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Decision No. 90714 AUG 281979 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES Cor;!MlSSION OF 

~ ~he matter of the application of ) 
Thomas J. ane. Vicky K. Jernigan dba ) 
Bidwell Wate~ Company for authority ) 
~o execute a contract wi~h the Department) 
o~ Water Resources for a loan~ and to ) 

Application No. 5$617 
(Filed January 22~ 1979) 

i~c~ease rates for wate~ services by ) 
~eans of a surcharge on existing rates ) 
to repay such lo~. ) 

------------------------------) 
Richard H. Hargrove~ Attorney at Law~ and 

Thomas J. Jernigan~ for Bidwell Water 
Company, applicant.. 

:la.nie1 J. Corrigan, ror Department of 
Water R.esources; Susan RoV'\1'~ Attorney 
at Law~ for Greenville Community 
Services District; Bill Wattenburg~ for 
self; and Lloyd R. Hemzel, for State 
Department of Health services; interested 
parties. 

Phili~ Scott wei~~ehl, At.torney at Law, c. FranK Filice, and Ernst Knolle, for 
the Commissionstarf. 

OPINION - "-",--. - ~ ........ 
Tho:nas J. and Vicky K. Jernigan ~ba BidWell Water' Company 

p~ovide water service t.o approximately 463 residential and commercial 
cust.omers in the area ~f Greenville, Calirornia, an uninco,rporated· 
communi ~y located between Lake AJ.manor and Quincy, Plumas Count.y, . 
California. Approximately one-half of the 463 eonnections are 
metered; flat rate service is provided for the remaining customers. 

Water'is obtained from Round Valley Lake and Buckeye 
Springs. Lake wat.er is eonveyed by gravity now to Buekeye Springs 
and thence to distribution reservoirs through pipes, streamsand.a 
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dit.ch. The mixed wa'l;er-at. Buckeye Springs, is piped by gravi'l;y to 
-:.wo l50,OOO-gallon dis'l;ribution reservoirs. The ,water is chlorinated. 
a-:. t.he inle-:. '1;0 t.he reservoirs. The trea'l;ed wa'l;er then moves, by 
gran .... y now through. t.he distribution system. 

Applicants allege that the present water sys'l;em has many 
deficiencies including inadequate water storage facilities and old 
and deteriorated. dist.ribution mains which cause .severe leakage 
problems. Filters are needed to improve treatment of. water; the 
.... ransmission ditch should be replaced,with pipe to eliminate a. 
cont.a:nination hazard. Also required is t.he addition of rocks, to a 
low-level dam to prevent erosion and leakage, installation of a 
cont.rol valve on a spillway t.o regulate and conserve water, the 
replacement of existing diversion with per.manent facilities to 
prevent loss of water and a control valve to regulate the water 
during high runoff. Finally, the existing dirt road' to the 
treatment facilities should be improved to provide winter access, 
and the !lat rate customers should be metered. 

The California Safe Drinking Water Bond Act of 1976 
(SDWBA) provides, among other things, that water utilities having 
systems which. fail to meet California Health and Safety Code 
standards may, if they cannot otherwise finance necessary plant 
improvements, apply to t.he California Departments of Heal~ ·Services 
(DHS) and Wat.er Resources (DWR) for low in.terest rate loans. DHS 

is responsible for analyzing t.he public health issues, including a 
determination of t.he specific plant- needed, while DWR analyzes, the 
need for financial assistance and acts as the lending agency arid 
fiscal aOm;Dis'l;rator. Before the loan is gran'l;ed, the applicants, 
must demonst.rat.e t.o DWR their ability t.o repay the loan, and must. 
also show that they'have instituted measures that willm~ze 
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'I,."3.':er conservation. Uncier the provisions of Sections Sl6-through 
S51 or ~he Public Utilities Code, public utility water companies 
~us,: obtain authorization from the California Public Utilities 
Commission (Commission) to enter into a;r;.y long-term loan.. Section 454 
of that Code requires Commission approval for rate increases. 

