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Decision No. 65404 -------
BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF !HE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

In the Matter of the Application of ) 
!..'WERNESS 'WATER COMPANY, a corporation,) 
for Authority to Increase its Rates ) 
and Charges for its ~ater System ) 
scrv-ing the Community of Inverness and) 
Adjacent Territory in Marin County. ) 

) 

Application No. 44221 
(Filed February 27, 1962) 

Bacigalupi, Ell~s & Salinger, by William C. Fleckles, 
~r applicant. 

John G. Fall, John H. Gollow, Rollin R .. Winslow, 
Mrs. Anna Bruc km3n, Dona Id !1. Patterson 7 Jr .. , 
Troy K. Everhart, ~udd Boynton, James M .. Grant; 
protestan~s, all appearing for themselves. 

E .. ~~arren McGuire and Richard Godino, for County 
ox Marin, interested party. 

Cyril M. s.~royan and Robert 'W. Beardslee, for the 
commission staff. 

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

Proceeding 

This application was heard before Examiner Coffey at 

!nvcrness on September IS, 19,25 and 26,1962. It was submitted ~ 

Decc~bar 3, 1962, upon the receipt of concurrent briefs. Copies of 

the application and notice of hearing were served in accordance wi:h 

the Commission's procedural rules. 

Applicant presented four exhibits and testimony by tl1ree 

witnesses in support of its request for authority to inerease its 

rates and charges for water service in the unincorporated communitics 

of Inverness a'Qd Seahaven and adjacent territory in Marin Co\mty. 

Four witnesses from the Commissi~ s:aff presented the results of 

:heir independent study aXld investigation of the applicant's 

operations. Seventeen public witnesses testifie<i relative to. their 
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~iSsatisfaetion with the service of the utility or in oPPOsition to 

the requested increase in rates. 

System and Service Area 

Applicant is a wholly owned subsidiary of Citizens 

Utilities Company (Citizens Delaware) with headquarters at Stamford, 

Connecticut, and is, together w1:t:h nine other California water 

service companies, an affiliate of the· Citizens Utilities Company of 

California (Citizens California), with headquarters at Red4fng~ 

California. Certain of the accounting, engineering and administra­

tive services are performed for the applicant at both the S~ord 

and Redding offices. The Water Department of Citizens California 

and the affiliated water service companies are administered from 

an office in North Sacramento. Management of the Inverness Water 

Company is exercised through the Guerneville District office of 

Citizens California. One employee lives. and is utilized full time 

in the Inverness area. 

Utility service is rendered by ewo unconnected water 

systems which are separated about one-third mile. The original 

Inverness system~ installed before 1900 and subsequently enlarged 

and repiped, and the Seahaven system, constructed in 1949, were 

purchased from their owners in 1958 and consolidated under a 

proprietorship dOing business as the Inverness Water Company _ 'The 

ownership of these utility properties waS transferred in 1960 to 

the Inverness Water Company, a California COrpOration. In the same 

year all of the shares of this corporation were purchased by 

Citizens Delaware. 

!he sources of water in the Inverness system are six 

diversions from small perennial streams in the ravines above the 
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$ervice 3rea and three wells drilled by the applica:t. One well, 

in First Valley, yields 20 gallons per minute and two wells, in 

Second Valley,yield together from 25 to 40 gallons per mfnu~e. 

Storag.e capacity in excess of 191·,000 gallons is provide4 by eleven 

tanks and one reservoir. Water for the Seahaven system, produced 

by a stream diversion and horizontal drillfngs, is stored in five 

tanks and rescrloirs whose capacity exceeds 60,000 gallons. As of 

December 31, 1961, there were 339 customers on both systems, of 

whom 40 were served by the Seahaven system •. 

A2plicant's Request and Rate Proposal 

Applicant's present tariffs provide for annual 'metered 

and flat ~ates for service from the Inverness system and for 

permanent and seasonal metered and flat rate service from the 

Seahaven system. Applicant completed the metering, of all flat 

rate service connections by the· end of 1960 and now provides 

serJice only under metered tariff schedules. Inverness customers 

pay an ~nnua1 charge in advance and are billed monthly for 

consumption in excess of 400 cubic feet. Seabaven'eustomers are 

b11:ed monthly aeeord1~g to use. Applicant proposes to bill 

Seahaven cu~tomers under the Annual General Metered Service eariff 

which has heretofore b~en applicable only to Inverness customers, 

to increase the Inverness annual gener31 metered rates, and to 

discontinue currently authorized tariffs for the Seabaven tariff 

area, for seasonal services" and for flat rates. Applicant also 

proposes a monthly pu~lic fire hydrant rate of $1.50 per by4rant. 

