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OPINION .... -.--. .... - .... ~ 

Applicant, S4n Bernardi4:lo W3.ter Utiliti~s Corporation,. 

seeks :erein authority to increase its rates for general metered 

water service by appro~tely 3S percent. Applicant serves nea=ly 

1,000 customers in ~d near the unincorpor~ted eo~ties of 

Verdemont and Museoy, San Bernardino County • 

.After due notice,. wbich in this ~st&lCC inclt:ded 

in<Zt vidual no ti.£icatioll to the C'tlStolllers, pu:, :'ic he.a.rings were held 

before Examiner Main at $.an Be:ma:d.1no on November 14 and lS,. 1967. 

F.::wer ~ ten eu.~tomc=s attended the he~g; ho-.;.;e""er" one. 'ofthe 

<:'I,1S to::lCrs present soug!lt a continuence of tht~ hec:.rixlg. for tb.c. 

purpose of retaixrirg counsel to represent <i.ppli.ca.z::t' s. customers in 

this proceeding. 

The ColXClission staff :mad~ an i:.de?<?:lde."t stu~y of 

&pplic.e.nt's oper4tiollal results; d:l.a C\lSto=er seekiDg the' c:ontinu.::mce 

'Was :.ot .:l.uthc:i.zed to represent: other custoX!),ax-s;the r.ecd for 

timely procesSing of the insta::1t application was evident. 'Ill such 
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circumstances, a continuance did not appear warranted and was' not 

granted. During the hearing the customers were provided with an 

opporttmity to appear and be heard. In addition" they were epprised 

thet a representative group of customers, if they see the need, 

might: submit a petition to the Commission setting forth elearly any 

m.e.tters to which the Commission's attention should· be d1rected. 

The ~tter was submitted <:1: the conclusion of the second 

dey of hearing with provision for filing. Exhibit 4 on or before . 

November 28, 1967, whieh has been received~ The petition mentioned 

nbove was not received from the customers, and the matter, is now 

reedy for decision. 

OwnerShip and Associated Interests. 

Applicant is a. ca.lifom1a corporation :whose stock is owned 

by Henry H. 'Wheeler, Jr. and Lilac Builders, Inc'. Wheeler is also' a 

stockholder and director of P.u-k Water Company and has a. substantial 

stockholding in Vandenberg Utilities. Company', which are pub-lie 

ut11i1:y wa'ter e01:pOrations. 

Donald W. Coughlin is applicant: t s presieent and general 

manager. He is also president of Coughlin Company, a pipeline 

contraetor ~ and of Yaterco Supply Company ~ a wate~ system ma'terials 

supplier. Applicant and the latter two co~es share the same 

offices and share office and field personnel. Ove. the: years the 

Coughlin Company has contra.ct:ed for the construction of applica:.lt' s 

additions to, or replacements of, utility plant and for its majo: 

repair work. Because of the decline in the operations o.f the 

CoughliuComp-any,. its. services may not remain avd.lableand, in 

tb.at event,. applicant may undertake its· construction work ':d.Zb. it:s 

own crews. 
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The Commission staff has carefully examined the charges 

for the work done by the Coughlin Company for applieant. Such wo::k 

has been billed 0:1 a cost-plus basis. The staff accountiDg ,-,.'i.tness 

found the charges to be reasonable .and therefore made no: adjustments 

to them in the development of, the staff exhibit onoperatio:la1 

results of applicant. 

Service Area .and Water System 

The territ0l:Y serv:ed by applic3'Qt incluees a major service 

area encompassing roughly 7 ~OOO acres in and near the cotm::l.'U.1l!ties of 

Muscoy .and VerdeDlOnt. In addition,. it includes Tract No. 3948~ a 

230-10t subdi.vision loeated within the eityof San Bernardino 

about one mile south of the major service area. 

In the major service a:ea the water supply is ob~ained from 

two wells and is delivered into a 550,.OOO-gallon concrete reservoir. 

From ~e reservoir,. water is routed through a pressure control 

stru.cture and into a 350,OOO-gallon steel tank in-a lower pressure 

zone. A pressure zone 1oeated, above the 550 ~OOO-gallon -reservoi:: 

is serviced by two booster P1.m1ps drawing. from the reservo-ir and 

dis~ through a 5,250-gallon hyciropnea:n.a.t1c'tank into. the' 

distribution system. 

