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PUBLIC UTILITIES ~~ISSION Of THE STATE Of CALIfORNIA 

Copy for: RESOLUTION NO. W-3301J 
Orig. and copy 
to Executive Director ---- EVALUATION & COPPLIANC£ DIVISION 

BRANCH/SECTION: Water Utilities 
DATE: ~~rch 19, 1986 

Director 
____ h"unerical File 

Alphabetical File 
----- Accounting Officer 

l!~~Q~!!!!Q~ 

HILLCREST WATER CO., INC. (K~C). ORDER AUTHORIZING 
A G£UERAL RATE INCREASE PRODUCING $~lj,lJ61 OR 16.1J 
ADDITIONAL REVENUE. 

H~C by draft advice letter received by the Water Utilities Branch (Branch) on 
August 12, 1985, requ~sted authority under Section VI of General Order 96-A and 
Section 11511 of the Public Utilities Code to increase rates for water service by 
$110.01,\9 or ljO,". H''':C estimates that 1985 gross revenue of $276.109 at present 
rates ,",'Ould increase to about. $3B6, 158 at proposed rates and the rate of return 
on rate base would increase from a loss to 10J. 

lMC serves about 1.79& flat rate cl1st.o:ners in four tariff areas in suburban 
Yuba City, Sutt.er Count.y. Three of the tariff areas are located about two 
miles southwest of Yuba City and are closely oriented. two of these tariff 
areas have systerns that are intel'connected and the third is anticipated to be 
interconnected. These three tariff areas account for about 95~ of the 
customers and exhibit considerable growth. The fourth tariff area koo;'ll as 
New Helvetia is located two miles northwest of Yuba City. The New Helvetia 
area has 82 customers. a separate water system, and little potential for 
growth. 

The present rates have been in effect since July 12, 1982, pursuant to 
Resolution No. W-2998, which authorized a general rat.e increase. 

HWC1s states that the prirr~ry purpose of its requested rat~ increase is to 
cover increased operating costs anticipated for the new water treatrr~nt and 
filtration plants that "'ere recently constructed and added to the system. The 
new facilities were constructed with a $1.5ljO.346 loan provided under the 
California Safe Drin.king Water Bood Act (SIMBA). The loan was used to 
construct treatment plants, sborage tanks, water mains and various 
appurtenances. The new facilities "''ere necessitated by high mineral content. in 
Ute water which required tl'eatJr.ent and filtration. System revisions also 
incorporate new fire capacity requirerr~nts. The authOrity to borrow the funds 
and to add surcharges to pay for the loan was g,"ant.ed by Decision (D.) 83-07-
004, dated July 20. \983. The surcharges, which add to the existing monthly 
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flat rate bill of $11.80. are different for each of H~Cts tariff areas and 
range fr(\1l $11.80 to $lq ."5 per ronlh (see Appendix B for details). The level 
of the surcharge for a particular tariff area depends on the cost. of S~'BA 
financed· imorovro.ents aM the nunber of customers in that area. nlese 
surcharges are not affected by this rate increase request. D.83-01-00~ 
explicitly states that the surcharges do not cover operating expenses that. 
might be incurred by the new facilities, and that rate relief to cover these 
expenses be sought by the advice letter procedure. 

H~C prepared the request for this rate increase in early 1985. prior to the 
commencement (mid 1985) of operation of the new filtration facilities. The 
request was based on estimates of the potential increased costs of operating 
the new facilities. 

The (ranch made an iodependent analysis of H'~C's slmnary of earnings. Appendix 
A shows H~C's and the Branch's estImates of the summary of earnings at present. 
requested cmd adopted rates. The differences bet\o:een If~CIS and the Branch's 
estimates of the summary of earnings are in operatint expenses and rate base. 

TIle differences in the estimates of operating expenses are in purchased power, 
e~ployee labor, materials. contract work. insurance. vehicle expenses. office 
and storage rental, uncollectibles, and payroll and property taxes. Th~ Branch 
had available actual operating records covering about four months of use of the 
new filtration facilities, ~nich was not available to ~~C at the tirr~ its 
estimates were prepared. The differences bet~~en ~~C's and the Eraochts 
estimates in operating expenses are due primarily to lowzr than anticipated 
actual operating expenses for the new plant. 

TIle difference in the estimates of purchased power expense is due to different 
methods of estimating. H'~Cls estimate of $93,365 for purchased po .... "er is based 
on increaSing the 1984 recorded a'OOunt by an amunt estimated to cover po .. er 
costs related to the new filtrat.ion facilities. The Branch's corresponding 
estimate of $5lJ,332 is based on: normalizing historical power consunption to 
account for weather influences on customer usage; later data, not available to 
If~C, reflecting actual operation of the new facilities; and the most recent 
power rates. The Branch believes its estimate is more reasonable because it 
incorporates current operating conditions. ~~ereas H'~~'s estimate does not. 

