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OPINION .

Summary - S s A S T THE T i S G RAY

This decision-‘authorizes Class C and Class D-water'
utilities, and Class A and Class B utility distxricts or .= .-
subsidiaries serving 2,000 or fewer connections,’ to accept from - -
individual customers amounts in contribution as connection fees:
covering actual costs to the utility of  installing new connections.
To implement this procedure, a utility must file as’' part of its’
tariffs a blank connection fee data form that would-be ‘completed
and presented to each prospective customer prior to imstalling a
service connection. The utility also must advise prospective "
customers that (1) they may retain a ¢qualified contractor to
install the connection, subject to inspection at a stated fee by
the utility, and (2) they may complain to the Commission if they
believe that the utility’s connect;on fee charges exceed the -
wtility’s actual costs. Ve

This decision also authorizes Class ¢ and ‘Class D«water N
utilities, and Class A and Class B utility districts ox o
subsidiaries serving 2,000 or fewer connections, to-accept from -
individual customers amounts in contribution as facilities fees -
representing a proportion of the cost of additional or replacement :
facilities required because of the new connections. However, the
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facilities fee may not be assessed until a utility f£iles and
obtains approvdl“éfvits'facility‘fee*as7part of. an advice letter ...
filing seeking general rate relief. . . . DU

F;nally, this decision ;ncreases from 50 feet to 100 feet‘5

the subseguent re;mbursement requirement for main extens;on costs
serving an individual customexr, and it makes certain. additional

technical changes in Genexal Order (GO) 103 and Water. Taxiff Rules .

(Rules) 15 and 16.

This is a final order in Order Inst;tutlng Rulemak;ng
(QIR or R.) 90-07=004, and the proceeding. is closed..
Introduction

By OIR dated July 6,. 1990, the. Commission invited
comments on whether to amend GO 103 and Water Tariff Rules 15 and.
16 to (1) revise funding of water main .extension costs, and
(2) permit assessment of service connection fees and fac;l;t;es
fees. A sexvice connection fee covers costs of installing new
service connections, including. service pipe, meter box and meter,
and laboxr. A facilities fee covers a proportionate amount for
production, storage and dlstrxbutlon facilities required to prov;de
service to new custonmexs. o . o

Our rules allow. customer advances and contrxbut;ons for
main extensions and other identifiable facilities for new. . :
customers. However, they do not permit serxvice. connect;on fees or .
facilities fees on the basis that investor-owned ut;lxt;es_gre

responsible for raising the capital to finance their provision of .

service.

B
A

application (A.88-05-021) of Southern California Water Company
(SCWC), that utility was authorized, on an experimental basis, .to .

charge a connection/facilities fee to new customers . in its Desert

District. We commented, based on the record in,A .88-05-021, that .
authorization of connection fees and facilities fees could be an .
appropriate source of revenue to help utilities finance add;t;onal

In Decision (D.) 90-02-020 in the génqr&l rp;e:inéxégse‘.gﬂ
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plant needed to serve néw'buStomérsﬁ"Hd&éVer,‘Wé-stated‘that*sﬁch”?“i
a step was a major deviation from GO 103, and we instituted this "
proceed;ng to recelve comments from the regulated water ut;lmt;es
and others. . o ' ST T e Y
We received comments from 13 respdndehts”in'réspoﬁée to
the OII. Based upon these comments and the record in’ A.88-05-021
we proposed changes in GO 103 and Water Tariff Rules 15 and’ 165
(D.90-12-025, dated December 6, 1990.) We served that intexim -
opinion on all requlated water utilities and on othezs who '
submitted comments. We now have received the report and
recommendations of the Water Utilities Branch (Branch) of the
Advisory and Compliance Division following utility workshops that
Branch conducted on January ll and 15, 1991. 'We also have received -
additional comments from respondents.l ST e T e
'~ This decision closes: R. 90 07 004 ‘The final rule changes -
are set forth in Appendix A. R
The main extension rules and the rule prohibiting
connection fees and facilities fees were established: in 1954 in
D.50580. By this decision, as later modified, an applicant for
service (whether an individual or a developer) was required ‘to -
advance to the water company the estimated reasonable cost of any
extension to the water main. Developers, as an alternative, could ' -
install the facilities for the extension if authorized by the water -
company. In the c¢ase of developers, the amount advanced was then
refunded by the water company, without interest, for a period not
to exceed 20 years at the rate of 22 percent of revenue received -

N

A
ot

CEN

1 Among those responding are the California Water Association,
the Small Company Committee of the California Water Associationm, -
Mountain Water Company, San Jose Water Company, Fulton Watex
Company and Rogina Water Co., Inc.
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from customers who subsequently rece;vedfservioe ﬁ;om,tpev_\_,
extension. . : : . . e .
As,for Lnd;v;dualsﬁ the flrst 50. feet of an extens;on To
serve & new customer was to be installed by the ut;l;ty wmthout
charge. The cost of individual extensions longex than 50 feet was
to be paid by the applicant requesting service., . If dur;ng a ..
10-year pexiod, other services were connected,dxrectly to. the water
main extension, xefunds were to be made by the ut%l;ty‘to‘;he‘.
original applicant paying for the extension.

As refunds were made to developexs. or Lnd;vmduals, .,
facilities installed pursuant toO an extension contract became part
of the rate base of the water company.. Whenever the amount, of B
existing unrefunded advances together witl' the amount of an advance i
that would be required to finance a proposed extension exceeded 50
percent of a company’s total_capxtal,dthe‘companylqulprob;bxted
from extending serxvice without Commission approval. Often, such
approval was conditioned on the requirement that the cost of the
proposed extension be contrxibuted by the prospective customer-

In the late 1970s, the Commission in Case (C.). 9902
reviewed the uniform main extension rule. In D.82-01-62, ;he
Commission adopted a new Water Main Extension Rule (Rule No. 15) .
that, among other things, changed the way that developers’. advances.
for main extensions were to be refunded. Under the new rule,_water
companies werxe to make refunds to developers at the rate of 2- 1/2
percent ¢of the advance per year for 40 years. The rule also
permitted the utility to require nonrefundable contr;butxons for
main extensions if the utility considered the ex:ens;on,toxpe‘,w
noneconomic.

