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Decision __ 8_9_0_7_0_5_6 __ JUL 19 1989 

BEFORE ~HE PUBLIC U~ILI~IES COMMISSION OF THE S~ATE OF CALI~ORNIA 

In the Matter of the Application ) 
) of CALIFORNIA-AMERICAN WATER COMPANY 

(U 210 W) for an order authorizing 
it to increase its rates for water 
service in its SAN MARINO DIS'l'RIC'r. 

) Application 88-09-041 
)' (Filed September 21, 1988) 
) 

----------------------------) 
\ . 

Steefel,. Levitt & Weiss, by Lenarg G. 
~eiss, Attorney at Law, for California­
American Water Company, applicant. 

Edwa~ DunCAn, for himself, intervenor. 
LA'W,I'eruce Q. WCM" Attorney at Law, and. 

Willem R. Van Licr, for tho Water 
Utilities Branch. 

OPINIOJ.! 

California-American Water Company (applicant or cal-Am) 
seeks authority to increase rates in'its San Marino District 
(District). 

The applicant's proposed rates are designed to produce 
increased revenues in 1989, 1990, and 1991 as 

1989 
1990 
1991 

(Dollars in Thousands) 
~ Percent 

$1,182.0 
823.3 
341.0 

27.47% 
14.92 

5.35· 

follows: 

(Dollars. in Thousands) 
Incr§A9 PQl:'~ 

$1,.182 .• 0 
2,005.3 
2,346.3 

27.47% 
46 .. 48 
54 .. 32 

At present rates, the monthly cha:r:qc for 2,575 cubic 
feet, the amount consumed by the average domestic consUmer is 
$19.48. For such a consumer, the increases proposed would be: 

x.ux: 
1989 
1990 . 
1991 

A1Ro\1D1; 

$22.98 
2&.31 
27.73 
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$3.50 
6· .. 84 
8.25 

1 Xncrease 

17 ... 96% 
35.10 
42.37 
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New Rates 
After consideration of the evidence present~d by 

applicant and the water Utilities Branch of Co=pliance and 
Enforcement (Branch) and the Division of RAtepayer Advocates' (DRA) 
rate ot return witness, we have esta~lished new rates for water 
service. The domestic customer who now pays $19.48 for 2,57S cUbic 
feet will pay: $23.52 per month for the rem,ainder of 1989, $26.14 
per month tor 1990, and $28.29 per month for 1991. ~he dollar 
amount of the increases we are granting are $844,,700 or 19.12* tor 
1989 on an annualized basis, $577,000 or 10.94% for 1990 and 
$473,000 or 8.0a% for 1991. 
Hi.sto2;l: 

California-American Water Company acquired all of the 
water properties of the California Water and Telephone Company . 
(CPUC Decision (D.) 7,0418, dated,March 8,196& and June 8,1966). 
'!'he acquisition was accomplished on April 1, 196?-

The last rate litigation affectin9 this,distriet was 
resolved in Applieation (A.) 85-05-092, D.86-03-011. General 
metered rates currently in effect are at the third level authorized 
by that d.ecision~ they became effective on January 1, 1988. 

Applicant's Los Angeles basin offices and operations 
centers are maintained at the followinq locations:. 

Baldwin Hills Field Off~.ce 

Duarte Field & CUstomer 
Serviee, Office 

San Marino General Office 

operations Center 

4634 W. Slauson Avenue, 
Los Angeles 

1101 S. Oak Avonue, 
Duarte 

2020 Huntington Dr., 
San Marino 

86S7 E. Grand Avenue, 
Rosemead 

Local management, enqineerinq, accounting, and commercial 
funetions are provided from the qeneral offices for each distriet~ 
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or multi-district, operation. The operations centers consist of 
warehouses, yard facilities,,· meter testing facilities, qaraqcs, 
ete. required for operation and maintenance of the systems. 

1. Legal services are provided as required ~y 
various firms for ~oth corporate purposes 
and local district matters. 

2. Price Waterhouse and Co. is retained for 
the annual independent audit ot Cal-Am's 
records .. 

3. Computerized processing of cal-Am's general 
and s~sidiary ledgers is done ~y ~erican 
Water Works Service Company, Inc. data 
processing center in Voorhees, New Jersey. 

4. Management Contract.. On January 1, 1971, 
an agreement wac executed ~y and ~etween 
American Water Works service Company, Inc. 
and California-American Water comp,any 
whereby cal-Am contracted for management 
services to ~e provided at cost by the 
service company in the areas of 
administration, engineering, customer, 
pUblic and employee relations~ accounting, 
corporate secretarial,: treasury~ insurance, 
data processing, and customer ~illing. 

~ee Arca 
The district is wholly situated within Los Angeles 

county. The district consists of two physically linked systems 
designated as H'Q'pper" and "Lower." The 1:lpper syst~ provi4es 
public utility water service to the City of San Marino and a 
portion of the City of San G~riel and nearby unincorporated 
territory. The lower 'system provides public util~ty water service . . 
to portions of the cities of Rosemead, Temple City, and El·Monte~ 
and certain unincorporated territory .. 
SQurce of SUpp~ 

With the exception of three minor purchased water 
sources, all water required is produced from wells located within 
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the service areas ~ all, wells draw trom either the Raymond or San 
G~riel Basins. I' 

The well water quality is good and treatment is not 
necessary other than chlorination and the requirement for sand trap 
installations at certain wells. 

In the northwest portion ot the system, some water is 
occasionally purchased trom the City ot South Pacac1ena,. City ot 
Pasac1ena, anc1 Metropolitan Water District of Southern california 
(M.W.D.) to supply fewer than 100 customers when the hydraulic 
grac1ient in that small area falls below the system gradient. 

Applicant has an agreament with the City of San Marino 
under which it may purchase M.W •. D. water through the City's 
connection. Use of this supplemental supply has been infrequent, 
but it is an important source dUring periods ot peak consumption o~ 
potential well ,outages to provide a sate margin of reserve 
capacity. 

The majority of the purchased water expense in the record 
consists of the following assessments: 

1.' Applicant is required to pay a ''Replacement 
Water Assessment" on water produced atter 
June 30, 1973 from the Main san G~riel 
Basin in excess ot its share ot the basin's 
"Operating sate Yield" or pumping right .. 
(ct. 0.80272 in A.5,3375, .. , : 

2. 

3. 

4. 

Applicant also pays tor administrative 
costs ~ased on production.from the Main San 
Gabriel Basin. 

There is an amount pay~le annually to the 
Upper San Gabriel Valley Municipal Water 
District in connection with the settlement 
of an action .CJ2oaxd 0: Water ~Qmmissioners 
ot the City Qt LQng Bea;h, et al., y. San 
Gabriel valley Water compa~. ct al., 
generally referred. to as the "Long Beach 
suit .. " 

A sum is payable annually to' the Oepartment 
of Water Resources for Raymond Basin 
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5. 

P.roc!!e4i :oCD 

watermaster service under a 195~ decreed 
ri,ght. 

An annual fee in the amount of $9 f 000 is 
payable to the City of San Marino, under the 
terms ot an agency agreement. 

A properly noticed informal meeting was held for 
customer input at the San Marino· High School in the evening' of 
November 3, '1988. Thirteen customers, including San Marino's 
mayor, attended.. 

Several customorz were eoncerne~ a~out low or fluctuating 
pressure. Applicant's representatives respond.e~ with a description 
of system problems and utility plans to, improve its system. 
Another was concerned about the company's. plans tor a drought. A 
company representative describ~d its drought contingency plan. 

Two customers wished more information on the source of 
supply and contamination problems. The company representative 
explained that most of San Marino's water comes trom wells. It was 
also explained that water quality was good. 

Branch conducted a field investigation and found plant 
and service to ~e generally satisfactory. Branch reports that the 
wells which supply virtually all of the distriet's water, produce 
water of good quality which needs no treatment other than 
ehlorination and sand ~rap treatm~nt. 

Several eustomers attended the Public participation 
, Hearing held on January 23, 1989 in San Marino. One customor 

ar;ued that the proposed rate in~rea$e was·too great,. especially in 
comparison 'to the small increases in her.pension. 

Two others complained of fluctuating and low pressure. 
One indicated that pressure ranged between 30+ to 60 pounds per 
square inch. Another, in addition,. complained ot vibrating pipes 
and occasional spurts of unpleasant solid residue from her pipes. 
She stated that she could not use her washer or lawn sprinklers. 
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• 

The utility's representatives explained that the pressure 
pro~lems were confined to specific neighborhoods, and would be 
cured it the Commission allowed plant addition~ proposed in these 
proeeedings .• 

~hey also promised a study in writing addressed to the 
customers. 

, Evidentiary hearings were held on a common record 
with A.88-09-040 (Baldwin Hills District) and A.8S-09-042 (Duarte 
Oistrict) in the Los Angeles area on January 24 through 27 betore 
Administrative Law Judge (AtJ) Gilman. The matter was taken under 
submission atter tiling of a joint late-filed eXhibit a~d briefs 
from all three appearances on March 3, 1988. The ALJ's Proposed I 
Decision was mailed on May 25, 1989. Comments were tiled by 
applicant, Branch, and Intervenor Duncan (DWlcan) .• 
~ummakY 2t Di~stti2D-ot Hai2~ xs~ 

The tables which appear in Appendix A-SM eompare 
applicant'S and Branch's initial positions with the adopted 
figures. The rationale for the adopted figUres is discussed in the 
text below .. 

We have adopted Cal-Am's recommended number of employee 
positions, 56 in 1989 and' 57 thereafter. This includes an 
additional employee to perform additional tczting" a cross­
connection supervisor" and a management trai?-ee i.n :both test years .. 
We have rejected Bran~h's cost estimate tor this item which assumed 
that the historical number of vaoancies would continue ~uring the 
test years. We have instead aQopt~dan ar~itrary 2% re~uction tor 
vacancies as proposed ~y applicant. 

on: 
In all aistricts, our utility plant estimates are ~ased 

1. A rate base which includes Conztruotion 
Work in Progress, rejeot1nq applioant's 
proposal to, instead allow it an Allowance 
for Funds Used During Construction (AFODC). 

1 The decision in A.88-09-040 lists all matters Whioh are no 
longer in issue .. 
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2. Service lives ot tour years tor autos and 
light trucks, as proposed by applicant. 

3. An allowance tor all utility-planned 
replacements of pumps and motors. 

4. Adoption of Branch-recommended adjustment 
to the estimate for furniture and carpets. 

We have adopted (with the exception. of the lab employee) 
the same level ot expenses tor tho general offico allowod in tho 
Monterey decision, 0.89-02-067 in A.88-03-047, ~litornia-American, 
Increase Rates. Monterev pistric~. (This accepts a Branch 
recommendation.) 

In calculating income tax, we have followed the 
methodology proposed by applicant; this excludes interest charges 
in AFUDCi it also, excludes the effect' of the interest on 
unamortized portion of. acquisition adjustment. 

We have postponed cons.idoring the non-l~bor cost 
components of applicant's proposed new Los Angeles·lab. This 
~ction is dictated by the Monterey decision, which held that 
examination of the costs should await the availability of actual 
costs. 

We have adopted a rate of return on equity of 12.25%. 
this is the top of ORA's range of recommended rates, and is the 
same rate of return adopted in the Monterey rate case, supra. 
Minor rssue~ 

The issues below do· not require extended discuss!on. 
In all districts, there were differences in the 

allocation factors to be used to distribute certain labor-related 
costs between districts. We have adopted the Branch factor as 
being less arbitrary than applicant's. 

In all districts, Branch recommended that we not escalate 
costs of liability insurance,. as proposed by applicant. The Branch 
approach seem$ preferable, pending final implementation of ' vi 
Proposition 103 insurance reform. 
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In calculating income taxes, Branch Qid not deduct non­
Qeducti:ble employee expenses. Since Branch did not explain, we 
will aQopt the company position. 

Branch and applicant each used a different weightin9 
factor in derivinq weightod average rate ~asc. We have adopted the 
staff fiCjUre. 

All "unexplained variances" shown on the tables have been 
resolved in applicant's favor. 

Wo have adopted the Branch recommendations on furniture, 
primarily based on a hanQs-on inspection. Cal-Am Qid not 
effectively refute the branch conclusions that replacement was 
premature. 

The tables in Appendix A-SM detail all the remaining 
disputes between Branch or ORA.and-applicant. A discussion of the 
issues affecting all three districts is· found in the decision in 
A.88-09-040, Baldwin Hills, as are the findinqs and conclusions for 
those common issues... In the discussion which follows. the tables, 
we explain our analysis of the project proposals which affect this 
Qistrict only. 
San Barino oi§trist Proje~~ 

Cal-Am has proposed two major storaqe projects and one 
pipeline addition for this district. 

Propos~ 16-lnch Main 
Applicant proposes to expend $575,000 on this project in 

1989 and $390,000 in 1990. 

Branch opposed this project in the mistaken belief that 
it was tied to the proposed Lonqden reservoir and would not be 
needed if the reservoir was not built. Accordinq to· the utility 
witness, the actual purpose was to permit greater flows to move 
into the northeastern portion of 'the Lower System. Greater flow~ 
will provide for more reliable service it either ot the nearby 
wells should ever have to be taken out of service. He also claims 
tbat the restricted size ot tbe existing mains makes operations. of 
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those two wells inefficient. In addition, the main will provide 
loopinq. Finally, the company noted that capacity in the area is 
'Well l:>elow Los Angeles county's fire flow requirements; 
construetion of the main will remedy that condition.' county 
regulations require flows of 1,250 gpm, 250 qpm more than is 
required by General Order 103. Cal-Am reports hydrant tests of 
890, 860,710, and 143 qpm., 

Branch claims that its witness was not supplied with the 
relevant evidence or an explanation of the true purpose until the 
h~aring commenced. It argues, therefore, that no action should be 
taken on this record but that the project be consider~d at a later 
date .. 

We do not blame Branch's failure to respond to the true 
issue'solely on either party. Branch witness, relied on a company 
document which did not qive the full picture. We do not ~ow it 
the ensuinq misunderstanding wa~ due to, his tailure to ask the 
right questions or the company's failure to volunteer more 
information. Apparently, the utility did not give notice to Branch 
when it first knew of the mistake; instead it occupied itself ' 
exclusively with preparinq exhibits to ~emonstrate that there was a 
mistake. On the other hand" Branch did. not ask for add.ed. time to 
prepare to meet the new issues until after;the record had closed. 

It appears that more sophisticated. action by ei~er side 
could have avoided the mistake and thus allowed the question to'be 
resolved on the merits,. It also appears 'that this is less a 
problem of fault than a demonstration that project approval 
questions do not fit well within the time constraints of a rate 
case 'plan .. 

Applicant has not made a strong case that this is a 
project which needs to be approved now, without analysis by Branch .. 
We cannot make a finding that the benefits of the'project are 
urqently needed; at the same time the amounts to be spent will 
result in a major increase in the rate base. Mont important, there 
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has been no adequate study of alternative ways to solve the 
problem. We have therefore accepted Branch's recommendation to 
postpone consideration. We have not committed ourselves to any 
particular type of procedure for the later consideration of this 
project. 

