
• 

• 

ALJ/vdl 

Decision 54 0$ 033 SE? 191984 

BEFORE TEE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OP TEE S~ATE OF CALIFOR:IA 
In the Matter o! the Application of ) 
Camp Meeker Water System, a 1 
corporation, for an o,rder authorizing 
it to increase rates chargee for 
water service. 

-----------------------------) 

Application 83-11-54 
(Piled November 14, 1983) 

]ullen, MeKone, McKinleyp Gay, Keitges & ?ach, by 
Thocas E. Eookano p Attorney at Law, and John D. 
~eaaer, tor Ca:p Meeker Wa~er System, Inc., 
applical'lt. 

DaVid Clark, for Department of Health Services, 
in~eres~ed party. 

Alberto C. Guerrero, Attorney at Law. and Thomas 
m~o~~so~ $o~ -.o~ Co~-~~~~~n sta~~ .......... w ...... ,.... \" ~ ......... ..,...., .. \tal ..... 

o PIN ION - .... - ..... -. ........ 
Caop Meeker Water Syste~~ Inc. (Meeker, Inc. or applicant) 

~iled this application on November 14, 198;, requesting authority to 
increase its revenues fo:- wate:- se:-vice froe $34,200 to $5;,800 in 
test year 1984, a 57·3% inc:-ease. Sinc~ that tiling, applicant 
received ~~ offset rate increase of 12.74~ by Resolution No. W-~i46 
dated Novembe:- 22, 1983. The bal~~ce of the requested rate increase _ 
39·52% (accumulated) - is conside:-ed in this deciSion. 

Application CA.) 83-11-54 also seeks lifting ot the 
restriction against adding new customers which was tirst imposed in 
1960 by Decision CD.) 60283 and which was ~eaffi:-med in 1963 by 
D.65119. An att~ition increase request of 6.5~ at the close of the 
first ~~d second yea~s follOwing this case completes the prayer of 
the application. 

A duly noticed public hearing was held in Camp Meeke~ on 
April 9, 1984 before Ad=inist~ative Law Judge Orville !. Wright. 
Further hearings were conducted in S~~ Pra~cisco on April 10 and 11, 

• 
1984. The matte:- was sub:i tted upon the tiling of concurrent briet's 

, on June 6, 1984. 
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John D. Reade~, William C. Chenoweth, Leslie C. Chenoweth, 
and Lar~ Elder testi~ied for applic~~t. Thocas W. Thompson 
testified for staff. David Clark testified for the Depa~tment of 
Health SerVices (DOES). 

County Supervisor Ernie Carpenter, Jo~~ Getchell, Frances 
Gallegos, Dina Andress, Jacques Levy, and Richard SaQ Salmon appeared 
at the hearing in applicant's serVice area and testified as concerned 
citizens. 
Summarr ot DeCision 

Applicant's requested rate increase is $19,600 (57.3%) in 
1984 over 1983 rates. It received a.~ otfset rate increase of 12.74~, 
by Resolution No. W-3146, November 22, 1983. Rence, hearings were 
held on the bala.~ce ~equested, being 39.52% of rates in force in 1983. 

Of the $j5,9~0 revenue increase SOU&~t, applicant is 
authorized S7,409 p being a 19.46% inc~ease over revenues at j983 rate 
levels. The rate increase is mace conditional as to its effective 
date on applic~~t's fulfilling water testing requirements,of the DOES. 

Since the water supply at Camp Meeker remains inadequate 
tor existing customers, the b~~ on new connections first established 
in 1960 is ordered to remain in effect. 

When operated by its predecessor owners, the water system 
at Caop Meeker was located UpOn a parcel ot land ot apprOXimately 800 
acres. In 1951, the predecessor owners conveyed the entire 800 acres 
to the present owners by two separate deeds. The first deed 
contained about 16 acres ~~d was authorized by the Cocmisslon on 
representatione by the b~yers and sellers that it contained the 
entire water syste:. The second deed, containing the bal~~ce of 800 
acres, was not presented to the Co~ission for authorization. 

!n this proceeding, the owners of the SOO acres SOU&~t to 
charge $3,850 tor well Sites used by applicant to supply water to its 
custo~ers. Staff suggests that these well sites should reasonably 

- 2 -



• 

• 

• 

A.S3-11-54 ALJ/vdl 

belong to the utility as they are water resources used or useful to 
the water syste:. 

We deCide that the deed ot the 800 acres is void as the 
Comcission had no oppo~tunity to decide the question of tact raised 
by staff when the deed was executed in 1951. Buyers and selle~s 
should file ~~ application with the Coc=ission ~or app~oval of the 
unauthorized deed ane present evidence in support of their contention 
that only nonutility private property was included in the 800-acre 
deed. 
Present S;vstec 

Meeker, Inc. prOvides !lat rate water service to 360 
custo~e~s in the town o! Ca:p Meeker, located on the Eohe:ian 
Highway, several :iles north of OCCidental and south of Monte Rio in 
Sonoca County. 

Water supply is provided by 12 wells and 10 springs. 
Storage capaCity is 275,500 gallons. The trans:ission ~~d 
distribution syste: consists of about 82,000 feet of s:all mains, 
74,000 feet of which are of 2-ineh dia:eter. Recent i:prove=ents 
fina."'l.ced by a S~e Drinking Water :Bond Act loan added two wells and 
six springs to water sources anc. a net o! six new tanks to storage; 
these icprove:ents are included in the given figures. 

'Syste: Background 

Caop Meeker and its water syste: came into being shortly 
a:ter the turn of the centu~, but we co:=enee ou~ background review 
in the 1930s. 

