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for a certificate of public )
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provide passenger air service )
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hand, and Orange County, - )
Ontario, San Jose, 'Oakland, = )
and South Lake Tahoe, on the )
other hand. o g

Application No. 56566
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Graham and James, by David J. Marchant and
Soris H. Lakust:a, Attorneys at Law, for
applicant. :

Srownell Merrell, Jr., Attorney at Law, for
Pacilic SOUTAWwesT Airlines, protestant.

John Z. Nolan and Jaek Robertson, ATtorneys

T L2W; Stephen C. Larson; Charles 6.
Wiswell; W .zer J. Garrett; Paul E.
Regalado; Lonaid . dorrissey; Terrance Z.
Cecar; and Demnmis E. Mar y interested
parties.

Thomas P. Grans, Attorney at Law, and James R.
Panella, for the Commission stafs.

OPINION

This is an application by Alr Cailifornia foria‘certificate
of public coavenience and necessity authorizing it to-conduc:,paSsenger
air carrier operations over several routes s0 as to provide direct
single plane service between Fresno Air Terminal (FAT), on the one" ,
hand, and Orange County Arport (SNA), Omtario Internavional Airport.
(ONT), San Jose Municipal Airport (8JC), Oakland Intermational Airport
(0AX), and Lake Tahoe Airport (TVL), om the other hand. After hearing
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before Administrative Law Judge Thomas Daly on July 16, 1976 on a |
motion to consolidate this application with proceedings in Applications
Nos. 56095 (Marin Aviation, Inc.) and 54327 (Swift Aire lines, Inc.),
it was ordered that the three applications be consolidated for the
lizived purpose of considering the proposals relating o service
between FAT and SJC. Public hearings were held in the consolidated
proceeding on’ December 15, 16, and 17, 1976 before Adzinistrative Law
Judge Thompson at San Francisco, and coatinued hearing in Application
No. 56566 was held February 17, 1977 with regard to Ai: Califorhia's‘
other proposed routes. Tais application was submitted-on‘briefs;filed
April 18, 1677. o o

As a result of the hearings irn the consolidated matters,
the Commission entered Decision No. 87550 dated July 6; 19777in
Application No. 54327, in which it granted Swift Aire Lines, Inc.,
a certilicate authorizing operations between FAT and SJC. ’Wé'found
therein that there is a need for large plane service between FAT and
SJC such as proposed by Air Califormia but that type of service would
not be an economically viable operation unless Air California included
the service between SJC and FAT as a segment of a longer route7aS-it‘
proposes in its application. In view of the fact that the comsolidated
proceedings covered only service between SJC and FAT, the consideration
of Air California’s proposed service was deferred so as to include the
record made at the hearings held on February 17, 1977. '

At present there is no direct single large plane service
between FAT, on the ome hand, and SNA, ONT, SJC, OAK, and TVL, .on.
the other hand. Air California presently serves allIof'the\lazter ‘
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points on certifi cated routes. The evidence shows that there is a

need for such service; indeed, there was no evidence to the contrary.
Applicant proposes five additional routes: ‘between FAT and

C, between FAT and CAX nonstop and onme stop via SJC, betweern FAT and

SNA, between FAT and ONT, and between FAT and TVL. In actual operatiens‘

~applicant invends to combine routes in most instances to provide se“vzce

over a longer route with FAT as an intermediate point. The initial

basic flight schedules proposed by applicant are set forth in Appéndix B.;/
We have already stated that the evidence shows a need for

air transportation service by large aircraft between FAT and the other

points involved. We consider now the nature of the needS‘and whether

the service proposed by applicant would be adequate for those needs;' |

The evidence shows that the principal motivation of the traveler between

FAT and TVL is for recreationvpurposes, and that while a nuzber of

persons travel between FAT and SNA because of Disneyland; and between

FAT and OAX because of the international charter flights out of 0AX,

For the most part Alr California's passenger air carrier servisce I
designed for the convenience of the business traveler and also *or
the holiday traveler. The basic schedule sets forth flights which
meet the needs of the business traveler and would be operated on
Mondays through Thursdays except cnrzng hel:days- It is the
practice of appl cant to schedule more flights on Friday and Sunday
evenings anc fewer fl gh,s on Sat u*days than on Mondays through
Thurscays. nolldays also result in changes in che basi¢ schedule.
An examination of any timetable of applicant will show that the