Rule 1S permitted customer advances and contributions for
main extensions and other identifiable facilities, but it
prohibited service connection fees and facilities fees. The
utility was responsible for installing service pipes, meter boxes
and meters to serve the new individual customex,” and_theeg;;;xty“d"
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was responsible-for the cost of production,.storxage, and
distribution facilities required for.the new sexvice.. If ‘ o
subsequent applicants for service.were connected. dlrectly to e maln o
extension contributed by the original individual customer,. such [
subsequent applicants were to pay to the utility an amount equal to
the cost of 50 feet of the original extension. . Such amounts were
refundable by. the utility to the initial customer who. pald fcr the |
main extension.:

GO 103, adopted in 1356 and last amended in 1983,
generally codifies these rules, and references tariff f;llngs made
in conformance with Tariff Rules 15 and 16.

ssues i is L : Tooas

In D.90-12-025, we identified two issues in this ,

proceeding: o R . o

1. Should there be a change-in: the rules: -
related to advances and contrxibutions® for.
main extensions and other identifiable
facilities to serve new customers?

2. Should sexvice connection fees and -
facilities fees be permitted? h

Based on responses by Branch and: utllltle$7 we concluded
in our interim decision that a change in rules related to advances
and contributions for main extensions was neither gemerally sought
nor othexwise necessary for the larger water utilities. However,
we concluded that an exception to our rules to permit smaller water
utilities (those companies or districts serving 2,000 cr fewer
connections) to assess actual connection: costs or facilities fees
would be a benefit to those utilities and their ratepayers.:” With
such an exception, current ratepayers will not- be obllgatedﬂto pay,.
through rate increases, for the connectlon costs of new serVLce
requests. New ratepayers would be asked to pay- anconnectlon‘fee_
and/or a facilities fee comparable to what they would pay.foxr new
service from a public water company.
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The interim order also 'proposed a ‘change in Tariff~~:: - .

Rule 15(B) to increase from 50 feet to 100 feet the: subsequent.. . . .-

reimbursement requirement for main extension costs serving. anT. i,
individual customer. o o ERNC I PR I I I
‘Finally, we directed Branch to conduct and.report on'one
or more workshops to discuss these proposed changes, to consider -
editing and updating Rules 15 and 16 to reflect changes. in’

practices and materials, and to devise a simple form to.be.used by .

small water companies in filing a tariff to collect connection
fees. - ‘ L o
Based on responses received, we have narrowed the-:issues
in promﬁlgating these final rules to consider the “following.
questions: ' - Co S e B

1. What change is necessary to permit smaller
water utilities to charge a connection fee
for new individual connections? .

What change is necessary .to.permit smallexr
water utilities to charge a facilities fe
for new individual connections? R

What change is necessary to increase from
50 feet to 100 feet the subsequent
reimbursement requirement for main
extension costs serving an individual
customer? S . )

‘4. What editing and updating revisions are -
appropriate to reflect current materials .
and construction practices? B )

Branch and utility comments on each of these four issues, ..

and our conclusions, are set forth below.
1. what change is necessary to. - .
it smaller water utilities
to charge a connection fee fox ' -
Branch reports that there is-a consensus -among utilities. ™
and workshop participants that it will be bemeficial-to -permit ‘-
smaller water companies to impose connection fees. Branch agrees
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that connection fees can relieve- smaller watex: utilities of-the
burden of financing the cost of new’ servxce Lnstallatlons.w Larger
water utilities, in general, are’ capable of flnancxng new:
connections and do not seek to impose a. connect;on fee. e

Branch has produced & f;ve-page form intended to. cover
the actual cost of ¢onnecting a new customer, including any local
government fee and a gross-up for federal income taxes assessed on.
contr:.butzons.2 The California Watex Association (CWA) . and )
others attending the workshops recommend adoption of staff s‘
connection fee data form. : :

There is disagreement, however, on how & connect;on fee
for smaller water companies is to be ;mplemented. Branoh.proposes o
that smaller water utilities complete and file the form w;th advxce ,w
lettexr filings for general rate.cases. In Branch s vrew, comb;nlng‘
connection fee. requests with advice letter requests for rate rel;ef
will reduce the burden on staff, update. connectron costs L

. concurxently with the three-year rate cycle, and encourage smaller

utilities to file general rate cases. .

CWA and other xespondents oppose th;s procedure, arguxngﬁ_‘
that a fee for actual costs does not require elaborate revaew,rand'
that smaller water companies are not likely to seek connect;on'fees
if it requires filing a general rate case. ' CWA comments.

*The Comm;ssron if it MUST review these _
Connection Fee Data Forms should consider
establishing fees and changxng connection fee
amounts in the utilities’ Advice Letter
Filings. Each utility should be allowed to
file more than one form to show the actual
costs form one location to another.

"The Commission through its own rnvestxgat;on
reports that small water utilities do not file

2 The income tax consequences of the Tax Reform. Act of 1986 as Mhh
they affect contributions and advances in aid of construction were °
considered by the Commission in D.87-09-026.
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rate relief applications because of the costs.. ... .-~ . ..

associated with it and the time inveolved and

the company’s inability to file the appropriate -

paperwork. How then will the connection fee,

which is designed to assist the small utilities

in their capital costs, help if they have to :

file a general rate application?”: -

San Jose Water Company (SJWC) states that even the-advice
letter process is too formidable for most small watex companies,
particularly'if muitiple forms must be filed to reflect widely
varying conditions in installing a connection. It notes-oux -
expressed preference, in D.90-12-025, at pages 14<~15, that new
customers be chargéd‘the‘actual costs for their connection without
the £iling of a form for each and every connection. To accomplish -
that, SJWC suggests that the form recommended by staff be adopted
as a blank form to be inserted in tariffs of smaller water:: ‘
utilities. Branch opposes a blank form tariff £filing because of a'~
¢oncern that companies éould'overcharge individual customers.

On another matter,'Bfanch‘supports a proposal by SCWC
that, as an alternative to a utility connection fee, a customer be
permitted to contract for his own service connection in accordance
with specifications of the utility. Branch states: = I

*{This would be] similar to the provisions for
developers to construct main extensions.-to the
utility’s specifications in lieu of paying the
utility to do it. The applicant for a service
connection may be permitted to hire a licensed
contractoxr, if qualified in the judgment of the
utility, to install a service connection in :
accordance with the service installation plans
and specifications of the utility. The utility
should have .the right to inspect all '
non-utility installations and be paid by the
applicant for the cost of such inspections.”