At present applicant charges $0.50 per month per hy~rant although 

~he utility has neither a t3rif: nor a contract therefor on file 

-w'"l.th this Commission. 
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The' following table summarizes applicant's present and 

proposed rates: 

.. 
o 

: 

PRESENT AND PROPOSED RATES 

Item 

Inverness Tariff Area 

Meter Rates: 

First 
Next 
Over 

400 cu.ft. or less . . • • .. • . 
600 cu.ft .. , per 100 cu.ft ... 

1,000 cu.ft., per 100 cu.ft •• 

Minimum Charge: 

For 5/8 x 3/4-inch meter .. .. .. ~ .. • 
For 3/4-inch meter • • • • .. • .. .. 
For l-inch meter .. .. .. • • • 
For 1~-1nehmeter • .. .. .. .. .. 
For 2~ineh meter • .. • .. • .. 

Seahaven Tariff Area. 

Meter Rates: 

·400 cu.ft .. or less ....... l-°1rst 
Next 
Next 
Next 
Next 
Next 

100 cu.ft., per 100 eu.ft •••. 
500 eu.ft .. , per 100 eu .. 'ft •• 
500cu.ft., per 100 cu.£t .• 

1,500 cu.ft., per 100 cu.ft ...... 
3,000 cu.ft., per 100 eu.ft .• 

Minimum Charge: 

For 5/8 x 3/4-inch meter • .. • .. .. • 
For 3/4-inch meter .. • • • .. .. 
For I-inch meter • • • • .. • .. . 
For 1~-inch meter .. .. .. .. .. . 

.. Rates : 
~--~~~~~~ : Present :Pro2Rsed: 

Per Meter Per l<1onth 

$ 2 .. 2'> 
.30 
.2'> 

'$ 7.00 
.95 

, .80 

Per Meter Per Year 

27.00' 
30.00 
42.00 
78·.00 

120.00 

84.00 
95.00' 

135.00 
250.00'1 
380.0Q.;:' 

Per Meter Per MOnth 

$ 2.50 $ 7 .. 00 
.. 95 

.40 .95 

.40 .80 

.30 .80 

.20 .. 80 

Per Meter Per Year 

30.00 
39.00 
60.00 

10S.oo 

84.00 
95.00 

135.00 
250 .. 00 

At Seahaven 'the average metered 1DOnthly sale of 565 cubic .."...­

feet of water presently costs $2.76 per month and would cost under ~ 

proposed rates $8.57~ an increase of 210 percent. In Inverness the ~ 

average metered monthly- sale of 552 cubic feet of water presently ~ 

costs. $2.71 and would cost under proposed rates $8.44, an increase 

of 211 percent .. 

-4-



, . 
A. 44221 , ' 

' . 
. ' 

i • .' , 

. ~ .' 

Results of Operation 

From Exhibi~ 10 are the following estimates of the results 

of operation made by the applicant and the staff under both present 
, 

and proposed rates: 
, ,r. 

.. .. .. . 
: 

SUMMARY OF EARNINGS 
Yea.r 1962 Estimated 

Item 

Operating Revenues 

Operating Expenses: 
Cpr. & Maintenance Exp. 

. Adm. & Gen. & Misc. Exp. 
Taxes Other Than on Income 
Depreciation-Book 
Income Taxes 

Total Op~rating Exp .. 

Net Revenu.e 

Depreciate4 Rate Base 

Rate of Return 

: Present Ra'tes : Proposed Rates : 
: ePOe : CPUC . . 
:Applicant: Staff :Applieant: Staff : 

$ 13,125 $ 13,050 $ 41,388 $- 40,250 

10,476 9,250 10,476 9,250 
2,737 3,370 2,737 3,370 
2,470 1,899 2,470 1,899 
5,161. 5,446 5,161 5,446 

100; 100 6 z9S4 4 z110 
20,944 20,065 27"ga. 24,073" 

.. 

(LtS±;g) (],015) 13,590 ·16,175 

209,700 202,200 209,700 202,200 

~. '~"') (3.477 .. ) 6...481- 8.00% 

(Red Figure) 

Staff estimates of reven~e under present rates are lower 

than applicant's as a result of the s~ff assumption of higher 

revenue per customer being offsli!'t by the reco1gnition of a lower 

number of meter rate customers in applicant's records. The latter 

factor, in the main, aceounts for the staff es~imates of revenue 

under proposed rates being lower than those of applicant. 

