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The three applicants in these consolidated proceedings
seek authority to operzte as passenger air carriers between the
following points:

A. Pacific Southwest Airlinmes (PSA):

1. San Diege and Long Beach.
2. Long Beach and San Framcisco/Oakland/San Jose.

3. San Diego to Sacramento via Long Beach and
San Francisco.

4. San Francisco and Sacramento.

Air California (Air Cal):

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

Pacific Aixr Transport (PAT):

1. ZLong ZBeachk zad San Framcisco/Oakland/San Jose.

PSA, Air Cal and PAT each filed prozests against the appli-
cations of the other two applicants. Western Air Lines (Western)
protested all three applications, and participated actively at tae
hearings. Aixr West protested PSA's application to sexrve the San
Francisco~-Sacramento route, but did not participate actively and did
not £ile any briefs ¢x exceptions.

Various bomeowners appeared at the hearings and presentad
statemenis against additional air service at Long Beach Airport.
These homeowners later organized themselves into the Loug Beach Jet
Control Association (Jet Contrel), which was granted le2ve to intex-
vene. Jet Control opposed granting of any of the appiications.

The City of Long Beach (Lomg Beach) and the Long Beach
Chamber of Commerece supported all the applicants at the time of the
hearings. After completion of zhe heaxiags, however, Leng Beach
changed its position and opposed any new air passenger service at

the Long Beach Airport (LGB).
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Pursuant to the Commission'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 Jume 5, 1969 by Air Cal and
PAT. Oxal argument before the Commission was heard Jume 26, 1969.

The Commission has considexed the evidence of record
herein, the various briefs, the ptoposed report, the exceptions and
replies to exceptions, and the contentions presented at oral argu-

zent, We adopt the recommendations of the proposed report with the

modifications set forth below.

1
Long Beach-Bay Area and San Diego

The proposed report recommended that PSA be authorized to
operate between LGB and San Francisco Intermational Airport (SFO);
between LGB and Oakland Internmatiomal Airport (QAK); and between
LGB and San Diego Intexmational Airport (SAN). It recommended that
Air Cal be certificated to operate between LGB and San Jose Airport
(SJC). These recommendations were based upon findings that serious
grouad and aix traffic congestion exist at Los Angeles Internmatiomal
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 reasomable passenger
traffic potential justified certification of only one mew carrier
on each route; and that LGB's facilities were adegquate to accomzmo~
date the operations which were recommended.

The proposed report also recommended that 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 shown that PAT failed
to present its most important executives 2t 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 almost two yeaxs'
expericnce 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

wil: raise an additional $2.5 million in capital if it receives a
certificate. It has anncunced that it will homor credit cards amd
offer half faxes to children in order to be more cempetitive 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 under very opti-
mistic traffic projections, and thet its financial condition is
unclear and uncertain.

While we recognize that PAT has been operating two pro~
pellor driven aircraft as a charter passenger and fxecight carxier,
this experience has limited application to operating scheduled
commutex alr passenger service with jet aireraft in the highly
coumpetitive low~fare cemmuter passenger merket in California. The
highly competitive nature ¢f this market is demomstrated by Air Cal's
recent £iliag to reduce its ONT/BUR-OAK/SJIC sexrvice to two daily

round trip £lights (See Decision No. 75997, dated August 7, 1969 in
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Application No. 50072, Petition to Modify Decisionm No. 754735 £filed
July 22, 1969).

