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Decision j'jo. 86163 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFOR1JIA 

Herbert R. SChultz, ) 

Complainant, ) 
) 

v::: • ) Case No. 9859 
Cuyamaca Water Company, ) (Filed March 26, 1975) 

) 
Defendant. ) 

) 

H~rbert R. Schultz, for h!~selt, co~plalnant. 
Leon W. Scale::, Atto:::-:ley at Law, for Cuyamaca 

l,o!ater COmpo,!'lY, defendant. 
Rus::;ell !·1. !'LcCann, Audrey )1ck1nson, Fern Joseph, 

Dav1d. Engbers, E. R. Prout, .~la:::-garet Guzman, 
Joe Cuzma~ and Peter Guzrn~~, for themselves, 
interested parties. 

Fred.a Abbott and i'il111am J. Jennings, Attorneys 
at Law, and RObert C. Durkin, for the COmmission 
statr. 

OPINION -- .... _ ......... - .... 
Statement or Facts 

Compla1n~~t owns a horne at Lake Cuyamaca Resort, situated 
about 40 miles east-northeast of San Diego. His home, which he uses 
weekends, 1s one of about 86 constructed to date in the 194-10t 
subdivision which is the :::-esort. Water service is prov1ded oy 
Cuyamaca 1'later Company (defendant).) successor to the L. J. Turner 
Water Co~pany. The latter company was organ1zed so~e time prior to 
1930 by L. J. Turner, ~~d serviced the subd1v1s1on. A water supply 
permit was issued October 17, 1955 by the County of San Diego Health 
Department, and operations thereafter have been conducted utiliz1ng 
this permit. Until about 1945 there was no charge made for water. 
Pollowing the death of L. J. T~rner the water company was sold in 1972 
to· Cyrus A. Jaffar1, present owner. Jaffar1 has a home at the resort 
and owns other propert1es there. 
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Today~ defendant delivers water for compensation to 
approximately 20 year-round and 66 part-time residential consumers 
within the resort borders~ and to approximately 5 other residential 
consumers whose properties are immediately adjacent to the resort. 
Water is provided to all on a flat-rate bas1s~ and since October 1974 
the monthly charge has been $10 per service. 

Over the years a number of wells have been sunk with varying 
results. A common problem has been an unacceptably high iron content~ 
and this undesirable quality has 11m1ted or prevented use of several 
of the wel1s. l1 At present virtually all water distributed by 
defendant is drawn from one well - Well No. 1 located on Lot 126. 
The quality of the water from this well is such that removal of iron 
is not required. The well is believed capable of delivering between 
17 and 20 gallons per m1nute. Water drawn from this well is discharged 
to a 20,000-gallon capacity redwood storage tank located on nearby 
Lot 129. That portion of the resort at lower elevations is serviced 
directly from this tank. In addition, some water is also boosted to 
a 5~000-gallon capacity redwood storage tank located at a higher 
elevation near Lot 182, but just outSide and above the resort 
boundary. This latter tank supplies those lots situated higher than 
the well. Distribution through the resort is by approximately lO~790 
feet of standard screw-thread galvanized pipe of 1- to 4-1nch diameter. 
Individual lot serVice is accomplished by means of 3/4-inch galvanized 
pipe fitted with shut-off valves. Neither the quantity of water 

1/ Well No. 3~ drilled in 1965, has not recently been in serv1ce 
because or a very high iron content (tested at between 6.0 to 6.5 
parts per million). This well is rated at about 17 gallons per 
minute capacity. Well No.4, drilled in 1975. initially pumped 
connate water which when exhausted, could not be replaced by 
ground water sources 1n quantity to be of any value. It, 
together with other unsatisfactory wells drilled, has been or 
will be abandoned. 
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presently available or the piping in the distributlon system meets 
minimum sta~dards set forth in Comm1ssion's General Order No. 103. 
Water outage3 occurred during 1975 and the defendant hauled water 
over Labor Day weekend~ 1975. 

Complainant seekz an order declaring defendant to be a 
public utility water corporatlon~ determination of reasonable rates, 
and publication of defendant's tarlrr~ and that defendant cease a~d 
des1st d1scr1m1nat1ng between various customers. Duly not1ced 
public hearings were held in La ~1esa on August 22" 1975 before 
EXaminer John B. We1os~ and on March 25~ 1976 before Examiner Robert 
Barnett. Follow1ng the second hear1ng the case was submitted. 

