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Decision No. _--=S:::.;:O:;..:1::.;9~6~ __ _ 
BEFORE '!HE PUBLIC. UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE S'IA'l'EOF CALIFORNIA' 

Iu the Matter of the Application of 
CALIFORNIA WATER. SERVICE COMPANY, 

a corporation>. 
for an order authorizing it to 
increase rates charged for water 
service in. the Bakersfield dis,trict. 

Application No. 52499' 
(Filed March 1'>,19,7]:, 

Amended· Augus t '2'5:> 1971) 

McCutchen> Doyle, Brown & Enersen, by A.. Crawford 
Greene, Jr.> Attorney at Law, for &~~licant. 

Kenneth W. Hoaglaud, Attorney at Law, for tbe City 
of BaKersfield; and RaIffnd E. Rees, for 
Customers of Crese tar Area of california 
Water Service Company; interested p4:'ties. 

William C. Bricca> Attorney at Law, and John E. 
Brown> for the Commission staff. 

OPINION ..... _--_-...--. 
After notice, public hearing intbis matter was held before 

Exatniner Gillanders on SeptetDber 21 and 22, 1971 at Bakersfield· and 
the matter W4S submitted on December 2a, 1971 upon receipt of the 
staff's written closing statement. 

Applicant, a California corporation, seeks authority to 
increase it~ rates by $678,000 (year 1971) for water' service· to about 
7,700 metered customers c:d 29,500 flat rate customers_ In sedition, 
appliC4ut is propositlg an increase in its construction flat rate 
service. 
Results of Operation 

!he followi.ug tabulation compares. the estimated suama:::y of 
earnings for the test year 1971, under present and proposed rates, 
presented by the applicant and by the staff: 
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: 
: 

: Applicant ~ti:ma.tcd: Staff Adj. & E~t. :Applicant: 
: Present : Co .Proposed: Present' :Co .. Propo:Jed.: E:!ceeed.:5 .' 

= _____ I:;.;t::;.;;em=-_____ : -:.:Ra:;::.:t~e~s --:.:_~Ra~t:::.::e~s_...:.:~~=te:;.:;e:.._:..: __ Ra;:.::;:.:::t~e:5:::.;*.;..-.;..: ,.:S;,::::;'tatt=,:::JJ..#_' •. 

(Dollars 1n Thousands.) 

Opera:t1ng Reven'lle~ $ ~,44S.2 $ 4,126·.2 $ :3,JJ..5·~Z . $ 4,:lZ.2 $ :3.0 

~rating ~nses 
Ope:-. & M.a1nt. l,~O6 • .5 
Admin.~ Gentl. & Misc. 46.$ 
T.a:x:e:5, Other 'X.han Income /.H).2 
Depred.a.t:tQtl. 4.05.5 
Alloea:ted. Common ;m.6 

S'llb~t&l 2,285 .. 6, 
Income Taxes. 06.4 

Total Expenses 2,592.0 
Net ~r8.ting Revenues 853.2 
Depreciated. Ra.u, Base 

' , 

14.,6Sl .. l 14,681.1 13,7J.S.~2 J3,7li3'.2 9'31~9' 
&:t.e o! Ret'tU':ll 5.:34% 7.51$ 6.21% ' 8.%% Ql)% 

(Red Fig.l%"e) 

# At present ra.t63. 

* At appliea:r:l.tl~ pl'Oposed 1971 ra:te:5. 

D iseuss ion 

Qperating Revenues 
As can be seen by the results of opers.tion (supra), applicant 

and the staff differ by only $3,OOo!! in their revenue esti1Xll1tes at ' 
both present rates and proposed rates. 

Applicant and, staff made their est:Lm.ates by examining pASt 
recorded data and then utilizing the data for estimating. 1970 and 19i1, 
revenues via a logarithmic curve. 

