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011'101111 

B'ZFOP£ n~ PUBLIC UTILITIES COMl'1ISSION OF TIm STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

Application of PACIFIC AlP.. LI~~S, ) 
INC., for Order authorizing an ) 
increase of certain intrastate ) 
air passenger fares and authority ) 
for short notice filing pursuant ) 
to 3policable statutes and » 
regulations. 

Application No. 43119 

) 

~eymond E. Costello and Cooper, vThite & Cooper, by 
James B. Schnake, for applicant. 

Miss Marjo~ie childS, ~or County of Humboldt; 
Harold .. t\.. Irish, for City of Ukiah, protestants. 

J. !{erwin Rooney and Don W. Hartin, for Board of 
Port Commissioners of City of Oakland; Donald J. 
Falk, for Eureka Chamber of Commerce; John k. 
stOrces, for City of Arcata, interested parties. 

Timotny J. Can~ and John R. Laurie, for the 
Commission staff. 

OPINION 
,...~ ....... ---

Pacific Air Lines, Inc., is an Arizona corporation engaged 

in the transportation of passengers and property by aircraft between' 

numerous airports in California. It also serves Las Vegas, Nevada; 

~ortlane, Oregon; and Medford, Oregon. By th~s application filed 

Fcbru.ary 1, 1961, it seeks authority to increase certain excursion 

fares applicable between points in this State. 

Public hearing was consolidated with Application No. 43099 

of Pacific Air Lines, Inc., concerning air ~4eight rates. Hearings 

were held before Examiner J. E. Thompson at San Francisco on March 9 

and 10, 1961 and at Eureka on March 23, 1961 where the matter was 

taken unde: submission. The consolidation of hearing was for conven-. 
ience of the parties. n,e issues in the two applications are 

different and the positions of the interested parties and protestants 
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diffe~ed respecttng each of the applications. Separate decisions 

will be issued. 

Pacific has three types of fares: first class, coach and 

e:.:cursion. First class fares are maintained between all points 

served and, generally speaking, have a correlation with the distance 

oetween the points. Round .. trip first class fares are double the 

one-way fa~es. Coach fares are maintained by applicant for trans .. 

portation between ce~tain points on :lcoach flights". At present, it 

operates ten coach flights daily, four between Las Vegas and San 
Francisco servinG San .Jose) Monterey and Bal<.e:rsfiolcl as int:e'l."'Dlediate 

stops; four between Las Vegas and Los Angeles with turbank and 

Pa~dale as intermediates; and two flights between San Francisco and 

Los f..ngeles serving San Jose, Balcersfield and Palmdale. Hhile coach 

fares are published for transportation to and from Oakland, 

Sacramento, Santa Barbara and Stockton, there are no coach flights 

serving those airports so that the fares are "paper fares". The 

excursion far~s are thoce involved in this application. They are 

£o~ a :round-trip between certatn points, and in a few instances via 

certain rou::cs.. The ticl:et is valid for a period of five days and 

is good for passage on any flight, first class or coach, and for any 

~eat on the ~ircraft. 

Tl1e only ~ifference in transportation performed under a 

fi~st class ticket and a coach fa=e ticket is that there may be as 

many as 4·/.:· passengers occupying seats on the coach flight, whereas 

only 40 seats would be occ~pied on ~he first class flight. The only ~ 

difference in passage under an excursion fare ticket from passage 

uncleI' a round-trip first class or round-trip coach ticket is that the 

trip with the excursion ticlcet must be completed within a period of 

five days, whereas 3 round-trip first class ticket or round .. trip 

coach ticket is good for one year from the date of its issuance. 
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l1Le vice president in charge of traffic testified that the 

excursion fares were established to meet special circumstances and 

conditions. The present fares, the proposed excursion fares and the 

sp~cial circumstances and conditions which resulted in the establish­

mcn't of excursion fa:res a:re as follows: 

Pacific Air Ltnes, Inc., Ro~md-Trip Fares 

Present Fares Proposed Fares 

Between And 1st Class Coach Excursion Excursion -
Eureka SF $36.50 No Fare $27.00 $31.00 
Crescent Cit:y SF $45. t:.O No Fare $33.60 $38.60 

l'ionterey Burbank/LA $42.70 $30.70 $25.00 $36.30 

O:maro. SF $L~6. 90 No Fare $27.00 $39.90 
San Jose Burb3nk/IA $46.30 $31.60 $27.00 $39.90 

S.;lc:'amento SF $16.70 $15.10 $10.00 $12.50 
Sacramento San Jose $16.70 $15.10 $10.00 $12.50 
Stocl(ton SF $14.80 No Fare $ 8.18 $ 8.18(1) 

(1) No increase. 