At onset of the initial hearing defendant stipulated that 
it was provid1ng water tor compensation and agreed that it was indeed 
a public util1ty water corporation w1th1n the context ot the Public 

> \'" Ut1l1t1es Code. Compla1nant and a number of other consumer-residents 
.', 

,.> 

complained of occasional discolored water and low press~e~ 
particularly on weekends and ho11days. Complainant based his 
discriminat10n content1on on the fact that all residents are charged 
the same, whether they were weekenders or all year-round residents. 
A local realtor spoke to the effect that because ot the weekend 
resort nature of the general occupancy> water consumpt1on w1th few 
exceptions tends to be min1mal. A consult1ng eng1neer" retained 
by defenaant to analyze defenda~t's operations and recommend what 
might be done to develop an adequate water supply" presented evidence 
on measures defendant is and Will be taking to augment and otherwise 
improve the water supply. These measures 1nclude addit10n ot a 
lO,OOO-gallon steel storage tank~ aeration plates to ass1st in 
removal of the 1ron content~ add1t10n of a soda a~h teed pump and 
chlor1nator~ and new pumping equipment. With completion of these 
add1t1ons to the plant, 1t will be poss1ble to br1ng the production 
or Well No.3, heretofore not in service because of high iron content~ 
back into use to provide adequate supplies of water and storage 
capac1ty to accommodate domestic service for approximately 105 
connections. 
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The staff presented evidence trom its investigation and 
made recommendations relative to the fixing of just and reasonable 
rates. Using the hictorical cost approach~ the staft determined upon 
an estimated cost of $30,600 as appropriate for the utility plant.g( 
From this base they established a depreciation reserve in the amount 
ot $7 , 640 , and the annual depreciation expense tor the year 1975 to be 
$780. They determined the average depreciated rate base as $24~060. 
With operating revenues of $10,32ol1 reduced by deductions tor operating 
and maintenance expense, depreciation, and taxes to an annual net 
revenue of $1~525, the rate of return to defendant was shown to be 
6.3 percent.4/ 

Defendant objected to use of the historical cost approach 
for appraising the utility plant, noting that the present owner paid 
$43,000 tor it when he purchased the utility in 1972. Defendant, 
through its w1tness, a certified public accountant, contends that a 
rate base unrelated to the purchase price 1s improper. Defendant also 
urged that provision should be made for the substantial legal and 
accounting costs incurred - in the approximate amount ot $1,000. 
Defendant wants recogn1tion in the rate base of the costs of the 
improvements it is adding for rehabilitation of Well No. 3 to provide 
an adequate supply of potable water. Final1y~ defendant asks for a 
$2 increase in the monthly eharge so as to result in a monthly flat 
rate charge ot $12. The staff's comment as far as the $lO flat rate 
now charged was: 

"The data presented herein indicates that the 
rates presently being charged are not 
producing an excessive amount of revenue based 
upon normal operations of the water system." 

£/ See Appendix A to this order. 
11 86 customers at a monthly flat rate of $10 per month • $10,320. 
i/ See under Diseuss10n hereafter, the Summary of Earnings Table, 

Historical Basis. 
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Discussion 

Two of complainant's requests can be handled expeditiouSly: 
First, complainant asks that defendant be declared a public utility 
water corporation. The Public Utilities Code defines a "public 
utility" as including every " ••• water corporation ••• where the 
service is performed for or the commodity delivered to the public 
or any portion thereOf",21 and " .•• for which any compensation or 
payment whatsoever is rece1ved ••• ~61 It further states that "Any 
person, firm ••• owning •.• any water system ••• who sells ••• water to any 
person ••• 1s a public utility, and is subject ••• to the jurisdiction, 
control, and regulation of the C0mm1ssion ••• ~11 In the case at hand, 
defendant's predecessor delivered water for compensation, and 
defendant concedes that it is providing water to a portion of the 
public for compensation. Therefore it is clear, as defendant 
concedes, that defendant is a public uti~ity subject to regulation of 
this COmmission. Second, complainant asks that defendant be required 
to publish its tariff. Public Utilities Code Section 489 prOVides 
that " ••• every public util1ty ••• shall file with the commiSsion ••• , 
and shall print and keep open to public inspection, schedules showing 
all rates .•• and classifications .•• together with all rules ••• f~ Thus 
defendant will be ordered to publish its tariff. 

Complainant further asks that defendant be ordered to 
cease and desist discriminating between various custo~ers.~1 He feels 
that because he is usually present only on weekends he is being 
discriminated again~t. Under the circumstances of th1s case we can 
rind nodiscriminationln application of a residential £lat rate 
se~vice to all consumers, .weekenders, and permanent residents alike. 