In separate comments, both the CWA and its Small Company
Committee object to the phrase in our proposed connection fee rule
that the fee would be permitted "if in the opinion of a utility, - -
extensions to serve individudlsfw;ll‘noé;‘withiﬁfa*reasd@able .
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period, develop sufficient revenue to make the extension '
self-supporting.” The Committee states that most new service
connections are made to existing mains and do not- involve main
extensions. It adds that while the qualifying language™is- -
appropriate for developer extension contracts (where a“subdivision -
may not develop revenues that exceed refund obligations), it is
;napproprlate for individual connect;on fees,‘wh;ch are not- subject»
to refund by the ut;lxty. s R BRI ‘

Finally, SCWC suggests that connection fees be made
available to utilities on the basis of density (i.e., number of
connections pexr foot of main) instead of ouxr prxoposed measure of
2,000 or fewer comnections." This would permit‘inclusioh“within
the rule of somewhat larger utilities, like SCWC’s’™ Desert sttrxct.‘“
Branch’ opposes this suggest;on as unnecessar;ly vague.~' S ‘
Discusgsion ‘ o ‘

'As we noted in our interim opinion, there- is' a“consensus.
among those responding to this OIR that an exception’ to-ourirules -
to permit smaller water utilities to collect a connection’ fee would:
be an important benefit to some companies and their ratepayers. -
Existing ratepayers of those companies will not be obligated to--
pay, through rate increases, for the comnection costs associated
with new sexvice requests. New customers would be asked to pay a
connection fee comparable to the actual connectxon costs charged by'
many public water agencies. o '

OQur final rule contemplates that a connection: fee will
cover, as closely as possible, the actual cost- of installing
service pipe, meter box, and meter. Labor costs should be no-
higher than those customarily5incurred>by-thé-utility“itselféforﬁ
work of like nature. As Branch points out, a utility also- should
be permitted to recover any local fee associated with the -
connection, along with a gross-up for income tax liability -
associated with the customer contribution for connection.-
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However, we do not.agree that requirxing smaller utrlztxes »

to file a completed form as part of a general. rate case. w;ll
provide the relief that this rule seeks to accomplrsh.‘ Nox do we e
believe that requiring water companies to submit mult;ple cop;es ofwk
cost forms to cover different types of . connect;ons rs an eff;crent f
use of staff or utility resouxces. As several respondents comment,'
the very companies we seek to assist by. authorrzrng a connection o
fee are the ones least likely to file multiple advice letters.
Therefore, we will require only that. smaller water
companies that want to charge a connection fee to new customers
file in their tariffs the blank Connection Fee Data Form attached
to this decision as Appendix B. To guard agaxnst potentral abuse, .
we also will require that a utilrty advise. each customer requesrlnge
connection that any complaint about the c¢onnection fee'may;bevmade_
to the Commission, and that the customer has the option of . .
retaining a- qualified contractor to complete the connectionm,
subject to inspection by the utility. The fee for such inspection
sexvice must be communicated to the customer at the same time a |
customer is given the completed Connection Fee Data Form showzng
the cost ¢of the connection. The modrfred version of the Connecr;onﬂg
Fee Data Form developed by Branch accomplrshes these, objectzve s. -
We also have changed the final rule to delete the ;‘
xeference to uneconomic extension of service. We agree with CWA
and its Small Company Committee that the reference is rnappropr;ate ”
foxr a non-refundable comnection fee assessed on an individual.
Finally, we agree with Branch that the proposal.ro.make,_\
connection fees available to smallex water. companies on thexbasish.'N
of demsity of conmections would sexve little purpose othernthan tb_‘
make the fee available to somewhat larger companies. . If larger .
water utilities seek to assess a connection fee, or a comblnatron‘wf
of connection fee and facilities fee, they may seek to. justify suchg
charges as part of their general,rate.cases,:aswdrdlSCWC,s_Deserth‘r
District in Application 88-05-021 (D.90-02-020). -
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What change~is. necessary .
to permit smallex water
utilities to chaxge a
facilities fee.foxr new"

individua) connections? ‘ _ .

‘A facilities fee, as defined in this rulemaking:- .. . \
proceeding, is an amount representing a proportion of the cost of ...-
additional production facilities, .including storage and- . 7
distribution facilities, that will be required because of a new. . .

connection. As Branch notes, the primary objective of a facilities-

fee is to provide smallexr utilities with & souxrce of capital for
new or replacement facilities needed because of customer growth.:
Generally, smaller water companies have limited borrowing.. - -
capability and limited access to financial markets. - . - .- oo
wWith that said, Branch notes that the proposal to perm;t
smaller water utilities to assess a separate facilities fee for new
customers raises many more questions than the assessment of a
¢onnection fee. Among the questions: How can plant costs be
calculated accurately on a per-customer basis? How can the
Commission be assured that a facilities fee would be used to
finance plant additions or replacements? How would this’ ”f,'"
contribution to plant affect a company s rate- base, ‘which now is
calculated in part on a return of the. capltal that owners anest in
plant facilities? , SR e
Moreover, Branch notes that the method for- calculat;ng 2
facilities fee that was adopted for SCWC’'s: Deser:‘Dmstrxctngn;v‘

3 The facilities fee authorized for SCWC’s Desert District was
$1,250. It was calculated by using the following formula: ' (Rate
Base/Annual Sales) x Inflation factor x Average use per customer.
In the Desert D;strict case, the calculat;on was’ made as follows-

1. Adopted Weighted Average Base Rate § 3,550,137

(Footnote continues on next page)




R.90-07-004 et al. ALJ/GEW/tcg

D.90-02-020 is unworkable when applied generally- ‘When:.Branch. .
sought to calculate a facilities fee using the SCWC formula*for 22
randomly selected Class D water utilities, the - resultxng £ee ranged
from $63 te $1,950. In general, the formala’ ‘produces’ a- hxgher fee
for those with a high rate base than fox those with:a.low'rate
base, regardless of their need foxr capital improvements..

The SCWC formula is calculated on the basis of:a-
proportionate cost of the value of existing plant. Another: basis
for calculation, suggested at workshop by Dominguez Water
Corporation and Utility Subsidiaries. (Dominguez) and Armstrong
Valley Water Company (Armstrong Valley), relies on a forecast of:
customer growth and the estimated cost of new plant to support new -
customers, as calculated by a utility'scmaster~plan.qm Branch:

(Footnote continued from previous pgge)“\ . L

2. Adopted Annual Sales - . ‘ 449 484 Ccf .

3. Adopted Rate Base per Ccf (1/2) 77:90 ‘

4. Inflation Adjustment: . - o Le085: ne

5. Adjusted Rate Base per. Ccf 3x4) . . 8.29 D

6. Typical Customer Annual Usage =~ = 120 Ccf“”‘””" T

7. Service Comnection Fee (5x6) s 1,250.7..0.2
(Rounded to Nearest $50) ‘

e N

4 Armstrong Valley also proposed the. followzng sxmpl;fxed method:.
of calculating a facilities fee:

1. Calculate number of parcels in service area which
are likely to require connections.

2. TFrom this, calculate. number: of potential new.
customers. _ - .

3._,Calculate Commission and state health.requmrements fffifFf”'
for required source of supply, storage and fireflow =~
for new customers. ) ‘ 7 B

