
Decision No. 75879 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE ST/aE OF CALIFORNIA 

In the Matter of the Application ) 
of the Southern California ~ter ) 
Company for an order authoriZing ) 
it to increase the rates and ) 

Application No. 50460 
(Filed August 5, 1968) 

,charges for water service in its ) 
. Simi Valley District.. ) 

--------------------------,) 
O'Melveny & ~yers, by Donn B. Miller, for 

applicant. 
David R. Larrouy, Counsel, George A. Amarol1 

and Edwa-rd c: C'ra~oTd, for the Commission 
staff. 

OPINION - -'- - - ..... -
Applicant SO'l;them ~liforn~. Water Comp.o.ny seeks authority. 

to increase rates for ~ter service in its Stm1 Valley District. 

Public hearing. ~s held before Examiner Catey in Santa 

SusancL on January 7, 1969, in El Monte on Janwn:y 9 and in Los Angeles 

on April 9, 1969. Copies of the application had been served, notice 

of filing of theapplieation published, and notice of heering 

published and posted, in aceoTdanee ~th this CommiSSion's rules of 

procedure. The matter was submitted on April 9, 1969, subject to 

receipt of a late-filed exhibit. That exhibit has since been filed. 

Testimony on behalf. of applicant was presented by the chair

man of its board of directors, its president, its assistant to the 

preSident, its executive vice-president, its Rate and Valuation 

Department assistant manager and a consulting accountant. 

One customer testified in his own behalf. The Ccmmission 
1/ 

staff presentation-was made through an accountant and three engi- . 

neers. 

1] Testimony and exhrbits relating to overaIl company opera.tions were 
presented by Witnesses for the staff in Application No-. 505070, the 
San Gabriel Va.lley District rate proceeding. The testimony anel 
exhibits were incorporated by reference in Application No. 50460. 
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Service Area and Water Syst~ 

Applicant owns and operates water systems in seventeen 

districts and an electric system 1n one district, all in California. 

Its S~i Valley District consists of unincorporated portions of 

Venture. County in the Simi Valley. The service area slopes upward 

from the floor of the valley, ranging from approXimately 800 feet to 

1,300 £eec above sea level.. The customers are almost all in the 

residential, business and small industrial categories. 

The ~ter supply for this district is obtained almost 

entirely from connections to fac1l1ties of Callcguas ~cipal water 

District (CMWD), a member agency of Metropolita~ water District of 

Southern California (~). Two loeal wells are owned by app11e<lut tlM 

used as emergency standby sources of supply. 

The distribution system includes about 72 miles of distribu

tion mains ranging in size up to l6-inch. !here are abou: 6,600 

metered services, 5 private fire protection services and 480 public 

fire hydrants. Nine reservoirs and storage tanks and stx booster 

stations maintain system pressure and provide storage for the system. 

Sel:'V1ce 

Field investigations of applieant1 s opera~ion, service and 

facilities in its Simi Valley District were made by the Comm1ssion 

staff.. The plant was fO'UX'l.d to be in goocl condition, and good se%Vice 

was being. provided. A staff engineer testified that only two 1nfomal 

complaints regarding pressure or service have been registered with the 

Commission during the past four years. These complaints and eight 

disputed bills during the same per10d have all been resolved. The 

single customer· who attended the hearing had no compla.1:lts regarding 

se'rV1ce. 

-2-
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Rates 

Applicant's present tariffs include schedules for general 

mete~ed service and 1fmited metered irrigation service in the Simi 

Valley District, a schedule for private fire protection service, a 

schedule for public fire hydrant service, a schedule for construction 

flat rat~s, and Q schedule for service to company employees. The 

mete=ed service rat~s became effective in 1968 when spp1~Cant was 

granted a 7.36 percent interim increase to offset inereazed costs of 

purchased ~ter. 

