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The three applicants in these consolidated proceedings 

seek authority to operate as passenger air carriers between the 

following points: 

A. Pacific Southwest Airlinc~ (PSA): 

1. San Diego and Long Be.1ch .. 
2. Long Beach and Ssn Francisco/Oakland/San Jose. 
3. San Diego to Sacramento via Long Beach and 

San Francisco. 
4.. San Francisco and Sacramento. 

B. Air California (Air Cal): 

1. San Diego and Long Be4ch. 
2. San Diego- and San Jose/Oakland. 
3. Long Beach and San Jose/Oakland. 

C.. Pacific Air Transport (PAT): 

1. long Eesch '::::l.d San Francisco/Oakland/San Jose. 

PSA, Air Cal and PAT each filed pro~ests against the 8??li­

cations of the other two applicants. Western Air Lines ONestern) 

protested all three applications, and participated actively at tae 

hearings. Air West protested PSA's application to serve the San 

Francisco-Sacramento route, but did not participate actively and did 

not file any briefs or exceptions. 

Various homeowners appeared at the hearings and present~d 

st3tements against additional air service at Long Beach Airport. 

These homeowners later organized thCQSclves into the Long Besch Jet 

Control Association (Jet Contrel), which WQS granted l~ve to inter­

vena. Jet Control 0t>posed granting of any of the a?~lications. 

The City of Long Besch (Long ~ach) and the ~ng Beach 

Chamber of Commerce suppo=ted all the applicants ~~ the tim2 of t~e 

hearings. After completion of :he heari~gs, however, Leng Beach 

changed. its pOSition and oP?osed any new air passenger service at 

the Long Beach Air?Ort (lGS). 

-2-



A.5026l ee ale NB 

Pursuant to the Comission' s Rules of Practice and Pro­

cedure, Sections 69-72, the proposed report of Examiner William N. 

Foley was filed on April 2, 1969. Exceptions to the proposed report 

were filed on May 13, 1969, by PAT, PSA, Western, Long Beach, and 

Jet Control. Reply briefs were filed on June 5, 1969 by Air Cal and 

PAT. Oral argument before the Commission was heard June 26, 1969. 

The Commission has considered the evidence of record 

herein, the various briefs, the proposed repore, the exceptions ane 

replies to exc:eptions, and the contentions presented at oral .orgu­

cent. We adopt the recommendations of the proposed report wi:h the 

modifications set forth below. 

I 

Long 'Beach-Bay Area and San Die~o 

The proposed report reCOUllllended that PSA be authorized eo 

operate between LGB and San Francisco International Airport (SFO); 

between LGB and Oakland International Airport (OAK); and between. 

LGB and San Diego International Airport (SAN). It recommended that 

Air Cal be certifieated to operate between LGB and San Jose Airport 

(SJC). These reeomxneudations were based upon findings that serious 

ground and air traffic congestion exist at Los Angeles International 

Airport (LAX), which would be relieved to some extent by service 

from LGB; that the public interest in the development of LGB as a 

satellite airport to LAX outweighed the private property interest 

of the homeowners adjacent to LGB; that the reasonable passenger 

traffic potential justified certification of only one new carrier 

on each route; and that LGB's facilities were ade~uate to accomco­

date the operations which were recommended. 

The proposed report also recommended tb4lt PAT not be cer­

tificated on any route, because it failed to make a satisfactory 
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showing of adequate financial stability and experience in scheduled 

air passenger operations.. Furthermore, it was sho'W'D. that PAT failed 

to present its most important executives ~t the hearings, and to 

show that it could economically provide adequate service. 

PAT vigorously asserts that it has fully met the require­

ments for certification. It emphasizes that it has a~ost two years' 

experience in air transportation operations under its federal author­

ity. It has revised its management by recently adding two new 

executives. It has introduced a letter of commitment and a revised 

cash flow statement to its brief on exceptions which show that PAT 

will raise an additional $2.5 million in capital if it receives 3 

certificate.. It has announced that it will honor credit cards .!Znd 

offe: t1alf fares to children in order to be mor~ competitive with 

PSA and Air Cal. 

In considering these contentions we cannot give any weight 

to new exhibits introduced after the record has been closed and 

which have not been subject to cross-examination or rebuttal evidence 

The record demonstrates that PAT's projected operating funds would 

be barely adequate to cover its projected expenses ~nder very opti­

mistic traffic prOjections, and that its financial condition is 

unclear and c.neertBin. 

