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Decision No. __ 78619 :

BEFORE THE FUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFOKNIA'

AIR CALIFORNIA, a California
corporation,

Complainant, :
Case No. 9160 -
vS. (Filed December 10, 1970)

PACIFIC SOUTHWEST AIRLINES,
a California corxporation,

Defendant.

Graham & James, by Boris H. Lakusta, Attorney
at Law, for Ai:}; Californiz, complainant.:
John W. M=Innic, Attornmey at Law, for Pucifiec

Southwest Ailrlines, defendant,
B. A. Peeters, Attorney at Law, for the
Commission staff.

Alxr Califormia {Air Cal) complains that Pacific Southwést
Airlines (PSA) is violating Section 2752 of the Public Utilities
Code by providing nonstop paszenger air carrier setvice between
San Diego and San Jose without a certificate of public convenience
and necessity. Adlxr Cal sought an ex parte cease and desist order
to prevent continuation of éhis alleged violation. The Commission
denied such relief im Decision No. 78099, dated December 15, 1970.
A public Learing was held on January 6, 1971 in San Francisco béfore

Exaniner Foley. The matter was heard and submitted subjec:‘to the
£1ling of briefs. |

The facts involved in this proceeding 2re not in dispute.’
By Decision No. 76110, dated Scptember 3, 1969, in Applica:ion‘NOw

50381 Air Cal was grented authority to conduct nonstop passenger‘air




carrier service between San Diego and San Jose and between San Diego
and Oakland. At that time there was no such serviée between

San Diego and San Jose and only ome such flight, which was operated
by PSA, between San Dicgo and Oakland each week. Commencement of the
sexvice was postponed, however, at Air Cal's rzequest until.

November, 1970.

As a consequence of poor business conditions Ai; Cal filed
a petition to modify its authority to permit it to operate both
nonstop and also ome-stop service via Santa Ana (Orange County
Alrport). By Decision No. 77768, dated September 22, 1970, in
Application No. 52165, the Commission granted Aix Cal temporary
modification of its San Diego authority so that it could operate
between San Diego and San Jose/Oskland via Santa Ana. The day before,
on September 21, 1970, after ome or swo months of preparation, PSA
coxmenced nonstop operations between San Diego and San Jose with ome
flight daily in each direction. Air Cal commenced its modified
sexvice on November 1, 1970 with two nonstop round-trip £lights cach
week in addition to ome-stop sexvice via Santa Ana.

Afr Cal asserts that PSA's service is 1llegal because it
does not have a certificate which authorizes operations on this route;
that it was instituted to compete directly with Aixr Cal's new sexvice,
and that as & result Afxr Cal is suffering serious ecomomic dettimen;;
The Commission staff supports Air Cal's position that PSA does not
bave a certificate for the operatioms in question.

Aix Cal contends that PSA's operation has a barmful effect

on its new service., Its director of market services and planning

presented a summary of traffic results for November, 1970. It shbws
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that on the nine days that both Air Cal and PSA operated nonstop
flights from San Diego to San Jose PSA carried 790 passengers and
Air Cal carried 118 (Exhibit No. 6). The summary also shews that

PSA's flights on the route Oakland~San Jose-San Diego and retura,

which includes nonstop operation between San Jose and San Diego,

have carried 272)1 passengers while the two Air Cél flights with

conpetitive departure times carrxied only 134 pessengexrs on the
route Oakland-San Jose~Santa Apa-San Diego and retuxn.

This witness explained that Alxr Cal initially planned to
institute six daily one~-stop round-trip f£lights between San Diego -
and San Jose via Orange County in order to compete with PSA's one-
stop sexrvice via Los Angeles or Burbank. He stated that PSA's
nonstop round-trip flight caused vexry poor load factors for Air Cal.

PSA's response to this claim of economic detriment is that
Air Cal'’s showing 1s inaccurate because an unknown number of PSA's
passengers originated from or were destined for Oakland, and there-
fore they were not enticed away by PSA's new operations. Although
PSA's response is accurate to-some unknown degree, it is undoubtedly
true that Air Cal's operations have been hurt somewhat during its
first month by PSA's nonstop £flights. More\importdnt, however, is
the question whether PSA has cexrtificate authority for these'
operations.