According t~ applicaut "s witness a f~ir summary of·: his method 
of t:l3k1ug estimates is "strictly mathematical projections of pasc d4ta.tI 

1::/ The staff eliminated the rental of the Pacheco well field land. . 
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Operating Expenses 
In Decision No. 78807, dated June 22, -1971, in Application 

No. 52055 (California Water Service Company - Hermosa-Redondo­
District), we said: 

"It appears that applicant t s method of making. 
expense estimates, which it has used many years 
for budgetary and regulatory purposes, yields 
consistently inflated results which may be 
appropriate for a budget but are not sUfficiently 
aceurate and indicative of future operating 
expectations to justify the ~e of the method 
as a basis for fixing rates to be paid by the 
public." 

In this proceedi'O,g, applicant r s Rate and Va.lu.etion Assistant 
testified that his method of making expense estimates was identical to 
the method t:Sed in Hermosa-Redondo. 

This record clearly reveals the inflated res.ults referred' to­
in Decision No. 78807. 

The staff differs with applicant in total operating, main­
tanance and A & G expenses for 1971 estimated by $160,600. 

Real Pro~ Taxes 
Aeeord1:ag. to- applicant, "the Staff in arrivi'Cg at its 

estimate of ad valorem taxes for the ~o test years. used the fiscal 
1971-1972 assessment ratio and the fiGeal 1970-1971 tax rate i~ order 
to arrive at a fiscal 1971-1972 effective tax rate. It then applied 
thl!t same 1971-1972 effective tax rate to all three fiscal years to 
find the taxes for the ~o calendar years 1970 and 1971~' t)'se of the 

same effective tax rate results in distortion and gives no effect to _ 
the increasing average ~x rate per $100 assessed valuation' in Kern 
County. This increase is in fact county-wide and not one that applies 
only to the Company, so to ignore it is to prod~ce .a materi3l dis­
tortion. Staff procedures in estimating ae valorem taxes totally 
ignore past experience which shows a steacily increasing average tax 

rate and are further contrary to p::ior deciSions of the Coa:m1ssion. . ' 

See, for exatllple:r said Deeis:Lon No. 73686, wherein :he Commission 
stated: 
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'It is apparent: that recognition of a reasonably 
well-defined ~end in the effective rate for ad 
v~lorem taxes is morelikcly to produce reason­
able estimates than to ignore- the trend.'ft 

Staff TreAtment of Ad Valorem. Taxes 

According to the staff., ''here., as in expenses) the estab­
lished principle is that the allowance should be an amount the utility 
is obligated or can reasonably be expected to pay_ This could be a 

projection of a reasonably well defined trend expected' t~ continue 
into the future. Available data. herein does not support such con­
clusion. Therefore the staff adopted au effective tax rate; based on 
the latest available data. tr 

Rate Base 

The following tabulation shows • comparison of staff and 
applicantts estimated plant and rate bases: 

: . 1210 : 1971 . . 
: Applicant : Star!' . EstimAted . . 

: Iter.t = E:5t1mated : Adjusted : A 1212li eant :- Staff 

(DolllU"z in 'l'housanc!s) 

Average Utilit~ Plant 
Bcginning...,r-yea.r Bala.:lce $lS~546.,S- $l8',091 .. S $19,457.:3 $18,6:33.8' G~3 AdditiorlS 997.6 627.4 1,044.6, 74S.5' Reti..~ent:J & Adj~tm~nt:J 87.1 85.4 87 .. 1 ~,~9' Net Additions 910.5, 542.0 957.S 664 .. 6-Weighted Avern,gc Amount 191 094.0 lS,38e.9 20,032 .. 8 18'1'987.5 

Average RAte Bases 
Utility Plant 19~094 .. 0 113',,388.9 201 0:32.8: 1S",9S'7_$ I.e:'):! Adjustme.ut3 to Plant 1,433.9 1,,424.6 1,.4Zl .. 6 1,,4l4.8 Mater:t.&ls & Supplies .5S.9 55 .. 9 56.4 54.9 Work:tng ea.,h 174 .. 7 l74..7 178'-3- 178.;3 Undeprecia~ Rate Base 17,,$93.7 17,194.9 18,~9'.9' 17,.005.9 Le~s Depreciation Reserve 4,016.0 3,,931.8 4,373.6 4,272.1 Depreciated. Rate ~e 13,877.7 13,257.1 14,,466 .. ~ 13 .. 533 .. 8'· Allocat~ Common Rate Ba,:,e 2l2.:3 210.4. 2l4 .. S 209 .. 4 

