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Decision No. 78923 @~~~~~l~ ----------------
BEFORE THE ?UBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

In the Matter of the Application of ) 
CALIFORNIA-AMERICAN WATER COMPANY, ) 
a corporation, for authority to ) 
increase its rates and charges for ) 
water service in its Monterey Penin-) 
sula Division in Monterey County. ) , 

I 

Application No. 52039 
(Filed July 15~ 1970; 

Aalended August 5, 1970) 

Bacigalupi, Elkus, Salinger & Rosenberg, by 
Claude N. RO$enbe~g and ChA~les de Y. 
Elkus~ jr., Attorneys at Law, for applicant. 

EdWin S. Lee, for himself, Ca'I'tnel Valley Property 
Owners Assoeiation and Carmel Valley Residents, 
Protestants. 

William C. Marsh, Attorney at Law, interested 
party. . 

Michael J. Stecher, Attorney at Law, John Eo 
Johnson and Ref£: G. Scheibe, for the 
Commission sta " 

OPINION ... ~---- ... --
After due notiee, publie hearing in this matter was held 

before Examiner Coffey at Monterey, CalifOrnia on December 14 and . 

1S·, 1970. On February 5, 1971, applieant requested submission be 

set aside and the proeeeding reopened for the purpose of taking 

additional evidence relating to the rate of return. ApplicantTs 

request for reopening the proceeding h&ving been granted on Mareh 9, 

1971, further hearing was held at Honterey on April 5, 1971, and at 

San F~aneisco on April 19, 1971. The matter was resubmitted on 

May 13, 1971, upon the receipt of b~1efs and the reporter 1s, transcript 

of the hearing_ 
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A. 52039 EK 

Applicant) ~ wholly o~ed subsicisry of the Amcric3n 

Wate-rworks Company, !nc.. of Wilmington" Delaware, is a California 

corporat1¢n operating public utility water systems in portions of 

the Counties of Los Angeles, San Diego, Vent'U.rs and Monterey. 

ApplicantTs Monterey Peninsula D1visi~n water system serves approx­

imately 27,000 customers within the Cities of Monterey, Pacific Crove, 

Carmel-by-the-Ses, Del Rey Oaks and Sand City, portions of the City 

of Seas1de and certain unincorporated areas in Monterey County known 

as trCs'l:tnel VelleyTr, trCarmel Highlsnds", nPebble Be.:lch" &ncl 

ffRobles del RioN" 

In addition to the Monterey Peninsula Division, 

applicant T s other DiVisions are designe.tecI' as (1) San Gsbriel 

Valley Division in Los Angeles County; (2) San Di~go Bay Division 

in San Diego County, and (3) Village Division in Ventura County 

(all in California). 
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RlI.tes 

The following tabulation compares appl!cantTs present and 

proposed rates for metered waeer service: 

General Metered Service 

Per Meter Per Month , 
" Prc::Jent Ratos 

: let • 2nd 
Pravity : Eleva.tion : Elev.:l.tion 

Zone Zone Zone 

lst. : 2nd 
OraV1ty : Eleva.tion : Eleva.tio1'l 

7.one : Zone : Zone I 
Q~tity Rates: 

First 300 cu.!'t. 
or 1ez3 $ 2.10 

Next l,7oo eu.tt., 
per lOO.cu.:t't. .40 

Next 18., 000 cu. ft. , 
per 100 cu.ft. .32 

Next 801 000 cu.ft. 1 

per 100 cu.l't.. .27 
Next 700,000 cu. tt. , 

per 100 cu.l't. .2.1. 
Over 800,000 cu.ft., 

per 100 cu.1't. .20 

Minim~ Charge: 

For 5/s x 3/4-i:r1.ch 
meter $ 2.10 

Por 3/4-inch 

For 

For 

For 

For 

For 

For 

For 

meter 
l-inch 

meter 
l~inch 

moter 
2-inch 

moter 
3-inch 

meter 
4-inch 

met or 
6-inch 

moter 
8-inch 

meter 

2.40 

3.00 

$.$0 

9.00 

18.00 

30.00 

60.00 

90.00 

$ 2.25 

.45 

.37 

.32 

.29' 

.25 

$ 2.2; 