The difference in employee labor expense of $6,000 is due to the Branch having 
later operating data from the new filtration facilities. W~~ estimated that 
one additional employee was needed to operate it. Based on actual operating 
records. the Branch found that only part-time help was needed. 

H'~C's estimate of $5,270 for materials was based on an earlier estimate of the 
cost of chemicals to be used for water treabrleot. The actual operating records 
indicate that the anticipated need for certain chemical treatment did nOt 
materialize. Based on this, the Branch's estiw~te of rr~terials is $4.300. 

H',olC estimated cont.ract ~\)rk at $5,900. This included a potential expense of 
$Q,800 fot ~nputer consulting that was to be amortized over three years. 
However, this expense was not incurred. This 10'.:ered the expense estimate for 
cont.ract work by $1,600 per year. There was also a $100 per year error in 
H,{C's calculation of this item. The Branch's estirr~te of $Q ,200 reflects these 
tw::> adjustments. 
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The difference In insurance expense is due to differences In the estimates of 
general insurance and e~loyee benefits (health and workers compensation 
insurance). ~~~ estimated general insurance expense at $12.Q16. Aotual 
bIlling W3S $11.306, the figure used by the Branch for its estimate. HAC's 
estimate of employee benefits is $18J31~ versus the Branch's estimate of 
$16.27~. The difference in employee benefits estimates is due to differences 
In labor requirement estimates discussed earlier. JrdC's estimate of total 
insurance expense is $30,730 ($2,416 + 18,3'Q), the Branch's estimate is 
$27,580 ($11,306 + 16,274). 

For vehicle expense, H~~'s estimate included $13.550 for fUll time usage of 
four vehicles. The Branch's revIew of H~C's reCords indicated that the 
vehicles are used in part for non-utility operations. U,pon questioning by the 
Branch. HIlC provided a revisN estimate of $8,181. The Branch believes this 
later estimate is reasonable. 

Wn~'S rental expense estimate is $13,6QO versus the Branch's estimate of 
$S,6~O. The difference of $5,000 relates to rental on land on which water 
system facilities are located. The owner of ~~~ stated that he is listed as 
the deeded 0~11er of the land and his accountant suggested that he should 
receive rent fOI' the land. The Branch found that the land is all'eady accounted 
for in ~~C's estimates of rate base and property taxes and believes that rental 
on this land should be excluded from ratemaking. 

H~C did not include an estimate for uncollectibles (revenue billed less 
revenue collected). ~bile relatively low, the Branch did determine frOm HWC's 
records that the average uncollectible rates for the last three recorded years 
(period since last rate increase) was O.16S of revenues. The Branch notes that 
for ratemaking the Corrmission treats uncollectibles as an expense in the 
sumn~ry of earnings and recomrr~nds that its estimate of $513 for uncollectibles 
be adopted. 

H'r:c's estimate of property taxes is $2!j,lQ1. The Branch notes that the implied 
tax rate in ~{CIS estimate is about 1.7$ which is much higher than the 
approximate 1$ rates seen since the passage of Proposition 13. Relying on 
information about ~~CIS tax asses&~ent and latest tax rate obtained from the 
SUtter County Tax Assessor's office, the Branch's estimate of property taxes is 
$15.090 and is based on a tax rate of 1.01911J. 

The difference in payroll taxes is due to the &'anch's lower eiilployee labor 
estimate discussed previously. 

The difference in depreciation expense estimates results from W":C including 
land in its depreciation calculation. Because land is not. dept'eciable the 
Branch excluded it from its estirr~te. 

The difference in rate base is &~all, less than l~, and is due to differences 
in the estimates of depreciation reserve. advances for construction, and 
working cash. Depreciation reserve estimates differ because Wr:C, as discussed 
previously, included land, which is not depreciable. in its depreciation 
calculations. The difference in the estimates of advances results from a small 
discrepancy between the level of recorded advances in ~~C'S workpapers 
submitted with its filing and in its 198~ annual report to the COmmission. 
Working cash estimates differ because of the difference in operating expense 
estimates. 
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}f~C's sll'mary of earnings submlt.ted with its rate increase request. shows a tate 
of return of 'OJ on rate base. This Is below the rate of return range (10.75~ 
to l'.25S) re~~en1ed by the financial Branch of the Evaluation and Compliance 
Division for small water utilities. The &-anch rcc{){llljeoos the maxirrun rate of 
return of 11.251. The Branch believes that this level of earning is in order 
in recognition of fMC's good service. Although the rate of return re¢OOJ1lended 
is higher t.han that requested by HWC, it does not result in more revenue t.han 
was requested. 

