
Decision No. 82257 

BEFORE TEE PUBLIC UTILITIES Caoo:SSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA -

In the Matter or- the Application )_ 
of SOtrrHERN CALIFORNIA WATER ) 
C<X?ANYfor-an order authorizing ) 
it. to increase water ra.tes ,in its- » 
San Bernardino County District,. 

------------------------) 

Application No. $3663' -
(Filed Oetob,er' 20, 1972) 

O'Mel veny & Myers, by Dqnn B. Mill~r, Attorney 
at Law, for Southern Cal1!ornia Water Company, 
applicant. . 

Cyril M. Sarox;an, Attorney at Law, for the Com­
mission staff ~ 

OPINION ,..---_ ... ---
Southern Cali£ornia Water Company seeks authority to 

establish rates in its San Bernardino County District designed to 
increase a:cnual revenues by $SS,450~ Changes in certain tariff: 

structures are also req,uested so that customers presently receiving 
service on a minjmum cllarge rate form would be served under a ser­
Vice charge rate form. 

Public hearing was held be£ore Examiner Meaney :'ill San, 
Bernardino on July 24,' 1973, and the matter was submitted on that 
date subject· to the .f:ilingby applicant of' lat~riled Exhibit r}:I 
relating to service complaints. 

Applicant presented testimony or its vice president in 
charge or operations" its vice president in charge' or revenue' re­
quirements. and its assistant, secretary for rates and. valuations .. 

11 Exhibit 6 was .filed on August 9, 1973. 

-1-
'" 



The statf presented the testimony of a statf engineer and a member 
or the rate ot return branch. Five customers testified as to 
service complaints. 

Applicant's principal place of business is in Los Angeles. 
Its San Bernardino County District serves a portion of the city of 
San Bernardino and certain unincorporated areas east and west of 
the city. The districe consists of two separate systems. the 
Highland system on the easterly end of San Bernardino is the larger, 
serving abOllt >,000 customers as or June 1973. This, system consists 
of nine compa:c.y-owned wells~ seven pumping ,plants, three reservoirsp 

, ., 

and one small purchased water connection. The Muscoy system, at -the 
westerly end of San Bernardino, consists of two former systems 
which have now been intereoxmeeted so that all tour pumping plants 
and the one reservoir may be used to serve all the customers. 
Rate of Return 

The stat! recommended a rate of return of 7~6~pereent, 
which would result in an allowance of 11.73 percent on~, common eq,uity. 

The Commission adopted a 7.60 percent rate of return for 
applicant as to its calipatria-Niland District-in April 1973, in 

Decision No. $125$ (Application No. 53594) based, upon the same, 
capital structure as is in existence at the, present. time' (camnon 
equity constituting 36.14 percent o:t the applicantfs capital" . 
structure) • 

T.be Commission finds, that 7.60' percent is· a reasonable rate 
of ret.urn in this proce'eding. 

Results or Operation 

Witnes~e,s for applicant and the Commission staff have 
analyzed and. estimated the results of operation tor the San ,Bernardino 
District. ,The staff's Exhibit 4 sets forth the estimated results· of 
,operation under both the present and proposed rates for years 1972" 
and, 1973 e$i,imated. The follo\dng table shows these results tor the 
197, 'test.:y~ar· as well as tho~ adopted '£or that period: . I 

.~ . . 
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Item 

Operating Rev~ues 

Operating Expenses 
Oper. & }.faint. 
Admin., GeniI, & Kiso. 
Tax~s Other Than Inc. 

I Depreoiation 
'f AllQcated Corrmon 

Subt~tal 
Income Taxes 

Total Expenses 
Net Operating Revenues 
Depreoiat~ Rate Base 
Rate of Return 
Avg. Commercial Cust. 