Applicant proposes to increase its rates for general metered 

service and limited metered irrigation service, to change from a 

minimum charge to a service charg4e: form of rates and to increase the 

private fire protection rate. The fol1o~ng Table I presents acompar

ison of applicant'S present metered service rates, those requested 'oy 

applicant, and those authorized herein. 

Table I 

Comparison of Monthly Rates 

Item - Present Proposedl AuthOrized 

General Metered Service: 

Minimum or Service Charge $ 3.758* $ 2.50* $ 2.50* 
First 1,000 cu.ft., per 100 cu.ft. 
Next 1,000 cu.ft., per 100 cu.ft. 
Next 3,000 cu.ft., per 100 cu.ft. 
Next 5,000 cu .. ft .. , per 100 cu.ft. 
Over 10,000 cu.ft., per 100 cu.ft. 

l.imited Irrigation Service: 

.000* 

.268 

.215 

.l88 

.. 188 

.261 .250 

.261 .250 

.261 .250 

.. 261 .250 

.223· ..222 

Per acre-foot 48.31 55.00 55.00 

* Min~ charge or ·service charge for g 5/8 x 3/4-1nch 
meter. A graduated scale of increased charges is 
provided for larger meters. 

:ff If :.the 10 'percent surcharge to Federal income tax 
had not expi1:'ed, ,bills computed under these rates 
were to have been increased by 1.61 percent. 
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For a typical commercial customer with average monthly 

consumption of 1,900 cubic feet through a 5/8 x 3/4-inch meter, the 

average monthly charge would increase 21 percent from $6 .. 17 under 

present ~tes to $7 .. 46 under the rates proposed by applicant.. '!he 

tempors-rysurcbarge would have aclded $0 .. 12 to- this average monthly 

charge at proposed ra.tes.. Under the rates author1Zed. herein, the 

average monthly charge for the typical commercial customer will 

increase 18 perec~t to $7 .. 25 under the basiC rates .. 

App1icantTs present "company-wide" private fire protection 

service schedule excludes seven specific districtS. In rate proceed

ings involving those districts, the Commission found that a monthly 

charge of $2 per inch diameter of service was reasonable, rather th::n 

the $1 per inch set forth in the "'company-wide" schedule. Eveneually, 

'When all districts have bad rate proceedings, the presene ftcompany

wide" schedule can be replaced with a revised schedufe. In the mcsn

time, as each district is covered by a rate proceeding, a separate 

increased schedule is authorized for that district .. 

Resul ts of Operation 

Witnesses for applicant and the Commission staff have 

analyzed and est~ted applicant'S operational results. Summarized in 

Table II, from applieantTs Exhioit No .. 3 and ebe staff's Exhibit No. 8 

a~e the estimated ~esules of operation for'ehe test year 1969, unde~ 

p~esent rates and under those proposed by appliec.nt, W"ithou-e consid- / 

(:':'1ng 4ny additional expenses and offsetting revenue requiremer.t !./ , 

resulting from a 10 ~'rcent surchArge to FederAl inemne taX.. For I 

comparison, this table also show~ the corre6ponding 1969 results of 

opexation modified AS di$~scd ~re1nafte= .. 
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Table II 

Estimated Results of Operation 

Item -
At Present Rates 

Operating Revenues 

Deductions 
Souree of Supply Expense 
All Other Ope%'. & Maint •. Exp. 
Regulatory ~ssion Exp. 
Other Direet Admin. & GenTl.Exp. 
Other Allocated. A. & G. Exp. 
Taxes, Exc1.Franeh..& Inc. Taxes 
Depreeiation 

Subtotal 

Local Franehise Taxes 
Ineome Taxes 

Totcl 
Net Revenue 
Rate Base 
Rate of R.eturn 

At Rates Proposed by Applicant 

Operating Revenues 

Deduetions 
Excl. Franch. & Inc. Taxes 
LoealFranCh1se taxes 
Income Taxes 

Total 

Net Revenue 
Rate Base 
Rate· of Return 

At Rates Authorized He-r:ein 

Operating Revenues 

Deductions 
Excl.Franch. & Inc .. Taxes 
Local Franchise Taxes 
Income Taxes 

Total 

Net Revenue 
Rate Base 
Rate of Return 

Test Yea-r: 1969' 
Applicant Stan . 

