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Decision No. 76276 

BEFORE 'rHE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF 'I'HE STAtt OF CALIFORNIA 

Application of MERCED WATER COMPANY ~ 
for an order of the Public Utili­
ties Commission of the State of 
California authoriziug increased ~ 
water rates in the City of Merced l 
and adjacent territory. ) 

Application No. 50323 
(Filed .Jau'IJJ3ry 16, 1969) 

Richard :1. Archer and Kristina M. Han.son, 
for :applicant. 

rates. 

John D. Reader and John J. Gibbons, for 
the Commission staff. 

OPINION -.....,,------

Applicant Merced Water Company seeks authority to fncrease 

Public hearing was held before Examiner Catey in Merced on 

July 16, 1969. Copies of the application had been served, notice of 

filing of the application published, aud notice of hearing pUblished 

and posted, in accordance with this Commission's rules of procedure. 

The matter was submitted on July 16, 1969. 

Testimony on behalf of applicant was presented by its 

treasurer, its assistant treasurer and its superintendent. The 

COmmission staff ,resentation was m::de through au accountant and an 

engineer. 

Service Area and Water System 

Applicant owns and opcrat~s the water system serving the 

City of Merced and unincorporated areas of Merced County adjacent to 

the city. The service Qrca is r~lat~vely flat. 

The water supply for this system is obtained from appli­

c~nt's 12 wells. Some of the well pumps deliver the water to four 
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elevated storage tanks; the other well pumps deliver the water 

directly into the distribution system. Three of the wells have 

standby engines for usc in the event of an electrical power failure. 

An additional such engine will be installed soon at the newest of 

applicant's wells. 

The distribution system includes about 110 miles of dis­

tribution mains, ranging in size up to 16-inch. There are about 

1,000 metered services, primarily for business and industrial ~~­

tamers, 6,900 flat rate serviees for r~sidential customers, and 

700 public fire hydra~ts. 

Service 

Field investigations of applicant's operations, serviee 

and facilities were made by the C~~ssion staff. A staff engineer 

testified that applicant is ~rovid1ng very good service and that 

the quality of plant inseallation is among the best he had observed 

in the whole state. Staff Exhibit No. 2 states that no informal 

complaints relating to this utility have been registered with the 

Commission for at least three years. No customers appeared at the 

hearing to testify regarding serviee. 

Applicant's present tariffs include schedules for general 

metered service, residence and church flat rate service, school 

and public park flat rate service, pUblic fire hydrant service, 

private fir~ protection service, and flat rate service from tempo­

r~ry connections to fire hydrants. The private fire proteetion 

rates were established in 1954. Tae ~est of the rates, except for 

minor changes to provide for service through lzrger size$ of service 

connections, became effective in 1964. 
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. Applicane proposes ~o increase essentially all of its 

rates. The following Table I presents a comparison of applicant's 

present and proposed basic rates: 

'l'ABI.E I 
Comparison of Monthly Rates 

Item '?re3ent -
Ceneral Metered Servic~ 

Zt.in1mu:n Charge"" $ 
Quantity Rate: 

First 1,500 eu.!t_ or l~~z 
Next. 2,500 eu_tt., per 100 eu.tt. 
Next. 6,000 eu .. !t .. , per 100 cu.!t. 
Next 30,000 cu.ft., per 100 cu.!t. 
Next 60,000 eu.!t., per 100 cu.l't. 
Next 400, COO cu.:f't., per 100 cu.!t. 
N~ 500,000 eu.!t., per 100 cu.!t.. 
Over 1,000,000 cu..ft., per lOO cu..ft. 

Re~idenee & Church Flat Rate Servico 
Each Serv1ce, incl. One Res. or Church 
on lot 'With krea. or: 

First 5,000 zq.1"t. or lez:5 . 
Next $,000 3CJ..!t., per $eO sq.n. .. 
Over 10,,000 sq.ft., pcr lOCO 3q.1.'t. 

Each Add'l. RC3. on Same Service 
Each 100 cu.ft.Capaeity o! S\~'il::ning Pool 

School & Public Park Flat Rate Service 
Per Service:# 

3/4-inch service 
la-inch. 30rvice 

Each 1,000· sq.ft. Area ot Prc::ise:s 
Each Building on I'red.sos 

3.05 

3.0$ 
.17 
.14 
.12 
.08 
.075 
.06 
.. 05 

3.30 
.. 10 
.15 

1 .. 50 
.05 

2.00 
150 .. 00 

.05 
3.00 

.05 Each,lOO eu.1't. Capacity ot S\\o:imnrlDS Pool 

Publie Fire Hydrant Service 
I Each Hydrant 

Private Fire Protection Serviee 
Per Se:-V.ice:# 

4-incll service 
10-inch service 

2.00 

4.00 
10.00 

Flat Rate Sel"'Viee From ?i.,re Hydr:mt~ 
For nUShing Sewers 15.00 
For Street Sweeper l,5 .. 00 
For PudcUing Tre:chos" per lin .. ,i't. .. 01 
For S~ritikling Street!, per est. 1.000 gal •• 1,5 

