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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Decision No.

0248

In the Matter of the Application of
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY,
for an order of the Public Utilities
Commission of the State of California
authorizing applicant to increase its
rates and charges for water service
supplied by means of its Drum
Division (Placer County) Water System,
eliminate all special or deviation
rates, and make effective certain
revised rules and regulations govern-
ing treated water service, all in
%ccordance with proposals ‘herein set
orth

Application No. 34449
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Appearances are listed in Attachment 1 hereto,

QPINION

By the above-entitled application, filed June 17, 1953,

Pacific Gas and Electric Company, a California corporaticn, seeks
authority to (1) withdraw and cancel all of its presently effectiveu
tariffs, (2) file new tariffs including rate schedules at increased
rates and charges and (3) eliminate all special, deviation or
preferential rates and charges for §ervice rendéred by means of its
Placer Water System. Applicant seeké an increase in gross revenues
of about $211,600 annually based upon average-year 1954 operations.
Public hearings in this matter were held before Commissioner
Kenneth Potter -and Examiner F. Everett Emerson at Auburn. Seven
days of hearing were held during Jénuary and February 1954, during
which eighteen witnesses were heard and forty exhibits received. The
reporters? transcript of the proceedings totaled 1, 320 pages. The
matter was submitted on February 17, subject to the receipt of

briefs, the last of which was received on March 19, 1954.




A-34449 ET

Applicant's Position and Request

- The basic reason for applicant seeking a general increase
in'its rates for water service-is stated to be that revenues have
been; and in its opimion will continue to be, inadeQuatéwéo'ﬁééﬁ the .
costs of operation. Applicant ﬁéiﬁ%é.ﬁd fecorded*ﬁefiéiégﬁin?éach
of the years 1950 to date and to losses, under gxisﬁihg rates, of
over $143,000 in 1952 and of almost $150,000 in 1953. Under its
anticipated 1954 operations it envisages a loss of about $166,000 if

present rates remain unchanged. Applicant seeks to halt these losses

and to earn a nominal return on its investment.
 Applicant has proposed sbééiffc rates, for the various
¢lasses of service rendered, which in the aggregate will be sufficient
to meet operéfinguéxpensés and provide a rate of return, on a depre-
ciated rate base of approxlmately 5,060,000, of only 9/10 of 1 per
cent. ’ ' B '
Couparisons of present rates with those which applicant

proposes are shown in the following tabulations.

General Mgtérég Service

Treated Water, Town sttems_

Typical Monthly Usage““"V:Presen;-RaterrProposed Rate: Per Cent :
{Cubiec Feet) : Schedule 7 : Schedule 1 : Increase :

R I S P - $ l.00 . $ 1.75 | 75.0

. 500 e ' ‘141 ‘ ; 1.00 1.75, ¢ 75.0° .
‘13000 - =E Ce e 2,00 3.00 50.0
1, 700\(Average Domestlc) . 2.70 L.75
4 ,500. (Average Commercial) - 5.50 10 35

“ T ;000 6.80 - 13.85

10;000<. o . 8.00 17.75

20,000 @ 10.00 27.75

25,000 | 11.00 32.75
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General Metéféthervice :
. Untreated water, Ditch system . ..

Iypical Fonthly Usage — :Present Rate: Proposed Rate: Per Cent:
___(Cubic_Feet) : Scheaule 8 : Schedule 11 : Increase:

2,000 ‘ ; 133.3
2,500 - ‘ 142.9
3,500 (Average Domestic)- ' 133.3.
5,000 : 100.0
7,000 (Average Commercial 100.0
10,000 - : 100.0-
120000 200.0
50,000 ~ 100.0
100,000 L 100.0

Irrigation—Service ——u-

: Fresent: Proposed: Per Cent:
Class : Rate : Rate : Increase:

Regular Season, per Miner's Inch - %45.00 $55.00 22.2
Nonirrigation Season, per Season .. ... 10.00 18.00 80.0

Resale Service
- Untreated water

“ o .
W ke s by e e

: Annual Bill - Year 1952  :Per Cemt:
- Contract Customer : At Present Hate:At Proposed Rate:Increase:

City of Roseville $10,021.38 $28,941.00 189
City of Lincoln L,525.84 13,484.75 198
Dutch Flat Water Works 230.24 871.40 279
Frey Water Company 180.00 ) 180.00 0
MeGee Irrigation Co. -~ - 4340 - -+ 86.49 100

- Municipal Hydrant Service

T Present : Proposed : Per Cemt :
Type of Hydrant : _Rate :___Rate : Increase :

Wharf Hydrant
Less than 4" Mains $1.00 $1.25
L7 or larger Mains 1.00 1.75

Standard Hydrant ' :
Single Outlet , 100.0
Double Outlet ‘ : 175.0
Triple Outlet 300.0

While applicant and its immediate predecessor have owned

and operated the Placer Water System for more than 50 years, the

~3-~
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instant application is the first by which a general increase in

all of its rates has been sought.