While we recognize that PAT has been operating two pro­

pellor driven aircraft 8S a charter passenger and freight carrier, 

this experience has limited application to operating scheduled 

commuter air passenger service with jet aircraft in the highly 

competitive low-fare cecmuter ?3Ssenger QC:ket in California. ~c 

highly competitive nature of :his market is dcmo~~:atcd by Air ca1's 

recent fili~g to reduce its ONT/BUR-oAK/SJC service to two daily 

round trip flights (See Decision No. 75997, dated August 7, 1969 in 
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Application No. 50072, Petition to Modify Decision No. 75473, filed 

July 22, 1969). 

PAT further conteuds that it received unfair considera­

tion iu the proposed report on the ground taat its ap?lication W3S 

rejected on a competitive basis under .~he assuzption that it would 

be competing with Western, PSA and Air Cal. PAT maint2'ins that 

after the carrier should be cer-

tificated on each of the routes, it should have been considered for 

:lu::horiza.tion on at least the J..GB-SJC and l.GB-OAK routes as a sole 

carrier. 1 

This argument is unpersClsi ve. The proposed report dem­

onstrates tl1at PAT failed to make a sufficient presentation to 

justify certification by the Commission at tbis time, regerdless of 

the competitive or noncompetitive nature of the routes. Moreover, 

we do not agree with the contention that the LGB-OAK anc1 LGB-SJ'C 

routes ~re noncompetitive merely because only one carrier has been 

authorized to operate on each of them. Even if PAT was qualified 

to commence oper~tions on either of these routes, it would still 

face indirect competition with the service of PSA, Western and 

United Air Lines (VAL) at LAX cnd wieh Air Cal r s service at Orange 

County Airport (OCA). With regard to the LGB-OAK route, Western 

can reopen service on it ~t any til:c. And with regard to the 

LCB-SJ'C segment, Air Cal was recot:e::llc:l<!e<i to serve this route 3S 03 

possible means in assisting it in r.educing its overall costs and in 

alleviating to some extent any adverse effects from PS~fS entry 

into the passenger market area served by OCA. Give!:. the finax:La.l 

1 n4e LGB-OAK segment will p40bably be a one-carrier rocte because 
West~rn has recently discontinued its LGB-OPJC service. 
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operating conditions that have recently required both PSA and Air 

Cal to seek fare increases from the Commission 7 we do not believe 

that certification of a third intrastate carrier in the Los Angeles­

Bay Area corridor is in the public inte%est at: this time .. 

The most important issue presented on exceptions to the 

proposed report concerns the change in poSition of tong Beach. 

While the City Council initially supported the three applicants 

herein, 3S well as the development of LOB into a major satellite 

airport to serve the Los Angeles basin area, it has now adopted a 

pOSition in OPPOSition to any increased air passenger serviee.2 

~et Control supports the City Council's present position. !he Long 

Beach Chamber of Cacmlerce opposes it, and urges adoption of the 

proposed report. 

In furtherance of this new policy Long Beach has mthcrawn 

re~uests to the Civil Aeronautics Board to have LGB designated as a 

co-terminal with LAX.3 It has not undertaken the temporary expan­

$ion of terminal building facilities to accommodate any of the three 

applicants involved herein; and the City Council has tabled indefi­

nitely a consulting firm's report regarding long-te:m airport expan­

sion. And by resolution adopted May 6 ~ 1969, the City Council bas 

officially announced its opposition to any additional service at 

LGB. Since the present terminal facilities are entirely occupiee~ 

the record is clear that the present terminal building facilities 

3 Despite this change in positio:, tbe Civil Aeronautics Boa:d has 
continuee to designate :Lv""E as a co-terminal with LAX 3ud O:cr (See 
certificates of Continental Air Lines, Northwest Airlines, P3n 
American World Airways, Trans World Airlines, United Air Lines, 
and Western Air Lines, Order 69-7-105, dated July 21~ 1969, in 
Docket 16242, Transpacific Route Investigation). 
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are inadequate (Tr. 127). To this extent we have no choice but to 

reject Finding of F~ct No. 1 in the proposed report. We must find 

that the present airport facilities at LGB are inadequete. There­

fore) the Commission is faced with the question whether it shoule 

grant certificates to either PSA or Ai:r Cal under these circum-

stauces. 

While it is possible for PSA and Air Cal to conduct opera­

tions from LG3. by embarking and disembarking passengers on the 

runways ~ all three applicants have indic:lted that if ~erti£ieated 

they will not do so. Suc!-l operations ",,;01.11d be most inconvenient t:o 

the public in that ticketing, and baggage pickup and delivery, wo~ld 

have to be conducted under awkwnrd and perhaps hazardous conditions. 