'Iotal Depreciated Ra.u, Base 14,090 .. 0 13,467.5 1I.,6e1.1 J3.,743.Z 

-4-

: 



e 
A.. 52499 ek 

Staff Exhibit No. IS shows that the staff made three down~ 
ward adjustments amounting to' $455>000 to beginning of year 1970 
plant as follows: 

1. Seventy per,cent of the Pacheco Road well field was excluded.Y 
this adjustment amounts to $162,300. 

2. the Panorama tank site comprises approximately 19 acres of 
which approximately 7 acres are used for a 6 million gallon storage 
tank and a graded site for another tank of the same capacity. 'Fifty 
percent of the eost of this parcel was excluded~ or $51,000. 

3. !he former Crest Water Compauy wells and related facilities 
have not been used for utility purposes since the purchase of the 
properties fn 1966. !be water from these wells is of very low quality 
and has been replaced by water from the Pacheco wells. This adjust­
ment amounts to $241,700 including land. 

As can be determined from the above tabulations, applicant 
and the staff differ by $823,500 in their estimates of 1971 beginning 
of year plant balance and by $93-7,900 in their estimate' of 19'71 total 
depreciated rate base. 

The principal differences in the 1971 rate bases between" 
applicant and staff result from the staff's use of 1970' recorded rate 
base it:ems for 1970 and company estimated 1971 construetion budget as, 

representing reasonable district annual plant add:Lt:Lons~ for 1911 and 
staff exclusion of nonoperative pla.nt.. Applicant trended: several past 

years' additions after adjustment to year 1965 cost, levels byme.ans of' 
company developed cost indices. !he staff estimated 1971 actual 
additions while applicant trended' past years r construction levels .. 

2/ The text of Exhibit No. 15 originally stated that the adjustment 
was made "in consonance with Decision No. 72235-, dated April 4, 
1967 7 in. Application t-To. 48590, as amended." Under c:ross-exam­
ination, the staff witness changed the text to read " ••• was 
excluded in consonance with previous staff recommendation in. 
Application No. 48590, as amended. rr Further cross-examination 
showed that the previous staff recommendation included an upward 
adjustment for rate base purposes to compensate for the dO'WnWa-rd' 
plaut adjustment. 
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Applicant's vice-president testified that he estimated 1971 
Gross Plant Additions at $1~044~600.lf Applicant's 1971 . Construction 
Budget (Exhibit No. 16) calls for expending $482 ,562~ of company 

generated funds. 
When askedwbat did he intend to spend the difference of 

$433,038 on, applicant's vice-president testified that "I did not 
antic1pa~e any specific fund additions. As previously testified to 
I base my estimates upon nomal or average additions in the 
Bakersfield District.1I 

Applicant's vice-president further testified that his 
est:ima.tes of ad valorem taxes, depreciation expense and customer 
growth were all consistent with his gross additions estimate of 
$1,044,600. 

In Decision No. 79488-, dated"·December 12, 1971,· in Appli­
cation No. 52323, a rate increase application for applicant's 
Oroville District, we said: 

nIt is obvious from me above that applicant is 
including in its estimated test year rate base 
at least $-150,000 of plant it will never install. 
Thus, it is requesting that the ratepayers. pay 
at least $-30,000 per year costs which it will 
never incur on such phantom plant." 

In this proceeding it is obvious that applicant is includ­
ing in its es~ted test year rate base at least$43~,038 of plant 
it will never install. Thus, it is requesting that the ratepayers 
pay costs which it will never incur on such phantom plant. 

We again point out that since its origin over 60 yeax:s ago" 
this Co~s10n has adhered to original cost of plant as being the 

y Includes $10,700 for contributions in aid of cons tructiolland 
$-117,.800 advances for construction and $915,600 of company 
generated funds. 

~ 'this amount includes $50,,000 for contingency items. 
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.. 
proper basis for determining the reasonable value of property devoted 
to public use. 

