
Decision No .. 76057 ------
BEFORE THE PUBLIC onLITIES COMMISSION OF !HE STAn: OF CALIFORNIA 

In the Matter of the Application l 
of the SOUlHERN CALIFORNIA WATER. 
COMPANY, for an order authorizing 
it to increase the rates and ~ 

Application No. S0880 
(Filed February 10., 1969; 
Amended April 28, 1969 ... ) charges for water service in its 

Bay Dis1:riet, Contra Cose.a County .. 

O'Melvcny & Myers, by William J .. Bogaard, 
for applicant. 

David R.. tarrouy and William Fi~8-Hobl~, 
Counsel, and George A. Amarol1, !or 
the Commission stefl. 

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

Applicant Southern California Water Company seeks author­

iey to increase rates for water service in its Bay District~ 

Public hearing was held before ~~ner Catey in San 

Francisco on June 24 and 25, 1969. Copies 0= the application had 

been served, notice of filing of the application published, and 

notice of hearing published and posted, i~ accordance with this 

Commission's rules of procedure. The ~:ter was submitted on 

June 25, 1969. 

Testimony on behalf of apPlicantl was presented by its 

preSident, its vice president in charge of operations~ and its 

Rate ancl Valuation Department manager. The Cormnission staff repre­

seneation1 was made through two accountants and two engineers. One 

customer testified in her own be~lf. 

1 Icst~mony"rin~-cxniS~ts rcIDt~ng to overaII company opc:ations bEd 
been presented by witnesses for applicant and the staff in Appli­
cations Nos. 50460 ancl 50570, the Simi Valley District and San 
Gabriel Valley District rate proceedings. The testimony and ex­
hibits were incorporated by referenc¢ in Application No. 50880 • 
... 
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Servica Area and Water System 

Applicant owns and operates water systems in 17 districts 

and an electric system in one district, all in California. Its Bay 

District includes unincorporated areas of Contra Costa County 

approximately four miles west of the City of Pittsburg. The service 

area slopes upward from Suisun Bay, at the mouth of the Sacramento 

River, into the hills south of the bay. The customers are almost 

all in the residential or business category_ 

The water supply for this district is obtained from two 
, 

outlets of the Contra Costa Canal of Contra Costa County Water 

District (CCCVn»). The canal water is treated and filtered before 

introduction into applicant's system. 

The distribution system includes about 26 miles of dis­

tribution mains, ra~g in size up to 10 inch. T~ere arc about 

2,200 metered services and 100 public fire hydrants. A reservoir, 

a storage tank and seven booster pumps maineain system pressure and 

provide storage for the system. An emergency booster pump is driven 

by a gasoline engine. 

Service 

Field investigations of applicant's operations, service 

and facilities in its Bay District were made by the Commission 

staff. A st~ff engineer testified that no informal complaints have 

been registered with the Commission by customers in the Bay District 

since applicant acquired the system in 1966. The engineer's review 

of applicant's records revealed that, when applicant first took over 

the operation, numerous complaints were wade by cus~omers regarding 

low water pressure, dirty water, lecky pipes a~d inaccur3te mzters. 

Applicant has upgraded such ~hings as flUShing schedules~ valve 

location and operation programs and automation of water ~reatment 
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processes. !his has resulted in a substantial reduction in number 

of complaints .. 

One of the service problems inherent in the operation of 

the Bay District is the relatively poor quality of the raw water 

source.. Applicant recently has invested a substantial amount of 

money in a new filter unit 7 which should improve the quality of the 

water delivered to customers. If the district continues to· enlarge, 

further expansion of treatment facilities may be necessary. In 

Exhibit No. 6 7 the staff recommends that any such expansion be pre­

ceded oy ~n engineering study to explore the possibility of 

(1) obtaining treated water from CCCWD, or (2) obtaining water f::-om 

East Bay MuniCipal Utility District with replenishment arrangements 

th=ou~'l CCCWD.. The staff recommends that: a copy of such study 

should be provided to the seaff for its review. :he staff recom­

mendations appear sound and should be followed by applicant. 

