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Decision No. _ .... 7 .. 8~6,c",j1 .... 9~ ___ _ 

BEFORE !HE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF ':tHE STAn: OF CALIFORNIA 

A IR. CALIFORNIA, a California ) 
corpora.tion, ~ 

Complainant, ~ 

VS. 
5 

Case No. 9160 
(Filed December 10,. 1970) 

PACIFIC SOUTHWEST AIRLINES, 
a California corporation, 

Defendant. 1 
Graham & Jam<es, by Boris HOI 'LakustJ.l, Attorney 

at Law, for Air CalitorniC, compla~nt • 
. Tohn W .. ~Inni.J., Attorney at l.aw,. 'for Pacific 

Southwest Airlines,. defendant. 
B. A. Peet~r$, Attorney at Law, for the 

Commission staff. 

OPINION --- ..... ~ ..... ----
Air California (Air Cal) complains that Pacific Southwest 

Airlines (PSA) is violating Section 2752 of the Public Utilities 

Code by providing nonstop passenger air eerrier service between 

Snn Diego and San Jose without a certificate of public convenience 

and necessity. Air Cal so~ght an e~ parte cease and- desist order 

to prevent continuation of this alleged violation. The Commission 

denied sueh relief in Decision No. 78099, dated December 15" 1970. 

A public hearing was held on January 6, 1971 in San Francisco before 

Examiner Foley. The matter was heard and submitted subject to the 

filing of briefs. 

the facts involved in this proceeding ~re not in dispute. 
~ 

By Decision No. 76110" dated September 3, 1969, in Application No,. 

50381 Air Cal was graneed a~thority to conduct nonstop passenger air 
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carrier service between San Diego and San Jose and between San Diego 

and Oakland.. At that time there was no such service between 

San Diego nnd San Jose and only one such flight~ which was operated 

by PSA, between san D:!:.ego and Oakland each week. Commencement of the 

service was postponed, however" at Air Cal's request until 

November, 1970. 

As a consequence of poor business conditions AiJ: Cal filed 

a petition to modify its authority to permit it to operate both 

nonstop and also one"stop service via Santa Ana (Orange County 

Airport). By Decision No. 77768, dated September 22" 1970" in 

Application No. 52165, the Coamission granted Air Cal temporary 

modif~tion of its San Diego authority so that it could operate 

between San Diego and San Jose/Oakland via SanM Ana.. The day before, 

on SepteQber 21, 1970, after ,one or ~o months of preparation, PSA 

commenced nonstop operations between San Diego and San Jose with one 

flight daily in each direction. Air Cal commenced its modified 

service on November 1, 1970 with two nonstop reund-~rip fl1ghts each 

week in addition to one-seep service via Santa Ana. 

Air Cal asserts tha~ PSA's service is illegal because it 

does not have a certificate which authorizes operations on eh1sroute; 

that it was instituted to compete directly with Air cal f s new service, 

and that as a result Air Cal is suffering. serious economic detriment. 

The Commission staff supports Air Cal's p08i~ion that PSA does not 

have a certificate for the operations in question. 

Air Cal contends that PSA's operation has a harmful effect 

on its new service.. Its direc'tor of market services:md planning 

presented a summary of traffic results for November, 1970. It shows 
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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 ca--ried 790 passengers and 

Air Cal carried 118 (Exhibit No.6). The summary also shows that 

PSA's fl1ghts on ~~e =oute Oakland-San Jose-San Diego, and retu~, 

~hich includes nonstop operation bet~een San Jose and San Diego, 

have carried 2721 passengers while the two Air Cal flights ~ith 

competitive departure times carried only 134 pessengers on the 

route Oakland-San Jose-Santa .Ana-San Diego and return'. 

'!his witness explained that A1.:r: Cal initially planned to 

institute six daily one-stop round-trip flights between San Diego ' 

and San Jose via Orange County in order to compete with PSA IS one­

stop service via Los Angeles or Burbank. He stated that PSA's 

nonstop round-trip flight caused ve:y poor load factors for Air Cal. 

PSA 's response to this claim of economic detriment is that 

Air Cal's showing is inaccurate because an unknown number of PSA IS 

passengers originated from or were destined for Oakland, and there­

fore they were not enticed away by PSA' s ne~ operations. Although 

PSA 's respon~e is accc.rate to come 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 important, however, is 

the question whether PSA has certificate authority' for these 

operations. 