$ 556,700 $ 556,700 

269,500 274,600 
52,100 52,,200 
4,500 3,300 
6,700 6,700 

17,100 16,100 
59,600 60,500 
59-z000 59z000 

468·,5W' 472,400-

8,600 8,600 
fi4 z9§W *lS,zSOO} 

2,,2 62,500 
94,500 94,200· 

2,081,100 2,043,900 
4.54% 4.61% 

$ 675,100 $ 675,100 

46S"SOO 472,400 
10,400 10.400 
45 z400 41 z700 

524,300 524,500 

150,800 150,600 
2,081,100, 2,043,900 

7.25% 7.37% 

(Red Figure) 

11odi~ied 

$ 

$ 

556,700 

269,500 
52,200 
4,500 
6,700 

17,000 
62,000' 
59 z000. 

470,900' 

8,,600 
£g7 z70g)' 

1,80~ 
94,900 

2,044,900 
4.64% 

675,100 

470,900 
10,400 
42 2500: 

523,800 

151:,300 
2,044,900 

7.401. 

658,000 

470,900' 
10,100 
33J 800. 
5~800 

143,200 
2,044,.900 

7.00% 
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From Table II it can be deteTmined that, exclusive of a~y 

temporn::y increase due to o?n income teX surcharge, the increase in 

operating rever.~es would be 21 percent under applicant's proposed 

ra.1:es and mll be 18 percent under the rates authoriZed herein. 

Th~ 1969 esti."'llates of reve:xues <!ond certain expenses prea.entec. 

by appl!can: are concur=ed in by the staff and adopted with~~~ mO&ifi-

cation in Tsble II. Tce items of other exp~~es ~nd =~tc Case are 

di~eussed individ~lly bereinafter. 

Source of Su~ly E?sper.c~ 

Applica~tfs l~~9 esctmate of coct of p~rchascd wztcrreflects 

the $59/AF ~~t~ p2yable to CMWD for the first: ha:f' of the y~r 4nd the 

$62/AF ra.te p.:1.ya~:!.e for the ceeond 't-.e.lf of the y~.'!r. T!"lC =eaff't~ 1969 

estimate reflects expenses which would have resulted i~ purchases fo~ 

the full year were at $62/AF. 

As disc~~ed h2~eincfter under ffTrcnd in R&:~ of Rceurn", 

the effect of inc:easi~g CMW"D rstes through .j'UOe 20, J.970, mll be 

offset by ocher fa.c~o~c at epplieantTs current rate of 3roweh. Ap?li

cant's actual cost of CMWD ~ter is thus appropri~te to use fo: the 

test year 1969. Applicant's estimate is adopted in T~ble II. 

The engineer for CMWD testified that, shortly before the 

expiration of the $66/AF CMWD rates for 1970-71, Feather River ~~er 

will probably be available from MWD and that reduction of $4/AF'i~ 

CMWD pumping costs and another $4/AF in cost of MWD ~tcr could r~sult 

and be reflec~ed in the 1971-72 CMWD rates c~rged to applicant ane 

oth~r purchasers _ The order which follows :equires applicant to 

advise this Commission promptly when the 1971-72 rates ar~ es~abli$he4 

so that appropriate· ~djus:ment of applicant~ s water r£1.tes can 'be 

co~idered for service rende:cd sUbsequent to June 30, 1971. 