(Footnote continues oOn next page)
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finds this proposed formula.equally unworkable on.a genexal basis, . ...
stating:

oy

“{Wlho would develop the master plan for the .
small water utilities? Branch’s experience is =~
that many ownerxr/operators of Class: D .water ' = -
companies, especially those most in need.of == = .
capital infusion, lack the resources to develop ™
a master plan."” v SO e

Because of these compiexities;véranch”recéﬁmendsJﬁhat”we
defer consideration of the facilities fee proposal to the Risk o
Phase OIT (I.90-11-033) of this proceeding. Branch states:

“The Commission is aware of the financial

problems of small water utilities and the- S
precarious [nature] .of their ability to provide .
reliable service; this was demonstrated by its
issuance of the Risk and Return OII. Branch
agrees. It sees the need for an effective, L
long-lasting solution. A quick fix should be
avoided. Although facilities fees may be
helpful, Branch would like to explore other
alternatives before recommending facilities

fees. Examples of alternatives follow: -

(1) Pennsylvania has created a pool of bond
money, known as PennVest, earmarked for water
system improvements; (2) Xentucky has
streamlined its regqulations to allow water:
utilities to flow through to ratepayers
automatically all costs related to the.
construction of new plant....Branch would like

to consider altermatives such as [these]..."

The CWA and its Small Company Committee oppose deferring
the facilities fee issue. The Small Company Committee states: "If

(Footnote continued from previous page)

4. Determine new plant required (storage, wells,
hydrants, main replacement). .. : T

5. Estimated cost per new customer equals facilities |
fee. T
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(this issue] is shunted off to the Risk and Return OII it 'is:..
certain to die of neglect. The Water Branch may be correct in' '~
suggesting that facilities fees would be only ‘a‘ superf;c;al
solution. Nevertheless,,th;s is an ;ssue wh;ch mer;ts full and
immediate consxderat;on. S L e IR

Mountain Water Company (Mounta;n), a pr;vately owned
utility sexrving approximately 200 metered customers Ln a 2,300=-acre
service area in Riverside County, about 25 m;les west of Palm
Springs, urges adoption of both a connection fee and a facilities
fee. It proposes that the facilities fee be made subject to
refund, without intexest, over -a perxod not to .exceed 40 years, in
much the same manner that refunds are made for subdxv;s;on and
industrial projects. (See Water Tariff Rule No. 15(C)(2)- )

Mountain explains that it is in-a thh—growth ‘area, and
it expects to serve 2,000 or more connections. over the nexz 20 to
50 years. Mountain comments- ’ -

"As land in our service area xs developed ,
and...the number of water service connections
increases, it will be necessary to spend
millions of dollars drilling new wells, putting .
new pumps in the wells, putting in large water
tanks for storage and large main pipes long
di:stances from the wells to the storage tanks.

"The City of Bann;ng with the 20,000 acre .
service area just east of our service area is
providing money for its expansion costs by .
charging a service connection [facilities] fee
of approximately $2,000 for each new metex
installed. The [adjacent] Beaumont/Chexxy
Valley Water District with its 20,000 acre
service area is alsc charging a serxvice
connection [facilities] fee of approximately
$2,000 for each new meter installed. As new
houses are built and new service connections
and water meters are installed by us in our
service area, the new water customers are very
surprised that we do not charge 2 service
connection fee the same as the large 20,000
acre water district west of us does, and the
same as the city-owned 20,000-acre water
purveyor east of us does.~~
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~The costs of enlarging. our water system will: be:: .
very high.. For an example, & new well 1,000 .
feet deep with a l4-inch casing ‘installed with
a gravel pack around the casing ¢osts more- than.

$110,000....

*Our income from our water customers from the - .- -
sale of water is only just enough to cover our .
cost of furnishing this water, and does mot '
leave any money to cover the cost of enlarging:. -
our facilities. We feel that this is as it

should be. OQur present customers should not be
asked or foxced to pay for the cost of ,
expanding our facilities to take care of new
customers. These new customers should have to

pay these costs of increasing our water supply
and expanding our water facilities to take care

of their water needs."” ‘ B o

Discussion | o e
We agree with,chT§nd.it§Némail,Watérfcdmm;:tééfihgtm.,:v _

there is no need to defer :hé‘;ssue,Qf_Qhéther‘dldggié;aﬁdfb*ﬁéﬁér: T

companies and those water districts serving 2,000 or fewex ~
. connections .sl;ojild be permitted to assess a,fa@:ilitigs{ féé_ hfér new
connections where it is shown that the new connections will require
new or replaced plant. ),f' | "'. - . N“f ;Nf_ u

Mountain Water makes a persuasive case that a facilities

fee can help a small utility finance necessary expansion when it
anticipates growth in its service area.” We also are impressed
with the benefits accruing to bothhratépqyéfs dndlthé ﬁ:iii£f“ih
the single instance where we_have,perﬁit;edfassééémént'of,a‘ |
connection facilities’fee.‘ ?haﬁ“authdriﬁy was éfgntednfb,séﬁcfs-' -
Desert District in D.90-02-020. - [

5 We do not.at this point address Mountain Water'’s suggestion
that a facilities fee be made refundable in a mannex -similar to:
developer contributions, except to note that-a 40-year payback .to

individual homeowners does not appear feasible.. .-
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SCWC reports that, between. Pebruary and- July, 1990, it
had collected $53,231 Ln fac;l;t;es fees. - (See EXhlblt l, SCWC
comments dated August 31, 1990. ) In an QXhlblt est;mat;ng
long-texrm effects, SCWC calculated that had the fee ‘been -in effect
since 1980, rates in its Desert Distxict would now be lower by
approximately $195,000, or 1I.67%. Moreever, scwe reports little
negative reaction from the 42 new customers who were assessed the
facilities fee. SCWC’s fee of $1,250 per S/8 x 3/4 inch metex
connection compares favorably to adjacent publmc and mutual
purveyors, where fees range from SZIOOQ,tQ‘S3,400 per _ 3*'
connection. ‘ L o o
We agree with Branch, however, that no s;ngle formula
presents itself for calculating the amount of a facilities fee for
all water companies. Water companies with substantial well and” ™
plant capacity end'few new connections*may not need the revenue

from a facilities fee to ma;ntaln plant. Companxes with a‘low rate*‘

base, for whatevex reason, may have plant needs that justify a-
facxl;ties fee higher than would be calculated by the SCWC formula
or by the other proposed formulas suggested on this record.  Unless
we regard a facilities fee as s;mply a new source of windfall
revenue, without regaxd to plant requ;rements, it is cléar ‘that the
need for a facilities fee, and ;ts calculat;on, is spec;f;c to the
particular utility in questzon. ' ' IR
Based on this analysms,‘otf'coﬁdlﬁsidh*is that 'a”" -
facilities fee for new connections should be authorized for a”

smallex water company only when the company is- able to show-us that““

L an N D
u [P ,...‘.' PR

6 SCWC reported these service connection charges for neighboxing
water purveyors (with number of c¢onnections in parentheses)

Apple Valley Heights County D;str;ct (211) oo, 83,400 -0
Marianna Ranchos Mutual (280) o 2,000
Hesperia County Water District. (14 900) o 2,865

Victor Valley County Water District (10,700) . 2,740 . . .-
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new connections will require new or refurbrshed plant.@ it is. ..
reasonable that those seeking. serv;ce should contxibute, . rn pare,.
to facilities costs incurred in order.to.provide the new service..

