
\ 

ALJ! AVG!wav !j\'" * Mailed 9/4/98 
• Dffision 98-09-038 September 3, 1998 

• 

• 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATe OF CALIFORNIA 

In the l\iatter of the Application of An\bler Park 
\Vater Utility, a California corpor,\tion, and 
California-An\erkan \Vater Company (U 210 W), 
a California Corporatiol\ for an order authorizing 
(A) Ambler Park Water Utility to sell and transfer 
and California-American Water Company to 
purchase and r('(eive the water utllityassets of 
Aillbler Park Water Utility, including the 
properties used in its water utility business, and 
(8) Ambler Park \Vater Utility to \\,ithdraw from 
the water utility business, and (C) Cali(6mia~ 
American \Vater Conlpany,lvfonterey Division, to 
engage in and carryon the water utility business 
of Ambler Park \Vater UtiHty, and (D) the 
comn\encement of service in the Ambler Park 
\Vater Utility service area by California-An\erican 
\Vater Company, and (E) Callfonlia-Anlerican 
\Vater Con\pany, ~1()nterey Division, to am()rtize 
the acquisition adjustment by reason of this 
tr,lnsactioJ\ adjustn\ent pursuant to the 
nlethodolog}' authorized previously by the 
Conunission for the CaHfomia-All'lcrkan \Vater 
Company. 

Application 97-07-05S 
(Filed July 31, 1997) 

Lawrence D. Foy: Stee(el, Levitt & \Veiss by Lenard G. \Veiss, 
Attorney at Law; Dave Stephenson for California-American \Vater 
Company; and Con Cronin, (or Ambler Park \Vater Utility, 
applicants. 

26Ul 

l\1ike \Veavet, for Highway 68 Coalition; Gerd Bo1les, for Con,ll Dc 
Tierra Villa Homeowners' Association; David Dillworth, for 
Responsible Consunlcrs of Mont(>(e)' Peninsula; and Richard 
Hughett, for himself, interested parties. 

I{aynlond A. CharvezJ for Water Division . 
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OPINION 

Summary 6f Decision 
This decision authorizes Ambler Park \Vater Utility (Anlbler) to sell its 

w,lter system to California American \Valer Con\pan}' (CaIAn\) and to be 

relieved of its public utilil}' responsibility. Ambler and CatAnl arc jointly 

referred to as applicants. 

Background 
Ambler serves approximately 390 customers in an unincorporated area of 

lVlontercy County near the City of Salinas. Ambler's service territory includes 

Ambler Park subdivision, Rim Rock subdivision, and Rancho EI Toro Country 

Club. 

Anlbler was incorporated in July 1975. It is regulated by the Commission 

as a Class 0 waler utility. 

CaIA"\ is a Class A water utility serving variolls districts in Northern and 

Southern California, including; in its ~1onterey Division, the cities of t-.1onte(ey, 

Pacific Grove, Carmel-by-the-5ea, Del Rey Oaks, Sand Cit}" portions of Seaside, 

and ~ertain unincorporated portions of ~1ontetey Count}'_ 

CafAro was incorporated in Oe(ember 1965 for the purpose of acquiring 

the water system of California Water and Telephone Company. The Comn\ission 

approved the acquisition by Decision (D.) 70418, 65 CPUC 281. Subsequently, 

CaIA", has acquired various sn\all water utilities. 

CalAm is currently prOViding meter reading and custon\er billing services 

to Anlbler for which CalAn\ is being reinlbursed by Ambler. Ambler's custoli\ers 

ren\it their payment for water services to Ambler, not to CalAm. CalAro has 

been prOViding this service t()Ambler since 1996 pursuant to an agreement. 

On r..1arch 281 1996, CalAr'I\ a'nd Ambler entered into an agreement for the 

purchase of the assets of Arilbler by CaIAI") (Agreement). 11l(:~ Agteement is 
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aUached to the appJic(ltion as Exhibitl. According to the Agreement, CalAm will 

pay Ambler $276,398 (Ambler's ratebase as of December 31, 1991) plus a 

premium of $55,279 or a total S\t1'n of $331,677 for An\blc-r's water utility assets. 

