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a corporation,. for authority t'O. 
increase its rates for service. 
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Flint & ¥.a.cKay, by William f.... Flint and 
P~lip M. Batta~l~a, for ap~l~cant. 

Jem Ficht, foritizen ConSUlIp.rs; Mrs. Ida 
He~ssig Ernst; ~zs. Ra~ Kovitz: Charlotte M. 
Pasnl; Mrs. Henry f.raham; E::ther Meyers; 
Mrs. John R. i"klluvl.us; birrs. A10e'l:t cahn; 
Mrs. Edward j. Arena-, for Mr. 7.<iW&:-:d D. Arend; 
Mrs. ZIi"'zabeti'i LOshoncy; Al Fisher; 'Frank W. 
~e~11; Erwin p. fuppau; James ~aac~n; t. Earl 
J.:lmcs; J~rair N. sarian and Jessl.c 2. '&irian, 
l:or Sren'en F~ly) protestants. 

~illiam J. Robinson; Raa Kovitz; and Louis L. 
Yarnsworth, intereste parties. 

Donald B. Steger. for the Commission staff. 

OPINION ---------
By the application herein, filed on July 27, 1961, 

Investment Water Corporation, Ltd. (applicant) requests author­

ity to increase its rates. Public hearings on the matter. were 

held in Los Angeles, CalifOrnia, before Examiner Kent C. Rogers 

on November 30 and December 1, 1961. Evidence was adduced and 

the mat:ter was submitted. Prior to the first day of hearing, 

notice thereof was mailed to consumers and published as required 

by this Commission. Twenty consumers or representatives of con­

sumers appeared as protestants or as interested parties. In 

addition> a group of protests, allegedly containing thencunes of 
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app:-oximately 700 cOllsum.ers> was filed oPPosing the proposed rates 

.as inequitable and excessive (Exhibit: No.1). Several consumers 

elso ¥Arote letters to the Commission protesting the rate increase 

~d a~ least one com?lained about fire protection. In addition> 

seve:::al complained about 'the pressure. A u';:ility is entitled to 

.an 0l:>portunity to earn a :-easona1:1e retu=n on its investme'A."1t. The 

Cor:nnission has the power to require that a utility system 'be 

aeequately maintained.. n"1C COmmission will do this by requiring 

repo~~s wb!ch can be checked by its engineers. If recommendations 

by the staff are not complied with~ the Comxn.:i.ssion ean enforce its 

req~i~ements by ~ppropriate ~ction. 

The Commission staff repotted that it made a field 

investigation in October 19~1 and found that the pressures and 

se~~ces generally were satisfactory> but that there had been a 

high incidence of leaks in certain localized areas requiring sub­

stantial repairs' in recent years. It recommended that .app.licant 

s~dy tile experience in leak repairs of mains and develop a pro­

gr~ for replacement of defective mains. 

Applicant is a wholly owned subs-idiary of tos Angeles 

Investment Company> aCaliforn!a 'co:poration, and the officers 

of ~ach company are the same. The investment company subdivided 

and is presently subdiv.lding tracts in the service area> loca-ted 

in Los Angeles County and adjacent to the City of Los Angeles> 
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which area is bounded by C~enshaw Boulevard'on the east and 

Stocker Street on the north. There are no other subdividers 

therein. Homes. are constructed by the individual lot owners 

and no~ by the iuvestmen'c company. 

As of June 1959, applicant had approximately 0,050 

consumers, but at that time the City of Los. Angeles purchased 

the water distribution system within t~'le city and ap?licant 

lost approximately 1,181 consumers and the distrihution mains 

and meters necessarj' therefor. !he staff estimates that during 

the year 1961 applicant had an average of 5,14$ consumers, all 

of which were metered" including a Standard Oil Company plant, 

which receives its water pursuant to a special contract. Appli­

cant's records show that at the end of 1960,. it had 5,06'> 

consumers. 

AS of September 1961, applicant ob~ained its water 

from six wells equipped with electrically operated turbine 

pumps and t:wo Metropoli~an Water District main taps. There are 

four pressure zones. The capacity of the wells is approximately 

3,500 gallons per minute, and the Metropolitan ':Jater District 

taps have a combined capacity of approximately 7,000 g8110ns 

per minute. Water is stored in six reservoirs having a total 

capacity of 4,200,000 gallons. 

