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BEFORE THE RAILROAD COMMISSION OF TK£ STAn: OF CAlIFORNIA 

In the Matt~r of the Application of ) 
HAStETT WAREHOUSE COMPANY, a corpor- ) 
at1on, and PEOPLES EXPRESS COMPANY, ) 
a corporation, for an order author- ) 
izing the tormer to sell and convey ) 
to the latt~r the' right to operate as ) 
a highway common carrier between San ) 
Francisco and points on the east side ) 
of San Francisco Bay. ) 

BY THE CO~nSSION: 

SUPPLEMENTAL OPINION 

Iii! (;:; IJf!~"" WI.' , I~ 'C /'? '-'i..!J/! 1,/P!7 
JiJLt'IJ;./ '0lt' Supplemental vir:: 

Application No. 23215 "", 

Thl~ JOlnu 6Uppl emontol Q,ppllCa tlon of nQJl ctt Ware· 

this Commission authorizing applicant Haslett to lease automotive 

e~ui~m~nt to a~plicant P~oples upon the basis of ten (10) cer.ts 
per hundred pounds ot freight actually transported by Peoples on 

said leaced equipment rather than upon a specified amount on a 

trip, term or m11~age basis as required by section 5.012, Part V 
(1) 

of General Order No. 93-A. 

As justification for the granting of the ex~mpt1on auth

ority herein sought, applicants allege substantially as follows: 

(1) Section ,.012 provides in part: 

"5.0l2. Except for such eCi.u1ptl~nt leasC:'d in an emergency by 
a passenger s~age corporation or higl'lvlay common carrier for 
a period of ten (10) consecutive days or l~ss, the practice 
of l~asing the equipment or employir~ drivers or o~erators 
on a basis of compensation dependent upon recBipts per trip, 
or per period of time, or er unit of wei ht of ro ert 
transported, is hereby prohlb1 ted •••• fl Emphasis supplied) 

-1-
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Peoples, a highway COlmnon carrier, is a wholly owned 

subsidiary of Haslett, an express corporation. Both com,anies 

operate between San Francisco and certain East Bay points. At 

times, particularly during peak traffic periods, it is necessary 

for applicant Peoples to leas~ additional equipment. Applicant 

Haslett has eqUipment availabl~ for leaz~ and th~ parties are 

desirous of effecting leasing ~rrangpm~nts upon the unit of weight 

arrangement ht.'reino.bove me&tion~~d. It is cont~nde:d that this 

method of leasing would be more convenient and economical as the 

rentals paid could be ascerta~n~d from the freight manifests or 

inVOiCeS of applicant Peoples, v.rh~reas any other basis would re

q,u1r~ the keeping of sepa.r~te rElcords. Furthermore, every other 

aspect of the two businesses is conducted upon a joint basis, in

cluding the joint use of employees. App11cants also state tr~t 

so long as the identity of the s~parate operations is maintained 

with respect to actual service to the public, no adverse effect 

will result thereto by reason of the change herein contemplated. 

In passing upon requests of this kind, i~ is to be 

borne in mind that the practice of e~uipment leasing h~rein sought 

to be established r1.UlS count,er to a basic principle of operation 

long required of certificated carriers by the Commission in that 

it t~nds to relieve such carriers from ope::ative responsibil .. ities 

assumed by them with their entrcnce into the automotive common 

carrier field and which have, subsequently, proved burdensome ~nd 

less dl=lsirablE'"o.1bei t not to a d1egree nec~ssi tat1ng or warranting 

relief by p.ither ~bandonment 0::' restriction of o1'er~t:tons~ E~u1p

ment leasine; upon a trip, term or mileage basis, on the other hand, 

places th~ full oper~tive burden of a service upon the actual ce~~ 
., . 

tific~te hold0r whertt it rightfully btllo,ngs and or-here 11 long line 

of Commission decisions ~1ve consistently pl~ced it. 
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To permit the type of lease herein proposed, even where 

the r~lationship of the parties is as close as here appears, would 

not b~ consistent with long-established Comt:lission policy in this 

respect and it further is not evidenced that the ~conomies ex~ 

pected to accrue would be passed on to the public and thus pos

sibly react to its benefit. 

Rather, it appears that the proposal is one of partic

ular benefit to the carriers alone and will have no SUbstantial 

or beneficial effect upon the public interest. Furthermore, a 

fundamental obligation of a highway common carrier is that it 

possess or provide sufficient e~uipment to ade~uately satisfy 

public demand for its services, including emergency and peak re

~uirements. The Comoission, by its general order permitting 

leasing of equipment, has provided a practical means of satis

fying such demand without imposing upon the carrier the b'UI'den 

of continuous mainter~nce cost, including actual ownership ex

pense of automotive equipment needed only on occasion. In 

complying with these leasing provisions as thus established it 

does not appp.ar that any undue burden has been or is placed upon 

any carriE:r. 

Appl:tcants, in our opinion, have fail{~d to justify a 

departure, in th~ir favor, from the prescribed rules of this 

Co:mission relating to the leasing of equipment by certificated 

automotive carriers. 

This appears to bB a matt~r in which a public hearing 

is not necessary. The application will oe denied. 
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IT IS ORDBP~D that the application of Haslett Warehouse 

Company and Peoples Express Company for exemption fro~ section 

5.012, Part V of General Order No. 93-A relating to and provid

ing for the leasing of automotive equipment used or useful in 

their highway common carrier operations, be and it hereby is 

denied. 

The effective date of this order shall be ten (10) days 

from the date hereof. 

·< 

Dated at San Francisco, 

4(!j<v:J , 1941. 

if /1 day of 


