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Decision No. 881.44. ------
BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE stATE OF CAtIFOPJ.."'IA 

Ap?lica~ion or JACKSON WATER WOP~S~ )) 
INC., to increase its rat.es and ) 
charges for its wat.er syst.em 
servin& t.he City of JockSon and l 
adjacent. t.erritory in k~ador 

App:'icZlt.ion No. 55430 

County. 

-----------------------------) 
ORDER MODIFYING DECISION 
-AND DENYING REHEARYNG 

The Co~izs~on has considered t.he pet.it.ion or Jackso~ Wa~er 
Works, !nc.. tor rehe~rin& or Decisio~ No. S7609 ~~d concludes thct eooe 
cause ~or rehearing has no~ been shown, but that De:ision No .. 37609 should 
be moeifi-e:' by adding addi t.ional findings on results or operat.io!'.:: a.."lc. 
ra~e of ret.~~.. A reading of Jecision No. 87609 could giye the 
~?res$ion that the Co~~ission did not consider rate of return when 
refusing to gra."lt. a rat.e increase because or inadequate service. 'l':-":'5 
opinion ~~11 rect.ify th~t o:ission. 

Line 
No. -
, ... 
2 
:3 
I ... 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 

The comparative resu1~s or operation of app1ica.."lt a"lc the 

Iteo -
Operating Re ... • .. 
O~~:",atinl::' Ex::>s. 
~?er. & Kaint.. 
Ad=lin. & Gen. 
Taxes Other 

tha."l Incoce 
Depreciation 
Inco:ne Taxes 

Total Expenses 
Ne~ Op.er. Rev. 
Dep~ec. Rate Base 
Rat.e or Return 
Avg. Comm'l. Cust. 

A'o'Ol i ca."t. 
Present. 

Rat.es 

St.ai'f 
Present 
Rates 

1m 
$114~900 $124p;OO 

63.200 
26~600 

13p200 
15,100 

11SpiOO 

(~tzgg) 
58 ~l 

Loss 

13~400 
17r 100 

C:21~ 000) 
90;100 

Applicant ExceedS 
Sta£f 
Present 

2p$OO 
6p 700 

2(ggg) 
(t ) 
2l:000 
28~OOO 

0; ~gg) 0.1 t ) 

1,146 
(Red Figure) 
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1,146 



Line 
No. -
14 
15 
16 
17 
le 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
2L.. 
25 
26 

Operating Rev. 
o~rat.in~ ~x:>s. 
oper. &: ~al.nt.. 
Admi:l. & Gen. 
Taxes Other 

tha."'l Income 
Dep:-eciatio:l 
:Income Taxes 

Tot.a1 Exj>enses 
Net OJ>er. Rev. 
Depree. Rat-e Eoze 
?..ate o~ Ret-urn 
Avg .. Co:nm'l Cust. 

A 'Opl i C:l."lt 
~resen't 

Rat.es 

$117,100 

71,500 
28,400 

16~700 
17,400 

-
1~4,O~ 

1976 

(iex~OO) 
6z.:;1, 00 

Loss 
1,168 

Staff" 
Present. 
Rates 

$126,900 

62,,500 
20,600 

15,500 
17 4.00 
~~L~~~) 

3" 0 
33,400 

692,300 
4.S~ 

Applicant Exceeds 
Starf 
Present. 

$ (2%~(j~) 

9,.000 
7,.eOO 

1,200 

22z200 
40,,00 
(~) ( ) 

1,168 

'!'h~ basic dii"i"ere:lces be-:ween. ap'plical"ltts estimates .a."'lc. the 
St&!~'s eSt.ic~'tes res~l~ed i"~om t.he stafi"'s having later information. 
For inst.ance, ~der operating revenues t.he s~afr used the rat.es placed 
i~ effe~ i~ J~e 1975 to compute :evenue at present rates~whereas 
applicant used the rates placed in effect in January 1974. On purchased 
power for p-';''':lping a.r.d material se:-vices and miscellaneous, the sta!"r 
used the latest kno~n r~tcs a"'ld prices. 

On ad.:li!:1.::trati ve a:ld general expenses the staff used 
procedures which has been approved in prior cases involving Citizens. 

The statr es~imatec utility pla~t in service by revie~~ng 

app1ic~"'lt's budCe-:, annual reportS, a"'ld the mon'thly construction reports 
filed u."'lder General O:"der No. 65-A and estimated 1975 plal"lt additions of 
$24,500 a."'lC 1976 plant additions of $17,000. App1ica."l't and sta!:f 
computed depreciation expense by the straight-line remainint lite method; 
the differences bet.ween applicant 9 s and stai"i"·s est.imat.es or depreciat.ion 
expense ~d reserves are due to di~~erent estimates of plant additions. 
Differences in ad valorem taxes 'are mainly due 'to different. estiIllat.es of 
plant. additions.. Difrerences in income taxes are mainly due to different. 
estimat.es or expenses and the starr·s' use or negative income taxes. 
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In our opinion the start methoa of estimating operating 
revenues> expenses> and rate base is reasonable and we Will adopt the 
starr's results of operation smnmary as shown in the above table. We 
t1nd that the resulting rate of return for 1915 ".was 4 .. 94 percent and 
tor 1916 was 4.82 pe:-cent. When these rates of return are cons1der.ed 
in conjunction with the inadequate service rendered by app1ieant~ we 
tind that the rates of return earned by applieant in 1915 and 1976 
were just and reasonable. 

ORDER 
IT IS ORDERED that: 
1. DeciSion No. 81609 is modified to add the following 

findings of fact: 
a. The stafr's method of est1mating operating revenues> 

expenses., and rate base is reasonable and the s·taft's results 
of operation summary is adopted. 

b. The rate of return tor 1915 01'·4.94 percent and 1975 
of 4.82 percent is just a.."'ld reasonable:when considered in 
conjimction With the inadequate service rendered by applicant. 
2. The petition for rehearing is denied. 
:he effective date of this order is the date hereof. 
Dated at San Fr:lnctsco > California> this :z:z. )td...day of 

NOVEMBER" > 1977 .. 

~. 