Applieant's estimate of operating and maintenance expenses 

is approximately $1~200. higher than tha1: of· the staff. This mainly 

r~su1ted from the a.pplicant·' s estimate that a fair annual allocation 

of the salary of the G~rneville District m.an.ager ~o1ou14 be $1,200, 

,or,.;hile the staff adopte4 the atlount actually being charged to 

applicant. 
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Exhibit 6 presented the results of the staff's audit 

conducted at the headquarters office'in Stamford relative to charges 

incurred by Citizens Delaware, a portion of which are passed on to 

California operations in the form of construction overheads, mutual 

service charges, and other expenses.. Based on. results of the au41t, 

the staff recommended that all direct charges be elfminated from the 

tll'U.tu.:ll serv'ice accounts. It recommended also that the percentage 

additives to Cnliforn1a construction be reduced from 5 percent ~o 

~ percent for Stamford office construction overheads, .and from 

3 percent to l~ percent for Redding office construction overheads. 

In 1961, application of the recommendations of the staff wouldbave 

increased the allocations to ,california affiliates' by $2,795 and 

the'allocation to all California operations by '$9,284. 

Taking into account the foregoing audit and recommenda­

tions, the staff estimated the mutual service charge portion of 

administration and general expense to be $1,042 greater than that . 
estimated by applicant.. The effeee of this amount on the clifference 

between applicant and st~ff estimates of administration and general 

e~ense was offset by lower .staff estimates of regulatory eomn;ts,sicn 

expenses and outside service employed .. 

The difference between the staff an4 ~he applicant's 

estimates of taxes other than on income is due to the staff having 

available the 1962-63, assessed valuations, whereas the applicant 

did not, and the staff adjustment of plant as wi:Ll be noted below. 

The staff estimate of depreCiation exp~se after reflecting 

adjustments for rnte base modifications was $285 more than that 

estimated by applicant. The staff developed and applied a higher 

~cpree1at1on rate to a L~rger gross depreciable plant,. which reflects 
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the unrecorded original coSt of the Seahaven system. Applicant was 

not aware that cost of the Seahaven plant bad not been included in 

the books of the predecessor company. 

Applicant's estimate of income taxes under proposed rates 

exceeds ~hc s~aff estimate by $2,844. The staff estimate included 

depreciation expense for income tax on an "as paid" basis and 

included an estimated interest expense deduction based on the capital 

stt'UCture of Citizens Delaware. 

The staff depreciated rate base is lower than that of 

applicant by $7,500. The staff eliminated two wells, one in the 

amount of $9,838 as imprudent and the second 11l the amount of $2,072 

as nonoperative. These amounts, together with no allow~nce for 

working cash and a smaller allowance for materials and supplies, 

are partially offset by higher estimates than those of the applicant 

of plant and depreciation reserve. ~7e f:!.nd that applicant 1s in 

need of increased revenues. 

Administration and General Expense 

The staff estimated that 3 total of $9,393 would be 

expended by applicant in connection with three associated rate 

proceedings now pending before the Commission (A.44209·, Guerneville; 

A.44210, Montara; A.44221, Inve:rness). It concluded that 14 percent 

of this amount, or $1,315 should be allocated ~o Inverness as 

re~latory commiSSion expense over a five-year period. Applicant 

estimated a total of $22,930 for the three proceedings. Of this 

amount its legal fees, all bandle<i by the same law firm, would be 

in the neighborhood of $10,000 fn contrast with the seaff estimate 

of $2,960 for legal expenses. ConSidering the extended hearings on 

this and the Guerneville matters, the request of Citizens California 
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that the Monta~a proceecing be dismissed without hearing~ and the 

inclusion of salaries of officials in the mutual service expense 

allocation, we find that $350 is .'1 reasonable amount to allow in 

th~test year for regulatory eotcm1ssion expense. 

Applicant took exception to the .."llowance by the staff of 

one-tenth of a large ~xpense ($4~129) ~itb a low probability of 

recurrence for outside service relative to another procee41ng of 

this applicant before this Comm.ission (Case No. 7019). Awlicant 

arguec that a five-year amortization period conforms more to that 

extended write-o=f period generally accepted by tbose in the rate 

making process. The all~~8nce in a test: year to make the utility 

whole over a period of time for large, relatively infrequent, 

expences is properly based on the anticipated frequency of 

recurrence and not on any period which is arbitrary and "acceptable': 

we find the s~aff allowance reasonable. 

Taxes Other ~~n on Income 

At the h~arin& applicant's witness testified that recen~ly 

received 1962-63 tax rates would require the payment of $1,800 for 
I ' i 

ad valorem taxes, in contrast with the staff estimate of $1,636 

based on the application of the before then only available 1961-62 

tax rates. We will include in our adopte4 results an allowance for 

the bigher actual taxes to b~ paid. 

