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Decision No. 76174 

e 
[JJ~~UD~~AL 

BEFORE TEE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF TEE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

AIR CALIFOR.."fiA, a California 
corporation" 

Complainant, 

vs. 

PACIFIC SOUTHWEST AIRL~~S, 
a California corporation, 

Defendant. 

Case No. 8937 

ORDER TO SHOW CAUSE 

Upon reading the Affidavit and Application for Oreer to 

ShO\,l Cause of William W. Dunlop, filed herein" 

IT IS ORDERED thQ.t PACIFIC SOUTHVIEST AI:RLlI-t"ES, a California 

corporation, appear before Commissioner John P. Vukasin and/or 

Examiner Robert A. Barnett at 2:00 o'clock p.m. on Tuesday, the 

16th day of September, 1969, in the courtroom of the Public 

Utilities Commission, State Building, San FranCiSCO, California, 

and then and there show cause, if any it has, why it should not be 

adjudged to be in contempt of the Public Utilities CommiSSion of 

the State of California" and punished therefor in the manner 

prescribed by law, for each and ever,y offense of alleged contempt 

set forth in the aforementioned Affidavit and Application" a 

certified copy of which is attached hereto and incorporated herein 

by reference as if fully set forth herein. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDEP~D that public necessity requires a 

hearing at an early date. 

l. 
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Dated at San Franc1seo~ Ca11rorro.a.~ this 11th day of 

September, 1969. 

2. 
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CO:lmi::::ioner IhO::las Mora::.. "boing 
neeo~zar1ly a"b::e~t. 414 not participate 
in tho d1SpQ~1t1on ot th1~ procooding. 
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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

AIR CALIFORNIA, a California 
corpora tion, 

Complainant, 

vs. 

PACIFIC SOUTHWEST AIRLINES, a 
California corporation, 

Def'endant. 

F I LED 
pUBue UTrUTIES COMMlSSlOH 

~; ... 1 . 1969 ... _r' l. 

s..:....."'f F.fM..~ OFn~ Case-.:.,o. o~:; { . 

NO._--------

AFFIDA VlT AND APPLICATION FOR ORDER TO SHOW CAUSE 

State of California l 
City and County of San Francisco 

5S. 

WILLIAM W. DUNLOP, being first duly sworn, alleges that: 

I 

First Offense 

He is the duly appointed, qualified and acting Secretary 

of the Public Utilities Commission of the State of California; 

that he is the officer required to keep :ull and true records of 

all proceedings of said COmmission. 

Said Public Utilities Co~mission is a public body of said 

State created under and by Sections 22 and 23 of Article XII of 

the Constitution of California, and exercises such powers, 

including the power to punish for contempt, as have been conferred 

on it by Sections 20, 21, 22, 23 and 23a of Article XII of said 

Constitution, 'by the Public Utilities Code" and 'by various other 

statutes. 

Affiant makes this Af!idavit and Application for Order to 

Show Cause in his capacity ~s Seeretar,y of the Public Utilities 

Commission and upon the request and direction of said Public 

Utilities CommiSsion. 

1 .. 



II 

Pacific Southwest Airlines, a California corpor~tion, 

(PSA) is a passenger air carrier within the meaning of 

Section 2740 et seq. of the Public Utilities Code. 

III 

On August 26~ 1969, in the matter of flAir California, a 

California corporation, Complainant, vs. Pacific Southwest 

Airlines, a California corporation, Defen~ant,ft Case No. 8937, 

the Commission by Decision No. 76104 ordered as follows: 

nIt is ordered that Pacific Southwest Airlines shall, 
within ten days after the effective oate of this order, 
cease ~nd desist from carrying passengers by a1r on a 
through route between San Diego and San Jose via 
Hollywooo-Eurbank Airport. 

TfTbe effective date of this order shall be the do.te 
hereof.tf 

A certified copy of said decis10n is attached hereto and 

incorporated by reference herein. 

IV 

PSA bad notice and y~owledge of the issuance of said 

decision and of the contents thereof. 

V 

Affiant is informed and believes and upon such information 

~nd belief alleges that PSA, while having notice and Y~owledge of 

the contents of said decision and while having the ability to 

comply therewith and while said decision and order reoained in 

force end effect~ bas continuously Since the service of said 

decision to the present time failed and refused to comply with 

said decision and order in that it ha~ carried and continues to 

carry passengers by air On a through route between San Diego and 

San Jose Via Hollywood-Burbank Airport, in a Single plane, at a 

through fare which is less than the sum of the fares from San 

Diego to Hollywood-Burbank and from. HollY-Nood-Burbank to· San 

Jose. 