Applicant contends that its predecessor had deferred 

maintenance and had adopted substandard practices with respect to 

operations, employee relations and deferral of needed capitol 

improvements. Applicant further contends that, ~pon acquisition of 

the system 7 it instituted a ?rogram requiring extensive inves~ent 

in utility plant to bring the operations of the Bay District into 

accord with good utility practices. 

T~ere is conflicting testimony, however, ~s to the condi­

tion of the utility plant. A Commission staff accountant studied 

the recorded maintenance exp~nse$ of applicant and its predecesso= 

for the period from 1962 throug.~ 1965 and compared those expenses 

with ~pplicant'$ projected esti=ate$ for the full yea= 1969. Toe 

accountant coneludes t~t applicant's contention ~elative to 

depressed levels of maintenance. presumed to exist during the tenure 
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of predecessor management, is n01: warranted. and that, on the con­

trary, applicant has effected an even more conservative appr¢ach to 

the alleged conditions. On the other hand, a Co;a:nission staff engi­

neer testified that, during his first field investig~tion, there was 

still an excessive amount of d~ferred maintenance of plant and poor 

housekeeping conditions at the two treatment facilities, and that 

applicant has taken steps 1:0 eliminate these conditi~s. 

In any event, applicant t s personnel have assured the staff 

that, within a reasonable period of time, corrective measures will 

be effected to the end that plant in the Bay District will be in 

similer condition to plant in applicant's O1:her districts. A review 

of ~ast Commission decisions shows that, almost ~thout exception, 

applicantts plant in other districts has been in good condition. 

!he customer who testified did not ~ve any complaints 

regarding the service rendered by applicant. Her objections to the 

application relate to the ~gnitude of the increase requested. 

Rates 

Applicant's present tariffs include 3 schedule for general 

metered service in the tay District, a schedule for private fire 

~roteceion service, 3 schedule for public fire hyd=a~t service, a 

schedule for construction flat rates~ and a scheQule for service to 

company employees. The Bay District rstes for gen2ral metered serv­

ice and public fire hyd:ant servic~ became effective in 1952 for a 

predecessor of applicant. 

Applicant proposes to increase its rates for general 

metered service, to ch3~ge f=om a four-block to a t~~ce-block form 

of rates, to increase the privat~ fire prc~cc~ie~ rate and to 

simplify the pubkie fire hy~rp.nt zervie~ schedule. ~e followine 

Table I presents a com9srison of ap?lieant's pres~t generGl metered 

service rates, those requested by 3pplie~nt, and those authorized 

hereir.. 
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'tABLE I 

Comparison of Monthly Rates 

. . General~eterea Service 
:/ 

:Present:Proposed :Authorized#: 

Service Charge 
First 500 cu.ft::·p~~·ioo·~~:ft:· 
Next 500 cu.ft., per 100 eu.ft. 
Next 2,000 cu.ft .. , per 100 eu.ft, 
Next 2~OOO cu.ft., per 100 c~.£e. 
Next 10,000 cu.ft., per 100 cu,ft. 
Over 15,000 cu.ft., per 100 cu.ft. 

$1.75* 
.30 
.25 
.25 
.20 
.20 
.. 18 

.-$2.30* ' 
.382 
.382 
.332 
.332 
.252 
.252 

* Service charge for a 5/8 x 3/4-iuch meter. 
A graduated scale of increased charges is 
provided for larger meters. 

$2.20 
.. 37 
.37 
.. 32 
.32 
.. 25 
.. 25 

# U~til the 10% surchzrge to federal incooe tax 
expires, bills computed under authorized 
rates are to be increased by 1.11%. 

For a typical commercial customer with average monthly 

consumption of 1,300 cubic feet through a 518 by 3/4-inch meter, the 

average monthly charge would have increased 36 percent :rom $5.25 

under present rates to $7 .. 12 under the rates proposed by ap~lieant. 