On September 1, 1960, applicant made effective the 

excursion fares between San Francisco and Eureka and Crescent City 

because of t~1e urging by the Eure!,:a Chamber of Commerce for a lower 

The ~10nterey-Burbanl~ fare was estaolished a number of years 

ago to encourage the military at Fort Ord to use air se~~ice on their 

limited passes and wee!~ .. end leaves, and also to meet competition at 

that point from nonscheduled carriers. 

The San Jose-Los Angeles and the San Francisco-Oxnard 

excursion fa:es were established to meet competition fn the fO~1m of 

passengers at San Jose driving to San Francisco Airport and passen­

gers at Oxnard, Ventura, Port Hueneme and Point Mugu driving to 

Buroank or Los Angeles to take a low fare carrier then maintaining" 

a fare of $9.99 between San Francisco and Los Angeles. 
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The Sacramento fares were established in September 1959 

and are ~pplicable only via a routing designated by applicant as 

Segment ~'. Pacific had made application to the Civil Aeronautics 

Board for a route from San Francisco to Reno via San Jose, Stockton 

and Sacramento. The Board authorized the route other than service to 

P,eno. Traffic over this segment has been VCl.'Y light, and in order 

to attract patronage over this segment so that it will not lose the 

route, applicant has established the excursion fares which, in the 

case of this segment, it calls ":ommutair Fares tt
• Applicant proposes 

not to increase the Stockton-San Francisco fare for the reason that 

the facilities for ground transportation at Stockton Airport 

assertedly are not as conducive to attracting passengers as are the 

facilities at other points on the segment. 

The proposed excursion fares are 75 percent of the first 

class fares in the case of Segment 4 (Sacramento fares) and 35 per­

cent of the first class fares in the other instances. Applicant made 

a survey of the traffic transported during October, November. and 

December 1960, and during January 1961, and on the basis of such 

survey estimated that the proposed increased excursion fares would 

provide, without allowance for diminution, $415,953 annually. It 

was estimated that diversion of traffic to coach would reduce that 

amount by $[:-0,002 resulting in a net annual increase of $375,951. 

Applicant presented financial statements tneludtng a 

condensed profit and loss statement for the year ended December 31~ 

1960 which disclosed an operating loss of $113,916 after federal 

subsidy of $~·,095,5C5. Applicant canceled round-trip discounts on 

Hay C, 1960 pursuant to Decision 1'3'0. 59929 dated April 12, 1960 in 

Application No. 419C3, and increased fares by 2~ percent plus one 

dollar per one-way fare effective January 9, 1961 pursuant to 

Decision No. 61225 dated December 20, 1960 in Application No. 42750. 
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In the latter decision it was noted that applicant presented the 

results of California intrastate operations for the twelve months 

ended September 30 1 1960, and on the basis of such results estimated 

that the results of California fntr~state operations for a future 

rate ye~~ under the increased rates would be a loss of $387,695. 

From the evidence, we find tnat under the proposed increased excur­

sion fares applicant will continue to operate at a loss. Other 

matters, howeve:, must be considered_ 

The Board of Port Commissioners for the City of Oakland 

appeorcd and urged the Commission to require applicant to establish 

fares to and from Oa!eland Airport ot th.e same level as those 

established for San Francisco. Oakland argued that the excursion 

f.::J.j:es favor San Francisco and discriminate against Oakland. 

Illustrative of the situation complained of is that applicant main­

tains an excursion fore between San Francisco and Eureka of $27.40, 

which it proposed to increase :0 $31.00. The round-trip fare 

between Oakland and Eu=elca is $36.50. All flights between Oakland 

and Eureka serve San Francisco as a beyond point. 4~ excursion 

ticket for passage between San Francisco and Eureka is not honored 

~t Oakland, the intermediate point. Applicant, therefore, is 

charging 3 greater compensation for the transportation of passengers 

for a shorter than for a longer distance over the same route in the 

same direction, the shorter being included in the longer distance. 

