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Decision NQ. 90675 AUG 141979 ' 

:aEFORE! TEE PUBLIC u-.rILJ:TIES COMMISSION OF THE' S'rAT~'OF CALIFORNIA 

In the matter of the. application ) 
of CHECKMATE YELLOW CAR, E .. WILSON) 
957-P for removal of Restriction ) 
No.7 of the permit. ) 

----------------------------) 

Applica tion 'No,. 585 J. 7 
(Filed. I>eee~r 18-,19:78) 

Kurt Reif, Attorney at Law, for applicant. 
Breton K. Lobner, Attorney at Law, for' 

City of Los Angeles, Department of Airports, 
intervenor. 

K. D. Wal-oert, for City of, Los Anqeles M 

Department of Transportation, interes,ted 
party. 

. Randolph, L. Wu, Attorney at Law, for the 
Commission staff.' 

OPINION ------_ .... 
Applicant seeks to have claus,e 711 removed 'from its 

charter-party carrie:- of passengers penli t on the ground.s., inter 

~, that the restriction contained in clause 7is inconsistent 
with both the'provisions of the Passenqer Charter-Party Carrier's 

, :...,.., 
Act ( Division 2, Chapter 8: of the Public Utili ties Code) and' ' 

Section~ 602.4 of the Penal Code. Addi t:i.onally, applica:nt alieqes . "'. ' , . 

that'the restriction violates. due process, equal protection, 'and',' 

the commerce clauses of the U~S. Constitution. and is-an unjust'" 

restraint on trade. 

Y "( 7) This permit does not authorize the holder tc> conduct any: 
operations on the property of or into any airport unless any'", ' 
such operation is authorized Oy the airport authority. involved •. " 
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The city and county of San Francisco~ as an interested' 

party, filed a written answer in opposition to'the application. 

The 'city of Los Angeles (City), Department of Airports; as an 
intervenor, likewise, filed a written protest to- the application. ' 

After proper notice, a hearing was- held-intos Angeles 

on March 26, 1979 before Administrative Law. Judge William. A. 

Turkish, and the matter was submitted on'May 7, 1979 upon the 
receipt of reply briefs by May 7, 1979. 

At the hearing it was. stipulated by all appearances 

that there were no factual issues' in d'ispute and that. the issues 

involved were entirely legal. It was further stipulated, that 

the matter would be submitted upon the filing of briefs, with 
points and authorities in support thereof. 

The issues. to be resolved are: 

1. Whether World Way, a street within the bO'Qlldaries of 

Los Anqeles International A1%port (LAX) ~ is a public hi~hway. 
2. Whether Commission authority under the. P~ssenqer 

Charter-Party Carrier's Act preempts municipal authority to 

regulate charter-party carriers of passengers upon: streets and 

roadways- within the boundaries of LAX, amu."'1icipally: owned, 

airport. ' 

3., Whether the Commission has, authority to· place 

restrictive clauses, such as clause 7 I' on all charter-party 
carrier of passengers permits. 

4. If the Commission is found to have the authority to . 
place restrictive clause 7 on charter-party carrier of passengers . 

permits, is, it violative of the due process clause of theU.'S:;', ' 

Constitution. 

S. Whether City laws and regulations. relating to trans

portation on roads within the boundaries~of City-owned and 

operated airport violate the commerce clause of the U.S. 

Constitution and act as a restraint' of trade • 
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Pactual Background 

Applicant is one of several hundred holders> of permits' 

to operate as charter-party carriers of passengers in the Los 

Angeles Bas~ area, issued by the Commission unde.r au.thority , 
contained in the Passenger Charter-Party carrier"s Act, (Division Z, 

Chapter 8., Public Utilities Code, added by $tats,. 196,1, Ch. 2"146). ' 
\ ' . ' 

Applicant was first issued such permit effective from February 17, 

1978 to February 17, 1979. 
, , 

Charter-party carrier of passengers permits issued by , 

the Commission autborize the holders of such permits to provide 

transportation services over public, highways. 

