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Decision No. 

BEFO?E '!BE PUB1..IC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF rae STAlE OF CAtIFOR.o."'n:.A 

In the Matter of the Application ) 
of CITIZENS UTILITIES COMPANY OF ) 
CAl.IFORNIA. ;,1 corporation" for ) 
authority t~ increase its rates ) 
and charges for water service to ) 
Guerneville,. Rio N!do, Guernewood ) 
Park, Northwood and Monte -P..i<> and ) 

Application No. 44209 
Filed February 21, 1962 

adjacent terri~ory in Sonoma ) 
County. ) 

Bacigalupi, Elkus & Salinger, by William G. Fleeklc!, 
fo:- applicant. 

George W. E. Wooldridgc, R. E. Sigzins, Gunner G. 
Gunhc!m and H~ aoyer, in propria personae; 
Jacqueline Tinney, for Mrs. Ruth Tinney, Mr. and 
and Mrs. F. R. Robinson, Mr. and 1-1rs. B. Farrell, 
Mr. and lvirs. C- Ferrando, Mr. and Mrs. Violet 
Sibilia and self; Arthur F. Fitzgerald, for 
Russian PJlver Inn; viola Veronaa, tor Villa 
Grande residents; Richard L. Burdon, for Ray 
Wilkerson and self; and w. S. HOdges, for 
Villa Grande summer resioents and self, prot­
estants. 

Edna Jewcll and George Munk, in propria. personae; 
and vI. s. Bodies,. for villa Grande summer resi­
dents ana sel , interested parties. 

Cyril M. Saro'lan and Robert W. Beardslee, for the 
CommiSsion staff. ' 

INTERIM OPINIOn 

P".:-oceeding 

Guerneville, on September 20, 21, 27 and 28, 1962. It was submitted 

on December 3,1962, upon the receipt of concurrent briefs. Copies 

of the application and notice of hearing were served in accordance 

with the Commission's procedural rules. 

Applicant presented three exhibits and testimony by three 

witnesses in support of its request for authority to increase its 

rates and charges for water service in its Guerneville District in 

Sonoma County. Five witnesses from the Commission staff presented 
. -j . 
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the results of their independent study and investigation of the . 
applicant's operations. Public attendance at the initial bearing 

, 

was approximately 200 parsocs f substantially all of whom were 

protesting the requested rate increase and complaining of the quality 

of the water. About one fifth of those present were summer resi­

dents who generally ~re concerned with the high cost per unit of 

:he water aC'CUally used dw:ing the vacation months,. Approximately 

e ?ercent of those present were c0m?laining about the service ,of the 

~tility other than the quality of water.. ,Sixteen public witnesses 

testified relative to their dissatisfaction with the quality of 

water and the service of the utility or-in OPPOSition t~ the 

=equestcd increase in rates. 

System and Service Area 

Applicant is a wholly owned subsidiary of Citizens Utili­

ties Company (Citizens Delaware) headquartered at Stamford, Connecti­

cut~ and is affiliated with 10 other California water service com­

,anies. Citizens Delaware engages actively in the administrative 

direction of applicant and performs certain admiDistra~ive, £inaneial~ 

engineering and purchasing services for applicant as well as for its 

own operating districts and other subsidiary corporations. An office 

is maintained by applicant in Redc.ing, CalifOrnia, where administra­

tion and engineering for applicant's ~elephone deparement and general 

accounting,,. including billing, for the applicant and the California 

affiliated companies are performed... Adm;'Oistration of applicant's 

water department opera:ions in five districts and the California 

nffiliated companies is performed from an office maintained in 

North Sacramento. GuernevilleDistrict 

office in Gue~eville. 

As of December 31,. 1961, the Guerneville District served 

~pproximately ~,060 metered and 6 unmetered fire protection service 
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customers in the resort areas of Guerneville ~ Guernewood Park, El 

Bonita~ Rio Nido~ Vacation Beach~ East GuernewoOd~ Monte Rio~ Villa 

Grande and Honte Cristo along the Russian R:iver. Dux'ing 1961, the 

Company delivered 13l~OOO hundred cubic feet (c.c.f.) of water, 

heaviest usage beillg in the sU1'l:II:Iler. Monthly sales ranged from 

27~OOO c.c.f. in September 1961 to 3,600 c.c.f. in February 1961. 