2.60 

3.25 

6.00 

9.00 

18'.00 

30.00 

60.00 

90.00 

$ 2.3$ $ 2.60 

.48' .$l 

.40 .40 

.35 .33 

.32 .30· 

.28' .25 

$ 2.35 $ 2.60 

2.70 3.00 

3.35 3.70 

6.50 6.80 

9.00 11 • .50 

18.00 22.50 

30.00 37.50 

60.00 75.00 

90.00 112.50 

Tho minim1Jm chargo tdll entitle 
the customer to the q;1:Antity o! 
'W3.ter which that :nimln'Um c:h~rgo 
'ldll ~urcha$o a.t quantity ra.to~. 
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$ 2.75 

.56 

.46 

.39 

.36, 

.3l 

$ 2.75 

3.25 

4;00 

7.50 

11.50 

22.50 

37.50 

75.00 

112.50 

$ 2.90' 

.60 

.50 

.43 

.WJ 

.35· 

4.15' 

$.00 

11.$0 

22 .. 50 

37.50 

75.00 

112.50' 
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The Pollock Water Service, Inc.) was grantee incTeaeed 

rates by Decision No. 759S8, dated July 29, 1969 in App11cation No. 

50518, dated A~gust 30, 1968. The authorized ~ate adjustments were 

made effective in two steps, 12 months spart. The £1rst year incresee 

of approXimately 60 perc~nt of the amount authorized was effective on 

August 21, 1969; the rates in the ~eeonQ yeer (effective as of 

August 18, 1970) make up the balanee of the total rate adjustment 

authorized. The total r&te ~djustQents authorized by said decision 

placed the r~tes charged (predecessor) Pollock customers at identi­

cs!ly the same level as thos~ presently charged cus~omer3 of the 

Monterey Peninsula D~vizion. On December 23, 1969> by DeciSion No. 

76601 in App!icstion No. 51519, dated December 1, 1969'~ applicant was 

authorized to acquire outstanding stock of Pollock and merge Pollock 

into applicant. 

The rnteo proposed in this application will apply to cus­

tomers formerly served by Pollock. This is reaso04ble considering 

epplicant's recent and budgeted expenditure2 to ioprove the ,quality 

of water service to former customers of Pollock. 

No change is proposed in the rates of any rate schedule 

other than General Meterecl Scrv-ice and Street Sprinkling Service. 

The rate charged for water service for street sprinkling, would be 

increased from $.34 to $ .. 42 per month per 100 cubic feet· .. 

Results of Oper~tion 

The following tabulation compsres the estimated sumcary of 

earnings for the test year 1971, uncJ.c-: present soc. proposed rates, 

prepared by the applicsnt ene by the st~ff, with the summsTY of 

operations adopted. for the purposes of this proceeding. 
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· · 
· · Item 

Operating Revenues 

Operating ~nses 
~r. & Maint. 
Admin., ~n., -& :tti.~e. 
Taxes Othor Than Inc. 
Depreeiation 
PJ.loeated. Common 

Subtotal 
Ineome Taxes 

Total ~etl3os 

Net Operating Revonues 

Depree. Rate Base 

Rate of Rot'Ul"n 

Su:c::ma.ry' of Earnings 
Estimated Yoar 1971 

: AE~licant EstimAt~Q : Sta.t't' Estims.ted 
: Present : Proposod. : Pre~ent : Proposed 
: Rate~ : Rates : R3.tes : Rates 

(Dollars in Thousand.$) 
$ 2,579.1 $ 3,149.5 $ 2, 592-.8: $ .3,204.$ 

734 .. 5 740.4 720 .. 6 722 .. 9 
194 • .3 1945 l86.9 189.3 
431 .. 0 432.6 4.32.4 4.33.8 -
320.0 320.0 320 ... 0 320.0 
2°'~ 20•4 §.2·2 ~ . .2 

1,770.2 1,777.7 1,743.2 1,749.3 
102. 6 400.,2 122.6 482.4 

1,879 ... $ 2,17$.0 1,91,5.8 2,2J4.,7 

699 • .3 971.5 677.0 969.8 

ll,llO.6 1l,1l0.6 1l,055.0 1l,055.0 

: 
: 
! 

