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Dec~sio~ ~o. 92852 
BEFORE '!HE PUBr..!C UT!LI:'!ES COr1Nl!SSIOr; OF ~E S':ATE OF CAL::rC;{NIA 

Application of PACIFIC GAS A;:D E!..EC'!'RIC ) 
CO~~~v ~o~ a'··ho~i·y a~o~~ o·he~ ·~~~C~ ) ..... ,,-w.,_ ..... ~tw'.,. "', ....... e, Wf. _ .,,., ......... i;J, 
to increase its rates a~d charges for ) 
water service provided by the Tuol~~ne ) 
'\':ater Syste::-:. ) 

(vlater) ) 

ORDER ;·lO::>I:'YING D!:CISION NO. 924,0 
AND DENYING RE:iEARrNG 

Peti t10ns for rehear1nr: of Decision I~o. 92490 :"'lave been !'iled 
by Pacif1c Gas and Electric Co~pany (PGt.:E) and by Local No. 121.:5 of 
the Internat ional Brotherhood of r.:le ctr1cal ~'lorkerz (::00;). vre have 
carefully reviewed each and every allegation in said petit10ns and 
are of the op1n10n that good cause for granting rehearing has not 
been shown. However, Decision No. 92490 should oe mOdified so that 
the ~o~ulation o~ the "four factor" ratiOS, for purposes of deter­
mining the level of the a~~in1strative and general (A&G) indirect 
expense a~d of co~~on utility plant, reflects the operation and 
rr.a1ntenance (O&~:) payroll expense found reasona~le by the Commission, 
as raised in PG&E's petition. Also, the IBET/I petition has raised 
certain instances of possible inaccuracy which we will ~~end throu~~ 
modi~icat!ons set forth herein. Finally> in the cou~se of mO~irying 
the decision, one clerical-type erro~ is corrected. 

1) Four Factor Modificationz 
The ~e-rormulation of the four factor ratios so that they 

reflect the $398,300 O&M payroll expenses adopted in Decision 
No. 92490, ~esides changing A&G indirect expense and the co~on 
utility plant figure, also changes a number of other figures in 
the body of the decision. These latter resultants will be noted> 
following a setting forth of the new allocations based on the 
revised four factor ratiOS. 
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As Decision No. 92490 explains, in o~der to determine indirect 
A&G expenses for the Tuolumne Hater Systern.~ it is necessary to 
deter~ine lG&E's General Orfice expense on a total company basis. 
Then a percentage of such expense is allocated to PG&E's water 
system operations, after which a percentage is allocated to the 
individual water syste~s such as Tuo1~~ne. The revised adopted 
allocations are 0.31 percent to water operations, and 34.48 percent 
to Tuol~~ne (cf. D. 92490, Pg. 32). USing these revised percentages, 
the result of revised four factor calculations, the adopted figure 
for A&C indirect expense is $20 4 ,600. ':'he effe ct of the nett: 
allocations on the adopted utility plant figure (of whiCh co~~on 
utility plant is a component) 1s to Change it to $6,220,100. 

!n the order or their appearance in the body of the decision, 
the changed ite~s and their new values (at adopted rates) are as 
follows: Additional Revenues, $779,100; General Office Prorated 
Expense: A&G ~~direct - $204,600, Ad Valorem Taxes - $3,700, Total 
Prorated Expense - $218,700; Taxes Based on Inco~e: California 
Corporate Franchise Tax - $6,800, Federal Inco~e Tax - $1,900, ~otal 
Inco~e Tax - 6,700; Utility Plant, $6,220,100; Depreciation Expense, 
$101,800; ~eprec1ation Reserve, ~3,039,400; '=otal vTeighted Average 
Plant, $6,220,100; Average Depreciated Rate Base, $3,001,000; 
Weighted Average Additions to Tuol~~ne System Plant-in-Service tor 
Test Year 1980, $92,000; vleighted Average Plant, $6,220,100. 

2) Clerical Error 
!n the second sentence of the ~irst paragraph on page 39, 

reference is made to ~~ ~end-of-year~ plant est~~ate. Actually, 
the plant esti:nate is for "weighted average" plant .. 

3) Rate Cha.~s.es 
Due to modifications included herein, certain of the Quantity 

-" 
Rates per 100 cubic feet, per meter per month set forth on pages 1, 
2, and 4 of 6 of Appendix A> for usage tor the period "Arter Oct. 

31, 1981." are changed • 
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IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that Decision No. 92~90 is ~odiried az 
follows: 

1. The second and tourth full sentences on par,e 23a, ~imeo, 
, 

which ro~. part of the Co~~issio~'s discussion u~der the section 
titled "Unio~ ~'lase Rates and vlorkinc Practices," 3:-e anended to read 
as follows: 

"'!'he Coml':"lission will not view as sacrosanct in its 
ratemak1ns process every element of a collective 
bargaining agreement when such affects rates ~~d 
service to the detri::lent or ratepayers." 

"vle reserve the rig:"lt to disallow such costs as we 
find to be u."reasonable." 

2. The paragraph begi~~ing at the bottom or page 31 is amended 
to read as follows: 

"(a) There is a difference between the PG&E and 
starr estimates of indirect A&G expenses. ~o deter.o1ne 
indirect A&G expenses, it is necessa:-y to determine the 
company total ~~d allocate an appropriate a~ount to the 
water depa:"t::le~t. The amo~~t allocated to the wate:­
depa~ment is further allocated to each of the districts. 
':'hese allocations are based on the "four-factor" ratios. 
PG&E's allocation to the water departnent is 0.35 percent, 
or which 35.37 percent is allocated to the Tuol~ne Syste~. 
The correspond1n~ starf :-atios are 0.26 percent a~d 
33.36 percent. The Co~~ission will adopt ratios of 
0.31 percent and 3~.48 percent as more re~sonable." 

3. The sentence in the first full para~raph on pa~e 32 Which 
begins: "Since the total a."'llount or A&G expenses .•• ", should 'be 
deleted. 

4. The last paragraph on page 32 should be atlended to read 
as follows: 

.. 
nCb) For prorated ad valorem taxes, the Co~ission 

finds that the stafr's estimates, which are based on more 
recent and actual data, are reasonable and, as modified by 
changes in the common plant est~ate brought about by the 
re-formulation of the four factor ratiOS, should 'be adopted." 
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5. The second sentence on page 39 is ~~endec to read as 
follows: 

"The esti~ated weighted average plant is $6,220,100." 

6. Findings of Fact Nos. 12, 17, 21, 22, 23, 24 ~~e 27 are 
~~enced to read as follows: 

"12. The sum of $1,259,1.; 00 is a reasonable ezt:L-nate of the 
total operating revenues for the test year 1980 at 
author!:ed rates. 

"11. The su,"':'l of $218,700 fo'!' general o~tice !):'o:'ated 
expenses fo'!' the test year 1980 is reasonable. 

"21. The estimate of $8,700 for total income taxes for 
the test year 1980 is reasonable. 

"22. The su:r. of $6,220,100 is reasonable for utility 
plant for the test year 1980. 

"23. The staff est:L"nates for depreciation expense 2.."ld 
for depreciation reserve as modified a:'e ~ore 
reasonable than those of PG&E because they are 
based on ~ore reliable data. The following are 
reasonable tor the test year 1980: 

Depreciation Expense 

Depreciation Reserve 

$101,800 

$3,039,400 

"21.;. The su.~ of $3,001,000 is a reasonable est1."'!1ate for 
average depreciated rate base for the test year 1980. 

"27. The total ~"':'lount of the increase in ~"lnual revenue 
author~zed by this decision is $779,100; the rate or 
return on rate 'base is 9 percent; the return on COI!lmon 
equity is 11.49 percent. 

7. Conclusions of Law Nos. 1 and 3 are amended to read as 
follows: .0 

"1. The following results of operations should be 
adopted for the test year 1980 and utilized in 
establishing the rates authorized herein: 

-4-

,r 



• 

• 

A. 58631' L/r.lbh 

Ite:r. 

O'Oeratin~ Revenues 

Sale:: Revenue 
Total Operatinr, Revenue:: 

O'Oerating Ex'Oenses 

Operation & Mainter~nce 
Administrative & General 
General O!~ice Prorated 

Subtotal 

Depreciation Expense 
Taxes Other Than Incor.le 
State Corp. Franchise Tax 
?ederal Incor.le ~ax 

Total Operating Expense 

Ado'Oted 
(~ousands of Dollars) 

$l,259 • .4 
1,259.4 

568.7 
0.7 

218.7 
703.1 

10l.8 
90.6 
6.8 
1.9 

909.2 

Net Operating Revenues Adjusted 270.2 

3,001.0 

9 .. 0% 

Rate Base 

Rate of Return 

"3. PG&E should be authorized to file for the Tuolu::ne 
System the revised water rates set forth in Append1x A 
which are designed to yield $779,100 in additional 
revenues based on the adopted results of operations 
~or the test year 1980." 

8. Pages 1, 2 a~d 4 of 6 of Appendix A are canceled a~d are 
replaced by the corresponding revised tarifr pages attached hereto. 

Rehearing of DeCision No. 92490, as ~odified herein, is 
denied. 

The effective da;gAPf this order is the date hereof. 
Dated MA.~ ~5 -~!, , at 

~ ......... . ,,~ 
w~-· -:--: 

,,~. -
.. - - ..,. 

COmm1ss 10ners 
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3e~ore 
::0"'. ~t 1ge: 

:0:- ·/e x 3/~i."lch me~e: . •..•.....•.....•. '. For 3/1.-i."lch met.e: ....•............. 
For ' . . ... -:.."').cn. met.er ....••............ 
F'or ,. i: ' 

.~ ncn me':.er ....•.••........•. 
:O~ 2-inch me:.e:- .................. 
:0:- 3-i:ch me-:.e:- •.•••.....•..••.•. 
:0:- ~:!.."":.c!l mete:- ._ .••....•.•••.•.. 
:or 6-L"ch meter .. ~ ... -........• -. 
:or B-i."lch meter .......... ~ ....... 

The !'~::"Z 't 
The next. 
-:or ~ over 

300 ou • .rt.., oe:r 100 cu.. !t.. 
9,700 cu. ~t.., -per 100 C".l. !'t.. 

10,000 C'J..!'t.., 'per 100 c~.::. .. 

S l...·55 
5.~ 
7.25 
9.~ 

l1..00 
27.00 
4.2.~ 
60 .. 00 
es.~ 

The Service Charge i::l a read.iness-'to-~erve ch3rge 
a~~lieaole to all metered ~erviee and t.o which is 
to' 'oe ad.dcd. t.he IDOnt.hly cha.:-gc eornpl'ted at. the 
Quant.i ty Rat.e. 

A~':-e,: 

Oc-:.. 'l' ~ ~p." .:-t -. -'-

r .. ) 
~ 6·S0 

.. 
! 

7.80 
:.o.~ 
:.:; . .:c 
20.00 
39.00 
60.00 
85.00 

:.20.00 

.. 550 I 
.. 71.+6 
.692 C:) 

( ~l~ 
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Page :2 o~ :, 

Per'Mete: P~r Mont.~ 

Se:.-tice ChD.:'g~: 

:0': ;/0 x .:;! 4-i.."lcll met.e: •...••••...•. -~ 
:O~ :3/t...-inc~ met.e: ......•....... ., 
:or l-i.."lch me-:.e:, ............... 
:0:- .,' . . =e:e:-.. :~l.:'te:l. .......... " .... 
:0:- 2-i.."lch met.e: ................ 
Fo:- :3-inch me-:.e: .......... _ ..... 
'lor L..-i.."lCh :ne-:.e:- ............... 
Fo,: 6-i:.ch me-:.er ................ 
:0:' 8-inch met.e: ................ 

1"\. ............. .: ...... J '!)A"e*' ....... _.. ".:\4.. ~. 

?ir:5t­
N'eX':. 
Ov&l" 

),000 C'J... ft., per 100 
7,000 cu.. !'t., per 100 

10,OCO cu. !':, .. F per 100 

cu. !t .. 
C'J. .. 

cu. .. 
1". .. ..... 
1'. ....... 

3e!'ore 
~o ..... 1. :..~e: 

.. .;. 3·00 
:3.70 
4 .. 90 
6 .. 00 
9 .. 00 

:'8.00 
28.00 
k.O.CO 
;6.00 

.04. 

.. 07 

.06 

The Service Charge i~ a read.ine$~to-5erve charge 
applica.ble to all meterec1 5er.'ice and. to 'Which ~ 
to be added. the monthly charge cOI'l1'p.ltec!. at the 
Quanti toy Rate. 

;'~~er 

~C"!.. 31. 

.:: ~.;5 (:) 
5 .. 50 
7.:30 
9.00 

l1..00 
27.Oj 
4,2.00 
bO.OC 
8L...OO 

.08 

.l3 

.ll (I) 

/ .. ) 
\ .. 



• 

• 

Applicable :'0 ~~~re~ted w~ter :or ir=ig~tion ~r?O~e~ ~~m ~he ~ti!i"!.J'~ 
c.i.tc:' 3j"s:em. 

