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Decision No. 

B.8FQi\z THE PUBLIC UTI,LITI.2:S Cor,JvlI~3ION OF THE' 3TATE OF CALIFORNIA 

) 
In the II1O.tter of the Al?plication of ) 
CALIFORNIA ~':ATER &. T'::L£PHONE' COMPANY) 
to increase rates for wator service ) 
in i ~s Sweetwater District~ ) 

---------------------------------) 

Ap!'licati on No. 29094 

Bacigalupi, Elkus and Salinger by Claude ~~". Rosenb~~ 
fo·r applicant; Burket ~~rshall & Burl(c by Louis H. urke 
and Ste'Ohen B. Robinson on' behalf of the City of National 
City and the City of Chula Vista; Albert 'C. Boyer, City 
Attorney 7 on behalf of the City of Chula Vista; 
James B. Abbe~on behalf of Chula Vista Vegetable' 
Exchange and. hula Vista Citrus Association; S.. \'1.. Shepard 1 

Secretary) on behalf of Rohr Aircraft Corporation; , -' 
Paul M. Sa~p, Utili tiez (J!"ff'ccr, on beh all' of the 
United. States Public Rousing Administration; 
J can L. Vincenz, Director, De?lrtment of Public vvorks, 
on behaLr o? tne County of San Diego. 

o ? I N I, 0 N ----",....----

California i1ater & Telephone Company, in this application 

seeks authority to increase rat,es charged for water service rendered 

in its Sweetwater District. 

Applicant furnishes water service to com:'lluni ties in I~:onterey, 

Los ~~geles, and San Diego Counties and renders telephone service in 
portions of Los Angeles, Riverside, San Bernardino, and San Diego 

Counties. Applicant's water operations in the County of San Diego 

consti~~~e its San Diego Bay Division ~nd the territory served is 

divided into two parts, namely, the .Sweetwater and Coronado Distric'ts. 

The Swoetwater District includes the cities of Chula Vista 

and Na~ional C1ty, toge-ther ,>r.i:th certain a.djoining unincorporated 

areas.. The number of customers in this district averaged 9,116· 'during 

the calendar year 1948 \-,'ith water sales about equ¥ly divided between: 
, 

irriga.tion customers and all other customers, the latter consisting ot 
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domestic, commercial, ,industrial, and municipal customers. Thetrans­

mission and distri buti on system of the district included 827 , 76Z feet 

of pipe as of December ,1,. 194$. 

Prior to194S, the principa~ source of water supply for the 

Sweetwater District consisted ot surface runoff into the· Sweetwater' .' 

River collected and stored in two reservoirs with B. storage capacity. 

in excess of 53 1 000 acre-feet, supplemented by well water drawn from 

the lower Sweetwater Valley. Sweetwater Reservoir, located about. four' 

I:liles east of the cities of Chula Vista and National City, has a '. 

capacity of about 27,700 acre-feet, while Loveland Reservoir, located 
. . 

about 16 miles farther east and upstream on the Sweetwater River, has 

a capacity of about 25,~~OO acre-feet. The maximum water stored in 

,both reservoirs, howeve:;o" was only about 27,000 acre-feet·.in 1945" 

20,000 acre-feet in 1946, and 12,000 acre-feet in 1947. Loveland: 

R.eservoir, completed ~arly in 1945, contained a maximum. storage o£ 

S ,600 ,acre-feet in February 1 1946. This lack of storage is attribu't'.ed 
~ 

to the fact that the most recent ye'ar of heavy runoff was 1941. RUnoff 

characteristics of this area as shown by hi.storical records. reveal 

that infre~uent years of runoff several times the average are !ollowed 
.' by a numoer ~f years of runoff only a fraction of the average. Accepted 

practice in the area consequently calls for completion of:' storage 

projects· as much as ten years ahead of the estimated need· therefor. 