Southorn California Water Company 
San Bernardino Count.y- District 

SUHHARY OF EARNINGS 
1973 Estimated 

:, Applicant EStimated : Staff Estimated : r 
, Pre's en. t :C);).Propose4,: Present ;Co.Proposed: Adopted.!!: Adopted2,: 
I Rates Rates: Rates I nat~s : Results ~ ~esult~: 

$ 259,6$0 $ 348,130 $ 26~,S20 $ 351,490 $ 26~,820 $ J51,~90 

110,720 llO,720 111,150 111,150 121,)20 1.21,320 
14,900 1~,9BO 14,230 14,230 1).,2)0 14,230 

·42,720 43,520 40,330 41,120 40,33Q 4l,l2Q 
37,100 37,100 3S,58() 36,5$() 38,500 38,500 
12,700 12,700 12,500 12,500 12,500 12,500 

218,220 219,020 216,790 217,500 226,960 22'l,750 
(3,460) 42,200 970 . 46,21,0 (4,290) 40,950 

21,4,960 ~~1,300 217,760 263,790 ~22,670 2.$8,700 

44,7~ 86,830 47,06fJ tn, 700 42,150 ·82,'/90 

1,()'13,376 1,073,376 1,072,~ 1,072,500 1,072,5<)) 1,072,500 

4.17/' 8.09% 4.4i 8.2% 3.93% 7.?~ 

3,657 3,657 3,615 3,615 3,615 3,615 

(Red .. Figure) 
!I At Present Rates. 
Y At Prop:>sed Rates. 

!P • 
'" ~ 
~ 
~ 

m e 

e 
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District 9P£rating Revenues 
Differences in canpany and stat! development of' operating 

revenues for commercial customers are set forth in the following 
table: 

1971 Recorded 
1972 Recorded • 
1972 Est. (Appl.) 
1972 Adj. {Starr} 
1973' Est. (App1~)' 
197.3 E"t~ (Statr) 

Commercial Custom~rs 

Avg. Inche~ 
01' o! Avg. 

Temp •. Rsin£all Oust. -
64.5 ll~9:? 3628 
64.7y J:~ 355S: 
64:3.: .3629' 
64 .. 1 12.99 3558 
64.1 12.99' .3657' 
64.1 12.99 3615 

" 

Cc1' 
Per 
~t. -

269~S. 
275.4-
254.3 
261.6, 
259'.2' ' 
266,.7 

11 .3O-ye.lr Avera.ge Temperature.' , 

Total 
Cct 

Sllle~ 

97$,800' 
979',000', 
9227900. 
930,800' : 
947,800', 
964,,300' 

y 30-year Raintall adj~ted to exclude over 4" 
in a:lr1' one month .. 

The above development reflects the sale of the Bloomington system to 

the West San Bernardino County Water District. ,It also reflects the, 
fact that in one part','of' the service area, the company lost about 1,0, 

customers Who abandoned their properties after. a freeway was, built in 
the Vicinity. 

The stafffs estimates for 1973 Will be accepted since the 
sta£:£ had the 1972 recorcledinformation aVailable to it when its 
calculations were made. 

of' operation, 
maintenance, administrative, and general expense are set forth as 
follows,: 
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: 1972 Esttmated17 : !2Z2' EstimAW ' . 
: ., : : Applicant: . 

',i : : : : : · Exeeeds, : · : Item. : Applicant: Start : Applicant: staJ~r · Star! : · 
." 

Ope%-.. &: Ma.1nt. Exp. 
$, 43~220 $ 42,SSO $ 44,l)0 $(l,250) Pure~ed Power $ 40,670 

:goP B1 J '1ng 7,eec 7,720 e,620 7/800 820 
o & M I.:l.'oor 3e,250 40,500 40,500 4O~500', 
Other 0 (( M Ex:p .. l7,970 17,970; 1$,720, 18,720 -

Subtotal 0 & M 104~770 109~4l0 llO,720 111,150 (430)' 
ACmin. & Gen. ~. 