PSA defends its action on the ground that it has sqch
authority; or that its opeiation is permitted under Section 2762 of

the Public Utilities Code. Therefore, the question is whethexr or

1/ 7This section reads as Zollows: 'Unless prohibited by the terms
and conditions of any certificate that may be involved, any one
passenger alr carrier may establish through routes aad rates,
charges, and classifications between any and all points sexrved
by it under any and all certificates or operative rights issued
to or possessed by it."
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not PSA bhas certificate authority to conduct the nonstop serﬁice and,
if not, whether it may do so under Section 2762. For the reasons set
forth below, the Commission concludes that PSA'cannot prbvide such
sexrvice without first zcquiring a certificate to do.so.

PSA's current operzting authority, which was set forth in
the cextificate attached to Decisior No. 77937, daéed'November 10,

1970 in Application No. 57329, is‘published'hereinﬁas Appendix A,

5
The specific routes involved in this controversy are stated as

follows:

1. Between San Diego and Los Angeles, Burbank,
San Francisco and Qakland. 1

2. Between Los Angeles and San Frameisco and
Oakland.

3. Between Burbank and San Francisco.

4. Between Los Angeles 2nd San Jose.

There are no express restrictions or comditions relating to these
routes except with regard to type of equipment.

Routes 1, 2, and 3 were granted by a temporary cextificate
issued iIn Interim Decision No. 69686, dated September 14, 1965 in
Application No. 47828; and this certificate was made permsnent by
Decision No. 71393, dated October 11, 1966. These decisions
recognized PSA's grandfather rights in that it had served these
points prior to the enactment of the Passenger Alr Carxrier Act,
which became effective September 17, 1965. Route 4 was authorized
by Decision No. 70657, dated May 3, 1966, in Application No;:47921.
This décision was issued after a3 hearing and it awarded PSA a néw

route; it did not recognize a grandfather right.
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PSA argues that since routes 1 and 4 do not contain any
express restrictions regaxding points which may be served it may
lawfully operate nonstop service between San Diego, an authorized
point stated In route 1, and San Jose, an authorizeq point in route 4.
In other woxds, the absence of any restriction confers authority to
sexve all authorized points designated in the four routes, or‘in all
unrestricted routes, in any manner FSA deems desirazble. Apparently
this argument is based on the fact that in operating under its
route 1 authority PSA overflles Los Angeles and Burbank with its
nonstop flights between San Diego and San Framcisco or Oakland.

PSA concludes that since it can overfly Los Angeles or Burbamk undex
its route 1 authority, it can do the same in providing Sam Diegb to
San Jose service.

This argument is erromecous. Ewven though PSA was the only
intrastate passenger air carrier operating in California in 1965,
it 1s reasonable to conclude that when the Commission stated PSA's
operating rights in the foxm of specific routes it was limiting
those routes. Route 1 gives PSA authority to operate nonstop bgtween
the various points set forth in it, as well as cne-stop or multi-stop
sexvice since the route 15 unrestricted and contains five different
points. Thexefore, PSA may lawfully operate, for instance, nonstop
service between San Diego and Oakland, or ome-stop service from

San Diego to San Francisco or Oakland via Burbank or Los Angeles.

But PSA's right to overfly a point in route 1 while sexrving other .-

points in that route does not mean that routes 1 and &4 can be
combined so that it can overfly Los Angeles im operating between
San Diego and San Jose. The xroutes are separxate and different. They

can be combined only under the authority provided in Section 2762.
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Since receiving its grandfather rights PSA has applied for
and received authority to operate ovexr various specific routes, and
the Commission has stated PSA's authority in terms of specific routes.
Acceptance of its ergument would render meaningless the past practice
by PSA of applying for specific routes and the Commission's practice
of stating separate routes in its certificate. This pést'practice
indicates that neither PSA nor the Commission comcluded that suthezity
to serve San Dicgo in route 1 and authority to serve San Jose in
route & tranclated into authority to operate ﬁonstopvbetween.San Diego
and San Jose. This conclusion is supported by the fact that PSA has
filed Application No. 51059, dated May 6, 1959, in which it requests
authority for a nonstop route between these same two points.