- With the continued shortage in rainfall and the growth in 

population in the district, it became urgent that additional water O~ 

obtained from other sources. Consequently, on December' 24> 1947, the 

company entered int,o an agreement with the San Diego County. ~ • .rater 

Authority to receive delivery of Colorado River water, to' which the 

citi·es of Chula Vista and National City were entitled, through' 

i'acili tics of the City ot. San Diego, pending constructi on of' a 16-m11e 
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'transmission line whic:h would effec:t direc:t delivery of Colorado River 

'.'later to Sweet\'later Reservoir.· 

On February 24, 1945, the company entered into an agreement 

with the cities of Chula Vist'a and National City, as memb~rs of t,he 

San Diego County ;'later Authority ,I for the purchase and delivery of 
~, , I 

Colorado River water, and on April 16" 1948, this water was first, 

transmi tteddirectly from San Vicente Reservoir to SWeetwater Reservoir ,: 

through a branch l:ine known as the La rVIesa-Swee:t;.water Extension:. The 

agreement between the company and 'the two ci'ties provided £'orpayment 

of the following 'charges: 

1~ A standby charge equivalent to 11% o£,'the gross revenue 
derived by the company from water sales in its Sweetwater 
Distric~. 

2. A charge equal to that to' be paid by the two cities to, ' 
the San Diego County ~'[atcr Aut ho ri ty for water delivered. 

3. A surcharge by the two cities of $1 peracre-i'oot, of, 
water delivered'. . 

The initial' application in this proceeding was fi:led on 
, 

February 16) 194$, and on April 14) 194e, a public hearing was held in 

National City at whi~h time the company introduced evidence in'support . .. 
of its app1icat~on to increase ratez $101,300. On May lS', 1945, the 

, . 
CommiSSion issued an interim order (Decision No. 41607) authorizing' . 
the requested increase. 

On March 2S, 1949, the eompa.n~~ filed its first supplemental 
.' . 

application reque::ting a further increase in rates and pu'blichearings 
I 

were held on this, sUPl'lementa,l application in San Diego on :t-1a.y 25' and 

26, .1949. On July 12" 1949, t,he 'Commission issued Decision No,. ,43121, 
, " 

denying the req't;e.sted emergency increase in rates, pending thorough 
, , 

considera.tion of evidence presented by the company, the introduction of 

evidence by the Comrnis::;ion's staff and the final dispositiono£'"the ' 

original application.. On August 1" 1949, the company petitioned for a 
:, ' 
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rehearing or. its first supplemental application, which was denied by 

t.he Commission in Decision No. 43199, dated August 9, 1~49. 

On September 14, 1949 , the applicant ,filed an amended appli­

co.tion setting forth rates estimated to' produce additior~l revenue of 
.1 

$178,000 annually over and above that derived from interim rates 

authorized by Decision No. 41607. 

Public he~rings were heid in San Diego on September 27, 2$, 

and 29 ~ 1949, at which time further evidence w~s present.ed ,by the' 

company, other interested parties, and the Commission' staff.' The 

mat~er was submitted for decision on September 29, 1949, subject to the 

filing of briefs. 

Representatives of the cities of National City and Chula 

Vista, representing all classes of customers, conclude that r:!tes in 

the Sweetwater District should be substantially' lower th3nwould be 

proper if the qun.lity of service were gOOd, thGt no cla.ss or quantity 

block rate should be hizher than the user can reasonably afford to pay, 

that any revenue deficiencies arising thereby be, not assessedagain,st' 

other users;-that the spread oi rates, between customers or different 

classes and different <1uantities in the same class be given thc.most 

careful consideration, and that the Loveland Project· should b~ con­

sidered as n onoperati ve • Rohr Aircraft Corporation expresses' dissatiS-: " 