PAT further cootends that it received unfair comsidera-
tion in the proposed report om the ground taat its application was
xejected on a competitive basis under the assumption that it would
be competing with Western, PSA and Air Cal. PAT maintzins that
after the examiner determined that only one carxier should be cex-

tificated on cach of the routes, it should have been comsidered for

authorization on at least the LGB=-SJC and LGB~0AK routes as 8 sole

carrier.l

This argument is unpersvasive. The proposed report dem-
onstrates that PAT failed to make a sufficient presentation to
justify certification by the Commission at tais time, regerdless of
the competitive or noncompetitive nature of the routes. Morcover,
we do not agree with the contention that the LGB-0AK and LGB~SJC
routes arxe noncompetitive merely because only onme carrier has been
authorized to operate on ¢ach of them. Even if PAT was qualified
to commence operations on either of these routes, it would still
face indirect competition with the service of PSA, Western and
United Air Lines (UAL)'at 14X ond with Air Cal's service at Orange
County Airport (0CA). With regard to the LGB-0AK route, Western
can reopen service on it at any time., And with regard to the
LGE-SJC segment, Aixr Cal was xecommended to sexve this route as &
possible means in assisting it in reducing its ovezall costs and in
alleviating to some extent any adverse cffects from PSA's entry

inte the passenger market area served by OCA. Given the fimancial

1 The LG3-0AK segment wiil probadbly be a one~carrier route because

Western has recently discontinued its LGB-0AK service.
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operating conditions that have recehtly required both PSA and Air |
Cal to seek fare increases from the Commission, we do not believe
that cerxtification of a third intrastate carxier in the Los Angeles-
Bay Area corxidor is in the public intexest at this time.

The most important issue presented on exceptions to the
proposed report concerns the change in position ¢f Long Beach.

While the City Council initially supported the three applicants

herein, as well as the development of LGB into a major satellite

airport to serve the Los Angeles basin area, it has now adopted 2
position in opposition to any increased air passenger service.2
Jet Control supports the City Council’s present position. Thke Long
Beach Chamber of Commerce opposes it, and urges adoption of the
proposed report.

In furtherance of this new policy Long Beach has withdrawn

requests to the Civil Aeronautics Board to have LGB designated as i

3

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

sion 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-~term airport expan=~
sion. And by resolution adopted May 6, 1969, the City Coumcil has
officially announced its opposition to any additiomal service at
LGB. Since the present terminal fac¢cilities are eatirely occupied,

the record is clear that the present terminal building facilities

2 Sec¢ Decizion No./550& Order Denyinz Motions to Augment the Xecorc
and Taking Q0fficial Notice of thc Revisced PO5SLtion AdOPLEa 0y <l
City of Long Beach, dated Apzril 29, L9769,

Despite this change in pésitiozn, the Clvil Aeronautics Boaxd hes
continued to designate 1LGB as 2 co-terminal with LAX and OXT (See
certificates of Continental Air Linmes, Nortawest Airlimes, Pan
American World Aixways, Trans World Airlines, United Air Lines,
and Western Ailr Lines, Orxder 69~7-105, dated July 21, 1969, in
Docket 16242, Transpacific Route Investigation).

G-
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are inadequate (Tr. 127). 7To this extent Qe have no choice but to
reject Finding of Fact No. 1 in the proposed report. We must find
that the present airport facilities at LGB are.iﬁadequace. Thexre-~
fore, the Commission is faced with the question whether it should

grant certificates to either PSA or Air Cal under these circume~

stances.

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 indicated that if certificated
theylwill not do so. Such operations would be most incoavenient to
the public in that ticketing, and baggage pickup and delivery, would
have to be conducted under awkward and perhaps hazardous comnditioms.
We cre of the opinion that such cperations would only be self defeate
ing and should not be undertaken on a permanent basis.

PSA advocates that we grant certificates to it and any
other applicants which we £ind to be qualified; and then allow them
to negotiate with Long Beach for the purpose of attaining access to
counter, ramp and terminal facilities at LGB. If the City Council
refused such access, PSA states it would not operate any LGB sexvice.
While this resolution of the matter is sﬁmpie, we find it unsatis-
factory because the result is nothing more than to transfer to the
local commumity this Commission's zuthority to determine which
carriers should be certificated iz the pubiic interest.