$ 3.75 

3.75 
.21 
.17 
.15-
.10 
.09 
.06 
.05 

3.90 
.15 
.20 

1.$5 
.05· 

2.45 
184.50 

.05 
:3.70 
.05 

2.50 

;.co 
12.25 

lS.,50 
18.50 

.Ol 
.lS 

~t4thori'Zed+ 

$ 3.60· 

3.60 
.. 20 
.17 
.14 
..10 
.09 
.06 
.05 

3.75 
.l2.. 
.19 

1.80 
.05 

2.35 
180.00 

.0;-
:3.5; 

.05 

2.50 

5.CO 
12 .. 25 

lS.OO 
18~OO 

.. Ol 

.17 

.,::. Mi.ni.:n.m: cl"..arge for 5/e.x .3/4-ineh mete:".. :.. graduated sc.alc of i."'lcr~ed: 
eharge3 is provided tor larger ~oterz. 

if Ch.3.rge tor sm<lJ..lest Me largest .J.:t'!lted $izcs ot ~erviee. A grad1.UXt«!. se3le 
ot intcr.Qodiate charges is proVided to~ int~r.moCiate 3!ze~ ot ~ervice. 

+ Plus tempor3...7 3.8% surcharge tor ~ but tire ~ro't.oction servico, t<> ot!zet 
10% F .. I.'l'. su::-~ge. 
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Revenue and customer data in Section III-A of Exhibit 

No. 2 indicate that the average monthly bill for metered service 

is $11.34 under present rates and would be $13.95 under applicant's 

proposed rate, en ineres.se of 23 percent. The revenue .a:ad customer 

data indicate that the average monthly bill for flat rate service 

is $4.91 under present rates and would be $5.98 under the rates 

proposed by applicant, an increase of 22 pe-rcent. !he rates author­

ized herein are designed to p-roduc:e I while the temporary 10 percent 

federal income tax surcharge is in effect, essentially the 3ame 

increases requested by applicant, With about a 4 percent reduction 

when the ineome tax surcharge expires.. This method of automatic 

adjustment for the income tax surcharge was recommended by the steff 

end is consistent with numerous previous deeisions in recent rate 

proeeedings involVing other utilities .. 

Resul ts of Qperation 

Witnesses for applicant and the Commission staff have an­

alyzed and est~ated applicantfs operational results. Summarized in 

Table II, from applicantfs Exhibit No.1 and the staff~s Exhibit No.2 

a.re the estimated rc::.ults of operation for the: test year 1969, under 

present rates and under those proposed by epplicant. The est1ma.tes, 

as set forth in the two exhibits, s:re not quite compara?le in that the 

staff Stlmms:ry excludes the eff(!!ct 0: the temporar; 10 pC't'cent £e<!eral 

income tax surcharge I whe-reas appliclltlt f s summs-ry ineludes that 

item. A1: the time applicant T s estimates were presented, the sur­

charge had not expired; when the staff est.1mates were presented, 

the surcharge had expired; the surcharge has since been reinstated. 

Also, applicant inadvertently used recent scudics of administrative 

expenses by its parent co-.cporation only in its summ.e:ry under p-ro-­

posed rates, whereas the staff used its own esttmates of such costs 

un1foxmly under both presen~ and proposed rates.. Further, applieant 

showed the changes Which would result if the investment tax credit 
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is repealed.. The summaries in the two exhibits are shown in modi­

fied form in Table II to ~ke estimates more readily comp3r~olc. 

For comparison 7 this table also shows the co:=esponding results of 

operation modified as discussed hereinafter. 

'!ABLE II 
Estimated Res~lts of 0esrstion 

(test Year 19~) 

At Present RAte~ 
Operat1ng Revenue3 

Deductions: 
Pumping, Trea.tment, Trar.!l. & Di:st.. Exp. 
Management Foe 
All Other Expen$O:5, Excl. Depr. 

& Income Taxes 
DepredAt.ion 

Subtot41 
Income Tmces: 

Before I. T .. C.. & 10% Surcharge 
Effect of Invest. Tax Credit 
Effect of 10% Surcharge 

Net IncOlte Taxe5 

Total Deductions 

Net Revenue 
Rate l3a:Je 
R.l.te of Roturn 

At Rates ProReVed bz Apo1ie~t 
Operating enues 

Deductions: 
:EXcl. Inc. T.:lXeo 
Income Taxes: 

:e~:. o:re I.1'. C. & 10% Surcharge 
E!'!ect 01: Invest. Tax CreCit 
Eftect of 10% Surcharge 

Net Incoc.e Taxes 

Total Ded:u.ctions 

Net Revonue 
Rate &so 
?.ate of S"tu..-n 

(Red Figure) 

Ap'Olie.-mt 

$ 549,~ 

1Z7,025 
26" COO 

174,755 
~2*2QZ 

3S7,6?7 

65,364* 
(3,€9S) 
2z549 

6'1 "Ol5 ' 

454,,702 

94,710 
2,1;2,398. 