This showing ¢an only be made on a case-by-case. bas;s.,‘
That is, a water company must determine whether prospective new
connections will require additional or Teplacement plant. Then it
must detexmine the estimated cost of new facilities. .required to
serve the new comnections. Finally, it must propose an appropriate
facilities fee. The fee may be based upon one of.the_fermp;esl_‘
suggested in this proceeding, ox any other formula that fairly
matches the amount and duration of the facilities fee with the
proposed facilities that the fee will help f;nance. )

Since we have concluded that the facilities fee should be :
authorized on a case-by-case basis, one methed of accomplrshrng B
this is to adopt Branch’s proposal to_haveﬁsmal;<water:c9mpan;es,_d
request facilities fee authority witthheir_advicer;errer ﬁilings
seeking general rate relief. Combining facilities fee requests
with advice letter requests for rate rel;ef is. preferable\to
processing facilities fee requests separately for At least three
reasons. First, it permits Branch to assess the amountﬁof”
facilities fee in comnection with over-all financial_needs;of the
utility, as was the case with SCWC’s Desert Distriet. Second, it
permits updating of the,facilities,fee‘concurrentlyrwith_rhe;three—_
year rate cycle. Third, it encourages small water companies to
file general rate cases, which in ;urpﬁserves.theAleng7term“bes; L
interests of water customers. - L x

Our final xule authorlzes assessment of a facrlltres fee
by smaller water utilities upon f£iling and approval of enwadv;cev
letter in connection with their genexal rate cases. ‘,'A : ,,f

Branch correctly points out that a fac;lrt;es fee ;s a.
majox departure from the long-stand;ng_prrncrp;ehrn,regule;rng,,
investor-owned utilities that the ownexs provide cqprnglg_ei:her
debt or equity, for the construction of plant facilities, .and.
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customers pay nothing until the plant-is used and useful: "A return- '
on the owners’ investment, including capital recovery through- "
depreciation expense, is part of the ut;lity s ‘revenue requ;rement,h
which is the basis for rates. SRR

OQur change in rules to permit water. companies  with fewexr '~
than 2,000 connections to propose a facilities fee is intended to
establish a rebuttable presumption, at rate proceedings, that such- -
a fee is appropriate for smaller utilities because theiraccess to -
capital for facilities improvements is more limited than that of
largex water utilities. We do not preclude water utilities like
SCWC's Desert District from also seeking a facilities fee as part -
of a rate case, but such districts will not have a rebuttable
presumption that such a fee is appropriate. As in D.90-02-020,
they will have to show that their need £or a facilities fee
outweighs the ratemaking principle that shareholders, rather than
ratepayers, should bear the cost of plant faczlxtmes.' b :
3. Wwhat change is necessary to '

increase from 50 feet to 100 feet
the subsequent reimbursement
requirenent form main extension

divi st 2

Existing rules require a customer connecting directly to
a main extension that was contributed earlier by another customer
to pay to the utility an amount equal to the cost of 50 feet of the
original extension. The utility then refunds that amount ‘to the
customer who made the contxribution.

The majority of small water companies are located in
rural areas. Main extensions in rural areas often are longer than
50 feet. Typically, customer growth in such areas is slow.’” Thus, .
a customer who contributes an extension often is not fairly X
reimbursed as new customexs come on line. Branch’s proposal to
double the footage allowance to 100 feet is designed to alleviate
this. Branch states that workshop partlczpants unan;mously agreed
with this proposal. I S ‘
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As we noted in our intexim opinion, the proposedichange! 'V

to increase subsequent reimbursement to L00 feet of mainextension
is as arbitrary as the existing 50-foot rule, but it-has: the
advantage ¢f retaining the basic procedurxe .now  in place., -Branch
now recommends that we adopt this change, but that we" leave ‘the
recoxrd open for development of a less arbitrary pollcy
Discussion : C o

In the absence of ahy objectioh, we,will,adopt”tﬁis rule
as proposed. We will not keep the recoxrd open for this matter.
However, Branch or any other party may propose an alternative rule
in another proceeding if it deems such a change desirable.

4. What editing and updating-
revisions are appropxiate
to reflect current mater;als
and construction practices

are appropriate? ! L

In our interim oplnion, we: dlrected Branch at: lts T,
woxrkshop to consider editing and updat;ng;Gon103,andnTarxﬁf;Rules-o
15 and 16 to reflect use of materials and construction practices.
that have come about since implementation of these rules. .. ,

Branch states that interest in such editing was.-limited.
Toro Water Service, Inc., urged that the rules be revised:and
edited to eliminate advances for construct;on and to requ;re
contributions for extension contracts. .In our ;nter;m opxn;on, we
declined t¢ make that substant;ve change. '

Branch recommends that any ed;tzng changes in the rules
be deferred. SJWC objects to deferrxng this zssue and states that
its proposed changes to GO 103 -and Rules 15 and 16 are not -
substantive and are endorsed by'workshop part;c;pants and others.

We have reviewed the editing changes proposed: by SIWC.
We see no reason to defer action on these proposals, and“our orxder
adopts most of these proposed changes for the reasons that. follow.
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han €O

Paragraph XIL(2)(a) . . .
Paragraph III(2)(a) states:.

*Minimum Pipe Sizes. -The distribution system: -
-shall be of adequate size, and so designed in
conjunction with related facilities to maintain’
the minimum pressures required- by paragraph

Il 3 a and the minimum pipe size required by
paragrxaph VIII 3. In no event, however, should
the minimum pipe size for new mains be less

than four inches in diameter."”

The last sentence of Paragraph VIII(3) states:

"Any new mains to which a [fire)] hydrant may be

attached shall be not less than'six-inches in-.:. .- ...

diameter.” R R R e

SIWC states that it is the industry’s experience:that all
mains sooner or later require a fire hydrant. It proposes,-and we
adopt, a revision in Paragraph III(2)(a)-to require a minimum size
of six inches. The last sentence in III(2)(a) will be amended-to - - .

state: "In no event, however, should the minimum . size for’ new .
mains be less than six inches in diameter."” ‘ '
Paragraph VIIX(1) o ‘
Paragraph VIII(1l) provides:

"The flow standards for public fire protection
purposes set forth below are those the -
Commission considers appropriate for
application on an average statewide basis.