At the end of 1961 there were about 406~OCO feet of mains ranging 

from 3/4 to.8 inches in diameter. Water produced from 24 wells and 

spring diversions is boosted by pumps ranging from 1/4 to 15 horse­

power and held in storage l~vinz capability exeeeding-one million 

za1lons ... 

Applicant' s Regu~st and &ate Proposal 

Ap9licant's present tariffs provide for annual and 

seasonal metered service rates for all serviees except private and 

public fire protection serviee. Annual minimum charges apply to 

serviee during the 12-montb. period commencing January 1 ~ while sea 

sonal m;nimum charges apply to service during the 8-month period of 

March through October. '!be minimum charges entitle tbe consumers 

to prescribed monthly quantities of water and are due 10 advance. 

Charges for water used in excess of the quantities allowed for the 

minimum charge may be billed monthly ~ bimonthly or quarterly ~ at 

the option of the company on a nonctmlUlative monthly consumption 

basis. 

Tbe following table summarizes applicant's present and 

proposed rates, no inereases being requested for priva.te and public 

fire protection services: 
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. . 

PRESE~'T AND PROPOSED RATES 

:~ __ ~R __ atwe_s ______ : : ______________ ~I_t_em __________________________ ~:Pr~c_s_en __ t __ :Pi __ opo ___ sea ___ : 

Annual General Metered Service 

Quantity Rates: Per Meter Per Montb 

First 500 eu.ft. or less ••••••••.•••.•• 
Next 4,500 cu.ft., per 100 eu.£t. . •••••• 
Ovt::.r 5,000 cu. ft.) per 100 'cu. ft.. .. ...... . 

$ 2~25 
.33 
.27 

$ 4.17 
..61 
.. 50 

Hinimum. Charge:. Per Meter Per Year 

For 5/8 x 3/4-inch meter 
For 3/4-inch meter 
For l-inch meter 
For l~-inch meter 
For 2-inch meter 

· . -. . . -. . . . . . . . , 
... ' ••• ' .... ~ ....... t# 

· . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . · . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . · . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

$ 27 .. 00 
37.00' 
50.00 
95,.00 

145.00' 

'!he Annual Minimum Charge will entitle the 
customer to the quantity of water each 
month which one twelfth of the annual mini­
mum charge W'ill purchase at the Monthly 
Quantity Rates. 

Seasonal General Metg;ed..s.erviee 

$ 50 .. 00 
68.50 
92.75 

176 .. 00 
270.00 

Quantity Rates: Per Meter Per Month 

:;'irst 500 cu. ft. or less included in 
seasonal m;nimT.ml charge. ' 

Next 4,500 cu.ft., per 100 cu.ft. • ........ $ 0.33 $ 0.61 
Over 5,000 cu.ft., per 100 cu.ft. •••••••• ~27 _50 

VJinl.mum Charge: 

For 5/8 x 3/4-inch meter 
For 3/4-inch meter 
For 1-inch meter 
For l~-inch me1:er 
For 2-inch meter 

Quantity Allowed 
Per Month for 
Minimum. Ch.ar,$e Per Meter Per Season 

500' cu .. ft. 
800 cu.ft. 

1>200 cu.ft. 
2~500 cu~ft. 
4,000 cu. ft. 

. $ 24.00 
33.00 
45.00 
85.00 

130.00 

$ 44.50 
61 .. 20 
83 .. 50 

157.50 
241 .. 00 

roe averageeustomer receiving annual service bas under 

present rates an average monthly bill of $2 .. 91 which would increase 

to $5.40 under proposed rates. Lil<C'W'l,sc, the average customer 

receiving eight months of seasonal service has under present rates 

en average monthly bill of $3.23 which would inerease to $5.99 

under proposed rates. The proposed rates result in these average 

bills being increased by 85 percent. 
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Results of Operation 

From Exhibit 6 are the following estimates of the results 

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

.and proposed rates: 

SUMMARY 0;- EARNINGS 
(Year I962 Estimated) 

:----------------------------~:~Pr~e~s~en~t~Ra~t~e~s~:~Pi~~~se~a~Ri~te~s~: 

: : Appli-: CPUC : Appn-: tpOc : 
· ________ ~I~t~em~· ______________ ~:~c~an~t~~:~S~t~a£~f __ ·~.~c~an._t __ ~:~s~ta __ ff~: 

Operating Revenues 

Operating Expenses 
Operating & Maintenance Exp. 
Adtninistrative &General and 
Miscellaneous Expense 

Taxes other than on Income 
Depreciation 
Income Taxes. 