In D.24567, datee March 14, 1932, Effie M. Meeker and 
Julia E. Meeker, dOing bUSiness as Ca:lp Meeker Water Systetl, were 
g~anted a rate increase and orde~ed to enla~ee, ~eplace, and l=prove 
existing water supply facilities substantially in order to properly 
serve its eusto:ers who, at that ti:e, nu=bered 356. ~his decision 
noted that the water syste: consisted of 13 c.i!ferent spring sources 
and that the wate~ supply was entirely inaeeq,uate :t"or the needs of' 
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the cons~ers. (In the Matter of the Application o! Meeker et al.~ 
A .. 17952.) 

D. 34244 p dated May 21 ~ 1941 p again 1"ound the Ca.l:lp 11eeker 
water supply ~~d storage inadequate and ordered improvements.. The 
decision notes that there were 240 customers in 1940. (London. et 
ale v Meeker. et al.~ Case (C.) 4465.) 

In D.4430)p dated J~~e 1), 1950, the Meekers' estate 
representatives were given a rate increase ~~d ordered again to 
improve service.. Eoth the distrioution mains and availa.ble water 
were found to be inade~uate to serve the then-connected 345 
services. Significantly, the service area was described as 
conSisting of 800 acres ~~d a detailed system map was ordered to be 
prepared and filed with the Coc=ission. (Investigation on the 
Cocmission's own cotion ••• , C.5155.) 
Public Witnesses 

The public witness testimony offered at the well-a.ttended 
day 01" hearings on this application at Camp Meeker provided valuable 
insight to the Com:ission .. 

Supervisor Ernie Carpenter objected to the idea of utility 
owners renting well sites to themselves, criticized the system as 
being chronically bad, and took issue with the applica..~t' s concept 
that 50 new services could be added. It is a disservice to the 
co:cmu..~i ty to think about shippine water to new connections so long as 
the people at Camp Meeker are having chronic water shortages and are 
considering moving out of the community, acco~ding to this witness. 

Fra...~ces Gallegos p a 12-year homeowner and water customer, 
critiqued the parties' cost of service studies, generally agreeing 
with the staff recoccendations. She was not prepared to address the 
increases SOU&~t by applicant which were not included in the 
application. She opposes any attrition allowance, requesting public 
hearings instead. This witness believed that the major thrust of the 
application was to lift the ba...~ on additional hookups and stro'ngly 
urged that the COC=ission endorse the reco~endations of DOBS. She 
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stated that her experience is that ~ater shortages invariably occur· 
in August and la$~ until November. when rains commence. 

Dina Andre$$ test1~ied that the ban on new connections' 
should be retained because of the lack of water ~~d that the utility 
owners' land apart from the water system mi&~t well be sold as open 
space. 

Jo~~ Getchell opposed li~ting the ban on new connections. 
Based upon her experience as a realtor. this witness testified that 
Camp Meeker's appreciation has been severely retarded compared to the 
rest of the county because of the vagaries of the water system. 

Jacques Levy questioned whether ownership of a water 
utility and ownership of adjacent undeveloped lands in the sace 
person could promote impartial utility decisions. 

Richard Salmon testified to his belief that a thorough 
study of applicant's costs was in the public interest. 
New Connections 

Meeker. Inc. seeks to have the Co~~ission lift the 
restriction upon new services i~posed in D.60283, June 20, 1960, as a 
result of continuing findings of inadequate water supplies to serve 
customers at Caop Meeker. Inadequate supply has been a constant 
condition of the water syste~ since its ince~tion. 

Recent additions, funded by the Department of Water 
Resources loan. include ei&~t wells, 82,000 gallons of new storage. 
and 10 automatic chlorinators. Applic~~t suggests that these 
improvements should permit removal o~ the new se~vices moratorium and 
the addition of 50 new customers. 

DOES opposes this request, and it is jOined by staff and 
the publiC witnesses testi~ying in this proceeding. It contends that 
no new customers should be added to the system until 400 gallons o! 
vater pe~ customer per day is available at Camp Meeker and the 
distribution system is improved to acceptable standards. Other water 
companies in the Russi~~ River area o~~er the water supply 
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recommended by DOES, and that is the quantity customarily demanded by 
the users, according to the DOES witness. 

Applic~~t relies upon a 1981 water usage table which shows 
that water rationing did not co:mence so long as 204 gallons per day 
per eustomer was available. It states that new ~acilities now bring 
the water availability level up to 255 gallons per day. 

DOES testi~ied, however, that 1981 recorded water flows and 
usages at Camp Meeker do not correlate with its recommendations as 
the water customers were conserving and rationing on their own 
account because of their knowledge that shortages were imminent. To 
adopt applicant's estimate of sufficient water quantity per 
connection would be to design a system with a built-in water 
rationing prograc, testified DOES. 

