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Decision l\To. __ 60_2_,*_5 ___ _ 

i3ZFORE n1E PtmLIC· UTILITIESCOMMISSI01~ OF nit STKJ:i OFCALIFORl~IA 

In the Hatter of the Application of 
EAST SIDE CAl~AL COMJ.>Al~ ~ a eorporation, 
for an order authoriz:i.ng .an inel:ease 
in applieant's rates fo: irrigation 
water serviee includ~ an annual 
servieeeharge~ and ~pprovin$ r~lscd 
rules and regulations govCX'nmg wa'ter 
se:vice, all in accordance with the 
proposals herein set forth. 

In the l~tter of· the Application of ) 
T~ rA..~'R.S CA!:!AI. ·COMPAl~I, a corporation, ) 
for an order authorizing an increase in· ) 
applicant's rates for irrigation water ) 

Application l~o. 41403 

service including an annual service ) Application 'No. 414()4 
cha:::ge, and approving revised rules.and ) 
regulations· govern:lngwatex service, ) 
all. in accordance with the proposals ( 
he.ein set forth. - . - ) 

In the Matter of the Application of 
~.cIl\fE CAl:l'AL, n~c~, a eorporation, for 
an order authoriz~ 3n increase in 
applicant's rates for irrigation water 
service fncludfng an annual service 
chaxge, and approving revised rules .and 
regulations governinz water ser\7ice~ 
all in accordance with the proposals 
herein set forth. 

Application No.. 41/.';:;7 

McCutchen, Do)"le, ilrown and Enerscn, by Robert 
EOmondson, for a~licants. 

v1ill:t.am L. Knecht, for California Farm Bureau 
FederatiOn~ protestant. . 

Macl(, Bianco~ .. l<ing & Eyherabide, by -D·.- '3.ianco, 
protestant; on behalf of.117 faxmer cuseomers 
of applicants. 

Y1S~Ston Car:reoe1l, Jr .. ~ in propria 'Ceo. rsona,~l?roteztant. 
Y"o .. rl:J.8II'l c. lJor l.cca ~ David La Hue.a:'l C.. V.. SIurwle= ~ 

for tEe eo:a:mISs1on sciif£: . 

Tae above-entitled applic3tions of East Side Canal Compan7, 

The F a:r.a:ers Canal Cot:I::!?any ~ and Stine C3n.::l ~ Inc .. " three California 

corporations, were filed August 17 ~ lS59, requesting. increases in 
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rates for irrigation water service ~ includi.ng an annual . service 

charge, and approval of revised rules and regulations gOverning.,: 
,. 

,water service. 

Public Hearings 

'Ihese matters were consolidated for hearing with three 

other applications, namely: Application No. 41402 by Buena Vista 

canal, Inc.; Application No. 41405 by Kern Island Canal Company; 

and Ap?lie.a.t£on No. [;.1406 by Kern Rive: canal and Irrigating Company. 

Practically all of the corporate st:ocl, of all six canal eomp:alies • 

is held by the l{ern County Canal and Water Company,' a non-public 

utility, which, in tu:.rD.,is a wholly owned subsidiary of l<ern County 

Land Company. 'I'be latter company owns very eonsiderableaercages 

of land within the service areas of all of.'the public utility canal 
. I 

companies, except East Side Canal Company, varying percentages of 

which la:nds are under cultivation and :t'()cei.ve a part of tb.eu- irri­

gation water from. the said canal companies. 

