ORIGIXAL

Decision No. 67719

REFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

In the Matter of the Application of )
MARJORIE L. CCOFFILL and HELEN C.
NIZETFELD, sisters and copartners,
déba Riverbank Watexr Company, for
authority to incrcase the rates for ) = Application No. 46184
water service rendered in and in ; Filed February 7, 1964
)
)
)
)

the vicinity of the ¢ity of River-
bank, and in the vicinity of the
unincorporated town of Eughson, all
located in Stanislaus County,
California. .

William C. Coffill, for Riverbank Water Com-
pany, applicant.

Karl Hutheson, for Riverbank County Fire
Protection District; and Edward H. Mooney,
fgr the City of Riverbank, interested par-
ties.

John J. Gibbons, for the Commission staff.

OPINION

Applicants, Marjorie L. Coffill and Helen C. Nietfeld, who
are doing business aszive:bank Water Company, seck hercin authority
to increase thelr rates for water service.

A duly noticed public hearing was held in this matter befo:c
Examiner Jarvis at Riverbank on May 28, 1964, and it was éubmittgd on
that date. | |

Applicants operate, as one entity with a common tariff,
separate water distributlion systems in the communities of Riverbank
and Hughson, which are approximately six miles apart. ThefRivefbénk

system has 1,182 customers and the-Hughson system.has.598 ¢ustomers.
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. ‘ '
An illustrative comparison of the present and prOposed rates for a

typical residential customer is as follows

Present  Proposed
Rates - Rates

Quantity Rates:

First 400 cu.ft. or less ........... $1.00 -
First 500 cu.ft. or less - 1.50
Next 2,000 cu.ft., per 100 cu.ft | .15 -
Next 2, ,500 cu. ft., per 100 cu.fr. ... - 17

Mindum Charge: |
Foxr 5/8 x 3/4~inch meter ' .00 $1.50
The record‘diScloses that applicants’' raCeé, except thpse
dealing with fire protection, have been in effect and unchanged
since 1922. Applicants and the Commission staff presented resﬁlts

of operations for the years 1963 and 1964, estxmated WhLCh are as

follows:

SUMMARY OF EARNINGS -
(Applicants™ Exh.No.3)

1963 Estimated 1964 Estimated
Prxesent Proposed Present  Proposed
Item Rates Rates Rates Rates

Opverating Revenues Lo
ALl Services $ 58,330 ' $ 76,036 $ 63,190 § 82,360

Deductions - : A
Cperation Expenses 41,405 41,405 42,540 42 540
Taxes other than Income 7,216 7,216 7,725 7, 725‘
Taxes on Income - 4,516 116 4 2267
Depreciation Expense

Total Deductions %%&'SH%W |
Net Revenue (99) 13,091 2,129 16,548 
Avg.Deprec.Rate Base 211,300 211,400 233,100 233,100
Rate of Return - 6.19%. S1%  7.10%

(Red Figure)
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SUMMARY OF EARNINGS
($taf%f's Exhdbit No. &)

1963 Adjusted 1964 Estimated
Present Proposed fresent Proposed
Item Rates Rates Rates: Rates -

Operating Revenues $ 60,300 $ 78,800  $ 62,300 $ 81.,300'

Deductions

~ Gperating Expenses 43,920 43,920 45,430 45,430
Taxes other than Income 9,240 9, >240 9,400 9, 400
Taxes on Income - 3 330 - 3, 7450

Depreciation Expense 10,540 10,540 10,960 10,960

Total Deductions 63,700 67,050 G50 89240
Net Revenue (less) 11,770 (loss) 12,060
Avg.Deprec.Rate Base 238,300 238,300 242;600§' 242, 600
Rate of Return . 4.9% - son

It is clear from the foregoing that applicants' rates are not suf-

ficient and that they are entitled to an increase {n rates.

The matters of controversy at the hearing related to appli-

cants' attempt to restate certain accounts and the location and
priority of proposed improvements to the system.

