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Decision No.. 4'2922 

:SEFORE !BE PUBLIC 'OTILInES COMMISSION OF 'l:iE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

In the Matter of the Application ) 
of 'XAROE' PARADISE WATER AND GAS ) 
CO., for authority to' increase' ~ 
rates charged for water serviee 
in its service area. 

Application No. 48450 
(Fi~ed May 4, 1966; 

amended June, 15,. 1966 ' 
and February:28, 1Q67) 

. 

l{cCutchen, Doyle, Brown & Enerson, by William W. 
Schwarzer, for applic~nt. 

Melvin E. Bever'.y, for Lake V.:tlley Fir~ Pro
tection Dist~ic:, protestaut. 

:tI..'lrsb.-'),ll Mayer, for Att:orney General of the 
State of california, inte=ested pa=ty. 

John C. Gilman, Counsel, and Jobn Gibbons, 
for the Comcission staff. 

OPINION ...... ~--.-- .... ---
Applicant Tahoe Paradise Water and Gas Co.1 seel<s author-

ity to increase its rates for water service. At the present time, 

applicant does not furnish gas service'. 

Public hearing was held before Examiner Catey in South 

Lake Tahoe on May 16, 1967.. Copies of the application bad be~ 

served and notice of hearing had been ~iled to customers and pub

lished, in accordance with this Commission's rules ofproeedure. 

The ~tter was submitted on June 5, 1967 after receipt of written 

closing statements on behalf of the Attorney General and applicant. 

Testimony on behalf of applicant was presented by its 

treasurer and by its vice president. !he Commission staff preseu

cation was made by an accountant and an engineer. Protestant Lake 

1 Formerly Meyers Water co. COrporate title was changed by amend
ment of applicant's articles of incorporation in March 1965. 
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Valley Fire Protection District (Fire District) p:esented the tes

timony of its assistant fire chief. One customer testified and, 

in addition, the examiner summari:ed at the outset potential issues 

raised by several letters from eustomers who were unable to attend 

the hearing. !he vario\;s parties thus could, and did, present 

testimony relative to those issues·. 

Service PXI'j.? .~n.d Water System 

Appli~~t's filed tariffs, which have been i~corporated 

in this reccrd by refer~ce, show that the servi~e area consists 

of app:oximately three squaro miles of unincorpo:ated territory in 

El Dorado County 3.t and near the cOtCrl1Unity of Meyers. 

Ap?lica~t's sources of supply consist of two wells and 

a spring. In the ?.:st, a supplementary supply had been purchas.zd 

from the nearby A:gora Water Co. but two new booster pumps added by 

applicant in 1965 ~ppar~ntly eliminated the n~ed for that supple

mentary s~PFly. An a~ditional well has been drilled by applicant 

but is not y~~ in operation. 

!he well pumps and booster pumps deliver water to the 

distribution system, consisting of about 44 miles of mai1."!S~ ranging 

in size fxom 2-inch to lO-inch. There are only about 442 flat rate 

and 12 metered active services, resulting in the low customer 

density of .sboU1: 10 customers per mile of 1:Ulin. There are S01:le 

302 standard fire hydrants~ or about 1-1/2 customers per hyQra~t. 

System pressure is maintained, auG. reserve storage is provided by 

a149,OOO-gallon tank. the mains and services are all at a depth 

of at least four feet~ to· avoid freezing. 
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Staff Exhibit No. 2 indicates that the water system is 

properly designed a~d, except for the omission of a meter on the. 

Christmas Valley source of supply, confOrtllS with the requir~ents 

of General Order No. 103. Customers interviewed by the staff had 

no complaints regarding service or the quality of the water. Most 

of those customers indicated that applicant provides excellent . 

service. 

Accounting Records and Procedures 

At the time of the init1al filing of this application, 

various journal entries and other documents supporting the claimed 

plant costs were unavailtlb-le for review 'by the staff. After exten

sive effo:ts bj company personnel extending over a period of several 

months, suppo:ti~g invoices were gathered together, and many of the 

missing records were located, e~~ling the staff to satisfy itself 

as to the reasonableness of the recordee. plant figures. 

On utility plant constructed by applicant, the ov~rhead 

charges capitalized were based upon arbitrary percentages applied 

to di~ectcosts. Although the use of arbitrary overhead percentages 

is prohibited by the Uniform System of Accounts for Water Utilities, 

the staff bas reviewed the detail behind these charges and has 

accepted the amounts as reasonable. Applicant b.a.s a~eed to· revise 

its procedures for the future. 

A work order system is not being used to account for 

applicant's plant construction or retirements. Applicant has gross 

I • 
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utility plant in service in excess of $1.000,000; an adequate work 

order sys:~ should be installed without delay to support all plant 

additions and retirements. 

Rates and Rules 

Applicant now bas schedules of rates .for annual gener~l 

metered service, seasonal metered service, annual residential flat 

rat~ service, seaso~al residential flat rate service and public 

fire hydrant service. These are the rates ~hieh were established 

upon applicant's origin.-'ll certification in 1956. 