Although Ambler's water system is not interconnected with the ~1onterey 

Division s)'stem, after the acquisition by CalAm, Ambler's watel' system will 

becon'e a part of CalAnl's Monterey Division. Applicants state that CalAm will 

oper(lte the Ambler water system as a stand-alone system, and that it will not be 

connected to the ~10ntere}' Division water systcrn. 

Requested Relief 
Applicants filed this application requesting an ex parte order authorizing: 

a. CalAn\ to acquire Antblees "'later system assefs pursuant to (he 
Agreement, 

h. CalAn\ to serve Ambler's service area; 

c. CalAm to amortize the $55,279 premium it is paying over rate base (or 
Ambler's systenl; and 

d. Ambler to be relieved of its public utility obligations. 

Applicant's Prop()sed Ratemaking Treatment for the Acquisition of 
Ambler's System 
As stated earlicr, CalAill has agreed to pay $55,279 in excess of ratebase for 

An\bler's water system. 111is premiun\ will be treated as an acquisition 

adjustment. CalAn\ proposes to amortize this acquisition adjustment below the 

line over 25 years, the remaining tax life of the property to be acquired. CalAm 

states that the tax saving resulting from amortization of the acquisition 

adjustment will be reflected (or book purposes. 

CalAn'l plM'IS to continue to charge, until January 1,2000, Anlbler's current 

r<ltes, which were authorized in 0.96-12-004 for the service it will prOVide in 

Ambler's service area. The rates authorized in D.96-12-004 were based on a rate 

• of retunt on r.ltchase of 13.250/0 whkh is an appropriate rate of relun) for a 
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Class 0 waler utility. CalAm rC('ogniz('s that it ~hould ean) a return on ratebase 

in Ambler's scn'lce area at a rate more appropri~te for a Class A water utility. 

However, CalAnl beHeves thai the r,lles (or Ambler'S sef\'icc area should 110\ be 

reduced at acquisition bcc,'\use CalAn\ plans to invest approxinlatcly $100,000 to 

bring Ambler·s system into compliance with· the health and safety st<lndards. 

CalAm's planned system improvements are included in Exhibit 9 attached to the 

application. According to C"IAm's calculation, the systeo\ imprQv('ments to 

Ambler's system would increase the ratebase for the system ~nd reduce the rate 

of return to 9.25%. 

Request lor Hearing 
On August 24, 1997, Mike Weaver, Chairman of the Highwa}' 68 

Coalition, requested a hearing in this proceeding. In his request lor hearing, 

\Veaver requested that: 

, 

• 

1. The Comnussion allow the customers of Ambler an opportunity • 
to explore the pOSSibility of forming a Inutual water company. 

2. Th{' CommissJon not allow CalAm to apply to Ambler's . 
c1l5toiners the graduated tate'structure which is currently used 
by CalAm's Monterey Division. 

3. As a condition of approval of the requested transfer 6f· 
ownership, the Commission impOse a limit on the number of 
ser\'k~ connections in Ambler's service area to the curtent level 
of 387 connections. 

4. The COn\n\ission require an environmental teview of the 
proposed transfet under the California Environmental Quality 
Act. 

Also, by a letter dated september 15, 1997, se\teral customers of 

Ambler requested. the CorrnniSsion to hold a hearing in this application. 
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Hearings 
A dul}'-noticcd prchcaring confecence was held on Novenlbet 13, 1997, 

before Administriltivc La,,' Judge Garde in Amblec's sen'ice arca. The 

prehe~uing conference \\'as followed by a public participation hearing (PPH). 

An e\'identiary hearing it, the matter was held in ~16nterey on February 5, 

1998. The matter was subnlitted on ~iarch 27, 1998, upon receipt of concurrent 

briefs. 

