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Decision Noe .7ri303n

DETORT THE RATLROAD COMMISSION CF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Iz the Matter of +the Applicatioz o
AeR. Jacks for an oxdexr fixing Just
and reasocable rates to dbe charged
for irrigation and domestic water
service rendered by him in Meadow
Valley, Plumes County, Califoraie,
or for authorization to abandon seaid
gervice.

Applicetion Yo. 18764.

et et e S B P e B s e

Zerry L. Imecell, for applicant.

g2IXION

In +kis proceeling, A.R. Jacks, who owns arnd operates &
small public utility systex furnishizg water for domestic end 1r-
rigation purposes W consumers in Megdow Valley, Plumes County,
mekes application Zor an order of the Railrosd Commission either
increesing his rates or euthorizirg ebandomzment of the service.
Applicsnt alleges that the rates heretolore established are
wholly inmadequate and 4o not provide sufficient revenue to meet
meintenance ané operating expenses together with a fund for de-
preciation and an zdequate intereszt return on the invesinent.

4~ pudlic kearing was reld iz this matier bé:o:e Exaniner
Satterwhite at Quixney. |

mae schedule of rates at preseat in effect for this
utility was estedblished dY this Commissior ir Decision XNo. 22701,

deted July 22, 1930, in ipplicetion No. 16229, and is as follows:
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f DOVESTIC SIRVICE

wonthly ¥lat Rate:

ResidencesS—mmmcmmmmmcecmmo——aa et L wemw$l.50

TRRIGATION RATES
Tlat Rete:

Per acre DPEr SELSOlmw—emccmmrmcommccon——— e $3.00

xeasured Rate:

Per minerts inck ner 24 hoUrS—wmse—ccmccceccccccccme=$0.04

. Note: One nminerts lzc¢k shall bYe con-

i sidered to be the egulvalexzt of
one-fortieth (1/40th) of z cudbic
foot of water per second.

The cozsumer may hove the optioz
of recelving service under either
the flat rete Or the measured rate.

=000~

Thereafter, iz the year 1932, the utility epplied %o
the Commission for authority to ebandon the service or thet the
retes te very substantielly increased. The reguests were denied
iz Decision No. 20222, dated Qctober 3, 1932.
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i t2e third rate proceeding brouvght By A.R. Jacks

(¢
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during the past three years, iz two of whick he also sought to
obtein suthority to discontinue all pudblic utility service. The
record in this proceeding shows thaet there have been little or
£0 changes either in operating methods and practices or 1z capite
investment. Under such circumstezces it will be unnecessary o
describe the system or refer 10 it in any consideredble detail.
Reference therefor is made o the above nextloned Deciszions

Nos. 22701 ard 25222.
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The evidence presented hereiz shows the estimated his-
torical cost of the physical properties 40 be Three Thousand Six
Eundred Seventy-five Dollars (8$3,675); the depreciation annulty,
computed by the flve per cent sinking fund method, Sixty-nizne Dol-
lars (£69); orerating ezpenses{l) for the yecar 1932 amounted to
Two Hundred Ninety~two Dollars (&292), while expences repoxted t0
end including the toirtietn dey of Junme, 1923, isdicete that the

total z2nnuel operating expenses for the year 1933 will wery close-

ly epproximate the similar expezses incurred during the yeer 1932.

The reverues for the year 1932 as reported by arplicant amounted
to Four Zundred Twenly=-seven Dollars [($427), in which the revenue
receivadble for water delivered to applicantts owa property for
the purpose OF power generetion was computed upon 2 besis very
substantially less than that set out for similer service in the
exlisting schedule of rates. Using spplicant’'s om Ligures, 1t

iz clear that his operations are not bYelng conducted at the
present time at any out~of~pocket loss. While the testimony
indicates that during the year 1933 the %total acreage of lenés
irrigated by cozsumers was aine acres less <than herevolfore, yet

- whe evidence iz clear that the reducel acresge was o0aly temporary
and that Zuture there undoubtedly will be a substantial
increace dexnend and vse of water by consumers. It should
be polnted out at this time thet the acnual reveaues receivable
for irrigation service rexdered by this utility should be very
2uck greater waen proper credit is given for <tie irrigation, »ower
exd domestic water used from tiis public utility system by appli-
cant upon his owa properties. In this connection refereace ic
mede %o the Opinion in Decisiorn No. 25222 ir whica

i» part as follows:

(1) Ircluding demreciation.