....... "e--"'~o-:r .... j"cen· ·0 "Io,e ~!.~'':'':r' • ..I';"c'" ~v--·em '"'-·o .. ·• ... ·ne ,.,.. ...... :r ... •.• e 1IiI' ... _ loiii _ ~ fI,Io "" rIIII v... .. w ..... ~", J .... .., a... ""J"''' i' .... .tN.... """"-....... _ , ~ 
shovn on it~ Tuol~e Ditch Se~ce A:ea ~a~z, exce~~~~ the Alge~~e ~-d :~caid 
Di:c~es ~~_~ the ~on-i.-rigat~or. se~~o~ ~~C ~o ll! ~ew se~tices :~m the 
':':.:.ol:'~"le Xai."l C~ .. .a.:. .. 

A. :~ga:ion seazon, 6-mo~:h pe~oc 
Ap:il !;, :0 Oc:ooe: 15 i."lc:~siv~: 

3e!'o~ 
N'o·,. 1: 1981 

First ~ m~er', inch 0: contract eap~ci::r, or :e== 
~dd1tion~ capacit:r. ~r ! m~"ler'= ~"lcn ............ . 

ehanee~ .- ••• - ••••••••••••••••••••••••• ~ •••••••• 
"'-·e .... 6 .... - 0.... • .. - 0""· 0'" recP"'- .. t~ 0'" wY. ........ ...." .,,-_.... • • ..,,. 0 .... '" _ ... 

$6.:'0 
;.05 

A!':er 
Oe"!..;l. 198:-
s8.60 
",.30 

ch~~e~, ~~ er~~e •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• sa.50 S:"2.00 
,.., " .... I, ... ? ~ ~"e' "''',.......w_.,,, ~." tJ 

':'~ ... - .., ... 
~"'le:"s . _.""'.., -.) 

~ex:. 57 ::::""le r' z 
Ove:, eo :ni.~e!" , 

ineh-<iay:: , per mi.~er' :; 
ineh.-c!..::r~ , j)e::- m:.."ler' ~ 
ineh....aayz, per mine:"z 

3. Nor.ir::.sat.ioc. ,ea~n, 6-month period 
October l6 ~o A~ril 14 inc1~:ive 

Qu.an:it1 Rate: 

!-"'lc:.....ca:r 
!-"lch-'!"':t 
ir..eh-da:r 

•• For all water deliver~, per ~"ler's inc~sy ••• 
Min1::u.m Charge: 

For e3ch deliver; ••••••...••••.•..••.•.•.••••••• 

S:'.1.0 

Sl.40 

$10·50 

S2.l0 
1.90 
1 .. 60 

~2.00 

S14.ao 
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RICHARD D. GRAVELLE, Co~~issioncr 
LEO~ARO ~. GRIMES, JR., Co~~issio~er 

We concur. 

The changes made in these decisions (D. 92489 and 
D. 92490) Simply make the langu~ge used in these m~tters consistent 
with the language we employed in O. 92652, A. 59132, of Gencr~l 
Telephone Co. The fact that these language changes have been 
made should not be misconstrued by petitioners. The regulatory 
vs. collective bargaining issues presented in these proceedings 
~re not significant enough to require a judicial test of the 
applicable law. Given a meaningful challenge to our regulatory 
responsibility, we believe the Commission would be duty bound 
to fulfill its constitutional and statutory obligations to the 

~ public interest and the consumers of public utility service. 

'. 

It is not difficult to visualize a situation in which 
mere disallowance of a utility expense for ratemaking purposes 
would not protect the public or result in the level of service to 
which the utility customer is entitled. If such was the case, 
we would have no choice but to direct specific action by the 
utility to correct the problem whether or not such action might 
conflict with a collective bargaining agreement. To do less 
would be an~4bdication·of our responsibility to labor and manage­
ment negotiator~, each of whom owe allegiance to a very limited 
constituency which'does not encompass the ratepayer or the over­
all public interest. 

We can state categorically at this time that should'such 
a situation ar·ise we would not shirk f::or,l mav.ing the difficult 
decision ~nd letting the courts decide the issue. 

San Francisco. California 
March 25. 1981 

Co~~issioner 
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Decision No. 92490 Oeee~er 2, 1980 

BEFORE 'nIE PUBLIC U'I'II.IIItS COMMISSION OF 'Il:iE S'l'AT.E OF CALIFORNIA 

A~~lication of PACIFIC GAS AND ElECIRIC ) 
COMPA...~ for authority, among other ) 
things, to increase its r.:.ces and ) 
charges for water service provided by ) 
the Tuolumne Water System. ) 

) 
(waeer) ) 

Application No. 58631 
(riled January 25, 1979) 

~.a.lcolm H .. Furbush, Robert Ohlbach,. and 
jose~h s. Englert, Jr., Attorneys at Law, 
for Pacific Gas and Electric Company, 
a:P? licane .. 

william E. Gerber, for Ponderosa Water 
company, proteseant. 

Jeanne M. Baubv, Attocey at Law, for 
ca~i~or:~a ~~ Bureau Federation; 
Marsh, Mast:agni & ~rc:", by Maureen C.. . 
'itThe lan, Attocey at law', for rnte:na.t:ional 
Brotner~ood of Electrical Workers, Local 
Union l245; Kronick, Moskovitz, Tiedemann & 
Girard', by Edward J. Tiedemann, Attocey 
at Law, for PIacer COunty Water Agency; 
and Garv Egger; for Tuolumne County water 
District No. Z, interested pa~ies. 

Grant E. !anner
i 

Attorney at Law) and 
Arthur Ran~o d, for the ~ission staff .. 
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OPINION -----.. ... -
Summarv of Decision 

!his decision grants Pacific Gas and Electric Company 
(PG&E) an increase in ~ater rates for its Tuolumne Waeer System 
(Tuolumne System). The decision finds that a.u increa.se in 

rates to yie ld add i t 100al revenues of $ 736,700, a return ClO: 

rate base of 9 percent, and a return of ll.49 percent on common 
equity is reasonable. !'he increase is authorized to be implemented 
in two annual steps. 

This is an application by PC&E seeking an increase tn 

rates and charges for its Tuolumne System.. Because of interrelated 
subject matter the application was consolidated for hearing with 
the following other PG&E applications for increases in water 
raees: A.S8628 (Western Canal Water System), A .. S8629 (Willits 
Water System), A.S8630 (Jackson Water System), A.S8632 (Placer Water 
System) and A .. 586.33 (Angels Water System). Separa.te decisions'will 
be issued on each application .. 

A duly noticed public hearing was held in this ~tter 
before Administra.tive La~ Judge Donald B .. Jarvis in Sonora on 
August 23, 1979. Further hearing was held in San Francisco on 
September ll, 12, 13, 14, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28 and October 22, 23 
and 24, 1979.. The proceeding was submitted subject to the filing 
of briefs which were recei".red by November 20, 1979. 
'Descri'O:ion of System 

PG&E's Tuolumne Sys~em consists of a series of canals 
(ditches) and reservoirs serving untrea~ed wa~er to rural areas 
adjacent to the ditches, and ~reated water to ~he towns of Sonora, 
Tuolumne, and Jamestown. It is located generally between the 
South Fork Stanislaus River and the North Fork Tuolumne River 
in Tuolumne County. 
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In 1978 the system served 3,772 customers with water 
diverted from the South Fork Stanislaus River by PG&E' s Phoenix 
Hydroelectric Project, which is partly under license by the 
Federal Energy Regul~tory Commission. 

!he TuolUmne System has four general operating areas: 
1. The area which includes the company's Tuol'Jmr1e treated 

water service area, and the Section 4 Eureka and Soulsbyville 
Ditches. 

2. The area downstream of the "Phoenix Penstock diversion, 
~hich is served by the Columbia, Matelot, and San.Diego Ditches • 

. 3. The area downstream of the' Phoenix powerhouse at: the 
Phoenix Reservoir; including the treated water service areas of 
Sonora and Jamestown which are served from the Shaw's Flat, 
Sonora, Racetrack, Table Mountain, and MOntezuma Ditches. 

4. The area downstream of the Phoenix Reservoir, which is 
served by the Kincaid Ditch and the Phoenix Ditch, and. seasonally 
by the Algerine Ditch. 
!13terial Issues 

The material issues presented in this proceeding are: 
(1) Is PG&E entitled to an increase in rates7 (2) If PG&E is 
entitled to a rate increase, what is the appropriate amount7 
(3) Should any increase be implemented in one step or severa17 
(4) What is the appropriate rate design for any inerease which 
may be granted7 (5) Should the Commission disallow for ratemaking 
purposes the discount which PG&E provides its employees? 
(6) Should ehe Commission in determining expenses use ehe w~ges 
paid by PG&E under the statewide colleceive bargaining agreement 
which it has wieh the Ineernational Brotherhood of Electrical 
Workers? 
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P=esene and Pro~osed Rates 
!he present general rates of the Tuolumne SysteM W2re 

authorized by Decision No. 87468 dated June 21, 1977 in 
Ap.plication No. 54199. '!'he rates became effective in ewo steps 
on July 16, 1977 and July 16, 1978. It was estimated that 
the authorized rates would produce a. rate of return on rate base 
of 3.79 percent for the test year 1973. 

The r~tes currently charged were made effective 
September 1, 1978 by Advice Letter No. 162~. Advice Letter No. 
162~ was filed July 28, 1978 pursuant· to Ordering Paragraph 5 
of this Commission's OII No. 19. Tae primary purPose of OII 
No. 19 was to reduce rates by passing on to customers the 
ad valorem tax savings resulting from the addition of Article 
XIII-A to the Constitution of the State of california (Jarvis-Gann 
Initiative, Proposition l3). the mechanism employed is an 
addition ~f a Tax Change Adjust:nent Clause (TCAC) to the 
Prel~inarY Statement for PG&E Tariff Schedules applicable to 
water service in the Tuolumne. The TCAC specifies that the rates 
given on the tariff sheet for each rate schedul~ are to be reduced 
by 8.6 percent. Tuolumne System current general metered service 
rates are as follows: 
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APP!.ICABn. I'I'Y 

General Meeered Service 
Trea eed W' a:l:er 

Applicable to all treated water furnished on a metered basis. 

'I'ERRITORY 

The unincorporated comxmmities of J'amestown and Tuolumne and 
the incorporated city of Sonora, and vicinity, Tuolumne Cotmty .. 

RAttS 

Quantity Rates: 

First 
Next 
Next 
Over 

400 cu. 
2,600 cu. 
7,000 cu. 

10,000 cu. 

ft. or less .............. . 
ft., per 100 cu. ft •••••• 
ft.,. per 100 cu. ft ...... . 
ft., per 100 cu. ft •••••• 

Minimum Charge: 

For 5/8 x 3/4-inch ~eter · . . . ., ., . .. . . .. . . . . . . ~ 
For 3/4-inch meter ................. ., . ., ... 
For l-inch meter · ......... ., .. ., ........ .. 
For l~-inch meter .. . . .. . . . .. . .. .. .. ., .. ., . .. . 
For 2-inch meter .. . . .. .. . . . . .. . .. . . . . ., .. 
For 3-inch meter . · ................. ., ., ., .. . 
For 4-inch meter · . . . . . . . . . . . . . ., . . . 

Per Meter 
Per Month 

$ 3.90 
.39 
.23 
.16 

$ 3.90 
4.70 
6.20 
7.80 

12.00 
23.00 
39.00 

!he M1n!mum Charge will entitle the customer to the 
-quantity of water which that minimtlm charge will 
purchase at the Quanti~ Rates. 
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APPLICASn.I'IY 

General Metered Service 
Untreated ';.later 

Applicable to all untreated water furnished from the 
ditch system on a metered basis. 

TERRITORY 
The territory adjacent to the Com~any's ditch system, 

Tuolumne County. 

RATES· 
Per Meter 
Per Mont:h 

Quantity btes: 
First 1,000 cu. ft .. or less . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
Next 2,000 cu .. ft. , per 100 cu. ft. · . ., ., . ., . . 
Next 7 000 cu. ft .. , per 100 cu. ft. · .. ., .... 
Next 90:000 cu. ft. , per 100 cu. ft. · ...... ' ., . 
Over 100,000 cu. ft .. , per 100 cu. ft. · ., ... ., .... 

Min1nn:l:m Charge: 
For 5/8 x 3/4 or 3/4-inch meter 
For l-inch meter 

· . . . . . . . . ., . . . . . · . ~ . . ., . . . . . . . . . 
For l~-inch meter · . . . ., . . ., ., . ., . . . ., 
For 2-inch meter · .. . . ., . . . . . . . . ., . 
For 3-inch meter · . ., . . . ., ., . . ., . . . ., 
For 4-inch meter ., . . ., ., . . ., . . . . . . . 
For 6-inch meter · ., . . . . . . . ., . . . . -

$ 3 .. 85 
.29 
.10 
.06 
.. 05 

$ 3.85 
5.80 
9 .. 60 

14.40 
19 .. 20 
22.00 
48.00 

The Min~ Charge will entitle the customer to the 
quantity of water which that min~ charge will purchase 
at the Quantity Rates. 

PG&E introduced evidence which indieates that at present 
rates it had the following actual and estfmated rate of reeurn 
from the Tuolumne System: 

Year 1977 Year 1978 Year 1979 Year 1980 
Recorded Adjusted Estfmated Estimated Estfmated 

At Present Rates (7 .. 111.) (5.611.) (5.151.) (8.891.) (6.751.) 