21 Public Util1ties Code Section 216(a). 
61 Pu~lic Ut1lit1es Coce Section 216(b). 
II Public Utilities Code Section 2701. 
81 Public Utilities Code Section 453 prohibits discrimination in 

rates and charges, and prohibits preferences or advantages. 
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All pay the same charge. There are only 20 year-round residents; 
the remaining 66 residents are weekenders> as is complainant. 
Certainly we would prefer metered service. The COmmission has long 
been of the opinion that a measured service is the only proper one 
(Mountain Water Co. (1921) 20 CRe 558> 559). By this means charges 
are equitably distributed among the cOnsumers accord1ng to usage> 
extravagance in use is reduced to a minimum and water is conserved. 
Flat rate service encourages high and extravagant water consumption. 
But even with metered service there is always a basic monthly service 
charge (the cost of constant standby readiness to serve) which all 
customers> regardless ot consumpt1on~ equally pay before the qu~~tity 
charge is made. The COmmission t s long-term policy has been that 
people who are part-time customers of a utility should still pay 
those demand charges which it is necessary for the utility to assess 
in order to have the product available when the tap is turned on. 
Particularly with rural resort-type water utilities we must also 
recognize that meters, meter reading> and meter maintenance cost 
money, and many small public utility water companies just cannot 
reasonably afford that extra investment, and must continue offering 
flat rate serv1ce. Where, as here> three-quarters or more of the 
customers are part-time weekenders, we cannot justify ordering 
the utility to incur the additional cost of meters - costs which 
necessarily must, in turn~ be passed on to !!! the consumers. 

The final matter to be resolved is the determination of just 
and reasonable rates for this water utility. As the Supreme Court of 
the United States commented in th1s regard, baSically, "the fixing 
of tjust and reasonable' rates~ 1~volves a balancing of the investor 
and the consumer interests ••• " (Federal Power Commiss1on v Ho~ 
Natural Gas Co. (1944) 320 US 591, 603; quoted and followed in 
P.G.&E. Co. (1971) 71 CPUC 724, 729). While ability of the customer 
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to pay is one of the factors necessarily entering into determination 
of the rate (San Jose Water Co. (1915) 7 eRC 762, 765; and 
San Gabriel Valley Water Co. (1947) 47 CPUC 434, 438), the Commission 
cannot, refrain from assessing proper charges for public utility 
services merely because certain cor...sumers assert it would be dif"f"icult 
or inconveni ent "Co pay such charges (City of' OaklaJ'ld v E..:~st B::l.Y 
Water Co. (1922) 21 CRC 536, 542). It is the respo~i'bility and duty 
of this Commission to p~otect the consumer's interests; but at the same 
time, and at law equally entitled to co~sideration, the small utility 
also has legitimate expectations and enforceable rights in the scales 
of justice (B~rnes v Sk:i.r.).:ner, Decision No. 851 .. 92 dated ~Ia:ch 2, 1976 
in Case No. ge81). The desirable and equitable aiD: in ratemaking 
shocld be that the consmner pay, as nearly as may be, the cost of the 
service received, plus a reasonable ret:t .. \-'"'"l,l upon investment (L.A. Ice &: 

Cold Stor'age Co. (1921) 20 CRC 1241 133). !t sho-..:.ld also be noted 
that while utility rates are always made for the future, they are 
usually based on past experience. 

In determining just and reasonable rates, it is firet 
necessarl to establish the rate base. This involves ascertaining the 
original cost of the utility plant. Original cost generally means 
the cost of" all property of the utility used and useful at the time 
when first devoted to service f"or public utility purposes. Usually 
such cost is established from the utility's beoks and records. 
Proof" of" the rate base lies at the very heart or ratemaking and the 
utility company management is charged with the burden of putting 
into the record competent evidence to support its view. vlhen 
Original cost or books of record do not any longer exist, or have not 
been kept or adjusted to the accounting standards of the regul,atory 
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body, historical cost is socet1mes used as a work1ng subst1tute.~ 
H1stor1cal cost 1s obtained by a hypothetical estimate of what the 
properties originally cost, judging by land and construction costs 
obtaining at the time the p~operties were first dedicated to public 
use. In the case at hand, the original costs of the property and 
the equipment and installations are no longe~ known. The Commission 
starf therefore used the historical cost appraisal method of 
ascertaining original cost or the utility plant, arriving at the 
$30,600 figure (see Apppend1x A). Defend~~t contests th1s> asserting 
that the $43,000 cost of acquisition in 1972 is a more proper figure, 
~erlecting that the fair ~arket value would be even higher today. 
But defendant did not merely purchase land> i~provements, and 
equipment when it purchased this water ~us1ness in 1972, it purchased 
a public utility, and 1t must be noted that the purchase price of the 
property of one ut1lity being purchased by another is not binding 
upon this Commission (Citizens Light and Water Co. (1913) 2 CRe 805, 
806), and that what property will sell for has no place in ratemaking 
(James A. Murray (1913) 2 eRe J~64, 511). Accordingly> we will adopt 
the staff appra1sal of the historical cost of the water utility 
fac111t1es at $30,600 as set forth in Appendix A to this order. 
S1milarly with dep~eciation, aside from noting that it 1$ not a 
zubstant1al item, ar.d cOr.'lllent1ng that "we feel that the length of life 
is too long for many of these assets", eefendant posed no alternat1ves 
to the staff computat1on of $7,640 as the depreciated reserve, or to 
$780 az the depreciation expense for 1975. Therefore,we ~~11 also 
adopt these staft computat1ons - set forth in Append1x B to this 
order. 

