
Decision No. 78398 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

In tbeMatter of the Application of ) 
AIR CA~IFORNIA for a certificate of ) 
public'convenience and necessity to ) 
provide passenger air service be- ) 
tween Orange County Airport/Ontario ~) 
Interoatioil.al Airport/Hollywod 
Burbank Ail:pOrt~ on the one hand, 
and Sacramento on the other. ) 

-----~ 
In the Matter of the Application of ) 
PACIFIC SOUTHWEST AIRLINES for a ) 
ee~if1cate of pub11c conven1ence )~ 
and necess1ty in either d1rection 
between San Diego/Ontario/Hollywood 
Burbank/San Jose/ Oakland and ) 
Sacramento. ) 

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

Application N~. 51007 

Appli,:at1on No. 51058, 

ORDER. DENYING MOTION TO DISMISS A 
PORTION OF APPLICATION NO. SlOSa 

In Application No. 51007 M..r California (Air Cal) originally 
, 
',' 

requested authority to conduct air passenger carrier operations be-

tween Ontario and Sac=amento~ b~tween Hollywood"Burbenk and Sacra­

~ento, and between Orange County and Sscrsmentc, including both non­

stop se~ee as well aa service ~a San Jos~ and Oak1a~d. Air Cal 

also seeks to serve Sacramento from Orange County via San Francisco. 

By amendment dated October 8,,19"70 Air Cal deleted its 

request to serve Hollywood-Burbank and Oakland. Furthermorel' it 

reV'ised its proposal to include service between Sacramento,· and San 

D1ego~ Long Beach, and Palm Springs via the !nte:rmadiate' point of 

San Jose. 

In App11cationNo. SlOSS~ Pacific Southwest Airlines (PSA) 

has requested au:hor11:y to conduct similar operatiQrts.between Ontario 
. ' , , 

and Sacramentol> and between Hollywood-Burbank .and S.acramento~ illcl~dins 
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both nonstop service .as ~ll as service via San Jose and Oakland~ 

PSA also requests authority to operate between San Diego: and Sacra­

mento with nonstop service and with multi-stoI>serv1ce Via HollYwood­

Burbank or Ontci<> and' San Jose and Oakland' .. 

Both applicants filed protests to the other's application. 

After two prehear1ng conferences were held the applications were 

cOllS011dated by the Commission in Decision No. 76427 ~ dated' Novem- '. 

be'r 12~ 1969.. A publie hearing waG scheduled for .]anuary~ 1970~ 

but this hearing was cancelled after the two carriers filed a joint 

application seeking authority for PSA to acquire Air Cal (Application 

No. 51736). This application was dismissed after PSA w1thd::ew from 

the proposed a.rr.sngement. After a further prehearing. conference" 

public hearings a%'e now scheduled to commence on April 12)' '1971. 

Air Cal filed the motion involved herein on January 21" 

1971. It requests that the Commission delete fromconsiderat!on 

as part of PSA' s app!.ication its pr"posal to operate be't".N'een. Ontario' 

.and Sacramento via San Jose/Oe.kle.nd. Air Cal asserts the.t·· the pr1-. , 

mary nature of PSA's proposal to operate on this route1s to· enter 

into direet competition with ~r Cal for passengers between OntariO 

and San Jose/Oakland; that service to'Sacranento from Ontario 'is . 
already' provided by PSA via San FranciSCO; and that serv1ce, between' 

. . 
San .Jose/OaklS1Jd and Sacramento will be provided.in any event since 

PSA seeks authority between these points from Hollywood-Burbank. 

PSA filed an answer in OPPOSition to this motion on' .1anu"': 

sry 25~ 1971. It points out that Air Cal filed a s1m11armotion on, 
I 

October 23~ 1969~' and that it was eerded by the Commission in Decision 

No. 76427. We concluded that it was more efficient to hear atone 

time the testimony and cross-eXlltlU.tlation covering. both the proposed' \ 

nonstop and one-stop. service between Ontario and Sacr.s.mento,., but 
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that we would issue fir~t a separate decision on the ,question of 

nonstop service,. and a later~ second decision concerning one-stop 

service involving directcompetit1on between Ontario and San Jose! 

Oakland. 

We recognize that PSA f S request to operate on this ,. route 

involves the quest:ton wbether direct competition is justified and' 

should be permitted between the two carriers. This question is 

certainly an import&nt issue raised by PSA t S request e' We also 

recognize that ?SA is pre$ently proViding' one-stop service between 

Ontario and Sacramento via San Fra~ciseo. 

Nevertheless, the Commission concludes that PSA's request 

should remain a part of this consolidated' proceeding in order to· 

resolve how much service to Sacramento should be authorized.. It 

may be that no such additional one-stop service from any Southern 

California pOint should be authorized, particularly if nonstop 

service is justified. On the other hand, it may be' that one-stop 

service to Sacramento via San Jose/Oakland from some poine in 

Southern California is in the public interest.. The fact that such 

one-stop service by PSA £r~ Ontario would involve direct competi­

tion ~th Ai~ Cal is a complicating fae~or more burdensome t~ PSA 

than A:ir CDl.. We eonclude that Air Cal's motion should 'be denied,. 

and that 'We should adhere to the procedure set: forth in Dec1!lion 

~o. 76427. 
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Therefore, IT IS ORDERED that Air California's motion to 

delete the proposed service by PSA' between Ontario and Sacramento 

via. San Jose/Oakland is denied. 

The effective daCe of Ch1s order shall be Che daCe- here~ 

Daeed at 3:ttJ F:nt:oei:!lco , California" this -=:;d<.:-.. __ 

day of __ ,_'_I..;;.A.;.;.R...;;.C;.;..H ___ , 1971. 

,,­
... ",,'. 
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