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DNZKRR T 2%, SREE 2 ENRICAREEI BT 2 2L BRICHIEY b 5 kio, AR
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th%K#Bbéﬁ@ﬁmﬁuﬁﬁééofut%tmmj@ﬁ%tﬁmﬁéaﬁizﬁﬁ
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T3, wERL,

[RIEDNLT = 4 2EE L QO 25REHE, AROFFCEER LI, EHELT %2
DEEFI—FED A~y P 2RET IEENH D LT 200 DFEDOAL T = 4 2EET
LMASHICE o TREN I~ EBE2@ L AKI, U] BErTo&EE LR 282 T
W (B L) B U R, BRESZOEFIFIEL2ZE SN 5 HE—DA
Tl e DMOEFNIBEIN AN E TRV 2 NPZ, SHIZ L o TRES NV —
74 A0S LUMHES? 5 RT, 208 ) BBEOZIOTARNEEN Y — v 4 7 & fF
FAT 2L EHENTH S T L2, B THELSNEREPTRETHIIEEGE TH 2 o
(BH] &V I 2BRHEECB T3 —EHRTH 52, |
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OFERRIZEBT 5 L) FEMEESRONZDTH 5.

HEHE 19208 - 308

ANEHINCEL CLELIIGIHASNAER Ty — A THBH1923ED T —7 4 — 1 FIKHE »
¥ tg 4k (Bluefield Water Works & Improvement Co. v. Public Service Commission
of West Virginia, 262 U. S. 679.) Ti, k® & IZAEFIRERN B & UMBHESENR
Rzt ERE N,

MOorie 20 CRM] RoBERREL2ERT 22018, SLORBIKFELTBY, &
TORED 5FHREEEL 22, KRIEY DER I N HETOITHEIC & - THRE S nniT iU

34) Ibid., p.378.; R. H. Whitten, op. cit., p. 96.

35) W. Z. Ripley, Railroads: Finance & Organization, Longmans, Green and Co., N. Y. et al.
1915, (Rep. 1981 by Arno Press), p.322.

36) U.S.S.C.R., 57 Law. Ed., p.1556.; Donald R, Richberg, “A Pemanent Basis for Rate Reg-
ulation,” Yale Law Review, Vol. XXXI, No. 3, 1922, p. 265.

37) Ibid., p.1564.; Douglas D. Story, “The United States Supreme Court and Rate Regulation,”
(I, University of Pennsylvania Law Review, Vol, 64, No. 3, Jan. 1916, p. 286.

38) William, C. Coleman, “The Evolution of Federal Regulation of Intrastate Rates: The Shre-
veport Rate Cases,” H.L.R., Vol. 28, No. 1, Nov. 1914, p. 34.
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LRV NEMEFENL, FE—B JUFE—HRICBW T, MET 3927 3 L UTREEEZMES
OEE~OTEICH LT, —BBE SR T EHELVHEIZ, ZnoaQgEor=oIicH
Wb T2 HENMEIST LT, BEHES &) k&2 B3R »RBo b1 5. L
L, Zn3ERICFISOROEETH 3 & RN E T L TER s h, X snEs
& TeFERICIE, BELOEN &80, BN, ARCEOMBHIESIEICE T 5 E8EE
-(confidence in financial soundness) # {£#4 2 =12, FEIZTHS TRt b3, Xig
FHL TRENSEEO ISV, ZOBHEMRFT 21210 THY, »OX0adtili
EHEOEL OEITICREREEOTEELZ, WHICT 5 Lo Thiynidizbicv. HlEL, »
SRS B O TUREETH » T, EMSR, BEARATE, BIU—RNRRSRREEe S
ZRBFEICE o0, HEICRLAVEESIZRLAEYVTEINTH S, .
1930 = 2 — 7 1 — AT 2 BB ERO—HOEE R (19354 5 A, L. A,
Schechter Poutry Corp. v. United States (295 U. S. 495. ] CcaEBEEEIZN L,365E 1 Hio&
I BHERIIGL,EPTENE. L, F.D.v— X% = n b (Franklin D. Roosevelt,
1882-1945. RFARFHIZ1933— 455 ) RMEFHIZ EM A FIEERY ] 2 HE L= QTE2 AL 36
EORREEFIIBIT AL XY = L F OEBICE AFHEE, [HEEETSRER ] 0kfT2
R =F R 0. J. w,x—w (0. ]. Roberts) ¥j= (XUf C.E. v 2 —X [C.E. Hughes]
HFEON, FEOMZIELTFADIS, ZNETCOMEF LI RELEEL, L.D.775v5 12
(Louis D. Brandeis) ¥jZ, H.F.X }—v(H. F. Stone)¥j%E, B.N.#1—F—Y— (B. N.
C rdozo) HFELZENEFHRO AMIBAEZ2RL, WARBESZHMT25#: 48 & ¥E
(West Coast Hotel Co. v. Perrish, 300 U.S. 379,19374) L 7= 374 9 AIZEFIROW. &7 7 v
77 7 v & —=(W. Van Devanter)H[E» 5B L, EHRO H. 75 » 7 (Hugo Black) Bk
EpE@ s, 38 1A, BFROG. S.¥¥—7 >~ F (G. S. Sutherland) H|E25HRL,
Eyro S. F. 9 — F (Stanley F. Reed) »MEGFSINATIZLY, BFRIIP.A5— (P
Butler), J.C.=<7 v 4/ 2 Z(J.C. McReynolds) MiH|ENPEIRICEE L. RETTR 3,
ERPHEERN S~ 7 « 7 F 2 70 « HASHBHRICELREE BN EDOTH B0
EoH ERBHEESWA—T - FFa27 - HRAEHEH
V12 DOEIPENNEBR SN EKIRH A » 84 75 4 & HEH (Federal Power Commission
et al. v. Natural Gas Pipeline Co., et al., 315 U. 8. 575.) 13ELBFHEESTH—7 -
FF 2 TN HARHBEHE~AT TORER—F 2 BEAR L 720
HE4 T, IR ESOBSRERS »RL T &ERIL, KoL) ZEBL =,
Mrte e ZE S NGB, LEEOHENT, REEORIIC & o TREIREEWEE 2

39) U.S.S.C.R., 67 Law. Ed., pp.1182-1183. #JIlA—ER, BT#EE, 192—193HE M.
40) Cf. H. S. Commager (ed.) op. cit., Vol II, pp.382-383.; L. H. Pollak (ep.), op. cit., pp. 337
—338. 7 XU EESRE, BBE, $5%, 19574, 572—589H.
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RTHBEEAL TS, AEREEESH N, BYRHAEITHN, X OMoEE EORMF
DR SN BT b, BEFNL, ELMPHEEOFEA L SN LT HARBROLVIRY,
FHT 52 LR . ZRESOGEVERTOERICHEL LT X, zofhsr b RTH
EBRLAERZELRVE LI, BHFTOERIRT LEDTH 54,

G.0. x4 (George O. May) 13,

(BEBHFTOTHENEEL ENEETON 0 3RmBORO S 5B TH 5. 194261
HROT SNAEFRAZ « R4 754 v (] BBV 3ACEHERIRLERT,
HHIFTOLIRAS, A0FELL ERTICA I AF T 4 22 EHETED LN AL HET 5L D TH S
LR L7 LA L, SEHHFOTHICONTOIORML, LB ThoELTY, 4
Tl LRI ER LD TH D EEZTOBALL LB,