By let~er dated December 12, 1975, DWR informed applicants 
or their eligibility for a loan. under the SDWBA. The DHS:, reviewed 
the loa;r;. proposal and set forth a summary of construction to' be 
undertaken With the loan proceecis to, meet the quality standardso£ 
Ti tle 22, California Administrative Code, and quantity standards 
and. pressure requirements of Title 17, CalirorniaAdmi:c.is~ative, 
Code. 

Applicants seek authority from the Commission to, borrow 
$557,230 to fi:c.a:c.ce construction of the needed plan~ improvements, 
a:c.d. to increase rates by means of a surcharge on 'bills for water 
service to recover from customers the amounts needed-to make. 
periodic payments of principal and interest on the loan. 
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The 1'teulS of cons'truc'tion and cos'ts. ases'tima'ted in 'the 
applicat'ion, are de'tailed as follows:-

Intake Structure 
211 Liner Feet 12" Ducticle 

Iron' Pipe 
1..,000 Liner Feet 12" P-~V.C .. 
Pressu:e Filters (Used or New) 
Storage Tank (Used or New) 
Control Building 
700 Liner Feet 10" A.C. Pipe 
2,400 Liner Feet S" A.C. Pipe 
1,000 Liner Feet $" A.C. Pipe 
9,300 Liner- Feet 6ft A. C. Pipe' 
300 Each water Meters 

Subtotal 
Construction Con~ngency 
Engineering Design 
Construction Inspection 
Administrative and Legal Fees 
DWRAdmip;strative Fee 

Three Percent of,Loan, 
Total Estimated Project 

Cost ' 

Cos't 
$. 10,000 

4,200:' 
40,000, 

100,000, 

100,000 
15,,"000. 
10,500 ' 
2$.,800-

8,000 
93,000 
45·,000 

$454~500" 

,22',72'5: 
3,l,915', 
22y 77~" ,,' 
9,090 

16·,230, 

$557,230, 

The loan from DWR will provide 'for a 35-year repaiment 
schedule with equal semi-annual payments or principal and interest, 
at an interest rate of 5i- percent per annum.' The annual charges for .. 
debt service will be approximately $36,200. Ap~licants propose 
that :he amount of 'the yearly surcharge "to repay principal and 
interest on the loan should 'be in. direct propor't:ion to·, the 
capacity of each customer's meter or service connection.' 
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The applicants' repayment of principal and interest on the 
loan <:Ner a 35-year period would raise current water rates for 
the· average metered customer by approximately $6.50 per- '._. ,......... 
month. For current flat rate residential service~ pending metering~ 
the current wa.ter rates would increase by$-7.2-s. per customer per 
month. For nonresidential flat rate service,. pending metering., the 
current water rates would incre.'lse-, on a proportional bas;is:,3S shown 
in the Monthly Surcbarge column of p.ag.~ 3 of 3, Append~x A. 

The utility plant financed through the surcharge-will be 
?ermanently excluded from rate base for ratemaking purposes, 'and the 
depreciation on this plant will be recorded for income- tax purposes 
only. 

Applicants' present rates were authorized by Commission 
Resolution NO'. W-1653, effective January 1, 1975. The es·timateo. 
annual gross revenues for 1979, under present rates will be aboUt 
$60 .. 300. The $36,200 yearly increase thus would increase applicants' 
revenues by approximately 60 percent. 

