
Decision No. 
."" n ~ C :) "u" ~',. I., .... ..., .... v u . -

:SEFOP.E TEE P .. AILRO,AD C9z,r.lrrSSIO~ OF '!'2E STATE OF CP..!.IFOPJaJl.. 

TO'~~ OF 1T!. SEAST]" CITY, 3. !!l'tltlic1:;>3.1 
corporction, ~e the !~~bit~~ts 
thereor, 

CO!llpla1nants, 

-vs- Case No. 3eSZ. 

TEE CP.LIFO?l;IA O?..EGm; ?OYiER C012 JJ.'7., 
a corporation, 

Dei"endant. 

Jesse ~. Carter, City Attor~ey or the '!'own 
0 .1:> ~r:. S""" "'·a "'<\' t'tf .&>0 .... Co .... 'O'301 ..... '':'I'I''O .. <-... ~\.t • ..... w"" \.f_ J, ... .... .. - ........... '-'-.,1. 

Brobeck, Phleger & H~rr1zon, b~ Ja:es S. 
Moore, Jr., for Detendcnt. 

BY TEE CO~SSION: 

OPINION 
~--..- ... .....--

This proc0edi~ involves a c~cp1aint of the Town 

of 1!t. Sh:l.sta City a,gainst certain electriC rates of The 

California Oregon Po~er Co~pany. The com~laint, which was heard 

before Examiner ~cCarfrey, was, in eff~ct, a re;uest on the ,art 

or the City that a~ investigation be ~de by this Co~zs1on 

into the ~tter of the reaso~bleness of the rates charged by 

derendant tor electriCity to the City and to its inhabitants. 

Such ~n inv~ztigation \';ould !l~cessi tate an analysis of defendant T:; 

·1 • or. . ,~ d..··' of" .' 1 r'· en~ re opera~~onz, as ~e_. as a e~er~na~~on o. ~ne va ue 0 ~~S 

property. 

De:end~nt renders electric service to cor~umers in 

southern Oregon and in northern California. ElectriC p~er, at 

ti~es, rl~3s from eenerating plants in C21itor~a to consu:ers in 

Oregon and vice versa from Oregon plantz to consumers in 

-1-



C~liforn12. This presents ~ rather complicated engineering 

?roble~ in allocating invezt~ent and expenses, ~articu1arly in 

connection \vith the gene~~tine ~nd transmission facilities 

located in each st2.te. A com~lete inventory and aP9l"a.is.ll of 

~uc~ ~ro~c~·"e~ i~ e~c~ ~ ... ·~~~e -,.o·~~d 'n,nv~ to ~e ~~~~ .... ~~ ~,'lAll .." •• iI J:'. ",-' oJ ... ........ -- - ....... -..... ~ -I,,;. - , - ..... 

~s of the distribution properties in this State. 

To undertake such an investigation would entail 

co~iderable t1:e ~nd expense. The record in this proceeding 

does not justify suc~ expenditure and, since the comp~7 recently 

has filed a subst~nt1al rate reduction, a portion of which is 

reflected 1~ the rates charged to cons~ers in the coomunity of 

O,RQtl R 

Public hearing ~ving been had in the above entitled 

proceeding Cond the ::w.tter 'being reedy '!or deci:,,Lo:::.; 

IT IS HEREBY ORD~~D that the compla1~t be and the 

S~e is hereby dismissed ;1ithout prejudice. 

(I, i 1 ~ 
~:' /;(.. u......... 

Co:::mi::;zioners. 