4.@ 

$ 675,,54.1 

3~,6S7 

130,,489' 
(:3,,89S) 
1l~172 

1;'7,770 

525,1.57 

150,,004 
2,152,,3ge 

6.97% 

Stnff 

$ 545,600 

125,800 
23,800 ,', 

174,;70 
22.21.0 

38'J,210 

64,600 
(5,2;0) 
~·11.8O 

,,830 ' 

4J.S,040 

97,560 
2, 0e2, 500' 

4.68% 

$ 666 ... SOO· 

.3~,,210 

l21"lBO 
(5 .. 250), 
lO.9SO 

132',,910 

516,120 

150,,680 
2,082 ... 500 

7.21.% 

.y.. A.djusted for tax effect o! the additional 
expe:l3e resulting from. the rovised ~o­
ment tee. 
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$ 545,600 

12;,,800 
.26,000 

174,600 
22.2QQ 

385,400 

63,;00 
(5,,200) 

2zL.OO 
63,,700 

449,:'00 

96,,500 
2,.112,,500 

4 .. 6% 

$ 666,,800 

38;,400 

126,,000 
(5,200) 
1Cz900 
1~1,,700 

517,100 

l1.:.9,,700 
2,112',500 

'!.1% 
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From Table II it ca~ be determined that, including the 

3.8 percent temporary increase du~ to the income tax surcharge, the 

increase in operating revenues would be 22 percent under applicant's 

proposed rates. The rates3uthorized herein are designed to pro­

duce essentially the same increase as the rates proposed by appli-

cant. 

Revenues 

At the ttme applicant's revenue estimates were being pre­

pared, recorded. revenue dnta were avail.a.ble only through September 

1968. The later information avai1a~le when the staff estimates 

were being prepared permitted more accurate projections into 1969. 

The staff estimates are aGopted iu Table II. 

Expenses 

Consistent with the lower revenue and,. consumption esti­

mates of the staff, the staff estimates of pumping, treatment, 

transmission and distribution exp~nses are ~ower than those of 

applicant. The s~f£ estimates of these expenses are adopted in 

T~ble II. 

Management services are provided for applicant by its 

parent company, Crocker Estate Company.l Those services include 

overall management and supervision as well as clerical and techni­

cal services. The parent maintains .all general records O1:her than 

customer accounting records and prepares all tax returns and various 

governmental reports. Applicant~s parent makes relatively infre­

~uent studies of the proportions and amounts of salaries of the 

individuals involved in this work which are chargeable to appli­

ca~.t' s oper<ltions. For example) the $18)500 annual fee chltrged in 

I All of a?plieant' s capital stock: is owned by Crocker Land COtii­
?ony, a subsidiary of Crocker Estate Company. 
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1964 has not been revised until this year. The $26,000 annual fec 

shown in applicant's Exhibit No. 1 is based upon a study made in 

1968. Based upon present wage levels, the 1968 allocation percent­

ages would result in an annual charge of $26,705~ as set forth in 

applicant's Exhibit No.3. 
-', 

'I'he staff is of the opinion that a more detailed study of 

costs included in the management fee should have been prepared and 

presented by applicant. In the absence of such a presentation, a 

staff ~gineer testified that he includec in his expense estimates 

only $23,800, resulting from the application of a percentage 

increase to the previously charged fee. The percentage increase is 

based upon the increase experienced in other operating expenses. 

We concur ~th the staff that a more detailed presentation 

would have been clesirable.. The basis used by applicant, however, 

appe",rs to be conservative. For example, no compensation whatsoever 

is charged for the services of the individU3l who is president of 

both corporations, and only nominal percentages of" other joint 

officers' salaries paid by the paren: corporation are included in 

the management fee. In the f1.!tu:'e, applicant should prepare more 

detailed support for the amount chzrgcd by the parent corporation 

but, in this p=ocecding, the basis for 4pplieant rs estimate appears 

more accurate and morc reasonablc tba~ the staff's. This is 

reflected in tbe amount adopted in Table II. 

Applicant reviewed-the staff estimate of depreciation 

expense and, in Exhibit No.6, cOrlcluded that it was reasonable. 

The staff estimate is adopted i~ Iable II. Although the additional 

plent included in ~he rate bzsc, ~s discussed nereina~~e~, ~ould 

justify some undetermined amount of additional depreciation expense 

and ad valorem ~xes, these would largely be offset by the 
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corresponding increases in depreCiation deductions ~nd investment 

tax credit for income taxes. The various differences between 

applicant's, the staff's and the adopted estimates of revenues and 

expenses affect the corresponding estimates of income taxes. The 

income taxes adopted in Table II reflect the revenues and expenses 

adopted in that table. 