Applicants propose to establish a balancing' account which 
would be credited with revenue collected through the surcharge 
and with iavesement tax credits arising out of the plant recon· 
struction program~ as they are utilized. The balancing account 
would be chargee with payments of interest and principal on 
the loan~ The surcharge would be adjusted periodically to' 
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. :-eflec~ changes in the nt:moer of customer connections and resulting 

overages or shortages in the balancing account. 
The surcharge proposed herein covers· only the costs of the 

loan incurred to finance the added plant, not :my additional operating 
expe!lSes that. may be· incurred. It would not preclude' the future 
rate increase requests to cover increased wages, property taxes, 

?Owe~ bills, or ot.her operating exp~nses that. may be incurred in 

t.he i".lture. 
On February 7, 1979, staff members .of theCommission~s 

Finance Division conducted a public meeting in Greenville. Also 
participating in the meeting were representatives from D~, DHS, 
the applicant.s, their engineer, and. between 180 and· 200 customers, ... ---._,- . .-
of applicants. The purpose of the.meeting~was to·'~;~n . the plant' 

reco:o.st.ruction program t.o applicants' customers, to·: answer questions 
pertain';D.g t.o the p~ogram and to obtain an indication of' cus·tomer 

se:::::ci:nent for or agains't. the proposed program. 
v.nile the mee't.ing produced general agreement· that '. 

applican't.S· present water system is bad.ly in need of' repairs and 

replacement., significant. opposition was evident at the public 
meeting; or the 70 eustomers expressing themselves in a show or 
hands 32 indicated 't.heir disapproval of the program. 

Because of the strong public interest in t.hislllatter 
'and t.he diffieul ty of resol V'ing some of ~he issues, raised on the 
basis of infor.mal input from t.he meeting, it was decided to, 

schedule a formal public hearing. 
The hearing was held on May 10 and 11 before Commissioner 

Dedrick and Aclmi Distrati ve . Law Judge Gilman. . Testimony and informal 

stat.eme::lts were presented by Mr. Jernigan, his, attorney and engineer~ 

a starf engineer representative of DHS and DWR, the local tire chief, 
a representati ve o~ the Community Services District., and.' numerous 

consumers participated by testimony or statem~nts. 
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S"n:marv 
we have de~e:mined tha'l: .there is no acceptable alterna'l:ive 

to upgradi:l.g thl.s syste:tl ~o ~ee~ DRS s'l:andards. and' no acceptable 
a1 te:na. ti ve to the traditional S;JvmA package to finance' the. 
i:l::lprovements. we have also found that a previous rate increase 
i:l. fact has no'C provided adequate revenue to support the costs o·f 
any added plant. 
Rate Increase Ristory 

Soon after acquiring the sys~em .. applicants 
sought an advice letter rate increase, which was granted :tn1975~ 
~s rate ~crease was in'Cended by the Commission to provide enough 
extra revenue ~o cover then-current costs of ownership of health­
related improvemen~s similar to those now proposed'. Those improvements 
were estimated to cost approxiI:lately $300,000 and would have been 
treated in a conventional manner. allowing the original cost to 
be included in ra~e base and to be depreciated. !he ratel:ncrease 

'. 
was approved by 'the Cottmlission on ~he recotmllenciation of its 
Utili 'ties Division without condition or restriction on the use of 
the extra revenue genera'ted thereby. Applieantspurchased some 
pipe, whieh is s till re~ained; howev~er. due to inadequate· earnings, 
none of the improvements were ins'talled. 

During 'the informal meeting. several customers complained 
they were being asked twice to pay for 'the same plant~ they wished 
to know how applican~s had applied 'the extra revenue received 
after it was decided 'Co delay installingadditionalplan't. 

Many of the customers at the informal meetinswere 
concerned over the reliability of a regulatory staff which supported 
a rate ~erease for capital improvements without recommending 
any feedback 'procedure t:o determine whether 'the plant· was actually 
iDStalled and without any method ~o deal with overcollect:ions in 
'the event: it was not. 
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'!he staff 'Witness who testified a.t the formal l'lE:~ing 
indicated it was a departure from s~andard practice not to 
condi~ion all or part of the increase on construc~ion o·f thel>lant. 