We Should emphasize that applicant is not prohibited from 
beginning construction~ If it does proceed, however, it runs some 
risk that the Commission may decide to allow it the constructive 
costs for a less expensive alternative, including a no-project 
alternative. We also note that nothing in this decision should be 
cited as prohibiting applicant from seeking offset rate relief for 
the costs of a project to solve these problems. 

We find: 
1 •. '1'h!i.s project is not ur9'ently required. 
2. Its costs are relatively hi9'h. 
3. A study of alternatives is needed. 
4. Consideration of the project should be postponed. 
E;ropo;ted. storage agreel!1ent 
'1'he utility ori9'i~lly planned to· construct a new Lamanaa 

Park Storage tank at an estimated cost of $1,060,000. '1'his would 
have replaced the existinq Lamanda and Oak Knoll Circle2 tanXs, 
which would have been 'dismantled. Branch criticized the project 
and recommended disallowance on the qrounds that it was a . . 
"precautionary measure in the event that an earthquake should 
damage these (the existing) reservoirs." 

nurinq the course ot the hearing, the utility instea4 
proposed a contract with the City ot Pasadena to lease excess 

storage in a city reservoir. An aqreement in principle has ~~Gn 
reached~ a tinal agreement is expected to· be tinalized in mid-1989. 

2 '1'ha Oak :Knoll tank was built in 1921: it holds 60,.000 gallons. 
The Laxnanda tank holds 108,000 gallons and was ~uilt in 1929. 
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This project would require applicant to construct connecting 
!acilities at a cost of roughly $lOO,OOO. 

Applicant seeks authority to procoed with noqotiations 
and to tile an advice letter to place the construction cost into 
rate base .. 

Branch responds that the project shoulc:l not ~e p're­
approved.' We think, however, that we should limit the scope ot the 
issues applicant will face when it seeks to' tile tor rate reliet. 
We will approve in principle turther negotiations with the City ot 
Pasadena. We will further state that nothinq in this decision 
should be citecl as barring' applicant t'ro:m seeking offset reliet tor 
costs arising trom such a contract. 

, We cannot" however, make a finding that the proposed 
storage project is economicafly justified without 4 ~howinq ct what 
the annual loase payments will ~e. That issue will be decided when 
applicant tiles for rate reliet. Applicant appears confident that 
the total costs will be a traction of the tank's costs. 

=the..Rosqead TAnk 
The Rosemead tank (capacity 600,000 qallons) poses· a 

special problem. The. earthquake ot October 8, 19$7 caused 
excessive damage to the diagonal bracing and lateral compr~ssion 
members~ "I'here was also ,some evic:lence of movement ot the tower 
base plates .. 

This is a 1950's vintage tank. While constructed to 
then-applicable earthquake standards, it does not moet even current 
Zone 3 construction standards, even thouqh its pro~imity to a t'ault 
places it well within a Zone 4 (the highest) hazard area. 

As a te~porary measure, the company has reduced the 
strain on the damagec:l structure by operating at 1/2 capacity 
(300,000 instead of 600,000 gallons). T~e tank could not be 

completely emptied and taken out of service; this would have left 
the weakened structure vulnerable to additional damage in hiqh 
wind.s ... 
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The consultants hire~ by applicant recommended that, at 
the very least, any repairs includ.e an up<Jrading to· current Zone 4 

seismic standards. The consultants noted that mere repair to 
original standards would not correct the weaknesses whieh allowed. 
the damage to occur. 

The insurance proceeds should be approximately $330,000. 
This, the parties agree,. is what it would cost to restore the tanX 
to original desi~ standards. Applicant contend.s that upgrading 
the tank to,meet current Zone 4 standards would cost $900,000. 
Branch does not challenge this figure. 

Branch nevertheless recommended that the tank not ~e 
upgraded to current standards or replaced with an improved 
structure. Branch witness opposed any remody which would roquire 

. an investment greater than the sum received trom insurance, on the . . ' 

grounds that the customers, by paying past ra~es, had compensated 
applicant for tho insuranco premiums. . 

While the Branch witness' reasoning is not ontirely 
clear, it may have ~een motivated. ~y concern that the ut~lity could 
simply poc)cet the insurance proceeds it it did something other ,than 
simply repair the tank to· original standards. This concern is 
unfounded. 

'The rate-making impact of the insurance proceeds' will be 
the same regardless of whether the utility were to replace or to 
repair or even to abandon the structure. Tho tun~~, whon received, 
will reduce the appropri~te plant account~ 

The choice between simple repair, upqrading the tank, and 
replacement with a new structure should have been analyzed in the 
same fashion as if no insurance money had been involv~d. Each of 
the alternatives should have been evaluated trom the standpoint of 
costs and benefits. The economie waste resulting trom premature 
abandonment of existinq facilities should have been carefully 
balanced. against the increased reliability and extended service 
life of a new, highly earthquake-resistant structure. The fire 
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.. 
protection issue should also have been carefully considered; we 
would certainly prefer a utility to have a reliable. source of water 
for firefighting when a major earthquake hits~ Branch should also 
have considered what could happen to- nearby residences and 
businesses if an earthquake were to rupture a full tank. Branch 
should finally have considered th~ amount of potential liability 
which might ensue if the utility, against the recommendation of its 
own consultant~ decided not to upgrade to current standards. 

The company now proposes to replace this tank and three 
others with the new Longden Reservoir and a storage agreement with 
the City of Pasadena as discussed above. It is anticipated that 
the Longden Reservoir would cost roughly $1.06 million. In 
addition to providing earthquake safety by permitting the 
replacement ot sUbstandard Marip?sa.tank (built in 1940; 100,000 
gallon capacity) and the damaged Rosemead tank~ the reservoir will 
also- substantially reduce the existing storage shortfall. . 

Branch seems to, be as opposed to replacement as it was to 
upgrading- However, its brief merely argues that pre-approval is 
inappropriate at this time.' . 

We have rejected Branch's theory that there is a 
necessary connection between the amount of the insurance proceeds, 
and the amount which should be allowed for repair, upgrading, or 
replacement. We also reject the notion that customers are never 
expected to pay for upgrading existing plants to current earthquake 
standards. Instead, we believe that it is often prudent to replace 
or upgrade earthquake-vulnerable plants whenever other conditions 
make it necessary to expand substantial sums on the plant in 
question. The company should be required to seek the best 
alternative, not just the least expensive. 

We reject Branch's recommendation to- delay consideration 
of these projects. The Rosemead tank should not remain in its 
present condition for any longer than is absolutely necessary. As 
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long as it remains without repair or replacement, 
unacceptable hazard of catastrophic failure. 

We find.: 

it presents an 

1. The Rosemead tank shoul~ ~o taken out of service and 
dismantled as soon as sUbstitute storage can be constructea. 
Waiting for Branch to re-analyze the alternatives would run an 
unacceptable risk of further aamage. 

2. No· further delay on procedural grounds is tolerable. 
3. Applicant has considered alternatives. 
4. Repairing the tank to original standard.s is not a via~le 

alternative; while the lea~t expensive, the expenditure provides no 
service improvement and leaves at least two tanks intolcra~ly 
vulnera~le to catastrophie tailure in the event of another 
earthquake. 

S. Repairing the tank to eurrent standards is an acceptable 
alternative. However, it leaves at least one other tank vulnerable 
to quake damage" and provides no addil,ional capaei ty .. Considering' 
the laek of ancillary benefits, the cost is too high. 

6. The Longden Reservoir is the bC!st alternative. While it 
costs-more than repairing the Rosemead tank, this alternative 
permi ts the replaeement of at. least ?ne other outdated tank "~iCh 
was not ~uilt to current earthquake standardsp It also will add 
needed additional capacity. 
~ 
In 1.84-l1-041, 0.86-05-064, the Commission adopted a n~w 

rate design poliey. Under this poliey, the liteline block was to 
~e abolished: all eonsumption was to be charged for a~ a ~inglc 
rate, 'except that up to three quantity ~locks were 'permissible it 
necessary to esta~lish industrial rates. 'the service eharge was to 
~e set high enough to cover up to· 50i; of the utility"s fixed 
charges. 

Duncan ar9\les that 0.86-05-064 is flawed, claiming that 
there was no representation for consumer interests in that 
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It 

proceeding_ A review ot the tile shows t however, that T.U.R.N., 
CAL PIRG, and UCAN were given notice and opportunity to 
participate. None ot those organizations tiled comments. It 

. Duncan wished to challenge' that decision, he should have filed 
appropriate pleadings in that proceeding instead of waiting three 
years to raise concerns here. We will apply the current rate 
aesiqn policy. 

We fina that the rate aesiqn established in D.86-0S-064 
is fair to all classes ot consumer, and should be applied here. 
tindings ot ~£t 

1. The pipeline addition project iz not urgently required. 
2-. Its costs are relatively high. 
3. A study of alternatives is needed~ 
4~ Cons~de~ation of the project should be postponed. 
5-. A storage agreement with the City ot Pasadena for storago 

is tho best alternative to replace Oak Knoll Circle and Lamanda 
tanks. 

6.' The Rosemead tank should be taken out ot servico and 
dismantled as soon as mubGtitut~ storago can be constructed. 
Waiting for Branch to- re-analyze the alte~atives would run an 
unacceptable risk of f~rther damage. 

7. No further ~elay on procedural grounds is tolerable. 
S. Appl~cant has considerod alternativoG. 
9. -Repairing th.e tank to, original 'standards is not a viable 

alternative~ while the least expensive alternative~ the expenditure 
proviaes no service improvement and leaves at least two tanks 
vulnerable to catastrophic tailure in the cven~ ot another 
earthquake. 

10. Repairing the tank to current stanoaras is an acceptable 
alternative. However, it leaves at least one other- tank vulnerable 
to quake oalllage, and provides no additional capacity.. Considerin9' 
the lack of ancillary :benefits~ the cost is too high. 
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11. The Lonqd.en Reservoir is the best alternative. While it 
costs more than repairing the Rosemead. tank, this alternative 
permits the replacement ot at least one other outdated. tank which' 
was not ~uil t to current earthquake standards. It also will add. 
needed additional capacity. 

12. All findings in the decision in A.88-09-040, which 
pertain to all three districts are incorporated in this decision ~y 
reference. 

13. ~he rates set torth in Appendixes B-SM, C-SM, and. O-SM 
are just, reasonable, and non-discriminatory~ appli~nt should be 

authorized to file and operate under them on the dates specified. 
After the effective date of this decision, applicant's present 
rates are unjust and unreasonable •. 

14. The quantities set ,forth in Append.ix E-SM Adopted. , , 

Quantities, are reliable, and should be used to calculate the 

amount'of any offset allowed. 
15~ The rate desi~ established in 0.86-05-064 is tair to all 

classes of consumer, and should ~e applied here~ 
>oDclJIsions ot Law 

l. Applicant should be authorized to file on the effective 
dates provided the rates set forth in Appendixes B~SM, C-SM, and 
D-SM. 

2. consideration of the main project and the economic 
roa~onablene~s ot the storage agreement should be postponed. 

3. ~his order should ~e made ettective today to eomply az 
nearly as possible with the rate case plan. 

QRDER 

IT IS ORDERED that: 
l~ California-American Water Company is authorized to file 

on or after the effective date of this order the revised rate 
schedules for. 198·9' shown in AppenClix :a-SM tor its San Marino 

- 16 -
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Division. This tiling shall comply with General Or4er 96-A. The 
revised sehedules shall apply only to service rendered on and after 
their effective aate. 

2. On or atter November 5, 1989, california-American Water 
Company is authorized to tile an adviee letter, with' appropriate 
supporting workpapers, requesting the step rate increases for 1990 

shown in Appendix C-SM attachea to this order, or to tile a lesser 
increase in the event that the rate of return on rate ~ase for its 
San Marino Division, adjusted to reflect the rates then in effect 
and normal ratemaking adjustments tor the months between the 
effective date of this order and September 30, 1989, annu~lized, 
exceeds the later of (a) the rate ot return found reasonable by the 
Commission tor California-American Water company tor the 

·corresponding period in the then most reeent rate decision, or . . 
(b) 10.82%. This filing shall comply with General Order 96-A. The 
requested step rates shall ~e roviewed by Staff to' determine their 
conformity with this order and shall go into effect upon Staft's 
determination of contormity. staff shall inform the Commission it 
it finds that the proposed rates are not in aceord with this order, 
and the Commission may t~en modity the increase. The effective 
date ?f the revised schedules shall be no earlier than January 1, 
199P, or 40 days after filing, whiChever is later. Tho'rovised· 
schedules shall apply only to service rendered on and 'atter their 
effective date. 

3. On or after Nove~er 5, 1990, California-American Water 
Company is authorized to file an advice letter, with appropriate 
supporting workpapers, reques~in9 the step rate increases tor 1991 
shown in Appendix D-SM attached to this order, or to tile a lesser 
increase in the event that the rate ot return on rate base for its 
San Marino Division, adjusted to reflect the rates then in etfeet 
and normal ratemaking adjustments tor the months between the 
effectiVe date ot the increase ordered in the previous paragraph 
and september 30, 1990, annualized, exceeds the later ot (a) the 

- 17 -



( 

• 

• 

'. 

A.SS-09-041 AL:J/JCG/pe 

rate of return found reasonable by the Commission for california­
kmeriean Water Company tor the correspondinq period in the then 
most recent rate decision, or Cb) 10.S2%. This tiling shall comply 
with General Order 96-A. The requested step rates shall be 
reviewed by Staff to determine their conformity with this'order and 

shall qo into, ettect upon Statf's determination of conformity. 
Statt shall inform the Commission it it finds that the proposed. 
rates are not in accord with this d.ecision, and the commission may 
then modify the increase.. The effective date of the revised 
sched.ules shall be no earlier than January 1, 1991, or 40 days 
after filing, 'Whichever is later. The revised schedules shall 
apply only to service rendered on and after their effective date. 

4. Consideration of the l6th Street Main Project is 
deferred.. 

s. Consideration of the economic· justification for the 
storage agreement is postponed, pending a final contraet~ 

6. Applicant may seek and justify rate relief. for any of the 
three projects diseusse~ prior to the next general rate case for 
this d.istrict • 

/' 

This.order 
Oated. 

'. 

is effective today. 
JUI 1 9 1989 , at San Francisco., california. 

- 18 -

G r MITCHELL WILK 
President 

FREDERICK R'. DO'DA 
STANLEY W. HOLEn 
JOHN B. OHANIAN 

COW!1issioners 

commissioner Patrick M. Eckert, 
being necessarily absent, did 
not participate .. 