We ere of the opinion tb.:lt $1lCh ope=ations woule o!'1ly be self defeat­

ing and should not be undertaken on a permanent basis. 

PSA advocates that we grant certificates to it and any 

other applicants which we find to be qualified; and then allo~ them 

to negotiate with Long Bc~ch fo= the purpose of attaining access to 

counter ~ ramp and terminal facilities at LOB. If the City Council 

refused such access~ PSA states it would not operate any LGB service. 

While this resolution of the matter is Simple, we find it unsatis­

factory because the result is nothing more than to transfer to the 

local community this Commission's autoority to determine which 

carriers should be certificated i~ the public iDteres~. 

The Commission b<!lieves :b.at consideratiot:. should be given 

to the official pOSition of Long Beach. This pOSition has been 

~ken by the elected represen:ativcs of the people of Long Beach, 

and as such we accept it as re~rcsenta:ive of ?Ublic o~iniQn in the 

community. We recognize teat no one desires to live nex~ door to 

major transportation facilities such as air?Orts ~nd freeways. We 
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agree ~ha~ such local community opinion constitutes part 0: the 

public interest which we must consider under Section 2753 of the 

Public Utilities Code in determining applications for certificates 

of public convenience and necessity. 

On the other hand~ we are cognizant of the fact that 

these proceedings ~ere commenced by the applicants ~th the whole­

hearted support of the City Council at that time. 'V1c must also 

give weight to the face ~hat only a few corm:on ni1:ies in the State 

combine the high quality airport runway and operational facilities 

which have been constructed at LGB ~th the geographical location 

to render assistance 1:0 LAX~ the x:ajor hub n1rport in Sou:thcr:c. 

California. Except for the size of the terminal building £acilities~ 

LGB is a modern, jet-32:c airport with adequate automobile parking 

space to accommodate the traffic expected to result from the se:vice 

proposed herein. It already has some jet aircraft operations 

resultir.g from the McDonnell-Douglas Company's production and fli811t 

testing of large jet transport aircraft at its facilities adjacent 

to LGB ~ and also from the operations of Western and Air West. There 

is no doubt that air and ground congestion at LAX is a serious and 

growing problem. During 1968 LAX was second only to 0 'Hare Inter­

national Airport in takeoffs and landings (594~486 at LAX; 690,810 

a1: 0 'Hare). Some of this eongestion at: LAX, however, may well be 

the result of over-scheduling by the various air car:iers as well 

as the result of the i~ained habit of the air traveling public to 

utilize the hub airp¢rt offering the largest n~~r of carriers and 

flights. The weight givec to ~his congestion factor is decreased 

somewhzt by the fact t~t d~spite introduction of se~.ce to t~e 

Bay A:ea from Hollywood-Burbank (BUR) and Cn:ario (ON'!') Airports, 

the number of flights scheduled betwec~ lJJC-Bay Area bas increased 
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rather than decreased. The effectiveness of the concept of reliev­

ing .air and ground congestion at hub airports, such as LAX, by 

introducing service at satellite airports has yet to be demonstrated. 

We agree with the findings and conclusions of the pro­

posed report that there is pUblic need for additional air passenger 

service between LG.S and the Bay Area in order to help relieve con­

gestion at tAX and in order to achieve more convenient air passenger 

service between the Bay Are:a and Southern California; that upon 

balancing the conflicting interests set out above this public need 

in an adequate and convenient intrastate air transportation system 

outweighs the interests represented by Je~ Control, and that cer­

tific~tes of public convenience and necessity should be granted to 

PSA for the LGB-SFO, LGB-OA.:< and LGB-SAN routes, and to Air Cal for 

the LGB-SJC route. We conclude, however, that since Long Beach 

opposes such additional service, certific.a;es should be ~emporarily 

denied by interfm order herein in order to permit pc~ 8nd Air Cal to 

commence discussions or proceedings with the Long Beacb City Council 

regarding possible use of 1GB. 

If between the date of our inter~ order herein and 

July 1, 1970, the Commission receives ~dditional evidence which 

shows that PSA and Air Cal have secured, by means of an .agreement 

with or by the pe:mission of the Long Beach City CounCil, .access 

to the terminal facilities at LG'B;. "'vie will issue .a final order 

granting certificates to PSA and Air Cal ~s rec~ended in the pro­

posed repor~. The additioo.al evidence must show that, the terminal 

f3cilities will be adequate. The int~r~ order will require that 

PSA and Air Cal each ?=cvide no:ice :0 the Commission within 30 days 

whether each carrier intends to commence negotiations with Long 

Beach in order to secure such .access. In the event that either PSA 
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or Air Cal declines to commence negotiations, the other carrier ~7 

proceed to acquir2 terminal access rights. If both carriers file 

notiee that they intend to commence negotiations ~t will be ,neces­

sary that access rights be acquired by both in order to receive 

ce::-tificates. 