6.29% 8.74% 6.12% 8.77% 

: 
Adopt«i. : 

R9.tes .. . 
$ 2,980.6 

722 .. 2 
18$ ... 5 
433.3, 
320 .. 0 
~.:2 

1,747.3 

221.0 

Z,llS.:3 

862 .. 3 

ll,055~0 

7.~ 

A staff w11:ness testified that epplicant 7s estimate of 

revenu~s at 1971 present rstes is not based upon the proper applica­

tion of rates to water use and customer spread data. The remaining 

difference stems mainly from the staffTs lower estimate of customer 

growth ar4' the p~icing at filed tariff rates of water salee ur~cr. the 

contract with Del Monte Properties, consistent with t~e~tment accorded 

in the last 'race proceeding, Decision No. 55359, dated August S,> 1957. 

The lower operation and maintenance expenses estimated by 

~he staff is due in general to th~ pcrtial exclusion of sd~eTtising 

expense , in the amount of $7,000, and estimated (not firm) pay rate 

increases in 1971 of about $8,000. Cherges had been made to adver­

tising expense, Account 783; for items which should have been classi­

fied as ~onet1on$ or charitable eontribut~ocs. 
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The lower adm1n1str8~1ve, general and miscellaneous expense 

estimate by the staff results from the staff also excluding $2,100 

for certllin cues, char1t3'blc eontribution$ snd lilce items in Account 

792, Office Supplies and Expense; nnd $800 for Chamber of Commerce 

Dues in Account 799, Miscellaneous General Expense. The bDlanceof 

the difference stems from the staff treatment of estlmcted pay-rate 

increeses and applicant basing its property insur30ce expense, 

Account 79'3, (sn allocation from the parent compGny) on revenues 

from proposed rates. 

The lower allocated common expense estimate by the staff 

aga1.n results from the exclusion by the staff of $2,200 in Account 

792; $3,900 in Account 798, OutSide Services; snd $800 for certain 

charitable contributions in Account 799'. 

The lower depree1eted rete bsse proposed by the etaf£ is 

due to a staff accounting edjustment of $18,000 in Account 303·, 

Other Intangible Plant, for enginee~1ng services, the staff estimate 

of Account 131, Materials and Supplies, being $2,800 below epp1ieane f s 

beca~e of a difference in interpretation of recorded figures, and 

the staff's 1971 estimate of working cash being $34,500 below 

applicent'$ mainly becsuse of 60 error in applicant's calculat10ns 

and partly because 3pplicant based its estimste on 1969 revenue and 

expense ~1gures, whereas the staff used its 1971 estimated f:f.gures~ 

We find the stsff estimates of present and proposed 

revenues, expenses, snc rste base reszonabte, but in our adopted 

results will include an allowance for recent in.c'rcases in pot;tal 

retes. 
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Rete of Return 

The rate of return to be allowed on property .. used and use­

ful in ~endering public utility water service is the major issue to 

be resolved in this proceeding. Applicant advocates a rate of return. 

of 8.75 percent and the staff recommends 8 rate of return in the 

range of 7.5 percent to 7.8 percent. 

It is necessary to review the history of applicant with 

respect to its original authori:ation to provide public utility weter 
service to California cons~~ers. 

In Decision No .. 70418, issued March 8, 1966, California 

Weter and Telephone Company was granted authority to sell aod transfer 

its public utility water business to t.tpplican.:.. A?p::'ic~nt paid 8 cash 

purchase price of $41,734,768 for the properties involved. The pro 

forma balance sheet presented in that proceeding shows an ecquisition 

edjustment of $12,285,371 for the payment 'in excess of the book velue 

of the properties purchased. (65 Cal .. P.U.C. 283 (1966).) The 

decision contains the following statement with respect to the acqui­

sition adjustment: 