- However, the Commission recognizes that there
are widely varying conditions bearing on fire
protection throughout the urban, suburban, and
rural areas of Califormia. Therefore, the.
standards prescribed by the local fire =
protection agency oxr other prevailing local
governmental agency will govern. Such local
flow standards shall be provided whether
griater or lesser than those set forth

elow...."” - o o
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SJWC states that utilities agree that the minimuam £lows. .-
set forth in Paragraph VIII(l) are and should beymipiqumsﬁ_9nd__
there is no reason to provide for amy local authority to lower the
minimums. It proposes, and we adopt, the following revision to
Paxagraph VIII(1)s ‘ S

the flow standards for public fire protection’

purposes set forth below arxe those the o

Commission considers the minimum for -

application on a statewide basis. However, the

Commission recognizes that there are widely o

varying conditions beaxing on fire protection = -

throughout the urban, suburban, and rural areas

of California. Therefore, the standaxds . . .

prescribed by the local fixe protection agency

or other prevailing local governmental agency

will govern when such local flow standards. are.

greater than those set forth below....” o

Changes to Rﬁ;e 15
Paragraph A(S5S) (a) provides: for ‘prq‘liminai:y:'.,'inst.alflation
estimates without charge tﬁiéfc#st&m@?Qﬂ‘iﬁlthé case’ of developers,
SJWC states that estimates sometimes requiré‘more than 40. hours of
engineering time because of the complexity of the proposed . .
extension to a new development. The buxden for these costs, it
states, falls upon ratepa?ers. SJWC prdposés, and w@jadopﬁ,wa'
revision that will limitythé ancha:ge.engineerihg?egtiﬁategf;o
extensions of 100 feet or less. As rgvised,_Paragraph‘A(S)(g)
reads as follows: _ '_. | L _,} ‘ S
"Upon. reguest by a potential,dpplicant.fér,é  S
main extension of 100 feet oxr less, the utility
shall prepare, without charge, a preliminary

sketch and rough estimates of the cost of .
installation to be advanced by said applicant.™
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Changes to Rule 16

Pg;ag;agh A(})( )
) Paragraph A(3)(a) states.f,‘

*The service pipe, curb stop, meter, and meter : g

box furnished by the utility at its own expense .

and located wholly ox partially upon a’ 5 -

customer’s premise are the property of the

utility.” N , . _—

SJWC states that all workshop part;crpants agree that the
described parts of their systems must remain utility property and
must remain in utility control regardless of. whether they were
furnished at the utility’s own expense. Problems related to
ownership of the connection could prol;ferate when, small utilities
assess a connection fee. We will revise this paragraph to read as
follows: R e

“The sexrvice pipe, curb stop, meter, and meter

box furnished by or on behalf of the utility .

and located wholly or partially upon a o
customer’s premise axe the property of the o
utility.”

Paxaqgraph B(3)

Paragraph B(3) provides that a utrl;ty will in all cases -
make the comnection to the customer’s’ prping. SJWC ‘states that
water companies have experienced situations where the customer R
piping was deteriorated ‘or absent, resulting in excess costs to
repair the piping. SJWC states that workshop participaﬂtsvagreed
that this paragraph should be rev;sed to permrt the’ utillty to
require the customer t¢ make the connectron from the meter.to the
customer’s piping. We will revise thrsﬂparagraph to_read_as
follows: | | -

"Only duly authorized employees or agents of the
utility (or contractors, upon approval ¢f the
utility) will be permitted to install a service
pipe from the utility’s main to the location of
the service connec¢tion. The connection from
the meter to the customer’s piping will be made
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by the utility; provided, however, that if the e e
customex’s piping requires repair or T
replacement, the connection may, at the<opt;on

of" the‘ut;llty, be made by the customer ox his

agent."

SJWC proposed two other changes-dealing‘with deveiopéx 4L:

sexvice area. These changes deal w;th‘substantxve mat;e:s,:hat.are
beyond the scope of this proceeding. We decline to make those
proposed changes at this time. -
Qther Proceedings

The Commission on November 21, 1990, issued . its -Orxdexr
Instituting Investigation (OII or I.) 50-11-033 to consider . .
financial and operational risks of Commission regulated. water N
utilities, and whether current ratemaking procedures and. polzc;es
require revision. This Connection Fee OIR (R.90=-07-004) and the
Drought OII (I.89-03-005) were consclidated into,I,90111-033fto
facilitate consideration of all utility risk and rate of return
issues. While our decision today closes R.90-07-004, it does not
preclude further consideration, if necessary, of related risk and.
rate of return issues in these companion proceedings.

in D.90-02-020, we stated that the temporary authorxity of
SCWC’s Desert District to charge a connection/facilities fee .would .
"be in effect until the Commission issues a decision in the
(Connection Fee] OIR." (D.50-02-020, Oxdering Paragraph 5.).
view of our decision today, we will provide that the authorzty
granted to SCWC’s Desert District will continue. Whether the fee
in its present form will be authorized in the future is a subject. .
that the utility should address in its subsequent rate cases.
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3 n FPact . o R -

1. GO 103 and Water Tariff Rules. 15 and 16, permit customex
advances and contributions for-main extensions and othex .
identifiable facilities for new customers, but they prohzb;t
connection fees and facilities fees. ' SRS

2. Connection fees can relieve smaller water utilities of
the burden of financing the cost of new sexvice installations. .

3. Larger water utilities, in general, axe capable of
financing new connections and do not seek to impose a comnection -
fee. ‘ e

4. A facilities fee would provide smaller utilities with a
source of capital for new or replacement fac;l;t;es needed: because
of customer ‘growth. \ ‘ : :
S. Generally, smaller water -companies have limited borzowing
capability and limited access to financial maxkets. @ = .= L
6. A facilities fee is 'utility specific, and calculat;on of-
the fee depends on the circumstances of -the utility in question.

7. Public water agencies customarily charge new customers:
facilities fees, including costs of installing new connections.

8. The majority of small water companies are located-in:
rural areas, where main extensions often are longer than S0 feet.

9. A customexr who contributes an extension may not be faxrly
reimbursed under an extension re;mbursement rule limited to
S0 feet. : : . o

1. A revision of our rules should be made to' .permit smaller.
water utilities to file tariffs. perm;ttxng .connection fees:for new::
individual connections. ERNEERRS o oL o

2. 'A service connection fee ‘should ‘be booked as a '
contribution.