Certain water customers:/ have either received service _
without charge or at reduced rates for periods varyiné between
15 and 50 years or more. Applicant claims the service rendered
such custoners does not differ from that rendered others who are
charged for water at filed rates and asks that the present discrim-
inatory and preferential treatment accorded them be now terminated.
By its specific proposals respecting such so-called "deviation"
customers _/ these customers would henceforth be billed for water
service under the regularly filed rates applicable to the general

clasSification pertaining to the service supplied.

Applicant's Operations

o Pacific Gas and Electric Company is the largest public
utility operating entirely within the State of California. It
furnishes gas, electric, steam heat and water service with its
over-all service area containing or extending into 46 of the state's
58 counties. As its corporate name implies, it is primarily engaged
in supplying gas and electric service. However, in acquiring its
many properties and 43 an adjunct to its hydroelectric developments
various water systems were acquired or have been formed by applicant.
Some of the water systems have been disposed of to other utility
operators and to municipal agencies but at the present time 10
separate water systems are retained and operated by applicant under
the superViSion of its water department. Of these 10 water systems
6 may be termed "town" systems, 1l an "irrigation" system and 3 com-
bined ﬁtown and ditch" systems. The Placer Water System is one of

the latter.

E/ Listed in Exhibit H attached to the application.
2/ Exhibit No. 13 in this proceeding.
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' The Placer water System consists of a series of water
:}%ﬁatits, including ditches, canals, flumes, tunnels and pipes of
‘6l.primary sectiofls aggregating 182.36 miles in lemgth, with regu~
lating and standby reservoirs aggregating 884.9 acre-feet of water
capacity, together with 45 miles of pipe distribution systems in
Colfax, Auburn, Newcastle, Loomis and Rocklin.

The major portion of the water supply for this system is
' obtained from the South and Middle Forks of the South Yuba River
above Lake Spaulding, augmented by waters from the Bear River. Water
is also obtained from a tridutary of the American River. Storage
reserveoirs above and tributary to Lake Spaulding impound runoff
waters within that watershed and support the stream and canal flows
during sumrer months. The major portion of the water is diverted
through a series of hydrogdectric canals and plants and subsequently
becores available for domestic and irrigation uses in the lower
Joothills and valleys of Placer County.

The upper portion of the water system begins with the
Upper Boardman Canal which diverts water from the Bear River near its
rheadwaters west of Emigrant Gap. The lower extremity of the ditch
system is that portion used to deliver water to the City of Roseville
and the Southern Pacific Company just north of Roseville. During the
year 1952 the ditch system served approximately 1;680 customers with

about 117,000 miner's inch-days of untreated water.é/

Of the five towns in which water is sexrved by applicant
from this system, three are incorporated cities. Four are served
from modern treatment facilities providing chemical treatment,
mechanical flocculation and sedimentation, filtration and chlorina-

tion; the fifth (Colfax), being served water subjected only to

3/ A miner's inch is 1/40 cubic foot of water per second.

-5-




"A-‘sazbw?? | ®

¢hlorination. During 1952 these five town distribution systems served
app}oximately 635 million gallons of water to over 2,790 customers.

Position of Protestants

The Clty of Auburn opposes the grantlng of any increase

on the general grounds that 1ncreased water rates will work a hard-
ship on the inhabitants of the city and, further, that applicant's
over-all operations are profitable and can carry the burden of
unprofitable operations of this water system. The city took no
active part in the preceeding.

Opposition of the City of- Roseville is primarily on the

grounds that it is served under a contraep which runs until June 16,
1956. Ichasbudgeteu city expenditures on the basis of present
charges for water and d;slikes to change such budgets before termin-
atien of the contract.‘ This contract specifies that it shall be sub-
jeep to such changes as this Commission may direct in the exercise of
its jurisdiction. The city took no active part in the proceeding.

The City of Colfax protests the rate increase on the

primary groun@s uﬁat inhabi%ants of the city would be charged rates
identical with those charged in other cities on the system while being
served water which has received a lesser clarification treatment. It
contends that it should be accorded special rate consideration to
compensate for receiving water which is not fully treated. The city
further objects to the granting of rate relief to applicant on the
general ground that present and anticipated economic’conditions de

not warrant it. The city called its own witnesses and actively par-
ticipated in the cross-examination of other witnesses.

The County of Placer opposes an increase in rates on the

assumption that such increase would be borne primarily by fruit,
cattle, poultry and agricultural industries and on the grounds that
such increases would seriously affect such industries. The county

took no active part in the proceedings.

.
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The Clty of Lincoln oppeoses applicant’s rate proposal on

the grounds that the speciflc rates proposed would not represent a
wniform increase for each customer or class of customers. "On such
basis the city ¢laims the proposed rates are discrimlnetory and
would result in the city providing applicant a greater rate of retnrn
than that which would be provided by irrigators or other cnstomers,

The city produced one witness in this proceeding.

By submission of copies of resolutions the City of Rocklin

e

and the Loomls Fire District stated general oppositlon to any

increase in water rates. Nedther took any active: part in the pro-
ceeding.

The protest of Dutch Flat Water WOrks concerned the pro-

posed resale rate and the alleged 1nab111ty of the protestant to pay
the increased rate without passing the increase a;ong to its own
customers. The owner of this water system actively particdpeted in

the proceedings.