nThe record contains a substantial amount of 
material which is not essential to the disposition 
of a financing, accounting and tra~sfer proceeding, 
but would be appropriate tor a rate proceeding. 
Our failure tv discuss this meterial in connection 
With this matter is not to be regarded as an indi­
cation of the position the Commission would teke 
with respect to any such meterial in a rate p:o­
ceeding. It is essential, however, that there be 
no misunderst3nding of this CommissionTs policy as 
regards the treetment of any excess purchase price 
in a rate proceeding, and for this reason it is , 
herein stated that it is the ?olicy of this Commission 
to fix rates on the bas1$ of an original cost rate 
base end that the plant acquisition adjustment is 
not included as an element of such s rate base. 
The purchaser's president testified under cross· 
examination that he understood such rate-making 
t~eatment to represent Commission policy and that 
he would not urge 8 treatment inconsistent with 
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such policy. Ir. 86-87. Moreover, the witness 
fo'%' ehe California-American Water Comps.ny stated '" 
that it was his understanding that, the low return 
to common shere holders of California-American 
Water Company resulting from the purchase at a 
price sub$t~ntially in excess of the original 
cost less depreciation of the properties being 
acquired would not be used or claimed as a basis 
for ehe filing of a rate increase application. 
Tr.147." (65 Cal ... ·P .. 'O.,C. 281, 286.) . 

The staff maintains that any attempt by applicant to burden the rate­

payers, in any way, with financing the acquisition adjustment is 

contrary to the Commission's ruling in said decision. 

Applicant contends that the deduction by the staff of the 

entire portion of the acquisition cost adjustment from common equity 

for the purpose of determining capital ratios and return on equity 

was erroneous. Applicant presented the following tax savings allow­

ance made by the CommisGion in Decision No. 70418 48 8 basis for this 

8rgument: 

trIn connection with such amortization, the 
company will be authorized to record in said 
Account 537 an annual cred!t for the tax 
saVings, with an offsetting charge to a sub­
account under Account 507, Taxes, in an amount 
equsl to (a) the decrease attributable to 
additional depreciation expense for tax 
purposes, plus (b) the reduction derived from 
additional interest expense after effecting 
an interest expense allocation which con.siders 
the relationship of the unamortized balance in 
the acquisition adjustments account to total 
capitalization end recognizes ch~nge$ in 
effective interest rates as well 8S signifi­
cant changes in capital structure. n (65 Cal. 
P.U.C. 284-28>.) 

Applieant argues that the above language recognizes that 

part of the acquisition cost adjustment is assignable to debt and, 

therefore, that the entire &mount thereof scou14 not be assigned to 

common equity, as did the staff, for the purpose of computing a return 

on equity. 
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The staff submits that applicant's citation does not 

support its contention. 

The purpose of including the above language :Ln the decision 

was to allow applicant the benefit of the lower tax costs attained 

because of the higher interest and depreciation charges it would 

show over the predecessor company. Since the Commission did not 

allow the excess purchase price over the book value of the assets 

purchased, it deemed it proper that applicant should receive the 
1/ 

benefit of the so-called tax savings in connection therewith.-

For the purpose of establishing the reasonableness of 

water rates to be authorized it is not appropriate to assign any 

portion of the acquisition cost adjustment to debt. Applicant has 

been clearly and repeatedly advised that if it chose to pay for the 

properties substantially more than the depreciated original cost, it 

could expect not to be allowed earnings on the acquisition cost ad­

justment. Holders of debt 11ave bad no such notice and have no reason 

to anticipate a lower return on their investment because of applicant's 

managerial discretion.' Applicant is permitted to recoup its invest­

ment in excess of depreciated original cost because it creates no 

added burden on ratepayers. This is all applicant can reasonably 

expect.. 'liTe find reasonable the deduction of the entire portion of 

the acquiSition cost adjustment from common equity for the purpose of 

determining capital ratios and return on equity. To do otherwise, is 

to circ~ent the long standing policy of this Commission of fixing 

rates on the basis of original cost by the simple device of the sale 

of operating utilities for amounts in excess of depreciated original 

eost. 

11 Applicant receives an allowance of a~ost $400,000 per year 
because of this treatment which will offset the acquisition' 
adjustment in its entirety over an approximate 35-year period. 
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Applicant argues that certain other Class: A water utilities 

in the State are authorized re:urns on equity of 10.5 percent to 11.6 

percent as compared to the 9.21 percent that would be earned pursuant 

to the upper range of the staff's recommendation. These utilities 

for the five years ending 1969 had an average equity ratio of 38~4 y 
percent as compared to applicants advocated equity ratio of 

approximately 50 percent. Due to this substantial difference in 

capital structures, applicant and said utilities have different 

financial risks, and thus, are not comparable on this basis .. 