(Red Figure) 
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PG&E seeks herein authority to raise Tuolumne System 
rates to generate additional revenues o! $1,054,000, or 
235.8 percent; which it contends will allow it to earn a reeurn 
of 9.84 percent on rate base. Bec3use of the magnitude of the 
proposed increase, PG&E proposes to ~plement it in two steps 
at a one-year interval as follows: 

APPLICABn.I'!Y 

General Metered Service 
Treated Water 

Applicable to all treated water furnished on 'a metered basis. 

TERRITORY 
The unincorporated communities of Jamestown, Tuolumne City, 

and the incorporated city of Sonora, and Vicinity, Tuolumne 
County as shown on the service area maps of said systems • 

RA'IES 

Service Charge: 
For 5/8 x 3/4-inch meter · . . . . . ~ . . . , . . . . . 
For 3/4-inch meter · . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ~ 
For l-inch meter · . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
For l~-inch meter ~ . . . . . . . . ~ . . . . . . 
For 2-inch meter · . . . . . . . . . . ~ . . . . 
For 3-inch meter · . . . . . . . -. . . . . . . 
For 4-inch meter • • • • * • • • * • • • • • • • 

Quautity Rates: 
First 300 cu. ft., per 100 cu. ft. 
Over 300 cu. ft., per 100 cu. ft. 

. . ,. ~ . . . . . . 
Minitl:Nm. Charge: 
!he Service Charge. 

. StHi 1 
Perter 
Per Month 

$ 5.25 
7 .. 75 

l3.00 
26.00 
41.00 
78.00 

130.00 

$ 0 .. 35 
0.70 

St:~ 2 
Perter 
Per Month 

$ 

$ 

7.00 
10 .. 50 
l7.50 
35.00 
56.00 

l05 .. 00 
175 .. 00 

O .. SC 
0.95 

!he Service Charge is a readiness-to-serve charge applicable 
to all measured General Metered Service and to which is to 
be added the monthly charge computed at the Quantity Rates • 
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APPLlCA.RII.ITY 

General Metered Service 
Untreated Water 

Applica~le to, untreated water service from the ditch system. 

TERRITORY 
The territory adjacent to the Company's ditch system, Tuolumne 

County, as shown on its Tuolumne Ditch System 'Service Area map, . 
excepting the Algerine, Kincaid Ditch, and new services from 'Che 
Tuolumne Main Canal .. 

RATES 

Serv'ice Charge: 
For 5/8 x 3/4 or 
For 
For 
For 
For 
For 
For 

Quantity Rates: 
First l,OOO cu .. 
Next 2,000 cu .. 
Next 

3/4-inch meter 
l-inch meter 
l~-inch meter 
2-inch meter 
3-inch meter 
4-ineh meter 
6-inch meter 

ft. , per 100 
ft .. , per 100 
ft. , per 100 7,000 cu .. 

Next 90,000 cu. ft .. , per 100 
100 Next 

· . . . ... . . · ..... ., ...... 
.. . . . . . . · ...... .. 
.. .. .. .. .. . ., 
.............. 
........ 

cu. ft. 
cu .. ft .. 
cu .. ft. 
cu. ft .. 
cu. ft. 400,000 cu .. ft. , per 

Over 500,000 cu. ft. , per 100 cu. ft. 

Minimum Charge: 

!he Service Charge. 

Step 1 
Per Meter 
Per Month 

$ 5 .. 25 
9.00 

17.00 
27.00 
50 .. 00 

185 .. 00 
170.00 

• .. $ 0.30' . .. 0 .. 25 
.. .. 0.20 
.. .. 0.12 . .. 0.07 ... 0 .. 04 

Stet> 2 
Per Me'Cer 
Per Month 

$ 7 .. 00 
12.00 
23 .. 00 
37 .. 00 
70 .. 00 

115 .. 00 
230 .. 00 

$ 0 .. 50 
0 .. 40 
0.30 
0 .. 20 
0 .. l4 
0.06-

The Service Charge is a readtness-to-serve charge applicable 
to all measured General Metered Service and to which is to 
be added the monthly charge compu'Ced at the Quantity Rates .. 
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Under PG&E's proposal the monthly bill for the average 
Iuolumne System treated water customer!/ would increase from 
$7 .. 02 to $12.60 at Step 1 and $17 .. 05 a't Stet> 2 .. The bill for 'the 
average untreated metered water eustomer1! (Ditch System) would 
increase from $11.55 to $17 .. 05 at Step 1 and $25.70 at Step 2. 
Position of the Commission Staff 

The Commission staff (staff) takes the position that a 
return on rate base of 9 .. 84 percent is appropriate for the Tuolumne 
System. It produced different estizates than PG&E on revenues and 
expenses.. It contends that the additional revenues requested by 

PG&E would produce a return on rate base of 18.94 percent. The 
staff recommends an tncrease in revenues of $618,700 which 
according to the staff would yield a return on rate base of 9 .. 84 
percent and amount to a 128 .. 4 percent increase in revenue. 

Some of the reasons for the differing estimates are: 
(1) The staff contends tha.t PG&E employee discOlmts should not be 

'considered for ratemaking purposes .. (2) The staff contends that 
the wages paid by PG&E pursuant to its union contract 'Under union 
work rules should not be directly applied for ratemaking purposes, 
and (3) !he staff made different adjustMents in the aQounts utilized 
for uncollectibles, interest charges, penSions and benefits 
capitalized, allocations, depreciation,and other expenses. 
Position of Tuolumne Svstem Customers • 

Five members of the public gave sworn statements 3.1: 

the hearing in Sonora_ tn addition, two of these witnesses gave 
additional testimony at the hearing in San FranciSCO .. 

1.1 Based on cons'tlmption of l,200 cu. ft. per month. 
'1:/ Based on consumption of 4,900 cu. ft. per month • 
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Two of the witnesses expressed concern about the 
~crease i~ rates for agriculeural irrigation. 

The president of the Ponderosa Water Company (Ponderosa) 
gave testimony in Sonora and San Francisco. PG&E sel!s Ponderosa 
untreated water for' use in its system. At the t:£me of the hearing 

Ponderosa had a complaint against PG&E on file with the Commission 
(Case No. 10629). The mntter is still pending. 

Ponderosa's president testified that an increase in rates 
for the treated water portion of the-Tuolumne System was warranted 
because capital investments had been made to comp~y with Safe 
Drinki?S Water Bond Act Standards. He objected to any major increase 
for the ditch system on the grounds that it was inefficient and 
inadequate. 

The acting general ::n.a.nager (manager) of 'I'uolun:::ne Com:.ty 

Water District No. 2 (District) testified at the hearing in 
San Francisco. He ~dicated that District is one of 28 customers 
which purchase water for resale from PG&E. He stated that 
Tuolumne County is growing fn population and there is need for 
additional water to support this growth. The Tuolumne System is' 
the basic water supply system for the area and that proviSions 
should be made for increasing the supply of treated wa~er. The 
manager indicated that this issue was before the Commission in 
Application No. 54199 and various complaint proceedings. The 
manager also testified that District was not opposed to a reasonable 
increase in rates in this proceeding. 
Position of International Brotherhood 
of Electrical ~orkers 

The International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers, 
local Union No. 1245 (!B~) appeared in this proceeding. The I~ 
contends that the ~ission should not adopt the staff recommenda­
tion to eliminate consideration of the employee discounts for 
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rate:naking purposes. The IBEW a.rgues that this recommendation is 
contrary to Commission Decision No. 89653 ane a prohibited 
interference with the collective bargaining process. It argues 
that the =ecommendation would interfere with the vested benefits 
of retirees. The IB~ also contends that disallowance for ratemaktng 
p~oses, of the wage rates and work practices provided for in its 
collective bargaining agreement with PG&E would be contrary to 
public policy and not in the best interest of PG&E's customers. 
Discussion 

The -last increase in rates for the Tuolumne Syste: was 
in 1977. That increase was an intertm one which allowed no re~ 
0'0. e-quity. 

"The theory 0'0. which the state exercises ~ont:rol 
over a public utility is that the ?ro~erty so 
used is thereby dedicated to a public use.. The 
dedication is qualified, however, in that the 
owner retains the right to receive a. reasonable 
compensation for use of such property and for the 
service Rerformed in the operation and maintenance 
thereof.' (Lvon & Hoag v Railroad Commission 
(1920) 183 c 145, 147; Federal Power comm~ssion v 
Hope Narura1 Gas Co. (1944) 320 US 591.) 

The record clearly indicates that some increase is warranted. It 
is necessary to consider the magni~de thereof. In this consideration 
che Commission will use 1980 as the test year. 

A. Consideration of Customer Contentions 
The contentions of District and Ponderosa have only nominal 

relevance in this proceeding. The Commission cakes official notice 
that case No. 10629 is still pending and that Decision No. 92064 was 
entered i.."'1 Applica.tion No. 54199 on January 29, 1980~/. 

3/ PG&E filed a petition for rehearing on August 18, 1980 and 
- District filed a petition for modification on August 27, 1980. 

Decision No. 92314 dated October 8, 1980, modified Decision 
No. 92064 as re~ested by District and denied rehearing • 
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Decision ~o~ 92064 orders PG&E to prepare a study on the 
desirability of ~roviding metered ~ater service for unmetered 
portions of the !uolumne System, prepare a plan for piping the 
existing ditch system, and file rules concerning the supplying, 
of potable water to the entire service area. 

Decision No. 92064 has no eftect on this proceeding. 
Much of the order m.andaees the pre-paration of plans or studies. 
Any changes or im~rovements to' the system would have a.n 
i=act on ra.te base and operation ana maintenance (0&.'1) expenses. 
It is clear that none of this will occur durin~ the test year 
1980 •. The ~pact of DeciSion No. 92064 must be left to sub­
seauent rate proceedings. 

B. Employee Discounts 
For many years prior to the advent of a collective 

bargaining agreement ~ith IBEW, PG&E gave its employ~es a 2S percent 
discount for utility service which it furnished. The discount 
applied to retired employees. The first collective bargaining 
agreement bee:N'een PG&E and I~ provided for maintaining all 
e:nployee benefits then in existence. !he present agree:nent 
provides that FG&E shall not "(1) abrogate or reduce the scope 
of any present plan or rule beneficial to employees ••• or (2) reduce 
the wage ra.te of any employee covered hereby, or change the 
condition of employment of any such employee to his dis8.cWantage." 
(Exhibit 65, § 107.1.) 

In A~~lieations Nos. 55509 and 55510 which were a~plications 
by PG&E to inerease electric and gas rates, various parties urged 
the abolition of the PG&E employee discount. The staff took the 
position that the discount should be maintained for then eu--rent 
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re~i:ees and phased ou~ ove: a 2-to 4-year period. In Decision 
~o. 89315 entered on September 6, 1978, tne Commission 
ordered the phasing out of the employee discount with continua~ion 
?ermitted to those persons re~ired as of a specific date. Variot.lS 
petitions for a rehearing were filed. Thereafter, on November 9. 
1978, the Commission, in Decision No .. 89653, modified Decision 
No .. 89315 to provide for retention of the employee discount and 
denied rehearing. 

follO'W's: 
!he pe:tinent portions of DeciSion No. 89653'are as 

"The Commission is of the opinion tlla t elimina. tion 
of employee discount r~tes is inappropriate at 
tllis time since recent federal legisla~ion 
prohibits taxation of these benefits~ 
Employee discount rates apparently will continue 
to be a tax free fringe benefit, and any 
additional cost that elizination of the discount 
rates might create should not be placed on 
a;&Z's customers absent .a convincing showing 
that sgch additional cost will not in fact occur 
and that the discount rates are a disincentive 
to energy conservation. 

"1/ - On Octobe: 7, 1978, President carter signed 
H.R. 12841, whieh prohibits the issuance of 
regulations that would include employee 
fringe benefits in gross income .. " (Slip 
Decision p.l.) 

·"IT IS FOR:HER ORDERED ~~at'CrQerin9 P~r~9raphs, 9, 10, 
ll, and 12 on page 33, Findin;s 2, S, and ~ on ?a;e 25, and 
Conclusions 1 and 2 on page 26 are deleted from Decision 
No. 89315 • 
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,1\ 

"IT IS FURTHER ORDERE!)'-that the followin; findings and 

conclusions are inserted in Decision ~o. 89315 as follows: 

*** 
"On page 25, Findings 2, 5 and 6: 

'2. PG&E"s employee diseount rates have not 
been shown to be a disincentive to energy 
conserva tior!.. ' 

'S. Employee discount rates w~ll ~ontinue 
to be a tax free fringe beneflt Slnce recent 
federal legislation prohibits the issuance 
of regulations that would include employee 
fringe benefits in grosS,income.' 

'0. Elimin~ting employee ,discount r~tes would 
ultimately result in increased. cost of 
service. I 

'''On page 20, Conclusion 1: 
'1.' Based on the evidence in this record i~ 
cannot be concluded that employee discount 
rates should be discontinued.· .. (Slip Decision p. 2.) 

