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In the MAtter of the Application of ) 
PACIFIC GAS ~~ ZLEC~IC COM?ANY~ a ) 
Corporation. ~or an order o~ the Ra11- ) 
road Commission nuthoriz~ applicant ) 
to cancel and Withdrs."oV itS :E:lectric ) 
Sc~edule No. 116, Original Sheet C.R.C.) 
23-E, and ~i1e in lieu thereot and put ) 
into effect its pro~osed Sche~ule ) 
No. 197; also an optional schedule of } 
eleotrio rates for large reclamation ) 
plante ~o be known as Schedule No. 198.) 
said sohe~e to be made retroactive ) 
to July 10, 1918, ete. ) 

Spplicat10n ·No. 4360 

• 
Chas. ? CU~ten, for Paoi~ic Gaa and 
. Electric Company • 

Eiram w. ~ohnson, Jr.~ for Roclamation 
District 108. 

v:m. R. Devlin and Ear~ I.. Houston, far 
Reolamatio~ Distriot ~500 

Chas. w. Sle~k, tor Natomas Consolidated 
e.:la. Reola.:'latiol'J. Distriot 1001. 

Chas. ~. lirlloaugh,. f'or Alcl:leda Sugar 
Com~an1 ~~ ~eolamstion Distriot 170. 

LOVELAND. Commissioner. 

OPINION ON A??LICATION roR R~ING, 

Hear1~s in this prooeed1ng wer~ held and the matter 

Bubmitted. Thereafter, on July 12,. 1920~ a,n".order wns mad.e, 

(Decision No. 7876) dismissing the ~oee~ding. Zha reeson for 

tll:1a, aotion of dismissal was the belief Oll the part of .the 

Commission that the establi~ent of reasonable rates referred 

to in th1e prooeeding had ~een fully covered by ~o1s1on No.7823 

in a collatoral proceeding, A~plieat1on No. 5567. SUbsequently~ 

however, 1 t W$S IIlI.lde to appear that the d.eeis1on in the oollaterw. 
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proceeding di~ not tully cover the iesu6s sought to ce pre-

santed under this prooeeding. and the Comm1soion thorouyon p 

by 1 te\ Deoision No. 6043, IllI'ld,o an order rovoking the d.1emissal 

theretofore ~de of APplication No. 4360. In thi5 order o~ 

revocat1on the Commission also fiXed certain rates for the 

servioe referrea to in the a,plioaticn. 

A~otitio~ for rehearing on tho prooeea1ng was £11e4 

O~ the ~st day ot Sep~ember, 1920~ by Reclamation District 

~o. l08~ one of the oonsumers ~tected cy the rates thus 08-

ta'blished epecifying ~s grounds for :reheariDg tho.t tho order 

revoking the ~r1or dis~isssl of th, prooeeding was void on 

e.ooo'tmt of failure to give th~ notice sndopportuni ty to be 

h~erd contemplatGd by Seotion 64 of the ?ublic Utilities Aot. 

After fully coneidaring the entire matter, I am of ~o 

opinion that the reasonableness of th~ rates for the psrt1cular 

servioe in qneetion rendered under s~ec~al oontraots can only .. 
be :properl~ considered by the filing of an. entirely :lew app11-

ca tioXl." c.eal1ng partioularly with the r:l. tes to 'be applied tor 

the service renaered to ?eel~ation District No. lOa ~d snch 

other Reclamation Distriots as were, prior to ~hie prooeeding" 

supplied under special contract agrBement8. In view o~ this 

conclUSion, I em of the opinion 'that the en~ire ~rocGed1ng 

'unaer Applicution No. 4360 ahould be dismissed. I't 'there~ore 

beoomes immaterial 'to consider the questions ot proceea~e 
wi~ich hr,"t"e arisen heretot'ore end referred. to in the petition 

~or rehearing» as well es o'ther matters presen'ted b~ the peti

tion tor reAear1ng. 

I reco~end the tollowing £~ of Order, 

,ORDER 
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IT IS .E:E:REBY O:?ll~~ that the above anti tled proctted

ins be, ~d the s~e hereby is, CiSm1ssed w1thout ~rejud1oe. 

Tho forego~g Opinion and Order ere hereby approved 

and ordered tiled sa the Opinio~ and Order of tbe ~ailr03d 

Commission Of the state of Califo:rn1B. 
.... 

. //'l _''"''''-Dated at San F:r&llC1aco, California., 'thiS ____ v __ ~y 

of Zantery, 1921. 