21 California for almost 60 years has fo:lowed the historical cost 
a?proach in establishing a rate oase. The U.S. Supreme Court r~ 
refused to endorse or consideT any for.mula or method of rate base 
as binding, so long as the "end result" of 'the CommiSSion rate 
order cannot be shown to be confiscatory (Federa.l Power Commission 
v Hone Natural Gas Co. (1944) 320 us 591). 
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The remaining areas of concern to defendant were that the 
Commission recognize and take into considerat1on 1n determining the 
rate base, the equipment additions made in 1975~ defendantts 
extraordinary legal and accounting expenses leading to and as part 
ot this proceeding, and finally the approximate $10,000 in plant 
additions being incurred to rehabilitate Well No.3 and to provide 

additional water storage capacity. The staff has already taken into 
consideration the $1,600 of the 1975 equipment addit1ons.1QI The legal 
and accounting expenses of a small utility incurred in p-repar1ng and 
presenting its case before the Commission, when the matters at bar 
are deSigned to establish first the threshold tact of utility 
status, and consequently thereafter to determine an init1al rate 
base with 1nit1al service rates, cannot be included in their entirety 
in ~~nual operating expense, tor such expense is not the type which 
recurs ~nnually (Nunn v Sutter-Butte Canal Co. (1918) 15 CRC 425, 
446). Rather these expenses are essentially organ1zat1onal 1n 
concept, and as the Commission has always recognized the valid1ty 
of claims for organizational expenses - noting that they are as 
properly subjects of capitalization as the cost ot the component parts 
of the utility's physical plant or system (Central California Gas Co. 
(1913) 2 eRC 116, 120), they should be considered as part of the 
cost of the utility plant, and a sum representing an 
allowance for this $1,000 expenditure will be included 
(Port Costa Water Co. (1920) 18 CRC 1019, 1022). vIe would further 
agree with defendant that the $10,000 for the reha~111tation of 
Well No. 3 and for additional water storage capacity, so urgently 
needed to provide an ad.equate supply of water for the pr'esent 
customers and to avoid another outage as occurred on Labor Day 1975, 
when expended, should be included 1n the rate base. A utility 

101 See Appendix B to this order, 1975 additions. 
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which expends a relatively large sum of money in improving its service 
condition and in placing 1tself 1n a position to render adequate 
service must be reasonably compensated therefor (Coast Valley Gas & 
Electric Co. (1921) 19 eRe 83l~ 834). 

We are not unmindful of the cost of these hearings, 
and in order to obviate the necessity for another hearing, 
having essentially all the facts in hand~ we will at this point set 
forth a mult1ple rate structure which will establish an historical 
rate base and a present rate as well as provide for a proposed rate 
which we will subsequently author1ze upon application following the 
rehabi11tation of Well No. 3 and its acceptance by the County of San 
Diego Health Department. 

Utility Plant 
Beg1nn1ng of year 
Average net addit10ns 

Rate Base 
Historical 

Base 

$30~6oo 
800 

Average materials and supplies ~OO 

Total 
Average deprec1ated reserve 
Average deprec1ated rate base 

$31,,700 
1 z640 

$24~060 

Present 
1976 Base 

$33~200 

:100 

$33,,500 
8 z410 

$25,090 

Operating & r~aintenance Expense 

Operating & maintenance labor 
Power & pumping expense 
Water treatment~ transmission~ 

& distr1bution expense 
Customer acct. & gen. expense 

Total 

Historical 
Base 

$3~250 

350 

600 
2,230 

$6,430 
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Present 
1216 Base 

$3,250 
350 

600 
2 z230 

$6,430 

Proposed 
Base 

$43~200 

~OO 

$43,,500 
8 zZ10 

$34,.790 

Proposed 
Base 
$3~250 

425 

600 
2~2JO 

$6,505 
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Swrunar~ of Earnir.ss 
Historical Present Proposed 

