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Decision No. __ 7.::;..3S;x;:.::;.:;;2?;:;..:.. __ _ 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF 'IBESTATE OF CALIFORNIA 

In. the. Matter of the. Application 
of the Southern California' Water 
Company for an order authorizing 
it to increase the 'rates and 
eharges for water service in its 
Southwest District. 

Application No. 49420 
(Filed May 31" 1967)" 

o T Mel vcmy & Myers, by Dorm B. Miller 
and William .J. ~aal:a. for applicant. 

Raralda:o. (H.an~) ~iere. for Gardena 
BOar of Rea tors; and Gilbert Smith, 
for Centerview Homeowners Assnciaeiou1 
protestants. 

A. c. Mi1lerfit for Los Angeles City 
SChools, terested par~. 

22:=i1 M. Sa:oyan, Counsel, Chester O. 
Newman and Raymond E. Reytcms ~ fo:' 
the COn:m1ssion staff. 

OPINION ----.-.-..--
By this application Southern california Water Company 

seeks authority to increase its rates for waterserviee fn its 

Southwest District by approximately $488~SOO, or 10.3 pereent~ 

aecording to its estimated results of operations for the year 

1968. Its calculated estimated rate of return for said year is 

5.07 percent at the present rates, and would be 7.0~pereent·at 

"the proposed rates. Included in the application are requests to 

change £:om a mule1-bloek quantity rate to a single quanti~ rate, 

plus a monthly service. charge; to double the present rate for 

private fire protection service; and to- include an escalation 
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clause in the general metered service tt:!rl£f :0-' adjust: the quantity 

rate cha~ge to reflect the annual (effective'July 1 of each year) 

$3 per acre-foot increase atmounced by Metro?Olitau Water District 

(MWD) • 

Petition for ~ediatc Offset Relief 

A Petition for ~ediate Offset Relief was filed by 

~pplic:aut on August l4~ 19~7~ to offset the increased costs of 

purchased water and increased state income taxes. It alleged in 

said petition that, based on purchases of water for the 12 months' 

period July l, 1967 to .June 30, 1968, au increase of $53-,640 would 

result from the increase of $3 per acre-foot of water purchased 

by applicant from West 3asin Municipal Water District:, the con­

stituent agency of MWD, which became effective July 1, 1967 •. The 

effect of the rise in the corporation franchise ~x rate from 

5-1/2 percent to 7 percent on January 1, 1967, would be an increase 

of $7,862 based on reSults of operation for the 12 months ending 

June 30, 1967. Applicant alleged that these two increases in 

operating costs would :educe the rate of return in ~he Southwest 

District from 6.19 percent to 5.93 percent~ and a revenue increase 

of 2.22 percent t~metered service would restore .the rate of return 

to said 6.19 perc~t. 

By letter dated August 22 ~ 1967, applieant withdrew the 

petition and it was dismissed by Decision No. 73046, dated 

Sept~= 12, 1967. 

Public: HeBrings 

Public hearings on the original application were held 

before Examiner Warner on November 1> 2 and 3, 1967 in Gardena 
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and on November 10 and l7, 1967 in Los Angeles.. lbe matter was 

submitted subject to the receipt of late-filed EXhibit No. 4-B 

on or before November 24, 1967. Said exhibit~ having ,been 

received, thCl matter is ready for decision. 

The Record and Issues 

l'he record con5iGts of 716 -pages of testimony and 17 

exhibits. Applicant 1 s president~ vice president-finance, vice 

president-water and electric operations, senior vice president 

and treasurer, two certified public aCCO\1D.tant consultants, the 
-', 

assistant manager of the rate and valuation department, and the­

cb.a.irman of the board of directors of MID testified for the 

company. lbree staff engineers and two sta££ accounting and 

fin~cial experts testified for the Commission staff. Some 16 

subjectsinvolving teanagement judgment, Commission policy, and 

rate regulation practice were explored and tested on tbe record. 

The subjects were: proposed.amortization of conversion costs of 

electronic data processing {EDP)'; reasonable administrative 

salaries expense for rate-ma.1d:ng purposes; reasonable directors f 

fees; allocation of administrative expenses transferred·credit; 

working cash a;llowance in rate base; envelope billing expenses; 

systemwide rate of return, ffnancial status, and financial 

reC!Uirements; ad valorem tax estimates; street franchise tax 

estimates; state corporation francbise tax increase; payroll 

increases; proposed conversion to a two-pare general metered 

service rate sehedale; proposed KID water costs r escalation rate 

sChedule clause; proposed private fire protection service rate 

incre4lse; att:rl.tion in rate of reta:r.c.,. and reasonable Southwest 
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District rate of retcrn. !he s~jeets in icsue will affect all 

of applicant's future resOllts 0:: operations in all of its dis­

tricts and its total ~ti11ty op~r~tions. A?p11cant~ a full­

time ra~e and va.luation department which p=epares r.e.te increase 

applicatioU$ for Commissio't). authorization i:l whole or inp.art. 

'!he receipt of ten written eolx:mt::ieatioruJ. protesting 

the applieatio:l. and commenting. on variO'tlS oervice proble:c3~ 
. " 

includiDg low pressure~ bad tast~ a:ld o<I.or~ sand" di.scoloration" 

audla6k of prompt attention to service" complaints was I:oted for 

and made a p.a~t of the record by the presiding. I officer.. About 

61 ~:i:sons attended the hearings in Gardena~ and nine of these 

testified for themselves and others they were :cpresentinge1ther 

as :>roperty own.ers or neighbors. 'lbeir eoxnpla.!nts were indi­

vi.dually investigat~d by the applicant: at the direction of the 

Commission~ anc! ~'bie l~. 1 is a rePor~ on the results of· 'thosa: 

investigationS. 

Ge:leral Iriformation a!ld Total Utili:ey Operatio!lS 

".As of Dece.mbe: 31" 1966~ applicant was f:nishingwater 

service to l53,,2S6 customers and electric service to i,,19Z 

cuS. tomers in 19 operatillg dis trl.cts, includbg IS "N'ater and o:te 

~::"e.ctrtc, Srouped into six dirlsions. 'Wat~ service 'is reIldered 

in Contra ~sta, Imperial" Ken::." Los AngQlcs,Orange, Saerat:re:c.to, 

San :Bern.ardiXlo and Ventcra. ~t.m.ties in the'· ar~~s the general 

locationso£ which are shown' on Chart 1-C of Exhibit No. 4& 

Utility pla.D.f: at DeceXnber 31, 1966, totall~d $65,,455,549, w.lth 
. , 

a related depreciation =eserVe of $ll~747,,094. 
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The company's general offices. are loca.ted at 11911 South 

Ve:mo!l.t Aveuue~ 'Los Angeles, California. 90044. Customer aecotulting 

and billing departments are located at 10926 La C:tenega Boulev.1rd, 

los Angeles, 'Where toP is conducted. Three directors,. Dr.· Wilson 3. 

