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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF IKE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

Arthur H. Burnett, 

Complainant, 

vs_ 

) 

~ 
) 
) Case 82 -05-02 

(Filed May 10, 1982) ) 
Park Water Company, ) 

Defendant. 

Arthur H. Burnett, 

Complainant, . 

VS. 

~ 
) 

~ 
~ 
~ case 82-05-03 

(Filed Hay 10, 1982) 
Pomona Valley Water Co., ~ Defendant. .. ) 

Arthur H. Burnett, for himself, complainant. 
Chris s. Re1iis. Attorney at Law, for 

defendants. ' 

OPINION ......... --- .... ~---
In the subject complaints, Arthur H. Burnett seeks 

Commission orders requiring Park Water Company (Park) and Pomona 
Valley Water Company (Pomona) to pay interest and penalties on 
water main extension contract refund payments not paid by those 
utilities on April 1 of each year. 
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C.82-05-02. C.B2-0S-03 ALJ/em'k/Dh 

Burnett is the &ss ignee of a Park main extension 
contract for Tract 27542 in-the City of Norwalk. The contrac~ 
provides for payment of 221. of estimated annual revenues derived' 
from residential and business eonsUXllers served from the facilities 
installed under the contract. based on the utility average revenge 
per residential and business customer for the prior calendar year; 
and for payment of 2n of fire hydrant revenue or revenue £rom 
other classes of service served from facilities installed under 
the contract. The amount advanced. $13.043.19, is subject to 
refund, without interest, for 20 years from .January 25, 1963, 
the date of the agreement. 

Burnett is also the ass1gt1ee of a December 12, 1979 
Pomona main extension contract for Tract 9494 in the City of 
Chino, with an adjusted amount of $21,675.65 subject to refund. 
The refunds are based on 22~ of actual revenues from customers 
connected to the extension. 

Park and pomonJ:/ each admits it bad not made 1982 
refunds to Burnett based on 1981 revenues. Each states it will 
pay refunds in July 1982. Park states it will pay interest on 
its overdue ref~ds in com?liance with Decision CD.) 87019 in 
Case (C.) 10111. 
Hearings 

After notice, a consolidated hearing on the two 
complaints was held in Los Angeles before Administrative Law 
Judge Levander on June 28~ 1982, and the matters were submitted. 

11 Park acquired control of Pomona by purchasing Pomona's capital 
stock as authorized by D.90215 dated April 24, 1979 in 
Application (A.) 58579. 
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Burnett's Argument 
Burnett did not present testtmony in these proceedings. 

He argues that the main extension :rule contemplates payment of 
refunds in a reasonable ttme. In D.87019 tbe Commission ordered 
Park to pay its main extension contract refuuds by April 1 of 
the year following the calendar year in which revenue from 
customers connected to the main extension is collected; but 
Park has not seen fit to make the required payments. He 
contends that while D.870l9 provides for interest payments of 
n on delayed payments, D.91269 dated Ja-auary 29, 1980 in 
Order Instituting Investigation (OIl) S6 s1gnals a ~ policy 
on interest rates which should result in increased interest 
~ates on overdue refuuds. He requests establishment of an 
i~terest rate sufficiently high to induce Park to ~e timely 
payments, which would be higher than Park's cost of borrowing. 
He recommends that the CODInission (a) not consider such interest 
payments in ratemaking; (0) require Park to establish a trust 
fund of 221. of monthly revenues from customers in tracts 
installed uuder main extension agreements to have the funds 
available to make timely refund payments; and (c) establiah 
other penalties needed to induce Park to pay refunds on the 
April 1 due date. 