Most of applicant's present rules gover:l.ing service to 

customers we:e filed in 1956 and do not accurately describe current 

customer relations practices. 

Applicent p:oposes to increase its rates for annual 

general me~ered service, annual residential flat rate service and 

public fire hydrant service. It elso propo~es to eliminate the 

present rat~s for seasonal service, to increase chcrges for restor

ation of service when service has been discontinued for a custo~er's 

noncompliance with the utility's filed rules, and to add new charges 

for temporary disconnection of water service a't a custot:ler's 

request. 

The following Table I presents a comparison of applicant's 

present rates and ch.:l.rgesaud those proposed'by applic8nt: 
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TABLE I 

: P1y$ent lProposed: 
:.~~~~~ ______ ~I~~~ __________________ ~:~~~~qr~:2Y~1n~t~~~:~A~nn~ua~1~%~A~~~1l8~1~: 
' Metered Serviee 
-~tbly Quantity Rs.~s: 

First 1,,000 eu.tt., or less .................... .. $ - $ -$ 4.00 $ 6.00 
First 1,000 CU.!'I:.. per lOO eu.f't. • ...... . 
Next l,ooO eu.f't.,_ per 100· eu.!t. • ....... .. 
Next 2,000 cu .. :t:t., per 100, eu.~.. .. ....... . 

0.50 0.50 
.25 .25 
.20 .20' 

.25 .38 

.20, .30 
OVer 4,000 eu.:f't., per 100 cu.1"t. • •• u ... .17$ .175 .175 .Z7 

Sea.sone.l or A.rlnua.l. M1xd.m\lXr. Cbarge: 
For 5/S:Ie 3/4-1neb. meter ..... ~ ............. . 
For 3/~ineh meter ................. . 
For 1-1neh meter ..................... _.'. 
For l~1nch meter ................... . 
For 2-inChmeter ••••••••••••• ~ ••• 

.30.00 
37.50 
48.00 
68 .. 00 

103-.. 00 

24.00 48.00 
3O~oO " 60.00·, 
38.00 72.00 
54 .. 00 lOe.Oo-
85.00 168.00· 

72.00 . 
90.00 

108.00' 
162~OO 
252'·00 

Flat Ro.t 2 Semef: 
SeasoDal or~ Charge ••••••••••••••••••• 30.00 24.00 48.00' 72 .. 00 

bblie Fire Hydrant ~rvie., 
Montnl1 Charge per EYCrant •••••••••••••••••• 

~rviee Di~eont1n~nee ChArge 
Temporar,y D1~cont1nuance at ~tomerfs ~uest 

During Regular Working Hours ............. . 
At other than Regular Working Ho~ •••••• 
It Snov PloW' or Power Eq,uipment Need.eel •• 

'l'emporl.U"j'" D1seontinus.nce tor V1olata,g Rules 

Serviee Rester~tion Charge 
Wben Temp.' D1sco:c.t1nuanee ~ a.t Customer's 

Request , _ .• ' .' .................. _ .••••••.•••••••••• 
When Tempora.ry' D1oeont1n'ua.neo '-las tor 
V1ola~1ngRules: 

During Regular Wor~ HO\2rs ............ .. 
At other than Regulc.r World.:Dg Houn ........ .. 
It Snow' PlOW' or Povor Equ1:pment Needed. .. .. 

... 
.... 
.... 

.00 

* 

2.50 
5.00 

# 

... Applicant's present rules do not provide 
for t«nporary discontinuance or serv1eo 
a.t e. customer's request. 

# No special prevision tor sno\of co:c.d.1t.1ons .. 

+ 'l'be port1on or e.ppl1eru:1.t' s proposed rule 

... 

... 

... 
.00 

... 

2.50 
5.00 

# 

'Which prov1des tor a. $1.2 :sorviee restora.tion 
charge under deep snOW' eoncl1t1ons is 8. qual-
1!'ying paragra.ph only to the prov1s1~ tor 
restorat1on ot service after d15eontinuance 
for v1ola.ting rules. Tost:ic<n:y or a.ppl1ca:o.t f s 
vice pre=idont 1:c.d1eatcs that he thought the 
$12 ebG.rgo 'Would. aho apply e.tt.er d1:seontill
\2An~ at ~'s request .. 
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... 
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Seasonal Service 

A year-round customer, on behalf of neighbors ~nd friends 

~ho now ~=e seasonal customers, objected to applicant's proposed 

elimination of seasonal rate schedules. It is apparent, however, 

that the facilities to provide service for part of a year must 

remain in place throughout the yc~r and result in rate base items, 

depreciation, taxes and maintenance throughout the year. We concur 

with th~ staff conclusion that there does not appear to be suffi

cient justification for continuance of tnepresent seasonal rate 

schedules. 