Article XII 1 Section 21 of the Constitution of the State of 

California and Rule 9 of General Order No. 105-A prohibit such 

charge unless, upon applic~tion to the CommiSSion, and upon special 

circUtllS~ances investigated by the Commission, the carrier shall ha,,;'e 

been authorized to depart: from such prohibition. Applicant has 1"lot 

been authorized to charge a greater round-trip fare between Oaklsl.'ld 
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and Eurelta than between San Francisco and Eureka. Unc1er the 

constitutional provision the legitimate maximum charge for the 

shorter haul is the charge the carrier makes for the longer one 

(Calif. Adjustment Co. v. A.T.&S.F. RE¥. Co., (1918) 179 Cal. 140, 

175 Pac. 682). While the Oakland round-trip fare is a first class 

fare and the San Francisco round-trip fare is designated as an 

excursion fare, the only difference between the two, insofar as 

service is concerned, is that the former is valid for one year, 

whereas the latter is l~ited to a period of five days. The lawful 

round-trip fare for a round-trip passage to be completed in five 

days between Oakland and Eurel~a is the fare maintained by applicant 

for a round-trip passage, to be completed within five days, between 

San Francisco and Eureka. The same situation prevails in connection 

with applicant's round-trip fare between Oakland and Crescent City. 

!he Port of Oakland urged that all fares to and from 

Oakland Airport be maintained at the level of fares to and from 

San Francisco Airpor~. Other than in the cases of Crescent City 

and Eureka referred to above, the evidence of record does not 

conclusively show that applicant's fares to and from San Francisco. 

Airport unjustly discr~inate against Oakland Airport. The 

evidence suggests that there may be other violations of the 

provisions of the Constitution of the State of California so that 

on May 31, 1961, the Commission on i~s own motion instituted an 

investigation into the rates, operations and practices of Pacific 

(Case No. 7129); ho~~ever, the record herein does not show 

conclusively that other violations exist. Applicant will be 

cli~ected to remove the 10n8- and short-haul depart~es in 

connection with its fares between Oakland and San Francisco, on 

the one hand, and Eureka and Crescent City, on the other. 
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The above finding sl~~ld not militate against the granting 

of the increases in excursion fares. As stated hereinabove, the 

inc:eased :evenues will not provide a profit to applicant. Pacific 

provides necessary transportation service to cities and areas which 

do not have the volume of traffic required to support the 

service. Such service is being subsidized by the Federal 

Government at the preSe1.1t time. Upon consideration of all of the 

circumstances, we find that the proposed inc:eases are justified. 

By that findtng we do not imply that any of the fares presently 

mafntained by applicant or proposed by it herein are reasonable. 

Applicant requests authority to make the proposed increased 

fares effective on three days I notice. vIe find that the circumstances 

herein justirY" ma!dng the increased fares effective on not less dum 

five days r notice. 

o R D E R 
-~"---

Based on the evidence of record and on the ffnd~gs and 

conclusions set fo:th in the preceding opinion, 

IT IS ORDERED: 

1. That Pacific Air Lines, Inc., is authorized to establish 

the increased passenger fares proposed in its application filed 

February 1, 1961. The tariff publication authorized to be made as 

a result of the order herein may be filed not earlier than the 

effective date hereof, and may be made effective on not less than 

five days' notice to the Commission and to the public. 

2. raat the authority granted herein shall expire unless 

exercised within sixty days after the effective date of this order. 

3. Teat the authority herein granted is subject to the express 

~ondition tl~t applicant will never urge before this :ommission in 

any proceedtng that the "pinion and order herein constitute a findtng 

of fact of the 'reason<lbl';;!ness ox any par'tieular £::tre or eh.'lrge, and 
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that the filing of the fares and charges pursuant to the authority 

herein granted will be construed as a consent to this condition. 

4.. That Pacific Air Lines, Inc., shall, within sixty days after 

~ne e~tect1ve date or this order, cease and desist trom publishing 

and maintaining fares for the tran$portation of persons betw~en 

Oakland, on the one hand, and Eureka and Crescent City, on the 

other hand, greater in volume or effect th~n the fares concurrently 

published and maintained fo~ the transportation of persons between 

San Francisco, on the one hand, and Eureka an~ Crescent City, on 

the other hand. 

5. l"hat tb..e findings, conclusions and order he':l:'cin are without 

prejudice to any findings, conclusions and order that may be issued 

in Case No. 7129. 

TIle Secretary is directed to cause personal service of 

a certified copy of this decision to be made upon applicant and the 

effective date of this order shall be twenty days after the date 

of such service. 

It!..-Dated at _..-:.oS .. ,q"'n....:Flo.oIr ... rl-.;rl.:.:.9.:.:1~o;.;e;..;:o;..... ___ ) California, this _.c..~ __ 

clay of ___ -.;.;..l.;.;.;!lN_E~ ___ ;, 1961. 