The present rates have been in effect since YJarch 24~, 

1958, and include Commercial Sales-Mete=ed; Industrial Sales­

Metered; Commercial Sales-Fla~; and public fire protection. 

A.pplicant requests authority to increase 'i:he Commercial Sa1es­

Metered rates only and not to dis~urb the other rates. 
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The pre~t a~d proposed commercial metered rates are 

as follows: 

PRESENT AND PROPOSED RATES 

Quantity Rates: 

First 
Next 
Next 
Next: 
Over 
Over 

600 cubic feet, or less • • • • • 
1,400 cubic feet per 100 cubic feet ~ • 
2,000 cubic feet per 100 cubic feet • • 
8,000 cubic feet per 100 cubic feet •• 
4,000 cubic feet per 100 cubic feet •• 

10,000 cubic feet per 100 cubic feet • • 

Minimum Charge: 

For S/8 x 3!4-inch meter • • • • • • • • • • 
For 3/4-inch meter • .. • • .. • • • • • 
For 1-inch meter • • • • 
For l~-inch meter • • • • • • • • 
For 2-inch meter • .: .: • • • • • .: .. 
For 3-inch meter • .. .. • • .: .: .. • • 
For 4-inchmeter .... .: ...... . 
For 6-inch meter .. • • • .. .. • .. • .. 
For 8-inch meter • • • • • • • • .. • 

Per Meter 
Per Month 

Present. Proposed 
Rates Rates 

$1.40 
.20 

.15 

.12 

Present 
Rates 

$1.40 
1.75> 
3.00 
4 .. 00 
6.00 

12.00 
24.00 
3&.00 ' 
48.00 

$2 .. 25-
.30 
.25-

.20 

Proposed 
Rates 

$. 2.25-, 
3.00. 
6.00 

10.00" 
1S.00 
30.00 
45.00. 
90.00 

180.00 

Applicant estimates that for the year 1961, at present 

rates, it will have a net income of $33,025, which will result in 

a rate of return of 2.6% on a. rate base of $1,310,053. It claims 

~hat if the rates proposed by it had been in effect in 1961, it' 

would have had a rate of return of 7.6i'. on said rate base with a 

net revenue of $100,404, and that for the year 196Z, at the pro­

posed rates, it would have net income of $9&,033, which would 

result in a rate of return of 7% on a rate base of $1,402,923. 

A study by the staff resulted in estimated figures 

varying substantially from those presented by applicant. 
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L comparison of ti1e applicant's and the staff's estimates 

0:: the results of operation for the test year 19G2 at present: and 

pI'oposed rates is as follows: 

. rSb2 --: 
:-'-------------present !ci'i:es : Proposed Rates-: 
:_ Item -~Co";m;;";p;;";.a;';:n;";:l=:-:';--Starr-: ComRany: St1"ff 

Operating Revenues $ 2S0,720 $ 

O~er~ting & 11aint.Expense 
SOurce of sUPl>Iy 2G,OZQ 2£:.)t:.60 26,030 
Pumping 52,670 L:1,650 52,670 
~IJ .. ;ri:er Treatment 700 SOO 700 
!":ansmissioD & 

Distribution 4·9, 500 2~ ,960 4·9 ,500 22,'960 

. . 

Customer ;"ccoutr~ & Coll. 22,.075 25,500 22,.075 25-.500 
Administrative & Gene=a . .;;:1 ___ .=.3,;:.a __ l2;;;,;O;.,:5 ____ -:3..:..~..;r.-l.;:..:)O.;;..O;::;.... _ __::3;;.;:8-;...;I.31.;:2;.=.0.:;,5_" __ 3~~_ ~ . 