B1rdsa11 Qlive Qil Compe*z,opposes the proposed ellminatlon

of its present preferentlal rate treatment but presented no evidence.

Protestant Paul Leutnecker opposes the rate increase on

the grounds that because he’ recelves treated water from a "town"
system for irrigating orchards, he will be forced to terminate
operatlons because of the economic impogsibility of continuing hls
business under the proposed town rates or under the tenporsry end
special rate for such service offered by applicant at the hearing,
He sctively participated in the proceedings.

McGee Irrxggtlon Company,protests the elimination of its

preﬁenb DTEfGPQHtlal rate and clalms conflscatlon of property will

result therefrom. This company did not: actively participate in the

proceedings. -

Ihe Morgan Tract Water Association protests on the grounds

that the resulting:100 per cent increasé in its water bills would be
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exorbitant. In addition, this association's position is that the

over-all operations of applicant should absorb any losses resulting

from water operations. It took no active part in the proceedings.

The Meadow Vista Water District protests the proposed

increase on the grounds that the increased rates when added to its
special tax for maintenance of pipelines makes the price of water
to its member irrigators excessively high. The district had one

witness testify in the proceedings.

Auburn Area Recreation Park ap§ﬂf§£§ygy Qistrict protests
the proposed rate increase on the grounds thét the resﬁltant billings
for its lafge and increasing usage of water would amount to a total
charge 327 per cent greater than present charges. It had one
witness testify in the proceedings.

Similar opposition was made by a witness for the Placer

Union High School District on the grounds that under the proposed

rates the resultant billings would be about 3-3/h times the present

cost of water to the school district.

Thefflé;éribounty Farm Bureau and the California Farm

Bu:gau Fe#e;ation, on behalf of their irrigator'members, protest the
proposed rate increase for irrigation service on the grounds of

(1) the increased revenues to be derived from irrigation water
deliveries represent only 0.013 per cent of the total gross revenue
of épplicaht and are therefore ihsignificant, (2) irrigated agri-~
culture is the mainstay of the economy of the area served by
applicant and is thereby entitled to special consideration so as to
maintain it in that positioh, (3) delivery of irrigation water is

but an incidental by-product of applicant's main activity. of hydro-
electric generation, and (L) the economic condition of the irrigators
places the value of the service at no more than the presently
effective rate. These organizations actively participated throughout

the proceedings.

. -
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The Placer Counpz_Water Users Asoociatlon protests the

proposed increase in flat rate irrigatlon service charges on the
grounds that such water users aro unable to pay the increased rates.
Its position is that 1ncreased rates would place a burden upon |
growers of fruit which, at the present time and under existing
economic conditions,‘Such growefs'could not meet and survive. It
also clalms that revenues derived from irrigators is an 1nsignif1cant
percentage of appllcant's total gross revenues and, therefore, an
increase which applxcant mlght forego. The ‘association actively
participated throughout the proceedlngs. o

Summary of Applmcant's Presentatlon

Applicant's presentation respecting the results of its

operation of the'Placer Water System is summarized as follows:

Under Present Rates

Jltem s 195Z%  : 1Gb3%x% 3 I1ORLww

Revenues o T ' o
From Tow Systems $ 89,675 $ 89,790 § 91,570
From Ditch System 26380 266,230 2 20
- Gross Revenues, 353,4 0,

Expenses
Before Taxes and Depr. 347,123 345,207 338,325
Taxes . 75,773 82 301 89 821
Depreciation : g’ 82, 12

Total Oper. Expenses

o~

- 23,050
Net Revenue . | %g;;gg%) ) (185 )
Rate Base (Depr.) , %gg:ggg 5,%%%?%%%,

Rate of Return loss oss : - loss
‘ (Red Figure)

* Recorded baéis
** Estimated average year basis.
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Under Proposed Rates

e ———"

Lltem s 1952% 1.95157k T 1061 3ex

Revenues
From Town Systems $ 179,970 $ 179 640 $ 183 040
From Ditch System 6,960 . 363.6 0o
Gross Revenues

Expenses
. Before Taxes and Depr.
Taxes..
Depreclation
Total Operating Exps.

Net Revenue 60,010  -56,
Rate Base(Depr.) 4,315 965 s 696 63
Rate of Return i 9% 20%

555 - 5,452
55,059,904
77778090

* Recorded basis.
% Estimated average year basis. |
The results shown above are on the basis of thé'ﬁédified
sinking fund method of depreciation accounting.
In additmon, applicant's summary, as’ contained in Exhibit
No. 8 in thls proceeding, shows a net gain of $10 621 in l9h9 and net
losses of ¢28 392 in 1950, $53,837 in 1951 and $100,492 fh 1952 on
the basis of the sinking fund method of depreciation’ accounting.