Base 1216 Base Base 
Monthly flat rate $ 10 $ 10 ~, 

~ l2 
Operating revenue (86 customers) 10 J320 lOJ320 12,,380 
Deductions 

Operating & maintenance expense 0,,430 OJ 430 oJ505 
Depreciation expense 780 800 1,100 
Taxes not based on income 925 905 1,340 
Taxes based on income 660 622 ~~~ 

Total deductions 8,795 8,820 9,,940 
Annual net revenue 1,525 1,500 2,41.;0 
Average depreciated rate base 24 Jo60 25,090 34,790 
Rate of return 0.3% 0.0% 7.0% 

There rema1ns the question of restrictions on additio~al 
service. At the time of the last hearing in this ~attcr there were 86 
reSidential customers within the resort" and 5 customers outside tor 
a total ot 91 exist1ng service connectio~s. In additionJ a small 
number of others had applied for ~u1le1ng permits which necessarily 
will generate requests for zervice. ~'lithout the addition of Well No. ~ 
the present water supply is inadequate for even the existing 
customers. Low pressure complaints and outages, such as that of 
Labor Day 1975, are ev1dence of this inadequacy - quite aside from 
the ent1~e absence of water for fire protect1on.1!! As admitted by 

Public Utilities Commi:;sion General Order No. 103, Part VIII: 
Fire Protection Standards" provides that 1n addition to other 
requ1rements, a utility must prov1de certain m1n~um quantities 
of water for public tire protect1on. Wnere the land use 1s 
rural residential J pr1oari1y for recreational and retirement 
use J and the lot density 1s two or less per acre, a minimum 
flow of 250 gallons per mL~ute for a su~tained period of at 
least two hours is requ1red. Here given the optimum 
Circumstance of full storage tanks (after addition of the new 
10,000 gallon capac1ty proposed by the consulting engineer) 
there would be only a total of 40 JOOO gallons available. 
~eneral Order No. l03 would require 30JOOO gallons just to meet 
f~re st~~dard needs (250 gpm x 60 minutes x 2 hours • 30,,000 
ga'!.lons). 
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defendant'= consult~ng engineer during cross-exam1nation~ defendant's 
service objectives are limited to obtaining an adequate supply of 
water for domest1c household usc only, and even that objective is 
framed against a backdrop of weekend resort home requ1rements rather 
than those or permanent residential homes. The addition of Well 
No. 3 and the new water storage tank are designed to enhance present 
~ervice, and should materially reduce the poss1b1l1ty or future 
outages. But even w1th th1s addit10nal capacity, water supplies 
will not be adequate to permit service to all the 194 lots in the 
resort. Defendant's consultant conceded that even after Well No.3 
and the storage tank are added, 105 lots would be the maximum which 
could be cerved. The staff concurs with this lOS-lot maximum estimate. 
While defendant declined to st1pulate to the figure, it did state on 
the record that defendant would conscientiously ocserve such a 
restr1ction. Accordingly, the Commission at th1s time will l1mit 
water service to those lots 1n and outside the resort which on 
March 25, 1976 had an existing residence on the lot, or one 1n actual 
process of construction. After rehab1litation of Well No. 3 and the 
add1t10n of the water storage fac1l1t1es out11ned by ~erendant's 
consultant are acco~p11shed, and the add1t10nal supply 1s approved 
by the County of San D1ego Health Depar~ment~ the Commiss10n w1l1~ 
upon app11cation to 1t, 11ft the restr1ct10n on addit10nal serv1ces 
so as to permit, on a f1rst come> first served bas1s~ add1t10nal 
water service connect10ns w1thin the resort unt1l an overall m~mum 
of 105 lots with1n and w1tho~t the resort are connected. 

We are cogn1zant that the $12 a mont~ resident1al flat 
rate we are approving, to be effective after addition and approval of 
Well No. 3 and storage fac11it1e$~ is the monthly flat rate requested 
at the hear1ng by defendant, nonetheless the 7 percent rate of return 
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which will then pertain is a modest one by any standards~ But it is 
based upon the premise of 86 customers. At the t1me of the hearing 
there were 91 customers, and when the add1t1onal facilities are 
provided there could be up to 105 customers. The result~~t 1ncreased 
revenue, while diminished somewhat by commensurate increases in the 
expenses and taxes, will nonetheless result in an enhanced net revenue 
and higher rate of return. 
Findings 

1. Cuyamaca Water Comp~~y and its predecessor L. J. Turner 
Water Company have been operating a water system for compensation 
since approXimately 1945. 

