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Decision No. 81249 
• 

BEFORE ,THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF !HE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

In the Matter of the Application of ) 
4~USA VKI.JZY· WA'.'C'ER COMPANY ~ a ~ 
"California corporat1on~ for 
authoriza1:ionto increase rates 
and ,eharges.for wa~er service. 5 

Application No. 53419: . 
(Filed June 21" 1972) 

Gibson,.. Dunn & Crutcher) ~y Raymond L. Curran, 
Attorney at Law). for Azusa. Valley Water eomp.any, 
applicant. 

B. A. Peeters, Attorney at Law, for the Commission 
staff .. 

o p IN ION 
~~-----

By this application) Azusa Valley Water Company (Azusa 
Valley) seeks authority to increase its rates for general metered 
~ter service to a level that will~ according to the Commission, staff, 
produce an additional $240 ~300 in gross reven~s ~ an increase of 
approx:i..:alately 22 percent. 

Public bearings were held before Examiner Boneysteele.in· 
Covina on Noveeer 20 and 21, 1972. Copies of the application had 

been served and' notice of fili.:lg of the ep?liea:ion andhear:i=l.g,had· 
been published as required by this Commission f s rules of:. proeedu:r:e .. 
tb,~ m.:ltter was.' submitted on November 21 ~ 19'72 ~ sub-jeer to tb.~ 
receipt of the transcrip~ and a late-filed exhibit:. These dOcuments 
have. been received. 

Testimony on behalf of Azusa Valley was presented, by its 

secretary-manager and an engineer and ·an accot.m.ta.o.t· employed by the 
consulting engineering firm retained by the utility. Sta'ff, testimony 
was presented by two registered professional engineers and two 

accountants. One customer testified tbat water pressure at her 
residence was UJlS.3tisfaetory .. 
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Service Area and Water System 
Azusa Valley's service area includes portions of the cities 

of Azusa, Covina, Glendora, Irwindale, and West Covina, ~nd adjoiniug 
unincorporated territory. The service area extends from the fOothills 
of the San Gabriel mountains in the north to tbe San Bernardino 
Freeway in the south. At the present time the utility serves· app=oxi
lIIo'ltely 13,300 C'.1stomcrs and 1,110 p\,lblic fire hydra.nts. the service 
area ranges in elevation be~~n 380 feet to 700 feet. 

The source of Azusa Valley's water supply is from four 
"Nells located in the Main San Gabriel Basin, two wells in the, inter
medi~te San Gabriel Basin, and water diverted from the San Gabriel 
River. In 1971 the utility's water production amounted to 9,709 
acre-feet, of wi:d.ch 5,215 were produced from the wells and.4,494, 
diverted from the river. 

The water diverted from the river is treated at a filter 
plant located at the mouth of the San Gabriel Canyon. 

The distrib\,ltion system is divided into three pressure 
zones. Surface water from the San Gabriel River flows by gravity 
from the filter plant to all three pressure zones and,.. in addition, 
tbe tb.ree zones are supplied by wells. There are approximately 165-
miles of t=ansmission and·· distribution x:Jains, ranging in size from 
2-il:ch to 34-inch. All but 6,640 feet of the mains are four-inch 
and :~~s""!r. Operating pressures ranzefrom 45 psi to 110 psi. 
Service 

There have been no informal complaints regarding service 
since the end of 1965. !be u~ility was directed by the examiner 
to investigate the complaint made by a custOmer ~t the hearing and 
report the results by means of a late-filed exhibit. Thi& exhibit . . 

states that the static pressure at"the customer's residence is·Se. 
?si and concludes that the problem results from corroded plUml:>ins
on the customer's premises. 
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Tbe staff t s results of operations report states that the 
seaff made field investigations of Azusa valley's faeilities) opera
tions) and service proeedw:es during the months of June. July) and 
September 1972 and found them to be adequate. !he staff c~cludes 
that t:be service provided by the utility meets the Commission's' 

General Q:rder No .. 103. 
Rates 

Azusa Valley's tariffs include rates for general metered 
service;) private fire protection service,. and public fire hydrant 

service. These rate schedules became effective on October 1, '1964, 
pursuant to Decision No. 67795 dated September 1, 1964 in Applica
tio~ No. 46206. Tbere is also a rate schedule for limited measured 
irrigation service, which became effect,ive on January 13, 1964,. and 
reflects a continuation of service rendered by Azusa Va11ey"s pre
decessor, the Azusa Irrigating. Company,. a mutual water company .. 
Tbe utility anticipates that all limited irrigation eustomerswill 
have witbdra'Trm from this service by the end of 1973. 

• I 

AzllSa Va.lley proposes to change only tbe rates for general 
metered service,. leaving the other scbedules unchaoged. ,The ?roposed 
~hedule for ,':general metered service 'Would be cbanged: from the usual 
type of scheGlule with quantity rates and a minimum charge ~ the mini
mum charge ~;titling the consumer to tbe quanti~y of water which 

tb.at min1m.u.m.
i
charge would purchase at the ql.l8tltity rates~ In the 

proposed schedule the minimum cearge would be ebangedto- a "minimum 
and service charge" entitling the consumer to 500 cubic feet of 
water) regardless of the amount of the minimum and service charge. 

, The following table presen~s a comparison of .Azusa Valley' s 

present and proposed rates and those of other nearby water 
suppliers: 
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COMP A.."OJ:so~r OF PRESENT AND PROPOSED RA.TES 
~':l'R THOSE OF NEIGHBORING -U1'IL!TIES 

~ncrs.l Hctcr«i Se!'Vice 
5/err X 3/4" Meter 

- e· 

. : : Subur'oan : 14a:t.er : 
: : Azusa. VAl.17 Wa.te!'" Co.: CAl:t!omia. 
:CoM'l:lption: Present : Proposed. : Citio~ Water Co .. 
: Cd".. U ~Rat.cs : Rates : ~ Di!M.s ArM.-

: Wa.t.er S~t~: Dept. : ,~, 

: TlJ.%"iff Area. : City o~ :: 
No.. :c : A Z'Ilsa :: 

o $ 2.00 $ 2.60 ~3.;4.0 
4. 2.00 2.60 'J.kD 

10 3.15 3.95 5.05 
22 Y 5.91 7.19 9.01 
50 12.05 13 .. 65- 1$;.25 

100 22.05 21.65 3O..zs 
11 Hund..red:s_ or cubic reet. 

$-2 .. 65 
3;~ 

4.55 
6.83' 

12 .. 15-
21~65 

$- 2 .. 50-
Z_50 
2.50 
4~54' 

·.7~60 
i4~20 . 

y .Average cOn.$'t::mption 'by 8. commerd.a.l ~tomer ot A,zu.,a.Vallcy" 
Water Co:lpany-. 