Net Revenue 

Depreciated Rate BaSe 

Rate. of Return· 

$103,273 $106,000 $188,262 $192,700 

36,051 28,420 36,051 28,420 

15,870 15,740 15,870 . 15,740 
15,180 17,020 15,180 17,020. 
21,280 20,060 21,280 20,060-

Sz647 700 52J 08S 48 z080 
94",028" 81,940 14o;2t06 !29,32'U 

9,245 24,.060 47,796 63,380 

661,500 651,500 661,500 651,500 

1.401- 3 .. 691- 7 .. 23% 9.731. 

'Xhe staff estimate of revenue at proposed rates is $4,438 

higher than applicant r s.. Applicant adjusted recorded reve'llues 

downward to reflect the long-term averages (22 years) of tempera~e 

and rainfall being lower than those experienced on the average dur­

ing the past four years in the Cuerneville area. !he staff witness 

based his revenue estimates on recorded revenues and on the actual 

rainfall and temperature conditions of the past four years. He 

testified that he bMd made a comprehensive study of the effects of 

climatic variations on water utility revenues in california. He 

concluded that cycles of varying temperature and rainfall, with 

periods between 20 and 30 years, existed throughout the state and 

that water utility revenues should not reflect climatic conditions 

adjusted to long-term averages which do not adequately indicate 

short-term conditions. After reviewing data pe~tain1ng to the 
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Guerneville area, the staff Witness found no correlation between 

consumption and precipitation for the years 1955 ~hrough 1961 and 

therefore made his estimates on recorded figures on the basis they 

were mutually more consistent with results to be expected in the 

near future than long.-term averages. We find the method utilized 

by the 'staff witness to estimate revenue to be reasonable. Appli­

cant argued ~bat the staff witness testified tb.s.t increased usage 

would only be by c~tomers who had not used' the, allowable m!n:[mnms 

and therefore the increase in revenue per~customer between the test 

years was' incorrect. We find the record does not support this 

interpretation of the testimony,of the staff witness. 

Applicant's estimate of operating and maintenance expense 

for the test year exceeds that of the staff by $7,631. Applicant 

argued that the staff estimate did not include adequate allowances 

for water losses, customer accounting and collection expense~ trans­

portation expense, 'and did not reflect the wazes of a serviceman 

recently employed. Witness for applicant testified that the added 

serviceman occupied a position which had previously been .filled, 
, 

thou~h vacant for some months. The record indicates that the staff 

allO"oAed in excess of $2,200 for transportation expense, and not 

$1,620 as argued by app:icant. The staff estimate of customer 

accounting and collection expense in the test year exceeded the 

average,of the amounts recorded in the most recent three years by 

10 percent. Noting that the staff estimates exceeded by 10 percent 

the 3-year average of the recorded 1:0:& operating and maintenance 

expenses and that the applicant estimates were"40 percent above the 

same average, we find the staff estimates recsonable after increas­

ing the allowance for water losses to sustain a flushing program. 

!he $130,d1£ference between staff and applicant estimates 

of total administrative and general and miscellaneous expenses 
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resulted from the $2,816 higher staff estimate of mutual service 

expenses being offset by the $2,628 lower staff estimate of regula­

tory commission expenses. 

Exl~bit 7 presented the results of the staff's audit con­

ducted at tbe headquarters office in Stamford rel~tive to charges 

}.ncurred by Citizcus Delaware, a portion of which .are passed on to the 

California operations in the form of construction overheads, mutual 

se=vice charges, and other expenses. ~edon the results of the 

audit) the staff recotcme'!lded that all direct c~ges be cl::im:[nated 

from the mutual' service accounts. ,It recommended also that the 

percentage 3dditives" to california construction be reduced from 

5 to ~ ~rcent for Stamford' office construction overheads, atld 

from 3 to l~ percent ~or Redding office construction overheads. In 

1961, application of 'the recommendations of the staff would have 

increased the allocations to. 'applicant r S water department by $2,929 

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

foregoing audit and recommendations were taken into acc~~t by the 

staff in estimating the mutual service charge portion of adminis­

:ration and general and miscellaneous expenses. 

