


 
 
CIT-LIC 
 

(7)  Operated outside the scope of his authority, in violation of Pub. Util. Code Section 5381 and 
G.O. 157-E Part 4.01. [5 counts] 
 

(8)  Failed to utilize and/or fully complete waybills, in violation of Pub. Util. Code Section 
5381.5 and G.O. 157-E, Part 3.01.  [1 count]   
 

(9) Published untrue and misleading advertisements, in violation of Pub. Util. Code Section 
5381, and B&P Code Sections 17200 and 17500.  [2 counts] 

 

STATEMENT OF FACTS 

The above violations are documented in the Investigation Report, which consists of carrier’s records 
and substantiating documents obtained from other sources.  
 

RESPONSE 

TEB applied Resolution M-4846 and considered mitigating and exacerbating factors in setting the fine. 
 
You are hereby called upon to answer this citation on or before August 26, 2023. 
By way of such answer, you may either: 
 

(1) Pay a fine of $16,000 pursuant to Pub. Util. Code section 5378.  (Submit a cashier’s check or 
money order payable to California Public Utilities Commission using the provided Citation 
Compliance Agreement.  Upon payment, the fine will be deposited in the State Treasury to 
the credit of the General Fund and the Commission staff will deem the matter closed.) or   

 
(2) Contact the Enforcement Analyst to make payment arrangements, or 
 
(3) Contest this citation by filing an appeal.  See the provided documents entitled  

• How to File an Appeal and  
• Instructions for Filing a Notice of Appeal and Certificate of Service for a Citation 

Appeal.   
 
If you fail to respond by August 26, 2023, you will be in default and will have forfeited your right to 
appeal the Citation.  In addition, your operating authority will be immediately suspended and may be 
subsequently revoked, pursuant to Resolution ALJ-187.  The Commission may also act through a 
civil or criminal proceeding to recover any unpaid fine and ensure compliance with applicable 
statutes and Commission orders. 
 

 

Maria C. Solis 
 

    Maria Solis 
    Program and Project Supervisor 
    Transportation Enforcement Branch 
    Consumer Protection and Enforcement Division 

         (916) 928-2534 
         e-mail: ms8@cpuc.ca.gov  



Enforcement Analyst: Melanie Balfour     CASE NO. PSG 5781 
 
 

INVESTIGATION REPORT 
 
 

CARRIER:  Paul J. Fretheim, an individual, dba East Side Sierra Shuttle 
 
AUTHORITY: Charter-Party Carrier TCP 35385-P  
   Issued: August 26, 2015 
 
ADDRESS:         
 
PHONE / EMAIL:   /  
 
VEHICLES:  5 
 
EMPLOYEE  
DRIVERS:  2 
 
PL&PD INSR:     

Policy #:    
Effective: 5/24/22 – 5/20/23.  Coverage $750,000 

 
WKCP INSR: None 
 
DRUG CO.:       
   Enrollees: 1 - Mr. Fretheim 
 
EPN:    
   Enrollees: 1 - Mr. Fretheim 
 
REVENUE:  Year   Declared Revenue Tax Revenue 
   2018   $   Not Requested 

2019   $   Not Provided 
   2020   $   Not Provided 
   2021   $   Not Provided 
   2022   $   Not Requested 
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VIOLATIONS 

 
The investigation for the period of July 1, 2022 to February 24, 2023, with a limited focus on 

the 2018 and 2021 renewal applications, disclosed the following violations of the Public Utilities 

(Pub. Util.) Code, the Commission’s General Order (G.O.) 157-E, the CA Vehicle (CVC) Code, 

and the Business and Profession (B&P) Code: 

 
 Failed to maintain fitness and provide safe dependable service which promotes public 

safety, in violation of Pub. Util. Code Sections 5352(a) and 5374(a)(1).  [23 counts] 
 
The majority of Fretheim consumers are backpackers hiking the desolate areas of the Sierra, 

most notable the Inyo National Forest (hereinafter Inyo).  Hikes are arranged by permit for 

specified dates and times and in remote areas making safe dependable transportation essential.  

Complaints submitted to the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) and Inyo 

National Forest (hereinafter Inyo), and reviews posted on Yelp.com and Reddit.com, revealed that 

Fretheim has a history of consumer complaints alleging undependable unsafe service, and 

unprofessional unfit behavior [Attachment 1].  The reported behaviors include failing to conduct 

the scheduled transportation (no shows); cancelling or attempting to reschedule transportation 

within 12 to 24-hours of the scheduled pickup time, arriving hours late; arriving early and 

departing before the scheduled pickup time; (thereby stranding or potentially stranding hikers in 

the desolate areas of the Sierra); refusing to issue refunds for trips he failed to conduct; 

unprofessional aggressive behavior; sexually inappropriate comments; the use of profanity; and 

name calling.   