The temporary surcharge would have added $0.07 to this average 

monthly charge at proposec ~ates. Under the rates authorized herein, 

the average monthly cha=ge for the typical commercial customer will 

i.ncre.Qse 31 percene to $6.86 under the basic rates, with an addi­

tional $0.08 while the temporary surcharge remains in effect. 

. 
r 
I 
I • 
r 
I 

Applicant's present "comp::tny-wide" privaee fire ?roteetion 

service seh~dule excludes six specific districts. In r2te ?roeeed­

ings involving those districts, the Commission found that a monthly 

charge of $2 per incn diameter of service was reasonable, rathe~ 

thar.. the $1 per inch se: £o:ct11 in the "company-wide" scheclule. 

Eventually, ~hen all districts have had rate proce~dings, the present 

"company-wide" schedule can be replaced. ·N.L.th a revised schedule. In 

the meantime, as each district is covered by a rate proceeding, a 

sep<:rate increased schedule is being authorized for that district. 
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Results of Operation 

Witnesses for applicant and the C~.ssion staff have 

analyzed and estimated applicant's operational results. Summarized 

in Table II, from applicant's Exhibits Nos. 1 and 3 and the staff's 

Exhibit No.6, are the estimated results of operation for the test 

year 1969, under present rates and under those proposed by applicant, 

before considering the additional expenses and offsetting revenue 

requirement resulting from the 10 percent surcbarge to federal 

income tax. For comparison, this table also shows the corresponding 

results of operation modified as discussed hereinafter. 
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TABU II 

Es~imated Results of oyeration 
(TesT; :lear 1909 

!tcm :A22IIcant: 

At Present Rates 

Operating Revenues $162,000 

Deductions 
Supply, Pumping, ~eatment Expense 46,100 
Meter Ex~nse 2 900 
Other Opere & Maintenance Expense 23;800 
Direct Admin.& General Salaries 7,300 
Regulatory Commission Expense 3,000 
Other Direct Admin.& Gener31 Ex?ense 8,300 
Other Allocated Admin.& General Exp. 9,lOO 
T3xes, Excl.Franchise & Income Taxes 2l,300 
Depreciation 27 2600 

Subtotal 149,400 
Local :r3nchise Taxes 2,400 
Income Taxes f§~.z600) Total 200 ' , 

Net Revenue 28,800 
Rate Ba.sc 7353900 
Rate of Return .91% 

At Rates Proeosed bi: Aeelieant 

Operating Revenues $217,800 
Deductions 

Exci.. :Franchise & Income Taxes 149,400 
Local Franchise Taxes 3,200 
Income Taxes 9 2900 

Total l6Z,500 
Net Revenue 55,300-Rate Base 735,.900 
Rate of Return 7.51% 
At Rates Authorized Herein 

Operating Revenues $ -
Deductions 

EXcl. Franchise & Income Taxes 
Local Franchise Taxes 
IncOt:1e 'Xaxes 

Total 
Net R.evenue 
Rate Base 
Rate of Return 
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$164,000 $163,000 

47,100 46,600 
l,OOO 1 000 

23,800 23;800 
5,800 7,300 
1,700 2,800 
8,200 8,200 
S" 500 9,000 

20:700 20,700 
27 1600 27 z600 

!a;;~oo, 147,000" 
2,400 2",400 

<15 z0002 i16z800j 
lZ1,SOO 3~,6arr 

32,200 30,.400 
7324800 7334300 

.391. .15% 

$220,100 $219,000 

144,400 147,000 
. 3,300 3,300 

13 .... 000 11 z700 
161,300 152,000 
58,800, 

732,,800 
57,000 

733:,.300 
8:.021. 7 .. 77!. 

$ - $213,.000 

147,000 
Z'200 
8:600 

ISS,SO'O· 
54,200 

733,.300 
7.4% 
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From Table II it can be determined that, exclusive of any 

temporary increase due to an income tax surcharge, the increase in 

operating revenues would be 34 percent under applicant's proposed 

rates and will be 31 percent under the rates authorized herein. 