" faction with the propos~l to charge, for the same volu=!e o~ water served 

for industrial use, more than for agricultural use. It co.,ntends that 

the cost of W:lter served and ,the :=!mount of service render~d to indus;' 

trial customers is "nO, greater than for other cust.om~rs and 'that, other 

neighboring water operation~ make no such distinc~ion. Agricultural 

inte:,~sts, en tho other hand, contend that the water system wt),s 

initially developed to supply irrigation water to the area and th::\tmuch 

of the l<!nd in the a.rea w~s sold with the und.erstanding. that adeq,lUlte 

water supplies would be C\,vailable., They point out. that increases in 

dem~nd- for water have been occas·ioned by growth in; domestic, municipal, 
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and ind.ustrial load l whil~ the agricultural load has remained static 

for :nany years. They believe consequently that,increased costs,r,esul't­

ing from the installation to ~erve thes(::l increased demands should be 

asses$~d a,gainst class.::s of s~rvice other than agricultur""l., Recogniz",,:' 

ing ~he community of interests of the soveral classes, the ~ital 

l:.ecessity to provide adequato supplies of water' for the area, the ri~t 

of ' the utility tea reasonable return on 'the capital wisely invested'in 

pruacnt a."'lticipation of its needs, they suggest tnat such increase in 

r;,.tt!$ .'l$ may be n~c~ssary b~ apportioned uniformiy, to 0.11 cus,tomers by 

applying a uniform surc'harge to the r::1te schedul~s in effect prio:r'to 

1948. 

Th~ Com:nission in this proceec:.ing must ~stabli$h a schedulo' 

of rc.t~s which will forthc future ~.c~uitably apportion to each cus,'eQm€r 

a fair ~r~re of the re~sonablc costs o£ oper~tion_ The testimo~y shews 

tMt a number of· resiclcnt,ial customers t.rE: dizsatis!ied. with pre~sure 

conditions in cert~in areas ~nd with the amount of foreign matter 

contained in the \-rater supplied. Some of tncs(: conditions may, accord­

ing to the test.imony', be attribut.able· to the d.E:plct~d storago resulting 

from the r~cent series of dry years, the curtailment of flushing pro~ 

'gr~s asa conserv~tion mcasure~d ,the commingling of oth~r water 

eupplies. While the utility is under the o?lization to supply 

adequate 1 sCofe, .:.nd efficient' service, thc cllstomers Dr~ no less 

oblig~tod to pay th~ cost of supplyinG the standard' o'£s<::rvice which 

t.hey d.emand. 

Both applicCU'lt anc. the Commission staff. submitted cstim~tes 

of earning position on a number of differ~nt bases. Results b~s~d upon 

1949 ostimoted opera.tions, Jver<lge annu~l.purc~ses of C¢lorado River 

water ?f 3,000 o.cre-fcet and thcpro'posed r~t(::s in cffect." for. the ,full 

year arc summ~rized .,.5 follows:' 
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. ,C .. P. 0 .. C.. ,JI.,ppIl.cant HiSher 
Applicant Staff Than Staff 
Exh.. f24 Exh.. #2,2. Amount ~' 

Rovenues $ 8)),200 $ 797,300 $ 35,900 4.31 

Exnenses· 
Uther than Taxes & Depr. 
Taxi~s· 
Depreciation (5% SF) 

'Total Expense 

Net Rcvcnu~ 
" 

R:o.t,.;ofReturn 

292;950 
192;.400 
26~lOO 

51l,450 

321'1750 

6,556,608 

"4.91% 

, 

2$2,700 10 '250' 3.;0 
l$4,900· 7:500, 3.90, 

22,200 200 ' 'l· .. ~J' 
492,800 18,650 3.65 

304,500 17,250' 5~36 . 
. . : a 

6,235,300 321.,308 ~.90 

4.88% 

, The staff report indicated that the 1945 rate of return using 
'. . 

recorded figures was.2.70% and the estimated 1949 results, assuming, the 

interim rates effective for the full year, would be 3.70%. The staff 
. . ~, 'I 

tl.lso submitted estimates in 'Which the cost or the Loveland Project was 

excluded from the base .and the cost of the average water yield 'of the. 
, " 

project included at the rates charged for Colorado River; wo.te·r:. Under 

those assumptions, the staff showed a return of 5 .. 19% under the interim 

rates and 7.78% under the proposed rates. The staff did no:t contend 

th<l.t the project was in :fact nonoperat.i ve, "out pointed out that it has 

not reached its full productiVity since a year of heavy runoff had not 

occurred subsequt":nt to completion of the project. W'h£lo the I.o'veland 
. , 

Project has not produced the amount of'annual water supply for '~ich it 

was planned and has thereby increased the :.mnual costs or. ,water supply 

in recent 'years, the estimates or'1949 operations are based upon.t.b:'e . . , ... 