A &' G SalS.ri~s 3,820 3~300 4,.050 3300 750 , . 
Other A &G 10,310 10,310 10,9;:0 lO,930' 

Subtotc.l A & G 14,lJO' 13,610 14,9eo 14,230' 750 

(Red Figur") ", 
,j 

11 StD.!! tl.Cijusted. 

Power is purchased from Southern California Edison Company. 
The company's testimony indicated it,s .figure ,was based upon an esti­
mated 10 percent increase in the cost of purchased power. Since 
this case has been submitted, Southern Cali.fornia Edison was author­
ized rate relief in Decision No. 81919, effective October ;, 1973 
(Application No. 534$$). Such relie.f included a 14~1 percent 
increase in Edison's Schedule PA-l, under which appli~ant pur~ases 
pO ... ler. Thereafter, Edison experienced additional fuel cost inCreases 
which resulted in a .fuel clause adjustment filing ef.feet,ive November ~ 
197~. This adjustment, on a uni.fo:rm cent.s per kwhrbasis,. 'Will ad.d 
0.169 cent.s per kwhr (above the 14.1 percent. increase) t<> the eost 
0'£ purchased power under Edison's S'ehedule PA-l.Y , 

----------------------- ---_ .. --_._-----------------------------
y' The s~a.f.f' s estimate in Exhibit 4 .. of $44,130 for purchased pOwer 

for 1973· would increase to $50,300 with the increase- authorized 
by DeciSion No.S1919, and by an add.it,ional $4,000 with the 
November .fuel clause adjustment .filing. 
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Under the circumstances., it is reasonable, to, adopt the 
sta:£'f's 1973 estimat.e tor purchased power, adjusted for the a!ore­
mentioned increases occurring since the submission of' this proceed~ 

The staff's adjustmen~ ror EDP billing was also upon 
methodology adopted in other recent proceedings and also upon the 
fact that. a new EDP system will allow two progx-ammers, rather than 
t.hree, to maintain the system. The sta£f's. adjustment is reasonable 
and is adopted. 

The company trended wages upward by 5·.5, percent.. The 
staff used January 1,. 1973- wage levels for both the 1972 and 1973 
test periods. The company did not ofrer an:y result-s' ,of negotiations 
for wages as of January 1, 1974 and the trend is simply the result 
or general inf"lat.1onary expectations. Under these circumstances, 
the start's figures will be adopt-ed. 

, 

The sta:£'£ also adjust-ed district. labor to reflect. the-
transfer or the Mountain Division and the resulting proration or 
the Mountain Division~er'$ salary. This adjustment· is' 
reasonable. 
Taxes. 

Included in this category are city and county ad valorem 
taxes, street franchise taxes, social seeu;ri:ty taxes, unemployment 
taxesi and federal and state income, t.ax.es. 
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Differenees other than those resulting from revenue and 
expense differenees set forth in the ~nmnary or earnings are 
attributable to later in1"ormation available to the sta££. In 

I mald.ng its analysis of taxes for ad valorem property, the sta£f 

used 1972-73 tax rates and valuations whieh were not available to 
the applieant. The stair also used the latest state corporation 
franehise tax rate o£ 9 pereent which became e£'.feetive July lpl97:3 .. 
~le the company used the old 7.6 percent rate. 

The st,af.f development resulted, in ad valorem t,axes .for 
1973 that, are 3.9 percent lower than th.e company's est,imate. The 
sta.!! treatment of taxes is reasonable and will be adoPted~.2/. 
Utility Plant 

Applicant and stat.f both included in their e.stimates 
$31,000 for drilling and equipping a new well for th.e Dunkirk Pumping 
Plant, for both test. periods on a full year· basis. At the hearing, 
the company indicated that the well was placed in service on·. July 23, 

" . 

1973- Under the eircumStances, such treatment is reasonable. 

Rate Levels 

.The applieation· points out that neither the· Highland system 
nor the Muscoy system has had any recent· general rate"· relief. 