The Department of Airports. of City manages, operates, 

and controls the airports of City through its Board of Airport 

Commissioners. Among the airports opera ted by this department 

in a proprietary capacity is LAX, covering an area of' 'approximately 

3:,400 acres. World Way is the princ.ipal roadway within the LAX ' 

boundaries, passing the main international and dom.estie terminal 

buildings and from. which access to' airport public parking' lo,ts 
is reached.. 'rhe inner roadway portion of World Way , that area ' 

closest to the terminal building'S ancl,: separated from the main 

roadway by raised concrete islands, permits the brief stopping 

of vehicles for the limited purpose of passenger loading and 

unloading only. There is a constant admonition on, loud: speakers 
in the areas of the white-painted curbs adjacent t~ the terminal 

buildings advising the public that the white zone is for immediate 

loading and unloading of' passengers only and that no parking is 

allowed. The outer or main portion of World Way is. used 

primarily for inqress and eqress" to and from the airport,. and 
the airport parking' lots. The islands separating the' inner 

roadway from the main roadway of World Way are u~ed' by buses., '. 
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taxicabs, hotel limousines, and. other commercial operators 

providing transportation services to' load and unload passengers. 

In 1975, in response to numerous complaints of alleged 

illegal operations at major California airports by charter-party 
carriers, constant disputes arising in' the area o,f: requlatio:c. 

of small passenger vehicles for-hire at airports',. and the 

limited airport access. for members of the traveling public to' 

and from passenger terminal areas, all of which were causing 

n't.unerous and substantial congestion problems, the Commission 

ad.d.ed,clause 7 to all new charter-party carrier of passengers 

permi tsissued or renewed thereafter. 

Diseussion of Issues 
It is applicant's contention that World Way is a 

public highway, the use of which may not be withheld.by the 
State or City following the issuance o£ a charter-party carrier 

ofpassenqers permit from this Commission under the Passenger 

Charter-Party carrier's Act. Applicant supports' this contention 

by ci tinq numerous definitions of "highway", "public: highway", 

"roadway·, and "public roadway" from various municipal and: 'state 

codes and ftlrther cites U .$. v Barner (D.C. 196,1) 19S:P Sup" 103, 

as support. Applicant further urges that because World. Way falls 

within one or more of the definitions as listed above, is'used 
hourly by the qeneral public without reservation as to· use; and 

has been so used. for mo:re than five years, its use falls under 
the regulation of this Commission under Section S358 of the 

Public Utilities Code.~ 
City concedes that the permit of applicant authorizes 

him to, operate on "public hiqhways" but contends. that World Way 

is not a highway to be included wi thin this definition since> 

Y Public Utilities Code Section S358 provides that "'public 
hiqhway' includ.es every public street,. road, orhiqhway in 
this State. (Added' 1961. Ch:. 2146.) ~ . . .' . 

-4-



• 

A.S85J7 EA 

World Way is not a dedicated pUblic street or highway. This 
contention is correct. We take official .notice of City Engineer 

Map No. 7920 ~ dated April 193:6, as revised April S,. 1968:, which 

supports City's contention that the street known as World. Way~ . 

lying' wholly within the boundaries of LAX, is not a dedicated 

public street and is not maintained or ~perated from publie tax 

ftm.ds. 

World Way is under the control of and is maintained .by 

the Department of Airports, a separate proprietary department .Of 

City which is a self-sufficient entity operating under its. own 

generated income under the authority qranted it in ArticleXXIV' 
31 

of the Los Anqeles City Charter.::J 

Applicant has gone' to qrea t lengths in searching. out 
and citinq various·irrelevant and inapplicable City and;California 

code sections (wi th the exception of Pl:l::>lic Utili ties Code 
Section 3-509) to support his position. For example, "he cites 
the California Vehicle Code definitions of 'highway' and "private 

road:way' as applicable to the status of World Way but fails to-

"Sec. 238. There is hereby established a Department of 
~rts (hereinafter in this article referred to as the 
Department) to be under the management and control of a 
boa=d of five commissioners to be known as the Board· of 
Airport Commissioners (hereinafter referred to, as· the 
Board), to which the provisions of Article VI of this 
charter shall apply insofar as applicable. (Added ~ 1947.) 

"Sec. 238.3. Such depa.rtmen.t shall have con:t:ro-l of its own 
revenues or funds, and expenditures of all bond' funds 
relatinq to its faeilities or activities. (Added" 1947 .. )" 

;. 
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consider the case of Sills v Forbes (1939). 33 Cal App' 2d219, 
which states: 

"~ considering the definitions of the words ' 
• highway' ana. • pr iva te road', as used in, these 
sections, we must bear in mind that,: when used 
in t.":l.e Vehicle Code they are usea. for the 
special purposes of that act, ana., that sections 
of other codes and the decisions under them, 
relating to the use of the same or simi 1 a.r words 
can have little bearinq on the, solution of, this 
problem." ' 

Likewise, he c:i testr .S. v Barner , supra, which is, also inapplicable 

here. That case merely hela. that an intoxicated citizen who-, 

drives a motor vehicle over a street within' a U.S. ali- base can 
be pros.eeutee. for driving under the' influence ona highway (as 

highway is define<:! in the California Vehicle Code),. 