L2 OBEIEY 2L TV 2. OTFRIcE L, [HRERHANL, A%eEHE o
BT AHELOHAOKEIMZ 2P| N TH 5,

14D EPEIHEE ST K — 7 « FF 2 T « 4 2B #H(Federal Power Commission
v. Hope Natural Gas Co., 320 U. S. 591.) TI3EICHERe— S0 Al Sz, ZOHEMg

13, EETHBEEEOED B, £ToRET [AE, R4 L 0T nILE bt
W] LT ARRARENT T, R DL LTHFAON T, THISHL, HERIIRD
&L =,

[TAEA»2%%] (just and reasonable) &9 EE EOHEENT T, WL OIX
s N-ERTHo T, FHSNEFETIIR,, BEEA L OIER TR, Beado
HRTHZ, o, ZOBBIZERETADICAVETEICETOREXHB ELTYH, 20
HEQZEETIIRV. 2 (FEROGT] 1, HIEOERRE & Z4T3 2 FFIREGHIWT ORTE
ThH B,

EckERRAl (End-result Doctrine) # E3RL, % OHMiFEREZ,

[BEAOE, REOEEREISTLTOARLT, BRI 2 MIFLTLX, +aikF]
BHBETAHLEEIETHD. INHIFABINTIHEMEAUBMRISTT 2L Z2ELLOT
HDo 7 OIEMEIC LS, TEHRRICET AW, HIET 2GR E L ofoOEEA~OBRE
WZEET AN L, WET 3 LTI bice B, oML, SEoERARMEREL,
BARZWSI LG 201, BENEEYE (financial integrity) (CB+ 252 R T 51c+

41) U.S.S.C.R., 86 Law. Ed., p.1050.; Eli W. Clemens. Economics and Public Utilities, Appl-
eton-Century-Crofts, Inc., N. Y., 1950, p. 53. #rrdEifEaR [ASAREER] (L), ¥ 'f Y E
v ¥, 19524, 89EZM.

42) George O. May, Financial Accounting: A Dzstzllatwn of Experience, Mcmillan Co., 1943,
pp.96-97. ANEHR MBS —RRORE—I 51 vE v Vi, 19574, 111—112E5‘%ﬂ%¥°

43) E. W, Clemens. op. cit., p. 53. FrAREMEERER, BTIEE, S9HSR.

44) U.S.S.C.R., 88 Law. Ed., p.345. H1JIlA—EB, BiBE, 194HZH,
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TR AUETR S TR

EHALZo ZOBPITHBOT, BEFH V=1 « ~— 2BEHRERES v FE T (TIK
FEIZEND), LPERBESEBRICBVTHZARERICBIIRS &) & TH 27 b 1E
[HEEORY B | ET2HEMT 2 T LEZDTH 5, -7,

(&< nEEL, BB IREST -7« FF 270« ARAELHEFIIBNT, (B
BT oIz [AEME] U & (yoke) 2BV I/ TE o= EEL T4,

LY FER SN TS,

B2E RQEMEEL—F <=2

BLENT 7 « A7 v F2FYC, RIS, A4, AEME (UL, BOVv—1 «~<x—2) &
BT 20t 2 BHFTORMEBRF L L)oo 2 2 T, KERFinE LT, FERFEM
(original cost)*® =g, F4EEEEM (the cost of reproduction) F2%, BAEERfi~ 17X
W (fEE1] (the cost of reproduction less depreciation) FEFEd 3 ooFnsHYy, 1912
FELUTSHFEERM < 4 > R Bl ER 0 I Th o /oo S LFMISHEF L TAL I
BIWH RIR x4 sREHLE

1898FENDA I R « T s ZFEMHIZES F T, AEME LT ST o 7245, il
2OV TEED P DFE RS H o720

18865 Stone et al. v. Farmers’ Loan and Trust Co. (116 U. S. 307.) ¢, ~—3 v~
(Harlan) g5 & 7 ¢+ — 0 FHEOPKER T, THE] LHSOMOBGREERL I b
RL T B35, 1894FE D 7 ¥ ¥ 2 SkiE Bl 4= (Reagan v. Farmers’ Loan and Trust Co.
154 U. S. 362.) Tit, 7* ¥ 2RINRERERICL o TRESNEBSITAETREETH
D LIRS N, x oFEEEY, FEERM L TURER (SREERMD OLbollH 20N
HETH - /=0 Inh, SRKEEEORANL 4TH o, B 2T5HT FALT, HEY
HELIFTSEA VL, HBR1ITH LT, BEAOEET CHAEMNE~D 1.5 OFF
W, RRA~OMES, L F )R, BRI TH S E LT MNEBERICL S BERENEL

45) Ibid., p.345. HIA—EE, BIEE, 194HSHE, ‘

46) M H K [BIARU A RAFEORERINICoOVT] TARHEENE] B 23 8H 15, 19714,
8 HEM,

47) W. C. Fellen, Jr., “Concept of Depreciation Accounting held by the United States Supreme
Court,” Accounting Review, 1960, p. 417.

48) Original cost 12, AFGTIZ, FEBRME O HICESE BT [EBRREM] oR£45T T35,
BEE, IS, BEREFsTAE2AE»ER =GE, TUIOMEZOFICA o RO [ M
2 BT 2B S FET 5. Cf. R, H. Whitten. op. cit., p.557.

49) R. H, Whitten, op. cit., p. 79.

50) Edwin C. Goddard, “Fair Value of Public Utilities,” M.L.R., Vol. 22, May 1924, p. 653.
C{.U.S.S.C.R., 29 Law. Ed., pp.40-41.
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T O E T o BT H 2, FEOETREEEFTIZB T35 Ames v. Union Pacific
Railway Co. (64 Fed. 165.) TiF, HEEE AL —AAHEIELRY, E3EEL T3 DF 1,
[Z0& ) eBEEHL, U BESLo THLONEBEIFENTHI»E I »EE
TORAIZHRET 5 L EE s B 5 HEE~ 5 (hard and fast) 7 & b #fF4E L 7\ v & F4 [Bre-
wer MEIIIFEZ TVWALEIE, RULELIEZ L 0BERPBEORSREICAVRAGLEE
IR, BRELTEDLLH I,
LIERL T2,
18964F M E I EE FIFTIc B 17 A San Diego Land and Town Company v. National City
(74 Fed. 79.) [18994EIHER] T3, KD & I IZEEFM TI37 <, BUEMEHSEOERE
ThoEHEHBL T B,
RS & o THEINC L THERBEZREST 2L THD<—RELTRY Eifbn s~
&1, TOBREMETH- T, 2o [FEE] BE T30 |,
A Covington and Lexington Turnpike Road Co. case —Tii, giHioREC, B&i,
BREESHOTEHIZE > THEN T NIER bV E Sz,
18974ED A L 7 + v = FMEEHE, San Diego Water Co. v. San Diego (118 Cal. 556.)
T, 20 (BEOCBRIVLBOEZICFEN-FHE ] B40 (AEMEE LTn] £
ReEZdANnd. ZLTxNIE, ESEMZE52 oniciinidiebiony, LEELAEY. F
F£0 13V 7 INEEFR T3, Steenerson v. Great Nothern Railway Company (69 Minn.
353) ¢, BAEERMEHLFEL®, EIKEEMAT 1L, Cotting v. Kansas City Stock
Yards Co. (82 Fed. 850.) TR{li” 7 A{l{HHMEE % EEL 72,
B2l RIR-TALREH
189841213, HEFKEHEHIFT© Metropolitan Trust Co. v. Houston & Texas Central
Railroad Co. (90 Fed. 683.) THESLMWHEALERMER GIANBEEERHI&R L O ©
EEMRENLT, X, AEICEERT, 232 o 2 2EFTAEME « 2ATEHMORR
PITHbHEN ROV T, BEBL7z. Lal, ZoRFOBHRICOWTETRELEmMA L ).
189342 7 7 A # i, FMTHEET 385E0ORT s BEEE 2 EH S EE L ERE LM/,
IOBEEIZHL T, 2=2F v Y74 v 7§58 (Union Pacific Railway Co.) fhoghiis

51) Cf. F. ]. Swayze, op. cit., pp. 723—724. ; W. Z. Ripley, Railroads: Finance & Organization,
p. 317.; U.S.S.C.R., 31 Law. Ed., p.844.

