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~ ,~~i)!,'f 

OPINION 

SUlIImarv of Deoision '.",.: . . \', : :. ',' ~ ,'J :·'.l . ') ;', ,0 

southern C{liif,ornia ,W.~ter Compa.ny. (S6CalWater) is 
• ~ 1:_ • .. ~ .!. .' 4 .~. : ~ • I _ ....... .0-

authorized to increase its rates asfol16wst 

19~1 1~92 
Distriot .. Amount- . Percent . Amount Percent 

San Gabriel $796,300 .28.55 $196,900 

Pomon~.Va~ley J79,300 14.()9 .~.2~2,~()Q 

Arden-Cordova 652,800 33.68 207,600 
, . 

wri9ht~o9d 241,500 22.98 "84,800 

Ojai 317,600 30.50 97,200 

5.49 

4.47 

8.01, 

6.56 

7.15 

1993 
Amount Percent 

$111,900 2.96 

16~,9.o() .2.44 

·.72,5QO, .2.61 

~:4 ~ lOP·_·>·~. 48 
-.. : - '\ .. ; -

.64,000·. 4.40 
:.... T'·:< '-:.! ;.:.' _ ... '. 

A rate of return on rate base (ROR) of'1Q.77%.for 1991, 
10.79%'fOr 1992, and 10.76% for.1993 is found tb·b~~l:-eas6nabi~. 

. a. . ,. ... _ 
The author1zed return on common equ1ty (ROE) 1S 12.00% for each of 
the three years. 

" Tables 1 through 5, following, show for each district - the 

adopted summary of earnings at present and authorized rates for. >. . . ... . '. --. '. 
test years 1991 and 1992. Table 6 shows the adopted capital ratios 
and corresponding rates or return on rate base. 

SocalWater'srequest for interest on balancing accounts 
is a-generic issue that was not considered in these individual 
applications. 
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TABLE 1 
Ii o __ -'._.JL.l {'{_ (> 

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA WATER COMPANY 

San Gabriei Valley oistriot ... f. ~' ; :,.q 1" y! " -il;! 

( f:' -';' ',; f ,') , '), Ad'6pt'ed:'sJmmta-~ ·t,'f"E~~bifi9s:l \ ');1} .,.')._: 

~-~~~-,~-f~~,--~~-.~~.~--~-.-~~-;~"-~'~ ~ ~.; ;"! ~ {-~.... ~: .. ~ \. : 'I • i{ };:;'; 

'. ~ .. :.L. ,. 

,-" . 
: ... : 

· Operatittg' EkpEmses~:· . 
oper.& Haint. 

". Adm,', Gen~ 
Gim.Off.Alloc. 

• . , Depreciation 
other TaXes 
state~Franch~TA~ 
Federal Inc.Tax 
T6t~i " , 

Net Income 

· Rate Base - " 

Rate 'Of' RetUrn 

Total Revenues 

Operating Expenses 
Oper., Maint. 
Adm.' Gen. 
Geil.Ofl.Alloe. 
Depreciation 
Other TaXes 
state Franch.Tax 
Federal Inc.Tax 

Total 

Net Opera Revenue 

Rate Base 

Rate of. Return 

:- ot. 

;>,,~ , . " J ~o (Th6Usa-nds 'bY o6i lilrs) [.' i';:,:, .' ,r ~ ,; 

$-0" '2·~188. 7 ;,.;!. ~: '>If. ~ '. $, '.~3~585.6::t'-· '! 

1,420.S 
, l . ,: "158 • 0", . :. <. 

155.9 
262.8:···· 
280.1 
'. '3. () " 

,33,2 
~~313.5 . , ,- ..... 

475.2 

, 8,513~O, 

5.'58 ' 

) -, ' .. ;, 

. , -, 

1,424.6 
158'\0;: ~" . 
155.9 
262.8 
291.8 

'. 75.6 
-0 299.6 
. 2 ~ 6'6$.) , 

. ,'. - _: '~_ :-1 

'8,513.0 

iO.71 ' . 

!. ; .• 

~~---~--------1992----~~~~~-------

$ 

Present . ~~:~~:~~=~. . ;. . ~ ---------
(Thousands 

2,798.5 

1,450.0 
175.9 
170.7 
297.5 
307.4 
(14.9) 
(42.2) 

2,344.4 

454.1 

9,264.8 

4.90 

- 3 -

of Dollars) 

$ 3,781.9 

1,455.0 
115.9 
110.7 
297.5 
321.8 
14.7 

286.7 
2,782.3 

999.6 

9,264.8 

10.79 
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SOQTHERN .¢hl.lf9RN;J;ALW~TER COMPANY 

;::':: ;,' C,7.{ r9mp~a. Val,i.~Y.:qj,~~_rict 

Adopted summary of Earnings 
. r .~-.'!'--~-~~.---~~~~~------------

"_ t • 

, 
: , - - , ':. 

Total Revenues 

6p~i~ting Expenses 
:' -pper. b Maint. 
, . Adm. & GEm. 
: 'Geil.Off .Alloc. 
- , Depreciation 

other Taxes 
'state Franch.Tax 
'Federal Inc.TaX 
, ,Total 

~et Income 

Rate.Base , , 

Rate ot Return 

Total Revenues 

operating Expenses 
"oper., Haint. 
, . AdtD. & Gen. 
" Gen.oii.Alloc. 
, ~preciatioil 
,Other TaXes 
'st~te Franch.Tax 
'F~deral Inc.Tax 

Total 

Net,Oper. Revenue 

Rate Base 

Rate of Return 

:;'':';';'::';';'.-~------1991----------------
, ", present Authorized 

J.\.. , 

$ 5,530.0 

$ 

. . 1-'.-, r 
: . 2~.665,3 
.. , '.208.3 

, 242.2 
,,586.4 
, ' i31d) 
'102.1 

268.1 
4,204.6 

, 1! 32,5.4 

16,380.9 

8.09 

. '_ ' r ; :r' :,2_.:~:~~:_~-i 
. '.' ~ ; i..: '. ?9?_·,~ 

"C,''-. 242.2 
.,~' .- .... 5#36,'4 

,'. . ,_ .:.:' ,i ".' .>-", 
','.- ,.;, ; c. 132~1 
.' '-' ,- : >~ 1 ~i4 '. 8 

. , 533. () 
_, ~" _~ ~ 5 • 9 . " : 

1, 163 '~.' 

.': : ,l6,~80~9 

10.77 

~-~~~~--------1992---------------
'. pi-es~rtt Authorized 

(Thousands of Dollar~).. , 

5,597.0 

2,121.8 
234.5 
'265.2 

: :640.2 
'140.4 

86.2 
190.3 

4,,218.6-

1,,318.4 

11,406.1 

7.57 

- 4 -

6,591. 5. 

2,126.5 
234'.5 
265~' 2 

'.: ~ '. '640;.2 
c,' 14-1:.8 

,-, 118~2 
,- '527.8 
4,114.~ 

. ..;. -' 

1,811.3 

11,406.1 

10.79 
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TABJ.E~3~;;~,'\!:·L\\ .liS ::.) ':fl)··':C"i..F • .t. e 
SOUTHERN~CAL1FORNIA WATER COMPANY 

';',' ,';",',c, 'c' :.'cAuds..;$..·' .... ~··d:s..r,,~ '0' i"t,C'!"'t 
•• c ............ L ~JI"'"or VYQ s r 0 

." .' r 

operttt1rig Expenses 
Oper.& Maint. 
Adm.& Gen. 
Gen~b{f .Alloc. 
pepi~ciation 
other Taxes 
~tAt~ Franch.Tax 
Federal Inc.Tax 
.. 7'9tal 

Net Income 

Rate Base 

Rate of R"eturn 

Total Revenues 

Operating Expenses 
Oper.& J.laint. 
Adrn.& Gen. 
Geh-.'Otf .Alloc. 
Dep{eciation 
Other TaXes 
State Franch.Tax 
Federal llic.Tax 

Total 

net "Opere Revenue 

Rat"e' Bas'e 
, '-,. 

Rate'oiReturn 

---------------------------
"~~~~~~~~~-~~~~~1991----------------

Present Authorized 
~. ' .. -, ... ' .... - - .. - ------------ .... ---------",: .".~ (Thousands of Dollars) 

959.5 
.. 1-6? t 5 

~ . " . \ 160. 4 
.: . :~' 355,7 
.' . " :.120. 3 
; "~. (16.0) 
'. , .' (42.7) 

, 1,699.7 

238.6 

; .. 5·;6i3.6 

• 4~ 25 

$ 2,591.1 

.;'"?::: Fil! J'i~~~~ 
. .'~' c:·. ,~. ·i169. 4 

,!l:~<' )"355 7 
." - '~. -:.. -~ '\ l ~" ,;" 

. "'""'12l.3 
'.' . "":.: -:~~('1"44.1 
" ,.:-: ' .. i 7 i . 9 

. ' ".. ',:: 1 " ? ~ ~. 5 

"604.6 

'-5~'t1~L6 
::- 1'""."" ::..,", ~ ..:. 

.. ' 10~ 77 

--------------1992----------------
Present Authorized 

. (Thousands of Dollars) 

1,996.3 

999.0 
l8l.a 
175.6 

.39i. 6 
,',~. 129.6 
. ".(27.5) 
',: '(97,2) 
1~754.1 

. ~ .; :-

" 6,412.6 

3.78 

$ 2,798.7 
'. • ~ ~ , .... ~ • ' r -: : ... "'. 

., . ,1d)02.8 '", ',,"<" .. 183: 6 
" ".": 175.6 
!; - , '.~' 3~i • 6 
.' '.' 1f3 i 3 

:",:4~. 4 
, 0', ;l1~Lo 
. :.,?; 10'6. 7 

r j • 692.0 

.: ! ~ ~ I • '.: 

'~:~1~:~~ 
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SOUTHERN CALiFORNIA WATER COMPANY 

'i;L\'1:~O') 51'\i'·'<,Wr-!gllt\lbbd ;'Di~ttlbt')(~ 

Ad6p~edJsumhary of Earnings ---------------------------
:--t,i-~,~.:· ~'.-) \~i ~u~.:..! ~"'.·_ ... J~;.~,.JL'iJ\ 

. - .- - f C' ~} r· . 

Operating Expenses 
Oper.& Maint. 
Ado.& Gen. 
.Ge·l'f, Off. Alloc. 
-Depreciation 
Otner TaXes 
,state Franch.Tax 
:Federal Inc.Tax 

Total 

Uet'lricone 

Rate'sase 

Rate of Return 

Tota 1 ReVenU'es'; 

Operating EXpenses 
Oper.& Milint. 
Ado. & Gen. 
Gen'. Off. Alloc. 
pei>~eciation 
other Ta>'es 
$t~te Franch.Tax 
Federal Inc.Tax 

. Total 

Net-oper. Revenue 

Rate Base 
Rate'6f-Return 

---~~~:~~~~~~~~~~~1991----------------

Present Authorized --.--..... ~.- -.~.-- ... --~ .. ~ ---------- ----------
.,'" . ((Thousands of Dollars) 

339.5 
iOO.9 

": . \;''2;'57.4 
:. ~:i06. 2 
,. ; ~-:l 70.5 
'~"~ -~ 13.3 

53.6 
:-'--'7414 . -. .. 

,- 309.5 

,- .";'127.9 

7.50 

$ 1,292.4 

--~;4'44.5 

4 ;1'27 ~!9':" 

--------------1992----------------
Pr~~~n_t Authorized 

--------- -----------, 
- -, :' '(T,housands of Dollars) 

$ .- 1,068.9 

354.1 
,,111.9 

~ '62.9 
'116.2 
'75.() 

7.1 
, ,; 29.3 

'" 756.5 

312.4 
, . 

4,476.6 

.. 6'.98 

- 6 -

$ 1,377.2 

, , , . -: - , -3 5 5 • 7,: '; 
" ~'1-f1~. 9~-

- ~ , 

L" 

, :62,\'? 
,116.2 .,i7:.1 
,35.8 
134. '6 
894.2 
483.() 

4,476.6 

to.79' 



SOY~!l¥~j,qA~~fQ~~~lWATER COMPANY 

"._,' .... ,_rJ ~n .. ,.,6jai':D~s~~lo~ 
'-~ :. ~.. £ ~ ~ ~ "- - - ... ~ 

-.---- .... -... - ... -.- .. - .. ---~. ~-~. -- '- -- Adopt~d summary of Earnings 

. . 
-,' . 

l... __ , \ 

Total Revenues 
". .~ .. :-

op~r~ting Expenses 
'; Op~r.&- Maint. 
'.Adm. & Gen. 
'GerUOff. Alloc. 
,Depreciation 
:'other Ta'Kes 
state Franch.Tax 
Federal Inc.Tax 

Total 

Net ,Income 

Rate Base 

Rate of Return 

Total Revenues 

op'e~at.inq Expenses 
opel'.&- Maint. 
'Adm'. &- Gen. 
Ge-h :off. Alloc. 
'Depreciation 
other TaXes 
-St'ate Fra.nch. Tax 
Fe'deral Inc. Tax 

To.tal 

Net op~~. R~venue 

Rate Base 

Rate of Return 

;;~~~~~-~------199i----------------
,_ , '" :Pr~sent Authoriz~d 

'='.; :<. (Tho'Jsands of DOll.ars),:: : ;" : 

$ l,()41.3 ::--::: <,$.: :,1,'358, 9 ~:; 
• _"~':" ~ ~-: 2 .-:..!-:.~! 