He requests that Pomona be ordered to pay interest on 
refunds not made by April 1, 1982 and that the Commission 
establish penalties to induce Pomona to conform with 4 

Commission order establishing such requirements. 
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Defendants' Argumept 
A~ter Burnett said. he had no evidence to present in 

support of the complaints, defendants moved for dismissal of the 
complaints contending that Burne1:t failed to state a cause of 
action in either complaint. Park argues that Burnett' 8 forum for 
the relief he seeks is in Superior Court; the California Supreme 
Court determined that the Commission has no power t~ determine 
the priority of certain creditors over other creditors whose 
respective rights it had no jurisdiction to adjudicate (In Te 
t.1a.l'te'r J. Hemp),: v Public Utili't1es Commission (1961) 56 Cal 2d 
214); in California Water & Telephone epmpany v Public Utilities 
~o;missi2n (1959) 51 Cal 2d 478, the Court states the Commission 
is not charged with the enforcement of private contract •• 

Park argues that it is in conformity with D.87019; 
it has not refused to pay the main extension refund, but it 
intends to pay all of its refunds in July when its . 

. multi-utility consolidated cash flow position permits such 
payments; and its subsidiary Pomona would also pay a July refund 
to Burnett, without interest, since the Commission had not 
ordered Pomona to pay fnterest on main extension refunds made 
after April 1. 

Defendants argue that there is no relationship 
between an interest rate established in an energy cost adjust-
ment clause (ECAC) proceeding and complaints involv1:og water 
main extension rule payments; their prior main extension 
contracts contain no provision for payment of interest and no 
specified refund payment dates; if Burnett prevailed in a 
Superior Court action to compel payment of refuuds, he could 
be awarded interest on the amount of judgment at the legal rate 
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of interest of, n., 'but the Court would not &Ward. higher 
interest rate. ~ 

Defendauts requested that the complaints be 
considered along with the evidence in A.82-06-053 
where Park seeks., to: change the refund ~yment· date " 
contained in Its new main extension rule filed under D.82-0l-62. 
They requested consolidation of A.82-06-053 with the complaints. 

Defendants' Evidence 
Park's vice president Daniel Conway testified that 

due to utility rate structures and to lower sales and revenues 
in the colder months, water utilities generally operate at a 
loss in the earty months of a year; water utilities do not 
operate at a profit until the summer, at which t1me sales and 
revenues increase; payment of refunds on main extension contracts 
while a utility is losing money from operations worsens its cash-
flow position and could require short-term borrowing of funds 

. to meet those obligations; Park planned to pay its 1982 main 
extension contract refunds in July, based on 1981 estimated 
revenues plus interest of 7/12~ per month for payments made 
after April 1. 1982. as ordered in D.8701~; in recent years 
Park met the April 1 date for paying refunds, but it was unable 
to do so this year; and Park's payment to Burnett would 'be 
approximately $1,300 and Pomona's July 1982 payment to Burnett 
would be approximately $300. 

Conway testified on potential ratemaking fmpaets 
related to the refund issues as follows: If Park and its 
California utility subsidiaries were compelled to pay maiu 
extension refunds on April 1, those refunds would be weighted 
into their rate bases at tbree-f~hs of the amount of refunds 
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rather than at an average of one-holf of the refunds, which is 

the Commission's general ratemaking practice: the total revenue 

requirement aS$ocia'cee with such rat.e base increases for Park 

and its Cali~ornia subsidiaries would be approximately SlS,OOO 

for 1982, which would be borne by utility r~tepayers: and the 

June 30 payment date specified in the new main extension rule 

is consistent with inclusion 0: one-hal: of a water ut.ility's 

annual refunds in establishing its rate base. 

Discus::;io"!"l 

C.82-0S-02 is the second c~l~int Burnett filed ugainst 

Park involving late payment of Tract 27542 refunes. Park's 

representations of its intent to pay refunds plus interest arc 

in compliance with D.87019. 

Our decision in D.91259 Wa~ a response to our concern that 

past policy regarding interest rates applied by electric utilities 

was outdated. That decision changed the interest rates applicable to 

ECAC b~lancing acco~~t balances of major electric-utilities from 

7% to the publishee Federal Reserve Boa~d three months' ?rime 

Co~~ercial Paper rate (plus 50 basiS points for San Diego Gas 

& Electric Company). Those interezt rntcs reflect electric utility 

shor't-term borrowing costz. Unecrcollcctions of interest-carrying 

costs reduce electric utility rates of return. The ECAC procedure 

was established to cn~blc electric utilities to recover their 

expenses. The ECAC procedure also provides for customer payment 0: 
interest on undercollections of electric utility energy expenses 
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or utility payment of interest on overcollections of enerqy 

expenses. 