11 The stat£ exhibit notes (page 4, paragraph S): ~tDeferred ··"eapital 
gains in the amount of,$Z7S,940 result,ed from the sale in 1970 
or depreciable p1an~ of Bloomington System to East San Bernard­
ino County Water District (involuntary conversion). This was 
used to reduce 1971 and· 1972 eligible depreciable total company 
plant additions for computing federal income tax depreciation. ' 
!his reduction is not appropriate for rate-~ purposes 
because it would result in higher income taxes· than would have 
been paid in a normal course of business. Neither the s~a£f nor 
applicant. has reduced£or rate-making purposes the est·imated ' 
income tax depreeiat.ion expense to: re.fl.ect. the above sale." . 

-7-
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Present rates for the Highland system were set 22 years 
ago by Decision No. 40588 dated December 2l, 1951 (Application No. 
)2128). 

The Muscoy system has never be&l. the sub jecto! general 
rat.e relie1" under present ownership. That port1on' or the Muscoy 
system which was formerly the Berdooeo system or Pacific W1ter 
Company last had 1~s rates set over 12 years ago'in Decision No. 
60)S, dated July 12, 1960.Y In that portion of the, Muscoy ,system 

formerly owned by the Delmann \later Canpany" the last generaJ.,rate 
relief was af'f'o:rd.ed in Decision No. 45945 datecl July 10, 1951 , 
(Application No. 32324). 

B¢th. starf and company estimates indicate necessity ,for 
rat.e relie£'. The canpany estimate indicates an anticipated rate o! 

~turn tor 1973 of 4.17 percent; the sta££ estimate!or the',same 
period is 4.4 percent:. 

The c~pany, requests rates which w111 achieve an' average or 
7.60 percent: rate of return over the next five-year, period. Such 
rates? accordirlg to the company developoent,would cause it to' earn 
an $.09 percent rate of return for 1973. The ccmpany did not pro-' 
pose step rates. 

The staff' opposes this treatment. The· staff's ~evelop:Dent 
shows an upward trend in rate o£' return, but the sta£f"s 'Witness 
conceded that this was· not considered representative of'the futur:e 
and was due to the fact that certain costs, such as wages, power,. and. 
taxes wereroll.ed back-that is, the 197) costs were used fO%"'the 
1972 period. 

The cc:mpany estimates that its rate ofretum will have an 
attrition rat~ of approx:Lm.a.tely 0.2 percent annually, and Wishes., . 
rate levels to ~ set for a five-year period alloWing for such 
attrition. -- -~ 

~ Advice Letter No. 300-W, effective July 1, 1964, adjusted rates 
downward by approxima:te1y 4 percent. 
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It is clear that due to the fuel shortage and increased.· 
costs of environmental plann:ing on the part of Edison and "Ed1son's 
power suppliers, applicant can anticipate signi:f1cant ,increases. in 

the cost of purchased power over the next few years. As stated, 
there have already been two major increases· since the submission 
of this 'application which result in an adjustment of the staf'!'s, 
1973 estimate of purchased power fran $44,130 to' $54,300 (see'Foot­
note 2, supra) • 

Applicant projects increases in salaries and also in 
payroll and ad valorem taxes, based on recent history' •. As. stated" 
the company's 5.5 percent wage trend is based upon general'inflation­
ary considera.tions and is therefore not adopted for 1973:; however, 
it is sa£'e to assume some wage increases Will oceurover the next.' 
two years· and therefore may be considered in measur~ attrition. 

, . 
The Commission believes that while a five-year period is 

too long for consideration 0'£ attrition, it, would"'be' reasonable. to 
set rate levels alloWing it to earn an average of 7.60 percent,for 
the rem.a;jnder of 1973 and for the 197~1975 period. This waa:the .. 
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a.pproach i:"O'J.nd reasona.ble for this oompany as 1;0 its Arden and, , 

Cordova Districts (Applioation No. 53512, Decision Nc:>. 81176 dated' 
March 201/ 1973). The 'Commission also believes tha1;an 0~2 percent 

•• 'I, 

attrition rate per annum for 1974 and 1975·i$ areasonablcasstanp-. 
tio:o.. 