It seems abund~~tly clear that no new services should be 
autho~ized at CaQP Meeker u-~til DOES standards, both of supply and of 
system capability, are met • 
Results o~ O~eration 

Table 1 shows the estimates of applic~~t and of staff, and 
it shows adopted revenues and expenses for test year 1984 at the 
11.25% rate of return approved in this decision • 
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• Table 1 
SU!:l::ary o'! Earnings 

Tes~ Yea:- 1984 

Authorized 
Present Rates Rates Ite:: Applic8.."'l't S~a:'!' Adopted -

Opera~ing Revenue $34,200 $;8,080 $;8,080 $45,489 
Deductions 
O~ratin~ E~enses 

Purchased Power 4,400 4,780 4,780 4,780 EI:lj)loyee Labor 13,700 1;,700 1;,700 1;,700 Materials 1,550 1 ,500 1 ,550 1,550 Vehicle Expense 4,250 ;,900 3,900 ',900 Con~ract Wo:-k 1,;00 1,200 1,300 1,;00 
Manage~ent' Salaries 4,450 4,;00 4,450 4,450 O::-ice SUj)plies 4;0 4;0 4;0 4;0 Insurance 1 ,680 2,200 2,200 2,200 Accounting 4,500 ;,500 ;,500 ;,500 Legal 2,125 1,:;60 1,360 1,350 • Regulato:-y 1,280 1,070 1,070 1,070 Stora.ge Rental 1,620 360 :;60 ;60 Well Site Rental 3,850 400 -Gene:-al Expense 500 500 500. 500 Bad Debts 500 500 200 500 

Subtotal 46,135 39,700 :;9,600 39,600 
Del':-eeiation 795 500 500 500 
Taxes Other Than Inco~e ;,555 :; ,.550 :;,609 :;,609 
Inco!:le Taxes 200 200 200 412 

Total Deductions 50,685 43,950 43,909 44,121 
Net Operating Revenue (16,485) (5,870) (5,829) 1,368 
Ra.te :Base 21,0:;0 12,160 12,160 12,160 
Rate o'! Return Loss Loss 10ss 1"1 .. 25% 

CRee. Pigu:-e) 

• 
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Pu:-ehased Powe:-

Applic~~t concu:-s with staff's higher estimate of powe~ 
usage and the use o~ Pebrua:-y 2, 1984 Pacii"ic Gas and Blectric; 
COl:lPany rates. 

Vehicle EX'Oense 

Sta!~ esti~ted vehicle expense at SO.30 per :ile as 
opposed to applicant's SO.35 per =ile. The diffe:-ence 1s interest 
charged to finance purchase of the vehicle used in system 
operations. We agree with sta!~ that the cost o~ vehicle loans 
should not be included in the calculation oi" l:lileage costs. 

Insu:-a..""lce 

Applicant concurs with st~~'s hi&~er esti:ate which is 
based upon a new policy not available at the time the application was 
prepared. 

Accountin~ 

This catego~ o~ expense includes bookkeeping, billing
p 

telephone a..""l$wering services together with financial accounting, tax 
wO:-k, and regulato~ asSistance. 

Meeker, Inc. has assigned all ot~ice work to its certi~ied 
public accounting ~irl:l in Sebastopol, a ~ew l:liles ~rom the service 
area. Por 1983, the accountant's report shows 40.5 hours 0 $40 per 
hour ~or ~inancia1 accounting a..""ld tax return preparation ~or a total 
billable al:lou.~t o~ S1,620. Be also shows 95.2 hours of general 
bookkeeping service e S25 per hou:- and 72.1 hours o~ computer time at 
$42.50 per hour for a total billable ~ou.""lt o~ S5,444.25. 

Oi" a total billable amount of $7,064.25 at standard rates, 
applica..~t was actually charged S3,468 p indicating an unexplained loss 
on the account of $3,596.25. In light o~ the above, the accountant 
stat·es that he is requesting S5 ,200 ~or all services :tor Meeker p 

Inc. for 1984. 

Applicant's estimate for 1984 is S4,500, made prior to 
receipt of' the accountant's report detailing his costs and :tees • 
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Staff accepts the esticate for accounting services, but 
believes that Meeker, Inc. c~~not reasonably justify $25 per hour 
bookkeeping and $42.50 per hour cocputer ti~e. It states that 
co:parable scall water companies contract with a local resident for 
billing ~~d bookkeeping services at ~~ hourly rate, suggested to be 
$10 per hour. Staff esticates that 143 hours would be required to do 
all billing, answer calls, and keep the books in the service area. 

We think that the ~taff esti~ate is the more reasonable and 
would provide ~~sto=er contact beyond the usual bUSiness hours of ~he 
acco~~tantfs fir:, ~~ advantage testified to by one of the public 
witnesses at the hearing in Camp Meeker. We are so:ewhat doubtiul of 
estimates provided by correspondence which indicate that applicant's 
a.ccountants a:-e cha:-ging only 50% of their sta.."ldard rates and propose 
to continue to lose :oney into the future. 

Le~al 

Applicant estimates $2,125 in legal expenses for 1984 • 
This estimate is derived by a:ortizing a total of Si6~989 for legal 
services ane the services of a.."l enginee:-ing witness over a period of 
eight years. 

Staff's estimate of $1 ,360 is derived by factoring up the 
$1,000 allowed by the Co==ission in applicant's 1980 ~ate case. 

It is sufficient to note that, as staff asserts, ~he legal 
costs SOU&~t to be recouped by a?plicant are past costs of cocplaint 
p~oeeedings~ and to allow thei:- a:o~tization throu&~ ~ates woulc be 
retroactive rate=aking. The Co==ission coes not give added :-ates for 
the future to correct errors in the past any~ore than it would reeuce 
rates in the future to take away excess profit earned. (In Pacific 
Telephone ane Tele~ra~h, 77 CPUC 117, July 23, i974.) 

In its clOSing brief, Meeker, Inc. suggests that its 
retention of legal counsel on the well site :-ental issue in this case 
justifies the legal expense estimated by it for 1984 •. We do not 
agree, because we do not cO:lside~ that expense 0'£ counsel to defend a 

o _ .. 



• 

• 

• 

A.83-11-54 ALJ/vdl 

utility's trans~er of its property without Co:cission authorization 
is an ordina:-y and reasonable cost of water service. 