In Resolution No. 304, entexed October 11, 1960, this
Commission authorized applicants to rcscate their plant accounts and
related reserve for depreciation as of December 31, 1959. Thc author-
ized restotement resulted in an increase in net plant over recorded
figures of $89,255. Applicants, in this procceding, seek to make
other adjustments in plant accounts ane depreciation resefvc'which
would result im an additional increase of $8,153 1ic net plant as of
December 31, 1963. The proposed adjustments are to-co:rect alieged
accounting exrors which occurred after December 31, 1959‘. The staff
contends that the proposed adjustments are not supported:by:acpli-
cants' bocks and records and should not be allowed. The only evidence
adduced at the hearirg in suvport of the proposed adgustmencs was. the

statement by the englneer whao test ficd on behalf of applicants chat




he had reviewed their records and thought that certain items charged
to expeases should have been allocated to capital accounts. However,
the items in question were not specified and no evidence was presented

with respect to any particular item. The Commission £inds that there

is not sufficient cvidence in this record toljustify the proposed

adjuctments.

The record discloses that improvements to applicants’
system have Dbeen financed, in recent years, by the:reinvesting of all
profits back into the system. Applicants included in rate base cer- |
tain proposed additions to the system. There is no concrovers& about
the proposed additions to the Hughson portion of the system. The
controversy relating to the proposed additions in Riverbank relates
to which specific facilities applicants.should install in thé nesy
future, |

Appiicants proposed, in the filed application, to Install
a well ﬁith pump and treatment facilities in the vieinity of Estelle
and Stanislaus Streets together with certain distribution mains In
the arca. At tae hearing, applicants indicated that théy intended to
defexr these improvements until at least 1966. Instead, applicants
proposed to make near-term ilmprovements in another part of the River-
- bank system by Installing a boostexr puwp facllity and’replaciﬁg old
undersized mains. The cost of the improvements proposed at the heax-
ing is about the same as those prOpoéed in the application.

Applicants contend that the change in priqrify of proposed
improvements is waxranted £for Variousreasons. They state that the
situation in the Estelle-Stanislaus area is not as bad as was zepre-
sented to them; that there are not many customers in this area; that
they want to first lmprove conditions in areasvaefe there are more
customers presently receiving sexvice; that there are presentiyiz-inch
mains In these older arcas; that applicants propbse to replace the

2~inch mains with 6-inch or 4-inch mains; that applicants proposed

-t




A.GGLEG NB

to install a booster pump facility which will imereasc pressures in
areas now having low pressure; and that these improvémencs will

afford better scrvice to moxe existing customers than the iwmprove-

wents originally proposed In the application. Applicants alse
indicated rhat they proposed making some additions in the Esteile-
tanislaus areca, but at a later date.

Opposition to. the change in priority of improvements caﬁe
primarily from Lorenzo Zerillo, & lemgtime resident of‘Riverank'
who desires to develop property in the Estelle~Stanislaus a&ea.' It
appears that Mr. Zerillo and applicants are emgaged in a concrover;y
over a main extension to bring water to Mr. Zerillo's‘subdivision.
If the well and mains originally proposed in the application weré
installed, the costs of a main extension to the Zerillo subdivision
would appear to be substantially less than Zf they were noﬁ"
installied. Attoraey Leo Milich, Zerillo'é attorney, who also resides
in the Estelle~Stanislaus area, testified that he received water
sexvice from applicants, that there was a pressufe-p;oblem in the
area; that a mew convalescent hospital had been comstructed in the
area; that the furnishing of water sexrvice to the hospltal would
Increase the pressure problem; that édditional construction in the
area would lead to a worsening of the pressure problem; and that
installation of the facilities originally‘proposcd'in the applica-

ion would alleviate the pressure problem in the-EstéiierStanislaus
area.

An assistant utilities emgineer, who testified on behalf
of the staff, indicated that in his opinion the booster punp facil-
ity, forftemporary expediency, and replaccmcnt}mains in.the more

densely populated areas of applicents’ system should be installed.

He also indicated that he believed the nroposed rate. increases to be |

reasonable and recommended that they be granted.

=5a
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The Commission expresses no opinion in this decicion on the
merits of the malin extension controversy between applicants and
Mr. Zerillo. Oz the qﬁes:ion of priority of improvements, the’
Comxission 1s of the opinion that the additions proposed at the
hearing (in lieu of those proposed in the application) are reason-
avle; that these improvements will benefit more of the applmcants
existing customers than those improvements originally proposed; and
that no good xrcason has been shown for the Commission to order a
change in applicants' priority of waking impfovements,

The record imndicates that applicants have been lax in
replying to correspondence with the Riverbank Fire Protection Dis-
trict. Applicants arc admonished that\they have an obligation to
promptly attend to all correspondence relating,to their public
utilicy 0pcrations, and particularly to correspondcnce dealing with
a matter as mmportant as flxre protection.