At the PPH, several customers praised the service 'p,rovided by Ambler. 

The customers, however, were concerned that CalAm would divert the water 

supply in Ambler's service area to CalAn\/s setvlce area iI\ Monterey through an 

interconnection and that certain water produCtion 'costs lor service in the 

~1onterey Ba}' Area, including the cost of constructio," of the'proposed Carmel 

Dam, would be charged to AOi.bler'S current customers. 

CalAm slMed that it was not going to interconnect Ambler's service area 

with its current ~1ontercy Division service area. CalAm also stated that it would 

operate the Ambler service area on a stand-alone basis and that no \vater 

production cost from the l",fonterey Division would be h,,'\nsferl'ed to Ambler's 

cllstonlers. 

Ratepayer Representation Branch's Report 
The Ratepayer Representation Branch (RRB) of the Commission's \Valer 

Division made its analysis of the proposed relief sought by applicants. RRB .. 
concluded that the l'>roposed transfer will not have an adverse impaCt on 

Alubler's custon'ers. RR8 recommends that the proposed transfer be approved 

subject to the following conditions: 

l. CaJAI't) ShO\lld be required to provide RRB by December 31~ 1998, "
report 00 the additional plant improvements, including the capital 
eXpenditures'related to the plant improvements, which areput in place 
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to bring Anlbler service atca into compliance with health and safety • 
standards. 

2. CalAm should be rcquited to provide RRB within six nlol.lthsof 
tr~'ns(er, the system journal entries refle<ting the rc<ording of the 
acquisition adjustment. 

3. Cal A", should be required to propose in its next general ratc case 
application for the l\'ionterc), Division a rate design for the Ambler 
service area. 

4. CalAn) should be required to address High\\'ay 68·Coalition's request 
to form a mutual water company. 

Discussion 
\Ve will address each issue raised by Highway 68 Coalition and RRB. 

Formation of II Mutual Water Company 
Highway 68 Coalition requests that this pr<keeding be delayed to 

allow the (ormation of a mutual water company. RRB supports Highwa~{6$ 

Coalition's positioJl. 

\Vhile we are not netessarily opposed to the formation of mutual 

water company by Ambler's customers, We note that Con Cronin, the currel'lt 

owner of Ambler, testified that he intended to honor his agreement with CalAm 

to sell his water systenl to CaiAm. Cronin also testified that he did not intend 

even to discllss the sate of his system to Highway 68 Coalition. 

Public Utilities Code Section SS1 provides that a sale of a public 

utility, in whole or in part, may be lllade only with consent of the Commission. 

In Hanlon v. Eshlenlan (1915) 169 Cal 200, 203, the California Supreme Court 

slated: 

The prOVision that an owner Iha}' not sell without the consent of 
the comn)ission implies that there nlust be an ()wner ready to 
sell and seeking authority to do before the (ommission is called 
upon to act. . 

• 

• 
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Based on the testimony of Cronin, there is no willing scHer. Thus, 

the Con\mission co\lId not require Cronin to sen to a nlutual water con'pany. 

(Alan and Allan Corp. (1976) 81 CPUC 24.) 

Gi\'en Cronin's position, Ambler's customers can only forn\ a mutual 

water company by exercising cminet\t domain or condemnation powers. \Ve see 

no reason to dela}' the tr(losfer of the system to CalAm bEX'ause Anlbler's 

customers could exercise their condemnation power against CalAm just as it 

(ould have o\'er An-thler. We will deny Highway 68 Coalition's request to deJay 

the transfer of An,bler's system to CalAm.. 

Rate Structure 
Highway 68 Coaliti()1\ requests that the graduated rate structure 

which is currently used for CalAm's ~1onterey Division not be applied to 

-- An\bler's custonH.'rs . 

In addition, RRB r('(luests that CalAm be reqUired to propose a rate 

design for the Ambler service ar('a in its next general r,He case application lor the 

Monterey Division. 