Our Utilities Divi.sion has now moved toward a policy 
of opposing construction-linked advice letter rate increases un.less 
'there is a device to insure that customers are not compelled to· 
pay for nonexistent plant. The Division is also in the process of 
reexamitling its review procedures to provide adequate feedb·ackof 
-:he progress of non-SDt-.TBA construction which is ordered by' the 
Commission. 1/ 

In this ease. the omissions and oversights do. not. adversely 
affect ratepayers. As shown by staff-sponsored exhibit. the 19~.s. 

=a~es, even \\.'"ithout the increased depreciation or return which. the 
nerN l>lan-c would have generated. did not produce an excessive .rate 
of re'tUrn~ In no single year since the increase .was granted would 

. 'i 

-:he revenues have been sufficient to sp,pport even a fraction of 
t:he current costs of $300,000 worth of new plant. On the average, 
applicant has earned less than an adequate return on ens.ting p·lant 
in the years since this rate increase was granted. Figure.l b-elow 
is taken from the staff exhibit. 

I 
.! 

'," , 

1/ Here. as in all SDWBA-financed projects .DWRwillmonitor 
eons-:ruction progress before releasing loan proceeds~ 
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Ihus~ in summary. i~ appears that the advice letter rate 
increase underestimated the full cost. of running the enlarged 
system e:lvisioned by applicant. '!he,revenue produced was sufficient 

to produce approxicately the intended rate of return only in,the 

'tWO yea=s il:ml.ediately following the increase. If applicants .had 
installed substantial extta plant in 1975,.they ,would':now ,be in the 

position to claim depreciation plus a much higher rate of return 
on me total of both existing and added plant. 'Instead,. the delay, 
while adding to the cost of upgrading the plan'!:, has made it possible 
:or applicants' customers to benefit from low-cost financing through 
a SDWBA loan. 
The No-Project Alternative 

The no-project alternative was not placed in issue at 

hearing. ·Appa:etl,'!:ly the community as a whole has recognized that the 
system must be upgraded in the near-tem. future. 
Public Ownership 

At the informal communi~ me~ting, there appeared to be 
substantial sentiment in favor of public ownership~ Some members' 

of the co'CIllUIl.i-:y believed that if the Greenville Com.unity Services 

District were to condemn the water system~ it would be ab·le to 

fi':la.:lce both the acquisi'Cion and the needed improvemen'Cs by 
means of a co~ination of low interest loans and grants~, producing . 
a total revenue requirement less than that required for a comb,ination 

0: private equity and a SD"''':BA loan. During the time which elapsed 
between the informal meeting and the' hearing. the CotIlIIlUnity Services 

:Dist:ict (District) took a public survey to measure public· support 
for acquisition of the system. '!he results showed that only a 
minori1:y of those responding would support public ownership. The 
governing Board of the District thereupon took action indicating that 

the District did not plan to acquire the water system., 
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Since the Board has declared that public ownersni? is 
not a feasible alternative, no further discussion of the rela~ve 
merits of public and private o~ersb.ip is uecessary ~ S,ince pub·lie 

grants are not available to privately o"W'ned systems,. SDWBA financing 
is the only low-cost meihod of finanCing ~provemen~s 'presently 

a""'ailable. 
~act on Fire ~surance Rates 

The Chief of the Green~lle Fire Depar~ent testified. 
He indicated that in 197& a su.-vey by the Insurance Services. office 
had resulted in a reduction of the communi t1' s fire insurance 
rating from Class 6 to Class 7. Over l,.SOO of the deficiency.points 
found' by the S\lrVey were attributable to various problems in the 
water systet:.. He indicated 'Chat. many of the proposed improvemen~s 
in t!le sys-eem would tend to increase the amount and reliab'ili1:Y of 
fireflow even though not intended fOl: this pu...-pose. He·concluded 
tilat it was probable that completion of the system improvements 
even with no improvement in other a.spects of the community's 
firefighting potential could reverse the down-rating. 

He stated that if a Class 6 rating could be reestablished, 
local businesses should expect fil:e insurance savings in the range 
of 23 percent and homeowners could expect -sa.vings of as muCh as 
15 percent of the straight fire insurance rates.~1 . 