While admittedly 'there are errors in 1:he staff T s calcula­
tion of ra1:e base, the staff's· rate base is better suited for 
rate-making. purposes than is that of applicant. 
Rate of Return 

In its application, filed on March 15, 1971, applicant 
proposed a scbedule of step-rates designed to produce a rate of 
return 0: appro~tely 7.5 percent during 1971 and maintain adequate 
earnings through 1974. Applicant sought annual increases in the 
ra1:e of return because, as stated in paragraph 10 of the application: 

~1nanc1ng costs of Applicant for new capital 
requirements during the past 10 years have in­
creased very substantially and, while interest 
rates have decreased over the past few months 
from their recent 100-year peak, so long as the 
effective cos1: to Applicant of new bond financing 
exceeds 5%, any such financing will result in ac 
overall increase in the Company's effective bono 
interest rate. Consequently the requested rates 
are necessary in order to meet the present finan­
Cial costs of Applica.nt and enable Applicant to 
finance the required system replacements and 
improvements." 
For the same reasons set forth in the quotation in the 

preceding pa~agraph. applicant sought a stmilar annual increase in 
the rate of return in its application for increase in rates in its 
Livermore d.istrict Application No. 52052. However, by .reeson of 
DeciSion No. 7&189, dated June 15, 1971, relating to that appli­
cation, which found a ra1:e of return of 7.55 percent to be reason­
able but which did not approve applicant's proposed annual increase 
in rate of return to offset the so-called financial decline in rate 
of return, applicant has concluded that there should be eliminated 
f=om its proposed rate schedules in this proceeding the annual 
increase in rate of return attributable to- such financial dec,lin~. 
Accordingly, applicant on August 25, 1971 proposed that the ~ended 
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schedule of step-rates attached to its amended' application as 
Exhibit A be adopted to supersede the General Metered Service, and 
Flat Rate Schedules now on file in the Bakersfield district. The 

amended schedules give effect to the claimed operational decline 
in rate of return wh:i.le disregarding any financial decline. 

Applicant estimates that the amended schedule would 
have yielded a rate of return of approximately 7.55- percent if 
it had been in effect for all of 1971 and would have resulted 
in an increase in revenues of approximately 13: percent for 1971. 
Under the amended schedules:t further increases to offset the es ti­
mated operational decline in rate of return in the years subsequent 
to 1971 would be: 1972 - 4.42 percent; 1973 - 4.81 percent; 
and 1974 - 5.29 -percent. If the amended proposed rate schedule 
were effective over the years 1972-1974. applicant estimates-
that it would rea] ize a rate of return in each of those years 
of approximately 7.55 percent. 

The staff recOIIIXlends a range of return between 7'.30 \ 
_ percent and 7 .60 percent on rate base and a rate of return, ,on :: 

common equity rangi.:cg from 10.52 percent to 11.20 perceD£~-' 
We do find reasonable a rate of return of 7.550 percent -

for the test year which would produce a, return of approximately 
11 percent on coamon equity. 
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The staff study shows an annual decline of .21 percent in 
rate of return at present rates. Applicant f s study iri,dicates 8. 

decline of .40 percent. 
Such decline is caused primarily by increases 'in various 

components of expense 1n comparison to revenue~, as well as. increased 
costs for new items of plant. 

In many recent decisions in rate proceedings, concerning 
applicant as well as other utilities, where the indicated downward 
trend has not been steep, it has been offset by authorization of 
rate levels to remain in effect for several years, and designed to 
produce, on t!le average, for that period of time the rate of. return 
found to be reasonable. 

Where the indicated trend has been steep, it has been 
deemed more appropriate to inc-rease the rates in yearly steps, which 
will allow, in each of the years, the rate of return foundreason­
able. This defers customer payment of the fully increased' rates 
until such time as necessary to produce the reasonable rate of 
return. The irritant of yearly increases is offset by the' fact that 
they are delayed to the time when considered absolutely necessary. 