'!be impact of the proposed rate increase on· various . 
customer classes ~ using ut:ility estimated revenucs for- 1973, is 
as fOlloWs: 

: 

Co=pa.rl.son or Revenues 
For. the Test Yca.r 1m 

At Present and Proposed. Rates 

: Present 
~:tQ:nr.:I: Clo.::~ 'Qe"e:i 

!'.eteree. RevC%lue 
Co::I:nord..al $ e89/i70. 
Public Aut.."lority 70,.930 
PCr:r.£I.ncnt Indust.rial 12,320 
Te::-pora..."'Y Service for Construction 1~670 

S-.:.btotal. Xotcrcc Rcvenuc 974.,890 
tJlmetored. Inc.ustrial :30 
!rr-.i.gat1on 50 
P:-ivato Fire Protection Serv:l.ce 7,4S0 
P"J.blic Fire Hydrant Service 33,9~0 
Y!isee1J..a,ncou: Servicc RevenU'J5 820 

, Oth~r :'latcr Revenues 60 ,. -

Tot.o.l· Oporati.."lg Revon\:cs . $1 .. 017 .. 260 

:Y ~ee~$ requl)~tod revenue by $5,900 .. 
(Ow:fr c.cs!.gn of rli.t~s) .' 

-4-

: Propos~ : Percent 
~t~" :- Incrca.3c 

$1,097,020- 23 .. 26-
92'.,.220 30~C2 
14,910 21.02 

1 .. 670 . 
1 .. 205,.820 23.69 

30 
50 -

7,4.80 - -
33 .. 930: -820 . 

60 - -

$l,24S,!9OV . 22~70_ 

: 
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The staff takes exception to the design of the' utility's 
proposed sch~dule, terming it a rfhybrid schedule" which would 
u cause considerable problems in the bandling of work performed by 

"', . 

the Commission staff". We share the staff's concern and tbe, rate . 
scbedule authori.zed herein will be designee 8S service charge' 
rates. 

Rule Changes 
Azusa Valley, in addition to the increased rates, proposes 

three rule changes. 'rae first would revise its R.ule No.7 to double 
the de~osit to establish credit for service, by a SiS" x. 3/4" meter 
f::om $2.50 to, $5.00 0::' a monthly billing basis and' from $5 .. 00 to 
'$10.00 on a bitnOntbly basis. The deposit for all other service 
wo~d continue to increase at twice the estimated average ~iodie 
bill but with the minimum being increased from $2.50 to $5.00 on 
'a monthly billing basis and from ~5.0G to $lO.O~ on a bimonthly 
b5.11ing basis. 

The second change 'WOuld revise Rule No. 11,. Discontinuance 

and Restoration. of Service, to double charges of restoratioc. of' 
service, after disconnection for violation of rules or nOQpaymet).t, 
£:::0Q. $2.50 to $5.00 during regular working hours and twice that .. 
amount .:t periods other than regular working hours. 

The third change would revise Rule 12, Rates and Optional 
Rates, to provide the option of rcunding b;11s to the' nearest,five 

cent increment. 
In support of the first two changes the utility states 

that deposits do not cover most of the bills- rendered by. the utility 

and that the reeonneetiou charges do not: by any means: cover, the 
c05tof that service.. The third change) t!:e rounding, was said to 

be for convenience in billing. 
The staff did not object to the increased deposits and 

c~~ges but felt that the rounding of bills did not appear to' give 
:::.ny savings or advantage and should be denied... In the order. which 
iollows we will authorize the increased deposits. and:'cbarges :::s 

being reasonable but we will not permit· the :::oundingof bills .. ' 
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Resul~s of Operations . , 

The following table is a comparison of the' results, of', 
operations as estimated by the utility and: the stafffor;the years 
1972 and lS73: 

COMPARISON" OF STAFF IJID um.rL'r 
RESUI.TS OF' OPERAlIONS 

Yea.rs 1972 and. 1m E"t.1mat«1 

: Utility : sUU"! :Util1ty §CccOdS 
:Pre3ent :Proposed:Prcs-ent :Proposed: StaN' 

: 

Item : Rate~ : P..a.t0!!l : PAte~ ~ Ratos :Present, :Proposed : 

Oper4o Revenuo~ 

Oper4o ~5 
Op_ & Maint. a;p. 
A~ & Gen. Exp. 
De~"'ee. Exp. 
AdjU3tment. 
Taxes-Except Ine. 
Ine. 'l'axes 

'l'otal Oper. Exp. 

Nt!t ~r. lWvonucs 

Average Ro.te ~c 

P..ato or Ret~ 

Oper. Revenues 

'-cpor4o ~~S 
Op. & l-r.a.:tnt.Exp. 
Adm. & G<!n. Exp .. 
Depree.~. ' 
Adj~t:ncnt 
Taxes-:E,:,ccept Ine. 
Ineome Taxes. 

Total Oper4o Exp. 

Net Oper. P.ove~ucs 

Average Bate BaSe 
P.a.t.e or Ret.lJI"Il 

(Do~ in 'l'hou.sands) 

1972 Estilna.tcd. 

$1,012.4 N.A. $1,04;.6 $1;284.1 $(33.2) 

325 .. 2 " 330.S 332 .. 1 
159.3 It' 159.0, 159'.0-
113.5 " 114~1 ' 114.1 

3.6 fI 

142.8: If 143.1 
.1 n 110.0 

~9 .. 5 " 857.0 
172_7'}} It 1SS.6 301~ 

3~646.3 " 3,676.4 3,676.4 
4.71$ It 5.1% 8 .. 2% (0.4)%-

1 m Estin'At.cd. 

$1,017.3 $1,242.3 $1~054 .. 0 $1,294.3- $(36~ 7) 

338.0 
168.6 
114.6 

3.6 
145.8 

84.8: 
855.4-

161 .. # 

.339.i?J 332.1 
168.6 160.5 
116.4 115.0 

189.8 

333~4 
160 • .5, 
115,.0 

3,60$.8- 3,608.S 
4.48% 7.41% 

3,61l.7 3,611.7 
5.3% .&.1.% 

(Red Figure) 

N .A. - Not. Available 

Y Doe:s. not baJ..'l:l.ce d.ue to rounding. 

N.A~ 

'n 

" n 
n 

n 

" - -

" 
If 

" 
n 

$(52.0) " 

5.8 
S.1' 
[~4' ' 

2.2: ' 

Sf $4,loo trtr.$!'errod to taxes other than income, :inc~ctly'" 
i:leluded in opera.ting ~e:; by ut.i.l1ty. ' 
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As can be seen from the tab1e~ the staff's results of 
operations produce an estimated rate of return which, for the year 
1973, at proposed rates, exceeds that of the utility ·by a full· 

percentage point. This is largely due to the staff's revenue 
estimAte -exceeding that of the- utili~y' s by SO'lXle $52,000. the 
staff used the Mod.:lfied ~'O. Mo.thod.wbere~as the utility felt tbat 
it was not "considered feasible to project sales into the normalized 
period by using more so?histicated techniques such as the ~~ified 
Bean Method for eli::d.na:::ing the effects of weatber V'ar~b:tlity from 

recorded data". 
Tbe staff's results of operations report contains two: 

charts which show recorded ac.nual average water consuraption per 
cuseomer e 'Ibe trend lines of consumption, as determined by the 
utility's consultants .;lncby the staff, are super:i.mposed on·, the' 
charts. From these charts it is clear that the staff's trend more 
nearly represents actual consumption. The utility's consultant, 

in his revenue requirement study,. has included a chart of annual 
sales per commercial customer, which sales are extrapolated to show 
a normalized trend of estimated future consumption. Unfortunately, 

the horizontal and vertical seales of this chart are so' selected 
ebat it is not possible to evaluaee th~ reasonableness of tbe 

utility's trend • 
. The Modified Bean Method bas been. used by ebe seaff for 

nearly een years and adopted by the Col:m:dssionin many decisions. 
Over eime eMs technique bas tended eo yield reasonable results and 
we see no reason to abandon it in this case. We will adopt· the 
staff I s revenue estimate as being reasoc.able.e 
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Oper.ationand Y.aic.tenance Expenses, 