Total Ope4:ating 
& ~raint .Expense 189',130 

tSAes Other Than Income 33,075 

152 ,l:.7~ 

~2,320 

139,130 

33,075 

152,£:.70 

32,320 

Taxes Based on Income _1~) ... 2 __ ll.;.;;.1 _____ • ....;~.$b .. 5::-!..;.;:'O:-. _ __:..76.;;..;a._.;9;..:5:;..;7_' _.-o;;;.lO~O;;.,'_' 1;;.;;8:,,;;.0 

total Taxes 34,316 50,860 110,032' 132~~JO 

Depreciation Expense 40,720 ~S~65~O~ __ ~40 __ ~7~2~O~· ______ ~38~·~J6~5~O 

Totcl Operst:ing Expenses 264.,216 2l :.1,S80 339,932 .323,620 

Net Revenue 26,504 49 ~ 720 9a-,033. 117 ,l~80 

Depzeciated ~te Base l,l:,02,923 1,205,05,5 1,4.02,9'23 1,205,85.> 

&ate of R.eturn 1.9% 9.7% 

Revenues 

Applicant has sevc~~l types of water sales revenues, namely, 

mete4'ed commercial, me'tercc'l industrial, flat commercial and' stand-by 

f:i:rc pro:eetion. The only ra'ces that: .o:pplieant seeks to increase 

are its commercial metered rates. Its metered service revenues, 

e::cluding industrial sales,~ot:aled $252,350 in 1960,.:nc. its metered 

industrial sales tot.aled $10,919. The la'i:'Ce:c s~les are 1:v. Standard Oil 
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Company~ only~ and are at a special contract rate. It is not 

proposed ~o be changed~ nor is the fire protection rate proposed 

to be changed. In 1960~ adjusted total revenues from all but 

commercial metered sales totaled $21~45l~ out of a total of 

$273-,80':.. In calculating tl'le rates' to be charged, applicant's 

engineer considered 1960 a normal year, and estimated' that the 

average annual revenue per commercial conSumer that year was 

$50.43. !here were 5~065 consumers of all types at the end of 

~he year 1960. The engineer estimated that the average number 

of customers will be 5,140 in 1961 and 5~307 consumers in 1962. 

~e extended the rate base for 1961 and 1962 to include esti­

~ted additions to ma1ns~ pumping-equipment, services and 

meters, and the improving of its wells so that it would have 

~acilities to serve the assumed additional customers and then 
" 

calculated rates based on a 7 perc-ent: return. Such return would, 

according to the engineer~ require an increase of 55 percent 

over the existing 1960 revenues and would requir¢ gross revenues 

of $437~965 in 1962_ The proposed rates will allegedly result 

in '~he stated g:oss revenues, which would include $41l:. ,82S in 

revenues from the commercial metered sales, and $l2'~200, in 

revenues from the Standard Oil Company. 

The staff engineer, on the other hand~ conSidered 1960 

an l.lllusual year in that: ~ .. i: was much hotter and drier than normal. 

For this reason he reduced the 1960 water consumption by 3.2 per­

cent and estimated an average of 5~283 consumers in 1962'. Re 

calculated' gross revenues in 1952 of $~,l:.l, 100 at the proposed 

re~es, including $417,600 from commercial metered sales~ and 

$12,200 in revenues from Standard Oil Company. The commercial 
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metered sales revenue is $2,775 more than estimated by applican'i:J 

although ap~licant estimated 3.2 percent higher water usage than 

'i:~e s'i:aff in 1960. Applicant f s estima'l::es a:-e reasonable. 

Applic~~t's esttm3te of $437,965 for 1962 will be used herein. 

Qperating and Mainten~~ce Expenses 

Applicant estimated in 1962 total operating and main­

tenance expenses rill be $189,180. The staff estimated $152,~"O) 

a difference of $36,710. 'rue staff estimates exceeded those of 

d:.e applicant in only two major categories, i .. e., water treatment 

(Account 741» which the s~ltff estimated a';; $900 and the appli­

cant at $700, and customers' accounting and collection expense 

(Accounts 772-775, inclusive), which ~1e applicant estimated at 

$22,075 and the staff estimated at $25,500. The staff's: esti­

mates for mese two accounts are reasonable and will be used ' 

herein. 