2. Cuyamaca Water Company and its predecessor L. J. Turner 
Water Company meet the definition of a "water company" as set forth 
in Sections 2l6(a) and (b) and 2701 o~ the Public Utilities Code. 

3. Cuyamaca Water Company's service area embraces that 
194-lot tract known as Lake Cuyamaca Resort, SectiOns I and II, and 
5 adjacent lots presently served by the utility. 

4. Cuyamaca Water Company's service area essentially is 
characteristic of a rural retirement and/or weekend recreational 
area with water requirements and consumption substantially below 
conventional suburban requirements. 

5. Cuyamaca Water Company does not have a tariff on file w1th 
this COmmission as required of such a utility by Section 489 of the 
Public Utilit1es Code. 

6. Cuyamaca Water Company otfers only one class ot serv1ce~ 
residential flat rate, at the same monthly charge to all customers. 

7. Cuyaoaca Water Company's present $lO residential flat rate 
serv1ce charge is not producing an excessive amount of revenue. 

8. Cuyamaca Water Company's present water supply suitable for 
distribution is obta1ned wholly from Well No.1. 
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9. Drilling of other wells has not been successful, except 
for Well No.3, which at present produces water unusable because of 
its high iron content. 

10. At times in the past, and over Labor Day weekend 1975, water 
outages have occurred; the Labor Day outage necessitating hauling 
of water. 

11. The existing water source and storage facilities in service 
are inadequate to meet the residential requirements of the present 
91 customers, even given the limited consumption characteristics 
of this particular service area. 

12. The present water supply and storage facilities are 
inadequate to meet the fire protection standards of Co~~ssion General 
Order i~o. 103. 

13. There are pending a small number of service applications 
for reSidential construction started before March 25, 1976 in 
reliance upon assured water service availability. 

14. In 1975 Cuyamaca Water Co~pany invested $1,600 in additional 
plant equipment. 

15. Cuyamaca Water Company has incurred apprOximately $1,000 
in legal and accounting costs inCidental to utility status, but 
associated with matters arising out of this complaint. 

16. Cuyamaca Water Compa."lY 1 s presently involved in expending 
$10,000 during 1976 to rehabilitate Well No. 3 and to expand water 
storage fac1lities to a capacity of 40,000 gallons. 

17. Upon completion of the rehabilitation and storage program, 
and approval of the water supplies thereby added, Cuy~~ca Water 
Company could responsibly and adequately service up to a maximum of 
105 residential lots. 
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18. The Comm1sslon flnds that the staff's ~ppraisal of utility 
propertles, and estimates of deprec1at1on, rate base, operating and 
ma1ntenance expenses, and s~~ary of earnings, not only for historical 
base, but also for the present 1976 base and the proposed base 
conditioned upon satisfactory completion of the 1976 improvements 

under way, are reasonable. 
19. The $12 a month residential flat rate serv1ce charge 

proposed by the starr to be made effective upon cocpletion 
ot the 1976 improvement progr~~ under way, and acceptance by the Co~ 
of San Diego Health Department of the resulting water supply, will 
not produce ~~ excessive amount of revenue for the utility. 
Conclusicns 

1. Cuyamaca Water Company is a public utl1ity water company. 
2. Cuyamaca Water Company's present $10 per month residential 

flat rate charge (set forth ln Append1x C attached hereto) 1s 
just and reasonable under the circumst~~ces pertaining on 
!'!arch 25, 1976 and is therefore authorized. 

3. Cuyamaca 'vJater Company is not d!scrlm1nating by use of a 
unlform flat rate serVice for all customers. 

4. Cuyamaca Water ComparAY should be ordered to flle 1ts tariff, 
reflect1ng the rate set forth 1n Appendix C attached hereto, a map 
or its water serv1ce area, and coples of printed forms used w1th the 
COmmiss1on. 

S. It would be inequitable to deny service to those lot owners 
who commenced residential construction in reli3nce upon water service 
availability before P~rch 25~ 1976. 

6. Cuyamaca Water COI:lpany should be ordered not to make any 
additional water connections beyond service to the 91 lots served 
~~rch 25, 1976 and such other lots where residential construction 
was actually under way March 25p 1976, without ~irst receiving 
authority from the Co~~iss1on. 
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7. Rate relief Should be deferred until the 1970 improvement 
program i~ completed and accepted. 

IT IS ORDERED that: 
1. Cuyamaca Water Compa~y shall,w1th1n thirty days after the 

effective date of this order, file the rate tariff attached to 
~bis order as Appendix c. 