Interest rates which are currently applied to main extension 

refunds by small water utilities may also be outdated. However, 

we do not believe the evidence in this proceeding is adequate to 

establish different standards. The operational and financial 

requirements of large electric utilities differ from those of small 

water companies, and those differences should be considered. 

Therefore, we cannot use D.9l269 as a basis for ch~~9inQ interest 

rates applicable to the main extension agreements of small water 

utilities. 

-6a-
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Refunded advances are an element in a water utility'. 
'r4te base. In D.870l9 we established .a n rate for overdue 
refunds paid by Park. Subsequently. D.90S7S dated July 17_ 1979 
in A.S7904 adopted 4 rate base computation for Park's Southern 
Division which includes refunds weighted at three-fourths of 
the ectimated refunds paid. That treatment is C:Oflsistent with 
refunds beitlg paid by April 1. Park's late payment of 1982 
refunds is inconsistent with that treatment. 

In C.82-0S-02 Park did not demonstrate hardship or an 
inability to borrow short-term funds.. It sought to avoid 
borrowing money while interest rates were high by deferring 
refund payments until it achieved a positive cash flow. 

Burnett is not entitled to any further relief from 
Park. But Park should not have its rates established in part on an 
April 1 payment of refunds when it pays refunds in July. As an 
inducement to secure timely payment of such refunds, we will 

. direct Park to prepare exhibits fo-r introduction in its rate proceed-
iDga we1ghtiDg' the' difference between n and ita ahort-term borrowing 
costa during the per1od(s) ita refund payment" are ~rdae. ~ 
average aCCUZIIllated interest aaviDgs .hoald be used .u & reduetioc 
in its world.ng cash allowance in the next rate proceecUz&g. 

In this decision we are interpreting provisions of a 
uniform main extension rule. ~e are '001: determining preferenCes 
between a utility's creditors (In re Hempy) or requiring enforce-
ment of an unexecuted private contract extending 4 utility's 
dedicated service area (In re California ~ate~ & Tele2hone 
Company). 
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D.87019 cites precedent~ far establishing an April 1 
refund payment date and precedents for ~ayment of interest on 
overdue refunds. In D.85949 we did not adopt a cOQ?lainan~sf 
request: for interest of 107... We stated that "compl.linants are 
entitled to interest at the r~te of 7/12 percent per month on 
amounts due and unpaid ~ntil :hc date 0: payment. (Cal Const. 
p:::e .. XX Section 22 .. )" Tha~ limitation is retained in Article ~, 
Section 1';0£ the amended Constitution. In D.83937 we stated that 
what is a reasonable time for paying refunds may vary among different ~ 

utili tics. In n.82-01-62Y th~ Corrmizzion .1doptcd new uniform water mlin ./ 

extension rules with ?rovisions for annual refund payments of 
one-fortieth of amounts ~dvanced to serve subdivisions~ including 
special facilities, elioinaeed ~tility-£unded refunds 00 

extensions to serve individuals, and established mandatory refund 
paycent dates on amounts advanced for subdivisions of June 30 
or a date within six months of the cone~act anniversary date. 
In adopting those rules, we noted that the present rules create 
hardships for some utilities in the foro of cash :low and 
financing 9roblems; smaller water utilities are generally 
experiencing serious cash flow ?roblems c~used by gross revenue 
water cost offset increases (especially increases to offset 
increased water cos:s) far in excess 0: net revenue increases; 
even large Class A water utilities would benefit from changes 

~I Subsequent modifications of the r~lcs adopted in D.82-01-62 
are not pertinent to the issues raised in thse proceedings. 
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in the aeopted main extension rule with respoct to the refund 

period for in-tract main extension contracts anc the treatment 

of special facilities. D.82-0l-62, however, did no~ change existing 

main extension contracts. 

In D.87019 issued in M~rch 1977, we ordered Park to pay 

refunds under its main extension aqrcements by April 1, and to pay 
.. 

a 7r. interest rate on overeue refunds. Since the issuance of th3t 

decision, Park acquired control of Pomona. It is therefore reason-

able to apply the standards established in ~.87019 to Pomona. 

