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8Z749 Decision No. ___ _ 

BEFORE tHE PUBLIC: UTILITIES COMMISSION" OF ''mE STATE~ OF ,CALIFORNIA. 

Application of Cali, 'fomia-American i' 
Water Company:. a corporation:. for ' 
authority to raise rates in its 
Sweetwater District. 

) 

Application ,No~.. 53748: 
(Filed Decemb~ ll~ 1972) 

Eugene L. Free~ Attorney at Law, for,: 
caIifornIa.. can Water Company:. , 
applicant. ' 

Donald F. Mc:Leantaer., and Paul D. En9:strand. 
Attorneys at :t' ,for Sweetwater AUthOrity, 
interested party. ' 

Elmer S3= ostrom. Attorney at· Law:t 30hn Reader;. 
and OM A. Bilei, for the CoaiiiiSslon • ' 
staff. 

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

Applicant Cal:l fomia .. American Water Company -seeks authority, 
to increase rates for water service in its Sweetwater Dis,trict. ' 
Rates for the Sweetwater District were ,lastadj,us.ted>.byDec:Lsion"No:_ 
66879 in 1964. 

Fubl1c hearing was held before Examiner Banks in Chula Vista ' 
on October 30:t 1973. Copies of the application had been,served, and 
notices of filing the application and of 'the hearing had been pub­

lished in accordance with this Commission's Rules of Procedure. The 
matter was submitted on October 30. 1973 subject to rece:tptof a l.&te­
filed eXhibit. The exhibit has: been received' and the transcript, has.. , 
been filed.· . ..' : ' , ..... . 

\, 
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Applicant presented 5 exhibits and testimony of two 
witnesses in support of its request to increase rates. the Comadssi.on 
staff' s presentation was made through two acC01.mtants and three 
utility engineers who sponsored" a total.of 5-exhi.bits. the Sweetwater 
Authority presented 6 exhibits through an independent consulting 

engineer. there were no public :witnesses. 
Service Area 

Applicant operates water systems in the' counties of San 
Diego~ Los Angeles, Monterey ~ and Ventura. The Sweetwater and 
Coronado Districts are referred to as the San Diego Bay Division. the 
Sweetwater District service area is composed of the incorporated 
cities of Chula Vista and National CitY and adjacent unincorporated,· 
areas ~ all in, the county of San Dl.ego~ 
Serv:£.ce 

the Comad.ssion staff made afield· inves.tigationof appli,.~ 
cant's operation and .facilities during. April 1973. sta£fE~bit No. 

• " ,K 

7 s'btes that the facilities and equipment'· were , found"in satisfactory . 
condition and service adequate. 

Info:z:mal complaints received and on file with the, CoXEZmission 
are 2 billillg complaints in 197i:~ J. in 1972'~ ar;.d 3· for the' first 10· 
months of 1973. In addition" in 1973r there was· a petition complaint 
concerning low pressure in one part of applicant's service'. area •. ' 

The staff's investigation disclosed complaints: on file in. 
appl:icant I s office as follows:" 

~ Billing Service Press-ure. Total 
1972 755 138 146 1~039: 

1973 to April 137 21 30 183 •. . 
The majority of these complaints wereconcerned·~th h:lgh bills.'· and: 
billing errors. For a system of this size this does not.'appe,a% . to· be:· 
an excess:i.ve number. 

-2~ 
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Rates 
Applicant provides', service under six filed ra;b!:,_schedules:~" 

An increase of approximately 21 percent is proposed ,for the general·," 
mete:ed serv:Lee, Schedule No. SW-l,.. and for the measured'irr:f.gatiorl 

service, Schedule No. SW-3M. 
The following Table I presents a comparison of: aPplicant1s 

general metered service and measured irrigation service, rates ,the 
rates requested by applicant, and those authorized here!ri~ 

California-American Water Company 

Sweetwater District 
TABLE ;1' 

CQmparison of General Metered Service Rates 
Quantity Rates Present Proposed 

First 500 cu.ft., or less $3.00*. $3:~65*' 
Next 1,500 eu.ft., per 100 cu.ft. .50 ~&l: 
Next 23·,000 cu.ft., per 100 cu.ft. .36 ~43 
Next 475,000 cu.ft., per 100 eu~ft. .30 .36: 
Over 500,000 eu.£t., per 100 cu.ft. .25 .31 