Under p:esent taX laws 7 8ppliC3nt estimates the investment 

tax credit for normal plant additions to be $3,898 as compared with 

the staff estimate of $5,250. Applicant contends further that the 

investment tax credit now should be disregarded because its repeal 

is believed ixaminent. The staff's estimate, based upon 3 percent 

of average normal plant additions, apppears to be correct under 

present tax laws. Until those laws actually are changed, we ~1ould 

not be justified in ignoring the tax savings resulting from the 

present law. 

Rate Base 

The staff had more recent data on actual cost of plant 

installation than was available when ~pplicant's estimates were 

being prepared. Applicantts review of the staff's estimates dis­

closed, however, ~hat two additional plant items of $20,000 each 

should be taken into account in determining the 1969 rate base. 

One of these items is the installation of .a subdivision main exten­

sion for which an advance was received during 1968 but which was 

no~ constructed until 1969. The other is a deferred expenditure 

rela~ed to the new elevated storage tank. Consistent with the 

staff's treatment: of similar expenditures, the main extension cost 

s~o~ld be gi',en a half-year weightin.g in rate base and the 'additional 

tank cost should be given a full-yea: "Neigh~ing. '!he staff's 

estimate of rate base is adopted, with an upward adjustment of 

$30,000 for th~ two items. 
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Applicant has installed t'WO main extensions at the request 

of the City of Merced without requiring the advance for construction 

provided for in applicant's filed main extension rule. The exten­

sions were made to serve a new junior college and a new cannery 

which the city feared would not be built in Merced if construction 

advances were required. For the cannery extension, the city guar­

anteed to make up any difference between the annual 22 percent-of­

revenue refunds which applicant would otherwise have paid under its 

rules and 10 percent of the cost of the extension. Under this 

arrangement, the deviation from the main extension rule would, 

after 10 years, result in no greater investment by applicant than 

if the rule had been followed. In the interim, however, the level 

of applicant's unrefunded advances for construction is lower than 

it would have been if the rule had been followed. 

The staff's estimated 1969 rate base reflects the level 

of unre£unded advances which would have resulted if the financing 

of the junior college a:ld cannery extensions had not deviated from 

the main extension rule. Applicant contends that the $44,000 staff 

adjustment for advances should not be adopted because (1) the rule 

devi~~ions were requested by the City of Merced, (2) the junior 

college and cannery benefit the people of Merced, a:ld (3) consider­

able revenue is now received by applicant from sale of wat:er through 

the extensions. 

Section 532 of the Public Utilities Code permit the Com­

mission to authorize just and reasonable deviations from utilities' 

tariffs. Section X-B of General Order No. 96-A ?rovides blanket 

authorization for deviations involving governmental agencies, b~t 

states that the reasonableness of any such deviations is subject to 

determination in appropriate Commission proceedings.. Unfortunately, 
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~he record in the current proceeding does not provide sufficient 

information upon which to judge the rC3sonablenes$ of the deviations 

involved in the extension of mains for the City of Merced to the 

jUnior college and cannery.. Although it is possible that a study of 

the incremental investment, revenues and expenses relating to the 

main exten$ions would show that the extensions were fully compensa­

tory and thus not a burden on other customers, no such study was 

presented by ap?licant. The burden of proof of reasonableness rests 

with applic~nt. We adopt the staff adjus~t for this proceeding 

without prejudice to reevaluation in future proccedin~s if more 

:fac~s then are presented. 

Surcharge to Federal Income ~.~ 

A 10 percent st:rcha:-ge was imposed by tl"J.e Revenue ~nd 

~~penditure Control Act of 1958. ~e surcl~=ze ~~s retroactive for 

the full year 1968·; expired June 30, 1969, b~t si:.ce t:-:.en bas been 

extended to December 31, 1~69. 111e staff ree~mmends that the por­

tion of applicant's revc~ue requirement resulting from the ~ 

surcharge be set up as a separate item in applicant's rates in the 

form of .tl temporary surcharge on water bills while ehe tax surcharge 

remains in effect.. A 3.8 percent: surcharee on applicant's basic 

rates will produce the required portion of applicant's revenue. A 

corresponding reduction is made in the requested basic rates to 

produce the same revenues as the requested rates only while the tax 

surcharge remains in effect.. This surcharge on applicant's bills 

will offset only the futcre effect of the taX surcha~ge and is not 

designed to recoup any of the increased taxes on net revenue pro­

duced prior to the effective date of the increased water rates 

a~thorizeQ in this proeeedi~. 
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Rate of Return 

Applicant r s treasurer testified that, in his opinion, .a 

7.0 percent return on rate base would be reasonable for applicant's 

operations. He stated. that he considered sever~l factors in co:ning 

to this conclusion: applicant's conservative financial structure, 

present high interest rates on borrowed fends, returns recently 

allowed other utilities, rate of retu.-n found reasonable in appli­

cant's 1964 rate proceeding, and past trend in applicant's recorded 

rate of return. 