The Commission believes that consideratior should be given
to the official position ¢f Long Beach. This position has.beén
tcken by the elected representatives of the people of Long Beach,
and as such we accept 1t as representative of public opinicn in the
community. We recognize that no one desires to live pext door to

major transportation facilities such as airports and freewzys. We
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agree that such local commumity opinion comstitutes paxt of the
public interest which we must comsider 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 were commenced by the applicants with the whole-
hearted support of the City Council at that time. Ve must also
give weight to the fact that only a few communities in the State
combine the high quality airport runway and operational faeilitics
which have been constructed at LGB with the geographical location
to render assistance to LAX, the major hub airport im Souther:
California. Except for the size of the terminal building facilities,
LGB is 2 modern, jet-age airport with adequate automobile parking
space to accommodate the traffic expected to result from the sexvice
proposed herein. It already has some jet aixcraft operations
resulting from the McDommell-Douglas Company's production and £light
testing of large jet transport aircraft at its facilities adjacent
to LCB, 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 O'Hare Intex-
national Airport in takeoffs amnd landimgs (594,486 at LAX; 690,810
atvo'Hare). Some of this congestion at LAX, however, may well bte
the result of over-scheduling by thé various air carriers as well
a2s the result of the ingrained habit of the air traveling public to
utilize the hub airport offering the largzest number of carriers and
flights. The weight giver to this congestion factor is decreased

somewhat by the fact that despite introduction of service to the

Bay Area from Eollywood-Burbank (BUR) and Cntario (ONT) Airports,

the number of flights scheduled betweer LAX-Bay Area has increased
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rathexr than decreased. The effectiveness of the cdncept of reliev-
ing air and ground congestion at hub éirports, such as LAX, by
introducing service at satellite airports has yet to be demomstrated.
We agree with the findings and conclusions of the pro-
nosed report that there is public need for additional air passenger
sexvice between LGB and the Bay Area in oxder to help relieve con-
gestion at LAX and in order to achieve more comvenient air passenger
service between the Bay Area and Southern California; that upon
balancing the conflicting interests set out above this public need
in an adequate and convenient intrastate air traunsportation system
outweighs the interests represented by Jet Control, and that cer-
tificates of public convenience and necessity should be granted to
PSA for the LGB~SFO, LGB-0AX and LGB-SAN routes, and to Air Cal for
the LGB~SJC route. We conclude, however, that siace Long Beach
opposes such additiomal sexvice, cerxtificates should be temporarily

denied by interim order herein in order to permit PSA and Aix Cal to

commence discussions or proceedings with the Long Beach City Coumcil

regarding possible use of LGB.

If between the date of our interim oxrder herein and
July 1, 1970, the Commission receives additional evidence which
shows that PSA and Air Cal have secured, by means of an agreement
with or by thé permission of the Long Beach City Council, access
to the terminal facilities a2t LGB, we will issuz a final order
granting certificates to PSA and Air Cal zs recommended in the pro-
posed report. The additional evidence must show that.the terminal
facilities will be adequate. The interin order will require that
PSA and Air Cal cach prcvide notice to 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 Aixr Cal declines to commence negetiations, the other carrier may

proceed to acquire terminal access rights. If both carriers file

notice that they intend to commence negotiations it will be neces-

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

certificates.

These proceedings regarding air passenger sexvice at LGB
will remain open for the xeceipt of sdditional eviderce in conform~

ity with the foregoing opinion.

I
San Diego=-Cakland and San Jose

Aix Cal requests cuthority to operate two daily nonstop
flights between SAN-0AK and SAN-SJIC. The proposed report recommended
that Air Cal be granted such authority. Both PSA and Western have
filed exceptions to this recommendation.a

- While PSA's opposition during the hearings was limited to
the contentions that the potential market does not justify certifi-
cation of nomstop flights between these points, and that the
Commission should not grant Aix Cal's request because it has failed
to achleve profitable operating results, on exceptions PSA also
asserts that it will suffer serious loss of passengers on its
' SAN-CAK snd SAN-SJC service.