Metered Ser.vice 

so:~ c~3tomer$ had suggested that it would be more equita

ble for app~icant to discontinue flat r~te service and provide only 

metered service. Testtmony of w!~eS$e$ for applicant and the 

Commission staff both indicate that it would not be economicall;:~ 

feasible to meter all service at this time, end thet it would, 

increase scoctautially the cost of service. 

Public Fire !lzdr:l'l:':: Ser.vice 

When ~p?lieant extends into new subdivisions, fire 

hydrants are installed at locations approved by El Dorado County 

officials. The fi:e protection service, however, is not provided 

by the county but by a separate entity, protestant Fire District~ 

After the new hydrants arc installed, appliean~ commences to bill 

Fire District for the hydrant service at the filed rate. 

Applicant's viee p:esident stated that he fe~t that 

applicant should be entitled to collect the filed rate for all such 

hydrants, even when Fire District advises him that some hydrants 

are not needed and should be placed out of service. We do not: agree. 
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Although it is reasonable and prudent to install fire hydrant serv

ice pipes~ as well as individual lot service pipes, at the time of 

construction of a main extension so that service can be provided 

when needed ~ it is 'Oot reasonable to require customers to receive 

and pay for service Which is 'Oot yet needed. This applies to cus

tomers such as Fire District as well as to owners of lots. The 

order which follows requires applicant to determine from Fire Dis

trict which of the prese'Ot hydrants the district does not intend to 

use. The fire hydrant service rate schedule authorized for the 

future specifies that fire hydrant service from any new hydrants 

must be authorized by the public authority which is to be respon

sible for p3.j":llent of monthly charges. 

Fire District requests that, in lieu of the $3.00 monthly 

rate requ~sted by applicant, a graduated rate seale of $2.50~ $3.00, 

and $3.50 be authorized, with the charge for each hydrant to be 

based upon the average flow of water available during a lO-hour 

test period, .:l:ld with a minimum flow requi:'ement of 250 gallons per 

minute for ~n individual hydrant. An assistant fire chief. testified 

that, in practice, a lS-minute to 30~nute flow test would be made, 

and supplemented by estimates of the length of time such flow could 

be sustained. Fire District did not indicate how it had derived 

the various rates it suggests. 

Applicant's vice president estimated that ~n additional 

capital expenditure of over $115~OOO would be required if applicant 

now were to add production and storage facilities solely to provide 

lO-hour fire flows. He testified that 2-hour flows of SOO gpm were 

now available and, with anticipated normal expansion of the system, 

material increases in available fire flows arc anticipated. Under 

the circumstances, and with the greater control Fire District will 
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now have over whieh hydrants are to remain and be placed in service, 

a graduated seale of rates for fire hydrant service is not appro

priate. 

Fire District charges that, on at least one occasion, 

fire equipment was taken t~ a fire and connected to, a hydrant, but 

the firemen found the hydrant dry. An assistant fire chief testi

fied that, during a periodic check of all hydrants in 1966, 13 of 

applicant's hydrants were dry. This is a serious condition and we 

remind applicant that Section II.2. of General Order No. 103' requires 

a utility to notify the fire protection agency of any scheduled or 

emergency interruption and subsequent restoration of' service. 

In addition to the 302 standard fire hydrants in appli

ca~trs system, there are 23 substandard hydrants which neither 

applicant nor Fire District considers adequate. Applicant does not 

now inClude them in its bills to Fire District. !he fire hydrant 

rate ~uthor1zed by the order which follows provides only for ~ 

service through the standard fire hydrants. 

!he special conditions. of applicant's rate schedule for 

public fire hydrant service provide that hydrants will be installed 

only at the utility's expense. This is in conflict with applicant's 

main extension :oule, which provides for the inclusion Of the cost of 

certain hydrants in subdividers' advances as part of the cost of 

main extensions to serve subdivisions. Applicant's proposed special 

conditions, on the other hand, include only"the installation of 

hydra.nts in new subdivisions. The special conditions. authorized 

herein cover both situations. 

Service to Governmental Agencies 

As permitted by General Order No. 96-A, applicant has 

entered into a special contract with the U. S. Forest Service 
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covering water service to that agency. Applicant has not, however" 

filed copies of the contract as required by the general order. 

Char~es for T~porary Service Disccntinuanee 

!n the past, some customers have req~estcd applicant to 

discontinue service temporarily, apparently in most eases :0 prevent 

freezing of the customers' 0'Wn pipes during cold weather. Although 

applicant: is not required by its eariffs to perform this function, 

it has accommodated those customers. If the practice becomes wide

spread, cO':lsiderable additional e~:pense would be entailed which, 

unless paid for by the customers requesti~g this special treatment, 

could ultimately result in further rate increases for all customers. 