PSA defends its action on the ground that it has such 

authority; or that its operation is permitted' under Section 2762 of 
11 

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

Y-This section read s as follows: i 'Unless prohibited by the 'terms 
and conditions of any certificate that may be' involved', anyone 
passenger air carrier may establish through routes ~Q :ates, 
charges, ancl classifications between any and all points served 
by it under any and all certificates or operative rights issued 
to or possessed by it." 
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not PSA has eertificate authority to conduet the nonstop serviee and, 

if not, ~hether it may do so under Section 2762. For the reasons se:e 

forth below, the Commission concludes that PSAeannot provide such 

serviee without first ~equ1ring a certificate to do. so. 

PSA 's current operating authority, which'1,W4S set forth in 

the certificate attached to Decision No. 77937, dated, November 10, 

1970 in Application No. 57329, is published herein':as Appendix A. 
,I 

The specific routes involved in this controversy ai:,e sta.ted as 

follows: 

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

2. Between Los Angeles and San Francisco and 
Oakland. 

3. Between Burbank and San Franeisco. 

4. Between Los Angeles and San Jose. 

There are no express restrietions or conditions relating to these 

routes except with regard to type of equipment. 

Routes 1, 2, and 3 were granted by a temporary certificate 

issued in Interim Decision No. 69686, dated September 14,1965 to 

Applic~tion No. 47828; and this certificate was made permanent 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 enacts:nent of the Passenger Air Carrier Act, 

~hich became effective September 17? 1965. Ro~te 4 was authorized 

by Decision No. 70657, dated May 3, 1966, in Application No" 47921. 

This decision was issued after a hearing and it awarded, ~ a new 

route; it did not recognize a s:andfather right. 
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PSA argues that since routes 1 and 4 do not conta.in any 

express restrictions rega~dtng potnts ~hich may be served it may 

lawfully operate nonstop service between San Diego, an authorized 

point stated in route 1, and San Jose, an authorized point 1n route 4. 
i 

In other words, the ab~~nce of any restriction confers authority to 

serve all a1.1thorized P.oints designated in the four routes, or in all 

unrestricted routes, in any manne: PSA deems d¢sir~ble. Apparently 

this argument is based on the fact that in operating under its 

route 1 authority PSA overflies Los Angeles and Burbank with its 

nonstop flights between San Diego and San Francisco or Oakland. 

PSA concludes that since it can overfly Los Angeles or Burbank under 

its route 1 authority, it can do the same in providing San Diego to 

San Jose service. 

This argument is erroneous. Even though PSA wa.s· the only 

intrastate passenger air carrier operating in California in 1965, 

it is reasonable to conclude th&t when the Commission stated PSA's 

operating rights in the form of specific routes it was limiting 

those routes. Route 1 gives PSA authority to operate nonstop between 

the various points set forth in it, as well as one-stop or multi-stop 

service since the route is unrestricted and contains five different 

points. Therefore, PSA may lawfttlly operate, for instance, nonstop 

service between San Diego and Oakland, or one-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 serving other .;-.' 

points in that route does not mean that routes 1 and 4 can be 

combined so thr"l.t it can overfly Los Angeles in opersting between 

San Diego and San Jose. 'rae rou'Ces are separate and d1f:.crent 4t 1'hey 

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 over various specific r~es, and 

the Commission has stated PSA's authority in texms of specific routes. 

Acceptance of its argument would render meaningless the past ,practice 

by PSA of applying for specific routes snd the Commission's practice 

of stating separate routes in its certificate. This past practice 

indicates that neither PSA nor the Commission conclud2d that llUt:l:O::1tv. 

to seTVe San Diego in route 1 and authority to serve San Jose in 

route 4 translated into authority to operate nonstop between San Diego 

and San Jose. This conclusion is supported by the fact that PSA has 

filed Application No,. 51059, dated May 6, 1969, in which it requests 

authority for 8 nonstop route between these seme two points. 