Furthermore, under PSA's view there is.no-need-fofitacking
authority. If a point Iin one route may be £reely comnnected ﬁith a
point in anothexr route, the authority to tack one route withaanother,
as granted by Section 2762, 1is unnecessary since gll authofized points
mey be combined in any manner unless they are expressly rest%icted.

It is reasonsable, therefore, to conclude that the Legislaturé}enacted
Section 2762 in oxder to prescribe the ome method for combinfng-

authorized routes without requesting a new certiffcate. Otherwise.

the section is meaningless.

Finally, acceptance of PSA's position results in substan-
tiel dexegulation of air carrier sexvice in Califormia. PSA's
position means that once service is authorized to a particular point
any service to and from it Ls authorized. This situation would
permit the carrier to engage in operations which were not considered
or even mentioned to the Commission at the time The o:iginal;

application was heaxrd. The staff points out that under PSA's present

-6~
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authority it could provide flights between its nine guthorized points
in 362,380 different patterns. Such extreme flexibility could creste
confusion and uncertainty as to exactly what gsexvice is certificated.
It also means that 2 cerrier need only apply for a certificate
authorizing a new operation when it proposes to serve a new, unautho-
rized point, such as Fresno or Redding. Such a casual form of
reguletion is inconsistent with the Legislature's stated puqusc in
enacting the Passenger Alr Carfiers‘ Act,‘which is to provide Tan
orderly, efficient, economical and healthy intrastate passenger air
network...."z |

PSA's second argument is that Section 2762 proVides
authority for its nonstop sexrvice. This section pexmits tacking one
route to another in oxder to establish ﬁthrough routes". The
Commission has described tacking, insofar as air'carriers are con~
cerned, as permitting a cerrier to give "through service from point

A to point C when Lt has two routes, one to sexve point A to point B,

and the other to sexrve point B to point C". (Alr Cslifornia Ve

Pacific Southwest Alrlines, Decision No. 76104, dated August 26, 1969,

in Case No. 8937, p.4, note 1.)

PSA contends that since there are no restrictions placed on
xroutes 1 and 4 it may tack them together, and that its Sam biego-
San Jose nonstop sexrvice qualifies as through sexrvice. Air Cal and
the Commission staff, on the other hand, assert that through service
requires a physical stop at point B, in this case Los Angeles
International Airport (LAX). PSA responds that 1f there 1s such a
requirement it is satisfied because PSATs £flights overfly LaX.

2/ Section 2739, Public Utilities Code.
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We agree with PSA that in the absence of express restric-
tions on its routes 1 and 4 it may tack them together to provide
through service in accordance with Section 2762. Therefore, it may
operate between Son Diego and San Jose via Los Angeles, ﬁhich is the
common point Iin the two routes. This conclusion is consistent with
the Passenger Air Carriers' Act becsuse the operaﬁion over each

segment has been authorized ac required by Section 2752, and the

proposed route and fare fgr each segment has been considered as

required by Section 2753.

We disagree, however, that the term "through sexvice”
inciudes nonstop £lights which merely pass over thg common point.in
the routes. It is a myth to say that an overflight of the common
point "passes through" it. The obvious conclusion is that a new and
different route results under PSA's position, which hasvnbt been
revieved or author;zed by the Commission. This situation results in
a2 violation of Sections 2752 and 2753.

3] These sections state:

"2752. No passenger alr carrier shall en%age in any operation
in this state without £irst having obtained from the commission &
cerxtificate of public convenience and necessity eauthorizing such
operation.