Ap9lieant's proposed solution to this probl~ is to pre~ 

scribe fi..,,<ed charges for temporary discontinuances. This might: still / 

be ineqlJ.it3.ble because of the widely varying actU4l cost involved 

in turning the services off and on. A more a,propriate solution 

would be for the customer to pay ap91ieant, in each ease, the actual 

cost incurred in providing the special tre~toent. !hie is similar 

to the charges now provided for in applicant's rules when temporary 

service is requested for a limited t~e~ The order which follows 

authorizes applicant to file revised and more modern rules whieh 

permit charging customers the actual cost of the special treatment. 

!he order also requires appli~t to notify customers of the: new. 

proviSion. 

Results of Operation 

Witnesses for applicant and the Co~ssion staff r~va 

analyzed and estimated'~pplieanets operational results. Summarized 

in Table II, from the staff's Exhibit No.2 and from Exhibit E 

attached to the second amended application, are the est1mat~d results 
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of operation for the test year 1967, under present water rates and 

those proposed by ap~lieant. 

.. .. .. . 

TABLE II 

Estimated Results of Operation 
{'.test Year 1967 

: ~esent ltites: Proe2sea ~tes : 
Item ~ta~t;1C Statt :A~Elic~nt: . .. .. .. 

Operating Revenues $ 32,010 $ 48,080 

Deductio:ls 
~perat~ug Expenses 24,480 24,480 
Depreciation Expense 12,400 12,400 
Taxes Other 1t~n on Income 5,630 5,630 
Income 'I'axes 100 100 

Total 42,610 42,510 

Net Rcve:lue (10,600) 5,470 

Rate Base 257,300 257,300 

Rate e~ Return I.o~s 2.1Z 

(Red Figure) 

* 1967 results at present rates not 
shown by applicant. 

$ 47,742 

35,707 
28,500 
6,283 

100 
70,S9\> 

(22,848) 

183,536 

Loss 

From Table II it can be seen that applicant's proposed 

rates would result in an increase of SO perceut in operating 

revenues. 

The principal difference between the revenue estimates 

presented by applicant aud those presented by the Commission 

staff result from applicant's failure to include any revenue from 

(1) metered consumption in excess of that included for the mini

mum charge, and (2) other miscellaneous revenues. '!he staf::' s . 

estimate is adopted for the purpose of this proceeding. 

The principal difference between the staff's and appli

cane's estimates of expenses is in the estimates of payroll. ~ 

staff's. esttmate is based upon a reasonable payroll expense of 
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comparable utilities, whereas applicant's estimate is based upon the 

assumed utilization of three full-tfme operating employees and two 

officers, with a gross payroll of $2,,000 per month. There are cor

responding differences in the payroll tax estimates. The staff 

es~imates are adopted as reasonable. 

The prinCipal difference between the staff's and appli

cant's estimates of depreciation expense is due to- plant financed 

by assessment bonds. The staff treated the plant investments as 

contributions in aid of construction whereas applicant considered 

them to be refundable advances for construction. Depreciation on 

contributed pla.nt is not it~clude<:l in depreciation expense.. 'l'be 

staff estimate is adopted. This subject is discussed in detail 

hereinafter under "Assessment Bond Finaneing .. " 

The principal difference beeween the staff's and appli

cant's estimates of rate base is apparently due to approximately 

$74,000 of unexpended proceeds from assessment bonds" of which about 

$29',000 is held in a trust account and about $45,,000 Md not yet 

been received by applicant. Applicant apparen~ly included these 

unexpended proceeds in the advances for construction which it 

deducted from net plant in determining rate base. The staff 

correctly considered the unexpended funds as not available to 

applicant until specific plant is installed and hence,. until 

expended,. not deductible in determining rate base. 'Xhestaff esti

mate is adopted. 

Assessment Bond Financing 

Several issues in this proceeding relate to some $770,000 

of applicant's plant which has been financed directly or indirectly 

by the issuance and sale of assessment bonds by El Dorado County. 
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Most of the plant involved consists of main extensions to serve 

subdivisions developed by applicantrs parent corporation, Tahoe 

Paradise, Inc. eTPI), but ::cain extensions to serve two tracts of 

unaffiliated developers also were financed in a similar manner. 

For certain extensions 'to serve TPI tracts, !PI requested 

El Dorado County to form special assessment districts. The county 

took the necessary pr~cedural steps, formed the assessment districts, 

and issued and sold assessment bonds. On the basis of competitive 

bidding, the county selected and paid a contractor to eoustructeach 

extensio7l. Applicant designed the extensions, inspected their 

installation and accepted the completed facilities from the county. 

Although !PI did not pay for the facilities and apparently at no 

time had title to them, applicant entered into main extension agree

ments whilZh p:ovide for, among other things, payment to TPI of. 

"refunds" of the costs of the extensions in the same manner as 

thoughTPI had either advanced those eosts or installed'the facili

ties. with its own funds. 