,. -. 
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AP.PEWIX A-5M 
(Page 1) 

~RNIA-}.MERI~ WATER CO .. 
(SAN~) 

1989 
SOMM1\Rj!' OF EARNINGs. 

(SOOO) 

Slt11i'tY: J3rand'l ad~ 
Items PrQW!t proposed Present proposed Present ~ 

v' Oper. Revenues $4,303.7 S5,485.7 $4,417.8 S5,553 .. 2- $4,417.7 $5,262'.4 
Rev. fran COnt%' .. Q .. .J QI.J Q.~ QK:l 2.9; Q .. ~ 

V' Total ReV'enu~ 4,304.0 5,486.0 4,418.2 5,553.6 4,418: .. 1 5,262.8-

~ 

1 
o & M Expenses 2,278.8 2,278 .. 8 2,273.5- 2,273.5- 2,331.2 2,331..2 
uneollect:i..bles ~ • .2 6---2 ~.l 2d 2.1 ~.J. 
S1Jbtotal 0 & M 2,283.7 2,285.0 2,278.6 2,279.9 2,336.3 2,337.3 

A & G Expol"lsQS 577.3 577.3 481:0 481.0 565.1 565.1 
Franchise 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 - 0 .. 0 
Gen. (W/o 0Cp) 224.J ,2:hJ ,68.J ,68E~ l:2212 1:22.2 

-I SUbtotal A & G 871.6 871.6 749.3 749.3 718.0 718.0 

Ad Valorem 'l'axes 141.8 l41.8 103.0 103.0 131 .. 5- 131 .. 5-
Payroll 'l'axes- 115.2 128.0 109;7 109.7 111 .. 7 120.8-
Depreciation (+ G .. O.) 517:0 517.0 412-.0 412.0 546.4 546.4 
ca..Income'l'~ 5.7 1:1.4 .. 3 38.4 l42.1 33.6- 1ll.2 
Fedel:al Income Taxes C2.J) J~3--~ lQJz~ 4~2 2~.Q 349,a,~ 

Total Expenzcs 3,928.7 4,4U.6 3,781 .. 6 4,245.8 3,969 .. 5 4,314.6-

Net Revenues 375.3 1,074.4 636.5 . 1,307.7 448.6- 948..2 ,/ 

Rate Base 9,343.7 9,343 .. 7 7,556.5 . 7,556.5- 8,762.9 8,762.9 V 
Rate of RetUrn 4.02t 11.50% 8.42% 17.31% 5 .. 12% 10..82% ..,/ 

(Nei9ative) 
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APPENDIX A-sM 
(Page 2) 

C1\LIFORNIA-J\MERX~ WATER 00: 
(SAN MARINO) 

1990 
SUMMAR"i OF FARNINGS-

($000) 

rlt1l1~ Brane.h 
Items :EI::~se:! rt ~ :e=erlti ~ 

Oper. Revenues $4,313.8 $6,319.1 $4,428.2 $6-,396~2 
Pelf. tran Contx'. Qd QA Q.& Q!~ 

Total Revenues 4,314.2 6,319.5- 4,428.7 6,396.7 

~ 
o & M Expenses 2,383 .. 1 2,383.1 2',379.9 2,.379.9 
uncoll~les ~IQ 2..1 ~·l W_ 
SUbtotal 0 & M 2,388.1 2,390.2 2,385.0 2,387.3 

A & G Expenses 607.3 607.3 502 .. 4 502.4 
Franchise 0 .. 0 0 .. 0 0.0 0.0 
Gen. ott. (W/o Depr) ~2Z.2 ~Q1...2 2B2& .-280,,2-
SUbtotal A & G 915.2 915.2 783.0, 783.0 

Ad Valorem 'l'~ 157.8 157.8 110.6 110 .. 6-
Payroll Taxes 142.6- 142 .. 6- 120.6 120 .. 6 
.Depreciation (of- G.O.) 686 .. 7 686.7 422.6- 422 .. 6 
ca.:tneomeT~ (24.6) 159.7 16.8 197 • .5-
Federal J:n:orne Taxes· W2d) ~21.·~' ~2,,~' . ~22.EQ 
Total Expenses 4,124.7 4,943 .. 8 3,837 .. 3 4,641.6 

Net Revenues 189 .. 5 1,375.7 591.4 1,755.1 

Rate Base 11,879 .. 5 11,8?9.5 8,095.2 8,09$;.2 

Rate of Return 1 .. 60% 11 .. 58% 7 .. 31% 21.68% 

(Negative) 

•• 

p,dooted 
:etesent 

$4,428.2 
Q.c~ 

4,428.7 

2,435.3 
~ .. 

2,440.4 

594.6 
0.0 

222.2 
884 .. 6-

131.1 
139.7 
641.0 

(4.6) 
'~d.l 

4,l8l. .. 9 

246.8 

10,063 .. 3 

2 .. 45% 

b1,3t:horize(1 

$5,.851.9 
21~ 

5,852.4 

2,435.3 
§.2 

2,442.0 

594.6 
0.0 
~Q 
884.6-

131.1 
139.7 
641.0 
126.3 
;.l~d 

4,763.5 

1,088 .. 9 

10,063.3 

10...82% 

./ 
./ 

.,/ 

/ 
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(Page' 3) 

CALIFORNIA-»lERICAN WAT.ER CO .. 
(SN Mi\P.INO) 

1989 
:mo:.m TAX 

(SOOO) 

ll.t11m Branch Ad~ 
;rtems Pr~t ~ ;Etesent' Pr.o~ ~ AUtbOri~ 

Total ReVeJ'lUeS $4,303 .. 7 S5,485 .. 7 $4,417 .. 8 $5,553.2 $4,417 .. 7 $5,262.4 t/ 
EXpeJ'Ises v' Operations & Maint. 2,287.2 2,288 .. 5 2,278 .. 6 2,279 .. 9 2,336.1 2,337.1 

1Idmin.. & Ge:n~ 577 .. 3 577.3 481..'0 481.0 565.1 565.1 
Taxes OjT Inccme 257.0 269.8- 199.9 212 .. 7 243.2 252..3 I Gen .. Off ~~~IJ 2~~h~ 22a .. J ,68.J l~,2 ls.2.2 
Subtotal 3,415.8 3,429.9 3,227 .. 8 3,241 .. 9 3,297.3 3,307.4 

Deductions 
0\ TalC' Depreciation 365 • .5- 365.5- 312.7 312.7 348.9 348.9 

,/ Interest 461.1 461.1 464 .. 1 464 .. 1 410 .. 5- 410.5 

0\ ~le Income 61.3 1,229.1 4113 .. 2 1,534.6 361.3 1,195.9 -./ 
et.:?r 5.7 114 .. 3 38 .. 4 142.7 33.6 1ll.2 V 
Deductions 

Fed. TalC Depreciation 415 .. 2 415.2 359.0 359 .. 0 381.3 381..3 I Interest 461.1 461 .. 1 464.1 464.1 410.5- 410.5-

FTr Taxable Ineome 5.9 1,065.1 ,328 .. 5 1,345.$ 29$ .. 0 1,052.0 V 
FIT (Before Adjustment) 2.0 362.1 1ll.7 457.5- 100.3 357.7 V 

Prorated Mjustment 0 .. 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 .. 0 0.0 
Investment Tax credit (8 .. 3) (8.3) (8.3) (8.3) (8.3) (8.3) 

Net Fecleral Income Tax (6.3) 353.8 103 .. 4 449.2 92.0 349 .. 4 

(Ne;ative) 
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(Page 4) 
CALn'ORNIA-AMERXOtN WM'ER 00. 

(s;,N~) 

1990 
INo:lME 'l1\X 

($000) 

lttU~ Branc:h ~ 
Itms Present Proposed Present Proposed Present AUthorized 

./ Total Revenues $4,313 .. 8 $6,.319.l $4,428.2 $6,396.2 $4,428.2 $S,85l.9 

~ ./ Opex<:I.tions & Maint. 2,390.9 2,393.2 2,385.0 2,387.3 2,440..2 2,441..8 
~. & General 607 .. 3 607.3 502.4 502.4 594.6- 594 .. 6-
'l'axes O/T Xncome 278.7 300.4 209.5 231 .. 2 270..8 286.2 

I Gen. Oft .. ~QZ,2 ~Q1I.2 2~Q,§· 2~QB.2 22Q.2 290.2 
SUbtOtal 3,584.8 3,608.8 3,377.5 ,3,401.6- 3,595.6- 3,612.6-

Oeductions 

I C'A '!'ax Oepreciation 470.2 470.2 340.6 340.6- 413.5- 413$ 
Interest 523.0 523.0 530.0 530.0 468.l %8.l. 

CA ~le Income (264.2) 1,717 .. 1, 180.1 2,l24.2 (49 .. 0) l,3$7.7 ./ 
CCFr (24.6) 1.59.7 16.8 197.5 (4 .. 6) 126.3 V' 
Deductions 

Fed.. Tax Depreciation 557.4 557.4 419.3 4l9.3 492.8 492..8 I Interest 523 .. 0 523.0 530 .. 0 530 .. 0 468.1 468.1 

FIT '.t'~le Income (326.8) 1,470.2 84.7 1,847 .. 9 (123.7) 1,152.1 ../ 
FIT (Before h.ijustment) (lU .. 1) 499.9 28.8 628.3· (42.1) 391.7 V 

Prorated. Mjustment 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 .. 0 
Invesbllent 'l'~ Credit (8 .. 3) (8.3) (8.3) (8.3) (8.3) (8.3) . 

Net Federal Income '!'ax (119.4) • 491.6 20..5 620.0 (50.4) 383.4 ./ 
(Negative) 
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Item~ 

Plant in Sorviee 
Work in Progross 
Materials & Supplies 
Working Cash' 
Method 5 Adj. 
Cap. Int .. Adj. 

Subtotal 
Less: 

Depreciation Reserve 
Advances 
Contributions 
Unamortized :eTC 
Deterred Income Tax 

subtotal 

Net District Rate Base 
Main Office Allocation 

Total Rate Base 

APPENDIX A-SM 
(Page 50) 

CALIFORNIA-AMERICAN WATER CO. 
(SAN MARINO) 

1989 
RATE BASE' 

($000) 

Utility BrMS(h 

$13,639.8 $12,6450.3 
0.0 0.0 

32.4 16 .. 6 
421 .. 1 (212.2) 

2.1 1 .. 6 
Q,Q Q,..Q 

14,095-.4 12,451.3 

3,715·.5- 3,848.4 
S5·.S 55 .. 5 

466.1 463.4 
0.0 0.0 

595.6 ~~Q r..2 
4,832.7 4,953.2 

9,262 .. 6 7,498.1 
81.Q ~~d 

9,343.6 7,556 .. 5-

(Negative).' 

Adopted 
,/ $13,615.5 

0.0 .. 
16 .. 6 

(63 .. 9) 
1 .. 6 
Q.Q /' 13,~9 .. 8 

3,736.0 ~ 
55 .. 5-

468..4 
0 .. 0 

§2~1~ /' 4,865.3 

8,704.> ./ 
~~I~ 

,,/ 8,762.9-
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J::t~m~ 

Plant in Service 
Work in Proqress 
Materials & 'Supplies 
Workinq Cash 
Method 5 Adj. 
Cap. Int., Adj. 

Subtotal 
Less: 

Oepreciation Reserve 
Advances 
contri~utions 
unamortized. I~C 
Deferred Income Tax' 

Su~total 

APPENDIX A-SM 
(Paqe ,6) 

CALIFORNIA-AMERICAN WA~ER CO. 
(SAN MARINO) 

1990 
RATE BASE 

($000) 

!.t1iili:tl!: I!~:a~b 

'$16,667.1 $13,590 .. 5 
0.0 0.0 

34.0 17.4 
468-.. 2 (238.9) 

3.1 2.8 
2.:2 QcQ 

17,172.4 13,371 .. 8 

4,150 .. 0 4,166-.9 
46.6- 46.6-

450.9 453 .. 2 
0.0 0.0 

1-.2:l E 2- 222.Z 
' 5,,371.4 5,333.4 

Net District Rate Baso 11,801.0 8,038.4 
Main Office Allocation Z§ .. § ~6-,,-'-

Total Rate 'Base 11,879.6 8,09S.1 

(End of ,Appendix A-SM) 

•• 

a~QR:t~g 

$15,413.7 / 
0.0 

17.4 
(80.0) 

2.8 
212 /. 15-,353.9 

/ 4,147.7 
46.6 

453.2 
0.0 

222.~ ..,/ 5,347.3 

10,006.6- ./ 
~ 

10,063.3 v" 
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APPENDIX B-SM 
(Pa9c 1~ 

~CHEPULE NQ. SM-1 

SAN MARINO QISl'BICT TABlFr ABU 

GZHEML METEREP SERVICE 

Applica~le to all metered water service. 

l'ERRIXQRX 

San Marino I Rosemead, portions of San Gabriel, 'I'elUple 
-City, and vicinity, Los Angeles county. 

RATES 

SERVICE CHARGE: 

For 5/8 
For 
For 
For 
For 
For 
For 
Fo%:' 
For 
For 

x 3/4-inch meter 
3/4-inch meter 

l-inch meter 
1-1/2-inch meter 

2-inch meter 
3-inch meter 
4-inch meter. 
6-inch meter 
8-inch meter 

10-inch meter 

QUANTIT'i RATES: 

......... ~ ..... * ...... .. 

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

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

......................... .... ' ....................... .. ....... ' ..... ............ . 

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

....................... ... ' ............... ' ... 

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

PER METER 
m MONTH 

$ 6.40 
7.50-

11 .. 50 
17.75 
2&.00 
48 .. 00 
70.00 

12$ .. 00 
190 .. 00 
243.00 

(X) 

(I) 

For all water delivere~ per 100 cu.ft ••• $ 0.665 (~) ~ . 
The Service Charqe is a readiness-to-serve char~e 
applicable to all metere~ service an~ to· which 4$ 

t~ ~e added the quantity charge computed at the 
quantity rates, tor water used durin9 the month. 
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APPENDIX B-SM 
(Page 2) 

S~puLE NO. SM-4 

SAN MARINO PI STRICT TARIFF AREA 

PRIVATE FlEE PROTECTION SERYlCE 

a,PPLICA~ILIT)!; 

Applicable to all water service furnishea for privately 
. owned fire protection systems. 

T~BRITQR)!; 

San Marino, Rosemead~ portions of San Gabriel, Temple City 
ana vicinity, Los Angeles County. 

BATES Per Month 

For each inch of diameter o~ private 
fire protection service ••• ~.... .. ...... .. ... .. .... .... $ 4.07 (I) 

the rates for private fire service are ~ased upon the size 
of the service and no aaditional charges will ~e made for fire 
hydrants, sprinkler, hose connections or standpipe connected to 
and supplied ~y such private tire service. . 

SPECIAL C~NPITIONS . 
1.. The fire protection service and connection shall be 
installed by the utility or under the utility's direction. 
cost of the entire fire protection installation excluding 
the connection at the main shall be paid for by the 
applicant. Such payment shall not be subject to refund. 