Operating Revenues 

The principal difference between the revenue estimates 

presented by applieant and the staff is in revenues from industrial 

customers. Applicant's ewo industrial customers, an oil company and 

oS steel company, commenced service in 1968 and the steel company was 

operating at only partial capacity until December of that year. 

This did not provide much history upon which applicant could base 

its estimates when preparing Exhibit No.1. the staff estimates in 

Exhibit No.6 of revenue from the steel company were based upon the 

assumption that the average monthly consumption for the three-month 

period ended with February 1969, 'WOuld continue throughout the year. 

A wieness for applicant testified that his recent review 

of the probable consumption by the steel company shows that its 

consumption will be higher than he originally estimated but lower 

than estimatecl by the staff. 'l'be three-month period for which data 

were available when the staff estimates were being prepared was 

apparently a period of abnormally high water use When the steel 

company first went into full production.. By exercising certain 

economies, such as recirculating cooling water, the steel company 

reduced its monthly usage so that, for the three-month period ended 

with May 1969, its water consumption averaged only 431 Ccf as eoc­

pared with 824 Cef for the previous tbree~th period. Applicant's 

revised estimate of industrial revenue, based upon this later infor­

mation, falls midway between its original estimate and the staff's 

esttm3te. The later consumption data are recognized in the revenue 

estimates adopted in Table II. 
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Direct Administrative and General Expens~ 

Applicant's estimate of direct administrative and general 

expenses includes allocation of the salary of the manager of appli­

cant's Northern Division, based in p.art on the premise of weekly 

trips to the Bay District from his base in applicant's Cordova 

District. The staff estimate allows for only one day per month of 

the division manager's time devoted ~o the Bay D~striet. 

The amount of time that a division manager should devote 

to any particular system for which he is responsible is largely 

a matter of judgment. A staff witness testifiecl that his estimate 

was influenced somewhat by the fact that the division manager had 

been ~cting in the dual role of manager of three districts and 

superintendent of one of those districts. A ~Ltness for applicant 

testified that the dual role was a temporary situation and th3e 

each of the three districts now has its own superintendent respon­

sible for cLay-to-day operaeions, under the general managerial super­

vision of the division manager. 

It does not appear reasonable, nor in the public interest, 

for the division manager to devote only 12 days a year to the Bay 

District. One rough guide as to ~hether or not a given percentage 

of the manager's tfme is excessive for a given district ~s a com­

parison of that percentage with the pcreent.:lge tha't. would prevail 

under the four-factor form~la adopted in Co~ssion deeisio~2 
relating to districts within much larger divisions, where it is not 

feasible for district managers to keep detailed records as to how 

much of ehei= time is chargeable eo each of ~ny districts under 

their supervision. On the four-fcctor basiS, the perc~tage of cbe 

2 For example, Decl.sl.on No. 77Z5ZZ;, dated August 13, 196&" iii Ap?li­
cation No. 49938, involving applicant's Pomotla Valley District. 
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division manager's time alloeated to the Bay District would be even 

gre~ter than the percentage assumed in applieant's estimates. 

Applicant's estimate of direet administrative and general salaries, 

as set forth in Table II, is adopted. 

Regulatory Commission Expense 

The estimates for regulatory commission expense by appli­

cant and the staff differ primarily in the assumed frequency of rate 

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

eeeding every five years, whereas applicant assumed about a three­

year cycle.. A staff witness testified that his choice of a five­

year spread of rate proceeding coses was influenced by two factors: 

(1) some previous Commission decisions had adopted a five-year 

period, aud (2) he wished to ease the burden on customers. 

It is the obligation of this Commission to adopt expenses 

for rate-making purpose which reflect, on a continuing basiS, the 

aver4ge annunl expenses reasonDbly incurred for regulatory commis­

sion expense. Eaeh situation must be judged on the particular cir­

cumstances so we can adopt no inflexible policy as to a specific 

number of years over which to spread the cost of a siuglc proceeding. 