Six days 'of public hearings :i.n these matters were held 

before Commissioner Peter E. Mitchell and Examiner E. Ronald Foster 

in. Bakersfield on l .. prU20, 21, 22, 27, 28 and 29, 1960. l'wenty­

five exhibits were received for identification purposes only and 

testimony waspreseneed by witnesses for the six applicants and also 

by representatives of the CommissiOn's staff. At tOO end 'of the 

sixth day of hearing, cross-examination of the applicants' 'witnesses 

was only partially completed, and hearings in Clll applications were 

adjourned to June 14, 1960~ for seven more days of heaz-i:o.g, with 

the' expectation that. they would be ·'completed about July l. 

uecause of the probability that authorization of the rates 

requestec1 by applicants would not 'become effective in time 'to p:;o­

vide increased revenucs for the eurrent ir.rigation season, near the 

, , 
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A. 41403~ c.. cis 

end of the sixth day of hearing counsel for applicants moved that 

the present inter:lm. rate of $3 per acre-foot for natural flow water 

,be further increased to $3.75 per acrc-foot 1 to' be effc;ctive immedi­

ately upon approval by the Commission, for the three applicants, 
.", 

East Side canal Company, '!he Farmers Canal Company, and Stine Canal, 

Inc. He specifically requested that the rates for stored water 

presently in effect for these applicants be left unchanged. 

P..ates) Present and Pro~sed 

The basic rates for irrigation service from the natural 

flow of Kern ~~ver for these utilities became effective on May 1, 

1936, by authority, of the Commission t s Decision No • 28765, dated 

April 271 1936, in Applications Nos. 16610 to 16617, inclusive. 

Upon the completion of the construction of Isabella 

R.eservoir 1 the- presently filed rates applicable to deliveries of 

water stored therein became effective August 25, 1954 for 'the 

calendar year 1954 by authority ,of Decision No. 50338:, elated 

July 27, 1954, in Application No. 35517. I'aese rates were refiled 

on August 23, 1955, as authorized by Decision No. 51753, dated 

August 2, 1955, in Application I~o. 36953" and are: $3.92 per 

acre-foot for East Side Canal Company, and $3,. 93 per acre-foot for 

both The Farmers Canal Company and St~ Canal> Inc. 

For each of' the three applicant utilities, an :Interim 

rate of $3 per acre-foot of water :i:7om the natural flow of l'...ern 

River for the 1959 irrigation season was authorized by Comm.ission 

Decisions 1-1os. 41066, l)o1067 and 41069, dated June 16, 1959', in 

Applications 1\os. 58589, 58590 .and 58592> respectively~' This 

interim rate was continued :i.:o. effect for the year 1960 by decisions 

issued December 29> 195:9. • 
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A. 41403, et e. ds 

In . the me.antime:lt applicants had filed their current 

applications, including sche&.1les showing the results of operations 

for the most recent ten years .and also estlmated e~rnir..gs under 

rates and Charges proposed therein. 

Under the proposed rate schedules all water, whe'tber it 

be from storage or natural flow) is proposed to be delivered at 

a consolidated rate of $3.75 per acre-foot for each of these three 

applicants. ~!oW'ever, this rate is proposed. to be supplemented by 

a service charge of varying amounts per acre in the service area 

of the three applicant companies. Because of the apparent opposi­

tion to the service charge and the proposed rule governing its 

application, counsel for applicant:s did not: request the establish­

ment of any service charge on an interim basis. 

Position of Protestants 

Both. counsel representing the consUDlCrS i'O. these matters 

opposed the applicants' request for .3 higher interiJn r.at~of $3.75 

per .oilcre-foot for natural flow water, or any increase in rates, 

pending the completion of cross-examination and a full hearing in 

these matters:. on the following grounds: 

a. There is already in effect an interim rate of 
$3.00 per acre-foot, ~\'hich is an inc::easc over 
the basic rate of $1.62 per acre-foot for 
natural flow water delivered by East Side Canal 
Company and a similar rate of $1.63 per acre­
foot of such water delivered 1:ry' rae Farmers 
Canal Company and Stine Canal, Inc. 

b. In view of the fundamental q1Jestions raised to 
this poi:c.t in the cross-examination of eae 
companies' witnesses, there is at: leas.t rc.:lson­
able question or doubt about the basis upon 
which 1:be companies I csti::nates have been produced. 

c. ~efore: requests for interim rate increases are 
granted, there must Oe some emergency, some fin-'ln­
cia1 situation existing that would prevent the 
utilities from rendering, :my se%Viee without 
£~cial relief. . 
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Summary of 'Showings and Earuir!gs 