H~C was info~~d about t.he Branch's differing views on expenses, rate base, and 
rate of return, and has stated that it accepts the Branch's estimates. 

A notice of the proposed fate increase was mailed to each customer on September 
1Q, 1985. fifty letters, and one petition containing 90 signatures, protesting 
the roa&ni tude of the rate increase were l'ecei ved by the Coovlission. J-'lOst 
replies cited the 1983 addition of the SDWBA loan repa~nent surcharge as a rate 
increase and indicated that any increase now, so soon aftel' that increase, is 
u~reasonable. The letters also indicated that water quality had not improved 
since they began paying for the new filtration facilities, citing bad Odor, 
taste, and color. Five letters and the petition cited the separate issue that 
they (the customers in the New ~lvetia tariff area) we,'e not served by the new 
filtration facilities and therefore, should not be subject to the increase in 
operating expenses resulting from them. 

With respect to the fHtrat.ion facilities financed by the 51MBA loan, the 
Depart.rr.ent of Health Services (OOS) stated that. the construction was performed 
in a very neat, efficient, and economical manner; and that the system has 
proven to be very effective in remving the high concentrations of iron and 
manganese from the wate)'. I-b .... -ever, the treat..'1l€nt of the water did change its 
flavor for some customers. According to DHS the start up of the new water 
treatment facilities also caused some discoloration of water already in the 
mains and the periodic release or sluffing off of accumulated minerals from the 
insides of eXisting mains. This problem (on a diminishing basis) can last as 
long as a year, but is normally cleared in two to three months. H'r.'C is 
periodically flushing the mains to minimize this problem. 

TIle &-anch .'eviewed the objection to paying for an increase attributed to the 
filtration facilities that do not serve the New Helvetia tariff area. These 
customers are isolated by sevel'al miles from the remainder JfhC's customers, the 
other systems and the new filtration facilities. This district has 82 
CUs~~rs compared to the l,11Q custorr~rs in the other three closely oriented 
districts. TIle Branch found that the New Helvetia area's higher (10$) fX)',,-er 
consumption per cusborr~r and the added service cost due to its separateness 
from the main system approximately offset the operational costs for the 
filtration facilities serving the other areas. For this reason, the Branch 
believes there should be no oost-of-service differential between the New 
Helvetia area rates and the rates for the other areas • . 
The &-anch made a field investigation of the cOi:npany in November 1985. HAC's 
plant facilities "''ere inspected and the records examined. Pressures were 
checked and customers intervie~~d. Numerous discussions were held with DHS 
arout the new filtration faCilities, their costs and t.he resulting service 
improvement. The &anch concludes that service is good. There are no 
outstanding ~~ission o~ers requiring system improvements. 
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The Branch has drafted a letter of reply to the ¢us~~rs who responded. It 
explains the Corr~issionts aclion and will be mailed after the resolution is 
signed. It. is attached as Exhibit E. 

H't:C proposes to meter several apartment cOO"1plexes. H'I\'C, wlich has no metered 
customers, has a metered rate schedule but the Branch believes this schedule Is 
unreliable because H'~~ can not determine its unit cost for water or average use 
per cust<mer since it does not. meter its water prOduction. It is the Branch's 
view that based on a r~h estimat.e the rates in the metered schedule are too 
low and probably will have to be adjusted upward if they are going to cover the 
actual cost to serve. The &anch recorrrnends against metering the apartment 
complexes until H'tlC has metered its production and can get. a better handle on 
unit cost and custorr..er consmption. H'':C ..... ilich has an Wlple water supply J has 
indicated that it may begin ~tering its water production. ~'hen this ~urs 
the appropriate adjustJ.r.ents w the metered rate schedule can be made and m:C 
can egain bring this matter to the Commission for consideration under the 
advice letter procedure. Even with its faults, the Branch believes that the 
metered rate schedule should be retained until it is updated because it can be 
used fot limit-ed miscellaneous purp:>ses such as during the construction phase 
of new develorment. and in toose situations where a custOOler is found to be 
wasting water. 

COnsistent with past ~~ission policy, the Branch's recommended percent 
increase to H~C's flat and metered rate schedules is approximately equal to the 
overall system increase or 16.11. The monthly bill for the typical flat. rate 
residential customer (exclujing surcharge) will incr€ase from $11.80 to $13.70 
or $1.90. A cooparison of present and r~nded rates is sho\o,'O in Appendix C. 

The Branch reCOOJ1'.ends that. the Coornission authorize an increase of $QQ,Q61 or 
16.1l which wuld increase estimated annual revenue from $276.109 at. present 
rates to $)20,510 at. recorrlOended rates. This increase provides for an 11.251 
rate of return on rate base. 

