent authority is scheduled for October 11, 2002.  The scope of the application for permanent authority, which necessarily includes clarification of the restrictive amendment, must be known prior to the beginning of the hearing.  

G. Applicant will be ordered to file, by close of business on October 8, 2002, a statement clarifying the restrictive amendment.  The clarification must include a precise statement of the restriction(s) Applicant places on the application for permanent authority, even if the language is found in the filed restrictive amendment.  

II.
order

H. It Is Ordered That:

1. Applicant GolfLine-Denver, LLC, must file a clarification to the Restrictive Amendment to the Application for a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity as a Common Carrier by Motor Vehicle for Hire which it filed on September 23, 2002.  Applicant must file the clarification by close of business on October 8, 2002.  

2. This Order shall be effective immediately. 

THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF COLORADO



MANA L. JENNINGS-FADER
_______________________________


Administrative Law Judge
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Bruce N. Smith
Director
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� Several intervenors in this docket appear to understand that both portions of the restrictive amendment apply to the application for permanent authority.  See Boulder Shuttle, LLC, SuperShuttle International Denver, Inc., Denver Taxi, LLC, and Boulder Taxi, LLC’s Conditional Withdrawal of Entry of Appearance and Notice of Intervention.  Two other intervenors express some confusion, apparently arising from the phrase “this temporary application,” about the restrictive amendment and the application to which it applies.  Notwithstanding their stated confusion, the two intervenors interpret both portions of the restrictive amendment as applying to the application for permanent authority.  See Reply of Metro Taxi, Inc. to Applicant’s Offered Restrictive Amendment; Reply of Greater Colorado Springs Transportation Company, d/b/a Yellow Cab Company of Colorado Springs, to Applicant’s Offered Restrictive Amendment.  
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