A staff accountant testified that, in his opinion, a 

0.2 percent return on rate base would be reasonable for applicant's 

operations. This is based ~rim3rily upon the revenue requirement 

which would have resulted from .a 50 percent equity and 50 percent 

debt capital structure in lieu of applicant's essentially 100 per­

cent equity financing. Because interest on debt is an,~llowablc 

deduction for income tax purposes, a given level of gross revenues 

produces a lower return on rate base for a utility with all equity 

financing. The staff witness reasoned that applicant r s customers 

shoul~ not be required to pay any higher water rates than would 

b.ave been authorized under a 50-50 capital structure. The staff 

assumed a composite 6 percent interest rate on debt. 

There is merit to the staf::'s pOSition that applicant's 

customers should not be penalized for applicant's unusually conserva­

tive finanCing. On the other hand, if applicant had consistently 

financed half of its c.:li?ital installations with borrowed funds, it 

would have bad to pay considerably more than 6 percent interest on 

recent sizable amounts of funds exj.)Cnded for plent enl.3rgements and 

improvements. Also ~ the fu:lds :nade available to applicant by rein­

vesting earnings rather tr~n paying di~dends to its stockholders 
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have assisted in providing a high quality water system and excellent 

water service to its customers. Further, although the staff witness 

testified that (1) he co~sidered a 10 percent return on equity as 

reasonable under a 50-50 capital st~cture, cnd (2) a 6 .. 5 percent 

return on rate base under applicant's 100 percent equity financing 

would be produced by the same water rates as those which would pro­

vide a 10 percent return on equity ~~th a 50-50 capital structure, 

he recommenced only a 6 .. 2 percent return on rate base.. Finally, 

applicant's record of efficient management and operation of the 

system warrants a somewhat higher return on equity than might other­

wise a~pear reasonable.. Taking all of these factors into considera­

tion, we conclude that a 6-3/4 percent retur:J. on rate base is 

re~so:able for applicant's operations during the next few years. 

Although this is lower than the return on rate base recently allowed 

other utilities, applica'O.t' s stockholder is not unduly penalized in 

comparison with stockholders of other utili·ties because applicant's 

reinvestment of earnings in lieu of ceclering dividends benefits its 

stocldlolder by deferring and reducing the stockholder's own income 

t.lX liability .. 

Trend in Rate of Return 

Applicant's estimates for ~he test years 1968 and 1969 

indicate an annual decline of 0.14 p~reent in rate of return at 

proposed rates. !he staff estimates show .an annual decline of 

O.lS percent at proposed rates. Applicant contends that the 

0.44 percent annual decline in rate of return it has experienced 

since its last rate proceedinz is more indicativ~ of the future trend 

than is the trend derived from ~he two test years. 

The comparative =ates of return for two successive test 

years, or for a series 0: =ecorded y~rs) ~re indicative of the 
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future trend in rate of return only if the rates of change of ma~or 

individual components of revenues, eX?enSes and rate b:lse in the 

test years, or recorded years, are reasonably indicative of the 

future trend of those items. Distortions ~used by abnormal, non­

recurring or sporadically recurring changes in revenues, expenses, 

or rate base items must be avoided to provide a valid basis for 

projection of the anticipated future trend in r~te of return. !he 

staff estimates appear to· have eliminated distortions and 

abnormalities in the t:enes of revenues, expenses and rate b~sc from 

the test years 1968 aud 1969. No analysis of the reaSons for the 

recorded long-term annual trend of 0.44 p~rcent was presented by 

applicant and it may reasonably be ass~d that some of the f~ctors 

causing that more rapid decline in rate of retcrn are not necessa:ily 

~?plicable to the future. The staff estimate of 0.15 percent 

decline per year in rate 0: r~turn appears valid and is adopted for 

the purposes of this proceeding. 

In most of the recent decisions in rate proceedings 

involving other water utilities, the apparent future trend i~ ~ete 

of return has been offset by the 3utoorization of a level of r~:cs 

to remain in ef=ect for several ye&rs and aesigned ~o produce, on 

the average over that period, th~ rate of re~~ found re~s~b1c. 

That same approach is adopted for this proccediDg. :For this comp.;:.ny, 

a 3- to 4-year projection appears reasonable. 

The rate increase a~thorized herein will not be in ~f£eet 

fo: about the first three quarters of the ye~r 1969. With the 

indicated future trend in r.ate cf retu-~, :hc ;.1 percent rct~ 

~r.der the r&tes authori:ee herei~ £or the tcs: yczr 1969 shocld 

produce an ~vcrage :ate of return 0: 6-3/4 percent over the next 

3-1/2 years, approximately 5.2 percent for the calendar y~r 1969 
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(with aboue one-fourth of the year at the new rates), 6.95 percent 

for ehe year 1970, 6.80 pereent for 1971, 6.65 for 1972, and 6.50 

for 1973. 

Findings and Conclusion 

The Commission finds that: 

1. Applicant is in need of additional revenues. 

2. The ado?eed estimates, previously disc~ssed herein, of 

operating revenues, operating expenses and rate base for the test 

year 1969, and an annual deeline of 0.15 pareent in rate of return, 

reasonably indieaee the probable range of res~lts of applicant's 

operations for the near future. 