The CO~ission's opinion, after investigat.ion by the Branch, is that: 

a. The &anch's reC()(T'[Oended swrnary of earnings (Appendix A) is 
reasonable and should be adopted. 

b. The rates reoorrnended by the Branch (Appendix B) are reasonable and 
should be authori zed. 

c. The quantities (Appendix D) used to develop the Branch's 
recommendations are reasonable and Should be adopted. 

THE W~ISSION fINDS that the increased rates hereby authorized are justified 
and that the present rates are. for the future. unjust and unreasonable. 

IT IS RESOLVED that: 

1. Authority is granted under Public Utilities COde Section 454 for Hillcrest 
Water CO •• Inc. to file an advice letter incorporating the Sumlar]' of Earnings 
and revised rate schedules attached to this resolution as Appendices A and B. 
and concurrently to cancel the presently effective fate Schedules lbs. 1 and 
2R. Such filing shall comply with General Order 96-A. 
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2. The effective date of the revised rate schedules shall be the date of 
filing. 

3. This Resolution is effective t.oday~ 

I certify that this resolution was adopted by the PUblic Utilities Commission 
at its regular meeting on V~rch \9, 1986. The following Commissioners approved 
it: 
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VICTOR CALVO 
~'llA C. GJi1:W 
WJLUAM T BAGlEY 
FREOEACK A. OUOA 

tommltsJOHts 



APPENDIX A 

• HILLCREST WATER CO., INC. 

~.ARY or EARNINGS 
(Estimated Year 1986) 

: utility Estimated : Branch Estimated : 
:Present : Requested: Present : Requested: . • 

Item : Rates . Rates Rates • Rates :Mopted: . . 
Operating Revenue $276,109 $386,158 $276.109 $386.158 $320,570 

Operating Expenses 
--SOUrce of SUpply 27.800 27,800 21,800 21.800 27.800 

Purchased PO'.\'er 93,365 93,365 511,832 54,832 51t,832 
Ur.-ployee Labor 113,680 113,680 31,680 37,680 31,680 
l-'.aterials 5.270 5.270 lJ,300 4,300 4,300 
Contr3:ct \o:ork 5,900 5.900 11,200 4,200 4,200 
Office Salaries 28,20() 28.200 28,200 28.200 28,200 
Management Salaries 18,000 18,000 18.000 18,000 18,000 
Office &lpply 13,278 13,278 13,278 13,278 13.278 
Insurance 30,130 30,730 27,580 21,580 21.580 
AC(}t., Legal 5,000 5,000 5,000 5,000 5.()()() 
General Expenses 14.190 14.190 111,190 14.190 111,190 • Vehicle Expense 13,550 13,550 8,181 8,181 8,181 
Office & Star. Rentals 13,6liO 13,6liO 8,6!l0 8,640 8.640 
Uncollectibles 0 0 IIlt2 618 513 

Total Expenses 312,603 312,603 252,329 252.505 252,400 

Depreciation 22.321 22,321 21.463 21,1483 21.1!83 
Propert.y Tax 25,1111 25,141 15.090 15,090 15.090 
Payroll Tax 8.899 8.899 8.518 8.518 8.518 
Other Taxes li80 Q80 lISO lISO li80 
Income Taxes 200 200 200 23,316 3,835 ---

Total Deductions 369.6ljlt 369.6ljlJ 321,451 321,451 301,806 

Net Revenue (93,535) 16,51lJ (21,991) 61t,701 18,764 

Rate Base 
Average Plant 991,913 991,913 991.973 991,973 991,913 
Average Dept. Res. 352,621 35?,621 352,202 352,202 352,202 
Net Plant. 639,352 639,352 639,171 639,771 639,171 
Less: Mvances 302,913 302.973 302,llJ3 302,143 302,143 

Contri butions 176,769 176,769 176,769 176,769 176,169 
Plus: Working Cash 5,620 5,620 5,930 5,930 5.930 

Rate Base 165,231 165.231 166,789 166,789 166,789 

• Rate of Return Loss 10;l Loss 38.80J 11.25~ 
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APPLICABILITY 

APPENDIX 8 
(Page 1) 

Schedule No. 1 

GENERAL METERED SERVICE 
Region 1 (fast Hillcrest Area) 

Applicable to all ~~tered ~~ter service. 

TERRITORY 

Region I kno~n as the East Hillcrest area, and vicinity, located 
approximately t~~ miles south~~st of Yuba CIty, Sutter County. 

RATES 

ServIce Olarge 

for 5/8 x 3/4-ioch meter · ........... . 
for 31~-inch meter · ............ . 
for l-ioch meter " ............ . 
for 1-1/2-inch meter · ............. . 
for 2-inch meter · ........... . 