Moody, C'.oa1rman, Harold o. Poli.a:n,. and 'Wal~~ Youngstrom, reside 

in 0Ulaha) Nebraska, and two in Southern california. Philip F~ 

Walsh is president and a director; W. C. WelJ:con,. senior vice 

president and a director,. will resign as a vice president ~ 

April, 1968, but according to the tentative organization chart 

for April 2, 19~ (Exhibit No.4-B),. w:lll be retained ."lS assistant 

to the president. Merle F. Lundberg, now is and will be see:(!taxy­

tl:e.a$urer; C. 'W. Plemo~s.~ fO~el;ly of Suburban Water Syseec5, now 

is and will be. controller; C. L. Stuart now is3:0.G. will be vice 

pre.s.ident in charge of aCquisitions, nonopera.ting property trans­

aetious .. public relatious, and other assigcments by the president; 

W .. w. Frau'!d1:tl now is and will be' vice president-wa.ter and electric 

o~ations; and 'Harold O. Polian, of Omaha, now is arid will be 

vice presideut-f~ce. !he latter is also a di:ector of 

Kirkpatrick" Pettis,. Sttd.tb., Polian, Inc .. 7 1nvestm.ent bankers 

of Omaha, a~C: cba~ 0: the board o~ Edison Scul t 

Electric Compauy, of Which Mr. Youc.gserom is also. a director. 

~~. Polian is also 2n officer of Investors ~gement Corpo:ation, 

an Omaha-based :Ln~st:ment aev.tso::y service. ~«'. YOmlgstrOtD. is 

cb.ai.rma.n of tbe board of dire.ctors of Acme. ~.a1.1 Advertising Company, 

and Dr. Moody is a director of two other p'lbl,;ie utili.~:::'u the 

Midwest and the East. 
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Basis of Application 

The primary basis of the application, as set forth in 

Exhibit No. 2~ submitted by applicant's vice president-fina.nc~, 

was the alleged deterioration of applicant's coverage of debt 

interest and earnings per common share wb1chwas predicted to 

jeopardize applicant's 'fArt bond rating; thus weakening appli­

cant's competitive position in obtaining additional capital. 

Applicant proposes to issue common and preferred stock 

as its next: 1:lethod of financil:g, and reprc-SC1l1:S tb..3.t a l2 percent 

return on equity would be required to market any suCh issues. 

'Xbis witness testified that a rate of return on the company's 

systemwide rate base in the range of 7 to 7% percent would be 

requir~d to produce the required return on common equi~. He 

further testified that the e£fect of 'the 12 percent return in 

terms of th~ times interest earned coverage would' step in at~ 

or slightly above> the three times coverage; a mor~ comfortable 

coverage would ~ ~ times; the compa:ily's projection WaD. 3.3 i:!. 

1968, 3.2 in 1969, and 3.1 in 1970; the coverage of bond 

intere'St for 1967 would be 2.9 times, which bad declined' as of 
., 

November 1)1967~ to 2.47 times; and applicant's actual return on 
comon equity in November,1967 was som~here in the range of 

9 to 9~ percent. 

The following tabulation shows the recorded ~ates of 

reeurn on rate base by operatfng districts for the 12-month 

periods ending ~c::~ 31~ 1963 through 1966 .. 

-6-



"-
A. 49420 - StY!M.JO * 

SllMMARY'OF EARNINGS p.y DISTRICTS 
(Per EXhibit No. 4-A) 

:----------------------:~Ra~te--Ba~s-e~:-------~Ra~t~e~o~f~R~e~t~u:~rn~------: 

: ________ ~D~is~t~ri~c:t ____ ~:~~i~9~6~6~~:~1~9~6~3~:~~i§~64~~:~i~9~6~5_. ~:~1~9~66~: 

Water Department 

.Arden 

Thous. Dollars 1. 

Barstow 
Bay 
~ Bear 

ipatria 
Central Basin 
Culver City 
Desert 
Folsom-Cordova 
Huntington Beach# 
KP....rn County 
Ojai 
Orallge County 
Pomona. Valley 
$au Beruardirlo Cooney 
San Gabriel Valley 
Simi Valley 
South Sacramento# 
SouthrAe&t 

Total 'Water Dept. 0 

Electric Department 

Bear Valley 

total Utile Ops.¢ 

if 1963 only .. 

$ 9.'> 
1,863.3 

22.2 
1,058.8-

281.0 
1;,397.0 
2:1 156• 9 

459.7 
1,206.9 

861 .. 7 
129.9 
728-.5 

7,212.0 
2,212 .• 7 
1,329.4 
1,768.7 
1,430.4 

727.9 
11!359.8 

40,632.6 

1 t 635.l 

42,267.7 

(l.oss) 

-7.1S -
3.99 
5.93, 
6.43-
5.60 
2.22 

6.99 
3.09 
5.32 
7.89 
8.30 
6.49 
6.22 

16.27 
5.39 
6.39 

6.56 

6.93 -
6.57 

6.40 -
4.58 
5.57 
6.95 
50 22 
0.72 
8.94 

20 05 
7.82 
6.94 
7.40 
6.98: 
6.50 

28 .. 80 

6.27 

6.60 

5.66, 

5.02 
5.89' 
6 .. 93 
4.80 
1.80 
8.88 

2.39 
7.12 
6.60 
6.85 
6.92 
6.17 
6.40 

6'.29 

6.40 

6 .. 53· 6.50' 

6.60' 6.40 

f/J Excludes Ht:rO.tingt~ Beach anel So~th 
Sacramento properties disposed of in 1964. 

(0.76) 
6 .. 05 

55.48 
5.25-
5 .. 99 
7.01 

.5078 
0.44 
7.60 

1.99 
7.12 
6.63 
6.06 
6.84. 
7.13-
6.02 

6 .. 36-

6.47 

6.26· 

6 .. 46 

Exhibit No.9, a Commission staff report on cost of 
... ", 

money and rAte of return, shows that applicant's composite cost 

of capital as of December 31, 1967 would be 6 .. 57 percent based 

upon a.n .allowance on common. equ:ity of 10.5 t>ereent. The.stafi 
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financial witness testified that in his opinion a range of return 

of 6.7Spercet1t to 6.90 percent on the original cost of the 

Southwest District rate base would be reasonable. 

Rate Inereases During 1967 

By Decision No. 72350~dated May 2~ 1967 in Applications 

Nos. 48563 aIld 48997, applicant was authorized to increase its 

rates for water service in its Culver City District by a gross 

annual amouo.t of $126,650, or 19.9 percent, to yield a rate of 

retu.."'"'ll of 6.75 percent on the Culver City District rate base for 

the test year 1967, and:. by Decision No. 72990, dated August 29', 

1967, in Application No. 49128, applicant was authorized to increase 

its rates for water service 1n the Bear Valley Zone in its Big 

Bear District by approximately $16,000, or ll.5 percent, to produce 

a rate of return in the range of 6.3 percent: to 7.4 percent for 

the test year 1967. 