Pomona could have reasonubly assumed that standards deemed appropriate 

for its parent would also be appropriate for its o~~ operations. 

We will not recognize the provislons adopted in D.82-01-62 since 

they do not apply to agreements existing at the time of the decision. 

?omona testified that it faces cash flow problems, and should 

therefore not be required to pay interest on a~ounts which ~re not 

refunded until July. However, if Pomona ~s faCing economic hardsbip, 
. 

it should a~ply to this Co~~ission for rate relic:. We will not 

protect Pomona :rom a contractual obligation on the basis of cash 

flow prob1e~s_ Further, we do not bcli~vc that. the interest on 

the amounts in question will i~pose a significant financial burden 

on Pomona. Fin~lly, we note that the umounts owed to Burnett in 

1982 were collected in rates by Pomona during 1981. Pomona should 

have managed its revenues in anticipation of its debt obligations 

in 1982. 

-9-
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We put Pomona on notice that we will consider an adjustment 

in its working casl'; ~llo\o\·.:u~~e established in future gcncr.)l rat¢ / 

case decisions if it delays payment of refunds beyond the appropriate 

.dates to take advantage of the differential between its or its parent 

Park's borrowing costs and 7%. 

Park's application (A. 82-06-53) to modify D.37019 to change 

its refund' payment date from Apri! 1 ~o June 30 will be addressed in a 

decision separate from this one. It was not appropriate to consolidate 

the hearing in A.32-06-53 with these complaints because it was 

neccss~ry to provide notice to ~ll holders of Park's main extension 

contracts. 

Defendants argue that Burnett s~ould have filed ~ppli­

cations 6s provided for in the gener~l provisions of their 

main extension rules to secure Commission interpretations of his 

ccntracts. However, Burnett has the alte~ative of filing complaints 

under Rule 9 0: the Rules of Practice and Procedure, as he has done 

in thiz case. 
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Findings of Fact 
1. Burnett is the assignee of a. water main extension 

contract agreement with Park for Tract 27542 in the City of 
Norwalk. The term of the agreement is 20 years •. It provides 
for annual refunds of 221. of estimated revenues from the tract. 
The amount subject to refund in the contract is $ll.043.19. 

2. Burnett is the assignee of a water main extension 
contract agreement with Pomona for Tract 9494 in the City of Chino. 
Payments on the contract are 221. of. actual revenues over & 

20-year refund term. subject to a possible S-year extension. 
S. In D.87019. Park was ordered to pay refunds of ita 

subdivision water main extension contracts by April 1 of the 
year follow1ng the calendar year in which revenue from the 
extension is collected. 

4. Park was ordered to pay interest at the rate of 7/12%. 
per month due on the first day of each month commencing on 
April 1 of each year on any main extension agreement refunds 
due and not paid by April 1 of the year following the calendar 
year in which revenue from the extension is collected. 

S. ?ark did not pay the main extension refunds due on 
April 1. 1982. 

6. Park agreed to pay its 1982 refund payments in July 
1982 plus interest. as ordered in D.870l9. · .. 

7 • Pomona agreed to pay its 1982 refunds on main extension 
contracts. without interest. in July 1982. 

8. Burnett seeks 4 Commission order increasing the rate of 
interest on Park' s overdue main extension contract refunds to & 

level bigher than Park's cost of borrowing • . 
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9. Burnett' Meb interest and penalties on any PoIIotl& 
reflmds pald afeer an April ~l due elate. 

10. Burnett presented no ev14e'CCe in either compl&1nt in 
aU9port: . of his request for interest: in excess of 71 aDd! or 
peD&lties on overdue refund. •• 

ll. D.90575 established Park'. Southern Division rate baa •• 
l'be rate bue includes aubdivision main exte~iotl refunds weighted 
at three-fourths of the esttm&ted refunds paid. Park's late 
payment of 1982 refunds 18 inconsistent with the rate bu. 
treatment 1D D.90575. 