"-'anti ty Rates 

First 500 cu.ft., per 100 cu.ft. 
Next 500 cu.ft., per 100 cu.ft. 
Over 1,000 cu.ft., per 100 cu.ft. 

· .. · .. 
• •• 

Per Heter 
Per }both 
Olarge 

$ It.06 
4.~1 
6.10 
8.13 

10.91 

0.35 
0."6 
0.64 

(1) 
• I , 
I 
1 • (I) 

(I) 
1 • (I) 

Per "'~ter 
Per Jhr'lth 
Surcharge 

$6.35 
6.35 
6.35 
6.35 
6.35 

The Service Charge is a readiness-lo-serve charge which is 
applicable to all metered service and to ~hich is to be added 
the rr~nthly charge computed at the Quantity Rates. 

METERED SERVICE SURCHARGE 

~~£: This surcharge is in addition to the regular monthly metered water 
bill. The total monthly surcharge must be identified on each bill. 
This surcharge is specifically for the repayment of the California 
Safe Drinking Water Bond Act loan as authorized by Decision 83~01-004. 
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APPLICABILITY 

-:i 

APPENDIX 8 
(Page 2) 

Schedule No. \ 

GENERAL KETEREO SERVICE 
Region II (Westgate Area) 

Applicable to all metered water service. 

TERRITORY 

Region II known as the Westgate area, and vicinity, located 
approximately two miles south~~st of Yuba City. Sutter County. 

RATES 

Per "~ter Per Beter 
Per :-hnth Per "bnth 
Olarge Surcharge 

for 5/8 x 3111-inch meter · ......... , .. . $ 4.06 (I) $Q.80 
11.47 , lJ.80 I for 3llt-inch meter" • ...... III ••••• 

for l-ioch ~~ter · ........... . 6.10 I 11.80 t 
for 1-1/2-inch meter · ... , ........ . 8.13 I lj.80 I 

for 2-ioch meter · .......... . 10.97 (1) lj.80 

Quanti ty Rates 

first 500 cu.ft' l per 100 cv.ft •.•• 
Next 500 cu.ft., per 100 cu.ft. 
Over 1,000 cu.ft., per 100 cu.ft. ... 

0.35 
0.46 
O.6lJ 

(n 
I 
I 

(I) 

The Service Charge is a readiness-to-serve charge which is 
applicable to all metered service and to "'hich is to be added 
the monthly charge computed at the Quantity Rates. 

METERED SERVICE SURCHARGE 

NOTE: This surcharge is in addition to the regular monthly metered water 
bill. The total monthly surcharge must be identified on each bill. 
This surcharge is specifically for the repayment of the California 
Sate lX'inking Water Bond Act loan as authorized by Decision 83-07-0011. 
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APPLICABILITY 

APPENDIX B 
(Page 3) 

Schedule lb. 1 

GENERAL METERED SERVICE 
Region III (West Hillcrest Area) 

Applicable to all metered water service. 

TERRITORY 

Region III kno~n as the West Hillcrest area. and Vicinity, located 
approximately two miles south~~st of Yuba Cily. Sutler COunty. 

RATES 

Service (harge 

for S/8 x JIlt-inch meter t .... , ••••••• 

for 3/11-inch meter · .......... " 
for I-inch meter · .......... . 
for 1-1/2-inch meter · ........... . 
for 2-inch meter · .... , ...... . 

Q.,Jantity Rates 

first 500 cu.ft., per too cu.ft. 
Next 500 cu.ft., per too cu.ft. 
Over 1,000 cu.ft., per too cu.ft. 

· .. · .. · .. 

Per Heler 
Per "bnth 
O1arge 

t 11.06 
1I.1i1 
6.tO 
8.13 

10.97 

0.35 
0.46 
0.61t 

(I) 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

(1) 

(1) 
I 
I 

(1) 

Per Meter 
Per funth 
Surcharge 

tllJ.IiS 
tlt.ltS 
tlt.ltS 
14.lts 
IIJ.IiS 

The Service Charge is a readiness-to-serve charge Which is 
applicable to all metered service and to ~lich is to be added 
the monthly charge computed at the Quantity Rates. 

METERED SERVICE SURCHARGE 

tlOTE: This surcharge is in addition to the regular IOC>I1thly metered water 
bill. The total monthly surcharge must be identified on each bill. 
This surcharge is specifically for the repayment of the California 
Safe Drinking Water Bond Act loan as authOrized by Decision 83-01-00Q. 
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APPLICABILITY 

APPEND1X B 
(Page ~) 

Schedule No. 1 

GENERAL METERED SERVICE 
Region IV (New Helvetia Area) 

Applicable to all met.ered water service. 