52) R. H. Whitten, op. cit., p. 83.

53) Ibid., p. 84.

54) Ibid., p. 549.

55) Ibid., p. 550.

56) Ibid., p. 85.

57) Ibid., p. 1445. (FAEFNI005ELAREIE Vol. T MITFRICHBNOAZRT.)
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iz, ZOEHMEOWNET & MEME2ENT 50 THY, BEBEFUKICKT S L0
JHHETR Lize 224 ¥ « Xy 7 4 v 7 $REIIFILES T 5 & CEB ORI R
SN, TR Fﬁ@lv{»gbﬁm&WO}WT,;atﬁwbmfﬁotoﬁﬁu;n
W, ARoSEEEL, SROEMERR T, 1~ 4125472 920,000 Fr, ThEFERICE
BER2EATEI0,000 F VTHEELBI LD TH-2% 232« T4 2RBGFOAEME
« AEHRMEANL, BEEICEOGCEBERMICE S CROBERER T L0 ***szﬁéﬁl,ﬂ »
<o E.C.=Z% — F (Edward C. Goddard) iz, ét@i INZEBL TV B,
[l (1898—994F] EE /LA OIEIIITAE LML, F AT ) Ry e BRFREM-CILIRA
REGHRZEERL TN LV) CERERICET 5. BITFERIGREfZRT 0L LTI
W oY, MEEHELESIRERM L FEL /p o 725,
T4, 18994 San Diego Land and Town Company v. National City (174 U. S. 739.)
T, HERIAEME - AERMOEAZ, KoL) IcERBL T 5,

A, ELTEHM2 2 2201, BRI BEEOH 5 L0, AROEDICEHSH
TND % OIS TOMENETER{E{E (the reasonable value of the property at the time
it is being used for the public) =3¢+ 2 ANEHI TH 50, |

BE3EH 1900FERDH*
19014E> Cotting v. Kansas City Stock Yards Co. (183 U. S. 79.) i, AEMELZ,
V=T 1 ZAOMHETH D ELTRDOEIIZERE SN TN D,

[EREIEEICH (EE] 2 Eate LTEDE ) RSBV L =2 Tldin <, oty
Y=V 4 ADMED, ZORRIET—T 1 22K, T EBA~DED L) RflifETH 5 »
THh 5%, .

19034 San Diego Land & Town Company v. Jasper (189 U. S. 439.) I3, EE&
IIAIEME 2 FERR S5 2 SHHEETH 3 & LT, 18094 ® San Diego Land and Town
Co. case DHFIZBIHL V5. FFEIZ, EHFKEFHEPTIZ, Spring Valley Waterworks
v. San Francisco (124 Fed. 574.) ©, AEMEISAHOY —7 1 ZITHFERA SN TO 3R
DMBEDETH 3 T ABRIHELL TONB 0D, ZOMfEN EORRIZHER S NS D
WITEHRIEIRORHY H 5 HERD & I ISRELL O 3.

[Zh [KEME] HAKOY -7 1 ZIEAS AT 2RRAOMENHETH S LEIF
B, BELLEb0LEXBE. LirL, ZofifisE oRcEES N, &OBERSTFHISED

58) E. W. Clemens, op. cit., p. 48. FrHiEmEssR, #iiEE, 84HZHK.

59) E. C. Goddard, op. cit., p. 659.

60) U.S.S.C.R., 43 Law. Ed., p.1161.; Henry White Edgarton, “Value of the Service as a Fa-
ctor in Rate Making,” H.L.R., Vol. 32, No. 5, 1919, p. 521. R

61) U.S.S.C.R., 46 Law. Ed., p.104.; R. H. Whitten, op. cit., pp.91-92.
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LD E DL, RBRFONRTH D%,

1904 -k #:, Stanislaus County v. San Joaquin and King’s River Canal and
Irrigation Co. (192 U. S. 201.) THEffE %z ER L, EEEEMIZOWT, RO LI ITZOR
MazfaREL 7=

EBREMIIRVICKET ELZ LN TH I h MM BETHLIHATY, ERORDY
BinE Nz, M T, ZNrMRICREMZES = baniool, BRSn- HNICLE
THUEOHEI RSN D b N0, |

1906 #£» Columbus Railway and Light Company Co. v. City of Columbus (No. 1206,
in equity, Circuit Court of the United States, Southern District of Ohio.), ~CHEFIKEIHEL
HETE, ARREOM, MEEEOANEREMEZEGERAL I IZERL 2.

[ REONEMEN AL BEn] ERELLHERASNETHA I LrLikdtb, X0
RS AIEMEIC, AF0F—T 1 RAY bRABFBEENA TR L, EF [EE) fiifg
LBEUTHY, EXTHAIW,]

1909 7 v 7 AT 4 VEHT, BAERM < 1 S AEMEHER I B O fiZonT
3, BTHL 7. FF o Willcox v. Consolidated Gas Co. (212 U. S. 19.) ¢, AFEH{E L,
—iEERIEE E U L, REBREIRO L I ITERL .

ML BEMEOEERERIER EA - CRAFTOMEL, BFSnTLE (FHE) M
PEMT A7 01, TORIIEO L) REMOFER~DEKREET S TH S IV,

IndFELED Cedar Rapids Gas Light Company v. Cedar Rapid (144 Iowa 426.) [1912
FIBREE] 7 A A VNEERL, EEERE< 1 2 BRI XENER TH 5 LR
EICTEBEL B, 0FD,

[Zn [300,000~350,000 F O LLRHELRD 13, Kviczo [FEE) Ff2#2 005,
L2 L, iz hid, HBERREMBHMEE S, THOREI »ER S TR, JEHIcH
MLk 3. i, s kL ~RE 2 CRET 22 &1L, F5 R, TRk
ELAEL ZEM (EHD) 26T 2 2L 2 RACERT 5 TH A0,

BAW 1910FEROHR -

1911 £ Cumberland Telephone and Telegraph Company v. City of Louisville (187
Fed. 637.) CHITKEFREFTIL, BEEEEOAL LT, EHREARZ LAFEMBICEHIILE
ORISR L 720

62) R. H. Whitten. op. cit. p. 93.

63) Ibid., p. 94.; U.S.S.C. R., 48 Law. Ed., p. 413.
64) Ibid., pp. 94-95.

