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Decision·· No. 73015 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILItIES COMMISSION OF THE STAtE OF CALIFORNIA 

In the Matter of the Application) 
of HESPERIA WAl'ERCOMPANY ~ a ) 
Ca11forn1aCorPoration,· for an ) 
Incre. ase in Rate's for General ~ 
Metered Service ... : . 

Application NO. 48742 
(Filed. Augu$t 26,. 1966) 

Brobeck,. Phleger & Harrison, by 
Gordon E. Da.vis,. for applicant ana for Kayem Inves tmelle' Corpora
tion as interested party .. 

Allen W. Noble, for Hesperia Property 
Owners Assoc1a~ion and in his o'Wn 
behalf; :Ioe Emmons, for Hesperia 
Leisure League; Mrs. Natalie E. 
Bersbon; William Ariderson, for 
Hesperia Grazlge bG8; and 
Hal E .. Zeh,. for Hesperia P:roperty 
owners- ASsociation and in his own 
behalf; proteseants. 

Allen L. Ringler, for Hesperia Fire 
Department; w. Paul Payne; G. M. Hunton; 
Carl .J. Petznick; and E. George Sasine; 
Interestea parties. . 

:I erg :I.. Levander. and Raiiond E. Hey:£ens, 
or the Commission st f. 

o po I N I o· N' 
~ ~,-'- - .... ,-' 

Respe':ia . Water Compan,:, a corporation, (Hesperia) 

by~the above-entitled· app·l1cat:1071 seeks authority to increase its 

rates for generalmetered'acd irrigation servtee. PUblic hear1ngn 

on the application were held· 1n Hesperia before Examiner Rogers on 
, .,- . "'. 

May 25· and 26 and June 27, 1967 •. The matter was submitted on 
. , . 

the. latter ~te~ Prior to. the first day of hea.r1ng,. notice 

thereof was published' and 'mailed to, C:01lS1JD':Ie'rS as required" by , 
• .; .'" • , 4 

the·· Comm1aa:l.ou. 
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Growth 0'£ Applicant 

The history of the applicant is set' forth inprlor 

decisions and need not be repeated here except to . state that> 
.... ,. 

at the end of the year 1960 applicant had approximately 1~600 

general metered consucers and 68 irrigation consume~s ~ !he" 

growth between 1961 and 1965, bothinc1usive, was as follows: 

Year 

1961 
1962 
1963 
1964' 
1965. 

Niliiiber of Customers 
Genera! 

Irrigation Meeered 

68, 
69 
69' 
69 
63 

1600 
1713, 
lSS7 
2113 
2303-' 

Water 
Sales 

Ccf x 1000 

398 
382 
397 
527 
522 

OperatiDg 
Revenues 

$ 85,,864. 
114,021. 
.115:,424, .. 
143,141.', ,', 
151,414,' ' 

As of November 1, 1966, service was being. provi~d 

to 2,432 general metered ,consumers and 631rr1gat!on C01lS~rs 

8i tuated in an area comprising" approximately 42 square- miles 

in and around Hesperia. In this area there are 70 tracts " 

containing approximately 25,000 lots. 

, Ownership and Operation 

On November 1, 1966" 18 percent of the water sy.stem 

assets was owned' by applicant and the remaining 82 percent was 

owned -by. Kayem Invest:ment Corporation (Kayem). the water' system 
- , 

properties are operated by ap~11cant as an integrated system. 

Although the corporations :are separate ent1ties, . theoffieers 

and d1rect'ors are 'generally identical for' each company and a 

merger of the two' companies is in process., The results of 

operation ~-tud1es prepared by the applicant and the staff for 

this proceeding treat all utilitY ~lant' as applicant's ~cl ' 

exclude rental payments to: Kayem. 
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California City Development Company (C.e.D.C.) per£oxms 

management functions for appliecu: and Kayen (and twelve other 

corporations). Through its officers and employees in its office 

in Califo:r:nia City, C.C.D.C. carries on the financial management 

of applicant and Kayem9 maintaius thair c.c:counta end records 

and arranges for maiD extensions. It maintains' contact with ,.' 

service in the f1eldand lays down policy andgu1.de ,lines. 'for the 

complete operations of: the t~ companies. 