Said utilities are likewise not comparable with applicant 

because none of them has a parent-subsidiary relationship, as does 

applicant .. 

The average equity ratio of the parent for the year ending 

1970 was approximately 14 percent. Applying the concept of '~econdary 

leverageft
, the highest equity allowance of 9.21 percent as recommended 

by the staff would result in a greater equity return for the parent, 

one which is considerably tn excess of the returns autho=ized for 

said California utilities. 

The returns on equity of said utilities are likewise not 

comparable with that for applicant because of the acquisition 

adjustment: • 

The evidence introduced by applicant in the re-opened 

hca:ings was directed to a showing that a 8.7S percent rate of return 

is reasonable and necessary if applicant is to have the income that 

it requires in order to effectuate needed finanCing in the immediate 

future. Applicant's 1971 construction budget is appr.oxtmately 

$2,500,000, of which $8l1,OOO will be expended in the MOnterey 

Y California Water Service - 43. 77% 
Southern California Water - 36.37% 
San Jose Water - 35.06% (Exh. 6, Table 4) 
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Peninsula Division. Approximately $1,000,000 of this amount will be 

provided by depreciation accruals leaving a nct amount of $1,500,000 

:0 be obtained through financing .. 

Witness for applicant testified that applicant owes 

$550,000 on a note which matured March 31, 1971, and $2,800,000 

ag:linst a maximum $3,000,000 line of bank credit. The $550~OOO is 

to be funded at o~cc~ and the $2,300,000 should be funeed by long 

term debt as soon as possible so that thereafter financial require­

ments may 'be met by further short-term borrowings which can, in t:ur.l, 

be =eplaced by permanent financing. 

Evidence produced by applicant shows need for a min~ of 

approximately $5,000,000 of long-term debt financing, of whieh 

applic3l'!.t has been granted -tluthority to issue $1,000,000 of First 

Mortgage Bonds. The proceeds of this issue is intended to payoff 

past due bank ir..debt·edness of $550,000 and the balance of $450,000 

to reimburse applicant's treasury for moneys previously expended. 

Applicant indicated that its indenture under which its long 

te~ debt is issued requires that there be, a coverage of 1.75 times 

interest payable on bonds outst~ding~ and because of this re$~rietion 

it would not be able to issue long term debt at the staff's recommended 

rate of return. Tb~ staff contends that the 7.5 percent - 7.8 percent 

rate of return range would be sufficient for applicant to meet its 

future financial requirements. Applicant stipulated that on the basiS 

of the 12 montbs'operatiocs ending December 31,1970, it would have a 

coverage of 1.8 times after the issuance of the $1,000,000 of F1:'st 

Mortgage Bonds, with the $550,000 bank loan out$t~,nd:l.n8, wi~h no rate 

increases for the Monterey Peninsula Division or the Vill~ge District 
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3/ 
of the California American Water Company,- but with rate increases 

authorized in 1970 annualized. (Tr. 259,260.) 

The staff argued that applicant is striving to attain a 

crisis 'b~sed on its al'.eged times i:lterest coverage requireme:cts 

and that applicant has "p:-esumed" that the only method of acquiring 

additional capital is through the issuance of long term debt. The 

st3ff took exception to this "prcsu:Ilption" by indicating that the 
ap!'licant has two alte:roativcs to this long term finanCing, namely, 

the issuance of additional stock to the parent and the furnishing of 

advances from the parent until such time as the pseudo-c:isis is at 

an end. 

In reply to applicant·s statement that, "there is no 

evidence as to the ability of the parent company to provide ample 

equity funds", the staff argues that the burden of proving that it 

has no other reasonable means of attracting capital is placed upon 

it and not the staff. (Southern Counties Gas Co., 58' CPUC 27 
4/ 

(1960) .. )-

We find reasonable a rate of rct'(lrn of 7 .. I> percent fo= the 

test year which will produce a return of 9.21 percent on cOQmon 

equity after deducting t~crefrom the unamortized portion of the 

acquisition adjus~~t in the amount of approximately $107S007000~ 

11 The Village District has pending a rate increase application. 

::'1 It should be noted thet the parent, American Waterworl<s CompanY7 
is the largest water utility holding company in the United States 
and paid $12,285,371 in excess of 'beok value of the pr.operties 
purch.lscd to establish its subsidiary as a California-water 
utility .. 
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Public Presentation 
I 

Customers testified in opposition to the requested rate 

inere~se, complained of inadequate water quality and service. 