For two extensions to serve Units 1 and 2 of River Park 

Estates and Unit 2 of Sierra Park (the developers of which ~racts 

are not affiliated with applicant or TPI) applicant installed the 

extensions in accordance with its main extension rule, but later 

discovered that the developers had in some manner ob~ined funds 

from the couney to reimburse the developers for funds already 

advanced to applicant and to provide addi~ional advances for con-

struction as the work progressed. Although this would result in 

the subdividers being "refunded" over a period of years the amounts 

provided by the county, the transactions by unaffiliated developers 

were beyond the control of applicant. Future extensions involving 

such potential double re~bursement will be avoided· by the provision 
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iu the order which follows that prohibits applicant from entering 

into a main extension refund agreement until the developer has pro

vided written certification from a responsible county official that 

the county does not intend to provide public funds for construetion 

of the extension. This will not preclude applicant from extending 

into territory where the water system is to be paid for by the 

county~ because applicant may request authority to deviate from the 

refunding provisions of its main extension rule.2 

In support of the reasonableness of its contention, 

applic<l!lt suggests that the assessments on lots cause a commensurate 

reduction in :he price of lots, hence the subdivider is not being 

reimbursed t~~ce for the water system. Applicant's vice president 

testified t~.at if a·lot were not subject to the assessment bonds, 

then, bas~d on com~etitive sales prices, the subdivider would be 

able to charge more than if the lot were subject to the assessment 

bonds. He later admitted, however, that he did not know sales 

prices of lots and was not well versed in the vnlue of lend. 

Further, when the staff suggested that applicant present data on 

concurrent sales p=ices or asking prices of lots in Tract 24 

(unassessed) and 'tract 25 (assessed), applicant declined. to offer 

this evidence. 

'The Commission staff, in Exhibit No.2, recot:m1endcd that 

extensions to serve either !PI tr~:ts or those of unaffiliated 

Z Decision No. 70948, dated July lZ, 1906, in Application No.48Z8Z, 
authorized Jackson Water Works, Inc. to extend mains to serve a 
new subdivision wherein the mains were financed by assessment 
bonds and the proceeds were treated as contributions to the util
ity rather than refundable advances. Also, Decision No. 71965, 
dated February 7, 1967, in Application No. 48802, autho=ized 
California Water Service Company to file a contract form to be 
used when main extensions are to be financed by assessment bonds, 
which contract fo~ provides for refunds s~lar to refunds of 
advances except that they are paya~le to the city or county in
VOlved, as trustee for and for distribution ratably to the owners 
of the properties assessed. 
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developers b2 treated as contributions rather than advances whenever 

finauced by assessment bonds. The Attorney General concurred in 

this recommendation and moved that the Commission order applicant 

to rescind the agreements with the unaff~liated developers. Based 

upon the evidence in this proeeec!ing, it does not appear that appli

cant need take any affirmetive action to rescind the agreecents. 

On the basis of this record, applicant need not honor the agreements, 

because its main extension rule clearly states that a subdivider 

shall be required to &dvance the necessary funds to the utility, 

whereas in the~e instances the county advanced the funds. It: is 

recognized, ~owever, that neither the subdivider nor the county are 

parties to this proceeding nor were they present at the hearing. 

If the subdivider or the county, or both, wish to present further 

evidence or to argue that refunds are rightfully due either the 

subdivider or the county, those parties may institute appropriate 

proceedings with the Commission to press their claims. 

We wish to emphasize the fact that, even though the util

ity had no control over the actions of an unaffiliated subdivider, 

it has a responsibility to its customers to avoid being a party 

to procedures which circumvent its filed tariffs by refunding to 

subdividers the funds provided or already reimbursed to,the subdivi

ders by the county_ 

The effect on rate base and operating expenses of the 

trea'tment accorded extensions to serve nonaffiliated developers is tlOt V

of sufficient magnitu.c!e, at this time, to alter our opinion as to 

the level of applicant's rates that should be authorized. For this 

reason, further consideration of this question eould have been 

omitted. The matter is, however, of sufficient importance that the 
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opinion of this Commission as to the proper rate-making treatment 

to be accorded this type of transaction should be clearly set forth. 

In those instances where the funds to construct or acquire 

utility plant were derived from special assessment bond proceedings, 

it is our opinion that applicant's contention that such plant is the 

proper subj ect of main extension agreements violates a long-stauding 

fundamental concept of utility rate making followed by this Commis

sion, except: when refunds under the main extension agreements· are 

payable to a public agency for credit equitably to the owners of 

the property subject to assessment. The fact that a utility has 

entered into a main extension agreement with the developer in con

nection with wch properties does not alter the nature of the 

contribution from the county. We will, therefore, regard the 

investment in all properties financed through the issue of assess

ment bonds as contributions for rate-making purposes unless refunds 

under an extension agreement are payable directly or indirectly to 

the owners of the assessed property. 