2. The installation housing the detector type check value 
and meter and appurtenances thereto· shall be in a location 
mutually agreeable to the applicant and the utility. 
Normally such installation shall be located on the premises 
of applicant, adjacent to the property line. The expense 
of maintaining the tire protection facilities on the 
applicant's premises (includinq the vault, meter, detector 
type cheek valves, backflow device and appurtenances) shall 
be paid for by the· applicant. 
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(Page 3) 

SCHE~LE NO. ~H-2 

SAM HARINQ PISTBIQ: TARIFF ARE~ 

QQNSTRUCTION AND OTHER ~RARX S~ 

APPLICABILITY 

Applicable to temporary water service provided on a flat 
rate basis tor street paving, curb and sidewalk construction, and 
for water Qolivered to tank wagons or trucks trom tiro hydrantz 
or other outlets provided tor such purposez. 

T~R1U:rQBX 

The c1 ties ot" San Marino' and Rosemead and portions of the, 
cities ot san Gabriel, El'Monte, Temple City, and cortain 
contiguous unincorporated areas in Los Angeles County. 

BAlES pER LIHEAR FQQT 

FOR FLOODING DITCHES: 
o to· 4' (leep, •••• '., ....................... .,. $ 0.04$ (X) 
Over 4' to· 6' deep ........ ~ ............. .. 0.060 
Over 6' to S' deep ................ ~ ......... .. 0.074 
Over 8' to 10" deep ........................... .. 0 .. 091 
Over 10' to, 12' deep ........................... . 0.121 
Over 12'/ deep ....... ' ......................... .. 0.210 eI) 

FOR WATER DELIVERED . 
IN TANK WAGONS, ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• $ 0.210 eX) 

SPECIAL QQijPITION~ 

(1) For other temporary uses the quantity ot water used 
shall be estimated or metered by the utility. Charqes tor 
such water shall be at the quantity rate for General 
Metered Service. 

(2) Applicant for temporary service shall ~e required to 
pay the utility in advance the net cost of installing and 
removin~ any facilities necessary in connection with 
furnish~nq such service by the utility~ 

(3) Applicant for temporary service may be required to 
deposit with the utility a sum of money equal to the 
estimated amount ot the utility'S bill for such service. 

(END OF APPENDIX B-SM) 
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APPENDIX C-SM 

CALIFORNIA AMERICAN WATER COMPANY 
SAN MARINO DISTRICT 

Each of the followinq increases in rates may be put into effect on the 
indicated date by tiling a rate schedule whIch adds the appropriate 
increase to the rate which would otherwise be in effect on that date. 

SCHEDULE SM-1 

Service Charg-e: 

For 5/S x 3/4-inch meter 
For 3/4-inch meter 
For l-inch meter 
For 1-1/2-inch meter 
For 2-inch meter 
For 3-inch meter 
For 4-inch meter 
For 6-1nch meter 
For a-inch meter 
For l'O-inch meter 

Quantity Rates: 

...................... .-

.' ............. 

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

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

................. ... ' ........... _ ..... -- ... 

....... e· .............. 

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

................ e· ....... e-" 

All water delivered per 100 cuOott. 

SCHEPULE SM-4 

Rates: 

For each inch ot diameter of private 
fire protection serviee ••••••••••••••• 

SCHEDULE SM-9 

For Flooding Ditehes:: 
o to 4' deep ........................... . 
Over 4 r to 6·' deep ........ Oo .... Oo .................... .. 
Over 6.1 to S' deep ........................ .. 
Over S' to· 10" deep ............................ . 
Over 10' to 12' deep ..................... . 
Over 12 I aeep ........ e· ...... e· .............. e' ............... .. 

For water deliveries in tank wag-ons ....... . 

(END OF APPpmIX C-SM) 

Effeetive 
1990 

$ 1.10 
1.25 
1.75 
2 .. 7S 
3 .. 00 
7~00 

11.00 
20.00 
29.00 
36.00 

$ 0.059 

$0.50 

Per Linear 
Foot 

$ 0 .. 004 
0.005 
0.006 
O.OOS 
0.010 
0.015. 

$ 0.015 
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I APPENDIX O-SM 

CALIFORNIA AMERICAN WATER COMPANY 
SAN MARINO DIS'I'RICl' 

Each of the followinq increases in ratos may ~e put into effect on the 
inaicate4 aate by filing a rate sehe4ule Which adds the appropri~te 
increase to the rate whieh would otherwise be in effect on that date. 

SCHEME SH-l 

Service charge: 

For 5/8 )C 3/4-in~h meter • .......... # ...... 

For . 3/4-inch meter · ., ..... ' ................ 
For l-i~nch meter ..... " .... ~ ... ,. 
For 1-1/2-inch meter ..................... ~ . 
For ,2·-inch meter · . " ........... -- .. 
For 3-ineh meter .................. 
For 4-inch meter ................ -..... 
For 6-inc::h meter ................... 
For a-inch meter .,- ................ e·· ...... 

For lO-inch. meter ... -.' .... ., ........... 
Quantity Rates: 

All water delivered. per 100 eu.ft ...... 

SJd:1EPULE SM-4 

Rates: 

For each inch of diameter of private 
fire protection service ••••••••••••••• 

SCHEOOLE SM-9 

For Flood.ing'Oitches: 
o to· 4' deep· .......................... , ................ .. 
Over 4' to 6' deep ................................ . 
Over 6-' to S:' deep ................................. . 
Over 8' to· 10' deep ......................... . 
Over 10' to- 12·' deep ............... e· ............ .. 

Over 12" aeep· ••••• ' - .... ' ........ ' .......... . 

For water deliveries in tan~ wagons •••••• 

I 
(ENO OF APPENDIX O-SM) 

Effective 
1991 

$ 0.60 
0.70 
1.00 
1.50 
2 .. 00 
5·.00 ' 
7.00 

11 .. 00 
20.00 
25 .. 00 

$ 0 .. 060-

$ 0.40 

Per Linear 
:Egg:t; 

$ 0.002-
0.002 
0.003 
0.004 
0.004 
0.004 

$ o.oos. 

./ 
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APPENDIX E-SM 

(Pag'e 1) 

CALIFORNIA AMERICAN WA'l'ER COMPANY 
SA:N MARINO OIS'nUCT 

ADOptED QUANtITIES 

Purchased Power 

SCE Effective 7-88 

Upper system 
PA-l (1005 HP) 

I,.ower System 
PA-1 (900 HP) 
PA-2 (212 KW) 

Pasadena Municipal 9-85, 
KWH Cost 0.0671 
City Tax 7?: 
state Tax 0.0002. 

1~~2 
~ 

4,849,150 

2,95·4,850 
142,759 

Upper System 1,277,635 
Total Power consum.(I<WH)9,224,394 
Total Power Cost 

PUrchased Water Costs 
Main San Gal:>.. Basin (7-88) 

Total Well prQd.. 8S AF 
Raj'lUond Basin AF 
SG Basin AF 
Replenishment AF 

Cost :Acixn .Asn. $,2 .5-/ AF 
LB.Makeup $3/AF 
Replen. $15-8/AF 
Other Cost 

Total cost 

l3,285,.9 
2,299.,0 
'6·,983.9 ' 
3,591.0 

$20,95·1 .. 7 
$26,437.3 

$5G·7,338.0 
$·12'7,808.6 
$742,5·75.6 

~ 

$416·.603 

25,6,083 
21,.086 

$114,357 

$808,129 

Km1 

4,863,649 

2,963,200 
143,369 

1,.278,590 
9,248,803 

l~2Q 

l3,3l9.7 
2',299.0 
6,.584.8 
4,023.9 

$19,7,54 .. 4 
$26·, $'31.7 

S635,77& .. 2 
S127,.808.6 
$8,09,8-70 .. 9 

~ 

$417,816 

2'5-6,782 
21,140 

$114,435 

$810,173 
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I APPENDIX E-SM 
(Page 2) 

CALIFORNIA AMERICAN WATER COMPANY 
SAN MARINO DIS'l'lUC1' 

ADOPTED QUANTITIES 

NUMBER OF SERVICES - METER SIZE 

SIS· X 3/4 
3/4 

1 
1-1/2 

2· 
:3 
4 
6 

Total 

...••....•....•••.. 

.........•......... 

......... ".' ....... " ...... 

......... 1ft" ............ ~ .. 

.....•.....••....•. 

................•.. ... ' ........................... . ........... ., .............. . 

7,737 
16 

4,459 
926 
497 

10 
1$ 

6 
12,666 

~e - CC! 