flights for Nondays .hrough Thursdays, Fridays, Sa.urdays, and
Sundays are listed separately and that there are differences in the
number of flights in the aircraft routings, departures, and
arrivals among those listings. Applicant made it clear that it .
intends to follow the same practice in connection with opera ions
over the proposed routes. .
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transportation between FAT and the pozn S Other than TVL is ma;n_y
motivated by business reasons. A travel agent with offices in Fresno
testified that he has a large business of arranging tfavel*and/br
hotel reservations for persons desiring to go to Lake Tshoe. He also
arranges charter tramsportation for groups. He samd that ord;narm ¥y
the parties desire to depart Fresno early in the morning and to leave
lake Tahoe around 5:00 p.m. and that he arranges for group and individual
transportation accordingly. Applicant proposes a departure from FAT
at 9:15 a.m. and a departure from TVL at 4:05 p.z. That service would
satisfy most of the passengers desiring travel between those points
and would be an adecuate service between the commuaitiés. |

With respect to the adequacy of applicant's proposed service
as a whole, the evidence in this proceeding is entirely supborzlve of
a statezent in the testimory of the aviation consultant o the cizy
of Fresno, whlch we quote:

*In =y opinion <o provide adeguate service, a minimum
adequate service for the business travelers, you must
have two round trips a day between city pairs. That
15 _so that people can go froz Point A to Point B and

arn anq/gr Z to A and retura and conduct a day's
busxness ané return. Mnimunm service for recreational
purposes would be one round trip a cay. Those are the
minizmums that Alr California has proposed in the
schedule. Anything less than this admittedly would
be better than what we presenuly have, but anything
iess thaz this, in oy opinion, would not be adequate."
.(‘“To 3615) -

In Appendix 2 it may be noted that applicant's prOposed
schedule calls for departures and arrivals at FAT, OQAX, SJC, and SNA
which will permit the business traveler to depart FAT, conduct a day's
business at aay of the other points and return the\saﬁe day, and permit
a business traveler to depart one of the other points, conduct a
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day's business at Fresno and return the same day. Applicant's proposed
service is convenient =o the business traveler and is an adequate
service between the points involved. '

With respect to service between FAT and ONT, applicant
proposes a mid-morning departure at FAT and a mid-afternoon departure
v ONT. T2at is something less than ideal service for the businessman;
however, the dezand for service between FAT and ONT is substahtially
less than between FAT, on the one hand, and SNa, SJC, and OAK, on the

ther hand; it is also somewhat less than <he demand for service between
FAT an¢ TVL. Applicans Proposes 1o provide service by adding a2 schedule
in each direction onzo its existing CONT-SJC/0AK route with service to
FAT as an invermediate point. It currently operates six flights in
each direction between ONT and SJC with three in each direction origin-
ating or termirzating at OAK. The FAT-ONT service depicted in Appendix
B provides for departures at times ir between existing SJC-ONT flights

which currently enjoy good load factors. The manner in which.applicant
Proposes Lo operate between FAT and ONT is the only practical way‘itc
can do it. While zhat service is something less than ideal, iv is
better than no service at all. o o