The follO".nng Utbalation is ~ comparison' of the utility's 
andstaff's- operation and,tnaintenance expense estimates and 
differences: 

: 
: 
: 
. Category 

Payroll 

Pu:-ehMod Water 

Purcb.az.ed-Powcr 

Chem:i.cal:5' 

Ur.eollectible:5 
Other 
Tot.aJ. at 
Pre:5cnt Rates 

: 
: 
: 
: 

1972 &'tlJ::a:tee. : 1973 EstiJnAted : 

Utility 

$167.S' 

3.9 
&.0 

3.:3 
5.:3 

63.9 

325.2 

: : Utility: :: Utility: 
: : Exceod:5 : :: Exceed.s: 
: sta.:tr : Staf'f : Utili ty , : Start" : Sta.i"1" :. 

(Dol.la.rz in ThOusallC1$) 

$171.1 $(:3.3) $175.~ $171.1 $4.s' 
3 • .7 0.2 4.2 :3-~e:,', C.4 

80_6 0.4 

4.2 (0 •. 9) 

5.$ (0 .. 2) 
65.7(1.8) 

(5~6) 

Sl~4 

:3.5-
5.1. ' 

67~6 

338'.0', , 

81.3; 0.1 
4.2', (O'~ 7) 

S.>, (O~i)' 

66~Z ' '1.4 

332.:1 5·~9· .. 
Ad.d..: Uneollectiblez 
'l'ot.aJ.'at 

N.A. 
330.8' 

1.03 -' 1.2' ' l.l (O.l) 

:339.# 
, 

?rol=JO~ Rates 
: 

333.4 . 5..:8' N.A. 332.1 

- (Red "Figure) 

~L.A. - Not A~:plicabl~ 

. Y Utility includ.<Xt $4 .. 100 tor tranchi3e tax i..."1 operation expcns<l!s. 
!he fi~e ~~ tra.~tc~ed. to tax<l!:5 other tr~ income by the 
s~t. . 
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The utility's payroll was estimated on the basis of, wage' 
. rates for individual employees and tben was spread to individual 

accounts wbile the staff analyzed total payroll records for opera
tion and ~intenance expenses on the basis of recorded data for the 
past five full years and the first five months up to May 31, 1972. 
The first five months of 1972 were annualized and brought up to 
1973 level based on 5 percent increase in salary levels authorized 
by a resolution of the Board of Directors of· theutility~' ,The same 
payroll was used for 1972 and 1973. 

The prinCipal difference in purcb.a.sed~ w:ltoQr., p¢'WQr,.' and 
ehemcals is due to t:he difference in allocation of water to the 
production source. An additional difference in purchased water is 
due to tbe staff's use' of $0.77 per acre-foot for replenishment 
assessment charges for t:he test years while the utility trended the 

ra.te and used $0.67 for 1972 and $0.72 for 1973 •. Another additional 
difference in purchased power is due to the use by tb~ staff of the 
latest Southern California Edison energy rates effective. August 7, 
1972. 

The difference between the staff ~ s and the' 'uci11ty' s 
uncollectibles is due to the differenc~ in' the reven~ estimate. 

The staff's estimates of other expe~es. were ¢btainedby 
studying, past:. t:rends. The staff co?-s:t~ed, toe- ut~lity;t s trend of 
this categol:Y to be excessive. We-will adopt the staff's estimates' 

.. 
as.being the more reasouable. 
Administrative and General ~~s 

±be f~lloWing tabula~ion sets f'orth the difference 'between 
the utility's and staff's estimates of administrative"and general 
expenses: 
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Category 

SalariO::l 

O~t1ce Supplj.e$ 

w'Ilranco 

Inj'l.U'ie3 a:od Damage:!. 

Pens10M and Benefit:.. 

Regulatol"7 ~1on Ex:pens<ls 

0ut.s1d.o Servi~s 

Mi~~~llanoous General ~;nse$ 
M.a.i:rltenance o~ GenoraJ. Plant 

A& G T.ranster(Credit) 
,Totals 

: 
: 

: 

19.1~ EstilrJl.ted • 121-2 Est:lJnated. : 
Utility : ... : Ut1lit:r 
Exceeds. : :- : Exce~ 

st.a;t:f : Utility : Staff': Statf 
(Do~ in 'lbousan~) 

$(3.2) $. 70 .. 1 $ 70~1 $-

11.7 ll.S ·'0.2 

0 .. 5 12':9' - 12.3" 0.6 
1.8; 1 .. 8: 

0.1 34:.6 31.4 3.2 
5.0 5~O 

'. 

O.S' ,10;:'9' ' 10.0'· ·0.9 
3.7 23~o lS~.3 4.7 

lS 1.3 
(1.5) (2.6} lldl (1·z2 
o.l.JI 16S ... 6 160.~ 8:.1 

(Red. figure), 

!I Docs not b:l.la.nee duo to ro1llld.ing. 

the differences between the utility and the staff in the 
categories Shown are as follows: 

The staff used 1973: salary level for both 1972 and 1973. 
The difference in esticate for office supplies in ~he 
year 1973, is due to- difference in trending. 
The difference in estimates for insurance expense is. due 
to the s.taff' s placing insurance premiums on a calendar 
year basis. . 

The <iiff~rences in estimates of pensions and bene£its 
is due to the utility's. tr(;:nding from. 1971 at a rate' 
equal to the experience of the p3 st three years in 
order te>, estimate 1972 and 1973) while the staff used 
latest known figures in the l2-month periods ending 
May 1971 and May 1972 to make its estiraate for the 
ful). year 1972. The staff made au increase for. the 
year 1973 to reflect changes in payroll rates between 

, 1972 and 1971 and used the 1973 level of benefits for 
both test year$. . . 

-10-
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The difference between ehe utility's and seaff's 
estimate ~or outside services is due to the 
elimination Qf an estima~e of legal expense for 
the U?per San Gabriel River Basin Adjudication 
which expense will· De non-recurring .. 
The difference between the u~ilityf s and staff's 
e$.timate of miscellaneous seo.er.al exDensesis due 
to the otility!s trending its estimate upwards 
from ?reV10US years after deducting certain 
donations, while the st:aff bad dedueted addi
tional contributions, chamber of Com:lerce dues,. 
and director's fees paid to' etO.?loyees. AlsO' 
the staff has conside:ed uo upward trend because 
these ~nses have been bigher and lower in 
the past five years. 
The difference between the utility's and staff's 
estimste of A & G :rans£er credits is due entirely 
to the difference in utility plant estimates. 
1'0. justification of the elimination of $3,.900 in officers' 

fees paid to- two eta.?loyees, the secretary-manager and assistant 

:iecretary ~ a staff witn~ss testified tha~!l· number of other cor
?~rat:ions did not pay fees to '~nsid~1 directors. In response t~ 
a que:;:ion by the examine::' ~ however, the staff wi:~ess stated 'that 
the total compensation paid to- these- etll?loyee-officers, ineluditlg 

fees) was not unreasonable .. 
We will ado?t the staff's 1973' estimate of administrative 

aud gene:alexpenses, with the addition of $3,900 in directorts 
fees, for au amount of $l64,400. 