mx%kIn the former proceedings involving the
Tates of this uwitility, prectically no consideration
was given to the use by Mr. Jacks ¢f & learge gwnti-
ty of weter for the operation of & zmall hydro-
electiric plent used for lighting his own residence
azd operating miscellaneocus equipment. This water
is obtaineld directly from the seme public utility
diten¥¥¥kx_  very probebly in the establishment of
& proper charge for this specilic type of sexvice,
should 1t de brought hefore the Commission for de~
terninetion, & much lower revte would de fixed than
the above general charge of four cents (4f); however,
assuming that a falr rate £0r this service would be
as low as ozne cent (1¢) per miner’s inck day insteed
of the filed quantity rate, the sum of one hundred
forty-six dollars (£146) could fairly be alloceted
as & revenue receivable for the use of weter by ape
plicent for hydro-electric power and geanerating
purposes.”

Applicant c¢ontends that he does not operate his hydro-
electric plant corntinuously throuvghout the year dut oaly for a
Tew hours each day. TIowever, the evidence of +the consumers ¢learly
indicates that not only while the power plant is in operation dut
also at various other times during the irrigeting season waters
from the public utlility facilities are delivered to certain of the
consumers end cherged for as 2 private water service, no credit
being given for the revenues collecied thereby to the public util-
ity operation. XNo measuring devices are maintained by applicent
whlck would permit of any proper record oOr even estimete of the
amounts of water used for hydro-electric power and the so-called
private irrigation service. The evlideace, bHoth irn the former pro~
ceedings and in the present one, conclusively shows that the diteh
waick tranzporte water to the hydro-electric plant ic a part of

the pudlic utility system and that ell waters transported through

1% should de properly credited to the utility. It :urthe:more

appears that applicant also operstes an auto camp ¢oasisting of &

number of cabins and canp sites which are Tented a4t vaerious times




throughout the year, especially durirg the summer months, to
trensient end permanent guests. Wille water-service is not pro-
vided %to each of the cadbins, yet it iz rendered through several
bydrants convenlently located throughout'the grounds and sexvice
is also rendered through the operation of a cexniral baith-house.
No charge is entered in the utility records for *his service 23
an operating Tevenue.

Relative to operatirng expemses applicernt cleims +het he
hes Iincurred expenses in the smount of Five Eundred Fourteen Dol-
lers (2514) during the past year in connectior with certair litie
getion protecting hls rights to tke diversion of the water used
by this system. TWkile such item mey properly be corsidered as
chargeadble to expenses, yet 1t is also extraordinary in character
axd should be amoxtized over & period of not leés than'ten yearsce.

Iz conmection with the agricultural irrigation service
in Meadow Valley, it should be remembered thet it is impracticable
to ralse crops on any scale other tham hey and elfelfe cxd pasturege
Tor stock. The growing season is leate each spring and consideradly
shorter than obtains in the lower foothill znd valley districts of
the State. 4s set forth 4in Decision No. 25222 above: "The evidence
indicates that the sum of three dollars {53.00) per acre for tiis
cless of service is considerabdly higher then the average charge
for similer service in the mountein regilons of this sectlor of tke
stete.” It furthermore appears from the T ecord 1 this proceediné.
thet any increase in *he present cherge per acre for irrigation
service would de adbsolutely proribitive.

In view of %he facic set out ebove, it is clear that the
operating expenses of this utility, ineludizg depreciation, should

Rot be properly axnd reasoaadly in excess of Three Fundred Foxrty=-Live

Dollars ($345). Givizg prover credit to wtility service for water

S.




delivered by Jacks to hls own properties ard enterprises and
based upon noxmel service demsnds ratier than extraordinery con-
ditions, the revenues which should be credited %o this utility
service should aversge over & period of years in the reighbor-
hood of Five Hundred Seventy Dollars (5570) pexr annum. IY is
apparent therefore thet appiicant iz actually earzing & zet re-
turn slizhtly in excess of six ner cent (64) upon his investimert.

Under suck circumstences this application nmust be dexied.

QRDER

A.Re. Jacks having made application to this Commission
as entitled above, & public hearing _avi beer held < erebn,
the matter having beex submitted and the Commission beiﬁg_nqw
Zully advised in the premises, end good'cause therefor appéaring
under the facts end findings set out in the Opinion preceding
this Crder, now, therefore

IT IS HERESY QORDZRED that the ebove entitled proceeding
be and it 4is heredy denied.

Tor all other purposes, the elffective daté of tkis Order
shell Ye twenty (20) days from and after the da%te he‘cor.

Dated 2% San Francisco, Californie, %his 287 =" dey ‘
or W/pw/h-f , /233, ‘ '
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