It is our determination to a.uthorize the attrition ellow­
ance of .21 pereent as shown by the staff, in the form of step, rate' 
inereases, the initial one after the primary rate increase to' be 
effective January 1, 1973 and the seeond step rate increase (or 
third rate increase) to become effective January 1, 1974. This 
should allow the applicant the opportunity to earn a rate of return 
of 7.5 percent for approxi:nete1y two and a half years, from the date 
of the decision to December 31, 1974. 
SeTViee 

According to the staff, during year 1970 and first half of 
1971, customer complaints received and resolved: at the dist:-ict 
office totalled 449, of which 344 related to qu~lity" volume or 
pressure. Three informal complaints were filed with the Comm:tss.ion 
from customers of the district during the past three and' one-half 
years, all of which 'Were resolved to the Satisfaction of the parties. 
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The locally registered complaints concerning quality we~e~ 
in general~. dirty water or sand and were cleared to the customer~T 
~tisfaction by flushing hydrants ~ while those com?laint$ pe1:'taining 
to pressure or volume were corrected by replacing meters or flushing 
or replacing services • 

. Se1:v1ce provided by applicant in Bakersfield is good.. The 
staff contacted approximately 70 customers in its. field investiga­
tions and concluded that no significant dissatisfaction with service 
was evident. However~ applicant h3s experienced difficulties- with 
water supplied to So minor portion of its Bakersfield service area_. 
This has resulted in complaints to applicant of taste and air by 
customers in this area. Applicant is cognizant of this problem and 
is revising its operations and treatment of the water supplied· in· 
this area. 
Public Presentation 

No protests were received from customers regarding service. 
One customer testified on behalf of ~hose customers living 

on fixed incomes, old-age pensions, disability pensions, and' life 
saVings. She was hopeful that the President '5 wage and price 
stabilization program m1ght~ave some effect on applicant's proposed 
rate increase. 
Crest Area 

Applicant presently maintains separate rate schedules in 
the Bakersfield district, one applicable to the area formerly served 
by Crest Water Company and one to the balance of the Bakersfield 
service area. 

The existing rate schedules in thp. Crest area a.re those 
which were applicable at the time applicant/acquired the Crest 

,,/ 

system from the Crest Water Company1 and a:Lthough the differential 
between the Crest rates and those app11eable in the balance of the 
Bakersfield district has decreased as a result of a subsequent 
increase in rates in the latter area, there does rem.a.ina rate 
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differential between the two areas. A history of th'fs differential 
is set forth in the Commission's Decision No. 77388.; dated June 23, 
1970, Case l~o. 8972. James Veal z et al ... vs. California Water 
S~~V1ce Co., in which complainants sought an order establishing a 
uniform rate in the two areas. In the course of its opinion up. 
holding the differential, the COmmission stated: 

"Defendant's Crest Tariff Area was formerly 
served by C~est Water Company (Crest), a 
public utility under this Commission's 
jurisdiction. Crest had been granted a 
certificate to construct the water system 
1n 1956. 
~Crest obtained its water supply from local 
'~ells. The quality of the water wa.s not good 
and it deteriorated further over a period of 
years to the point ",here customers were quite' 
d1~~at1sfied. In response to customer com­
?laints, the Co~ssion instituted an investi­
gation, Case No. 7937, on its own motion into 
Crest's operations in 1964. 

"At that time, Crest's rates were considerably 
higher than defendant's rates in adjoining 
territory. The record in Case No. 7937 showed 
that extensive further treatment of Crest's 
~ell water would be needed to bring the 
~uality up to acceptable standards. -Such 
treatment would have been quite expensive and 
undoubtedly would have resulted in even 
higher rates to Crest's customers. 

tfA solution to the water quality problem was 
presented by defendant's acqUisition of Crest t $ 

water system pursuant to the authorization in 
DeciSion No. 70242, elated January 18:, 196&, in 
Application No. 48069. A sizable investment in 
supply and t~ansmission facilities was made by 
defer~eaut to deliver water of better quality 
from its other Bakersfield District sources to. 
the Crest ares. Defendant continued to serve 
the Crest ~ar1ff Area~ howeve~, at the fo~er 
Crest rates. 
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"The differential between ~ates in theCTest 
Tariff Area and those in the rest of defendant's 
Bakersfield District was narrowed somewhat 
when, by Decision No. 72235, dated April 4, 
19&7, in Application No. 48590, the basic 
Bakersfield District rates were increased ~th­
out changing the Crest Tariff Area rates-. 
There is still a significant di£fe%'antial, •••• 

"The rate differential between the Crest Tariff 
Area and the rest of defendant's Bakersfield 
District was discussed in Decision No. 70242. 
At that time the Crest rates ranged up to over 
double the Bakersfield rates. The decision 
stated: 

'Although we find it reasonable for 
buyer initially to adopt seller's 
rates, a determination should be 
made in future rate proceedings as 
to Whether zone rates are still 
'Warranted and t if so, whether the 
location of the zone boundaries are 
then still appropriate.' 

nThe only Bakersfield District general rate 
proceeding Since then was in 19&7. DeciSion 
No. 72235 retained the same zone boundaries 
but closed the gap somewhat between the rates 
in the two zones. . 