We adopt sta!~'s estimate. 
Re~latory Expense 
The difference between ~t~~ and applicant for regulatory 

expense is not the amount but9 rather, time o~ amortization. We 
adopt staff's suggestion of five years in lieu o~ applicant's 
requested three years. 

Storage Rental 
A building in applic~~tts service area used for material 

storage and owned by the Chenoweths was determined to be worth $;0 
per month r,e:1t in D·92450, applicant's last rate case. Staff 
estimates propose that figure in this proceeding. 

Applicant argues for an increase in rent from $360 per year 
to $1,620 p'er year, but it ad:li ts that its estimate is based. only 
upon its belief that a hi~~er rental would be required if it had to 
rent other property. 

As staff states, traditional rate!:laking principles place 
the burden on the applic~~t to prove that expenses are reasonable and 
prudent and that the ratepayers will benefit fro!:l them. In the event 
that the applicant fails to carry its burden~ the Coc:lission must 
disallow the claimed expense for ratemakine purposes. 

We adopt the staff esti:late. 
Well site Rental 

Hardin T. Chenoweth, Willi~ C. Chenoweth, and Leslie C. 
Chenoweth (Chenoweths) seek approval of $;,850 rental paid by Meeker, 
Inc. for well sites located on property they clai:l to own throu&~ a 
corporation na:ed Chenoweth, Inc. These well sites are ~~ 
increasingly important source of wate~ supplied to Meeker. Inc. o~~ed 
by the same Chenow~ths, applicant in this proceeding. 

Stat! opposes this proposed charge on the ground that the 
property on which the well sites have been developed is and has been 
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utility ?~ope~ty, used ~~d useful fo~ pu~poses of p~oviding water 
service ~~d fo~ iutu~e exp~~sion. Since the p~operty is useful, 
states staff, it ~emains as pa~t of the company's property and no 
lease is necessary. Staff seeks to limit this type of expense to the 
$400 approved in Meeker, !nc.'s last rate case. (D.92540, December 
2, 1980.) 

Applic~~t strenuously objects to staff's argument. Its 
owne~s contend that the well sites in question a~e private property 
they own through Chenoweth, Inc. which has never been dedicated to 
public use. The staff's reco::endation, if accepted, would be 
t~~ta:ount to approp~iating privately o~~ed property - that of the 
Chenoweths - for a public purpose without just compensation, states 
applicant. 

The evidence does not disclose whethe~ the well sites were 
in actual use as spring wate~ supplies o~ we~e undiscove~ed ~ese~ve 
supply sources during ownership of the system by the Meeker family • 
Plainly, however, the well sites a~d supporting watershed lands we~e 
~~d are valuable water system resou~ces of C~p Meeker, the transfer 
of which has never been approved by the Co::ission. 

!n an investigation on its o~~ motion into Camp Meeker 
water se~vice in 1950, the Ca=p Meeker water syste~ service area was 
desc~ibed as compriSing some 800 acres of steep hillside located 
generally on both sides of Dutch Bill C~eek. Sar~~ Meache: and 
Ruth !o!. Eall, ad:linist:-ices of the estate of Effie !-1. Meeker, and 
Paul Edwa:-ds, ad=inist~ato~ of the estate of J. E. Meeker (Meekers), 
were parties to that investigation. (D.4430;, June 1;, 1950.) These 
800 acres appea~ to be the approximate total land area ownec by the 
Meekers at that time, and it includes the watershed and well sites at 
issue in this case. 

On or about October 9, 1951, Meekers ~~d Chenoweths filed a 
petition with the Commissio!l. seeking ap:?~oval of a proposed sale of 
so~e 16 acres, more or less, of the 800 acres owned by Meekers at 

- 11 -



• 

• 

A.S3-11-54 ALJ/vel 

Camp Meeke~. It was alleged in the petition that "the deed to be 
executed, if per=ission is g~~~ted, will convey not only the wat~~ 
works with its dist~ibution syste=, but will also convey all land 
upon which is situat~d the source of water used by ~~d available to 
the C~p Meeke~ water syste~ ••• " (Exhibit 14, Petition, paragraph 
III.) This partial sale was app~oved without a public hearing in 
D.46373, November 6,1951, and the approved deed was executed on 
Nove~ber 26, 1951. 

The November 26, 1951 deed did not include the wate~shed 
lands ~~e well sites at 1ssue in this application. These lands, and 
the balance of the p~ope~ties o~~ed by the ~eekers, we~e conveyed by 
a separate deed to the Chenoweths on Nove~ber 29, 1951. No 
COmlission a?p~oval was sought or given for this latter conveyance 
~ ~ h ... ... -h ....... - _. . d' . d . -h· w ....... c was, ... 0 ... e ... 1 .. 3 .... lme, rece1ve In eVl ence In ... lS ca.se. 

No public utility shall sell or dispose of the whole or any 
pa.rt of its system or other property necessa~ or useful in the 
pe~formance of its duties to the public without fi~st having secured 
fro= the Co:=ission an order authorizing it to do so. Eve~ such 
sale or disposition made other than in aceord~~ce with the order of 
the Coc:ission authorizing it is void (Public Utilities Code § 851). 

Is the deed o! Nove=ber 29, 1951 from the Meekers to the 
Chenoweths void for want of Co::ission authorization? It clearly is. 

Applic~~t argues against the propOSition, stressing that 
the watershed and well sites were private ~ather than public property 
~~d were segregated by the Meekers from utility property, althou&~ no 
evidence was adduced to prove such asse~tions. Indeed, the reco~d 
demonstrates that Meeker's wate~ system was in chroniC short supply, 
f~om its inception until the present time, ha~dly a situation to 
a.llow a pu.blic ut1li ty to classify part of i ts wa.te~ reserves as not 
useful to its operat10ns. 