$ 

'. ,c592.2 
'- . ,,:101,2 
... 63.1 

73.5 
, 61.3 
,,(2.9) 

, (6.2) 
882.2 

159.1 

3,062.3 

5.20 

-- ':. ~ , :., -~. <593,8 
;.;' f :,'lOL 2 

6-3d, 
" :73 ~5 
" 66.3 
',26.0 
105.2 

1,Q29.1 ',' 

",329.8 

3,062.3 

10.77 

~~~~~---------1992----------------
. ','~ie'se'rit Authorlzed 

.,~. ,(Thousands of DollCl~s): 

,. 609.7 
. " 112.3 

,- ,.69.1 
84.5 
65.6 

~(1().6) 
(34.8) 

.895.8 

145.3 

3,~81.8 

4.17 
- 7 -

',-: .~)J·1 
112.3 
: 69. i 
,?A~~ 
.72.2 

- .27. i 
1'03.5 

~,9'80.4 

, ,,375.7 

3, ~.~n.8, 

10.79 
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',-, ~Crh'" ',:!' f i }~M'~~~!1'\'~~~~~f' .C~ T.'Ji ',;i,,",;<~ 
:-, i i ':, ,'c,' • ': . ' t "tate 'Ofl~ri';"'n en fute' ~:' :11 -. 1. .~. ' ~ - ~.~-.f··f '''~i 

llJ -:. ; ',' ~ :'T~t y~~ \gg{.:~ ill\~rl\,~jY~/I~{·l ~ J" ; . !:~ \; 

: ~--. ,. - . 
-~-TefWI 'Oeb\ 
PreferTed Stbck 
Ccnrrco Equity 

- Total 

_ ~-JeJ"llOebt 
'-~f~'S~k 

'- ~'[Quity 

Total 

.Attrition Year 1991 

long-T era Debt 
Pn!(ernd Stock' 

0::r'I'00 [quity 

Total 

. ' .. , 
: ~ - I 

" t -' : ~ I 

t¥Stal" - i,' '. ~:,' ,,', 
RAtios . •. ractors t 

r -' I ':'.' " ~!;' I '~ ., J * 
.-"1. ........ " 

48.30 
.: 1.20 
so. 50 

,,48.,30 
. '~20 
50~50 

100.00 

48.30 
teo 

so. SO 
---
100.00 

~ r ,-- 't' 

.-;: ' 

. _9.~5 
4.41 

\2.00 

9.~9. ' 
4,4;2 

-12.00 

9.63 
4.4\ 

12.00 
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Background 
"" .... , .. - '(') .""'.t .• " -:"'~-,1 "") .~\_.' ..• '-~ 

SoCalWater is an<operat'idg-publl.c'utillty c6rporatJon 
with headquarters in San oi~as" California. It provides water 
service in 17 operating Aistricts a~dele9tri.c s,ervice in B1g Bear 

! ,- ; ~...,' I ,,_ !", "' : _: _. . _. ; 

Lake, California. -,", ' 

On February 21, 1990 SoCalWater fiied applications 
requesting r~te increas~s for wa~er servic~ in its San Gabriel 
(Application (A 0) . 90-02-055) i'~ Pomona Valley (A. 90-02-(56) , : 
Arden-Cordova' (A.9"():-02-0<5?)'.-.\i\-ightwo6d' (A.'90-02·:"O~{6)"~ and ~Ojai 

: { : ... • 1.:.. ~ 

(A.90-02-059) Districts. On May 31,- 1990SoCalWater-filed-an 
amendment to A.96-'02:::"056 to-dorrect c:5~\-tain omissions in the 
original application. On June 25, 1990, the Water Utilities Branch 
(Branch) of the Conmission Advisory and Compliance ,Di~isi6n (CACD) 
received a letter from soc~lwater r~e~esting a re:~u'c"tiQn-- of 20% in 
sales volume, and consequently, in its estinated revenue, citing 
its current Volatile water supply sit~ation and the b~eak future 
~ater supply in Southern California. 

The applications for these five districts"wer~,filed 
simultaneously and consolidated for hearings. 

SoCalWater is requesting rates which wouldcpr9d~ce rates 
- -... ~ : • .. .' ~. - : .. < - • 

of return on rate -'base of ~L 21% in-1991, 11. 29% itt ,1_992" and 
11.26\ in 1993 with a constant rate of return on common equity of 
13.00\ in each of the three years. 

Following revisions due to the June 25th letter, the rate 
increase requests resulted in the following: 

1991 . 1992.1993 
District Amount Percent Amount Percent Amount., Percent 

794~300 " San Gabriel $ 30.89 $292,000 8.66 '$240,000 6.54 

Pomona 'I. 

1,150,000 21.81 344,ioo 5.34 323,700 4.73 

Arden-Cordova 697,200 31.66 281,610 10.72 165,020 5.67 

h'r ightwood 325,600 33.32 83,300 6.29 62,9QO 4.41 

ojai 324,500 33.64 147,400 11.46 87,000 6.06 

- 9 -
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fL) t (~'.: Foi~owing :··1s.·a brief-desoription")of f the"fivtf~districts. 
San Gabriei,valiey~Dlstriot "I' it\:l .• :': ':"';':'. ·.F.f

"
· ... -·;[I«,-:··;:",": 

The ISan: 'Gabriel '.Valley~ Distriot is lo¢ated"'in·LOs Angeles!' 
county, and consists of two systems that arelnot ihterc6nri'tit~d. 
The.south San Gab~iel:systemserVes 'portions ~c)f·the'¢ities of 
Monterey park,. R6semead,·and. San ~Gabriell the southl-Arcadia' 'system 1 ')

serves portions of the cities: of -Arcaciial' EINorit~·,· Irwindale,· .. ··;«;·:-! i 

Monrovia,''l:erople citYi' 'a'nd adj~cent vicinity. '{·The: area-'served is 
primarily residential, wi th smalL·industriAl: and' conurierciai' are'as "'j:':~: 
The·dJstrict served.l1,414'customeis' at the 'endof:-1989,'over 96%:':" 
of which ',were in the commercial classification consisting of" . 
residential -and· business customers. ,.", .. . t- " •. ~ • ·:r:· ~ '.1 

The district office is located in Arcadia:-atid·.-empl<jys:·": ·,'f 
nine full time employees headed by the Foothills District Manager • 

. South San Gabriel· System 

The water supply tor.the South' San Gabriel'system'i's 
obtained from seven \{eli .. s plus an interconnection with the" ... 

Metropolitan water District (MWD). While the· 'supply is 'capable of ".1 

meeting normal demands, the production of 
uncer,tain due to the proxiriityof a large 
Monterey Park. SoCalWater plans to drill 

the Garvey wells is . 
well Of the'city of 
a -deeper well' at the' 

" ;-

Garvey site in 1991 in order to obtain a moiereliable supply both 
in quality and quantity • 

. 'I'here are low pressure problems 'iii.' several areas of t.he·: 
system: recent and proposed new mains· are expected to improve 'this 
condition. 

Trichloroethylene (TCE) exists at levels eXceeding the 
Department· of Health Services (DHS) standard' of sparts per billion 

(ppb). This water riay be used with TCE conceritrations up to,50ppb 
when blended with other water to achieve a level ofSppb 'or less 
to the customer. 

- 1() -
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, <.: J:) :DToere', ate ',191., 500 ,fee,t', of inaiid in the isYstemi'-of which 
95,000 feet needs replacement due either toj inadequate (size," or:to;';~ 

d~terio~ation 'resulting in leaking ,'or potential'leaki11g .'11 " 

,:south'Arcadia System: [,-.;\' ",' ~":'" ' .. ' to ;"<'" t..:," , ; :,,' ,'{ .. 'llj"-

;c.' 'Th$.water.supply:-,for the south Arc~dia"systemi is obtainecf: 
fr()m~'14 wells owned by socalwater plus:two,purchased;wat'ert

{ \'; i~Ji., ~. 

intercQnnections with the city of 'Arcadiai,' i:, ';'"!' :', 

_,,' ,,': ,water "quality, ~as been a, major proble~ 'in the sYstem.;':,-w--.\: 

Mor~ than halt ,the company's wells ,have been ;shut 'dowil 'due t,6high' , 

leV~ls of" ni~rates or; other 'impurities.' , A :recently' drilled' deeper ,., 
well, Jeffr~es' #4 ; resulted in higher 'qUality, water.': socalWater ' 
plans to drill another new deeper well to'meet 1992 demands.', . -;" , - c 

Pomona. Valley' District _', ,. 

-The Pomona' Valley District is-located in Los Angeles and -
San Bernardino counties. It is a part'of:t,he'Foothills DiVision, 
as is the San Gabriel Valley District. ~ The district serves the 

City of Clarenont,' portions of the cities of Hontclair, Pomona J ' and' , 

Upland, an.d the adjacent unincorporatedteriitory in L6sAngeles' 
and San Bernardino counties. 

The ,district office 
11 full, time people headed by 

, ' 

is located 'in Claremont and;employs 

the Distric.t Superintendent.. 
- 'The water supply is obtained from -25 wells owned by 

SoCalWater, plus water purchased from Pomona College 'and the ~niD 
through the Three Valleys Hunicipal water District. ',BecaUse of 

declining production from the companywells,~ SoCaH'later is 
considering drilling several new wells, or alternatively purchasing 
water from neighboring water districts. 

Some of the well water must be blended with purchased 

water ,in order, to comply with nitrate standards for drinking water. 
As of December 31, 1988; there were 688 1 724 feet of, 

distribution nains in service, ranging in size up to 14 inches. 
storage facilities consist of 17 steel and concrete tanks and 

reservoirs, with a combined capacity of 8,294,000 qallons, also as 

- 11 -
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of O~cembe~'31 r'1~88"- : Addi~ional'! storage taol1ities~"are'iplanned 
fOl;";,CQr\struction beginning,in 1991~[':;:'(::.\ ,~f '(~'::: ~,:ij 1,' '~'~li; .o'~l 

'{ .:' 'l'h~ distriot served '10i21()~customers·"~lS.'of Decernber:31·~ tn.: 
1989, of which ,96 • 6\ w~re' in' the cOliUnercial 1 ciassification; ;, . if l ,-',: 

".-... 1 ,: Ii,' ! . . . ;""':':' 

The Arden-Cordova District is located in" SAcramentb'; < ;":! 

County.,: and, consists of two' systems, that are, not ~ intercOllllected, 
the Arden ~system and the cordova systErm. L' ". c.:: i::,;. "; ," 1 -, \:' 

The district office is located in Rancho Cord6vA't and i I!: i, 0 

enploys 'seven- full time' employees" headed by" a j District ': i; 
Superinte.ndent. ' Additional! staff are planned' for the district; due 
to its rapid growth., " , ' ,-,' ','" ,-, 

The district serVed 11,670'customers'as'ofOecember 31, 

1989, of which 97.2% were in the 'commercial classification. 
Arden System 

The Arden system is totally supplied., by ~i9ht -w~lls. -It - : 
has, no storage and cannot meet:peak'day-demand with 'fire flow. 
system improvements including a reservoirj booster-station, an' 
interconnection with citizen utilities, and new 'mains are' plal'uled. 

" Cordova _ System 

The Cordova' system is suppliedby',18'wells arid a'full
treatment plant which treats surface waterfrom·th~·Nat6nia~Damvia' 
the Folsom-south Canal. Since the-well wat~r.freqUentlY has 
contamination problems, treatment plant water is used to provide 
base flow up to its capacity. 
Wrightwood District 

The Wrightwood District is a part of SoCalWater's High 
Desert Division. The district serves the cbIfi1llunityof WrightwoOd 
on the north slope of the San Gabriel Mountains. Most of the' 
district is located in San Bernardino County,: with a small pc)rti6n 
extending into Los Angeles County.' 

The District office is located in-WrightwOOd-arid employs 
five full time employees headed by a District Superintendent. 

- 12 -
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;'''', lil:, f The I :watet"J supply c9mes.? fr6m: elght~'company Iwells: ~''''ater'; ! () 

fron three of the wells is chlorinated and, treat~d .to',tero()Ve~iron~'-(d 
Whi~~;-the-,water served. to district~customerstneetsall primary 
health st~..r)dardsc set· by., DHS, ,certain . secondary standards tare )'-~ ,-..';':'.' f 

exceeded. DHS characterizes secondary standards;as aesthetio·'andf.-,A 
not heal t)) related.: ;".' .. '" , ;, ',: :' '-'.'" ",;, 

'rhere ,were' approximately 240,000 feet of. main in the '.'-, ..... j 
system which served 2,357 customers as' of December 31,' 1988~"";' ;,\ " 

0;8i District.· . it .. ;' ,,:;, ' ;: .' '. ~. 

The ojai District is· a' part· of; SoCalWcitei's coastal '"':" 
Divi~i9n'1 .:The district -serves substantially all of the city 'Of 
Ojai and some adjacent territory of Ventura county. 

The district office is located in Ojaiand emploYs four 
full time persons· headed by a District superintendent.' An" 
additional service person is planned for 1991, with a Distric~ 
Engine~r planned for 19924 

The water supply ,is obtained from four'company wells and 
purcha~es. froll! casitas Municipal ''later District. The well water is 
aerat~~and chlorinated, but the qUality has been deteriorating 
causing some wells to be abandoned. Manganese has been·a problem 
and althqughit is only a secondary standard. customers find it 
hiqhlY9bjectionable. socalwater plans to drill and equip a new, 
well with a manganese filter in 1991 • 

. Low pressure problems experienced in three areas ot. the 
ojai District are expected to be corrected by system improvements 
in 1990 and 1991. ';,"! .. , 

As of December 31, 1988, the district had 229,114 feet of 
distribution mains ranging in size to 12 inches. storage 
facilities consist of six tanks and reservoirs with a combined 
capacity of 1,536,000 gallons. 

The district served 2,688 customers as of December 31, 
1989, of which 97.8% were commercial. 

- 13 -. 
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Publio Meetings and Bearings I~~)i h'·"'\'~:~I1'.·') hii'. ,':d.V J"',~ ·f". '(I L'IO 

Branchicondl1cted ;infonnal\jt~eti!\9s:'it\ ~ach''-6f the water 
servic~di$tri¢ts, . except Wrightwood.' .- The":f6ur: informal'rneetirigs':""" 
wer~3~tteJ\deQ' by the Branch's: pr6jeotm~lI'(lCJ~r" and 'SocalWatef", ;."! ~ t 

offiQia~~ c from the main office' and' fr6l!i the district. '(I't ~~ < >-" .,' .1" 

-._~ C, : ' ;" Branch aiso requested a public 'paitioipatiot\'h~aririg ;.\ , 