2. Cuya~aca W~ter Compa~y shall,w1th1n th1rty days after the 
effective date of this order, file a tariff service area 
map (to a scale of approximately 1 inch equals 100 feet) clearly 
indicating the boundaries of the Lake Cuyamaca Resort Tracts I and II 
development of 194 lots and the 5 lots it is presently serving outside 
the resort, location, type,and dimension of its wells, production 
capab1lities of the pump1~g equipment, location and capacity of 
storage tank facilities a~d dist~ibution cains, and copies of printed 
forms used in dealing with its customers. 

3. Cuyamaca Water Comp~~y shall set up formal books of 
accountir~ in conformity with the Unifor~ System of Accounts for 
Class D Water Utili:ies as prescribed by this Commission. 

4. Cuy~aca Water Comp~~y shall record on its books of account, 
the h1storical cost appraisal as sho'~ ~n Appendix A attached 
to th!s order, and reco~c the depreciation reserve as shown 
in Appendix B attached to this order. 

5. Cuy~ca Water Company shall make no further water 
connections beyond those existing March 25, 1976 to the 91 developed 
lots it is now serVing and such other lots within its service area 
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whe~e residential construction was under way or building permit 
authority receivec oerore March 2;, 1976, without first securing 
authority to extend service from this Commiss1on. 

6. Cuyamaca Water Company shall, upon compliance With this 
order and completion of its 1976 tmprovement program, be authorized 

I to file the $12 a month residential flat rate service charge (set 
forth in Appendix D attached hereto). The author1zat1on by supple
mental decision shall be effective upon approval by the Commission 
starr of the 1976 Improvement Program of an addition of a 10, OO~ 
gallon steel storage tank, aeration plates, soda ash feed pump, 
chlorinator, and new pumping equipment to bring into production 
Well No.3. 

The effective date of this order shall be twenty days 
aiter the date hereof. 

Dated at ___ S&n ____ F'ran __ cls<:_O ___ , Cali:Cornia, this 
clay of . JULY , 1976 .. 
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·Comm1!:S1oner Leonard Ro:s=. b.1Di 
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in ~e d1Spos1~1on .r thiS proeeed1n£. 



'0 
• 
~ 

PUDLIC U'rILl-rIES COMMISSION * UT(LITYCUYl'lM.C{\ ~~tltcr Company 

LOCA1fOll~~n DL('~o County 
------~.----------

nAYJ! OIl CA1.rroaNI". 

APl.>RAISAL al' PROPllR'fJJ!S 
EFFECTIVE 0-'--.£ Janu41'1 1. 1975 

. FlU! No c-9889 

~!I!"L1lll'J ~~-:.:t7--'!~!:!~ 0~_~:~~·.;"':=....~;..~~~t:r~:.~~~~.;:c..~_:"':=.i.t:.:.::'--::":::~~;;::-:-":-";-.i-':::;--~ .. ------.~_~-;,'IEU-A..-;r:-=--. --.~; .. ~ -- -~.=.:c. ~_.;.:_ ....... :;.~. --L:"4~ 

I I r=
- L!HIUA'£O 1!")~OOlCAL C03T -- ~RCC''''''JlON 

. , , llltt .... rn.rw, 
OZC;CRIf'lIOfl un UN" ou .... n"... ,.t:lI l"1IJ110U1 OVL~' lI~cl\JC""() ';'If u .. ,er T .IV. I At • I'(.t.'~' 

IIlU1Ut U'IIT (,oVL/'lifAO J'~fO 0,;[nll"40 .'~"~l l'" ." IIU '10) .,~u;"u" ~ ~ .. - --.-.~ .. -. _.-. ----.--.~.- .. ii, ""-".-",- '~~(41--: I'~'~!i~ i!~ -~ -f~r-' ~~ ;~i.'~~ . ,~ .. " ~)' ti~;,11~~N~;h ~ .;;;~ 

~ .... ., 
;.). 

; " "', 
.... J .... 