CalAnl proposes no changes to Ambler's rate structure until 

January 1, i()()(). CalAm plans to file a general fate case application (or its 

l'.ionterc)' Division rcquesting rate changes e(lccti,'c January 1,2000 .. The issue of 

r£,te design will be addressed in that proceeding. 

Moratorium on New Connections 
Highway 68 Coalition requests that as a condition ol approval of the 

requested transfer of o\\'nership, the Commission impose a n\oratoriuIl'l on new 

ser\tice connections in the Anlbler sen'ice area. According to Highway 68 

Coalition, CalAm's proposed acquisition has a hidden agenda to enlatge 

Ambler's sef\~ice area to include the nearby, extensive undeveloped acreage 

• owned h}t Bollenbacher and Kelton, Inc. 
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Highway 6S Coalition states th,lt ,,",lter supply in Ambler's service 

are,'\ is limited and that addition of new customers nla}' result in the systen\ 

running out of \\,,"ter. 

Applk,"nts disagree with Highway 68 Coalition's position about the 

water supply situation in Ambler's service are<l. Applicants cite the Hydrologic 

Update Study conducted by Fugro\Vest, Inc. for the ~10ntcrcy County \Vater 

Resources Agency (Ref. Hen\ F). The study concluded that there is adequate 

water supply in Ambler's service area. 

Also, while Highway 68 Coalition contends that Ambler's water 

supply is lin\ited, its witness \Veaver conceded during cross-exan'lination that 

. Ambler has never run out of water, eVen during the last drought. Since CalAm 

does not plan to interconnect An\bler's service area with its service atea in the 

'",fonlerey region, there is little possibility of watet supl'l}' problen\s in Ambler's . . . servIce area. 

Next, '\'e will consider Highway 68 CoalitiOil's concern about 

expansion of Ambler's service area to the property owned by Bollenbacher and 

Kelton, Inc. Highway 68 Coalition is surnlising that CalAm has a hidden agenda 

to expand its service area. It has not provided an)' basis to lead us to the same 

conclusion. However, evenif Highway 6S Coalition's assumption regarding 

service area expansion is correct, CalAn\ will still have to seek approval of the 

Comnlission for expansion of its service through an advice letter. Adequacy of 

water supply would be one of the faclors considered by the Commission before· 

authorizing the expansion of the service area. \Vc will not adopt Highway 68 

Coalition's reconlmendation regarding placing a n\or~ltoriun\ on service 

connections as a condition of approving the transfer of the water·system. 
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RRB's Request for Reports 
RRB requests that CalAln be required to pro\'ide RRB with reports 

on the tr(\\lmcnt of acquisition adjush\\cnt and system impro\'cments to bring 

Ambler's sCf\'i(e area into compliancc with health and safety standards. 

In its application, CalAm states that it will perform certain plant 

improvcn'cnts within three nlonths of acquiring Ambler's system. The proposed 

plant improvements arc listed in Exhibit 9 attached to the application. 

\Ve expect CaiAm to complete the proposed iInprovemcnts ,\·ithin 

three months of the completion of the transfer. \Vithin 45 days upon completioh 

of the proposed improvements, CalAln should provide a report to the Director of 

the \Vater Division on the system iinprovcments put in place. !he report should. 

include the actual costs of the improvements Inad('. If the improvements are not 

put in place within three months of the effective date of this order, CalAm's 

report should also include an explanation for the dela}' . 

As to the proposed 'reain\cnt of the acquisition adjustment, we note 

that it is consistent with the tte~ltment approved b}' the Con\l'nission in 0.70418 

which authorized the acquisition of the water systen, of California \Vater and 

Telephone COIl\pany h}' CaiAm. As requested by RRB, we will require CalAn\ to 

provide journal entries reflecting the recording of the Ambler acquisition 

adjustment to the Director of the Water Division within six months of the 

effective date of this order. 