. . . . 

-ll-
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Taxes C>eher Than on Income 

Differenc~s beeweenutility and staff e,:.timates of taXes 
o1:her than on income are shown in the following tabulation: 

. . 
: 
: 

1m E:5timAted 1971 Estimated : 
: : Utill.ty : : , : Ut.ility : 
: : Elcee~ :: : :. Exeeed$ :., 

: Utili tv:- St.a.:rf : S'W~ : Utility : Sta.!~: Sta.!!, : 

(Dollar::: in l'ho~and..s) (At Pre:.ent Re.~s) 

M. Valorem tax 

Fl:"1lnehiz,e Paylr.en~ 

$ ll9.S $ 116.S $ .3.0 $ l22 .. 7 $, 120.l $' 2.6-

U.S 12.9 (1.1} 11.;9 13.0 (l.l) 
?~ll' l'axez 

St..,.').'te Une:mplo,ment .. 5 
:?~~r&.l. Un~plo:Tmcnt. .. 5 
F .I.C.A." 10.2 

l'Qtal Payroll, 'X8xos ll.2 

l'Qtal Other Taxe:J 1.42~S 

(At Pl:-epoo,ed, Ra.tes) 

Ad Valo~ Taxon 
Pla.'"lt. #2: N ..A. 

S'\!btotU 

Added; ~eh:1.$e Payment.sN.A. 

T~...al Other Taxei N .A. 

.5 

.5 
12.4 
13.4 

W-~ 

143.~ 

.3.0 

lhb.oY 

(2:.2) 
(2.2) 

(.:n 

(Rod Figure) 

N.A. - Not Avaihble 

11 Does not balance due to roundil:g. 

-12-
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.5 
lO.2 
ll.2 

14$.S' 

1.8 " 

'147.6 
4.1 

151.7 

- ,1.8 
~ u,' ~lI l' '0' 
.J"J.I,Q ~ ~ ." ..' " 

:; • .cf' 1.1 

149'.5' 2.# 
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At present rates, the difference tn ad valorem tax is due 
to the use of the l~test available property assessments by the staff 
and the availability of m.ore information on tax rates for 19'72-73. 
The difference in franchise payments is due to differences in ~otal 
revenue. The difference in F .I.C.A. t.ox is due to. the use by the 
staff of the latest authorized wage base. of $10~800together with a· 
5.5 percent rate for 1972 and· 1973 by the staff,whereas the . 
utility used wage base of $9,.000 and a race of 5.2.pe'rcent for 
1972~ and wage base of $9,000 and a rate, of S.65- ~reent for· 1973. 

At proposed rates, the $1,,800 difference in ad valorem, 
tax is due eo ~1:le utility's including Plant No .. 2 in plant accounts) 
whereas the staff left it in plant held for future usc ~ the 

difference in added' franchise pa~nts is due to a utility error. 
the $4,100' added franchise. pay:neuts was incorrectly included by 
the utility in operating expenses. 'W'e will adopt the sta-ff's
estimates. 
T~xas ~scd on Income 

The differcnc:~ between utility's at'?-d staff's estimates of 
taxes on income are due to: 

Differences in estimates of operating revenues) operating 
and maintenance expenses, adtninistration and general 
expenses) and taxes other then income. 

-13-
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A difference in estimate of interest deduetiotlS by 
utility and staff. 
Differences in estimates of deductions fordeprecia
tioD. for income tax purposes. The utility used' 
straigbt-line-remain1ng-life method for computing 
depreciation expense~ wbereas the staff imputed 
double-declin1ng-ba1ance method together with tb,e 
use of "asset depreciation range" for computiDg 
depreciation expenae~ for federal income' tax purposes 
only~ for all additions since 1972. l'here is no 
differeace in depreciation for plant installed 
prior to.1972. lbe effects of these differences 
are as follows: 

Utility Exeeed$Staff, 
'1972' Est., 1973 Est,. 

(Dollars in Tbouaanda) 
State COrporation Franchise Tax 

Depreciation' $.(2.0) $(4~3)' 

Federal Income Tax Depreciation (2.0) (4.5) , 

:'"' Differences. between utility and staff estimates of' taxes 

based on income are shown in tbe following tabulation: 

: 1m E:Jt1ln&ted ' : 1973 ~1ma.ted. ~ 
: : : Ut:U1.ty : : : UtilitY':' 

: ::: Excee<b : : ! Exceeds! 
: Item : Utility: Stat!: Star! : Utility': Star! :., Staff ! 

Pl-esent Ra.tes (Dollars in 'l'h01l.3allds) 

St.a.te Corp. Franehi~e Tax $ 15w1 $ 17.3 $ (2.2) $1:3.1 $'17.:3, $(:3· .. 6) 
Federal Income 'Xu 

Total 
Proposed Rates 

State Corp. Franchise Tax 

Fea.eral !neome Tax 

'l'ot.a.l 

80.0 92.7 (12.7) 

95.l 110.0(14.9) 

N.A. 35.1 
N.A. 1~6.6 

~1.7 

(Red' Figore) 

N.A. - Not Ava:Ua.ble 
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The issue of inputat!on of first year libe=alized depreci- ~. 
~ 
~ 

. ., . 

a1:ion has bee:l. ex:~ively controverted ·before the Commissio!l in 

other proceeding::; now submittec. to the· Com.::'lission for decision.' 

In orde= to avoid conflict with any general po-licy that eight be 
established 7 we will not adopt first yesr's accelerated ck:preciat;[on 

nor "asset depreciation range" for the purposes of this decision 
but will use.straight-1ine depreciation. 
~reci~:ti~ 

The differences in depreciation reserve bet-..:een the 

utility and staff for the estimated years 1972 and 1973 is due to the 

staff rollback of retirements and salvage related to the h~ghway 
cccstructicn for which utility plant itecs were rolled back to 
th~ begfnning of the year. 

The staff made a review of Azusa Valley' s method of 
determining depreciation acc::ua1~ . including .a study of the 't.t."t~lityr S 

estimate of average service life and remaining life for each item 
of account. It is the staff's opinion that the deprec1a:tion. rates 
used by the utility for the estimated years 1972 and 1973 as 
developed by ~ Valley are reasonable and can be used for 3 

future year. A three year interval for future SLRI.. clepree:tation 

studie$ is suggested d";lc to slow plaut growth. 
,The staff's estiI:.ateof depreciation ~e of $114;,.145 

and $114,974 for the years 1972 and 1973, respectively, differ from 

the utility's estimate of $113 7 520 and $114,600 because of 
differences in plant es~imates and retiremencs. At pro,osed rates 
for 1973 the utility fnclu~d an $17S00depreciat1onacerual. on 
~lant N~. 2 while at present rates it is part of .an adjust::lea.t. 

To.c staff exelueed this depreciation on Plant No .. 2'. 