The next consideration is whether applicant can economically
provide adecuate service betweer the points. Applicant‘has,proposed'
fares which bear relatiomships to existing fares*between‘other points
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iz serves.g/' It made an analysis of the results of operatiohs set
forth in Appendix 3; that is to say, it estimated the numbér of
passengers that it would transport under those schedules between the
various points and applied the proposed fares (inéluding a 5 percent
ilusion for special fares and promotional fares) to obtain the gross
revenue, and it estimated the ¢osts of the operation via the routes
and for the flight operations depicted in Appendix B to obtain the
expenses of the operatiozn. The revenue and expense estimates appear
to be reasonable and'they show that for the first year of operation
under those schedules the proposed service would provide an operating
ratio of 94.0 percent before income taxes. Applicant's propqsed opera—
tion as a whole would ve economically viable. PSA argues that
applicant has not showa that the operation of each indiyidualvrouze
it propeses is economically viable. That is true; in fact, the
evidence shows that service solely between SJC and FAT, solely between
FAT and TVL, and solely between ONT and FAT would not be viable.
Applicant was uncertain of whether service over a route ONT-FAT-TVL
would be practical. It has shown, however, that the manneér in waich
it proposes to operate via the various routes would be practical and.

2/ The "existing fares" are the fares which were in effect at the
time of hearing. At that time applicant had an application-befcre
the Coxzission to increase those fares. We note that applicant's
fares were increased during 1977. If the authority scught is granted,
the fares waich would be published by applicant for transportation
over the proposed routes would have to be somewhat higher than set
forth irn the application and in the exhidits for the reason that
a passenger air c¢arrier is required by law to maintain fares between
points it serves walch are reascnable in comparison with the fares
for transportation between other points that it serves. Zven though
the actual fares and actual expenses for fugsure operations may be
different from those considered here, the evaluation set forth.
above is probative on the issue of whether the operatzon,p~oposed
by applicant will be economically viable.
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viable. PSA hints that a result where the whole does not equal the
sum of its parte should be suspect. The Euclidean axiom is not appli-~
cadble here. Applicant has shown that operations via the routes it
will fly will be economically v1ab1e. In other words, the TVL~FA
TVL-SNA, and FAT-SNA passcngers will support the SNA—FAT—TVL route,
and the ONT-FAT, ONT~OAK, ONT~SJC, FAT-OAXK, FAT-SJC, SNA-FAT, and
SNA=-QAX wi ,ll_support the other routings shown in Appéndix 3.
£ and PSA asser< that by reason of the restrictions on

the number of takeofls alloewed applicant at SNA, the service proposed
by applicant could nov be maintained without diminishing Air Califormia's
service between SNA and other points it serves. The contentions have
their bases in the terms of a lease entered into between applicant and
SNA on April 1, 1972 which provides that the average number of scheduled
passenger flight operations computed on an annual basis shall not
exceed 24.6 takeoffs per day. That lease expired April 1, 1977 but
has been renewed on a month~to~-month basis peanding an environzental
'study and report being comsidered by the Board of Supervisors for
Orange County. At the time of hearing, a draft environmental repore
had beern subzitted to the supervisors but had not been acted upon. We
are informed that the board has not ye: adop.ed‘and-flled a final
environmenval report mor has it entered into a new lease with applicant.

SNA only includes jet aircraft (applicant's B3-737's) in <he
takeoff limitation; takeoffs with propeller aircraft (applicant‘s‘L?ISSV
aireraft) are not included. For the past several years, appl:cant has
maintained jet—aircraft operations at SNA up to the prescribed lizitation.
By Decision No. 85594 dated March 23, 1976 in Application No. 55011
AMr California was authorized to operate not exceeding two[flights in
any one day on the route SAN=ONT-SJC in substitution‘for'flights on the
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route SAN-SNA-SJC which partially alleviated its o?erazional problem at
SNA. Subsequent thereto applicant was granted a certificate in Decision
No. 88LLY dated January 3’ 1978 in Appl ication No. SSOll'aLthori;ing :
it to extend its operations to Monterey which involves additional
operations at SNA. The evidence discloses zhat under present conditions,
applicant will not be able to institute two round trips daily between
FAT and SNA with jet aircralt without downgrad;ng,;ts service between
SNA and other points. Alr California’s pronosed basic operation at SNA
set forth in Appendix 3 calls for only one round trip with jev aircrafz
and the other with propeller aircraft. It is doubt eful that appllcant
could even provide only the one round trip with jet aircraft within
the limitations ixmposed by the lease withou t injury to its servzce te
SNA oz other routes.