2. 



VI 

Attached hereto and made a part hereof are the supporting 

declaration of Norriss M. Webb and affidavit of Daniel J. 

Callaghan. This affiant states that based upon the allegations 

herein and said'supporting declaration and affidavit~ PSA h2.S 

been and continues to be in violation of law and in contempt of 

thic CommisSion., and further states that each of said fo.ilures 

and refu~als to obey the lawful order of the Commission constitutes 

a separate and distinct act of contempt. 

"ilII 

Affiant is informed and believes and upon such information 

and belief alleges that on September 7, 1969., ?SA~ haVing notice 

and Imowledge of ::;aid deciSion and order, sold a ticket 3t its 

counter in Oakland to V~. Norriss M. Webb for 3. through f11~~t 

from San Jose to San Diego via HollY'..;ood-Burbank for a through 

fare of $20.95 plus tax for a total of $22.00, and thereafter ?SA 

on said date carried Mr. Webb by air from San Jose to Hollywood-

Burbank Airport; that the service between San Jose-San Diego is a 

single plane service, and the passengers nying the San Diego

Hollywood-Eurbank segment do not debark the aircraft at HollY'..;ood

Burbank. Upon the ern val at HollY'w'lood-Burbank the following 

announcement was made on the September 7, 1969, flight on which 

Mr. Webb was a p~ssenger: 

1TFor those of you continuing on to San Diego with us., 
please remain seated as our stop here will be a brief 
one." 

Second Offense 

For a second, separate and di~tinct offense~ affi~~t 

alleges thet: 

I 

Affiant hereby refers to and incorporates by reference 

herein paragraphs I through VI of the first offense as if set 



forth tully herein. 

II 

Affiant is informed and believes and upon such information 

alleges that on September 10 J 1969, PSA, having notice and 

knowledge of said decision ~nd order, sold a ticket to Daniel J. 

Callaghan for a through flight from San Jose to San Diego via 

Hollywood-Burbank Airport for a through fare of $20.95 plus tax 

for a total of $22.00, and thereafter PSA on said date carried 

~~. Callaghan by air on PSA Flight 302 on a through route in a 

single plane from San Jose to San Diego via the Hollywood-Bur~ank 

Airport. 

Third Offense 

For a third, separate and distinct offense, affiant 

alleges that: 

I 

Affiant hereby refers to and incorporates by reference 

herein paragraphs I through VI of the first offense as if set 

forth fully herein. 

II 

Affiant is informed and believes and upon such information 

and belief alleges that on September 10, 1969, PSA, having notice 

and knowledge of said decision and order, sold a ticket to 

Daniel J. Callaghan for a throu~~ flight from San Diego to San 

Jose via Hollywood-Burbank Airport for a through fare of $20.95 

plus tax for a total of $22.00, and thereafter PSA on said date 

carried Mr. Callaghan by air on PSA Plight No. 403 from San Diego 

to San Jose via the Hollywood-Burbank Airport. 

WHEREFOP~, affiant prays that the Public Utilities 

Commission issue its order requiring PaCific Southwest Airlines, 

~ co~orat1on, to appear before said Commission and Show cause, 

4. 



if any it has, why it should not be punished in the manner 

provided by law for each and all of its contempts of said 

Commission and of its order in Decision No. 76104. 

Affiant further prays that be be permitted to amend this 

affidavit and application for order to show cause by the addition 

of allegations of further acts of contempt of said ~ecision and 

order and additional supporting affidavits, if he is so advised. 

Subscribed and sworn to before me 

this 11th day of September, 1969. 

tary Public in and for the City 
and County of San Francisco, 
State of California. 

Mv commj~n OX""·,,,, .' '. I. ~t\ .- 'J • _~ _ r ...... ( ....... _'I, 1770 
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BEFORE THE PUBLIC· UTILITIES COMMISSIO~ OF 1HZ SlATE OF CALIFORNIA 

AIR CALIFORNIA.~ 
a California Corporation, 

Complainant, 

vs. 

PACIFIC SOtrrHV7EST AIRL~"ES, 
a California Corporation, 

Defendant. 

) 

S 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

, . 

. Case ..No. 3.937 
(Filed July 21.,' 1969) 

-----------------------) 
Brown~ll Mcrr~11, Jr.) for Air 

ca~-{forni~, com~r.ii~~nt. 
John W. I'.clnnis) for Pacific 
--SOuthwest Airlines) defendant. 
B. A._Pec~~rs, Counsel, for the 

Commiss~on staff. 