For Tract No. 3948 the water supply is obtained'from one 

well and delivered into a 169,.OOO-gallon steel t.a:ck.. From the tank 

two booster P'UDlps deliver water into a lO,.OOO-gal1onhydropncumatic 

tank and into the dist:ibutio:c. system. Emergency service can be 

provided Tract 3948 by Muscoy M\!~l Water Company No-. 1, located 

immediately to the uorth~ thro't!gb. an eXisting :tn.terconnection.· 
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As of December 31, 1966,. the two separate. systems included 

approximately 76,.250 feet of tr~ssion and distribution mains 

ranging from one to 20 inches in diameter and· served 993 customers. 

The field investigation of this utility was made by the 

staff in July,. 1967. Facilities were inspected,. pressures checked,. 

customers interviewed, and records examined. Water pressures appear 

to be maintained substantia.lly within the requirements 0'£ General 

Order No. 103 .and water quality is satisfactory. 

Rates 

Applicant's tariffs. provide rat:es for general metered 

service and for .public fire hydrant service. The present ra-:es were 

authorized by Decision No. 57492 dated October 21, 1955 in 

Application No. 3872~ and became effective December 1, 1958. By the 

instant application, applicane requests an increase i:l ehe rates for 

general metered service. 

'the following Table I sets forth the p=esent ra.tes, the 

rates prop<>sed by applicant and the rates anthorized herein for 
, 

general metered service. In addition, ~s. 1:able compues mo::tthly 
~ 

charges by applicant: at present rates' ,and rates authorized herein, 

for various cous'UIilptions through a 5/3 by 3!4-inch meter, with, 

charges by au adjacent mutual and by the City of San:sernardino. 
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TABLE I 

General Metered Service 

A - Comparison of Rates 
,'. 

Per':::Meter Per Month 

Quantity Rates 
Present. Proposed. . AucliOnzed . 
Rates· .. ' Rates Rates' 

First 800 cubic feet or less $2.40 $3:.20 $3·.00 Next 1~200'cubic feet~ per 100 cubic feet .. 26- ~35; 
Next 2~OOO cUbic feet~ per 100 cubic feet .22 .3q 
Next 3~200 cubic feet, per 100 cubic feet -',. .31 Next 46 ,000 cubic feet., per 100 cubic feet .1S .25- .. 20 
Over 50,000 cubic feet~ per 100 eubic feet .07 .10 .10 

:s - Comparison of Monthly Charges 

: MotitEly : 
:CollS'Umption: Muscoy Mutual 

: City of: Applicant :. 
: San : Present: ,Rates : 

: Cu. Ft. : Ya.ter Co. No.,. 1 

l~OOO 
2,000 
2,300 
3~OOO 
4,000 
5,000 

$ 3.50 
7.50 
8.30 

11.50 
15·.50 
19 .. 50 

: Bernardino: Rates :Allthorlzed Rerei'Ii.: 

$ 2.00 $ 2'.92 $~.6·2. 
3.60 5.52 . 6.72: 
4.08- 6·.18· 7.65 
5· .. 20 7.-72 9~S2 
6.80 9.,92 12 .. 92. 
8-.40 11~7~: 14~92i 
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From Table I it may be seen that under the rate structure 

authorized herei.n the n\ll1lber of rate blocks in the schedule for 

seneral metered service has been reduced by combining the present 

seco~d and third blocks. This simplification of the schedule gives 

effect to a staff recommendation, which applicant supports. 

Although by this applica.tion applicant does not-· seek to 

change its present tariff applicable to fire hydrant service, the 

evidence discloses that applicant f s Schedule No.5, Public Fire 

Hydrant Service, does not reflect revised con1:ractual arrangements 

or understandings between applicant and the fire protection 

district. In addition, it appears that applicant offers fire 

hydrant service outside the boundaries of the fire protection 

district. Through appropriate filiDgs, which comply with Gene:::-al 

Order No. 96--A, applicant should bring its tariffs, practices and 

u.c.derstanGings with the fire protection authorities iuto agreecent. 