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

expended by applicant in "eon=lection with three assceiated rate pro­

ceedings now pending before the Commission (Applic~tion No. 44209, 

Guerneville; Application No. 44210, Montara; Appli.cation No. 44221, 

Inv~:r:ness).. 11: concluded that 68 percent of th:i.s 8l1lO\U'l'C, or $6,337, 

should be allocated to this proceeding as regulatory commission 

expense over a 5-year period. Ap~lieant estimated a total of 

$22,930 for the three proceedings. Of this amount its legal fees, 

all said proceedings being handled by the same la;r..r firm, would be in 

the neighborhood of $10,000 in contrast with the staff estimate of 

$2,960· for legal expenses. Considering the extended hearings on 
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this and the Invcraess matters, the request of applicant that the 

~lontara proceeding be dismissed without hearing., and the inclusion 

of sa.laries 0: officials in the mu-:ual service expense allocation~ 

we find that $1.,900 is a reasonable amount to allow in the test year 

for regulatory co:m:d.ssion expense. The request that the cost of toe 

steff audit in St~ord be i~cluded in the foregoing allowance is' 

w1.thoutmeri:, 'ina:;'CUch z.s ap?licant cllose to pay staff ~ses 

rather than prod~ce the records in California. 

The staff estimate of taxes other than on income is $1,840 

greater ttlan t~t of a,plic~.t due to the fact that the staff hael. 

a.vl.Lilable later data than the applicant on assessed valuation and 

tax rates. 

The staff estimate of depreciation expense is $1,220 less 

tban that of applicant. The staff developed depreciation rates 

based on gross plant and depreciation reserve balances at the beS1:l­

ning of year 1962 while applicant's rates were developed from data 

whicb did not reflect large amounts of plant additions made in 1961. 

We find the staff estimate reasonable. 

Applicant's estimate of income taxes under proposed rates 

exceeds 1:he staff estimate by $4 7 005. The staff estima,1:e included 

Q~reciation expense for inCotle tax on an If as pa1df~ basis in con­

t=ast with applicant's .tax depreciation estimates being the same as 

the :ltllounts u$ed for book purposes, and the staff included an esti­

mated interest expense deduction based on t~ relative capital 

struet\:lX'C of Citizens Del.TlI1are. 

App1icant 7 as well as the other Ccl.ifornia z.ffU:l.ates 7 Are 

wholly owned by Citizens Dela-ware. '!here are no 'Cinority stockhold~ 

:i'.ntcrcst groups. All stock and n~-:cs of applicant and the california 

affiliates are held by Citiz~ns Delaware. For the average year 19617 

tbe e~uity-debt ratios of the Citizens Dela-ware consolidated capi­

tal structure was 44 percent equity and 56 !'ercent debt. l'he over­

all effective interest rate was 4.65 percent. To develop the 

staf~'s .estimated interest expense for income tax estimates, the 

capital structure ratio of Citizens nelaware was applied to too 
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average capital of applicant's divisions and/or districts and affil­

iates. The interest expense was calculated by applying the effec­

tive interest :::ate of 4.65 percent to the calculated average debt 

of applicant. 

Applicant included an interest deduction in esttmating 

taxes based on notes payable to Citizens Delaware, $2,783 for the 

test year 1962, in comparison with a staff amount of $14,970. 

Applicant • s witness relied on his understanding that it was a long­

standing policy of this Commission, ~s expressed by Decision 

No. 46472 (Application No. 31842), that capitalization and cost of 

money of the parent would be clisregarded in calculations of .;lll~a­

ble returns. He further indicated that, if the Co::mis~ion were :0 

adopt tbe staff position,. Citizens De1~Aare might file consolidated 

federal income tax returo.s. Applicant r s witness :furtb.er took the 

position that this CommisSion, in its Decision No. 62585 (Case No. 

6148), had adopted the tbeory that tlrates should be dct2rmined on 

the oasis of the tax which a utility actually P.:lYsu and finally 

that the staff had not correctly calculated its proposed adjustment. 

Decision No. 46472 involved the proposition that the 

market price of Citizens Delaware's securities and the terms. under 

which they were issued, or at which they are being trac1ed on the 

market, do not provide a measure of the value of California proper­

ties for the determination of ra~e$ to be charged for California 

service or of the return which should be authorized for an investment 

in california properties. DeciSion No. 62585 dealt with the issue 

of liberalized depr~c:tation 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 for rate-making purposes. In view of 

the fact that applicant has obtained the bulk of its capital 
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requirements from the parent corporation~ and that the sources of 

such funds arc not identifiable and ~st be considered as coming 

from the parent's general corporate funds, we find it rea.sonable'~ 

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

capital structure of the parent for the capital structure of the 

subsidiary for the purpose of determining income taxes. The benefits 

of income tax reduction which the parent derives from a representa­

tive capital structure will then besbared with applicant and its. 

customers. 