We have not adop.ted any findings On this topic for two' 
. . . 

reasons. First, the imp-rovements were desizned, ,and 'Presented without 

2:.1 ,z:e.eauti.oned:.,:t:J:i.at··a -sub:stanti.aJ: porti.en of . the nO'rmal bill for 
a "'residential ',!,ol-icy'is for' oot:leowneis" protection and. that 
there would b,e no change in this rate .. 

.. 
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reference to this issue. which surfaced during. the . second day 07f 

hearing. tore believe that the costs of the project are fully 
jus'Ci!ied wi..-:hout :reference 'Co insurance savings and approval 
sho'Uld be granted even if such savings were not likely. 

Second. there was no opportunity 'Co ob'Cain direct input 
f=o~ Insurance Services Office or from any insurance company. Thus,. 
we mus'C recognize a'C least a possibility tha'C some unexpected 
difficulty might intervene to prevent the expected savings. 
?=oblems of Fixed-Income Consumers 

Speakers at the heari.ng were concerned w:i.th -:he problems 
of 'the elderly and those on fixed incomes and 'Che difficulties they 
wo1J.ld face in finding an additional five or six ·dollars per mouth 
for utility service. 

We are likew:i.se deeply concerned with this problem. 
Spreadbg the cos 'Cs of the capi 'Cal iI:lprovement bet'ttoTeen consumers 
on the basis of consumption will make it possible for. each consumer 
':0 share in de':e%'m.ining the portion of the increase he will· b·ear. 
One whop for economl:c or other reasons, decides to· conserve and 
limit himself primarily to domestic uses of water will pay a relatively 
stlall surcharge. On the other hand, a custome'l:' who can afford to 
consume large amoun'Cs of wa'Cer for landscaping and other.less. essential 
uses will bear proportionally more of the increase. More substantial 
relief fo'l:' those particularly vulnerable to inflation. would require 
higher rates for the rest of the community. It would appear that· 
delibera'Ce shifting of the econotnic burdens of utility service now 
requires an evidentiary basis (Calif. Manufacturers' Associa·tion 
v P.u.c. (1979) 24 C 3d 263); we have no such evidenc.e in.this record. 

A uniform cents per hund:r.ed cubic feet rate has b·een 

established as the preferred method for calcula'ting·SD'WBAsurchar.Q:es 
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it the system is ~ or will be metered. (Application of Quincy Water :,...-..-­

Co. ~ D .. 8S973~ A .. S7406 (1978) .. ) Since approximately one-half of the 
463 connections arc metered historical uS3ge data is cons1derc:d 
adequate to est3blish a uniform cents per hundred cubic feet for c31-
cul.:lting S~TB..~ surcharges. The surcharge est.:l.olished at this1ti.me may~ 
as additional metering. is completed and new connections .:I.ccomplished~ 
be adjusted periodically as overages or shortages develop' in the bal­
ancing account. Such adjustments shall be accomplished through an 
advice letter filing by the apP'licants. We Will also establish an .' .. 
interim flat surcharge for residential or nonresidential flat rate 
service for use until individual flat rate service customers are 
metered. 
Should New' Customers Be Required to "Buy In"? 

During the hea.ring~ one cons".l.lllCr suggested a provl.s:l.on 
whereby future new customers would be required to pay.a lumpi SUI'll: 

equiva.lent to th.l.t portion of existing customers.' cumulative surcharge 
payments~ excluding the amounts attributable to interest payments .• 

On the surface, such a provision appears appropriate· to 
eqU3J.ize the burden on new and old customers. A closerexa:Clination~ 
however> ·discloses some flaws in that appearance. The principal defect 
stems from the fact tb.-:l.t this ~dded plant will depreciate; this depre­

ciation can be esti.%nated to occur evenly over a period which closely 
approximates the term of the loan. Consequently, a customer who: was 
required 1:0 ''buy in" at the end of 20 years wo~ld be requ:tred to pay 
a lump sum n~arly equivalent to deprecintion which accrued before· 
service to him began. In total, he will pay as· much to defray the 
principal of the loan as the customer who has enjoyed service over 
the full life span of the plant. 