Results of Operation - Test Year 1967 

Witnesses for applicant and the Co~ssion staff have 
, , 

analyzed and es~ted applicant's operational results. Summa:i~ed 

in Table II below, from Exhibits 2 and 5, are the estimated results 

of operation for the test year 1967 under present rates and tb.ose 

proposed by applicant. For comparison, this tab-le also, shows the 

corresponding results of oper.!l.t1on when modified as, discussed 

hereinafter. 
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'!ABLE II 

., 

" " 

ESTIMATED RESULTS OF OPERATION, TEST YEAR 1967' 

Exhibit 2*, Exhibit: 5 
&£lieant ' "Staff ' MoQifiec1 Item " -

At: Present Rates 

Operating' Revenues 
Deductions 
OperatiIii' Expenses: 

$: 72,800 $ 73-,950$ '74,000· 

Source of Supply Exp. 
Pumping x:xp.~ 
Water ,Treatment Exp. 
Transm. & D1strio. Exp. 
Customer Accounts ~. 
,Admftdstradve & Gen 1. Exp. 

Subtotal 
Depreciation 
Taxes Other Than' on lxlcome 

Subtotal 
Income 'Taxes. 

Total Deductions 

Net Revenue 
R..&.te B.ese 
Ra-ce 'of Return 

At Rates, Proposed by Applicant 

Operati:n,g Revenues 
Deductio~, 

Excl. Ecome Taxes 
Income ~axes ' 

'Iotal. 

Net Revez:.ue· 
Rate Base 
Rate of Retum 

SOO, 
10,200 

430 
7 ;,,100" 
9,270 ' 

16 z .ss0' 
44,380 
13,980 

9'zloo 
67 '4W , , 

17190 
()8: 650 

' , 
4,lSO 

32t,300 
1.31.· 

98,020 

67,606: 
8 1 180, 

13,]86 

22 240 , 
322,,300 

6.91.-

: .. 
t , , 

• .. . 
• • • 

I 

"'. 
• I I 

0 • . 
~ • :r, 

• . . .... 

•• •• . , 
,,99,730 , 

65'110 ., , 

10 1°20' ' 
lS,l3{5" " 

24:,600', 
300~400' 

8.27. 

*As revised to reflect the computation of State 
~ Corpore.t1on Fr.:l:lcllise Tax at the 'new rate of'n 
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••• .. , . 
~ .. 
" •• 

~ :r .. 

•• .. .. .. 

99' 700 ,. , 

64,900' 
10~300' 
75200': 

, , " 

24'500: , 
292,500: 
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The principal difference between the revenue estimates of 

the applicant: and those of the Cormnission staff results£rom Qe 

staff's higher estimate of water use by one industrial customer 

whose usage has fluctuated widely in past years. During 1966· this 

customer used in excess of 8 million cubic feet·, which represented 

over 24 percent of all water sold. Applicant's estimate of revenue 

.f.rom this customer is based on a nine-year trend of w.at~r 'USe from. 

·wb.1ch a consumption of 5.1 million cubic feet for 1967 was deter­

mined. The staff's estimate~ reflect~ a consumption of7.l 

million cubic feet,. is based on the pattern of water usage 'by this 

customer during the 9~-year period ending June 30) 19&7 and on the. 

c:ustomer t s own estimates of water that will be used during the last 

h.al.f of 1967 and during the year 1968. Actual water use by this 

customer during. the f:Lrst tenmontbs of 1967 rea·.ehed the staff 
, 

estimate for the entire year of 7.1 million cubic feet. 
\ 

l'b.e staff's esti1:la.te of revenue from fire hydrant service 

is low~r than that of .applicant and partly offsets the differe:o.ce 

ill estimated revenue from the industrial cu.stomer~ 'Ibestaff t s 

estimate of revenues from this. service re£lects~unts that would 

be collected under appli.eant' s present understandingw:tth the fire 

protection authorities, whereas applicant f s estimate is based upon 

the au~orized tariff, although only one-half of the charges set 

forth therein are being collected. The staff's revenue--estimates, 

rounded, a.readopted in Table II. 

Appli.cant's estimate of operating expenses exceeds 'that of 

the staff by $1,820. 'Ibi.s difference results prlmarily from a 

staff adjus1:l:nent which. redistributes snd decreases the expensed 

pay:roll included in applicant's estimate. The decrease amounts 

to $1600. 
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Because of the decline in operations of Coughlin Company p 

applicant's share of the overall payroll of applicant, Coughlin 

Company and 'Waterco Supply Company, has been increased and 

reflected by applicant into its estimates of operating expenses. 

The staff's estimates of operating expenses were developed after 

evaluating applicant r s expense estimates p recorded' expenses, and 

operating characteristics in conjunction with expense levels 

experienced b1 other Class C water utilities. T.:le stdf oper~ting 

expense es~tes, rounded, are adopted in l'.eble II. 