These proceedings regarding air passenger service at LGB 

will remain open for the receipt of additional evidence in conform­

'ity with the foregoing opinion. 

II 

San Diego-Oakland and San Jose 

Air Cal requests ~~thority to operate two daily nonstop 

flights between SAN-OAK and SAN-SJC. The proposed re?ort rccOQQcn~cd 

tMt Air Cal be granted such authority. Both PSA and Western have 

f11 d . hi ..:I.... 4 e except~ons to t $ recomcen~t~on • 

. While PSA' s oppOSition during the hearings was limited to 

the contentions that the potential market does not justify certifi­

cation of nons:op flights between these points, and that the 

Commission should not grant Air cal's req~est because it has failed 

to achieve profitable operating results, on e."'Cceptions PSA also 

asserts that it will suffer serious loss of passengers on its 

SAN-OAK snd SAN-SJC service. 

These arguments were made by PSA with regard to Air cal's 

applic~~ion to operate from LGB. They were rejected in the proposed 

=eport; we also reject them. The record shows that present nons:op 

servlce between these points is minimal and that thera is sufficien: 

4 Weste~n a~sa8rees ~~h tEe f~ndings 0: the po~cnt~l t=ef:ic ~ore­
casts on these routes, az well as those from LGB. Western has 
failed to show with any degree of ee~tainty that these findings 
are beyond the zone of reasonableness. Therefore, Western's 
exceptions are =ejectcd. 
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traffic potential to justify eom.encement of two daily nonstop 

flights. 

While Air Cal's financial condition is serious we believe 

that on this record Air Cal should not be denied the o~portunity to 

reduce its fiXed costs by operating on this route. Since Air Cal 

presently has station facilities at OAK and SJC, its initial operat­

i:lg costs should be less than if it was commencing service on a com­

pletely new route. Air cal has recently received a fare incre~se 

from the Commission which may also improve its financial position. 

In concluding that this limited expansion of Ai:r Cal's route system 

should be approved, we endorse the admonition appearing in the pro­

posed report that it is reasonable to assume that if a particular 

:oute proves unprofitable the carrier's management will take correc­

tive action. 

As for PSA's contention that it faces serious loss of 

passengers if Air Cal is certificated as requested, we doubt that 

any great loss can reasonably be expected to- occur in vi~.., of PSA's 

dominant position in the California intrastate air passenger market 

and its demonstrated ability to compete aggressively. 

III 

Sacramento Service by PSA 

PSA's application seeks authority to serve Sacr~mento 

Metropolitan Field (SMF) from San Francisco and Long Beach. It 

requests certification on ewo routes: 'LGB-SFO-SMF ~ and SFO-SMF. 

proposes to operate a ~nimum of four daily round trips between 

SFO-SMF. Local passengers bet~een SFO and S~ would be carried 3t s 

... ... 
.1, .. 

fare which is less than that charged by the present carriers, UAI.. 

and Air West. While Air West protested PSA' s .application it has not 

actively participated in this proceeding, and it did not file any 
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brief. Under PSAfs proposal at least 192,000 SFO-SMF passengers 

per year are re~uired to cover operating costs. The proposed report 

found that PSA's presentation of the potential traffic data failed 

to demonstrate a sufficient volume of potential traffic to justify 

authorization. This conclusion was based upon the fact that the 

~ecord indicated total potential LGB-SFO-SMF and SFO-SMF traffic for 

1969 of only 127,000 passengers. The proposed report recommended, 

however, that PSA be given every opportunity to explain this apparent 

inconsistency. 

PSA now contends that the proposed report fails· to take 

into consideration those potential passengers from BUR and from ON!, 

who would utilize PSA's service to SFO and then continue to SMr via 

its SFO-~ service. PSA maintains that many Southern california 

bound· passengers would utilize the SFO-SMF leg of its LGB service 

and then continue to BUR or om on its flights departing SFO. In 

particular, PSA points to the results of its traffic survey, which 

shows a potential of over 300,000 BUR-SFO-SMF passengers and over 

100,000 ONt-SFO-SMF passengers. Other considerations which PSA 

urges us to weigh favorably include ~he setmulation of local SFO-S~~ 

traffic expeceed from its reduced fare and frequent service; the 

increased operational efficiencies and economics that will be 

achieved through the capability of shifting aircraft between 

SMF-SFO; and the record of PSA' s management in developing commuter 

airline service. 