Furthermore 7 under PSA T S View there 1s, no need for! tacking 
i 
I 

authOrity. If a point in one route may be freely connected with a 

point in another ~oute, the 

as granted by Section 2762, 

i 
author1 ty to tack one route with II another, 

I 
is unnecessary since all authorized points 

i 

may be combined in any manner unless they 8~e expressly restiieted. 
I 
I 

It is reasonable, therefore, to conclude that the Legislature, enacted. 
I 
I 

Section 2762 in order to prescribe the one method for combining 

authonzed routes without requesting a new certif1cate. Otherwise 

the section is meaningless. 

F1nallYI acceptance of PSATs position results in substan­

tial deregulation of air carrier service in California. PSATs 

position means that once service is authorized to a pa~1cularpo1nt 

any service to and from it is authorized. !his situation would 

permit the carrier to engage in operations which were r~t cons1de~ed 

or even mentioned to the Commission at the time ~he or1gi031 

application was heard. 'The staff pOints out that under PSA t S present 
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authority it could provide flights bet~een its nine 'authorized points 

in 362,880 different patterns. Such extreme flexibility could create 

confusion end uncertainty as to exactly what service is certifieated. 

It also means that a cerrier need only apply for a certificate 

authorizing a new operation \tihen it proposes to serve a new,. unautho­

rized point, such as Fresno or Redding. Such a casual form of 

=e~\ation is inconsistent with the Legis1ature'a stated purpose in 
I 

enscting the Passenger Air Carr1ers T Act, which is to provide ffan 

orderly, efficient, economical and healthy intrastate passenger air y 
netwo-rk •••• " 

PSAT s second argwnent is that Section 2762 prov1a.es 

authority for its nonstop service. This section permits tacking one 

route to another in order to establish "through routes". The 

Commission has described tacking, insofar as air carriers are con-. 
cerned, as permitting a carrier to give "through service from point 

A to point C when it has t~o routes, one to serve point A to point B, 

and the other to serve point B to pOint C~. (Air California v. 

PaCific Southwest Ai~lines, Decision No. 76104, dated August 26,196~ 

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

PSA contencs that since there are no restrictions placed on 

~outes 1 anQ 4 it may tack them together, end that its San Diego-

San Jose nonstop service qualifies as through service. Air Cal and 

the Commission staff, on the other band·" assert that through service 

requires 8 physical stop at point B,. in tMs case Los Angeles 

International Airport (LAX).. PSA responds that if· there is such a 

requirement it is satisfied because PSA's flights ove~ly LAX. 

2/ Section 27'39, Public: Utilities Code. 
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We agree with PSA that in the absence of express ~estT1c­

tions on its routes 1 and 4 it may tack them together to provide 

th:ough service in accordance with Section 2762. Therefore, it may 

operate between San D~cgo snd San Jose vis Los Angeles, which is the 

common point in the two routes. This conclusion is consistent with 

the Passenger Air Carriers' Act because the operation over each 

segment has been authorized a~ req\.lired by Section 2752, and the 

proposed route and fare for each segment has been cons1deredss 2J ~ '. 
required by Section 2753. 

We disagree, however, that the term fTthrough service n 

includes nonstop flights which merely p~ss over the common point in 

the routes. It is a myth to say th8.t an ovcrflisht of the· common 

point "passes through" it. The obvious conclusion :1.s that a new and 

different route results under PSAf s pos1t~on, which has not been 

reviewed or authorized by the Commission. This situation results in 

a violation of Sections 2752 end 2753. 

II These sections state: 

"2752. No passenger air carrier shall engage in any operation 
in this state without first having obtained from the commission a 
certificate of publiC convenience and necessity suthorizi-og such 
operation. 

"2753. An applicant shall submit his written verified 
application to the commission. The application shall be in such 
form and contain such information and be accom?an1edby proof of 
service upon all passenger sir carriers with Which the proposed 
service 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
eration, among other things, the business experience of the 
particular passenger air carrier in the field of air operations, 
the f1.nancial stability of the carrier, the ~.n~ui!'.ancc coverage 
of the carrier, the type of si~creft which the carrier would 
employ, proposed routes and minimum schedules to be established, 
whether the carrier could economically give adequate service to 
the communities involved, the need for the service, and any other 
factors which may affect the public interest .. " 
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Section 2762 was derived from Section 1066·" relating to 

highway common carriers. The Supreme Court has' int~rpreted Section 

1066 to pe:mit a highway carrier to combine two routes Via their 

common point, but ~ot to allow a change of routes by permitting 

operation ove~ a shortcut between the extreme points of the two 

routes. (Califon"l.ia Motoor Tran3port Co. v. Railroad Commission 

(1947) 30 Cal. 2d 184, 190.) We adhere to this reaeoni~g. We con­

clude that the e$tablishment of r'through routes ••• between any and 

all pointsn means service through the common point in the two routes 

being tacked. Therefore" PSA lacks authorization for its. nonstop 

service between San Diego and San Jose, snd it will be ordered to 

cease and desist from providing such service. 