Applicant's operating expenses reflect a significant 

change 111 1966 from 1965. In the' latter yeaz applicant, paid 

C .. C.D.C. $3,000 for services of an administrative head ,and' $6,,000 

for seJ:V1ces rendered (b11l1Dg, accounting, ete.). Starting.r'ill 
" , 

196&, C.C~D.C. assessedapplieant$.SO ~r month' per meter 
, . 

connection. 

Fire Protection Service 

There are' approximately 2,000 fire hydrants in the 

service area, ofwb1ch 1,800 are in the Hesperia Fire Protection 

District (Fire District). The applicant's tariff provides, for 

a monthly charge of $2' per hydrant.. !be F:lreDistriet has paid 

no fee ,to the appl~c8.1lt for such service since 1960.. If the 

fire hydrant tariff charges were assessed and collected no-
, , . 

. increase'1ri:. ge1leraJ. ,metered or irrigation servi~e.'.rev~s would . ..', ' " , " . 

, '. be required. . " . ' , . . .' . ' . 
Public Witnesses . 

A representative of the Hesperia Leisure League protested 

the 'proposed rate increase. He stated that he was convinced that 
, '. , 

the requested inerease in rates was not justified and that one-

third of the residents of the' sexvice area. are on fixed incomes. 
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;' 
and cannot' afford an ,increase. rHe ·requested that the Commission 

withhold any .ac'tionollthe,1ucxease until ,the Fire District and. the 

applicant arrive at some agreement concerning revenues from the 

fire -hydrants. 
" 

The Chief of the Hesperia Fire'Protection .oistrict 

testified thatunt1l alidef:tc:1enc:1es iu the hydrants 'and fire, flow 

are c:orrected,llof1re hydrant rental v.lll be paid by the, Fire 

District. 

One water 'user compla1nedthat she received, X\l8ty water 
, \ , ' 

from both ho,t,and' ,cold' taps,.' 

Rates 

Applicant t S present, rates for genera.l metered, service and ' 

irrigation service were establis~d pursuant to authority of , 

Decision No. 62183 dated June 27, 1961, in Application No., 40862: 
' , ,I' 

(filed on February 19', 1959). the pres eDt ,and proposed: rates ,are 

as follows :'; 

General'Metered Rates 
QUaiitity Rites ,',,' " ' ,,' 
First:,,400',ef,"or less, ~'" 
Next 500 e£' ,per Cc£ ' 
Over' 900' cf, per Ccf 

Mozi1:h~y:lJ)1ni_:,eharges 
,SIS. x,3/4f

', meter,,' ,,'" 
3/4" ",me'ter:.: 

l",'meter 
1~' meter',: 
2:"·meter:: ' 
3n:~r 
4:1 'meter:: 
6U 'meter:: ' " 

. ':,." 
" Irrigation Ra.te8:' 
" QUaiit1~ Rates. " 

Per 'Cef '" ' 
Annual Minimum'charge 
5/8 x ,3/4iT '1IJI!ter, .. 

3/4" meter", ' 

Per Month ' , 
Present prO~8ea 
$ 2J>$7" $, 275. ,,' 
, '27"" '34'" " , I ,~ ., 

• ,',' e·' 

.21' .26 " 

2.05: 
, 2.75,'-
4.00' 
7.00'" 

10.00,', 
18,.00';, 
30,.00:, 
60.00:,~" : 

0', ' • 

.', ' 

2.55:, 
,3,~45' 
5.00' 

;"", 

8.7S' ' 
12 .. 50<", 
22' .. ;50'- " . 
37.50;:':', 
75.00/:; " , 

',1 

Per Annum " 
'Present.. ,Propo~d; ',' 
0.08'0 .. 10' , 

',.- " " 

$ 8 '"c, 
.. • J.J": 