"2753. An applicant shall submit his written verified
gpplication to the commisgion. The application shall be in such
form and contain such information and be accompanied by proof of
service upon all passenger air carriers with which the proposed.
sexvice is likely to compete and such other interested parties as
the commission requires. \

"In awarding certificates of public convenience and necessity
pursuant to Section 2752, the commission shall take into consid-
exation, among other things, the business experience of the
particular passenger air carxier inm the £ield of alr operations,
the financial stability of the carrier, the insuramce coverage
of the carrier, the type of aiwcreft walch the carrier would
employ, proposed routes and minimum schedules to be established,
whether the carrier could economically glve adequate sexrvice o
the communities involved, the need for the service, and any otherx
factors which may affect the public interest.”




Section 2762 was derived from Section 1066, relating to
highway common carriers. The Supreme Court has Lnterpreted Section
1066 to pexmit a highway carrier to combine two routes via thelr
common point, but =not to allow a change of routes by permitting
operation over a shortcut between the extreme points of the two
routes. (California Motor Tranmasport Co. v. Railroad Commission
(1947) 30 Cal. 2d 184, 190.) We adhere to this reacsoming. We con-

clude that the establishment of "through routes...between any and

all points” means sexrvice through the common point in the two routes
being tacked. Therefore, PSA lacks authorization for its nonstop
service between San Diego and San Jose, eand it wiil be oxdered to
cease and desist fxom providing such service.

Alr Cel and the staff request that the Commission restrict
PSATs rwoutes so that 1t cannot tack;any of them. Thé purpose of the

Testrictions would be to prevent further litigation such as involved

herein and in Case No. 8937, supra; end to clarify PSA's operating

authority.

By our decision herein it Ls clear that a passenger air
carrier camnot tack two routes by overflying the common point.
However, both Afr Cel and PSA have sevexral applications on file for
additional route authority. After these applications are decided 1t
1s possible that unrestricted tacking authority could again result
in litigation. Therefore we will restrict route 1 of PSA to provide
for service among only its designated five points, except that we
shall pexrmit PSA to continue tacking'route 1 and route 4 to operate
between San Diego and Ssn Jose via LAX, and youtes 1 end S to operxate

between San Diego and Sacramento via LAX. We will also restrict
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PSA's routes 2, 3, 4, and S to their specific segments except for\fhe
tacking permitted under the restriction in route 1. PSA's certificate
as revised by our decision herein is set forth in Appendix B. +

Findings of Fact

l. Air Califorﬁia iz a passenger air carrier as defined in ‘
Section 2741 of the Pubiic Utilities Code.

2. TPSA is a pascenger alr carrier &3 defined in Section 2741
of the Public Utilitles Code.

3. PSA has been authorized by this Commission to provide
passengex aixr service between the points San Diego and Los Angeles,
on the one hand (Route 1), and between Los Angeles and San Jose, on
the other hand (Route 4), among others. |

4. Alx California has been asuthorized by this Commission to
provide nonstop passenger air service between the points San Diego,
on the one hand, and Scn Jose, on the other hand, end 1t has beeﬁ.
temporarily authorized to provide service between these two poiﬁts
via Santa Ana.

5. Under the tacking authority provided in Section 2762, PSA
has tacked routes 1 and 4 to provide passenger air service between
San Diego and San Jose via Los Angeles. This combination of routes
1 and 4 is proper under Section 2762.

6. On or about September 21, 1970 PSA commenced nonstop
passenger alr service between San Diego and San Jose with one dafly
£light northbound duxingftﬁe'week and one daily f£light southbound
during the week. PSA does not have a certificate of public conve-

nience and necessity which expressly provides for nonstép sexvice -

between San Diego and San Jose.
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7. On or sbout November 1, 1970 Air Cslifornia commenced
passenger alr service between San Diego and San Jose with two nonstop
Tound-trip flights each weel in addition to ome-stop sexrvice via
Sante Ana.

8. Route 1 in PSA's certificate does not designate San Josz
as an zuthorized point of service. Route 4 does not designste
San Diego as an suthorized point of sexrvice. Since each route is
designated as a speciiic and separate route 1t 15 reasonadble toO
conclude that thece two routes do not authorize any sexvice between
San Diego and San Jose unless taey sre combined pursuant to the
tacring authoxity previded in Section 2762.