Another issue raised by the staff is the question of 

whether applicant need take any action to insure that it has title 

to plant financed by assessment bonds. The evidence shows that in 

all of the tracts developed by !PI wherein assessment bonds were 

involved, the eounty and applicant had entered into agreements 

whereby title to the water facilities would be vested in applicant, 

not in the county nor in applicant's parent corporation. In the 

two extensions for unaffil:Lated developers, no such agreement was 

entered into with the county, but applicant did the construction 

uncl.er main extension agreements which provide, among other things, 

that the facilities shall be the sole property of the utility. 
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In those eases~ the county apparently never owned the facilities 

and merely donated funds for the developer to advance eo applicant. 

The county has offered to quitela~ to applicant any title thAt 

county might have in the water systems financed. by assessment bonds .. 

In view of the apparent invalidity of the main extension agreements, 

this may be desirable to lay to rest any possible doubt as to 

applicant's title to the facilities .. 

Rate of Return 

Applicant estimates that it will still sustain operating 

losses with its proposed increase in rates. The seaff's estimates 

indicate a return of 2.1 percent at applicant's proposed rates. It 

is apparent that the rates proposed by applicant will not produce 

an excessive rate of return. 

Findings and Conclusion~ 

The Commission finds that: 

l.a. Applicant is in need of additional revenues. 

b. The adopted estimates~ previously discussed here1n~ of 

operating revenues, operating expenses, rate base and rate of return 

for the test year 1967 reasonably represent the results of appli

cantYs future operations. 

c. A rate of return of 2.1 percent on applicant's rate base 

is not in excess of a reasonable return. 

d. The increases in rates and charges authorized herein are 

justified; the rates~ charges and rules authorized herein ere 

reasonable; and the present rates ~ charges 7 and rules insofar as 

they differ from those prescribed herein, are for the future unjust 

and unreasonable. 

2. Applicant has not complied with General Order No. 96-A in 

regard to the filing of a contract for service to a governmental 

.agency. 
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3. Applicant has not complied with General Order No. 103 in 

regard to installing a meter for measuring production 4t its 

Christmas Valley source of supply. 

4.a. The water system facilities to serve Tahoe Pa:adise 

Units 25 through 31, 33 and 34,. 45 through 47 and 51 were financed 

by El Dorado County through the sale of assessment district bonds,. 

and were installed by independent contractors selected by the county 

on ~he basis of competitive bidding. 

b. Pur.suant to agreements between a?p11cant and the county, 

those water syst~ facilities· were ~ransferred to applicant. 

c. Applicant's main extension rule requires the subdivider 

to advance,. in ecsh,. the estimated cost of ~n ext~sion unless the 

subdivider i~ permittee. "to construct and install the facilities 

himself, or arranec fc:= their installation. pursuant to competitive 

bidding procedures initiated by him .... " (Emphasis added.) The 

rule further provides that the cost of the extension in such cases,. 

"shall be p3id directly by" the subdivider. 

d. The transfer of facilities to app:icant by the county does 

not constitute a refundable advance by the subdiv'ider under 

applicant's main extension rule. 

e. '!he adva::.ce of county funds to applicant for it to con

struct main extensions to serve Units 1 and 2 of River Park Estates 

and Unit 2 of Sierra. Park was in violation of applicant's main 

extension rule. 

5. Applicant has not established a work order system to sup-

port plant additions and retirements. 

The Commission concludes that the application should be 

granted and that applicant should be authorized and directed to take 

the various actions set forth in the order which follows •. 
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d. Before the effective date of the revised rules authorized 

herein, applicant shall advise each of its customers, in writing, 

of the t:.ew S;bsection E to Rule No. 11, and shall file in this pro

ceeding 2 statement of the date that such notice was sent to the 

customers. 

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

applicant shall file with the Commission, pursuant to the provisions 

of Section X~B. of General Order No. 96-A, copies of applicant's 

contract wlt~ the U. S. Forest Service for the provision of water 

service. 

3. Withi~ thirty days after the effective date of this order, 

applicant s:~:l i~stall a meter on its sou:ce of s~pply in Christmas 

Valley i~ eo'nforcance with Subsection II.4.a. of General Order 

No. 103 ~nd shal~ file in this proceeding a statement of the date of 

'completion of the installation~ 

4.a. Within thirty days after the effective date of this order, 

applicant s~11 adjust its books of accounts to reflect the staff's 

adjusted balances for utility plant, reserve for depreciation, con

tributions in aid of construction, and oth~r related accounts, as 

set forth in the balance sheet in Table 2-A of ~~~bit No.'2. 

b. The ~tion of the Attorney General for an order directing 

applicant to rescind the main extension agreeoents covering Units 1 

and 2 of River Park Eztates and Unit 2 of Sierra Park is denied. 

c. After the effective date of this order, applicant shall 

not enter into a subdivision main extension agreement pursuant to 
• • to • .,. •••• '. • 

applicant's filed main extension rule unless and,.until the subclivider 
. .... • ..1': . ~ . .. . 

has provided written ee=tif.~cation f:-OtIl a . res'ponsibie ~ounty official 

that the county does not intend to provide public funds for construc

tion of all or part of the extension. This requirement sUT;>ersedes 
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paragraphs 6 and 7 of the order in Decision No. 67109', dated 

April 21, 1964, in Applications Nos. 46076 and 46077, which required 

applicant to advise the county of main extension agreements and 

required statements from subdividers regardiug plans for assessment 

bond financing. 