AP1)licants chose as a basis £0:::' their showings the 

results of operations for the yem=s 1954 to 1959, inelusi·.re,' those 

being the years since Isabell~ R.eservoir was completed to m.a:(.c 

storage of waeer possible. l'lle exhibits presented for i~tifiea­

tion by applicants show that operatiXlg,losses were e'xpc:::'icnccd 

during every one of the six years by all three applicants. In 

each case, the smallest loss oecw:red in the year 1958, which, was 
~ \ .. ' 

a year of' rela~ively good water supply. Although the interim 

incre3sed rate for natural flow wate: wz authorized in June of 

1959, each applic~t still suffered a loss for that year, which 

was a relatively poor water supply ye.ar. 

A comp.;;rison of the results of operations: as dete::ml.ued 

by the applicants and. by the Commission's staff reveals that they 

are in close agreement. An analysis of the two sets of show'.;..ng.:;, 

still subject to cross-examination, indicates ~ followingre­

salts calculated on the basis of the most recent six-year 3Ve:'3ge 

of deliveries of both natural flow .;md stored water: 

a. The annual revenues result~ f:om the applica­
tion of the proposed higher l.:'l.terim rate for 
natural flow water. would be inc:eased by a 
total of about $10,350 for all three a~?lic4ntc, 
an increase of 25 percent over the revenue:; 
obtainable from deliveries of natural flow 
water at the present interm :ates. 

b. Such increase of $10 7 S50 would be only about 
12. Z pel:cent of the entire inc=e.sse of some 
~20 ,850 sought by the three a:?'J?lieen'ts, includ­
l.nZ the . additional J:cvenues es~imated t:O 'be 
obtait:ed f:om.the pro~sed service cha:gcs" 
as neccss~l to render a reasonable rate of 
return on their investments. 

c. T~ cf~ect. of applying' the b.igller interiln rates 
would oe $:unply to decrease to the extent of 
$lO,350 tbc annual ope;eting 10SSC3 of ~e 
thre~ applic.a:nts estla'l:ed ~ aboct $42,860 
under the rates curren~ly1n effect. 

I 
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d. Since the requested highe: interim rate could 
be macie effective for only about one half of 
the year 1960 and for even a smaller p~opor­
tion of the current: irrigation season, in a. 
relatively poor water supply year, it is 
evident that the benefits obtoil:Ln.lble from the 
pro~sed higher inte%'m r~te would be consid­
eraoly smaller than those indicated on an 
average ~u.al basis. 

Conclusions 

Proof that there exists .a present emergency is .a lawful 

condition precedent to the granting of an interim rate increase. 

Applicants herein are asking for an interim. rate lllC%'ease based 

solely upon their own showings, paralleled by Zha't of the Commis­

sion staff, before either full cross-c-...c.amination of their witnessec 

or the showing of protestants has .becu made. Applicants r showings. 

included no evidence respecting any present emergcn~ situation 

more serious than has existed for many years prior to· tile filing 

of the current over-all rate increase c:pplications. 

While it may well be tb..-"t when all the evidence has 

been received, ap?lieants· will have shown that ~J <l%'C entitled 

to relief through increases in rates and charges for service 

being rendcre4, there is nothing in the record to date to S~l 

that there exists :my serious emergency resulting from the finan­

cial condition of any of these three utilities which cannot wait 

for a decision based upon a full hearing in these matterG-, date$. 
. ". -

for the completion of which have been scheduled for the: relatively 

near future'. 
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Good cause appearing therefor, 

I! IS ORDERED that the motion of app1::'cants for further 

interim rate relief made in these proceedings is he:eby denied. 

Dated at: ___ s .... e.n.I ....... t ... 'I:;.)I*_r,;.;::c_~:.;;:!..;;;.o.;.o ___ , California, this __ (,;;..~ __ 

day of __ ~"","-.:...I: 1;..;.'11~O ___ '--___ ) 1960. 

J 