1 '..,c' " 1 ~,.,,:;,' .. 
, , 
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Earnings, 

Earnings for the year 1966 at present rates as 

estimated by the applicant, and, for the years 1966 and 1967". 

at present" and proposed rates as est:~ted' by 1:he: st4££, are 

follows: 

It.em 

Operating Revenues 

Deduct. ions 

Opera.ting Expenses 
Depreciation Expenses 
TaxesOt.he~~ on Income 
Taxes on' mCQce 

Total DeduetioDS 

Not Revenue' 

.&ate or Return 

: 1966 Esticat.e<i : 1967 Estwted 
:Applicant: Stat! : Staf:£' ' 
: mzent. : .Present : Proposed : ?resent. : Propo~ 
: Rates : Rates : Rates : Rates. : 'a.'l.tes 

86,640' 
28·,,591' 
29,792; , 
1.ll2-

76,,700 
24,,600 
25,,600: 

2,000 

128,,900' 

22,,200 

570,,400 

.3.9% 

-5-. 

76)700 
24,,600 
25 600' , . 
12,;00 ' 

1.39~' 

48,,500 

570,,400 

8.5%: 

" 

.' , , 

7$.,,100 ' .. 78,,100 
' 2;,,;00', ' 2;,500' 
26,,600, ' 26600 " ' 2.800' ' 13d BOO , 

13.3,,000: 144.,ooor, 

24",;OCr' 51,,900', ' 
"·".:7 ' 

", 

545.,900: , 545,,900:-. ' 

4.;%;-' 9' 5%;' . ' .. , 
- " 

'," 'I 
" ' I , I , 

'I 



, 

- A. 48742 

Revenues' 

MO/ds,*" 

A' 
W' 

The gross revenues for the year 1966'were est1ma1:ed by 
'\ 

the applicant and the staff. The staff also es~1mated the revenues 

for 1967.. The a.pplicant, on the other hand, developed the .amount 

of gross income required in 1967 to realize a reeurn of7 p~rcent 

on its 1966estima1:ed figures. Comparisons of the revenues for the 

year 1966 at present and proposed rates .as estimated by the .appli-

cant and the s1:aff, and for the -ye&r 1967 as estimated,by 'the' 'staff, , 

are set out below: ' 

: 1996 Estimated : 1961 Est:i.mated 
:. Applicant,: SWf : Staff' 
:Present ,,: Proposed.: Pre$ent: pl'¢posed : ¥resent:: .t"roposed. 

Item : Rates : Rates: aa.t.os: ' Rates : RAtes,: Rates 

Revenues 

Generall<~tered,' oil.4e,$OO ;"'185,62$ ·;;u.s~570 ' ~l84,750 
Irrigation 2,510' 3,l38, 2,;00 3,l20 
Other 30 30 30 30 

, ", 

Total 151: 040: I ", l8S,793: '15l,1oo ' l?i7,900 ' 157,500", '195~900::, 
,,~. '. ' 

We find that the staff"s estimates are reasonable,: 'and 

they will be used herein .. 

In 1960 the applicant's contract with the Fire District 

expired and has not, been renewed due to the fact that the Fire . 

Distr1ctcl~ that many of the fire hydrants are unusable and 

the water supplies and pressures inadequate. The record shows 

that there have been some nego1:1ations fora new contract but no 

contract, had been executed as of the date of the .final hearil:l& .. 
herein. '.the staff and the a.pplie~t disreg~ded any revenues which 

could be realiz~d from the Fi~e Di~trict' although the hydrants' and 

related expenses arecons1dered .. ~ the utility ;larit':~<1 res~es,. 
. . . . . 

~-
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The record shows that there are 500 hydrants in the Fire 

District which are connected to 6-inch or larger mains a,nd could 
. ' i. 

provide afire flow acceptable to the Fire. District •. At) the tariff 

rate· of $2 per month per hydrant there could be $12,000· per· year· in 
additional reve:luesfrom the 500 acceptable fire hydran~ at. a Cost; 

of $25,000 for rehabilitation work, about $2,500 per year·in fixed 
.. . 

charges and $2, 700 per year in payroll expense. We urge. the appli-

cant and the Fire District to continue :legot1ations. relative to an· 

agreement which could'increase applicant's revenues and· decreaSe 
. . . 

the cost to the consumers. I: 

. . " . 