The staff's est:i:mates appear t:o be reasonable and. will 
be adO?~ed for this decision .. 
Rate Base 

The . following tabulation sets forth Azusa Valley' s~d· 

staff's estimated rate base components for tre years 1972 ~cl 1973: 

-15-
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: : 2972 Estim2:ted : 1973 Esti."l'!.S.ted. : 
: : : Utility : :: Utility : 

, .. : : EY.eeeds : :: ~eeeds : 

: 
: 

. ______ ~It~em~ _______ ~~.~~t~i~li=t~l~:~S~t~a£~r~~:~s=~~~=~U~t~i=ll~t.l~:~S~~·~r_: __ ~St~~~.--: 
(Dollars in 'IllOusallcW) 

ttill.tj" Plant $5, 860.s $;,941.2 $(SO.4) $5,959.0 $5~9SG.7" $(27.7)' 
Constr .. Work in Frog.. 1.0 1.0 1.0 1 .. 0 
1I'.a.teriaJ,s &: Supplies e.l 8.1 S.l 8..1 
Working ~h e:?0 88.0 (1.0) 9l .. 3 88:.5 2'.S 
AdjUstment 54.2 34.6 19.6 51 .. 9 34.617.3 

Subtotal -6"::"'",-='0':":11:-.'="'1--::6-, 0':":72:=-::. 9~""(7.61~ .. ""::"8)~-::6:"""',:-:, J:"::"J -::.:3::--~6,-::ll:-:;-S~_-;::'9--:(r::;7;:-:O: ... 6~.)~., 

n~duetions 

Re~ .. tor Depr. 1,,685.7 
Adv.. tor CoMtr.. 189.9 
Contributions,. ~ .. 2 

1,669..1 16..6, 
189.9 
537 .. 5 (48'.3) 

Total Deductio~ 2,364.8 2,396.5 (:31.7) 
Avg.. Ra.~ BMe 3,676.4 (30'.1) 

(Red Fig-..1re) 
11 Doe~ not ba.l.anee due to rounding. 

1,,795.6- 1,.792.4. 3.2 
180 • .4- 186.4 
520 .. 6, 528..4 (7.8): 

2,,502 .. 6 2,507.2 (4.6) 
31f60S.aV 3,6ll .. 7 '(2.9)'v 

Tae principal difference between staff's and the ' utilityrs . 
estimate of ,utility plant is due to the staff r s rolling back the, .. 
estimated cost of highway ~eloeations to the beginning of the test 
period. Tuis was done by tbe staff because of the effect oi these 
plant additions and their related contributions on the trend' in 
rate base. Azusa Valley estimated that these items. 'Would be 
installed daring the two test years. 

WOJ;king cash estimates differ because of previous differ
ences in revenues and expenses. 

The difference in adjustments to r~te base is due to the 
utility including in adjustments the cost of Plant No. 2 w~ich 
had previously been removed from utility plant in service and placed 
in plant held for future use.. The staff has left Plant No·. 2' in 
plan!: held for future use and not in rate base. Both the utility' 
and staff have included in adjustments $34

7
600 as capitalized 

expense for the defense of a claim to pumping rights. ' 

-16-
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The d1ffe-reoc:a between Azusa Valley! ~ and· staff's estim.ltes 
of reserve for depreciation is due to the stafffs rollback of 
h1glrway relocation installations. 

Tae difference be~~en the utility!s a.~ staffrsest~te 
of eo'C.tr1butions !n aid of construction is due entirely to staffTs 
~oll-back of highway ~elocae!on ~rk. 

In justification for inclusion of Pumping Plane No~ 2 in 
plant in servi.ce, Azusa Valley stated, :tn its report ent!tled', 
"Revenue Requirement Study": 

"Pumping Plant No.2 bas not been operated s1nceSeptember 
1970 and has been used only :tnterm.!ttently since 1966 
as a backup to Plant No.1. Due to' improved opereting 
techniques, it has not recently been required ~o' I1U1intai:l 
normal WElter :::e:cvlce to Press~e Zone 3. It -would Oe 
required, however, in the event of, unanticipated peak 
demancls in this zone, or in the event of a failure at 
Plant NO.1. An annual savings of $2,.450 in demand charges 
for electric power is. being realized 'by not operating 
Plant No.2. The Edison Company has assured the Company 
that electric POto."el: se:rnce could be restored to- P!.e.nt 
No. 2 within 4S hours notice if requ1red." 
We believe that the possibility of this plant~ s being 

used in the forseeable future is too speculative for 1t to.be 
included in rate base. We lri.l1 adopt the staf£ts rate base., 
Sumr~!Y of Earnings 

A cOmparlson of the staff'S and ut:!.11ty's summary of ~a..'""nir..gs:> 
4S modified ~t the hear:tng~ is shewn in the £ollowi~g tabulation: 

-17-
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~ V.llley Water Caupa.ny 
COM?.ARISor~ OF S~ )';"ID UTII.I1"! suz.~IA..ttr OF ~:INCS 

Yetl.rS 1972 :mel. 1973 Est.:ill'l3:ted 

: 
utliitfm: St.::l£:: : utility,&eec:.s : 

: : ~ty:: : utility: SU1!f . : 
: 
: . . Item 

:Prc::ent :Propo::ed:Presen't :Proposed:' :Utihty : 
: Rates : Rates' : Rates :: Rates : Present , :Proposed: 

1972 EstS.m.ated 
Opcr. Revenues $1,,012.1. 
Ope:-. ~es 

N.A.. $1..,04$.6 

Op. & Y.l3:1:lt. Exp. 325.2 " 330.8 Adm.. & Ckm. Exp. 159.3 n. 159:..0 Depree. Exp. ll3~S nl , ll4.l,· 
Adjustment 3 .. 6- ", 
T~es-Exeept !ne. lla.a n. J.l.$.2 Ine. Taxes 9$.1 rr: llO.O 

'l'ot.al 0per.E:lr:? .. 839.5 II. 057.0 
Net. OpOr. Revenues r12'.iY n. 188.6,' 
A~.age RAte Base 31646.3 rr 3,,676.4 

, . 
R.::.tc o! Ret'l.:m 4.714 IT S~ 

1973 Estimated 
Oper. Re'Ve:mes $l,,017.3 $1..,24l.0 $l,,~.O 
Oper.~ 

339.2~l. Op. & 1-bi:lt. Exp. 338 ... 0 33Z~1 Adm. .. & Gen. Exp .. 168.6 168 ... 6 160.$ Depree. Exp .. :tJJ..6. 116.4 115 .. 0 Adju:::tr.:cnt 3.6 
150 ... i}! Taxes-Exeept Ine. ll:5 .. 8 1:.6 .. 6 !neClnc 'l'3xes 81.t.S 198.9 110 .. 0 Total Oper .. Exp .. 8S$ ... h 973'>. 864.2 

Net Op¢x-. Reve:lv.es 161.aY 267.#/ 189 .. 8 
Average Rate B:J.se 3,,608 .. 8 3,,608 .. 8 3,,611.7 
R.3:tc or RctilI'Il 4.48% 1.1::l% 5.3~ 

(Red. Fic.~e) 

N.A. - Not A~l¢ 

11 Do.-..s not b~ee due 1;0 rounding .. 

$l,,284.1 $C33~2} ~r.A. 