,An important factor) whieh of eourse cannot be predicted in advanca 

by either applicant or the staff in preparing their estimates, is 

the extent to ~hich the record ~~ll support an accurate projection 

of probable future trend in rate of return which will be given 

recognition in setting rates. Further, it would not be proper, even 

out of commendable compassion for the customers, to adopt an expense 

which is lower than the circums~nces show to be reasonable. With 

the relatively frequent reviews of applicant's rates which may be 

necessary due to the uneer~inty as to the probable trend in rate of 

return for this district, applicant's estimate of average annual 

-10-



A .. 50880 NB 

cost for regulatory expenses appea.rs more reasonable .and is adopted 

in Table II, after correction for an apparent duplication of a 

payroll item. 

Allocated Administrative and General Expenses 

!he treaement of profits or losses from electronic data 

processing work Which applicant performs for outside parties is 

discussed in detail in the recent decision in Application No. 50570, 

involving applicant's San Gabriel Valley District. Consistent with 

that decision, the 1969 staff estimate of allocated administrative 

and general expenses for the Bay District is increased by $500 in 

Table II. 

Ad Valorem snd Payroll Taxes 

In Exhibit No.3, applicant t s estimates of .ad valorem 

taxes for 1969 are based upon the average of the last five years' 

effective composite tax rates, applied to estimated plant investment. 

The staff 1969 estimates are based upon the use of the actual 1968-69 

composite tax rate, which is slightly lower than the five-year 

average used by applicant. The effective composite tax rate for this 

district has been quite erratic over the past five years and shows 

no reasonably well-defined trend. Under the circumstance, the 

staff's estimate, based upon the projection of neither an upward 

nor a downward trend from the actual 1968-69 rate, appears ruson­

able and is adopted in Table II. 

Income Taxes 

The various differences beeween applicant f s, the staff's 

and the adopted estimates of revenues and expenses affect the cor­

responding esticates of income taxes. Tae 1969 income taxes adopted 

in Table II reflect the revenues and expenses adopted in that table. 
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Rate Base 

!he rate base estimates of ap?liea~t and the s~ff differ 

in two components: Working cash and common plant allocated depre­

ciation reserve. The basis adopted in Table II for working cash 

and common plant allocated Gepreciation reserve is consistent with 

the basis adopted in the recent decision relating to applicant's 

San Gabriel valley District snd need not be discussed again herein. 

Surc~rge to Federal Income Tax 

A 10 percent surcharge to federal income taxes was imposed 

by the Revenue and Expenditure Control Act of 1968. !he surcharge 

was retroactive for the full year 1968 and wcs to have expired 

June 30, 1969, but has been reinstated until Dececber 31, 1969. 

1 

{ 
\ 
\ 

Applicant's Exhibit No. 1 indicates t~t ~ 1.04 pcrce~~ surcharge on 

bills computed under the metered service rates reques~ed in the 

application would have been required to offset the effect cf the 

income tax surcharge and produce the sc~e net revenues indicated 

hereinbefore in Table II. Revised ealculetions show thee ~~c sur­

charge, 3t the rates authorized herein, should be 1.11 pe:cQ~t. 

Tl1is surcharge on applicant's bills will ~ffset only the future . 
effect of the tax surcl1Crge a~d is not designed to reeo~F 3ny of the j 

increased taxes on net revenue produced prior to the effective Qate 

of the increased water rates authorized in this proceeding. 

b~of~t~ 

In the recent r~te proceeding involvi~g applicant's San 

Gabriel Valley District, the COmmiSSion found that an aver3ge rate 

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

~pp!icant's operations. r4~ b2sis for the 7.0 perczn: allowable 

return is discussed in considerable detail in the deciSion in that 

proceeding and need not be repeated herein. In the current proceed­

ing, applicant's presidene testified to higher interest rates for 
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interim bank borrowings than originally anticipated. In Exhibit 

No. 11, the staff shows that, since the introduction of a similar 

exhibit in the San Gabriel Valley District proceeding, increases in 

interest rates which applicant must pay on borrowed funds have 

increased the required overall return on toeal capitalization by 

about 0.1 percent to provide the same returns on common equity 

shown in the earlier exhibit. For this proceeding we will adopt 

as reasonable a 7.1 percent return on rate base. 