"Exhibits Nos. 3, 4 and 5 show the Bakersfield 
District rates of return for 19&7; 1968 and 
1969, respectively, separated into Crest" non­
Crest and total district operations. The 
resultant rates of return are: 

Comparison of Earnings 
Bakersfield District Rate of Return 

~ Crest Non-Crest Total District 

196-7 
1968 
1969 

5.451. 
6.00 
6·.47 

&.81% 
6.83, 
7.04 

-12-
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~Those exhibits indicate that~ even with the 
higher zone rates in the Crest Tariff Area> 
earnings there lag behind earnings in the 
rest of the Bakersfield District. Under 
these Circumstances, a uniform rate through­
out the Bakersfield District would require a 
subsidy from non-Crest resident. It is noted, 
however, that the rate of return for the 
Crest Tariff Area is becoming closer to that 
for the non-Crest area. By the time of the 
next general rate proceeding involving the 
Bakersfield District, it may well be that a 
smaller differential or even a uniform rate 
will be found reasonable. 

• • .. • III, 

~e concur with the City Council that a rate 
adjustment is not now warranted. We do not 
concur that a differential necessarily should 
be continued for the relatively long life of 
the plant involved. The addition of Crest 
customers did provide some benefits to the 
rest of the customers in the Bakersfield 
District, such as spreading any relatively 
fixed items of expense over a greater number 
of customers. Within a few years, a review of 
all factors then may warrant elimination of 
zone rates.~ 

" ,~ 

Applicant was in the process of preparing Exhibit l~O'. 9 
in Application No. 52499 at the ttme said Decision No. 773as was 
issued and, in view of the language in,. and holding of, that deci­
Sion, concluded that it was still premature to' eliminate the 
differential. However, applicant did conclude that a reduction in 
the differential was in order, so that it is proposing herein a 
lesser 1nc-rease in the C-rest area than in the balance of the dis­
trict. 

The pOSition of the City of Bakersfield~ by a five to two' 
vote of the City Council, is to oppose equalization of rates. A 
possibility suggested by the City Attorney is that the differential 
be eliminated at the time of the next rate proceeding when~ ~~pon 
the availability of supplemental water in the Bakersfield area)" a 
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rate increase will be necessary which will appiy to all who will 
benefit from the importation of supplemental'water~ Until that 
time, according to the City,. Exhibit: No. 19 shows that there is:. 
continuing justification for the proposed rate differential between 
the two areas. 

Councilman Rees, representing the third ward which. includes 
the area designated as the Crest Tariff Ares., requested that,the 
rates be equalized. He presented testimony and an exhibit (Exhibit 
No. 20) to bolster his cla~ that now is the time to equalize rates. 

The staff had no opinion on the subject. 
Councilman Rees t testimony and exhibit plus the history 

of the differential persuade us that ~. is the time for the insti­
tution of rate schedules that will eliminate the existing dis ... · 
parities. 
Findings and Conclusion 

The Commission finds that: 
1. Applicant is in need of additional revenues, but the pro­

posed rates set forth in the application are excessive. 
2. The staff estimates, previously discussed herein, of 

operating revenues, operating expenses, and rate base for the test 
year 1971, and an annual decline of 0.21 percent in rate of return .. 
reasonably indicate the results of applicantts operations in the 
near future. 

3. A rate of return of 7.55 percent for the future is reason-
able. .. 

4. Applicant presently maintains separate rate schedules in 
its Bakersfield district which should be eliminated. 

5. The increases in rates and charges authorized herein are 
justified, the rates and charges authorized herein are reason4ble~ 
and the present rates and charges~ insofar as they differ.from those 
prescribed herein~ are for the future unjust and unreasonable. 