TERRITORY 

Region IV kno~n as the New Helvetia area, and vicinity, located 
approximately two miles north~~st of Yuba City, Sutter COunty. 

RATES 

Serv ice Charge 

for 5/8 x 314-ioch meter • ••• II ••••••• 

for 31lJ-inch meter · ............. . 
for 1-ioch meter · .......... . 
for 1-1/2-inch meter · ... " .. " ...... 
for 2-ioch meter • ••• " • III ...... 

Q,Jantity Rates 

first 500 cu.ft., per 100 cu.ft. 
Next 500 cu.ft., per 100 cu.ft. 
Over 1,000 cu.ft., per 100 cu.ft. 

· .. · .. · .. 

Per Beter 
Per llinth 
Olarge 

$ lJ.06 
lJ.lt1 
6.10 
8.13 

10.91· 

0.35 
0.1l6 
0.6lJ 

(I) 
1 
1 
I • • • 

(I) 

(I) 
1 • (I) 

Per .~ter 
Per Month 
Surcharge 

$1~.05 
111.05 
111.05 
111.05 
1~.05 

The Service Charge is a readiness-to-serve charge Which is 
appl icable to all metered service and to mich is to be added 
the monthly charge computed at the Quantity Rates. 

METERED SERVICE SURCHARGE 

NOTE: This surcharge is in addition to the regular monthly metered water 
bill. The total monthly surcharge must be identified on each bill. 
This surcharge is specifically for the repayment of the California 
Safe Drinking Water Bond Act loan as authorized by Decision 83-01-00Q. 
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APPLICABILITY 

APPENDIX B 
(Page 5) 

Schedule No. 2R 

RESIDENTIAL FLAT RATE SERVICE 
Region I (East Hillcrest Area) 

Applicable to all flat rate residential and commercial water service. 

TERRITORY 

Region I koo~~ as the East Hillcrest area. and vicinity. located 
approximately two miles south .... 'est of Yuba City. Sutter o:>unty. 

RATES Per Service 

for a single-family residential unit 
including premises, not to exceed 

Connection 
Per Honth 

Olarge 

13,000 square feet •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• $13.70 (I) 

Each additional unit on the sane premises ••••••• 6.62 

For each swilT¥Tling J>OOl .................................... . 2.21 

for each too sq. ft. of premises in excess 
of 13.000 square feet ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 0.07 (I) 

SPECIAL CONDITIONS 

Per Service 
Connection 
Per funth 
Surcharge 

$6.35 

3.05 

1.02 

.03 

The above flat rate applies to service connections not larger than one-inch in 
dianeter. 

FLAT RATE SURCHARGE 

NOTE: This surcharge is in addition to the regular chat'ge of $13.70 per 
service connection, per month. The total monthly surcharge must be 
identified on each bill. Thissurcharee is specifically for the 
repay;nent of the California Safe Drinklng Water Bond Act loan as 
authorized by Decision 83-07-00~. 
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APPLICABILITY 

APPENDIX B 
(Page 6) 

Scheduie lb. 2R 

RESIDENTIAL FLAT RATE SERVICE 
Region II (Westgate Area) 

Applicable to all flat rate residential and commercial water service. 

TERRITORY 

Region II kno~~ as the Westgate area. and vioinity. located 
approximately two miles southwest of Yuba City, Sutter County. 

RATES 

For a single-fa~ily residential unit 
including premises, not to exceed 

Per Service 
Connection 
Per l-hnth 

(barge 

13,000 square feet.............................. $13.10 (1) 

Each additional unit on the same premises ••••••• 6.62 

For each swirrrning pool •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 2.21 

For each 100 sq. ft. of premises in excess 
of 13,000 square feet ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 0.01 (I) 

SPECIAL CONDITIONS 

Per Service 
Connection 
Per Mont·h 
SUrcharge 

.02 

The above flat rate applies to service connections not larger than one-inch in 
dianeter. 

FLAT RATE SURCHARGE 

NOTE: This surcharge is in addition to the regular charge of $13.70 per 
service connection, per month. lhe total monthly surcharge must be 
identified on each bill. This surcharge is specificaily for the 
repayment of the C.alifornia Safe (Kinking Water Bond Act loan as 
authorized by Decision 83-01-004. 
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Schedule No. 2R 

RfSlOENTIAL FLAT RATE SERVICE . 
Region III (West Hillcrest Area) 

Applicable to all flat rate residential and commercial water service. 

TERRITORY 

Region III known as the West Hillcrest. area, and vicinity, located 
approximately t~~ miles south~~st of Yuba City, Sutter COunty. 