He completely overlooks the case of City of Oakland v 

Burns (195&) 46 C 2d 401 which has direct, application to, the' 

issue involving t!le status of World Way and which also,disposes 
of several of the issues presented. herein. In Oakland" t.."'le 

Cali~orni.a Supreme Court held that the principal roadway leadinq 

into the Oakland airport was not a public street',. road,. or . ' , 

highway since (1) the aixport was owned and operated by City in 
a proprieta=y capacity, and (2) the roadway was never formally 
dedicated to the puJ)lic use. The Court ,recognized ,the private 

x:.aturc of streets located within airport property held and' 
maintained by a city in its proprietary capacity and, concluded 

tha t a city has all power concerninq its use even thouqh· .. suc:h 
road.s are open to. the public. Fw::ther, the Court held't!lat no, 

title by prescription can be acquired aqainst such City" or its . , ., ". 

subdivisions, in land reserved for or devoted to a publ:ieu.Se~ 

such as an airport. The Court also- concluded' that s.ince .the 

road was determined to be a private road and . not apw:>'lic way~ 

the Commission. could not, by license or perDlit, qrant aU'tho:::ity 
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for its use.. The Court states on page 408 that" •• '. [d]efendants.
do not contend that the Ptlblic Utilities· eoxDmission has any power 

of regulation over private roads and no- constitutional or code' 

provision qives it such power." (Citation omitted .. ) 

Applicant further contends that the State Passenger 
Cba.:ter-Party Carrier's Act preempts municipal authority to 

requ.late charter-party carriers of passengers upon. streets and 
roadways within the boundaries of LAX and cites Atlas Mixed 

Mortar Companv' v City of Burbank (1927) 202 Cal 660 in support 

thereof. We do not find that case applicable here. While it 

:nay be stated as a general principle that 'statewide laWs preempt. 
local regulations to the extent they conflict, as, was found in . 

the Atlas case, we do not find any such con£lict herein between 
any State code and municipal. code, or :between any' State code, 

and the regulations of City's airport authority. Charter-party 

carrier of passengers permits issued by the, Commission authorize 

the holders of those permits to provide transportation' se~ces' . 
over pobliC: highways; they do, not provide authorization' to· pr()vide~; . 

sllch services on private property. As we stated above, LAX'.s ., . 

roads are private property (City of Oakland, supra)~ 

Transportation performed pursuant to: permits. by the 
Commission must be in compliance with ,all traffic laws and 

local ordinances. The rules promulgated by the Board of' Airport 

'Commissioners are rules which limit the use of private pr~perty# 

even though open to the general public" and compliance'with, 

such rules and requlations must similarly be complied with by 

charter-party carriers of passengers. Therefore # ,we' do %lo·t 
£ind any con£lict between the Commission's authority to grant 

charter-party carrier of passe%lc;ers permits. and any rules.adopted . ,'. 

by the Board of Airport Commissioners regarding the picking' up'o,r: . 
I , " 

dropping off of passengers a t LAX~ 

" 
,:' .' 
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In 1977 the California Supreme Court had two occasions 

to determine the issue of preemption involving Commission 

regulatory authority over charter-party carrierso£passengers and 
municipal re<]Ulation :::Lt airports. (See Rannel Hollingsworth v 
'Public Utilities Commission, S.F. No. 23528:;. Walter Hoffman, 

Limousine Service of S .. F. v Public Utili ties Commission r 

S.F. No. 23529.) In both cases this Commission revoked the 

charter-party carrier of passengers permits held by each after 
the Commission determined they were performing acts in violation 

of airport rules which prohibit solicitation of passengers: 'with

out permission of a~rt authorities. Both petitioned for 

writs of review, arguing, as complainant herein,. that the 

Commission's regulatory authority preempts any airport rules 

that restrict the operations of charter-party carriers 0'£ 

passengers. The Supreme Court denied the petitions for writ 
of review, thereby sustaining' the Commission '.S actionswhieh, 

under the principle set forth in People v' Western Air Lines,'lnc. 