Decision No. 71569, dated November 22', 1966, in Applie:J­

tion No. 48772, states that a witness for applicant testified that 

a rate increase would not be generated by the transfer of the water 

system from the predecessor. This cannot be construed, however, as 

a perpetual moratorium on increases in the water rates that we=e 

established in 1952, where increases are justified by increases in 

operating expenses and plant invesement which would have occurred 

under proper operation by the predecessor. 

Trend in Ra te of Return 

Applicant's estimates for the test years 1968 and 1969 

indicate an annual decline of 0.22 per-cent in rate of return at 

proposed rates. The staff's estimates show an annual decline of 

0.20 percent at proposed rates, but the staff recommended that no 

consideration be given in this proceeding to the trend in rate of 

return. This is a little unusual" inasmuch as many of the aclj ust­

ments made by the staff in its 1968 estimates were purportedly to 

eliminate distortions between the two years. 

The comparative rates of re~u--n for two successive test 

years, or for a series of recorded ye3rs, ar~ indicative of the 

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

iudividual components of revenues, expenses and rate base in the 
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test years, or recorded years, are reasonably indicative of the 

future trend of those items. Distortions caused by abnormal, non­

recurring 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 • 
• I' • , 

As an indication of the causes for the trend in rate of 

return derived from the ,test years 1968 and 1969, the staff prepared 

Table 11-:8 in Exhibit No.6 showing a comp.arison of the changes in 

applicant's and the staff's items of revenues, expenses and rate 

base between the two successive years. Although the trends ·indicated 

by applicant and the staff are almost the same and can be expected 

to continue for the immediate future, it would be quite speculative 

to assume that the same trend would continue for four or five years 

into the future. The uncertainty is due to the lack of historical 

continuity in ownership, maintenance, operation and record keep:lng. 

For example, when applieant's meter testing program brings the 

system's meters into conformity with General Order No. 103, the 

increased revenues resulting from the greater accuracy of meters 

could offset some of the decline in rate of return. 

In most of the recent decisions in rate proceedings involv­

ing other districts of applicant, the apparent future trend in rate 

of return has been offset by the authorization of a level of rates 

to remain in ef,fect for four or five years and designed to produce, 

on the average over that period, the rate of return found reasonable. 

That same approach is adopted for this proceeding, except that, 

because of the uncertainty as to the long-term reliability of the 

i~dicated downward trend of 0.2 percent per year in ra~c of r¢turn,ie 

is appropriate to project only about 2~ years into the future for 

the basic rates established herein. 
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The rate increase authorized herein will not be in effect 

for about the first two-thirds of the year 1969. With the indicated 

future trend in rate of return, the 7.4 percent return for the 

test year 1969 under the rates authorized herein should produce an 

average rate of return of 7.1 percent for a 2~1/2-yesr period after 

the rates become effective, approximately 5-l/4 percent for the 

year 1969 (with about one-third of the year at the new rates), 

7.2 percent for the year 1970, 7.0 percent for 1971, and 6.8 percent 

for 1972. 

Accounting Changes 

In Exhibit No.6 and in testimony of a staff accountant, 

the staff recommends that applicant make certain changes in its 

accounting procedures. The staff suggests that applicant distribute 

the salary of the Northern Division ~nager of the three districts 

within the division on the four-factor method generally utilized by 

applicant in other diviSions, rather than on the basis of the 

estimated relative ttme devoted to each district. 

The staff contends that Decision No. 74524, dat~d 

August 13, 1968, in Apylication No. 4993&, involving applicant's 

Pomona Valley District, directed applicant to use a four-factor 

basis of allocation. That is incorrect. The cited decision did 

not direet applieant to utilize any specifie method. The decision 

did ado?t a four-factor method of alloeation of the salary of the 

manager of It large seven-distriet division, for rate-making purposes, 

beeause the record in that proeeeding was not persuasive that it W.:J,S 

possible to determine ~th any reasonable d~gree of aecuracy the 

minute breakdown of the responsibilities of the manager of that 

large division to be reflected in the recorded expenses. As herein­

before discussed~ the one day per week devoted by the division 
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t:anager to the :B<lY District .:ppe.ars reasonable, even though the 

four-factor method would allocate 3 greater proportion of the mana­

gerial salary to Bay District. 