Dxhibit 31 is the sv aff'q environmental anaﬁysrsxof the
operations proposec’'in the application. It states that the impact of

aircraft noise upon residential population surrounding airports is
potentially the most critical of all envirommental factors associated
with aircrafc operavion. It refers to the environmental impatt report
on air service to TVL dated December 30, 1976 whick concluded that

a high frequency of 1~188 operations would result in only a minor
contribution to the TVL noise environment and states, "Needless to
say, Tahoe Valley Airport has more stringent emvironmental standards
than the other airports of the proposed route.” The conciusion_in,‘
Dxhibit 31 regarding the proposed operations at SNA is that they will
not increase the noise contour because the airline is approaching the
maxizue number of operations perzitted, meaning inter alia that there
would not be any increase in noise because the proposed jet aircraft
operations would be substituted for some existidg.operations. As thé;
record in this proceeding presently stands, there is suffiéient‘evidénce
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for us to find that additional 1-188 operations by applicant at SNA
would not have a significant effect on the environment but we cannot
£ind that operations with jet aircraft in addition to the 2L.6 average
daily departures by Air Califorrnia would or would not have an‘adverse.'
effect oa the environment at SNA. We would have preferred to have the
advantage of the eavironmental izpact report of the Board of Superv;sors
but it is not absolutely necessary. In its brief appl lcant asserts

that if the Commissioa requires it, it can and will operate the FAT-SNA
route with 1-188 aircrafc. ity of Fresno asserts that service with
that aircraft will be adequate and satisfactory. The evidence shows
that with the use of L-188 aircraflt applicant can institute and main-
tain additional operations at SNA without any significant-effecziupon‘
the enviroament and without impairing its other passenger air carrier
service at SNA. | S ﬂ

~ PSA also contends that applicant does not have sufficient
equipzent to provide the proposed service. Actually, applicant admits
that it will need ar addisional B-737 or 1~-188 to provide the proposed
service. It had already undertaken steps to arrange for the acquisit zon
of additional aircraft and it has the financial capab;lzty toracquzre o
it.

3/

A matter %o be discussed is precisely what operations are to
be certificated. The application speaks o service between points
with routes only between the pairs of points with authority to tack
any of those routes togevher, e.g. the route TVL-FAT, the route SJC-FAT
and the route SNA~FAT operat ted separately or combined. it hés.been

3/ It is possible that the Board of Supervisors prefers to have the
advantage ol baving our decision in this matter before thex prior
to negot;a vions wzth applicant relative o a new-lease.
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sbown that regulas service between scme of the points imvolved will be
econozically viable only as a segment of a longer route described in
Appeacix B. At the saze tize, howevexr, there are occasioas curing
weekeads and holidays oxr vecause of specizl events when turnarounc
operations between pairs of points would not onl& be necessary and
convenient to meat peak traffic requirements but would alsdj*esult in
more eificieat operations by the carri In ordex to-provmce the great-
est ‘lex;ozlzty for Alr Californie to acgust anc revise its schedule
to meet the public demaad at Fresno and to continue to provice optimum
service on its other routes, we O not p*0pose to establish t.me pro—
visions in the schedules in this certification.

Opexrations oa Route 21 should be restricted to the use oI L-138
aireralt and opezrations froxm SNA oz Xoute 20 should be reshrmctec to the
use of L-188 aireraflt.

Findings.

l. 2ir Califormia is a passenger air carrier with extensive
experience in the field of air operations in the transportatim of
passengers 2s 2 cozmon carrier between numerous points in Califormia.

Iz currently provides service to CAK, SJC, TVL, ONT, SNA, SFQ (San
Francisco International Airport), SMF (Sécra:ento Metropolitan Aizport),
34N (San Diego Internmational Airport), amd PSP (Palm Springs Mﬁnicipal
Airport) with B-737 and 1-188 airerafe. o

2. 32y this application it seeks authority to conduct passenger
air carrier operations over the following routes: FAT-TIVL noastop,
FAT-SNA monstop, FAT-SJC nonstop, FAT-ONT nonstop, and FAT-0AX nonsStop,
and one stop viza SJC, with 3-737 and 1-188 aircraft.