Air California complains that Pacific Southwest Airlines' 

(PSA) is providing passenger air c~rricr service beewccn San 

Diego and San Jose, california~ via Hollywood-Burbank Airport 

(Burbank) in violation of law, in that PSA is unlawfully "tac~<;ing" 

its San Diego-Burbarut route to its Burbank-San Jose route to pro

vide through servic~, San Diego-San Jose via Burbank. Air cali

fornia asserts that'this tacking subsidizes an ~ccssiv~ scheduling 

of PSA flights bCt'li7cen. BUrb~nk ~nd San J osc' to the detriment of 

Air California, which also has a Burb~rik-S~n Jose route. Air 

California sought ~n ex p~rtc ee~se ~nd desist order to p=~vcnt 

this violation. By Decision No. 75957, dated July 24? 19G9, this 
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c. 3937 .. ~'!1'11 

. 
Commission refused to issue a te~orary restraining order in 

this matter and set the case for hc~ring ~t tos Angeles on July 

31·, 1969. On requ~$t of PSA the 'm.'lttcr was continued to August 

l3, 1969 at Los Angeles. On August 13, 1969 the case w~s heard 

by Examiner Robart Barn~tt and the ~tter was s~bmitted. 

The method of operation of ?SA b¢tween San Diego ~nd 

San Jose via Burb~rik is not disputed. PSA b~s a filed t~riff 

rate of $7.14 for trav?l between San Di~g~ and Burb~; A 

filed tariff tate of $14.52 for travel between Burb~rik ~nd San 

Jose; and a filed tariff of $20.95 -for tra'".1cl bc~,.~cn San Diego 

and San J OSC. The total f:lre of the twe ~outes, San Diego to 

Burbank plus Burb~rik to San Jose is $21.66 as compared to the 

fare of $20.95 for the flight S~tl Diego to S~n Jose. PSA's. 

pu~lished schedules show through fli~~ts between San Diego 

and San Jose with a stop at Burbank. PSA ~sscrts that this 

routing is lawful. It claims tha.t Public Utilities Code Section 

2762 permits the tacking of its S~n Diego·Burb~N' route to its 

Burba~~-San Jose route to provide throU~1 scrvlcc San Diego-

San Jose via Burbank, unless such tacld.ng is expressly pro

hibited by its cert1fic~te of public eonv~n:tcnec i!Uld necessity 7 

and t~t there is no express prohibition against such taeking 

in its certifieate. Air C~lifornia ana the staff contend 

that PSA's certificate do~s prohibit the taeking of the· ~o 

segments under discussion. 

-2-
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PSA "s operating authority WD.$", r~ccntlyresta:cd by this 

Commission as follows (Decision No. 75297 oat~d February 4, 1~69 

in Application No. 50730): 

lIPacific South~'1est Airlines, by the certificate of pub .. 
lic convenience and.necessity granted in the decision noted in the 
margin. is. auth~rized to transport passengers by air over numbered 
routes in ~ithof!r ClirQction: 

Routes 
1:. 

2. 
3. 
4. 
s. 
6. 

7. 

3. 

Between San Diego ~nd tos Angeles, Burbank, San 
Francisco and Ooluand. . ' ' 
Between Los Angeles and San Francisco and Oakland. 
Bct'(.Tecn Burbank and San Francisco. 
Botween Los Angeles and San Jocc. 
Between Los Angeles and Sacramento. 
Bet'to7~en On1:ario' InterMtional Airport and San 
Francisco International Airport. 
Be~1een San Jose Municip.:'ll Airport and Oakland 
International Airport, on the one hand, and Holl~~ood
Burba.n!t Airport, on the other ~nd. 
Between San Diego ~nd Ontario. 

Restrictions 
Routes 1 through 5, inel~ive 
Passeng~r$ shai~ be trans~ortcd by air in either direction 
in Lockheed Elcctr~, Boeing 727, Boeing 737, or Dougla$ 
DC-9 aircra.ft .. 

Route 6 
\l) Pass~n8crs sh~ll b~ transport~d by air in either 

direction in non-s1:op service at a min~um of four 
scheduled ro~~d-trip fligbts daily. 

(2) No non-stop service may be op~rated between Ont~rio 
Intern~tional Airport (O~~) and ~ny ether points 
scrv~d by Pacific Southw~st Airlin~s under oth~r 
authoriz~tion with th~ exception of San Diego. 