SUlff Exhibie No. 29 shows that: during 1967 PSA c.:rried 

329,200 passengers between BUR-SFO, and 96,100 during the first 

quarter of 1968. Projecting the 1968 first quarter result: for the 

entire year produces an est~te of 384,400 passengers for that 

year. After adding only 10 percent stimulation for 1969 the esti­

mated 1969 BUR-SFO traffic is 422,400. Under the results of PSA:s 
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survey, over 75 percent of the 1969 forecast of BUR-SFO traffic 

would utilize SFO-SMF service. We conclude that such 4 high per­

centage of through traffic is unrealistic, and we estimate tb3t no 

more than 200,000 SFO-SMF passengers can be expected from BOR.5 

Considering that PSA's traffic survey of 127,000 

LCa-SFC-SMF passengers in 1967 c~n reasonably be projected at 

10 per~cnt annual stimulation to about 154,000 estimated passengers 

fer 1969; and t~t the potential SFO-SMF traffic originating f=om 

B~\R approxi~tes 200,000 passengers during 1969, the Commission is 

of the opini~ that t~cre is sufficient SFO-SMF traffic potential 

to conclude that the necessary 192,000 passengers per yea= will 

dcve1op~ !~ ma~lng this dc~crmination we give e~bsta:tialweight 

• 

to tha f3ctO=S o~ FSA's ree~ed :~re; the jud~~t of its management; 

a~d th~ lac~ of eny op~osition to its request. 

PSA's proposal to o~erar.e between LGB-SFO-~ will be 

made subject to the ~me conditions as its request to operate 

between LGB and the ~y Area. We will, however, ti.OW s:'.;2nt authority 

to PSA to operate a minimum of four daily ro~ t.ip flights between 

SFO-SMF. 

Findings of Fact 

Based upon the evidence of record in these proceedings, 

the briefs, the proposed report, the exceptions and replies thereto, 

and the oral arguments, the Commission adopts the findings of fact 

set forth in the proposed report, except Findings of Fact Nos. 1, 39~ 

41, 42 and 43. Based upon the additional evidence considered by 

official notice, the arguments set forth in the briefs and 

5 No conside=ation will be given to potential SFO-SMF traffic orig­
inating from ON! because Western has eommet!.eed nonstop ONX-SMF 
se~vice with ~wo daily round trip flights CWestern Airlines 
Schedule, effective July 1, 1969 through September 5, 1969). 
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exceptions, the replies thereto and the oral arguments, the Commis­

sion finds in lieu of Findings of Fact Nos. 1, 39, 41, 42 and 43 

that: 

1. The City of Long Beach had announced that it will not 

temporarily expand its terminsl facilities at LGB to accommodate 

t.he passenger air carrier service proposed by the applicants herein; 

it bas postponed indefinitely the permanent expansion of the termi­

nal facilities at LGB; and it has changed its position from that of 

supporting the applicants herein to that of opposing any additional 

passenger air carrier service at LGB_ Since additional terminal 
.. 

sp~ce at LGB is necessary to accommodate the service proposec by 

the applicants herein, the present LGB te:minal facilities are 

presently not adequate. 

2. As a result of the facts set forth in Finding of Fact 

No.1, above, and as a result of the change of position adopted by 

the City of Long Beach, public convenience and necessity require 

the temporary denial of a certificate of public convenience and 

necessity for PSA to operate as a passenger air carrier between 

LGB-SFO, LGB-oAK, LGB-SAN, and LGB-SMF via SFO, in accordance with 

the terms set forth in the interim order issued herein. 

3. As a result of the facts set forth in Finding of Fact 

No.1, above, and as a result of the change of pOSition adcpted by 

the City of Long Beach, public convenience a~d necessity require 

the temporary den~l of a certificate of public eonvenie~ce and 

necessity for Air cal to operate as a passe~ge= air carrier be~~een 

LGB-SJC, in accordance with the terms set forth in the interim order 

issued herein .. 

4. In accordance with Findings of Fact Nos. 31, 32, 33, 34 

and 35, 8S set forth in the proposed report~ public convenience and 

-14-



. . 
A.S0261 et a1. NB 

necessity require the granting to Air cal of a" certificate to oper­

ate as a passenger air c~rrier between SAN-oAX and SAN-SJC. 