3. Applicant has the insurance coverage and the financial stability
to initiate and maintain the proposed operations.

L. The only direct single-plane service between the points prOposed‘
to be served by Air California is a service provided by Swift Aire Lines,
Inc., between FAT and SJC with aircraft bhaving capacity nqt~e:ceec1ng 30
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.;asscngers for walch cuthority was granted in Dccis;.or. No. 87550 dated
July 5, 1977 iz Application No. 34327. Tae on 1y Lnfxastate passengex

aixy carrler sexvice provided with lamge aireralt ot FAT is o.;.J.crec.--‘oy
™

P34 to 570, SCK (Stosiktom Mumicipal Alrport), and LAX (Los Angeles
Internctional Airport); by United Alr Lines, Inc., to SFO and IQM’.; and
by Hdughes Airwest to SFC and SITF. L | |

5. Passenger tralfi ¢ between FAT and TVL is recreav n.onally
oricnted. Greatest service demand will be for morning arrivals and
ecvening. cepartures at Tanoc. , S
o ‘6. Passenger traffic between *-‘A on the one hand, and 0OAX, SJC, .

"

2ad SNA, oa the other hand, Is zainly business oriented. Greatest

sexvice demand will be Zor o moraing departure 2ud an evenlng return
for cach of the poincs. This allows the business traveler the oppor-_
tuaity to traasset & day's usincss 2ad return the same day. I
7. There is ‘a need by the communities involved of the oasmnge“
air carrier service ceserived in Findings 5 aad 6. _ . .
8. Applicant p:"o*&oszf:c 20 provide 3 minimum of onc round trip
.;..4.-_;, Mondeys through Fridays exclusive o.. 'xo‘u.caays anc ".:Ize cay »re-
ceding aad the coy followiag a hol..aay, between FAT and ONT . over. t’:xc ‘
route ONT-FAT-SJC-04X. It will provide & service waexe cw:ren..l v non.,‘
exists. . ; : C e e
9. The operations proposed by apdlicant are depicted in Appendix -
B end will De economically vieble ond are adequate to xmeet the oinioem
requirements of the comxunities served oy TAT, TVL, SNA, BJC, and OAX.
10. The operations described in Aubend:.x B w:.ll be direculy
competitive oaly with the operation by Swift Alre Lines, Inc., and that.
oaly betweea FAT 2nd S3C. It will not have the effect of ,.ma‘.::.no the
adility of ony airline to continue to provide service.

1. The operation dy app icany of 3-737 aircraft to and “rom ON
FAT, S3C, mu 0AX will not rave any ,Lgm.u.can. effecct upo"x uac environ-
aent. The o-oc ation by applicamt of B-737 alrcraft to and from TVL
will nzve an adverse cZfect upon the eaviromment. It c:‘aﬁﬁot be
ascé:i;aﬁ:‘.nec. Zrom the evidence kerein whether fokeoffs with B-737
sixceraft in excess of on average of 24.6 & per day at SNA will have an |

.-"".‘.cct upon ..hc'cnv:'.ro:m;..t. The opc*a..;.o-m o; upplx.can" of L-l38 air ;




crait between TAT ang TVL and between TAT and S\A will not have any
significant impact upon the environment. ‘

12. Applicant's present operations at SNA involve a daily averége
of almost 24.6 t2keofis with B-737 aizeraft. It has not been shown
that any of such operations are no longer reqpired'by'public_céhvenienge
and necessity. _ | o

13. Public convenience and necessity require the operation by

ir California as a passenger 2ir carrier to provide direct single .
plane sexvice betweex TAT,on the ome haad, and SNA, OXNT, SJC CaX and
TVL, on the othex hand. The D*Oposed schecule cepicted Lﬁ Apvcnd x B
will provicde acdeguate service at each of these points.