'. . I 
, ' I 

The eXisting purch.:lsed power increases ,moan that... 1£ the " ' 
ccm;>a:c.y is g::-anted the raJ~es i1; ha.s rec;,uested, it will earn :lrate 
of re1;urn for its San Bernardino Dis1;rict of 7.72 percent. for. tcst 
year 1973, and theret'oro ra1;os tho.'t "frill produoe less than 7.60 " 

'.' , I 

percent av·er~ed O":~r 1974-1975 a=.d ascuming., ~ 0.2 percent attri­
tion 3lm::.le.11y (spGciiiec...1.1y, 7.42' percent .for' that periOd,J • .21 
Rate Structu:-e 

The company proposes t~ change from a m1nim'l.1m. charge rate 
form to a service charge rate form. T:t.e ccmpany Witness pointed 
out that such 0. cila.:lge had been e~.fee1;ed in most· of the cOQpa.."lY' $ 

other dist.ric'ts.. T:'.le p:-oposed r:.tes arecost-o.f-service rate's, 
designed to recover from oach customer the' cost of serving. that, 
customer. This change is reasonable and will be adopted., 

See the summary 0:£ earnings table!, supra, under tho' column·' ind!.­
cating adopted results at p!'oposed rates., 

-10-
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Tho company also proposes that the private tire, protection 
Service schedule be increased from a charge o:t $1 per inch to: $2 per 
inCh or service size. This will make this Charge the same as author­
ized in all other recent, district rate proceedings for the company.,: 
The present fire hydrant service rate is currently applied via a ' 
25 cents per month additive to certain customers on ,the general 
mete~d rate in the Highland area. The com~yproposes to withdraw . 
this limited rire hydr311t rate, and does not propose any ehangein 
the company-wide schedules. The company 'Witness stated that this 
rate, "f.'hich mal~es a surcharge on certain customers in the Higb' aDd 
area, is inequitable because it distinguishes certain customers from. 
others in the application or the surcharge. The change in the, 

private fire Protection service schedule and the Withdrawal otthe 
aforementioned ~ted rirehYdran~ rate are reasonable. 

Service Complaints 

Five Witnesses t.esti£ied ,to service complaints, whieh 
inclUded (1) water pressure, (2) water 'quality, and (» ,high water 
te:nperature. 

W~ter pressure complaints were presented from two'witnesses, 
one of whom stated ·that water pressure was low at about 7 p.m. and 
also early in the morning.. The second witness complained. of low 
water pressure and stated the company had blamed his own regulator, 
which a plumbing company had inspected and 'rou::d in sound condition. 
This witness stated that the dishes and laundry could not be done 
sim'~taneously. He traced the trouble to the installation 'by the 

, , 

Co:Ilj?3ny ot a certain pressure. regu.lat~r .. 
In lll.te-f'iled Exhibit 6, the company responded. to, these 

complaints by pointing out that as, to the .first of the two witnesses, 
the low wat.er pressure was due to, temporary mechanical' problems, 
which were corrected. On July 271 :as, a.'ld 291 1973~,. reaclings showed 
pressure .:.t 60 psig or. ~t.t.o):o o~I':':'l'r. fora· few short periods' when -

it 'Would drop to between 40 and 50, psig. The S~¢nd,witn'e:,~4problem, 

.. " -.;. ..... 



according to the company, was causecl by the condi~ion of his own 
pi~$. During 1972; because of an informal complaint file.dby 
this Witness, the company had surveyed the pressure and found it 
to be generally 50 psig or better. The company d.enied that the 
new regulator installation triggered any problem because company 
re,:ords indicated it had been installed in 1961. The company 
stat-ed it was replacing a main on Church Street, which'should. 
upgrade Service. 

A third Witness complained or low quality water,. stating 
it contained "grit", ~d that the bills were too high. On JUly 31~ 
1973 the company flushed.the area in the vicinity o£this, witness' 
residence and found no sand in the water. The company was of the 
opinion that the "grit« was calcium carbonate, primarily ,a product. 
of hea:t.ing the water, nnd suggested flushing of the witness' hot.' 
water heater. 

