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Dec1s1on NO. 92362 OCT 221980 
3EFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

App lication of CALIFOR~IA-AMERICA!S ) 
WATER COr1?ANY for rehearing on ) 
Resolution No. W-2690 adopted ) 
August 19, 1980, in connection ) 
wit~ Cal-A~ Advice Letter No. 202, ) 
filed March 20, 1980. ) 
-------------------------------) 

ORDER DE~YIN~ REHEARI~n 
OR MODIFICATION OF 

RESOLUTION NO. H-209(,) 

Application No. 59905 
Filed Au~ust 28, 1980 

An ap?11cat1on for rehear1ng or modification of Resolution 
;~o. ·~J-2690 has been filed by Cali!ornia-A:nerican Water Company 
(Cal-A~er1can). We have carefully considered each and every 
allegation of error in that petition and are of the opinion that 
good cause for granting rehearing or modifying Resolution 
:Jo. H-2690 in the manner rec.uested has not been shown. 

For several years it has been our ~olicy to condition an 
authority for a uti11ty to deviate from tariff rules and accept 
s?ecial facility and distribution line contribut1ons in the 
~anner we did in ~esolut10n No. \'7-2690. 1!'l1s seemed reasonable 
as a means of 'avoiding a double burden on customers who may have 
already pa1d for a ,ort1on of t~ose facilities in the ~urchase 
price of their home. 

However, the reasonableness of this polic:, has not been 
universally accepted by the 1ndustry. As a result, the quest10n 
of whether this policy should be continued is one of the issues 
being considered 0:"1 a statew1de 'oasis in Case No. 9902, our 
investigation into main-extension rules. The record in that 
proceed1n~ is far from complete. Several parties have not yet put on 
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a sho·.tJ'ing. Under these circumstances, we conclude that the better 
course is to continue to imple!':'lent the present ~olicy, pending a 
resolution or. the issue in Case No. 9902, rather than to reverse 
it and thereby prejudge that question before it is even subm1tted. 
to us. 

Such a course is also consistent with our expressed. policy 
of continuing to im?le!':'lent traditional methods of estimating 
utilities' inco!':'le tax expenses While the question of how such 
expenses should be esti!':'lated is being considered in OIl ~o. 24 
(in re P~c1fic C~S & Electric Co., 84 CPUC 221; Decision No. 92018 
(198~) CPUC ). 

If our determination in Case No. 9902 is to change or delete 
the condition complained o! by Cal-American, Resolution No. 1',1[-2690 

~ay be ~od1f1ed accordingly. ~herefore, 

I~ IS HEREBY ORDERED that rehearing and modification of 
Resolution ~o. w-2690 is denied. 

The effective date of this order is the date hereof. 

Dated ,OCT. 22, 1980 ___________________________ , at San FranciSCO, California. 

Cor=i:;;z1oner Vernon!,. Sturgoon.,boing 
noce~s~rily ab~ent, did not pArt1c1pato 
1:1 ~o, ~=p'0:1:t.1OQ ~, SJ:U,5 p'l'ocoo41ns ... 

Co~!~~!on~r Cla~~~:. Doer1ck. b~!ng 
~6e0~:~ily &b.ent. d~~ not p~tic~,ate 
in t~e ~iS~81t1on of this p~oeeod~. 
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Pre-z1dent 