65) Ibid., p. 97.; U.S.S.C.R., 53 Law. Ed., p.399.
66) Ibid., p. 97.
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[ THOBFEMEO P, 3 REL VIS EBBEROBELEVEINI~ETH D LKL
IZIEB B, ‘
S oF Y, MIEHTNE 2N ToHM T, EEEEACBEME (R IIEEERM<
1 F AFMEHEE) HPATEMEOET LML T (R R« 2 2ZEETEBY 2 E)I10F
TN ZESLETH S EIITR) EFRA LI

B4 Spring Valley Waterworks v. San Francisco (192 Fed. 137.) CHEFSKEEHIAT
12, AEMECEEEZBERL/-. —fz kT2 &, 280MTHH.

r0. THOBEBHEFOETHERL2AE, FHICL - UHERDT 20 TH L0 H, B
FEHICE 2 7 v — T v AP e S ninii i, BEERMIAERBERE I

11. TEASRVICEAFE» VB ETH 20N, FURBERRTNDLDTHEHh Y
i T, FEEEML, FICHERMEOAERMMEERE TH 2R Tliin. Itk o T
MESEML =D ThHnE, ZL T 2ok ) RENFHEE S E VICKE {, ARIFEHE
CTARRNERIZEICHRMAER T2 ol SHiizo L) RN > TEREEZT
BIEFIDH B o ,

12. BAEDOTWHIZ BT 2 ShothE L BITHRER O &L, To &) effifgs LiELizto
HECEAMMEIIZLA EXIALBEEL RVEROERICE s TERLEVTELEZYVTS
PRI, ZLTX, HEPEOOARIISHMENREME 2 EA T2 0 b LAkvo
¢, LFOMENEELB2IR TIN5, ]

191347 3 3 V 7 MEEHE4 T, LHOFHEICE R0td o 2 A1, BiHL .

1914~18FE DB —RIEFREF O HERE —RHOM 2 SH—I3, FEER{MOMEZ
1B, HEFRHOY T4 b 2HARSEAHAE L5 L7,

19184 Denver v. Denver Union Water Co. (246 U. S. 178.) CiEEIL, ‘

[ethoitE, FRGIEEETH - ¢, BERHEEHE TR 2 L {—ElHo—EE
FEOFHLMEL, 20 (77 vF v 4 X0] ERMMOKRTRICREEL L) LLTvEE—
TH B, ]

L7 TV F w4 XOWYNC & - CliigTE HWOMMEILRE 2 Z oV EL2EEL 24, &
E{ﬂiﬂﬁ&:ii, HEERli< 1 7 2 WiffifE=1 (depreciated reproduction cost) @éﬁm LTy
%o X, EEEEAIZS KL 7~ Special Master Chinn o Y #— + (19154F) 2IREL T 5,

ES5H  1920FER0HR
BAEERM (47 AEMERD) EZ0T o4 25T AL, 1920EHE» HEEIZK

67) Ibid., p. 1580.

68) Ibid., p. 99.

69) Ibid., p. 79.

70) Ibid., p. 107.; U.S.S.C. R., 62 Law. Ed., p.661.
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o THrmo 1920403k, FaEfS LIS, BRI, BEERMZ, £ J@R1T 2,0V
A b EREZAITEER (o T, '

19214 Winona v. Wisconsin-Minnesota Light & Power Co. (276 Fed. 996.) -T:EF
KEFHATL, EEA Master) pHECEAEERM2Z - 3BREE X, ZOHRAOHERE
BICEBESNIRETHSZLEFZXTNDDITL,

(% [District Judge Booth] 1IEEROHEIE L XFEEBY X OREICIIBL T LT, #ig,
BEET 2 & TOEESY, M EENLBERETH 2, OHMNEET R ERs L~ &
THY, BEOEEEFRM, ZhArBETHN, ORI THN, FEEN L~ SBHER
DI DB ERCEHEL B, ]

L, BT AETOEEZERTAL L) I3E 02 Y S IBEFE#FNL 2 — X
(Hughes) HENER 5B T4 T, BEERMAOY =1+ 25T T\ 5,

B4, 19214EiC, EIFKEFEFTIE, I ofh, Galveston Electric Co.v. City of Galveston
(272 Fed. 147.); Reno Power, Light & Water Company v. Public Service Commission
of Nevada (300 Fed. 645.); Potomac Electric Power Co. v. Public Utilities Commission-
ers (276 Fed. 327.) »32onHHEEZ T L TV 5,

Galveston Electric Co. case Ci3, Ml L FREETH 2 & LT, EEAISI9LEDET
DI BIEAETANI <3359 PTHIE £ 2 < CRISWITGE 2 205 L O 19214 DFAEE
MEHEL B2, BHPKERHING, ZOMIEZEEL TO3™, BRELT, F—K
WRAEFEOWERE, BHELTE AUIR2IEIH» SOMETHESETFON L Y. b, &
OB, 1922ENFEEEET (258 U. S. 388.) THREN TN 5.- '

Reno Power, Light & Water Company case Ti3, B4&nRE*EBERL T, kDL t:f
FEL T Do

TAROREMES & UEE—BRIERT 2 L0, ABREE~OAELFEL ROBEICBY
BEETH Do P07, b LIAMEHMIERERBEIC & - THRATS D & hd, ZZ1 EX

1ATIER S, HRIEEMT EB2 Y7 —T2ELLHIH I ETHEI™]

Potomac Electric Power Co. case TIIARFEER BRI 194ENKEME & X IEMHE D~
—2E L, TnBEOHE~OMEMZHOAEMA = (Split inventory valuation : F—¥k
HRREF OWMRET 2RI ) LT 2ER] oo LT, BEERMEEEL e L

71) John K. Kirshman, “The Principle of Competitive Cost in Public Utility Regulation,” Yale
Law Review, Vol. 35, No. 7, May 1926, p. 813. )

72) R. H. Whitten, op. cit., p. 112.

73) Ibid., pp. 119-120.

74) Ibid., p. 109.

75) Ibid., pp. 113-114.
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THTFL Q3™ BUBERERMERLHEAL 2R TH 5205, TOB

FEElin EBEHMIIZF LY — b » ~— 2 (rate base) 2R T 2L ThY, 2 DESIIH
Bl [(AREE) BESY, ZoBFE LTI, [AIEoOMmEE] & L Coffif 2 .
FTARLEERL TN A, ]

ERAT, BHOAY FTHESOV — b « ~—2~DF & (19205) 1ZKROT, V—1 » ~—
Z (rate base) LW FETEHHL TS,

192240 Newton v. Consolidated Gas Co. (258 U. S.165.)C, & #ki, 190940 Willcox:
case THEEFE M= a—+ F—7HDR0EY b« HREIHL,

[l bnaites 1 EY RCE > TAERMEMES 2 2 &, RU ZoRErHERIC
mﬁﬂ#uEOTMM?6T%67$m%%uﬁot%n i, SHEHIEICEE S n s B
D BT,

EIEIEL7=o 7B, TOBFICEREL T, ~v F (Learned Hand) %2R EHHIFT
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80) R. H. Whitten, op. cit., p. 123.