' These arguments were made Sy P5A with regard to Air Cal's
application to operate from LGE. They were rejected inm the proposed
seport; we also rejeét them; The record shews that present nonstop

service between these points is minimal and that there is sufficient

Western aisagrees with the Iindings o= the potential trafiic rore-
casts on these routes, ac well as those from LGB. Western has
failed to show with any degree of cexrtainty that these findings
are beyond the zone of reasomableness. Therefore, Westexn's
exceptions are wTejected,

-10~
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traffic potential to justify commencement of two daily nonstop:
flights.

While Air Cal's fimancial comndition is serious we believe
that on this xeccord Alx Cal should not be denied the opportunity to
reduce its fixed costs by operating on this route. Since Air Cal
presently has station facilities at QAK and SJC, its initial operat~
ing costs should be less than if it was commencing service on a8 com~
pletely new route. Air Cal has recently received a fare increase
from the Commission which may also improve its financial positiom.
In concluding that this limited expansion of Air 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
zoute 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 cextificated as requested, we doubt that
any great loss can reasonably be expected to occur in view of PSA's
dominant position in the Califormiz intrastate air passenger market

and its demonstrated ability to compete aggressively.

IIX

Sacramento Service by PSA

PSA's application seeks authority to serve Sacramento
Metropolitan Field (SMF) from San Francisco and Long Beach. It
requests cextification on two routes: LCEB-SFO-SMF, and SFO-SMF. It
proposes to operate a minimum of four daily round trips between

SFO~-SMF. Local passengers bdbetween SFO and SMF would be carried at z

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

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

actively participated in this proceeding, and it did not f£ile any
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brief. Under PSA's proposal at least 192,000 SFO-SMF passengers
pex year are required 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
record indicated total potential LGB-SFO-SMF and SFO-SMF traffic for
1969 of only 127,000 passengers. The proposed report recommended,
however, that PS4 be given every opportunity to explain this apparent
inconsistency.

PSA now contends that the proposed report fails to take
into consideration those potential passemgers from BUR and from ONT,
who would utilize PSA's service to SFO and then continue to SMF via

its SFO-RF service. PSA maintains that many Southern Califormia

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

and then continue to BUR or ONT on its flights departing SFO. In
particular, PSA pqints to the xvesults of its traffic survey, which
shows a potential of over 300,000 BUR-SFO-SMF passengers amnd over
100,000 ONT-SFO-SMF passengers. Other comsiderations which PSA
urges us to weigh favorably include the stimulation of local SFO-SXT
traffic expected 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.

Staff Exhibit No. 29 shows that during 1967 PSA caorried
329,200 passengers between BUR-SFC, and 96,100 during the first
quarter of 1968. Projecting the 19638 first quarter result Lor the
entire year produces an estimate of 384,400 passengers for that
year. After adding omnly 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-F service. We conclude that such a high per-
centage of through traffic is unreslistic, and we estimate that no
more than 200,000 SFO-SMF passengers can be expected from BUR.S
Considering that PSA's traffic survey of 127,000
L3Z~SFC-SMF passengers in 1967 can reasonably be projected at

+0 percent amnual stimulation to about 154,000 estimated passengexs

for 1969; and that the potential SFO-SMF traffic origimating from

TR approximztes 200,000 passengers during 1969, the Commission is
of the opinicn that there is sufficient SFO-SMF traffic potential

to conclude that the necesszary 192,000 passengers per year will
develop. In making this determination we give stbstantial weight

to the factors of PSA's reduced fzre; the judgment of its management;
aand the lack of zny opposition to its request.

PSA's proposal to operafte between LGD~SFO~SMT will be

nade subject to the szme c¢conditions as its request to operate
between LGB and the Bay Arca. We will, however, now grant authority

to PSA to operate a minimum of four daily round trip flights between
SFO-F.

Findings of Fact

Based upon the evidence of recoxrd in these proceedings,
the briefs, the proposed report, the exceptions and replies thereto,
and the oral arguments, the Commission adopts the £indings 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

S No conmsideration will be given to potential SFO-SMF traffic orig-
inating from ONT because Western has commenced nonstop ONT-SMF
service with two daily round txrip flights {(Western Airlines
Schedule, effective July 1, 1969 through September 5, 1969).