Nature of Ev1dence

Applmcant's presentation consisted of 24° ethbits, sup-
ported by oral testimony, setting forth in detail “the results of
operatlons of the Placer wWater System for the year 1952 actual
and adjusted, and for the years 1953 and 1954'as estimated, together
with supplementary and augmenting schedules and proposals. The
shdwiﬁg for the years 1953 and 1954 was on an avérage, rather than
anticipated actual, year basis.

| In addition to its basic showing respecting the Placer
Water System, as hereinabove summarized, applicant set forth the

results of operating its entire water department and its total
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company operations for the year 1953, based upon 1l months' actual
and 1 month'sestimated figures. This showing is summarized as

fo%.iow

Yeanr 1953

lten B ~— -~ Water Dept. : Total Gompany :

Gross Operating Revenues $ 1,252,000 $ 381,232,000
Total Operating Expenses 1,361,000 305,447,000
Net Revenue (105.000) 75,785,000
Rate Base (Depreciated) 11,08 1,391, 720,000
Rate of Return (0.59) % T 5.45%

(Red ?{gure)v

In response to a request of the Commission staff, appli-

cant undertook a cost-of-service study of the Placer Water System by

which the costs of supplying water service to the town ‘systems and
varlous elements of service from the ditch system were segregated on
a demand basis. Such study was based upon operations during the
years 1952 and 1953. It is helpful but not conclusive, as "cost to
serve” is but one of many factors considered when fixing rates. The
study showed that under the proposed rates one special customer
would provide the highest rate of return, the resale customers the
next lower return, the town systems still lower and the ditch system
customers lowest of all. .

The participation of the Comﬁission staff in this proceed-
ing consisted of a fleld inspection of applicant's properties and a
detailed examination, by accountants and engingers, of the books,
records, properties and exhibits of applicant. . As a result of such
study applicant supplied, as part of its own preséntation, much
detail and many data, which the stéff might ordinarily have under-
taken to present. Counsel for the staff indicated that the staff
found nothing in its own study wherein any differences in data or
methods employed by applicant were of sufficient significance to

warrant a couplete and formal presentation of an earnings study by

=1l-
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the staff. The staff barticipated in cross-examinatitn of witmesses
and, in'addition, introduced two exhibits. The first of these
concerned an over-all study of applicant's water depé}tment and the
allocation of common utlllty properties, general expenses and. taxes
to the Placer Water System. The second, supportec by oral testimony,
consisted of recommended revisicné of applicant's proposed tariffs
in order to place them in conformance with the Commission's General
Order No. 96 and to clarify certain provisions of the tariffs. The
staff made no recommendations respecting the level of rates or
earnings.. . o , ‘
In this proceeding no person offered evidence indicating
that applicant's Placer Water System was not in need of increased
revenues. Protestants, however, in effect maintzined that the
needed revenues should be obtained from other sources. A goodly
portion of the record is devoted to the position mhac he or they
were entmtled to some special consideration or were in. some
exceptional circumstance which would warrant their exclusion from
paying increased rates. e .
The Mayor of the City of Colfax testlfled that during
certain limited. times of the year, following storms in the mountalns,
the water distributed‘in the city was turbid and lacked the clarity
of that distributedlin the other towns on applicant's system.
Because of such situation the city requests a rate level below that
of the other towns. The witness' testimony, however, cleariy ‘
indicates that the quality of water has been improved to the extent
that ceramic filters of individual customers, once considered . \
essential, have been‘diccarded or unused for some time past and are

not now necessary. Applicant conceded that the water served in
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Colfax at times carries claylike colloids in suspension but claimed
that such times were limited in duration and were neither harmful noé
of sufficient moment to warrant the installation of a plant for the@r
removal. In this latter connection applicant introduce@ evidgqge
which shows that the capital cost of a suitable treatment plgnt to
serve the 315 customers in Colfax would approximate $1;5!QQP and

that the full costs of treatment would be about 2;& cent; peg hgndred
cubic feet of water sold, a cost well in excess of the terminal-block
rate of 10 cents which applicant proposes.

Within the area served by the Colfax town system are seven
parcels of land devoted to orchards, three of which are operated
under lease by protestant Leutnecker. According to his testimony
such orqha;ds have been dry-farmed for about 60 years. Since he
leased the property and undertook irrigation in the past few years,
his pear crop has more than trebled and his operations have met with
substantial success. Under the town system water rates proposed by
applicant, in which the terminal rate would be increased frém 2 cents
to 10 cents per 100 cubic feet, protestant Leutnecker would find hi$
water bill increased by about 348 per cent, an increase which he
claims will force him to cancel his leases and withdraw fromithe

pear-growing business in Placer County. The seven parcels are at a

considerable distance from applicant's ditch system and cannot

economically be served therefrom. Recognizing'the Leutnegker situa-
tion, applicant proposed a special and temporary tariff for irriga-
tion service from the town systems. By such tariff the terminal rate
would be 6 cents per 100 cubic feet and the Leutnecker bill would
increase approximately 221 per cent. Applicant proposes that §gch
temporary rate schedule be terminated December 31{ 1957, thug running
for the approximate term of Leutnecker's present leases7 The pro-
posed rate and its term is unsatisfactory to Leutnecker gg@ he st;ll

feels he will be unable to operate under it. Such situation, in our

-13-
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opinion, is the inevitable result of attempting commercial production