Applicant" s estimate of depreciated rate base was $10,000 

higher than that of the staff. The staff, with five months of actual 

results, estimated 1962 weighted average net additions to be approxi­

mately $15,000 less than those estimated by app,11cant.. Tbe smaller 

estimate of additions resulted in a lower staff rate base modifica­

tion for construction advances. A smaller depreciation reserve'was 

estimated by the staff than by applicant. The staff included no 

allowance for working ca.sh since the operations of the applicant 

provide it,in advance, 'With far more cash than it requires to meet 

its expenses. Applicant did not challenge the rate base developed 

by the staff. We ftc.d the depreciated rate base as developed by the 

staff reasonable. 

Service and Rates 

Public witnesses protested vigorously the qu.ali'Cy of the 

water as causing illnesses) having bad taste aDd odor, ,and being 

discolored. Commercial interests complained that the water. stained 

or discolored table linens, towels, clothes, glassware, bathroom 

fixtures, x-ray plates and liquid refresbments, thus increasing 

operating costs. 

M.any of these complaints appear to result from operating 

changes related to plant additions made in 1961. In its late-filed 
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report on customer complaints, Exhibit ll~ a.pplicant stated that 

nine additional flushing valves are being installed at critical 

points where many -of the complaints originated, 'Chat the flushing 

program has been intensified 7 And that spring intakes will be ,more 

closely supervised. 

A sanitary survey of the system by the California Depart­

ment of Public Health, dated ,January 2l~, 1962, stated that the 

system is capable of producing a safe, wholesome -.and potable' water 

at all times; and all of nine water samples ~olleeted on September 9, 

1962 met the United States Publie Health Service bacteriologieal 

drinking water statldard. Exhibit 11 demonstrates the iron and 

manganese content of water from wells and confirms the mineral com­

plaints in the Monte Rio and Villa Grande areas. We find spplieant 

should be required to make further studies with the objective of 

improving the quality of water and report to the Commission. 

Public witnesses who were summertime residents maintained 

that they should pay only on a use basis and should not be billed a 

minim.1J%ll charge. t".c.e proper allocation of costs between surmnerti:ne 

~d all-year residents of resort areas has been a recurring problem. 

Part-time residents increase the summer peaks of constmrption above 

that required. by permanent residents, thus increasing the plant 

facilities and annual expenses above those which would be required 

to adequately serve permanent residents. The elimination or reduc­

tion of the minimum charge to part-time residents would require 

an offsetting increase for permanent residents or an increase in the 

seasonal metered service rates. In consideration of the growth and 

c'hang1ng character of the service area and since ehis record does not 

include the information required to test the reasonableness, either of 

the existing rate structure or of a revised rate structure, such rates 

a.s are authorized by this order will be for an interim period until 
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the applicant has prepared and filed a cost-of-serviec study in 

order that this Commission may be advised of the relative costs 

which appropriately should be recovered £rom part-time and permanent 

residents by service or ~tmum charges, quantity charges and con­

nection eharges~ 

In addition to the foregoing matters, Exhibit 11 :Lndica.tcs 

that a number of miscellaneous complaints have been rcviewedby 

applicant and in general have either been satisfied, where cause 

cxisted,or are in the process of solution. 

The staff made specific recotm:Ilendations regarding the 

testing of meters and the clarification of the seasonal tariff 

schedule to ensure that it produces equal charges for equal quanti­

ties of water, 'irrespective of meter size, at amounts above minimtJm 

charges. We find these staff recommendations to be in the public 

interest and in addition Appendix A attached to the order will 
. . 

provide for :he option by the customer of payment in advance of 

service of minimum charges on .'8. =nthly, b1monthlyor quarterly basis. 

Adopted Results 

'!be Commission finds that the estimates as set forth below 

of operating revenues under the rates and charges herein authorized, 

exp~ses, 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 proceeding. 
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ADOPTED SL"MYARY OF EARNINGS 

Operating Revenues ...••...••••.•• $147~100 

Operating Expenses . 
Operating. and l1aintenance Expenses 

. Administrative and General ~ and 
MiscellaneousExpenses •••••••• 

Taxes other than Income ......... . 
Depreciation ............................ .. 
Income Taxes ................. e' •••••• 

Total Opera~ins Expenses 

Net Revenue . . . . ~ - , . . . . . . . . ~ . . . . .. -
Rate Base ..•....•................ 
Rate of Return ..... ~ ........ ", .... . 