7,748 
1G 

4,467 
928 
499 

10 
15 

6 
13,689 

Metered Water Sales (Cef) 5,440,1·00 5-,453,900 

OF 'SERVICES 

~I 2:: ~~~~~. ~~-lS~ 
Avg. Usage 

~~~l::a: 
W.2. ~ .ue.i ~ mi w.2. 

Residential 12,001 12,014 3,758.7' 3,762.8 :313 .. 2 313.2 
Business Norm. Users 1,435 1,443 877.9 882.8 611 .. 8 611.8 
Business Large Users 28, 28 280.0 280 .. 0 10,000.0 10,000 .. 0 
Industrial 74 75 278.0 281.7 3,756-.. 2 3,756 .. 2 
l?Ub .. Auth. Norm. Users 118· 119 137.3 138·.4 1.163.3 1,163.3 
Pub'. Auth. Large Users 10 10 105.9 105 .. 9 10,..592.0 10,5-92.0 
Other 2 2 2.3 2.3 

Subtotal 13,668: 1:3,691 v" 'Private Fire 'Proteetion l27 l29 

Total 13,795 13,820 5,440.1 5,453.9 /' 
Unaecounted tor (6.0%) 347.2 348.1 

Total Water Produced $,787.3 5',802.0 

Wells 5,607.9 5,622 .. 6-
Purchased 179.4 l79.4 
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I 
APPENDIX E-SM" 

(Pa9'e 3) 

CALIFORNIA AMERICAN WATER COMPANY 
SAN MARINO DIS'I'RIC'I' 

ADOPTEP ExpEl{SES 

1989 1990 
Adopt~d adQPte~ 

('I'housands of tlollars) 

PUrchased Power $808.1 $810.2 
PUrchased Water 742.6 806· .. 9 
PUrchaeed ehom. 4.8 6 .. 5 
Payroll (O&M+A&C) 622 .. 1 ·649.5 
o &; MOther 314.0 326·.7 
Elnp. Pension &; Ben. 160.7 169.1 
A &; G Other 244.0 258 .. 0 
Payroll 'I'ax 120.8 155 ... 1 
Ad .. Vol. 'I'ax 131. S. 131.1 . 
Federal Tax Rate 34% 34% 
State Tax Rate 9.3% 9.3% 
Uncollectible· Rate 0~115% O.ll5% 

Rate 1-080% 1.080% 

(END OF APPENDIX E-SM) 

,; 

I 
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I 

Osage Present 
cet: E~:t~~ 

0 $ 5-.04 
:3 6 .. 14 
5· 7.31 
8 9.07 

10 10.24 
15 13.17 
20 16.11 
25.75 Avq. 19 .. 48 
40 27.83 

100 63.01 

0 $ 6.40 
3 8.40 
5 9.73 
8 11.72 

10 13 .. 05, 
lS 1&.38 
20 19.70 
25·.75 Ave;. 23.52 
40 33.00 

100 72 .. 90 

0 $ 7.50 
3 9.67 
5 11.12 
8 13 .. 29 

10 14.74 
15· 18 .. 36 
20 21 .. 98' 
25.75 Avq. 26.14 
40 36.46 

100 79.90 

t 

APPENDIX F-SM 

CALIFORNIA AMERICAN WATER COMPANY 

SAN MARINO DISTRICT 

A't PRESENT AND AOOPr:ZO RATES· 

FOR A Si8 X 3/4 INCH'MEl'ER 

W.2. 

ACtopted Amount 
...Rates Inore.,s~ 

$ 6.40 $ 1.36' 
8.40 2.26 
9.73 2 .. 42 

11 .. 72 2.65-
13.05· 2.81 
16,.38 3.21 
19.70 3·.59 
23.52 4 .. 04 
33.00 ' 5·.17 
72.90 9.89 

~ 

$ 7.5-0 $1.10 
9.6·7 1 .. 28 

11 .. 12 1 .. 39 
13 .. 29 1.57 
14.74 1 .. 69 
18.36· 1 .. 98 
21 .. 98 '2.28· 
26·.l4 2.62 
36· .. 46 3 .. 4& 
79.90 7 .. 00 

llil. 

$ 8.10 $0 .. 60 
10.45 0.78 
12.02 0.90 
14.37 1 .. 08 
l5·.94 l.20 
19.86 1.50 
23.78 1 .. 80 
28· .. 29 2.14 
39.46 3.00 
86·.50 6· .. 60 

(END OF APPENDIX F-SM) 

Percent 
I:c~t~~~ 

2~.98. I 36,73 , 
33.04-

! 
29.22 
27.44 
24 .. 34 
22.2$. 
20.76, 
18.58 
15-.70 

17.19 
15 .. 21 
14.34 
1~ .. 41 
12.95-
12 .. 12 
11 .. 57 ' 
ll.13 
10.48 
9.60 

8 .. 00 
8.06 
8.09 
8.13 
S .. l4 
8.17 
8 .. 19 
8 .. 20 
8.23· 
8.26 
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, Oeeision ________ _ 

• 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES ,COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

In the Matter of the Application ) 
of CALIFORNIA-AMERICAN WATER COMPANY ) 
(U 210 W) for an order authorizing ) 
it to increase its rates for water ) 
serviee in its SAN MARINO DISTRICT. ) 

// 
Applieati,o'n 88-09-041 

(Filed September 21, 1988) 
/ 

------------------------------) / , 

/ 

Stcefel, Levitt & Weiss, by ~~ ~~ 
~~ss, Attorney at Law ,.for California­
Al\terican Water Company,,' applicant .. 

Edward.Dun&an, for himself, intervenor. 
Law;r9nc~ Q. Garcia." Attorney at Law, and 
~~,' for the Water 
Utilities Branch~ 

California-American Water Company (applicant or Cal-Am) 
/ 

seeks authority to increase rates in its San Marino District 
I 

(District). // 
The proposed rates arc designed to produce increased 

I 
revenues in 1989, l:990, and 1991 as follows: 

A Ann!W.lY 
~ (Dollars in Thousands) 

1989 
1990 
1991 

I 

/ .. ) ' 

lnenase Ecxecnt; 

$·1,182 .. 0 
823.3 
341.0 

27.47% 
14 .. 92 
5.35 

__ -:CWnul.ati"ve 
(Dollars. in Thousands) 
In£na~ PcX:xcrnc 
$1,18-2.0 

2,005· .. 3 
2,346.3 

27 .. 47% 
46 .. 48 
54 .. 32 

At present rates, the monthly charge for 2,575 cuDic 
feet, the amount consumed by the average domestic consumer is 
$19 .. 48. For such a consumer, the increases proposed would be: 

~ )l.1nOunt Xn<roNse' l.In£r~se 

1989 $2'2.98 $3 .. 50 :1.:7 .. 96% 
1990 26 .. 31 6.84 35·.10 
1991 27.73 8· •. 25- 42 .. ·3·7 

- 1 -
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New Rates 
After consideration of the evidence presented by 

applicant and the Water Utilities Branch of Compliance and 
Enforcement (Branch) and the Division of Ratepayer AdV:ocates' (ORA) 
rate of return witness, we have established new r~s for water 
service. The domestic customer who, now pays $19~8 for 2,575 cubic 
feet will pay: $24.77 per month for the remaixi4er of 1989, $26.04 
per month for 1990, and $26.70 per month fO~1991. The dollar 

/ 
amount of the increases we are qranting are $1,065-,400 or 24.11% 

I 
for 1989 on an annualized basis, $329,SO() or 6.00% for 1990 and 
$15,3,100 or 2.6,3% for 1991. / 
Historv ;// 

california-American Wat~r Company acquired all of the 
I 

water properties of the California Water and Telephone Company 
I 

(CPUC Decision (D.) 70418, dated March 8, 1966 and June 8, 

1966). The acquisition was a~~omplished on April 1,1966. 
~ last rate litiqation affecting this district was 

resolved in Application CA .. ) 85-05-092,0.86-03-011. General 
metered rates currently in' effect are at the third level authorized 

I 

by that decision: they became effective on January 1, 1988. 
Applicant's ~s Angeles basin offices and operations 

I 

centers are maintained at the following loca~ions: 
.. /. , 

Baldwin Hiln~ Fi~ld Office 

Duarte 

San Marino 

~ld & CUstomer 
ervice Office 

General Office 

operations Center 

4634 W. Slauson Avenue, 
Los Angeles 

1101 S. Oak Avenue, 
Duarte 

2020 Huntinqton Dr., 
San Marino 

8657 E. Grand Avenue, 
Rosemead 

al manag'ement,. eng'ineerinq,. accounting", and commercial 
function 21!1'e provided from the general offices for each 4istriet, 

- 2 -
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or multi-district~ operation. The operations centers consist of 
warehouses, yard facilities, meter testing facilities, qarages, 
etc. required for operation and maintenance of the systems~ 

1. Legal services are provi4ed as required ~y 
various firms for both corporate purposes 
and local district matters. 

2. Price Waterhouse and Co. is retained for 
the annual independent audit of Cal-Am's 
records. 

3. Computerized processing ot ¢a1-Am's qeneral 
and sUbsidiary ledgers is done by American 
Water Works Service Company, Inc. data 
processing cent~r in Voorhees, New Jersey. 

;' 

4. Management Contract. on January 1, 1971, 
an agreement/was executed ~y and between 
Ameriea~ Wa~~r work~ Service Company, Inc. 
and Call!0Jnla-Amerlcan Water Company 
whereby Cal-Am contracted for management 
services/to be provided at cost by the 
service/company in the areas of 
adminiStration, engineering, customer, 
publici and employee relations, accounting, 
corporate secretarial, treasury, insurance, 
data processing, an4 customer billing. 

~ryj." Ana / 
The/district is wholly situated wi~hin Los Angeles 

! ' ' ... 
County. The/district consists of two physically linked systems 
designated lis *Upper" and HLowerr" The upper system provides 
public uti'lity water service to the City of san Marino, and a 

/ 

portion of the City of San Gabriel and nearby unincorporated 
territory. The lower system provides public utility water service 
to portions of the cities of Rosemead, Temple City, and El Monte, 
ancY'eertain UDincorporated territory. 
S9Urce of SURPlY 

With the exception of three minor purchased water 
sources, all vater required is produced from wells located within 

- 3 -
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the service areas; 
Gabriel Basins .. 

all wells araw from either the Raymona or San 
1/ 

The well water quality is good and treatment/is not . / 
necessary other than chlorination and the requireme~t for sand trap 
installations at certain wells.. / 

In the northwest portion of the system-:/ some water is 
occasionally purchased from the City of South/Pasadena, City of 

/ 

Pasadena, and Metropolitan Water District ot/Southern california 
(M .. W.D.) to supply fewer than 100 customers when the hydraulic 

J 

9radient in that small area falls be1ow:/the system gradient. 
Applicant has an a9reement~th the City of San Marino 

under which it may purchase M .. W .. D .. water throuqh the City's 
I 

connection.. Use of this supplemental supply has been infrequent, 
~ut it is an important source during periods of peak consumption or 

t' 

potential well outages to provide a sate margin of reserve 
/ capacity. 

I 
The majority of tne purchased water expense in the record 

• I 
consists of the fOlloWln9~ssessments: 

1. Applicant lS required to pay a "Replacement 
Water Assessment" on water produced after 
June 30,)l973 from the Main San Gabriel 
Basin irf excess of its share of the basin's 
"Operating Safe Yield" or pumping right. 
(el -" lY.80272 in A. 53375.)· .... .. 

2. APp~ant also pays for administrative 
co~ts ~ased on production from the Main San 
Gabriel Basin. 

I 
3. ~ere is an amount payable annually to the 

Upper San Gabriel Valley Municipal Water 
District in connection with the settlement 
of an action .!BOard Rt Water Commissioners 
Rt the Ci1;", 0: Long &!ach, et a1 ... , Yo san 
GAAri~l vallev Water 90mpanY4 et a1.) 
generally referred. to as the "Long Beach 
Suit." 

4. A sum is payable annually to· the Oepartment 
of Water Resource$ for Raymond Basin 

- 4· -
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5. 

Proceedings 

Ar.:J/JCG/pc 

watermaster service under a 1955 decreed 
ri,ght. 

An annual tee in the amount ot $9,000 is 
paya~le to the City ot San Marino under the 
terms ot an agency agreement. 

A properly noticed intormal ~eetin9' was'held tor 
eustomer input at the San Marino High Sehool ,~n' the evening ot 
November 3, 1988. Thirteen customers, ineluding San Marino's 

/ mayor, attencled. ,/ 
Several customers were concerned about low or tluctuating 

pressure. Applicant's representative~responded with a description 
ot system pro~lems and utility plan~to improve its system. 

/ 
Another was concerned about the company's plans tor a drought. A 
company representative describe~its drought contingency plan. 

Two customers wisheolmore information on the source ot 
supply and contamination protrlems. The company representative 

/ 

explained tbat most of SanjMArino's water eomes trom wells. It was 
also explaiDed that wate~/quality was good. 

Branch condu7~d a field investigation and found plant 
and service to be generally satisfactory. Branch reports that the 
wells which supply virtuallY allot the district's water, produce 
water of good 'qualit'y which needs no treatment other 'than - - _. .. _. - . 

I .', 
chlorinatiOD and s'and trap treatment. 

severa! customers attended the PUblic Participation 
Hearing' heldl on/January 23, 1989 in San Marino. One customer 
arqued thattb~ proposed rate increase was too great, especially in 
comparison tl the small increases in her pension .. 

I 1 . 1 . ~ others eomp a1ned ot t uctuat1ng and low pressure. 
/ 

One indicate~ that pressure ranged between 30+ to 60 pounds per 
square inCb. Another, in addition, complained of vibratinq pipes 
and occasiOKal spurts ot unpleasant solid residue trom, her pipes. 
She stated~t she could not use her washer or lawn sprinklers. 

- 5 -
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The utility's representatives explained that the pressure 
problems were confined to specific neighborhoods, and would be 
cured if the Commi~sion allowed plant additions proposed/in these 
proeeedings~ ~ 

They also promised a study in writing addressed to the 
'" customers. / 

Evidentiary hearings were held on a,e~mmon record 
.' 

with A.88-09-040 (Baldwin Hills District) and A.88-09-042 (Duarte 
/ 

District) in the Los Angeles area on January 24 through 27 before 
'. I' 

Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) Gilman. /The matter was taken under 
submission after filing of a joint l~~-filed exhi~it and briefs 
from all three appearances on Mare~, 1988. 

Smpmarv of Disposition ot Kajor Xssues: 
~e tables which appea~ in Appendix A-SM compare 

applicant's and Branch's init~l positions with the adopted , 
figures. ~e rationale ~for the adopted figures is discussed in the 
te)Ct below • 

~ have adopte Cal-Am's recommended number of employee 
positions, 56 in 1989 ana 507 thereafter. This includes an 
additional employee to/perform additional testing, a cross­
connectioDsuperviso~ and a management trainee in both test years. 
We have rejected B7~Ch'S cost estimate for this item whi~~ssumcd 
that the biatorica1 number of vacaneies would continue durinq the 
test year.s~ We ~ve instead adopted an arbitrary 2% reduction for 
vacancies ~ p,6posed by applicant~ 

on: 
~. a1l district~, our utility plant estimates are basod 

j An allowance for AFUDC, rejecting a Branch 
proposal to· deny all eompensation for funds 
used while projects are under construction. 

1 / The dlci.sion in A .. 88-09-040 lists all matters which are no 
longer in _ue ... 

- 6 -
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. 
2. Service lives of four years for autos and. ,,­

light trucks, as proposed. by applicant. ,/' 
,,/ 

3. An allowance for all utility-planned ~ 
replacements of pumps and. motors. ~ 

4 • Adoption of Branch-recommended adj'ustment 
to the estimate for furniture and earpets. 

/ 
We have adopted (with the excepti<m of the lab employee) 

/ 
the same level of expenses for the gener~ otfice allowed. in the 

/ 
Monterey decision, 0.89-02-0&7 in A .. 8~-'03-047" CalitQXllia-Amer1eaxlc 
In~~ase R~s, Monterey Pisttle~ .. /(~hiS aecepts a Branch 
recommendation.) 

In ealculating income tax, we have followed the . / . methodology proposed by appllcant; thls e~cludes interest charges 
/ 

in AFUDC; it also exclud.es the effect of the interest on 
unamortized portion of acqu)!sition a4justment~ 

We have postponed considering the non-labor cost . / components of appllcant/& proposed new Los Anqeles la~. This 
action is dictated by the Monterey decision, Which held. that 
examination of the co'ts should await the availability of actual 
costs.. ~ 

We have adopted a rate of return on equity of 12.2'5%. 
I 

This is the top of ORA's range of recommend.ed rates, and. is the I - - , .. .. - - - - ' 
same rate Of return ad.opted in the Monterey rate case, supra. 
KinO):' Issgec. / 

~elissues ~elow do not require extended discussion. 
~all d.istricts, there were differences in the 

allocation/factors to be used to d.istribute certain labor-related 
costs bet£een districts. We have adopted the Branch faetor as 
being' lo~s Kbitrary than applicant's .. 

/ :rmr all c1istricts,. Branch recommenc1ec1 that we not escalate 
costs ff ll:lt>ility insurance, a& proposed by app~icant.. The Branch 
apprcrch BalmS preferable, pendin9' a Supreme·Court decision- on 
Proposition :1;03' insurance reform, .. 

- 7 -