'I'a~es on Income 

Citizens California, as well 3S the other California 

affiliates, is wholly owned by Citizens Del.aware. there are no 

minority Stocy~older interest groups. All stock and notes of 

Ci:izens Ca11for:ia and tac California affiliates are held by 

Citizens Delaware. The:average year 1961 equity-debt ratios for 
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Citi'zens Delaware's consolidated capi~al structure w""s 44 perceu~ 

equity and 56 percent debt. The over-all effective interest rate 

was 4.65 percent. To deve~op the staff's estimated interest expense 

for income tax est~tes, Citizens Delaware's capital ratio ~as 

applied to :he average capital of Citizens California divisions 
, 

and/or districts and affiliates. !be interest expense was 

c~lculated by applying the effeetive interest rate of 4.65 percent 

to the calculated average debt. 

A witness for applicant made no'allowance for any interest 

ceduction in estimating inco~ taxes for the reason that applicant 

would not pay, beginning in 1962,. any interest to Citizens Delaware 

through w~cm ii: secuxoes all its financing in the form of open 

account advances. Applicant's witness relied on his understanding 

that ;,t was a long-sUtnding policy of this Commission as expressed 

by Decision No. 46472 (A.31842) that capitalization and cost of 

money of the parent would be disregarded in calculations of· 

allawab1e retu'rns.. He further implied that, if the Commission were 

i:O adopt the staff poSition, Citizens Delaware gight file consoli­

eatcd fed<:?ral inco:ac t..:x returns. Applicant's witness further took 

the position that this Commission in its DeciSion ~o. 62585 (Case 

~:o. 6148) bad adopted the theory that "rates should be determined 

on the basis of the tax which a utility actually pays" and finally 

that the staff had not correctly calculated its proposed adjus~t. 

Decision No. 46472 de~lt with the opinion that the market 

?ricc of Citizens Delaware's securities and the terms under which 

they were issued or at which they are being tradec! on the market 

do not provide a measure of the value of California properti~s fo~ 
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the determination of rates to be charged for California service or 

of the return which should 'be authorize4 for an investment 1n 

California properties. Decision No. 62585 dealt with the issue of 

liberalized depreciation for income taxes~ The issue here is 

whether the relative capital Structure of the parent corporation 

should be substituted for that of its subsidiary in the calculation 

of income taxes to be allowed zor rate maldng purposes. In. view of 

the fact that applicant bas obtained the bulk of its Capital 

requirements from the parent corpor:ltion, and that tbe sources of 

such funds are not identifiable and must be considered as coming 

from the parent's general corporate funds, we find it reasonable, 

in the manner followed by the staff, to substieute the relative 

ca?ital structure of the parent for the capital structure of the 

subsidiary for the purpose of determining income eaxes. The 

benefits of income tax reductions which the parent derives from 

3 represe~tative c~pital structure will then be shared with applica~~ 

a~d itc customers. 

Utility Plant 

Durin.g the first eighteen months that applicant was owne<: 

by Citizens Delaware, utility plant increased from $91,091 to 

$239,820, an increase of ove~ 160 percent. In addi~ion ~o the 

addi~ions for me~ers, services, hydrants, pumping, and water 

treaemcn~, the larges~ plant increases were in wells and associQted 

cc;.u1pment, tankS and mains. Applican~ alleges that s1:orage facil­

ties were greatly improved by the replacement of a lO,OOO~gallon. 

redwood tank and the addition of a 120,OOO-gallon steel tank to 

~ervc the Inverness syst~ and ~he installation of an edded 20,000-

gallon tank ~n storage capacity for the Seahaven system. Well site~ 

-10-



• r • .A. ·44221 SD' 

-;.1cre p'lX'cha~ed and :hree adcIitional wells "'N'Cre drillecI, one in 

First Valley and two in Second Valley, according to applicant's 

witnes5, to increase the reliability of water supply to the 

Inverness system~ Ten thousand feet of'4-inch line were installed 

to eor~ect the spring sources ~o ~he distribution system. Over 

6,000 feet of 6-inch main were installed, connecting the water 

resources of First and Secon4 Valleys. It was ~st1mate4 by 

applicant r c witnccs that :b.e new tr:Lnsmission line eliminated SO 

to 60 percent of the water losses. 