RATES 

For a single-family residential unit 
including premises, not to exceed 

Per Service 
Connec Uon 
Per 1-bnth 

Olarge 

13,000 square feet................ •••••••••••••• $t3.70 (I) 

Each additional unit on the same premises ••••••• 6.62 

For each swiwming pool ••••••••••••••••••••••.••• 2.21 

For each 100 sq. ft.. of premises in excess 
of 13,000 square feet ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 0.01 (1) 

SPECIAL CONDITIONS 

Per service 
Connection 
Per H:>nth 
Surcharge 

$1II.4S 

6.94 

2.31 

.01 

The above flat rate applies to service connections not larger than one-inch in 
diateter. 

FLAT RATE SURCHARGE 

NOTE: This surcharge is in addition to the regular charge of $13.70 per 
service connection, per mOnth. The total monthly surcharge must be 
identified on each bill. This surcharge is specifically for the 
repayment. of the California Safe Drinking Water Bond Act loan as 
authorized by Decision 83-07-004. 
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Schedule }b. 2R 

RESIDENTIAL FLAT RATE SERVICE 
Region IV (New Helvetia Area) 

Applicable to all flat rate residential and commercial water service. 

TERRITORY 

Region I kno~n as the New Helvetia area, and vicinity, located 
approximately two miles northwest of Yuba City, Sutter County. 

RATES 

For a single-familY resider.tial unit 
including premises J not to exceed 

Per Service 
Connection 
Per ~bnth 

O1arge 

13.000 square feet •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• $13.70 (I) 

Each additional unit on the sane premises ••••••• 6.62 

For each swirr~'ning pool •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 2.21 

For each 100 sq. ft. of premises in excess 
of 13,000 square feet ••.•••••••••••••••••••••••• 0.01 . (I) 

SPECIAL CONDITIONS 

Per Service 
Connection 
Per }-bnth 
SUrcharge 

The above flat rate applies to service connections not larger than one-inch in 
dicrneter. 

FLAT RATE SURCHARGE 

NOTE: This surcharge is in addition to the regular charge of $13.70 per 
service connection, per month. The total monthly surcharge must be 
identified on each bill. This surcharge is specifically for the 
repayment of the California Safe ~inkil'lg Water Ibnd Act loan as 
authorized by Decision 83-01-00Q. 

(END OF APPENDIX B) 
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C(t{PARlSON (f' RATES 

A cauparlson of present and &anch's rec«mlended rates for service is 
soo\om be low: 

}lETERED SERVICE (No meters currently in 
In service> 

Service O1arge: 

for 5/8 x 3/4-ioch meter · ............ . 
for 3/4-inch meter 
for l-ir~h ~eter · ........ " ... . 
For 1-1/2-inch meter " ••• II; •••••••• 

For 2-inch meter · ............ . 
QJantity Rates: 

first 
Next 
Over 

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

1.000 cu. ft •• per 100 cu.ft ••• 

FLAT RATE SERVICE 

Basic (for residential unit inclooing 
premises not exceeding 13.000 sq. ft.) . 
Swirrming Pool •• , ••••• ,. ....... " • iii III ........ 

Unit (each additional residential unit. 
on premises) , ............... " ......... 
100 sq. ft. (of premises in excess of 
13,000 sq.ft.) .......................... 
Comp:>site: 

Basic+poOl+20 unit.s on 20,000 sq.ft. 
premises ............... III ....... " • t ....... 

Per I-'~t.er Per "hnth 
Present Recommended Percent 
Rates Rates Increase 

$3.50 
3.85 
5.25 
7.00 
9.~5 

0.30 
O.ltO 
0.55 

$ IJ.06 
IJ.1t7 
6.10 
8.13 

10.97 

0.35 
0.46 
0.6lJ 

Per Service COnnect.ion 
Per ~bnth 

16.0 
16.1 
16.2 
16.1 
16.1 

16.7 
15.0 
16.IJ 

Present Recommended Percent 
Rates Rates Increase 

$ 11.80 $ 13.70 16.1 

1.90 2.21 16.3 

5.70 6.62 16.1 

0.06 0.01 16.7 

131.90 153.21 16.2 
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ADOPTED QUANTITIES 
-rI98S Test Year) 

NEllle of Company: Hillcrest Water 00., Inc. 

Net-to-Gross .~ltiplier: 
federal Tax Rates: 
State Tax Raw: 
Local franchise Tax Rate: 
Business License: 
Uncollectible Rates: 

Expenses Test Year 1985 

1. Purchased Power (ElectriC) 

1.3()lj5 
15.0J 
9.6~ 
O.OJ 
O.OJ 

O.16~ 

Pacific Gas and Electric Company 

Total Cost ($) 
kr."n 
Eff. Sch. fuw 
$!kr.'h used 
Rate Schedule 

2. Purchased Water: 

3. PUmp Tax-Replenishment Tax: 

~. Payroll and Fmployee Benefits: 
Operation and Maintenance 
Administrative & General 

5. Ad Valorem Taxes: 
Tax Rate 
Assessed Value 

CUstomers per Service Area 

1. East Hillcrest 
2. New Helvetia 
3. Westgate 
fJ. West Hillcrest 

To till 

Total 

$511.832 
567.208 
8/1185 

$0.09661 
A-1 

lbne 

None 

incl. 
incl. 