In this proeeeding the staff does not,propose directly 
.~liminatin9 the employee discount. It argues that the diseount sho~ld 
not be allowed for ratemaking purposes herein. -The rationale for 
the staff's poSition is that not all employees who receive the 
discount are used or useful in the water uti1iey operation and that 
including the equivalent number of full-ti:ne employees actually 
engaged in water operations woulo have a negligible effect on revenue 

es'tl:llates. 
!~ contends that the discounts are part of the collective 

ba.rga.ining agreemen't with PG&E and refusal 'to consider them for 
rat~~g purposes is an impermissible intrusion into the collec'tive 
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bargaining process which is preempted under federal law.~/ IBEW 
argues that the staff position is eont~ary to tabor Code Section 923, 
which provides in par~ ~s follows: 

"In the ineerpretation .l.nd applie:leion of this ebapte-r, 
the public policy of this State is declared ~s follo'W's: 

'~egotia:ion of terms and conditions of labor 
should result from volun~ry agreement beeween 
employer and ~ployees. Governmental authority 
has permitted and encouraged employers to 
organize in the corporate and other forms of 
capital control ••••. Therefore i: iz necessa:y 
that the ind.ividual wor,l<:nan have full £:eedom 
of assoeiation, self-org~niZ3tion, and designa­
tion of representatives of-his own chOOSing, 
to negotiate the terms and conditions of his 
employment." 

Finally, I~ contends that the Commission should follow ~;s holding 

in Decision No. 89653. It asserts that if the discounts are 
eliminated, greater revenues for :rG&E will be required to pay for 
the substitute, taxable benef~ts ~o which the employees would be 

entitled. 
PG&Z argues that employee discounts a:e ,part of its 

collective bargaining agreement and-should be al~oweQ in this 
proceeding. It contends that if the discounts are disallowed, the 

staff presentation fails to provide for additional revenue necessary 
to compensate for the disallO'W'ed benefit or the souree of such 
revenue. 

PG&E grants its employees and retired employees a 2S percen~ 
d.iscount for every service it provides to residents of the a:ea in 
whicb the employee resides. If water, gas, and electric service 
are provided to residents in the a~ea in which the employee reSides, 
he or she will receive discounts on each of these services. If none 

~I PG&E is engaged in inters~te commerce and is an ~ployer within 
the meaning of the National I..abor Relations Ae'C, 29 USC § 151, 
et seq • 
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of the services is provided to residents in the area in which 
the employee resides, he or she will receive no discoun~s. 

Fi:ty-four PG&E ~loyees receive discounts in the 
'tuolumne System. Of the 21 em"?loyees assigned to the water 
dep~ent in Sonora, S receive the diseount~ All clerical 
employees in Sonora have water depar1:ment responsibilities. Of 
the 17 persons assigned to the clerical depar~nt, 6 receive the 
discount;of the 39 employees assigned .to the electric depa:1:ment, 
9 receive the discount. '!he remaining 31 persons receiving the 
discount are retirees or persons a~signed to the general construction 
department. 

'the impact on revenues of the staff's proposed reduction 
is as follows: 
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Tuolumne Sys'tem 

Revenue Reduction Due to 
Em~lovee Discount 

Present Rates Pro~osed Rates 

$1,350 

Number of 
Employee 
Customers 

54 

!he contention of lBEW tha~ the Commission may not 
disallow the employee discounts because the National Labor 
Relat~ons Act (NlRA) pre~ts the Commission from interfering 
with the terms of the collective bargaining agre~ent need not 
be considered at length. Section 3.5 of Article III of the 
California Consti~tion, adopted on June 6, 1978, provides 
that: 

"An administrative agency, including an administrative 
agency created by the Constitution or an initiative 
statute, has no pO'W'er:" 

* * * 
"(c) To declare a statute unenforceable, or to 

refuse to enforce a statute on the basis 
that federal law or federal regulations 
prohibit the enforcement of such statute 
tsnless an appella.te court has made a 
determina.tion that the enforcement of 
such statute is prohibited by federal law 
or federal regulations." 

IBEW' has cited no a.ppellate court decision which holds that provisions 
of the NI.RA preempt the california constitutional and :;tatutory 
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provisions which confer ratemaking jurisdiction on this Commission. 
Assuming arguendo, that IBEW' s contention is correct, the 
Commission has no jurisdiction to act upon it in this proceeding. 

On the me-rits, the Ccmmission is of the opinion that 
the employee discount should be allowed for rat~ing purposes 
for the reasons which follow. 

Employee discounts are p~ of a total compensation 
package embodies in a. collective bargaining agreement between PG&E 
and ~. Such agreements are favored under federal and state law. 
(29 USC § 151 et seq .. ; labor Code § 923.) There is no evidence in 

this record which would support a finding that the total co=pensation 
package embodies in the collective bargaining agreement is unreasonable. 
Decision No. 89653 found that PG&E employee discounts should not be 
eliminated.. For purposes of this proceeding compensation paid to 
employees will be included for ratema.king p~oses. 

The staff presentation in support of excluding e::1ployee 
discounts for ratemaking purposes was not persuasive. 
The staff engineer who testified in support of the position had 
never exam.ined the collective bargaining agreement: and was not very 
familiar with DeciSions Nos. 89315 and 89653. The record clearly 
indicates that many PG&E employees 7 at different times, perform 
functions for its various depart:m.ents (gas, elee't%'ic, water 7 and 
steam).. '!he staff witness made no attempt: to ~tify this with 
respect: to the water system. Finally, the lack of logic: in the 

staff's pOSition is illustrated by the following collo~ between 
the Administrative Law Judge and the witness: 
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" .. W' JARVIS: well, a:en' t you saying it should be 
disallowec for :atemaking purposes which means it 
does not come out of operating revenues, but comes 
out of sharebolders' money? 

I'!HE WI'INESS : No. 

"AI.! JARVIS: Whe:e does it come out if it does not 
come out of allowed re~enues? 

"'!BE WI'INESS: I am not saying t!le discount for the 
used or useful employees should not come out of 
revenues. . 

If.AJ.:I JaRVIS: No, you are res.t:icting it from all 
employees'? 

"l'HE WI'mESS: Yes. 
"A:LJ J.AR.VIS: So, to t03t extent 7 to the extent 
that that is covered in the union cont:act as 
~plied by the questions and what you ~re 
saying is it is not funded out of ope:atin~ 
revenues of the company -- is that correct . 

II'IEE WITNESS: I would correct that a ::'ittle 
bit if I may, my perception of it. 

"It should not come out of the revenues of the 
water department. 

"I would have no objection to it coming out of 
the revenues for· the entire PG&E operation. 

"ALJ JKRVIS: Well, couldn T t the argu:znent be 
made in an electric or gas proceeding that 
since they were water matters that they 
should not come out of the other depar~ts'? 

"Donlt we go through a little circle that 
doesn r t come out of any department, but in 
eacn case you say it comes out somewhere 
else'? 

"THE WIINESS: I don't know, and I eon J 1: 
t:b.ink so, t:holJgb., because I think that: with. 
what we !.'lave to look at here is 1:Mt given 
the example of Tuolumne, again, where there. 
are 60 employees or retirees who are eligible 
for it . 
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".AJ.J JARVIS: I und.erstand. "fou tl=e claiming tb:1t 
only ten are usef~l. 
I~t I'm saying: if we adopt you: theory, we 
donlt need to go through the facts. We all 
understand what you: postulate is for this. 
You say ic sho~ld cot come out of the ~ater 
thing, but you have no objection if it comes 
out of somewhere else of the ope:aei:g 
revenues of the company. 

"I r:1 asking you where in the com~ny it co'CeS 
out of, and would not the sace oojection be 
=ace in these other dep3rtments in 3tlother 
case before the Com:ission?' ' 

"'!&!E WI'INZSS: I don I t know." 
The Coomission will include the e:ployee discount in 

estimating revenues in this proceeding .. 
c. Union ~age R4tes and working Practices 

As later considered, the staff in presenting its operating 
ane ~aintenance (O&~!) estimates for the test year mace certain adjuzt­
ments to the'estimates presented by ?G&Z. Among the adjust=ents was 
one for O~M payroll. 1'!lere w.!:.s ee,sti:1ony in t . .'"le consolidated 
heAring abou~ wage rates ~nc union work practices. 

In the !uolumne System piped, treated water is distributed 
in the communities of Jamestown, Tuolumne and the city of Sonora .. 
In the r~inder of the system untreated water is supplied from 
canals (ditch'system or ditches).. A sta.ff assistant engineer testified 
that his estimate for the annual expense of ditch maintenance for all 
of PG&E's ditch systems ~as $1,000 per mile, which included $500 per 
mile for repairs and $500 per mile for cleaning. He based his estfmate 
on four factors: 
(1) Observation of a ditch-cleaning erew on a field trip. 
(2) Information provided by PG&E that a ditch-cleaning crew 
consisted of eight persons, which he believed to be casual laborers .. 
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(3) Info~tion re~eived by telephone from an employment agency 
in Auburn and the Placer County Water Agency which L~dica~ed that 
ditch-cleaning labor could be obtained at wages beeween $3.50 and 
$5.50 per hour.if 
(4) In his opinion, an eight-man crew should be able to clean an 
average of one mile of ditch per day_ Part of the staff engineer's 
esttmate was based on wage rates for highway weed-cleaning crews 
and construction laborers. He also testified that the union work 
rules should not be fully recognized for the purposes of ~he 
consolidated proeeedings, 

PG&E and IBEW presented tes.timony differing from that of 
the staff on the question of ditch maintenance expenses. 

An IBEW' shop steward who is a. PG&E subforem.an and was 
formerly a ditch patro~n gave the follOWing tes~:tmony: Wa~er 

system ditches are narrower than hydro-ones and therefore cannot 
be cleaned with the use of mechanical equipment, Ditch-cleaning 
is not comparable to chopping weeds at the side of the road. Ditch­
cleaning is backbreaking work in ~d all day. The ditch cleaner 
works" in hip boots With a shovel or a hazel hoe. Except for a 
ltmch brea.k, the work is constant. The sub foreman testified that 
he has observed ditch-cleaning workers quit after half a day on 
the job and many ~it after two or three days because of the 
rigorous nature of the work. He testified that in his opinion an 
eight-man crew would clean an average of one-half mile of d~tch per 
day. He also testified that in maintaining ditches PG&E personnel 
gunite them, cem.ent them, build flumes, remove trees and rocks, 
repair leaks, construct headgates, fix meters and regulator pits, 
and put in new services, sometimes blasting as recruired. 

Evidence adduced by PG&E and IBEW indicates that if PG&E 
were to contract out the ditch-cleaning operation, I~ contends 
that it must pay the prevailing union wage rate for laborers,i/ 

~/ !his in:o~ation which was developed in the geographieal area of 
PG&E Placer Water System was used in the estimates for all the 
PG&E ditch-systems • 

~/ The I~ contends that its position is s~ilar to that re~uired 
under Section 1771 of the labor Code for public works projects. 
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!he evi~ence in~ica~es tha~ under the Laborer's Union Master 
Agreement,~he prevaili~g rate for ~he labor in question, including 
overhead, 'Wou;d be $14.10 per hour. However,:tG&E does not 
con~ract out this work. 

D1~ch-eleaning is performed by eight-man crews who are 
e~ployees of?G&E. Under the collective bargaining agreement 
between PG&E and IBEW all persons performing the same job receive 
the s~me salaries, whether they are p~rmanent employees or casual 
ones. ' Many of the persons hi:ea to do dicch-cle~ning are casual 
employees who do not oecome permanent on~s .11 Sometimes ~hey 
con~int.:e on to become employees in ~he construction depart::ent. 
PG&Z pays ditcn-cleaners $6.98 per hour under the collective 
bargaining agreement. The foreman and truck driver receive higher 
wages because of their job classifications, although the entire 

• crew works at cleaning the ditcbes. 

• 

!he staff produced no evidence which would indicate that 
the collective bargaining agreement between PG&E and IBE'~ was no~ 

. arrived at fairly or that the wages and working condi~ions provided 
for therein are ~easonable. (labor Code § 923.) The basis upon 
which the staff engineer esti:c.ated ditch maintenance costs is weale. 
He cid not: use the collec~ive bargaining wage rates. His comparison 
of dit:ca-cleaning with highway weed removal does not stand up under 
the weigh~ of ehe evidence. His estima~e, basea upon observations 
on a field trip, of haw much ditch-cleaning an eigbt-man crew would 
average, is no~ as persuasive as ~he testi'Q.Ony o·f those who have 
actually done the work and described what i~ entails. 

Ibe wages paid PG&E employees and the union work rules are 
part of the collective bargaining agreemen~ heretofore discussed. 

II Six months'employment is required to achieve peroanent employee 
s~atus. 
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As indicated, tne collective oargaL~~~ agreement is consonant with 
~ederal and state policy. AssumL~ the COm:ission has jurisdiction 
~o eisregare the agr~e~ent tor rate~king pu~oses, a strong showing 
of ur~asonableness should be required before it does so. The 
sta!~ :ade no such show1ng 1n this.procee~ing. 

