
Decision No. ----
B~ORE TEE RAILROAD COMMISSION 

OF TEE STATE OF C.AI,IFO:?N IA. 

-000-

WATER USERS ASSOCIATION 
OF THE WILLOW' C,AN.Alt 

Complainant. 

-ve- Case .No. 1011. 
YOLO WATZS & POWER COMPANY •. l 

a cOl"l'oration. 
): 

De:f'end.s.nt. 
). 

Forest A. l?lant for compls.:1nant. 
Arthur C. E:uston:f'or d.e:rend.e.nt. 

BY THE COMMISSION. 

OPINION ... --~ .... ---
Defend.ant. Yolo Water & Power Compan7. a cor-

pora.tion, tiled with this Commiesion on JUl'S 3,1917" 

i 1;s ap:plication for s. rehearing on the order ~~ 
in the above entitled proceeding.- on June 26th, 1911. 
In ita petition for rehearing exception is taken to that 
portion of the order of the Commission" which ordered 
de~endant to file a sched.ule of rules and regulations, 

which rules and regulations were to- provide for the de-

livery of wat~r b'S rotation, because this Commission in 
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determining said. co.'.lse !aileCl. "vO pass upon certain 
issues relative to the validity of a contract 

entered into between 'the Yolo Countr Consolida.ted 
J Water Company. a corporation. pred.ecessorl o·t" the de-

fendant. and,the ?eg~nts of the University of California; 
and also' because the Commission failed to determine 

the right or obligation of the parties undor s~id con-
tract. 

The University Farm at navis. Wbich i2 under the 
control o~ the Board of Regents of the Un1vereit,y of 

Ca.l1tOl'ni.s.. is one of the c CllS'UlnerS of the Yolo Water & 

Power Com~~ o~ 1ts so-ealled Willow Canal. Under the 

contract referred to. it! predecessor. the Yolo Count 7 
Consolidated Water Company, a eorporation, agreed to 

furnish the Davis farm from its eyettlm o! canals &11 the 

wate,r it required, not exeeed1:c.g at s:tJ.'1 time the rate of 

one cubic foot of water ~er second ~Ol' each 160 scres 

of lend.. and providing that such water be c'tlln'Olative. 
~he contract further provides that :ta,11ure to 

d.eliver said water would subject the water comp~ to a 

penalty of $500.00 per d~ for ,the non-delivery of each 

eubic foot of water per second required. 

Defendant in his ~et1tion for rehearing ~ars:­

"If the State Farm demands 'all th~ 
water tha.t is r~quiredf pursuant to the 
terms of the contrso":. and it takes the full 
head to comply with that demand. the s,etem 
of rotation must be such that the defendant 
can COI:lply Wi th the de:nand without bec oming 
involved with the other users on the canal. 
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I~, on the contrary, the contract is tG 
be disregarded b~ reason of its illegel-
it~. then the defendant can pre~sre a 
s7stem of rotation, putt1ng all users on 
th~ same ditch on the same oasis". 

The contract herein referred to was entered into 
before the effective d.ate of the PUblic: Utilities Act and 

undertakes to establi3,h a :9referent1al and. d,1ser:tm1ll1ltoX7' 

right in favor of DaVis Farm. This Commission held 1n the 

e.:p:p11c~tion of Jomes A. Murray et al, Vol. 2, (Opinions and 

Ord.ers, of the Railroad Commission, p. 464) and. still. main-

tains that an order of this Commission relative to rates and 
service must 'be o'be,-ed.. ae ags1nst the provisions of such D. 

contract as the one herein. 

ORDER .... _ ......... .-. 

IT IS EEP~Br OEDERED that the pe~ition ~or rehesr-
, 

iug herein be and.. the same is hereo7 denied. 

Dated.. at San FranCiSCO, California this ~ 
day of Jannary, 1918. 
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