, 
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Regulatory Commission Expense 

The estimates for regulatory commission expense by applicant 

and the staff differ primarily in the assumed frequency of rate 

proceedings. The staff assumed the equivalent of a full rate proceed

ing every five years; whereas, the applicant assumed about a three 

year cycle. With the relatively frequent reviews of applieantfs rates 

which will be necessary due to changes in CMWD rates and possible 

fluctuations in applicant T s rate of gr~h in this district, appli

cant's estimate of average annual cost for regulatoxy expenses appears 

more reasonable and is adopted in Table II. 

Allocated Administrative and General Expenses 

The treatment of profits or losses from electronic data 

proce~s1ng work which applicant performs for outside parties is 

discussed in deeail in the recent decision in Application No·. 50570, 

involving applicant'S San Gabriel Valley District. Consistent with 

that clecision, the 1969 staff estimate of s.lloeated administrative 

and general expenses for the Simi Valley District is increased by $900 

in'Table II. 

Ad Valorem Taxes 

In Exhibit No.3» applicant'S estimates of ad valorem taxes 

for 1968 and 1969 are based upon a projection of prior yea.rs f upward 

trend in effective composite tax rates, applied to esttmated plant 

investment. Subsequently, when 1968-69 tax bills were.received, the 

taxes for that fiscal year were found by applicant to be about $2,900 

higher than projected on the basiS of the prior trend 'in tax rates. 

The half-year effect applicable to the calendar year 1968 was a $1,500 

increase over applicant'S original estimate. In Exhibit No.8, the 

staff showed the half-year effect to be a $1,200 increase over appli

cant's original e~t1mate. Applieant did not present any evidence to 

refute the staff's calculation for 1968. 
-7-
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If the 1969-70 effective tax rates increase over 1968-69 

rates to the same deg~ee originally estimated by applicant and do not 

1nc~ease at the steepe~ rate indicated by the trend from 1967-68 to 

1968-69, applicant'S original 1968 estimate is understated by $2,900 

by applicant'S calculation, or about $2,400 using the staff's deter

mination of 1968-69 taxes. The staff, however, did not project either 

the prior upw~rd trend nor the recent steeper trend in effective 4d 

valorem tax rates in estimated 1969-70 taxes. Instead, the staff 

estimate is based upon the assumption that the effective tax rates 

will suddenly level off and be the same for 1969-70 as for 1968-69. 

As we stated in Decision No .. 73686, dated Februa1:'Y 6,1968, in 

Application No. 49445: 

"It is apparen~ that recognition of a reasonably 
well-defined trend in the effective rate for ad 
valorem taxes is more likely to produce =eason
able esttmates than to ignore the trend." 

~ do not troply that the assumption of.a level trend in 

esttmated ad valorem tax rates is al~ys inappropriate. For example, 

in DeciSion No .. 74308, da.~ed June 25, 1968, in Application No .. 49838, 

wei"said: 

"The Teffective tax rate' related to utility plant 
in the East Los Angeles distriet over the past 14 
years, when plotted graphically as in Exhibit 
No. 4-B, fores an upward sloping line for most of 
the period but begins to level off in 1964-1965. 
The rate advanced again in 1965-1960 but declined 
for the next two fiscal years. With the ap~rent 
leveling off of the previous tre.nc1, the staff's 
use of the 1967-1968 effective: rate in est~ting 
the first half of the 1968-1969 taxes for this 
particular district appears more reasonable than 
a.pplicant f s assumed reversal to the prior up~rd 
trend." 

Water rates are set prospectively. ~aen expert witnesses 

present testtmony on such matters as ~ncreases in number of customers, 
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water use characteristics a.nd trends) frequency and cost of plant 

repairs) and plant morealiey paeterns" they almost invariably base 

their informed judgment on analyses of accual prior experience" 

tempered by the estimated effect of a~y fa.ctors which make the past 

experience inapplicable to the future. In regard to ad valorem taxes" 

we should consider the most likely actual rates. In Table II" we have 

added $2)400 to applieantTs original 1969 est~ee of taxes" rather 

than the $900 difference reflected in the staff's estimates. 