purchase of only 3,000 acre-feet of water from the San Diego County" . . ,," , . " 

~ 

Water Authority which is the estimated average annual requirement 

.necessoryto supplement ap·plicant' ~ own sources, including the Lovel311d 

Project., at its average yield., 

Applicant~s es-eimated 1949 revenues exceed those submitted by 
, '" 

the staff by $35,900,. Applicant's revcnuec are 'based upon· 1949' sales 

a -6-
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estimated early in the year in connection with its ~pplication for' an 

emergeney increase in rates and reflect sales under 1949 anticipated 

conditions. The staff estimate, based upon later recorded sales data, 

is predicated upon assumed average rainfall conditions· •• For the pur­

pose of this proceeding, the staff revenue estimate will be used. . ' 

The staff expense estimate is $18,650 less than that proposed 

by applicant. The difference in production expense of $7,500, is due 

pricarily to the lesse·r. standby charg~s for Colorado River water paid 

to the cities of Chula Vista and National City at' the rate of 11% of 

revenues·. A difference of $7,500 in taxes results' from the reduced:' 

income taxes estimated by the staff on its lower net income. The 

. difference of ;900 in' depreciation expense results-from use of slightly 

lower annuity rates by the staff while the difference of $2,750 in 
, .. 

other expenses is apparently attributable to the staff's use or an :. 
, 

average level of operations. The expenses for 1949 ·on an average 
,. 

baSis as e stimr'lted by the staff appear reasonable for the. purpose of. 

establishing'future rates. 

In the foregoing tabulation the. sta.ff rate base is. $321,30S .. 

less than that submitted by applicant. Of. that amount, $30$,500' 

represents deductions from capital of certain items which the staff 

believes should be excluded from the ba.se. Deduct-ions of weig..'lted 

average book figures representing Customers' Advances and Donations in 
. . 

Aid of Construction and the Depreciation Reserve for Motor Vehicles 

and "ITork Equipment are customary adjustments. A deduction of an 

allocated portion of Ceneral Office and Automotive equipment for 

applicant's Coronado Distx:-ict has likewisf) 'been made properly. The 

staff presented in eVidence a review of some of the records of four 

nonutility companies affiliated 'with applicant during the preliminary 

development o£. the Loveland' Pro jc::ct and .from whom 'applicant ultimately 

ac~uired lands and. right.s and ~ngineering studies relative to· the 
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project. Based upon this study the staff also excluded from rate base: 

an amount of $44,.300 representing costs deemed inapplicable to the 

project. '!his exclusion is adopted for the purposes of this proceed­

inr.. A comparison of other items in the rate base indicates' that the 

:it;:.!f estimate of materials, and supplies was $$',000 lower and its 
, . 

esticate of working cash $3$,500 lower than applicant"s;, while its 

estimate of fixed capital was almost $24,000 hipper. Applicant's 

estir:w,te of the amounts included for both materials and supplies and 

working cash capital were.sums deemed properly includible by its 

principal witness but were not the result of any specific calculat5.on~ 

The 'witness believed that the working cash 'capital should approximate 
, . 

li months' operating expe~ses exclusive of federal income taxes and 

that no credi~ should be allowed for taxes acerue~ ahead of payment: 

The staff' est.imates; on the other hand, were based upon the weighted 

average boo k balances of materials a'nd supplies applicable to the' 

Sweetwater District. and an amount of '\AlO·rking cash equivalent too, one­
twelfth of the annual cost or purchased water and one-sixth of' other 

annual expenses excluding taxes, deprecio.ti0l?-, and uncollectible' bills, 

" .. :ith recognition given to the availability of federal income tax 
-, 

accr'J.als. The'staff estimate of f:txed capital, on the other hand, 

differed from that '0£ applicant' $-, largely because of the method of 

computing the average used for 1949- Applic3nt and the staff both 

us~d the same capital for the beginning of the ye1J.r. Applicant- added 

one-half or the estimated. net additions for 1949 7 .....hile the staff 

developed a somewhat greater figure 'Mli ch renected the proportion of 

'the year during whi ch .the additions were operative,and li.kewise . . 