The staff eliminated from rate base, as nonoperative, a 

well which had origin:l~ly served the Seahaven area with highly 

mineralized w8.eer, th~ cause of m.s.ny customer complaints. In 1960 

a chemical test indicated this water was unfit for drinking. In 

1955, springs were developed to supply the a:cs and this well 

became standby equipment .. 

The staff also el~inated from rate base, as imprudent, the 

secon~ well drilled in Second Valley since it was drilled within 50 

yards of the first well, each well production being alleged to be 

lS gallons Per ~inute, and since eata available ~o company in4ieate~ 

~nfavor4ble proGuc~1on. Water froe these wells is of inferior 

quzlity and extensive capital ad4itions are required before this 

water can meet the Public Health Deparemen:'s standards. 

Public witnessec and their representatives protested that 

the wells and equipment ~ First ~ne $ccone V~llcys'and the 120,000-

gallon steel storage tank were imprudent ,and should not be included 

~n the ~ate base. Witness for applicant testified that he was 

advised in 1959 t~: custo~ers were continually ~ving their ~3ter 

service interrup~ed es a resu!t of short~ge of water supply_ A 
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public witness who bad charge of the Inverness Water Works from 

1939 through 1958 testified that Quring his experience of 40 years 

the springs ~d always produced ample water for domestic use. 

Testimony indicates that the shortages were due to limitations of 

distribution and transmission facilities frGm the sources of supply 

rather than shortages of water supply .. , 

Analysis of this record indicates that during the peak' 

month of consumption in 1961 the springs 6~rving the Inverness 

system produced not less than 2-2/3 times the water· sales tn the 

system. Further, existing storage se~g the Inverness area, 

without the 120,OOO-gallon tank installed by applicant, was 

sufficient. to stor~ more than the entire average daily water 

consumption during the peak month of' ,consumption 1n1961.. In 

addition, water is being produced. from, six independent diversions. 

It is highly improbable that all diversions will fail at once. 

Inasmuch as the' issue has, been raised, we find applicant 

has not demonstrated on this record that all of its additions to 

plant since Julyl, 1960, have prudently been insulled as plant 

used and useful in rendering public u~1lity water service to 

customers in the Inverness and Seabaven areas. We f\1r~her find 

that the rate base for the purposes of this decision should not 

include amountS for the four wells and associated items discussed 

above, nor an amount for the l20,OOO-gallon steel tank. 

Raee of Return 

Applicant requested rates wh!ch under its showing would 

have resulted in a rate of return of 6.5 percent. 

A staff witness testified that after conSidering (8) rates 

of return heretofore authorized by this Commission, (b) reported 
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earnings o~ common stock equity of other water utilities, (c) the 

changes in eff~ct!ve interest rates, (d) the percen~age of 4ebt in 

relation to common Stock equity, and (e) rates of return requested 

'by the applicant, he was of the opinion that the re'tUrn On rate 

base of the California water operations of .Citizens Utilities 

Company should range from 6.5 percent to· 6.8 percent. He did not 

make a specific recommendation as to the rate of return for the 

applicant. 

Protestants urged that a rate of return be allowed 1n 

ke.eping with the number of consumers and their ability to pay. 

Protestants argued that since Citizens Delaware could .borrow funds 

at 4.5 percent that applicant would be in effect a "Golden Goose" 

if. a return of 6.5 percent were allowed every time an 3ppl:Lca.t1on 

is filed. TN.hile the record demonstrates that 56 percent of the 

capitalization of Citizens Delaware is long-term debt at an 

effective interest rate at the end of 1961 of 4.65 percent, this 

argument neglects the fact that 44 percent of the capital1z.at:ion of 

Citizens Delaware is common stock equity upon which applicant is 

entitled to earn a higher return. 

Service and Rates 

In addition to the foregoing matters,' public witnesses 

complained of low wa~er pressure, turbidity of water, excessive 

chlorination, serviCing of complafnes"and billing practices. In 

addition, CUSeomers from the Seahaven area reques~ed that two tariff 

a!:'eas be retained since most of the recent improvements bad been 

ma4e in the lnverne S8 area. 

Although late-filed Exhibit 14 indicates that SUbstantial 

icprovements were effected just' prior to and during the he~rings on 

this applicat10n~ which relate to and. sa.tisfy many of the .foregoing 
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complaints, per~odic reports will be required by applicant to insure 

further improvement. 

Because of proximity, terrain,. t~ of system, community· 

of interest, and other factors, we find it reasonable that the 

Seahaven and Inverness systems be consolidated for rat~ making 

purposes. 

The staff made specific recomnenda tions regarding fire 

protection tariff schedules, measurement and record keeping of 

sources of supply, facilities map, pressure reduction, and optional 

payment of bills on a mO!."lthly basis which we fin<l to be in the 

public interest .. 