(S~6), ", 332;,.~ . " 159.0 ' O· .. ,l; , n, 

lllJ. ... 1 .. (0~6)' , n 

3~6. , . If': 

146 .. 0 (C • .»' fI 

231 ... 7 ' CllL.9Y " 98z.9 (17.5) u. 

301.2-, (1$":9') If 

3,676.4'; , (30~'1):' " 
8.2% (OJJ:)% It. 

~1,,294.3 $(36 .. 7) $(53.3) 

333.4 $.9 5.8 
160,S 8.l 8.1 
115.0 (O.lt) , 1.4 

, 3 .. 6-
l49.5 (0 .. 3) , 0 .. 9: , 
232 .. 6 (2$.2) (33.7} 
991 .. 0 (8 .. &) (11..5) 
303 .. 3 (28.0) C3$~9'W 

31 6ll.7' (2 .. 9). (2.;.9) . 
8J4 CO.;8)~ (1 ... 0)% 

y $4,..l00 t.ra.t:lStcrred to taxes other tb.:m. ineome" ineorreet1y in.clv.ciedin ' ~ 
operat:i.J:l.& e::tpellSes by ut1J.j,ty. ' ' 
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Ra t~ of Return 

In its application Azusa Valley reques~ed rates to produce 

a rate of retu..'"'"ll 0: 7.41 percent on its rate base.. In support of 
this re<t~st ~ a:l accountan:= employed by tl'le utility's consultants 
presented an exhibit shO'A~ rates of :return allowed. by the Com
mission in the years 1969 through 1972~ and resulting returnS on 
common equity. The rates of re~ r~ee from 6.3& percent· to 
8.7$ percent. Ret:urns on cOttSllon equity ranged from 8.5 . percent 
to 20.22 percent. The staff presented a report: which, analyzed Azusa 
Valley's c4pital structure and f~cial requirements in det~!l' and, 

dete.rm.!ned a rate 0; return related to tot.ll capital of 7 .41 !>erceut~ 
wb.i.ca. would result in a return of. 10.5 perCC'!l.t on total COtllmOll, equity. t/ 

In its showing, at present rates, Azusa Valley showed a 

downward t:eud of rate of return of 0 .. 36 percent from 1971 to 1972 
and 0.2& percent from. 1972 to 1973. The staff' $, est1ma.tes,. however ~ 
show an upward trend of 0.2 percent between 1972.a.nd 1973 at both 
present and pro?Osed rates. Azus<i Valley di.dnot seek,an sllowallce 

for slippage in the trend and the staff rec~ds tMt none' be· 
recognized ., 

Tak.i.n& into ~ccount the various f:actors used' by the-utility 
and staff experts in determining their recoma:.endations pertainiilg to 
rate of return, we find that a rate of return of 7.9, percent on the . 
utility rate base adopted hera in is reasonable with no allowance 
for attrition. 

'!be uet income from the rates authorized herein would 
produce .a retu...~ of 11 .. 3, pa-rcent on that portion of common equity 
applicable to utility operations. The adopted: rate of return of 
7.9 percent ~ while higher than that req,uestcd by Azusa Valley, 
:esults in an i:crease ~ rates 13 percent smaller than that requested 
by t~e ~tility. The adopted rate of return of 7.9 perce:t on 
adopted ra~e base and the 4eturn of 11.3 percent on that ?ortion of 
common equity applicable to utiliry operati.ons are comparable to 
t~oce authorized recc't'!.tly for s·1xrd.lar W.:l'Cer ut~lities-.· 

Adopted Results 

Based on the abO'V'e~ we find that Azusa Valley is C1l.t~tled 

~o ~ increase in gross :::evenues of $210 ,.300 ~ or 20 percent> for the 
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yc~ !973~ instc3d of the $240~300that,accord~ to the staff> 
,=o?o:ed rates woulc yield. the adopted resultsaze su~rized in 
the following tabulation: 

Operating Revenues 
Deductions 

opera & Main::. 
Adm1n~ & Gen. 
Depreciation 

Summery of Earnings 
Test: Year 1973 

At Adooted Rates 

(Dollars in Thousands). 
$1,264.3 

Taxe-s Other than Income 
Taxes on !nc~ 

333.4 
164.4 
115.0 
l49.0. 
21.6;.2 

Total Deductions 
Net Operating. Revenues 
Rllte' Base 

Rate of Return 

Findings .and Conclusion 

97·8~O 

286 .. 3: 
3,611.7 

7.9'7. 

1. Azusa Valley Water Company is in need of additional 
revenues, but the proposed rates set forth in the ap?1ieation 
are excessive. 

2.. The estimates of revenues, expenses, taxes, and ra te base 
adopted herein for the test year 1973 reasonably indicate the: 
results of Azusa Valley's operations for the future. 

~. A retu..-n on that po::tion of common equity ap?lieable to 
utility ~perations of 11.3 percent and tbe resu~ting 7 .. 9 percent 
ra~e of return on the adopted rate base are reasonable. 

\ 

4. Ibe revisions to Rule No. 7~ Deposits~ incressi:g deposits, 
and the revrsions to Rule No. 11, Discontinuation and Restoration 
of Service, increasing c~rges. for res~oration 6f se=vice, are 
r~.o.so:lab1e. 

5. The increases in rates and charges eutbo:ized herein are 
justified; the r.:tes .3.nd charges authorized herein are reasonable; 
and the p::esent rates and charges., insofar as they differ·from those. 
prescribed herein, are for the fueure unjt:st and unreasonable. 

-20-
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6. Pu=sua.nt to Rule 23.1 of the Commission f s Rules of 
hoeedure: 

(a) 

(b) 

(c) 

The inc=eased rates are eY.Pected to proVide 
~ncreesed revenue of $210>300 ye~ly. 
The rate of return is expected to. average 7 .. 9' 
percent as compa=ed to 5 .. 3 percent under ?resent 
rates. 

~he increase is cost-justified and ¢oes not 
reflect futura inflationa...ry exr..ectat1ons; the 
increase is reduced to reflect produc~iVity 
gains; the increase is the minimum r&te which 
is necessary to assure continued and adequate 
se~ee; and any increase in the rate of return 
above that allowed preViously either is required 
by an 1ncreas~ in the cost of money> including 
equity capital, or is necessary to provide 
for necessary expansion to meet future require
ments, and it is the minimum rate of return 
needed to attract capital at reasonable cost 
and which will not impair the applicant,r s 
credit. 

7.. S<!rv1ce meets the requirements of General Order No. 103. 

The Commission concludes that the application should be 
granted to the extent set forth in the order wb.1chfollows.' 

ORDER -----
n' IS ORDERED that after the effective date of this • order, 

Ar..lsa Valley Water Company is authorized to f:tle the :-ev:!sed 
. " 

rate schedules and rules attached" to this order as. Appendix' A, 81.'1d: 

coocurre'O.tly to withdraw and cancel presently effective schedules 
for General Metered Service> it's Rule" No.7', Depos1'Cs, and its Rul.-e 
~o. 11, Discontinuance and ks.tor~ttor. of Scrv:tce •. Such £:tl!ng . 
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shall comply with General Order No. 96-A. The effective da~e of· 

the revised rules and rate schedules shall be four days after the 
dete of filing.. The revised rules and schedules shall apply only 
to service rendered on and after the effective date thereof .. 

l'be effec'tive date of this order shall be twenty days 
after the date hereof. 