included the op~rative construction work in pro-~ress.. In vicw'ot'the 
. . 

methods used to develop the bases" it appears re.::.sonolble for the' 
. . 

purpose of thi s proceeding to adopt ~he staff rate base J. which includes 

the Loveland Pro jc ct .. .j 
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In vie\{ of' the f'act. 'tho. t. under t.he proposed rat.es applicant-
. 

will earn a return. of ' less 't.han five per cent, it does not seem. 

necessary to review tho 'testimony relating to c~st of money or rate of 

return. :.. revio''1 0:- the record indic$.tcs that applicant .·isenti tlod 

to zome increase in rat,cs. 

~!e cannot agre~ with the position ta!~en by the aGricult\\l"~l . 

inte~osts t~t oy reason of long use o£ the zystem they l~vcacquired 

preferential rights to havcapplicantTs lowest cost 'sources of water' 

supply in effect devoted to their service. On the other bane., the 

histoncal rate sit.uation ... -therein irrigation water has been £01" years:' 

sold at a001lt one-half the rate o.pplic.abl~ to oth.cr custO::1ers· and.: the . 

itlpact of st:!verc chanzes' in the r.r:.to upon' the financial' conc.:.itiol1of 

the a.;ricultural ~roup > m~rit serious consideration. From the cV'idcncc 
., 

before the Commission in this record, it appoars tr...at the proposed 

rate £or irrizationsc:rvice is at an a,propriatc level under ?rescnt 

cOl".L~itions. 

If recognition is to be given to the 'position of the other 

parties that ra.tes should.be such as to 'compensate 'applicant fully for 

the· service performed f~r each of the s~vcral class~s of cu~tom0rs but 

that no rate should be hiehc:!' than justified if each class were' defray~ 

ing its proportion of ·the costs~ it s·ec:.'lS app'ropri~~cto estimate \~hat 

revenues. would be derivod from operation:; if irrig~tion sales arc 

p:'icec. out at the proposed inciustrial rate.. By reducing thc-·, terminal 

rate of propooed schedul~s No.: 1 and-No.3 to leccnts '!:or :-..11 consump~ 

tion over 30,000 cubic. :feet per meter p'or month,. applicant ts cU$t~:icrs 
willr~cei:vc serVice at the lowest rcason.."\blc rote::; \-:hich present ~on- . 

, . 
'ditions warrant. In adopting such schedules, the Commission'rccog~ 

nizcs that the pcrccntaze increases. arc not uni!'orm throuehout th'c 

various blocks o! consumption. The block size .and the X"clte applicJ:lblc 
. .. 

thereto arc :f\: .. ~ctionso:f average consumption characteristics and 
,\ 
,I 
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,associated service costs. Since those f:lc'tors ':l.oeessarily cl13.neo with 

the customer development a: \11011 as "..1. th the variation in, sourceso£ . 

supply and variation of ?peratine; cost. price lc-vels, a.Wli~ormper­

cent.agc change in rate would in :nost. cases be unrcillistic • 
. .J • 

If. t.he proposed schodulcs arc modii'ied, .lsout1incd :.bove I. 

c.pplicant will receive an increase in rovonuc on anc.nnual basis of' 

aoout ::1116) ,000 over and aoovethat received .f'rom::thc prcs<.lnt interim 

rates. 

o R D E R _ ... .-- ... 

