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law, practice, pres­State’s and theThis the commission’s evidence
hearingsat demand that weented the all remand this case to the

deductingpurpose depositscommission for the limited of customer
base,from the rate purposeand customer advances and for the of

making adjustments mayin the ofwhatever overall rate return as be
State, 497, 511, 311proper. 513, 522v.See Pub. Serv. 113N.H. A.2dCo.

State, 92, 100, 302(1973); England & Tel. v.New Tel. Co. 113N.H. A.2d
814, State,(1973); England 229,820 Tel. & v.New Tel. Co. 104 N.H.
241, 237, (1962).183 A.2d 246

V

Conclusion
summary, regardingIn we sustain the commission’s a-ctions attri­

tion, depreciation, equity capital.and ofcost We reverse its decision to
deposits and base,include customer customer inadvances the rate and

directingtheremand case to the commission it to deduct these items
thefrom rate base and to establish a new reflectingrate order that

purpose undulydeduction. Remand for this limited will not burden
may it,,seecommission and be made onthe the record before Soc’y For

HampshireThe Protection New Comm.,Forests v. Site Evaluationof
163, 175, 778,115 N.H. A.2d (1975),337 787 and it will serve the

establishingpurpose clearly ratemaking principleof the that custo­
depositsmer and customer advances are publicnot includible in a

utility’s rate base.

Remanded.

All concurred.
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Shapiro, orally),of Concord E. forStanley, & {David TardifTardif
company.the

DAmbruoso,Carroll, (Dom specialS.& of ConcordD’Ambruoso
counsel, orally), Commission.for the Public Utilities

Manchester, by only, LegislativeLove, brief for theofJ. Michael
Utility Council.Consumers’

brought pursuantBOIS, appeal froman to RSA 541:6J. This is
1978,July 19, by13,228 publicthe utilitiesorder entered onNo.

hearingfollowing brought bya(commission) petitiona oncommission
Co., (Northern View), publicaSupply Inc. waterViewNorthern

regulation.RSA (Supp.362:4utility, exemption from commissionfor
hearingat itthe commission that1977). View contendedNorthern

customers,serving there-public utility company fewer than tenawas
companyby exemption. furtherqualifying apply an Theit to for

exemptionargued granting would be “consistent thethat it an with
public good.” Id.

ruling questionspecifically refrained from on theThe commission
tenfewer than customers. com-View served Thewhether Northern

if did fewer teneven Northern View serve thanmission ruled that
eligible exemption, bean would “uncon-and for itwerecustomers

good“publicgrant ruled that theto it one. The commissionscionable”
publicrequires continue in existence as a waterthat [Northern View]

obligation its Weutility within franchised area.”with the concurrent
order.affirm the commission’s

by protectingsignificant played isrole the commissionA most
Decade, Inc. v. Pub.Environmental Serv.consumers. See Wisconsin’s

712,344, 351,Comm’n, (1978).The260 715-162d N.W.2d81 Wis.
granting exemptionNorthern View an fromthatcommission found

company carryregulatory allow thepublic utility scheme would tothe
single familythree residentialto custom-serviceoffplan to cutout its

provide theirto own water at aforced sourcebetheners, wouldwho
family.per$3,000-$5,000 The commission found that thiscost of

presentunjust in the case because these home-particularlywould be
uponreliance apurchased their houses in the fact thathadowners

utility supply water.public company them The owner ofwould North-
project.developer of theern was also theView
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appeals the commission has been ade­fromscope of review inOur
Council v.Pub.Legislativein Util. Consumers’ Serv.quately forthset

Legislative(1979), and332, 626 Util.A.2d Con­Co., 402119 N.H.
Co., 359, 402119Elec. N.H. A.2d 644Statev. Granitesumers’ Council
replete support­withpresent case is evidence(1979). in therecordThe

ruling denying exemptionNorthern View aning the commission’s
utility regulation.publicfrom

orderingaccompanying directive Northern ViewThe commission’s
occupantsapartment the“bill the individual [sic]to either and/or

apartment,”building perrate isper the fixtureapartment owner
agency utilitypower has inthat the ratemak­ambit ofwithin the wide

Co., 356, (1979),119 N.H. 402 A.2d 642ing. v. Pub. Serv.BacherSee
Co.,v.Pub. 119Council Serv. N.H.citing Legislative Util. Consumers’

626, (1979).631332, 340, See also RSA 378:7.402 A.2d

Appeal dismissed.

All concurred.
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