Social media reviews also indicate that some failures to conduct transportation, rescheduling 

issues and cancellations were the result of vehicle fitness (out of service) and booking issues.  

Fretheim’s responses to consumers, wherein he confesses he canceled due to vehicle issues 

confirm allegations of vehicle fitness issues.  Fretheim’s trip sheets confirm allegations of 

booking issues such as double bookings and trips with overlapping times wherein the same driver 

had a drop off time later than, or at the same time, as the next scheduled pickup time [Table 4].  

Scheduling practices of having the same pickup and drop off times (double-booking), overlapping 

times, and a Yelp complainant alleging to witness Fretheim accept trips without consulting his 

calendar and my communications with consumers, support the social media reviews that Fretheim 

made multiple no shows, cancellations, and attempts to reschedule trip times due to careless or 
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intentional booking practices.  Fretheim’s business practices, complaints regarding his failure to 

provide the scheduled transportation and issue refunds, and his unprofessional, unsafe behaviors, 

have resulted in his being denied a permit to operate within the Inyo National Forest, being 

removed from Inyo’s list of authorized providers, and being asked to remove language from his 

website which indicates he operates within Inyo under an Inyo permit [Attachment 2].  

My conversations with CPUC complainants revealed that many clients who hire Fretheim to 

conduct transportation obtain hiking permits by lottery and have only a short window to lawfully 

hike these wilderness areas.  Fretheim’s failure to show or offers to provide transportation at 

alternate times such as in the evening of the scheduled day rather than in the morning as 

scheduled, is not feasible or appropriate as these hikes are time-sensitive and Internet connectivity 

in these remote areas is often spotty or unavailable.   

Additionally, Fretheim does not offer refunds and has confessed to Inyo that he “does not 

have the money to pay the money back”.   “As a small business that operates on cash flow with 

high overhead we simply cannot offer refunds”1 [Attachment 2].  Therefore, in lieu of refunds 

Fretheim offers rain checks good for one year, which according to a June 14, 2022 Yelp review 

[Attachment 1], he fails to make good on.  Fretheim’s website does note, at the time of payment, 

that he issues rainchecks for cancellations, however, when he is the party responsible for the 

cancellation this refund policy should be null and void.  Furthermore, given the nature of the 

scheduled trips, where hikes are based on a lottery and hikers are from out of state, the utilization 

of a raincheck, by a stranded consumer, would be exceptionally low, thereby making rain checks 

an unrealistic option.  

Table 3 provides the dates the complaints were received by the CPUC and/or the dates 

negative and positive reviews were posted to social media.  Most positive reviews were posted 

five (5) to nine (9) years ago.  While there was a total of thirty-one (31) credible negative reviews 

and possible counts, this violation consists of only twenty-three (23) counts.  Negative reviews 

which were interstate or based solely on refund and unprofessional behavior issues were not 

counted as violations.  

 
1 Form TL 706-F3 (Projected Profit and Loss) of all original applications, requires carriers to declare, under penalty 
of perjury they “will be financially able to operate safely.” 
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PL739A, on April 27, 2021, when procuring his 2021-2022 commercial PLPD policy, Fretheim 

listed two (2) employee drivers,   and  . 

One year later, on his 2022-2023 commercial PLPD policy, procured on April 23, 2022, 

effective May 20, 2022, Fretheim continued to list   (hired in 2012) as a covered 

driver, but did not update Form PL739A.   

Google calendars for trips from July 1, 2022 to September 31, 2022 show Fretheim utilized 

two (2) employee drivers,   and   [Attachment 4].  Falsifying Form 

PL739A allowed Fretheim to avoid procuring Workers’ Compensation Insurance coverage and 

giving him an unfair financial economic advantage over other carriers for the last five or more 

years.   

Form -TL706-K - Workers’ Compensation Declaration:  On August 5, 2018, as part of 

his CPUC renewal application for operating authority, on Form TL706-K Fretheim declared, 

under penalty of perjury, that he had no employees and did not require Workers’ Compensation 

Insurance coverage. 

On May 11, 2021, as part of his CPUC renewal application, on Form TL706-K Fretheim 

again declared that he had no employees and did not require Workers’ Compensation Insurance 

coverage.  Fourteen days earlier, on April 27, 2021, when procuring his 2021-2022 commercial 

PLPD policy, Fretheim listed   and   as covered employee drivers.  

One year later, on his 2022-2023 commercial PLPD policy, procured on May 20, 2022, 

Fretheim continued to list   (hired in 2012) as a covered driver, but did not 

update Form 706-K or procure Workers’ Compensation Insurance coverage.   