Findings and Conclusions 

The Commission finds t~t: 

1. Applicant is in need of additiol'131 rcven\les. 

2. The adopted estimates, previously discussed herein, of 

operating revenues, operating expenses and rate base for the test 

year 1969, and an annual decline of 0.2 percent in r~te of return, 

reasonably indicate the 'probable range of results of applicant's 

oper~tiens for the near future. 

3. An average rate of return of 7.1 percent on 3?plicant's 

rate base for the next 2-1/2 years is reasonable. 

4. The increases in rates and charges authorized he=e~ are 

justified; the rates and charges authorized herein are reasonable; 

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

prescribed herein, are for the future unjust and unre~sonab-le. 

The Commissio~ concludes that the cpplieation should be 

granted in part. 

ORDER ------
IT IS ORDERED that after the effective date of this oreer, 

applicant Southern California Water Company is authorized to file 

for its Bay District the revised rate schedules attached to this 

order as Appendix A. Such filing shall comply with General O:'der 

No. 9S-A. The effective date of the revisee schedules shall be 
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four days after the date of filing. The revised schedules shall 

apply only to service rendered on and after the effective date 

thereof. 

The effective date of this order. shall be twenty days 

8fter the date hereof. 

Dated at __ S,""~",,,p....,j'£n ........ r"'tf'oI.:ob~e(),-_~ Californi.a~ this 1ft/.; day 

of _---JAIII.I,I.u,::! GI.U!I~ST.t--___ ~ 1969. 
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AFPUCABItI1'Y 

Schedule No.. BY-l 

Jay TAti, ff Ar8A 

METERED SERVICE 

Applicable to all metere4 water servico. 

TERRITO'RY 

In the unincorpora.t~ area 'WO"t or the City ot Pitt5burg .. ~"'l ContrA 
Cost.a. County .. 

RATES 

Qwmt1ty RAtes: 

F'ir3t 1,,000 cu.tt .... per 100 cu .. tt. 
Next 4 .. 000 eu.tt. ... per 100 cu.tt. 
Over 5 .. 000 cu.tt.." per 100 cu.!t. 

. ................ . 

. --............ '. 

................ 
Service Charge: 

For 5/e x 314-inch meter 
For- ,3/4-1neh meter 
For l-ineh meter 
For l"'ineh meter 
For 2-iI'leh moter 

.... ~ ................... . 

....•..•.....•..••.•..• _. 

......................... 

...•.............•....... 

.... -..••.•...•.•... ~ .... 
For 3-inch meter 
For 4-ineh meter 
For 6-inch meter 
For 8-1nch meter 

............................. 

.................•....... 

......••..••.•....••.•..• 
••.............•....•.... 

The Service Charge i3 a readiness-to-serve 
charge applicable to all meter6d oervice 
and. to 'Which i~ to be oldded the monthly 
charge computed at the ~tity Rate. 

SPECIAL CONDITIONS 

Per Meter 
?er M"nth 

$ 0.31 
0 .. 32 
0 .. 25 

$ 2.20 
2 .. 50 
3.20 
5 .. 00 
8.00 

15.50 
23 .. 50 
4$ .. 00 
65 .. 00 

('1') 

(I) , 
(I) 

<:) 
1 
r 
t 
f 
r , , 
I , 
T 
r 
I 
1 

(I) 

('x) 
('1') 

Until the 10 percent ::t:rcharge to f~eral lnct?ce t3Xes is removed, bi~ 
c¢mputed. u.."'ld.er the a'bovo t.9.ri!! will be incre"",ed, b-.r l.ll percent. 
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Sehedule No. BY-I. 