5. In order to initiate four daily round trip flights between 

SFO-SMF, PSA requires at least 192,000 passengers per year to 

recover its total operating expenses. We find that approximately 

200,000 passengers per year originating in BUR would utilize ?SA's 

proposed SFO-SMF service. PSA will offer service on this ~oute at 

a lower fare than presently offered. Therefore, it is reasonable 

to conclude that local SFO-SMF traffic will be stimulated. PSA will 

achieve operational efficiencies and economies by initiating such 

service in that it will be able to shift aircraft more easily to 

meet peak traffic demand. There is no opposition to PSA' s applica­

tion to commence tbis service. 

6. We find that PSA would recover its total operating costs 

for four daily round trip flights in the first year of stable oper­

a tions. Upon entering the SFO-SMF market, PSA will provide addi­

tional flights at peak hours at a fare which is lower than that 

presently Charged. These service improvements will benefit the 

public immediately. 

7. Public convenience and necessity require the granting to 

PSA of a certificate to operate as a passenger air carrier between 

SFO-SMF. 

Conclusions of La'W 

Based upon the foregoing findings of fact 7 and the =ind­

ings of fact set forth in the proposed report except Findings of 
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Fact Nos. 1, 39, 4l, 42 and 43, the Cotm:nission makes the following 

conclusions of law: 

1. The application of PA~ should be denied. 

2. The application of PSA for a certificate of public conven­

ience and necessity to operaee as a passenger air carrier between 

SFO-SMF should be granted. In all other respects the application 

should be temporarily denied. 

3. The application of Air Cal for a certificete of public 

convenience and necessity to operate as a passenger air carrier 

between SAN-oAX and SAN-SJC should be granted. In all other 

respects the application sho~ld be temporarily denied. 

Pacific Southwest Airlines and Air California are hereby 

placed on notice that operative rights, as such, do noe constitute 

a class of property which may be capiealized or used as an eleoent 

of value in %.:lte fixing for any amount of money. in excess of that 

originally paid to the State as the consideration for the grant of 

such rights. Aside from their purely permiSSive aspect, such rights 

extend to the holder a full or partial monopoly of a class of busi­

ness over a particular route. This conopoly feature may be modified 

or canceled at any time by the Seate, which is not in any respect 

limited as to the nu:nber of rights which may be given. 
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INTERIM ORDER 
ON SERVICE FROM LONG BEACH 

IT IS ORDERED that:: 

1. Certificates of public convenience and necessity 

authorizing Air California to operate as a passenger air carrier 

between Long Beach Airport and San Jose Airport; and authorizing 

Pacific Southwest Airlines to operate as a passenger air carrier 

between Long Beach Airport and San Francisco International Airpor~; 

between Long Beach Airpo::'t and' Oakland :A:nternatiotlal Airport; ~nd 

between Long Beach Airport and San Diego InterDational Airport; and 

between Long Beach Airport to Sacracento Metrooolitan Field via San 

Francisco Inte~tional Airport are temporarily denied until on or 

before July 1, 1970. 

2. These proceedings regarding passenger air carrier service 

from Long Beach Airport by Air California and Pacific Sou'ehwest 

Airlines remain open for the receipt of additio~l evidence in order 

that each of the two applicants may proceed to· acquire from the City 

of Long Beach access rights to adequete terminal facilities at Long 

Beach Airport. 

3. Within thirty days after the effec:ive date hereof, each 

applicant will provide notice to the Commission sUlting. whether it 

intends to commence negotiations wi1:h the City of Long Beach to 

acquire terminal access rights. If either applican~ files notice 

declining to commence such negotiations, the other applicant ~y 

proceed to acquire terminal access rights from the City of Long 

Beach. If the two applicants file notice that tbey intend to com-

mence negoti~tions to acquir~ ~ermi~l access rights, i: is neces­

sary t~t such =ights be 3cquire~ by Doth applicants. 

-17-
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4. Upon the receipt of notice that terminal access rig..~ts 

have been received from the City of Long Beach, or that such rights 

have been denied, ·or on July 1, 1970, whichever occurs first, the 

COmmission will give further consideration to the interim order 

issued herein and will issue an appropriate final order. 

S. The application of Pacific Southwest Airlines for a cer­

tificate of public convenience and necessity to serve between Long 

Beach Airport and San Jose Airport is denied. 

6. The application of Air California for a certificate of 

public convenience and necessity to serve between Long Beach Air90rt 

and San Diego Intertlational Airport; and between Long Beach Airpor~ 

and Oaklancl International Airport; and between San Diego Intertl.2": 

tional Airport and Oakland International Airport via Long Beach Air­

port; and between San Diego International Airport and San Jose 

Airport via Long Beach Airport, is denied. 