As ~s been :entioned, no eV1dence was prQ~uced which would 
~dicate that the collective oargaL~1ng agree~ent between PG&Z and . 
!3~w was not arrived at ~airly or that wages ~~C wor~1ng conditions 
provided therein are unreasonable. The United States Supreme Co~ 
has repea~edly held t~t the principle o! vol~~tarJ uncoerced agree­
~ent is the cornerstone of ~ederal labor law; and that Cali!or.n1a and 
tr~s Commission have always reco~i:ed the !oregoL~ pr~~ci?le as 
ev~denced oy the ~ollowing: 

!TAgaL"l, th.ere is grea.t public interest !..."l the relations 
between labor and 08."lage~ent, ~or wages i~variao11 affect 
rates, and disputes over them or other matters are bound 
to at:ect services. AccordL~ly, there has oeen consider­
able state and tederal legislation to di~"lish economic 
wartare oetween labor and manage~ent. ~ the aosence or 
statutory authorization, however, it would hardly ~e 
conteneed that the co~ssion has power to !o~ulate the 
labor policies o! utilities, to fix wages or to aroitrate 
la"oor dis"Outes." Pac1!"ic 'I'ele"O~one &: 'I'ele raoh Co. v 
Public Utilities CO S5 on, ~a O~~ a~ 029). 

~owever, productivity, union work rules and n~oers or employees were 
all issues ~ this proceeding. 

~e ~ve no desire to place our ringer on either end o! the 
aelicate balance 1n labor-~~e:ent negotiations. However, we 
have a fundamental responsi~ility, under Public Utilities Code 
Sections 701, 728, and 761, to ensure that ratepayers receive 
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~dequate service at just ana reasonabl~ rates. Accordingly, we hereby 
put ?G&E on notice that·it must improve its productivity and 
efficiency. The Co~~ission will not view as sacrosaact in its . 
ratemaking process every element of a collective bargaining agreement 
when such affects rates and ser~ice to the detriment of ratepayers, 

who, ~e note, are not represented at the collective barga1n~ taole 
and have only t~s Coc:1ssion to protect the~. The Commission will 
not shy away ~rom ex~L~1ng the deleterious e~!ect on se~ce ~d 
ra~es o! L~eff1cient utility canagement. We reserve the right to 
order such c~~es - or disallow such costs - as we !L~d neceszary. 

D. Water Consu~~t1on and OeeratL~ Revenues 
PG&E and the stat! introduced evidence ot different est~tes 

o! ~ater cons~pt1on and operating revenues for the test year. ~he 

differences are suc:arized as follows: 

~ater Consumetion and Oeerat~ Revenues 

!te: . 
Total Operating Revenue 

Present Rates 
Proposed Rates 

Sta!! Utility 
- 1980 
$ 481,700 $ 446,400 
1,647,100 1,499,800 

(Red Figure) 

Utility 
Exceeds Sta!~ 

$ ( 35,300) 
(147,300) 

~he sta~f agreed with the PG&E est1~te of custooers, 
except for Schedule No. 13, General Irrigation Service. The star~'s 
estlcate for that category is oased on recorded growth in 1978 ane 
L~cludes a prOjection of an increased rate of growth. The staff 
estimate is more reasonable than that of PO&E and should be aeopteci. 
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PG&E included ~~ its estimate an arbitrary 10 percent 
deereas~ in consumption for residual conservation resulting from 
the 1976-77 orought. The staff did not make such an adjus~ene. 
The staff made independent estimates of eonsumption utilizing a 

multiple regression analysis for normalization with the independent 
variables being time, temperature, and precipitation. This differed 
from PG&E's approach whieh for most subclasses of service was a 
regression analysis using only time as an independent variable. 
The record elearly indicates that there is no longer any significant 
residual conservation from the drought.. The staff estimate of 
consumption which is based on more extensive estimates than PG&E's 
and does not include an amount for residual conservation is more 
reasonable than PG&E's and should ~e adopted. 

The staff est~te of revenues for the test year also 
differs from that of PG&E because the staff did not exclude the 
amount of the em:ployee discount. The Commission has found that 
the employee discount should be used in estfmating revenues iu 
this proeeeding. Therefore, the staff esttcate will be modified 
to refleet the discount. 
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E. Ot>erating Ex-oenses 
1. Ooeration and Maintenance Ex~enses 

(a) Purchased Power 
PG&E included its estimate for purchased power 

expenses in the category of "town other" expenses.. PG&E provided 
re~orts on the efficiency of 11 pumps with ratings fr~ 7~ hp to 
30 hp .. §../ The efficiency of these put!l~s is low.. '!'he staff estima.ted 
power purchase expense based on the 1awest power requirement during 
the last five years which was assume~ to indicate peak pump 

efficiencies. '!'he requirement was multi~lied by the staff's estimate 
of treated water production. !he staff estimate is more reasonable 
than PG&E's because it is based on the efficient use of pumps and 
other est~tes heretofore found to be reasonable, and should be 
adQt:>ted. 

(b) Purchased Chemic~ls 
• !he staff and PG&E based. their purchased 

chemicals est~tes on recorded costs. Chemical costs per 100 
eubic feet of treated water bave been rising for the Tuolumne 
Syste::t.. !he staff estimate, which is based on the trend, is 
$0.2770 per 100 cubic feet of treated water produced. Multiplying 
this by the sta.ff's 1980 est,ima.te of 780,500 cubic feet of treated 
water results in a che=ical cost of $21,600. The staff's est~te 
is more reasonable than PG&E's and should be adopted .. 

(c) Pavroll 
The staff agrees with PC&E's estf=ate of 

payroll for customer accounts .. 

!/ Case No. 10114 relates to water conservation and is still pending 
before the Commission. In Decision No. 88466, the second 
inter~ decision in that ease, the Commission required in Ordering 
Paragraph 4 that: "Reports on pump efficiencies· and P1.mrp overhaul 
sta.tus sh.a.ll be presented as evidence durirJ.g rat:e proceedings." 
PG&E is a respondent in case No. 10114. 

• -25-



• 

• 

• 

A.58631 ;.J.Jfec/ks/jn 

There is a considerable difference be~ween ~he 
PG&E and s~aff estima~es for the remaining payroll expenses. 

PG&E is primarily a gas and elec~ric utili~y. 
Its accoun~ing proced~es and computer data programs are not set up 
in ~he format usually utiliz~d by water utilities. PG&E's payroll 
estimates are based on amounts actually allocated to ~he Iuolucne 
Sys~em in its accoun~ing system and ?rojec~ed for the ~est year. 
These allocations are derived in the following manner: '!he salaries 
of employees who work full·time for the Tuolumne SysteQ are credited 
to pwlyroll. As indicate~ soQ.e PG&E personnel work for various 
dep.ar~me,nts. In these instances the person's field supervisor 
determines the percentage of time worked in each department. !be 
dollar val~ of the percentage is placed in the payroll iteQ for 
~he appropria~e department. The percentage allocations made by 
the field suoervisor are not audited • - The ordinary :nethodology oi ~he staff in estima~i:lg 
payroll expenses is to examine the recorded da~a for the water 
sys~em in question. In this proceeding the staff made various 

'data requests to which ?GeE did not timely respond. When it did 
respond, PG&E found i~ necessary ~o ewice correct its ini~ial 
response. ,Certain in:ormation reques~ed by the seaff could not be 
provided.if . 

When the staff became dissa~isfied with PG&Z's 
responses ~o the data requests it developed i~s own methodology 
for estimating payroll expense. A staff witness ~de a cocpara­
tive analysis of customer expenses for 34 Califo~i3 water systems. 
!be staff exhibi~ contains a g:aph which sbows that ~he O&M payroll 
cost per customer in the 34 systems selected for comparison ranges 

if PG&E contends that to have provided the information would have 
requi:ed visual search of records where over 15,000 entries a 
day are made, which, it asserts, is unreasonable. 
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from $18 to $52. PG&E's estimated cos~ per customer exceecs this 
range in each of its comestic systems. In the ca:e of the !uolucne 
System., aecorciing to the staff it is $80 per c\J.Stomer for the 
domestic system and $3,597 per ~le of ditch. !he witness, based 
on his investigation, recommended that an amo~nt of $49 per c\J.Stomer 
for O~~ p~yroll would be reasonable for the domestic customers and 
$1,100 per mile of ditch. !he staff ~sed these amo~nts in its 

esti:late. 
In reb~ttal, PG&E ~ntroduced an exhibit which 

purports to show that the O&M pa1='oll est,imate is a lesser amount 
per customer than seated by the s'Ca,ff. Under l?G&Z1S figures 1:he 
amount of O~~ payroll per customer, before subtractions, is $78.0l 
PG&Z contends that utilities with water treat~~t plants have 

greater labor costs than those ~sing well water or p~based water. 
It contends that water treatment labor should be subtracted from 
the stafffs' comparison. PG&E also contends that its labor costs, 
which are based on the collective bargaining contract, are higher 
than those of nonunion utilities and this increment should be 
subtracted in the comparison. With taese adjustments, PG&E contencis 
that its payroll O&M for the 'tuolumne Syste:n is $32 .. 03 .. 

The Commission is of the opinion and finds tl:l.at 
the me~hodology used by ?G&E to determine payroll O&K is gene:ally 
more reasonable thao. that used by the staff with a 20 percent 
adjusement for the domestic system and a 30 percent adjustment for 

~he di~ca sys1:em. 
PG&E is entitled to have included as expenses 

for ratemaking purposes the amount it will reasonably spend for 
O&M pay-J:oll during the test year. As the applicant, it has 
the ourden of p~oof to present evidence on this issue. (Evieence 
Code 55 500, 550;. ShiV'ell v Hurd (1954) 129 CA 2c. 320, 324 ~ 
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Ellenberger v City of Oakland (1943) S9 CA 2d 337.) However, it is 
for ~he Cotmnission to make the <!~cermination a.s to what are reasoc.aole 
O&M payroll expenses. (Federal Power Commission v Ho~e Natural Gas 

~7 supra; City of Visalia (1969) 69 CPUC 311, 319.) !he record 
clea=ly indicates that FG&E has produced evidence upon which 
findings can be macie. 

PG&E based its estimates for O&..~ payroll on 
recorded data of payroll allocated by its accounting procedures 
to ehe Tuol~e Systea in past years_ . r~e use of recorded data as 
the basis for teS1: year estimaees is time.-h.onoreci and appropria ee. 
!be difficulty with PG&E's figures is thAt the ~derlying data was 
not provided upon which examination into the following areas of 
inquiry could be made: (1) Whether PG&E's field supervisors made 
proper time allocations for the. ?ercenta9~ of s~laries char9~d to the 
Tuolumne System, and (2) whether PG&E used its personnel most effi­
ciently in operating the Tuolumne SysteQ. 

!he staff methodology for esti=ating O&M payroll 
is flawec.. As indicated, PG&E is entitled to reasonable expenses 
.for operating and maintaining the 'tuolumne Sys'Cem, regardless of 
what reasonable expenses my exis1: in other systelllS. The staff 
mechodology of deriving a per-customer cose for O~ payroll for 
other systems is only a device for tescing reasonableness. 

!he staff witness initially selected comparisons 
which differed materially from the PG&E water sys~ems. Some of 
the examples were from large water systems with over 5,000 customers. 
Thereafter, he added 11 additional examples, which were more 
comparable to the PG&.E water systems, to his re?or'ts, bu-e he did 
not redo his original estimates. Per'tinen't testimony of 'the sta.ff 
~'tness is as follows: 
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"!HE WI'!NESS: My first rough estimate did not: uclude 
systems, for want of a be~ter terM, that are PG&E-like. 

"I did not think that tha t ~,.;as fair to PG&E. 
"So, I included half a dozen, possibly more syste~, 
that were as close as I could come to duplicating 
PG&E's water treatment sys~em. 

"Q Now, woen you added these systems, did you also redo 
the results of your original graph which you have before 
you to include those 11 additional systems to be 
compared, and did you revise your numbe:s based upon 
any additional data? -

"A No. 
"AW JARVIS: E.."(cuse me. 
"If the o't'iginal systems were not ?G&E-like, which I 
would assume would not be comparable, why. did you 
keep them in? 

I'!BE WITNESS: I wanted a wide variety. 
"I wanted to examine all different kinds of water 
systems." (RT 690-91.) 

Some of the systems used in the staff cOQparison had no water 
treatment and tbe staff ·Nitness Qade no attempt to determine the 

'degree of water t::eatment existing in others. None of·the sys'Cems 
used in the cooparison paid PG&E wage rates. The witness was not 
familiar with whether the syste~ used in the comparison had union 
work rules similar to PG&E's. As previously noted, the staff 
estimate on d.itch-cleaning is :lawee. (Pages 22 - 23, supra.) 

Raee comparisons a:e of little prooative value 
unless the factors ca=pared are stmilar. (Delta ~arehouse Co. 
(1950) 49 CPUC 702, 705.) In view of this de!icien~! in the staff 
methodology, it will not be adopted. 