Here we find the q~e~s of some SOO acres of land upon 
which they own and operate a water utility dividing up thei~ holdings 

• 
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as between public and private ~roper~y ~~d selling off both parcels 
without allowing the Co=:ission to deter=ine whether their division 
between public and private is correct or incorrect. 

~~ether property has been devoted to a public use is~ o! 
course, a question of fact (Slater v Shell Oil Coo~~~y, 1940, 39 
CA 2d 535, 545). That ~uestion o~ ~act is to be deter=ined by the 
Co:mission for the purposes of the exercise of its jurisdiction to 
regulate a public utility by the fixing of rates p subject to such 
power of review as is possessee by the Supre=e Court (Limoneira 
Co. v Railroad Co==ission, 1917, 174 Cal. 232, 242). 

As 'the deed o~ !\ove::oer 29, 1951 was unauthorized by the 
CO:::ission, it is void. Accordingly, the Chenoweths have no property 
in the well sites tor which to contract with applicant. 

We find no basiS tor any well site rental charges by the 
Chenoweths or Chenoweth, Inc. 

Mino!" Va:-iances 
We adopt applic~~t's esti:ates in those instances where the 

difference is small, is due solely to judgcental differences between 
it and staff, and regulatory principles are not involved. These are 
materials (S50), cont:-act work (S1 00), and ma-"lage::ent salaries (S150"). 

De""J::-eciation 
* 

Applica.'"lt seeks to adjust deprecie.tion reserves by about 
$9,000 as it appears that excess depreciation was cha~gee between 
1959 ~~d 1972. Staff opposes this request as being a retroactive 
rate increase. It proposes a new depreciation ra~e o~ 1.07% ~ased 
upon the re::aini~e lives of assets which yields a $500 ~~ual 
depreciation expense. 

The staff app:-oach is adopted. 
Rate of Return 

Staff states that the Co~is$ion's Revenue Requirements 
Division has reviewed the accounting ~~d financial records of Meeker, 
Inc. and concluded that a rate of return of 11.25~ is reasonable. 

~APplicant :equests a 1~ return as being the aproximate return that 
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equi ty ~ina.."lced utili ties of comparable size are being authorized by 
the COc..:!ission. 

Applicant's poor~ although improving~ service record 
persuades us to adopt staffts reco=enda:tion of 11 .25%. 
Rate DesiAA 

Applicant serves approximately 360 flat rate and no metered 
customers. Therefore, the increase in rates granted by this decision 
is unii'or:ly applied to nat rate schedules. Since there are no. (and 
never have been any) metered custo:ers, the :etered rate schedule is 
adjusted ~o be co:patible with th~ newly authorized flat rate 
schedule. This is to ensure that a~ average 'flat rate customer will 
not rec~ive a..~ excessive increase or decrease in his bill if a meter 
is installed. 
Staf~'s Service Reco~endations 

Staff testified that applieant's efforts to perform routine 
water testing in the past have been minimal, and, while those efforts 
have been recently accelerated y app1ical'lt does not yet fulfill a.11 
DOES testing requirements. It recommends that any rate increase 
granted in this case should not beco:e effective until all testing 
requirements are being satis~ied. Sta!'~ requests the Sa.:le condition 
precedent be imposed upon ~~y attrition a1lowa.."lce increases we may 
order, as well. 

At the hearing, applica..~t indicated its intention to fully 
comply with DOES requirements. We will adopt the statf 
recol:l.:1endations as te. tests. 

Statf reco::ends that applicant be ordered to. bury exposed 
mains in the residential regions of the service area in cenfo~~ance 
with General Order 103. We will adept this recommendation. 

App1ica..~t agrees with staft's recommendatien that it 
establish a schedule ter periodically ilushing distribution mains of 
accumulated sediment • 
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Attrition Allow~~ce 

As our ~indings closely parallel staff estimates in 1984, 
we adopt the 4% attrition allowance developed by staff in comparing 
1984 and 1985 estimates. 
Issues Deferred 

At the opening of hearings in this case applicant sought to 
amend its application by increasing expenses as tollows: 

Item ............ 
Employee labor 
Materials 
Insurance 
Regulator,y 

A~~lication 

$13,700 
1,550 
, ,680 
1,280 

Increase 
$;,350 
2,070 

580 

500, 

It was stated that these acendments are required to 
reimburse applicant tor higher anticipated costs associated with 
additional testing and related activity ste~ing from the 
construction of new ~acilities ~inance~ by the Department of Water 
Resources. DOES supports applicant in its expense estimates. 

These increased estimates necessarily increase applicant's 
request tor revenues over the levels noticed to all parties to the 
proceeding and to the public. Accordingly, except tor insurance, 
which was adjusted by $tat~, we do not consider expense increases not 
included in the application, but leave them for possible offset 
advice letter treatment if they qualify u.~der General Order 96-A 
after one year ot experience ot inereased costs. 
Declaration of L. G. Hitchcock 

Applicant attached the declaration of L. G. Hitchcock to 
the deeds contained in late-tiled Exhibit 16. This declaration was 
not received in evidence but treated as a supplemental brie~ by 
applicant on the issue o~ well site rentals • 
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Findin~s o! Fact 

i. The adopted estimates of ope~ating revenues p ope~atine 

expenses p rate base, and ~ate ot retu~n for test year 1984 shown on 
~able 1 are reasonable. 