12. In D.82-0l-62 the Commission recognized vater utility 
cash flow' problems and adopted 'DeW uniform vater main exteua10u 
rules. The new rules establiah mandatory refund payme'tlt date. 
oc amounts advanced. for subdivialou. of .June 30 or within •. 1% 
mouths of contract anniversary d&t ••• 
Conclusions of Law 

, 

1. Park's proposal to pay ita 1982 refunds v1th interest 
1a :In eompl~e with D.8.7019. 

2. . :Burnett has 'Dot established. & basis for increasing the 
interest rate or for establishing penalty payments OIl Park· • 

• 
overdue refunds .. 

3. Article 13, Section 1, of the California Constitution 
limits the iuterest rate we esea1:>l1ah Oft late refund payments. 

~ 4.' The ~e11ef requested in C.82-0S-02 should be denied. 
S. In future rate proceedings, Park's work1t1g cuh 

allowances should be adjusted to reflect late paymeut of refund. •• 
G. It is reasonable ~o apply an April 1 refund payment date 

on ?onoma's percentage 0: revenue ~ain extension contracts consistent 
with the refund payment date adoptee for ?a:k in 0.87019. 
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7. Burnett h~s not estublishcd ~ b~zis for requiring 
Pomon~ to p~y interest ~nd pen~ltics in ~xcess of 7% on its 
overdue refund payments. 

8. Pomon~ should b~ required to pay int~rest on overdue 
refunds on zubdivi~ion main exten~ion contruct~ ~t ~ rate of 
7/12~ per month on p~yment~ made after April 1 ror contr~ct~ 
which are not 3ubject to the provisions of 0.82-01-62. 

o R D E R 
IT IS ORDERED thut: 

1.' The relicr requested in C.S2-05-02 i= denied. 
2. In ruturc rute proceedings, Park Wuter Company'c 

working cash allowance= ~hall be adjusted to reflect late 
payment or refunds. 

3. Pomona Valley W~ter Compuny shall pay refunds on amounts 
~dv~nced for extensions to serve subdivisions not l~ter than April 1 
on its percent~ge of revenue contracts not specifying payrn~nt dat~z. 

4. Pomona VJ.lley :..Jater Comp~ny sh.1l1 be required to P.1y 
interest on overdue refunds on subdivision main extension contracts 
which do not specify payment date~·at a rate of 7/12~ per month on ~ 
payments made alter April 1. 

This order becomez effective 30 d~yz from today. 
Dated __ ~J~~~n_u.~_r.y __ l~9~, __ 1~9~8~3 ______ , ~t S~n Fr~ncisco, C~lifornia. 

! ~~~!~i' .. .t4~:A~T ':'r::S DZC!S!ON 
!·i·/:.~·~ /~ ..... .t'~:'.'?~r:;~~.Z') r.:.~ ~.c:~': ;lI.Z,~·~(E 

CCI:":.!:SS :.:,:~,~·::l;~ ';C!;!~·!. 
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7. Burnett has not established a basis for requiring 
Pomona to pay interest and penalties in excess of 7% on its 
overdue refund payreents. 

B. Pomona should be required to pay interest on overdue 
refunds on subdivision ~ain extension contracts at a rate of 
71'12% per month on payments made after April 1 for contracts 
which are not subject to ~he provisions of 0.82-01-62. 

O~" E R ...... ~ --
IT IS ORDERED that': 

1. The relief requested in C.82-0S-02 is denied. 
2. In future rate proceed'n9s, Park Water Company's 

working cash allowances shall be aejusted to reflect late 
payment of refundS. ~ 

3. Pomona Valley Water Company shall pay refunds on ~~ounts 
advanced for extensions to serve subdi 'sions not later than April 1 

. f \,~ , -:: on ltS percentage 0 revenue contracts nO¢ Spee~_y1ns payment ~ates_ 
4. Pomona Valley Water Company Sha~be required to pay 

interest on overdue refunds on subdivision ~n extension contracts 
"/.. -whieh eo not specify pa~ent dates at a rate o~f12% per ~onth on 

payments made after April 1. ~ 
This order becomes effective 30 days from today. 
Dated )AN 191985 , at San Francisco, California. -------------------------
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rather than at an average of one-half of the refunes, which is 

the Co~~isson's general ratemaking practice~ the total revenue 

requirement associated with such rate base increases for Park 

and its California subsidiaries would be approximately $15,000 

for 1982, which would be borne by utility ratepayers: and the 

June 30 payment date specified in the new main extension rule 

is consistent with inclusion of one-half of a water utility's 

~~nual refunds in establishing its rate base. 