Income Taxes 

The var10us differences be'tween applicantTs" the sufffs and 

the adopted estimates of revenues and expenses affect the corre

sponding estimates of income taxes. Also) applicant used different 

amounts of investment tax credit for the year 1969 than for 1965; 

whereas, the staff used an average amount for both years. The 1969 

income taxes adopted in Table II reflect the revenues and ex~nses 

adopted in that table .o.ncl the staff's estimated $9,,700 average annual 

investment tax credit. 

Rate Base 

The rate ba$e estimates of applicant ~nd the staff differ in 

four components: nonoperative plant) working cash, advances for 

const'X'UCtion" and common plant allocated deprec14tion reserve.- The 

baSis adopted in Table II for working cash" deferred advances for 

construction and common plant allocated depreciation reserve is 

consistent ~th the basis adopted in the recent deciSion relating to 

applicant'S San Gabriel Valley District and need not be discussed 

again he.rein. 

In addition to items covered by the aforementioned previOUS 

4ecision, the staff esttm.a.te for the S~ Valley District has nonop

erating intangible plant (consisting of a certificate not yet 

-9-
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exercised) and corrections to the advances for construction set up in 

applicantfs records in accordance With Decision No. 72400, dated 

May 9, 1967, in Application No .. 49248. The staff adjustments for both 

items appear reasonable for the purpose of this proceeding and are 

included. in deriving the rate ba~ adopted in Table II .. 

Surcharge to Federal Income Tax 

A 10 percent surcharge to Federal income 'taXes was imposed 

by the Revenue and Expenditure Control Act of 1968.. The surcharge was 

retroactive for the full year 1968 and expired June 30, 1969. Appli

cant's Exhibit· No .. 3 indicetes that a 1 .. 61 percent surcharge on bills 

computed under the metered service rates requested in the applicat~.o:'.I. 

~ould have been required to offset the effect of the income tax 

surchsrge 4nd produce the same net revenues indicated hereinbefore in 

Table II. If the surcharge is reinstated at some time in the near 

future) we would be receptive to a supplemental filing by applicant 1:'1 

this proceeding reqcesting appropriate additional rate relief. If th2 

surcha:rge is reinstated at the previous 10 percent level, the corre

sponding surcharge on ~ppl1eantTs metered service rates Will be 

1.36 pexcent. 

R..?te of Retu1:'1'l 

In the recent rate proceeding involving applicant f s San 

Gabriel Valley District~ the Commission found that an average rate of 

return of 7.0 percent over the next four years was reasonable for 

applicant's operations. The basis for the 7.0 perc~t allowable 

retuxn is discussed in considerable detail in the decision in that 

proceeding and need not be repeated herein. the same evidence relating 

to recommended rate of re'tU'X'L'l 'Was presented in both the San Gabriel 

-10-
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Valley and Simi Valley proCeedings and we reach the same conclusion as 

to the 7.0 percent level of allowable return on rate base. 

Trend in Rate of Return 

Applicant's esttmates for the test years 1968 and" 1969 indi

cate an annual decline of 0.08 percent in rate of return at proposed 

rates. The staff's estimates show an annual increase of 0.50 pe'rcent 

at proposed rates, excluding the effect of CMt-lD 'rate increases. A 

wieness for applicant testified be does not consider the trend from 

1968 to 1969 necessarily to be indicative of the future trend in rate 

of retum, 'because of possible changes in rate" of growth. A staff 

witness recommended that trend in rate of return not be considered in 

this proceeding. 

The compara.tive rates of reeurn for two successive test 

years, or for a series of recorded years, are indicative of the future 

trend in rate of return only if the rates of change of major indi

vidual components of revenues, expenses and rate base in the test 

years, or recorded years, are reaso'Oably 1nd1cat1ve of the future 

trend of those items. Distortions caused by abnormal, nonreeurr1ng or 

sporadically recurring changes in revenues, expenses, or rate base 

items must be avoided to provide a valid basis for projection of the 

anticipated future trend in rate of return. 