T A Y A RBEFEOREHEE & EARFIZEER 63

GFF 2 —y YT, BEIZ, 1885FLLUE, BN, [HEI»roHEEBEILRESH, ARV
— 4 ZIZREENEEE N ICEDOTGHE SN s~ & LS, RN, EEHRRITOMEC
Born ok (MY -7 1 ARBROREIT19134),

1923 £ Southwestern Bell Telephone Co. v. Public Service Commission of Missouri
(262 U. S. 276.) CTHREBOFEEIIL,

[MABARIEDY—T 1 RS NEMEICHT 2 AERMIC 2 TH 2 ) 0 2 HERT 2B,
FAEVPGEN R OVMIE, FBEELEEZEETICT 20T ARETH S0 HHOTH
W, 4 Hoffit 2 MR LS008, ]

LIRFEL, BEo (current) ffilf 2, NIEMEOREDEHCLROEE & hbnisiidiz
I E Lize 77 v 8 4 ZHED F — 4 X (Holmes) ¥g (<9 F a— v VINHEE]
EHIZ, RIR T4 LR A—LEBET, Y Fa—ko YV  L— A RBEATSLIEHEH
W5, PEERICEEo=. GO X 111,

[CZDEFICHNT, 8] HERHPNL, 75 v 54 2 HEOEMRS 5 ik O RELBY
C, BEERM» OBSEMAERLALOZ, V- s = ZIDWTRERENRLOL
CLTCHRLL b o & Ric s =gk 2T L 725, |

LBIBHL T 5. F4E® Brush Electric Co.v. Galveston (262 U. S, 443.) —ci35ERiz
B A XENTH 2 EEEL, oo Southwestern Bell Telephone Co. case d¥@ % B8]
HLT\W3, X, AE#®» Reno Power, Light & Water Co. v. Public Service Commission

(300 Fed. 645.) THEIPKEIFHIATIL, BIEMIES, MOERHETENHEICIE, FHARD
Nnb, EEELE. AL1923FE Iz, AEHBCEL CLIELIEISIHE S BRIy —ATh 3
Th—=7 4 —n FAKHE - BEREHEMH (] CERERERLE T 7— (Butler) HF,
FAERM (=4 7 ZEMERD O » b, RO LI ITHBRL 2.

[ —v 1 Z 28T 2 2 DICBHEFO OO BRET, FHIA T2 FEOMIEIXT
AEENERRE S5 A 2015 ThhoBEl, RIET, FEET, »OBNTH2. ZL
T2 OEMIIEEBERUFIERL T, ARFEILZOMELE > TS0 Th [(BY
7 =Y 2T AHY—T 1 ARBRRUMERROFEE | HEFEM~ 4 - 250l (HED 77
R d=A T T 7Y a—10%7 7 ZEEEA 10,000 F v OFFF 460,000 F 4D 1, & ToH
FROAETELLERICE o GERSNS (B £V, »7eh, X LTERENIZ M.
Z OFMEIEITR L 2Rt

81) Edwin C. Goddard, “The Evolution of Cost of Reproduction as the Rate Base,” H.L.R.,
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87) Ibid., pp. 165-166.

88) Ibid., pp. 169-170.

89) Ipid., p. 174.
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ed., 1941, p. 362, n. p.
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96) U.S.S.C.R., 31 Law. Ed., pp.842-844.
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98) N. T. Guernsey, op. cit., p. 580.

99) F. J. Swayze, op. cit., p. 724.; U.S.S.C.R., 39 Law. Ed., p.573.
100) Ibid., p. 730.

101) R. H. Whitten, op. cit., p. 84.

102) Ibid., p. 194.
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7% O 1918 Re Onida Telephone Co. (8. D.)

7% O 1918 Re Union Telephone Co. (Ind.)

7% O 1918 Re State Telephone Co. (Ind.)

7% O 1918 Maires v. Flatbush Gas Co. (N. Y. lst Dist. Ct.)
8% O 1 1918 Re Lockport Light, Heat & Power Co. (N. Y. 2d Dist. Ct.)
6.5% | 1O 1918 Re Monmouth Public Service Co. (Ill.)
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1917
1917
1917
1917
1917
1917
1917
1917
1917
1917
1917
1917
1917
1917
1917 San Joaquin L. & P. Co. v.
1917
1917
1917

Re New Jersey Gas Co. (N. J.)

Re Greentown Telephone Co. (Ind.)

Re Troy & Honey Creek T. Co. (Wis.)

Re Noble County Telephone Co. (Ind.)

Re Highland Telephone Co. (Wis.)

Re Fairfield Telephone Co. (Neb.)

Re Athens Telephone Co. (Wis.)

Re Centreville Telephone Co. (S. D.)

Re Battle Creek Farmers’ T. Co. (S. D.)

Re Cass T. & T. Co. (IlL.)

Re Calistoga Electric Co. (Cal.)

Re Van Dyne Telephone Co. (Wis.)

Re Kewanee Home Telephone Co. (I11.)

Re Meagher County Telephone Co. (Mont.)

Re New York Telephone Co. (N. J.)

Re Little York Electric Co. (Ill.)

Re Warren Light & Power Co. (Ill.)

Re Bradley-Crocker Telephone Co. (S. D.)

Re San Francisco & Pacific Gas & E. Co. (Cal.)
Re Carrier Mills Utilities Co. (I11.)

Farmers & Merhants Telephone Co. (S. D.)

Re Los Angeles Gas & Electric Co. (Cal.)

Re Colorado Spring L. H. & P. Co. (Colo.)

Re Bond County Telephone Co. (I11.)

Re Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe Ry. Co. (Kan.)
Re Tipton Telephone Co. (Ind.)

Railroad Commission (Cal.)

Portage Telephone Co. (Wis.)

Re Palisade Telephone Co. (Neb.)

Commercial Club v. Terre Haute, Indianapolis & Eastern
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6.5%
8%
7.5%
8%
8%
5.6%
7.5%
6.2%
8%
6%
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7%

7.25%
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Traction Co. (Ind.)
1917 Re Long Island Railroad Co. (N. Y. 2d Dist. Ct.)
1917 Re Kansas City Electric Light Co. (Mo.)
1917 Murchie v. St. Croix Gaslight Co. (Me.)
1917 Re Portage Telephone Co. (Wis.)
1917 Wiseman v. Rupert Electric Co. (Idaho)
1917 Re Mountain States T. & T. Co. (Colo.)
1917 Re Rock County Telephone Co. (Wis.)
1916 State ex rel. Watts Engineering Co. v. P. U. C. (Mo.)
1916 Re New York, New Haven & Hartford Railroad (Mass.)
1916 Re North Dakota Independent T. Co. (N. D.)
1916 Re Kearney Telephone Co. (Neb.)
1916 Lincoln v. Lincoln W. & L. Co. (I11.)
1916 Re Curtis Telephone Co. (Neb.)

1916 Moritz v. Edison Electric Illuminating Co. (N. Y. lst Dist.

Ct.)
1916 Re Independent T. & T. Co. (Ill.)
1916 Re Stratford Telephone Co. (Wis.)
1916 Garden City v. Garden City T. L. & Mfg. Co. (U. S.)
1916 Churchill v. Winthrop & Wayne L. & P. Co. (Me.)
1916 Jones v. Connersville Telephone Co. (Wis.)
1916 Re New Cashton Telephone Co. (Wis.)
1916 Re People’s T. & T. Co. (I11.)
1916 Bowe v. Jacksonville Ry. & L. Co. (Ill.)
1916 Re Empire Telephone Co. (I11.)
1916 Commercial Club v. Citizens’ Gas & Fuel Co. (Ind.)
1916 Hermann v. Newtown Gas Co. (N. Y. lst Dist. Ct.)
1916 Re Cedar County Farmers’ Telephone Co. (Neb.)
1916 Gish v. Beaver Dam L. & P. Co. (Wis.)
1916 Bogart v. Wisconsin Telephone Co. (Wis.)
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6% O 1916 Re Watertown Telephone Co. (Wis.)

7.5% O 1916 West Allis v. West Allis Gas Co. (Wis.)