3. A revision of our rules should be made to permit smaller
water utilities to file tariffs, in connection with general rate
cases, permitting facilities fees for new individual connections.
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4. A service connection fee should cover actual ¢osts of a
utility in installing new sexvice connections, including service’
pipe, metexr box and meter, labor, local government- fees (xf any)
and a gross-up amcunt for income taxes. : o

5. A facilities fee should represent a proportion of the
cost of additional production facilities, including storage and
distribution facilities, that will be required because of a new
connection.

6. A change in our rules should be made to increase from
S50 feet to 100 feet the subsequent reimbursement requirement for
main extension.costs serving an individual customer.

QRDER

IT IS ORDERED that:
1. A Class C or Class D utility, or a Class A or Class B
utility district or subsidiary serving 2,000 or fewer connections,

may accept from individual customers amounts in contribution as a
connection fee in accordance with General Oxder (GO) 103 and Water
Tar;ff Rules 15 and 16.

2. A Class C ox Class D ut;l;ty, or a Class A or Class B

may accept from individual customers amounts in contribution as a
facilities fee pursuant to tariffs approved by the Commission.

3. GO 103 and Water Tariff Rules 15 and 16 are amended as
set forth in Appendix A.

4. The authorization granted to Southexn California Water
Company Desert District in D.90-02-020 to charge a connection/
facilities fee shall remain in effect.
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5. This is a final order, and the Order Instituting
Rulemaking 90~-07-004. is clesed. . - .. ... . e e e
This order becomes. effectlve 30 days from,today,#_¢gi,,
Dated April 24, 1991, at San Francisco,.California. .

o

CPATRICIA M. ECKERT LIl i
President ...:...
G. MITCHELL WILK
“JOHN B.- OHANIAN -0 .
... DANIEL Wm. FESSLER
NORMAN D. SHUMWAY
T Commissionexrsia T

1 CERTIFY THATCTHIS DECISION
. WAS APPROVED: BY THE -ALOVE
CORRY '*cezo'xszs-v;tQQAv~: e

A I . r i ‘—."-"w
wh-.— L.....' 'w-ka‘" C\.IG -“ \H"*“"ﬂ"

e

Ja‘

SRR U
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. APPENDIX. A 7
Page 1. .-

ndments to- Genera er: : S '\;:ﬁw

Pazagraph V(2)(a)(1) of Gemeral Order (Go) 103 is amended
as follows (changes: are’ underl;ne )*' ' Yol

2. Service Connectlons. R

*(a) Ownershmp-of Servxce..‘

"(1) Charge for Serv;ce Connect;ons. ‘Ezggp;_gg
noted in 2(a)(1)(A) or 2(a)(1)}(B) below, the
utility shall make no charge to a.customexr: for: .
making a service connection except in case of
connections for private fire protection - -
service, connections for temporary service,
changes made at the request and for the
convenience of the customer, where addmtxonal
connections are requested, because of divisions
of land ownership when the land before division
was receiving service, and as. otherwise - -
provided in the utility’s main extension rules.

Paragraph III(2)(a) of GO 103 is amended as follows
(changes are underlined): o S :

*Minimum Pipe Sizes. The distribution system
shall be of adequate size, and .so designed in . -
conjunction with related facilities to maintain
the minimum pressures required by paragraph

II 3 a and the minimum pipe size required by
paragraph VIII 3. In no event, however, should
che minimum pipe size for new mains be less

than gix inches in diameter."
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Paragraph VIII(1l) of GO 103 is amended as-follows ... .. . ...
(changes are underlxned) o T

"The flow standaxds for publ;c fmre protect;on
purposes set forth below are those the
Commission considers appropriate for -
application on an average statewide basis.
However, the Commission recognizes that there
are w;dely varying conditions bearing on fire
protection throughout the urban, suburban, and
rural areas of Califormia. Therefore, the
standaxds prescribed by the local fire
protection agency or other prevailing local
governmental agency will govern when such local
flow standaxzds are greatexr than those set forth

W n

below. "
Amendments to Ru;g 15

Water Tariff Rule A(S)(a) ;s amended to read s £ollows
(changes are underlined): co R

"Upon request by a potential applicant for a e
main extension of 100 feet or less, the ut:.l:.ty .
shall prepare, without charge, a preliminary -

sketch and rough estimates of the cost of . :

installation to be advanced by said appl;cant.""‘

Water Tariff Rule 15(B)(l) is amended as follows (changes
are underlined):

"B. Extensions to Serve Individuals

"l. Extensions of water mains to serve new
individual customers shall be paid for and
contributed to the utility by the individual
customer requesting the main extension.
Calculation ¢f payment shall be on the basis of
a main not in excess of 6" in diameterxr, except
where a larger main is required by the special
needs of the new customer. The utility shall
be responsible for installing and paying for
service pipes, meter boxes and meters to serve
the individual customer; provided, however, a
g;ggg g Q; g;ggg Q QEL;;EZ‘ QA2 g;gsg A on
B u Lt i 1 e b ‘ N
2 W nnection m m
individual ¢ m m ] ] ] 2
nnection

mmission’ nne¢t ) n
in _the utilitv’s i "
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wWater Tariff Rule lS(B)(Z)\is amended as follows . (changes
are underlined): -~ _ R

"2. 1f subsequent applicants for water service . . .
are connected directly to the main extension”
contributed by the original individual .
customer, such subsequent applicants shall pay
to the utility an amount equal to the cost of.
100 feet of the original extension. Such
amounts shall be immediately xefunded by the
utility to the customer who originally paid for
and ¢ontributed the main extension to the
utility. Total payments to the initial
customexr by subsequent applicants for water
service shall not exceed the original cost of
the extension. No refunds shall be made aftex
a period of ten years from the completion of
the main extension."

Amendments_to Rule 16

Water Tariff Rule 16(B) (1) is amended as follows (changes .
. are underlined): '

e Charge for Sérvice'Connectidns ~

(¢) below, the utility shall make no charge to
a customer for making a service connection
except in case of connections for private. fire
protection service, connections for temporary
service, changes made at the request and for
the convenience of the customex, where
additional connections are requested, because
of divisions of land ownership when the land
before division was receiving service, and as
otherwise provided in the utxlxty $ main
extension xules.
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judgment_of the utility, to install the sexrice .
connection. Cost to the wtility of inspection. -
: E I mstallotion. includi

nd s sion h
OSS=-1 ta d b contribution
sha a id b the ar icant. he a icant
ha th with T men
ctua n t tion ¢ in sonable detail.
The amount sha;; be t;eatgd as cont;;bution by
the utilit he ns tion _sha be
ggo;dgngg with plans and specifications og
utility.