9. Litigation cuch as involved herein and in Case No. 3937
relating to through cervice between San Diego and San Jose via |
Burbank requires conaidersble time and expense. It confuces the
public in that service is initiated wiich 1s leter ordered to be
discontinued. Such actions are not convenient to the pubile. They
do not contribute to an ordexly, efficient, economicel and healzthy
intrastate pessenger &ir carrier network. Therefore, 4Lt 1s rcascnable
to place restrictions on the unrestricted routes of Paclific Sonthwest
Afirlines so os to <dnsure thet future initiation of new sexrvice ﬁill
first be submitted to thiz Commission.

The Commiscion makes the following conclusions of lew:

1. The combining cf two woutec by a passenger alr carriér-

pursuant to Public Utilitiec Code Sectison 2762 reguires that service

be provided via the common point in cach route. Therefore, in

combining woutes 1 and &4 to operate between San Diego and San Jose,

PSA must conduct this operation as one-stop zewvice via Loz Angelesa
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2. PSA 1s operating nonstop service between San Diego and

San Jose in violation of its certificate of public convenience and
necessity.

3. Pursuant to Public Utilities Code Section 2763 PSA should
be ordered to cease and desist fxom operating nonstop between
San Diego and San Jose.

4. Pursuant to Public Utilities Code Section 2739 PSA's routes
1, 2, 3, 4 and 5 should be restricted to allow only the service
presentl& being operated.

IT IS ORDERED that:

1. Pacific Southwest Airlings shall, within ten days after the
effective date of this order, cease and desist from carrying
passengers by alr nonstop between San Diego and San Jose.

2. Routes 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5 in Pacific Soﬁthwest Afxrline's
'certificate of public convenience and necessity are restricted as set
forth in Appendix B attached hereto. This revised certificate set
forth in Appendix B supersedes all previously granted certificates of
public convenience and necessity which have been granted by the
Commission.

The effective date of this oxder shall be the date hereof;

Dated at Los Angeles California, this 2777%
- APRIL- - -1971.

5 ., bDeing ‘ |

Commissioner J. P. Vukasin, Jr.,
necossarily absent, 4id not participate . Commissioner Vornon L. Stusgoon, betag
4n the &isposition of this procecding. =12~ necessarily sbsent. did mot oon, betzg
in the disposition of this oroceedine.
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APPENDIX A PACIFIC SOUTHWEST AIRLINES  Second Revised Page 1
(Dec. 761190) (a corporation) Cancels
First Revised Pagelll
Pacific Southwest Airlimes, by the cextificate of public
convenience and necessity granted im the decision noted in the
margin, is authorized to transport passengers by air over numbered
routes in either directiom.

Routes

Between San. Diego and Los Angeles, Burbank, San Francisco and
Cakland.

Between Los Angeles and San Framcisco and Oakland.
Between Burbank and San Francisco.

Between Los Angeles and San Jose,

Between Los Angeles and Sacramento,

Between Ontario Internationsl Airport and San Francisco
International Airmport.

Betveen San Jose Municipal Airport and Oakland Internatiomal
Adxport, on the one hand, and Hollywood-Burbank Airport, on the
other hand.

Between San Diego and Ontario.

Between San‘Francisco International Airport and Sacramento
Metropolitan Airport.

Nonstop between Lomg Beach Airport and San Diego Internmational
Airport.

Nonstop between Long Beach Airport and Oakland International
Airport. :

Nonstop between Long Beach Airport and San Framecisco Interna-
tional Aixport.

Issued by California Public Utilities Cemmission.

Decision No. 77937, Applicatiom No. 51329.




APPENDIX A
Page 2 of 4

APPENDIX A PACIFIC SQUTEWEST AIRLINES Second Revised Page 2

(Dee. 76110) | a corporation Cancels
: ( P ) First Revised Page 2

Routes  (Continued)

13. Between Loog Beach Airport and Sacramento letropolitan Airport
via intermediate point of San Framcisco Internmational Airport.

Between San Jose lamicipal Airport and San Diego International
Airport via intermediate point of Hollywood-Burbank Ailrport.