(1954) 42 C 2d 621" 63l is " ••• a decision on the merits both as . 

to the law and the :acts presented in the review proceedings. 
This is so even though the order of this coUrt is without' . 

opinion." 
In view of the foregoing, we find no conflict of 

jurisdiction between State and. local authority, no ,conflict' 

between State and local laws or regulation in the ma tter~ ana. 

thus no issue of preemption to resolve. 
Applicant next chal1enqes the authority of the Commission 

to place a restrictive clause, such as c1a'tlSe 7, on. all char.ter

party carrier of' passengers. permits, alleging that it is inconsis.tent 
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with and thus violative of the intent stated. in Section. S352Y 
of the Public Utilities Code and contrary to Section60Z.~ 
of the California Penal Code which, he 'urges, must be read' in ' 

conjunction with Section, 5352 and e.'"(empts limousines from 

requiring airport permits. Applicant· s contention is wi tho~t 

Y Public Utilities Code SeetionS3S2 provides: 

"'l'he use of the public highways for the transportation of 
passengers for compensation is a business affected with 
a pUblic interest. It is the p1.l%'pose of this chapter to 
preserve for the p~lic full benefit and use of pub'lic 
highways consistent with the needs of commerce wi tllout 
unnecessary congestion or wear and tear upon such . 
highways; to secure to the people adequate and dependable 
transportation by carriers. operating upon. such-highways; 
and to secure full and unrestricted flow of traffic by 
motor carriers over such highways whic~ will adequately 
meet reasonable public demands by providing for the 
regulation of all transportation agencies with respect 
to accident indemnity so that adequate and dependable 
service by all necessary transportation agencies shall 
:be maintained and the full use of the highways preserved 
to the public.. (mended 1963" Ch. 2148 .• ) II' 

,," >. 

11 Penal Code Section 602.4 provides: 
- ,~, ~ 

teEvery person who- enters or remains on airport property owned. 
by a City, County, or City and County but located in another 
County, and sells, peddles, or offers· for sale any goods" 
merchandise, property, or services of any kind. 'W'hatsoever,.~. 
to members of the public, including transportation services, 
other than charter limousines licensed. by the' Public .. ' - . 
Utilities Commission on or from the airport property, . 
wi thout the- express written consent of the::qoverning board 
of the airport property, or its duly authorized repre
sentative, is guilty of a misdemeanor. 

City, 

'. '" 
: I,' 
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::!leri t. In the first place, while it is true, as, cont~nded by, ,. 

applicant, that Section 5-352 states the', leqislative intent in 
the enactment o~ the Passenqer Charter-Party Carrier 's Act" 

, '. 

it is simply that and nothing: more. It is a goeneralprovision 
of purpose and althouqh it states such: purposes: in qeneral' 

positive expressions of speech, it neither. defines' the authority 
. .. . 

of the Commission nor 1'imi ts the authority' of the Commission, 

in any manner as contended by applicant.. Applicant need riot, 
look for explicit or implied meaning in thats.ection in' search 

of coI:Unission authority becaus~ there is ·more to. theP'as'senger' 

Charter-Party carrier's Act which follows. Section 5-3:52 and 

which deals with Co:nmission authority. Specifically',. we direct 

applicant's attention to Section 5·371, and especially to, 

Section 5375 which, in part, provides as follows,: 

tiThe Commission may, with or without hearing , 
issue or refuse to issue a permit... .If the 
Commission fincis that pUblic convenience·, and . 
necessity require the proposed transportation 
service ••• , it shall issue the permit •• ~to ' 
conduct the requested operations, or. may issue 
i,t :::or. the ~·tial exercise of the privilege 
sought, and mav a~tach~o- the permit ••• ~ 
terms ana conaitions as in its 'ud ent are 
reguired in the Eublic interest~,. ...... Emphasis 
added..} " 

,,'-' , 

Clearly, it is obvious. that Section S37S;:q±vesthe 

Commission authority to impose.: clause 7, if it is deem~d:':'b~;",-, 
the p..wlie ·i::l.tere:;t:~ 'I~:~iii~h: No-.:,,8,6&?O ,.we disC:ussed. th~~:,:_",_, 
necessity to attach conditions to cha.rt~¥~p:art~.r:,"~arrier Of'~';:''':~;:':; 
passengers permits and we determined therein th~t\;'la.tlS;e 7 was ~;:::.:~." 
in the public interest. Applicant ha.s fa.iled to· o££~i;:~¢~-:;;~ake "-~',>c '. 