Route 7 m Pass~nscrs shall be trans!'ortcd in either direction 
in Lockheed L-1SS (Electra) Aircraft, Dougl~s DC-9, 
Boeing 727-100, Boeing 727-200 and Boeing 737 Air
craft with a minimum of four round trips daily. 

(2) This rout2 author~~:1on is limited to th~ specific 
segments of Route 7. 

Route 8 
P.as~~ngcrs shc.ll be tre.nsported in either direet!.¢n 
in non-~top scl."Vicc at Co :tiniei.:1'l ¢f two scheduled ::-ound 
trips daily." . 

-3-
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Public Utilities Code Section 2762 provid~s as follo-ws:' 

Unless prohibited by the terms ~d conditions 
of any certificate that ~y be involved~ ~ny one 
passcng2r air carrier may establish through routes 
and joint rates, charges and classifications bc
~ccn any and all points served by it under any 
and all certificates or operative rights issued to 

. oX'-Posscsscd by it. . 
(Former.ly 275e~ added Stats. 1965, c, 736, p. 2147, 
1. Renumbered 2762 and amended St~ts. 1967, c. 31S, 
p. 1510, 10.) 

In this case we are conc~rncd only with two routes of 

PSA.: San Diego ... :Surbank, and Burbaru<-San Jos~. PSA' s Route 7 

(between Burbacl< and San Jose) is subject to the restriction 

"this route authorization is limited to the specific se&mcnt of 

Route 7." The sole question prcsent~d for d~cision may be 

stated as follows: Docs the restriction on Route 7 prohibit 

the tacking of PSA's San Diego-Burbaru< route to PSA's Burb~

San Jose route, and thereby prevent through service San D~cgo

San Jose via Burbank? In our opinion) for the reasons stated 
1/ 

belOW, the restriction docs prohibit such t~cking.-

Sinc~ the advent of Air California into the California 

intrastate air p~sscnger market there has been extensive compe

tition between Air California and PSA for passengers and routes. 

From the beginning we have recognized the need to prot~et Air 

Californi~ from destructive co~ctition, at least until it be

comes a vi~blc operation. To th~t end we haV2 authorized the 

11 Tacking,1i7hcn it is permitted,. means that a carrier may 
give through service from point A to point C 'f/7here it 
h3s two routes, one to serve point A to point B, and the 
other to s~rv~ poi~t B to point C. 

-4-
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cxt~nsion o~ its routes from its original Orange Coune7-S~n Jose' 

route so th~t it now sel:'V'CS O:lkland, San Francisco, Burba-rue, and' 

Ontario.. During the period of Air ~liforn'ia' s exp3nsion we 
,,, 

have also authorized the expansion of PSA to such points as 

Ontario and San Jose. But, recognizing the need to give some 

protection to Air California we have denied authority to ~SA to 

serve Orange County, and W~ have placed restrictions on some PSA 

routes, e.g. 'Burban!(,-San Jose, Clnd Ont~rio-San Francisco. v7c 

have also· placed restrictions on Air California routes. 

The dispute in this case results from differences in 

the language ~~d by the Commission in placing restrictions on 

routes. PSA has two route r~strictions. Its route 6 (bc~~ccn 

Ontario And S~n Francisco) is restricted by the follo~r.tng 

langu.age: 

Route 6 
.(~ No non-stop service may be operated between 

Ontario International Airport (ONT) and ~ny 
other points served by Pacific Southwest 
Airlines under other authoriz~tion with the 
exc~ption of San Diego.-1/ 

Its Route 7 (Burba:".k-S.:tn Josc) ;s restricted by the following 

language: "This route authorization is limited to the specific 

sC8lllcnts of Route 7". 

~/ This r2striction is itself ambiguous. It appea~s in Dcci~ion 
No. 75297 which expressly r~statcd all op~rating 3uthority 
~anted to PSA by this Comnission.. '!hcrcfor~> there is no 
other authorizationa outstQ.nding.. This restriction should 

read: No nonstop scrvic~ may be operated between Ontario 
International Airport and any oth~r points scrvco by Pacific 
Southwest Airlines with the cxezption of San Diego.. • 

.. 5-
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Air Californi~Ts rout~ r~striction rc~ds as follows: 

IINo passcng~rs shall be accepted for tr~nsportat:i.on 
solely bct"1:'lccn the ~ollo~'lin8 pairs of points: 

(~) Or~ze County Airport - Ontario International 
AL~ort 

(b) Orange County Airport - Hollywood-Burb3n~ Airport 
(c) Hollywood-Burbank Airport • Ontario Int~natio~l 