of agficultural enterprises by irrigation with treated water from a
dbmeétib system rather than with raw water from wells or an irriga-
tion,SYétem designed or specifically intended for agricultural usage.
Thé usé of domestic water for orchard irrigation was at protestaht's
election to so use the water. The rate applicable to the ordinary
needs of general residential and business customers was never intend-
ed to be applicable to the large water requirements of orchard
irrigation nor, except in unusual circumstances, is a distribution
system which has been designed and constructed for ordinary resi-
dential and business deliveries of water suited, or intended to be
suited, to the heavy water demands of irrigators. On phis system
irrigation deliveries should be nade from the ditches designed for
such purpose. Applicant's proffered temporary tariff, in its terpigal
rate, is at less than the average cost to serve; however, under the
particular circumstances, we find the applicant's proposa; to be
reasonable,

According to the testimony of Mr. Nicholls, the owner of
the Dutch Flat water Works, the proposed increase in water rates to
resale customers will amount to an increase of about 279 per cent
in his annual charges. Dutch Flat is. a;small community, with a
static economy, in which he serves water. to about 89 residential
custoners and a few stores. The inpact of .the proposed resale rate
on his system would be such as to place him in the position of being
unable to pay without in turn increasing charges Lo his own patrons.
He testified that the average annual cherge to his Qﬁn customers
was $30.42 in 1952 and that the average increase per gustoner per
year necessary to compensate for the increase in resale rate would
be $7.60, thereby making the average annual bill aﬁproxipape;y

$38.00 or about $3.20 per month per customer. Ve find no basis on
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which to accord the Dutch Flat Water Works a rate different from that

charged other purchasers of water for resale service.

The presentation of the Farm Bureau and Placer County

Water Users Association was somewhat parallel and consisted of
placing five exhibits in evidence and the testimony of four witnesses.
Virtually the entire presentation was directed to applicant's proposed
charges for flat rate irrigation service;_ Exhibit No. 30 in this
proceeding and the testimony of Mr. Bethell relative thereto consti-
tutes the primary showing of these protestants.. Said Exhibit Ne. 30
purports to show the cost of water in comparison with an "on tree"
price to the growers of fruits. It sets forth the: average 1953
auction prices of out-of-state sales for a number of varieties of
plums and cannery prices'of Bartlett pears, as selected by witness
Bethell. After a partial analysis of certain weighted average prices
and costs, it arrives at a statement of water cost on a per-box basis
for plums aﬁd a per-ton basis for pears. The principal sources from
which the witness selected his basic data are in evidence. However,
the witness' fundamental premise was the selection of one average
year and one subnormal year of crop production which he arithmetically
averaged and to which he then applied averages of 1953 auction prices
in out-of-state markets and 1953 averages of selected elements of
costs. in our opinion such successive compounding or pyramiding of
averages upon averages has inherent errors. Completely factual data
Were not presented to support the end result. In any event, wé are
of the opinion that a presentation based essentially upon but one
yYear's sales prices for an industry Qhose existence has and will be
extended over many years can carry little weight in the evaluation of
protestants' position respecting the ability of fruit growers to pay
Just and reasonable rates for water service. Indeed, one of
protestants' own witnesses, engaged in the business of making loans

to farmers in Placer County, testified that no less a period than

-15-
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that covering six years' farming operations was considered by him in
evaluating the financial position of £grme?s. In shorpi p;qpegtants!
presentationin support of their contention that tpe :Ar@e;s of P;gce:
County are and will be unable to pay the prog¢§¢d water rates is not
convineing and will not support a finding that sgch water users are
entitled to preferential treatment beyond that inhe;eptly existing
in the spread of rates between various classes of service.

| Applicant presented testimony respect;pg certg;q gustomerg
who are supplied hydrant service, private fire protecpiqn sgrv@ce!
small irrigation service, resale water sérvice'and,commerciél or:
industrial service under special arrangements which in almost all

cases are at charges which are lower than those charged customers

receiving similar services on regularly filed tariffs or are at no

charge. The Qetails respecting such sepvices are set @oy;p ;n‘
Exhibit No. 13 in this proceedingf Applicant pioposeg to te;minate
the discriminatory rates given these customers by placing such
customers on filed schedules.

By means of Exhibit No. 36 in this proceeding the
Cormission staff suggested certain revisions in the company's proposed
tariff schedules. Those intended to place the tariffs in conformity
with the Commission's General Order No. 96 or involving preferred
titleé or terminology as a matter of uniformity are readily acceptable
to applicant. The staff witness, however, made a number of recom-
mended revisions which were sharply challengeq by applicant. One of
these latter was an attempt to effect a recpnsi&eration of the
dedication of water and facilities to public use, an issue which we
find to be outside the scope of the instant proceeding. App;icagp's
motion to strike the portions of Exhibit No. 36 pertain;ng to such
subject is hereby granted. Applicant's counsel spated that phere
was no intention on the part of the company in this proceeding to
limit any existing dedication.