8% | O 1916 East Bakersfield Imp. Ass.v. San Joaquin L. & P. Co. (Cal.)

7% @) 1916 Re Webster Telephone Co. (S. D.)

5.2% | 1O 1916 Re Alhambra Mutual Telephone Co. (I11.)

7.1% O 1916 Re Roanoke Telephone Co. (Iil.)

7% O 1916 Springfield v. Springfield Gas & Electric Co. (Il1.)

6% O 1916 Re Chesapeake & Potomac Telephone Co. (Md.)

5.53~11.816% O O 1916 Ann Arbor Railroad Co. v. Fellows (U. S.)

5.857% O 1916 Re Long Prairie Telephone Co. (Minn.)

7% O 1916 Woll v. Hullinger (111.)

8% O | 1916 Kauffman v. Ilillsboro L. & P. Co. (Wis.)

% O 1916 Re Lincoln T. & T. Co. (Neb.)

7% O 1916 Mantua Township v. New Jersey Gas Co. (N. J.)

7.5% Ol 1915 Re Colorado H. & P. Co. (Colo.)

6.75% O 1915 Edwards v. Glen Telephone Co. (N. Y. 2d Dist. Ct.)

7.5% Ol 1915 Duluth Street Railway Co. v. R. Comm. of Wisconsin (Wis.)

7% O 1915 Re Polo Mutual Telephone Co. (I11.)

8% O 1915 P. S. C. ex rel. Everett Trades Council v. Puget Sound Inter-
national Ry. & P. Co. (Wash.)

5.7% : O 1915 P. 8. C. v. Pacific P. & L. Co. (Wash.)

7.25% O 1915 Belleville v. St. Clair County G. & E. Co. (Il1.)

10% O i 1915 Taylor v. Northwest L. & W. Co. (Idaho)

7% | O 1915 Re Rates, Missouri Southern Railroad Co. (Mo.)

10% A } v 1915 Bly v. Winslow E. L. & P. Co. (Ariz.)

2.67% ] 1915 Re Linden Telephone Co. (Ind.)

7% O 1915 Remund v. Dakota Central Telephone Co. (S. D.)

7% O 1915 Re Lockport L. H. & P. Co. (N. Y. 2d Dist. Ct.)

7.55% | Ol 1915 Corona v. Corona Home T. & T. Co. (Cal.)

4.89% | O \ 1915 Re Western Telephone Co. (Ore.)
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7% O 1915 Re Bangor Telephone Co. (Wis.)
7.25% O 1915 Belleville v. St. Clair County Gas & E. Co. (Il1.)
7% O 1915 Re Foosland Telephone Co. (Ill.)
9~10% OO | 1915 P. C. S. v. Nevada-California Power Co. (Nev.)
5% O 1915 City School Board v. Beloit W. G. & E. Co. (Wis.)
8.25% A 1915 Re Macon Railway & Light Co. (Ga.)
% O 1915 Re Valparaiso Telephone Co. (Neb.)
7% O 1915 Re Lincoln Telephone Co. (Neb.)
6% | O 1915 Re Lignite Coal Rates (N. D.)
7% O 1915 Re Crownover Telephone Co. (Neb.)
7% O 1915 Re Webster Telephone Co. (S. D.)
7% O 1915 Mathews v. Viola Light & Power Co. (Wis.)
7% O 1915 Re Monroe Independent Telephone Co. (Neb.)
7~8% ©J0) 1915 Peck v. Indianapolis L. & H. Co. {Ind.)
7% O 1915 Moore v. Mercants H. & L. Co. (Ind.)
7% O 1915 Re Fort Scott & Nevada L. H. W. & P. Co. (Mo.)
6.4% 1O 1915 Re Colchester Farmers Telephone Co. (IIl.)
6.23% O 1915 Re Southwestern T. & T. Co. (Mo.)
6% | A 1915 Des Moines Gas Co. v. City of Des Moines (U. S.)
7% O 1915 Re Friendship Telephone Co. (Wis.)
7% O 1915 Anderson v. Pierce County Telephone Co. (Wis.)
8% O 1915 Meade v. Pacific Gas & Electric Co. (Cal.)
7% O 1915 Mattoon v. Coles County T. & T. Co. (I11.)
7%, 5.5% O e 1915 Marquis v. Polk County Telephone Co. (Neb.)
6.3% }. 1915 Re Colfax Telephone Exchange (Wis.)
7.5%, 2.65% O L 1915 Commercial Club of Charleston v. Missouri Public Utilities
’ | Co. (Mo.)
4.92% o 1915 Beloit v. Beloit Water, Gas & E. Co. (Wis.)
7.5% ‘ Oi 1915 Boylf v. St. Louis & San Francisco Railroad Co. (U. S.)
7.5% ‘ O 1915 Simons v. Columbia Telephone Co. (Mo.)
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8% O | 1915 QOakland City E. L. & P. Co. v. Oakland (Ind.)

7% O | 1915 Re Sabetha Mutual Telephone Co. (Kan.)

7% O | 1915 Fort Scott G. & E. Co. v. Fort Scott (Kan.)

7% O | 1915 Weaver v. Kirksville L. P. & Ice Co. (Mo.)

8% Ol | 1915 Woonsocket v. Schuler Electric & Telephone (S. D.)
6% O 1915 Stadtlander v. N. Y. Edison Co. (N. Y.)

7% O | 1915 Charlesworth v. Omro E. Light Co. (Wis.)

6% O 1915 Railroad Passenger Rate Case (Mass.)

4.86% | @ 1915 Newark v. Wayne Telephone Co. (N. Y.)

4.6% | @ 1915 Re Cushing Telephone Co. (Okla.)

8% O 1915 Re Maxwell & Brady Telephone Co. (Neb.)

7.5% O 1915 Columbia v. Watts Engineering Co. (Mo.)

8% O 1915 Meek v. Consumers E. L. & P. Co. (Mo.)

6% ® 1915 El Reno v. El Reno Gas & Electric Co. (Okla.)

6% A 1913 Fuhrmann v. Catoract P. & Conduit Co. (N. Y. 2d Dist. Ct.)
6% O 1913 Buffalo Gas Co. v. Buffalo (N. Y. 2d Dist. Ct.)

1.21% o 1912 Trust Co. of A. v. Chicago, P. & St. L. Ry. Co.

8% O 1912 Des Moines Gas Co. v. City of D. M. (U. S.)

8% O 1912 Western Alabama R. Co. v. R. Comm. of Alabama (U. S.)
8% O 1912 Louisville& Nashville R.R.Co.v. R. Comm. of Alabama (U.S.)
6% | PaN 1912 Ceder Rapids Gas Light Co. v. City of Ceder Rapids (U. S.)

8% O | | 1911 Des Moines W. Co. v. City of D. M. (U. S.)

7%, 6% Ooa 1911 Puget Sound E. R. v. Railroad Comm. (Washington)

3.97% | | @ 1911 Spring V. W. v. San Francisco (U. S.)

6% A 1911 Arkadelphia E. L. Co. v. Arkadelphia (Arkansas)

7% O 1911 Cumberland T. & T. Co. v. City of Louisville (U. S.)

7% O 1911 Shepard v. Northern Pacific R. Co. (U. S.)

6% A 1911 Louisville & Nashville R. R. Co. v. Silver (U. S.)