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In calculating income taxes, Branch did not deduct non­
deductible employee expenses. since Branch did not explain, we 
will adopt the company position. 

Branch and applicant each used a different wei 9r
ting I 

factor in deriving weighted average rate base. We have adop ed the 
staff fiqure. 

All Nunexplained variancesN shown on the tables have been 
resolved in applicant's favor. ~ 

We have adopted the Branch recommendation~n furniture, 
primarily based on a hands-on inspection. Cal-Am/aid not 
effectively refute the pranch conclusions that;r~placement was 
premature. ~ 

The tables in Appendix A-SM detail all the remaining 
aisputes ~etween Branch or DRA and appliea~t. A discussion of the 

r 
issues affecting all three districts i~/found in tbe decision in 

/ 
A.88-09-040, Baldwin H'ills, as are the findings and conclusions for . / those common issues. In the d~scussion wbich follows the tables, 

/' 
we explain our analysis of the p~oject proposals which affect this 
district only. // 

• 0 Oct j ct / San Mar;p"DO' Datr1 We s / 
I.. Cal-Am has proposed two major storage projects and one 

pipeline addition tor th~/distriet.. . . .. . . __ ...... ___ , 
ExoDose4 l§-Inch Main 
Applicant p~oposes to expend $575,000 on this project in 

1989 and $390,000 inli990. 
Branch opposed this project in the mistaken belief that 

it was tied to t~ proposed Longden reservoir and would not be 
needed if the r~ervoir was not built. According to the utility 
witness, the acitual purpose was to permit greater tlows to move 

f 

into the northeastern portion of the Lower System. Greater flows 
will provi~' tor more reliable service if either of the nearby 
wells showld ever have to be taken out ot service. He also claims 
that ~estricted size of the existing mains makes operations of 
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~/ 
/' those two wells inefficient. In addition, the main will provide 

looping~ Finally, the company noted that capacity in the/'a~ea is 
well below Los Angeles County's fire flow requirements;~ 
construction ot the main will remedy that condition~county 
regulations require flows of 1,250 gpm, 250 gpm. more than is 

/ 

required by General Order 103. cal-Am reports ~drant tests of 

// 

890, 860, 710, and 143 gpm.. ~ 

Branch claims that its witness wa~ot supplied with the 
relevant evidence or an explanation of th~rue purpose until the 
hearing commenced. It argues, therefore~that no action should De 

taken on this record but that the project be considered at a later 
aate. ~ 

We do not blame Branch's ~ilure to respond to the true 
issue solely on either. party. Branch witness relied on a eompany 

I 

aocument which did not give the;tull picturo.. We do not know if 
the ensuinq misunderstanding was due to his failure to ask the 
right questions or the compa~'s failure to volunteer more 
information. Apparently, the utility did not give notice to Branch 

I 
when it first knew of the;mistake; instead it occupied itself 
exelusivelywith preparing exhil:>its to demonstrate that there was a 
mistake. 0= the other;hand, Branch did not ask for added t~e to 
prepare to'.eet the new issues until after the record had closed. 

Xt appears~that more sophisticated action by either side 
could have avoided/the mistake and thus allowed the question to be 
resolved ODthe merits. It also appears that this is less a 
problem ot faUlt;than a demonstration that project approval 
questions ~not fit well within the time constraints of a rate 
case plan. / 

~iicant has not made a strong case that this is a 
project wh~'needs to be approved now, without analysis by Branch. 
We cannot ~e a finding that the benefits of the project are 
urgentlY~ealed;' at the same time the amounts to- be spent will 
result in a.ajor increase in the rate base. Most important~, there 
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/ 
has ~een no adequate study of alternative ways to solve/the 
problem. We have theretore accepted Branch's recommendation to , 
postpone consideration. We have not committed ours.elves to any 

/ particular type of procedure tor the later consideration ot this 
project. / 

We should emphasize that 4pplieant~s not prohibited from 
~eginnin9 construction. If it does proceed~ however, it runs some 

/ 
risk that the Commission may decide to al~ow it the constructive 
costs for a less expensive alternativ~;linclUdin9 a no-project 
alternative. We also- note that nothi~9 in this decision should be 
cited as prohibiting applicant fro~seeking offset rate reliet for 

I the costs of a project to solve these problems. 
we find: ~ 
1. This project i~not urgently required. 
2. Its costs areJrelatively high. 
3. A study ot a-iternatives is needed. 
4. considera~n of the project should be postponed. 
D:QRpsed storage Agremwrt 

~e utility~originallY planned to· construct a new Lamanda 
Park Storage tank atlan estimate4 cost of $1,060,000. This would 
have replacRd the e~isting Lamanda and Oak Knoll Circle2 tanks, 
which woula! have been dismantled. Branch eriticiz.ed the ;project .. _ . 

j 

and reeo~ded;disallowance on the qrounds that it was a 
Hpreeaut~;measure in the event that an earthquake should 
damage t:bl!sa' (the existing) reservoira." 

~in9 the course of the hearing, the utility instead 
proposed~~ntra~t with the City of Pasadena to lease excess 
storatJe :rI w, city reservoir. An agreement in principle has been 

I 
reaCh~.~l agreement is expected to· be finalized in ~id-1989. 

2/ The OItt;.lCnoll tank was built in ·1921: it holcls. 60,000 qallons .. 
The! LamanCle.tanlt holds 10S.,000 gAllons and. Was built in 1929 .. 

1/ 
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// 
This project would require applicant to construct connect1n~ 
facilities at a cost of roughly $100,000. .~ 

Applicant seeks authority to proceed with~egotiations 
and to file an advice letter to, place the construction cost into 
rate base~/ 

Branch responds that the project should not be pre­
approved. We think, however, that we Should/limit the scope of the 

I 
issues applicant will face when it seeks to file for rate relief. 
We will approve in principle further negotiations with tho City of 
Pasadena. We will further state that nothing in this decision 

I 

should be cited as barring applicant:from seekinq offset relief for 
costs arising from such a contract ~i 

We cannot, however, ma~e' a finding that the proposed 
storage project is economically,.j'ustified without a showing of what 
the annual lease payments will/be.. That issue will be decided when 

l 

applicant files tor rate relief.. Applicant appears contident tMt 
the total costs will be a t~ction of the tank's costs~ 

I 
De R9semead Taut. 

I • 

the Rosemead tMlk (capaclty 600,000 gallons) poses a 
special prOblem. The ea'rthquake of October 8, 1987 caused 
excessive damage to th' diagonal bracing and lateral compression 

I 
members. 'l'ltere was also some evidence ot,movement of the.tower ____ . 
base plates. / 

lfl.is is al1950's vintage tanJc. While constructed to 
/ 

then-applicable earthqua~e standards, it does not meet even current 
Zone 3 construet~n standards, even though its proximity to a fault 
places it well within a Zone 4 (the highest) hazard area. , 

~: A/temporary measure, the company has reduced the 
strain on ~e /damaged structure by operating at l/2 capacity 
(300,000 ims~ea4 of 600,000 gallons). The tank could not be 

! 
completely emptied and ta~en out ot service; this would have left 
the wea~~ structure vulnerable to additional damage in high 
winds~ 

- II -
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/ 
/ 

The consultants hired by applicant recommende4 that, at 
.I 

the very least, any repairs include an upgrading to current Zone 4 

seismic standards. The consultants noted that mere/~epa1r to 
original standards would not corr~ct the weaknesse$ Which allowed 
1:he damage to occur. , 

The insurance proceeds should be approximately $380,0'00. 

~~his, the parties agree, is what it would cost to restore the tank 
to original design standards. Applicant co~tends that upgr~ding 
the tank to meet current Zone 4 standards./would cost $900,000. 

Branch does not challenge this fi9Ure. ,/-
Branch nevertheless recommended that tho tank not be 

/ 
upgraded to current standards or replaced with an improved 
structure. ~ranch witness opposed/~ny remedy which would require 

I 
an investment greater than the sum received from insurance, on the 

/ 
grounds that the customers, bY)paYing past rates, had compensated 
applicant for the insurance p~emiums. 

~ile the Branch w;ftness' reasoning is not entirely 
clear, it may have been mo~vated by concern that the utility could 
si~ply pocket the insuran~ proceeds if it did something other than 
simply repair the tank ~i original standards. ~his concern is 
unfounded. / 

De' rate-ma,r.ng impact of the . insurance proceeds will )~.e. _ 
the same re,ardless of whether the utility were to replace or to 
repair or ~n to- aiandon the structure. The tunds, when received, 

/ 
will reduce the ap,ropriate plant account. 

'De cholice between simple repair, upqrad.ing the tank, and. 
rePlaceme~witnia new structure should have been analyzed in the 
same fashim-. as! if no insurance money had. been involved. Each o! 

• I • the altern8t~ves should. have been evaluated trom the standpo~nt of 
I • , .. costs and bene!lts. The economlC waste result~ng from premature 

abandonmen~~t existing facilities should have been eare!ully 
balanced a~nst the increased reliability and extended service 

I 

life 7 IB', hiqhly earthql1alce-re .. istant struct\ll:e. The tire 

- 12 -
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. . 

protection issue should also have been c~efully considered; we 
I' 

would certainly prefer a utility to have a reliable, source of water 
for firefighting when a major earthquake hits. Branch sho~ld also 
have considered what could happen to nearby rCSidenceS~d 
businesses if an earthquake were to rupture a full tank. Branch 
should finally have considered the amount of potential liability 

/ 
which might ensue it the utility, against the recommendation ot its , 
own consultant, decided not to upgrade to current standards. 

The company now proposes to replace/this taM and three 
/ 

others with the new Longden Reservroir and a/storage agreement with 
the City of Pasadena as discussed above. /' It is anticipated that 
the Longden Reservroir would cost roughly $1.06 million. In 

I addition to providing earthquake safety by permitting the 
/ 

replacement of sUbstandard Maripos~tank (built in 1940; 100,000 
gallon capacity) and the damaged Rosemead tank, the reservoir will 
also substantially reduce the existing storage shortfall. 

I 
Branch seems to be as opposed to replacement as it was to 

upgrading. However, its brief merely argues that pre-approval is 
inappropriate at this time~ 

We have rej ecte' Branch's theory that there is a 
necessary connection betteen the amount of the insurance proceeds, 
and the amount which sh'ould be allowed for repair l upgrading, or 
replacement. We alsol rej~ct the notion" th~t eust~mer~ arene~~r· " . -
expected to pay for;lupgrading existing plants to current earthquake 
standards. Xnstea4, we believe that it is otten prudent to replace 
or upqrade earth~ake-VUlnerable plants whenever other conditions 
make it necessary to expand substantial sums on the plant in 
question. ~e~company should be required to, seek the ~est 
alternative, pot just the least expensive~ 

we/reject Branch's recommendation to delay consideration 
ot these ptojects." The Rosemead tank should not remain" in its 

I 

present condition for any longer than is absolutely necessary. As ;1 
- 13 -
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" / 

long as it remains without repair or replacement, 
unacceptable hazard of catastrophic failure. 

it presents an 

We find: / 
1. The Rosemead tank should be taken out of service and 

dismantled as soon as substitute storage can be co~tructed. 
Waitinq for Branch to re-analyze the alternativesfwould run an 

I unacceptable risk of further damage. /' 
2. No further delay on procedural grounds is tolerable. 
3. Applicant has considered alternati~es. 
4. Repairing the tank to· original S:tandards is not a viable 

alternative; while the least expensiVe~the expenditure provides no 
service improvement and leaves at least two tanks intolerably 

( 

vulnerable to' catastrophic failure in the event of another 
earthquake. " 

5. Repairing the tank to c~rrent standards is an accepta~le ,.-
alternative. However, it leaves at least one other tank vulnerable 
to quake da.age, and provides!rio additional capacity. Considering 

/ 

tho lack of ancillary benefits, the cost is too· hiqh. 
I 

6. T.be Lonqden Reservoir is the best alternative.. While it 
costs more than repairinq!the Rosemead tank, this alternative 
permits the rePlacement/Of at lecst one other outc1ated tank which 
was not built to current earthquake standards. It also will add 

. . . ,.. I " . .. '. .. . .. - . - " 
needed additional capacity. 

/ 

Me..DesisD' 
ID I.84-il-04l, 0 .. 86-05-064, the Commission adopted a new 

rate desiqnpoli~. Under this policy, the lifeline block was to 
I 

be abolished; a~l consumption was to be charged for at a single 
rate, except ~t up t~ three quantity blocks were permissible if 
necessary ~ ~tablish industrial rates. The service charge was to 

I 
be set high enough to cover up to 50% of the utility'S fixed 
charges. L 

ervenor Duncan (Duncan) argues that 0.8'6-05-064 is 
flawed, Jm1nq that there wa.. no representation for consumer 

- 14 -
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. 
interests in that proceeding_ A review of the tile shows, however, 
that T.U.R.N., CAL PIRoG, and. UCAN were given notice and oppeftunity 
to participate. None of those organizations tiled comments. It . / 
Duncan wished to challenge that decision, he should have tiled 

." appropriate pleadings in that proceeding instead ot"waiting three 
years to raise concerns here. We will apply the current rate 
design policy. 

We tind that the rate design estab11~hed in 0.86-05-064 

is fair to all classes ot consumer I and sbou'ld be applied here. 
l1ndings ot lA£t 

1. The pipeline addition project'is not urgently required. 
2. Its costs are relatively high. 
3. A study of alternatives is needed. 
4. Consideration ot the p:ojeet should be postponed. 
5. A storage agreement with the City ot Pasadena tor storage 

/ 

is the best alternative to, replace Oak Knoll Circle and Lamanda 
/ tanks. / 

6. Dle Rosemeac:l taf'k should. be taken out ot service ami 
dismantled as soon as substitute storage can be constructed. 

I 
Waiting tor Branch to, re-analyze the alternatives would run an , 
unacceptaDle' risk ofjurther damage. 

7. ~ furthexldelay on procedural grounds is tolerable. I ' " . ., - ... 
8. ~licant has considered alternatives. 
9. Jilepairdg th~ tank to original standards is not a viable 

I 

alternati'ge:; whi'le the least expensive alternative, the expenditure 
I 

provides ~serviee improvement and leaves at least two tanks 