Pending Rate Increase Applications 

Application No. 49681, filed September 21, 1967, seeks 

authority to increase rates for water service in applicant's 

Orange County Distriet by $372,000,. or 22.9 percent, to produce a 

District rate of return for 1968: of 7.26 percent; Application 

No. 49861, filed December 7, 1967,. seeks auehority to increase 

rates for water service in applicant's Barstow District by $124,600, 

.or 30.3 percent:t to produce a District l:ate of return 0: 7.26· per­

cent; and Application No. 49938, filed January 9, 1968, seeks 

authority to incrMSe rates for water service in applica.nt f s 

Pomona Valley Water District by $92;t200, or 14.9 percent, to' 

produce a District rate of return of 7 .24 pcrcen~. Said appli­

cations are pending. 
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E. D~ P. Conve.rsi.on Costs 

In 1963~ applicant began to convert its billingalld 

general accounting systems to EDP through the use of an RCA' 301 

computer and system which have been replaced by an RCA third 

g~eratiou computer Spectra~ which has a me:nory capacity of 

60~OOO characters, three times that of the older RCA,301; has a 

memory access time that is seven times f.aster~ and can print 

300 lines per minute fas.ter than its 301 counterpart. There are 

20 to 21 employees at the ,EDP Center on La Cienega Boulevard. 

Practically all of the applicant's bookkeep1ng~ including its 

plant accoUnting may be convertible, and applicant is doing 

outside work with gross sales amounting to $100,000 per yea:~ 

so far. '!he profits Oll outside, sales have been about- $20,000 

and salas are expected to be measurably expanded. Conversion' 

coses~ not including capital items a.s of the end of the year 

1966, amounted to $314, COO, which, togetber with future costs, 

applieantproposes to amortize as ~ expense to rate payers over 

a five-year period at the rate of approximately $68,250 per year. 

However, the record shows that past conversion costs incurred in 

1963, 1964, 1965 and 1966 have been claimed for ineome t:ax 

purposes, and, in company~de financial and aceotl:lting reports 

to stockholders, banks, loaning institutions and to this Cocmis­

si.on~ such costs have been charged agaillst income tax aec:uals 

set up to cover tbe profit 'on sale 'of South Sacramento ane! 

Huntington Be.a.eh 'W.a.ter system properties. 
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Administrative Selari~s 

The CoU:m1ssion staff in its general repott on company­

wide operations~ Exhibit No.7, adjuszed in AcCOtlllt No. 791.1,. 

Salaries of General Officers, for rate-ma.k:l.ng purposes, the 

salarles of the senior vice president and treasurer,. and the 

salary of the vice president in charge ofa.cquis:ttions and pUblic 

relations. An adjustment for rate~king purposes was also made 

to the salaries paid the cha1rm.an of the board and the two 

directors in Omaha. The total adjustment to salaries of general 

officers amounted to $67,.760. 

A difference of $5,150 between the sULff's 1968 estimate 

in Exhibit No.7 of Acco\mt No. 791.2, Salaries of General Office 

Employees, is attributable to'the company's having included in , 

Exhibit No.4 the assistant' c<?2?-troller 1 s salary for one-half year 

in 1967 and 1:b.en calculating its 1968: es~iI:!ate by increaSing the 

'1967 total by 4.57 percent. 'Ibe ::;taff included this officer's 

aalary expense on a full year basis for 1967 and 1968,. but esti­

mated no increase for this salary group in 196&. However, Exhibit 

No. 6 is a. certifi2d copy of a rasolution of applicant's board of 

directors authorizing an over-all pay increase,t~ other than the 

executive group, not to exceed $102,276 or 5.25 percent of' the 

1967 payro11~effective January 1, 1968. 

The staff, in Exhibit No.7, adjusted Account No. 798, 

Outside Services Employed, to reflect a reduction in es'tiJ:.ates 

of .Arthur Andersen. & Company expense, as auditors, from· applicant f s 

estimated amount of $16,000 for the year 1968 in Exhibit: No_ 4 to 

an estimated annual fee of $13,500. 
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Axlother major difference between applieant' s estimate 

of other company adTTdDistrative and. general expenses for the y~Ar 

1968 in Exhibit No. 4 is shown in Account No. 799~ M:lseell~Of!.S 

Gener.s.l Expenses. 'Ihis is due principally to the fact that the 

co~any included $6S~250 for EDP eonversion expense based on the 

five-year amortization 0: p.ast and futur~ cO!l.version expenses> 
... '. ~" 

while tn~ staff included $30,200 as the average of foture con-

version and maintenance expenses. Also, the staff transferred 

the salaries of three directors at $3,000 each, fo::, a total of 
--.; 

$9,000, to Account No. 799, the ~pa!l.y having inc1uced tbes~ 

directors' annual salaries in ACCOU1:t No. 791.1. 

Finally, the substantial difference ~ the 1968 estimates 

of Account No. 790.~3, Indirect Charges to Construction and Stores, 

in Exhibits Nos. 4 ~\tld 7 is d~~ ~. the difference in salaries of 

general officers whiCh are allocated to these accounts. 

The follo'>ri.ng tabulation eompares the total company 

administr.ia.tive and general expenses fori the years. 1967 and 1968-

~stimat<ldby the staff and the. company. 
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. . 
Acct.: 

Number: 

791.1 
791.2 
792 
793 
794 
795-
797 
798 
799 
783 
790.3 

797 

Total Company 

ADMINISTRAl'IVE AND GENERAL EXPENSES 
(Years 1967 and 1963 Estimated) 

: Staff :. .company : 
: 1967 : 1968>. : 1968 : 

Account :Estimated:Estimated:Est1mated:. 

Salaries of General Officers $ 89,140 $ 89', 140 $156~ 900 
Salaries of Gen. Office Employees 147,000 147 ,000 l52'~150 
~£iee Supplies & Other Expeuses 67,000 14,000 14,OOC 
Proparty Insurance . 3,710 4,000 . 4,000 
Ixljuries & Damages . 870 870 - 870 
Pensions & Benefits 35,170 3&,.230' . 36,230 
Regulatory Commission Expenses 6,600 6,800 6,800· 
Outside Se:vices Employed 20)350 20,.350 22,750 
Miscellaneous General Expenses 90,300 90,300 119,350 
Advertising Expenses 5,600 . 5,600 5:',600· 
(Indirect Cbgs. to Construction) (60,.980)(64,060). (S7,,690) 
(Indirect Charges to Stores): -l.,;(4~,:..:::9.:.8()::::...)~·._.~(5:;.;z't.:.37.:..;:0~):.....' ·_(),::S;.z.,4..:.:1:.;:O~2 

Subtotal 11 400,380 

Regulatory Commission Expense Y 
(General Report) 2 . -....;l::.;zr.,:30:;.;:;.;:;,O_· ·_--:;:1.%.;.30;;-.;0;.....' ____ -_ 

Total 
( ) Credit 

401,680 406,.160 485,550 

1/ Common administrative and general expenses - spread on four-factor 
percentages to various districts. . ' 

~ Estimated cost of General Report - spread to four aff~cted dis-
tricts 011. customer basis. . 