6. Onder existing federal guidelines the authorized increases 
would appear to be consistent with the Federal Government's economic' 
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stabilization. program. Data for the Federal Price Ccmrdss10n are 
shown in Appendix B. 

7. Scr'vice meets the requirements of General Order No,. 103-. 
Tbe Commission concludes that the application should be 

granted to the extent set forth in the order which follows. 

ORDER 
-~---

rr IS ORDERED that: 

1. After the effective date of this order california Water 
Service Company is authorized to file the revised rate schedules 
c.ttachcd to this order as Appe:ldi::a: A., and to concurrently w1.tbdraw 
1.Ce cancel all Crest Tar1ff A:rea rate schedules. Such filing shall 
comply with General Order No. 96-A. The effective date of the revised' 
schedules shall be four days after the date of filing. 'rbe revised 
schedules sball apply only to service rendered' on and' after tile 
effective date thereof. 

2. On or before April 1,. 1973 applicant shall file with the 
Coumission an earnings statem.ent for the Bakersfield district 
for 1972 1lOxmalized and adjU$ted to the rate levels authorized 

herein for 1972 together with an est:im.ate of earnings for 1973-
under similar normalized conditions. On or before April 1,. 1974 
applicant shall file similar e.arni.1lgs statement for 1973, and 1974. 

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

Dated at ________________ ~J 

day of JUNE 
this a7'~ 
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APPI.!CABIU'l'Y 

APPENDIX A 
Page 1 or 4 

SchedWoe No. l3K-l 

Bakersfield Tarif~ Area 

GENERA!. METERED SERVICE 

Applicable to ill metered 'Water ~erviee. 

Bakersfiold and. viein1ty 7 Kern County .. 

P.ATES 

Pe%"' Meter Per-Month . 
l-l~~· 

Before Through.> . After . 
Qw:m:tity Rate: 1-1-73 12-31-71.12-31-73 .. 

For all water del:1vem per 100 eu~ ft ..• $. 0 .. l22$0.l24$0.126: (I): 

Service Charge: 

For 5/s x :3!4-ineh ::eter ................... 2 •. 90 
For 3/4-inehmeter .................... 3.20 
For l-ineh mf!ter •• ................. 4.35 
For l~inehmeter ................ ~.. 5.$0 
For 2-ineh meter ••••••••••••••••• 7.85 
For 3-ineh me'ter • ••• .... .......... ...14. 50· 
For 4-inch meter •••••• ~.......... 19.75 
For 6-1nch meter ••••••••••••••••• 33.00 
For 8-ineh meter .................. 49.00 
For 10-ineh meter ................. ~:.. .60 ... 00 

the Service Chargo is a readine~s-to-oerve 
eharge applicable to all metered oerv:S.ee 3nd 
to which. i3 to be a.dded the monthly eharge 
computed at the Quantity Ra.~o .. 

3.00, 
3.30' . 
4.50 
6 .. 00. 
8".10 

15.00 
20.40" 
33~90: .. 
50.40 . 
62~40 . (I) 
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APPlICABIlITY 

APPENDIX A 
Page 2' or- 4. 

Sehed:uJ.e No.. BK-2R 

Bakersfield Tariff Area 

RESIDENTIAL ~ ~ SERVICE 

" 

.... ,' 

." , 

Applieab1e to all nat rate residential water service. 

Bak~:t'ield ~d vicinity .. Kern County. 

RATFS 

Per Serv:tce ,Connection 
Per'Month' 

1-1-7)-
Bef'ore ThroUgh A.tter 

~. F'or a single tamily residential '!.mit .. 
including premises having the £01-
lovd,ng area.: 

1-1-73 12-:31-7; 12-31-13;' 

6 .. 000 sq.i"t. or 1e.ss, ............. $ 6 .. 67 
6 .. 001 ~ lO .. ooo sq .. tt.. ... .'....... 7 .. 37 

10,001 to 16,000 1!Iq,.tt.. ................ 9.52 
16,001 to 25 .. 000 sq.ft... .......... 12 .. 36 

F'or each additional single ttJmil:3' 
residential \Ulit on the same :premi~~.s 
and: served. trom the same serv1ee 
c::on.n.eet1on ...................................... $ 4.29 

SPECIAL CONDITIONS 
" 

$,6.78 , 
7.48, 
9 .. 6~ 

12'.55 ' 

$, 6,~SS(I) 
7.60 
9'.81 

12'~74. 