Operating Expenses 

The applieaut's.alld the staff's estimated operating and 

m.a1ntenance· expenses for the year 1966, and the staff's estimated 

operating and maintenance expenses for the year 1967, are as follows: 

Item 

Source of Supply 
Power and. Pumping 
Water Treatment 
Trans. «Diser. Expense 
CU8t~mer Accounting & Collect. 
Sales Expense'· 
GeneralExpeD$es 
M1scellaneous . 

'Iot:al 

: 19b6 Estimated· :!961 Est~ted 
: Applicant: .:' Sta.:t:t:: S't3£t 

$ $, 300 $ 300 
23,260 237900. 24,500 

110· 100: . 100· 
32·,170 13 7 900. 14,100 
11,440 14,900' l5,200 

100 100 100· . 
23,380 22,300 22,600· 
1 z200 1 z200 1%200· 

917660 76,.700 ·78·,100 
.,'. 

i , 
.) 

-7-



A. 48742 MO/GLF*/ds:*' 

Some of the differences in the estimates of operating 

expenses for 1966· are due' to'the"faet that applicant allocated tbe 

expenses among the accounts in a different manner than the sta.ff. 

The major differences in the estimates of operating expenses are 
1 

in transmission and distribution expense which applicaDt estimated 

$18,270 higher than the staff, and in customer acCO'UDtiDg "Wbich the 

staff est~te.d. $3,,460 higher than the applicant. the net differ~ 

eDce between the applicant's and the staff's estimates for 1966. is 

$14,96O:r the applicant', s being the higher. 

One of the reasons why the applicant's total estimated 

operating expense is higher is that applicant has certain services 

perfoxmed by the C.C.D.C. in California Ci~ and pays C.C.D.C •. 

50 cents per month per connection. With 2",432 general aDd: 68 

irrigation consumers this would. result in a total expense 'of 
2 

approximately $15,000 for the year 1966.l'his charge is in 

addition to, the payroll at Hesperia which in 1966 was estimated 
3 

to be $35-,880 :rof" 'Which $2,,500 was capitalized •. 

1 

2 

3 

Applicant estimated its 1966 transmission and. distribution 
expense to be $32 ~ 170, an ·increase of $4 ~40S over 1965. 
Its reported transmission and distribution expense· for 
1966 was $28-,391, or $3,779 less: than e.stimated. ' . . , 

• I 

Applicant actually included a fla.t sum of . $1 ,.200,' 'per month 
in its, 1966 estimate~ . Prior to 1966-' applicant pa1.d $9~OOO 
per year for 'the serv.[ceS~.· '. . 

In 1966,theB~speria:"'payZ:oll .... 0 $3,2,526, of which $1 9 261 
was capitalized.. . . 

...8-
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'Ihestaff acljusted the operations as if the entire 

operation were performed in Hesperia, reclassifiecl some of the 

distributed sums and allowed for new employees and equipment. 

!he changes :resulted in a:a. estimated expensed payroll of $36,700 

for 1966, plus approximately $2,350 which was capitalized •. 

We f:Lnd that the staff's estimates of operatiDg expenses 

for 1966 and 196-7 are reasonable and they will be adopted'With the 

exception of the regulatory Coamission expense which .~ staff 

estimated at' $'s,QOO and theappl1cant at $6,000;: both.spread'over 

a three-year period. the applieant's witness testified"that ·its 

actual cost exceeded $6"OOO~ We will use the applicant's estimate, 

which we find reasonable. For the puxpose of this dec1s:1on 'we will, 
. , -', . 

'. \ ' 

use total.operatitlg, expenses for the year 1966· 'of$7.7,033~ and 'for 

1967 of' $78:,433. 