Administrative Expenses Transferred-Credit 

Applicant uses a four-factor method to distribu'te indirect 

charges to construction both to individual district operations and 

to operating expense accounts~ The CommiSSion staff rceotemended 

that such indirect charges to construction- be credited to operating 
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expenses in each district according to the relation that gross 

additions to plan: in each district bear to gross additions for 

the total company ~ on the grounds that the use of the four-factor 

method understates Southwest District f s expenses and overstates 

otber Districts' expenses. 

Wor'ki.n~ Cash 

'Ibe company's estimate of $5~S,366 in Exhibit ~o. 4 is 

derived from. its average monthly cash balances in banks for the 

years 1963, 1964, 1965 and 1966. The staff has used . in Exhibit 

No. 7 the sum of the minimum, cash balances. required by each. 

individual bank in, which the company mainta~ a deposit, which 

totals $455,500 adjusted for allocation to water utUity plant> 

only, 0: $429~720. 
Estimated Wages and Salaries for 1968 

'l'hecompany estimated wages and salaries for 1968 using. 

the 1967 wage rates increased by 4.50 percent. The staff used the 

latest k:l~'Il wage and salary levels for both 1967 and 1958. P.s 

noted hereinbefore, a. 5.25 percent payroll increase, excluding 

executive salaries, became effective J'anuary 1,' 1968. 

Southwest District ~ations' 

Applicantrs Southwest District operations approximate 

25 percent of total utility operations. As of December 31, 1966, 

watCX' service was being furnisbed to 40,680 metered cus'tomers atld 

253 private flat rate fire protection service eust:otlers~ and 2~510' 

fire hydrants for public fire protection were connected to the 

system. The number of customers added since 1959' is estimated to 

amount to 3,872> or a 10 percent increase by the end of year 1968 .. 
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Gross utility plant in service at December .. 3l~ 1966 

totalled $l5~520,300, an increase of about $5,000,000, or 39·pereent 

of gross plant~ since 1959. Ihe related depreciation reserve 

at December 31~ 1966 was $2,611,100. Gross additions to plant 

during 1967 and 1965were esttmated to approxfmate $1,363,000. 

Of the approximate $7,363,000 of additions to gross utility plant 

between 1959 and the end of 1968, the prinCipal additiollSwere 

an~ will be for the provision of about ten million gallons. of· 

additional storage facilities to. increase water operating 

pressures and to improve fire protection. !hey were also required 

for the use of MWD water supplies. Other principal plant expe1l­

di~es in the Southwest District were made to reduce leaks in 

the system and to l:cstall radio equipment on trucks. !he 1l~ 

of employees in the Southwest District in 1959 was 39, and in 

1967 had been reduced to 29 despite the growth of t::le system. 

lbe Southwest District west of the shoestring. strip 

of the City of los Angeles,. which divides the District into tw~ 

po::'tions east and west~ extends from Vermont Avenue westerly to 

Aviation Boulevard and from Manchester Avenue on the :lorth to 

l82nd Street on the south. the easterly portion extends from 

Figueroa Street on the west easterly to the City of COmpton and 

from l20th Street south to Victoria Street. The Southwest· District 

area includes all- of the City of :Lawndale, .a portion of: th~ Cities 

of Gardena.~ Hawthorne, Inglewood and Compto~, and a portion of 

the Co=.ty of Los Angeles, and it approximates 2lsquare miles 

as ShOWll on Chart 3-3 of Exhibit No.5. 
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Approximately 65 percent of the water supply for the 

Southwest District is obtained from seven connections to the 

transmission system of ~ through the facilities of West Basin 

Municipal Water District. the price to applicant of MVJD· water 

has. increased from $25.50 in 1959 to $43.30 as of July 1, 1967, 

ar.d "hill increase at the annual rate of at least $3-.00 per acre-foot 

tb.:ough 1972. Most of the Mom water is softened,. filtered and 

treated" but some unsoftened water is supplied by MID. However, 

when the California State water project is completed to the 

Castaic Reservoir in 1971, MWD t s West Brauch will conmenee 

delivering water "from Northern California and East Branch water 

will be delivered in 1972. 'Ibis Feather River water will be. of 

high quality and of ~ more acceptable content of total dlssoLved 

solids and hardness. The chairman of MWD's board of directo:s 

testified that the cost of MtID water will be incrca.s.ed annually 
.. . \ """, 

until it reaches an ultim,:lte price of either $70. or $80 an. 

acre-foot which wi.ll represent t!le cost of northern water plus 

the cost of ~ f s distribatioll, representing, more or less, the· 

figure at which water would be selling if the .Colorado River 

aq-.leduct were running at fulleap.acity. 

Present, Proposed and Authorized Rates 

Applicant's present rates were authorized by Deci~ion 

No. ·58530, dated Ju:e 2, 1959~ in Application No. 40675 ane 
became effective July 1,. 1959. Authority to inc=aase rates to 

offset a pumping tax assessment was sought by Applicat!ou 

No. 42407,. which was denied by Decision No. 60532" dated' August 9, 

1960. Authority to increase ra.tes intbe Southwest District" 
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generally, was sought by Application No. 43574 which was denied by 

Decision No. 63942, dated July 17, 1962, and a petition.,for re- . 

hearing, was denied by Decision No. 643-n, dated October 9, 1962. 

The following tabulati~ is' a comparison of present met<ared 

service rates with those proposed in the application and the rates 

hereinafter authorized .. 

Comparison of Basic Charges 

: : Per Meter &'l; MOnth { : 
: ___________ I_tem~ ___________ : __ '_Pr~e_s~e~n~t~~~/~:~Pr~o~p_os_e~a£_~7~:~A_u~t_h~o~ri=z_e~d! __ I_: 

For 5/S x 3/4-mchmeter $ 2.35 $ 2.00 $ 1.75-
For 3/4-inch meter 3.00 3.00 3.00 
For I-inch meter 4.00 4.00 4.00 
For l~-inch meter 8.50 8.00 7.50 
For 2-fnehmeter 13.00 ' 10.00 10.00 
For 3-inch meter 25'.00 12.00 12.00 
For 4-inch meter 40.00 15.00 15.00 
For 6-inch lllCter 65.00 25.00 25.00 
For 8-inchmeter 100.00 30.00 30.00 

Comparison of Quaptity Rates 
. . . . . . 
: ________ ~Q~~~~~t~i~ty __ ~Ra~t~e~s ______________ ~:Pr~e_s~e~nt_:~Pr~o~p_ose~d_:~A~u_th~o~r1_·~z~ed~: 

First 700 cu. ft. or less 
Next 1,800 cu. ft., per 100 cu. ft. 
Next 7 ,500 cu. ft,., per 100 cu. ft. 
Next 90,000 cu. ft., per 100 cu. ft .. 
Over 100,000 cu. ft., per 100 cu. ft. 
.Al1 water se:::vice, " per 100 cu. ft. 
First 10,000 cu. ft., per 100 cu. ft. 
Over 10~OOO cu. ft. ~ per 100 cu. ft. 

1/ Monthly minixm,m, charge. 