~13-
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exceptions, the replies thereto and the oral srguments, the Commise
sion finds in lieu of Findings of Fact Nos. 1, 39, 41, 42 and 43
that:

1. The City of Long Beach had anmnounced that it will not
temporarily expand its terminsl facilities at LGB to accommodate
the passenger air carrier service proposed by the applicants herein;
it has postponed indefinitely thc permanent expansior of the termi-
nal facilities at LGB; and it has changed its position from that of
suppoxting the applicants herein to that‘of opposing any additional
passenger aixr carrier service at LGB. Since additional terminal
space at LGB is necessary to accommodate the service bfoposed by
the applicants herein, the present LGB terminal 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 comvenience and
necessity for PSA to operate as a passenger air carrier between
LGB-SFO, LGB-OAK, LGB-SAN, and LGB-SMF via SFO, im accordance with
the texms 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 adopted by
the City of Long Beach, public convenience and necessity require
the temporary denial of a certificate of pubiic convenience and
necessity for Air Cal to‘operate a4s a passernger air carrier between
LGB-8JC, in accordamce with the terms set forth in the fnterim order

issued herein.

4. In accordance with Findings of Fact Nos. 31, 32, 33, 3%

and 35, as set forth in the proposed report, public convenience and
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necessity require the granting to Air Cal of a certificate to operx-
ate as a passenger air carrier between SAN-0AK and SAN-SIC.

5. In order to inmitiate four daily round trip £lights between
SFO-SMF, PSA requires at least 192,000 passengers per year to
recover its total operating expemses. We find that approximately
200,000 passengers per year originating ir BUR would utilize PSA's
proposed SFO-SMF service. PSA will offer service on this route at
a lower fare than presently offered. Thexefore, it is reasomable
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 this 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-

ations. 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‘M.
Conclusions of Law

Based upon the foregoing f£indings of fact, and the £ind-

ings of fact set forth in the proposed repores except Findings of
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Fact Nos. 1, 39, 41, 42 and 43, the Commission makes the following
conclusions of law: |

1. The application of PAT should be denied.

2. 7The application of PSA for a certificate of public conven-
ience and necessity to operate as a passenger air carxrier between
SFO~-SMF should be granted. 1In all other respects the application
should be temporarily denied.

3. The application of Air Cal for a certificete of public
convenience and mecessity to operate as a passenger air carrier
between SAN-OAK and SAN-SJC should be granted. In 21l other
respects the application should be temporarily denied.

Pacific Southwest Airlines and Air California are hereby
placed on notice that operative rights, as such, do not constitute
a class of property which may be capitalized or used as an element

of value in rate 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 monopoly feature may be modified
or camceled at any time by the State, which is not in any respect

limited as to the number 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 Aixrport and San Jose Airport; and authoriziag
Pacific Southwest Airlipes to operate as a3 passenger air carrier
between Long Beach Alrport and San Francisco Intermational Airport;
between Long Beach Airport and Oakland Imternational Airport; and
between Long Beach Airport and San Diego Internationmal Airport; and
between Long Beach Airport to Sacramento Metropolitan Field wvia San
Francisco International Aixport are temporarily denied until on or
before July 1, 1970.

2. These proceedings regarding passenger air carrier service

from Long Beach Airport by Air Californmia and Pacific Southwest

Airxlines remain open for the receipt of additional evidence in order

that each of the two applicants may proceed to acquire from the City
of Long Beach access rights to adequzte terminal facilities at Long
Beach Airport.

3. Within thirty days after the effective date hereof, each
applicent will provide motice to the Commission stating whether it
intends to commence negotiations with the City of Long Beach to
acquire terminal access rights. If either applicant f£iles notice
declining to commence such negotiations, the other appiicant may
Proceed to acquire terminal access rights from the City of Long
Beach. If the two applicants file notice that they intend to com-
meénce negotiations to acquire termical access rights, it is neces~

sary that such rights be acquired by both applicants.
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4. Upon the receipt of notice that terminal access rights
have been received from the City of Long Beach, or that such rxights
bave been denied, or om 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.