Adopted Results 

The Commission finds that the estimates as set forth below 

of operating revenues under the rates and charges as herein 

authorized, expenses, including taxes and depreciation, and the 

rate base for the year 1962 reasonably represent the results of 

applicant's operations for the purposes of this decision: 

Operating Revenues 

Operating Expenses: 
OpeX'.. & Maintenance Expenses 
Adm .. & Gen. & Misc. Exp. 
Taxes Other Than on Income 
Depreciation-Book 
Income Taxes 

Tota.l Operating Expenses 

Net Revenue 

Rate Base 

Rate of Return 

$ 26,450 

9,250 
3,455 
1,613 
4,284 

408 

$ 19,010 

$ 7,440 

$160,000 

4.657. 

A?p11cant has over a short period of tfme made large additions to 

plant: apparently without conSidering the r.Eu:e impact on present 
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consumers and substantially in excess of the needs of present 

consumers~ and normal growth.. Applicant' 5 witness waS afforded 

reasonable opporeunity to fully justify on the record all plant 

additions. Applicant's showing is not convincingtbe additions 

were in all instances prudently'made in the interest of present 

conSumers. We are of the opinion that an increase of the magnitude 

sought: is not justified and if granted would place an ,unreaSOt1A~le 

burden upon applicantrs customers. Rates to be charged by a utility 

must be reasonable from the standpoint of the consumer as well as to 

the utility. Where rates would otherwise exceed a reasonable level 

the utility must be content with a smaller return until such time 

as economic conditions and demand for service will support a better 

return. We shall authorize rates which are designed to produce an 

increase of '~ll)prox1mately 100 percent in gross revenues.. We find 

a rate of return of 4.65 percent when related to the adopted rate 

base is fair and reasonable for the purposes of this decision~ Such 

~ rceurn will retmburse Citizens Delaware for ~~S imbedded capital 

costs. 

We find, therefore, that the increases in rates and 

charges authorized herein are justified and reasonable, and that 

~he presene raees and charges, insofar as they differ therefrom, 

are for ehe future unjUSt and unreasonable. 

The rates authorized herein'will result in an increase in 

annual gross revenue of approxi.rnately. $13,400~or about. 103 percent. 
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The typical residential customer's monthly bill will increase from 

$2.76 to $5.64 at Seahaven and from $2.71 to $5.56 in Inverness. 

ORDER -----'-" 

IT IS ORDERED tba t : 

1. Inverness Water Company .is authorized to file with this 

Commission~ after the effective date of this order and in conformity 

with General Order No. 96-A, the schedu1e~ of rates attached to this 

order as Appendix A and" upon not: less than. five days r . notice to 'the " 

Commission and to the public, to make such rates effective f.or i~ ."'" 

service rendered on and after June 16, 1963. 

2. Within sixty days after the effective date of this order, 

applicant shall file with the Commission four copies of a compre­

henSive map drawn to an indicated seale of not more than 400 feet 

to the inch, delineating by appropriate markings the various tracts 

of land and territory served; the p~ineipal water production, 

storage, and distribution facilities; and the location of the 

various water system properties of applicant. 

3. Beginning with the year 1963, applicant shall use the 

depreciation rates shown in Table 9-Ao£ EXhibit No.~·of the 

instant proceeding. These rates shall be used. until: a review 

indicates that they should be ~evised. Applicant shall review the 

depreCiation rates when major changes in plant composi1:ion occur 

and' for each plant account (spreading the original COS1: of the ?lant, /' 

less estimeted future net salvage and depreCiation reserve, over the ~ 

remaining life of the plant) at intervals of not ~ore than five 
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years. Results of these reviews shall be s~bmitted to the 

Commission. 

4. On or before July 31"1963,, applicant s:utll file with 

this Commission & re?o=t setting forth all service complaints 

receive4 froe its customers betwee~ December 31" 1962 and July 1, 

1963. Said report shall set forth the action taken to satisfy each 
cO'Olplaint, the el~psed time 'from the making ,of the .complaint until 

the disposition of the complaint, ,an explanation ,of the statuS of 

any unresolved complaints and an explana~ion of the need for a 

period in excess of 24 hours to satisfy any complaint. Applicant 

shall thereafter file with this C~ssion five coasecutive half- ~ 
yearly reports" within thirty calendar days after January 1 and 

July 1 of each year. 