2. A rate of return of 11_25~ on the adopted rate base of 
512,160 for test year 1984 is reasonable. 

3. Applicant's earnings under present ~ates tor test year 1984 
would produce a loss to applic~~t. 

4. ~he autho~ized increases in rates are expected to provide 
S7,409 (19.46~) in additional revenue ~~nually over present revenues 
of $38,080 with attrition allow~~ces of 4% after 12 and 24 ~onths. 

5. Applicant's level of water service is adequate. 
6. Custo~er-fin~~ced i=p~ove~ents have resulted in increased 

water production and storage, but applic~~t continues to have 
inadequate supply to meet custome~ demands. 

7. The inc~eases in ~ates and charges authorized in Appendixes 
A, E, ~~d C are just ~~d reasonable, and the present rates and 
charges are for the future unjust and unreasonable. 

8. Applic~~t is not fultilling all DOES testing requirements. 
9. Some distribution mains in residential areas of applicant'S 

service area project above the ground in violation o~ General Order 
103. 

10. Applicant reasonably should provide 400 gallons of water 
per custo~er per day, and i~p~ove its dist~ibution system to 
acco~odate such supply be~ore any new connections a~e authorized at 
Ca=p Meeker. 

11. Me~be~s of the Meeker fa:ily, original owners of the water 
syste~ at C~p Meeker, executed a deed conveying all b~t 
approxi:ately 16 acres o~ the l~~d on which the water syste~ was 
located to me~bers of the Chenoweth family on November 29, 1951 
vithout Coaoission authorization • 
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12. The question of fact as to whether the property described 
in the Meeker deed of November 29~ 1951 contained only private 
nonutility property and not public utility water resources has not 
been presented to the Commission for its determination. 

13. A composite depreCiation rate of 1.07f, is reasonable. 
Conclusions of Law 

1. The application should be granted to the extent provided in 
the following order. 

2. The deed from the Sono~a County L~~d Title Company to 
Rardin T. Chenoweth, Williao C. Chenoweth, ~~d L. C. Chenoweth dated 
November 29. 1951 is void for w~~t of authorization by the Co~ission. 

;. No new connections should be authorized at Cacp Meeker. 

ORD:E:R -------
IX IS ORDERED tha~: 

1. Ca:p Meeker Water System. Inc. is authorized to file the 
revised rate schedules set forth in Appendixes A, E~ and C to this 
decision. The effective date of the revised schedule in Appendix A 
shall be the first day of the month following the effective date of 
this decision. The effective date of the revised schedule in 
Appendix B shall be 12 months from the effective date of the schedule 
in Appendix A. The effective date of the revised schedule in 
Appendix C shall be 24 months from the effective date of the schedule 
in Appendix A. The revised schedules shall apply only to service 
rendered on and after their effective dates. The tiling sha~l comply 
with General Order 96-A. 

2. Each of the foregOing revised schedules shall not be filed 
unless accompanied by a statement of the Department of Health 
Services that its water testing requirecents of applicant are being 
fulfilled • 
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3· The ~estriction on new connections contained in D.60283, 
June 20, 1960 is continued in force. 

4. :E:xposed distribution mains in applicant's se~vice area 
shall be bu~ied. 

5. Applicant shall use a 1.07% co:posite depreciation rate ~or 
the :!'uture. 

6. Applicant shall establish a schedule for periodieally 
~lushing the distribution ~ains to purge the l:lains o! ac~ulated 
sedi::lentation. 

7. The a~plication is granted as set fo~th above. 
This order is effective today. 
Dated SE? 19 1984 , at Sa.n Prancisco,. California. --------------------

COt:J:li~::io:o.er Williax:: '!. Bagley 
'be!:lg r.ece::s.ar11y a'b::el:'t. did 
no~ par~icipa~e • 
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APPLICABILITY 

APPEID!X A 
Pag~ 1 

Schec!ul e Nco. 1 

ME7E?J:D SERVICE 

Applic~blc tc ull me~ered water service. 

The uni:o:cC'rpc-rutec area krlcwn as Ca:r:p ?-'~"!Ker and vicinity, SotiC'ma Ccl.l1"lty. 

RA!ES 

l'lC't'lthly 0'';31'lti ty Ra":.es: 

Per :-',etcr 
Per V.c-rl'th 

All Wa":.er, per 100 cu.!t............................ $ 0.55 CD) 

Serviee Charge: 
Per V~t.er Per lI.onth 

Service Chaige SGrcbarge* 

FC'r 5/8 x 314-inch meter •••••••••••••••••• 
Fcor 314-inch meter •••••••••••••••••• 

$ 6.50 
7..20 
9.80 

SDWEA SURCHARGE 

i-inch meter •••.•.•••••••••••• 

The Service Cl'l3:"'ge applies tC' all met~red 
serVice cC'nnectiC'!'Js. To it is acded the 
charg~ for water usee duri."'lg the month at 
Quantity &t.es. 

$ 5.00 
1.50 

12.50 

NOTE: ·!his surcharge is in acdition to the regular metered wa'"...er bill. The 
total surcr-.arge must be identi:ied on eaeh bill. !his surcharge is 
specifically fC'r the repayment C'r the CalifC'rnia Saf~ Drinking W~ter Bend Act 
loan authorized by Decision 93594. 
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APPENDIX A 
Page 2 

Cam? Meeker Water System, Inc. 

Schedule Nc-. 2AR 

AA1WAL RESIDENTIAL FLAT RATE SERVICE 

APPLICABILTTY 

Applica~le tc all flat rate residential w~ter service furnished ~n ~n 
annual oasis. 