First 
Next 
Next 
Over 

£.omparison of Measu:red Irrigation Service Rate.s 
500 cu.ft., or less, 3.00* 3.65* 

1,500 cu.ft., per 100 cu.ft. .50· .6.1 
13,000 cu.£t., per 100 eu.ft. .28. .34 
15,000 eu.ft., per 100 cu.ft. .16,' '.,19: 

*Minimum charge for a 5/S. x. 3/4-ineh meter." 
Results of Operation 

Adop,ted .. 

$3:.4~ 
~5·7 
.41 
.34 
.29 

3;.45* 
• .57 
.32" 
.18 

Witnesses. for applicant, the Commission staff,". and' the 
' .. 

Sweetwater Authority each analyzed and es.timated applicant's opera-
tional results. Summarized in Xable II from applicant~s Exhibit 
No.1 and from t:b.e staff's Exhibit No.7 are the estimAted results 
of operation for test year 1973 under present, rates and those pro­
posed by applicant. For comparison, this table also shows the 
cottesponding results of operation adopted :In this .dec:tsion~. as. 
discussed hereinafter, and the corresponding adopted ~esults under 
rates authorized berein. We have adopted the, staff'"$. :~t1mates~ rate 

" . 
base, and" rate of return. 

,. ," 

"co ::. I '. 
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California-American Water Company' . 
Sweetwater District 

TABLE II 

Esttm4ted Results of Operation 
Test Year 1973 

(DOIJ:ars in thousandS) 
Item Applicant -

At Present Rates 

Operat1ng., Revenues $,37 591.2 
Operating, ~es 

1,894.5 O!?er. &. t. 
ACImin. & Gen. 366,.5-
Depreciation 285-.4 
Taxes ... Except Income 602.6 
Income Taxes (217.7) 

Total Operating Exp. 2,931.3; 
Net Revenue :659:.9 
Rate Base 12.942.8 
Rate of R.etum 5.10% 

At PrO'POsed' and Ad~ted Rates 
Operating. Revenues 

Operat::i.Dg. Expenses 
Oper. &Maint. 
Admin. & Gen. 
l)epreciation 
Taxes ... Except Income 
Income Taxes 

Total Operating Exp. 
Net R.evenue 
Rate Base 

Rate of Return 

4,325.4 

1,902.2 
366, .. 5 
285 .. 4 
602.6; 
159.2 

3-,315.9 
1,009.5 

12,942.8 
7.801.. 

(Red F!8ure) 
" 
\' 

," 

- . -4-

Staff 

$- 3:.597.3 

1,667;4 , 
.355-.5-
275.1 
573 .. 7' 
!44.1) '.-

2' ,827 .6· -,. 
769:.7 : 

12.641.8 
6.097-

4,334.3: .. , 

1,671.8; , 
355-.5· 
275.1 
5-73.7 
341.9 

3,218:.0 
1,11&.3 ' 

.12,641.8, 
8-..831. 

e, 

Adopted . 

$3,597.3-

'1.667.4 , ., 

35$.5-
275.1' 

, 573:~.7 ' .. , , 
(44.1)' 

2,827.6,. 
769'.7,'" 

. _ 12,641.8~ 

6·.097. 
. " " 

"", " 

4,090.0' 

1,6-70.1" 
355-.5. 
2'75:.1 
573.7' 
229.4 

3: l03~8 " , .. 

986.2: ' 

, 12,641,.8> 
7.801." 

"" . 
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Qperattns Revenues 
the applicant' s. opera~ revenues are categorized and.' 

tabulated below for test year 1973: 

: 
: 

: 

Res1dent1al-commercial 

Ind~t.."'"i3.l 

Public Authority 

I:rlgation 

O""...he:-

Total 

: : : Applicant : , 
: Applican·t. : ·Sta.f'f : ~eeeds SUlf! ' : 
: Present :Proposed.: Pre~ent- :Proposed: Present :Proposed: 
: Rates :- Rates :- Rates :- Rates :- Rates :Rates:" 

$3,,186.4 
lll .. 6.' 