Source of Supply Expense 

The staff eS1:imated that in 1962 t11e source of supp-ly . 

expense would' be $24~460, and the applicant estimated the expense 

vlould be $26,030. Included is water from applicant' S six wells 

01: which a replenishment district tax of $5.75 per acre- foot is 

levied. the applicant estimated that in 19~Z it will need a 

"to'tal of 3~519 aCl:'e feet of water of which 3:,354 acre feet would 

come from its wells and Will be subject to said district tax 

which will total $19 >290. In a.dditioll, i'i: will use 165 acre feet 

of water from its Met:opoli:tan Water District cotmections. This 
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water will cost $27.50 per acre foot for a total cost of $4,. 540. 

These two items will total $23,830.. Applicant estimates an addi­

tional $2,200 in expenses to maintain and deepen its wells to 

increase the production due to dropping water levels. 

The staff assumed a reduction in water requirements of 

3.2 percent on the 1960 recorded consumption due to the dry year 

and projected its 1961 and 1962 figures from this modified base. 

It estimated that fn 1962 applicant will secure 3,24a.61 acre 

feet from its wells, on which the replenishment district tax will 

amount to $18,680, and that it will require an additional 150 acre 

feet of water from the Metropolitan Water District, which, at 

$27.50 per acre foot, will cost $4,125. The total estimated cost 

of water, plus the tax, is $22,805. !he sta.ff estimated cost of 

maintenance of wells and labor will add $1,65> to the source of 
. 

supply expense making the total cost $24,460, or $1,570 less than 

applicant's estimate. The staff's figures are reasonab-le and 

will be used. 

Pumping Expenses 

Applicant. estimated the 1962 pumping expenses at $52,070. 

The staff estimated they will be $41,650, a difference of $11,020. 

Applicant based its estimates on the 1960 recorded fig­

ures with no adjustments, except for the estimated increa.sed 

number of consumers and increased pumping costs due to the expec­

tation that new consumers· will ~e in the higher levels of the 

service area. The staff based its 1961-1962 estimates on the 1960 

recorded figures adjusted by reducing consumption 3~2 percent~ and 
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the staff also adjusted estimated costs on the basis of its expe~t 

knowledge of the normal cost of operating a system of this size. 

Applicant estimated that the cost of pumping labor and 

pumping expenses (Accounts 722 and 724) will be $l6,100. The 

staff broke this total down to Account 72l~ operation s~ervision 

and engineering, and Account 724, pumping labor .and expense. The 

estimates for 1962 were not itemized by the staff, but for 1961 

they were estimated at, respectively, $1~300 and $4,380, a total 

of $5,680. The staff enginee~ testified that the $1,300 repre­

sented the salary of one man at $5.00 per hour for 260 hours~ 

chee1d.:ng. the efficiency of the pumping units and maintaining. 

records and operational plans of the PT.1mps, and that Account 724, 

pumping labor an.d expense, was based on an estimated requirement 

of an average of three man-hours per day, 365 days. per year~ at 

$4.00 per hour. !his, in his judgment, was ample to cover the 

cost of this item. !be 1962 figures would necessarily be slightly 

increased to allow for· the added consumers. 

Applicant estimated power purchased in 1952 will cost 

$34,570. '!'be staff figured that it costs .022 cents per 100 cubic 

feet to pump water, calculated the amount of water to be pumped 

in 1961, and estimated that the cost of power to pump this water 

will be $30,900 in 1961, and in excess of $31,,000 in 1962. 

;~:~ consideration of the various facto4s involved. we will 

use applicant's estimate of power purehased" i.e., $34,570. 

Applieant 's estimate of the cost to maintain putnps and 

structures is less than the s.taff's and will be used. We find 

that a fair and reasonable figure for the pumping expenses for 

1952 is $45,220, which figure will be used herein. 
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Transmission and Distribution Expense 

Applicant estimated these expenses in 1962 will be 

$49,500. The staff estimated they will be $22,960, a difference 

of $26,540 .. 