We think it makes better economi.c sense 1:0 v:tew· the 
amount paid to repay the loan principal in any year as· being in 
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'the natu::'e of a curreu~ expense. Using 'that approach,. it is logical 
to divide the expense be 'tWeen current customers only.' 

It should be noted that the added plant is the amount 

needed ~o serve present capacity;. it is not sized to meet growth 
needs. 
O'ther Issues 

Some consuxnerswere concerned that at the end .of·the 
35 year period applicants would own~ free and clear. plant which 
still possessed some useful life. At first glance, it . might appear 
~t consuxners have, by paying off ~e loan at a rat.e faster than 

:he plant depreciates, presented the u.tility with a modest windfall. 
It should be recognized,however, that applicants are 

. . 

subject to restrictionS which will prevent them. or 'any private 
purchaser .. from reaping any economic benefit from tiiis plant even 
after the loan is paid off. There are both legal· and practical 
restrictions which would prevent any private owner from· separating 
this plant from the remainder of the utilit:y plant~ in both a 

p=actical and a legal sense" it is pe:rmanently dedicated to the 
use of Greenville consumers. P%eventing inclusion of t:b.isplant in 
rate base, will assure that neither applicants nor any private 
successor would be able 'to claim depreciation or return on this 
plant. Thus. clle consumers can be assured that there will be no· 
windfall or dO'rl8.'tion to any private utility owner arising from the. 
sligh't msmatch be't'Neen the term of the loan a.nd the property's 
useful life. 

Surprisl.D.gly, some of the opposition to the Safe Drinking 
't-1a.ter Bond Act package seems to have been motiva'ted by a·feeling 
'that consumers should not be expected, as part of the pr:iceof 
wa~er. to pay for both principal and interest·required to finance 
plant. This may stem from a failure to recognize any bus.iness~unless 
it is foredoomed· to bankruptcy, will eventually collect all of the 

. . , ' 

eapital it employs from :its c:onsutl1ers. Even government ente~ri,ses do 
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clle SaI!le unless there is an oppor'tUni t:y to exact a subsidy from a.. 
segment of the public who d~es not benefit from the service ~ro­
vided. The principal difference between the SDWBA package and 
conventional utility financing is that here the annualized capital 
cost of particular ite~ of plant are segregated and fully disclosed 
in advance. and the plant is in effect amortized' rather- 'than entering . 

:ate base. 
Other cus tomers were concerned tha tMr. J-eruigari might. 

be able to inflate the costs of the projec't by doing- th~constr-u.ction 

work b.i::lself. 
There are 'CWo safeguards to ensure against inf1 s:ted: 

construction costs. First. D'WR will require an outside contractor 
unless it is convinced that Ml:. Jerni~an will be able to do. the 
work for less ~ competitive contractors. 

Second", this decision-is nota final decision on the 
reasonableness of the costs incurred in' construction. If Mr. Jernigan 
does his own contracting, the reasonableness of his charges can be 
placed in issue in future rate proceedings. 

Findings of Fact 
1. The proposed water system improvements are needed' to 

p:oduce a healthful, reliable water supply. 'I'heplant reconstruction' 
program will cost an estimated $557,230. including, a 3, percent 
adm;nistrativecc.arge by DWR. 

2. The DWR loan provides the lowest cos't capital for the 

needed water-system improvements and is a prudent means of acquiring 
necessary capital. The proposed borrowing is for proper purposes 
and the money, property or labor to be procured or paid for by the 
issue of the loan authorized by this decision is reasonably required· 
for the purposes specified, which, purposes are not,. in whole .. or in 

part. reasonably chargeable to operating expenses or to- income. 
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3. A ra~e surcharge should be es~ablished which provides in 
each six-month period. an amount of revenue approximately equal to· 
~e periodic loan payment. '!he increases in rates and charges 'by 
this decision are justified and are reasonable; and the present 
rates and charges, insofar as they differ from those prescribed 
by ~is decision, are for the future unjust and unreasonable .. 