7. The application of Pacific Air Transport for a certificate 

of public convenience and necessity to serve between Long Beach and 

the Bay Area is denied_ 

ORDER REGARDING SERVICE 
BETWEEN SA~I~ 5i&mmZfg . .10S~~1) SERVICE S~E A N sAt ~To 

IT IS ORDERED that: 

1. A certificate of public convenience and necessity is 

granted to· Pacific Southwest Airlines, authorizing it to operate ~s 

a passenger air earrier as defined in Seetion 2741 of the Publie 

Utilities Code~ between the points and over the route·particul~::y 

set forth in Al'pendix A, attached nc::'cto and t:adc a ~;)rt hereof. 

2. A certificate of public eonvenicnee and necessity is 

granted to Air CalifOrnia, authorizing it to operate as a passenger 

-18-



e 'e-' 
A.S0261 ct ale NB 

air carrier as defined in Section 2741 of the Public Utilities Code~ 

between the points and over the routes particularly set forth in 

Appendix 3, a t~ched hereto and made a part hereof. 

3. In providing service pursuant to the certificates herein 

granted, each applicant certificated herein shall comply with and 

observe the follOwing service regulations. Failure to do so ~y 

reSult in a cancellation of the operating authority granted by this 

deciSion. 

8. Within thirty days after the effective date hereof, 
each applicant shall file a written acceptance of 
the certificate herein granted. By accepting the 
certificate of public convenience and necessity 
herein granted, each applicant is placed on notice 
thet it will be reqUired, among other things, to 
file annual reports of its operations and to com­
ply with and observe the insurance requirements of 
the COmmission's General Order No. l20-A. Failure 
to file such reports in such form and at such time 
as the COmmission may direct, or to comply with 
and observe the prOvisions of General Order 
No. l20-A, may result in a cancellation of the 
operating authority granted by this decision. 

b. Within One hundred and eighty days after the effec .. 
tiV'e date hereof ~ each applicant shall establish 
the service herein authorized and file ies tariff 
and timetables to reflect the authority herein 
granted. Such filings shall be ~de effective 
not earlier than five days after the effective 
date of this order on not less than five days' 
notice to the CommiSSion and the public cnd shall 
comply with the regulations governing the con­
struction and filing of tariffs in the Commission's 
General Order No. lOS-A. 

These orders shall become effective ten days after the 

date hereof. 

Dated at __ ltILn __ 1t'.nI._ll_0IC0 ___ , CalifOrnia, this _~_ 
SEP'ltMBt£R of ________ , 1969. 

-19-
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Appendix A PACIFIC SOunr~ST AIRLINES 
(a corpora tion) 

Original Page 1 

P~cific Sou~hwest Airlines, by the cert~ficate of public 

convenience and necessity granted in the decision noted in the 

margin, is authorized to transport passengers by air over nu=be=ed 

routes in either direction: 

Rout~s 

1. Between San Diego and Los Angeles, Burbank ~ S"'l'O. 
Francisco and Oakland. 

2. Between Los Angeles and San Francisco and Oakland. 

3 • Between Burbank and San Fr-'lncisco .. 

4. Bet-wecn Los Angeles and san Jose. 

5. Between Los Angeles ~nd Sacr~mento. 

6. Between Ontario International Airport and s<:n 
Francisco International Airport. 

7. B~tween San Jose M~cipal Airport and Oa~~and 
International Airport, on the one hand, and 
Hollywood-Burba'O.k Airport, on th~ other hand. 

8. Between San Diego and Ontario. 

9. Between San Francisco International Airport and 
Sacramento Metropolitan Field. 

RESTRICTIONS 

Routes 1 throu~h 57 inclusive 

Pa$sengers shall be transported by air in either 
direction in Lockheed Electra, Boeing 727, ~e­
ing 737, or Douglas DC-9 aircraf~ .. 

Issued by california Public Utilities COmmiSSion .. 

'Ocei~ion No.. 76110, Application No .. 50261. 
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APPC':ldix A PAC!F:C SOL~~~ST AIRLINES 
(a corpora :ion) 

Original Page 2 

RESTRICTIONS--Contd. 

Route 6 

1. Passengers shall be transported by air in either 
direction in nonstop service at a minimum of fGur 
scheduled round trip flights daily. 

2. No nonstop service may be operated between 
Ontario Intet'n.ltional Airport (ON'!) and any other 
points served by Pacific Southwest Ai=lines'under 
other authorization with the exception of San Diego. 