San Fra.nciaco. Dated at _________ ~ cali£oro.:ta~ this : (1) H.." 
day of APRil· ~ 19.73 .. 

-22-
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l~?r:rCABru'I'Y 

APP:ElIDIX A 
Page 1 o£ e 

Sched.ule No. 1 

GENERAl. ~ SERVICE . 

Applicable to all metered 'Water ~wvice. 

e. 

P~rtiOM or ~7 Cov:tn.3.7 Glendora7" Irwind.ale,.W~t.Cov.1na7 and 
V1cinitY7 los. ArJgele~ .Co1.mtY'_ . 

RATES -

Service Charge: 

Per Meter . 
. Per 'Month 

Por 5/8. x ~/4-5:Ach meter ........... oo ......... . 
For 3/4-1:n.eh meter ••••• ~., ............. . 

$ ~ .. 50 . 
3 .. 00 . 

For l-irl.eh. met~ ....................... : •••• _ 
For l~1nCh meter •• _~._ ••••• _ ••••••• 
For 2~in.eh.: met.er. • •• ., .. _ ..... _ .. __ ...... ' ... 
For .3--l:r:tc:h. mC'ter ..................... ' ••.•• ' 
For 4-1nch metor'" ••• _ ... _ •• -~ ......... . 
For 6-1nch. meter ...................... til' 
For 8-1nc:l:l me-ter' •• ' .. _ •••••• _ ............ .. 

Quantity Rate:s: 

First 300 euoottOO 7 per 100 eu.!t ........... . 
Next; 3,700 eu.tt. 7 per 100 cu.ft.. ............ . 
Next 67 000 cu.1't"7 per 100 cu.ft.. •••••••••• 
Ove,: 107 000 cu.f't.., per 100 eu.1't .......... . 

(Continued) 

5.00 : 
7.00 

10.00 
15.00 
25·.00 
35;.00: 
50.00' 

$ 0.2:30 
0 .. 255 
0.220 . 
0.160 

(el 

(I). 

I 
(I) '. 
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P.ATES-Co:.td.. 
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AWENDIX A 
Page 2 o~$: 

Schedule No.. 1 

GENE?JJ:. ME1'Fm> SERVICE 

'l'he service ehs.rge i~ applicable to alll:l.etered (C) 
serviee.. It is .a. re2.dino:ss-to-,,~e ehIl.rge to. \ 
whieh ~ added the charge" eom.put.ed a.t 1;."10 Quantity 
Rate~>, tor 'W3.t.~ l:Sed dl.lring .the month. (C) 
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A. .A:no~t, 'to Est.a.blish Cr()di t. 

l. Metered. Serviee 

APPENDIX A 
Page' o£S 

Rule No.7 

DEPOSITS 

&. To'establioh eredit by d.cposit .. tho amotmt- for re:s.idential 
serviee ~""ing not' moro than one 5/S x 3/4-incb. motel" 
will be $$"When billo arc reodered. monthly or $10 'When ' 
bills are rend.crod bimonthl:r. 

b. To cstablish erodit by depo3it,P ,the 'amount tor all other 
serviee '-1ill bo twiee the- e:rt.~toQ average periodie bill 
won bUb are retld.~rod. monthly or b1::lonth.l7 7' but, in a:tq" 
event. not more than t~ee the cst~ted bimonthly bill 
nor l~ then the amotmts set. forth a.bovG. 

2. Flat Rate Serviee 

(1') 
(1') 
(I) 
(T) 

I 

No deposit 'will be required ... exeept Mpresa-:Lbed tortomporary .. ', 
serviee in Rule No. J3. ' 

B. Amount to-Re-e3t.a.blish ~t. 

l. Former Customers 

To re-establish eredit tor an applicant who previoU3~ ha3 been·' 
a eu:stomer of the utllit7 and during the ~t. 12 month3 or. that 
prior serv:tee has had servieediseontinued. for nonpaymcnt,ot 
b~ I' the ~'l:nt, will be t"Wiee the estimated. average monthly 
or b:tmonthlybill to be rend.e..'""ed tor the ~eo r«tUested. 

2. Prc~t Customers 

To re-establish eredit. 'Ior a cust.ocor whose sernee has been 
discontinued for nonpay:nont of billi.. the amount will be t.w.teo 
the ave:-agcmonth17 orbi::o:lt.hly bill to be rendered for tha.t 
se:"'7iee. 

(Cont~ed) 

I 
! 
j 

r , 
j 
t 

I 
I 

(t) 
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APPENDIX A 
Page 4. of.S 

Rule No .. 7 

DEPOSITS 
( Continued) 

C. Applicability te, Unpaid Accounts, 

e. 

Dep0.3it.s. ma.c:l.e under ~ rulo 'Will. be appl1ed. to unpaidb~ . for . (T) 
~ervico '-'Ihen such service hM been discontinued. .. 

D. Ret.1JX'D. or DCP03i1~ 

l. Upon discontinuance 0'£ service, the utility will refund the 
balanee of the ~merrs de}:lOsit in excess 0'£ un})a.idbills 
tOr" that serv1ce 1:or 'Wh1ch the deposit was lW-dc .. 

2. After the e'I.lStoI:1er W, for 12 consecutive J:lonths, paid 
bilJ.:3. for ~ee on the average within 15 days after 
presentation, the utility w.tll rc.t.'lmd the euztomer'$ d.eposit 
~th interest M p:-ovided. 1."1 Parolgraph E 0-: t.hi3 :-ule. 

E.. Interest on Deposits 

" 

l. Intere:5t on: deposits held w.i.ll be paid 'by the utiJj;tyat the 
rate or 5 percent pc:- annum for tho ;f'ir$t.. 12 conseeu.ti ve months 
during 'Which the customer has p.lid bills, for service within·, 
"an average period of 15 days after presentation, and, for 
additional t:ime thereatt.er up to tho date or re1\md.;, provid'ed,r 
however, that no intere$t. 3haJ.l accrue ~r ma:i15ng to the 
e-....st.e::tcr or to the customer r S last. known ad.dress the rofund. 
or a notice that the ~:rund 1$ payable. 

2.. No inta-est will 1» paid it' sorvico 13 d.iscont1nuedldthin' the 
initial12-month period.. ' (1) " 
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APPENDIX A 
Page 5 of S 

Rulo No. 11 

DISCCNTINtTA.~CE AND RES'l"ORATION OF SERVICE - -
A. Cu5tomc:::-' 3 .Request tor Discontinuance 0: Servico 

1. A customer my have service discontinued. by giving not less 
than two days r advance notice thereot to the utility. Charges 
tor service '!My be rccru!red to be paid. until the'requested. da.to' 
ot d.iseontinua:c.ce or such later dato M will provide not less 
than the required. two day:! t advance notice. 