PRIVATE ~ PROIEQIIQN SERVICE 

APPLICABILITY 

Applicable to all 'Water service 1"urn1shi!d. to privately owned !ire 
protection ~Y3t~. 

TERRITORY 

(1) 

('1') 

In the -uro..neorporated area west of the City of Pittsburg, :tn Contrll. (1) 
Co,ta. County. 

RATE - , .. Per Month 

For each inch or diameter ot ~erv:Lce cozmection .~.~ ... (I) 

SPECIAL COl\'DITIONS 

1. Tho fire protection zerv5.ce connection ~ be iMt..1ll8d by the 
utility and. the co,t paid by the clpplicant. Such payment ~hall not be ~ubj~ct 
to rei\md. 

2. The min1m1Jm diameter for fire p~ctior~ service shall be fo'Ur inche~, 
and the max1lm.1m diameter ~hall be not more thDn the ciiameter of the m:lin to 
which the service is connected. 

3. If a d.:i.ztribution ma.in ot adequate size tc ,erve a. priva.te tire pro­
tection system in addition to all other normal service does not exist in the 
streot or alley ~dj3.cent to the premit'cs to be ~crved, then {\ :service main 
from the neare~t existing main or ad.equ.a:t.e capae1ty ohall be installed by'the 
utility and the cost paid by the a.pplicant. Such payment ,hw net- be ,ubject 
to refund. 

I.. Service here\U'lder is for priva.te tire protection ~t~ tc wh1ch no 
conneetions for other than tire protection p~3e3 are ~owed ~d which are 
regularly i.n:Ipeeted by the underwriters h.lving jurisd.:i.et10n, are wtalled ac­
cOrding to 3peC:ifiC:3.tioruJ of the utility, and. are ::naintai.."'leC. t-o the s.ltiDt'Jlc­
t:ion o! the utility. The utility m:J.7 in:::t4ll the 3tanda.rC. detector typo meter 
approved bY'the Board of Fire Und.erwriters tor protection agair..st theft" leak­
a.ge or waste of water and the CClst paid by ·the a.pplicant. Such payment sh.a.ll 
not be subject to re!und. 

5. The utility W'ldertakes to supply only' such -water .at ~c:h pre:J~ure ~ 
m::J.y be av.s.ila.ble at MY time through the normal c~a.t:rOll of 1't..~ ~tem. (1) 
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APPLICABILITY 

APPENl)IX A 
Page:3 01: :3 

Schcd.,ue No. BY-5 

B.'\;Y Tl!Irlf! Are1t 

PUBLIC ~ HYDRANT SERVICE (1) 

Applicable to· all ·tire hydrant service furnished to municipalities, (T) 
organizod fire clistr1et$ and other political suCd.ivisions of the St.l.te. (1) 

In the ~corporated area. west or the City o! Pittsburg, in Contra. 
Costa Co\mty. 

RATES 
Per Hydrourt. ('X) 

For 4-ineh hydrant 
For 6-inch hydrant 

SPECIAL CONDITIONS 

..........•.........•....... 

.•.....•.••..•..•.•.•..•...• 

P~~onth 

$2.50 
3.00 

l. ~T.,.ter dolivered tor purpooeo other thM fire prot oct-ion shall be 
charged tor at the q,ua.ntity rates in Schedule No. BY-l, Metered. Sorvice. 

2.. The eost of relocation of a:rr:r hydrant shall ~ paid by the party 
r~ue$ting relocation .. 

3. Hydrants:;hall be eonnected. to the utility'S syztem upon roceipt 
or written req,uest from a public 8.ut.hority. Tho 'Wri1::t.en X'~cst shall 
designate the specific location of each hydrant and, where approp~te, 
the ownership, t~ and. size .. 

('1') 
(1) 

(N) , 
f , , , , 
I , 
J 
I , , , , 
t , , , , , 

4.. The utility undertakes to ~upp~ only such water at such pres~ure f 

as t!l/J.y be av.a.Uable at any ti:ne through the normal opera.tion of its sy:Jte::t .. (N) 