Taxes, Other.Than· Income 

The follow1Dg'1s a s"mmary of the applicant's and the 

staff's est1ma.te of .such taxes for the year 1966 at present 'and 

proposed rates, and the staff' s estimate for 1967· at preserzt and 

proposed rates: 

Item . 

Property Taxes ~ 
P ay,roll Taxe3· " 

Total . 

: J.966 ~~tio,a:t:.ed. 
: _~pplieant~ : . Staf£ 

': Presen1i : Present : PropoS(!(i 
: Ra.tes : Ra.t.es : Rates 

: 1907 E$\:.:.1:mated. 
: Stat! 

: Preun'e: f'ropo:sed. .. 
: Rates :. Ra:t:e~' 

the applieant' s estimate of 1966, property,: taxesw8S; made 
, , " .,' . . :i 

bycompariDg the net utility. ~la:ntwith ~property eaxes in past . 

years, arriving at. a pereentage.£actor' to' be usecl'and applyiDg that 
... '. . 

-9-
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, 

. to the 1966 estimated utility plant in service.. The applicant then 

charged 8S.3 percent of the amount of estfmated property taxes for 

1966.. Appl!c.:mt estimated $32', 165 for total property taxes in 1966 .. 

Tbe payroll taxes were adjusted to, exclude· the amount of labor 

estimated to' handle the construction labor.. The result apparently 

includes a small amount of capitalized payroll. 

The staff adjusted the property taxes to exclude taxes 
" . 

on property held· for /future use and plant not reasonably. required 
, . 

to provide service to the present co'QS\m1ers. 

The staff's estimate of payxoll. taxes' was calculated OD 

expensed payroll only .. 

We'f'1nd'that the following estimates of taxes, other than 

income taxes, are reasonable, and they will be used herein: 

1966 1967 
Present .. :Proposed . Fresent .. FroposeC1 .. .. . 

Item Rates .. Rates .. Rates .. Rates .. .. .. 

Proper~ Taxes $27,437 $27,437 $28,445 $·28,445 
Payroll Taxes 2 1 355 2 z35S 2,355 . 2 7 355, 

Total $29,792' 29,792 30,800:, .30',800; 

Depreciation Expense . 

Applieantestimated the depreeiation expense for·l966,' 

to be $28,591. The staff estimated the expeDse would be~24,600 

in 1966 and. $25,500 in 1967. ~e f11ld the staff~'s e8t1mateB~f .' 

depreeiation expenses for. the years 1966 and 1967 ree.sonableand ' 
. .... r·. . 

adopt them.· 

Income Taxes 

Bo~h the applicant and the staff used the then effe~tive 

state c corPoration ."franchise tax rate. of 5-1/2' percent in their 

analyses.. The 'Commission takes notice of the fact that this tax 

rate was . increased to 7 percent on July .29, 1967~ applicable to" 

-10-
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Oarnings for t:he yCtJ% 1967.. Accordingly. the 1ncome tmces for the 
. 

adopted results of operation reflect the use of the increased t~ 
,.. . 

rate. Using the adopted figures. plus interest estimated in the 

amount of $23~SOO'1n 1966 and $24~OOO in 1967~ we find' the: income 

taxes for 1966- W1.l1be $1.503 at present rates and $15,;;331"at the 

proposed rates. snd:for 1967:will oe$Z,270 at present ·rates:a:nd . 

$17,599 .:It the 'pro,csad ra.tes. . . 

Rate . Base' 

M:. the beginning of the year 1966 the app]J.c.m~ and the 

staff had virtually the same dollar amoUJlt of utility plant, i.e., 
. 4 ~. ..: 5 

the applicant had $2,046,047, and the staff bad $2,046,.018. 

The applic.ant ass1lmed that in 1966 Hesperia and. Kayem 

would merge, replace p1JmPing equipment, add spec:Lal· mainsmui 

pressure-regulation facilities, repLace various. mains, install 

meters and firehydranes and acquire a truck .and various equipment. 