106.6-

46.7 
139 .. 9' 

(Dollars in Thou:sands 

$3,,861.6- $3,,195.0 $3;m .. 6· $(S.6.) $(12~0) 

135.2 lJ3.Z ,1370.2 (1.6): (2~0) 

l29 .. 2: 102.; , l.24.1 

56 .. 0 4£)..7 56;.0 

4,,)25.4 >,,597.3: 
(Red. ~e) 

4.l 

(6.1) 

'!he major differences between the applicant's' and staff's: 
estimates occur in the residential-commercial and public authority 
categories .. 

With respect to the residential-c:oamercial estimates) both 
applicant and staff used the ''Modified Beanrt method as" recommended by 

CP!JC Standard Practice No. 25.: However" the' applicant separated a 
major portion of the cons-umption expected from this catego::y (referred 
to as "large ueers", i.e., tbose,'consnming more than Z, 0.0.0., Ccf per 
year) and estimated it by an individual review of each ,of the 40 ' 

acco1.tD.ts involved. The staff is of the opinion that sucll' a separation 
is not justifiecl based on statistieal principles, as er.p:f.ained :tn 
Decision No. 82251 and adopted for apI>licant's Coronado, D:tstrict.' 'As 

a result there is a slight difference in es'timated consumption in ,the 
residential-commercial category. In addition· to. that c1ifferencethe 
staff also included, recorded customer and consumption data from., 1972' 

" " 5 - -

, 
,< 
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and om:Ltted the reported data for 1966 as that 'information is 
apparently err01leous. the staff's 1973, estimate of, r~:Ldent1al. and 
commercial annual usage and customers 18249.9 Cef per 'cus.tom~ and 
27~427 eastomers. the applicant's corresponding estimates, are 249.4 

\ 

Cc£ per customer and 27,234 custom.ers. . 

. ' 

In connection with the public authority estimate, the staff 

accepted the approach developed by theapp11csnt but believes that an. 
error was made in carryi.ng through: with the procedure. The' appl1cant,. 
for 1971~ assaned that public authority consumption was a fraction of' 
the total residential-coamerc1al consumption (small and'large'users), 
but in estimating. the consumption for 1972 and' 1973, consumption was 
calculated on the basis 'of estimated "small user" consumption: only, 

ignoring the effect of the large users. 'nle staff estimated, public 
authority cotlSu:Dption by detexmining an average ratio, of public 

authority to t:otal res1dential-eoamerc1al consumption for the 1970-
1972 period and used it with the 197J; estimat~ct residential-:eomnerc!al, 
consumption to estimate 1973 public authority use. We believe the 
staff's es.timate to be more realistic and' it will be adopted'. 
Opera'ting and Maintenance- E!penses , !,",' 

The differences in the operation and' maintenance expenses 
are in the following expense categories: 

Item -
Payroll 
Purchased Water 
Purchased' Power 
Other, Expenses 

Total 

Applicant 
~ : 370,200, 
1,266,700 

4S,.690' 
208,910 

Estimated 1973 

St:aff 

$ 351)5~ 

1,033,350, , 
66,620.,' 

,215 890;',' .1 ' " 

1, 894 ~SOO ,1,.657,390,:, ' 

(Red Figure), 

-6-

AppliCant·~ , 
Exceeds,', 

Staff" ' 

- ,$:1S:,670', 
233:,350;' 
(li'930~):' , , 

, (6;~'980.r " 

22"'~:·110"" , 

,,' , 
·"r. 
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The staff estimated payroll for the total d1vis.ion on the 

same basis. as the app1icant~ but had the ~efi;t of 1973-s~ data. 
Applicant included in its estimates larger wage aDcl salary increases 
than those actually granted. The differences are attributable 1» the 
staff using sl1gb.tly lower salary levels, less' overtime pay, and the 
replacement of high pay scale employees with employees lower on the' 

. " • J 

pay scale. 
The staff's estimates of purchased; water expense are lower 

than the applicant's because the staff had the benefit 0.£ the recorded 
standby charge for 1972 and allowed for lower water purchases,. in. . 
accordance with its est:lmates of average runoff available. The 'appli­
cant estimates runoff water available from the Sweetwater River water­
shed based on the last lO-year average to be 2,500 acre-feet ,annually. 
'!be staff took into account the abnormally long dry period experienced' 
on this watershed ~ used a 47 -year period, caleulating.. an. , average 
yield after adjustment for evaporation and stream loss' of ,6',200 aere­
feet axmual1y. 