6% O 1911 Home Telephone Co. v. Carthage (Missouri)

4.682% [ I 1911 Contra Costa Water Co. v. City of Oakland (Cal.)
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% % % % % % % % % % ©
7.5% | ol | 1910 State Journal Printing Co. v. Madison Gas & Electric Co. (Wis.)
6% ‘ O 1909 Ceder Rapids Gas Light Co. v. City of Ceder Rapids (lowa)
7% O | 1909 Railroad Comm. of Louisiana v. Cumberland T. & T. Co. (U. S.)
6% O 1909 Willcox v. Consolidated Gas Co. (U. S.)
6.5% Ol 1909 Knoxville v. Knoxville Water Co. (U. S.)
6% O 1909 Re Arkansas Railroad Rates (U. S.)
6% O 1909 T.incoln Gas & E. L. Co. v. Lincoln (U. S.)
6% A 1909 Owensboro v. Cumberland T. & T. Co. (U. S.)
6% PN 1909 St. Louis and San Francisco R. Co. v. Hadley (U. S.) ﬁ'
6% N 1909 Consolidated Gas Co. v. N. Y. (U. S.) o
5% N 1908 Spring V. W. Co. v. San Francisco (U. S.) b
8% A l 1908 Central of Georgia R. Co. v. Railroad Comm. (U. S.) g
7% O | 1908 Cumberland T. & T. Co. v. Railroad Comm. of Louisiana &t

J (U. S.) s

6% @) 1907 Consolidated Gas Co. v. City of N. Y. (U. 8.) 5
6% VAN 1906 Columbus Railway & Light Co. v. City of Columbus (U. S.) o
5% VAN 1905 Long Branch Comm. v. Tintern M. W. Co. (N. J.) ?“f
5% A 1904 Contra Costa Water Co. v. City of Oakland (U. S.) R
6% VAN 1904 Stanislaus County v. San Joaquin & King’s River Canal & Irrigation Co. (U. S.) _
6% O 1903 Loiusville & Nashville R. Co. v. Brown (U. S.) §
5% | A v 1903 Spring V. W. Co. v. San Francisco (U. S.) R
6% JaN 1903 San Diego Land & Town Co. v. Jasper (U. S.)
4.4~5.5% Ol0 1902 Ceder Rapids Water Co..v. Ceder Rapids (lowa)
10.9%, 5.3% A 1901 Cotting v. Kansas City Stock Yards Co. (U. S.)
4.5% o 1898 Milwaukee E. R. & L. Co. v. Milwaukee (U. S.)
2.5%, 5% O O 1897 Steerson v. Great Northern Ry. Co. (Minnesota) <2.5% on terminals, 5% on remainder)
1.5% ' | A 1888 Dow v. Beidelman (U. S.)

Supreme Courl Others




() 1. R. H. Whitten, op. cit.; W. Z. Ripley (ed.) Railway Problems, 1913; Robert P. Reeder, The Validity of Rate Regulations,
State and Federal, 1914; John E. Kirshmman, “The Principle of Competitive Cost in Public Utility Regulation,” Yale Law
Joural, Vol. 35, No.7, 1926; N. L. Smith, The Fair Rate of Return in Public Utility Regulation, 1932;. J. L. Collins, “Trend
of United States Supreme Court Decisions Affecting Rates of Public Utilities,” American Bar Association Journal, Vol. 20,
1934; Arthur S. Dewing, The Financial Policy of Corporations, 4th ed., 1941; W. R. Buckwalter, “The Rate of Return on
Pennsylvania Utilities,” Univ. of Pennsylvania Law Review, Vol.91, No. 7, 1943. & b {ER,

2. {HL, N. L. Smith, op. cit. ZBFHAIE K% %, Electric, Gas, Telephone, & Railroad IZBBE L7z, X, [H#EFTiE, Unreasonable
rate % 1211.5%D & 5%, BT X 5% unreasonable LHEENLDDEFATWAELEDLNADT, LH [{K{ £ T unreasonable] OB
SORIZBE Lz, B, ®* K0 xE] [BMENALEE], NHE [(FHICETELVFIRE] v,

3. Ol just, fair; Ald at least, minimum, non-confiscatory; @id unjust, unreasonable, confiscatory %R,

4, EWOEAEL, just, unjust HEOFERMEERT, R BBMEOR O %1%, FIHRFE LY SBALIRLARLITHF~NOFBRICEINTVDE DO
R,

5. EFI, EAHPHALTVE DOV TRHTVIHICT»S RREF L ELARMHHAL 2V 020wt H—FoRERICES L
720

6. HEzoHEo [ ] M, U. S, »5ERENET, MIREHOERT [hou] ciMusn, zotiofEsr [HM] cidMEHPiI i Public
Utilities Commission £NEBE&%/RT,
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| EATSHRINA BEITHS ) 213, FROREEDT — ATHB T SIS L THRES
B SHEMECH 50 FEORHFE, 2TOY—RIz, BEK, LT 5 & ALY
%, 0 [BEOIFAZFIEGLATHAIPEES J LITEA TRV, |

1910 #£¢> State Journal Printing Co. v. Madison Gas & Electric. Co. 4 W, R. C. R.
501D T¥ 4 23 ¥y YHBAEAR, ARCHIRFHIATEL D b 1 -~ 2 2% LR
o MROEREFSNDLL,

Fonso UEERITe, BRaticBd s, V27847, 5~6%0FEY 252 5]
FIEL, MREZIFTFHORETrERENTHY, SHWEOBREL LELNIREFRE
Rirsndd. WHEDH 3 BIFcfEICR TS &4, ALAb0E LTy, LiLoF]
Hg LES 13O &Y EFRO-ELECIEBEAEEL, 6~8%M L5, av—¥
e RS 6 ~10B DL LB Y 2 g |

&, RBELOLBICEAL TS, v

Denver Union Water Co. case = u o FHXKEFHHZ~0EHNEEAW. J. 5 (W.
J. Chinn) »EFEE (19158) T4, RO L IIZEBIZE L L T B,

[REBME, 7 vV 7 —iCB 2ERERVUEEHEICHT 2 v — v 0FYTOFFRIL, 96 2
=V I THY, Ty — (IO L TRIT A=Y P THBILERL TN B,
TES FEBICE > THEL bRERITRIE, 8—tY | Thoo BIFRY 27124 350
@ﬁﬁV—bd,%6%A—ﬁybfﬁywd |

EIW B—RKELIE «

1923 DT v —7 4 — FAHE » BARSHEHT, REHRM- >0 TRLEEIGIHsS
AT SN B OO THEETHE L=,

19274E.¢> Chesapeak & Potomac Telephone Company v. Commonwealth of Virginia; (136
S. E. 575.) ¢, i, ‘

[6 %Ll ko [EF] Flzsks (AEHME LT ABS =S <oy — Rk, 1918EE
PEENE. Z L TZOMAFRIIE, - 219, ]

LIERHBL V5. HL, R1ITRABY, EF oS (19150 El Reno v. El Reno Gas
& Electric Co. %1915 Re Colfax Telephone Exchange %) #[&< &, 6 L L&A
FZEROAFIII903~ 4 FEICT THNL & ) Th Do

DR EEONTERARICET 2 REFABTEE L3I 5 01E,19324E0 Nelson Lee Smith,
The Fair Rate of Return in Pulbic Utility Regulation =B\ T Th b. A I ANSHE- &

107) R. H. Whitten, op. cit., p. 1909.
18) Ibid., p. 1979.
109) Ibid., p. 1915.
10) Ibid., p. 1978.
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£2 LABREROEFBRARVBME