(PPH) beiheld ,i~wri9htwood and Ojai.' "" ,,-c',; 

.: While the' Ojai PPH was' sparsely ;attelidedj:: the Wiightw6&}:-c.: 
PPH lla~ appro>'imateiYi40,custolliersat 'each sessi6l'tj -aft~inbon arid ~;':l 

eveni,ng.- ;' CUstomers' in both districts 'complatned 'about "further :ra6~'
increases especially fqr'retired people, on : fixed itt'come. [)ecilrHitcj' 
water quality was also noted due in part to the <:h"6ught 'a'nd" 
resulting drop in the water table. 

customers in Wriqhtwood felt that they were being 'asked :. 
to pay rates substantially higher than those in metrop6litan areas, 
Some, customers noted that an increase in rates to pay for a new 
reservoir had oniy recently been approved by ,the Commission, and 
now a significant further increase in rates is sought by 
SoCalWater., In addition, Wrightwood has been' experiencing hundreds 
of water main leaks each year, and SoCalWatet's progress in 
replacing old, deteriorated mains has been too slow in'many 
customers' views; 

Evidentiary hearings before Administrative Law Judge 
stalder were held in Los Angeles on July 16 ahd 17, 1990"in 
Los Angeles and in San Francisco on August 13, 1990~ The delay in 
hearings between July 17 and August 13 resulted ir-omBranch's 
request for additional time to' consider S6CalWater's conservation 
sales reduction, which was a change from the original filings. The 
proceeding was submitted upon receipt of briefs on september 17, 
1990. 

- 14 -
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Custo.er service and Conservation -T.: iU',c;1\ i 'I i; , P,l i L,·':t. !) { {dot{. 

10;,: :~s par~of lts'!nvestiqation~i1B~artch'.val~at~dl 

Soca~w~~~r' s : ~atEu;, .qu~lity -and overall ~'leVel~ . of service: infthe t \' c.:.: 

five distri9~s •. , Branch foundthat:in :qenerai~the 'service' is 4g6od',.,.: 
and the companY,responds quickly'·tocust6iner complairtts"'ilTypicai :no 

cOl!lpla~nts d~.al .. wit~ .high billsd~e· to misread meters 'or' unusually 
high use, low pressure complaints caused by. unu!?ually ihi<jhi./d~marlcfifi 1 

on; th~ sys~~m •. e~ipment: failurei .or, problems within tlieicustomers - --' -

pip~~. ,Qu~,lity cqltlplaints. inolude colored or ;ditty :wateri:' sandf :i;"t 

air, :or: ~.nu~ual taste or odor' in the water.··. Many' of the; qualit~;, .... :·, 
comp~,aints o~cur· w,hen SoCalWater 'is performing maintenance or:'; ., ~ ~ 

repairs on ~hesystem. , - : 1 

Branch considers service in the five districts to be 
satisfactory • 

. In 0.86-05-064 (May 28, 1986) in ',order Instituting 
Investigation (I.) 84-11-041,We·took official notice of Assembly 
Bill' (AB), J91, signed into law on September 21', 1983, AB 791 " 
requires every urban water supplier providing water to 3,000' cor . 
mo~e customers. ~o pr~pare and adopt a water management 'plan t<i' 
achieve conservation and efficient use of water." 

since SoCalWater serves water to more than 3,000' : 
customers in some of its districts, it has submitted a water 
management plan an~ has an extensive company-wide conservation 
program which includes the following: .; 

1. Furnishing conservation kits free of 
charge; 

2. Suggesting ways to reduce water waste; 

3. Issuing pUblicity tel~ases and purchasing 
advertising to pronote customer awareness 
of water conservation: and 

4. Implementing a leak detection program. 

0.90-01-067 (July 18, 1990) in 1.89-03-005 authorized 
establishnent of memorandum accounts for all water utilities. The 

- 15 -
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tnerooran4!J.ID. ,:.:;tcc9unt$: ~11o", utilities~, to >keepi tr:ack;-of,rev~nue 
fluctua\:i.Ql)~ _ and c()ns~rvation exp~nses;dUe ,to thepr~sent,-drou9ht -'_(" 
conditions. No proCf~Q.ure' tor handl ing _'the -memorandum -- accounts was 
yet established.· r::, :., .. ;.~. ',( :11-·,,1:_,-' ;,' 'j 

D.90;:08~o55t (,,~gust8~' '1990) ·'1h ~he\'s~me '~fbceeding 
determined that _,disposi tion of·' tpe ,memorandum' accounts tracked 
after the effective date ~f the order, AUgUst, 8, 1990, ar~ 

~,'~;,~,:'" •. '~ .... !"~ ,',; :, " .• __ '.~ ..... )!".," l~., ._ 

contingent on commission approval of the utilit~'s Wa~er ~anagement 
... ' . .. . . \·~i~il) ; .... ~:,.~~) ,-" 

program. The dec1.s1C?!l _a~sQ,,~e~¢nnl.l1~d that _the amqu"ts 111 the 
.. ,:' -' ) 1 , !:.. .. _ _ l • _ _ j • " .... : ~ ~ -~?.1 _'. J ..' • _ " ~ 

memorandum accounts are subject to decrease or refund due to the 
reduced busiiies~ risK: re~uitii\g;: frod. >th~'>irI~fu6r~rtdum ~cC6\f.\t, since 
a lower allowed rate of return WOUld\i~uit~l~'b~iappr('-p'riate . - . . , ' . " . 
consider ing th~ -reduced business risk·' that _ resul ts from 
implementing the memorandum account. 

We also note that D.90-08-055 orders S6CalWater and other 
Class A water utilities to file a l'tater-'Mailagerfrent program for 
consideration in Phase II of I.89-03~005. ' 

Branch takEii 'no issU:~ wi.th th~ -c6mpanyis conservation 
program, but recommends that it be ordered to file a Tariff Rule 
14.1 water conservati6'n plan f6r the five "<iJst'iicts. Bra'rich also 
recommends th~t if '~-oca'iwat~r fil'as an applicatio~' for recovery of 
memorandum account arnoull.ts, it provide.the,Comroission with a 
reduced r-ate of return it believes appropriate: in consideratior of 
the reduced' risk. 
Issues 

Branch and SoCalWater conferred thr~ughout the 
proceedings regarding their differences in te~t year estimates. As , . 

a result, SOCalWater stipulated to many of Branch's estimates, 
which substantially reduced the number of issues to be litigated in 
the evidentiary hearings. It is not necessary to discuss the 
details of the stipulated iteos. Rather, we will include tables 
that sunnarize the stipulated valUes. 

- 16 -
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~"'\I'The ~'retnaining ! i~sues ! fall { in (hlocat~go~1~'H~F'--'th6sij'I;'-w:;):: 
C01!UUQ~ to:all·'dis~rlots -and ,those! that ar~jdistt"ict si>ecifibll-,uJ')!I (! 

Th ' . 't 11' di 'tri~t~ rp·b.A.l--' . "It( ~·:.:1'~'( .:(f",!~~-j:') ,:",'.' ,;_;,!l' ec~ssues'common': 0 a's '-' s,aL~ \..'-,: ';_ 

1. Rate of returnl return on common equity;,d, r C,il' " 'l'': 
; 1, i i t' .~,:,,_.p,~~es.sary ,~o ~~tf~ct; r~~sqn~~~t:! ipv~s~roent, (! 

" \~~., 2.{,~ propriety of,ba1ancing:account l.intet"~st t.- ii-; '" ,'. <'i,)i, 

.... +~ ...... ~- .. : ~ • .'. ),: l·~ _'"~--''-~:.''' '_ <);, ,;,.~- ~ .. j .. "'::-. c~ .~ .. !:.\)~ '--:.r., ··:i ... .;.;.--l~· ~ ..... : 

:~?~., disp';1~~i<:1 i~s~es. ~ ~or" ~~divid~~~ .. qi~~.1i~ct~: ~~~~ ;~<:q. ",j 

5 S G' b • l' 0' t . t 
, ,', C a ~n 's:u6d~' at 1,~h~1tnci~itci~ 'iltimp 0sE~tio~ ," ,I" ,-.'. [ 

b. pavin<! at the Saxon plant!,' " , ':- : 
c. staff~ng and vehicles , I 

" , ,,6., ,Ojai District 
,staffing and vehicle. 

7. Arden, Pomona, and 'Wrightwood Districts i 

N,e,thod, e>,f recovery of tank pain,ting 
i expenses' · ' 

- -. ~ . ...,. ;;,.- -
~, -

8. ojai, Pomona, and San Gabriel Districts " 
" ~'Purchased water mix clnd wat'er -'suppiy' cost 
" due to conser:vation reduction.;' 

t ': 

.i .' 

. ;" 
. , • -', !,. t "", ." J: ~ ~ : '. .-. ~: ;; , - .. '; • ~' .:: l:. r...'._ ..... ' .. -, ,.' ~ '; l -~ : -. ";" 

The adopted rates 'for 1991 are show'n ~n Appendl.ces ~-1 , 
thr6ugll' A";'5~ -followed by:the' authorized 'irlbr~ase:s':-f~r'~992:~:n(fi~j~'3-' 
•• '. .. ~ _," I ~: ~.' _"; ~ ; ~_ > -: 1n Appendl.ces 8-1 through 8-5, the adopted quant1t1es and 1ncome 

, . : ~ ~ t . 
tax calculations in Appendices C-l through C-5, and the b1l1 

comparison at-- pi-esent ami' iulopted i991 rat~s 'in Ap~erid.tce's' 0-1 
thttough:b'.is," 'foi- the fiVe districts, 

- 11 -



1. Rate of Return \' :1. {fiN,', 

The capi ~~~ ,s~r.u9~~,,:",t:r .~f' ~-) fi_tJ!l.) ty:p~,~?).~y consists of 
three components: long,tem":debti"preferred"stock, and COItUrlon 

equity. Rate of return (RoR")'-I~YJ.ei~-rinl"~d\~sing a composite value 
of capital costs based on the capitai structure, which is the 
weiqhting of long-tern debt, p~~'f~ri~cit ~t6ck,' a~:a common equity. 

The parties agreeion·the'capital:structure, the cost of 
long-term debt, and the e(fe¥~iv~.co~t:of:preferred stock for the 

~, •• -~. :..~, -- ," I.~'. 

test period. The disagreement centers on the appropriate return on 
. '';:~ ~l-·" ~.", :~".,:! ~-: 

common equity (ROE) that should be-allowed. 
SoCalWater requests rateS-'of'retUrn'6f 111.27% in 1991, 

11.29% in 1992, and 11.26% in 1~93, ;~norde~ to,earn a constant ROE 
of 13.00% for each of the three years. socalWa~~r argues that this 
is the minimum necessary to allow it 'a~cess 't~ ~easonable 
financing. 

The Financial and Economic Analysis Branch of the the 
Division of Ratepayer Advocates (ORA) recommends an ROE in the 
middle of the range of 11.15% to 12.2~', :or ~~.66%. The 
corresponding RORs based on 12 ~ 00% ROE ar~ io ,'71% in 1991, 10.79% 

in 1992, and 10.16% in 1993. DRA believes that· these··returns are 
. --., . - .' "I.' .. ';, • ' _." ~. . < • _ _ 

cOlTllT'.ensurate with r~turns required .by investors ·i.n other water·· 
utilities C;"f ~~mpar~ble ~i~k, and that. t}:leywill ~nable SoCal.Nater.s 
to attract'rteeded' capit.a1' "an~. ~aintain -its ,fi~an~ial integrity.~ ' .. 

The detailed positions of the. parties are described '. in 
the following sections. 

Socalwater 

SoCalWater determined its requested ROE through the use 
of two financial analysis models, discounted cash flow (DeF), a~d 

> • - , 

risk/premium (RP). For.each model, SoCalWater calc~lated the value. 
for i.tself, as well as for a group of 11 comparable companies 
indicated in Table 7: 

- 18 -
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TABLE 7 ilHtJ~)H, 10 !:dl,lt . I 

'SOt.ri'HER,N! cAtfroRNIA WATEir;CORpAN~ >!:'~) :~ji l' 
,>: - ',' ~ ~eturn! on! ~o~()n"Equity,,::, i'l;l., .. "(:~"""-; d:: 
r, l,:!",~o:np~rabl",~o~pa~'~~~;i";;"'~ .,;(,;: .'{.It:![', 

.. "._. -' • r - -..., i 1, 

.. : : . _ ~ ~ i , -: :-

! : " . ........ \. t ' i .' ~", 1'- ; r:- ; t- ~ ~.';. '" " ~ ~,- ~ t- ~ . .., ;' 

,,' Alnerlca'n 'water works 
I!.;::"} ,-t' ,:. .... - .... :.: ~ -~: 

. : t 

. ,~!~alifornia: Water. Service '\', ' '\; {",f 
\ ' , 

"'coni1ecticdt':'{ateF/l;Jrvl~e '·il i l.:' 

. : ' D9f>l i nguez" Water, 

il' ~'E't(hd} Corporation' " 
." ~ --~ ~;-,. . -." -" ,. .. - . . 
'Hydr~ulic company 

n-:c Resources 

·s.]W c6rpoi-ation 
, , 

S~uthwest water 

: United Wate~'Resources. 

_to, 

to 

'," 'The"OCF riC>del'ieptes~nts that the 'cur~en·t·:maikJeprice.' 'of' i 
a share' of 'co:nU!lon stock 'equals the 'prJsenf valUe' of tl{~' ~kpedt~d' . 
futUre "stream ~ofdivldends a'rid t.he futur~ '~a'le rp~fce tit' the ;~to~k/!-; 
discoUJlt'ed' at;-th~ "lrivestor'sdiscount 'rate. : 'Th~e'dis(:(jUht::~ iat'e' i~~ " 
the inv~st(jr's 6pp6itunity cost, or toe ROR thcif 'CQu'i<i' n~; '~arned oil 
an investment of comparable risk. . ~ .. < 

. _ -1"';" )'. ;.] f . -' 1:" .~ 
The RP nodel assumes that the expected return 'for a 

seclll:'ity','can;bed'erived by adding an appropriate premiuInt.6 the 
ret~rn to' rEdle6t 'tlleasset'sadditiorial risk when;:co'mp'ai'ed w'ith" 
another secririt)i; 's'uch As utility b6flcis or government.: ·iss'u~'s. :.: 

:The iesufts 'of the 'two models are 'sUmniar{z~d ih Table: 8 ., 
below. 
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SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA WATER COMPANY 
. ~. . . . Return on· COmmOl\> Equity .\i:! .;~ ~: '.' ..... 

.. I,'" :su~~uiY , .. r'.:i,' f "I', 1 j');\ ', .. '.:; i",;:;tt: til 

Discounted.ca~h~flow: 

cofnilAilyt 's~ebific' . 

r:,: ' 

Comparable: Companies' " 

RisklPrefnlu'JI/:' , 

Company Specific 
Comparable Companies 

. '" ~.:'; .

composite ~ange 

Requested Return on COF~on Equity 

.. :. 
" \ : 

.,; l?d)Q%. ,:' l. 
" . i2'~ 75% . 

12.00% - 13.50% 

.13.()O\· 

SocalHater's request: for returl1 6n:common egti'ity 6"i 13% 
is based on' its: juclgerr.ent con'cernirtg th~'b\islrie~s tsnd f~nJhcii..'l' i' :!i' 

risks faced by SoCall~ater al1d' the water 'utiU.ty '1ndust~~~ ',' .. 
. ' . s6c<iiwater perceiv~$: f6ur main risks:' . .. ;, 

i. 'wat~r supply: 
2. water quality . 
3. Capital construction 
4. Financing needs 

; ~ . 

SoCalWater notes that water supply ip :pr~sent.~y .. ~ .. _, '. 
critical concern for Eost of the state's water utilities· in this .. - -,' ... . ' 