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

applicant shall install an adequate work order system to support all 

future plant a.dditions and retirements, and shall file in this pro

ceeding a statement: of the date of compliance with this requi:r::~cut. 

The Secretary of the Commission is directed to serve 

copies of this decision on the County of El Dorado and the developers 

of River Perk Subdivision and Sierra Park Subdivision. 

The effective date of this order shall be twenty days 

after the date hereof. 

Da.ted at ___ San __ Fran_ClSC...-,;;,O ___ , CalifOrnia, thisLS-.p~y 

of ___ ·--:..;A:.:;.U.;:.;GU::.;:S:;..:.T __ , 1967. 

Comm1::;1oner l'oter' E. M1tcholl~, be 
nec~~r!ly 4b'ent~ 41dnot part1c1pato 
1n th~ d1:'pO::1't1onot th1s,proceO'd1ng.., 
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APPLICABILITY 

APPENDIX A 
Pe.ge 1 or S 

Schedulo No. lA 

(T) 

Appl1ea.ble to all metered wter service !'urn1sbed on an ar..nu.e.l 'basis. 

'l'ERRrrORY 

Tahoe Para.d1sc and vicinity, :cear Meyers, El Doraclo CCl1.mty. ('r) 

RATES -
Monthly Quantity Rates: 

First 1,000 cu.ftoo or less ............... . 
Next. 1,000 eu.tt., per 100 cuoo1"t. • ••••• 
Next 2,000 cu.tt., per 100 cu.f't. • ..... . 
Over 4,000 cu.f't., per 100 cu.ft.. .oo ... .. 

Annual M1n1mum. Cbe.rge: 

For $/8 x 3/ ~ineb meter 
For )/4-1:och meter ..••..•..•..•..• 

•.....•......... 
For l-illeh meter ................ 
For l~1nch meter ................ 
For 2-inch me~ ........ ~ ...... . 

The Annual Minimum Charge w1ll ent,1tle 
the euotocer to the quantity or water 
each month vbieh one-tveltth or the 
annual minil:rom. ehe.rg~ \11ll purchase at 
the M.,nthly Quant1ty Rates. 

(Continued) 

Per Meter 
P~r Month 

$ 6.00' 
.38 
.30 
.. Z7 

Per Meter 
Per Year 

$ 72.00 
90.00 

lO8, .. oo 
162.00 
252 .. 00 

(I) 
I 

I 
(I) 

eI) 

J, 
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SPECIAL CCNDIT;rCNS 

APPENDIX A 
Page 2 or 5 

Schedule No. lA. 

1. Th~ armu.e.l m1r.d:mmn charge !l.ppl1es to ~rvice dur1Dg the 
12-month :period eom.oneing Je.n1Ja.rY 1 and 1:J due in a4vanc~. If a. per_ 
manent re:5id~nt of: the ares. bas boen tl customer of: the utility for a.t 
lea.st 12 montho, he may elect, a.t tho beg:llm1llg of: the calendar YetJ.r, 
to po.y proro.toc' mini:num cb.a.rges in e.dva:o.ce a.t intervw ot le~s than 
one year (monthlY', bimont.hly or quarterly) in accorcla.nco -.r1th the 
utility's established b1111ng periods tor w!l.t.er used in exceS$ of: the 
monthly allowance undor tbe annuo.l mitl1ID:1: charge. When meters are 
read bimonthly or qua.rterly, the eb.o.rge will be computed 'b7 doubllne or 
triplj,ng, respectively, the n1J:nber of: cubic feet to whieh each block 
ra.te 1~ applicablo on a monthly basis exeepttb.o.t metor~ mIJ.";/ be rend. 

(T) 

and quo.ntity charges billed dur1:og the winter season at intervals. greater 
than three months. eX) 

2. The oponing bill for metered. service, except upon conversion 
f'rom flat ra.te service, shAll 'be the established annual m1n1M1Jm ehuge 
tor the ~erv1ce. Whero 1n1t1!l.1 service is established after the first 
day of: any YO::J.r, the portion of such annual ebarge a.ppl1eable to the 
current year sb..lll be determined by multiplying the armual charge by one 
three-hundred-s::.xty-f:itth (1/.36;') of: the ntlmOer of dc.ys remn1n:itlg in the 
calendar year. Xhe baJ.ance of: tho payment of the 1n1t1a.l e.nnua.l eharge 
shsll be credited age.u.st the cbarges for tb.e :succeedirlg a.ro~ period. 
If: service is not eo~:t.inued !or a.t least one yea: af"ter tho es.~ ¢£ 
1n1t1a.l Service, no re1'und or the initial a.rm'UAl cl:.c.rge::J. shall be due 
the. customer. 