S. On or before July f, 1963" applicant sr...all submit: a 

written report acceptable :0 the Co:cmission as to the operation, 

inspection and ~intenance of its chlorination equipment in a 
I 

manner to meet public health requirements and to minimize excessive 

chlorination of the supply. 

6. On or ~efore July 1, 1963" a~plicant shall file ~th the 

Commission, a report setting forth its recommendations of a program 

designed to control turbidity of water produced. 

7. On or before July 1, 1965, appl~cant shall file with the 

CommiSSion a report setting forth a program to provide measurement 

devices for each source of supply and to keep appropriate records 

of water produced_ 

-17-
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8. On or before July 1, 1963, applicant shall install a 

pressure reducer to provide service to the homes tn the vicinity of 

Lower Seabaven tank from Upper tank, and shall advise the Commission 

in writing of said installation within te"4 .days af.ter completion 

thereof. 
I 

The effective date of this' order shall be fifteen days 

after the date hereof. 

-Da ted at s.'l.n Fmnd3e<S 

day of --_-oioi.I_:: ..... ~ ___ ,1963. 

-18-

, California, this 

·C01ilD18s1oners 

CO::"':j:;:;io!lcr Zvcrctt c. MCXC3ZC. being 
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1n :tJ:o ~:;P.O:;! tiol:l 0: ~:; ;pro coo<: 1..,... 
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APPI.ICAB n.IT"! 

APrnmIX A 
Page 1 or 4 

Schedule No.. 1A 

ApplieabltS. to all metered wa.ter serviee i'u--n:tshed. on an .annual ('l') 
bas1:r. (T) 

TERRITOR'l 

RATES 
Per Meter 
Per !1onth 

Mont~ Quantity &l.tes: 

First ~OO ou-tt. or le$~ • • .. .. .. - . . . 
Next:. 600 cu • .f't." per 100 <:u.:t:t ........ .. 
Over. 1,000 eu.£t." per 100 cu.£t. . .. . 

For S/8 x 314-ioeh meter • • · .. . .. . 
'For .3/~-ineh meter • .. . . .. .. .. 
For l-inch meter • • · . . .. .... 
For . l~inch meter .. • • • . .. .. 
For 2-inch. meter .. . . . . . . . . 

$ 4.6,5 
.60 .so-

Per Y.eter 
PerY~ 

$ 5$.80 
72.00 

108.00 
174.00 
252 .. 00 

The A.....nual !v'.:il'lim= Charge will entitle th" 
C\lStomer to the quantity ot wa:ter eaeh month 
whieh one tweJ.1"th ot the a"""aJ min:1lm.lm 
cil:lrgo 'Will purcilase at the Monthly Qwm,tity 
Rat-M. 

SPECIAL CorroI'I'ION'S 

1. Tho a.."mtW. miIUr.t1=. eharge a.pplies to 3erviee during tbe 
12-l1'Ionth period eornr.leneing J:muary l 3M is due in a.c.vanee. I!' a. 
lX'rm:ulent :-es1dent ot the arc.'l b.a.:5 'oeen a C'I.l3tomer o! the utility 
tor a.t le:J.St 12 month:::" he may elect" at the begi""jng. ot the 

(Continue<i) 

(I) 

('3:) 

('!) 

(N) 

1 
(N) 



SPECm CONDITIONS (COntir.uad) 

APm.1JIX A 
Page 2 01' lL 

calcnc1ar yoar? to pZ'J prorat-,d ~xr. cllolr~os in ~evanco ~t 
intervw or le:'3 th.an one year (monthly-, b:.iJnonthly or quarterly) 
in accord.ance with the utilityfs esta.bllihed b1llin~ poriod.s tor 
water used i:l. exce:;s or the monthly .a.llow=ce '1mdcr the annual 
l'IIi:c.innlm charge. When rr.cters are re.;.d bimonthly or ~rl;r? the 
charge ~...ll be computed by dO'l:bling 0:- trip"J..ing, respectively, the 
n~er or c:ub1c 1'~et to ';4'hich each. bloek rate is applie.able on A 
monthly basia. 

2. The ope:Ung b:Ul for metered. service, except. upon 
convereion trom :nat rate service, shall be the est:l.blished. annual. 
:m:5.:o.imI.l:m charg¢ for the se:-vice. "vJhere ini:ti.:l ::;er'V1ee 1::; es~l1::;hod 
after the first day ¢r ~rr:r y~, the :portion of such annual ch.a.rg~ 
appliea.ble to the current year ::hall 'oe dctmn:1l:.ed by multiplying 
the o.."ln1:al e!l.:rge by one thrce ... ~cd-s~j"-fi1"':.h (1/36$) of the 
n'lJlnbcr of days re:r.aining ~ the ea.1or.clar y~:Jr. The .balance of the 
payment of the initial .al'l."lW c.i.;,rge sMll l;)e erCY'..ited against the 
eh.arge::; for the succeeding -lnn".oJ period. Ii.' service is not 
continued tor at le.a.:;t one yeu .after the d.ate of i:c:1t1Al S-Errviee, 
no r~£ur.d of the initiaJ. llrIllual charges shaD. be due the eu.~er. 