fourthgrought year. Yet prices cannot rise .as they wQ!lld .. for a 
scarce commodity in a free marketplac~. ,Therefore, :improving.water: 
systems 'and ~ccessing new supplies entails risk for.~he u",:-ility. 

with regard . to water quality, SoCalWat~r notes ~lJa~ .: .~: 
drinking water is the only ut.ili~y product that· is i~~~st~!i by i~~.,:,. 
customers, and'because of.that the percep~ion,ot quality.is oft~n, 

;. , .' , ~ . - -; ~ 

more important than the technical quality... secondary standards '-.' 
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that are not health related nevertheless have become inportant to 
customers. 

SOCalWater obs~i:Ves'that the'cleanWater Act, the sate 
Drinking water Act, and similar l~gls1~ti()n have created a plethora 
of water quality standards that are continually growing. The cost 
of testing and' c()'rd~6ti'n?i' bontaminant problems is also-'·~~6.1ing. 
Water utilities as a group face the risks of lost supplyc'du'e" to <'" i ,I 

contamination espepia.llY as the water table drops, i~\ 9J.?-,er .. ¥;~~1.~, 
The cost of drilli~g:n~w wells increases as they!must'be'drllied) 
deeper, and with less certainty that a satisfactory supply:wiJl,be, c •• 

: I _. .' _ l' 

found. socalWater believes that even more significant is the 
potential of conta£dnation-related lawsuits. " .... :., " 

, ....... , .:. . 
Capital construction is a significant risk to SOCalWater 

since it pro1~cts annu~l~dditions to plant in the rang~ of ~~t6 
10% of the company's,gross utility plant for 1990, 1991 and 1992. 
SoCalHater argues that this level of expenditure is" much, greater 

'. • .' ,- _ .'. J.; _ 

than for other' iarg~ investor~own¢d water utilities in california, 
and is equivalent ,per~~ntage:-wise~ to' the capita,l c'o~itmen'ts of 
southern california Edison Company, .(Edis~~) du~ing construction of 
the San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station uni.ts 2 and. 3. This 
points to the fact that water utilities ar~-nbt necessarily less 
risky than energy utilities. 

Increased financing needs result from the capital 
constructi6n~6ed~; and th~re is ~ ~teAt~r fi~b~ci~i' ~iSk 
associated with each increm'ental offei'ing. 

SoCalWat.er also argues that other ri~ks' are', associil~ed ' 
with water utilities'including bypass and condemnation. Examples 
of bypass-are large customers within the 'company's service 
territory that secure their own water supplY. These customers 
inci.tide'~' industriai and c6I!lI:lercial, g6lf courses, c611eges, 
municipal pArks, and eVen individual residential customers who 
drill their own w~i.i.s. Another example is pencHng· ie4islatlori that 
would require the California Department of Transportation to 
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construct parallel lines to use"reclaimed water for irrigation of 

highway landscap~~~"i:':;'1) ~i.-.: :.-': /.~ ::.:, 1;:,U<) ~u:m! ... ~:~ 
socalW~t~r:halieves that; the 'threat.of· condemnation is 

very real, as evidenced by the fact that it has lost three water 
sy~t~ms~erving 18iOOO'customers through condemnation in the past 
fiVe'Y'e~rs. other' portions ofit~~systeni.'ri\a~'w~ll be lost in the , -; . \! ( . _ : ~ 1 . .; . \ . ',: ~ _ .• : • ~ . 

future • 
. "For all fllE~~e re~~6ris,'soc~lwat~r \1o~6lude~ ~'thit \~~'t~'~ . j ,") 

~ .u:tilities areas· risky .today ,as energy utllities.' .": ',,',; 

, : ( , .' In reacJ:l,~,~~ ,'. i ts reco~~.')datiory. ,.,th,~t . 1~ .. ()~%.,~?,E is,: '>:1 ~ :0. ,}. 

appropriate, socalWater notes that it has lagged behind comparable 
\ -: . Ii". -, \ ' • ~'~ " • .' ~ - . ~ ."!. .-- ;. 'I -. -- ~ "-. " ."- f ~~ • \.~ ... ~ .c >-.- -~ ~ .:? l+ ," . comparues' earnlllgs, whl.ch supports 0 an ROE above the ID1d-pol.nt that 

might otherwise be appropriate ... 
SoCaHlater further argue.s that returns recently allowed 

large water utilities support the requested 13.00%. As shown in 
Table 9, D.90-02-042 granted california Water service 12.25% on a 
52.13%. equity, . D.89.-10-038 allowed san Jose· Water, 11.75% on a 56% 

equity;ba,se, and D.89-09-048 allowed San Gabriel Hater company' 
11.90% on a ,60% equity base. As 'shown in ,the 'far right colUmn of 
Table ~, SoCalWater calculates that ~na 50.5% equity baSe these 
returns would be 12.69%, 13.03%, and 14.14% respectivelY. Apple 
Valley would be even higher. SoCalWater believes this supports the 
requested ROE of 13.00%. 
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. : ~.' , 

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA WATER COMPAN~ q '- ,'; • ~ i!~ f 
'" Comparison: of 'EqUity Return/Ratios'.' f ,'''' ,:' 

~ .... 

, , 

'tompany -
California Water 

-f~>~~'~ . ",.-

)i.'~~·-·~.\ " 

De,clsion 
Number 

-' 'Latest A\ithOriz~d s ( ~', i 
.. , EqUl.,·ty":,, ;R.i\t~, ~L; j,' 

-Ratl.o' - , RetUrn' - , 

\', - Rate-'of <: 
_ , . Return " . '. 'At '50;5%' 

• -, l ; . " :,r ~ 

San Jose water ,89..;,10~038 ·.~6. 0%-53.0% [11. 75\"'12 i25% ~ 13. 03%"':i2:~85\ 

San Gabri61 Vailey . '89-0'9~'04S ,. "'-'66~6f -,.-' ;lL'g6i';'-'; " 14.14\ 
~ -.. ".~ ~ :", '1~ ~ ~.. ~ , 1 , l , i 1 ~ .- .' ~ 1 . .;', 1 ~ 'I.; : ":- . .' . :: ~ :"; 

Appl~, Va(ley (park). 9Q-O,2-045 ,16.0%-69 .Ot 1 _ ~, 11. 90\,;. 11.90\-:-16.26% .' ... : " .. 

socalWater bases its equivalent 'returns using 'different,: 
equity bases on the premise that ROE, is inversely-related 'to equity 
ratio. However, SoCalWater, provided no explanation of the formula 
used f9r the calculations.' -

: -- ,Final I}', SoCaH'later argues' that "other income",' which 
include~. g~in on sale of properties and other UJ\UsUal'~incone' shoUld' 
not pe G9nsidered,- since the financial community 'WOUld' nornally 
exclude such income. The najor portion of "other income is from 
gains on sale of-operating properties taken' throUgh- coilclemnatic:m';' ~ 

DRA 

DRA witness Tang cites two landmark cases' that>lea'd'to 
the guidelines it uses in arriving at recommendations for ROE: 

(Bluefield Wate~'orks and Improvement Company v west Virginia 
Public Service Commission (1923) 262 US 679: 67 L ed 1176, 43 S. 
ct. 675 and Federal Power commission v Hope natural Gas Company 
(1944) 320 US 591: 88 L ed 333, 64 S. ct. 281.) 
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Tang states that the) esk:ert'ce of the first case is that 
regulated firms should,be,_~llowed :to 'earO·,returns on COlIUllon equity 
sUfficient to attract investors in the ~apital markets. The 

s ~.,::. !.5 1 : ..... ~ -" ~ "1. ~ •• 1 ~:o; ~ i ,-: 

essence of the second ~9~~$: J~.:th?t~a~~\l9ti~ed returns on common 
equity should be comparable to returns that investors would expect 

fro,m ~om~a~i,~~ ~~~,.~6,m~a~,~b!Je rJ~~~ ;~, . C!, ,; ",.1: ',: I 
;.< <lQ~ tised',{l, qroup" of 13 comparable water utilities; 'which 

inoludes,the only water utilites;--e)tclUdiiig SoCalWater, "tnat' are-. 1 Ir,., f 

publicly ttaded inTthe United states. The group is shown in Table 
-, .;,.-:]. 

.. :/.! ";.: _. -., 

.. , ' 

". ~', '_ , f ~ , 
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A.90-02-055 et ale 

'":' ', •• 'i - ~ [;~,r ~ .. _: ."<\ ~(i J Ci r :_:-!l)~~~~~}\in i .: _)~~·t) ~', ;...).: 

. Sel~ FiNl'ICt., ~", , 
:;-, "iil(!~'); '~f.b".'G~p of 1iiatir'\.lt'i)·\iye$ i:I1Y>,': ,,,V 

s&P 8onc5 I W.ter Ope~\\~J ~. f".{r~ 1....-;'6-·:<....<) 11":t 
CCn [q i'i ".)'CIVt ;:::.d ilf'.·.: ·:'Y.) : "y.! ; 

Hlc.t to 81t Return on. 
:;· ... 'j.~t f Ratt'9' ·R~·1 'R~ ~, Rdto'- 1 t) Ritib"~ q 'R;i\o COl Eq 

-_ .. _---------- ·.:I~~~ ------- --- , .: .-' -- 'f ,:;~~;--; .... : r 1 ,'--:~ri~--;_: --~~"f ._.:~ : .. ~ f ~ - .' --!- : -, ~~ t .. : ,f t _ --:"',> -'" 11 ~'-."<,.' : ~ , ~ .' 'c I , -- I $'i111 X I 
f;.} \. f~.~~ ,; \: f ~: ': f, i l ; ,~ .' .' ,) :', ~ l' r - •• '-. ft-t .~ (~ .! "' -! ~ ~ :"~, t·· '1 ~ t ! f r 1 J _~d1 ;-1 r 

Atnerl~1\ 1Qter Works 1..- 91 521.S 3~.6 41.4 \13.0 .. '; f 10.0' 

Caltfom', Water ServIce M .. 100 'n.s 55.1 10.0 1,".~ 12.4 

Connecticut ).:ater Service AA 1()() 28.8 ~.O 90.9 132.1 11.3 

Con$vmers ).:ater NA 15 87.1 3S.CI 92.8 122.0 9.1 

()cft,~ Water- NA 100 19.8 72.3 61.S 140.0 14.1 

E' town Corpot-. t t 0t'I A .. tOO 11.2 30.0 120. \ \38.0 1.3 

The HydrA~l'c Company A+- 84 79.3 55.S 15.2 129.0 11.3 

I~ Resources A. .. 100 SO. \ 33.S 133.& 191.0 1C1.9 

Hiddlese:c. Water NA 100 23.S 42.9 91.4 135.0 9.6 

Phl1adelpMa Suburban BS8 71 133.9 M.S $9.0 121.9 9.3 

Sa", Jo$e Water- HA- 100 56.0 64.4 121.3 110.0 5.9 

Sou\.h.oest Water NA 70 31.8 64.3 74.3 124.0 9.1 

Uoft.ed Water- Reso .. /I"ces A 98 UJ.4 34.6 102.0 182.0 9.1 

--------- ------- ---------
Grovp .... ..-era~ 45.1 go. 4 136.9 10.1 

Southern California Water 87 85.6 49.5 15.0 139.0 12.8 

Sources: Shareho ,der-s' 1989 Atvw".l Repor'u 
C ...... Turner Utility Reports. April 1990 
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. .- ~ \ . .,' 

DRA used the sam~,. ~'is.f~~~~c.~~~, p\~~}s as SoCalwater, ocr 
and RP, and similarly calculated the value for SoCalWater as well 
as for the comparable 9rO\lp~ < ' ,'< 1 ":., :.-- " ..-: 

The ocr results are shown in Table 11. 
DRA explains,that the expected ROEs for the comparable 

group Vary from 11. ~8\ to 12:. 32% an~ aVerage :1~. O()\ .... , For : 
socalwater the DCF< ~~~lysis ~esuits in'~~ected ROE"s ~f'·11. 56% to 
12.12\, with an average of 11.84%. 

ORA's RP analyses results in projected ROEs of from 
12.04\ to 12.11% for the comparable companies, as shown in 
Table 12. ~ \ .:: 

ORA's RP for,soCalWat~r results in projected ROEs ranging 
from 12.17% to 12.20\ for socalWater, as shown in Table 13. 

ORA then co~siders risk :and'~xpected eJonomi~'co~ditions 
along with the results of the DCFand RP analyses in reaching its 
recommendations on the proper level of ROE to allow. DRA's 
assessment of risk and economic conditions follows. 

Ri.sk 

ORA believes that a firm shol)l:d avoid eithe,r 'too hi.gh 
debt ratios or too high equity ratios. ORA explains that risk 
increases as th~"debt-iatio increases,'Ifiaking the cost of "marginal 
debt l!lore expensive. On the oth~r hand; debt financing,is less 
expensive than equity financing, since debt interest is tax 
deductible, whiie'·retufns on conmi6n e~ity are n6t. There,fore, too 
high an equity ratio may be more costly to ratepayers. 

In addition to the capital structure, the bond rating of 
the company must be considered. Table 14 shows Standard & Poor's 
recomnended coverage and capitalization standards for investment 
grade water utility bond ratings. 

Table 15 summarizes SoCalWater's capital structure in 
recent years! for 1989 the 48.8% debt falls within the S&P AA-bond 
rating. The pre-tax interest coverage of 2.8x falls 'within S&P's 
A-rating. The net cash flow to total 'capital ratio at2, 5%" falls 
within S&P's BBB-rating. 
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TA![E 11 

. . ~--' -- ---~---":-:"'--~.;..-J.-=.. ___ ~_':"..;;.:;..L ...... ,,·" .... _.! - - ~ \.. .. ... ... '" --- . ..... - ' • ~ • . -. 

'''~rT\ .'(1. \ C: :"'~~~~'e;~9:' '~( .: ~: ,).~,iC.'~/ . ;,,}:' ~ ,\ -'" ,,[r·:'I'J'.' 

- ~ -~~;.". ... ---'-' -----~~~~~~~~~-~-~~..w.~~i2~.L.t~~-:l.:~~ -1· ~ ._~ ~- ~; i :." .-~ -.' -~ 

, ~ -{ ~ 

: , . 

'. -~ r 

3:--'1on~: c' Ii. , ,j:::: 

~t"t"efIt Yield 1/ $.72 

. Cr.:i.M kat.' -'21 . c • ..•. ! 

&p Yield 3/ 7.04 . 

. ROE 4/ ".79 

$~ 
.. tu~t·Vi.ld ji t.W 

. , 

Gro.-th Rate 2/ 4.15 

• : Exp' Yield 3/ 6.93 
,', 

ROE 4/ n.ta 

1/ Current Yield'"' Do/Po 

.: .- i 

7.C)1 

12.32 

• , 
-. --:-

5.2~. , 

6.§6 ! '.' 

12.21 

. ;. 

7.30 

7.59 

11.59 
, . 

, ~ : . 

7.27 

, .:. [ . '-. ;' 

4. SO' , ~ 

12~ 1~ 

.! . 

. ;..;.. 
~ ~ J. -' 

,'-

- , ~ :- i 1 - _ ) 

4.00 

•. ' ·s.":i. 

, ... ~'. 12.,1~ c 

. 3-& Yield f~ 2/90 to 4/90. 6-M) 'held t~ 11/89 ti)(/90 

2/ 

3/ Expected Yfeld '"' 01/Po '"' Ooif!o* (t .. 9) .j 

4/ RoE. 01/90 .. 9 

- n 

" > 

. -.. " 

:: I . 



----------
a, '." ,', "', ~: t AV9 Yearly Yields t R.is~ Prer..i\.WI 

: ~ :·z:.: .. ~ ~~~~~~ Gr:c..;P~'~I,,:'30-Yt';1.:: M:r!-~··30_YI * M t 
t : Ye~l.r. :' , Y1'eld ~ t~, *': ' ~, * T-Bood aUt)' Bond 'I' i-Bond I Uti '~ I 

' . ~. - "\,.- ... _. ~ -___ l._~:..~.::..~:...:....:. ___ .:.. ________________ ~~_:__-~---------__________ -: ... __ ~_~ ______ .;: ___ _ 

: I 1 , 
# 

I I ; I 1 