14. It can be seen with certainty that the operations as proposed‘
Terxein will have no szgnifican: effect o the eavironmeat, p*ov*dec,
howaver, that the applicant co=ply to the en"n.ronmeqt rest*n.cg:.ons
imposed at Taboe and Santa Ana.

Conclusion

Based on the following findings of fact, the Commission cdhcludes:
that a certificate of public convenieace and necessity should be issued to
Air California, to orovide direct single planme sexvice between FAT, on
the ome hand, and¢ SNA, ONT, OAX, ANT, IVL, on the other banc.

Alr Califormia is placed on notice that operative rights,. as
suck, <o not constitute a class of property which mey be capthlxzea or
used as an elemezt of value in rate Sfixing for any amount of zoney in
excess of that o-;gxnally pald to the State as the consideration ‘o* _
the grant of such rights. Aside Irom their purely permissive aspect,
such rights extend to the holder a full or partial monopoly of a class
of business. Tbis monopoly feature mey be modified or canceled’ at any

time by the State, which is not in any respect lxmlted as to the number
of rights wh;cb =3y be g;ven-
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OxD

IT IS CRDERED that:
l. A certificate of public convenience and necessity is granted
to Air Califormia, a corporation, authorizing it to operate 2s a |
passeuger alr carrier, as cefined in Sectlion 2741 of the Public Utilicies
Code, between the points and over the routes ges;gnatec,.koute\IJ,
Route 2G and Route 21, as set forth in Appendix A of this decisioa.
2. Appendix A of Decision No. 80439, as amended, is further amended

by incorporatiag therein the revised pages 11c’uded in mppencax.Auhe:eto,
ané by this reference =ade a2 parr hereof.

3. In providing service pursuant to the authority granze¢ by |
this order, applicant shall comply witk the following service regulations.

Fallure so0 to G0 =ay result in a caacellation of the a"*norxt

(@) Within thirty days after the effective date of
tals o—der, applicant shall file a written
acceptance of the certificate granted. B)
accepsi ng the certiilcate applicant is placec
on notrice tnat it will be required, among other
things, to Zile annuel *eports of its operations
aac to co*ply with the requirements of the
Cozmission's Gemerzal Orders Nos. 120-Series
*nd 129-Series.

itnin one hundred tweaty days alfter the
fect;ve date of this orcder, applicant shall
establisn the authorized service and file
a*iffs, in txiplicate, in the Comxission's.
Ziice. -

Tae texiii f;lxnbs shall ve zace elfective

not eaxlier than five days alfter the L= £fective
cate oI this oxrder oa not less thaa five days'

aotice to the Commission and tne public, and

the effective date of the terifl Lllln”S shall

e councurrent with the es.ao;_snmemt oz the

authorized service. -




The tariff filings made pursuant to this
order shall comply with zhe regulations.
governing the construetion and filing of
tariifs set forth in the Commission's
General Order No. 105-Series.

L. In all other respects Application No. 56566 is denied.
The effective date of this order shall be thirty days after
the date hereof. ' ' | ‘ ) | R
Dated at Ban_Franemeo : » California, this: QZQCQ
cay of MAY 1 s 1978. B 0

- Pfdsident

| /'1“'..4.. A, o

~ CommiSSioners -
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Appendix A AIR CALIFORNIA ‘ Third Revised Pagc J.
(Dec. 80L39) ( 2 corporsz ion) Cancels |
Second Revised ?age'l

Ihe zuthority staved herein to ALr Califorzis supersedes 2ll previously

Sranted certificetes of publ:’.c cozvenience ané necessi':y.

Alr Celifornis 15 euthorized 0 operate over the rouses desoribed es

- Between Orange County ALrpors, on ihe ome agnd, and Sar Jose Mundedpel

Airpor:, Oaklenéd Internaticnal AL :po.. and Sex Frascisco Imternztionel

Ai:-po. *y 00 Tze other hand, witk eagh of the lest “hree named girporss
ing either 2 Termingl or fntermediste Ppoint Lor -h* s route..