S. An average raee of reeurn of 6-3/4 percent on appli~ne ~ s 

rate base fo~ the next 3-1/2 years is reasonable. 

4. The increases in rates and charges authorized herein arc 

justified; ehe rates and eharges authorized herein are reasonable; 

and the present rates and c~rges, insofar as they differ from those 

prescribed herein, are for the future unjust and unreasonable. 

5. The surcharges authorized herein are d~signed to provide 

only sufficient revenue to offset the future effect of the ine~e 

tax surcharge, which is not reflected in the basic rate schedule~. 

The Commission concludes that the application should ~e 

granted, with modification of the form of the ~ates to show the 

portion related to the income tax surcharge as a separate item. 

ORDER -- ............... 

!T IS CRDERE"D ~c-..at, Clft~~ the effcctivz ~te of this or~~, 

a?pliea~t Merced Water Company is ~uthorized to file the revised 

rate schedules attached to this order as Appendix A. Such filing 

shall comply with General Order No. 96-A. The ~ffective date of 
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the revised schedules shall be four days after the date of filing. 

The revised schedules shall apply only to service rendered on and 

after the effective date thereof. 

The effective date of this order shall be rwen~ days 

after the date hereof. 

Dated at ___ SaJl. __ Fra_a.l)j_Cl:_·~ ___ , california, this _-:../_S. .... ~"-.:.;;.... 
&y of ___ ' O:JC"I,.w.OBw.lE-'lR""--__ , 1969. 

COmm1~~1oner Vernon L. Sturgeon ~1ng 
noeO=~r1lv ~~~ • 

J ~~~e~t. ~1~ Dot part1c1~to 
1n %ho ,d1:;,os1t10n 0:' tbis p.rocoo~ 
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APPENDIX A 
P:l.go 1 o! e 

Sehedulc No. l 

APPLICABILITY 

Applicable to all metcrOO. wo.ter ~~c:e. 

TERRITORY 

Mcrcod 3nd vic:inity, Merced County. 

RATES 

Quantity Rates: 

First 1,500 eu.ft. or lcs:; ............... 
Next 2,500 eu • .ft., per 100 eu.ft. ...... 
Next 6,000 c:u.!t., per 100 cu .. !t. ...... 
Next. 30,000 cu.1't., por 100 cu.1"t. •• *' ••• 
Next. 60,oco c:u.!t., per 100 eu.!t. ....... 
Next. 400,000 eu.!t., per 100 eu.ft. .•.... 
Noxc 500,000 eu.!t., per 100 cu.!t. ._ ... " 
Ovar 1,000,000 c:u.!t., per 100 c:u.!t. ....... 

For 5/8 x 3/4-1nehmater 
For 31 4-'5:n.c:h moter 

....••.....•..•...•. 

....•.•..•....••.... 
For l-inc:h meter 
For l~inc:h metor 
For 2-inc:.h mater 
For 3-inc:h meter 
For 4-ineh motor 
For 6-ineh meter 
For 8-ineh meter 

.................... 

.•..•.•...•..•..•..• 

.....•..••.•.....••. 

......•............. 

.....••.•..•.••..••. 

.....•.....•........ 

..... ~ •..........•.. 
The Y.d.'linrum Ch.'lrge ",'ill entitle tho euztocer 
to the q~~tity o! ~tor Whieh th~t ~~n~ 
charge \oIill purehMo clt. the Qua..""1tit7 ?Ates. 

SPECIAL ~O~~!T!O~S 

Per Y.e-t.er 
Per Month 

$ '3.60 
..20 
.17 
.14 
.10 
.oq 
.~ 
.0$ 

$ 3.60 
·5.00 
6.00 
e.oo 

1.4.00 
2:1..00 
30.00 
40.CO 
70.00 

l. It a. C'tl3t¢car "rho is eligible !or :lat r~t.e zorviee req;.lcste,. 
.'l%'ld is !ur:nshed metered ~rvice, 3. chMgo to !"'~t rOl.to :5ervicc =7 not 
be made 'Until motored :lorvieo h~ been taxon tor <3. po:"!od. of 12 consecu­
tivo Qonths. 

(I) 
I , 
f 
I , , 
r 

f-!-) 
\J. 

(I; 
r 
I 
f 
t 
T 
r , 
I , , , 
f . , 

( .. , .!.; 



A.$0S23 NB 

SPECIA!. COND!'l'IONS-Contd. 

APPENDD: A 
P~ge 2 ot 8 

Schedule No. 1 

2.. Customers whose req~cments my ovorbu.""Cl.en tho water ~tem.1 
mlly require unroMonablo invo~tment in a.cidition:l.l !a.cilities

1 
or may 

intorto%'() with the supply to the cx1sting cu:ltomor~1 w.Ul not be sUj;>­
plied. W3.t¢r service under this schedule. In ~ueh eases a :s:pecitIJ. 
contract. will 'be required. und.er :!ouch t.erms 33 tho conditions warr.:mt, 
subject to approv~ by tho PUblic Utilities Comcission of the State 
of C3.l.irornia. 