Applicant investigcted and reported :L:l. Exhibi: No. 9 on thirteen 

complafnts p:2c~nted in pc:scn cr by letter ~t the he~=~a&. 

The st~ff reported that its field in~estigatio:$ &isclosed 

that service quality was adcG.~te w:i..th th~ e~,;ce'Ption of tw~ general 

arcas .. 

Since applicant has installed at t~e troublesome wells 

treatment facilities which will permit full production in 1971, 
I 

and in view of Exhibit No.9, there appears no further action is 

required of the Commission at this time, pending evaluation of 

action taken by applicant to improve water quality and service. 

'!he President of the Carmel Valley Proper'ty Owners' 

Association complained that applicant's operation of pumps in the 

Lower Carmel Valley river basin has loweree the water table to 

cause destruction of the riparian vegeta~ion along the baxU(s of 

carmel River. Said destruction is alleged to have resulted tn 

erosion of banks and land and threaten to cause: 

1. Further erosion of l~nd, 

2. Destruction of homes due to the river b~eakins out 
of destroyed river banks, 

3. Damage to one or more golf courses and a rctiremen~ 
home should course of river change, 

4.. Expenditures for conerete lining of river banks if 
pumping damage cannot otherwise be controlled, and 

5. Increased capital investments to effect changes in 
applicant f $ o-pcrating procedu:"cs so that ~leter may 
b~ pumped without destroying river banl~. 
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Said complainant desires that approval of this application be withheld 

until applicant has indicated a. means of protecting the safety and 

welfare of people of carmel Valley while engaging in pumping opera­

tions and until applicant has included the eost of said means in a 

rate increase application. 

Applicant argued that if a c:Lv:Ll tort should oecur and 

damage were to follow) the proper forum for redress would be the 

courts and not the'Commission. 

Said complainant stated that a use permit for a well in 1966 

had been granted by the local county government without the river 

bank protective provisions requested by complainant, the county 

holding it had no responsibility or authority in this situation 

stnce the jurisdiction was with the State. 

Appl:Lcant agreed to fnvestigate the circumstances of this 

complaintand report to the Commission. Said report bas been 

received by the Commission and sent to complainant. Applicant 

states tn the report: 

"The California-American Water Company recognizes the 
importance of this visual focus of the valley and 
stands ready to cooperate fully in its preservation .. " 

Since this record does not include sufficient evidence on 

methodS and costs of preservation, no order will be made at this 

time on this issue; either applicant or eomplainant may request 

sueh further Commission aetion or determination as may be 

appropriately within i~s jurisdietion should community and utility 

cooperation not resolve the mode of utility operation or sharing of 

costs. Generally it can be assumed that all reasonable costs 

incurred in the reasonable operation of a water system will be 

recovered in the rates charged for water service to customers. 
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Findings and Conclusion 

The Commission finds that: 

1.. Applicant is in need of additional revenues, but: the 

proposed rates set forth tn the application are excessive. 

, 2. Tbe adopted estimates, previously discussed herein, of , 

operating revenues, operattng expenses, and rate base for the test 

year 1971, reasonably indicate the results of applicant's operations 

in the near future. 

3. A rate of return of 7.8 percent on the adopted rate base 

for the year 1971 is reasonable. It is estimated that such rate of 

return will provide a return on common equity of approximately 9.21 

percent after deducting therefrom the unamortized acquisition 

adjustment. 

4. The increa~s in rates and charges authorized herein are 

justified, the rates and charges authorized herein are reasonable, 

and the present rates and charges, insofar as they differ from 

those prescribed herein, are for the future unjust and unreasonable. 

The Commission concludes that the app11eati~ should be 

granted to the extent set forth in the order which follows. 

ORDER .- ... - ........ ~ 

IT IS ORDERED that after the effective date of this order 

California-American Water Company is authorized to file the revised 

rate schedules attached to this order as Appendix A, to 'withdraw 
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I 

and cancel Schedules Nos. P""lS ... l, PWS-4H, PWS-5, PV1S-6" PWS-7 and 

FilS-10, and to revise the territory description of all Monterey 

Di~~sion rate schedules to include the territory' of Pollock. Such 

filing shall comply wi~h General Order No. 96-A. The effective date 

of the revised schedule 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 effec~ive date of this order shall be twenty days 

after the date hereof. 