~oile tbe Commission will adopt ?G&E's methodology, 
adjustments t:USt be made. As indicated, the time a~locatiotl.S of the 
field supervisors have not been audited and the record indicates a 
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possible margin of er:or in these allocations. I~ also indica~es 
l~bor may not always be effectively utilized in the tuolumne System. 
!he Commission finds that the magnitude ~f these deficiencies 
does not exceed 20 percent for the domestic syste~ and PG&E's 
payroll estimate will be reduced by that amount. A:D. additional 
adjustment will be made for the ditch system. In addition to the 
factors just enumerated, the record indicates the close proximity 
and in'Ce::elationsb.ip of elect:ic depa:t:lent canals in the 'Iuoltcme 
System. The margin of error in these alloc.:1tions is thus increased. 
The Commission finds that the magnitude oi defie.ie:cy does not 
exceed 30 percent for the ditch system and PG&Z's payroll estimate 
will be reduced by tlla t amount. 

(d) Other Expenses and Uncollectibles 
PG&Z included purchased power in its estimates 

under the item of "cown other". The staff made a. 5eparZLte estimr:1te 
which was previously adopted; since the PG&E ditch expenses as 

. :lodified have been adopted J the IG&E "di'tch othe:'~ expenses .~.ll also be 

adopted. The other difference oecurs in the estimate for 
une.ollec:tibles. PG&E 4nd the staff used 0.001534 as the rate for 
uneollec~ibles. The difference in the a:ount results from the 
staff's USing a higher estfmate of revenues.. Sinee we have found 
t:b.e st:aff I s revenue est:imat:e to be generally more reasonable) we 
find that the staff's est~te of uncolleetible~ is more reasonable 
an~ shoul~ be adopted.. !be esti~ted O&M expenses are as follows: 
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PG&E tuol~e Water Syst~ 
Operation & Maintenance Expenses 

Test Year 1980 . 

~ Staff Utility Adopted 
(Thousands Ol: Dollars) 

At Present: Rates 
Purchased Power $ 21 .. l $ 0.0 $ 21 .. 1 
Purchased Chemicals 21 .. 6 14.3 21 .. 6 
town Payroll 153 .. 0 245 .. 5 196 .. 4 
Diteh Payroll 105 .. 0 . 283.4 201 .. 9 
Town Other 63 .. 3 80.5 63 .. 3 
Di:eh Other 67 .. 4 62 •. 5 62 .. 5 
Uneollectibles 0~7 0~7 0.7 

Total O~~ Expenses 432 .. 1 691 .. 9 567.5 
At Pro~osed Rates 
Uc.collectibles 2 .. 5 2 .. 3 1 .. 9 

'Iotal O&M Expenses 433 .. 9 693.5 568.7 

2. Administrative and General Ex~nses (Direct)' 
?G&E and the staff are L~ ~greemene with respect to 

eseicatec direct Administrative and General (A&G) Expenses. !he 
estimate is reasonable and is as follows: 

PG&E Tuolumne Water Sv~tem 
Ad~~strat~ve And Gener~l ~penses 

Ite1:l -
Regulatory Commission Ex. 
Franchise & Business Tax 

total A&G E.~ense 

Test Ye.a'r 1980 

Staff Utility Adopted 
(Thousands ot Dollars) . 

$ 0.7 $ 0.7 $ 0.7 
_-i0 ......... O 0.0 0.0 

0.7 0.7 0 .. 7 

3. General Office Prorated Ex~enses 
(a) There is a difference between the PG&E and staff 

estica:es of indirect A&G expenses. To determine indireet A&G 
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expenses, i~ is necessary to determine the total and allocate an 
appropriate amount eo the water eepart~ent. The acount allocated 
to the water depar~nt is further allocated to each of the 
districts. These allocations are based on. the· "four-factor" ratios. 
PG&E's allocation to the water department is 0.35 percent, of weicb 
~5.37 percent is allocated to the Tuolumne System. The corresponding 
staff ratios are 0.26 percent and 33.36 percent. !he Comc1ssion 
will ~dopt the s~ff's O&~ ~llocated and the fo~r-factor ratios as 
~re reasonable. 

However, we do not ag:ee with the figure the staff . 
used in. determining the total amount of A&G expenses to be allocated. 
At :he time of tbese consolidated hearings, the issue of PG&Z's 
total A&G expenses was before the CommiSSion in ApplicatiOns Nos. 
58545 anc 58546. Ibe Cocmission takes official notice that ~ 
Decision No. 91107 entered on Dec~ber 19, 1979 in the referred-to 
applications it adopted PG&E's final revised A&G estimate of 
$126,405,000 (less $62,000 for correction of an error in advertising 
expense)lO/ for test year 1980 in the electric de?2rt:ent, ane 
$59,036,000lll for test year 19S0 in the gas depare.Qent. Therefore, 
we find that the correct total amount of A&G expenses to be allocated 
is $l85,379,000. Since the to:31 amount of A&G expenses that tee 
su££ used is $161,798 , 000 7 we find that the se:1ff's estima'Ces for 
allocated A&G expenses should be increased by 14.Si percent. For 
the tuolumne System, this results in an allocateQ A&G expense of 
$136,200. 

(b) For prorated ad valore~ taxes, the Commission 
finds ~hat the st~ff's· estimates, which ~re based on more recent 
and actual data are reasonable and shou.ld be adopted. 

A summary of the General Office Prorated Expenses 
is as folloW's: 

~I Page 25 of D.9ll07, A.S8545 ~nd A.SeS46 • 
111 Page 46 of D.91l077 A.58545 ana A.S8S46. 
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PG&Z Iuol~e Water Syst~ 
General Of£ice Prorated Expense 

Test Year 1980 

Staff Utilitv Adopted 
(Thousanas o~ Dollars) 

O&M Allocated $ 10.4 $ 12 .. 0 $.10 .. 4 
AU; Indirect: l27 .. 9 234.4 146:.5 . 
Ad Valorem taxes 3~0 6.8 3.0 

Total Prora.ted Expense 141 .. 3 253.2 I'S9.9 
4. Taxes Other Than Income 
~ and the staff presented differing estimates of 

ad valorem and payroll taxes. PG&E used the five y~ars r assessed 
vaiue from 1972-73 to 1976-77 to develop a compound gr~h rate of 
II percent per year.. !be Il percent compound grOW1:h rate was used. 
to project tb.e 1978-79, 1979-80, anci 1980-81 assessed value .. PG&E 
applied an estimated $5.20 property tax rate to its estimated 
assessed valuation for 1980 ad va.lorem t3xes. The s~ff used the . 
latest property.tax rate of $4.643 per $100 assessed -:narket value 
(post-Ar~icle XIII-A) 1n its es~imates. The ratio of 1978-79 
assessed oa:ket value to beginning-of-year 1978 pla~t is 0 .. 2302 
Staff used this ratio, its estimated 1980 beginning-of-year p~nt, 
and the $4.648 tax rate for its estioate of ad valorem t.lxes. 
th~ 1978-79 tax bills (post-Article XIII-A) were available 
to suff o.t the time its cstimltes were made while ?G&E :lade a 
jcdgmeut esticate of a $5.20 tax :ate. PG&E and the staff used 
1980 rates for FICA, FUI'3nd SUI payroll taxes estimates. 

!'be Commission finds that the staff estimate on ad 
valorem caxes, which is based on more recent and aceual d~ta, is 
reasonable and should be adopted. 

!he staff's esticate of payroll taxes is less than 
PG&E's because the staff estimated lower payroll expenses, an 
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esttzate heretofore rejecte~. In the circumstances the Commission 
finds that the PG&E est~te should be codified and adopted. 

A summary of the esti~tes is as follows: 

PG&E Tuolumne Water Syst~ . 

Item -

Taxes Other Than Income 
Test Ye~r 1980 

Ad Valorem. 'taxes 
Staff 

$59,600 
25 J 200 
84,300 

Utilitv 
$83,900 
50,200 

134,100 
Payroll Taxes 

'Iota 1 

5 • Inc Otle Taxe s 

Adot) ted 
$59,600 

31,000 
90,606 

PG&Z and the staff used a flow-through basis for tax 
compu:ations. A comparison of the estimates is as follows: 

PG&E ~~olumne Water System 
Taxes Based On Income 

Year 1980 Estimated At Present And At Utilitv Prot)osed Rates 

Item 

California Co~oration 
Franchise Tax 
Federal Income Tax 

Total Income Tax 

Staff 
present Pioposea 
R.ltes Rates 

$(41,600) $ 63,200 
t220,200~ 266,800 
261,800 330,000 

(Red FigUX'e) 

present Proposed Adopted 
Rates Rates Rates 

$5,900 $10,800 
300 19,800 

6"; 200 30, 600 

The income tax estima:ees a::e based, in part, on 
estimated operating revenues and O&M expenses. In view of the 
adjustments heretofore made, the Commission finds the Qmounts of 
$10,800 for california Corporation -rranchise Tax arid $19,800 for Federal 

Income Tax to be reasonable • 
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F. Utility Plant 
PG&E and the staff preseneed differene estimates of the 

Tuolumne System's utility plane, as follows: 
PG&E Tuolumne Water System 

, Utility Plant 
'test Year 1980 

~ Staff Utili'!:! Adotlted 
Utility Plant $6,126,300 $6,356,500 $6,152,000 

As with general office prorated expenses, common util~ty 
plant is allocated by the four-factor fo~la. As was previously 
indicated, the allocation factor is between those estimated by 

staff and PG&E~ We will adopt $6,152,000 as reasonable. 
G. De'Orec:iation Expense and Reserve 

PG&E and the staff presented differing esetmates of 
depreeiaeion expense and rese'.tVe, as follows: 

PG&E Tuolumne Water System 
DepreCiation Expense and Reserve 

Test Year 1980 . 

Item Staff Utilitv Ado'Oted 
Depreciation Expense $ 99,700 $1~6,40~ $100,300 
Depreciation Reserve 3,007,700 3,075,800 3,016,600 

There are scme minor differences between PG&E and the 
staff with respect to net salvage percentages. The Commission finds 
the staff est:ima.tes of net salvage percentages to' be more reasonable 
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than ~hose of FG&E and that they should be adopted. The primary 
differences between the PG&E and staff estimates of depreciation 
expense and weighted average depreciation reserve are due to 
different figures used for the common utility plant allocation and 
estimated plant additions. Raving modified the estimate for common 
utility plant, the Commission finds that the staff estimate, 
similarly modified, is more reasonable than PG&Z's and should be 

adopted. 
H. Rate Base 

~fS es~~~ed ~otal weighted average rate base for ~he 
test year 1980 is $3,l17,900. !he staff's is $2,938,900. The 
Commission has considered tbe differences in discussing utility 
plant. !he Commission finds that the staff estimate should be 
adjusted for the aforesaid modifications for common utility plant • 
As adjust:ed, the staff f s esti::late is reasonable and shoul<! be 
adopted. A summary is as follows: 
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PG&E luo1umne Wa~er Sys~em 
Average Depreciated ~te Base 

Test Year 1980 

Item St~ff Utility Ado~ted 
(!housac~s o~ Dollars) 

Weighted Avg_ Water Plant 
Total·Weighted Avg. Plant $6)126.3 $6,356.5 $6,152.0 

"Working Ca'Oital 
Materials & Supplies 15.2 15.2 l5.2 
Working Cash Allowance 4"2.0 61.0 42.0 - -Total Working Capital 57.2 76.2 57.2 

Adjustments 
Advances (229.0) (229.0) (229.0) 
Deferred Inv. Tax Credit ~ ~lO. ~j ~7.9j 

Total Adjustments (. ( j9 .. 1 ( 6 .. 9 
Subtotal Before Deduct. 5,946 .. 6 6,193.6 247 .. 0 

Deductions 
Depreciation Reserves '3,007 .. 7 3,075.7 3,016 .. 6 

Avg. Depreciated Rate Base 2,938 .. 9 3,ll7.9 2,955.7 
(Red Figure) 

I. Ra te of Return 
The question of what constitutes a reasonable rate of 

ret~ is one to be determined by the Commission. (Citv of Visalia 
(1969) 69 CPO'C 311, 319; PT&T Co. (1954) 53 CPO'C 275, 284 .. ) 

"Among the factors which. the Commission MS enumerated 
in recent decisions on other utilities as influencing 
the rate of return which also might affect the level 
of rates or of a particular rate are: investment in 
plant, cost of money, dividenci-price and earnings­
price ratios, territory, growth factor, compara~ive 
rate levels, diversification of revenues, public 
relations, manage1Jlen~, financial policies, reasona.ble 
construction requiremen~s, prevailing interest rates 
and other economic conoitioos, the trend ,of rate of 
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re~urn, pas~ financing success, fu~u:e ou~look for the 
utility, ou~standing securities and those proposed to 
be issued. Additional factors to be considered are 
adeqU3ey of the service, rate history, customers' 
acceptance and usage developed under existing rates, 
value of the service and cost to serve. No one of 
the above factors is solely determinative of what 
may constitute reasonableness of earnings, rates, or 
rate of return. n (n&'! Co., supra 3t p. 309.) 

Cos~ of coney is not decisive on the issue of rate of return. (So. -Cos. Gas Co. (1960) 58 CPUC 27, 44; California ~ater & Tel Co. 
(1952) 52 CPOC 180, 190.) 

Because of its unitary c.lpital 'financing, it was j:)erraissible 
for I{;&E in presenting, its case to utilize the most recent previous 
Cocmission elec~:ic and gas decision which found 3 r~te of return 
based on PG&E's cost of e3pital for the test year 1978. 