vulnerableto;lcatastroPhic tailure in the event of another 
earthqualae-/ 

10. 38pairing the tank to current standards is an accepta~le 
alternat~_ However, it leaves at least one other tank vulnerable 
to quake/za.age, and provides no additional capacity. Considering 
the Ilaci'k ct!. ancillary benefits, the cost is to~ high. 

i / 

L ..... l 

- 15 -
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11. The Longden Reservoir is the best alternative. While it 
costs more than repairing the Rosemead tank, this alternative 
permi ts the replacement of at least one other outdated tank"Which 

" was not built to current earthquake standards. It also/will add 
needed additional capacity. ,.;/ 

12. All findings in the decision in A. 88-09-0.4'0, which 
/ pertain to all three districts are incorporated i~ this decision by 

f 

reference. ~ 

13. The rates set forth in Appendixe'iB-SM, C-SM, and 0-5101 

are just, reasonable, and non-discriminatory; applicant should be 

authorized to· file and operate under th~ on the dates specified. 
/' 

After the effective date of this deci~ion, applicant's present 
/' 

rates are UDj:ust and unreasonable .. / 
l4. 1be. quantities set fort~ in Appendix E-SM Adopted 

Quantities, are reliable, and sh~uld be used to- calculate the 
amount of a:/rf offset allowed./ 

15. tbe· rate design established in D~86-05-064 is fair to all 
/ l' classes of consumer, and sho~ld be app ~ed here. 

CqnclusiQl)f 9: 1&)( .1 
1. Applicant should be authorized to file on the effective 

dates provided the rates set forth in Appendixes B-SM, C-SM, and 
/ 

D-SM.. .. / '. . .......... __ .. _. . ....... __ . _ .. . 
2. Cbnsideration of the main project and the economic 

I 
reasonableuass ~ the storage agreement should be postponed. 

3. 1i±s;order should be made effective today to comply as 
nearly as ~sible with the rate case plan. 

I OJ!; DEB 

L D'IS ORDERED that: 

.. C:~l:ifornia-Ameriean W:l.ter Company is authorized to· file 
on 0 after the effective· date of this order the revised rate 
sche~ules fir 1989 shown in Appendix B-SM for its San Marino-

., / 
- 16 -
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, . 

Division. This filing shall comply with General Order 96-A. The 
revised schedules shall apply only to service rendered on and/Atter 
their effective date.. // 

2. On or after November $, 1989, calitornia-America~ Water .... 
Company is authorized to tile an advice letter, with appropriate . 
supporting workpapers, requesting the step rate incr~ses tor 1990 

" shown in Appendix C-SM attached to this order, o~o tile a lesser 
increase in the event that the rate of return on rate base for its 
San Marino Division, adjusted to retlect the/iates then in effect 
and normal ratemaking adjustments tor the months between the 
effective date of this order and septemb~ 30, 1989, annualized, 

/ 
exceeds the later of (a) the rate of return tound reasonable by the 

I 
Commission for California-American Water company tor the 

/ 
corresponding period in the then most recent rate decision, or 

/ 
(b) 10.82%. This tiling shall comply with Genoral Ordor 96-A. The 

/ 
requested step rates shall be reviewed by Statf to determine their 

, • I 
confor.m1ty ~th this order ~nd shall go into- eftect upon Staff's 
determination of confor.mity~ Staff shall intorm the commission it 
it finds that the propose~rates are not in accord with this order, 
and the Co~ssion may t~n modify the increase. T.be eftective 
date of the revised sCh~dules shall be no earlier than January 1, 

1990, or 40 days afti tiling, whichever is later.~e r~~s.ed .. __ . 
schedules sball apply only to service rendered on and after their 
effective date. / ,-

3. 011'. or a.fter November $,1990, Calitornia-American Water 
Company is authofized to tile an advice letter, with appropriate 
supportingWQr~apers, requesting the step rate increases tor 1991 , 
shown in Appendix D-SM attached to this order, or to tile a lesser 

I 
increase in/the event that the rate ot return on rate base tor its 

J 

San Marin~Vision, adjusted t~ reflect the rates .then in effect 
and norma;xatemaking adjustments tor the months ~etween the 
effectivp ~ of the increase ordered in the previous paragraph 
and'.7ttmD« 30, 1990, annualized, exceed .. the later of Ca) the 

- 17 -
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rate of return found reasonable by the Commission for California­
American Water Company for the corresponding period in the then 
most recent rate decision, or (~) 10.82%. This filinq shall comply 
with General Order 96-A. The requested step rates shall be 
reviewed ~y Staff to determine their conformity with this order and 
shall go into effect upon S~ff's determination of conformity. 

/ 
Staf! shall inform the Commission if it finds that the proposed 

( 

rates are not in accord with this decision, and the Commission may 
then modify the increase!. The effective date of the revised 
schedules shall be no ~rlier than January 1, 1991, or 40 days 

! 
after filing, whichever is later. The revised schedules shall 

I 

apply only to service rendered on and after their effective date. 
4. Consideration of the 16th Street Main Project is 

deferred. i , 

s·. Consideration of the economic justification. for the 
storage agreement is postponed, pending a final contract. 

6. AppJ.4.cant may seek and justify rate relief tor any ot the 
three projects discussed prior to the next general rate case for 

. . I this dl.str1ct. 
I 

This order is effectivo today. 
Dated , at San FranCisco, California. 

" _ "' 4.. ... _ , .. '. ,. ,. .. _ ..... -#I' .. , ..,. _ _ .. • ... _ _ _ _ .. 
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• A.88-09-041 

I~ 

Oper. Revenues 
F£!V. :o:an Contr. 

Total Revenues 

Expenses 
o & M Expenses 
uncoUec:t;jJ:)les 
SUbtotal 0 & M 

A & G ExpenSes 
F.ranehise 
Gen. (w/o Dep) 
S\ll:Jtotal A & G 

M valorem ~, 
PayroU 'l'aXos, 
~eciation (+ G .. O .. ) 
Ca. Incane TlJX 
Fedez.'al IneaDe- Taxes, 
'I'otal Expenses 

Net ReverIleS 

Rate :ease 

RateotReturn 

• 

'-

• APPENDDC A-sM 
(PacJe 1) 

c:A!IFORNIA-AMER:tCAN WATER CO .. 
(Sl\N MMU:NO) 

1989 
St.1MMARr OF EARNINGS 

($000) 

" ~.u11c:l Bnpdl 

a:emxt ~ ~ 21Z~ 
-" 

$4,303.7 ' $5,485 .. 7 $4,417.8- $5,553 .. 2 
Q.~ 

" 

Q.~ Q.!\ Q~~ 
4,304 ... 0 5,486 .. 0 4,418.2 5~553 .. 6 

-', 

, 

2,278.8 2,278.8. -, ,2,273.5 2,273 .. 5 
~ • .2 ~=2 ~.:z. ~I~ 

2,283.7 2,285 .. 0 2,.278..6 2,.279 .. 9 

577.3 577.3 481.0' 481 .. 0 
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

22~·3 
, 

22i·~ ~r1 2§§.J 
871 .. 6 871.6 749.3 749 .. 3 

141.$ 141.$ 103.0 103',,0 
llS .. 2 128.0 109.7 109 .. 7', 
517.0 517 .. 0 412-.0 412 .. 0 

5,.7 U4.3 38 .. 4 142.1 
(§r.J) ~2J.·a lQJ~ ~~ 

3,928 .. 6 ' 4,411.4 3,781 .. 6 4,245..8 

375.4 1,074.6, 636.6 1,307.8-

9,343, .. 7 , 9,343.7 7,556.5, , 7,556.5-

4.02%: 11 .. 50% 8.42% 17.31% 

(Negative) 

• 

.' 

.M9Q~ 
~ ~ 

$4,417 .. 7 $5,.483.1 
2d Q~~ 

4,418.1 5,483.5 

2,315 .. 4 2,315.4 
~.:z. §~ 

2,320.5 2,.321.7 

565.1 565.1 
0 .. 0 0.0 

22a • .J 2~ .. J 
833 .. 4 833.4 

lOS.S 108.5 
lll.7 Ul-7 
726.4 726.4 
21.7 120 .. 7 
~I~ ~QI~ 

4,174.8 4,603.2 
>, 

243;3 888.3 
. 

" 

8,135 .. 7 " _ 8,.135.7 

2.99% 
. 
\10..$2% 

• 
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Expenses 
o & M Expenses 
U:ncolleet:ibles 
SUbtotal 0 & M 

A & G Expenses 
F.ranchise 
Gen. Off. CW/o Depr) 
Subtotal A &- G 

Ad Valoten Taxes 
Payroll noces 
Depreciation (+ 0.0.) 
ca .. :cno:me ~ 
Federal Income Taxes 
Total Expenses 

Net ReVenues 

Rate Base 

RateofRetu:m 

• 

• APPENOlX A-SM 
(Page 2) 

Cl\LIFORNIA-AMERICAN WATER CO .. 
(SAN MARINO) 

1990 
SOMMAR'l OF EARNINGS­

(SOOO) 

...... 'Qtility 

2,383.1 
~Q 

2,388.1 

607 .. 3 
0 .. 0 

JQZr.2 
915.2' 

157.8 
142 .. 6· 
686 .. 7 , 

(24.6) 
_'1J3~~) 
4,124.7 

189 .. 5, 

11,879 .. 5 

1~,60% 
I 

$4,428.2-
2,,5 

4,428.7 

2,383.1 "",,2,.379.9 
',. ~E1 211 

2,390.2 2,.385.0 ,., 
" 

607.3 "-.. .502.4 "'-... 
0 .. 0 0 .. 0 

~QZ,2 2eQ& 
915 .. 2 783 .. 0 

157.8 110.6-
142 .. 6 120 .. 6 
686.7 422.6-
159.7 16 .. 8 
~21E~' 22 ... 5 

4,943-.. 8 3,.837.3 

1,375.7 591 .. 4 

11,879 .. 5, 8,095.2-

11 .. 58% 7 .. 3l% 

(Negative) 

• 

" 

S6,396 .. 2 
0,5 

6,396.7 

2,379.9 
Z.~ 

2,387.3 

502.4 
" , 0 .. 0 
'~QI~ 
783 .. 0 , ., 

"-

110.6 
120.6 
422.6-
197.5-
~'Qr,Q,. 

4,641 .. 6 

1,.755.1 

8,095.2 

21 .. 68% 

$4,428.2 
O,S 

4,428.7 

2,.424.4 
2.1 

2,429.S 

594 .. 6-
0 .. 0 

zaQ& 
875.2 

126.S 
139.7 , 

'.,,729.8 
",(7.$) 
'~Il.l 

4,233 .. 2-\ 

195.6-

9,530.1 

2 .. 0$'t 

'I 
\', 

SS,-82S.7 
O~ 

5,826.2 

2,424.4 
§.&2 

2,431.1 

594.5 
0 .. 0 

280.,.§-
875..2' 

126.$ 
139.7 
729.8-
122.3 
310 .. ~ 

4,795.0 

", 1,031 .. 2' 

" 
9;S~.1 

" 
'. 

10.82% 
'. 
" 

.' 

• 
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Expenses 
Operations & Maint. 
Admin. & General 
1'axes orr' ~ 
Gen .. ott 
SUbtotal 

Oec1Uctions 
CA Tax Depreciation 
Interest 

0.. ~le Inc:ane 

Deductions 
Feel. Tax Depreciation 
Interest 

FI'l' 'l'axable Incane 

m (Before MjusbreJt) 
Prorat.eci, Mjustnerxt 
Inves1:lllent Tax Crec1it 

Net Federal Income Tax 

~ 

~ 
APPENDIX A-sM 

(Page ~) 
CALIFORNIA-»tERXCAN WATER 00. 

(SAN M1\RJlVO) 
1989 

INo:H! 'tAX 
($000) 

.... utility 
Present "-. Proposed 

'". 

~. 

$4,303.7 $5,485.7 $4,417.8 $5,553.2 $4,417.7 $5~3.1 
""~ ...... 

... ' .............. 

2,287.2 2,288.5 -", 2,278.6 2,279.9 2, 320 .. S. 2,322.7 
577.3 577 .. 3 '·~81.0 481.0 565 .. 1 565.l. 
257.0 269.8 9.9 212.7 220..2 220..2 
22~!~ 2~,~ 2'2erJ, 2~,~ 2~.~ 268..J 

3,4l5,.8 3,429 .. 9 3'227'~241'9 3,374_1 3,375.3 

365.5· 365.5· 312'.7 312 .. 7 348.9 348.9 
461.1 461_1 464.1 464 .. 1 461 .. 1 461 .. 1 ". 61 .. 3 1,229 .. 1 413.2 1,534 .. 6', 233.6 1,297 .. 8 

5.7 114.3 38-.4 142.7 ~'7 120.7 

415.2 415.2 359 .. 0 359 .. 0 38l" ... 6 381.6 
461 .. 1 461.1 464 .. 1 464.1 461 .. 1'" 461.1 

"-

5.9 1,065 .. 1 328.5 1,345.5 179 .. 2 "" 1,144..4 

2.0 362 .. 1 1ll .. 7 457.5- 60.9 ~ .. 1 
0.0 I 0.0 0 .. 0 0.0 0.0 \0 .. 0 

(8 .. 3) , (8.3) (8'.3) (8.3) (8.3) (8'..3) 

I 

(6.3) I 353.8 103.4 449 .. 2 52 .. 6 380.8 ". 

(Negative) 

• • 



Expenses 
Operations & Maint. 
Admin. & General 
~O/TInoome 
Gen.. Oft. 
SUbtotal 

D:X1uctions 
CA 'lax Depreciation 
Inte:rest 

CA 'I'aXable Income 

CCFr 
Deductions 

Fed. Tax Depreciation 
Interest 

FIT 'noo!Ible Ineane 

FIT (Before' Adjustment) 
Prorated Adjus1»mt 
Invesblleut TaX Cz:'edit 

Net Federal Inoome TaX 

• 

• APPENODC A-SM 
(Page 4) 

CALIFORNIA-AMERICAN WATER CO. 
(~ MARINO) 

1990 
J:NO::ME TAX 

($000) 

470.2 470.2 
523.0 523.0 

(264.2) . 1,717 .. 1 180.1 

(24.6) . 159.7 16.8 

557.4 . 557.4 419.3 
523.0 523.0 530.0 

(326.8) . 1,470.2 84 .. 7 

(111 .. 1) 499 .. 9 28.a! 
0.0 , 0.0 0 .. 0 

(8.3) I (8.3) (8.3) 

(119.4): 491 .. 6 20 .. 5-

(Negative) 

• 

$6,396 .. 2 

2,387 .. 3 
502.4 
231.2 
280.§. 

3,401.6 

340.6 
530.0 

2,429 .. 5-
594 .. 6 
266.2 
28Q,,6 

3,570 .. 9 

414...8 
523.0 

2,124.2 (80.5) 

197~ (7 .. 5) 

419.3 ~494.1 
530.0 523.0 

" 

$5,.825.7 

2,431.1 
594.6 
266.2 
289,,6 

3,572.$ 

414.3 
523.9 

1,315.4 

122..3 

494.1 
523.0 

1,847.9 

628.3 
0.0 

(8 .. 3) 

(1S2.3-)~1'113..8 
(51.8) 378-7 

0 .. 0 0.0 
(8 .. 3) (8..3) 

620.0 (60.1) 
\ 

370".4 
" 

.' 

; 

• 
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Items 

Plant in Service 
Work in Progress 
Materials & Suppli~s 
Working Cash 
Method 5- Adj. 
Cap. Int. Adj. 

Subtotal 
Less: 

Depreciation Reserve 
Advances 
Contributions 
Unamortized l'l'e 
Deterred Income 'l'ax 

Subtotal 

Net District Rate Base 
Main Office Allocation 

'l'otal Rate Base 

• 

• 
APPENDIX A-SM 

(Page 5-) 
CALIFORNIA-AMERICAN, WATER CO .. 

(SAN MARINO) 
1989' 

RATE BASE 
('$000) 

Branch 

$13,.639 .. 8. $12,645 .. 3 
0 .. 0 0 .. 0 

32 .. 4 16.6 
421 .. 1 (212 .. 2) 

2.1 

"'" 
1 .. 6-

0.0 2.2 
14,095-.. 4 12,45-1.3 

3,715-.5- 3,848~ 
55-.5- 5-5-.S 

466.1 468 .. 4 
0.0 0 .. 0 

595-.6 ~2.2 
4,8'32 .. 7 4,953.2 

9,262 .. 6, 7,498:.1 
81.0 ~§I~ 

9',343.6 7,556.5-

(Negative) 

• 

.' 

Adopted 

$13,270 .. 9 
0.0 

16-.. 6-
(63 .. 9) 

1 .. 6 
2.2 

13,225-.. 2 

4,019.3 
'" " 55 .. 5 , 

468 .. 4 
0 .. 0 

~Q~.a 
5,148.0 

8,,077.2 
, :i§.~ 

8,1~ ... 7 
-..,: 

• 
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Items 

Plant in Service 
Work in Pro9ress 
Materials & Supplies 
working Cash 
Method S. Adj •. 
Cap .. Int. Adj. 

Subtotal 
I..ess: 

Depreciation Reserve 
Advances 
Contributions 
Unamortized ITC 
Deferred' Income Tax 

Subtotal 

Net District Rate Base 
Main Office Allooation 

Total Rate 'Base 

• 

• 
APPENDIX, A-SM 

(page 6) 
CALIFORNIA-AMERICAN WA'l'ER CO. 

(SAN MARINO) 
1990 

RATE BASE 
($000) 

'Uti1tty Branch 

$16:~~ $13,590.5-
0.0 0.0 

34.0 17.4 
468.2 (238.9) 

3.1 "'" 2.8 
_____ ~O~J~O '0.0 

17,172.4 13',..371 .. 8 

4,150.0 
46.6 

450.9 
0.0 

723.9 
5,371.4 

11,801 .. 0 
78.6 

11,879.6 

',,-
4,166-.9 

46 '6-
453,:Z '" 

0.0 
666.' 

5,333 .. 3 

8,038 .. 5-
56.,.2. 

8,095.2 

(End of Appendix A-8M) 
I 

• 

Adopted, 

$15,380.3 
0.0 

17.4 
(80 .. 0) • 

2 .. 3 
0,0 

15,315.$ 

4,042'.5-
46.6-

453.2 
0.0 

§n.S 
5,842.1 

9,473.4 
56,7 

9,530.1 

\. , 
\ 

\\ 
\ , 

" 

.' 

• 
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SCHEIlllU 1l2, SM-~ / 

SAN MARINO PISTBIct- TARIFF AREA 

GENERAL METEREP SERVI~/ 

,/ 

AEPLXCABXL1XX / 
Applicable to all metered water service. 

XER8ITQBX ~ 
San Jfarino, Rosemead,. portions ot San Gabriel, Temple 

City, and vicinity, Los Angeles/county. 

RATES 

SERVICE CHDGE: 
PER METER 
PER MONnt 

For 51' x 3/4-incb meter 
For 3/4-inch_ meter 
For 1-in'ch meter 
For 1-1/2-fnch meter 
For ~inch meter 
For ~-inch meter 
For /4-inch meter 
-For . 6-inch 1Deter 
For a-inch meter 
For / 10-inch meter 

i 
! 

QUANl'Il't RmES: 
/ 

i 

................... ........ " .......... . 
,. .......... " .............. ' .................. .................. 
...... " .............. " ... 
~.,. .. -.- ........ .. .............. ~ ..... , ...... 
.- ................. . 
# ..... ".,-_ ............ .. 

$ 7.00· (I) 
8.25-

12.45-
19.25-
27.80 
51.50 
76-.00 

--135..-00- -
206-.. 00 
26-3.00 (1) 

For ~ water delivered per 100 cu.tt... $ 0.690 (X) 
/ 
he service Charge is a readiness-to-serve charge 

aP,Fticable to all metered service and to-which is 
to~ added the quantity charge computed at the 
~ity rates, for water used during the month. 
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APPENOIX B-SM 
(Page 2) 

SCHEQ.ULE NO. SM-1 

SAN MbRINO PISTRICT TARlFF A:REk 
/ 

PBIYATEjEIBE PROTECTION SERVICE 

AEfLIcaBXLI~ ~ 
Applicable to all water service furnished tor privately 

owned fire protection systems. / 

TIDmI TORX 

San Marino, Rosemead, portions ot San Gabriel, Temple City 
and vicinity, Los Angeles county. 

RATtI> . . /. Pet Month 
For each lnch of dlameter ot prlvate 
tire protection service ........................ $ 4.00 eX) 

The rates tor p~~ate tire service are based upon the size 
ot the service and no/additional charges will be made for tire 
hydrants, sprinkler ,I hose connections or standpipe connected to 
and supplied by such private fire service. 

/ 
~~~IAL ,ONPITIOH§ 