The differen.ce in purchased power is due to', a recent increase 
in electric rates. l'here has been approx:im8.tely a 15 percent:· increase' 
in the cotmected load charge and a 10 percent increase 'in the' energy' 

charge, plus an added charge of .123 cents per k11owat~~hour,for 'added' 
fuel cost. 

'the difference in· other expenses' is: attributable to . charges 
that are based on payroll such as pensions, wo~' s"compensation" . 
insurence, .and payroll taxes,. etc., which flow through clearing to ' 
the operation and ma:1ntt=ance accounts, •. 

"Xb.e small increases in the total operation ·and maintenance . 
~es at the proposed rates are entirely due to" increased; 
lmcollectible revenue estimates. "' 

-7-
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Administrative and General E:xpenses' 

'Xbe following tabulation compares app-l1eant l s.and staff's­
estimates for this group of expenses· for estimated year 1973: 

Item. -
Salar1es 
Office Supply & Expense 
Employee Benefits 
Regulatory Coum. Exp. 
Ou:tsi.de Services 

AU Other .AJiG, Misc. Exp. 
Total 

Salaries 

. Estimated 197~' 
App,ncant 

Exceeds 
Applicant . Staff· . S,taff" . 

. (DOttars in 'l'Sousanas) 
$ 78.2 $ 72'.7 $-5-wS: 

29'.5 23.6, ';.9' 
,72.8, 73.4 , (.6) 

4.5- 3,.3: 1.Z ' 
126·.9 125-.3 . 1.6 
54.&. 5-7'.2' (2' .6l 

366.5 355-.$ 11.0 
(Red Figure) 

'lb.e difference in this item. of exPense bas been nplained 
in that portion of the op1tdon perta:Sning to payroll costs under 
operation and maintenance expense. 

The major difference in office supply and' expense is 
attributable to the staff's transfer of directors' fees recorded in 
this account for 1972 and' the inclusion of this same amount for 
1973 in Account 799:. Miscellaneous. General Expe:lSe, together 
with minor differences in estimated costs. 

'!'he major differences in employee benefits are: attributable 
to the staff's different allocation of payroll ,within the San. Diego, 
Bay Division and between capital and expense together. with the staffl's 
treatment of pension acerua1s wbich recognizes the' matur:tngwork : force; , ' 

. ' . . 

and resulting attendant costs. • < • " • 

-8'-
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For regu.l..a.tory expense the applicant estimated the total 
costs of the present rate case a.t $18,000 and' amortized· th:J:sexpense 
'over a four-year period. The staff estimated the cost at· $13,200,' 
also using a four-year period of amortization. The staff's reduced 
allowance is due to its estimate of less time for preparation and 
three rather 'than ten days of hear1r1g. 

The estimated dollars of expense for outside services as 
shown for both appl:tcant and staff 1nclude s1lCh items as public 
relations, legal expense ~ and audit expense as well as. charges: from 
a service company for the general administration of the Sweetwater 
District. These service company charges have been distributed from: 

a general office of the American Water Works: Service Company, Inc ~, 
located at Wilmington, Delawa:re, and a Pacific Division. of this service 
c.ompany> located in Los Angeles. since January l~ 1971. The Pacific 
Division provides the administration for water system operations lIt ' 
California. and Arizona. 

While applicant characterlzes its method of spreading 
administrative charges as being. direct charges based upon time card 
records mainta:tned by al.l administrative personnel, analysis of these 
time cards for the Pae1.fie Division for 1972 indicates that'. only about' 
40 percent of the charges are direct, the balance being: allocaeedby 

means of several formulas. 'Ib.e .staff has: tested the reasonableness of 
the service company charges to the Pacific Division and Pacific 
Division charges to the Sweetwater District by applying the four­
factor allccatiou method to 60 percent of the charges and finds the 

results to be very similar to those obtained by applicant. 
'J.'he small differences for administrative and' general. 

expenses are attributable to- later infomation available to the staff 
for the yea:r: 1972 a.djusted together with lesser costs ass:Lgnahle to'; 
the San' Diego Bay Division."· . 

