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In the Matter of the Imvestigation of )
,the Gan Rates, Service and Operations ) Care No. 1653
of CONTRA COSTA GAS COMPANY, on the )
Commiesfon’e Owx Motionm. )

BY TEE COMMISSION:

OPINION OF PETITION FOR REEEARING

Contra Costa Gas Company hase f£iled, under date of
November 17th, 1921, a petition for rehearing in commection
with Decision No. 9725 in the above entitled mattex.

Petitioner for rehearing alleges in effect that the
rates fixed in the Commission’s Decision No. 9725 are unreason~
ably low and confiacatory: ‘that atAno tize einoce its incepltion
bas the Company earmed a fair and adequate return wpon ite in-
veetment; +that only sluce the recent reduction in the price of
011 would 4t have an opportunity of obtairing ench a return pro-
vided the oxiatiné ratee ropain effective; <that the reduced
rates ss ordered in Deocisior Xo. 9725 wonld deprive the Compaxy
of the opportunity of earning a reasonable return and compel 1t
to render service to the public at a rate lees than fair and
less than the service furnished is reasonably wor'z‘:h.

Petitioner contends in general that there are three

factors 0 be considered in comnection herewith - Liret, the




value of the propexty o* tae Contra Tosta Gas Company uve& and
wgeful in serving the rublic; vecond, the rate of return vhich
¥ should he vernitied to earnm over and sbove operating expenses:

third, the reasonsbleness of the rates charged by the Compeny

for service to its conswmers.
Anplicent introduced & gtatement of investment total-

ing approximstely 58,600 in excess of the totel Ligure of

£$262,500 allowed by %he Commission. . In this Ligure applicant

bas Iincluded in woriking casa c&pitﬁl on amount bazed wpon op~-
erating expenses including taxez and ZIuel oil, the first of
which has not been found to be reésonably included in determin-
iﬁg working cash capital, and the socond was conzidered uwnd &l-
lowaunce nade nnaef vhe iten of materials and supplies. It does
nof eppear that this contentioz regarding & higher Invesiment
figure ie xeason&blc.

Cextain reductions verc made in tiae overating expenses
below the ¢stimate suomitted by the Compary, neinly in vhe items
oL production repairs, distrivution and commercial expense. A
re-analysic of the evidence showe that vhe produwetion repa;rs
estirated by net;tioner were based uwpon shnormal conditionu (74
redairs and that as to fwbure conditions this Iitem should be re-
dneed, especielly im view of the tendendy %o reduced outyut oF
gas. Dictribution expense cztimates as mede inm the Commiseion’s
decision appear reasonsble at thig time as well as.ﬁhen goplied
to futuvre conditions especiaily whern 4t iz consgidered that di&-
tridvuvion and operating expenses nave deen gbnozmally righ. Te
&o not find that there should be ary modification in tze
Commizsion’s former estimates of operating expense.

'Relatfve to the rate of return which applicant contends

iz below what I8 reasonabdle, it appears from the cvidence as pre-
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sonted in the original case that taere has been a relduction in

the wse 0L gas by consumers, 8ltho only 8 small redunctior im
the mumber of corseumers, owing to the economic depreseion ex-
ieting in the terxitory served. Applicant has not received
a full return upor ite inveestmeont in the psat due to varioue
cauoes, an important ope being tie quality of sexvice rendered,
' which has caused oonmeiderable complaint and delayed increasing
rates wher they would otherwise be Junatified. The value of
service doe? not appear to be worth more than the rates hereto-
fore fixed in Decision No. 9725. Without & building uwp of
better service qﬁality anq:pyblio relations the Company ocanmot
expect 8 greater return, buls with a contirued good service
condition an increase in return skould occur under exiatiﬁg
rates.

We £ind no good reason for granting a rebearing in
this matter.

Contra Costa Gas Compary having 2iled a petitiom fLoxr
relearing in the above entitled matter and thOICOﬁmiaoion Hnod-
.ing thet no good reason exiets Juatifying a rehearing,

IT? IS EIERERY ORDERED that the petition ot Contra
Costs Gae Company ZLor roheariﬁg is h;;eby denied.

Dated at Saz Frapoisco, Californis, thie'_éZ:fgr

| day of December, 192l.