The staff broke the costs down according to the Uniform 

System of Accounts and gave the following estimates for the year 

1961: 

Account 751 - Operation Supervision 
and Engineering 

Account 752 - Storage Facilities 
Operation Expenses 

Account: 753 - Tran,sm1ssion and Distri­
bution Lines Operational 
Expenses 

Account 754 - Meter Repair Labor 

Account 756 - Miscellaneous Transmission 
and Distribution Expenses 

Account 758 - Maintenance Supervision 
and Engineering 

Account 760 - Maintenance of Reservoirs 
and Tanks 

Account 761 - Maintenance of Transmission 
and Distribution Mains 

Account 763 - Maintenance of Services 

Account 764 - Maintec.anee of Meters 

Account 765 - Maintenance of Hydrants 

Total 1961 

Estimated Toeal 1962 

$ 400 

2,920 

1,900 

1,000 

200 

800 

1,800 

4,000 

1,030 

7,300 

120 

$21,470 

$22,960 

The staff engineer seated that the difference between 

his estimates and applicant's estimates is principally in the 
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following accounts: maintenance of transmission and distribution 

mains and maintenance of meters. 

The engineer stated he ~lyzed the company's records 

for the last five years on its leaks in mains and plotted each 

of the lea!(S on a map of the system. He found that over this 

period the leaks occurred in a very concentrated area; that at 

some of the locations repairs would be made as often as every 

three months. It was his opinion that this should have indicate.d 

to good management tb.l.t the mains should have been replaced and 

that the company was spending as much each year in maintenance as 

it would have spent to replace the' mains. These recurring· amounts 

were taken out of recorded expenses. 

Applicant estimated '$3,500 as the cost of inspection of 

the storage operation and recording the operation of such facili­

ties (Account 752). The staff estimated $2,920 for this in 1961 

based on two hours a day, 365 days a year, at $4.00 an hour. 

Applicant estimated $4,000 for reservoir maintenance in 

1961. 

The staff estimated $1,800 based on six reservoirs re­

quiring $1,500 each in maintenance over a five-year period. 

Applieant estimated service maintenance expense (Account 

763) to be $1,500 in 1961. The staff engineer reviewed the records 

and determined that for the past five years the average cost: of 

tnain:aining serv:;'ces wao 20 cents per yeaz per service.. He multi­

plied this figure by the estimated n'Cmber of services in 1961 of 

5>148 and arriv~d at the figure of $l~030. 
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Applicant estimated meter repair e:~ense in 19G1 to be 

$3,000. The staff checked meter repair expenses for 14 public 

utility companies and arrived at an average cost of $14.60 per meter. 

This amount was multiplied by 500 meters per year. 

From the explanations by the staff engineer, it appears 

~at the staff estimates are the more reasonable and we so find; 

i'l:S estimated transmission and distribution expenses of $22,960· will 

be used. 

General and Administrative Salaries 
Ii: J ,.. 

The applican~ estimated this e:cpense at a total of $38,20L:. 

for 1962, and the staff estimated this at $37,000. These expenses 
" 

b.a~.re been increased from a recorded total of $29,253 in 1960. 

TQi:teen hundred and fifty dollars of this increase is attributable 

to the increases in office=s' salaries, including the addition of 

one officer, and $4,000 is attributable to increased costs of a 

franchise, rental of office space and rental of reservoir sites. 

The reservoir sites and 'the office are owned by the investment 

company. It appears that 'Che staff's estimates are more realistic 

and provide adequate allocation as between tile companies inasmuch 

as ·the water company is 0: wholly owned subsidiary of the investment 

co~any. We find that the S\1X1l of $37,000 is reasonable, and it 

~rlll be allowed" for these items. 

Rate Base 

Applicant's 1962 estimated rate base is $1,402,923. The 

s~aff's estimated rate base is $1 7 205,855. For 1962 applicant esti­

tnated i.ts average uti.lity plant at $1,7Sl:.,l>17 and the staff estimated 
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an ~mount: of $1,632,.900.. 1"u.~ staff r s figure appears correct 

except for one item. Applicant has two Metropolitan Water District 

taps. rae record is clear that both taps are needed and are in use. 

TAe staf~ estimated ~at only one tap was necessary and deducted 

one-half the total cost of both taps or $30,095. This amount 

should be added to the s';:~£f' s estimate of U'i:il:r.t:y plant in 1962, 

~l!'lich will give an average u'i:ility plant in lS62 of $-1,662,99$. 

i7e find this amount to 'be reasonable.. The depreciation reserve 

deduction in deteroinins rate base will be c?rrespond1ngly increased 

by $2,900 .. 