-9-
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Applicant computes depreciation by the straight-line 
remaining life method. For purposes of this: study, both ap?licant' and' 
staff have applieCi depreciation rates which resulted in a composite 
rate for 19n of 2.01 percent. The differences in depreciation 
expense between applicant and the staff shown on the snDJllary: of 
earni:ogs are principally due to the staff's lower plant add:!.tions. 
Taxes Other 'Ihan Income 

1'he following tabulationspmmariZes the difference' between 
applicant's and staff's estimates of taxes other than income: 

Item -
Ad Valorem 
Payroll Taxes 

Total' 

Estimated 1973 
Applicant' 

Exceeds, 
Applicant Staff Staff' ' 

(D6ILiis iu thousanas.) 

$575.5 
27.1 

602.6 

$548.4 
25~3 

573.7 

$27.1: ' 
l~S:', 

28.9 
The difference in ad valorem taxes is. due to the, fact that, 

more infomation was available to the staff. Applicant based its 
esdXllate on an increasing ratio of the recorded ad valorem taxes for 
the years 1969 through 1971 to the plant in service at the beginning 
of each year. The staff was able to obtain the 1973-1974, tax assess­
ments which indicate about a 1 percent reduction in assessed valuation 
from 1972-1973, to which it applied the 1972 ... 1973 tax rate." 

The difference in payroll taxes is due to- the staf~'s. use of 
the latest known tax rates and tax bases and it:> payro-ll· estimates,.· 

, ",," J . . ~.. 

-10-
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Income T.a:xes 
Applicant computecl income taxes for 1973 using 7,.6 percent 

for the state corporation franchise tax snd4~ percent, for: the federal 
income tax. The, staff used the 9.0 percent rate for the statecorpo­
ration tax effective July l~ 1973 and 48 percent for the federal', 
income tax. The differences in taxes are mainly ,dee to the different 
estimates of operating income and expenses. Applicant claims. accel~ 
erated depreciation for income tax purposes and estimated such ' 
depreciation for 1973,. Applicantts est'i.mates of tax depreciation for 
the year 1973 are somewhat bigher ,than the comparablestafft s eGdlnate: 
cue principally to the difference in depreciable plSnt'additions. 
Rate of Retun\ 

After considering. pr~.rious decisions relating to other areas, 
served by the applicant wherein a 7.8 percent rate of return recolXl- ' 
m.ended by the staff was found to be reasonable) the applicant presentee' 
for the ~~ses of this proceeding a rate of return request'o£7.8" 
p&cent.Y '!be staff witness tes,tified that on the basis of his study 
a 7.8 percent,:rate of return would be proper. In reach:Lng this. 
conclusion the witness s,tated that, he, considered a reasonable rate of 
re'b:.rrt should provide for the servicing. of, a compm:y's fixed charges 
and allow earnings for coccmon stock equity suff:lciene to-1nc:::r~a.Se ' 
retained earnings moderately after payment of a suitable dividend. 
Rate Base 

the applicant took no substantial ,issue with the rate base 
developed by t..~e staff. The priIlcipal difference is: the $,taff's use 
of the recorded 1972 plant additions and. re~remeD.CS, adJusted for 
the "rol.l-back" of a major 1973 utility plant addition. 

Y Decision No. 78923 dated .July 13~ 1971 (Monterey Peninsula 
Division). . , '. ... '.' 

Decision No. 80164 dated June 13, 1972 (Village Division) .•. 
Decision No. 80544 dated 'September 26 ~ 1972 (Baldwin· Hills::. ' . 

Disttict) • . , . { , 

-11:" 
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The SWeetwater Authority» however, took issue witha~p'11cant 
and the staff a...~ that· applicant's rate base should beadj.uSted 
downward by $824,000 to reflect Coamission Decision No,. 66879" which 

included ea:rnings on applicant 1 S Loveland Dam and R.eservoir at a, rate' 
of return less than the rate allowed ,on the rema:1D!ng;, 'part of the .; 
rate base. We disagree. 