No other points require discussion.

The Commission makes the following findings and conclusions:
Findings of Fact k

1. Applicants are im need of increased revenues.

2. The estimates of operating revenues, expenses, iqglﬁding
taxes and dépreciation, and the rate bases as submitted by the staff
for the yecars 1963 and 1964 reasonably'reprcscnt the results of
applicants' operations for the purposes of this proceeding.

3. The staff estimates of operating revenues, expenses, includ-
ing taxes and depreciation, the rate base and rate of return for the

test year 1964 are reasomable for the purpose of‘prescribing,r:;cs

acrein.

4. The rates proposed by applicants will yiéid a rate of retumn

of 5 percent on an average depreciated rate base of $242,600, and

these rates are reasonable.
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5. The increases in rates and charges authorized by this deei-
sion are justified, the rates and charges set forth in Appendix A
attached hereto are fair and reasonable for the sexrvice to be render-
ed, and the present rates aad charges, insofar as they differ' from
those herein prescribed, are for the future unjust and unreasonable.

6. There 1s a meed for applicants to Install a booster pump
facility in the vicinity of Railroad ahd Sierra Avenues; approximate-
1y 1700 fcet of 6-inch éement-asbestos\pipe, to replace exiéting 2=
inch pipe from the coxmer of Patterscn Road aﬁd Callander Avenue
(State Highway No.l08) south to Ross Avenue, :hcncc~wes§‘on Ross
Avenue to Jackson Street, approvimately 1650 feet of 6-imch cement-
asbestos pipe, to replace exiéting,z-inch ﬁipe, on Roselle Avenue
between Ward Avenue and Talbot Avenue; approximately 1800 feot of

4-inch cewent-asbestos pipe, to replace existing 2-inch pipe, on

Santa Fe Street between Claus Read and Smedigar Avenue; and that

said {mprovements ought reasomably to be made to. secure adequate’
service to the publie. ' |

7. Appliéants should be ordexred to install a booster pump
facility in the vicinity of kailroad and Sierra Avenues, approxi-
mately 1700 feet of 6-inch cement-asbestos pipe from cormer of
Patterson Road and Callander Avenue (State Highway No. 108) south to
Ross Avenue, thence west on Ross Avenue to Jackson Strect, approxl-
mately 1650 feet cf 6-inch cement-asbestosvpipe on Roselle Avenue
between Ward Avenue and Talbot Avenue and approximately 1300 feet
of 4-inch cement-asbestos pipe on Santa Fe Street-betweenvCIaus'
Road and Snedigaxr Avenue. .

8. Applicants should be oxdered to use the rates for deprecia-
tion set forth in Table 3-A and 3-B of Exhibit No. & uﬁtil reviéw
indicates that they should be xevised. |

Conclusion

Applicants should be authorized to charge the rates set
forth in Appendix A..

-7
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IT IS ORDERED that:

1. Appliéants Marjorie L. Coffill and Helen C. Nietfeld'are‘

authiorized to file with this Commission, after the effective date.
of this order and in conformity with Gemeral Order No. 96-4, the
schedules of rates attached to this ordex as Appendix:A and, upon
not less than £ive days' notice to the Commiésionvandito the public,
to make such rates effective for service rendered on and after
Septemﬁer 1, 1964; | ' |

2. Within-sixty days after the effectiﬁe_date of this orxder,
applicants shall file with the Commission four copies of a compre-
hensive map drawn to an indicated scale of not more then 400 fect to
the inch, delineating by appropriate markings the various”tracts and
distribution facilities; and the location of the variéuS-water |
system properties of applicants. |

3. Beginning with the year 1964, applicantslshall base the
aceruvals to the depreciation reserve upon spreading the original
cost of the plant, less estimated futurc net salvage and deprecia-
tion resexrve, over the remaining_liﬁe of the plant, and shall use
the depreciation rates shown in Tables 3~A and 3~B of Exhibit 4 of
the instant procecding. These rates shall be used until a review
indicates that they should be revised. Applicants shall review the
depreciation rates when major changes in plant coﬁposition oécur and
for each plant account at intervals of not more than f£ive years.
Results of these reviews shall be submitted to the Commission.