=16~




®

A-~34L4LS ET x

Applicant does not now-have and does not propose any
regular tariff schedule for mining service and for many years has
supplied water for mining purposes, when available;las an accommoda-
tion and ™non-firm" service only and under special contract. While
the staff witness recommended that mining service not be excluded
from applicant's preliminary general statement as to its offering of
the sale of water for various purposes, there is no evidence in this
record that there has been or is any demand for such service from
. this system. Such recommerdation involves the ‘basic question of
- dedication, an issue which, as above stated, is outside the scope of
. this proceeding. However, applicant has offered 'd modification of

the preliminary statement which appears reasonable and which will be

. authorized.

Applicant's rate schedule for service of untreated water,
@t present .and as proposed, contains a condition whereby the first
- usage block is increaséd in direct proportion to the number of
customers served through a single meter. The staff recommends that
such "ballooning" provision be eliminated. Applicant objects to
such elimination. The ballooning provision finds primary application
in the service supplied to the Morg&n Tract Water Association where
one delivery and metering point serves a private distribution system
for about 21 consumers. It can be shown, by-conversion of either
© rate into the terns of the other, that for the larger usages the bill
under the rate schedule (without ballooning) proposed for service to
this Trac¢t is insignificantly different from that which the Tract
would receive if it were served at the resale rate applicable to the
other "wholesale™ distributors of water. Since the service character~
istics are of sufficient.simi;arity to warrant classifying the two
as reasonably comparable;. the staff's recommendation, in our opinion,

is reasonable and will be adopted.

“17-
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. The baiehce of the staff witness' recommendationslinvolved
matters which of necessity requlre the exercmse of engineerlng and
management judgment respecting necessary or requmred meter sizes,
the location and costs of delivery boxes and the availability of
water for seasonal service. From the prectical_standpoint these
matters can best be determined by.the cohbahy personnel on the spot.
Should either the consumer or the company hehagement feel that such
local judgment had proven detrimental to their interests recourse
to this Comm1531on might readily and speedlly be taken.

By Exhlbit No. 13 and supporting testzmony, appllcant

presented ev;dence respecting serving certain customers at free or

reduced rates. Appllcant desxres to dlscontmnue such service,
termxnate any exlsting contracts therefor and to place these cus-
tomers on regularly filed rates. Many of them have been served und er
wrltten or oral contracts of many years' standmng In some instances
theoe customers oxr their predecessors in interest have parted with

eome_property or property right in exchange for either free or

I@ﬂUCEd'T&E@ WQIQP Iﬁ Gtkers ike reéuced rate was either tendered

without consideration or it was negotiated. The record is olear,
however, chat the service hei_ng rendered is discriminatory. In our
opinion it'is unreasonably discriminatory and must be terminated.
The company stated that it does not intend to take, nor may it takeé
propertf without joet compensation. It has already‘purchased; after
hegotiation, many rights for special water rates. It should do the
eahe‘in respect to those remaining. Where negotiation fails,
recourse to the courts is available;

Conclusmons

Applicant haslclearly demonstrated its need for and
entitlement to increased revenues in the full amouho;requesped; Its
proposed tariffs are fair and reasonable when modified in accordance
with the foregoing discussxon concerning the same and wmll be SO

authorized. However, the prospective impact of the magnitude of the
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increased rates percentagewise leads us to the further conclusion
that under the condltions attendant upon ‘this part;cular rate pro-
ceedlng, the water users should be'accorded a longer than normal
interval of time between issuance of our order auxhorizing the new
ratgsland the effective date'of'said rates. By such means the con-
suﬁerﬂmay asséés the value of his water usage and regulate or adjust
his usage in accordancé therewith repair his own facilities in order.
to stop wastage and generally prepare himsel{ for operations under .
the new rates.

| We find that the serving of consumers at no charge or at
rates other than those authorized herein will constitute unreasonable
discrimination between consumers or classes of consumers. Applicant~
will be required, therefore, to complete the elimination of existing

discriminatory rates by placing existing water users on the regularly

filed rates aﬁthorized herein. -

Pacific Gas and Electric Company having applied to this
Commission for a general increase in the rates and charges for water
service rendered in its Placer Water Systenm, public hearings thereon
havigg been held, the matter having been submitted, the Commission - .
being fully informed and the matter now being réady for decision;u

IT IS HEREBY FOUND AS A FACT that the increases in rates
and charges authorized herein are justified and that the existing .
rates, in so far as they differ from those herein authorized, for
the future are unjust and unreasonable; therefore,

IT I3 HEREBY ORDERED that applicant is authorized to file
in quadruplicate with this Commission, after the effective date of
this order and in conformance with the provisions of General Order
No. 96, the tariff schedules set forth in Exhibit No. 4 and Exhibit
No. 22 in this proceeding as specifically approved or modified»by,
Appendix A attached to this order and, after not less than five
day's notice to the public and this Commission, to make said.tariffs
effective for service rendered on and after January l, 1955.

-19-
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IT IS HEREBY FURTHER ORDERED that applicant shall serve
the consumers set forth in rxhidbit'No. I3 in this proceeding at
its regularly filed tariffs on und after January 1, 1955,

The effective date of this order shall be twenty days

after the date hereof.