Deductions from opera~ revenues exclude interest. 

Although appli.cant so excludes interest, the exclusion enge:lde=ed 

reservations on applicant's part. It is affi:tmed,. therefore, that 

items such as interest end dividends represent the disposition of 

net revenue end ere provided for in the return on rateb~c found 

to be re~onable. 

Applicant and the staff have estimated substantially tbe 

same level of depreciation expense. The depreciation expense 

adopted in Table II has been modified" consistent with a. change 

in rate base discussed hereinafter. 

The staff's estimate of taxes other than on income reflect 

an allocation of payroll taxes to Waterco Supply Company and also 

reflect the accual 1967-68 ad valorem tax rate and assessments. 

'!he staff estimate, rounded .. is adopted in Table II. 

Applic.ant J s estimates of income taxes· do not include the 

use of the investment tax credit. Otherwise the differences. 

between applicant and staff in their tax estimates result from the 

lower net taxable incomes produced by appl~eant's estimatas. 
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'/f- j 
flY~f 

It is noted that depreciation for income tax purposes is $2,560 
,,' 

lo'Wer than tile depreciation expenses shown in Table II. This 
-, 

results from the Internal RevenUe Service not allowing applicant 

to take. as a c.~ductiotl,. depreciation on the increase ,:in net ,utility 

plant recorded. by app-licant aft~r the 1958 rate proceeding 

(Deeision No. 57l:.92 dated October 21, 1958 in App-licat:!on No. 

38728) in which :he Con:miss1on staff presented an original cost 

appraisal and depreciation reserve requirement study.. Applicant 

has not elected to take accelernted depreciation for incomet~ 

purposes. 

The es~tes of income taxes adopted ill Table II have 

been developed in a. tD.3.1l1ler cO'D.Sis.t~t. with the. a;dopte.d o~~atio~l ' 

results. 

!he principal differences in' rate base are (1) ,inclusion 

by applicant and exclusion by the staff of $11,500 representing ~e 

cost to applicant. of claimed water rights in Tract 3948, and (2) 

plaut additions. 

Applieaut contends t.hat the. cla:i..med wate.r rights enable ... 

it to extract 'Water from the aforesaid tract and preclude the. 

overlying laud o'ttm.ers from $0 doing. '!he staff questions the' 

validity of such rights and cites Decision No. 5,999i dated 

April 26, 1960 in Application No. 41513 to support the exclusion 

of the cost of the claimed rights from 'rate base~ From that' 

decision we quo~e: 

n.. .. • Applicant lu:.s also purchased water rights 
underlying. all properties in 'Iract No. 3948- for oe 
sum of $11,500. Said latter pu:cb.a.ses 'Were made 
from Highway Construction Company of 'Which 
H. H. Wheeler, president of Fark Water Company, a 
public utility water company under the jurisdictio::. 
of this CoDmlissiot1, is president" and V .. E. Moe, 
fon:ter secretary of Park Water Company, is secretary. 
In this connection it should be observed that 
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unadjudicated water rights such as were obtained 
by applicant are not· usually considered by' this 
Comission to be a proper part of the rate base 
upon which a utility is entitled to earn a return. 
The record shows that H. R. Wheeler, Jr., is a 
director of applicant and owns all of the appli­
cant's COlmllOn stock. tt 

We are not persuaded that the results oftbe transaction 

in which the claimed water rights were acquired by applicant are 

representative of ams-length dealings _ Further, it appears that 

it would have been prudent for the utility to b.werequired thet 

a:ny right needed to extract water from Tract No_ 3948: be furnished 

together with necessary utility eas~ts without cost to- applicant 

as a prerequi,site to extenc:11ng its service to' the tract. 

the evidence concerning the nature of these claimed rights 

and the chain of title to them is inadequate. If. the claimed 

rights were rip.ar1an or overlying rights, we should acid that the Com­

misSion held in 66 Cal. PUC 10, ~t· 14 (Re El!st Pllsadena Yater Co. 

Decision No. 71024 dated July 26, 1966 in Application NO'e 47056) 

that such rights would have been Ttpart and parcel n of the land and 

the attempt to reserve them may not have been legally s\lccessful:_ 

For the above reasons applicant has failed, in our view. 

to sustain the burdeIl of proof that the $11,500 represents a 

reasonable and prudent expenditure by applicant which should be 

included in rate base. 