‘ paspse | FRSSESEE | o s | TEYBGE | o
| & % | iR %%;g Ghal | newm| e w | owmpr | ZZED %1’;%% ni-
i @y Ttk S | BiE @y Mg ZEodF | B
| Bl S Pty Bl S % S
| 1915 = o | 7.30 | 1932 | 6.30% | 9.2 8.5 | 6.81
| 1916 - ~ | 6.91 | 1933 | 6.25 7.6 7.0 | 6.28
éww - v | 707 | 1934 | 5.40 9.1 5.8 | 6.29
| 1918 - o TOL 035 | 4043 9.3 5.5 | 6.29
1919 | 6.21% | - | 68 1936 | .88 6.9 5.6 | 6.31
1920 | 7.19 - v | 712 | 1987 | 3.93 7.9 6.0 | 5.93
| 1021 | 7.17 - w | 7.58 | 1938 | 3.87 9.0 6.4 | 6.00
| 1922 | 5.93 o w | 6.95 | 1939 | 3.48 8.2 5.8 | 6.05
1923 | 5.84 - | TS 1040 | 325 8.2 6.3 | 5.87
1924 | 5.61 - o 750 194 | o311 | 109 7.3 | 5.94
1925 | 5.29 9.0%  8.5% | 7.47 | 1942 | 3.11 | 10.6 7.5 | 5.81
1926 | 5.11 8.6 7.6 | 7.20 | 1943 | 2.99 8.1 6.4 | 5.57
| 1927 | 4.96 7.8 6.6 | 7.19 | 1944 | 2.97 6.8 5.2 | 5.90
| 1928 | 487 6.3 5.9 | 7.00 | 1005 | 289 5.7 L9 | 534
| 192 51 51 43 | 705 ) 1046 | 271 6.8 5.2 | 525
| 1930 | 5.05 5.1 44 | 6.95 | 1947 | 2.78 6.8 45 | 5.74
| 1031 | 527 6.8 6.2 | 7.05 | 1948 | 3.03 7.4 5.8 | 5.45

(H#) E. W. Clemens, op. cit., p. 233, Froh#EfiiR, BriEE, 362H.

2 &, 1915~28FENHNER R EHHFT MG (FF11,037) 128\ T, 7 %OHENFEIL308MH,
8 % DEIMHIZ 306 ETH o2 X, E.W. 7 b x X (Eli W. Clemens) »35#5i- & 2
&, BMBEROFEL, BRRKEIFOKENT.5% Tho 7= b Db, 1920ERDKY, RU
1930ERDOEHDIZIL, T HBIZTHELEUD,

VVUAEDERFINERERN T T + FF 250 « HRAEHELET, BRERERIPTHH S
NI RIZDOOTIETH L7ze COHBRT, mEEL, oL Y IcEAz 2 28AL, B
HEEEORANCS R L. FIIA—EBRIE, ZOHERTOFERMEIZEL RO & 124
BRI T3,

DEESREEIL, ®—7 [(FF a0« HREH] F— 2B\ UL, RN EE 2
FOULTERODTH LY, TOLIICHRMEATEREL LT, BA2A P 2|ATIZ LI
>0, MBEHERICB AMELAREERCBIIIZNE 2 EBL LI A1, Bl ESR
VEHOND LL, A—7r—Rit, BERMEOEEL LT, BEazxtr2Lsr~%
ZEERBNEY, BARIZA FOEEHARAEICIOWTL, 27T L LRI L O i

111) N. L. Smith, op. cit., p. 130.
112) E. W. Clemens, op. cit., p. 229. PrEEfEEZER, BB, 356H.
13) HJla—Ep, JiEE, 194—195H,
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(&) W. Z. Ripley, Railroads : Rates and Regulation, p.413.
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TEHFIRR LR 2B O B0 Thicknid, RS haEL, 1930FERI2E, 6%
B, AFERICIISBAEIETL TN 3D TH 5.

N
INE CARMEICET AR BICELE L TE 20 INT TORN L HELNZEE
B kSR IR OB TH 5o

(1) ARAETIE, BAFRERI, REACH LT EERICE, PEcETEER
LO EasnT03. 02V, BEEANICEES L2 0TIRRS,

[T B ME—ORERNE, AoT— T 1 SEAT, B L OO ARtEO LS
T 5 5 AERATH Y, HFIST 3 HT RS OFE I FEE W T 3 RIS
Ad HEERE N BRAOMICIE (REREQRIZIE] MEOMALE 5D b b5 AR—
PEAIGHROMSIZ L B TIEE 319, ] (B, 5IAE oThrs. @5TniL

TATEEABNE ) F 25, HOEALMAREREZKE Y, Ihor—FlshnrE
EEEIETILNTH LM,

NWRAEFI BV DEFFIERL, FROGFPE T, RLICRAbN D &)1, 18884
BcEE s n T3,

(2) Lol, BAFREREASNE V= « =213, —ofSMiH 200, FEE

114 G. A. Miller, op. cit., p. 112.
115) #H%FH HE, ATER, 6 Ho
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el 1] ] 1 1]
TEEXBE —t N
PR RS & B YRR 18954F ) L%é\ﬁ]—ﬁaﬁ %
A BRI U LR R B L e
N v y ¢f>ﬂb WNAANN AR EP Y
R S NRANY) ANAREIDSZAN AN NER P TV
noan BN N N G mE Vi
2 KRR 18345 ) "iréé'é'éa‘:‘q‘ag}% TR [0
R mog || S
11 L] _ | |
1870 1880 1890 1900 1910
TTT T lnesmm | | 1] [ T
e LIEEE ﬁﬁtlﬁﬁfﬁ% M \ /W = ” 160
LA LW
\? A 5 A | ' 120
T J\YAV RN : . . N LY
A AL 7 SUNEBRYENY % a 0
TH 2 W o
LR I o
- WAL LI Vw2 3k N 0
[ 11 11 ] | lssmrm 0
1912 1920 1930 1940 1950

@ 1. ERORILHORRE Y MAIEHEL .
2. H. U .Faulkner, op. cit., p.641. /PMEEEIR, BiEE, 829H.,

BAicI37n &, HAEERE~ 1 - A BIEER (1909 FLBRI5E F XD ThY, Nud
EoREHE 2, BMICIOTEOBRTHRENS OLRES LAENT 2 SRV,

(3) FEERMERE CUIEEEEM~ 4 7 ARMENER) BFE, IR 2142
HHOEIL, RECEVERREMICESCEBEENC, L) BIENLERYS H o 2 (B

RSN 2 BYER KT MR
KEOFSFHECEER LESROETEEELZETILEYFH 2 —SK) », M2 o
E—ORE o (HFE) MlioEEIc Ao 3 & ) iR, MoEte s BT
B ENV) RIS L T D, T0EMABEE BEFIIZ0EE) b, v Fa—kv V-
—nEEbNn3, HERE#HRELLAEEESR»OOBBEZITAI LR X, &
FAE &S ) BRI, BELAEELLTOV -t « =2 LT HFENHE
12, 1920ERBEERE 2 > TV B o

(4) B OVWTIFEENSLETH 24, ZOMOARMEHEIIH UL, BEEREM

16) #ifs [ 72 ) »EAMTE L HCEAFREE | HIEE 3 (HE, EE, HAEHEIHIH)
S8, 7H, ERFEBOREMCI WL, Maximum Profit Limitation on Meat Packing Indu-
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