$2.3~/ 
.25 
.19 
.1S 
.12 

$O.18~/ 

"'1./ Monthly servicecbarge. 
"Sf Includes monthly minimum charge and quantity rate. 
'4/ Plus monthly service charge. 

COmoarison of Private Fire Protection Flat Rate 

$¢.20~/ 
0.16 . 

· · · · Item 
: Flat Rites : 
:Present:Proposed:Author2zed: 

Per· Inch of Diameter of Fire 
SprinY~cr Service 

-16-
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CQ1PARISON Of CHARGES FOR WATEil SERVICE UNDEfl PrlESSNT 
PRQPOSBD AND AUmORIZED G&NERAL .£&Tt<.:RED S3RVIC& RAlliS 

5/811 x 3/4" Het.er,.t Pel~ Month 

Cons\lnption I Inorease! 
Cu. Ft. Present. Proposed I Amount 1 h __ _ Authorized 

1 ___ .............. 1...... , , ..... .- ... __ 1 

o 
500 
?OO 

1,000 
1,200 
1,400 
1,500 
1,800 
2,000 
2,500 
5,000 

10,,000 
40,000 
:30,000 
50,000 

100,000 
150,()'.)O 
~oo,ooo 

$ 2.35 
2.35 
~,35 
3.10 
3.60 
4.10 
4.35 
5.10 
5.60 
6.S5 

11.60 
21,10 
36.10 
51.10 
81.10 

156.10 
216,10 
~74.10 

~ 2.00 
2.90 
3.26 
3.80 
4.16 
/f.52 
4.?O 
5.~ 
5,60 
6.50 

U.OO 
20.00 
38.00 
56,00 
n.oo 

182.00 
212,00 
362.00 

ts(0.35) 
.55 
.91 
.70 
.56 
.42 
.35 
~14 
-

fO.35~ 0.60 
1,10 
1.90 
4.90 

10.90 
25.90 
55.90 
85.90 

(14~9) 
23.4 
36.7 
22.6 
15.6 
10.2 
8.0 
2.7 -

1
5.

11 5.2 
5.2 
5.2 
9.~ 

13.4 
16.~ 
25.9 
31.1 

(DeorE)asf} ) 

!I Inorease o~r present. rate charges. 

$ 1.75 
2,75 
3,lS 

G:I~ 
,,.S5 
,,.75 
5.35 
S.75 
6.75 

11~75. 
21.7> 
33,75 
49.7S 
81.75 

161.75 
2!tl.75 
321.15 

$(0.60) 
.40 
.60 
.65 .,> 
.4> 
.40 
.25 

.• 15 
(0.10) 

:~~ 
(2.,35) 
(1.35) 
.~S 

5.65 
2S.6~ 
4S.(»5 

(25.S) 
11.0 
)l"O 
21.0 
15.) 
11.0 
9.2 
It.? 
2.7 

(1.5) 
)..3 
3.l. 

(6.5) 
(2.6) 

.6 
3.6 

li.? 
16.5 

OQ ~ 

I ~ ..... ~ 

~ 6 
[ ~ ~ 

g. ~ 
~ (0 ..... 

a ~ 2 
n fI\ li" 
~ ~ QQ 
" " Jf fJ 

'tj Q" 

i ~ 
fIl 0 

(I) " Po. 

b g 

~ I a ~ 

~ ~ 
t1 .' go 

i i 
tl OQ 
tt ('> 
(I) (I) 

~ g. 
o t1 
t1 ~ 

9J 
tt 

£t 

(> 
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.'f. 
~ 

~ 
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e 
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Em:nings 

Applicant' s Exhibits Nos.. 5 and 5-A contain earnings 

data for the recorded years 1963 through 1966 and the estimated 

years 1967 a!ld 1968 at present and proposed rates. Exhibit No. s: 
submitted. by the Cemm1ssion staff contains earnings data for the 

estimated years 1957 and 1965 at pr0S~t and proposed rates. 

The follow:tug tabulatio'Xl. compares the carn:Lngs <iata. for the year 

1966 recorded as shown in ~bit No.5, and the year 1968: 

estimated at presalt ax:.d proposed =at~s as sho~"Xl ;.;n Exhibits 

Nos. 5-A.3:ld 8. 
SUMMARY OF EARNINGS 

:--------------------~:y~e~ar~~1~9~66~:------~y~ea~r-~19~6~g~E~s~t1ma~'~t~e~a-------: .. . .. . .. .. :Recorde.d: Present Rates : ProE.Q.Sed Rates 
: Per Co. : Per CO. :Per PUC:iSer CO. :Per PUC : 

: _______ It:;;;.;-em.;;;;::;.. ______ -:;.:--=Ex=.~5_=_: -=E::,x:,: • .....::,5-..:."I,:.:.· :;,;;:Ex.=_8;;.~ __ :;:E::.x.::..,...::.5~-A:.:.~ M:~Ex~ • ....;& ___ : 

Operating, Revenue 

Operating Expense 
Depreciation 
Taxes 

Subtotal 

Net Operating Revenue 

Rate Bas2 

Ra:~ of Retu...""':t 

(Thous~as of DOllars) _ 

$ 2,88-7.5 $3,004.0 $3,.019 .. 9 $3,492.5 $3,486.9 

1,35-7.1 1,610.8 1,608-.7 1,6100 8 1,608:.7 
300.7 302.6 302(>1.. 30200 302.l 
506.7 489.1 477 .. 0 745 .. 0 720.4 

2,164.5 2,402.5 2,38-7.8 2,659.4 2,631.2 

723.0 601.5 632,,1 833.1 8-55 .. 7 

11, 3591)J~ 11~853.2 ll,744.4 11,853.2.11"744,,.4 

60 361. 5 .. 077. $.,38% 7.03~ 7.29% 

It was the opicion of ap~lieantVs ~r~&idcne that 7.2> 

perCe:lt would be a fair r2.t:e o~ return Oll the SoU:tbw02St: District: 

ra~e base. 

!here are no s;~1fi~t differQnce~ boa~~ applicane's 

e~timatQd r~venues Qnd the estimat~s submitted by the Commission 

staff at p:esent a:ld p:,opos~d :-at~. Eac..."" .adjzcCfd recorded', rev~uc, 
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dat:a for normal precipi"eation and tempera.ture by the Modified Bean 

Method. 

Th~ ouly sign1fieant difference in operation and main­

tenance expenses is in the allocation to the Southwest District 

of billing expenses. '!he difference of $7;, 600 is caused primarily 

by the staff t s not having reflected the company's proposed cost of 

envelope billing instead of the present postcard billing. It was 

the staff's poSition that any additional costs of providing this 

type of service to customers sbould be offset by sav1l:gs ili.collec­

tion ~es and work!.::1g cash' requirements sinee it would be 

expected that bills would be paid more expeditiously. 