4. '!he rate surcharge wb.l:ch is established to repay the DWR. 
loan should last as long as ~he loan.. '!he surcharge should no't be 
intermingled t-.~ tb. other utility charges. Special accoun~ing: 
requiremen:cs are necessary to ensure tha~ there are no, unintended 
windfalls ~o private utility owners. 

5. This rate increase will increase applicants' annual gross 
revenues by approxfmately $36~200 per year. 

6. The utility plant financed through this SDW'BA loan should 
be permanently excluded from ra~e base. 

7. New ~tomers should no~ be required to match the amounts 

older c\tStomers have paid to reduce the principal on ~he l,oan. 
S. Applicants' 1971 increase did not produce enough extra 

revenue to offset depreciation expenses or return on anysignifican~ 
.amount of increased plant. On the average the' revenues produced', 
were not sufficient to cover reasonable expenses and provide a 
fair rate of re~ on exis~ing investment. 

9. There is insufficient data. to fix. a constlmp~ionbased 
surcharge at 'Che presen~ ~ime. A flat rate surcharge' should be 
used until sufficient data has been. co1:lected. 
Conclusion of Law 

The application should be granted to the extent set forth 
in the following order. 
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o RD E R - - - --
Il' IS ORDERED tha t : 

- 1. Af~er the effective date of this order. a'O'Olicants 
are authorized to file the revised rate schedules attached 
to this order as A~~endix A. Such fi1in2 shall com'Oly with 
General Order No .. 96-A. The effective date of the revised schedule 
sl'lall be five days aft.er the date of filing. The revised schedule 
shall apply only to the service rendered on or after the. effectiye 
date of the revised schedule. 

2. Applicants are authorized to borrow $5-57.230: from the State 
Deyartment of Water Resources~ to execute the proposed loan contract. 
and to use the proceeds as specified in eheapplication. .. 

3. As a condition of the rate increase granted he're'in .. 
' '. " , 

applicant.s shall be responsible for refunding or ap,plying'on b~half. 
of custo:ners. any surplus accrued in the balancing: account when 
ordered by the Com=ission. 

4. Applicants shall establiSh and mainta).n :a separate balancing' 
account which shall i:1clu~e all bill,ed'surcharge revenue and, the 
value of investment tax cr.edits on the plant financed by the loan 
as utilized. The balancing account ~hall be reduced by' paym'ents,, of 
prinCipal and interest to the' State', Department of Water Resources •. 

. ,.~ . 
The rate surcharge shall be separately identified On each, customer"s 
water bill issued by applicants. 

5,. At such time as all existing. flat rate customers have been 
metered applicants shall ~:lle an advice letter. for the purpose of 
eliminating flat rate service tariff schedules. 
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The authority g::anted by this order to issue an evidence of 
indebtedness and to execute a loan contract will become effective 
when a?plican:ts have paid the fee presc::ibed by Section 19'04.(b) 
of tb.~ Public U:ili:ies Code. which fee is $1,116. In all other 

=espects. the effective date of this o=der is the date hereof~ 
o=i:ting :he usual 30-day delay in effectiveness is necessary to, 

eX?edi:e cons true tion . AU G 2 8 1S7S. 
Da.ted • at San Francisco·,. Califo::nia .. 

:' 
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Al'PLICPJ3ILITY 

APPDmIXA 
Page 1 o~ 3 

Schedule No.1' 

GENERAL METERED SERVICE 

Applicable too &ll. met.ered wa.ter serv1ee. 

Greenville and Vidllity, Plumas· County. 