TERRITORY 

RATt'...s 

F~r a single-f~~ly residential unit, 
i~eluding preQises •.••••••••••••••••••••••.••••••• 
F~r each additional unit ~n the same 

Per Service Ccnnecti~n 
Per Ye~r 

CEar~e SUrcnarge* 

$124.2$ e!) $60.00 

p~~lseS~......................................... 95.00 C!) 46.15 

SDrJBA SU?C"rikRCE 

Non:: *This surcharge is in addition tc the a~ve regular .service cC'nneetie-n 
charge. The total yearly surcharge must be identified e-n each oill. This 
surcharge is specifically f~r the repayment of the ~lifC'rnia safe Drinking 
Water ~nd Act loan authorized by D.93594. 

SPEC!AL CONDrrrOt~ 

1. The a!x>ve flat rate charges app:'y w service CC-l'lnectiNls n~t larger than 
one-inch in dia:net.er. 

2. Fe-r service cc-vered by the above classification, if the ~~ility so elects a 
meter shall be installed and service provided under Scbedule 1:"', Annual l'..etered 
Service,. effeetive as e-f the first. day c-f the fc-l:Loong calendar :l'lC-nth. ~'bere 
the nat ra~ ch3!"'ge for a period has been paid in advance, refund of t.."le 
prorated difference between such flat rate payment and the ~nL~m meter charge 
for the sa:le period shall be made on or befo:oe that day. 

(END OF APP~~IX A) 
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APPENDIX B 
Page 1 

Camp r~ker Water Sy~em, Inc. 

Schedule No. 1 

XETERED SE.WICE 

Applicable to all metered water service. 

RATES -
Mcnthly Quantity Rates: 

Pel" V.e~r 
Per }ionth 

All Wa~r, per 100 cu.ft •• _._....................... $ 0.55 

Service Charge: Per Y~ter Per Y~nth 
Service CF~rge SUrcRar~e* 

F~~ 5/8 x 31~ineh meter ••••••.••••••••••• 
For 314-ineh meter •••••••••••••••••• $ 6.80 CI) 

7.50 (I) 
10.20 (I) Fer 1~inch meter •••••••••••••••••• 

SDWBA SURCHARGE 

The Service Charge applies to all metered 
service cc-rmeeticos. Ie- it. is added the 
charge for water used during the mont.h at 
Oua."'ltity Rates. 

$ 5.00 
7.50 

12.50 

NO'I'E: !his surcharge is in acdition tc the regul~r metered water bilL The 
total surcharge must be identified on each bill. This surcharge is 
specifically fcr the repa~nt of the California ~fe Drin~~& Water Bend Act 
loan a~,orized by Decision 93594 • 
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APPENDIX B 
Page 2 

Ca::lf) Meeker Water Sy:>tem, Inc. 

Schedule NC'. 2AR 

ANNUAL RESIDEN!!AL FLAT RATE SERV::::CE 

APPUCAB!LITI 

Applicable t~ ~ll flat rate residential wzter service furnished ~n ~~ 
annual ba~is. 

!he u.~inC('rlX'rateC a:-ea KnC'Wn as Camp Y.eeker a."d vicinity, ScnC'::l3 c;c.unty .. 

Per SerVic~ Connection 
Per Year 

Charge SUrcbarge* 
For a si."sl~-fa:nily residential 1J::Ii t, 
includi=g prcm1ses ................................... $129.25 eI) $60.00 
F~r each additional unit on the same 
pr~ses.......................................... 98.75 CZ) 46.15 

SD~'BA SURCF.ARUE 

NOTE: *This swcharge is in addition tC' the aocve regular service connecti~n 
enm-ge. The total yearly surcharge :rust be identified on each bill. This 
surcharge is specifically for the repay:nent. C'f the California Safe :Drinking 
Water Bond Act. loan a~~ori%ed by D.93594. 

SPECIAL cor..~mO!'5 

1. !be above flat rate chargcs apply t~ service ~nneetions not larger than 
one-inch in diameter. 

2. FC'r service covered by the above claSSification, if the utilit.y so elects a 
meter shall be installed 3:'ld service prOvided under Schedule 1A. Annual Metered 
Service, effective as of the first day of the fC'llMng ealenda:" mC'nth. 'w'here 
the flat rate charge for a period has been paie in aeva.'1ce, refund cf the 
pror~ted difference between such flot rate pa~nt ~nd the minimum meter charge 
for the ~e perioe shall be made on or before that day. 

(END OF APPENDIX B) 
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APPENDIX C 
Page 1 

Applicaole w all metered water service. 

"!'ERRITORY 

The unincor"pc'rated area knC'W:'l as Cc:::r.p r-'~ker ane! vicinity, Sc-rlC'm3 County. 

RA!ES -
Per l".ct.er 
Per Mc-nth 

~th1y Qua~tity Rates: 

All Water, per 100 cu.ft............................ $ 0.60 (I) 

Service Cha:"ge: 
P~ Y~ter Per Y~nth 

Service Charge SUrchar~e * 
For 5/8 x 314-inch meter •••••••••••••••••• 
Fer 314-inch meter •••••••••••••••••• 
For 1-ineh meter •••••••••••••••... 

$ 7.00 (!) 
7.70 (!) 

10.50 (I) 

!he Service Charge applies to all metered 
service connections. To it is added the 
charge for water usee! during the month at 
OJantity Rates. 

$ 5.00 
7.50 

12.50 

NOTE: This surcharge is i:'1 ac!ditic-n tc- the regular metered water bill. The 
total surcha:-ge :trust 00 identified on each bill. This surchar'ge is 
speeifieally for the repa~nt of the California Safe Drinking Water Bond Act 
loan authorized by Decision 93594 • 
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APPENDIX C 
Page 2 

Cam? ~~er ~a-~r Sys~m, Inc. 