l~ao 5.~6" 1.80 ' .. 13.16'; ,,\1.30 ~,: 13.(1)'," 2.45" 0.16 
1981';:': 6.22~:':,e.2S:. 1(.41''','13.44'' ~ 15.30':": 1.0)'::! -0.83 
1982 5.95 :,,8.52:; 14 •• ", 12.16'; 1(.19" ,~; 1.71 -O.3l 
1983, . S.OO, ,1.90, 12.90" 11.18" 12.83': 1.12' ',' 0.01 
198.4, 5.13 ,,~.03,·:14.16",'12.39::,·U.U':"2.31: 1.10 
1~5~: 4.52,,9.24, :13.76 ','10.19",:,2.05',' 2.91:~:~ 1.10 
1956 .. (.10~,'~ 8.29 ':,.12.99 "':1.80" , ~.30':'-' 5.19 . 3.69 
1~1,' 5.45" ,:- 8.56:"14.02 :,: 8.59: ,'~.l1'< ~ 5.43,~" (.25 
lSSS .. 5.~ ,8.38 :::,:14.31 8.9510.26',' 5.(1 4.11 
1989 . 6.46 ,,:, 5.53 :: 11.99 :, e.45',· 9.56 3.54 2.43 

100Yt' Average Premhn: ' 3.14 1.62 

AV9fo~ast.ed Rates lor '991-93 B.91 10.42 
(OIU/It:Gfaw H111) 

Projected !""9 ~ for- 1~1-g,3 12.11 12.04 

-------------
9 • Canbfned 10-Ye1Ir Avet'age CPS W OPS Grow-th 
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..... --, 
-". . l ~. 

- - . ~ . ~ .. -
---------~--------------.-------------------------.----------------.-----------------.. .-

:: *.: : #" .~" -:- ~i i' ~~ ~ t l~ Yea,..ty Yields t.-. RiS:\ PrerafU'l t 
.. . tAvg .SQCal:A'ig $oCala' E;ipeciedz '30:'Yt, f eM;: 'r~Y~: t My t 

Y~ .• ':,q': ,= ,~feld~ t G~~ I"~· ,<i-Sones IVt;'~,'~,T~-~_~~.Y~,t, 
-----------------------------------------~~~~~~-' ---------------------------------... . - . -. - - . .,. 

% J I· I" 1'1 I 

~ ....... ~ 

1900.,,:. U.81 ',;' 2.95':.' t4.8l;'.' '11.30"'·\ U.OO'~'·' 3.Sl~~:: 1.8l 
U.36,: ,?' 2.a..' l~.CO :'~'13.«": 15.30::: 2.1~:::' 0.90 
12.53,:," 3.ro<,··16.13·:·~',2.76; " •• 19 _ 3.31, " 1.34 

1981: • 

1982· 
1983 . , 10.83 , . 3.83' . 14.65 .' 11.18 12.83'·" 3.41 1.8l 

10.31'; .' 4.SO, ,14.82' ,~ 12.39:"'13.66' - 2.43. 1.16 
1985.",8.60':':'5.58. ,te.1S" ~'O.79~':,12.06,':: 3.39",2.12 

-- I~.:, 6.31 :,~ 5.\1 ,:,'11.41' "';1.80 ': 9.30 " 3.61 ,:.2.\1 
' 1981::,,: 1.68' .' •• 64,: .12.33. :'8.59 ~:,~ 9.1,?:': 3.74 '~:,;, 2.SS 

1988.. 1.13 '3.0610.798.96" '.',0.26 ~c.: 1.83 :',~', 0.53 
7.61 4.91' 12.64 8.4S ,':, : 9.56 ,':; 4.19' . 3.00 

to-Y" A-..erage Pre!lfln ' - : ' 3.23 1.74 

: : ""9 fOf"eCaited Rites tor 1991-93 8.91 10.42 
(~f/HcGrl~'Hil1) 

, Projected Avg ROC ;01" 1991-93 12.20 12.11 

-----------------------
9 "' Conbfned 10-Year Average (PS and oPS ~ 
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. 
standard &: Poor's Benchmarks for 

waler, Energy, and Tel~icat.ions Carpanies 

I Crileria 

WATeR 

Total Oebtl Capital 

Pre-tax Interest Cov,~rage .0 . 
Net Cash Flow I Capilnt 

:. -'" 

~-E-NERGV 

Total Debt I Capital 

Pre-tax Interest Coverage 

Net Cash Flow I Capital 

Total Oebtl Capital 

Pre-lax Interest Coverage 

Net Cash Flow I Capital 

Less than ~, : 
48~ 

More than 
:,~.: 3.-75x 
More than :'.') io/~~ 

less than 
414'0 

More than . 
4.5x 

MOre than 
10% 

SOURCE: Standard & Poor's Corporation, May 1988 

-30-

Oebt Rating 

39!?o - 460/0 

- 3.Sx- 5x 

7% - 11% 

less than 
47% 

More than 
4x." ", 

Mote than 
250/0 

" . 
c , 

A 

, " 520/0 - 60o/It 

." 

2.5x- 4x 

50/0 - 8~'0 

4So/~ - 57% 

-.3.0x -,4.Sx 

200/0 - 300/0 



, ltD ~.tio (I) 

Net CF/~p &p (t) 

Harbt-to--Soc\ (t) 

" , 

<' , .' ' 

3.SS 
) » \t 

2.&\ 

.': ,(9 •. 9.) (S.t 
~. ~ ..... , 

( "" , ... , ~ t __ ....... ' , . ,.' - ; ." -; 'j. (s.s s,.~ 
- "\ 

7.2 6.( 8.3 2.\ 

55." 47.0 57.6 14.4 

118.7 154.5 121.S 122.8 

;, . - ... \ ~ 

. ' 

- .- " 

sduTces: " t."'. Turner UtiHty Reports 
SoCa 1 Water Sharel-o lderS' Reports 
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;~ ~..::l~· __ ..,.\t/ . -

1965-89 ;·m Aver.gftt:;~::''":.-J \ i."')' -.' 1; 

2.83 

48.8 

2.5 

14.3 

\39.0 

s ~? ; , ::. '/ c ~) .t;: ~: ~ ~ r ;"-..; ~f': • ~ : .. 1 ~~ 

3. \8 

5.3 

31.8 
; ...... -

r :. _ .' 

131.3 

\'.""",_1 t: "t" ...... • 

- .- .-! '\ 

• -. - t .' _ , ~ - .. ..- • , ' .
. - I ' .'~., I ,.. 

). : 

. :,. .. 
. ~ 1 - ~ 

~ . - . 

, r 
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ORA notes that.: in soCalWatet's"recent 'GRC 'D.69'':'11-017, 
dated November 3, 1989 "'iW A:>8t~'~io~'!'d~7~;'\J6iCb'n\~I~~~)~:~~~~\~~e 
company's new debt securities would probably be considered A-rated. 
In 1988 socalW~\:~rl~:t~'c6td~~ i r~~\l:lts'\.1eie; s'iniiia'i"to \h{e"'~'989 

~, .... \\:'.~!.: ,." '~<' ,'-oJ" _"_I • i~_ ' 

comparable figUres,' at: 51,8% ' debt/ ,2 .'6K 'pretax interest::c6verage, 
'I.', ~_........ 

and 2.1% net cash flow to total capital. ORA concludes that the 
level- of,' risk: n9w ': is 'similar to' that in' the last 'GRO. i ,', , 

\ 'In <the "1985 to 1989' periOd t ' the 'companY'ha's maintained an"', 
overall!,level' of perforrnance"consistertt ""ith' S&P's·cA:..ratin(J ' "" ' , "i 
standards for water utilities4' 'In'someyears it ,coUld ev~h be';il"',' ,; 
considered equivalent to' an !lA-rated water utility.' , " " 

:, ' ORA' disagrees with'socalWater's :c6hclusion that water>"'" :;, 
utilitfes are as riskY as energy utilities; citing' S&P'S . 

comparative benchmarks in Table 14 aboVe. The table 'demonstri,tes'-": 
that the requirements for an A-bond rating are hore stringent: forc 

energy and:l"o\l risk telecornni.unications utilities than for water 
utiliti~s in ~ll thiee ~ategories. 

, DRA also' n'otesthat in 0.89-11-017 we' stated at p. 
n\'le have traditionally allowed returns 'on'coMon 
: equity for large water companies in am9unt~, 
, somethin(j' less than those authorized· for 'energy 
utilities. In that connection, oUr'allowance ' 
here of 12.00% will give th~ prope,r reco9raition 
to the following consid~rations': -, 

, , 

"1. water utilities are not as capital, ' 
intensiVe' as"'ener<jy utili.ties. coristruction 
programs are much' smaller and are financed 

, often by advances for construc~ionand 
contributions ih aid of construction. 

"2. "Water utilities do not capitalize i,n~ere~t 
0'11' construction projects. Construction work, in 
progress is inclUded in rate base which 'results 
~:r"a better quality of earnings a,nd better cash 
flow. 

"). Water uti;tities are allo~ed offset, . , 
ihcreases in costs such as purchased water and 
power by advice letter filings concurrent with 
such increases. Energy companies face a lag 
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\ \' f·J _. Q.et\(~~n ',.the .time : fuel- ,cost :inoreases I are:1 j(';( .' "'J 
_ ~JCpeTi.enC:.~_~ ran.<:l ot:fsett~n9 r~te~ are ,1-.', " _, ~.- ",'.' _,I, : lauth6rized."·"'-" ~" , -,J' ".-, '.,' 11· ~. - I . . ._' t, ~) 

;.f. ~- t.~ €))1·:::~i_~~~~:it.<) ,.~,~; ~.r: i. '-;-~1 i:·Xrr .. ,)'.ot ::~~.~.~[-'.-)~~' :;-\i'_~i' . ;i '-"\.,:. 

- "W'ater utilities' are not faced ,with risks. sUch, 
',',; ~ rascfu~f c6sts'Fsouic'et£ :6f" s'\Jpply," i'luole"ai" -' I,,' .. 

';. -. - .- ~ I 

,. ,., :'-, 9~n~r~t.ion,' technological changes/competition,' 
etc." _ , , 

•. ~.! ~ .~,. ~: ~.-'.' .... 

DRA believes that the unusual risks 'cited'by. SoCalWater \ ,; 
al;""¢. not; n~c~ssarily \unu,suai or 4niquet but rather.'are 'homal 
business t;'if;ks ~hat yary ,depending 'on ·other;,conditi~ns' such as' the",'" 
droughty: ,PRA points ,out tha,t "1 d~9~03-055 (discussed ,above in, the ,. :. 
CUstomer Service and.Conservc.tion section) was openedt~ address ",""_' 
drought related issues such as water supplY;' conservation"and 
sales and revenue losses due to conservation. since the Commission 
recognizes these problems, the utilities' interests are expected to 
be balanced with ratepayers' interests.-

,'.DRA concludes that SoCalWater does not face unique risks· ' 
as compared to comparable water utilites:in California. 

:- ,~ltho~gh 0.90-08-055 indicates that a' lower rate of 
return may ~~ appropria~e due to the loWer risk resulting,· from the 
nenorandum account',' ORA' recommends no r~ductioh in allo\.ted ROE at 
this time, ~'ih~'e SOC~'lwate'r: has not y~t ~xercised that option. 

Economic'conditions 
DRA believes that the: current and forecasted 'economic 

,. iii. .•• ~ ...... _ •• .- •• ,.' ": '.~~ • 

condl.tl.ons must: b,e .co,nsl.dered l.11 detetml.,hng an approprl.~~e ROE. 
ORA compares recent ORI/McGraw Hill (ORI) and Federal 

Reserve data with 1989 data and concludes that't.h~a\terage interest . . 
rates are comparable. For example, 30-year Treasury bonds averaged 
8.45% in 1989 and~1'.56,% for. the first fiv,e tlont.hs of 1990. 

AA-rated utility bonds averaged 9.56% in 1989 'and 9.64% for the 
first five nonths"ol 1990. However, ORA notes that intete~t rates 
have fluctuated significantly over the past year, with 30-year 
Treasury Bonds ranging from 9.1'7% in March 1989 to 7.90% in 
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November and December 198~""t~~~lr~9~~.t-L'~~)~~_;J.~90 rate was about 
8.50\. similarlY, AA-rated utility bonds reached 10.05% in 
March 1989, declined to 9.~~"lh!jijl~~~A§~ artd rose to 9.83\ in 
May 1996. Table 16 summarizes the ,trends inutility and government 
bond prices.' ',:" >, '.:::' .' 

DRA belie~es' ~hat, ~e'sprte' the' swings in recent interest 
rates, the current levels are not siqoificantly diff~r~nt than 
those existing in 1989 when we authorized an 'ROE of 12.00\ for 

.~ '- ., .. 
socalWater.' " 

Furthermore; ; DRA notes that, :recent : economio data seems to 
• .•. . ;- , .. :- f. _ .. :-_ ~ _ • ":;- ::: • ~ ~~ ;;. t 'I It .:::. ... 4 ,. 

l.ndl.cate that the dC>me~tl.c economy l.~' );;luqgl.,sl1. and l.~ .nqt pOl.sed 
for either a rebound'~r a rece'ssion.:;. 'Graph A"~emon~'t~~tes that ORI 

forecasts a slight increaseln' 1991 '{nterest"tiltes,; followed by a 
, '. .. ,'. -:-. . .'. 

decline in 1992-1993. ' DRA concludes t'hat iriterest rates are 
expected to be in the:sAme range as existed in 1988 and 1989, and 
therefore the same ROE allowed in the' 'iast S6CalHater GRC, 12.00% 
is appropriate. 

below. 

DRA's con6iusion 
, . - . ~ 

The results of the,DeF and RP analyses are summarized 

DeF Analyst;';' 
RP Analysis 

Comparable GrOilp 
, , 

11. 68%'- 12.32% 
12.04% - 12.11% 

, ' 

: 'SoCalWater 

1'1-:'56% - ;12.12% 
12.17% - 12.20% 

. '. 

DRA concludes that an ROE in'the range of, 11.75% to 
12.25% is reasonabl~, and tha~ the mid;poin~:oi 12.6~% should be 
allowed. The corresponding rates of return are 10.77% for 1991, 
10.79% for 1992, and 10.16% tor 1993~ 
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Ut\l\ty 60nd Yields t U. $. ~rl"l!lertt 

--------------------------------------_ .. _------, " , , . " ~";"' :3Q..:Y~~r ' ',\ ~th') f i' 

.......-.-.. --. . 
~ "_,'.' i. :: 

I 
~- ::-\-~~~~. ~ } t i ~---:~'7-- ~ ~ -, ;. --::~.-:- f ; -: '. t .. 

I I I 

, -: oJ', ; < 1980 A~ ',",. ':' U.OO,!; ,-':'13.34,";',~ 

i'.,,: >,.,'~' ~"9 :, = lS.~, ""', ,1,5.95, , '1982 Av9 .,. U.79' . , , '15.i6c 

",30 , 
_ ,1.3~~, 
'. ','2.76' 

19&3'A~:, 12.83", - -h.6s i-: C ' c\1~18"} 

,I ,:1*,1.."7 ',3~66 " \4.~l ' , 12~3~ 
1985 Avg 12.06 12.47 10.19 

: " lSSS'Aw1" ' '9.30' 9.58 1.80' 
1981,A"'9 " 9.11 10.10 8,59 

. 1988 A~ , , , " 10.26 10 •• 9 
'~S9 A~ .... ' , 9.56 '9.11' 

1988 ..\I., 10.52 10.79 9.00 
Jul 10.75 11.04 9. t4 
:~-,:, , 10.85 

. I1.1i : -9.32 . 
Sep 10.34 10.61 9.06 
Oct ,9.79 9.91 .&.~ 
'~ 9.80 9.90', '9;02 

Dec 9.90 10.06. 9.0\ . ~ ~ 

, , 
\9M~ Ja'l 9.83 10.OS 8.;3 

feb' 9.93 10.01 9.01,.-
tla,. to.05 10.23 9.11, , 

; 

to.02 10.18 ' 9~oj' -, J.:>,. 
I".ay, 9.79 : 9.99 8.83 
.)un 9.37 9.64 8.21 
Jul 9.23 9. SO 8.68 
.lu9 9.21 9.52 8.12 
Sep 9.35 9.58 8.1S 
Oct 9.28 ' 9.54 8.00 
NcN 9.2S 9.51 1.90 
Oee 9.25 9.44 1.90 

1m Jan 9.39 9.56 8.26 
feb 9.S1 9.16 8. SO 
Mar 9.60 9.85 8.56 
J..pr 9.81 10.09 8.76 
May 9.83 10.04 8.13 

:. "! 1l,.~l_;' 
. ,14.28. 

, I: '\O~6";" 
- 8.61' J, - ~.~ 

~ .' t . 

.9.52 
, '-

1.43 
5.$1 
5.82 , 
6.61 
8."'-

~ .. ~.; 
6.73 

: ?' : ... 

, 1.02 
\, ,~- . 

1.23 
1.35 
1.68 
8.09-

8.29 
~.48 ' .---

B.83 
8.70 
8.40 
8.22 
1.92 
7.9l 
1.12 
1.59 
1.65 
1.64 

1.64 
1.76 
1.tn 
1.78 
1.1~ 

Sourc::esl federal Reserve Su!'ettns and t4ooc5y's 800d Survey 
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c. 
~ ) ',.', . 

-~In DRA's Vie~\the ~2.QOi ~O& is fair to soCalWater si~ce 
it is ~~equate to attrac\ ca~~tal an~! maintain bond ratings, an" is 
fa1r to: r~tepayers since ~it i~ the tninhllum level necessary to I 

~,' .' I \,-
accomplish those goals. '):'he ROE recommendation therefore best . , - I " 
serves th~ long-term interest 6f both- ratepayers and investors. I 

I ), _ ~ 