Q;ae.nt1 ty Ra.tes: 

First 
Next 
Next 
Next. 
Over 

500- cu. 'ft. or less ................ . 
1,000 cu. ft., per 100 cu. ft. .. .. ~ 
3,500 cu .. fiOo' per 100 cu .. ft. 
5,000 cu. ft .. , per 100 cu. ft. 

10,000 cu. ft .. ,. per 100 cu .. ft. 

Minimum· Cb&rge: 

For 5/8 x 3/4-incil meter .................. . 
For 3/4-incll meter ....................... . 
For l-ineh meter ., ... ' ....... ' ... ., .. 
For l~incll meter·· ........... , ......... .. 
For 2-:Lnch. meter ....... ' ........... • ' ••• 
For 3·incll meter .' .................. . 

• 

Per MeterS~ge •. (NY 
Per Month. '. ,Per·lOO:Cu~Ft .. :. 

$ 3.70 
.50 
.40 
·30 
.16· . 

$ 3 .. 70 
5.00 
1 .. 00' 

14 .. 00 
la. .. OO 
30 .. 00 

The Mimmum Cb&rge Will entitle the 
consumer to the q,uantity ot water 
which t.bs.t montbly minimum. charge 
will p'tlrc:ha..se at the Quantity Rates .. 
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APPENDIX A 
Page 2' or 3 

Schedule No. 2R 

RESIDmr1'IAl. FIAT RATE SERVICE 

APPtICA:BILI'l'Y 

Appl1cal:>le to alJ. t'lat ra.te resid.ential water servic:e. 

GreenVille and. 'Vid.lU ty, Pluma.s County .. 

• '., 

Per Service Connection 
Per- Month ' 

Surcha.rge(N). 
Per':Month. I" , 

I For a. single-tamily res1d.eut1a.l =it., 
including premises not exc:eeding 
.500. sq. .ft. in area ................... . 

&. For ea.c:h additional single-family 
residential unit on.the same 
premises and served. t:rom the 
se.me service coxmeet.1on ............. . 

b. For ea.ch 100 sq.. tt .. ot prem1aes 
in excess ot, ;00 sq. ft ••••••••••• 

SPECIAL CONDITIONS 

$ 6.00 $7~25: 

6.75 eN). 

.15 

J.~ ~e a.'bove :na.t ra:tes apply to, a. service connection not roger than 
one inch in d1ameter~ 

2".. It the utiJ.1ty se> e1ec:ts, a metersball be inst&lled.· and service 
proVided' under S<:hedule No.1" Metered Service .. 
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APPOOIX A 
Page 3 of" 3 

Schedule No.. 2L 

LIMITED :FIAT RATE SERV'ICE 

• 

L1m:1.t.ed only to nonresident.ial cust.omers presently rece1Ving:na.t . 
l'8.te service .. 

TERRITORY 

In the unincorporated town of GreenVille and Vicinity, Plumas 
County ... 

Pel' Service . SUl'c~ge, ( 
Per Month . " P~r Month,' 

&rbershops .............. . " ............ ' •••••. e ....... . 

Garages and Service St&tions .......................... .. 
Drugstores, Soft., Dr:LDk Puler or Saloons .......... . 
Re't&1.l Store-s .. eo ..... • ' ••• __ ............... e" .......... ' • • ... •• '. 

Ch'UrCbes •• _ ........ • ' • __ ........... e .• , .. e ..... ' .............. .. 

SPECIAL CONDmONS 

$6·.00 
15.00 ' 
10~00: 

6.00 . 
6.00 , 

1.. %be above f'la.t. ra.tes a.pply only to nonresidential' customers 
CUl'%"ently receiVing. tJ..&t. rate service. 

2'. No nev service Will 'be proVided 'lmder this schedule. 

$;'7.25,' , 
18.001' 

J2;.;OO, 
7 .. 25;:, 
7~25 " 

3. It the utility so electa, a. meter sha.ll be insta.J.led and 
service t.berea.tter v.Ul be proVided under, Schedule No.1" Metered' Service. 