Decision No. 89316 gave extensive consideration to return 
on equity (which is companywicie) in determining the rate of return 
for PG&E's gas and electric deparements. (Slip decision at pp. 15-18.) 
It authorized PG&E a return on equity of 12.83 percent and a 9.5 
percent return on rate base. (D.89316, Finding No.4.) 'In the 
circumstances, PG&E could, in presenting i~s case herein, u~i1ize 
~he findings in Decision No. 89316, although the Commission is no~ 
bound by ~hem in this proceeding in determining, on the =erits, the 
appropriate rate of return. 
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The Commission has adopted the s~ of $89,400 as the 
estimated weighted average additions to the Tuolumne System plant-1n­
service for the test year 1980.. The estimated end-of-year plant 
is $6,126,300.. The amount of capital required for the Tuoltcm'1e 
System is small in relation to the remainder of PG&E's operations. 
So is the amount of existing debt attributable to the Tuolumne 
System which needs to be serviced.. The Commission deems return 
on equity, as distinguished from servicing debt, as an importa.tlt 

consideration in setting the Tuolumne System's rate of return. 
In this connection, the CommiSSion notes that it r..a.s previously 
held that water utilities are a less risky investment than 
industrial companies and are not necessa.rily compa.rable to gas 
and electric utilities.. (Citizens Utilities Co. of cal.. (1972) 
73 CPUC 81, 90; tarkfield Water Co .. (1972) 73 CPUC 258, 268-69; 
Washington Water & Light Co .. (1972) 73 CPUC 284, 295-96 .. ) 
The Commission, having weighed all the factors, finds that a rate 
of return on rate base of 9 percent and a return on e~ity of 
11 .. 49 percent is reasonable for the Tuolumne System .. 
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The following capi~al s~ructure and cos~ of debt 
underlie the ra~e of return adopeed as reasonable in Decision 
No .. 89316.. ~e have substituted in that calculation a return 
on e~ity of ll.49 t>ereent, which we find re~sonable in this 
,roceeding for the Tuol...mm.e System.. !he above eapital and 

related debt cost and the adopted re·tu:rn on equity produc:e a 
rate of return of 9 .. 0 percent .. 

Total 
Pc&! Tuolumne Water System 

Company Capital Ratios and Costs 
(1977) 

Capital Capital Cost Weighted 
Components Ratios Factors Cost 

I.on~-Term Debe 47 .. 261- 7 .. 361- 3 .. 48i. 
Pre erred Stock 13 .. 66- 7 .. 54 l.03 
Common Equity 39.08 11.49 4.49 

Total 100.007. "9:U"O' 

J .. Rate Design 
The staff proposed changes in rate design for all of 

PG&E's domestic: water systems) including the Tuolumne System. 
Under the staff proposal revenues as determined by the Commission 
would be spread among rate schedules on the basiS of cost of service • 
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~ t~e rate of return on ra~e base for each schedule should be kept 
constant, and the Commission policy of continuing to subsidize the 
revenue requirements for Public F±re Protection Schedule F-l should 

12/ ' 

• 

• 

be continued.-
PG&E did not oppose the staff proposal. Howeve:, it expressed 

concern that s:~ic: adherence :0 cost of service criteria could 
lead to aberrations in town and ditch systems where a ditch 
customer could pay more for untreated water than a town customer 
would pay for treated w3ter. 

!be staff proposal would change PG&E's present min~~ 
charge-type of schedule to a service charge~quantity charge one.~/ 
Ibe Commission is of the opinion that this change is desirable. 
It promotes conservation. In addition, a minimum charge schedule 
which has a service charge increment is based on average consumption. 
A consumer who uses less than the average quantity subsidizes 
larger users. A service charge-quantity charge schedule fairly 
allocates basic costs among all users and provides for payment 
based on use. . 

In R;&E Decision No. 84902 (1975) 78 CPOC 638, 726-727, 
and 737, several raeemaking faceors are lis~ed for consideration 
'when deSigning a particular rate spread and/or rate s~ructure. !he 
Commission stated that: 

11.1 

13/ -

"Over the years a generally accepted set of attributes 
of a good rate structure has evolved; these are: 

Production of the revenue requirement. 
S~licity and ease of understanding. 
Stability of revenue. 
Fair apportionment of cost of service. 
Discouragement of ~aseeful use. 
Encouragement of efficient operation of system. 

The question of fire protection costs is separately considered 
laeer in tais opinion. 
PG&E's proposed new tariffs provide for service chaDge-quantity 
charge schedules consistin9 of a two-blocK rate structure (0-300 
cu.fe. and over 300 eu.ft.) with inverted rates. 
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"In the attempt to design r3tes possessing these 
a~tributes, v~rious factors are usually considered. 
These are: 

Cost of service. 
Historical rate structure. 
Competitive conditions. 
Value of service, inclw:iing 'Wba.t the traffic 

will bear. ' 
Adequacy of service. 
Customer aeeept3nce. rt 

!he Commission also stated at page 737: 
"Earlier we listed the generally accepted. attributes 
of a good. rate structure. The~e criteria are as 
valid now as they have ever been, but, .•• their 
application requires a major overhaul in the tradi­
tional 'declining block' ra~e s~ructure. • •• 
'Ioaay, the overriding taslt for this Commission, the 
utilities, and the pUblic is conservation." 
Ihe Commission finds that the rate design proposed by 

toe staff'is reasonable except that Schedule 'I-l will be changed 
from a declining block'schedule to a semi-inverted rate schedule. 
!his rate design will not result in ditch customers ~aying h1~her 

, rate than town customers .. 
K. Step Rates 

PG&E seeks authority to put the requested rate increases 
into effect in two annual steps. The staff proposed that for all 
of PG&E's domestic water systems the increases be placed in~o 
effec~ over a period of years in steps not to exceed 65 percent . . 
of the increase in ~ny one year. Under the seaff proposal the 
steps would range,depending on the system, from two to six years. 
In tbe case of the !uolumne System the staff proposal would result in 
a period of two years before the rates authorized herein would become 
completely effective. !he proposed ste? rates do not include a 
factor for attrition. 
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Step. increases are war~anted in this proceeding ~ecause 
of the amount 'of tbe increase authorized. The staff and PG&Z 
agree that ewo years is an appropriate period in which to implement 
the increases. Considering the ::l3gnitucie of the increase and all 
the other factors present in the record the Commission finds that 
the increases authorized herei~ should 9~ into· effect in two ~nnual 
steps. ' 

L. Fire Protection 
Public Utilities Code Section 271~ which was enacted 

in 1979 and became effective on January 1, 1980 provides in part 
that: .. 

tI(a) No water corporation subject to the jurisdiction 
and control of tbe commission and the ~rovisions of 
Part 1 (commencing ~th Section 201) of.this division 
shall make any cllarge upon a.n,,:! entity ~roviding 
fire protection service to others ;0: furnishing 
water for such fire protection purposes or for any 
costs of operation, installation, capieal,maintenance, 
:epair, al~eration, 0:: repl..1cement of facilities 
related to furnishing water for such fire protection 
purposes within the service a:ea of such water 
corporation, except pursuant to a written agreement 
with such entity providing fire protection services. 
A water corporation shall furnish water for fire 
protection purposes to the extent of its means and as 
a con4itiou of a certificate of public convenience 
and necessity, in case of fire or other great necessity, 
within the boundaries of the territory served by it 
for \,lSe within such. territory. If 

There is no evidence in the record of any agreement. between PG&E and 
any entity providing fire protection services in the Tuolumne Syst~. 
In the cir~umstances., the rates hereinafter authorized will ~clude 
an 'increment'for, fire protection. 
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~. Service Matters 
!he test~ony presentee at the he~rings indicates that 

tbere are no general service problems which require adjudication 
in this proceeding. 

N. Special Conditions 
PG&E sought authority in the consolidated proceedings to 

inc::"ude in its Ulriffs, including the one for toe Tuolumne System, 
cer1:ain special conditions. The st3ff took toe position that they 
should not be considered ~ these proceedings. An abortive attempt 
was made between PG&E and the st3£f to 3~ive at a stipulation 
~bo~t the special conditions. (RT 725, Letters of November 6 and 
21, 1979.) There is little or no evidence in tbe record dealing 
with the proposed special conditions. As a group, tbey will not 
be considered herein. Unless the Commission has made a specific 
findin~ relating to a special condition, it expressly does not 
intend to pass upon it in this proceeding. PG&E may file appro­
priate advice letters or appropriate formal proceedings to secure 

. an adjudication on the proposed special conditions. 
No otber points require discussion. The ComQission 

makes the following findings and conclusions. 
Findings of Fact 

1. '!be '!uob.:mne System will have gross operating revenues of 
$480~300 and a ret~rn on rate base of minus 3.15 percent at presently 
authorized rates for tbe test year 1980, which is unre~sonably low. 
PG&E is in need of additional revenues from the Tuolumne System. 
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2. For many years ~rior ~o ~he advent of a collec~ive 
bargaining agreement with I:SEW, PG&:E gave i~s emp,loyees a 2S 
~ercent discount for utili~ service which it provideo. The 
disc~t applied to re~ired employees. The firs~ collective 
bargaini:1g agreement beeween PG&E and IBEW provided for maintaining 
all em?loyee benefits then in exis~ence.. The present agreement 
provides that PG&E shall not "(1) abrogate or reduce the scope of 
any present plan or rule beneficial to employees ••• or (2) reduce 
the wage ra~e of any employee' covered hereby, or change the 
conditions of employment of any such employee to his disadvan:age." 

3. In Decision No. 89653 entered on November 9, 1978, the 
Commission found that it was inappropriate to eltminate the PG&E 
employee discount. Decision No. 89653 and related decisions 
found that if the PC&E employee discount were eltminated ~G&E 
would be required to obtain additional revenues through increased 
rates to compensate its employees, for each dollar of discount. 
It was found that $1.79 of revenue would be required for each 
dollar of discount ic the light of the tax-free status of the 
benefit. 

4. The impact on revenues of the PG&E employee discount 
in the Tuolumne System is not significant. 
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S. Many PG&E employees, a~ different times, perform func~ions 
for its various departments (gas, electric, water, steam). 

6. PG&E's employee discounts are part of a total compensation 
package which wa.s arrived at througb. collective 'bargaining bet"'N'een 

PG&E and IBEW'. 
7. Failure to include the PG&E employee discounts for rate-

=aking purposes would result in a diminution of PG&Z's authorized 

rate of retw=n. 
8. It is reasonable to include ~he PG&E ~ployee discounts 

for ratemaking purposes in this proceeding. 
9. The job of chopping weeds at the side of a roadway is not 

substantially comparable for O&M payroll analysis purposes to that 
of cleaning a water ditch or canal. 

10. !here is no showing in this proceeding that the union 
wage rates and worl, rules embodied in the collectiVE; 'bargaining 
agreement becween PG&E and IBEW are unre~sonable. 

11. It is reasonable to include the union wages and work 
rules for ra~emaking ?~rposes in this proceeding. 

12. !be s~ of $1,217,000 is a reasonable est~te of the 
total operating revenues for the test year 1980 at authorized rates. 

13. Ibe staff estimate of $21,100 for purchased power is 
more reasonable than PG&E's, because it is based on the efficient 
use of pumps and. other estimates heretofore foun~ reasonable. 

14. The staff estimate of $21,600 fer purchased chemicals is 
more reasonable than PC&E's because it is based. on the efficient 
use of plant. 

15. PG&E' s methodology in determining O&M payroll which is 
based on recorded data) is, with a percent modification, more 
reasonable than the staff's. A reasonable amount for 06M payroll 
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for ~he tes~ year 1980 is $196,400 for ~he ~own system and $201,900 
for ~he di~ch system. 

16. The following ~otal O&M expenses for the test year 1980 
are re.a.sona'b 1e • 

Adopted 
(Thousands of Dollars) 

Item -
Purchasec Power $ 21.l 
Purchased Chemicals 21 .. 6· 
Town Payroll 196.4 
Ditch Payroll 201.9 
Towu O'Cher 63 .. Z. 
Ditch Other 62 .. 5 
Uncollectibles 1.9 

Total O&M Expenses 568. 1 

17.. The sum. of $159,900 for general office prorated expense 
for the test year 1980 is reasonable. 

18.. !he sum of $700 is a reasonable estimate for the total 
• direct A&G expenses for the test year 1980 .. 

' • 
.. 1 

19. The staff estimate of -$59,600 on ad valorem taxes is 
more reasonable than PG&E's because it is based on more recent 
and actual data .. 

20. The Sum of $31,000 for esttmated payroll taxes for 
the test year 1980 is reasonable. 

21. !he estimate of $30,600 for total income taxes for 
the test year 1980 is reasonable. 

22. !he sum of $6,152,000 is reasonable for utiliey plant 
for the test year 1980. 

23.. The staff esttmates for depreciation expense and for 
depreciation reserve as modified are more reasonable than those of 
PG&E because they are based on more reliable data. The following 
are reasonable for the test year 1980: 
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$ 100~300 

Depreciation Reserve 3,016,600 

24.. The sum of $2,955,700 is a re~son~ble esti~te for average 
depreciated rate base for the test year 1980. 