Route 7 

1. Passengers. shall be transported in either direc­
tion in Lockheed L-l8S (Electra) Ai=craft~ 
Douglas DC-9, Boeing 727-100, Boeing 727-200 and 
Boeing 737 Aircraft with a mir.i=l.um. of fGur round 
trips daily. 

2. This route authorization is l~ted to the spe­
cific segments of Route 7. 

Route 8 

Passengers shall be transported in either direc­
tion in nons~p service at a mini:num of two 
scheduled ro~d trips daily. 

Route 9 

Passengers shall be transported in either direc­
tion in nonstop service a t a minimum of four 
seh~duled round trips daily. All service to 
Sacramento Metropolitan Field from any other 
points already served by Psc:ific Southw~st Air­
lines must be provided via S3n Francisco !n=e=­
nati.onal Airpo=t, except fo= t:ie nonstop $€::vice 
authorized between Los Angc:es Interna:ion=l 
Airport and Sacramento Metropolitan Field. 

Issued by California Public Utilities Commission. 

Decision No. 76110 ~ Application No. 50261. 
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Appendix B AIR. CALIFORNIA 
(a corpora t:1on) 

e-.'. 

Origina 1 Page 1 

The authority stated herein to Air California supersedes 

all previously granted certificates of public convenience and neces­

sity granted in Decisions Nos. 71310, 73172 and 74248, 8S modified 

by Decisions Nos. 73916, 74672, 75473 and 75997. 

Air California, by the certificate of public convenience 

and necessi'cy granted in the decision noted in the margin, is author­

ized to operate with Douglas DC-9 aireraft or Boeing 737 aircraft 

over th@ routes described as follows: 

Route 1 

Route 2 

Route 3 

Route 4 

Bet'Ween Orange County Airport, on the one hand, 
and San Jose Municipal Airport, Oakland I~:cr­
national Airport and San Francisco Interoational 
Airport, on the other hand, with each of the last 
three named airports being either a terminal or 
intermediate point for this route. 

Between Orange County Airport, Hollywood-Burbank 
Airport and Ontario International Airport, on 
the one hand, and San Jose Municipal Airport and 
oakland International Airport, on the other hand, 
with each of the first three named airports and 
each of the last two airports, respectively, 
being either n terminal or inte=mediaee point for 
this route. 

Nonstop service between San Diego International 
Airport and San Jose Municipal Airport. 

Nonstop service between San Diego International 
Airport ~nd Onkland I~~t1oasl Airport. 

Issued by California Public Utilities Commission. 

Decision No .. 76110 "Al>Plication No. 50381. 
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AppendiX B AIR CALIFORNIA 
(a corporat:ion) 

Original Page 2 

CONDlnONS 
Minimum number of round t:rip schedules daily between 

points shown shall be: 

a ~ Orange County Airport and San Francisco Interna-
tioIl8.1 Airport .............................. _ . . . . 5 

b. Orange County Airport and San 30se Municipal 
Mrport . . . . . . . . . e· • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •••• ,. 1/1 • • 3 

c. Orange County Airport and Oakland Internat:ional 
Airport .•••••..••..•.••••••••••••.•••.•.•••••. 4 

d. Between Hollywood-Burbank Airport: and Ontario 
International Airport, on the one 'hand, and San 
30se Municipal Airport: and Oakland Internation-
al Airport, on the ot:her hand ................... 2 

e.. Between San Diego Interns tional Airport and San 
Jose Municipal Airport ......................... 2 

f. Between San Diego International Airport and 
Oakland International Airport ••.•••••••••••••• 2 

RESTRICTIONS· 

No passengers shall be accepted for transportation solely 

between the following pairs of points: 

B. Orange County Airport - Ontario International Airport. 
b. Orange County Airport - Hollywood-Burbank Airport. 
c. Hollywood-Burbank Airport: - Ontario International 

Airport. 
d. San Francisco International Airport - San 30se 

MuniCipal Airport. 
e. San Francisco International Airpor~ - Oakland 

Iuternational Airpor~. 
f. Oakland. Interna~ional Airpor~ - San Jose Municipal Airport. 
g. san Francisco International Airport - Ontario International 

Airport. 
h. San Francisco International Airport - Hollywood-Burbank 

Airport. 
i. San Diego International Airport and other airports already 

served by Air California except as authorized by Routes :3 
and 4. 

Issued by California Public Utilities Commission. 
Decision No. 761:1.0, Appliea~ion No. 50381 .. 