Finall}', we will discuss the issue of gain on sate. As discussed 

abo\'e, Ambler;s owners will recei\'e $55,279 above Ambler's riltebase of $276,398, 

i.e., the owners of Ambler will realize a gain on sale of $55;279. 

As to the treatnlel\t of gain on sale, the Commission in 0.89-07-016 

(Re Ratemaking Treatment on Capital Gains (Appendix A) 32 CPUC2d at pp. 

• 240-242) stated that gain on sale of utiHtypJant shaH accrue to the shareholders to 
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the extent that the remaining ratepa}'efS are not "d\'ersely ,,((('(ted when the sale • 

is to a public ('ntity. That same po1ic)' applies Whel\ the sal~ is to other than a 

public entH}' Ilwhen the conveying utilit}' was relie\'oo of its public utility 

obligation to serve the gcogrclphic region being cOI1\'e},(-d." California \Vater 

Service Compan~ (1994) 56 CPUC2d 4, 12-13; California \Vater Service Company 

(1993) ,17 CPUC2d 580, 599. In this situation, the entire Ambler s}'stenl is being 

transfC'rroo and there will be no remaining ratepayers. Accordingly, the entire 

gain on sale will be retained by Ambler's owner. 

Environmental R~vJew 
Highwd}' 68 Coalition requests that an environmental re"iew under 

CEQA of the proposed trans(~r be performed. 

The application before us concerns only the transler of ownership of 

Ambler's facilities to CalAm. Although the COIlln\ission has in certaill 

circumstances decided that an environn'lental review nutst be perfon'l\cd when • 

utilit)' assets arc tr,lnsferred, we do not believe that an environmental rcvie\ ... • is 

dthef \\'arranted or required in this case under either CEQA or Rule 17.1 of the 

Commission's Rules of Pr,lctice and PrOl."&iurc. This c,'\se is logicall}' sinlilar to 

0.97-07-019, where we concluded that a transfer of utHity facilities was not a 

IIprojectll as defined in CEQA. Today's decision does not identify an}' issues that 

might trigger an environmental review. CalAnl wiH continue to operate Ambler 

as a stand-alone system, current (,ltes will remain in e(fect until the y(>ar 2000, 

and water supply sources will not change. 

Future proposals that may have an environment<ll dEect will require 

separate action by the Commission or other agel'\cies, and those events nla}, 

require separt'lte evaluation under CEQA. Highway 68's claims that CalAm's 

acquisition will result in an expansion of the current Ambler schtice territory is 

speculative, and ill any evenl any such expansion would likely require scpamte •. 
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Comn\ission approval. CalAnl doC's plan syslC'm improvC'menls to Anlbler's 

ser\'ice arc,"\, and those improvements, depending on their nature, ma}' require 

separ,lte COll\missioJ\ approval. Howe\'er, as currently describC(i by CalAm, 

those improvements would be exen\pt from environmental review pursuant to 

Class 2 cxen\ptions included in Rule 17.1{h). 

\Ve conclude that this application in\'oh'es a change in ownership 

that does not constitute a project under CEQA. Our deterrnination here is similar 

to our decisions in other applications for changes in ownership of utility property 

approved by.the Commission in the past {See for example 0.94-04-0-12, 0.94-0-1-

083,O.95-10-0-I5}. 

Commission Po!lcy 
In 1979, the Commission adopted a policy of encouraging the 

acquisition of small water COil\panies by linger water companies. The 

• Comnlission reiterated this policy in 0.92-03-093, 43 CPUC2d 589. The proposed 

transfer of ownership of a Class D water con\pany to a Class A \vatet con\pan}' is 

consistent with that policy. 

• 

Cal Am is a Class A water COrllpany in good standing with the 

Comnlission for reaSons stated earlier. CalAm's o\vn~rship of AOlbler is not 

adverse to public interest. We will approve the transfer. 