The principal differences in admixristraeive alld gcaneral 

expenses are eaused by the staffr 1; officer salary adjus.tm~ts and 

general off1ce allocatio~ as discussed under total utility 

operatio1lS. In 1t& estimate of regu.latory Commission expenses 

(Account No. 797) in ect1:lcction with this pr~eeding~ the company 

included c~ general office salaries which are also sho'Wn ,:in 

its genual report~ Exbibit, No.5. !he sta££prorated its estimate 

avera five-yeaz period compared to three years. used by the company. 

'!b.e e.ffe:ences. in estima.tes of ad valorem tax expense 

for th2 estixnated YM:' 1968: amounting to $28,000 out of a total 

company estimate of $275,300 (f:c, attrl.b~table to the fact tb.1.t ~~ 

staff developed an effective ~ rate for the 1966-1967 fiscal 

tax year applied to th2 March, 1966 taxable utility pLant balance. 

!his rat~ was.. then appliM to adjusted ca.xab-:'e utility plant to 

det~..ue ad valorem taxes for tile est!mated years 1967 and '1968. 

-19-
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Although the company used tb.e same method for calculating' ad: 

valorcam taxes, it tre:ldcd the effeetive rate. on t'b.e basis. of 

the past ni.ne years' tax history. The record shows that. the 

effective tax rate bas .;:.etaally decreased during each of· the 

past two fit;cal years. 

Estimates of street franchise tax submitted by the 

staff were based on the. ratio of 1966 re<:o::ded payments to toeal 

1966 recorded gross revenues ap~lied to the estimated gross 

revenues for the! yea:s 1967 .and 1968. '!he company develor>ed an 

upward trend in its ratio of street franchise tax to gross 

re~ues. Ihe difference at the present rates bet:Ween the staff 

and company estimates is $1.5,900,. Qut of total. cor:p~y ¢:;t!-

mated street franchise taxes f"r the year 196a of $467 4.00; the 

differenee at proposed rates is $18-7 200, out of total 1968: cotnpeny 

estimated stl:eet franchise taxes of $53, seO. !he· record shows 

that replaee<l maius are ins.talled in pub lie stro.ets outot 

baek-of-lot private rights of way. ~en this is done7 front­

of-lot serviee conneetions are made. !he record does not 

disclosa precisely the extent of these replaeements, either in 

the past or tc.e estimated future~ or in footage ofmain7 numbers 

of serviees aff.acted, or costs. 

There is no significant differet1ee in estimates of 

avc:age depreciated rate bases for the yeor 1965 submitted by 

the company and the staff. However" the staff's method and 

result 0: calculating operating land includzble in rate base 

at: the Chadron pLmt were d1sp~ted by ~e applicax:!t. The staff 

dicL llot feel it !>ruGen: tha= rate payt2::::. z~uld pay :for taxes. 

-20-
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and "ma.inte1lance on a piece of property 87 feet wide just ~or·a· 

. pipeline 8· inches wide> when there was adequate property on the 

north ~d of the lot to tie well facilities into storage facilities 

that are· i:n~ existence. 

Ftndings and Conclusions 

The Commission finds as follows: 

1. (a) Se%v1ce conditions, i.e., quality, quantity and pressure 

of water served by applicant ~ its Southwest District, comprisiDg 

Some 21 square miles, are reasox;a,bly satisfactory. They have 

improved measurably in the last ten years as the result of appli­

cant's having rehabilitated a substantial portion of its water 

system fn said D1str1ct~ and having added large water storage 

faei1ities. Tbey will continue to improve with add1.tionally 

prograxx::ned water systc r~bilitation and. with. additional storage: 

and the utilization of Feather River water through the State of 

california water project when Metropolitan Water Distriet (MWD) 

COtQle:lces delivering northern water from its castaic Reservo1= . 
in 1971. 

(b) '!be results of the investigations of the suvice eom- . 

plaints registered by letter and at the hearings and the actions 

to eliminate their causes should rC'lsule in improved service to 

the individual complainants, but will require following up- by the 

applicant. The main serving the G\mther residence should be 

flushed semi-monthly, and the company should flush other non­

cireulating maiDS on a similar regular scbedule. 

2. Applicant's earnings in its Southwest District are 

deficient. and applicant is in need of financial relief in said 

DiGtriet although not to the extent proposed in the application. 

-21 ... 
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3. Applicant f s pr"l'Osal to amortize the cos ts of conversieo. 

to electronic data processillg (EDP) in an axmual 8.mO'Cnt of $68,250 . ~ . 

covering past and future costs is unreasonable,. and the seaff 
, i 

estimate of average future conversion and mai3tenance expenses of 

$30,200 .a=.ually is reasonable. Since applicant haG already 

claimed past costs as. in~ tax deductions, such cos·ts have, in 

effect, been. provided for out of profits from the sale of water 

sYGtem properties; the proposal ~ amoreize is Dot only belated, 

but the period of amortization is too short if:' the principle of 

amortization were, itself, fo=.d to be reasonable; the exte2lt of 

claimed savings to rate payers has not been shown; and rather 

than ~ charged for conversion costs, rate payers should be 

credited with the profits resulting from EDP outside' sale,;. 

4.(a) Executive salaries paid to- the chairman of the board 

of directors aud vice president-fina:nce~ resident in Omaha" are 

excessi.ve for rate-mak:U:.g purposes. The record does not show 

the extent of time, if ;my, that the cb.a.il:m.an. of thGt board 

devotes to applicant, and only one-fourth of the viee president­

finance and dirQctor's time is devoted ~o applicant. Their 

aggregate compensation in 1966 was $31~OOO, and applieant1 s 1967 

esei:mate was $35,000» or a 13 percent increase. The an::oantof 

$3» 000 per year per Omaha-based director, as submitted by the 

~ta£f> is reasonable. 

(b.) AdjuStment by the staff of the soon-to-resign senior 

vice president and ere..a.surer's .salary is. unreasonable. !he 

CommiAsion would e~c'C appl:lecme 'Co mainta.in a well-paid .and 

-22-
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fully staffed executive office at its Southern Cal~fornia head­

quarters. Ihis officer will continue to serve on a full-time 

basi-s. for at least the next three years, and" he should be fully 

compensated therefor. Water service rates in the Southwest 

District s.hould and will contain their proportionate share of 

contr1butio~ to suCh executive and general offic~ expens~s. 

5. The four-factor method of allocating admiDistr.ativ~ 

exp~ses transferred-credit ~~loyed by applicant has rccult~d 

in a distortion of recorded expenses between the illdiviGual. 

operating districts, and a greater than proper recorded er~~t, 

and resultant lower net ~e:ses, in the Southwest Di~tric~. 

Con~~ly~ p-l..ant accounts in the Southwest District, since 

its in~pti.on, have been ovuctated and would need to be 

reconstructed fo= rate~king purposes; if the staff proposal of 

basing such alloeations on the ratio of the district construction 

to total utility construction for each year were adopted in this 

proeeedfQg. Applicant should change allocation base$, and allocate 

admiDistrative expenses transferred-credit in its district 

accounting on the construction" ratio, henceforth. 

