ORICINAL

Decision No. 67737

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Invcstxgation on the Commission's )

own motion into the status of ;

TEMESCAL WATER COMPANY and into

the operations, raotes and practices g Case No. 6098
of TEMESCAL WATER COMPANY and

CORONA CITY WATER COMPANY. ;

SUPPLEMENTAL ORDER

Ordexing paragroph 2 of Decision No. 65115, dated
March 19, 1963, includes a requixement that Temcscal‘Watcr Compeony
file four copics of a cost of service study. As a result of sales
and transfers authorlzed by Decision No. 67222, cated May 19, 1964,
in Applications Nos. 46094 and 46266, the utility xrecently has been
relicved of its domestic wutcr utility obligotions and now furnxshes
only irrigation service. |

| By letter dated July 10 1964, attormey for the utxlity

has. rcquesced relxcf from the requirement of filing the cost of
sexvice study. ‘

The Commission finds that the cost of sexviee study i«
1onger necessary and concludes that the rcqp irement should oe-dey
leted. Therefoxe, | |

IT IS ORDERED that oxdering paragraph 2 of Decmszon
No. 65115 is modified by deleting therefrom the phrase “as well as

a cost of servzce study,'.

In all other respeets Decision No. 65115, as previously

~




amended, shall remain in full force and effect.

The effective date of this oxrder shall be th¢.§§§9 hereo£.

Dated at __ San Frondsed  , Califormia, this__ /97 day
AUGUST '

Commissioners

- Beorge C. Gpover
Commniscioner

el 344
Rot participate 1h 155 Eisposaiass

~ At Whis proseedingy
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McKEAGE, Commissioner, dissenting.

The order which this Commission has today issued in this case
constitutes a failr example of how to default regzulation.

By Decision No. 59443, issued herein on December 29, 1959,
this Commission found the respondent, Tcmescal,'to be a public utility
subject to its jurisdiction. In commection with this adjudication,
éaid respondent was Instructed to develop the original cost of its
water system and a depreciation reserve fé&uirement in order that the
Commission could establish fair and reasonable rates‘fbr'respondent.
| On March 19, 1963, the Commission issued Dedision‘No. 65115
in this case after an extensive heaxing involving this :espondent.

By Decision No. 65115, the Commission foumd that respondent had
failed to .present the material directed to ve presented in the ori-
ginal cost and depreciation reserve study. Said decision pointed

out that without such informé;ion it wéuld not be possible for the
Comxission to properly regulate the respondent, citing testimony of
Commission staff witnesses to that effect. TFaced with the zregulatory
necessity for prescribing some type of rate for this utility, the
Commission did prescribe a schedule of rates with the understanding
that such rates might be revised after the respondent had furnished

the Commission with the basic regulatory data which the Commission
had directed to be furnished.

By Decision No. 65115, the Commission again directed the

respondent‘to Surnish the original cost and depreciation data and,
also, directed respondent to furmish the Commission with a cost of
sexvice study. These materials wexe required to be furnished to
the Commission prior to December 31, 1963. So it will be seen that
this basic regulatory information which the respondent nad been
directed to furnish was still unfurnished on Mareh 19, 1963, years
after respondent had been directed to furnish it.

The record shows that said information was not furnished to
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the Commission prior to December 31, 1963, and pursuant to a reqﬁestv

of the respondent, the Commission, om Februaxy 25, 1964, granted an
extension of time to and including June 30, 1964 within which respondent
mst furnish said material. In this order extending time, the
Commission pointed out as follows:

™The sbove-named respondent has been assiduously pursuing
-its administrative and legal remedies endeavoring to over-
turn said Decision No. 65115, ever since it was issued.
Had similar effort been devoted to the required studies

they could have been finished and filed . within the pres-
cribed time."

' In said order extending_time, the Commission stromgly admoniéhed the

tespondent of the necessity for furmishing this material withiﬁ the
time thus extended. |

The record -further shows that the orzgxnal cost and depreciation
study was leed with the Commission by the respondent on July 21,

1964, twenty-one days after the date on whmch the same should have
been filed with the Commission. 4nd on July 10, 1964, the respondent,
by letter, requested the Commission to relieve it from the necessity
of filing a cost of service study. This request has been, today,
‘granted by the Commission.

The zrecoxrd of this respomdent, which this dissenting opinion
adverts to iﬁ a most charitable way, reflects a frustrating insensi-
bility to its duty as a public utility. Instead of relieving this
respondent from the duty of filing a cost of service study, the
Commission should reopeh this case and set it down for further heax-
ing wherein the belatedly filed original cost and depreciation study
could be thoroughly investigated and the integrity thereof tested.
Based upon the conduct of this respondent, as reflected by the
recoxrd in this proceeding, the Commission would have every reason
to thoroughly test the integrity of this material furnished to it
by the respondent. 4s of now, the Coﬁmission does mot know, and
neither does its staff knmow, the facts concerning the financial status
of the properties of this respondent. The Commission does mot

presently have a proper regulatory comprehension of the properties
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and the operations of this respondent. All the Commission has are
self-serving documents and reports furnished to it by the respondent.
The fact that such reports may reflect meager earnings of respondent
or mo earnings at all would have nothing to do with the duty of

the Commission to find out for itself the true status of this

respondent's properties and operations. Effective regulation

MeKeage -
Commissioner

requires no less.

August 18, 1964.