In figu=ing ~ts ~.7orldng Cash Allo~\fance) the staffts 

eS'~imilte is reason~'ble and adequate. Its estimate of materials 

and supplies is also reasonable. Both estim.3tes will be used 

nerein. 

The major difference in deductions is the item of advances 

for construction, the staff estimating $56,927 and applicant $7,896. 

T'ae reco~d shows that ';:he s'i:aff figure is p4'oper. The investment 

company has been installing mains in the new tracts for applicant 

~u::suant 1:0 a filed main ext;ension rule> but app1icant has been 

adding ~he full cost of suci'l facilities to the rate base with no' 

deduction. 

We find the reasonable average depreciated rate base £0= 

~e purpose of this dec;.sion is $1 ~23J.)050. 

Depreciation Expense 

There appear to be minor differeoces between: applican,t and 

the s'i:aff relative to depreciation expense, each calculating. it on 

the straight line remaining life basis. The staff estimated the 19'62 

depreci.s::ion ex;>ense at $33,650 31'ld spplican'c a't $40;, 720. We find 

that the s'i:eff estimate of depreciation expense is reasooab-le and i'e 

will be used, wit.h an appropriate adjustment for our inclusion in 
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utility plant of both Metropolitan Water District taps. We will 

adopt at'J amount of $39,520 for this item of expen.se. 

Taxes 

The staff estimated 1962 taxes, other than income taxes, at 

$32,320, whereas the company estimated them at $-33,075. We will 

use the staff estimate, which we find to be reasonable. 

Giving effect to the foregOing determinations concerning 

revenues snd expenses, we find that State and Federal Ulxes based 

on income for 1962 will be $96,035. 

Summary of Operations 

In view of the evidence and the foregoing findings and 

conclusions, the Commission adopts the following as a summary of 

operations of applicant for the esttmaeed year 1962: 

Item _. 
Operatitlg. Revenues 
Operating Expenses 

Net Revenue 

Rate Base 

Rate of Return 

Proposed Rates 

$ 43-7,965 
323,915 .. 

$ 114,050 

$1,233,050 

9.2% 

In this proceeding the evidence is clear and convincing 

that the proposed rates should produce a rate of return of 9.2% in 

1962 on the adopted rate base. !his rate of return, and the rates 

proposed by the applicant, we firid 'i:o be unreasocably high. The 

order which follows will authorize ·the applicant to file new sched­

ules of rates which will produce gross annual revenues o·f $359) 900 .. 

This represents an increase of $69,180, or approximately 24%, over 

present revenu.es as estimated by .the applicane for 1962, but $78:,065 

less than. tb.e increase in revenues requested by the ap!?liean~. W'.:'l.en 

total operating expenses are deducted from sucb. estimsted gro.ss 
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annual revenues~ net revenues of $75,750 will result. When such 

net revenue is related to' the rate base of $1,.233:,050, heretofore 

adoptecl, a r8te of return of 6.1% will result. Said rate of return 

is found as a fact to be just and reasonable. Further, the 

Commission finds that the i'acreases i1.1. water rates authorized herein 

are justified and that existing rs'tes, insofar as they differ 

therefrom, are for the future unjust and unreasonable. 

Soth the presently effective rates and the herein 

authorized revenues include revenues for construction water, pu~lic 

fire protection, and property rentals, none of which are affected 

by the order herein. These items are estimated to comprise $10,940 

of the 1962 estimated income, which leaves gross revenues of $.348,960 

estimated to be derived in 1962 from the Commercial Sales-Metered, 

and Industrial SaleS-Metered. This latter item concerns metered 

revenue only from Standard Oil Company served pursuant to a 'special 

contract. Applicant did no~ propose to modify the rates for this 

company wbich, applicant estimates, will pay $12,200 in 1962 for 

water. Applicant~s records show that in 1961, at present ra~es~ 

approximately 4.467. of i1:5: total metered revenues were derived from 

this customer. The same ratio should be maintained in the future. 