28,720 

16,160 
l7,020 
20,060 
22,780 

lZJZ;;140 

42~360 

65l,500 

6.51. 

Applicant requested rates which it estimated would have 

=csulted in a rate of return of 7.23 percent in the year 1962 under 

proposed rates. Applicant made no showing as to the rc~sonableness 

of the requested rate of return other than to allege since 1958 

there had. been a marl~edincrease in cost of capital 8%ld steadily 

advanci:og operating costs due to the processes of inflation. On 

:r.arch 11, 1953 the, Commission~ by Decision No. 56345, indicated that 

applicant should be afforded the opportunity of earning a rate of 

return not to exceed 6.5 percent after considering~ among other 

items, t'a.at the downward trend of earnix:.gs continued to result from 

inflati~ infltJences. 

A staff witness testified., becaus¢ applicant is a wholly 

owned subsidiary of Citizens Delaware and because applicant obtains 

capital funds from the parent company, it would be appropriate to 

apply the capital ratios and effective interest rate of the parent 

to applicant's total capital for the purpose of determining a reason­

able rate of return for. applicant. Accord:LDgly ~ it was the opinion 

of this staff witnes~ that, based upon the pro forma capital 

structure and the effective interest rate and other factors, appli­

cant's return on rate base should range from ·6 .. 5 to 6.8 percent. 
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Applicant did not object: to the methoCls used in developine this 

recorm:ccndation. 

A staff engineer testified that applicant should operate 

'JlO4'e efficiently, that some installations bad been made inefficiently 

.:md that some installations were inefficient. r~ witness did not 

recommend adjustment of either expense$ or rate base to reflect his 

opinion tl1at competent engin~er~g, supervision was lac~ but 

suggested that tbe inefficiencies could be reflected in the rate o~ 

return allowed. 

We find a rate of return of G~5 percent applied to ,the 

1962 test year rate base to be'fair and reasonable. 

Findings 

Upon consideration of the evidence the Commission finds 

that the increases in rates and charges authorized herein are: 

justified" that the rates and charses authorized herein are reason­

able, a:ld that the present rates and charges, insofar as they differ 

from. those herein prescribed, are for t~'le future unjust: and 

unreasonable. The rates and charges herein .authorized would hsve 

increased applicatlt r s :revenues 39 percent in tile test year. l"'ne 

typical residential.custome:r'a average monthly bill ~1 increase 

from $2.9l to $4.09 for axmua1 se:rviee, or from $3.23 to $4.53 for 

seasonal service. 

IT IS O~SRED taat: 

1. Applicant is authorized to file with this Cotmn1ssion, 

after the effective date of this order and in conformity 

".n:th General Order I~o. 96-A, the scaedule of interim rates attached 

to this order as Appendix A and, upon not less than five days I 
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notice to the Commission and to the public, to make such rates 

effective for service rendered on and after June 16, 1963. 

2__ Beginning with the year 1963, applicant shall use the 

depreciation ~ates shown in Table 9-A of Exhibit No. 3 of the 

instant proceeding.. T'a.eserates shall be used until a review inci­

cates that they should be revised... Applicant shall review the 

depreciation rates spreading the original cost of the plant, less 

estimatect future net salvage anQ. depreciation reserve, over the 

remaining life of the plant when major changes in plant composition 

occur and for each plant account at intervals of not more. than 

five years.. Results of these reviews shall be submitted to the 

Commission. 

S. On or before July 31, 1963, applicant shall file with 

t~is Commission a report setting forth all service complaints 

received from its .customers between December 31, 1962 and July 1, .. 
1963. Said report shall set forth the action taken to satisfy each 

complaint, the elapsed time from the mald.ug 0: the complaint until 

the disposition of the complaint, an explanation of the status of 

any unresolved complaints and an explanation of the need for a 

period in excess of twenty-four hours to satisfy any cocplaint. 

Applicant shall thereafter file with this Comrnission five consecu­

tive half-yearly reports, within thirty calendar days after 

January 1 and July 1 of each year. 

4. On or before July 1,. 1963,. applicant shall su'bmi.t a 

written report acceptable to the Commission setting forth a program 

of the installation of any n~eded additional facilities and of the 

operation of applicant's system as may be required t¢' minixnize cus­

tomer complaints re1ativ~ to the quality of water. 