"{e ndividu ne F el Fee,

Watexr Tariff Rule lS(A)(3)(a) is amended as follows
(changes are underlined):

"The service pipe, curb stop, meter, and meter

box furnished by ox on behalf of the utility

and located wholly or partially upon a

customer’s premise are the property of the

utility.”

Watexr Tariff Rule 16(3)(3) is amended to prov;de as
follows (changes are underlined)

"Only duly author;zed employees or agents of theﬂ-
utility ( o} X
utility) will be permitted to 1nstall a. serv;ce ‘
pipe from the utility’s main .

nn ‘. n m- -
the m t tom iping wi m
h tiliey: vid weve th i he
gustomer’s piping requires repair or
replacement, the connection may, at the option
of the utility, be made by the customer or his
agent. "

(END OF APPENDIX A)
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APPENDIX B
Page: 1.

(Name of Water Company)

Connection Fee Data Form for Service to -~~~ =~ ' -
<o, (Name' of- Customex)

’

(Address) T (Telepnoneyf

‘T Local Government Permits and Fees '~

Total (Add lines 1 through 4)

II. Materials
A. Service Pipe
- Type (e.g., COPPer) o
Umitcost =S per foot of length

- ‘Lengthof service pipe :(Use typical connection in
your serxvice area). = . feet ..

Service

“Pipe Cost = Unit cost (Line 7) x Length) (Line 8)

Service :

ft. x

Pipe Cost = §




R.90-07-004 et al. ALJ/GEW/teg
APPENDIX B
Page 2
IIl. Materials (continued)

B. Other than Service Pipe: -
Saddle tap e e e
Valve (coxp stop) .

. :valve (meter stop)

~ Cast.concrete box
Meter
Qther (describe) .

Subtotal (Add Lines 10 through 16)

Miscellaneous allowance - (5%-of Line 17) .-

Total (Add lines 17 and 18) §

ITY. Installation

A. Tapping
Labor for tapping main, installing valves, setting
meter and meter box (not -applicable to'flat rate
service), and all othexr hardware wcrk rega:dless of
the lenth of service pipe. o

Tapping cost = Avg. time for tapping x hourly rate

For metered service

Tapping coét - | ”hf.hk $
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III. Installation (continued) o

A. Tapping (continued)

For flat rate service

rapping Cost = _____ hr. x § ______

Eaxth Woxk

Labor and Equipment f£or trenching and compaction
of back£fill.
Length ¢of trench (Use typical connection in
service area) = feet

1. Labor
Cost = Avg. time x hourly rate
Operator cCOSt = x. x $ ______ /hx.

Laborex-cqs-;' - . - X8 ———-/hx’”

x S"__-——-/b;?

(other)

Total Labor (Add Lines 23 thrqnghMQE)
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III. Installation (continued)

B. Baxrth Work (continued)

2. Equipment

Cost = Avg. time x houxly rate
. N LT I R v N _,:.z,’.'" . ’.‘-:v

S

Backhoe cost = hr. x$ _____ /hr.

i m

Compactor cost= hxz.

(other)

(other)

Total Equipment (Add Lines 27 thru 30)

C. Pavement replacement (including base)

Pavement type (e.g., asphalt concrete)

Unit cost = § 7 /g,
Length of pavement (Use typical connection in your

sexvice area' = _~ " " “feaee

Cost = Unit cost (Line 33) x Avg. Length (Line 34)

Pavement Cost = $§ ______ /ft. x
(Line 33) (Line 34)
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APPENDIX B
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IV. Total Cost odeér&ice*Conqec;ion
Total ) | o D
Cost = Local Gov’t Fees + Mdteriais +:&ﬁéﬁdiidtiddiw
= Local Gov’t Fees + (Servzcerpzpe~+ Other than

Service Pipe) + (Tapping + Labor:for Earth- Work -
Equipment for Earth Work + Pavement Replacement)

| W ey (L witai o e
(Line 5) (Line 9) (Line 19) - (Line 20 oxr-2l)

: LR S I AN
(Line 26)  (Line 31) (LGe 36) LR

38 - S (rounded to nearest 10 dollars)

. V. Federal Income Tax Gross-up

Connectlon Fee = Total Cost + (Total COst) xv(Tax Rate)

¥ | e “+<___' ) x 15%
(Llne 38) (ane 33) e

40 R g T (rounded to nearest $10)

Notes ‘to Cnatoner.

You have the right, if you d;sagree w;th th;s estzmate, to appeal
to the California Public Utilities Commission, Water Branch, :
505 Van Ness Avenue, San Francisco, CA 94102. Please include &
copy of this completed form, annctated to show the costs w;th whzch
you disagree.

You may choose to have this work done at your own: expense by a
licensed contractor subject to znspectxon by the utxl;ty' The
inspection fee for this ;nstallatxon is § : ‘ .

Signed

Owner or Utility Representative
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This Connection Fee Data Form is available to Class C,and
Class D water utilities and Class A and Class B utility -
districts or subsidiaries serving 2,000 or fewer connections.
The blank Connection Fee Data Form must be filed in the tariffs
of a utility seeking to assess a connection fee.
When the Connection Fee Data Form is filed in a utility’s
tariffs, the completed form showing costs of installation must
be presented to all new individual customers’ seeklng
installation of a connection.

At the time a completed Connection Fee Data Foxrm is presented
to a customer, the utility must advzse the customer, in
writing, of the following:’ ;

a. An applicant for a water utility connection who disputes
the fees set forxrth by the utility in'its-Connection Fee
Data Form may file a complaint with the California Public
Utilities Commission, 505 Van Ness Avenue, San Francisco,
California 94102-3298.

An applicant for a water utility connection may, &s an .
alternative to ¢onnection by the. utility, have the .

connection performed by a contractor deemed qualified by

the utility. Such installation must be done in accordance

with utility specifications. 'Such installation is subject

to inspection and approval of a utility, at an Lnspectlon

fee rate of $ per hour. At completion of the

installation, applicant must provide the utility with a

copy of the contractor’s invoice for the installation.

The Total Service Connection Cost (Line 38) repre%eﬁfé"a“
typical service connection in your service area for one sexvice
size. A separate calculation is requirxed for each s;ze.l‘i, -

Separate calculat;ons are requ;xed £or metered and flat rame
sexvice. .

It is assumed that if procedures and equipment other than those o
included above are selected for a particular (but typ;cal) -
installation (e.g., boring rather than trenching), it is N
because it is more economical for that particular Lnstallat;on.““
There is no need for special provisions for such cases.
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The utility may request a deviation frxom its Connection Fees
tariff and charge the actual cost of installation for any
service for which the Total Cost of Serxvice Connection exceeds
the typical cost (Line 38) by three times.

Connection fees are assumed to be in the first $50,000 of
income for which the federal income tax rate is 15%.

(END OF APPENDIX B)