2. The application of Pacific Southwest Airlines for a cer-
tificate of public convenience and necessity to serve between Long
Beach Airport and San Jose Alrport is denied.

6. The application of Air California for a cextificate of
public convenience and necessity to sexve betwecen Long Beach Airport
and San Diego International Aixport; and between Long Beach Airport
and Oakland International Airport; and between San Diego Intermz~
tional Airport and Qakland International Airport via Long Beach Air-
poxt; and between San Diego Intermational Airport and San Jose
Airport via Loug 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 SEQVICE
BETWEEN SAN_DI GO_ANI

IT IS ORDERED that:

1. A certificate of public convenience and necessity is
granted to Pacific Southwest Airlines, authorizing it to operate as
3 passemger air carrier as defzned in Section 2741 of the Public
Utilities Code, between the points and over the route parxticularly
set forth in Appendix A, attached hereto and made a nart hereof.

2. A certificate of public convenience and necessity is

granted to Air Califorxnia, authorizing it to operate as a passenger
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air carrier as defined in Section 2741 of the Public Utilities Code,
between the points and over the routes particularly set forth in
Appendix B, atzached hereto and made a part hereof.

3. In providing service pursuant to the certificates herein
granted, each applicant certificated herein shall comply with and
obsexve the following service regulations. Failﬁre to do so may

xesult in a cancellation of the operating authority granted by this

decision.

2. Within thirty days after the effective date hexrcof,
each applicant shall file a written acceptance of
the certificate herein granted. By accepting the
certificate of public comnvenience and necessity
herein granted, each applicant is placed on notice
that 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 Gemeral Order No. 120-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 Gemeral Oxder
No. 120-A, may result in a cancellation of the
operating authority granted by this decision.

Within one hundred and eighty days after the effec-
tive date hereof, each applicant shall establish
the service herein authorized and file its tariff
and timetables to reflect the authority herein
granted. Such filings shall be made effective

not earlier than five days after the effective

date of this oxder om not less than five days'
notice to the Commission and the public end shall
couply with the regulations governing the con-
struction and filing of tariffs in the Commission's
General Order No. 105-A.

These orders shall becomé effective ten days aftgr the

date hereof.

Dated at
SEPTLMEER

of

on L. Sturgeon. being

¢ not participate
Proceecing.

Comsissioner Vern
necessarily absent, ai
o the dispoaition of this

-

Commissioners
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Appendix A PACIFIC SOUTEWEST AIRLINES Original Page 1
(a coxporation)

Pacific Southwest Airlines, by the certificate of public
convenience and necessity granted in the decision noted inm the
margin, is authorized to transporf passengers by air over nuambered
routes in eithexr direction:

Between San Diego and Los Angeles, Burbamk, San
Francisco and Qakland. ‘

Between Los Angeles and San Francisco and Oskland.
Between Burxbank and Sam Francisco.

Between Los Angeles and San Jose.

Between Los Angeles and Sacramento.

Between Ontario International Airport and San
Francisco International Airport.

Between San Jose Municipal Airport ané Qakland
International Airport, oa the one hand, and
Hollywood=Burbank Airport, on the other hand.

Between San Diego and Ontario.

Between San Francisco International Alxrport and
Sacramento Metropolitan Field.

RESTRICTIONS

Routes 1 through 5, inclusive

Passengers shall be transported by air in either
direction in Lockheed Electra, Boeing 727, Doe-
ing 737, or Douglas DC-9 airerafc.

Issued by California Public Utilities Commission.
Deeision No. 76110 » Applicaction No. 50261.
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Appeadix A PACIFIC SOUTEWEST AIRLINES Original Page 2
(a8 corporacion)

RESTRICTIONS-~Contd.

Route 6

1. Passengers shall be transported by air in either
direction in nonstop service at 2 minimum of four
scheduled round trip flights daily.

