‘.
A

ORIGAL

Decision No. sS0173
BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALXFORNIA

UNITED BROTHERHOOD OF CARPENTERS
& JOINERS OF AMERICA, LOCAL 586
BOUSING SPONSORSHIP‘CORPORAIION3

Complainant, ' Case No, 9247
vs. . (Filed July 14, 1971)
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA WATER ‘

COMPANY

7 Defendant.

Stewart Weinbery, Attorney at Law, for complainant.

Patrick A. Randol h, Jr., Attoruey at Law, for
elendant.

J. E. Johuson, for the Coumission staff.

Coumplainant United Brotherhood of Carpenters & Joluers of
America, Local 586 Housing Sponsorship Corporation, seeks an ordex
requiring defondant Southern California Water Company to furnish, at
its own expense, sufficient water weters to supply Raucho Cordova
Apartuwents and to refuand $10,450 (Plus interest) collected by
defendant for special water meters to sexve the apartment“complex;

Public hearing was held before Examiner Cdtey-gt Sacramento
ou February 9, 1972_ Defendant's vice president-revenue requirements
aud vice president-operations testified on behalf of defendant. A
Commission staff eugineer presented a report summarizing factual.
Information relative to the complaint. Coumplainant adopted‘the'scaff\
Teport and testimony related thereto as its evidence, The matter was
submitted on Februaxy 9, 1972, subject to the filing of a‘lateffilédf

exhibit, the hearfiung transeript and complainant’s and defendant’s .
briefs. - S REEOE
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Complainant and Defendant

Coxplainant is a non-profit corporation orgaunized to
provide housing for low-income families and Individuals who are
elderly, handicapped, displaced from urban remewal areas, victims
of natural disasters, or occupants of substandard housing where
u0 adequate housing exists. . |

Defendant 1s a public utility water corporation under
the jurisdiction of this Commission, providing water service in
various parts of Califormia fucluding the Coxrdova District iun the
unincorporated Rancho Cordova area of Sacramento County.

Basis for Complaint

Complainant spounsored the conatrtction of a 95-unit
housing complex known as Raucho Cordova Apartments, in thé;éommunity
of Rauncho Cordova, about teun miles east of Sacramento. Complaimaut
entered into a contract with Campbell Counstruction Companyt(coﬁtracto:)
to coustruct the bousiung couplex, The contract specifications
required the provision of utilities, including water, Contractor
coustructed water lines within the complex‘extendtng<to‘defendant’a
meter sites and also installed seven fire hydrants on thoéé’private_
water lines. - - o

Western Enterprises, the previous ovmer cf the land parcel
upon which the complex was built, had been informed’by‘defendant‘
that water service could be provided to the complex, with no instal-
lation charges, from the existing $-inch distribution main located
&long the north side of the complex. It later became apparent that -
two 8-inch coumnections would be needed to meet the‘fire‘flow'fequired
by the local fire protection agency in addition to normal domestic
cousunption. The provision of a second service connection required
the extension of about 194 feet of 8-inch main. Wéstern.Enterprisgs_
paid defendant $2,200 for this comstruction, on behalf of-cbmplatdgnt.
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Contractor, on behalf of complainaunt, was required by
defendant to provide $10,450 as the estimated cost of fustaliling
two special, low-loss, high-flow, 8-iach water meters and the
8-inch service connections from the wains to the wmeters, less the
estimated cost of the 4-Inch meter snd service conmection which
defendant estimsted would normally be installed~wére-it not for
the fire flows required. The $10,450 deposit was subject to
adjustment I1f the estimated cost exceeded actual cost, After |
construction was completed, the nct efféct of actual cost of the
8-Inch sexrvices and meters less the revised estimate for a 4-inch
sexvice and meter was $9,876, or $574 less than the amount provided
to defendant. FPendiung the outcome of this procceding, defeudan:
has not refumded the $574. -

Defendant's mouthly charges for water service to the
complex have not been billed to complainant on the basis of o
8-inch metered sexvices. The charges have been based upon the
amounts applicable to & single 4~Ilnch metered sexvice plus &
separate 8-inch unmeasured privete fire protaction seivicc.' Duriog
the first three wounths of service, before defendant had been able
to obtain delivery of the special 8-inch meters, defendant billed
complainant as though no more water had been used durxng that’
period than would be covered by the minfimum charges for a. 4-inch
metered service. '
Discussion

Defendant has no tariff on file covering combined domestic
service and private fire protection sexrvice. Whenicomplainant
requested such service, defendant had at leastvfour'technically
correct altermative procedures open toO it: '

1. Refuse to serve couplainant under other than
the filed tariffs.

2. Negotilate a special agrecement and, by advxce
letter, submit the executed agreement for
Commission suthorization.
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If a mutually acceptable agreement could not
be negotiated, submit a formal application
for authorization to enter ianto & particular
agreement so that the issues could be argued
at a hearing and decided by the Commission.

If combined domestic and private fire
protection sexrvice might also be made
available to other customers, submit a .
request, preferably by formel application,
for approval of a tariff schedule covering
such service. Establishing this new class
of service could be of sufficient fmportance
as to preclude & simple advice letter filimg.

If defendant had refused to serve complainant with a
combination domestic and private fire protection service, this
would have been technically correct under defendant's tariffs but
would not have been very helpful to complalnant. The piping .
within the cowplex had already been instslled with the fire hydrants
connected to the same pipes serving 21l other water usage within
the complex. Complainant would have bad to rearrange its own'piping
to separate the fire hydrants from the rest of the internal‘piping
in the cowplex, would have had to contribute the cost of the fire
line extension and sexvices, but would have contributed a smaller
anount for the normal ''detector-check'’ weters installed om private
fire protection services. Monthly charges for separate domestic
service through a 4-inch metered service and prilvate fire protection -
service through two 8~inch services would be $8 per mouth more tham
under the billing arrangement adopted by defendant.