$100.15fJ 

$ 15.090 
1.01911$ 

$1.480.692 

1985 

8211 
620 
270 
82 

1.796 
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ADOPTED ~ANTITIES 
(1985 Test Year) 

Service Connections 

1. ~~ter Size: none 

2. ~~tered Water Sales Used to ~sigo Rates: none 

3. Flat Rate Service Connections: 

Basic connections •••••••••••••••••• 
Mditi6ns: 

Added units •••••••••••••••••••• 108 
~~imming pools ••••••••••••••••• 326 
Excess square footage •••••••••• 925,200 

Total connections ..................... 

1985 

1,796 

1,796 

AOOPTED TAX CALCULATIONS 

Line 1985 
No. ltffli Adopted Rates 

CCIT fIT 

1. Operating Revenues $320,570 $320,570 

2. Operating Expenses 252,llOO 252,llOO 
3. Taxes other Than IncOOle 2l1.088 2l1.088 
fJ. Tax Depreciation 27.524 27 .521J 
5. Interest 0 () 
6. State Incorr~ Tax ',590 

1. Sub-total ~uct.ion 304,012 305.602 

8 State Taxable Income 16.558 
9. State Income Tax 1.590 

10 Federal Table Income 1'1.968 ,1. Federal Income Tax 2,245 

12. Total InCO!r~ tax 1,590 3,835 

(END OF APPENDIX D) 
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APfENDIX E 

TO All PARTIES lolHO HAVE WRITTEN TO WE CQ.ViISSION REGAR()ING WE REQUEST fOR A 
qOJ RATE INCREASE BY WE HILLCREST WATER OO~PANY, INC. or..:C) 

After considering all factors presented, the Commission has authorized H~C a 
general rate i~rease producing 16.11 additional revenue. The major factor 
affecting the rate increase is inflation. The monthly bill for tfie flat rate 
residential cust~~r will increase from $11.80 to $13.10 or $1.90. These rates 
do rot inclooe the safe lXinking Water Bond Act (S{:\·.'BA) loan surcharge (sOO\.'O 
as the U~R surcharge on your water bills). 

fifty letters, and ~~e petition containing 90 Signatures, protesting the 
magnitooe of the rate increase, "''ere received by the ConTllission. tbst replies 
cited the 1983 addition of the SI:1.\'BA loan repayment surcharge as a rate 
increase and indicated that this increase was too much too soon. The letters 
also indicated that water quality had not improved since they began paying for 
the new plant. Citing bad odor, taste. and color. five letters and the 
petition cited the separate issue that the customers in the New Helvetia area 
were not served by the new filtration facilities and therefore, should not be 
obligated for the cost of operation of the new plants. 

With respect to the filtration faclities financed by the SU{BA loan, the 
~partment of Health Services (OOS) stated that the construction was performed 
in a very neat, e ffic ient, and economical manner'; and that the system has 
proven to be very effective in removing the high concentrations of iron and 
manganese from the water. However, the trea~ent of the water did change its 
flavor for SOOle custo:ners. According to OOS the start up of the new water 
treatment facilities also caused some discoloration of water already in the 
roBins and the periodic release or sluffing off of aoc~ulated minerals from the 
insides of existing mains. This problem (on a diminishing basis) can last as 
long as a year. but is normally cleared in two to three months. H~C is 
periodically flushing the mains to minimize this problem. 

The COmmission revie~~d the objection to paying for an increase attributed to 
the filtration facilities that do not serve the New Helvetia area. These 
customers are isolated by several miles fPOm the remainder of H~cts 
customers. the other systems, and the new filtration facilities. The New 
Helvetia area has 82 customers oompared to the approximately 1,700 custaners in 
~~C's closely oriented districts. The COmmission found that the average amount 
of po~~r required to serve a custorr~r in the New Helvetia area is higher than 
in the other areas served by H"C. In addition, the cost tQ serve this area is 
higher due to its distance from the main body of lUC's other customers. The 
Commission believes that the costs associated with the filtration facilities 
not in New Helvetia's area are offset by the higher cost to serve this area. 

~e appreciate your ~Titing to us. If you have any further question, please 
contact Wayne Koerting at (415) 551-00Qq· 

Very truly yours, 

WESLEY FRANKLIN, Chief 
Water Utilities Branch 