2. No noustop service may be operated between
Ontario International Airport (ONT) amd any other
points served by Pacific Southwest Airlines under
other authorization with the exception of San Diego.

Route 7

1. Passengers shall be traasported in either direc-
tion in Lockheed 1L-188 (Electra) Airersft,
Douglas DC-9, Boeing 727-100, Boeing 727-200 and
Boeing 737 Aircraft with a minimum of four round
trips daily.

2. This route authorization is limited to the spe-
cific segments of Route 7.

Route 8

Passengers shall be transported in either direc-
tion in nomstop service at a minimum of two
scheduled roumd trips daily. '

Route 9

Passengers shall be transported in either direc-
tion in nonstop sexvice at a minimum of four
scheduled round trips daily. All service to
Sacramento Metropolitan Field from amy other
peints already served by Pscific Southwest Aix-
lines must be provided via Sarn Franciceco Tnzer-
national Airport, except for the nonstop sexvice
authorized between Los Angeles Internasionsl
Airport and Sacramento Metropolitan Field.

Issuec by California Public Utilities Commission,
Decision No. 76110 ,» Application No. 50261.
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Appendix B AIR CALIFORNIA Original Page 1
(a corporation)

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

Alr Califormia, by the cerxtificate of public comvenience
and necessity granted in the decision noted in the margin, is author-
ized to operate with Douglas DC-9 aireraft or Boeing 737 aircraft

over the routes described as follows:

Route 1
Between Orange County Airport, on the ¢me hand,
and San Jose Municipal Airport, Oakland Intex-
national Airport and Sam Francisco Interumational
Airport, on the other hand, with each of the last
three named airports being either a terminal or
intermediate point for this route.

Route 2
Between Oramge County Airport, Hollywood-Burbank
Alrport and Ontario Intermational Airport, on
the one hand, and San Jose Municipal Airport and
Oakland Intermational Airport, on the other hand,
with each of the first three named airports and
each of the last two airports, respectively,
being either a termiral or intezmediate point for
this route.

Route 3
Nonstop sexrvice between San Diego Internatiomnal
Airport and San Jose Municipal Airport.

Route &

Nonstop service between San Diego International
Adrpore and Oskland Intexnetiomsl Airport.

Issued by Califormia Public Utilities Commission.

Decision No. _ 06110 » Application No. 5038l.
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Appendix B AIR CALIFORNIA Original Page 2

(a corporation)

CONDITIONS

Minimum number of round trip schedules daily between

points shown shall be:

£.

Orange County Airport and San Francisco Interma-
tional Airport ......c.... oo

Orange County Airport and San Jose Municipal
Airport

sasssssss S B RE I B I NN s o sssssscaeeRre L

Orange County Airport and Qakland Intermational
Adrport ........ eecsecmscsecavescescessananase .o
Between Hollywood-Burbank Airport and Ontario
International Airport, on the ome hand, and San
Jose Municipal Airport and Oakland Internation-
al Airport, on the other hand

Between San Diego Intermatiomal Airport and San
Jose Municipal ALiXport ....ececce.. rec=se veveace

Between San Diego Intermational Airport and
Oakland Intermational Airport

RESTRICTIONS

No passeﬁgers shall be accepted for tramsportation solely

between the following pairs of points:

a.

Orange County Airport - Ontario International Airport.
Orange Cownty Airport - Hollywood-Burbanmk Airport.

Hollywood=-Burbank Airport - Ontario Intexrnational
Aixport.

San Francisco Internmatiomal Airport - San Jose
Municipal Airport.

San Francisco Intermational Airport - Oakland
International Airport.

QOakland Intermational Airport - San Jose Munmicipal Airport.

San Francisco International Airport - Omtario International
Airport.

San Francisco Internmational Airport - Hollywood-Burbank
Airport.

San Diego International Airport and other airpoxts already

sezvzd by Air California except as authorized by Routes 3
and 4.

Issued by Califormia Public Utilities Commission.
Decision No. 11 » Application No. 50381.