A review of applicant's and the staff's 1968 and 1969 esti

mates discloses three significant differences affecting the apparent 

trends in rate of return: (1) the dow.ward trend in investment tax 

credit used by applicant as compared With the use of an average a.nnual 

credit by the staff, (2) use by applicant of actual CMw.D rates appli

cable to each period as compared with use by the s·eaff of the 1969-70 

COO rate for each period., and (3) the project1on of the historical 

trend in ad valorem tax rates by applicant as compared with the 

assumption by the staff of a leveling off of those rates in the fu~r~ 

-11-
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A witness for app11cant testified that the~e a~e substantial 

possibilities for additional customer g~o~h in the Stmi Valley area. 

As new customers are added." the inc~emental plant investment is 

covered to a large extent by subdi~ders' advances for construce1on. 

This results in a diminishing raee base per cu.seomer. If the customer 

growth continues ae the same rate as in the past" the diminishing rate 

base per customer Will just about offsee the increasi~ expenses per 

customer, including the scheduled increases of CMWD' rates through 

June 30, 1971. Under these Circumstances it is appropriate to use 

1969 as the test year upon which to judge the rate of return to be 

expected for the first ewo years that the rate increase authorized 

herein will be effective. No upward nor· down'Ward adjustment for trend 

in rate of return is appropriate for that period. 

Findings and Conclusions 

The Commission finds that: 

1. Applicant is in need of add1tional revenues. 

2. The adopted estimates, previously discussed berein, of 

oper4ting revenues, operating expenses and rate base for the test year 

1969 reasonably indicate the probable range of results of applicant'S 

operations for the near future. 

3. An average rate of return of 7.0 percent on applicant'S rate 

base for the next two years is rea.sonable. It is e;;t1tnated that such 

rate of retUnl will provide .a ~eturn of 11.4 percent on common equi1:y 

allocated to the S~ Valley District. 

4. The increases in rates and. charges authorized herein are 

justified; the rates and charges au1:horized berein are reasonable; and 

the present rates and. charges, insofar as they differ from those 

prescribed herein, are for the future unjUS1: and unreasonable. 

-12-
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The C~ssion conel~$ that the applieation should be 

granted i'O. part. 

OR.DER -----

IT IS ORDERED that: 

1. After the effective date of this o-rder, app11cant Southern 

California Water Company is authoriZed to file for its Stmi Valley 

District the revised rate schedules attached to this order as 

AppendiX A. Sueh filing shall comply With Genc-ral Order No. 96-A. 

The effective date of the revised schedule$ shall be four days after 

the date of filing. The -revised scbedules shall apply only to service 

rendered on and after the effective date thereof. 

2. Within ten days after the 1971-72 rates for purehasee water 

are announced by Calleguaz Municipal Water Dis~r1et, applicant shall 

file in this p-roeeeding w-r1tten notice of those rates. 

The effective date of this order shall be twenty days after 

the date hereof. 

Dated at San Fn.ncisco , Ca11foro.1a,.. this g,7t'-i./ 
f JULY 6 day 0 _______ , 19 9. 

{ . 
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APPUCABnrrr 

TERRITORY 

A?P~'DIX A 
Page 1 or ~ 

Sch~ule No. 5:-1 

Simi Vallez Tariff Area. 

GENERAL ~ SERVICE 

Portions of S~ Valley" Ventura. Count7-

RATES 

Quantity Rates: 

Per Meter 
Pe:I:" Month 

F1r~t. 1C,,000 cubic feet" per 100 cubic feet ••••• $ 0.250 (I). 
Over 10,,000 cubic f~ .. per 100 cubic teet ••• ". 0.222 (I) 

Sel""Vice Charge: 