Californi<l ~ .. !atcr & Tel~phonc Company having Applied to 'chis 

Comrnission for an orde:r authorizing increases in' rates in its 

Swcct\,::lter Distric~,. a public hearing havins' been he:ld, and the ~ttcr 

~vingb.een submitted for ~ccision) 

IT IS HERESY FOUND AS A FACl'th::.'C 'Chc incrcas,cs'in rates and 

charges ~uthoriz¢d herein ~ro justified; therefore, 

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED tho.t applicant is authorized to file in 

quadruplica.te wit.h this Commission after the effective date'" of' this 

order in c:oIU'ormity with the, Commission 's GcnerCl1 Order,N'o,. 96, "-, ' 

schedule of r:ltcs shown in Exhibit A, a.ttachod hcrcto~, .:nd'onnot, 10:$s 

than five (5) days' notice to tho. Commission ~ndth~ public: to make 

saie rates cf£~ctivc tor service rendered on ~ndafter Fcb~.ry15, 

1950. 

or. 
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The cff~e~1vc' d:J.tc of thi~ ordcrs~ll,oc· twenty (:GO) days 

a£te~ the da~c hereof. 

San Fro.neiseo, . (:.;1:1ifornia, this 

1 1950.,· 

cdf:i[, ~. ,&if5~Z.t,.· 
I ' Co:mn:i'SSi'on~r~,~/'~\':, :'''';' . ' , . 

,J\ ."/ ", ••• 

, ."" , 

" 

.... ' 

'., 
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'PROPOSED SCHEDULE .QE RATES 

SchGd.ulc Nt">. 1 

129llESTIC1' CO~!.!.rlRCIAl ~ INDUSTRIt.L METERED SERVICE 

APPLICkBIt'f!! 

Applictble tl"'l 03.11 d.<Y.n0stic" coz:merciru. .lr.d industrial .C!etered wolter 
3ervice. 

TERRITORY 

V:ithin the inct"lrpl'lroltod. limit, C't! the citics 1"'1£ Chul~ V1~.l, lSe.tiNleJ.. 
City and. unincC'tr~ratod :rrCIJ. ('I! San Diog~ C('!lunty 0.0 delillec.tcd. ("In the m:l.p 
ineluc.cd. 1."1 the ta.ri!! ~chedulc~ ~ Map Nt">. 1. '. 

Quantity ChArge: 

Fer Meter 
Pel" Month ../ 

First 500 cubie teet or less ........................... $ Z .. OO 
Next. l,500 eubic i'ect, ~r 100 cubic teet ... ~. ... • .. ..;30 

............ Ncxt_2~J..QOO cubic i"eet.1 pex- 100 eu.bic i'cot............ .20 
OV~r 30,000 eubic toot, per 100 cubic !e~t·............. .1e 

MinimUQ Cb.~so:, 

~,i'\r sis x Sll.-ineh meter ........................... e.... 2.00 
For )1~inch . meter. • • .... .. • • .. • .. • .. .. • • •.• • .. .. • • • • .. 2 .. 50 
For l ... inch .C'lcter •••••••• ., ......... " ... e'.. . ..• . ,3 .00: 0" 

F('Ir l~ineh ~eter............................ 4.00 
Fe":' 2~inch meter. '" ............ " ............ e,. • • • 6,.00 
F("Ir 3-inch: metor....................... ........... 10.00 
F('Ir 4-inch r.loter ...... · ...... · ................. ~ • 16.00· 
For 6-:i . ..''lch !!teter •• e' •• e ... e .................. ,; • 28.00 
F('Ir 8-inch meter ....................................... 35·.00· 
FC"Ir lO-:i.nch meter ••.• e· ............................ ~.. 45.00" 
F~r 12~inch meter ••••••••••.••••••••••••••• 65~OO 

The Mitnr.lumCh~ge will entitle the ec-nsumer 
t~ the quantity ~! water which t~t m~nthly 
cl".arge will purcho.~o etthe qu..v.tit:r ra.te~ .. 

E»iIBIT A 
Pllgc 1 ('\! :3 

.. 
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Schedule No. 2 

~CATION METERED SERVICE 

APPLICABILITY 

Applicable to all irrigation service. 

TERRITORY 
r 

v:ithin the incorporated limit 5 ot the citie!l or ChWA Vista .. National' 
City ~d. 'U."lincol"l'Qrated area or San Diego Cou."lty as delineated. on the map 
!.."'l.Cl'ldeC: i.."l tne tolI'ifi"schedules as Map No.1. . 

~ 
Per Meter 
Per Month' ' 

Quantity Charge:. 