Issued by California Public Utilities Coxmission.

#A38ed by Decision No. 77937, Application No. 5132¢,
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ARTEIDIX A PACIFIC SOUTHWEST AIRLINES First Revised Page 3
(Dec. 76120) (a2 corporation) © Caneels
Original Page 3 -

Restrietions

Routes 1 through 5, Imelusive =

Passengers shall be transpofted by air in cither direction in
Loc?heed Electra, Boeing 727, Boeing 737, or Douglas DC-9 Air-
craft.

Route 6

Passengers shall be transported by air in either direction in

ggqitop service at 2 minimum of four scheduled round trip flights
ily. _

No nonstop sexvice may be operated between Ontario International

Airnort (ONT) and any other points sexved by Pacific. Southwest

%@rlines under other authorization with the exception of San
iego.

Route 7

1. Passengers shall be transported in either direction in Lockheed
1-38 (Electra) Aircraft, Douglas DC-9, Boeing 727-100, Boeing
727~200 and Boeing 737 Aircraft with a minimum of four round
trips daily.

2, This route authorizationm is limited to the specific segments
of Route 7.

~

Route &

Passengers shall be tramsported in either directicn in nomstop
sexvice at & minimum of two scheduled round trips dally.

Route S

Passengers shall be transported in either direction in nonstop
sexrvice at a minimum of four scheduled round trips daily. All
sexvice to Sacramento Metropolitan Airport from any other points
already served by Pacific Southwest Airlines must be provided
viz San Francisco Intermational Airport, except for the nonstop
service authorized between Los Angeles Intermational Aixport and
Sacramento Metropolitanm Airport.

Issucd by California Public Utilities Commission.
Decision No. 77937, Application No. 51329.
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APPENDIX A PACIFIC SOUTHWEST AIRLINES Original Page 4
(Dec. 76110) (a corporation)

Routes 10, 11, 12 and 13

Service between the points authorized on these routes shall not
be connected, combined or operated ipn combimation with points or
routes previously authorized, or with each other except as herein
provided. Route 10 may be comnected with Reutes 11, 12 or 13 at
Long Beach to provide through service to passengers as follows:

San Diego - Long Beach - Oakland

San Diego - Long Beach - San Franciseo

San Diego ~- Long Beach - San Francisco (intermediate
point per Route 13) ~ Sacramento

The points herein authorized must be operated as specified, no
over flights of points authorized shall be permitted,

#Reute 14

Sexvice between the points authorized on this route shall not
be connected, combined or operated in combinatiom with points
or routes previocusly authorized. The points herein authorized
must be operated as specified, no over f£lights of points autho-
rized shall Le permitted.

Issued by California Public Utilities Commission.

#added by Decision No. 77937, Applicaticnm No. 51329,
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APPENDIX B PACIFIC SOUTHWEST AIRLINES Origiﬁéi Page 1
(a corpoxration)

Pacific Southwest Airlines, by the certificate of public

convenience and necessity granted in the decision noted in the margin,
is authorized to transport passengers by air over numbered routes in
either direction. The authority granted herein supersedes all
certificates previously graated %o Pscific Southwest Aixlines.

Routes

Between San Diego and Los Angeles, Burbank, Sen Franeisco and
Oakland.

Between Los Angeles and San Francisco end Oakland.‘
Between Burbank and San Francisco.

Between Los Angeles and San Joce.

Between Les Angeles and Sacramento.

Between Onterio Intermationzl Afrpoxt end San Framcisco Inter-
national Afxnort.

Between San Jose Municipal Afrport and Oakland Intermational
Aflrport, on the one hand, and Hollywood-Burbank Airport, on
the other hand.

Betweer. San Diego and Onterio.

Between San Francisco Internstioncl AlLrport and Sacramento
Metropolitan Alrport.

Nonstop between Loug Becci Airport and San Diego International
Alrpoxt.

Nonstop between Long Beach Afrport end Oakland International
Airport. .

Nonstop between Long Besach Airport and San Francisco Intexrns-
tional Airport.