Discussion 

C.82-0S-02 is the second complai~Burnett filed against 
\ 
\ 

Park involving late payment of\Tract 27542 refunds. Park's 

representations of its intent to pay refunds pl~ interest are 

in compliance with D.870:9. ~ 
Our decision in D.9l269 was 3\:esponse to our conce~ that 

past policy re;arding interest rates~pplied by eleetri~"utilities 

was outdated. That decision changed t~ interest rates applicable to 
~ ECAC bal~~cinQ acco~~t bal~~ces of major electric utilities from 

7~ to the published Feeeral Reserve Board three months' Prime 

Co~~ercial Paper rate (plus SO basis points for San Diego Gas 

& Electric Company). Those interest rates reflect electric utility 

short-term borrowing costs. Undercollections of interest-carrj-ing 

costs reduce electric utility rates of return. The ECAC· procedure 

was established to enable electric utilities to recover their 

expenses. The ECAC procedure also proviees for customer payment 0: 
interest on undercollections of electric utility energy expenses 
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D.87019 cites precedents for establishing an April 1 
refund payment date and precedents for payment of interest on 
overdue refunds. In D.85.949 we did not adopt a complainants' 
request for interest of 107... We stated that "complainants are 

\ 
entitled to interest at the\,%'ate of 7/12. percent per month on 
amounts due and unpaid until\ ehe date of payment.. (Cal Const. 
Art. XX Section 22.)" That limitation is retained in Article >N, 
Section l,of the amended Constitution. In D.83937 we stated that 
what is a reasonable time for paY,i,ng refunds r:tJ4y vary among different 
utilities'.. In that context:, def~ants' argument to cODB1der , 2/ 
the refund payment date established\, in D.82-01-62- dated· 
JamJ4rY 19, 1982 in C.9902 is appropx:1&te. In that ru1emaking 
proceeding, the Commission adopted ne:w uniform water main 

'. 

extension rules with provisions for annual refund payments of 
\ 

one-fortieth of amounts advanced to serVe subdiviSions, including 
\ special facilities, eltm1nated utility-funded refunds on 

\ 

. extensions to serve individuals, and estabI'1sbed mandatory refund , 
payment dates on amounts advaneed for subdivtsions of Jane 30 

"-or a daee within six months of the contract anniversary date~ 
In adopting those rules, we noted that the present rules create 
hardships for some utilities in tbe form of eash·flow and 
financing problems; smaller water utilities are generally 
experiencing serious cash flow problems caused by gross revenue 
water cost offset increases (especially increases to offsee 
increased water costs) far in excess of net revenue increase.; 
even large Class A water utilities would benefit from changes 

!! Subsequent modifications of the rules adopted in D.82-01-62 
are not pertinent to the issues raised iu thse proeeedings. 
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in the adopted main extension rule with respect to the refund 

period for in-tract main extension contracts and the treatment 

of special facilities. D.82-01-62, however, did not chanQe existinQ 

main extension contracts. 

In·D.87019 issued in March 1977, we ordered Park to pay 
\ 

refunds under its mairi\extension ac;reements by April 1, and to pay 
\ 

a 7% interest rate on overdue refunds. Since the issuance of that 
\ 
\ 

decision, Park acquired control of Pomona. It is therefore ::eason-
\ 

able to apply the standards\establisned in D.87019 to Pomona. 

Pomona could have reaSOnab1y\assumed that standards deemed appropriate I 

\ . for its parent would also be appropr~ate for its own operations. 