Its estimated·gross. utility plan~: at the end of 1966.was 

$2,127 ,982 and its related' depreciation reserve was $690',546 with 

an average depreciation rese:r:ve of $656,677. 

For the:purposes'of this matter the applicant reduced 

the 1966 utility plant by d.eduetillg 17 percent of the mains and 

hydrants, leaving an adjusted· 1966 utility plant of $1,785,279 

with a related c1epreeiatioll reserve of' $545,.850. l'h:LS utility· 

plaut includes the assets of Kayem •... It appears from the·· record 

that Kayem' s utility plant was ~preciat:ed' on a s~rsight:-l:lne total 
t , .• .. 

life basis . and as a. result. some of the'lCayem assets are· totally 
... , .', .' . . . 

depreciated. 

s 

'Xhe applican~t haS deducted: 'plant' held for future use from 
the figure given. 1'he staff deducted from the . gross 
utility plane herein· given $81,600 for plant. held for 
future use ... ' 

IXL each instance' the. figures include the assets of ICayem •. 

-11" 
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The staff made several adjustments 'to':the beginning-of-
, 

the .. year 1966 utility plant of $2,046,,018. The financial staff 

adjusted the plant by the addition of $1,732 for plant expensed 

in error in 1965'. The engineering staff' adjusted the, plant on a. 

pro-£o~ basis to reflect the entire operation being handled in 
• I 

Hesperia and also a.dded, $66,929 for ut1li1:y plant in Tract·, 5694 

inadvertently omitted by applicant. '!he effect of the st.a£f.:.'s' 
r,; 

changes was to have an adjusted utility plant ba.lance·at the 

beginning of the year 1966 of,$2,.162,478., 'With a.dditionsand 

:retirements during the year the staff estimated a begirming-of

the-year 1967 plant value of $2,201,478:, with an average'1966: 
, , , 

utility plant of ~2,182,OOO.. Tbe staff estimated $18~~800 in 

plant additions ill: 1967w1th $500 in retirements, giving an . 
" I • I '. . 

aver4ge utility pl~t in 1967 of $2,210,600. In bothinstanc:es 

the s,taf£ 'dedu.eted $81',600 of plant held for futu:e use. 

'there is very little difference between the 

a.ver~gc depreciation reserve for 1966 estimate?- by the , 
, . 

c.pplicont prior to adjustment, $65~,,.677,. and the staff"s 

adjusted beginning-of-the-year figure, of $655,394. The 

applic~t, adjusted reserve ,for d@pr~c1aeiou ?y,remov1ng 

appro:xitnl1tely 17 percent of tL'1.Q', dollcr .a:co::tut, of .;Q3;ns '. 
, . 

and fire hydrants from utility plant. 'Xhisresulted':Ln a resexve 
, , 

o£$545,850. 
, , ' 

The, applicant f s depreciation expense and accrual, at 

least for Kayem, was Doi' based· ona proper ,method ofdeprec1.ation. 
:, I I' 

In addition, the applicant has ~cd shorter lives. We have 

reviewed the record andfiud that the staff's average utility plant 

, and depreciation reserve for the years 1966 and 1967 are, proper • 

... ',I .. 
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Advances and Contributions 

We find that the staff's estimates of contributions in 

aid of construction and advances for cODStruction for the years 

1966 and 1967 are reasonable and they will be .a.doptec1for puxpos.es 

of this,opinion. 

Materials· and Supplies and Working Cash 

figures. 'We find that the applicant's estimates of $l J 890 for 
, .. 

materials and supplies and $14,440 for working, cash are r~nable. 

These figures will be used for the years 1966, and 1961. 

We find that an average depreciated rate base for the 

year 1966 of $572",830 cd an average deprec:i.ated,rate base for 

the year 1967 of $548,330 are reasonable. 

iindings 

Using the figures as acljusud,', herein,. the Commission ~ 

findS that: 

1. , Applicant' s reven\leS in 1966 were $151,100 at present 

rates. .and $187,900 at proposed rates, and its revenues in 1961 

will be $157 ~SOO at present r~tes and $195-,900 at proposed rates .. 

