“ ORICIRAL

BEFORE TEE RAILRGAD COMUISSION OF THE SDATE OF CAIIFORNIA

In the matter ¢of the application

02 J. Benton Van Nuyes, Eate Van Nuy"

2zge, and Lunis Van Nuys Schwoppe, & )
co=-partnershivp, 4oing business wndor Application No. 3303
the name of Van Nuys Water System,

for increaseo of water rates of said

systom. ' :

Qscar C. Muoller for applicant
H. S. Parrell for City of San Gabriel.

JOVELAXD, Commissioners:

OZINION ON PETITION FOR REHEARING

Applicant and petitiomer herein filed a
petition with this Commission on March 2, 1928 asking that
Decision 5093, made in the above entitled proceeding on _
Fobrusry 2, 1918, be modified or that a rehearing be granted.

Evidence was submitted &t & public kesring
Deld in Los Angeles or March 30, 1918 on the questlon
whether & reheé.ring should be grantéd, It was stipulated
at the .hearingf. that 1f the Zailrosd Commission should be.
of the opiniorn that & rehesring sh.buld‘ be granted, the
evidence presented wonld be the evidence on such rehesring.

| Potitioners contend that the oxder of tho

Commission fs iz error, £irst, in not finding & separate .
value L£or real estate and, second., in the amouwnt included for
that item and, third, in not including 5 acres of land es the
srez used a2nd useful angd, fonrth, that an smovnt leés. then the .
value of the land Zor its water production vse was included |
in the va.lue of the system established. ,‘

Evidence was submitted at the hearing to uhOW
thet certein iteme of plant which this Commizsion eliminatecru
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a8 not used and useful from the rate base, should be included.

It has been held, in numerous c&ses, by the ¢courts
sné by this Commiseion that the valume of the utility property
nnder comsiderstion must be found as an inclusive azownt and
thet the separation of the elements malking up the totsal cammot
bYe made a requirement. ‘

Howsver, s synoposis of the evidence presented as %o
the value of real estate was included in the opinion snd order
heretofore rendered. The ve.ln.q- of the resl eatate in gquestion
in only spproximately. 3% of the totsl valme of the plant. If
all the various items not exceeding this in lmportance were

‘d4scussed and sepsrate findings msde, it wonld lesd to useless

Terinement. This Commission desires to cleaxly set out in
eoach instance the elemente of value going to msalke wp the total,
and in this instance it is apparent from previous discussion
that the sum of 85,000 was included for real estate used Lor
trhe convenience of the pu‘blic.

The evidence submitted of the yalue of resl estste
iz not conclugivo, one witness having testified s8 to its
agricultural value only, another as to its agricultural value
plus its value for subdivision purposes plus what he termed
its strategic value becaunse of 1its water bearing properties
and 8till snother &8 to its valume without ‘considering its
uses &8 & water prodncéx. Mr. Edwiﬁ G. Hert testified for
spplicaxnts, stating that in bis opinion all land bordering
on Hmatington Drive and from there north ani as far east as
Ssn Gsbriel Boulevard hed a’valne of $2500 per acre. This
estimate he later qualified by stating that the land in
question did not front on H’untrmston Drive, which wonld
detract from its value. MNr. R. W. Hawley, Hydrsulic Engineer
of this Commission, testified that the Commission had fownd
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in & previous proceeding & value of $1L76 per scre for similar
ad jecent lands. cOmSel fox applica:its 48 here conternding,
in effect, that this land hes certain values for sgricultwrsl,
residentisal and water production uses and that 'ﬁa velue for
the combined mses 13 the sum of these elements., This,T
believe, is manifestly and fu.ndamenta‘l.ly w::ong for assuredly
if lend has a velue of say $1500 per acre for a.gricultura.l purpoLes,
to pay $4000 per scre for it because of the fact that its
value for all of the various uses %o which it may be put
totel thst sum would be absurd., After having carefu].‘l.y’con-
sidered all the evidence on land values, I am still of the opin-
ion that the sum included in Decision No. 5093 ia fair,

It ic contended dy spplicant tiat all of its
wells and equipment are used for the convenience of its con-
sumers. This Commission held 4in its decision thet two of the
plents of this company are wnneocessary for the service ren-
dered snd their value should not be included in the rate base.
Mr. George A. Danon, engineexr testifying for appliéant, atated
that not more than ons of the plamts of those excluded by the
Comnisefon coul.d‘" Yo justified a5 & reserve. The records of
draft snd capa.c'ity of pumpe show that one of the plents noi
in use, namely #85, counld alone moduce & su::ﬁ;ﬁion‘x:. quantity
of water to meet the draft except during the maximum month and that
during meximum month it comld, in conjunction with plant $127,
snd the guantity available in storsge, furnish an adeguste
, , qua.ntity of weter to meet not only the maximum draft but alao
any emergency that might ressonably occuxr. The valune of the
sbove~mentioned plants is included in the rate base. The
wolls exd pumps excluded, and the tumnel connecting them
with the reservoir, have been in service for many years anl

have been superseded by others which produce not only larger




guantitiea of water but a.:l.ao' are operating more efficiently,

thus they kheve become fully depreclated dme mot only to
vhysicel deprecistion but also to obsolescence and are ¢on-
timing in operatior solely becsuse in place. Eowever
these wells and equipment have a service value because water
flowe L£xom them by gravity into the reservoir d.b.'r:t.ng the
rainy season when the ground water level is high, thus effect
ing & saving in cost of pumping. The sum of $5870. was in-
cluded in the value fixed Iin the decision heretofore renderod
as the service value of this equipment. The annuity
establisked includes an allowsnce for obzolescence and thus
if the value of this equipment i3 imcluded it would be
duplicetion and the wtility would receive more tham it is
Jastly enti.tled._

It is hereby Lound as & fact that the equipment
above referred to iz vnnecesesry for the service of consumers
and is obszolete and that its value, except as to its éervico
value e elimivated from the rate base.

Xt was contended by counsel for the City of San
Gebriel that the rate of $25 per month for the fire aearvi‘cc'
rendered 1s, in his opinion, %00 highk and he asks that a lesser
rate bo established. ZEvidence was produced by hj.m' of mm’
for £ire service in nearby commnities, in eackh of 'ihich GOm=-
menitiee, however, the plants were municipelly owﬁed. and
consequently not comparablewith the plant in gquestione. A charge
for fire protectior does not mcéss&rny vary with the quantity
of water meed for thiz purpose brt rather with the amount of
protection afforied. The Wisconsin Reilroad Comrission has
determined, after detailed investigation, that from 25% to 75%
of a water system is properly chargeabdle 'bo‘ f1re protection.
This Commission kas held in & nuxber of instances ‘t:hqt rates
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bigher then those established herein are reesonsble.r am
of the opinfon that the charge established for this service
is equitadle and skhomnld be contix;med in effect. |

I ebsll recommend that the petition for rehearing
be denied azmd suggest the following form of order:

ORDER

Jo BENTON VAN NUYS, EKATE VAN NUYS PAGE ‘and ANNIS
VAR NUYS SCEWEFEE, a co-pertuership, doing business under
the firm pame of VAN FUYS WATER SYSTEM, having £iled its
gpplication for a rehearing herein and & pudlic hearing
beving beer held and the matter having been submitted,

IT IS EEREBY ORDERED that the 8gid application
be and the same is hereby denied.

The foree;oing opinion and order are hereby
approved and ordered filed ac the Opinion end Order of the
Reilrosd Commission of the State of Celifornia,

- Datd at Ssn Francisco, Celifernis, this //7&‘4
day of October, 1918. |