For 5/8 x ~/4-ineh meter •••••••••••••••••••••••• 
For 3/4-ineh meter •••••••••••••••••••••••• 
For l-incn meter ._ •••••••••••••••••••••• 
For l'-inCh meter •••••••••••••••••••••••• 
For 2-inCh meter •••••••••••••••••••••••• 
For ,-inch metrer- ......... _ .................. . 
For 4-inCh meter •••••••••••••••••••••••• 
For 6-ineh. m~ .................... _ ., .••• 
For 8-1nen-metar ••. A •••••••••••••••••••• 

The Service Charge is a. re.ldin.ess-to-.CJ~rve 
charge :l.pplieable to all metered service 3nd. 
to which i~ to- be a.dded the ::ICnt.hly charge 
eo~~ at the Quantit~ na~. 

$ 2.50 
:3~OO 
4.50 
6~2$· 

10.00 
22.$0 
27.00 
$0.00 
70 .. 00 

(C) 
r 

(C) 
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APP'LICABItI'l"! 

APPOOIX A 
Page 2 or :3 

Schedule No. SI-:3M 

Sim Vallezr Tariff Area 

LIMITED METERED '!RP.!GATION SERVICE 

Applicable to 1rrig~cion water delivered to parce13 or land in exC~3 
or 5 a.cre3- in one o'W'llership a.nd devoted to the rais1ng of eommerei2J. 
a.gricult.ural crops. or livestock. 

TERRITORY'" 

vlithin certificated areas 11"1 Section 11 and 14 '1'. 2 N.~ R. 18 W." 
S.B.B.&.'1:." Ventura. CoWltj". 

RATE -
Qu:J.ntit:r Rate: 

Per ac~-foot $55.00 (I) 
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APPLICABILITY 

A?PENDD: A 
Pa.ge :3 of :3 

Schedule No. S1-4 

Simi Vallev' Tariff A:N!f'). 

PRIVATE ~ PROTECTION SERVICE 

AppliC4bl~ to all wo.ter service !'~hed to privll:te~ owned. 1'ire 
protection ~ems. 

TERRITORY --
Portions of Simi Valley, Ventur~ County. 

Per Month 

For each ineh 01' diamet~r of ~ervice eonnection ........ . $2 .. 00 

SPECIAl CONDITIONS 

1. The fire protection :serviee eonneetion shall be i..~talled by the 
utility and. tho cost paid by the applic:ant. Such payment ::h.o.ll not be 
subject to retund. 

2. The '!'!'l~nirn\ml d.1al:letor tor fire pl"Otection ~ervice shall 'be four 
inches, ~d tho max:i.mum d.itu:ncter shall be not more than tho diameter 01' 
main to "lr.'hich the service is connected. 

3. If a. distribution main of ad.oqulte size to serve 3. private fire 
protection syztcm in Ildditio:l to all other no~ ::ervice does not exist 
in the street or all~ adja.cent to the premisos to be served,. then a. 
:!:erviee main from the noarest existing main of adequate capacity "hall 1>9 
installed by the utility and the cost ?lid 'Ci'.r the a.pplicant.. Such payment 
shall not 'be subject to re1'un.d. 

I.. Service hereund.er is tor priva~ fire protoction s~tems to which 
no eormections tor other tha..."l fire protection purposes are allowed and which 
~e regularly inspected by the unc.er'\ll%'itors havirig juri:5dict10n" are in
stalled. a.eeording to specitieation= of the utility, and .:lore maintained. to 
the sa.tis:Caction or the utility. The utilitY' 'Q:J:Y' ~tall the :;tand.s.rd 
detector- type :neter .:l.l'prove<! by the l?oard of Fire Underwriterc :Cor prot<tc
tion a.gainst the!t~ leakage or waste of water And the cost paid b7 the 
applieont.. Such payment :;hall not be ~ubject to re:ft.md.. . 

5. The utility Wld.ertakes to supply o~ such water at :)Ueh presoure 
as mAy be avn.Uable at a:ny t1m.e through the no%":lBJ. operation of:· its 3Y3t.em.. 