Fi~t $00 cubic teet or 1e5~ ............................... $ 2.00 
Next 1,,500 cubic teet" per 100 cubic teet.......... .;0 
Next. 8,,000 cubic roet, per 100 cubic teet.......... .15 
Over 10,,090' cubic teet." per 100· .cub1c feet............. .09' ' . 

Y.inimumCharge: 

For 5/8 x 3/4-inch meter ......... '........................ 2.~ 
For. 3/4-i:lch meter.,.................................. '2.50 
·For l-in.ch lrJeter.',. fI' ••••••••••••••••••••• ".' :;.,00' 
For l~-inch :oeter~ ................ "."............. 4.00 
For 2-ineh· meter .......... ,. ......... :: .... l,. •.•.••• 6.00' 
For< 3-irleh meter ........... ~ .' ...... ' ••••• : •• e'.. 10.00 
For 4-ineh meter ................. , ... '.' •• ~ ....... .". • 16.00 . 
For 6-ineh meter •• , ••••••••••• ~ .••••••• ~~ ••.• , . 28 .. 00'-
For S.,ineh meter •••••••••.•• ~ ••.•.• ~.~~ .... : •• : •• :~ . 35.00,. 
For 10-il'lch meter ••....•......... -. : ...... e' :. •• ~.' 45,. CO ' . 
Fo.... 12 .:; .... ch met " '.' ... 65 00' ~ -_.. cr........................... ~ , 

The YJ.ni.J:\um Charge will ontitle the conswner 
to the qU3.ntity _or water which tMt monthly 
charge .....m purcha.~e o.tthc quantity, r~te~. 

EXHIBIT A 
Pagc2 -ot3 
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Schedule"'No. :3 

GOVERNNENTfiL, SERVICE t MUNICIPIU.. 

APPLICABILITY 

Applicable to the ,Cities o! Chula Vista. 30M National Citj", Co\ll'ltj" o.f 
San Diego- al''lci the Federal Covernment. 

TERRITORY 

Within the incorporated limit~ of the citie:l o! Chula Vi~3." NatioMl 
City and 'U."1ineorpora.tcd 00r1'l3. 0'£ San Die eo' County ae' delinc30ted on the ~' 
inelud.ed i."l the tll.ri.ft schedulos Q,:l V.a.p No.1. ' 

RATES -
Per Meter 
Per Month 

Quantitj" Charge: I 

First 30:,000 c'Ubic teet, per 100 cu.ft.... •••• $ 0' .. 20 
Over 30,,000 cubi e l' eet" per 100 cu .tt ...... u'. .18 

Fire Eydrant:l: 
&.eh, per l:)O;r:t:,h.~......... ••••• ••••••••• ••••• 3.00 

Sprinkling Hydra.."lt s: ' , 
Eaeh,' per' .month ..... ' ........... ,. ~ .............. i 2.00 

Yoinimwn Chat" ge: 

~~r 5/S x ;L4-ineh Qe~r .••••••••••••••••••••• 
F~r #jJ,4:ineh meter ...................... . 
FC'r l .. inch m.eter., •• * ................... . 
F('Ir l~inch meter ~ ........... " " ... " .......... .. 
FC\r 2"i."lch m13ter ..... , ••••••• ., ........... . 
For 3-inc~ meter .......................... "' ....... .. 
F~ r 4-ic.,=h. mater ••••.••• ' .. "., .... ., ......... '. 
F<"r 6-ineh !:leter • .," ............... " ••••••• , ••• 
Fnr 8-inch "l:l!ter .......... ~ .'.' It ......... _ •. 

F('r lo-inch J:ctor .............. ", .... ' ......... . 
F~r 12 .. inch meter ...... ., .................... ' .. 

2.00 . 
2 •. $0· 
3.00' 
4.00 
6.00 

10'.00, 
16.00 
28,.00 
35.00 
45.00 
65.00 

The Minimum.,Cha'rgowill ontitle the c"neu.m~r 
tt') thfj quo..nt~tj" f't water whiehthc.t m('l1'l.thly 
cb~rge will pUreh~:e et the ~uantity r~tc! .. 