Airport 
(0) San Francisco Int~rl.'Ultional Airport - s~ Jose 

Municipal Airport 
(c) S~ Fr~ncisco International Airpor~ - Oakla.~d 

International Airport 
(f) O~<land International Airport - San Jose 

Y~nicipal Airport 
(g) San Francisco Intcrnation~l Airport Ontario 

Intern~tion~l Airpor~ 
(h) San Francisco Inter~tion~l Airport - Hollywoocl

Burban!( Airport" 

Althou~1 couched in different language it is our opin

ion that one of the intentions of the Commission when it imposed 

those res trictions 'to1.:lS to prohibit t~cking. 

PSA asserts that the restriction on Route 7 only 

prohibits service !kom Burbarut to other points served by PSA 

which arc not extensions of Burb~r1(-San Jos~ scrvlce; for examplc 7 

Burb~tik nonstop to Sacramento. Such a narrow int~retation 

would mru(C the restriction ~s~cnti311y meaningless - PSA 21rcady 

opcr~tcs Los Angclcs-Saera~~nto; no carrier trav~l$ Burbacl,-

-6-
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3/ 
Sacr~mcnto; why prohibit PSA if the need is ~here?- But there 

is ~ valid reason to prohibit tacking on the Burbank~San Jose 

route. !his route is in direct co~petition with Air C~lifor.ni~. 

To pcrmit·PSA-to·~ack would increase the lo~d factor on PSA's . " .... .. .,.., . 
flights through Burbank thereby ~king them more economical and 

efficient, and thereby enhancing its co~ceitive position in 

relation to Air California. Clearly, routing San Diego-San 

Jose passengers through Burba.n!~ rather than through Los Angeles 

docs not affect the passengers' trip, but it Qoes cr~~c more 

traffic for the Burba.~-San Jose flights. 

In this case we arc only oetermining the meaning of a 

route restriction. ~.;rc are not concerned "'1ith ~hc aff~ct of 

competition bC~7een Air California and PSA (except as it' is a 

reason for the route r~$triction in the first place), n~r" the 

3/ - The convers~ of this argument lC30s to serious ~nd complex 
problems of air carrier regulation ~d interprctation of 
S~ction 2762. n1at is, if the r~s~riction is interpreted AS 
PSA would have it then the total abscnc~ of the restriction 
would ?ermit service Burbcnk-S~cr~mcnto. AsApplied to ?SA's 
ether routes "1hich have no pOint rcstrictions, c.g .. , los 
Angcibs-San Francisco (route 1) ~nd los An8eles-S~cramcnto 
(route 5), this interpretation 't'lould pcmit ?SA to serve 
San Francisco-Sacr~mento. Prior applic~tion$ of PSA before 
the Commission show that PSA aocs not believe it can serve 
San Francisco-Sacr~~cnto :crely b~cause it serves the points 
San Francisco .:lnd Sacr.,.m~nto. In A,plication No. 49512 PSA 
sought authority to serve San Fr':l.tlcisco-Saeramcnto and such 
~uthority was deni~d (Decision No. 74114 dated ~y 14, 1958). 
PSA accepted that decision. Air california also agrees with 
this interpretation. (See Decision 1'10. 7547~ dAted March 25, 
1969 in Applica~ion No. 43406.) The preeise question of CCQ
bining any and .all points is bcfore the Com:nission in 
Cases No. 8730, and 8781 .. 

-7-
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op2rating efficiency of PSA. Elimination of the route restriction 

can only be considered in a sep~ratc proceeding. 

PSA argues that at one time a similar rcstric~n was 

placcdagains~Air california (Decision No. 74243 d5tcd June' .. '. ''-

11) 1965 in Apl?lic~tion 1-10. 50072); that at t1.1at tilOOAir Cal

ifornia had no ~utcs that could be tacked ~nd, therefore, 

the restriction could not be against tacking. PSA is correct 

only in the sense that the restriction was not to prevent Air 

California's immediate tac~ing, because Air california hod no 

routes with a eommon point. But the restriction served to pro

hibit Air California from tacking to its Burbarut-San Jos~ route 

any nC~1 routcs it might obtain. I10rc to the point) Decision 

No. 74248 granted authority to both PSA and P~r californi~ to 

enter the Burbank-San Jose market ~nd placed similar route 

restrictions on both authoritie:... l~'lc Commission -:'1antcd com-

pcti~~on on that rout~. And the way the Co~ission sought to 

insure £~ir competition between an est~blished carrier and ~ 

comparatively new c3rr.ier was to res'trict both car.r:iers from 
. . 

tacking other routes, prescnt or future to the authorized rout~. 