2. Applic:antis operating expens-es were $77,033- in 1966 and 
f • • • '. f '. 

will be $78,433 in. 19~1·. 

3. Taxes o~r than on income 'were $29,7~2 in 1966 andw:i.ll 
, , .. . 

'be $30 >aoQ in· l..96 7 ~ 

4. income, taxes for 1966 were $1,503 at: the present rates. 

and would 'be $lS7331"at the proposed rates~ .and for 1967 . 

will be $2.270 at the present l:ate~ aJld' $17,,599'.9.1: the proposed 
, . . " 

rates. 

-13-
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s. ' Applieant'sdepreciation expense was $24,600 in 1966 and 

will be $25,,500 in 1967. 

6.. Applicant's average acljustecl utility plant was 

$2,182,000 in 1966 and will be $2,210,600 in 196·7 ~ less, ill each 

instance, $81,600 for average utility plant held for future use. 

7. Applicant's average 4epreciat1on reserve in 1966 was 

$680 l> 700 and will 'be $732,,000' in 1967. 

8. In 1966, and 1967,. allowances of $l,890 for 1Xlaterials and 

supplies and $14,440 for 'Woxld.ng. cash are reasonable~ 

9. In 1966, applicant's eontxibutions ill aid of cOXlBtruc:tioll 

were $817,000 and its advances. for construction were $46,200'. 

" 

. ' 
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1966 Est:1.mA t4l)(i 1~7 'BstimA.t~ 
Present . ProPO:Jed Present Proposed . 

Item Rates :0; Rates Ratep' Ra:t~9 

Operating Revenues $151,lCO Sl877 900" $157,500 $l9;,<)OO 

LeS!l -
Operatag Expenses 71,033 71,033 78~>" 78,433 
Depreciation Expenses 24,600 " 24,600 2$"SOO 2;,;00" 
Ta:x:esOther ''rhan Inccme 29~792" 29,792 30·,800, , 30,800;" 
Taxes 'on, Income 1,5.Ql 15.331 ' 2,ZZQ"", 17·m' ' 

, • Tow ',Deduetions 
' , 

1.32,928, 146,756 JS7,OOY 1$2,332 ' 
. .... . 

Net Revenue 18,l72 4l,l.44 2O;49,f', ' 43,;6S, 
,. . ' ,'.j , 

Averago Depreci&ted Rate 3a.oo '572: 830, " ' 

572,8:30 548'330' ' ,. " , ;4S,3:3tf ' 
'" 

Rate of Ret\lrn ' 3.17% 7.~ 3.74% , 7.~%:> 

12. Applicant is in need of and entitled to increased 

revenues. 

13. The applicant re.quested re.~ of $39,002 on, 
I ' 

its estimated 1966· adj,usted rate 'base of $557,l66. We bav~ adjusted 

the 1966 rate base to$S72,830 and the 1967 rate base to $543,330. 

The staff has reco'lllme.uded a rate of xet'Uxn of 7 percent on the . , 

19,~7 rate base. We find ,such a rate. .0£' xetum to be fair and 

reasonable on the 1967 rate base .. 

14. ':the increased. rates, authorized herein will produce . . ..' ;. . : . ~,,' ,'. . 

gross'revenues totaling approXimately $185,230, an inerease of 
, . 

.$27.7300~er the revell~~ at extsting'ra~s, .and. w1l1y1eld net 
, .. 

returns of approximately, $38,~400 •. 

l5. 'the ixicreases in rates autho~ed herein lire justified,. 
. 

the rates and 'eb.arges authorized herein ar~ reasonable, and.' the .', 

present rates and eb.uges, in~£ar as they differ from those 

heroin prescr.f.bed, are £o~ 'tbe future unjust and unreason4ble. 

The Commission eouel~ that the appliea:1onsbo~d be 
, , 

granted to the 'extent spec:t£:l.Ad :t.D tc.:- oxd.er herein. 