(N') 

(N) 
• 
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Schedule :':0. 4 

PRIVATE FIRE PROTECTION SERVICE -
A?PtICAB I!.I't"'£ 

Applicable 'to .all water service ~hed to privately cwned. 
fire pro~ct.ion sy5te::l3. 

TERRITORY 

RATE - Per Nonth 

For ~eh inch o! eiameter o! service coxmection __ • $l.SO 

SPECIAl CO~1DITIONS 

1. 1'he 'tire protection service connection sh.all be installed by 
the utility anel. the cost paid by the applicant. Such pa~ent sh3ll not 
be subject to refund. 

2. ~e l1linim\m1 diameter for tire protection service shall 'be two 
inches~. ~d the man."'Il'Wll diameter sM.ll be not more than the diameter ot 
the m.Un to which the service is connec-tc<i. 

3. If' a distr1bution ma.in ot ac!eq,ua.te size to serve a private 
tire protection sys~ in addition to all other nor.n:tl service does not 
exi::st in the street or alley adjacent to the prc1T'.isos * 'be ~erved-, ' 
then a service main 1'ro:n. the neare:!lt e>:i:sting :n.ain or .ad~to ca:p.aeity 
shall be instilled by the ut:tl1ty .:me. the cost paid. 'by 't.b.e a.~lie:mt. 
Such p~ent shall not be subject to refund. 

4.. Service he::e'\mG.or 1: for p::1va.te £1:0 protection systems to 
which no connections t<:!r other tb.an tire protection purposes are .a.llO"N'ed 
:lnd which s:re regularly 1:lspe~ by the underwriters ha.Vin~ j'Utisdiction~ 
are in:3tallcd a.ccol"d.ing to specitica.tionz ot the utilitY' ~ ~ tArO 
mAintained to the satisi"aC'tion o! the utility. '!'he utility ~ 1n$-:a.ll 
the st:tncL:.rci detector type ::teter a,pr¢Ved by the Bo.ard. ot F:i:c U=CXY.I:"iter= 
tor protect.ion aga!r.::to the==t~ lc:lk:l.ge or waste of water .;mel the eo::;t pa.id. 
'Qy the appliCAnt. Such payment sh..all not oc subject to re!\md. 

$. The utility 'Will supply only such water ~t SI.leh pressure a.:J lIlJ'J:I 
be aVaila'b1e from t:i:ne t¢ time 43 a. result o£ its nor.:n.al :¢pe:'.a.tion of 
the system. 

", 
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APPLICABILITY 

APPENDIX A 
Page 4 o! 4 

Schedule No. S 

POBLIC ~ HYDRANT SERVICE 

Applic3.ble to- all tire hydrant service !'um1shed to mun1cipili tie:; T 

duly organized £u-e wtricts and other pol1t1eaJ. subdivisions of the 
State. 

TERRITORY 

Inverncs:;, Drakes Bay .and vic:1nity, Marin County. 

RATES 

For each wharf type hydrant • • 
For each standard. hydrant • • • 

SPECIAL CONDITIONS 

. . . . • • • • • • 4# . . . . . . . 
Per Month 

$ l.oo 
1.SO 

1. For wa.t.er delivered. for other tlwl tire protection purposes" 
charge:: :shall 'be made a.t the quantity ra.tes Wlder Schedule No. lA, 
Amlut!l General Metered Service. 

2. 1'l:e cost of :1llstaJ.la.tion and majnten;I%lCC of hydrants s~ 'be 
borne by the utility • 

.3. Relocation of :my llyc!rant sh.al.l be at the expense of the party 
request~~g relocation. 

4. Fire hydrants :;ha.ll be attached to the util:1:ty'::; distribution 
ma.ins upon receipt o! proper authorization !rcm the ~ppropria.te public 
authority_ Such author1z:a.tion shall designate 'the type and the size 
of hyQrant and the spec1£ie loeation at which each is to be. installed.. 

S. The utility will supply only =ueh w3.ter a.t. such pres=ure .as may 
be available ;£rom 'time to t:1me as a result of its normal. operation of 't.he 
systc:r_ . 