Comments on ALJ's Proposed Decision 
ALJ proposed decision was filed and n\ailed to the parties on 

May 28, 1998. Highway 68 Coalition and Richar.d Hughett have filed COnln\ents 

on the proposed decision. CalAnl filed reply comments·. After reviewing the 

(omments, We believe that only one issue needs to be addressed. 

Richard Hughett 'points out that during the pttblic partiCipation 

hearing, Larry Foy, Vke-I'resident of CalAnl, stated that: 
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" ... And we ha,'c agreed with the individuals with that 
concern and request that the Con\nlission place as pa{t of this 
purchase that condition, the water will not be exported fro11\ 
this opet(Uing system." (fr. PHC il. 2) 

Rkhiltd Hughett requests, among other thh'gs, that as a condition of 

approval of the transfer of ownership of Ambler's water system, the Conln'lission 

prohibit any interties between Ambler's \Va-ter system and CaIAm'$ other water 

systems. 

\\'e have verified Richard Hughett'S aSsertion and have added the 

appropriate Finding of Fact and Ordering Paragraph to prohibit interties 

between Ambler's water system and CalAm's other waler s}'stems. 

\Ve have also elaborated upon the applicability of the need for 

environmental review of the transfer. Other than the changes discussed above, 

we are issuing the decision as proposed. 

Findings of Fact 
1. CalArn and Ambler seek an ex parte order of the Commission granting 

authorizalion for: 

a. CalAm to acquire Ambler's assets; 

b. CalAm to serve Ambler's service area; 

c. CalArn to an\ortlze the $55,279 premium it is paying oVer rate base (or 
Ambler's systen'; and 

d. Ambler to be relieved of its public utility obligations. 

2. Highway 68 Coalition requests that the Comn\ission delay its action in the 

ma.tter to allo\\' Alnbler's custOr'l\ers to form a inutual water company. 

3. The owner of Ambler is not willing to sell the systen\ to the yet-to-be

formed mutual company. 

4. GiVen the p6sition of Amble~~s owner regarding the saie of the system to a 

mutual watercompany, Ambler's customers could only acquire Ambler's system 

through enlinent domain. 

·12 -
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5. Ambl(\r's cuslomNS could exercise their powers of condemnation o\'er 

CalAn, just as well as they could havc o\'e~ A.nbler. 

6. Highway 68 Coalition rcquC'sts that CalAn\ not be allowed t<Yapply to 

Ambler's customers the graduated ratc structure which is currently used for 

CalAn\'s Monterey Division. 

7. CalAm does not propose to modify rates for Ambler's customers until 

January 1,2000, when it files a general rate case application for its ~1()nterey 

Division. 

8. Highway 68 Coalition requests thAt as a londition of approval of the 

requEsted transfer of ownership, the ComnuSsion impose a moratorium on new 

service connections in the An,bler serVice area. _ 

9. Highway 68 Coalition contends that CalAm's proposed acquisition of 

Ambler's system has a hidden agerida to enlarge Ambler's service area to include 

the nearby, extensive undeveloped acreage owned by Bollenbacher and Kelton, 

Inc. 

10. The Hydrologic Update Study conducted by Fugro\Vest, Inc. for the 

l\.ionterey County \Vater-- Resources Ager\cy ('oridi\des that there is adequate 

water supply in Ambler's service a'rea. 

11. High\vay 68 Coalition requests that an environmental review of the 

proposed transfer be performed. 

12. The proposed. transfer is not a proj~t under CEQA. 

13. CalAn,'s proposed treahnerit of acquisition adjustment is consistent with 

the treatment approved by the Commission in 0.70418 which authorized the 

acquisition by CalAn\ of Califprnia Water and Telephone Company. 

14. RRB requests that Cal Am be reqUired to prOVide journal entries reflecting 

the recording of the Ambler acquiSit16n adju-sln't(?nt. 
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15. Requiring CalAm. to provide RRB journal entries reg,uding ArnbJcr's 

acquisition adjustment will enable RRB to ensure that the acquisition adjustment 

Is being rcc:orded correctly. 