Google calendars for trips from July 1, 2022 to September 31, 2022 show Fretheim utilized 

two (2) employee drivers,   and   [Attachment 4], without having 

procured Workers Compensation Insurance coverage.  

Falsifying Form TL706-K allowed Fretheim to avoid procuring Workers’ Compensation 

Insurance coverage, denying his employees coverage benefits, and giving him a financial 

economic advantage over other carriers for the last five years or more.  

Forms PL664 and 664B - Passenger Carrier Equipment Statement:  Deficiency letters, 

issued by TLAB, show that in 2018 as part of his CPUC renewal application, Fretheim declared 

a fleet of three (3) vehicles and was advised he needed workers compensation insurance.  In 

response, Fretheim reduced his fleet to two (2) vehicles, license plate numbers  and 

. 
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On May 26, 2021, as part of his CPUC renewal application, Fretheim again listed a fleet of 

two (2) vehicles, license plate numbers  and .  However, one month earlier, on 

April 27, 2021, when procuring his 2021-2022 commercial PLPD policy, Fretheim secured 

commercial coverage for five (5) vehicles with an annual premium of $ .  On June 29, 

2022, he replaced one (1) Toyota Sienna for another on his PLPD policy but did not update his 

CPUC equipment list.   

One year later, on his 2022-2023 commercial PLPD policy, procured on April 23, 2022, and 

effective May 20, 2022, Fretheim secured coverage for six (6) vehicles with an annual premium 

of $ , while maintaining to the CPUC that his fleet consisted of two (2) vehicles.  

Additionally, Fretheim’s website https://eastsidesierrashuttle.com, actively advertises six (6) to 

seven (7) vehicles not on file.   

Listing more than two (2) vehicles as an individual owner operator, with zero employees 

would have alerted TLAB to question Fretheim on his use of multiple cars and zero drivers.  

Fretheim was aware of this requirement as early as 2018, when TLAB deficiency letters alerted 

him that as an individual owner he could not have more than two (2) vehicles unless he procured 

workers compensation insurance coverage.  

Attachment 6 contains TLAB Insurance History, Forms PL739A, TL 706-K, P from 

Fretheim’s 2018 and 2021 CPUC renewal applications, and a list of drivers covered by his 2021-

2023 PLPD policies.   

Attachment 7 contains the 2018 deficiency letters from Fretheim’s renewal application and 

May 29, 2019 email from TLAB, Forms PL664 and 664B from Fretheim’s 2018 and 2021 

CPUC renewal applications, a list of vehicles covered on his 2021-2023 PLPD policies.  

Attachment 8 contains the TLAB’s vehicle list, a list of vehicles covered on his 2021-2023 

PLPD policies and photos of the vehicles advertised on his website.   

 

• Failed to maintain a current equipment statement and list all utilized vehicles on his 
equipment statement, in violation of Pub. Util. Code Section 5381 and G.O. 157-E Part 
4.01.  [3 counts] 
 
As shown in Tables 8 and 9 below, Fretheim has two (2) vehicles on file with TLAB, license 

plate numbers  and .  Fretheim’s Google calendars show that from July 1, 2022 

to September 31, 2022, he utilized two (2) vehicles, license plates  and  to 

conduct for-hire transportation [Attachment 4].  License Plate  is not on file with 

TLAB.   
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INDEX OF ATTACHMENTS 
 

1 Summary of Complaints and Social Media Reviews 

2 Correspondence, notes and emails from Inyo staff  

3 Data Request and Issuing Email, table of eight (8) attempts to secure records 

4 EPN data and supporting Google calendars 

5 Drug Consortium Records 

6 2018 and 2021 PL739A and TL 706-K, drivers on 2021-2023 PLPD policies  

7 

TLAB vehicles list, 2018 deficiency letters, TLAB email, Forms PL664 and 664B, 

list of vehicles covered on his 2021-2023 PLPD policies 

8 

TLAB vehicle list, vehicles covered on his 2021-2023 PLPD policies, photos of 

website vehicles  

9 Emails for out-of-scope transportation 

10 Sample waybill that appears not to be prearranged 

11 Website claiming Inyo permit and displaying unlawful routes 

 
 



 

16 of 68 

Attachment 1 
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Attachment 2 
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Sample of Form TL706-F3  
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Attachment 3 
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Attachment 4 
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Attachment 5 
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Attachment 6 
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2018 Form TL706-K 
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2021 Form TL706-K 
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Attachment 7 
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Attachment 8
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Attachment 9 
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Emails with out-of-scope language and other issues – I made the highlights. 