Air eel and· :he staff request that th~ Co~ssion restrict 

PSAT s routes so th3t it cannot tack~ any of them. r.te purpose of the 

=estrictions would be to prevent further'litigation such as involved 

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

authority. 

By our decision herein it is eloQ= that a pes senger air 

earrier cannoe tack two routes. by overflying the common point. 

However, both Air Cel and PSA have several applications on file for 

additional route authority_ After these applications are decided it 

is possible that unrestricted tacking authority could again result 

in litigation. Therefore 'to7e will restrict route 1 of PSA to provide 

for service among only its designated five points, except that we 

shall pe~it PSA to continue tacking ~oute 1 and route 4 to operate 

between San Diego and San Jose via LAX, and routes lend 5 to operate 

between San Diego and Sacramento via LAX. W~ W'111 also restrict 



· e. 
c. 9160 ek 

PSA's routes 2, 3, 4, and 5 to their specific segments except for the 

tacking permitted under the restriction in route 1. PSA's certificate 

8S re·.r1sed by our decision herein is set forth in Appendix B.. \. 

Findings of Fact 

1. A1r California is a passenger air carrier as defined in 

Seetion 2741 of the Publie Utilitie$ Code. 

2. PSA is a psscenger air carrier 6$ defined in Section 2741 

of the Public Utilities Cod.e. 

3 r PSA has been authorized by this Commission to· provide 

passenger air 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. Air Ca11fornia has been authorized by this Commission to 

provide nonstop pa~senger air service between the points San Diego~ , 
on the one hand, end S.:n JOt;e~ on the other hand" end it has been 

temporarily authorized to proVide service between these two points 

via Santa Ana. 

5. Unc1er the tscl<:ing author1ty proVided in Section 2762, PSA 

has tacked routes 1 and 4 to provide passenger air service between 

San D1ego 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 air se-.rv:tce 'between '·San· Diego .and San Jose With one daily 

flight northbound during :thc·week and oneda1ly fl:tght southbound 

during the week. PSA r does riot :hSve a certificate of public conve .... 

nience and necess1tywh:(ch expressly prov1ees for nonstop service' 

between San Diego and San Jose. 
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7.. On or about November 1, 1970 Air C~liforn1a commenced 

pS$senger air service between Sen Diego and San Jose with two nonst09 

round-trip flights eacn week in aa~ition to one-stop serv~ce via 

Santa Ana. 

8. Route 1 in PSAf~ certificate does r~t designate San Jose 

oilS an euthorlzed point of se'1."'Vicc. RO'I!te 4 does not designste 

San Diego as an Gu~hor~zcd point of service. Since each r~te is 

designated as a zpecif1e and ~ep3rate r~ute it is reaso~bl~ to 

concl'\:de that these two routes do t.ot ~:c.thorize any servicebctwcen 

San Diego and Sen Jose ur.less they are combined purz~t to the 

tac".ir.g, 'a.uthort~j provided in Sec~ion 2762. 

9. t1.tigD.t10n euch 3S in·vol·/cd he':'c1n and in Case No. 8937 

relating to through ~e~ce between San Diego and San Jose Vi4 

Bu,:,bank requireG conaiderable time and e.."tpen5c. It confuses the 

public in that service is initiated w~~ch is leter order~e to be 

d1sco~tinued. Such actions are not convcnien: to the public~ They 

do not eontri.~'I.!te to ~:l. o':eerly'p efficient, econom1cal C':.nd heal~hy 

intrastate p~s~engcr air carrier network. 711erefore) ~t 1$ reasonable 

to plac~ restrl.ctions on the 'lnX'~3tricted routes of Pacific SO').th","est 

Airlines so as to ~ns~,:,e that future initiation 0: new se~ce will 

first be ~ubmitted to this Commission. 

n"e Comrni~s1on makec the £ollow1.tlg conclusions of law: 

1. The combining, of ~NO ~oute$ by a pa$senger air carrier 

pu=susnt to Public Utilit1ec Code Sect!¢n 2762 re~i=es ~hst se:vicc 

be provided \~a the common point in each route. Therefore, in 

combining routes l anci 4 to operate bctween San Diego and San Jose: 

PSA muo.t conduct thi:;, operQ'tion 3S one-s.top $~r.viee '!:La ... 02 ,Angeles .. 
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2. ?SA 18 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 ahould 

be ordered to cease and desist from operating nonstop between 

San Diego and San Jose. 