Findings of F~et 

1. Air Californi~ is a passcnscr air carrier as defined 

in Section 2741 of the Public Utilities Code. 

2. PSA is a passenger air c~rricr as d~£ined in Section 

2741 of the Public Utilities Code. 
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3. .PSA has b~en authorized by this Co~ission to provide 

p~sscngcr ~ir service beew~en the points San Diego on the 

one h~nd and Burb~cl, on th~ other hand, among others. 

4. PSA has Decn authorized by this Commission to provide 

pass~ngcr air service bC~7cen the pOints Burbaru, on the one hand 

and San Jose on the other h~d) (Route 7), among others. 

S. Air California has been authorized by this Commission 

to prov~de pass~nscr air service bC~leen the points Burbank on 

the one hand and San Jose on the other hand, among others. 

6. PSA's Burbank-San Jose authority is subject to "the 

following x~~triction in its certificate of public convenience 

and necessity: ftThis route authorization is limited to the 

specific segments of R.oute 7." 

7. PSA is providing passenger air service bceween San 

Dieso and San Jose via Burbacl~ with five fli~lts northbound 

during the business wzck and fo~ flights southbound during the 

business week. PSA does not have a certificate of public con

venience and necessity ~1hich C"hprcssly provides for scrvic~ be

tween S~n Diego and San Jose via Burb~ru<. 

8. The s~rvice described in Finding ~~o. 7 is advertised 

as and tickets sold on the basis 0: b~ing a through service. 

9. PSA is tacking its San Diego-Burbank a~thority to its 

Burbank-San Jose authority in order to proviae through service 

San Diego-San Jose via Burbank. 

lO. The tacking found in Finding No. 9" is prohibited by 

PSA's certificate of public convenience an~ n~ce$$ity. 

-9-
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The Commission concludes: 

1. That PSA is op~ratins between San Dieso ~nd San Jose 

via Burbank in viol~tion of its ccrtific~tc of public convcnienc2 

and nzecssity .. 

2. P\:rsuant to Public Utilities Code Section 2i63 PSA 

should be ordered to ee~se and desist from operating bc~ecn 

S~n Diego and San Jose via Burbank. 

ORDER 
---~~-

IT IS ORDERED that P~.eific Southwest: P.j:rli:l~s shell, 

within ten dcys ~fter the effective ~te of this order, cea~~ 

and d~sist from carrying pass~sers by .ci:- on c3. ti.'lA:'ough ro·~tc 

betw~en San Diego and Sen JOse via Roll~ood-B~b~nk Airport. 

hereof. 

day of 

The effeetive &tc of this ord~r shall ~ ~he date 

Dated at ____ SaIl ........ _l"..;.;r:l;.;.n;.;;Cl!!;;,.3CO.;;;..._, ClLliforni.;l" this .:;.t. ~ 

AUGUST , 1969. 

wru.:r.A.Vl. sntO~S, JP ... 
Prcsidc:lt 

A. W.GATOV 
J '? "-... i'KAS!N, JR. 
" Co:ncisSionc:rs 

'Co- ~ .. "1.' 0 .... "'r ]'rod?.. ~o rr1z:;Oy' ............ ~..., .. . 

THO~!AS )to:r~~ 
Com=i~:;io~cr __ ~~~~~---------------

Prc~C~~ bu~ no~ pa:ticip~ting • 

..,lO-
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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 

OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

AIR CALI FOR..""IA-, 
a Cali~ornia Corporation, 

Complainant, 

v~. 

PACIFIC SOUTHWEST AIRLINES, 
a Cali~ornia Corporation, 

Defendant. 

Case No. 8937 

DECLARATION IN SUPPORT 

OF ORDER TO SHOW CAUSE 

I, Norri88 M. Webb~ declare a~ follow~: 

1. Pacific Southw~8t Airlinos ha~ ~ailod to abide 

by the t~rms o~ Deci~ion No. 76104 in tho 

following respects: 

a) Pacific Southwest Airlines ~light sch~dule 
e1'1'octive July 25, 1969, continue~ to o1'fer 
dir~ct service between San Dioeo and. San 
Jose via Hollywood-Burbank and the flieht 
~requencies and. scheduling by Pacific Southwest 
Airlinos through Hollywood-Burbank have re
mained unchanged since the effective date of 
tho eommission Order. The only "change" in 
the flight schedule 01' Pacific Southwest Air
lines has been a "Schedule ~mendment" which 
purports to renumber the Hollywood-Burbank/ 
San Diego sogment of the San Jose/San Diego 
through 1'liehts which the Comm~~5ion found 
illegal. A copy of the so-called "Schedule 
Amendment" is attached hereto as Exhibit "A" 
and made a part hereof. Pacific Southwest 
Airlines flight ~chedule is attached. hereto as 
Ex.hibit "B". 