Exhibit No. 8 shows that two normal detector-check metexs
would cost about $4,600 less than the two special meters required
for combined domestic aund fire protection load. At this late date,
we would not counsider it reasomable to require complainant to _
separste its own plumbing but it should be given that option if it
feels thet the saving ¢n the less expensive meters would be suffi-
ciently offsetting. If this option is adopted by complainant, the
laebor cost of changing the meters should be borme by defenda@;L"‘

dim
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Defendant attempted to carry out the second alternative =
procedure hereinbefore listed, but was unable to arrive at &
specisal agreement for combined domestic and private fire protection
service which was mutually agreeable to the parties. Presumably,
if agreewment had been reached, defendant would have requested
authorization to carry out its terms and conditions, pursdant to
Section X.A of General Order No. 96-A.

When defendant was unable to negotiate an acceptable
agreement, it should have filed an application for authorizationm .
of eithexr its proposed agreement or a tariff schedule incorporating
the terms of that agreement. Tastead, defendant collected the |
$10,450 deposit subject to adjustment if so ordered in this proceeding

While defendant techuically was remiss in not following
proper procedure for establishing rates and conditions of service
not covered by its tariffs, we must concede that the unorthodox

procedure did avold the possibility of delays iun providing service
to complainant pending norwal processing of a formal application.
rurther, the issues are now before us in this proceeding, so no
dawmage has been done. We nevertheless caution defendant to avoid
repetitions of this situation in the future, by advance plamning:
and by prompt actiou when a disagreement arises with a potential
customexr such as couplainant.

In regard to the reasonablemess of the arrangement
teuntatively adopted by defendant, we note that the end result,
coupared with the end result of providing separate'domestic and
private fire protection service pursuant to its tarlffs, is:

(1) Defendant invests the same amount im plant.

(2) Defendant receives somewhat less revenue per
wouth.

(3) Defendant's ad valorem taxes would be‘somewhat

(4) Defendant would have more cowplex meters but
fewer feet of sexrvice pipe to weintain and
ultimately to replace. ‘

-5-
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(5) Complainant’s contribution for the fire line
extension, services and meters would be
greater but complainant would save the cost
of revising its owm piping.

Tindings and Conclusions
The Commission finds that:

1. Defendant has extended and provided service to complainant
on & combined domestic and private fire protection basis, which
basis is not covered by defendant's tariffs.

2. Tke contributions and monthly charges collected by
defendant have resulted in investment, revenues and expenses of
defendant not significantly different from the provision of separate
domestic and private £ire protection service pursuant to defendant's
tariffs. |

3. The contribution on behalf of complainant of the difference
between the actual cost of the combined 8-inch services and meters
and the reasonable estimated cost of & single 4-inch service and
meter Is reasonable where subsequent monthly charges are based‘upon
bypothetical separate 4-inch domestic and 8-inch private fire
protection services. . .

We conclude that complainant should be given't&e option
of separate or couwbined service im this imstance. * |

IT IS ORDERED that: ‘

1. Within tem days after the effective date of this order
defendant Southern California Water Company shall offer to couwplainant
United Brotherhood of Caerpenters & Joinmers of smerica, Local 586
Housing Sponsorship Corporation, the option of: ‘

8. A b4-inch domestic metered sexvice and
two separate 8-inch private fire pro-
tection services, pursuant to defendant’s
tariffs, or

b. An agreement providing for combined
domestic and private fire protection
service through two 8-inch metered
sexvices whose meters are designed
for the low losses and high flows
required for figf £lows.




2. If complainant elects the separate services described in
l.a. above, it shall be required to separate its own domestic nnd
fire protection lines to eliminate interconnections, and defendant
shall refund prouwptly the difference between the contributions it
has tentatively received and the contributions which would have
been received pursuant to defendant's tariffs, o

3. 1If couwplainant elects to continue the combined services
described in 1.b. above, defemdant shall submit in this proceeding,
for authorization by supplewental oxrder hereiun, an agreement with
coumplainant providing for comtribution on behalf of complainant of
the cost of the fire main extension plus the difference between
the actual cost of the two 8-inch combined dowmestic and private
fire protection services and meters and the reasomable estimated
cost of a simgle 4-inch domestic service and weter. In this event,
deferdant shall refund promptly the difference between the comtri-
butions it bas tentatively received and the contributions payable
under the agreement. The agreement shall also prbvide‘that wonthly
charges for water service througk the two 8-inch combined services
shall be based upon the charges applicable under defendant’s tariffs
for a single 4-inch domestic metered service and two 8-inch private
fire protection services. _

4. If, within thirty days after the effective date of this
ordex, cowplainant fails to elect one of the options in l.a. or
1.b., above, defendant may assume that option l.a, has been elected
and shall proceed in accordance with its filed tariffs.
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5. Within forty days after the effective date of this order,
defendant shall file a written statement in this proceeding stating
which option bas been elected, showing the derfivation of the awount
of refund dve coamplainant, and certifying that the refund has been
made. '

The effective date of this order shall be twenty days
after the date hereof. - _ ‘

Dated at  Sao Frandisco , California, this Jo'%
day of JUNE , 1972, | |

Commissioner J. P. vukasin‘fir..~boidg,a
nocessarily absent, did not participate .
in the dizposition ot'this*progoodinggv