Joute 2 - Betwees Orzzge Counsty ALrpors ané O::‘.:e*f.o I..':e*nat-:.onal A:f.*po. vy ON the
one nexé, azd Sen Jose Mumicipal Alrport and Oekland Imcermasiozal
Airpors, 07 “he other band, with eac‘* :‘ the Tirst two nemed airvort
d esck of tae lash Two a‘*oo*‘cs, respes ':.ivel:;, be‘" either a verzminzl
or Zntermediate poiznt for +kis rouse.. ' '

Rouze 3 - I\o..s-op service betwees San D*ec.o Inzerzational A:‘.‘rpo:-:. and Sem Jose
N-'.n - *‘Po-. e !

Route L - Between San Diego Izterzationel A:.*'po- *y OD the one band, azd San Jose
Memleinal Alx ad Oakland Intersetionzl Airport, oz <he other mand,
vig e '.‘.:'.'.c-mc' ve point of O-angc Counzy Afzport or Ontario Internezional
Alrpor:, wita San J'ose Munielpal Alrport and Qakland Intermasiomel Afxmort
beinb elther & terminal or intermediate point for this rouwte; and provided
< the number of Tlights via Onsario Ins termational Almpors in ezch
Irection szall not exseed =wo in any one dav. K

#Route 3 - Bevween Palm Sprimgs Mumdcipel Alrpors, oo +be one hand, ené Sen Jose

Mumdeipel, A Irpore, Oekland International Alrport and San Fremecisco
veraztional A..'-po- Ty O2 the other hend, with eac‘- of the last three

caded 2irporis being efther & texminal or intermediate point for this
route. Tither O*ange Ccrm-ty Alrpors or On..a-io In ternational ALrport
may be an Interpediate poizt for h...s oS ' '

#Route 6 - (No Route 6.) _

#Route T - Betweez San Jose Mumie: ipal . A Iroors and Sac:'-amen oS Me*cropoli‘:.an Air;po. .

#Route 8 - Between Orange County Airpor: azd Sacmm o Metropolitan Ai:'pom.

Issued by California Public Utflities Commissfon. |

#Iransferred from Page 2 by Decision No. 88776 , avplication No. 56565.
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Appendix A

ATR CALIFORNTA . Second Revised Page 2

(Dec. 80439) _ (a corporntion) Cancels

Route § =

#Route 23 -

#Route 1L -

#Rocze 15 -

FRoute 26 -

Pirst Revised Page 2

Between Qranze Cownty ALrport and Sacramento V.et*opolitan A.trpowz v-'a
the intermediate point of San Joge Munieipal Alrvort. \

Between Sex Diego Inmternational Alrport and Sacramento Metropolitan
Alrport via the intermediate points of Orange County ALrport snd
Sar Jose Vamicipal Alrport. ' o

Betweer Omtario International Alrport and Sacramento Metropolitan
Airport via the intermediate point of San Joge Munielpel Airport. .

Between Paln Springs Alrport and Sacramento Mﬂt:'-‘opoli"ﬂ 2 'Airpo:’t‘ via
the Iatermediate point o:' San J'o.,e Municipal "roort.r ‘

Between Ov:..ar'o Iaternational Ai'-po. t and Scerament o ‘Metvropoll
Alrpors via <he intermediate point of Orenge Couwmty ni-'port.

Between San Diego International Airport and O:-mﬁgc-' Co-xmty Alxpors.