b) Pacific Southwest Airlines continues to sell 
one ticket ~or servic~ between San Diego and 
San Jose via Hollywood-Burbank. Said ~ick~t is 
per1'orated into three parts; the upper part 
being the receipt for the through ~light and 
the lowor two part~ reprcsentine the San Jo~e/ 
Hollywood-Burbank and HOllywood-Burbank/San 
Diego ~egment~, respcctively. On Septemb~r 7, 
1969, I purchased at the PacifiC Southwest 
Airlines Airlines counter in Oakland a ticket 
for a ~hrough flight 1'rom San Jose to San Diego 
via Hollywood-Burbank. I boarded Pacific 
Southwest Airlines Flight 202 originating in 
Oakland. Immediately after departure of Flight 
202 ~rom San Jose Municipal Airport, the San 
Jose/Hollywood-Burbank protion of the ticket 
was detached by the Pacific Southwest Airlincs 
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c) 

d) 

~t~wardeee. At that time, I inquired of the 
5tc''Warde~s whethor or not the rtl"maining portion 
of the tic~et would also be d~tached and the 
~t~warde88 stated that it would be detached 
after the departure from Hollywood-Burbank. The 
ticket purchased by me with the unused Holly
wood-Burbank/San Diogo portion remainine thereon 
is att~ched hereto a~ EXhibit "C". 

The fare o!'ferl~d by Pacific Southwest Airline~ 
for ~ervieo between San Diego and San Jose is 
a through fare. The ticket I purchesed ehowed 
a total of $22.00 including tax (820.95 net of 
tax). Pacific Southwest Airlinee advertises a 
net fare for service between Hollywood-Burbank 
and San Jose of $14.52, and between Hollywood
Burbank and San Diogo a net fare of $7.14, or 
a total net fare of $21.66 (822.14 with tax). 

The service between San Jose/San Diego is a 
single plane service and paesengers flying the 
San Diego/Hollywood-Burbank seement do not 
d~bark the aircraft at Hollywood-Burbank. Upon 
arrival at HOllYWOOd-Burbank, the followine 
announcement was made on the September 7, 1969 
flight on which I was a paeeenger: 

"For those of you continuing on to San 
Diego with us, ploa~~ remain seated as 
our stophoro will be 0. very brief ono." 

2. I am informed and believe that Flight 202 on Sep-

tember 7, 1969 is representative o£.all flights 

offered by Pacific Southwcet Airlines betweon San 

Diego and SaA Jose via Hollywood-Burbank. 

I declare under penalty of p~rjury that the 

foregoing is truo and corroct. 

Exocuted at Newport B~ach, California thi~ 

11~ day of September, 1969. 
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Effective Scptl'",bl'r 5, 1!lG!) 

THE FOlLOWll\!(; AO':USTMi;NiS IN FI.lr.HT ~·!U~.1:::1:F':!' WI Ll CE MAOE TO Tl'IE CUR!=:ENT , .... --
SCHcDULI; DAT::D JULY 25, 1S"9, P.CCARDtr~G Sr .. N/l'l·Nr~/S;(N f-I.IGH1'S AS 1..1$i1:;O BELOW: 

MONOAYil-:RU THU~~R.:.::;;.:O:;.:;/":;..:Y~ _______________ _ 

SA':'LJ \\\'\'. OXI ,Y 
FL l' 101 HErO}'1 i~S 1'1.1' 11 
f.'LT I 03 B~(,O~!ES Fl T J 7 
FL! ~O 1 ))J~CO~: liS FL T ~ 1 
FLT ~O~ 13ECO:~'ES FL! ~S 
H.T 403 BECO~:ES r-LT 33 

. 
H\'.'BfSI\~ O~l.Y 

FL T I 0: BH'()~j 1:.S r:LT "0. 
I=LT :O~ m:CO~:l:S Ft." 14 
FLi 30: l~J::CO~lES FLT 18 
FL" 404 B(CO~l1~ FL1' 12 