2. When:ro..eh notice is not ~ven." the customer -..Jill be req1Jiredto 
pay tor service \llltU two days' a:f'tor tho utility has. mow lodge 
that. the customer r.a.s va.cated the premises or otherwise has 
d.i$eontinued. 'Water service. ' 

B. Discontinuance ot Service bj Utility 

1. For Nonpaymem. or Bllls 

A customer's service l:la\1" be di3cont:tnucd tor nonpayment ot a' ' 
bill tor service ~$hed it tho bill is not' paid within 15 
days a.1"ter pre$~tation .. provided. the utility ha3 given tho 
customer a.t least five days' prior written notice ot such 
intentien. Prior 'Written noti.ce will be considered to have' 
'been given ...men the bill tor service presented: eonta.::tM sub
stantialJ,y: the language sot forth in Paragra.ph B or RuloNo. 5. 
the :s.erv:tce, however-, will not be discontinued. 1JntU'the ,amount 
ot ;my' deposit. l:3.d.e to' establish credit tor that service' has
been toJ:J.y a.bs¢rbed. 

2. For Noncompliance -..d.th Rules 

(T) 

The utility may di.3eontinue service to arty' customer tor 
vioation ot these rules after it has given the ~tomer a.t ' 
lca:st. five days t w.rit.t<m notice ot such intention. Where 
safety or 'Water supply 1:; endangered. .. ~ervice may bo di3con~ 
tinuGd. immeC.iateq "ldthout notice. ' (1) 

(Cont1nued.) 
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Rule No. 11 

DISCOr-."TINUANCE ~ P.ESTORATION m:: SERVICE 

( Continued) 

:3. For W~t.e or Water 

3.. 'W'here negligent or lA.'aStetul use of water exi5ts on a. 
CU3totler's. pre:lises" serio~l:r a!'tectir.g the general 
service .. the utility:c:J.Y Cisco!ltl:lue the service 1£ 
such practices arc not remedied. 'ldtbin: f:ive days a.!ter 
it has given. the eu.stotler -....ritten. not1ce to such, orre<:t~ 

b. In o:-c1er t.o protect i'Csel! aga.in:rt. serious 3J:d \lIlnCCCS

sary waste or :d.suse of 'Water~ the utility :r,;J.Y' meter 'a:n.y 
nat :-a.te se:'Vice and a.pply the regularly' established 
meter ra.tes \Oere the eus+..otler conti:luos to misuse or 
waste wa,'tP..r beyond five days al't¢r the utility has given 
the ~to:ler ~ttcn notico to remedy such pra.ctices.' 

4. For U~e Apparatus or Where Service 1s Det~...:nontal or 
Damaging to the Utility or its Cust¢I:lors 

It' an ~e or hazarC.ous condition is tOWld to exist onthc 
euzto:ner's p..~es .. Or it the use of water theroon byapparat1U5, 
ap~a.nces~ ~JlD.~t, or othcr-.-Jise iz !'ou.."'ld to be eetrimonta.l or 
d.a.:lagi:::,g to the ",,-tility or its customers, the :servico :laY be ~hut 
orf "id.thout notice. The utility will noti!y the customer immedi
a.tely or the rea,s¢ns for the discontinuanco and the corrective
action to be take:. by the customer boror¢' service can be restored. 

5. For Pra.ud~ent Use ot Service 

(T) 

J 

t 

When the utility'~ discove:red tba;t. a. customer-has obtained.,' 
service by r:-aud~ent means" or ha.s Civerted. the water s~ce 
tor 'tms,'c.t.horiz.cd. usc .. the service to that customer: may bcdis
contin'\!ed 'W1.thot:.t notiee.. !he utility Will not rest.or~ servico 
to :!ueh eusto:ner imtil tMt eu:rt;.¢mer.ba:I compl:ied wi·:;h a.ll:f:.iled. 
rules anc. :-easo:::lable %'«!.1Jir<=enu or ,the utility and. the utility (r)' 

(Continued) 



A. 53419 :lmn 

APPENDIX A 
Page 7 o~ S 

Rule No. II 

DISCONTINUA.~CE k'm RESTORATION OF SERVICE . - -
5. For Fraudulent Use of Service-Cont.~. (r) 

! 
has been rei=lbursed. tor tho !W.l amou:l.t o! the service rendered I 
and the actu.aJ. cost to th~ utility lnC"J:'!'eC. by reason ot: tho. 
i"raudw.ent use. 

l. Reconneetio~ Charge 

.... 'here ~ec has been discontinued for violation of theso niles 
or tor nonpaytl~t ot 'b1J.ls-.. the t..-tmty may el:la.rgo S5 tor. 
reeomleetion ot service du.."'"ing regular 'WOrking hours or $10 
tor reeo:mection of sC%"'dee at. other than regular working hou-"'3 
when tho ~toc.cr r.a.s requested. that t.he rceonnection be made .:lot 
other tM.:l regul3r ''WOrking ho~. 

2. To be l'.ac.e During Regular Working Eo'Urs 

'nle ut.1lity w.i.ll. endeavor to %:lake reeonneetio:c.s d.ur1:c.g regular 
werking ho'CrS on th~ c..ay of the req,uestl' 1£ condition.: pemit.1' 
otherwiSe :-ceoll:lectio:l$ will be ms.d.e on the regular workirig day 
following. the day t!lc request is made. 

3. To 'bo Y.ade Z\,t Other 1'!la.."l Regular Working Hours 

I 
(T) , ... ) , ... 
(I) 

(1') 

I 

'Vv'hcn a. C'lloStocer has requested tM.t tho roeor.nee:.ion be ::lAde a.t. 
other than r~gul.a.r working ho~~ tho utilitj' ·tIillrcZ\.SonAbly 
end.eavor to so make t.he reeonnee't.ion ~ praet.1ca.ble 'U-"lder tho . 
ei.rcum.st.ances out. ~..ll be und.er no obliga.tion to do so. (T) 

( Continued) 
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Rulo No. II 

DISCON'l'IN'UANCE ~ RESTO?.ATION OF SERVICE 

D. Rc!u.s.o.l to Serve 

l. Conditions tor Re~ 

e· 

The utility mAY' refuse to servo an applicant for service undor 
the .!'ollo\dng condit1OM.: 

a. It tho appliea.nt fa.ilsto compl;r -with arq of" the rule:! 
a.:J rood. 'With tho Pu.bll.c Utilities Commission. 

b. It'the intended. \We ot tho service is of :such a nature that 
it w.tll be detrimental or injurio\W to exi3ting customers. 

c.. It ~ in. the judgmentot tho utility ~ the applicant T s installa;.. 
tion tor utilizing tho service isunsa.!e or hazardo'i.w I' or of 
such nature that satistaetory service cannot be rendored. 

c.. "-'here service bas been d!.scontinueC. tor ~aud1Jl.ent use,. the 
utility Will not Se:"7C an applican:e 'Until it has d~.,ermined 
tha.t all eonditiOM or i'rauc!.ulent· uze or practice havo been 
correet.«i .. 

2.. Notification to Custome~ 
, , 

" 

(T) 

When an applicant is retused service und:er the provisions of this '. 
rW.e~ the utility 'Will notity the appl1ea.nt prompt~ of th.~ rea:on 
tor tho re1'u.saJ. to servoa.nd of th.e right 0'£ applicant ,'IX>- appeal 
the utility's d.ecision to the Pu.blic Uti.l1ties Commis.sion. (T) 