 

 
____________ 
 
 
Hi Melanie, 
 
Grateful to receive your email and see that you all are preven�ng business conmen from taking 
advantage of consumers. Our experience with Paul Fretheim was horrendous. 

1. Did East Side Sierra Shutle conduct the trip, or did you have to find alternate 
transporta�on?  

Yes, East Side Sierra Shutle conducted the trip, horribly but the job was done. 
  

1. If East Side Sierra Shutle did conduct the trip, was your party the only party in the vehicle 
or did you share a vehicle with other unknown passengers?  

We were the only passengers in the vehicle. When we finally got picked up 5 hours late, we were 
told that we would need to pick up other passengers and would need to take a longer route in order 
to do so. We objected firmly to this plan and Paul apparently called someone else who worked for 
him to get the passengers…? So, in the end it was just us. 
  

1. If East Side Sierra Shutle did conduct the trip, were you asked to reschedule your trip to 
an alternate date and/or �me? 

Yes, Paul was over 5 hours late to picking us up from the airport and asked us to walk over a mile 
away from the airport to get us. He did suggest that maybe we should reschedule the pick-up but we 
had to get to the trailhead that day due to backcountry permits.  
  

1. Was your experience posi�ve or nega�ve? 

It was nega�ve, very nega�ve. The car was filthy and smelled of human urine as did Paul. Paul 
verbally sexually harassed me as soon as I entered the car. He spoke about his 20 something 
girlfriend who was my age and about how he used her and she used him. He would not stop talking 
to me about how I looked.  
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1. Is there anything else you would like to share? 

Once he did finally pick us up he drove an electric car that required us to stop for it to be charged for 
1 hour every 2-3 hours which meant our 6 hour drive turned into a 9 hour drive. A nightmare….  
 
Best, 
 
____________________ 
 
Hi, 
My answers in red  
 

1. Did East Side Sierra Shutle conduct the trip, or did you have to find alternate 
transporta�on? East Side Sierra Shutle conducted the trip 

  
2. If East Side Sierra Shutle did conduct the trip, was your party the only party in the vehicle 

or did you share a vehicle with other unknown passengers? We were going to take on 
another passenger but they were not there when we went to pick them up. 

  
3. If East Side Sierra Shutle did conduct the trip, were you asked to reschedule your trip to 

an alternate date and/or �me? N/A  

4. Was your experience posi�ve or nega�ve? Overall it was posi�ve except for the overlap and 
miscommunica�on with the other passengers. We waited quite a long �me and were not 
sure that we had a ride since communica�on is difficult. It worked out in the end, and our 
driver was great. He was fun to talk to and very knowledgeable about the area.   

5. Is there anything else you would like to share? We were a litle surprised that the drive did 
not have hands free ability for the phone. It was a litle concerning at �mes given the nature 
of the roads. He was taking calls and tex�ng while driving and despite our assurance that it 
would be okay with us if he needed to pull over  but he did not choose to. Otherwise he was 
great.  

____________ 

 
Hi Melanie, 
 
Yes, my daughter and I used East Side Sierra Shutle last summer. There were several other people 
(4?) riding with us, who I did not know. Paul, the driver, did not ask us to reschedule the trip, which 
took place on July 31st. The trip was largely posi�ve, except that I thought my daughter and I would 
be the only people in the van. I have used Paul several �mes in previous years and have never had 
other customers in the van with us.  
 
I hope that helps, 
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____________________ 
 
Happy to comply with the request.  
1. Yes, the trip was conducted.  
2. We were not the only party. We shared the vehicle with unknown passengers. 
3. We were not asked to modify. 
4. Posi�ve. I had used East Side Sierra on a previously several years prior. 
5. No. 
 
Hope this is helpful. 
 
__________ 
 
Hello,  
East Side Sierra Shutle conducted the trip. They didn't ask me to reschedule it. I was the only 
passenger in the shutle ini�ally, but then we picked up another hiker on the road whose car was 
parked at the same place I was being shutled. The driver asked my permission to do this. I was very 
much sa�sfied with this shutle. 
Let me know if you have any other ques�ons. 
 
My follow-up: 
When you say “we picked up another hiker on the road whose car was parked at the same place I 
was being shuttled”, was the hiker picked at the loca�on you were dropped off, so your trip was 
completed and theirs was just beginning? Or did you both end up shutling together for a period of 
�me? 
 
Consumer’s response:  
The shutle took me from South lake where I le� my car to North Lake where I was star�ng my trip.. 
We picked her up half way along the road. I don't think it was prearranged: She was just hiking the 
road with her backpack to complete the same loop. Her car was at North Lake where we both le� 
the shutle. Does this help?  
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ATTACHMENT 10 
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Attachment 11 
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Email from Inyo confirming which of the above routes go through Inyo 

 
 




