
BEFORE TEE RAILROAJ) COMMISSIOn 
OF TEE ST.A!f:E OF CALIFOP.NU 

SALINAS CITY, a. lilurdcipal Corpora:tion, 

Complainant, 

vs. Case No. 49"S. 

COAS~ VA!.J:iEY$ GAS .s.1T1) ELECTRIC C01~![PAJ::.i-y 
a Coryoration, t 

"Defen.6.ant. 

Com:li..ssi oner. 

OPINION ON Al?J?'1ICATION OF IlEFE1TJ):ANT" 
FOR BEHR...ffi.ING -

Coast 'Va.lleys Gas s.nd. E1.ecttic Company, de:fendant in the 

above-entitled ~a.se, has filaiherein its petition for a rehearing., 

In support of its petition, the compaDy claims' that the d.ecision 

herein is in error in the following ms.t ters: 

1.. That too Cormnission did not ma.i:e sufficient allo'WSJlce 

for going va1u.e and. tAe coo t of rl ghts., capit.al and organization. 

2. Zb.at t11e rates fixed by the Commission will not· 

yield sU£:ficient revenue,. and t1lst. under said ra.tes tAe earnings 

of a.ll electric properties of petitioner, as calcu.lated for the 

year ending July 31, 1914, will be apprOXimately $15,000.00 le'ss 

t'b.an the co st ot' service for t::as.t year. 

3. ~at the rate fixed for street li@lting by means o~ 

arc sa. 1nc:s:o.descen t lamps is lO'mr t'J:lan it should be. 

It is also claimed that the Com~ssion's allowance for 

depreciation is considerably in excess of" the arrount which 

:peti tioner is setting u:p io·r tha.t ~u:rpose and will result in a. 

re-d~tion of petitioner's net es:rnings by e.3>:pro:;x:irrately $6pOOO~OO 

:per year. 

r shal~ consid.er t:h.e pOints raised by petit,ioner in the 

ord.er :oamed: 1 



First.- Going concer-.a value and all other intangible 

items mentioned. by petitioner r.e·re very carefully considered 

in the deciSion herein. I em convinced ths.t nothing can 'be gained 

by going into the matter again a.t this time. The basis of' retUln 

used. 'by the Com::nissi on wa.s exceedingly liberal upon the evidence 

introd.uced, a.s is shown by the :fact. that petitioner was allowed t.o 

earn upon SO!!le $25,000.00 in excess the full reproduction va:tue 

~ of the physical elements of the property, notwithstsnd1ng the 

:fact toot the de:p~eciated. repro'd..ucti on va.l.ue or so-ca.lled "present 

value" of the physicsl property 'Would proba.bly not exceed 85%- of the 

value new. 

Second..- Petitiorler support.s its contentton tilat tb.e 

rates fixed by the C:ommissi on are too 10'11" by certain ar'bi trary 

cocrputations wherein the basis. of retilrn is tbat used by t1:e: 

Comc:ri.ssion for the year following the establishment of the 

rates fixed. In this me..nner it is at once obvious that not ~ess 

tha.1l $27,000.00 s:b:lDz was included by pe·titioner. vrhich should hs-va 

been excluded in compu.te tions .based on the year ending July Zl, 

1914. It is als 0 a:p:parent that int.erest on an ad<litiona1' 

$28,000.00 should heve been fi~~red on the ever~ge investment 

for a. :period.. of seven months. In. arriving at the alleged.. Q.eficit·~ 

petitioner ha.s e!ltirely d.isregard.ed the creai t of $lO~155.35 

clu.e: the electric departmetl.t :tor inte'r-compeny use of elect:r:EC" 

energy di.:lring tile :period. s,ssUJ:led ana nas taken tAe Comr:ti.ssion's 

increa.sed. allow$llce fol' .the cost of op exa..tion insteaa. of the ae­

tual ex:9erlS'es as sho't"lIl. by :petitioner's recor<i.s.. If t:b..e fixed· ex-

penses and operating ex:pe-:o.ses ere rec:::.lcula ted on tlleba.sis of the 

actual .s.mottnts expencle~ for the yea.r e:a.cling ~1lly 31, 1914 ~ using 

tne actu.al avera.ge a..eprecia.tio~ set up by petitionc:r for the two 

years :preced.ing that time, it will be fOUlld that tile net earnings., 

after making clu.e e.llowaIl,ce 'for interest at e.% Will ~c:eed ~'2t 000.00. 

EOT/ever:o t:a.e velue of cs,lcu.lati ons on this basis is rela.ti vely small 

in ~is ca.se, wherein t~e CO~i~Sion hss fixed 



ra;te-s to be c~s.rged: 'by pe ti t ioner :for re sid.enae., commer:o:ial,a.nd 
', ••. , •• " , .,..0< .".,' 

"~. 

street lighting in Salina.s City ~onfl and not in any other p·or~1.?n, ?,~_ 

the territory served by de~endsnt. While it is tru.e that, in,arl"ivi,ng 

a.t the rates to be charged in Salinas, the COIm:lission con~i~ered. th~, 

entire investment of, pe ti tioner in properties d~'yoted" to e1.~ctr~~ ser­

,!,iOf!, it is als? true, that, the. Commission t S o·rder :1i\l, e:ff'eBtive-_?~~, ~._ 
. " 

to rates in that community. It may be poss1bla that, in :tn~e8tigatiolla 
" '.. ",' •••• c" • '0 .... '.. - • '"... • .. I 

irrvolving other, terrltor7, it will be fo-tmd that the rateafintd in 
, , ... .. . ... ,,. ,"- .-.. .. . ~ '. . ,",. . .... ' .... -.. _- .... , 

