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Decislon No.

BEFORE TEE RAILROAD COMMISSION
OF TEE STATE OF CALIFORNIA.

=000~

WATER USERS ASSOCIATION
OF THE WILLOW CANAL

Complainant,
~VB~ Case No. 101l.

YOLO WATER & POWER COM?ANY
a corporation.

quend&nt.

Forest A. Plant for complainant.
Arthur C. Evston for &efendapt.

3Y TEE COMMISSION.

OCPINIOYX

Defendant, Yolo Wster & Power Conpany, & ¢OYr-

porstion, £iled with this Commission on July 3, 1917,
its application for a rebearing on the order made

in the sbove entitled proceeding on June zéth, 1917.

In ite petition for rehearing exception is taken to that
portion of the order of the Commission, which ordered
deZendant to file a sckedule of rules and reguwlations,
which rules and regulations were to provide for the dé-

livery ¢f water by rotation, because this Commission Iin

530(}0” uogsgoaq

——————




doternining seid caunse Zailed %0 pass upon certain
& e P ;

izeues relative to the vallidity of o contrect

entered into‘between the Tolo County Consolidated

Weter Company, & corporation, predecessor: offthe do~
fexdant, and. the Regents of the University of Caiifoxnia:
snd elso because the Commission failed to determine

the right or obligation of the perties wnder Ssid com-
tract.

The University Farm at Davis, whick iz under the
control of the Board of Regents of the University of
Califo:nia, is one of the ccasumers of the Yolo Water &
Power Compeny ox 1%s so=called Willow Censl. Under the
contract referred %o, its preodecessor, the Yolo'Cqﬁnty
Consollidated Water Company, a corporation, aéreed 0
fﬁrnish the Davis farm from its system o2 canale all the
water 1t required, not exceeding at any time the rate of
one cuble £o0t of weter ver second Lor each 150 acres
oL lemd, and providing that such water be cumulative.

The contract further provides that failure 1o
deiive¥ seid water would subject the water compaxny to a
penslty of $500.00 per day for the non~delivery of each
enwbie foov of water per second regquired.

Defendoxnt in his petition for rehearing says:-

"If the State Fsrm demands 'all the

water that Is required? pursmant to the

torms of the contract, and it tekes the full
hoad Yo conply with that demand, the system
of rotation must be such +that the defendsnt

¢an conply with the demand without becoming
involved with the other users on the cansl.




If, or the contrary, the contract 13 to
be disregarded by resson of its illegal~
ity, then the defendant can prevare &
systen of rotation, putiing all users on
the same &itch on the same basis™.

The contract herein referred to was entered into
before the effective date of the Public Utilities Act and
undertakes to estadlizh s preferentisl and discriminatory
right 4in Lavor of Davis Farm. This Commizssion held in the
applicstion of Jomes A. Murray et al, Vol. 2, (Opinions and
Orders. of the Reilroasd Commission, P. 464) and still mein-
tains that an order of thls Commission relative to rates and
service must be obeyed as against the provisions of such a

contyract ac the one herein.

IT IS IERFBY ORDERED that the petitiorn for rehear-
ing herein be and the zame iz hereby denied.

Dated at San Francisco, California this !82{