. 2K
Dated at__ . Zew 77 oo pvrde , California, this L‘:

day of _..m— , 1954.
/ 74

resident

\“Mbww

Commissioners
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The tariffs set forth in Exhibit No. 4 and Exhibit No. 22 in this
proceeding are specifically approved or modified as.gollows:

oo
iR

Preliminary Statement

Delete "excluding mining service". Add: "Water for mining service
may be furnished in accordance with special arrangemants whenever water
is available for such service." . o

Service Area Maps

To the five "town" maps, add a "ditch system" map to this section
of the tariffs.

Schedule No. 1 ~ General lMetered Service, Treated later

Modify appropriate sections to read as follows:
APPLICABILITY

Applicable to all metered service of treated water for resi-
dential, commercial, industrial and municipal purposes.

TERRITORY

‘In the cities, towns and unincorporated territory adjacent
thereto in Flacer County as shown on the Auburn, Colfax, Loomis &
Loomis-Rocklin, Newcastle and Rocklin Water Service Area maps
filed as part of these tariff{s. '

RATES
. Per Meter
Quantity Rates: per Month

(Blocking and rates approved without change) - =~ '
Minimum Charge: o |
For 5/8 x 3/L-inch meter . « « « « « v « . »  $L.75

(Balance of sizes and rates approved without change)

The Minimum Charge will entitle the customer
to the quantity of water which that minimum
charge will purchase at the Quantity Rates.

SPECIAL CONDITIONS

. Change last phrase to read: "subject to approval by the Public
Utilities Commission of the State of Califormia."
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Schedule No, 2 = Irrigation Service, Treated Water
Modify appropriate sections to read as follows:
APPLICABILITY

Applicable, for the limited period of time specified in the Specisl
Conditions below, to treated water for commercial irrigation service.

TERRITORY,
(Make identical with that of Schedule No. 1)
RATES

Per Meter
Guantity Rates: per Month

(Blocking and rates approved without chénge)

Minimum Charge:
(Sizes and rates approved without change)

The Minimum Charge will entitle the customer
to the quantity of water which that minimum
charge will purchase at the Quantity Rates,

SPECIAL CONDITIONS

1. OService under this schedule is limited to those premises
recelving commercial irrigation service, and to the quantities of water
deliverable through the existing service connection and meter facili-
tlies therefor, on the effective date hereof,

2. Discontinuance or discomnection of the existing service and
meter facilitles will terminate the company's obligation to serve the
premises under this schedule.

3. This schedule expires and will be withdrawn on December 31,
1'957- '

Sehedule No. 11 - General Metered Service, Untrééted Water

Yodify appropriate sections as follows:
APPLICABILITY

Applicable to metered service of untreated water from the companyis
ditch system, excluding irrigation service to which Schedules Nes, 12
and 13 apply, and excluding resale service under Schedule No. R-1.

TERRITORY

Within the entire territory supplied by the company's Placér Water
System. '
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RATES

Ee:'Me@ér
Quantity Rates: SR per Month
First 1,000 cubic feet or less . . ... . ¢ . $2.00

(Balance of blocking and rates approved
without change

Minimum Charge:
FOI‘ B/A-inCh mete!‘ ® '8 ® B % 3 & 8 ® B3 B @ 3520’06

(Balance of sizes and rates approved
without change)

The Minimum Charge will entitle the customer to

the quantity of water which that minimum charge
will purchase at the Cuantity Rates.

SPRCIAL CONITIONS

Number paragraphs 1 through 5 and delete paragraph f£.

Schedule No, 12 - Seasonal Irrigation Service

¥odify appropriate sections as follows:

APPLICABILITY . | | R

Applicable to seasonal service of untreated water from the
company's ditch system to customers whose irrigation demand is not
less than one miner's inch of water during the irrigation season.

TERRITORY"
(Make identical with that of Schedule No. 11)

RATE .
Per Season

For service of a continuous flow of water through .
a master box or regular delivery outlet for the

irrigation season, per miner'sinch « + v & ¢ o« « 855.00
For each additional or alternate dgltvery bOX . . . 10.00

SPECIAL CONDITIONS

1. The irrigation season is defined as the period lMay 1 through
September 30, both inclusive, of each year.

2. A miner's inch is defined as a rate of flow egqual to one-
fortieth cubic foot per secord.
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3. Water service under this schedule is avallable only upon appli-
cation and agreement in form on file with the Public Utilities Commission.

4. (Paragrarh "a" approved without change)
5. Water deliveries to customers under this schedule may be made

through one or more additional or alternate delivery boxes as provided
for in Fart I of Rule and Regulation No. 16,

Schedule No. 13 - Off-Season Irrigation Service

Modify appropriate sections as follows:
APPLICABILITY

Applicable to off-season service of untreated water from the
company's ditch system to customers whose seasonal irrigation require~
ments are purchased under Schedule No. 12, Seasonal Irrigation Service,

TERRITORY

(Make identical with that of Schedule No. 11)

RATES
Per Service
For delivery of water at an average of one
miner's inch, or not in excess of 212 miner's
inch-days during the Off-season « . « v « o o o = » $18.00

For delivery of water in excess of 212 miner's
inch—days, during the off-season, per miner's
inch=day . . . . . . . . c s e 0.33

SPECIAL CONDITIONS

1. The period of "off-season" to which this schedule applies is
defined as that period commencing October 1 of one year and continuing
through April 30 of the following year.