6. 'Ib.~ staff estimate of working cash capital for total 

utility operations as allocated to Southwest District is reason­

able. The.re is :10 reason for adopting applicant fs. estixn.'lte 

based Oll average cash ,Oalanees since such balances in excess of 

minimum balances required by banks to be maintained on deposit 

occu:: in the normal flow of cash to the utility. 

7. Applicant's proposal to convert to envelope bill~ is 

reasonable, ·but its estimate of additional expenses to be incurred 

-23-
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is not reasonable. Net savings should follow the institution 

of e:lvelope billing as a service to c1.:lstomers, primarily in 

more expeditious payments by customers. 

8. A total utility rate of retun in the range of 7 to 

73£ percent as an objective is reasonable. Maintenance and per­

petuation of applicant's financial ratings and status are 

required by the public interest. h:1 uneconomic ally ope=a1:ec: 

public utility water corporation is a public'liability,and 

such uneconomical operations quickly redound 1:0 the detriment 

of the utility's customers in deterioration of service. 

9. '!'he staff's ad valorem tax estimates are reasonable. 

There is no conclusive shOwing that the advalorem tax rates are 

t=ending upward for the test years. 

10. The street fr811chisetax estimate should have reflected 

the replaeement of mains in public streets from private rights 

of way, bt.lt the applieant made no precise shOwing of the extent 

of such replacements or their costs. To simply trend upward its 

ratio of street franchise tax to gross revenues is un.reasonable 

and overstates the estfmated tax expense. The staff estimate is 

reasoMble and should be adopted. 

11. The adopted state corporation franchise tax expense 

should be based on the 7 percent t~~ rate whieh went into effeet 

January 1, 1967 vs. the prior 5.5 percent rate. 
. . . 

12. Payroll expense adopted for the purpose of this pro­

eeeding should be based on the payroll increase voted by the 

board of directors on Novembe: 1, 1967 to be 5.25 percent of 

the total 1967 payroll, exclusive of exeeutive payroll, and to. 

be- effective January 1 >' 196~:. 

-24-
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13. ~e proposed conversion to a two-part gene.rsl. metered 

service rate schedule has merit, except that the quantity ra:es 

should be in two blocks, as recoTJ:mended by the staff, to smooth 

out the percentage increases for all amounts of consumption. 

Applicant's proposal which would have ~esulted in cecra~es ~n 

the 0, 2,500, 5,000 and 10,000 cubic feet per month of const:t~tion 

for a 5/$ x 3/4-inch :neter, and up to 31 percent' iucreases it:. the 

200,OOOeubic fee~' per meter per lI:Onth of cOTl~umpl::ion, is 

unreasonable. 

14. Applicant's proposed MWD water costs f es~a1ation r:lte 

schedule clause is unnecessary since the rates aU't'horized herein 

will allow the utility to recove::' all MWD water costs for \ the 

reasonable future and the rate of retu.-n authorized hereinafter will 

provide for attrition from other: causes. 

15. Ap~licant's proposed p~1vate' fire protection service ;ate 

increase of 100 percent, in order to standardize its schedules for 

such service systemwide, is reasonable and should be authorized. 

16.. The following tabulation sets forth the adopted results of 

operation for the esttmated test year 1968: 

. . 
Southwest District 

: £se~tea Test Year 19b8 : 
: ________ ~I~t~em=-__________ ~:~A=d~o~p~te~d~Re~s~u=l~t~s_o~f~0pe~~r~a~t~1~on: 

Operating Revenues 

Operating Expenses . 
Depre<:iation 
Taxes 

Subtotal 

Net Operating Revenues 

Rate Base 

Rate ofReturti 

-25-

$: 3,466,300.00 

1,613,700 .. 00'. 
302,100.00 
704,900.00 

$ 2,620,700.00 

845,600.00 

11,744,400.00 

7.2%. 
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17. There will be attrition in applicant's rate of return in 

the foreseeable future at the rate of .3 percent per year. 

18. After t.aking. into account the aforesaid attr1tion~ the 

average rate of return over the llext three yearsw.Ul be 6.9 percent,. 

which is within the range recommended by the staff,. and which is 

reasonable. It ~1 produce a return of approximately 11.5 percent 

OIl cot'l:C.On equity,. as shown in Exhibit No.9'. 

19. We find that the increases in rates and charges authorized 

berein are justified,. that tbe rates and charges authorized herein 

are reasonable ~ and that the present rates and charges,. insofar as 

they differ from those herein prescribed,. are for the future unjust 

and unreasonable. 

It is concluded that the application should be granted in 

Part and ,denied in part and that applicant should be authorized to 

file n~ scbedules of rates which will produce the annual gross 

revenues for the test year 1968 heretofore set forth. They represent 

an increase of $446,.400 or 14.8 percent over the revenues which 'WOuld 

be produced by the present rates~ but $20,.600 less than tbe increase 

in ra.tes proposed in the application. 

-26-
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OR.DER -------
IT IS ORDERED as follows: 

1. A£ter the effective date of this order, Southern 

California Water Company is authorized to file the revised. rate 

schedules for its Southwest District attached t~ this order" as 

AppendiX A. Such filing shall comply with General" Order No. 96-A. 

!be effective date of the revised schedules shall be four days 

after the date of filing. the revised schedules shall apply only 

to service rendered on and after theeffe~1ve date thereof. 

2. Applicant shall allocate ,Administrative Expenses Trans­

ferred-Credit in its district accounting in the ratio of the 

annual construction in each district to the anneal total utility 
construction .. 

3. Applican~ shall flush noucireu1ating mains S~101lthly • 
. " 

4. In all other respects the application is denied. 

The effective date of this order shall be twenty" days 
after the date hereof. 

, -California, this 1:t-h1 
day of _____ ~ .... M~* ____ , 1968. 
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COMMISSIONER PETER E. Mn'CHELL CONCURRING: 

I concur tbz.t the rate of return as indicated ill the' decisi.on is 

reasonable. However, I cannot agree with the finding on attrition. 

There is no discussion or attrition in the decision and, no explanation 

for the finding of .3 percent per year downward trend in rate' of 

return.. It can ooly be concluded that th.e finding is a mathematical 

aostraetioc. not influenced by experienee and apprehension. 

In the past the Comrn:f ssion has always relied on a historical 

basis to demonstrate the presenee of attritionll By this authority 

Exhibit No. 4 incorporated in page 7 of the decision does not subserve 

" 
a measured negative trend in the rate of return for the Southwest 

Division of the Southe:-n Ca.li!ornia Water Company. The recorded 

data. from 1ge3 througb.196S indicates a rate of return or 5.390/0 for 

19G3:; 0.270/0 for 1964; S.2910 for 1965; 6.35<10 for 1966. There is no 

revelation of any other medium. by which the attrition f~gure may be 

discerned. 