! 'DRA notes that 'alth(;)ugh it recommends an ROE of 12.0()\', 

if~ ROE,'reconmendation i~ in ,the fo~ of a range, which recO<jniz~s 
that ROE ~eterminations ~re not matters of absolute precision. i 

oisdussion 
I 

'-, ,'SoCaH~ater and DRA use' the same types of analysis in i' 
at their different \value'~ and recommendations. We will l '.) arriving 

first consIder the differences 
consider the interpretation of 

DCF 

in the analyses. We will then 
the results offered by each party~ c; 

There are several key differences between the DCF 
analysis of SoCalWater and ORA. 

:) 

.. First, ORA and SoCal\~ater use different groups of e 
comparable companies. B6th parties began with a list of 13 water 
utilities, from C. ~. Turner utility 'Reports, April 1990, shown in: 
T~ble 10 above. ORA· uses the entire list. 

$oCalWater use~ 1~ of the 13 coro~ani~~. SOCalWater 
states that its criteria for selection of the.l! cbmpanies are: 

1. I-1ust have publicly traded shares' on a 
national trading market: 

2. Hust derive a minimuB of 70% of revenues 
from water utility operations: and 

3. Must have total ·assets of at le~st $100 
Dillion. 

SoCalWater deleted I-1iddlesex Nater and P~iladelphia 
Suburban because they do not meet the last criteria. -' -Two ot~er 
companies also fail to meet the last criteria; OOnii'ngtiez,Water 
Corporation and SouthWest Water Conpany also ha.J-e' le,ss ---than 

- 37 -



A.90-02-055 et al. ALJ/BRS/tcq * 

$loQ;Jl)H:).J-on. ,$.'" assets, but were' nevertheless ,use(:fJ!osteh~Hbiy 
because ,they, are' Caiifornia '¢ompahies~; whi'uh al'e"ofi valUeu ihJ the" f l,., 

analysis. We find that DRA's selection of comparable companies:;- . <~ ': 

app,~a:r$: l!\or~' impartial and valid. Although' soCaiwatet: sets out 
criterj..a,· it, did not consistently.- apply the crfteria~ to' 's'elect-"'ll~;\' 
comparable· companies~· :' , :' ',,; '.1 -' >"', ~.-.,!.~, ;;, 

The second difference in analyses is the past period' [,~. ,> ':, 

used. SoCalWater uses eight years, since it believes thattthe 
coropany~s operations changed;sighificantly'eiqht yearstagoi with 
regard: to investm.ent, DRA \ ~ses ten; years: as' a' br6adei<~ peri(xf th~t-<f: 
better dampens :.variati6ns and, leads, to:ci i rn()r~ c6nsistentli:'esult~ :~ , 

We find that the-10;"year period'used::bY~DRA"ls'more;'vaiid;' 
than the eight years of SoCalWater because the;l6nger'peri6d:tends' 
to more effectively daropen unusual economic variati6ils that rnay 
skew a shorter period. 

Finally, the third major difference is the rn.ethOdof
calculating growth rate. SoCaU"ater averages the; hisU>r16'growth 
rates of three elements! 

1. Dividends per share (DPS). 
2. ,Earn~ng~ per share (EPS)_ 
3 • Book value per share (BVS) '. 

. ." '. ~ ~ 

DRA Q~es the _ (irst two elements, .plu~ ,t~e stl~~a_~nCll?~e '. , . .- ", - ... . ~, ..... . . 

growth rate (SGR). SGR is the product of-the p~~centofretained_ 
earnings by the ROE; it is based on, the premi~~~hat fu~ure,gro¥th_ : 
in earnings can be sustained only if a portion of the earn~ngs~or, 
return is reinvested in the company, rather than;b~ing paid out as 
dividends. 

'"; " 

We find that the SGR premise is reasonable over ,the
long-term. A utility cannot naintain growth if it does not 
reinvest a portion of its earnings; without reinvestment the rate 
base will decline due to depreciation. 
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'{ r,j :l'l)~,.res\\lts ,of the ,analysesl'lead:',to a' differehce) ln' ROE:'oj [~ 
of le~;:; ~l\an one percentage pointH S6CalWater: at' i31. ()\~i; ORAi at):~P:~':,)d 
12.1\ .• ~i~:~,.::. ,,~!:'l ~-~(,~: .. ,.~"{ ,"" ~._~ .~c·:.·;'·· i" :\.I(\~{:f ~t,"f~ ": .~'---: .", .~:;:~'{f;-:~'!:~ 

,ii!U ,Based, on ,the, DCF,_analyses alone; wewould'likely allow'anV" 
ROE nea,r., ORA's, mid-point, re¢o~Emdat;ion: of, i2\," However, J befok-e"wel',' 
can detemine the ROE there are a number of other' factors' we' shbuld ,'.' 
consider. " ( .' --~ . \ , 

. ," , : "(.; . ~ ~ -", .-

,', " ~p'calWate~ characterizes' risk pre~iumlas,a;secohdary'{';'" " 
che.cJ.;i ()f th¢, primary, analysis,' DCF~" ORA, presentsiits' RP.'analYsis'Y: 
as a ~eans,of~,verifying the DeY' resUlts. "SoCalWat~r'concludes that, ~ 

the RP.is-12.()O%~ DRAconcludes the RP:is'12~11,to'12,2()%~',: Since 
' _,' - 0-. ..... _, 

both parti~s. conclude that the RP' is near 12% ,~we will not examine' i . 

the minor differences- between the analyses. However,', we note that 
the RP analyses also suggest an ROE near DRA's mid~point 
recorm.endation. 

; . Other, Factors 

SoCalNater attempts to formulate differences in ROE based 
on equity/debt ratios, as we discussed above. . 

SoCalWater also argue~ ttiat 'It :is'at u~u§~ai~rijk for a 
. . -.. -

number of reasons, including water quality and cost of testing and 
treatment, bypass, cond~ritriationr and litJ,gati6n 'by cu~tonieis. For 
these 'reasons; s6CaiWAter clrque~ that ;it shOlild be alio~~d'an ROE' " 
approaching th~t ot ~leciiri~ut{iitie~, since the'risk§-'r" 
cOE.patable~ 

As shown in Table 17 below, we have recentiy aliowed ROEs 
from 11. 75% to 12.25%. In these cases, equity ratios varied from 
43.0% to 16.0%. 

- 39 -



A.90-0~-055 et all ALJ/BRs/tcg * 

. .. ·.·.1· 'i'SOUTHtiUf~tCAttF6rutiA;WAfE~tCOMPANY'~ f:- ;,l;:r:' j;;O ',:'>: r i 

'i' '.' :'.: cornparis,onof: Equity Return/Ratios·- , .' .. ','.':' :-:''-';'~ 

.. ,): ":' .: ( ,.' t~.at~~t'rAufhl6ri£~d~'·l,\rl .. '~~t~t Jt f; 
DecisiOl\:': - ~ Equity'" '. Rate 'of,:, " .' /t Returo"d '"i' ,-~ ~. -

Nurnb~r Ratio ,~e,t~~_n, ',. ;.' At ~.O',?% company 
-'" -" 

califo,rnia ''later,· . 9Q-02-042 

San Jose Wa tet: " ' ;' 89 ~ 16:"'03tf 
52,3%-50.7% .: 12.25%.;' : i .;'12.69%~l2~30t 

_ ~ _~ . . . . . : : . 1 J. 

• ~ p.. • -.,;.... ~ -;, ~ I ' 

56,. Ot,~5:)~ 0% 13,03%-12.85% 
. - - , . f .~ .", [," .. ~'.t 

1'f~ '15%'::i2'~25% 
~,,,.: ; .. ': ,I: ,: .',') 

. '. -: ~...' ~ - .; ~. ~ -i ~ ~ ,~ t - _.- .. ~ -: ... 

. '60.0%" .. 11.90\ : 
.' • • -r~ -...,. : ; • • : .;: 

14.14% 

Apple Valley (park). 90,-()2~04~ 76.0%-6' .0% 
. :: . '. -' ,.-'" "- . 

11..90% 17.90%-16.26% 

Cal-American . 90-03"-034 43. '0% . ~ -). 

12.00%" 

Oel-Este 89-il-063 51.6% 11.9~· 

The RP analyses .and DRA IS DeF im'aiysis sUgg~st that an 
ROE of about 12% is reasonable. SocalWater.argues that· its 

declining equity ratio' ill"~d increased risk Justify ,aq',iJ:\creased ROE. 
lie note that the ROE we have allowed those water 

conpanies is ina relativelY narro+,.. range"of ·~1'. 75%' to'12.'25%. We 
also note that the C()~ission has opened: a'~ Order Instituting 

Investigatio~, I. 90~1i--6.3~· ~o, ~o~~Hder,iii.ks Of'. w~tei\i'tilities and 
whether regulatory revisions are' needed. ' . 

While deciintng eqUity ratios a~~ assobiat~dwith 
increased risk, other factors must also be considered.:' We agree 

with ORA that the current economic and financial butl60k appears to 
be similar to the outlook \olhen we issued D. 89-11 .... 017 i No trend is 
apparent that would lead us to a significantly different conclusion 
than ¥~ reached eariier in allowing a 12 diO% ROE. In that decision 

we concluded that our final determination was based on judgementj 
not on the precision of finanoial nodels, ORA properly notes that 
financial modelsdo'not offer the precision necessary to allow 
selection of a reasonable ROE without applying judgement .. 
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SoCalWater argues th'at::itsTcapital commitments nake it as 
risky an operation. ~s Edison -during ,qonstru,otiOr\ of SONGS 2&3. 

!f ~l_,\·_t ~ _ ...... ', .•• ..- ............ _.,.J~ _ 

SoCalWater's stated risks 'are' water 'qUality 'and 'costs of testing 
an.4. tr~~tIilEmt, byp~s~" _,~n~ ,li tiga.t,i,on by customers. However, we 

..!......... .;).: t ....... ·l _ " ." '". " .. -~!-.j. ."\ ..' 
believe: the comparison:is severely flawed" the risk of nuclear 
cc>nstrudtion was I {i\'-'lak-qe part dll-e" to fact'or's that do not -'~~i~{'1n 

_C'.' .the water, utility industry.- ' Soine of those risk factors' -followYl; ~ [! 

-
~: .: .) - ~:-~ ~ - .- ~~ (. - .- ~ 

Nuclear construction, such as. for- SONGS 2&3 " ' 
e>!tehd"ed 'over ma'"y years including a period 
of rapid inflation, which resulted in
sigriifi~ant cost ~~6~lation: -

• "!" ~ '.-
: - . ~' . 

-'.; 

Nuclear technoio-gy i~ -risky :due to'the --, 1 ' 
potential of wincidentsn in ,other nuclear 
power-plants. There is a possibility that 
nuclear powerplants, especially of,a 
particular design,could be shut· down 
t~rnpqrarily or for indetermin?te per~ods due 
to 'generic or durability problems relating 

_ ' to safety. Recovery of investment during 
su~h p~~io~snay not be allowed by 
regulatory conmissi6ns • 

. j ) : -' i 

,-_The,requiren~nts of the ~uclear Regulatory 
, - 'commission- (NRC)' are subject' to, continual 

change and update'based on new information 
~n:ad ~tudies. ,As a res\ll t, the cost ot· ,: , 
construction is very uncertain ahd volatile~ 
It cannot be estimated, with a hiqh degree- of-

, .<;o.nfid~nce., There is a sig~ificant risk 
that ih.50Jile instances regulatory 
commissions will not allow the utilities to 
r~cove~ all costs incurred. 

, Despite socalwater's claims of great risk, we believ~-

":1 

that water utilities continue to be safer investments than enerqy
utilities. ,This belief is supported by the financial commtmitYJ as' 
showJ:1, in Table 14. water utilities are- not expOSed to similar ,. 
risks'that_energy ~tilities encountered during nuclear powerplant 
construction., SoCalWater argues that· increasingly stringent wAter 
quality standards l testing. and treatment are hiqh risks; we 
disagree. Complying with these standards does not entail risks of 
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apparent public 'opposition ,to water quality standardsI' altlioU9h>lf',L~'! 

cost is always' a 'consideration, ". The risk of '~e(julatory~colfimissi6l'ts 1 

not allowiilg:costs of,treatment and quality testin~Fis mifiimttl,nI t~) 

The requirements for treatment of water for various sUbstances 'ar~:: (; 
not usually subject to continual change. There arecUsualiy no 
publio safety issues'involved with constructing and operating water 
testing and treatment; faciliti.es ,:' While there are" al ternates' to .,: 
nuclear,power. for 'generating ,'electriQity,i there are no 'alternates ", ; 
to water, , i 

, ..... # 

Bypass is a 'risk, to water utilities~as weBi as to 'energy '~ 

utiiities, , However, SoCalWater has not presented evidence that ,"", 
bypass is a problem of significant proportions,'similarly~' 
aithough condemnation has occurred in the past, we have not 'been' ',~ .' 
made aware that the magnitude of condennation:has been a" 
significant p~oblem. 

Litigation' by customers is a potential risk, ,hut we 
believe the risk is not high, especially compared to the risk of' " 
litigation for energy utilities inVolved in nuclearqeneration, 
with the attendant problems of disposal of hazardous waste. 

We conclude that water utilities operate in a less risky'" 
environment than ,the energy utilities. 
apparently agrees. 

The financial' colt\IilUni ty' 

Based on the abov,e considerations,' we conclude that 
12.00% ROE, the mid-point of DRA's recomnendatiofij and the'csame we; 
allowed SoCalWater in D.89-11-017, is appropriate. This ROE is" ' 
sufficient to allow SoCalWater to maintain its'current financial 
condition; and it is fair to the ratepayers because it is the 
minimum necessary to 'do so. 
2. Balancing Account Interest 

The balancing account was established for water utilities to 
assure them of repayment of incurred purchased water expenses. The 
commission's nprocedure for Maintaining Balancing Accounts for 
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Water uti),ities'Ldated May ,'31,,:,19831 provides thatt'balanoing account 1_ 

balanc~s"that ~xceed :two percen~ of "the water 'colIlpany's -roost .!'L'~' l'F' 

recently, adopted,tes~ year <jI'6ssannual' revem.ies, ~ill b~:disposed :":': ' 
of in. the J ORC ord~r i " . No ~nterest; on the' balancing' accounts' is : i, 
allowed. ',' ~ ":- •• + 

... •••• : : L. ~ ;- .' . , 
" SOCalWater :': '", 

'" , /, 

".' ,: socal:water notes that the balanoing: account 'alJowed for ,:u: 