3. Until the lO percont sw:-eharge to federal income ~ is 
removed, 'oills computod 'lmdor this tariff will. be iner~ed b:r 
3.8 percent .. 

(N) 
r 
t 

(N) 



A.$0823 N.B 

APPUCABnI'I\ 

APPENDIX A 
Page:3 ot 8 

~hed-Ao No. 2 

Applicable 'to water service 1'urn1shed on a !J.At. rate ba.s1s to· re~i-
donc~:s 4Xld. churehes.. . 

TERRITORY 

Merced And vie1n1ty, Morcod County .. 

RATES 

For e4ch s~~gle t~ rO$id~nco or church, 
inl::luding 4 lot having an area o!: 

Per Service CoMection 
Per Month 

First 57 000 zq.£t. or 1e05 ••••••••••• 

Next $,000 3q, .. l't .. , per ;00 :3q,.!t., or 
$3.75 (I) 

f 
f 

!r4ction thoroo! ........ .. I 

.14 , 
T 

Over 10,000 zq,.1't., per 1,000 .$¢..!'t. or 
traction thoreof ••••••••• 

I , 
f 

.l9 T 
I 

I In addition, for e4ch rczident!.41 tmi:t 
oerved .trom the ~D.me service connoction 1.80 

, 
(I) 

In addition, tor each 100 eu .. ft.. or eJl­
~city or each !Jwimming pool Ol~rved 
1'rO:::l the C;.ll:lO service connection ........ . 

SPECIAL CONnITIONS 

0.05 

1. All 3ervice not covered. by the above cla3sifiC4tioxw will be t1JZ'­
nishcd only on a metered ba.si~. 

2. Meters my be installed a.t option or compo.ny or ~tomer :or ~bove 
classifications in which event service ....... ~ thorca...4"tcr 'be rendered only on 
the basis o.t Sehec!.u1o I~o .. 13 ~e::-aJ. !-Zcterod Service, /!:lei :lust be continU"l"4 
!or not less thcln 12 month::: oefore it ":J:ly aga:i:l be e~ed to !let ra.te 
sorviee. 



A.S082) NB 

SPECIAL CONDITION5--Contd. 

APPENDD: A 
Page 4 o£ e 

Schedule No. 2 

:3. Ir the customer requireo the service connection to be moved 
or increa.:;eci to a. larger diameter, the custo:ler :Jh4ll pay the entire 
co:t or removing the exist~ sorvice and ~~~'15ng the n~ service. 

4. Until the 10 percent s'Urcharge to federal income t.:J;( is 
removed, bills computc<! under this ~! 'Will 'be incrc~ed. 'by' 
3. e percent. 

(N) 
f 
f 

(IT) 



A.50S23 NB 

APPtICABn.ITY 

APPENDIX A 
Pa.ge 5 of S 

Schedule No. 3 

Applicable to water service furnished on a .t'la.t rate b~is to 
sehool:l and public parks. 

TERRITORY 

Merced 4%ld viCinity I Merced. Co'Unty. 

For each eervico c~nnectio~ 3/~ch or ~mcller 
For o~ch l-ioch service connection •••••••••• 
For oach l~inch servico connection ••••••••.• 
For o~ch 2-inch ~ervico connoction •••••••••• 
For e~ch 3-inch serviee con.~eetion •••••.•••• 
For eac~ 4-inch service connection •••••••••• 
For o~ch 6-incn servico connection •••••••••• 
For each S-inch 30rvicc con.~eetion •••••••••• 
For each 10-inch service connection •••••••••• 

In addition" for ell.ch 1.,000 SCi..ft. or 
fraction thoreof, per 1,000 sq.1't. • •••••••••• 

In ~ddition" for ell.ch building on premises 
servoci trom the sace service connect:~ •••••• 

In addition, tor each 100 cu.ft. ot Cc'llXlocity 
ot :sWimming pool:; on pre::l1so3 SOX"'"/eC troe. 
the ~amo sorvice connoction •••••••••••••••••• 

SPEC!At CONDITIor~ 

P~r Month -.-
$ 2.35 

3.50 
6.00 
9.00 

18.00 
30.00 
60.00 

120.00 
lSO.OO 

0.05 

0.05 

(I) , , , , , , , , , 
I , 
I , , 

(X) 

(I) 

1. Meters mlJ.Y' be irulttllled at opt::'on or co~ or customer for {'1') 
above classiti<:a.tions, i..'"'l which event ~ervico 'Will tbore~~er be ren-
dered only on the b.:u::.is of S<:hodulc No.1, Gonor.3l Motored Service, ~d 
mu:.t be conti.."lued to:: not loss trA"l 12 :O:lth!: boforo it 'Q(!."j' ~.gain b~ 
changod to ilat r~te :o~eo. 