4. Pursuant to Public Utilities Code Seetion 2739 PSA'. routes 

1, 2, 3, 4 and 5 should be restricted to allow only the service 

presently being operated. 

ORDER - - - - .... 
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 air nonstop between San Diego and San Jose. 

2. Routes 1, 2, 3, 4 and S. in Pacific Southwest Airline's 

certificate of public convenience and necessity are restricted as set 

forth in Append~x B attached hereto. This revised certificate set 

forth in AppendiX B supersedes all previously granted certificates of 

public convenience a~d necessity which have been granted by the 

Commission. 

The effective date of this order shall be the date hereof. 

Dated at Lee .A.ugele& , California, this :!r0 
day of ' .. APRIL, ,'1971. 

Commissionor 3. P. Vu~~~in. Jr., be1ng 
necessarily ~sent. did not participate 
~ (he 4ispos1t1on 0: this proceeding. 

s:S~ 

COmm1ssionctr Vernon L. Sturg0021~ be1zzg 
-12- Dece,sar11y absont. did not pa.rt1C1pa:t.e 

121 the d1s~o~1t1o~ 0: th1~ nroeeed1n~. , 
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APPENDIX A 
(Dec. 76110) 

APPENDIX A 
P~gc 1 of 4 

PACIFIC SOUTHWEST AIIU.DlES 
(a corporation) 

. e. 

Second Revised Page 1 
Cancels 
First Revised Page 1 

Pacific Soutm.,.es1: Airlines, by the certificate of publ!c 

convenience and necessity granted in the decision noted in the 

~g~, is authorized to transport passengers by air over nuCbered 

routes in either direeti~. 

Routes 

1. Between San" Diego and Los Angeles, Burbank;, San Francisco and 
Oakland. , 

2,. :Bet'to7cen Los Angeles and San Francisco and Oal~land., 

3. ~tween Burbank and San Francisco. 

4,. Beb:een Los Angeles and San Jose. 

S. Between Los Angeles and Sacramento. 

6. Beb7een Ontario International Airport and San Francisco 
International Airport. 

7. Bett·,een San Jose Y.nmicipal Airport and Oakland International 
Airport, on the one' hand, and Hollywood-Burbank Airport, on the 
other hD.nd. 

S. Between San Diego and Ontario. 

9. Between San Francisco Inte~~ional Airport and Sacramento 
Metropolitan Airport. 

10. Nonstop between Long Beach Airport and San Diego International 
Airport. 

11. l'Tonstop beb7een Lone; Beach Airport and Oakland International 
Airport. 

12. t-ronstop between Lone Beach Airport and San F:-aneisco Interna­
tional Airport. 

Issued by California Public Utilities Commission. 

Decision No. 77937, Application No. 51329. 
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APPENDIX A 
Page 2 of 4 

APPENDIX A 
(Dec. 76110) 

PACIFIC SOUTEWEST AIRLINES 
(a corporation) 

Second Revised Page 2 
cancels 
First Revised Page 2 

Routes (Continued) 

13. 

/'14. 

Between Long Beach Airport and Sacramento l~tropolitsn. Airport 
via intermediate po:i:.nt of San Francisco International Airport. 

Between San Jose I·~icipal Airport and San Diego International 
Airport via intc:rmcdia:tc point of Hol1ywooci-Bur'bank Airport. 

Issued by California Public Utilities Co~s$ion. 

#Added by Decision No. 77937, Application No. 51329. 
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AJ?::?ENDIX A 
Page 3 of 4 

• 
A::?PEUDIX A 
(Dee. 76l10) 

PACIFIC SOUTHWEST AIRLINES First Revised Page 3 
(a corporation) Cancels 

Original Page 3 

Restrictions 

Routes 1 through 5, Inclusive 

Passengers shall be transported by air in either direction in 
Lockheed Electr~, Boeing 727, Boeing 737, or Douglas DC-9 Air­
craft. 