We will not recognize the provi~ons adopted in D.82-01-62 since I 

they do not apply to agreements e~sting at the time of the decision. I 

Pomona testified that it faces~ash flow problems, and should 

therefore not be required to pay inte~st on amounts which are not 

" refu.."lded until July. However, if Pomona"'is faCing economic hardship, 

it should apply to this Commission for rate relief. We will not 

protect Pomona from a contractual obligation on the baSis of cash 

flow problems. Further, we do not believe that the interest on the 

the amounts in question will impose a signific~"lt financial burden 

on Pomona. Finally, we note that the amounts owed to Barnett in 

1982 were collected in rates by Pomona during 1981. Pomona should 

have managed its revenues in anticipation of its debt obligations 

in 19B2. 
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We put Pomona on notice that we will consider an adjustment 

~n its workinQ cash allowance established in future Qeneral rate 
~ 

case decisions if it delays pa~ent of refunds beyond the appropriate 
"''\ 

dates to take advantage\of the differential between its or its parent 

Park's borrowinQ costs a~ 7%. 
\ 

Park's application (A~ 82-06-53) to modify 0.87019 to change 
\ 

its refund payment date from~pril 1 to June 30 Will be addressed in a 

decision separate from this one. It was not appropriate to consolidate 

the hearing in A.82-06-53 with ~hese complaints because it was 
\ 

necessary to provide notice to a~ holders of Park's main extension 
\ 
\ contracts. 

Defendants arQue that Burnett\should have filed applications 

as provided for in the general provi~ons of their main extension 
. t' 1 t c· \ . t ' ,. h' ma~n ex ens~on r~ es 0 secure o~~ss~on ~n erpretat~ons 0: .~s 

" 

contracts. However, Burnett has the alternative of filinQ complaints, 

under Rule 9 of the Rules of Practice and Procedure, as he has done 

in this case. 
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C.8Z-0S-0Z, C.8Z-0S-03 

Pomona to pay inte:es~ a~d 
overdue :efund ?~~entz. 

8. ?o:ona ~QOuld b~ , 

ALT/?CC 

refuncs on zubdivision ~ain exte~zio~ co~:rac!: at a :~t~ 0: 
7/

' 2Q. \. & • lit ~ .. • ~ ~r month on ?~~en~z ~ac~ a.te: A?r~ •• :0: con~:~c~s 
which are not subject ~o ~he ?rovisio~z of ~.32-Cl-62. 

\
0 ? D Z R 

!T IS ORDERED tha~:-
1. The relief :~qU~St~d in C.82-05-02 is c~~iecl. 
2. !n fut~:e :~te ~:~ce~din~s, ?~:~ ~~~~: Co~~~nv'z A, j .. • 

working cash allowances s~al~ b~ ~d:us~ed :0 :~:l~c~ lat~ 
\ 

\ 
3. Pomona Valloey f:<lte: Co:nO<ln'/ s!":::.lj" ~a': :~:~nd$ on .!r:l.ou:-:.ts 

.:J -" " • \ ••••• , • •• , " .)Ioovancer. :0: ~xte!"1z:.ons to =e:ve\Z~oc:,vl::;;:.ons :i.o:. • .lter :!":J.~ ;"P:l ... 1 
On i':.5 oe:cent"-i'!e of revenue cor.t:.:1cts :'!o:. so~clf'/ini'! 'Oav!rl~n':. d~,:~s. 

-. 'j \. • ':'.-

.:. ?O:':'lonJ. Valley ~.;~ :.~!" Co:':':?.l,!"1Y shJ.':'l oe =eq~i:ed to ?ay , 
interest on ove:due refunds on z~~c~yi::;;ion ~~in , ~y.:~nsion co~~:~c:z 

-; A2~ 'Pe~ ;o:,O:lt:: 0:: which eo not specify ?a:r.r.en~ ca~~s 

?~yrnents :nade a:ce: April 1. 
:S:\.:l ~a:e 

" \ 
'. 

" 

0: 
I 

This o:ee: ~eco~~s eff~c:ivc 30 C,Jy~ ~:o:n 
'fot..: A 9 10~1 

D ~ ~~. ., I"" '.,JoI 5' ate¥ __________________________ ,.:1: ~~ F:~nclsco, 

l.EO~~ ~. GR:MZS, JR .. 
r:-esice:::.t 

P~:SCILLA C. CREw 
DONALD VIAL 

Com:nissione=s 

Co~issioner Vic:o= ~lvo. 
being neccssa=ily absent, cid 
no: pa:-:icipflte 