25.. A return on rate base of 9 pereent is reasonable for the 
Tuolumne System. 

26.. The inereases in rates and eharges authorized by tbis 
deeision are justifi~d and are rea.sotl:'lole; and the present rates 
and cbarges, insofar as they differ from ~hose prescribed by this 
deCision, are for ehe future unjust and unreasonable. 'Ihe rate 
increas.es a.re in compliance with the Federal Wage ana Price 
Guidelin~s issued oy the Council on Wage and Price Stability .. 

. 27.. The total amount of the increase in annual revenue 
authorized by this decision is $736,700; the rate of return on 

rate base is 9 percent; the return on common equity is 11.49 ?erce~t .. 
28. It is reasonable to include in the ta.riff schedules 

filed to L~plement this decision a serviee charge-minimum charge 
fo~t. 

29.. It is not reasonable to adjudicate generally the te=ms 
of the special conditions in ~IS tariff. in this proceeding .. 

30.. It is reasonable to provide that the increased rates 
authorized by this decision should be put into- effect in ~o annual 
steps .. 
Conclusions of Law 

1.. The following results of operations· should be adopted 
for the test year 1980 and utilized in establishing the rates 
au~horized herein: 
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Item. 

Operating Revenues 
Sales 'Revenue 

Total Opera~ing Revenues 
Operating Expenses 
Opera~ion & Maineenance 
Administraeive & General 
General Offiee Proraeed 

Subeo~l 

Depreciation Expense 
Taxes Otber !ban Income 
State Corp. Fra.nc:hise Tax 
Federal Income Tax 

Toeal Operating Expense 
Net Operating Revenues Adjusted 
Rate Base 

AdoJ?ced 
(Thousands of Dollars) 

568.7 
0.7 

159.~ 729. 
100 .. 3 
90' .. 6 
10 .. 8 
19'.8 

;SO.!" 
266.2 

2,955.7 
Rate of Return 9.0 1-

2. !be rates authorized herein should be put into effect in 
two annual seep~ and be in the format found reasonable in this 

. deeision. 
3. ?G&Z should be authorized to file for the!uo1umne System 

the revised water rates set forth in AppendiX A which are designed 
to yield $736,100 in additional revenues based on the adopted results 
of operations for the test year 1980. 

4. In ehe light of Public Utilities Code Section 2713, 
amounts chargeable for public fire proceceion should be alloc:aeed 
among otber raee schedules. 

IT IS ORDERED that: 
1. After the effective d4te of this order, Pacific Gas and 

Electric Company (PG&E) is authorized to file for its!uolumne Water 
Syscem the revised r3te schedules attached to this order as 
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Appendix A. Such filing shall c~ly with General 
Order No. 96-A. The effec~ive date of the revised sched~les 

shall be five days after the date cf filing. The revised schedules 
shall apply only to service rendered on and after the eff~ctive 
date of the revised scbedules. 

2. Within fo=ty-five days after the effective date of this 
order, PG&E shall file a revised tariff service area map, appro­
priate general rules, and sample copi~s of printed forms that are 
normally used in connection with customers I services. Such filing 

shall comply with General Order No. 96-A.· The effective date of 
the revised tariff sheets shall be five days after the date of 

filing. 
Z. PGScE shall prepare and keep current the system map 

required by paragraph I.10.a. of General Order No. lOS-Series • 
Within ninety days after the effective ~te of this order, ?G~ 
shall file with the Com=ission two copies of this ~p. 

!be effective date of this order shall be thirty days 

after the date hereof. 
Dated . "~~mb1t' 2, 1980 ,at San Francisco, California. 

JOHN E. BRYSON 
?resident 

RICHA~ O. GRAVELLE 
LEONARD M. GRIMES, JR. 

Commissioners 

Commissioner Vernon L. Sturgeon, oein9 
necessarily absent, dio not participate 
in the disposition of this proceedin9-

Commissioner Claire T. Oedrick, being 
necessarily absent, did not participate 
in the disposition of this·?roeeeding. 
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APPENDIX A 
Page 1 of 6 

Pacifie ~ and. Zlectric CoIn1'3ny 

Schedule Yo. T-l 

'!'tlol'.1J'/ll'le Tari!! Area 

A~eable to all treated water ~erviee.on a metered o~i~. 

iiithin the ter=ito:ty served from the comp~' ~ !uolumne Water SY'3tem • 

Per Meter P~r Month 

3e1'ore Alter 
~ov. 1. 1981 Oct. 31. 19S'l (N) 

Service Charge: 

For sis x 3!4-inch meter •••••••••••••••••• S 4..55 
~or 3!4-inch meter •••••••••••••••••• 5·40 
For 1-ineh meter •••••••••••••••••• 7.25 
SOor l;'incn meter •••••••••••••••••• 9 .. 00 
Por 2-~ch meter -- •••••••••••••••• lI..OO 
For ;-~ch meter ••••••••••••••••• ~ 27.00 
For 4-ineh meter •••••••••••••••••• 42.00 
For 6-incb. meter • ............ ...... ~. 60.00 
For 8-inch ~eter •••••••••••••••••• 8;.00 

Qua:c.c.ity Rates: 

The !'1r:st 300 au.tt., ~r. 100 C\1..!'t. .35 
'l'henext 9,700.eu.!'t., per 100 eu.!'t. .49 
For all over 10,000 cu.. !'t.. , per 100 C'..::..:~. .44, 

T!le Service Charge is a read.ines~t,o-,erve ch~e 
a~!,lieable to all metered. service and. to whieh. is 
to be ad.d.ed. the monthl:r charge comp.:.ted. at the 
Qt.:.antity Rate • 

S 6.;0 
<!) 

I 

7.80 
10.40 
1;.00 
20.00 
39.00 
60.00 
85.00 . 

120.00 

I 
.52 I 

.7l ! 

.66 (I) (N) 
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Schedule NO. '!'-ll 

Applicnble ~ ~treated water ~ervice ~3hed tram the ditch 'Y3tem. 

Ser:1ce Charge: 

tor sis x 3!4-inch meter ••••••••••••••• 
For 3!4-inch meter ••••••••••••••• 
For l-toeh meter ••••••••••••••• 
For li-inc:h meter ••••••••••••••• 
tor 2-lnch meter ••••••••••••••• 
For ;-inch meter ••••••••••••••• 
For 4-ineh meter ••••••••••••••• 
For 6-inch meter ••••••••••••••• 
tOr 8-inc:h meter ••••••••••••••• 

Quantity Rate3: 

F'ir3t 3,000 eo... !t., per 100 C"J.. 1't. 

P~r lofeter P~r Month 

3e!ore 
Nov. 1% 198'l 

$ ).00 
).70 
J....90 
Q.OO 
9.00 

lS.OO 
28.00 
40.00 
56.00 

..u'ter 
Oet. ;11 1981 

S J....55 
5.;0 
7·30 
9.00 

14.00 
27.00 
42.00 
QO.OO 
&..00 

(I) 

(X) 

1 

Next. 7,000 C"J.. ft., per 100 cu .. !"t. 
Over 10, COO cu. 1't., per 100 C"J.. !'t. 

.OJ... 

.07 

.ob 

.. 06 

.ll 

.09 (I) (~") 

'I'b.e Service Charge 13 a readin.e:sz-to-,er/e charge 
a'O'Olicaole to all meterec1 ,ervice ao.d. to Whicll i3 
to· be a4d.ed. the monthly charge computed. at t.'-le 
Quantity Rate.. . 
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Sched.ule No. T-12 

Applicable to untreated water tor dome~tic service on 4 !.lat rate oasis. 

1'ER?ITORY 

tii-;..b.in the territorj ~erved. trom t.he company' ~ ':uoJ.umc.e i~at.er Sy:lt.em. 

Per Serr.Lce Connection 
Per Month 

3e!ore A!'ter For a ~~e-ramily re~idential umt, 
incl.ud.i.ng p~e5 having t.he !ollowing 
are8.5: Nov. 1 , 1981 Oct. 31, 19$1 

7,000 ~q. !t., or 1e~s •••••••••••••••• 
7,001 to 16,000 ~~ tt •••••••••••••••• 

l6,OOl to 25,000 5Q.- !t ...•.•........•• 

For each acid.itionnl ~ingle-ram:Uy residential 
~t on the ~ame prem1se~ .and. served. !"rom the 
same service connection •••••••••••••••••••• 

Sll...00 
16.00 
lS.OO 

10.00 

1. Tn.e above nat rate~ apply to serv1ce eonnectio~ %lot larger 
than one inch 1rJ. d.1ameter. 

2. All ~ervice not eovered :q the aoove cl~sitieation ~hall be 
~hed. o:cly on a metered. oasis. 

$20.00 
2).00 
26.00 

15.00 

(I) 

(I) 
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Pac1!"ic c;~ and. Elect.ric Com~.a:lY 

Sched.u!e ~. ':-13 

Tuolumne Tan!! Area 

Applicable to untreated water tor irrigation pu.rpo:5es trem the TJtility's 
d.it.ell ~tem. 

~TORY 

:he territory ad.jacent to the O'tilitj"~s ditch syst.em, 'lUolumne COunt.,., as 
shown on i~ Tuolu:me Ditch Service Area :.!a:t:l~, excepting the Algerine a:o.d. Kincaid. 
Ditches d:!.:.r'-Xlg the :lOn-irrigation :5e3.::lOrJ. a:c.d. to all new s.ervices !'rem the 
':'::.olu:m'le Main Canal .. 

?~'!'ES 

A.. I..-rigation season, Month period. 
A~.l 1;, to October l; ineluzive: 

Per Connection Per ~th 
Be!o~ 

Se:"Vice Charge: Nov. 1, 1981 
A!'t.er 

Oct..31, 1981 

First ~ miner's ineh ot contract ca~ad.ty, or less 
Additional capacity, per ~miner's inch •••••••••••• 

Charge tor '!Urn on, '!'tlr.l of! or Regulation Change: 
First 6 t~ on, turn. or!s or regulation 
~e~ •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Over 6 turn ons, tU%'!l. of!s or regulation 
Cbacge~~ per e~e •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Q!.:.antitj Rates 

First 23 mi.ner's 1neh-d.3ys, per miner's ineh-d.a.y •• 
Nex:. 57 miner':S inc~j"s, per mi:ler':S i:leh-d.ay .... 
Over 80 mi:ler':5 1neh-d.ays, per Cline:-':s ineh-d.ay •• 

B. Non:1.rr.1gat1on season, Month. period. 
October 16 to A.pril 14. inclusive 

Quantity Rate: 

S6.10 
3.0; 

Yo Charge 

sa.;o 

Sl.4O 
1.:30 
1 .. 15 

For all water d.elivered, per miner':s i:leh-d.3j" .... $1.40 

~ Charge: 

For e~ch deliverj .................................... SlO.50 

$8.60 C:) 
4.30 

S12.00 

S.2.OO 
1 .. 80 
1.60 

$.2.00 

SJ.J....80 (I) 
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Pad.!'ic aas .and Electric: Compan:r 

Sehedule No. '::'-12 

Tuolumne Tari~! Area 

A~cable to all water ,ervice !U.~,hec tor privatelj o~ed !1-~ 
protection ~ems. 

',.. 

Per Se~rice Connection Per !~th 

lor eaeh 
For each 
For eaeh 
:Oor eacl1 

3e1'ore 
::ev. lr 1981 

4-inch connect1on ••••••••••••• S9.oo 
~~ connection ••••••••••••• 12.00 
S-ineh connect1on ••••••••••••• l7.00 
lo-~c~ cocnect1on ••••••••••••• 41.00 

A!'ter 
Oct. ;1, 1981 

Sll .. OO (I) 
l.4.-00 T 

2J..OO I 
;0.00 (!) 
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Paci~1c C~~ ~d ~ectric Comp~ 

Schedule ~l'o.. 1'-6 

Al'Plicability to 1.!Iltreated W':lter !urnished !or ::-esale tor c!ome~tic or 
agriC1.l.l tural ~rpo~es .. 

W1~ the territory served. by the 'l'uolt:mne Ditch System ~ ~r..own on 
the 'tuoll:m::.e Dit.ch SJ'~ Service Area Map. 

Service Charge: 

Per Month 
Setore No·,. 1, 
1981 

tor each ~ervice commeet1oa •••••••••••••••••••••• $9.00 

Fi.-st ;0 miner's inch-days, ~r miner's ~eh-d8y 1.20 
~e~ 150 miner's ~~e~ys, per md-~er's ineh-day 1.10 
Over 200 miner' s 1nch-d.a~, per aU..~er' s inch-day 1.0$ 

M1%l1:Nn Ch~go: 
'tho Service Chargo, but not 1e~s t.han -!:... per 

=oath (aceumul4'ti YO annu.all;r) per mi."'lca:"" ~ 

M~r 

Oct.. ~1, 
1981 

l.6$ 
1.60 
1·50 

(!) 

(:). 

1neh or contract cap.ac1t:r .. ',. ................................... e.20"" 12.00"" (:) 

The Service Charge is a readines~to-serve charge 
app11caole to'all measured Resale Service acd to 
which is to be added the monthly ch::\rge eomputed 
Olt the QuantitY" Rates. 