(N) 

(N) 
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Schedule No. 2RA. 

ANNUAL RESIDENTIAL FIAT RATE SERVICE --
APPLICABILITY 

Applicable to all flat ra.te residential vater service turn1shed on . (1') 
an annualba.s1s. 

TERRITORY 

Tahoo Pa.re.di~e and vicinity, near M$Yers, El Dorado County:.. (1') 

RATE -
For & s1ngle-f~ residential 
unit? ineluciing pr~$ .oo .... oooo •• oooo .. 

SPECIAL CONDITIONS 

Per Service Comleetion 
Per Year 

$72.00 
eI) 
(I) 

1 .. · T.o.e above i"la.t ro.te applies to a service coxmeetion not larger ('1') 
than one inch in d1emeter .. 

2. For :lernce covered by the a.bove classifica.tion, if the ut1l1ty 
or the cuctomer so elects, a :leter :shall be in=to.lled LUlcl serviCe pro
vided under Schedule t~o. lA, A:cnue.l Metered Service, et!ecti· ... e as o! the 
t1r:lt day of tho rollowing co.londar month. Wbere the flat ra.te charge ~ 
~or a. period bas been paid in advsnee, reflmd of the proratocl difforence t 
between ouch !'le.t ro.te po.~ont o.ncl tho tl'$n5r:n:m mO'tor cbargo tor tho Game ~ 
:period sba.ll be mado on or 'beforo that day. ('1') 

( Cont1nued) 
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Schedule No. 2RA 

~'UAL BmIDENTIAL ~ ~ SERVICE 

SPECIAL COrorrIONS-Contd. 

3. '!he atmuo.l f'lat ra.te charge a.pplies to 3ervic:e duri:cg the ('1') 
12-month period oo::cmenc1ng Jan'IJ/3:r'Y 1 and is duo in advance. If' e. por
lMnElnt resident of' the area ha.:!; been a. customer of' the utility f:or a.t 
loast 12 months, he t:J/J.y elect, a.1; the beginniDg of tho ca.lentJar yea:r, 
to· ptJ.y pro::oa.ted f'lat ra.te chArges in advance at 1nto:-vw of: less than 
one year in accord~c:e ~th the utility's establizhed b1

"
ing periods. ('1') 

4. The open1Dg bill tor tla.t rate :lervice shall be the est4b- (N) 
lished 8J:\X),ua,J. tla.t ra.te obc.rge tor the :lervice. Where in1t1Q.l service 
is e:lta.'bli:::hed after tho !"1rst day of' t'JJl"/ year, the p¢rt10n ot 3UCh 
annual charge a.pplica.ble to tho current year sholl be determined by 
l:lUltiplying the annual charge by one t~eQ-l:nmdred-=ixtY-1"if'th (l/365) 
of' tho num'be-r of days romain1Dg in tho ealenea.r YOtlr. Th.e balance ot 
the payment of' the initial a.nnual charge shall be eredi ted against the 
charges !or the suceeGding annual period. Ir.service is not continued 
for a.t leas~ one year atter the date ot initial servico, no retund ot 
the 1n1t1s.l rumual charges ohe.ll be due tho custocer. eN) 



Schedule No .. 5 

PUBLIC ~ .;,;:;~;;.:;D;.;.;RAN;.,;;;.;.=.T SERVICE 

APPLICABnI'l'Y 

Appliea.'ble to all 1".ire hydrant service ~sb.cd to mumci:ps.lities (1') 
orga.nized firo distriets ~d other pol1tical subdivisions of the State. 

TERRITORY 

Tahoe Paradise and vicinity, near Meyers, El Dorado CoWlty. (1') 

RATE - Per MOrl.th 

For each hydrant ... ~~ .............. . (I) 

SPECIAL CC».'DITIONS 

l. Water delivered for purposes other tba.:l £1re protection shall (T) 
be cba.rged for at the q:uantity ra.'t()s in Schedule No. lk, Al:l::I.ua.l Metered 
Service. 

2.. Cost of insta.lla.tion and. ma.inte:c.o.nee or hydrant~ will be borne 
by the utility except when borne by a 5Ubdivider pursuant tout1l1ty's 
main extension rule .. 

3. The eost of reloeat10n 01" a'DY hydrant shall 'be paid by the (T) 
party re~uest1ng reloea.t1on .. 

4. Hydrants ohall be conneC't(ld to the utility's system upon roceipt (N) 
or written request !ro~ the public autborityvhich 13 to be responsible 
for pa.yment or montbly charges. 'l'ho WT1tten roo .. ue:!rt shall designate the 
=1'ecl£'1c loca.tion of Qll.eh hydrant and, where a.ppropr1o.te, the type a:d 
size. 

5. The ut1lity 'UXldertakeo to supply oDJ.y such wa.ter at ouch pres
sure as 1!JIJ.y be ava1lable at ar.y t1me t.brougb. 'tho normaJ. operat.1on or its 
system. 