Commission decisions in rate proceedings for 'this 'Water 
disttict have previously considered the problem of below nomal 
rainfall on the Sweetwater watershed. In Decisions Nos. 4:>721 and', 
46377, in 1950 and 1951, respectively, the allowance for purchased 
water was based upon the net safe yield of 1:he Sweetwater River. In' . , 

Decision No.. 51460 in 1955, the allowance for water purchases was 
based upon a seve.n-year average of the actual purchases, and, in 
Decision No. 66879 in 1964, the allowance was also· based, uPon the net 
safe yield of the Swe.etwater River with a further adjus·tment to lower . 

, 'I 

the rate of return for Loveland Dam and Reservoir. 
In this proceeding, the, scaff has'used its· es·d.mate of the 

net safe yield of the Sweetwater River. Th:ls procedure results ina 
sizable adjtis.tmeut to the estimated :actual purchased'water expense for" 
the yea:;: 1973. Applicant bas estimated its purchased watel:' costs at 
$1,266,700 based upon the assumption that the short-te=' (last 10 
years) yield from the Sweetwater River is 2,500 acre-feet. The 
staf£ts long-term yield of 6,200 acre-feet results in water purchase 
costs of $1,033,350, a $233,350 adjustment. Such a procedure ap~ars 
to adequately adjust the operating e~enses to average rainfall and 
:runoff conditions for Loveland Dam and Reservoir. We believe th!s 
treatment is fair and reasonable and' that no additional rate base, or 
rate of return adjustm.ent is warranted. 

-12-
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Findings and Conclusion. 
' .. :-.. . 

~ ." I. ' I ..... '~\ 

1. 'Applicant is in need of additional revenues, bui, the 'rates " 
proposed by applicant are excessive. 

2. '.the staff; s estimates of operating r~enues, expenses., 
including taxes and, depreciation~ and ra.te base for test year 1973 
are reasonable. 

3-. A rate of return of 7.S'percent on adopted rate base for' 
the year 197~ is reasonable. 

4. '!be increases in rates and charges, authorized by ~s 

decision are justified and are reasonable; and the present r'ates and 
c:harges, insofar as they'differ from, those' prescribed 'by this 
decision, are for the fu:ture unjust and unreasonable'. 

5. 'lbe total amount of the 1.ncrease in annual revenue autho­
rized by this decision is $492,700; ,the rate of return on rate base' 
is 7.8 percent; the return on com.on equity on a consolidate~ '" 
basis: is approximately 15 percent. 

The Commission concludes that the application· should be 
granted to the extent set forth in the order which follows. 

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

,applicant Cali.fo%Xlia-Amerlcan Water Company is authorized: to file' 
the revised rate schedules a~tached to this. order 'as Appendices A 

cd B. Such filing shall comply with General Order No •. 96-A:~ '!he· 

-13-
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.' /;: (; 

" .' . \:; ~,'" 

effective date of the revised schedules shall' be five days, after the ': 
,~ ," 

date of filing. :the revised schedules shall ap1'>ly only to service ,', 
rendered on and after the effective date of the revised schedules. 

'nle effective date of this order' shall be twen1:y' days: after . 
the date hereof. 

San Francisco, Dated at __________ , Califoxnia,.. this 
APRrr day of _________ ~. 1974. 

... "-

C0t:m\1SS1<>ncr:Vornon't..sl.urgoon •. bo1Dg.. . 
no eo:: ~1lY' ab~~e:'lt .. · ~1~"n~t':, p.."\r't1,c1:pa:t.o". 
1n the d1spo'Z1.t:1on, ct.t.l:u;s,pr()¢oo~ . 

! " , ~ " .' ~ > •• "'. .',. 

, , . , ',' 

" .\ 

" , 

, ' , 
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APPENDIX A 

Sehedule No. SW-l 

Sweetwate~ Di~triet Tariff Area 

APPU CAB!!.I'l"f 

Appli'c::&ble to all. metered. water serv1ee .. 

TERRITOR'! 

Olula Vist&, Nationa.l' City and 'Vic1nit:r ~ San DiegoCounty~ 

RATES 
Per: Met.er ' 
Per Month 

Quantity Rates:. 