any $howinq that clause 7 is not in the publici interest::'~··.::"~:;,' ' 

Applicant contends only that the restriction is inva.lid,'or,:.ii:l~~: 
, ".'><> 
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the alternative, that the Com:mi.ssion is, without authority to. 

impose it. ~e burden of proof is upon applicant to show that 

clause 7, or any other restriction, is not in the public 

interest and should be removed. Applicant has clearly fail.ed 

to. meet the burden in this proceeding .. 
Secondly, applicant' s reliance on Penal COde 

Section 602.4 to support his contention that limousines are 
exempt from being required to obtain airport pernlits and thus 

in conflict with clause 7 is greatly misplaced. Section 602.4 

applies only where the subject airport is owned by one county 
or city (or both) but is physically 5i tua ted', in a second, county .. 

Such interpretation was approved in Peo'Ole v Sinaer,(1975) 

50 cal App- 3d SUl> 9, 11. We take o.fficial notice of the fa.ct 
that LAX and City are located within the city and c,ounty of 

. , 

Los Angeles. Therefore, the provisions of Section60Z~4eo not 
apply in the situation herein. California Government Code 

Section 50474 qrants a local agency specific, powers in 

connection with the erection and maintenance of airports. 

Among such powers is the authority to, ttre<;ula te the use of· 

the ail:port and £aci1i tics and other property or means of 

t:'a.:HffiOrtation within or over the airport." (Emphasis added.) 

Thus, there is clear and specific statutory authori ~for 
City, in its proprietary capacity, to. regulate' all transportation . . . 
within the ai:rport boundary.. Finally, if that not be considered 

determinative, we again point out to applicant that the right: 

o£ an ai:rport proprietor (City) to' control its und.~icated 

streets has clearly been settled by ease law· in 'City of Oakland 

v Burns, supra .. 

-ll-
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Turning' now to. the remaining issues'rel:.tivctothc' 

consti tutio~li ty of City' s l:l.w.s :l.nd rcgul::l tions ' re-latinqto, 

transportation on roads within the boundaries, of LAX, and the 
restriction of clause 7. we find no 1cq~1 arqument or legal: ' 

~is in ::J.ny pleading-or brief submi ttod by applicant to 

support alleqations of unconsti:tutionality. Applic~nt has 
. :i.ns.tead ~dvanced ~ number of unSubsto.n1;i<lted allcgations:wh:ich 

are issues o.f £;).ct rather than the i~ues" of law which the: 
parties stipulated are involved herein. In any event; ,however,. 

" 

the constitutionality of City's, laws and regulations governing, 

matters within the boundaries of LAX i$ not a sub.j.ec't ,matt'er . 
. within the juri~diction of the Commission todecid;e~,The: ,same 

is true £or appl'icant' salleg-O). tion that City 'sact:Lonsrelatinq' 

to transportation within the boundaries of LAX· consti"tutc'a' ' 

=estraint of trade • 
With respect to applicant'S eontentionthatciause 1 

is violative of the Federal :Antitrus,t' Act (~hermanAct)i,. .. we" 
suggest that applicant review Parker V Brown (1943:) 3,l, 7 US 341 ~.' 

• • ,I 

87 L cd S15:, ... hcrcin it was held that the Sherman Act was 

directcd to., the actions 0-£ individuals or corporations. and. 

not to State legislation. Likewise, we dir~'t app,J.ie3nt'~ 
;).ttention to the case o-f Widows v Koch (1968) 26,3' CA.:2d 2'28;,. 

235 which ho-lds that Business and Professional Code. section 16600, . 
, ' 

(the Cartwriqht Act) is'~ applicable to- ,restrtl.ints,bygovern- : 

ment as is alleged by applicant.' :.' 

Finally, as 'too applic:ant"s challenge of' theCommiSSio~"S 
. authority to impose claus:e7 (which is deri:v-edfront the Public' ," 
U'Cilit~es Code) as being unconstitutional, :t-~s,Commiss.ionC:a.nnot 
determine that any State statute involved inthi,s "pro:ce.eciing,is; 
unconstitut.ionaJ., absent suc:n determination by an' appellat.e,cou.r-t;. 