It =-.ppears that tb.e majority ~s now established a pro<:edure, 

as I would Wlderstand it, 'that a rate of return may be supplemented 

by an increased percentage by the selection or a hypothetiC'll figUre 

without expressed indices. For my po:rt I would rather aJ:>andon th.e 

ineremental adjective of atttition and incorporate any earn:ings . 

il:l.sbbDity in the nte ot return in c:u:nulo. 

fj . ..' 
r~,/ V 
/i.L.;>tx- .i., , / C. 

eter E. Mitchell,.. .,President . 
San Francisco, Co.liiornia 
March 13, 19G5 

Y California Water Service Company, A.4:8S90~ Decision No. 72235.' 
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APl"ENDIX "­
Page ~ ot 3 

'. , 

Schedule No. SW'-l 

Southwest Tariff Area 

Applicable to .all:n:etereci 'Water servico. 

TERRITOR! 

All or portions ot the Cities ot COmpton, Gardena., Ha:wthorno~ 
Inglewood a:d I.a.wnda.le, the c~ties or Athens" lc:cnox and Moneta", 
and'Viei:lity, 1<>3 Angeles COWlty. 

RATES -
Serviee Charge: 

Por ,Meter, , 
Per Month . 

:For SIS x 3/4-inchmeter ~~ •• ~~ ...... oo.~~oo .. ~.~~ •• 

For 3A-i:neJl m.eter •• _ ........ ~ ••• " ... _ ...... ' 
Por l-incn meter •• ~ •••••••• ~ •••• _ •• _ •• ~ 
For l~illc1l meter' •• _ ..... ~ •• _ ... ~ .... ' •• _ .... _ 
Far: 2~:t:leb. mete:' ....... ~ 11- •• ... _ ••••••••• , ••• ' 

For 3 .... inc:ll meter • ., .... _ ....................... _ • 
For lJ. ... inell. m~ ' ...... _ ••.•• , •••••••.•• ' •• ,. •• 
For, 6-ineh m.eter- •••.• , .... : .. _ ........ '. _ .......... . 
For 8-inch meter ••••• ". ••••• '~, •• ,. ......... ' •• ,.: 

Qu;mtity Rates: 

First 10,000 ,C"J..:!'t • ., per 100 cu.tt. ........ ...... , 
Over 10,000 <:O..ft." per 100 Ctt .. i'too oo •••• oo ....... .. 

The Service Charge! is applicable to all :r.etered 
Service. It is a readinas~-t.o-s.erve eh:u-go t,o. 
whl.eh j,s added t..i.e eha.rge, computed at the 
Quantity Rates .• tor water used during the mol'!th 

$ 1.7$ 
;3..00 
4.00' 

, 7.50 
10.00 
12.00' 
1$ .. 00 
2$.00 
30;00 

$ 0.20 
.l6 

(T) 

(c) 
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I 
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I 

I 
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j 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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AP.mmIX A 
?age 2 of" 3 

Sehed1:J.e No. sw-4 

Scuthwest. Ta:ri:U kea 

Applie.a.ble to· all 1o"ater service £urnished to privately ow:led £ire 
protedion· systems. 

All or porti'ons of tJ:e Cities· of Compton .. Gardena.." Hawthorne." Ingle­
wood nnd Law.dale." the com....""Ollities ot Athens" Lennox and Moneta.,7- and 
viciDity". !.os Angeles Cc\mty. 

~ ?erMonth 

'Fer: each inch ot diamct<:r of service co:meetion • _" $2...00· 

SPECIAL. COImmCNS 

1. The t'i:r¢ protection service CO%llloction sMll 'oe installed·'o7 the 
utility 3l'ld. the cost paid. by the a.!'l'licant. Such paj'mcnt· shall not be 
subject to retund. 

2~ The ~ ~oter fer :£:!:re protection 3e:t:"V:l:ce shall be !'0'Ur 
inches.. and the :n.ax:imor.l. diameter shall be not l:,.,re than. the diameter of 
the main 'to wh:icll the servico iseotmeeted. 

3. I!' a distr"lbution !l".ain of adequate size to serve a private :::ire 
proteetiQn :ystem in adt!i.t.io::l to aJ.l other normal. sern.ce does not enS"f; 
in the street. or a.lJ.ey adjacent to the premises to 'be s(1rVee.." then .a. 
servi~ m.ai:c. !rem the nearest existing main of aeequ.a.te eapaei ty shall be 
instoUled by -:he utility .a.lld the cost paid by the appliea.."'lt. Such p~e:lt· 
shnll not be subject. to refund. 

4.. ~ce hereunder is for private fire protection systems to·....:lUch 
no connections for other than £ire protectio:l :pu%'!Joses are aJ.lowed :)l'ldwhich 
\lre regalarly :inspected by the u:lden.n ters h.a:viDg ju:r-"J.Sdietioll,. are installed 
aceording to speeitieatiol'lS ot 'the utilit:r." and are :r.a:tntairled to the satis­
taction of the U't.il:lty. !he utility may install the stanWd detector type . 
meter approved by the Board. o£ ~...re U:xier .... -riters fer protection agains't theft, 
leak.3.ge er: wast.e of .. ,m,ter and the cost paid bY' the applie;mt. Such ~ent 
SQllllot. be subject. to rofund. 

S. !he u~ty 'TI.'ill supply- 0* such. water at such pres~ as:naY' be 
avaiJ.able a't :;:rq ~e throug.C. 'the r.ox:nal. operation or its ~. . 



APPLICABD..ITr 

Schedule No. SW-9M 

Southwest Ta:rif'.f Area 

Applicable 'to all optiow special. me"tered water service .. 

TERRITORY 

All or portions ot the Cities ot. Compten, Garde~ .• Hawthorne,. Ingle­
wood a.nd Lal.."ndalcr the cormmltlities of Athens, I.emlox.and l-Ioneta,r ~d 
vici:lity',Los kogeles County. . 

Service Charge: 

Fet:: 4 ... in.c:h. m~r •• ~#_, ... ~~ ••••••• ~.;#.,._,' ...... "~ .. ' ... ,,,. 
For 6-l.:.te:b.. meter' •• ~ • .,. ~.,. ........ ..... • ' ................. , .. 
For .s..it1eh. mete:- .......... ., ........ ~ ..... " .......... :':;.:"., ....... '" .,. •• 

Qcantity ~tes: .-

First. 20,.000 c::ubic teet? or le~s •• ., ............ . 
Noxt. 8O~OOO cubic teet> per 100 cubic feet. •••••• 
Over 100,000 cUbie feet,. per 100 cubic fee~· •••••• 

Per Meter 
Per··Month 

$l$.OO· 
2S~OO 
30;.00 . 

$ 0.18 
.16 
.J.3. 

The Service Charge is applicable to all metered 
service. It is a readiness-to-serve Charge to 
which is added 'the charge.1' con~uted a.t· the . . 
Quantity Ratesr for water used during the month. 

S?ECIAI. CONDmONS 

l. Sernce weer: this schedule 'Will be tu:rx:i.shed only 'OOtween the 
hO'\Jrs of 10:00 ?z."..., a!ld: $:00 A.M. The utility 'Will provide adeqwlte 
C¢l'l'trols to prevont use 00£ ,mter- at aIr;/' ¢'thor 't1m.e. . -

2. This sehedw.e app~es or.ly to service :Cttrnished through lJ.-inch 
cr l<rger meters. 