:.'.7 

]!, ) 

, .. 
';-1 J 

!101~ p_~'p':rc:_c f llb 1 c 

lAnd nod lllnd Hf&ilto 
(If tots" 1 C,Hc:!{·nt) 

p'£pl'cc1ablc 

Hello 

I\rr.plng f<}l\lr-!l:~nt 

I:ulldlnZ.fl 

rn tcr Trc:) tn""!lI t [flu il;r-J~nt 

l~CO'~l "olrs r.nd j~nks 

TTll1~(;. 6 Dlt'tri. Haino 

t;(: (\' 1 cc: G 

'fotals 

AU s $ 5,500 

Cll I 3 3.610 

ell I 4 3,730 

Cll I 1 125 

ell I t 1,800 

co. I 2 2,750 

ft 10,79 10,880 

co I 86 _Ztl_OO 

30,595 

50 7 ~. 3.6 0.121 

18 13 11.5 0.375 

25 t5 13.5 O./ICO 

15.5 2 1/i.6 0.OS1 

60 32 1',3.2 0.280 

53.7 ~6 33.0 0.335 

50 ttl 32.1, 0.352 

"4.6 L9 30.91 O.3Q6 

$ 1.30 

1,1.02 

S6 

103 

711 

I. ,011 

il3 

7,614 

-> "d 
'g 
R 
P
H 

> 



SU1MMRY Of 

(") 

• 
-..0 
(j) 

~ 

Cu,a~C4 Wdtcr Co~PQny --'---"------ ANNUAL OErRECIAlION ACqUAl DETERMlNATION 
STRAIGfH liNE RUMtNING lIFE METHOD 

filE NO C-9889 San Diego ~ounty " 1975 .EAR Of ____ _ 

(\) (A) m (l) 
Uf. rVIUH tal SAlVAGE 

• (tST. G\OSS $AlV,I.('E • 

nun . . tEsu .... ( Gt.OSS lESS (on Of If/.\OVil) t [l,rHCIA1ICN 

'1 t>!S(l11l10H (HO. YU.l) e~ , ___ -.!~~~H -=-_ = "EG. Yf~~ 

Wells 

Pwcpiog Equfr~~nt 

BuUd. Hater Treatment 

Wnter Treatncnt Equip. 

RcscrvoirlJ 

Trans. ~ Diatrib. ~~ln8 

S<:rvicc8 

Totals 

.!2~ /.d~J t 100 a 

1 UP ru.r.lp ('Jell ~.) Sub. 
Piplng {. Electrical 

]/2 1975 Net Addttlono 

3,610 1,30 

3,730 1,402 

125 58 

1,800 103 

2,150 771 

10,880 4,077 

..b_2.9..0_ 773 

25,095 1,61'. 

1,600 

---
(4) I (I) let «(.I) (5-;-:=-'"'-- (;) -~=----w --1 

TOTAl $(, .... tnf '-V.I .... IN. .,IJ-;sV.u ~$ ;a 
t-:n I OliO. t Sl!t. A¥U1.0f mo AC(Il'Al (".~,,7. 

IAtA.~Cf G~O'J' "'VOSS .... c.e lllf '41+ 1') fl.lHJ 
(IJ-t2/-\lI • {ns., (u.s., lHU . (\l~.' $ tUHI 

~~-=L= == -- - ---=...=:;;.-..; • .;.~~-=.:.= 

3,180 50 

2,)28 18 

67 25 

1,697 IS.5 

1,919 60 

6,803 53.7 

1 ,t.27 50 

17,481 

1,600 

800 

6.8 l.J.6 

13.0 11.5 

11 .. 5 13.5 

1.1 ll •• 6 

31.5 ',3.2 

26.2 33.0 

13.5 32.4 

18.9 30.9 

139 3.8 

202 5. 1• 

5 3.9 

116 6.4 

'
16 1.7 

206 1.8 

M. 2.0 ----
158 3.0 

__ ?~_I 3.0 

782 

~ 
:>-

'>3 
'0 .., 
~. 

"p. 
x 

_, ___ L ___ ' __ " __ 



e 
c.9SS9 lte 

APPENDIX C 

Schedule No. 2H. 

RESID~'TIAL ~ ~ SERVICE 

APPLICABTI.ITY 

Applicable to all residential water service furnished on a flat 
rate b~i:5. 

TERRITORY 

Lake Cuyamaca Resort tTnits 1 and 2, San Diego County. 

RATES -
For a 5i.~e-ramily residence •••••••••• 

For each acditional residence 
on the same premises and served 
from the same :ervice connection ...... 

Per Service Connection 
Per Month 

$10.00 

10.00 



APPENDIX D 

Schedule No. 2Ft 

RESIDENTIAL ~ ~ SER7ICE 

APPLICABnITY' 

ApPlicable to all residential water service furnished on a flat 
rate basis. 

TERRITORY 

Lake Cuyamaca Resort Units 1 and 2, S~ Diego County-

For a ~icgle-family residence •••••••••• 
For e~ch 3dditional residence 
on the s~~e premises ~~ served 
from the same service co~~ection •••• 

Per Service Connection 
Per Month 

S12.oo 

12.00 

(I) 

(I) 