the cost: of- purchased water is, in the public: interest;, benefitting'; 
both:,the company and the ratepayer. ; SoCalWater, believes : current· .. , r'< 

commission policy is to allow interest whenever there is a delay,·; 
be~\rleen :the time i the expense·' is: paid and the :time, it· is .r.ecovered, 
such as 'on the balanoing account. SoCalwater,r\otes'thatwhen:the; 
balance is· due and will not be paid for some time, it is forced 
into.short-:-term borrowing. The interest on this short-term 
borrowing is not'inoluded in the cost of capital in these 
applications. For the 12 months ending May 1990, SoCalW~ter 

calculates the ,balancing account interest at $101.674 based on 
one-year-Treasury Bill interest, 

SoCalWater argues that the balancing account for water 
utilities.is essentially the same as for energy utilities when they 
we~e:allowed interest on balancing accounts, ; I.e,;: 'water utilities 
now a~s6,.face supply risks and upward pressure on supplY expenses. 

Branch 

Branch argues that it is not appropriate to·change the 
current procedure in this proceeding. , I f a change is to be' 
considered by the Commission,' Branch argues that cit shoUld be'done "
in a 'generic proceeding, rather than in an individual GRC. 

Branch believes that if a company has a problem regarding 
balancing account interest, it is due to laok of timely requests to 
amortize the balances. ' ,,-, , ," 

Discussion ' 

We observe that the balancing account was established for 
water utilities to assure them of repayment of incurred purchased 
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water expenses. At the time the procedure was adopted';ir'a"198l', 
interest on ·,the balancing a.dcounts was ·not ·al16wed.Y Jfif c6hditions 
have changed suffioiently to now justify a change ·itf th'e procedure',;,~ 
the company or .. companies 'should ,req\.ies~ reconsideration of· the 
policy. We agr'~~ ~i,tl(,Br~~:cil"'t~~~~",tht~ :$~<~' g,~h~~i~ fi~s~~·. We 
will not address it: on a piece-meal'ba~is in individual water 

- - ~ • ~ J : ,. ":. f ~.-

utility GRCs~ ';; . 
3. Limitati.on on 'Advice Letter.:, ~.;, "", .' • ~ I"" t 

Project Amounts ',' ~ ::.) ')\ ,; ': :';; . :::.. -' . 
!... • .• '~ • 

~~i .... '-- .: '. :, . ". -: ;-:.': -.: "' -;: 

socalWater'and Branch ,agree, that' the' costs· of certain 
• • ~ _ o ... - : ,~. T " : _. • r' ,_ .". " .-.~'. t ': _ "- ~. ~ '1 '. -) ~ ; ; ~", -. r •• -~ . 

capital projects plarh\ed .in"s~\ter(U '9f the dist-ricts'shobld be 
- ~ -:: : . ; : - . - - , , . .' -

included in rate base. However,' Branch recommends that the amount 
allowed for these proje,c:ts be ll.in~ted·or Ifc'apped'/ at 'the "amount 
currently budgeted for the projects. The details of the' parties' 
positions follow. 

SoCalWater 
SoCalWater argues that it is inappropri~te ~o impose such 

a limitation 9r cap on the project amou~ts. sufficient incentives 
. , . ~ ~. .' ." . 

exist for the, ~ompany to control costs:" overruns limit availability 
of tunds for other USeS, and Branch scrutinizes OVerruns and,may 
rec9~end di~allowances. ,The effect ,of a cap would be to pe'n'alize 
the ~ompany' 'fo~ cost ~verrun~ that are b~yond it~ .~ont~ol., Th~ cap:: 
would also delay needed projects, since the conpany would hesitate 
proceeding with projects if the competitive. bids exceeded the cap. 

Branch 
Branch recommends that each project. be capped at the . , 

amount bud9~ted, by SoCalWater, ",-hich is the amount SOCalwater 
estimates it to cost. ,Branch believes that the cap would protect 
ratepayers from the risk of additional expenses for projects that 
cost more than the budgeted amount., The cap, would also encourage 
SocaHYater to exercise utmost care in preparing the estimate, and 
in construction. 
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,-,I,L'r: .We addressed this . issue' recently in '0488'-0.1-025,:<) !' '-u'Jrd 

(.:ranuary13 _~ ,198S),t - ~', 

"nWe agree with .SCWC, (SoC~lWaterl,oh,this ·:iSSU(ffl '.:' ,: _ ') ,',Lt 
,. No val id reason ",tas offered by, the, staff. for _. _, ' _ 

, , intio'sitioh"ol' th~ ;capsL:ex~~pt'thaf~th~'y are' :(," :", . ~ 'J t ,:; ! 
<. necessary' to pla'ce Iran' upper: iiniit on the cost· '" ",[, U '.,' 

of the reservoir in order to ensure.,.that the , ,":\ .. ;: -~ f r r -~ ~ ! cost would not skyrocket for some reason." 
Tr., p. 657.) While the costs discussed. arelluit!"f.i::i.l 
the utility's estimates, they ar~ 9nly ,',llll;{'-:\ ; ):.i -.1 d 
estinates. It would be unreasonable to impose 

;a cap, on a.. necessary project> if. some concHtiorl' ,:' 
b,~yon~ ttte. _ c()n~rol. 9f, ,~he _c9l!lp,any sh9!-ll,d,. arise, , 
affecting' the cost~' We 'will not' impose' the' " " 
caps; however,~ we will' place SCWC·'on notice 
that:~e expec~ it~ esti~ates t~ repr~s~nt 
sirit~~eappiais~ls bt the ~ct~al' ekpected 

i, .. 

costs' for these projects,- and that work papers 
submitted with the advice letter filings must 
fully support whatever final costs are 
incurred. n (0.88-01-025, nineo. at pp. 11~12.);! " _ 

Branchfuade no'aliegatiohs of iriaccurate6i;insincere 
estimates b}' SoCalWatei. SoCa1watet- st.a'tt=s-that' when 'bids h~vk 
substa'ntiali.'~' exceeded esthn:.s.t'ed costs, it -has' worked with 
contractors fb re'd~siqn the project~ ",~hEdel feakible, ' t6 r~duce:- th~ 
costs; of construction. We encourage the'compa'ny to continue to d6-' 
this in' such instanc'es. 

Branch has bffered no r'ea.son for \.Is to chtuige' oUr 
position on this is~ue. We believe that a cap would' Un~'eilSbnabiy"-"~ 

. ~. . . 
restrict SoCalWater's planned construction. It is not always" 
possible'to accurAtely'esticiate the cost of'~tl projects. ;Until 

." , . . - - '.-" ,- -.....-i 
competitive bids are received, one cannot be assured of cb'sts; We 
don't wish'to cause needed projects to'be dE!layea because of a cap. 
tie note that Branch reviews the costs as' th~~d~ice Letters are" . 
filed after project cornpletion~ and nay recotuaenddiail6wances'at 
that line. 
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.W(;). conol\id~ tll,at 'illlposingi a: capon' consttuctfon' costs'! is'"11 
not warranted at this tillle. We expect SoCalWater to fully jUstifyU{ 
cost over:ru",?, ~ .:. : ~ :,' 
4 •. GeJleral,Office ['.' '~j,l; ,.","',::,:'~". '.-':! -,',', f[: .. :~;:,::d,:(J:' 

'. ~ Ii", At, ipsue f is the t reasonableness of, $20i OOO'fot'. 6ut"side~ ,''.,Yl:

rec~~~tment. expenses .in' 199~.: ',Branch recommends; disailowb'lg' thts jO,i 

am9unt, sin4:!e the. company did not reqUest funding for: any- neW. l J i· ~ .>:; 

positions that would apparently be filled byth'e' serVices.q():-:,;;~ 
,',: SoCalwa~er: pr~sented Exhibit: 21 r which! indicates "recorded 

recruJt~ng .e){pl~nSes in, excess: of, $50 i 000: totarj ahd in exces's' of: i >" 

$20 t 000 for outside. executive' recruiting' both' for 1989 t and for,'.. ,'.!, 

199() year, to da~e ~sof JUly., socalWater witness Romines testified .. 
that it is not always possible to predict the positions that will 
need to befilled'in a futUre year. ,Romines also noted that since 
the company has n~t been successful in recruiting ~ngineers through' 
newspaper, or professional journal advertising, it has been 
necessary to use outside services. 

SinceSoCalWater has limited in-house personnel" 
recruit~ng cap~bility~ it is reaso~able to:~xpectit to rely b~ 
outside recruitment at times, especially when r~sporise to ' . 
advertisements ,is limited. We conclude that'the estimated $20,000 
is rea~onable for 1991 and should be al16wedi~ 
5. San Gabriel District 

Encinitas Pump station stucco 
SoCalWater proposes to stucco the' walls at the Encinitas:"" 

pump station at an estimated cost of $1,300. socalWater Argues 
that the stucco will upgrade the appearance of the pump station, 
and eliminate the need for more frequent 'painting. 

Branch notes that the facility is remote from any'hou.ses' 
and is only visible if one looks over the fences from the homes 
across the drainage culvert. Regarding the alleged benefits 'of 
reduced painting , Branch witness Hirsch notes that the existing 
block wall at the pump station is not painted, and that stucco is 
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frequently> painted,' so,there:lnay,b~!'no saVihgst frolh'reductid 
pai!lt.ing.: ~\'LJ::t c·) ::-~ ~::. ;lj~'~"")'. _.~~~;(~:<:) ·-t~: .:'.:IJ~. ii~-: .. ;) i···t~)i: ',J-"{i.'.: f{>,( 

We conclude that Branch is correot. This expense)!""" i ,;' 

al though small, does not appear necessary. The visual! i-ropt-oVeio.~ht . t, 
froIn pla~ing; stucco' on-' block walls' which' are) mar<JlnallY~ visible is 
not j~s,tified.' "The, alleged; savings, over· painting' may? be) il1us6~yF ,', 
We will not, a~low the $1,300 estimated co'st·of'the'stu.cco-' in\ rates, ,r. 

, " Saxon plant Paving" :' ,', '/ =1, .. ' . '.:: i,' f·~'. J,.' r -',' '." ':>"::'l 

l-i.":" ":. SOCalWater. plans' to, pave/ the Saxon' plant 'yard 'at'an 
estimated cost .of $60,000,' because 'Of, the deteriorated' ¢6ndi tic))l'! 6f'" 
the yarQ.; and pecause it is':visible· to the' pUblic.·';'S6tcHWat~r·;ais6\: 
argues that the current dust, ID.Ud~ and rough c6hditi(n"inciease',:"" ' 
wear and tear on its vehicles, '. ' 

While Branch originaliy recommend~ddisailowlng the 
entir¢,cost, Hirsch concedes that a portion of the yard: is in dire 
need of repaving/-with a likely cost of·ona-fourth t6'6ne~third 6f ' 
the $60,000 total cost. ~ 

,i 

We agree with.Branch that it is'not'appropi'iate·to repave 
the en~ir~ yard, since only a small portion 6f it ls·in disrepair, 
where traffic' is heaviest. Branch also points out that the' are~s . , ... 
needing: repair appa.rentiy.have 'base faihire. pr6bl~rns; rso merely· 
resurfacing may not correct the problems: consideiingBranch's 
estinates of the cost at $15,000 to $20,000, we i wilii.'all6W 'the .:,' 
larger amount of $20,000, which shouldilllowfunds for'base'repair 
prior to resurfacing the deteriorated areas. 

staffing 

SoCalWater requests 'authority for two additional service' 
persons in the San Gabriel District. Branch recommends one of'the 
additional persons and associated vehicle be disallowed,b~sed 
primarily 'on comparisons with customer. ratios of other water 
utilities. Branch believes the customer ratio -is adequate without· 
new personnel considering the low growth rate •. However, Branch 
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recq~ends,lthat ,on~ ;additl(>nal'ipersOn"be' allo\l~d to"'addres~ ~,)~ f~i (d',' 

CO~~~l11inat~On:,~rH~~ater,-,testh\g'- probl~ros.' 1 ·'{(i-F "'(J')-, ,~() - "'/ to'."1 i 

~()C~lW~ter: argues that the' second {ad.diti6itai":'p~rson; H~ ;'" j) 
al~? "n~~~ed ,for fQnotions ~ such, as 'gate 'valVe'-tl.itning/- fire hydrant 
ma~,~~e.1:lt;l~gei ctoss connection <inspectioni iandfmain -fh.\s'lirn~('}' At'..': ~I~ 
t~e pr:,e.sent :ttrne,' these functions are: carried 'out '6nlY"'/ '::', 'Ill i ,,: 

sporadi9,~11y. ,Gate valve turning 'insure's that 'valves 'are "operable 
and propex1y, positioned. 'Improperly positioned valves "6'an i>r'6vJrit r';-

propeJ;"flpw to firehydralits. Ild~'irQ hydrant'l!iaint'enanc~ ''it\vbiv~'s c,: ;;, 
operating and flUshing; the, hydrants to insure' ct1i'ey will h'e=ope'rable': 
if needed. Cross connection inspection verifies;thatcUst6meir~"wh6" 
have other, water ,sources,' such 'as wells/have the requited devices 
installed and operating to prevent back-flow of . the other' wate~' '. 
into socaiwater's system. This ,is a public health :reqijii:'enient~' : 
Finally, main flushing is done to keep the mains clear and'" 
sediment-free. ,"_ ,',',( ,t., (,') 11::'" , \ 

.' :·;;-t t:~.{.~ : .,J·:!~;.-·f·L'-: t '~ .. 
We find SoCall~ater's arguments to beconvincirig. 

Skimping on, ma,intenance ""hich' potentiallY conproinises firefighting
effe9tiveness is not prudent~ The gate valVe-turning'progiarn also'-
insure~ - that when leaks occur, the leaking section; of main can be '.C·

isolated qui9kly to minimize water loss. This-is especiailY 
important for customer pe~ceptiondurinq the current'drought~ 

Similarly, cross-coimectiotf ·contarninati6n' shoUld not be 
ignored or deferred. We believe SoCalWater should institute'the 
regular programs which require the additi6nai service'pers6n and 
vehicle at issue. We will giant authority for bothadditi6nal 