2. A miner's inch is defined as a rate of flow egual to one-
fortieth cubic foot per second.

3. (Paragraph "a", approved without change)
L. (Paragraph "b", approved without change)
5. (Parsgraph "¢", approved without change)

Schedule No, E-l — Service to Company Employees

Modify first sentence by deleting therefrom the words "and irrigation'.
Delete special condition.

Place schedule in standard form as to APFLICABILITY, TERRITCRY and RAIE.,




APPENDIX A
Page 5 of 6

Schedule No, Fel — Fire Hydrant Service

Modify appropriate ‘sections as follows:
Retitle, to read "PUBLIC FIRE HYDRANT SERVICEN, .

Change "Character of Service" to "APPLICABILITY".
Make "Territory" identicsl with that in Schedule No. 1. .

Under "Rates" change heading to0 read "Per Hydrant per Month". .

Schedule No, F-2-- Private Fire Protection Service .

Modify appropriate sections as follows:

UnderjﬂApﬁliéability”ﬂchange*"Availabld, upon application, to" to read
"Applicable-to",

Make“"TerrifonY" identical with that in‘Schedule No. 1.

Under "Rates" change heading from "Rate Per Month" to "Per Service
Connection per Month", -

Undér““spébiai;Condipioﬁsﬂ~number paragraphs 1 through 5 and delete.
reference to "privately-owned" in paragraph 2..

Balance of schedule approved without change.

Schedule No. R=1 ~ Resale Service, Untreated Water

Modify appropriate sections as follows:
Change "Description of Service" to” "APPLICABILITY"..
TERRITORY

Within tﬁefterritory served from the Company's Placer Water System
at delivery poimts heretofore established for each of the above~listed
customers,

Under "Rates" change "Quantity Charge" to "Quantity Rates".

Salance of schedule approved without cﬂange.

Rules Nos. T~l, T-2; T=3, T~4 T-§. T=6, T-7. I-8, T-9

Approved without change.

Rules Nos, T-10, T-11, T-12, T-13, T-14, T-15, T-16

Approved without change.
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fule No, T-17 ~ Meter Tests, etc.

In Sections B2 and B3 replace the words “subject to review" with
"subject to approval”, '

Rule No., T-18 « Supply to Separate Premises and Resale of Water

Change to read as follows:

"Where the Company has adequate service facilities to supply separate
premises, such separate premises, even though owned by the same customer,
will not be supplied with water through the same connection or meter.

"Unless specially agreed upon, the customer shall not resell any
of the water received by him from the Company."

Rule No, 1 = Definitions, Ditch System

Approved without change,

Rule No, 2 - Description of Service

In Section A, delete "A limited amount of" and commence the statement
with "Water".

Rules Nos. 3, &4, 5, 6, 7, 8,9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15

Approved without change.

Rule No, 16 - Foints of Delivery and Customers! Facilities

Delete last sentence of first paragraph in Part 1.

No. 17 = Meter Tests, etc,

Following Section Bl add a section to read:

If, in the case of metered service of untreated water, the meter, upon
test as herein provided, is found not to register, or to register less
than 75% of the actual consumption, an average bill, or a b»ill for the
water consumed but not covered by the bills previously rendered for a
period not to exceed three months, may be rendered to the customer by the
Company, subject to approval by the Public Utilities Commission of the
State of California, provided that if the actual period of error exceeds
three months and the pericd can be definitely determined, the correction
o be made may cover such actual period, subject to approval by the
Public Utilities Commission.

Change Section B2 to read "Section B3" and replace the words "subject
to review" with "subject to approval'.”

No. 18

Approved without change. -




A~3LLLY ET

ATTACHMENT 1

LIST OF APPEARANCES

For Applicant: Ralph W. DuVal, John C. Morrissey and T, L, Chamberlain.

For Protestants: Karl O. Bayless, for City of Lincoln; Arthur W. Nicholls,
for Dutch Flat Water Works; Merlin Lay, for Neadow-Vista County Water
District; Robinson and Robinson by D. R. Robinson, for City of Auburn
and for Birdsall Olive Oil Company; F, L. Sinclair, for County of
Placer; Edson.Abel, for Placer County Farm Bureau, California Farm
Bureau Federation and Placer County Vater Users Association; Frank
Gillio, for City of Colfax; Paul Leutnecker, in propria personna;
William D, Bethell, for Placer County Water Users Association; Leland
J. Propp and Vaughan, Paul & Lyons by Reginald L. Vaughan, for Placer
County Water Users Association; L. DeWitt Spark, for City of Hoseville;
V. E. Simpson, in propria personna; Awust Gerard, for Morgan Tract
Water Association; Daniel J, Hippins, for City of Lincoln.

For Commission Sta.i‘i": William C. Bricca, Harold J. MeCarthy and Carol
T. Coffey.