-15-
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ORDER ..... .----

IT IS ORDERED that: 

1. A£ter the effective date of this order, applicant, 

Hesperia Water Company, is authorized to file the revised rate 

schedules attached to this order as Ap~dix A. Such filing shall 

comply with General Order No. 96-A_ The effective elate of the 

revised schedules sh~ll be October 1,1967,' or four days after 

the date of filing, whichever'is later. The revisedscbedules 

shall ~.!?ply only to service rendered on and after .the effective' 

date thereof. 

2~ For .the yeer 1967" applicant and Kayem Investment' Corpo

ration shall apply tae depreciation rates set forth in Tables 3-A 

and 3-B of Exhibit 6 in this ap~lication. Until rcviewindicates 

otherwise, applicant ,shall continue to use these rates.' Appli~t 

shall review its'depreciation rates at intervals of,threeyears and 

whenever a major change in depreciable plant ~urs. 

,3. Within sixty ~ys after the effectiv.e date hereof,. 

applieantshall file a revised . tariff . serVice' area map 'Which shall 

comply ~th General Order No. :96-A. 
" 

4. Within sixty days aft~.r the effective ~te of this order, 

He'speria Water Company and· Kayem· Investment COrporation shall ' 
" , 

I • I • 

est?b11~h a work order sy;t~ .and ~int.ain' appropriate ele'arixlg 
, :...... . : 

, ' . 
, , ' .. , ,I' 
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accounts as required by the Uniform System of Aecountsfor Water 

Utilities (Class A~ Class ~ and Class C). 

The effective date of this 'order shall be twenty days 

~~ter the date hereof. 

~ Datedat',_·_-.;,;;SM~_Fr:\_ .... n .... M __ ·~ ...... ____ ) California, this 

(" day of . ..........--... , 1967. 

,~, 
. ..~ '.L' 
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APm"DIX A 
Psge 1 ot 2 

Sehedule No. 1 

GENERAL ''MeTERED SERVICE 

APPLICABILITY 

Applicable :to a.llllletered 'Water service .. 

~ITQR.Y 

Hesper1a,ts.nd vicinity, San Bernardino County. 

RATES. -
. Quantity Re:t~s: 

F1r8t· JJJO eu • .f't. or less ........................... . 
Next ·soc eu.f't., per'lOO eu.!t .................. . 
Over 900 eu.:£'t.., per· 100 cu..ft .................. . 

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

..•.......•.•....•••..... 
••••........ ~ ....••••.... 

For l-1neh meter ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Fer l~1neh' meter .•..•...•.....•..••.....•. 
Per 2-1nch meter •.•.•.••...•..•..•....•.• 
Por 3-1nch meter •••••••••••••••••••••••• w 

For 4-ineh . meter ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
For 6-ineh meter ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

The M1:Umum Charge 1dll. entitle the eustcmer 
tc the Q,'1J4ntity et -..rater ...,h1ch tha.'t m1mmmn 
charge w1ll pur~ at the ~t1ty RAtes. 

Per Meter 
Per Month' 

$ 2.50 
3.25 
4.75 
7.7S· 

11 .. 00' 
20.00 
:32-.00 
6S.00 

(I) 

1 
(I)· 
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APPENDD: A 
Pago2 of' 2 

Sebedule No. 3IM 

LIMITED MEA.SURED IRRIGATICN SERVICE 

Applicable to all -water delivered tor irrigation purposes ~ " 

RATE -
Quanti t,. Rate: 

Per ioo eu.1"t. or less 

A:onual. Min1m~Cb.a.rge: 

••...•....•.•..•..........• 

For ;/8xJ/4-inehmet.er ........................ . 
For ': )/4-ineh, meter, ............................ . 

SPECIAL CONDITION 
,. 

Per,'Meter 
Per Month', 

$ O.lC': , (I)' 

. 
(I) " 

Serv1ee~r this :.ehedul$ is llmited to those premises s.er:ved. as ct' 
October 4, 1958." , 

" 

, ' 