Plant add! tions have been segregated. between nomal and 

ttnollgrowthft additions. The staff estimate of normal additions, 

whieh ineludes an adjustment in lieu of additional advances for 

construction appears more accurate than that of applicant· in· view 

of recent minimal subdivision activity. As to, plant additions or 
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replacements not :rela'ted to customer growth~ the evidence indicates 

that such additions at the level estima'ted by' applicant more 

appropriately should be included in test year 1968: estimated. 

After deduction of nongxowth addi tlons, the staff estimate 

of rate base~ rounded~ is adopted in Table II. 

Results of Operations - Test Year 1968. 

A comparison of rates of return for year 1966· adjusted~ as 

develope.d by applicant in Exhibit 2 .and· the staff in Exb.ib:[t: s.~ 

with those in Table II for test year 19&7 ~ shows an attrition in 

rate of return ranging from 0.4 to 0.7 percent. Because ,of such 

attrition and inasmuch as rates are set prospectively,. :not:retro­

actively, operating results for test year 1968 have been developed 

by projecting the adopted 1967 revenue, expense and rate base items 

individually for the purpose of testing reasonableness of the rates 

to be authorized. :these projections are set forth in Table. III 

below and reflect the trends of individual items iDdicated by. the 

staff r s estimates for 1966 .and 1967, which are compatible' with the: 

operational results adopted in Table II. 

TABLE III 

ESTIMATED RESULTS OF OPERATIONS, 
TEST YEAR 19611 Kr RATES AUTHORIZED HEREIN 

Operating Revenues 

Deductions 
OPeration and Maintenance Expense 
Admi»1strat1ve and General Expense 
Depreciation . 
Taxes Other 'J:han on lDc:ome 
Income . TaxeS 

Total 

Net Revenue 
Rate Sase·' 
Rate "of Return 
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Operating revenues at present. rates .and at rates proposed 

by applicant projected into--196S"'are $74,600 and $100,480, 

respectively. Applic~t's requested rates would therefore result 

in an increase 0,£ 3S percent' in operating revenues) whereas the 

r.ttes authorized herein will produce an increase of 26, percent. 

Rate of Return 

Applicant designed its proposed rates basically to yield 

a 7 percene rate of retu.."'"Il., consistent with its estixna.te of opera­

tional results for test year 1967; however,. applicant sought, at: 

the h~aring', consideration of a hig!ler rate of rcturu based- primarily 

upon the fact 1:hat in applicant's 195& rate p:t'oeeeding,. supra,. a 

rate of return ()f 7.3 percent on an adopted rate base ~f $181.,000' 

"Nag a1.!thorized. T.le CoItCission staff recommends a ra.te of' return 

of 7.0 percent .as a reasonable ret:UrJl for thisuti11t!. 
" , 

A 7 percent rate of rerum is in the range of rates of 

return recently authorized for utilities ()f app11eant~s present 

size. A :l()'IZ).~'Wb.a.t lower rate of return appears indica:ed" however, 

in light: of applicant t s subnormal depreei~tion deduction for 1 
I 

income t.ex purposes. If depreciOCttion for income tax pu..-poses were I 

at 1:he szme level as for e~, the- operating revenues se:.eforth in) 

Tc.ble III would result in a 7 ... 0 percent ra.te of :r:e~'""U 011. the ·rate 
/ 
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base therein. We consider .a 6.8: percent rate of return as a 

fair and reasonable return for this utility and it is adopted 

herein. 
. 

Applicant's operational results for years 196& adjusted~ 

1967 estimated, and 1968 estimated reflect depressed building and 

land development activity. For this reasou and beca~e of the .. 

uncerta1nt1es inherent in future estimates, it 1sconsidered too­

speculative to assume at this time all attrition in rate of retuxn 

after 1968. In this regard if proposed new subdivision development 

materializes, ar.y presently indicated attrition fJJJlybe offset in 

whole or in part. Or perhaps for that matter the dow-ward trend 

might be reversed, in view of the potentialtl:trough such development 

of a large percentage increase in the number of customers served. 