4. On or before Januvary 31, 1965, applicants shall install
and place in operation in their Riverbank system a'booster‘pump
facility in the vicinity of Rallroad and Sicrra Avenues and shall

s0 notify the Commission in writing within ten~days‘thereafter.

-8~
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5. On or beégée August 31, 1965, applicantS»shall{instali and
place in operation épproximately 1700 feet of 6-inch cement-asbestbs
pipe from the cormer of Patterson Road and Callender Avenue (State
Highway No. 108) south to Ross Avenue, thence Qest on Ross Avenue
to Jackson Street, approximately 1650 feet of 6-inch cemenﬂ-asbestos
pipe on Roselle Avenue between Ward Avenue and Talbot Avenue ahdj
approximately 1800 feet of 4-inch cement~asbestos pipe on Santa Fe
Street between Claus Road and Snedigar Avenue, and shall so notify
the Commission in writing within ten days thereafter.

The effective date of this order shall‘be twenty days
after the date hereof. | |

Dated at - - , California, this _/§r/
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APPENDIX A
Page 1 of 3

Schedule Ne. 1

CENERAL METERED SERVICE

APPLICASILITY

Appiicable to all metered water service.

TERRITORY

Riverbanx and Hughson and vicinities, Stanislaus County. | 2 (T)

RATES ' Per Moter
Quantity Sabes: Fer lomsh

Flrst 500 cu.ft. Or 1SS  eeencersivacrcnceenvanse $ 150 (T)
Nem 2,500 cu.ft-’ Per lco cuoﬁ' ..:‘.Il..l.l.-..’ .17

Nm 17,000 cu-ﬁo’ per 100 Cu-f'b- SRl sPovmsnsenensa -10
Over 20,000 cu.ft., por 100 cucfbe svevevoceace-vas - 08 (I)

Minimum Chaxge:

\ ‘
For 5/8 % 3/L~300h MEYOr sivvcevesscrcacressoenennse $ 150  (C)
For 3/L~ineh meter cesrnevessnnessnes  2.00
FOX' l—inCh me‘ber X Y R RN NN NN N NN NN YY) 3-00
For 1A-INCh MOLET eeevvrrovnscrernonnsnennces  6.C0
FOZ‘ 2—5.nCh meter --.-l-o-pon-c.--vocu--u..-;. 9-00
For 3eineh MOTOY cevcscsrcrrvcrvsncarsconcns 15.00
For L-inch meter .eececccroricccccciccceiass 22,00

The Minimun Charge will entitlo tho customer
10 the quantity of water which that mindmum
charge will purchase at the Quantity Rates.
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APFENDIX A
Page 2 of 3

Schedule No. 5
PUBLIC FIRE HYDRANT SERVICE

APPLICABILITY

Applicable to mll €ire hydrant sorvice furnished to. munieipalities,
duly orgmaized fire Sistricts and othor political subdivisions of the State.

TERRITCRY

Riverbank ard Fughson and vieinities, Stenislous County.

RATES

S1z0 Sizo of Numbor Sfmn o2 Malnm Swmolying Eydrant

Type of  of Con= - of Urnder
Hydrant Riser neection Outlets A-inch beineh €é-inel S-ineh

Yhert Cndor Under - ‘
L=Ineh ~=inch .0 $1.00 $.25 . $1.50

Weorf  A-fmch 4-inch 125 150 175

Barrol Undor Usdor L
Lefnel Leinch 150 175

Barrol 4efnch 4efnch | | 175 2.0
Barrol G-fnch éZnch 2.5 3.00  (G)

SFECTAL CONDITIONS

1. For woter delivered for othor than fire protoction puarposes, charges,

shall bo mode at the quantity rates undor Sehodule No. 1 » Gonoral Notered
Sorvice.

2. Tke cost of imstzllaticn and maintonanca of hydrantg shall be (1
borne bty the wtility.

(Continucd)
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AFPENDIX A
Page 3 0of 3

Schedule No. 5
PUBLIC FIRE HYDRANT SERVICE

SPRECTAL CONDITIONS-~Contd.

‘3. Relocation of any hydrant shall be at the expense of the party
requosting relocation. -

L. Fire hydrants shall be attoched to0 the utility's distribution
mains upon recelpt of proper authorization from the appropriate public
authority. Such authorization shall designate the specific location at
which cach 15 10 be installed. (0

S. The utility will supply only such water at such pressure as may
be available from time to time as a result of its normal operation of
the system. ‘ '