','. ' 

this case are either too high or too. low,. and it is als~, p0881ble:: thit 
,., ... . .- ,-. - ", •. ." . ',' " . •• • - •• '.' 0.,. • "' .. '. • . . •• _ '. ,I I" _,.: I •.• '" :"~ 

I 

the C.'ommisa1on. ms:y find it ns.e~ssary to reVise :94!t1t10!lEr I S' p~lIer-ri,t,.6 .. ' .. -.~. , ....... - . . .... ',,- "~" .. -- .. ""'~"""".' ".' 

and the rate- oharged to the Mont!"re;y & pacific G:rC)~aRa1l'Wq cr'omp~.," 
.. " .... ". - _ •• _ .... ... • • _ •.• ' • _, .. ~ . .""";" .. __ .. . ,.,.,1-. ~ • 

subsidiary corporat1on. After a further careful rev1ew. of the aas«. I 
..• _ , •. ".' '" ... " '"., "_ "" •••••••• ""', _ •• ' '-.'."., •. h" _,,,'" 

em oOllvince-if that the rates e'stabliahe'd for servlcswithin. the: city o~ 
... • ,. ," •• • , • i, < • • ... ....... ,... ""- • ".'" ~ ....... '," ......... ' "-:'. 

Sal1naa are tair and reasoIlable: and that there is no- ;,jU8:t~~.: ,g1"~und :tor 
, .. . .' ,".".,'.\ :.;.-:, ',.,. , '~ . 

8. re:hearing as to sllch rate,s. 
,'.. ,.. . '., , ." 

Th1rd.~ Ee-ti tionar1: B eontention as. to. the. r-atecs, for street 

lighting1mpressee me :nore strongly than doe s a:tJ.Y other pomt,. urge:d .. in 

the application. While neither the eVidence introduced in this o:a8~ 

nor the information oontained in the pet.ition justify re-opening the ., . " ,-' . 

case in Drder to determine- the merits. of petitioner's, claimS', as to tha. 

street lighting rate: fixed bY' the Comrr:ission in Sa11nas,~ petition.er m'q 

within tan days from the date hereof' submit additional inio·rmat. i on, bear;;.. 

ing on the cost of tllis service, and if upon further investigation it 

a-ppsars' that So moclification shou.ld be made in the rate e-stablished by 

the Cot:6ission for this service, either as to the form or as to. the 

reVEIlue required:, the COmr:lisSion will gladly 1ssue, a s.u:pp,lement-al. o·rdar 

directinB that such modification be-made. 

In regard to the COmrxUssionts allo'WaD.oe for ciepreeiet1on, I de'­

sir~ to say- that in making this allowance it was not the intentfon. 

of the C.otWiSSioIl to direct petitioIler to iIlCl"ease: the: amount 

which is found to be aclaqua.te, for repla.oement~ which b-ea:ome; 

r::eo-esss.ry to properly and efficiently operate its 
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propertie's.. It is the dtlty of 8;, pllbliC utility to keep :tt.6' 

op€rating property in the highest state, of effici~ncy consiste-nt 

wi th economica.l o"Oerstionand Vii th due regard to the character o,f' 
-. } < • • ~ .. 

the service: su:pp~ie-d. by it.. Tilis is accomplished. by proper ez-, 

penditures for oaintenance or current repa.irs, and bY' such ,re:-

p-Iacer:lents as may becor:l€ necessary from time t:e tice-. To, p~o-" 

Vide "for the 1st ter it is assent is1 ths.t a sufficient,' depreciation. 
."0>,.,. 

reserve- shell be :J.aintainec. a.t a.ll time's_ Rowev,er, the C:oInl':lission 

it not inclined to creste any undue burdens :c-po~ any 1"Ubl~c utility 

by reQ,uiring that 8. del'reciation rese-rv6', larger than that which 

experienoe: has proven adG'ctuata, be se t, up. It msy be tha.t,' in 

this O'ase the aDlOULt allowed by the COm:::liSsion is mor<: than, is 

necessary. The C.orm:Ussion was anxious to allow an amo'cn,t 

suffiCiently high for this item. If de-f'e:ndsnt, isc,onvinc6~ that 

the amo12Il:ts~ at present being set up by it for depreeiation are 
. .", 

suffiCient, defendant may continuEI' to. set aSide theseamounts: y 

though less then those allowed in the Commission' Et computat:t<:ins'" 

until the further order of the Cm:::mis·sion._ 

Af'ter c:s.reful conSideration I can fiI:.d no, reason, 

at this time, for a chenge in the order heretofor~ made i~ thiS 

ease:. I reco~e!ld tha.t the application be denied .Wi.tb:: ~he:m:l:de:r~ 

standing that in the event that furt.her :Lt:rvest1g~tiOn. warranto,'a 
, . , 

change in the rates f:txed for street lighting, a supplements! 
, , '". .. 

order may be :::lade directine: such modification.. 
~ . 

for e. rea.son~ble time, say a year, defendant':f1nds that the: rS.t9'B 
. , " .. . ",':. .,' ", '.. ',' . '~", . ',' ~ , 

prescribed are: not. Just and reasonable, defendant may make app'11-

cation. to the CommiSSion for s: modification thereot. 

OR1)ER. 

Defe:ndant in the abov.-e entitled ca.se: having filed 

its :petition for rehearing and cara-fttl considerati0I:t having 

b'een giVEn thereto and the Comm.:ission fin~ing that there: 

6':x:ists no just ground for e:. rehearing in. this casEI', 
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IT IS o;..~:sEBY ORDEEED T:'c.at seic1 petition 'be and the sa::ne is 

here"oy d.enied-

The foregoing opinion and order are here~y approved and 

ordered. filed >a.s the o:pinion and order of the Railroad Commission 

of 'the State of California. 

Dated at San Francisco, California this /~ ~ ~ da yo!' October, 

1914. 