Therefore, applicant will have the op:ion of renegotiating the con­

tract W"l:th Standard Oil Company to secure approximately $15) 56C in 

revenues th.erefrom in 1962, or of absorbing the difference between 

that amount and the $12,200 it estimated ic will secure from this 

company in 1962 under 1:he existing contract. Deducting the $1$,560 

for Stan~rd Cil Company revenues and the $10,940 of unaffected 

revenue items, applic<l':lt' s Com:mercia1 Sales-Net'eree! rates will be 

adjusted to produce $33l,400 of gross revenues. A typical monthly 

bill for 2,000 cubic feet of wate: will increase from $4.20 to 

$5.25. 

-15-



A. 43634 - SW /YFO* 

The staff made several recommendations relative to service, 

contracts, and methods of operation'and accounting. Said recommen­

~tions are reasonable and will be added to the requiremen:s of the 

order herein. 

CRDER -----
Based upon the evidence and findings contained in the 

foregoing opinion, 

IT IS ORDERED that: 

1. Applicant is authorized to file in quadruplicate with 

this Commission, after the effective date of this order and in 

conformity with the provisions of General Order No. 96-A, the 

schedule of rates and charges ateached to this order as Appendix A 

and on not less than five days' notice to the public and this 

Commission to make said rates and charges effective for service 

rendered on and after June 1, 1962. 

2. Applicant may renegotiate. its existing contract for water 

service with S~andard Oil Company of California to provide for a 

total gross additional annual revenue of approximately $3,360. 

Such renegotiated contract sballbe submitted to this Commission 

for approval, in accordance with. General Order No. 96-A, within 

thirty days after its renegotiation. 

S. Applicant shall study the experience in leak repairs of 

mains and shall develop 8 program for the replacement of mains in 

the areas of high frequency' of repairs. This program shall set 

forth the locations, estimated costs, and approximate timing of 

such replacements. This program shall be submitted to the Commission 

in writing not later than August 1, 1962. 
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l:.. Applicant shall, within~hirty days ,after the effective 

o.a·l:e of this orde:, submit ~o the COmID.iss:1on :Cor approval, in accord­

ance wici~ the provisions of Section X-A of General Orde= No. 96-A, 

copies of all contracts in effect relating 'to utility service, 

incl'u.ding all main extension agreements ente:ed into prior to 

Ap::i1 19, 1961, and all main extension agr,ecments entered into on 

~: after said date which 0.0 not conform to applicant's filed forms 

of main extension agreements. 

5. Applicant shall, within thirty days after the 

effective date of this or.der, file in quadruplicate with the 

COmmiSSion, in conforml:~Y with the provisions of General Order 

J:.!o. 96-A and in a manner accep'l:able to the COmmission, rules 

governing customer rela:ions revised to reflect present-day 

operating practices, including sample copies of all forms. used 

in connection with customerS' services. Such ~les and forms 

shall become effective upon five days' notice 'to 'c:he Commission 

and to the public after filing as hereinabove provided. 

S. Applicant shall, within s:i.rty days after the 

effective date of this orci.er, file four cop,ies of a comprehen­

sive map drawn to an indicated scale no't smaller than 600 feet 

to the inch, delineating by appropriate markings the various 

t:~c'es of lano. and ter.:itory served, tl:'.t.e principal water produc­

tion storage and districution facilities~ and the location of the 

v.!l:::,io'IJ,s w8'ter system properties of applicant. 

7. Applicant silall determine the accruals for deprecia­

tion by multiplying the original cost of dep=eciable plant by 

the :oates set forth in Table 5-C of Exhibit No. 3 in this appli­

c.:ltion by accounts. These :oates shall b~ reviewed) USing the 

st=aigh~ line ~emaining life meenod, wi~en major changes in depreci­

eble plant composition occur and for eaCh plant account at 
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intervals of not more thaD five years begiA."lning with the next review 

of January 1, 1963. Results of these revie"N's' shall be sucmitted 

to 'i:'his Commission in w.citing .. 

The effeetiv~ date of this ordel: shall be eighteen days 

af~er the date hereof .. 
SlLn ~,T1ciseo t.? or!! 

Da1:ed at ___ _ _____ , California, this l)f./!., 

o.ay of ____ M_A_Y ____ , 1962' .. 

\ . j!:~~--,~ 
-- co~isro~'. 


