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The City ot'Bakersfield, a ~~e1pal ) 
Corpont10n,. ) 

petitioner, 

Califol'l:lt1a water Se.rviee ComPe.xty) 
a Co::poratiorr., 

) 
) 

Case No. 3'485 

:ray A.. H1mnan. to r n ter eonstlDlers. 
Walter Osborn, City A.ttorney-, for the 

City or Bakersfield. 
E. c. Elliott, for the Detendant. 

CL..~, COMMlSSION.E:R: 

OPINION .... ------~ .... -
These two cases J 1nvol v1ng the water rates ot: Ce.l.iforn1a 

Water Service ComIJany:, a eo:cporation., in its Bakersfield territory, 

ware conso11~ted for hea.ring and a :public hearing was had on 

J'une: 30, 1933, and. the eases'let"e sUbmitted. for decision.. 

california Water Service Co~p~ is a large water 

utility With twenty-one separate water plants scattered about 
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the state t'rom Redding, in. Sha:sta County, to Belvedere, in Los 

A:lgeles County. Its ove:r-e.l~ ee.rn.1ng posi t1Qn, as indicated bY' 

its annual report tor t!lr!l: yee:::: 1932, does not seem to- 'be on an 

unreasonable basis.el) However. same of its separate plants are 

lrtOr-e prot1 table' than others. .Amongst the more. prori ta.ble is the: 

onEt at Bakerst1eld, the rates on v;h1cll. are dra.wn into the question 

by the instant complaints. 

At the he:ar:tng e:vidence was addueed by the Commission's 

sta:!":' on the historieal cost ot' the structural :property 1n tlle: 

Bakerstield area, the: ettect on sc:.ehh1storieal cost or current 

;price le.vels duriDg the history ot' the- co.'nst:ruet1o·n o~ the pro.pert:r, 

present value ot' lanet, the gross revenue under present :rates, the 

re~rted ol'erat1Jlg expenses, as well as the operatitlg expenses 

deemed reasonable e...."""ter eliminating cert.:l1n non-recurrf.ng items 

and certa1n items deemed unreasonable. EV1d.enc:e was also presented 

by certain ot' tbe consumers as to a replacement cost o~ isolated 

portions or the property. The company pOinted out that reeentl:r 

imposed Federel taxes would some~hat increase its tax payments to 

the Fed.eral go'V'erxllllent. or course a reduct ion in gross revenue, 

red.uees the base upon which Fed.eral taxes are oompute:d and hence 

does not atrect the net revenue ava1lable tor retu~ to the same 

extent. City representatives. representatives or the oon~ers 

and the U.t11~~1 Tlore In Oom~l~te agra~eIlt tb.a t allY r&duction in 

rates shottl.d take the. 1'o:on or Co d1t5count on 'bills cQmpu.teo. under 
~resent rates but that no bi~ as disoounted ~hou2d be l~~s tb~ 

$~.OC. 

(1) The reported. net earnings: available for re.tUX'D. orr. its entire 
Cal.1torn1a pro.perties indicate a rea.~1zed. return. in 1.93"2 or 
ap;proxi:matel.y six (o.) per cent on. its tangible fixed eapital. 
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The most ditt1cul t quest1.on invcNed. :in these ease's 
-

is the weight which should ba e1~en t~ the over-all earning 

pos1 tion ot' the company and the earni.Dg posi tioD.. or 1 ts Bakers­

t'ield :l;lroperty_ Each is. e'nti tled. to consideration. In view 
, 

ot' the rac~ that this utility, without marked opposition, has 

accepted. one adjus,tment. and:. reduction in its Ba}:erst'ield ra.tes: 

in recent years (Clark vs. calitornia Water Service ComPant, 

53 C.R.C. 130), has to a considerable extent reoonstrueted the 

systelISof' two old water cOlt.:panies Which it acquired and con­

solldated, and has grently improved its service, seven (7} per 

cent earning on its Bakersfield operations would seem to be just 

and ta~ when considered in conne~t1on with the rathe~ low o~er-

all ea.~g position or the utility. 

L d.iscount ot' twe~ve C12} :per eent on all bills computed 

Oll present rates" with the proviso that no bill shalJ. be less 

than one (1) dollar" shotlld pla.ce the, Bakersfield property in the 

immediate tuture upon approximately a seven C 7) per cent retu.rn 

basi s. It 'business ren ves and its grose earnings :pick up, it 'm1J.y 

be that a further adju~tment wi~ bec~ neces~ary. 

I recommend the tolloV1ing torm ot' Order: 

ORDER 
-.~-- .... 

.A. :public hearing hav1::.g 'been had in the matter anct the 

above entitled cases submitted for ~ec1s1~, 

IT IS EEREBY FOmm 'AS A FACT tb.e.t the: :present :retes 

charged. by Cal1torn1a. 'Water S0rviee Compe.n.y in 1 ts Bakerst1eld 

d1=tr1c'e are u:l.just and unreasona~le in so- tar as they d1tter 

n:-om. the ::nod.1tied rates here1n e,stab~1sb.ed, (..b.e'reby fO\.L."1d to be .just 
~nd reasonable) =nd 

IT IS EEREBY ORDERED that Californ1a Water Serviee 

-3-



Cortpany, a corpo.ra:t1on., on all bills renderad cons.'tlme.rs for 

water service ~ its Bakersfield district on end atter August 1, 

1933, shall discount the omount thereof' by twelve (12) per cent 

bu":: no b1ll as so discounted shall be l~ss than o:c.e (1) dollar, 

and that such discount shall be endorsed O~ each bill with a 

note.tion substantially as rollows: 1tCharge:s discounted as per 

order or Railroad COmmission. 1t 

The ette'ct1 ve date or this Order shall 'be July 31, 1933. 

Th& foregoing Opinion ~~d Order is hereby approved and 

ordered tiled. as the Opin1on anet Ord.er or the Railroad. Commission 

or the state or Cal.i1'omia. 

Da.ted at san FranCiSCO, Ca11tom1a, this 

or July) 1933. 

-II-.; 

I a day 

Lz=.~ 
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