'Findings and Conclusion 

l'he Commission finds that: 

1.a. Applicant is in :ceed of additional revenues but the 

proposed rates set forth in the application are excessive. 

b. The projected estimates, previously discussed herein, 

0: opera:ting :evenues). operating expenses and rate base for the 

test year 1968 indicate the results of applicant· I soperations for' 

the near future. 

c. A rate of return of 6.8 percent or.appl1cant' s rateb.a.se 

for 1968 is reasonable. 

d. The increases in rates and charges authorized hereiD. are . 

justified; the rates and charges authorized herein are reasonable; 

and the present rates and charges, insc£ar as they differ £~om 

:hose presc.rlbecl. herein,. are for the fut".Jre: unjust anti uureasous.ble. 
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2. The straight-linerecain1ng life depreciation "rates set 

forth in Exhibit 2 are ~easonable for applicant's plant. 

3. Applicant's" authorized tariff schedule for" public fire 

hy~ant service does not properly reflect either applicant's 

present practices or" its present understendings with· the fire pro­

tection authorities. 

The Cot::c1ssion concludes 'that the aPl?lication should be 

gr~ted to the extent set forth 'in the order which follows and t~t 

~pplicant should be required to take the actions set 'forth therein. 

IT IS ORDERED that: 

1. After the effective date of this order, applicant, San 

Bernardino Water Utilities Corporation, is au'thorized to file the 

revised rate schedule .::.ttached to this order as Appendix A~ Such' 

filing shall comply with General Order No. 96-A. Theeffective' 

date of the revised schedule 'shall be four days after the date of 

filing. The revised schedule shall apply only to service rendered 

on and after the effective date thereof. Concurrently, applicant 

shall cancel its presently effective t~iff sheet No. 44-W. 

2. For the year 1968 applicant shall.apply· the straight-line 

reoaining life depreciation rates set forth in Table ~A of· " 

Exhibit 2 and shall continue to use these rates until review indi­

cates otherwise.. Ap?licant shall cont:tnue to review !tsfuture 

depreciation rates by the str~ght-line remeining life ~thodat 

intervals of five years> and whenever major change in the depreciable 

plant oceurs~ and shall submit these reviews to the Cocmiss!.on. 
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3.. Within ninety days after the effective date of this 

order~ applicant shall file revised.or orig1»&l tariff· sheets 

concerning fire hydr8nt service) which provide tariff provisions 

acceptable to the Commission and c01lSisteut with applicant's 

present practices and understandings with fire protection authorities. 

Such filing shall eOlD{>ly with General order No.. 96-A. 

The effect:l.ve date of this order shall be twenty' days 

after the date hereof .. 

Dated at San Fr:mciseo 

day of APRIL 

> California, this ____ -~~D;...~ __ 

Commissioner William Symons. :rr~ • "belng 
nee~~ly ab~n't. •. ~1d:' no~ 'part1e1pa.'t.e 
in. 'the dispoSi't.1on 'ot'Ui1sproceed1ng. 

. , .' 



APP~DIX A 

Schedule No. 1 (T) 

A PPtICABIL11Y 

Applieabl& to ill metered water serviee. 

TERRTl'ORY 

Verdem.ont 4Xld. vic1n1ty, immed1ately nor'tm"est otthc. C1tyof (1') 
SIlll Be%'%l8l'd.ino, San Bernardino County. (1') 

Per,:Meter 
Per 'Month 

Qaant1tY' Rates: 

F1:rst 800 cu. • .:£t. or less ....................... . 
Next ~r200 eu.!t., per 100 eu.£t ••••••••••••• 
Next 46,000 eu.tt., per lOO~.rt ••••••• ~ ••••• 
Over 50,000 eu.tt., per 190 eu.!t ••••••••••••• 

For ;/& x 'J/f.,.~eh meter ................ ".,~ •• " ••• 
For :;/f.,.~eh. meter .......................... . 
For 1-1nehmetGr ••••••• _ ••••••••••••••• 
For If-1:neh meter ..... ' ........................ . 
For 2-1neh meter ••••••••••••••••••••••• 
For 3-1l:lch meter .............................. ' ... 
For 4-1:leh'meter' ...................... .-' ••• , ..... ~ 
For 6-1neh meter ................................... . 
For ~in.eh. meter' ............... , ••••.••••.• ~-. • .., 

The Minjx:xum Charge 'Will entitle the' customer 
to the quantity 01: "wiater vhich tlle.t ~um 
charge \lill p~ a.t the Quant1tyRates. 

$ 3 .. 00 
.31 
.20: 
.10 

$- 3.00 
4.00 
6.SO 

13.00 
23.00', 
34.00 
45~OO 
6$.00 
90~OO-

(~) . 
I 

1 
I 
o· 

I 
I 
I ' 

(I) 