Dated at __ Sau_Fran __ daoQ ____ , California, this __ /.3,;;' ,_16 __ 
I' :lUlY' day of __________ , 1971. 

COIDmissioners 

Commh:ioner J. P. Vulta:l1n. Jr •• be1f1.1 
neccs~tJ,rlly .nb~eo:ct. 41<1 not participate 
in tho disposition or this proceeding. 

COllllll1sDjoner D. w .. Holmes. be1q 
necesaar1ly ab~ent. did no~ pert101pate 
in the (13))081 t.1on 0: th1s prooeed.1zlg;.., 
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APPLICABnITY 

APPENDIX A 
Pa.ge 1 o! 2 

Schodule No. 11"-1 

Monte~~ Peninsula T~rifr A~e~ 

GENERAL ME'I'ERED SERVICE 

" 

Applica.ble to all water furnished on :l met.ored b.Q.:)1s. 

TERRITORY 

Monterey, Pacitie Grove" Cs.rmol-by-the-Soa., Del Rey Oaks, SarJ.d City" ( C} 
and a. portion or $eSo$1de, and. ViCinity, Monterey County. (C) 

RATES 
Pcr Meter Per Month 

Grav1ty ~t Eleva.- 2nd Eleva.-' 

Quantity Ratos: 
Zone tion Zone tion ZotttO 

:First 
Next. 
Next. 
Next. 
Next:. 
Over 

300 eu.tt. or less ••••• $ 
1,700 eu.tt., per 100 eu.tt. 

18,000 cu.:f't., por 100 cu.tt. 
80,000 eu.tt., pel" 100 eu.tt. 

700,000 eu • .tt.., POl" lOO cu.tt. 
800,000 eu.1't., pel" 100 eu.tt. 

Millimwn Charge: 

2.1.5 
.46 
.37 
.31 
.28 
.2) 

$ 2.60 
.52 
.43 
.37 
.. 34 
.29' 

For 5/8 x 3/4-1nch meter ••••••••• $ 2.45 $ 2.60 
For 3/4-ineh meter ••••••••• 2.80 3.00 
For l-ineh meter ••••••••• 3.50 3.80 
For l~ineh meter ................ 6.40 : 7 •. 00 
For 2-inch meter ••••••••• ll.OO ll.oo 
For 3-inCh meter ••••••••• 21.00 21.00 
For 4-ineh meter ••••••••• 35.00 35.00 
For 6-1nch meter .......... 70.00 70.00 
For e-inch meter • • • .. • • • • lOS. 00 105.00 

Th~ 11in1rmml Charge will entitle the CU3tomer to the 
quantity of water which that minimum chargo will 
purchaze At ~lantity Rates. 

SPEcr~ CONDITION 

$ 2 .. $0 
.$6-
.46 
.40 
.37 
.32 

$ 2.$0 
3.20 
4.00 
7.60 

ll.oo, 
2l .. 00 
35.00 
70.00 

105.00 

(I) 
t , 
f , , , , , , , , , , 
f 
t 
f 
f , 
f ' , , 
I , 
1 , , 
t . 
; 

(I) 

The boundar1o$ ot the three zones 1n 'Which the above ra.~3 a:pp'J:y' are 
~ set torth in the Preliminary State.m.ent and d.elineated. on the Tartff 
Serviee Area l~ps filed as ~ of those tllr1f£ ~ehedules. (D) 
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APPLICABILITY 
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Schodule No. Mo-7 

Monterey Peninsula Tariff Ar~A 

STREET SPRINKT .. ING ~ERVICE 

.. 

Applicable to water service turni~hod to muniCipalities on a 
metered ba31~ for ~treet sprinkling. 

TERRITORY 

Montore:r, Paei.t"ic Crove, Carmel-by-the-Sea., Del Re7 Oak:!S,. Sand City, ( C) 
and a portion of SeM1d.o, and vicinity, Monterey CO'Unty. (C) 

Per Month 

For all water usod, per 100 cu.ft. • ••••••••••••• $().40 . (I) 