5 ... On or before October 1, 1963, a.pplicant shall submit a 

written report acceptable to the Commission setting forth for its 
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Guerneville District the development and results of a study of t~ 

unit customer, cOtXlllOdity, demand, and connection costs which 

appropriately should be recovered from annual and seasonal customers 

by service or minimum charges ~ .quantity 'charges and connection 

chaxges. 

T.ne effective elate of this order sluUl be twentY days. 

after the date hereof. 

Dated at __ 8a:D __ ~ ____ ;p California, tb1s ..i2/cti:.day 

of --_~"""'_~"':k~ __ ;P 1963. 

.. ' 

..dk-~k>~ 

6iiliissi01lers 
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AP?tlCABItJTI 

APm."DIX A 
Pa.ge 1 of 4 

Seh&c1ulo No. G'O'-llt. 

Appliee.ble to all metered vater :5erv1ce turn1shed on a.n a:mual 'ba.3is. 

TERR!'rORY 

Guernov1llo, Rio N1do, Ee.st Ciuernewood, Guernwood Park, NortbMood, (1') 
Monte Rio, Vae.a.tion Beach, River MeadO\ot':)Md. 'rlcinity, Sonoma. Ccunty. 

First 500 eu.ft. or 10" •••••••••••••••••••••• 
Next 4,$00 eu.tt., per 100 cu.ft. • ••••••••••••• 
Over 5,000 eu.ft., per 100 cu.ft. • ••••••••••••• 

Kxmual M1Il1mnm Charge: 

For 518 x .3/4-1neh meter 
For .3/4-inch meter 

.........•...•.......... 
For J-1neh meter .........•.•.•......•... 
For l~:tnch ~ ...........•...•........ 
For 2-iDchmetcr ......... _ .......•...... 

The Almua.lll.inimum Charge will entitle tho 
customer to the Q,UIlnt1ty or vater elleh. month 
~h1ch one t~el!th of the annual minimum 
charge 'Will purcllase a.t the Monthly' Quantity 
Rs.tes. 

SPECIAL CONDITIONS 

Per Meter 
Per Yoe.r 

$ 37.80 
54.40 
70.00 

132.00 
204.00 

1. The 8.lln1J8.l minimu:: charge a.pplie~ to serviee during the 
l2-::onth period comeneag JanWJ.r"j 1 a.nci is duo in advance. It a :per­
manent resident or tho area. has beon a eu:tomer or tbe utility tor at 
les..st 12 month:J, he may elect, at the bog:1nn1ng or the eale:ndAr year, 
to plJ:y prorated minimum ebArgeo in advo.nee Il.t 1n~oJ.s or lo~:l tbA.n 0t1<:1 
yeo.r (monthly ~ 'bimonthly or q:uo.rt~ly) 1:n e.eeord..'l.neo "J1th th.o utrutyf s 
established ~ J lug periods tor 'W'a~ U3ed ill excess of tho :monthly 

(Continuod) 

(I) 

(T) 
I 

1 
1 



A.44209 N.S: e 

APmIDIXJI. 
Pago 2 or 4 

Schedule No. GU-lA 

P.:m'UJ(t GENERAL METERED SERVICE 

SPECIAL CONDITION5-Contd.. 

a.llowance under the axmual minimum cb.D.rge. When meters are read I 
bimonthly or C),ue.rte:rj,y, tho, cbarge "Jill be computed by doubling or 
tr1plj,ng, respeetively, the num'ber of cubic teet to vb.1eh each block 
rate is appl1ea.b1e on a. montbly 'ba.s1s.' (T) 

2.. The opening bill for metered. service shall be the establisbed eX) 
8.ml,tzal, ~ charge for the service.. Where 1:o1tial service i3 esta.b­
li::hed a.tter the r1rst day of tJ:rJ.'3' yeu, the portion or ~ch a:cnue.l cllP..rge 
appl1C$.b1e to the crurrent year eb.s.ll 'be det.erxnin~ by mu.J.:tipl~ 'tho 
almua.l cb8.rge by one tbree hundred sixty-fi1'th (1/.365) of the nmnbor of 
da.ys remaining in the ea.J.endar yca:r. The ba.ls.n.ce of the pe.~ent or the' 
in1:t1o.l 8.tmwll eharge sbe.ll be erodited ags.1nst the charges ror the suc­
ceeding axmWll period. It ::erv1ce 1s Ilot ,continued. ror at least one 
yec:t: a,1"ter the date or 1n1t:t&l 3orvice, no refund. or the 1:nit1o.l AlJ:ml8l 
c~ges shall be due the· eustomer. (x) 



APPLICABILITY 

Sehedule No. CU'-IS 

SEASONAL CENERAL ME:'r€RED SERVICE 

Appl1ca.ble to ell metored vs.ter :service rurm~hed. on 8. :I~asonal 
bas1e. 