Schedule No. 2AR 

ANNUAL RESIDEIrrIAl. F!..A.T RATE SERVICE 

APPU CAB!L!7Y 

Applicable t~ all !l~t ra~ residential water service furnishee on aM 
annual oasis. 

TERmOR'! 

RATES 

For a s~~gle-family residential unit, 
ineludi~g ?rernises ••••••••• w •••••••••••••••••••••• 

F~r each additional unit on the same 

Per &!orvice- CC'n!'lcctien 
Per Year 

Charge SUrcharge* 

$134.40 eI) $60.00 

pr~ses.......................................... 102.15 (I) 46.15 

SDWBA SURCP.ARGE 

NOTE: *Tnis surcharge is in addition to the abOve regular service connection 
charge. !he total yearly surcharge rm;st be identified. on each bill. This 
surchorge is specifically fer the repay=cnt of the California Safe Drinking 
Water Bend Act loan a~Jhorized by D.93594. 

SPECIAL CO~1J!T!ONS 

1. !he a~e flat rate charges apply to ~rvice connections not l~rger than 
one-inCh in diameter. 

2. For service covered by tbe a~e classification, it the utility so elects a 
me~r shall be inst.':llled .a:'ld service provided under Schedule 1A, Annual V,ete:-ed 
Service, effec:ive as of the ~irst day of the f~llowing cal~~dar month. Where 
the flat rate charge for a ;>erioc has eeen paid in advance, refund of tbe 
pr~ra-~ dif~ere~ce between such flat rate p~ym¢nt and the ~~nimum m~~r charge 
for the sa.."'le period shall be rr.ade on or before that dr.rt. 

(END OF A??~"IX C) 
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APPENDIX D 
Page , 

Camp ~ker Water System, Inc. 

ADOPTED QUANTITIES 

Net-to-Gress Multiplier - 0.0 

Federal Tax Rate 

State Tax Rate 

- '5.0~ 

L<'Cal Fr<l:'lchise Tax Ra:e - 0.0 

Business License 0 .. 0 

Uneellectibles 1.1~ 

Offset Ite1'!lS ' 

,. Purchased PC\.Ier: 

Electric: 

Pacific G~ ana Electric Co • 

Total 
k'tl'h 
Effective Schedule Date 
S!kw'h Usea 

Test Year 1984 

$ 4,780 
60,800 
212184 

0.07807 
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APPENDIX D 
Page 2 

Camp Meeker Water System, Inc. 

AOO?7ED QUAN"!'!!!ES 

Opera~iOM and ~~inte:'lance 
Administrative and General 

rot<ll 
Payroll raxes 

4. Ad Vale-rem Taxes: 

Ad Val"r~ Taxes 
Tax Rate 
Aszessed Value 

Residential 

Additional Residential 

ArOPTED F1.A! RATE SERVICES 

Test Yea.'f' 1984 

$ 13,700 
4,450 

S"18,1S0 
$ , ,634 

$ 1,970 
1.02351, 

$792,480 

rest Year 1984 

360 

8 
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AP?ENDIX D 
Page 3 

Ca..~ r'.ee;:er W;r~r System, Inc. 

Opera:ing Water Revenue 

Qperating Expenses 

Taxes ~her !han Income 

!o~al Deductions 

State Taxa~le Income 

Federal !axa~le Income 

• First. S25,OOO Taxed at. '5~ 

Total Income Taxes 

(END OF A??ENDIX D) 
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1984 

$45,489 

39,600 
. "" ~ '\ 

3,609 

500 

43,709 

1,780 

171 

1,609 

241 

1.j12 
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APPENDD: E 

Camp Meeker Water Sys'"..e:n, Inc. 

Schedule Ne. 2AR 

ANNUAL RESIDo.'!IAL FLAT RAn: SERV1CE 
CO~I?ARISON OF PRESENT AND ADOptED RATES 

Ap:;>lica'ole to all nat rate residential water service furnished on an 
annual basis. 

The unincerpcrated area kncwn as ~. r~ker and vicinity, Scncma CCunty. 

RATES 

Fer a s~"lgle-f~ly 
residential unit, including 

Per Service Ccn."le<:tie-n Per Year 
Presen't Rates Adep'ted Rates 

Charge Sur char ge* Charge SUrcharge* 

P~emlses................... $'O~.OO $60.00 $124.25-

95.00 

$60.00 

46.15 
Fer each additional unit on 
the ~e premises •••••••••• 80.00 46.15 

NO!E: *'TI"..is surcharge is in addi'tien te- the a1X"le regular service con."lectien 
charge. The total yearly surcharge must be icentified on each bill. Ibis 
surcharge is specifically for the repayment ef the Calif~rnia Safe Drinking 
Water Send Act loan au~~or1zed by D.93594. 

SPECIAL CO~'DmO~ 

1. The abcve nat rate charges apply to service C(ln."lectiens net larger than 
one inch in diameter. 

2. Fer service cevered by the above classification, if the utility se'ele<:ts ~ 
meter shall 'oe installed and service provided under Schedule 1A, A."lnual Metered 
Serviee? eff'ec'tive as of the first day of' the follC'W1ng calendar me-nth. \.w'here 
the nat rate charge fer a period has been paid in advance, ref\lnd of the 
prorated dif'ferenee Oetween such flat rate payment and the minimum meter charge 
for the S3!lle period ~'"lall be made on or 'oefore that day • 

(END OF APPENDIX E) 