Ii. fourth ';Jitness complained both as to' pressure' and s4md. 
The company S'.lggested the same procedure .:lS it did ~o the previous 
~d.tness. Pressure, tests showed pressure at 50 psig or better.' 

The final witness complained of high w~ter temperature, 
particularly in the months or April through September. He stated, 
the water ran eo to 90, degrees .anel that this was generally true in 
his noighborhood. 

The company conceded that there is a problem as to'water 
~emperat'Ure. The eompany reeently drilled a new well on· Dunldrk 
Avenue anel expected'it to produce cooler wtlter th~ three other.' 
wells regarded as ~'warm water wells t

', but that this did not occur,_ 
The company has no short-range solution to this problem but·~ estimates 
tha.t in the summer or 197$, supplem~ntaJ., sources or, purchased:wa~er 
will 'be avail~ble.' The company is of the opinion that such water: . 
can be blended With existing supplies and, Will result in "lower' water 
tetlperatures. 

-12-
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Findings, 

l. Applicant is in need of additional revenue in its San 
Bernardino County, District. 

2. A rate of return averaging 7.60 percent or less on 
, , . 

applicant's rate base,thr~ the year 1975, is not in excess of a 
reasonable return. 

3. It is roasonable to anticipate an attrition on rate of 
return 0'£ 0.2 percent thi-ough. 1975. 

4. The authorized increase in rates is expected to pro;ride 
increased gross revenues !orthis district in:the amount of $86,670, 
or 32.7 :pe:."cent for test, year 197~. The ra1;es authorized herein 'Will 
result in a rate of return ot 7.72, percent for test year 197:r ruld 
an average o! 7.42 percent for the 197~1975' period. 

, " 

5.. The company :proposal to change from a min;'mum charge rate 
for.m to a service charge rate ro~ is reasonable. 

6. The company proposal to increase the pri va.te fire pro­
tection service se.ltedule from a charge of $1 per inch to '$2' per in¢h 

of service sizes is reasonable. 

7 • It is reasonable to Withdraw the' 2'; cents per month addi­
ti "'e fire hydrant rate presently surcharged to certain customers on 
tae general Itetered rate in the Highland area. 

S. The increases inrate$ and' charges authorized herein are 
reasonable; ~~d the present rates and charges, insofar as. they , 
c1.i!fer from those prescribed herein, are for the future unjust',and 
tlllreasonable. 

9. Present service. meets ·the requirements of General ~der 
No. 103. 

ORDER ....... ' .... -- ..... 
IT IS ORDEREjj that Southern California Water Company is. 

authorized. to file tor its. San Bernardino, County District, 'on or, 
after the e£'£'ec·cive date of this order, the ra.te schedules, atta,chod 
to this order as Appendix A, and to caneel 'a.."ld, Withdraw its presently 
1'iled Scht:ldule No. SBH-U. Such filing sl'lall c¢:l!ply~thGeneral' 
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Order No. 96-A.. The effective date of the new or revised schedules 
shall be four days after the date of filing. The schedules so filed 
Shall apply only to service rendered on and after the date thereof, 

The etfec'tive date of'this order shall be twenty days, after 
the date hereof. 

:0 d Sa.n Francisco, h ate at _________ , Cali£orn1a, t is 

day ot:. _..uD;.z;;.!FCt..l,,/;E;..IIM.r.wBoI;.IEi~' ____ , 1973. 

Commissionor Vor:aOl) t .. : S ., .. ' 
nOcO ...... ar11... ,,' tur-goon.b01Dg 

.... y ~101~Ol)t. 414 'not '. ' .,' . 
in, tho 41 spo"'1t1 .. , .... .Participate, ; 

, ..on 01' T.h.1s, p;rocooc11Jla. .... 
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APPtICABXtIll 

APPENDIX A 
Page 1 o! :3 

Schedule No. SB-l 
San BernArdino County District 

Appl1eablo to' all metered water service. . , 

TERRITORY 

.... 