Route 6 

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

2. !~o nonstop serv-iee may be oper3ted bC~7een Ontario Intenuttional 
Ait'l'ort (ONT) and any other points served by Pacific, South"7est 
Airlines under other authorization ~th the exception of San 
Diego. 

Route 7 

1. Passengers shall be transported tn either direction in Locl(heed 
L-SZ (Electra) Aircraft, Douglas DC-9, :Boeing 727-l00, Boei:lg 
727-200 and Boeing 737 Aircraft with a minimum of four round 
trips daily. 

2. Ihis route authorization is limited to the specific segments 
of Route 7. 

Route Z 

Passengers shall be trau$ported in either direction in nonstop 
service at a minimuQ of two scheduled round trips daily. 

Route 9 

Passec.gers shall be transported in either direction in nonstop 
service at a minimum of four scheduled round trips daily. All 
service to Sacramento Metro~olitan Airport fr~ any other points 
already served by Pacific Southwest Airlines must be pro·Jided 
via San Francisco International Airport, except for the nonstop 
service ~uthorized between los Angeles International Airport ~d 
Sacramento Metropolitan Airport. 

Issued by California Public Utilities Commission. 

Decision No. 77937, Application No. 51329. 
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APPErIDIX A 
(Dec. 76110) 

PACIFIC SOUTHWEST Anu.I~1ES Original Pa.ge 4 
(a corporation) 

Routes 10, 11: 12 and 13 

Service between the points authorized on these routes shall not 
be connected, combined or operated in combina'tion ~1ith points or 
routes previously au'ti'lorized, or with each other except as herein 
provided. Route 10 may be connected with Routes· 11, 12 or 13· at 
long Beach to provide through service to passengers as follO'<l1S: 

S~ Diego - tong Be~eh - Oakland 
San Diego - tong Beach - San Francisco 
San Diego - tong Beach - San Francisco (intermediate 

• point per R.oute 13) - Sacramento 

The points herein authorized m(,1st be operated as specified, no 
over flights of potnts' authorized shall be permitted. 

iPRoute 14 

Service between the points authorized on this route shall not 
be connected:p combined or operated in combination with points 
or routes previously authorizeo.. The points herein authorized 
must be o,erated as specified, no over flights of points autho-
rized shall be permitted. . 

Issued by California Public Utilities Commission~ 

ifftAdded oy Decision No .. 77937:p Application No. 51329. 
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APPENDIX. B PACIFIC SOtn'HWES'I' A!P':"INES 
(a corporation) 

0:-1811'181 Page 1 

Pac1f~e Southwest A1rlines) oy ~h~ certif~eate of public 

convenience and necessity granted in the decision noted in the margit!:-. 

is 8Utho~ized to t~snsport pa$~enger$ ~y air over numbe=ed routes in 

either d1:rection. The ~ehor1ty grantee herein Gupersedes all 

certificates previously gr3~ted to Pacific Southwest A1:11nes. 

Routes 

1. Between S~n Diego an<! los Angeles" Burba.."lk) Ssn Francisco and 
Oakland. 

2. Between!.t:>s Angeles and San F::anc:!.sco .a..-"ld Oel<18OO. 

:3. Be:=ween Bu:bsnk and Sen Francisco. 

4. Between Los Angele~ and Ssn Jo!:.e. 

5. Bet:w~en I..os A.""igelcs and Sacr.erncneo. 

6. Be'tween Onte=1o Internationsl Airport end San Francisco :!nter­
national Airport. 

7. Be:;wcen San Jo·~e l'1unicipal Airport and Oakland International 
Airport, on the one hand, and Hollywood-Bt:r'bs.n.1e Airport, on 
the other r.a~d. 

8. Between San Diego and Onta=10. 

9. Bctwee'!l S~n Frsnc1sco IntC!=n.6:~!.o:".el Airport and Secramcnto 
Met:opo1itan A1~ort. 

10. No~top ~:ween Long Beach Airpo=~ sn~ Sen Diego Iri:ernat1ons1 
Airport. 

11. Nonstop between Long Beach Airport end Oakl~ne In::emat1onal 
Airport. 

12. Nonstop be:ween long Be&ch Airport and Ssn F~anc1sco Int~rne­
tional Ai,-:port. 

Issued by California Public Ut111t1es Commission •. 