~OAV'~lV, ____________________________________ ___ 

Si\':'.'HWB O~LY 

Fer 101 t::ECO~'~S FLT 1·1 
Fl.:r ]03 BECO~jES FLT 17 
f.'LT 101 BECO:liES fLT ~l 
FLT ;;03 EECO;ljES FLT ~S 
FLT 307l)ECO~lES'FLT31 
FI.! 403 nECO~j ES FL T 33 

SATU!=:OAV ONL V 

SAN1HWB ()~T.Y 

FLT 101 BSCO~1ES FL.T II 
FL! 103 BECO:"ll':S FLT 17 
FL! 203 B~CO~:ES FL.T 15 
FLT 303 BECO~'lES FLT 31 
FLT 403 B~CO~lES FLT,33 

...... 

SUNOAVONLV 

Sl\ ~111\vr. O~l.Y 

FLT 1 OJ BECO~l ES FL T 17 
FL. T 203 B£~'O:.1 ES Fl. T :$ 
FI. T 30:t l~£CO~1 ES- 1':1.. T 31 
Fl.T 40313ECO~lES FLT 33 

::, !: 

HWt':/SI\~ O~t.Y 

FL! 1 0: BECO~~J;S FL T 10 
FLT :0: 13ECO~~::'$ FI.! 14 
FLT 30: BECO:IlSS fl.T 18 
rLT 40: !,;Eco\mS Fl .. T ~o 
FI. T 4Q.j. CECO~j t:.s FI.. T 21 

H\vBlSA~ O:,\IY 

FLT ]0213ECO~lES 1':L.T 10 
FL! 106 BECO~lES FLT 16 
PI. T 40: BECO:,1ES FLT 20 
Fl.T 406 BECO~lES Fl.T::2 

H\VB/SI\~ o:,\!.y 

FL.T ZOZ BECO~lc.s FL.T 14 
FL.T 30: B£'CO~l£S Fl.T 18 
FL.! 40: BECO~1£ .. <; FI.1';:O 
FL1· 501 B£CO~1ES FLT:4 

• 

AI.I. HWC/SJC. HWB/or ... t< ANO HWS/SJC/OAK FLIGHT NUMeERS REMAIN AS SHOWN 

ON OUR CURRENT SCHr:OUI.E ~ATEO JULY 25, 1!lG!), 

E. x'-"\ '0\ -t ... f:\ I' 

, 
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BEFORE 'l'HE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STA1'E OF CALIFORNIA 

AIR CALrFORNIA, 
a California corporation, 

Complainant, 

vs. 

PACIFIC SOUTHWEST AIRLINES, 

Defendant. 

case No. 8937 

P;PFIDAVIT OF DANIEL J. CALIAGHAN 
IN SUPPORT OF APPLICATION FOR 

ORDER TO SHOW CAUSE 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA ~ 
S$. 

CITY AND COUNT'{ OF SAN' FRANCISCO 

DANIEL J. CA.'CJ.AGHAN be1nt; duly sworn deposes ana says: 

I 

That he is now and at all times herein mentionea was a 

Citizen of toe State of California, over tne age of 21 years and 

employed. by t~").e Public Utilities Commission of tl'le State or 

CalifOrnia .• 

II 

That on September 10, 1969, he bought a ticket from Pacific 

Soutnwest Airlines for a thrOugh flight from San Jose to San Diego 

via Hollywood-Burbank at a throu~h rare of $20.95, plus excise tax 

for a total Of $22. He coarded PSA Fli~~t 302 ori~~ting in 

San Jose on said. date, and !>SA. carried him by air on a through 

route in a single plane between San Jose and. San Diego via 

Hollywood-Burbank. 

III 

That on September 10, 1969,. he bou61"lt a ticket :from Pacific 

Southwest Air11nes on a return through flight from san Diego to 

1. 
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San Jose~ via Hollywood-Burbank A~rportl at a through rare of 

$20.95~ plus excise tax~ for a total ot $22. He boarded PSA 

Flight 403 originating in San Diego on said date l and PSA carr1ed 

him by air on a t~ougn route in a sinole plane between San D1ego 

and San Jose via Hollywood-Burbank Airport. 

Subscribed and sworn to before 

(S E A L) 

~~-1 
~ /~ WILL:AM w. DUNLO? ~ 
~(~~~n\ NOTARY PUe~IC·CALIFORNIA >~ 
~ crrv ANO COUNTY OF ~ 
~ SAN FRANCISCO *~ 
MycOmml'~lon ex. plro!i Juno 21. 1~73 ~ 

• '~~~.u.)~ 