Jonstop ..erv‘ce betweer San Dlego Tnternstional Airpdré ond Cakland
Toternotionsl Alxport. L o

Between Leke Tahoe AZrport t, on the one hand, arnd Sacramento Metropolivan
ALxport, San Froncisco Istermatiozal Alrpor:, Ookland In‘;e-mtional
Afrport, San Jose Municipal Afrpor:, and Orange County Airporst, on ."xc
other hand, with cach of the last five named afrports belng either a
terzingl or intermedfate poiat for this roulte with the excepilon that
0O nonstop Ylightc shall de ope*aued between Sacraments Metropelitan
Afrport and Saz Francicco International Alrport. Operntions at Loke
Takoe ALrport zhall be conduc .ed with Lockheed. L-lo8 Elec o aircra"f:
only. e

Between Sar Franeisco International Afrpore and Oa?.lp.nd ‘Izternational
ALxport. ' : o ’

Between Moavterey Penizsuls Alirport., on the one hand, and San Irancisco
Internat ona" ALrpors, Sacramento Nunicipal Airpor‘c, ‘Qrange County -
ALrport, O*turio In?.erna':::ona... ALrport and 3an Diego International
ALrport, with each of the t five nomed airporss being efther & terminal
or i::?.c*med*’ate point for *‘*i., route with the excepiion that no nonstop
Dlizhts shell be opc*a Ted detweez Sacramento Mctropo.s.i Len A*rpor and

San Francisceo Internatlional Al r'cov-t.

Issucc‘. by CaliZornic Public Utilities Coxmission.

. 4*‘1&: sterred from Page 3 by Decisioz To. 88776 , sppiication No. 56568.




ATR CATIFORNIA | Sixth Revised Page 3
(a corporation) Cancels :
Fifth Revised Page 3

Between Ontario Intermational Airport, Fresns Alr ’Iei'minal,
Saa Jose Municipal Alrport and Oakland Interna=ional Adrport.

Setween Orange County Airport, Fresno Afir Terminal and
Qaldand International Airport.

tween Lake Tatoe Afrport, Fresno Air Terminal and Orange
ComtyAirpor‘._;.‘ : R

Issued by Californis Public Ttllities Commission.
#4dded by Decision No. 88776 , Apsiication M. 56566.
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Appendix A AIR CALIFORNTA Second Rcvised Page 6

(Dec. 80439) ( & corporation) _ Cancels
: : S . First Revised Page 6

#Restr ‘.c":to“s
“

I. No passenger shall be accepted for ranspo:ta'.:ion s0lely bevweern =

following pai=s of woists:

2. San Franci sco International ALzpors/Caxlana Ternavional Alrpors .
Secremento Mumfcipal Alwpors.

Y. San Francisco Intercational Alrpors - Ontazto Inmsernationsl) Afroort.
¢. Sexz Diego Internationel Afrport - Sanm Freneisco Iﬁte:-z’-. tionel Airport.
I7. Tze following restxietions relpte 0 ‘t.he TouTES ..ndiceted-

Rouse 17 - Ooe'—a.,..o“s between San Frencisco Internetiozal Ai_ ot and Qaklexd
Interzationzl ALrport shell be conducted with mu...‘i-en ine sircrass
- ".::ze sa:ae “yPe &5 operated on Alr Californis's Routes 1 <heoueh "6
as cdeserided I Appendix A To Dectsion No. 80439, as gmended.
#Rous = All deperiures on nis Toute at Orange Counsty A'.f.:-po shell be operzzed
with 1-188 (Ziee “a) eirgrasy. K

#Route 21 ~ ALL operazioss on this route sball be conduc‘:ed v:!.:h' L-188'» (Zlectra)
girerals. : C L b ;

Issued by Califorzia Pudlic Usilities Cozmission.
*Transferred from Pege 5.

#A&ded by Dectsios No. 88776 _» Apdlication No. 56566.
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- Ciey

(Southvound)
Qakland
Lake Tahoe

Saa Joge
San J’o:.e '

Fresno
Fresao .

Ontario

Orange Counsy

City
(Northbound)
Orang«.:. Counsy
Ontario

Fresno |
Fresno

 San Jose
San Jose
'La)ce Tahoe
. Qaklang

APPENDIX B

AIR CALIFORNIA
Proposed Flight Schedule

Flight 1 Flight 3

7:30 A
745 A

8::20 A

Flight 2 Flight 4

H ‘P\_

Tlight 6