Decision No. _.--;;.7..;;;8;..;6;.;1;;;.9~ __ 1 Cese No.. 9160. 



Routes. (Continued) 

PACIFIC SOUTHWEST AIRLI:t-.'ES 
(8 corporation) 

Original Page 2 

13. Be:wcen Long Beech Ai-rport and Sacramento Metropolitan Airport 
Via 1nte~e~iate point of San Franci$co International Airport. 

14:. Becieen San Joee Mc.n1eipal Airport and San Diego International 
Airport via. 1nte-rmed1ate point of Hollywood-B'Jrbll:lk Airport. 

Issued by California ~~blie Utilit1ea COQQ1S81on~ 

Decision No .. __ 7_8_6_1_9 ____ ,) Caze.No. 9160. 
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PACIFIC SOU'I'ffiJEST AIRl.lNES 

(e corporation) 
Original Pcge: ,z,-:, 

Restrictions 

iJrRoute 1 

No service of any type shell be operated bebieen s.ny 0: these' .' 
five points and sny other points authorized :i.n;other routes by. 
the Commission except through service between San Diego and . 
San Jose via Los Angeles; and through service between San Diego 
end Sacramento via Los Angeles. 

·fftRoutes 2 and 3: 

These route author1zatio~s are limited to the specific segments 
of each route, except for the tacking of Route 3 sndRoute 9 to 
prov'~de d~:rec'c ::;er.rice between. Burbank and. Secrll:l.en:o via 
Sa1.i. Francisco e::; pro~.rided in the Rest::-1c:t1on on Route 9. 

ifoRoute 4 

T~s route author1=Gt1o~ i~ limite4 to the ~pec1=ic segment of 
ro~te 4, exc:~pt for through se:vice from San Jose to Sen,Diego 
~ia Los }~gcl~o. 

·'/J:Ro'!te 5 

This route &utcor1zetion is limited to th2 specific segment of 
route 5, exccpt for through service :rom Sec~amento to San Diego 
V!:a Los Angeles. 

Passengers shall be transported by air in eit~er direction in 
Lockheed Electra, ~o~ing 727, Bo~~ng 737, o~ Do~glaG DC-9 
Ai=c::-aft. 

Route 6 

1. Pa~senger~ shell be transported by a1::- in either direction in 
nonstop service at a min1m'U:ll of four scheduled round· trip 
flights d.e11y .. 

2. No nonstop service may be operete~ bet~cn Ontario International 
A1~o::'t (ONT) and eny other po1nt~ served by Pacific South~est 
M.:-lines unde~ othe-.: authorization with t'he exception of 
San Diego. 

Issued by Celifornia Public Util1t~e~ Commiz~1on. 

ff:Added 'by Deci~io:l No. 28619 , Csse No.. 9160. 



c.k 

APPENDIX B PACIFIC SOUTHWEST AIRLINES 
(4 corporation) 

Original ,Page 4 

Route 7 

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

2.. nus route authorization is limited to the specific segments of 
Route 7. 

Route 8 

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

Route 9 

Passengers shall be transported in either d1rect1onin nonstop 
service at e. minimum of four seheduled round. trips daily.. All 
service to Sacramento Metropolitan Airport from any other points 
already served by Pacifie Southwest 'Airlines must be provided 
via San Francisco International Airport, except for .the nonstop 
service author1zedbetween Los Angeles International Airport and 
Sacramento Metropolitan Airport. ' 

Routes 10, 117 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 ~th each other except ,as here~n 
provided. Route 10 may be conneeted with Routes 11~12 or 13 at 
Long Beaeh to 'pro~de through service' to passengers as follows: 

San Diego - Long Beach - Oakland 
San Diego - Long Beaeh - San Franc i seo· 
San Diego - Long, Beaeh - 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 
eonneeted, combined or operated in eombination with points or 
routes previously authorized. The points herein authorizecl must 
be operated as specified, no'over flights of points authorized 
shall be permitted. 

Issued by Californ1a Publie Utilities Commission. 

DeciSion No. . 78619 , case No. 9160. 