Issued by Celifornia Public Usilities Commiscion.
Deelsion No. 78619 » Ccse No. 9160.
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APPENDIX B PACIFIC SOUTHWEST AIRLINES Original Page 2
(a coxrporation)

Routes (Continued)

13. Between Long Beach Airport and Sacramento Metropolitan Alrport
via intermedfate point of San Francisco Intermationsl Alrport.

14, Between San Jose Municipal Alrport and Sen Diego International
Alxport via Intexmediate point of Hollywood=-Burbank Alrport.

Issued by Califoxrmia Public Utilities Commission.

Decicion No. 78519 , Caze No. 9160.
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APPENDIX B PACIFIC SOUTHWEST AIRLINES Original Pege 3°
(2 corporation) T

Restrictions

fRoute 1

No sexvice of any type shell be cperated between any o< these
five points and any other points authorized in other routes by
the Commission except through sexvice between San Diego and ‘
San Jose via Los Angeles; and through service between San Diego
and Sacramento via Los Angeles. :

fRoutes 2 and 2

These route authorizations are limited to the specific segments
of each xoute, except for the tacking of Route 3 and Route 9 to
provide direct service between Burbank and Sacramento via

San Francisco ¢s provided in the Restriction on Route 9.

#Route 4

This route authorization L3 limited to the speclfic segment of
route &4, except for through sexvice from San Jose to Sam Diego
via Logs Angelec. ' |

ffRoure S
Thiz route suthorizetion is limited to the specific segment of
route 5, except £or through service £rom Secramento to San Diego
via Los Angeles.

Routes 1 throuzh 5, Inelusive

Passengexs shall be transported by air in eitlher direction in
Lockheed Electrs, Bozing 727, Boeing 737, oxr Douvglas DC-9
Afrcraft.

Route 6

1. Passengers shell be transported by air in either directicn in
ronstop sexrvice at a minimum of four scheduied round txip
fiights deily.

2. No nonstop service may be opersted betwzen Ontario Intexrmational
Atlzport (ONT) and eny other points served by Pacific Southwest
Afrlines under other authorization with the exception of
San Diego. ' ‘

Issued by Celifowrnia Public Utilitliea Commizsion.
facced by Decision No. _ 78619 , Csse No. 9160.




» . .

PACIFIC SOUTHWEST AIRLINES Original Pege 4
(a corporation)

Route 7

Passengers shall be transported in either direction in Lockheed
L-88 (Electra) Alrcraft, Douglas DC-9, Boeing 727~100, Boeing
727-200 and Boeing 737 Aircraft with a minimum of four round
trips daily. '

This route authorization is limited to the specific segments of
Route 7. ‘

Route 8

Passengers shall be transported in either direction in nonsLop
service at a minimum of two scheduled round trips daily.

Route 9

Passengers shall be transported in e¢ither direction in nonstop
serxvice at & minimum of four scheduled round trips daily. All
service to Sacramento Metropolitan Alrxport from any other points
already served by Pacific Southwest Airlines must be provided
via San Francisco Internmational Ailxport, except for the nonstop
service suthorized between Los Angeles Intexnationsl Airport and
Sacramento Metropolitan Airport. ' '

Routes 10, 11, 12 and 13

Service between the points authorized on these routes shall not
be connected, combined or operated in combination with points or
routes previously authorized, or with each other except as herein
provided. Route 10 may be connected with Routes 1ll, 12 or 13 at
Long Beach to provide through service to passengers as follows:

San Diego - Long Beach - Qakland

San Diego - Long Beach - San Francisco

San Diego -~ Llong Beach ~ San Francisco (intermediate
point per Route 13) = Sacramento

The points herein authorized must be operated as specified, no
over flights of points authorized shall be permitted.

Route 14

Service between the points authorized on this route shall not be
connected, combined oxr operated in combination with points or
routes previously authorized. The points herein authorized must
be operated as specified, no over flights of points asuthorized
shall be pexmitted.

Issued by California Public Utilities Comaission.
Decision No. 78619 , Case No. 9160.