TERRITORY .... 

(T) 

Guernev1lle, Rio N1d.o, Ea.$'t Cuerlle"Jood,. Cuernevood Park,. NortbwooO., ('1) 
Monte Rio, Vtleat10n Beaeh, River MOMOYS aM vie1n1ty,. Sonoma. County. 

RATES 

Monthly Quo.nt1ty Ra:to::l: 

Per Meter 
Per Month 

F1rst 500 ~.ft. or loes •...•......•..........• 
Next 4,.$00 eu.ft., per 100 eu.ft. • •••••••••••••• 
Over $,000 eu.tt., per 100 cu.ft. • •••••••••••••• 

$ 4.20 • (I) 
.J.h-

Seasonal M1lWlum Charge: 

For 5/8 x 3/4-1neh meter 
"lor 3/4-1neh meter 

.•...•......•..••........ 

.•...•..•...•...•...• ~ ... 
For :""1neh meter ........•...•...•... ~ .... 
For l~~eh meter ....•...•..............•. 
For 2-1ceh metor .... ~ ..............•...•. 

Tho Ses.soMJ. ~ Cbargo vill entitle tho 
customer to. the quantity of w.ter each ::onth 
vbieh one oi~th o~ tbe seasonal rn1n'tm~ charge 
vill pureha~· a.t the Monthly Quo.ntity Rate:; .. 

SPECIAL CONDITIONS 

.38 

Per Meter 
Per Sea.son 

$ 33.60 
44.60 
63.00 

us.co 
184 .. 00 

I 
I 

CI) 

I 
(N) 

2. 'rho sea"ons,l mh:1mum charge applies to serV'1eo during the (Z) 
8-month period. commEme1'::1g March 1 and 1a due 1n adve.nce. If a. eus- j 
tomer or the utility M5 reeei..,.ed ,ervice tor at least ono eea.:Jon, b.o 
may elect, o.t. the begin.n1ng of the season to PlJ.y prorc:ted mininnlm 
charges in. s.dva.nee at intervw of le3S tha.n one se~on (montbly, 
bimonthly or q:anrterly) in aecordance with the utU1ty f ::s o$t&'bllibed 

(Continued) 
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A.44209 NB 

APPENDIX Jf., 
rage 4 of 4 

SehedWoe no. CU-IS 

SEASONAL GENERA. L ME:tERED SERVICE 

SPECIAL CON'O!TIONS--COntd. 

b1ll1ng per1od:J for vater used in exeess of the monthly allowanee I 
under the seasonal mi%limum ebargc.. When meters are resd 'b1lnontbly or 
~:ua.rterly, tho ch.o.rge v1ll be compuUld by'doubl1llg or tr1pliIlg,. 
reopeetively,. the n\DOer of cubic teet to 'IrI.b.1cb. ea.eh block raw ~ 
applicable on a monthly basis. (~) 

2. 'l'be opening bill !or metered service sh&ll be the establ1::sbed. (N) 
seasonal m1n1mum cbarge for the :::emee. \!here 1:c.1t1.e.l service 1$ 
e::tll.blished atter the fir:3t dts.y 0'£ any sea.~n, the portion or such 
~eo.oo:o.a.l cha.rge applies.ble to- 'the current ~~ shall be determined. b7 
multiplying the seaoonaJ. charge by one tw llUXldred. £ort:7-titth (1/245) 
of the n=ber or daj"S rcma1n~ng 1:0. the season. The 'be.la.nce or the 
pe.ymont of the init1s.l ses.sone.l charge shall be credited a.gainst the 
eb8rges for tbe ::ue~odir1g ~asona.l period.. I!" ~ce 1::: not eon-
t1.n.uGd for at least one ~ea.son a~ the d.a.te or 1nitial service, no 
retur.d of tho initial SMSOW cb1J.rges shall1?e due the customer. (N) 