1. The fire protection service and connection shall- i:,~-- - - - -
installed by the utility or under the utility's direction. 
Cost of/the entire fire protection installa'cion excluding 
the connection at the main shall be paid for by the 
applicant. Such payment shall not be subjeet to refund. 

I 
2. fthe installation housing the detector type check value 
and/meter and appurtenances thereto shall be in a location 
m~ually agreeable to the applicant and the utility. 
Normally such installation shall be located on the premises of applicant, adjacent to the property line. Tbe expense 

a't maintaining the fire protection facilities on the 
applicant's premises (including the· vault, meter,.. detector 
type cheek valves, baekflow. device and appurtenances) shall 
be paid tor by the applicant. . 
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SCHEPU~ NO, SM-9 

SAN MARINO PISTBICT TARIFF AlmA 
/ 

CONSTRUCTION AND omR TEMPQBbRX .sERVICE 
/ 

APeLIWILIT'{ /. 

Applicable to· temporary water service provided on a flat 
rate basis for street paving, cur)) a1)d sidewalk con~truction, and 
for water delivered to, tank wagons or trucks from flre hydrants 
or other outlets provided tor sueh;purposes. 

/ 
TERRITORY I 

The cities of san Marin~nd Rosemead and portions of the 
cities of San Gabriel, El Monte" Temple City, and certain 
contiguous unincorporated areas in Los Angeles county. 

BATES / PER LINEAR FOO:I: 
FOR FLOODING DITCHES: 

o to- 4' deep/ ............. ., .................. .. 
Over 4' to' 6,' deep .............................. .. 
OVer 6' to/8~' deep ........................... .. 
OVer a·' to 10' cleep •• · ......... oo ............. .. 

OVer l~;!:O' 12' deep .......................... . 
Over 12;" deep· .................. ' ...... oo .. oo ....... 'OO • 

~~RT~=A~~~~~ ........................... . 
I 

S~ECXAL CONPITrONS 

$ 0.045 
0.060 
0.074 
0.091 
0.121 

, -0 .. 210, 

$ 0.210 

eX) 

.. (·x·).· ,., 

(X) 

/ 
(1) ~r other temporary uses the quantity of water used 
Shall be estimated or metered by the utility. Charqes tor 
such ~ter shall De at the quantity rate tor General 
Metered Service. 

(2) IApPlicant tor temporary service shall be required to 
pay/tbe utility in adv~ncc the net cost of installing and 
removim~ any tacilities necessary in connection with 
turnim'J.ng such service by the utility .. 

(3) ~pllcant for temporary service may be required to 
deposit. with the utility a sum of money equal to- the 
estimated amount of the utility's bill tor such service .. 

(END OF APPEND~X B-~M) 
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APPENDIX C-SM 

CALIFORNIA AMERICAN WATER COMPANY 
SAN MARINO DISTRICT 

r-,-
,/r

C 

/ 
/ , 

Each of the followinq increases in rates may be/put into effect on the 
indicated date by filing a rate schedule whicn adds the appropriate 
increase to, the rate which would otherwise e in effec~ on that date, 

SOOWLE SM-1 

Servi~ Charge: 

For SIS x 3/4-inch mete 
For 3/4-inch meter 
For l-inch meter 
For 1-1/2-inch ~eter 
For 2-inch/meter 
For 3-inch meter 
For 4-ineh meter 
For 6-~nch meter 
For 8~nehmeter 
For 10'inch meter 

Quantity Rate/. 

All wate/delivered 'per 

~<;HEPUU: SM-4 ,/ 

Rates: // 
I. 

i 

I 

............ ,. ...... · ..... " ....... " " 

... " • __ " • " " " ••• e, · " . " -.... ,.. ...... · ........ ., ... " " . .................. 
til ............... .. 

................. 
• " ... III' • ......... 

• • " • ", ........... e' 

100 cu.ft ••••• 

For/each inch of diameter of private 
fi~protection service ••••••••••••••• 

SCHEDULE §JI:2 

For FlDoding Ditches: 
o 1:1);. 4' deep .. _ " ... ., _ • ., ., .. p • ., • ~ ,. •• " • " " ... . 

OVa 4' to 6,' deep· ................................. .. 
OVe:: 6' to, 8" deep ......... " ...................... .. 
OVe:- 8:' to 10' deep ................ or ... ... ' ...... . 

OVer.. 10' to, 12' deep ..... " ...... " ............... .. 
OVe:: 12" deep ...... ~ .. ~. _ " •• .,. __ ., ••• ' ...... . 

For w~r deliveries in ta~ ~a90ns •••••• ~ 

(.END OF APPENDIX C-SM) 

Effective 
1990 

$ 0.,60 
0.6S. 
0.95, 
1 .. 40 
2 .. 00 
4.25 
5~40 

10 .. 00 
15-.00 
19.00 

$ 0.026 

$ 0 •. 3& 

Per Linear 
Foot 

$ 0'.004 
0.005-
0.006 
O.OOS 
0.010 
0.015, 

$ 0.015 
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APPENDIX O-SM 

CALIFORNIA AMERICAN WATER COMPANY 
SAN MARINO OIS'l'RICT / 

" / , 

Each of the following increases in rates may be/put into effect on the 
indicated date by filin9 a rate schedule which/adds the appropriate 
increase to tbe rate Wh1Ch would otherwise be(in effect on that date~ 

~CBEDULE SM-l 

Service Charge: 

For S/8 x 3/4-inch mete .............. . 
For 3/4-inch meter .............. . 
For l-inch meter ••••••••••.••• 
For 1-1/2-inch meter .............. . 
For 2-inchj"'meter •••••••••••••• 
For 3-inch meter ................ . 
For 4-inch meter ............... . 
For 6-i-nch meter ................... ' 
For S;-lnch meter ............... oo, •• 

For 10-ineh meter .............. .. 
/ 

Quantity Rates: 
/ 

All water delivered per 100 cu.ft ••••• 
( 

/ 

SClfEPULE SM-i / 

Rates: / 
I • 

FO! each inch of diameter of private 
~~re protection service ••••••••••••••• 

! 
~cm:mzLE SM-2 

I 
or Flooding Ditches: 

o to 4' deep ...... ' ........................ . 
Over 4' to 6,' deep ......................... oo 

OVer &' to 8' deep .................... . 
Over 8' to, 10' deep ..................... .. 
Over 10' to· 12' deep ........................ . 
OVer 12' deep ••••••••••••••• - •••••••• ~ 

For water deliveries in tank wagons •••••• 

(END OF APPENDIX O-SM) 

Effective 
1291 

$ 0.30 
0.3S 
0 .. 50 
0.55-
1.20 
1.7$ 
3.60 
5.00 
9 .. 00 

11.00 

$ 0.014 

$ 0.20 

Per Linear 
Foot 

$ 0.002 
0.002' 
0.003 
0.004 
0.004 
0.004 

$ 0.00$ 
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CALIFORNIA AMERICAN; WATER COMPANY 
SAN MARINO OXS'l'RXC'l' 

ADOP1'ED QUANTITIES 

Purchased Power 

seE Effective 7-88 
1989 

.Kmi / ~ 

4 ,849 ,15/ $41&.603 
Upper System 

PA-1 (lOOS HP) 

Lower system 
PA-l (900 liP) 
PA-2 (212 l<W) 

2,954,8.50 
142,.,759 

/ 
Pasadena Municipal 9-85· ;1 

:KWH Cost 0.0671 / 
City Tax 7% I 

• State Tax 0.0002 / 

• 
Upper system ! 1,277,635 
Total Power, consum.(KWH)9,224,394 
Total Power Cost / 

,I 
Purchased Water costs 

Main San Gab. Ba (7-8S) 
Total Well Prod/Af-S8 

Raymond Basin/AF 
SG Basin AF / 
Replenishment AF 

Cost :.Adm. Asll'~ $2 .. 5/ AF 
LB.Makeup $31AF 
Replen. $158/AF 
other Cost 

Total Cost 

I' 
I 

I 

l 

13,285·.9 
2,299.0 
6,983.9 
3,591.0 

$20,951.7 
$26,437.3 

$567,33S.0 
$127,848 .. 6 
$742,575.6 

256,083 
2l,086, 

$114,357 

$808,l29 

4,863,649 $4l7,816 

2,963,.200 256,782 
143,369 21,140 

1,278,590 $114,435 
9,2'48,808 

13,3l9.7 
2,299 ... 0 
6,584 .. 8 
4:,.023.9 

$19,754.4 
$26,.53l .. 7 

$635-,776 .. 2 
$l24,798.6-
$806,,860.9 

$810,173 
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APPENDIX E-SM 
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CALIFORNIA AMERICAN WA'l'ER COMPANY 
SAN MARINO OIS'l'RICl' 

ADOPTED Q'O'AN'l'I'l'IES 

~ 

/ NUMBER OF SERVICES - METER SIZE 

S/8 X 3/4 
3/4 

1 
1-1/2 

2 
3 
4 
6 

Total 

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

.. til ... ", ••••••• > ....... . 

7,71'J7 
/16 

..................... /4,45.9 

....................... 926-
- •••••••• ~........ 497 
••••• ~ •••••••••• ~. 10 

15-........... ' .... -;:- .... 
----~ 13,666 

:qsage - Cct 

7,748 
16 

4,467 
928 
499 

10 
15-

6 
13,689 ········7·· .. 

Metered Water Sales (Ccf) 5,440,100 $,453,900 

~ER OF SERVICES 11'119., ot S<:nl,c<::; lUiAq<:-I«;r;t AV~t!J;qe 
j/ ~ l2.2.Q. m..2. ~ ID.2. l.22.Q. 

Residential / 12,001 12,014 3,758.7 3,762 .. 8 313.2 313 .. 2 
. Business ·Norm.'Osers1,43S1,443 . 877 ~9 " " " 882':8 - - - . 611'.:8 - -- -611;'8 
Business Large)C1sers 2'8 28 280 .. 0 280.0 10,000 .. 0 10,000.0 
Indu.strial I 74 75 278:.0 281..:7, 3,75-6·.2 3, 756-.. Z 
PuD-. Auth. Norm. Users 118' 119 137.3 138" .. 4 1.163.3 1,.163.3 
Pu.l:I.. Auth. Large Users 10 10 105-.9 105-.. 9 10,592.0 10,592.0 
Other / 2 2 2 .. 3 2 .. 3 

Subtotal 13,668 13,691 
Private ire Protection 27 29 

Total! 13,695 13,720 5,440.1 5,453.9 
/ 

una;50unted tor (6.0%) 

Total Water Produced 

Wells 
Purchased 

347.2 348.1 

5,787.3 50,8,02-.0 

5,607.9 5-,622.6 
179 .. 4 179.4 
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/' 

CALIFORNIA AlIERICAN WAnR COMPANY /" 
SAN MARINO DISTRICT / 

Purchased Power 
Purchase~ Water 
Purchased Chem. 
Payroll (O&M+A&G) 
o & MOther 
Emp. Pension & Ben. 
A & G Other 
Payroll Tax 
Ad. Vol. Tax 

ADOPTEP ExmISES // 
1/ 

1~89 1990 
Adoptga Adoptg~ 

/

/ (Tbousan(!" of Dollar,,) 

$808.1 $810.2 
742.6 80&.9 

/ 4 .. 8 6.$ 

/ 

622.1 649.5-
298.2 318.8 
160.7 169.1 

, 244.0 258.0 

/ 

111_7 139 .. 7 
108.5 126.5 

· 34% 34% Federal Tax Rate 
state Tax Rate 
Uncollectible Rate 
Franchise Rate 

;
/ 9.3% 9.3% 

I 
0.115% 0.115% 

0.0% O.ot 

/ 
/ 

I 
I 

/ 

(END OF APPENDIX E-SM) 

• 
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TJsage 
Ccf 

0 
3 
5, 
8 

10 
15 
20 
25-.75 Avg .. 
40 

100 

• 0 
3 
5 
8 

10 
15-
20 
25, .. 75 Avq. 
40 

100 

0 
3 
5 
8 

10 
15 
20 
25,.75 Avg. 
40 

100 , 

Present 
RAlies 

$ S .. 04 
& .. 14 
7 .. 31 
9 .. 07 

10.24 
13.17 
16.11 
19.48 
27_83 
63.01 

$ 7.00 
9.07. 

APPENDIX F-SM 

CALIFORNIA AMERICAN WATER COMPANY 

SAN MARINO DISTRICT 

AT PRESENT' AND ADOP'l'ED RATES-

~ 

Adopted Amount 
...Rates In<CreAse 

$ 7.00 $ 1.96-
9'.07 2.9'3 

10.45/ 3.14 
12.502 3.45-
13..-90 3 .. 66-Vo .. 3~ 4.18 

0.80 4 .. 69 
24.77 5-.. 29 
34.60 6.77 
76,.00 12 .. 99' 

U2Q 

$,7 .. 60 $0.60 
9 .. 75 0 .. 68 lOO4V 11.18 0.'73 

12 .. 52 13 .. 33 0.81 
13 .. 90 14 .. 76, 0 .. 86 
17.35 . .. 18:.34 . ~O.99 
20-.·8 21.92 1.12 
241b 26.04 1.27 
34 60 36, .. 24 1.64 
761.00 79 .. 20 3 .. 20 

WJ. 

$ 7'.60 $ 7 .. 90 $0.30 
9'.·7S 10 .. 09 0 .. 34 

lI1 .. 18 11.55 0 .. 37 
U.33 13 .. 74 0 .. 41 
J14'.76 15-.20 0.44 
B .. 34 18.8S 0 • .51 
2l .. 92 22' • .5-0 0 .. 58 
26..04 26,.70 0.66 
:J6..24 37.10 0 .. 86 
7J9.20 80.90 1.70 

(END OF APPENDIX F-SM) 
.. 

,/ 

/ /., 

Percent 
InCrease 

38.89 
47.75-
42.93 
38.03 
35-.. 70 
31.69 
29 .. 14 
27 .. 16 
2'4.32 
20 .. 62 

8.57 
7 .. 48 
6.99 
6 .. 45-
6 .. 19 

. - . " - -5-.71' . ~ - -
50 .. 38 
5-.. 13 
4.74 
4.2'1 

3.95· 
3.51 
3.31 
3.09 
2 .. 98 
2'.78 
2.,65-
2.54 
2.37 
2.15, 