~ .', , ' .... " , 

( Cali!ornia Constitution, Article III" Se~ion:). 5.),' .. ~pp-lic:an-e; .. , 
may appeal the denial o£; this. "order ano.,tbus, seek' ad~t.e~a- ; 

, • ,. '.. • ," , " I'. -, ""j, ,'.' 

'Cion by the review court. ot' constit.utionali:ty oft.hestat,J:t;es~:in,., 
"(" , '.'"" 

question. 
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Findings 

1. Applicant is the holder of :l' ch:lrter-partye~rrier of, 
p::t.ssen9'ers permit issued, by the Commi.ssi,on which autbori~es. h'lJn: 

to operate as a charter-party. carrier' of passenqc'rs. ," 
2. LAX is owned and operated by, City in its. propr ie·tary 

capacity through the Department of Airports. 
3. The streets. and roadway:; within the oound.:u:ies· of :LAX 

are undedicated priv~to streets and roadwaysand',notwithin 
, . 

the defiru. tion of public highway as cxpres:icd in PUblic: :Ut:L,lities ' 
Code, Section 5358. 

4. World Way, 3: roadway wi thin the boundaries:. of LAX,' 

is 'a private roadway open to general public use" butsubjec:t 

to rules,. regulations, andrestrict,ions imposed by City;. 

s. california Government Code Section S0474qrants' 

authority to local agencies I~ to roqula te ,the use, 'olf, airPorts .. 

within...its territory and the moans oftransportationwi,thin the 
<l.i%pOrt .. 
Conclusions of Law 

. '. l. Public Utilities CodeSectionS,3,s2' rela,tes, to, the use 
I " . ' 

of public highways,. as defined in Section S.3SS, andd.oes" not 
include pri va te streets or roadw\lYS.. ., 

2. ?ublic Utilities Code Section 5·37$ grants authority to./' 

the Commission to issue charter-party c<l.rrior of passengers 

permits as well as the authority to attach any terms, or conditions 
to such permits in the public interest. 

,. . The ComIUissionis without authority to, de'clare, a '. /' 

statute unconstitutional • 
. 4. Det~rm.ination of the eonstitutionality of City laws,/ 

rules, or rcqulations relating to the 'operation of ana:Lrport" 

by City in its proprietary capaeity is not a sub5cct'matto:r' 

within the jurisdiction 01:.:" t'hC:::.Co:m."'nis.'~:ion.,~ ':"<.,.:': . 
H" ... ~. •• ~ ,,,, ." l.w ",'~ ", 
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5,. ... ... '"h"; Federal Anti trust Act (Sherman Act) and Qllifornia ./'. 

Penal .Code s«:tion 602.4 :l.X'e not in conflict with Public' 

Utilities Code Section S3SZ .. 
", ~ . ~~,:~.~ .. .:..., 

6.. Clause 7 is Within the authorityO~ this, ,C:Ol'l'll'tiSSion=Z: 
~,~~_~P9~e~,~~.~~h?::r.t~r:-partycarrier of' pass~ngers -perm~ts" 
issued by-the Commission. - __ ~. h_ .. ___ ., ... _ ... _ ........ _ ... __ .~ ....... .... . ... 

,--' . '7. The"regulation or undedicated private roadways Wit.bintbe ~ 
---.-.-------........... --.. ---, .... , "-'. • .... 4 ,_, , •..• " "'-," , '. 

boundaries of an airport, owned and oporatedby:a 'local govcrn- , 

ment in its proprietary capacity, is solely wi thin the j~urisdiction, 
of said government entity. - 't/;'::'" 
. ------ ~ _§:;_,!l?-~_~eli,er ~,oughtby. applicant Should be denied.. /: 

ORD'ER-
~---'-

, . , 

I'r IS ORDERED that the ,relict' requested:byapplicmlt 
is denied. 

The effective date of this order shallbc', ,thirty days . 
after the 'date hereof. 

., ,~ 

Datea -~A~jUIlolG~1""':14~1~91'i'179f1t--' __ , at san-F,ranC:i.s:co,,'~·'C.al:i..fO~S:a""'·' 

.. . ' 
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icomm1s~1o~e%"R1:~hard'D~':Gravoil~~~b~~g ".,' 
ne~essQrlly:ab~.ent~ .• ~ d~<1';'10~:,,-a:.:~::;.eAJ)a~.,;.:.:: ;,~' 'I 
1n,tho 4:tsPO,s1t101l0,t':,:th-1S:'''p~OCO;Od'1n~;:'''''::':: ", 
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