16. \Vithin three months of the completion of the tmnsfcr of the system, 

CalAnl proposes to make certain system improvements in Ambler#s service area. 

17. RRB requests that in order to ensure that CalAm has made the necessary 

system improvements, CalAm be required to prOVide a report on the system 

improvements in place. 

18. The proposed transfer of Ambler's system is consistent with the 

Conunission's policy of promoting acquisition of small water systems by large 

water companies. 

19. As a cond"ition of approval of the proposed transfer of ownership (jf . 

Ambler's \vater system} CaJAm -has agreed n61 to intertie Amb'ler's water system 

• 

to any other water system of C~IArn. • 

Conclusions 6f Law . 
1. The proposed transfer of Ambler's water system to CalAm should be 

ilpproved. 

2. Highway 68 Coalition's requests should be denied. 

3. CalAm shoidd be r~quired to provide RRB journal entries reflecting the 

recordirtg of Ambler's adjustment. 

4. CaIA!J' should be required to file a report on the planned system 

improvements to Ambler's systen\. 

5. The rates in Ambler's service area should not be rffonsidered until the 

Commission reviews the January 1, 2000 general mte case application (or 

CaJAl'n's Monterey Division. 

6~ An environmental rc\'iew under CEQAof the proposed transfet of 
ownership is not required. 
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7. Any proposal by CalAm to expand the Anlbler service area will require the 

Commission's appro\'al and a separ,ltc CEQA cvaluation. 

S. This order should be nlade effcctive imnl~iatcl}' to ('nable CalAnl to 

acquire and oper,lte Amblcrts water systcln expeditiously. 

9. "'here the utility oper,1tions arc to be sold to a nongovernmental buyer but 

the seller will no longer remain in thc utility business, the gain on &11e belongs to 

the shareholders of the seller. 

ORDER 

IT IS ORDERED that: 

1. \Vithiri 180 days of the effective datc of this order, An\bl~r Park Water 

Utilit}t (Ambler) may tr,lI\sfer its \vater system to California American "Vater 
. . 

Company (CaIAm) in accordance with the Agreement lot PUl'chase included in 

Exhibit 1 attached to the application. 

2. \Vithin ten days of the trans(er, Ambler shall write to the Commission 

stating the date of transfet and attach a copy of the transfer document. 

3. \Vithin ten days of the transfer, Ambler shall remit to the Comnlission all 

user fees collected up to the time of transfer. 

4. Upon compliance with this order, Ambler shall be relic\'cd of its public 

utility designation. 

S. Within six months of the effective date of this order, CalAln shall file with 

the Director of the Comn\ission's \Vater Division, journal entries reflecting the 

r~ording of Ambler's acquisition adjustment. 

6. \Vithin 45 days of the completion of the proposed plant irnpl'o\'ements 

.listed in Exhibit 9, CalAm shall file with the Diredor of the Cornn\ission's \Vater 

Di\'ision a report on the5ystem impro\'cn\cnts n\ade to Ambler's watet system 

since the tr,1nsfer. 
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7. \Vithin 30 days o( the cOtl'pletion o( the transfer, CalAnl shall file, with the 

Commission, tariff schedules and servite area map (or its ~1ontereybivision. 

The filing shall lie in accordance \'i'ith the Commission's Gener"l Order 96·A. 

8. The rates lor water serviCe in Ambler's service area shall .,ot be revised 

until January 1,2000. 

9. Ca1Am is prohibited to intertie Ambler's watet system to any other water 

system of Cal Am. 

10. This proceeding is dosed. 

This order is effective toda}'. 

Dated September 3, 1998, at San Francisco, California. 
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-RICHARD A. BILAS 
Pffsident -

P. GREGORY·CONLON 
JESSIE J. KNIGHT, JR. -
HENRY ~1. DUQU~ 
JOsIAll L. NEEPER 
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