2. Until the 10 percent ourc:b.lrge to fed.era.l in~o tax is retJOvcd (N) 
bill: co::put.ed under this tarl!f. will be incro:l!led by 3.13 percent. (N) 
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Seheeulo No. 4 

PUBtIC FIRE HYDRANT SERVICE -
AFPLICABIUTY 

Applicable to all publie tiro hydrant service. 

TERRITORY' 

:~erecd 3.nd vicinity, Merced CoWlty. 

RATE - Per Month 

For each hydrant .•.•.•..•.•........•. $2.50 

SPECIAl CONDITION 

~e CQmpllZly Will supply only such water at ~eh pressure ~ my be 
:l.va.il:J.blo from time to time a:: a. result or its normal operation or the 
'W:l.ter ~tem. 

('1') 

(I) 
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APPLICABnITY 

APPENDIX A 
Pa.ge 7 of e 

Seheciule No. 5 

PRrrATE FIRE PROTECTION SERVICE -

Applicable to ~ervice to olll a:uto~tic fire spril'lkler ~tems .. 

TERRITORY 

Merced a.."ld vicinity, Merced Co'Wlty. ('1') 

Per 'Month 

For each 4-ineh servico connection 
For each 6-inch servico connection 
For oa.ch B-ineh sOrvico connection 
For e~ch lO-inch servico connection 

.............. $ 5.00 
7.00 
9.50· 

12.25 

(I) 
... "' ........ . 
............. 

, , 
t 

..•.•..•.••.• (I) 

SPECIAL CONDITIONS 

1. The applicant ~hall ~y the cost ot installins the tire 3j)rinkler 
service. 

2. The above rates :J:l'e applicable only to tiro !lprinklor :3:y'$tems t.o 
which no conneetio~ !or other than tiro protection purposes aro allowed, 
are regula.rly in.zpoet.od. by' tho 1.U'ld.orwriters havin6 jurizdietion, arc 
in::ltalled according to ::;pceifieation!l ot the co:tpany, .and :J:l'O maintainee. 
to tho sati~tQ.etion or s31d company. 

:3. If a distribution main ot ad.equa.te size to ",erve a :iro spri:lkler 
~ystcm. in ~dition to all other normal $orvicc does not ~t .in the ='trOO't. 
or nllC7 adjacent to tho premisos 'to be ::;orvod hor01mder, then a ~%""Jieo 
main from. tho ne~o=t cxist1ng ma!n or adeo.,'Wl.to eapo.eity -.dll be in=t.alled 
by the company at the cost ot the al'pliea.""lt. 

4. The COl:l'Pa.."'l7 mar install tho "~d:l.rd. dotoC""...or-t;rpo :cote::- approved. 
by Tho Board. 0: Fire Undorwr1t¢'J:'s to'!" protection against the:f't, le3.i'..a.ge or 
~tc or wa.tor. 

5. Tho cocpc.ny ~ be re~u1rec1 to SU1=lPly only ",ueh water at sue.":. proz­
zuro ~ mar be avtJ.ilc.blo from time to tl:lC 3,$. e. rez~t or the no:o::al oj)Or4tion 
ot tho syzt~. Customers:laY take • ... -ater ~er this se!'lod1Jlo ol'll7 in the 
case or i.'i.'"'e or tor the purpoze of poriodieaJ. te3U5 and i%l3poetion,.,. 
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APPENDIX A 
Page S or S 

Schedw.e No. 6 

FLAT RATE SERVICE FROM FIRE HYDRANTS ---- --

APPUCABIUT'l 

Appliea.ble to wo.ter servicQ turnishod from tire hydr.3...'lt,:, on a. nat 
r.3.te ba3is tor municipal, construction and t~ral'j" U303.gC3. 

TERRITORY 

Merced a.nd vieinity, Moreed. County. 

RATES 

City or l1ereed: 

For n~hing ~ewer3 
For ,trcet ~woeper 

• •••••••••••••••• a. 

.................... 
Construction: 

For pudcl'~ns tron~~os ._- ............. . 

For spriDkling streets and. other 
uses tor streot iml'rovomont work 

SPECIAl CONDITIONS 

...... 

Per Month 

$18.00 
J.e.OO 

Pet" tineal Foot 

$ 0.01 

Per :&sti'ca.tod 
1,000 Gallono 

l. At the option or the eomp.:my 3. :::leter .....uJ. b<;l i.."'l!Jtalled. for 
eerviee un<!or this sehed.ulc. 

2. Applicant::; for serv1ec 'lmder this schedule must o'bt.a.i.."l ::poeitic 
~uthorization .!'rom the compa::y beforo tald.ng :J:tlj d.eli vory or 'W';ltor and 
sb..Ul u:se only tho hj'drants dosigna:t.ed by the company. 

:3. u ~ hydrant is do.::laged. 'b7 cl custOI:lOl'", the customor ::b.lll ~I 
the cost of repairs thereto. 