(T) 

('1') 

H1ghland and portiOM o! M~coY' and v:Leinity, San Be%'%l4l"d.ino (T) 
County. ' 

RATES 

Quantity Rates:, 

. F:1.r:Jt 50,,000 eu.!t. per 100 cu.1't. 
Over 50,OOOcu.1't. per 100 cu.tt~ 

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

For 5/8 x :3/4-inch meter .................. 
For :3/4-inch meter ........... '., .. 
For l-inch meter 
For 1-1/2-inch moter 

............... .... " ... ' ... ' ....... . 
For 2-inch meter ............... 
For 3-inch meter .................. 
For 4-inch meter ....... ' ..... e' ......... 

For 6-inch meter It ............. ' ......... " 

For $-inch meter ............ ~., .... It" ... ' 

Per Meter 
Per Month' 

$ 0 .. 259' ( ) 
O.lSl" 

Serv1ce', 
Chuge' 

$ 2.00 " 
2.,20 
2.60 ' 
3.40 
4.60 
6.20 

13.40 . 
23.80 
31.$0 , ( ) 

The Serv1ce Charge is & ,readiness-~erve chargeapplieableto. all 
metered selrVice and to which is to be added the quantity charge, ' 
computed a.t: the Qusntity Rates.. ' ',' ' 



APPtrCAB'!UTY' 

APPamIX A 
PAge 20t 3 

Sched.ule No. AA-4. 

PRIVATE FIRE PROTECTION SERVICE -

Appliea.ble to' all 'Water ~ervico t\u'll1shed to pri v.o.toly ~ed 
tire protection syst~. ' 

TERRITORY 

Applicable within &ll distriet~ ~erved by the applicant. (c) 

For each inch of di8meter ot serviee eormeetion ••• ...$2.00' (I) 

SPECIAL CONDITIONS 

l. The tire proteetion se%""l1ce connection shall be in:Jtalled. by 
the utility and the cost paid by' the appliea:o.t.. Such payment' ~ba.ll 
not be> ~~jeet to re1'Jnd. 

2. The, minimum diameter tor tire proteetion ~erv'.i.ce shall 'be 
tour, inc:he~, and. the maximum diameter ohe.ll be not more than the 
diameter or the main to which the :lervie~,. is connected.. 

3. It 8. <ii~tribution main of' ad.e<;.ua.te oize to- ~erve a private' 
tire protection ~tem in add.1 tion to all other normal serviee does . 
not exist in the street or alle,r a4jaeent to the prem1~e5 to b~ 
sorted, then a zervic:e main trom. tho nearest ~oting:main of ade­
qua.te,t;e,pae1ty shall be installed by'the utility and tho eost paid. 
by the awliea.nt. Such ~yment shall not be subject to r,e1'\md.. 

( Continued) 
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APPOODC A 
Page ;3 of: ;3 

Schedule No. AA-4 

PRIVATE ~ PROTECTION SERVICE 

SPECIAL CONDITIONS - Cont<1. 

4. Service hereunder is . f'or pr1 vate !ire protection ~Y8tems 
to which no connections f'or other than tire protection purposes 
are allowed. and ~ch are regularl:r iMpected:'by the underwrite~ 
having jurisdiction7 are wtsJ.led a.ccording to speCifications or 
the utilit:r, .and are ms.intained. to- the S4.t~:t'a.ct.ion of the utility. 
The utility may 1ruItall the ~tandard detector type meter a.pproved 
by the Board of' Fire Underwriters for protection against theft, 
leakage, or'W3.Ste of' 'Water, and the cost· paid by the applicant.. 
Such payment shall not be subject to refund. 

5. The utility will sup~ o~ such water a.t such pressure 
as may be availa.ble from. t1Jne to time s.s a. result of: its normal 
opera.tionot the s~tem;. 