~ SOO eu .. !t.. o~ less ................ $-
Next. 1~500 eu.!t .. , per 100 eu.ft .. , ........ ... 
Next 23,000 eu.1"t. •. ". per 100 eu..tt· ........ "' ....... : 
Next 475,.000 eu .. !t .. , per 100 eu .. ft.... .. ........... O' 
Over 500".000 euO'!t .. " per 100 eu.ft .. ' ............ ' 

Y..in1.m.ur:t Chazoge: 

For 5/S 'X. 3/4-~eh' meter ........... O' ............... H. .. $. 
For 3/4-1:neh meter .. O'.O' .' ................... '''' ... .. 
For l-in.eb. m.eter .............. • ' ............. .. 
For l~1neh meter ...................... ' ....... ' .. 
For 2-izleh meter ••..•• ., .. •..• • ' ........ •• '.' 
For 3--ineb: met.er .............. _ •••.•• ' ••• ., 
For 4 ... i:neb. -meter .. _ e" _ ........... II' ._ ..... ~ • 
For 6-1neh meter .......... ' . ......... .... ~. ~ ... 
For 8-1nch meter • ~ .... .." ~ •• ," ............. . 
For lQ-ineh. mete:r- ............................. ' ... . 
For 12~1nch. meter __ ... • ' .••.•••• : .•• ' .• ~ ... ~ 

!he M1n1mum Charge will entitle the' cu~tomcr 
to the quantity o-r water ~eh. .that. m::tni:rI.'1Je: ' 

eha.rge w.tll purchase at the Quantity Rat~s. 

3.45' ' 
$.00" 
6~30 
9.00' 

13.00 
22".00 
35.;,00' 
64.;00' 
SO.oo 

103,~00: ' 
150 .. 00 

(I) 

I . 
, eI}: .. 

. (1) 

(I), 
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APPENDIX B 

Schedule No. SW-~M 

Sweetw.~:t~r Distriet Tariff Area. 

MEASURED IRRIGAT!ON SERVICE 

APPUCABItITY 

Applicable to all mea:s'Ul'ed irriga.tion service. 

TERRITORY 

Chula. Vista" National City and vicinity". San D!egoCol.lnty ...... 

RATES 
. Per MeteX" .. 

Quantity Ra.te$: 
Pe:r Month .... 

~t SOO. cu..!t. or less ...... * •• " ......... . 

Next. 1".500 eu.1"t., per 100 eu.!t. .. ......... . 
Next. l)',OOO cu.it .. , per lOOeu..!t ........... . 
Over 15,000 eu.ft .. ,. per 100 cu.ft .......... .. 

~Char~: 

$ . <3.45- . 
. .57·· 

.32 

..18' 

For 5/~ x ~/4-1neh meter .............................. -' $ 
For 3/4-ineh meter ............................... . 

3.45.' 
5~OO' . 

For- 1-1n.ch.· met:er ........... .............. '" .... . 
For l~1neh moter .......... ".u~" .;-- .......... .. 
For 2~ineh meter ............ ~ ............ ., ... .. 
For 3-1n.ch m.et~r- ............ • ' ............. . 
For 4-iIleh meter ' .... .,. ~ ....... '. ~ •. ' .... ' ... -... 
Fer 6-1n<:h meter ••• .......... ace .... ' .... ' .. e, e' .. e. . 

For 8-in.eh meter .......... __ • e .•• ' ....... ' .. .. 

For lO-in.c:h. meter ... ' ..... .... , ... ', ........... ' ........ '. 
For l2'-lJlch. 'm.eter ........... .- .' •• ' ....... III ....... .. 

The 1I..1nimtml Chnrge will entitle.the C'U!ltome:r 
to the qu.a.nt~t7 or ioI3.ter "Nhieh ~hat :ni..~ 
charge ..,,'ill pi.lrc~e l:.'t; the Qut.r..titY' Rat.es. 

6;.30 
9.00 

JJ..00· 
22.00. 
>5~OO" 
64.00 
80.00 

l03.oo 
1.50.00' .' 

,. ". : 

(I) 

" 

, 
(I) 

(I) 

(I) 