$ 4.:36 $ 4.43 (I) 

l..T.be above tlat. rates appl1 to service eonneetiQ~ not larger than 
one inch in di3l:1eter. 

( Continued.) 
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Schedule No. BK-2R 

Bakersfield Tariff Area 

RESIDENTIAL ~ ~ SERV'ICE 

SPECIAL CONDITIONS - Contd.. 

2. All service not eovered by the above classification will be 
~shee only on a metered basis. 

3. Meters sha.JJ. be ~ed. it either the ut.i.U.t:ror customer 
~o ehOO:lCS tor above classification,. in wh;1.ch event 5ervicethereatter . 
shall be 1'urnished on the ~i$ of Schedule No. BK-l, General Metered· 
Serviee. 
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APPUCAB!U'l'Y 

APPENDIX A 
Page 4. of' 4 

Sehed1Jle No. BK-2L 

Bakersfield Tariff Area 

Applicable to all .nat rate water :service !urni:Jhed. to,~tomers 
listed. on thi:J sehedule. 

Bake~field and vieinit'Y, Kern Count'Y. 

RATES 

J e'\t1eJ..%:;' Store .... ,. .... ., ......... __ •••.. ~ e- •• 

Shoe Store ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
!,amp Store ••.••• ., . e' •••• ' ........ __ ....... . 

Pl.ant. Store- ..................... " ............ • :. 

SPECIAL CONDITIONS 

Per Month 
1-1-73,' 

Betore, 
1-1";'73 

$ 4.64 
4.64. ' 
4.64 
4 .. 64 

Through. , Atter 
12-31-7112-31-Z3: 

$'4~71 ',$4 .. 79"(I) 
4..71 '4 .. 79" I ' 
4.71 4. .. 79: .. , 
4.71 4.79" (r)· 

'I, " 

1. No new service connoetions lIIa\Y' receive service 'Under this sched.ule. 

2. Met.e~ shaJJ. be in:Italled. it the utility choose:J tor the above 
customers, in ~ch. event service thereafter shall be £urni:shed. on the 
b~~ of Schedule No. EK-l, General Metered Service. 
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~ •. 
APPENDIX B 

DA.TA REGARDING RAtE mCREASE 
AurJORIZED FOR 

CALIFORNIA. WATER SERVICE COMPANY 
BAKERSFIELD DISTRICT 

Pursuant to provisions of Section 300.16 of the Economics 
Stabilization Act Amenchnents of 1971 ~ the Public Utilities Comc:d.ssion 
of the State of California does. hereby certify to tJie Federal Pri.ce 
Comc:d.ssion as follows: 

1. The rates authorized by this decision are expected 
to increase yearly operating revenues for applicant's 
Bakersfield District from $3,445,200 to $3,891~900, an 
increase of $446,700 or 12.9%. 

2. 1he rate of return for applicant's Bakersfield 
District is expected to be 7.55%. This compares 
w:i.th the present rate of return of 6.21%, and 
with the rate of return last author...zed by this 
Commission in Decision No. 7223$, April 4, 1967, 
6.50%. 

3. Sufficient evidence was contained in the record to 
determine that the criteria set forth in paragraph (d), 
(1) through (4) of Title 6, Chapter III, Part 300, 
Sec. 300.16 of the Code of Federal Regulations, as 
amended effective January 17, 1972, were met by the 
rate increase. 

4. 'l'b.e increase is cost-based and does not reflect 
future inflationary expectations; the increase is the 
miniman required to assure continued, adequate and 
safe service and to provide for necessary expansion 
to meet future requirements; the increase will 
achieve the minfmum rate of return needed to attract 
capital at reasonable cos ts and not to impair the 
credit of the public utility. !his appendix to . 
the rate decision constitutes the certification 
requi.red by the Code of Federal Regulations. 