service persons. 
6. Ojai District 

SoCalWater requests one additional serVice'person ~nd: '; 
i- '. ~ . ! . . ~ t _. . . : " 1 

associated vehicle in the ojai District. The ~dditi6naiperson 
woU~d be involved it. a water audit program, in addition· to' the 
duties cited for the San Gabriel District person. The water audit 

.. •• - > ... .. " • , ,: - ,! . program has beentequested by the CaS1tas Mun101pal Water D1strlct
l 
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'-'hieh sel~~ _,,,,,pt~r:.to:SoC~lWater, t for-) the .. ojAi r Oisttict'lf'<The t aUdi€~:')! 
involves on a customer-by-c\lstomer~l?asisjleak"surveyand~dete6tidri.n 
and <\; sHryey ;of: ~and~4;:aping 'related to ,water, reqUiiernf!n\:s ~~ 

i,lf,';-f,';d fJt:~l1c~t f.~c.;Q~enQ~Lthat the.'additional serVice'p~rson!'an'd" 
assooiated vehicle be disallowed.. Branch: bases its, recommendati6'ri r. , ,_ l -, ....: ~ t • • - .. ~ . 

on the cu~tomelt"t:at~o ,and ,the low, growth rate of, 'theojai~Distri'ct,;; 
;! tl~!' ,>- ,}~~"are ~onvince,d that the additional 'service per~6n' tis t: ' ~ 

ju~t.t~i~~, ,'j ;_considel;'ing,the ,cur:rent drought, we : cann6t affoid ;'t6' i,: ,. 

disr~,g~~~ '.?~tiot:l,~ ',that are, cOJ\~ervation ,orient~d. ~. We al's6' believe' "'! 
it ,is ,prudent for, SOCalWater toheed,casitas:Municipal water _, ':"; ,~ • , l' • - .", t . ,~. , . . . . . 

District's recollUllendation. -,' '~ ',' ::' i" ';',' _ .:. . " ........ -. ," ',. -

'" Finally I as we, indicated regarding the San Gabriel 
Distric~, ,we c~~ not wish to jeopardize fire protection by" , 
disall.o~~ng !leedeci staffing. He will allow the addit'iohal: persoJf' ' 
and Vehicle •. , " 
7. Arden-Cordova, Pomona, 

and Wriqhtwoad Districts 
; ", 

i: j ;-:,; ~~. issue is the treatl!lentof tank painting expenses:, 
Branch an<;i ,SoCalWater, agree that the, costs should be amortized over"~ 
the cycle ~f, tank painting, which' is ahout three years. SOCcUWater .'. - - • I ~. " . 

seeks ratebas~ treatment: as a working cash: adjustIilent~, while Branch-
argues t~at ,rateba.se treatment _ is not, appropriate, since: this: is an' 
expense,item an~t~e Uniform Systen;of Accounts 'does not ttilow Such 
treatment. 

We agree with Br~nch that this is'an expense item that 
cannot ~~ ratebased and treated as a working'cash adjustrnenturlder 
the Uniform System of Accounts. It should be expensed over the 
three year cycle of these applications and no interest will' appiy. 
8 • oj ai, )?Olllona , aI'l9' __ 

San Gabriei Districts 

At issue is the water mix and corresponding water suppiy 
cost resulting from the stipulated:conserVation sales ,reductions of 
10% in the ,ojai and San Gabriel Divisions, and 11% in the Pomona 
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Division,·r The rdispute , arose afte't,the hearii\gs:conohided;~ wh~n 
SOGalWater, and Branch collaborated:-to'prepare\th6:'lAte-flted~","t:' i: }I':~ 
reconciliation Exhibit 24. Neither party realized earlier;tllat ,f,':;!".' 
there was a dispute over ;the' supply i mi>t'~for, the' reduc'ed "'sales ," 

, " ;:':~ : SoCal W?ter i recommends! reducing, the: supply 'expe'nse :,' fiJ'i") :-~ , ! I 
each district by the average, cost of, water to the- district{ . Thi's" r, 
maintains the same relative 'mix as:used before the 'conservation 
sales reduction. . ,'.,.-.:,':.; -i. -i'" !1',:': ,-:';;-"" .. ',,' 

Branch believes,.thatthe. supply ,mix :carl :l)e' alt'ered on an 
economio basis, ~ 'reducing, the' hiqher priced' purchas~' sources; 'flrst) ,:-
which reduces the average cost of, water •. ','" :" /'.;:-::' -'.";' ''-F: : ,-,-, 

SoCalWater bel ieves that, it :-is not 'operationally fea'si'ble' : 
to disproportionately reduce purchased ""at~r " 'since some 'of the . , ' , .' 
higher priced water that Branch assumes to he deferred will be 
needed to meetsystern peaks. 

Lacking details of and testimony on Branch's proposal, 
We cannot determine ~'hether it is operationally fea'sihl'e. since 
SoCalWater's reGobinended nix appears,feasibl'e, We will adopt it' for 
supply_mix andexpense~ 
comments 

comments on the proposed decision- of the' adMinistrative 
law judge were filed by SoCalwater and B)~·ahch'. ' The comments noted 
a number of minor typographical 'errors arid, inconsistencies,' which " 
have been corrected. New- Table 6 was added;to shoW the adopted' 
capital structure., . 
Findings of Fact 

1. On February 21,'1990, SoCalWater filed applications 
requesting rate increases for water service in its San Gabriel, 
Pomona Valley, Arden-Cordova, Wrightwood,-and ojai Districts. 

2. SoCalwater obtains its' water. from' W'elisand: 'from 
purchases from various public entities in certain of the districts, 
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L~ f:-'~ ~~rvi<;e prov!ded, by SoCalWater "in .the five fdis\:riots<is \' (\1 

satisfactory l ,andl the wate~ '·f~rnished; meets 'current state' dril1kfn(j')~' 
water ,standard~.1 i',:;·: :. ~ '(}: . ",!: ! .):~ .;<.i £\; !):-:.' !~,~L' : ~ ~. , \ "~ 

4\.) ,SQcalWater has complied\wlth;our directives,:iri ,-, ;'f" Yi'.'''.~ 

D. 86-0,$-,064; toc:pr~mo,te water, cons~rvation and' toprepare-' and adopt 
a w~t;~r: ro~nagem~nt· plan .. to achieve the effioient use 'of water.; b ,;~ 

,5..' ,) S~Caiwater has not filed a Tariff Rui'e'14.1 water :,',; ,:l',!; 
conservation plan for the five districts. .ih)i:. ", ,-.. 

I" ,,~.:: Water utilities·a~e~uthorized.bY;D;90-07;"061!:to' 
est;abl.ish .~emorandum accounts : to, tracJ,~ ;reven~e fhlctuations and;" 
conservation expenses du~ to ,the ·present droughtconditions~; . The" i 

resu.1ting reduced business risk may affect the allowed rate of 
return, or the ,amount of the memorandum account allowed recovery.' 

7.' SoCalWater and Branch' agree on capital structure," cost· of 
long-term debt, and the effective cost of preferred stock for the 
test period.,,: ' , 

8,0:' Socaiwater requests rates which would produce rates' of 
retu~n 9n rat& ~ase of ,11.27%1n 1991.'11.29% in 1992i~and 11.26% 
in 1993 with a constant ROE of 13.00% in each of the three years •. ' 

9. ORA recommends 12.00%, the mid-point of the range of 
11.15.% to 12.25%, as .the proper ROE for SoCalWater for the'three 
years. ,The corresponding rates ,of return on rate base are'10,77% 
in 1991~ 10.79% in 1992, and lO~76% in 1993~ 

10. SoCalWater used a group of 11 comparable companies in,its 
DCF and RP analyses. 

11. SoCalWater's DCF analysis results in ROEs of 13.00% for, ,,' 
itself, and 13.50% for the comparable companies. 

1~. SoCalWater's RP analysis results in ROEs of 12.00% for 
itself, ~nd 13.50% for the cqmparable companies. 

13. SoCalWater has lost three,water systems in the last five 
years due to condemnation, demonstrating that the threat of 
condemnation is real. 
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14~/) 9lYl ~~e;(:tf',9J;"Q.~P~iQf .l3.'_~omp~ral)le ~atel",utiliti(fs iri(its 
analysesl the 9~9.up" inq~utl~~ \th~,(ll,:iUf?ed '.b}l,i,S6CalWater,'plus· tlie tw'o '':> 

SoCalWater ~?\Chl~~d,." ,,";1'. '-,:: ~: .. "'[::' fIj',.' [Sf i! •. !!)! d.\ .\':'" 

15. DRA's DCF analysis results in ROEs of~11.68%:to;i2.32%.,q.·) 
for the ~pmp(ll'ab~~ group, ,.an4. 11. ~6\' .. to 12 ;12% 'With an average' 'of 
11.S4% for.SoCalWater •. ;~".' .. '( '2;, ." , .; ~,;t ".+:!:',""-'." ~,;;:~;L'. _ .... r. . .- .. 

16. ~~'s,RP <l:nalysi.s r~~ults ~n ROEs C!f12. 04%, to' '12 .11%', for~:· 
the comparable group, and 12.17\ to 12.20% for SoCal water., -<, U; ~ [Jr, 

, 17. ~ ~oCalWater·' s .1989 .)..ong.,..term debt ratio, of, 48. S\\ fails~ 
'" ~.. . ~ .,. - - '.. ~ 

within S&P's AA-bond rating. "", ,', < w,;~i ., .... :-ii,:·; ;' i;;:" 

."' .18., ,SoCalw~ter' s~ 1989 pre-tax interest·, c9Verage! of 2'. 8x- ,falls 
within S&P's A-bond r~ting., ..... ,. ;;; ,:", ','1 

19. SoCalWater's net· cash fl9W,,to total capital ratio at 2.5% 
falls within S&P's BBB-bond ratingl, -, 

20. In D.89-11-017, we concluded that SoCalwater's new debt· 
securities would probably be considered A-bond rated. 'The 
comparable recorded 1988 fiqures:weret·. long ... term'debt·ratio'of 
51. st, . pre-tax interest coVerage of 2.6X, ~ and·· net cash flow to', 
total cap~tal rati~ ,of2 • .1~. - The financial· indices are' similar' to' 
the.current fi~ancial'indices. 

21 •. S&P's.benchmarks for ~ond ratings:are more' stringent for 
energy and low risk telecommunications utilities than for water" ,;" 
utilities. 

22. Determination of a reasonable return on equity is 
based on factors in addition t9 equity ratio" .. 

23. The Commission has concluded that water utilities do not[ 
face the sarae business risks as energy and communications 
utilities •. 

24. The commission opened,I.89-03-055,to address ~rought 
related issues, and balance utilities' interests with ratepayers' 
interests. 

,25. Economic conditions have not changed significantly since 
November 3, 1989 when D.89-11-017·was issued. 
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:~J!26.; -Finantiial'nodels rdo-'not'c6ft6'r -"a-d~quaterpf'e"'oisi6W to}[ 
determine :a' r¢asohable', ROE ,\rlithoUti raPi>iYing'(j·uacjem·~ti~T' ~'dJ ~ ~';" ':'{ i~dr, 

21. An ROE of 12\ will allow SoCalWater to .taIntain"' ltg' .,;; € ","-:-,,~ 
current financial' conditioh. ~ .,' ' '" '-,:; ~\; (:" ; c: ,,"):!,',' ,~" 

~"28(,", The Commissioh aoe'snot"currer\tiy aliow' ihter'est'on';'; 7id~ 
. . • ". ~ .". t, '--"""I-~-~~f""- .. ~·--.' .i)~ "', balanc1ng accounts for water ut1l1t1es. Whetherstich1nterest 

should be allowed, is a qeneric 'question affect'in(i ali '-w'at~~ . ,': 
utilities •. r< ':,',; t'';'>,: "',~' ,,",;' -,',L ';': 'J ",i, 

29. i .".- The' accuracy of estimates' of· p'roject 'costs'-rs 'nbt kn;own 
until bids have been received. . it· ',cr f,~" ,", "",:' -' ,:, , , 

::,30.-<,' Plaoing' a cap' on' planned' capital'projecfsT-wb'Uld ; restrict 
completion of needed projects in some instanc'es~: ':: ;. '; ,', ",: 

,: ' .31., Outside: recruitment ekpehs'es :'of' $20~ 00'0' per yeitr' are' , 
reasonable, considering th~ difficulty SoC61W~t~~ h.~~kpeti~~6ear' 
in recruiting qualified persotmel. 

32. The, unpainted block walls at the'Encinitas PUmp station ' 
are not readily visible from nearbY'home's> ' e 

33. ~ It is 'not reasonable:' to stucco the' outsid~ walls at'th~:' : : 
Encinitas' Pump, station' for aesthetic or maintenance' re'asons ~ , 

34. Portions of the pavenent and base'at'the'saxon'pial\t:Yard 
are in sev~re ~ need of repair.' 'It is not ~ reasonable' to' r~pave the 
entire-yard at a:cost of $60,0004: r" 

35. It is reasonable to repave the deteriorated portiori6i: 
the Saxon Plant' yard. ' , ',', , 

36. Deleting or deferring,maintenance and 'operation 'of fire 
hydrants and gate valves may compromisefirefighting effectiveness. 

37. Two additional persons and vehicles aie needed to' 
implement necessary prograns in the San Gabriel District, which 
include fire protection andcross~corinection contaminatiori 
inspection. 

38. The Casitas Municipal Water District has requested' 
SoCalWaterto implement a wateraudit'program'in'theojai ()istrict, 
including a leak survey and detection' and 'a survey of nu\dscaping. 
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·,·r 39, :,- On~f C!4d.itionaV pers6n,; and vehi¢i~': ar'e\ needed'to-: impi~ment 
the water audit program in the Ojal. bH.trict-.. J b f ,',:'d;' {:1" ci J>:;"l'~~;': t,,")'! 

;:-:';40.; 'l'ank-;painting is:an 1 expen'seitem- th~t¢~nn6t b'~lratebased 
under the Uniform system of Accounts. ,'~;:1,-' ;'·~"".f ~"1 -:,:~. [Ii 

41. Branch has not demonstrated that the water supply mix can 
operationaliy be reduced on an'!economic basis, considering system 
reqUirements. 

42. The water mix and supply cost,resUlti'i\gjtrom"1tn~ 
conservation (sales [reductions .in thec6jalF~SAnrGabrieiVand Pomona 
Divisions~ .as ,estimated by socalWater, >ar~"operati6nitilY rf~asibl~1u', 
COncl.usions of: Liiw. ':: ., ',: ,.. . . ' , ",.,,, ,!! . 

l.An ROE of 12\ is just and reas6fiable;'f6r'S6Calwater for"\ 
1991, 1992, -and '1993 and should beadopt~d. ,;t";' , -

2. socal,Water should 'be ordered to file Tariff Rule 14Yi:>t,:: 
water conservation plan for the five districts. ~:~ '; . ., 

3. The propriety of balancing account interest- t for water 
utilities iQ a.generid issue that Qh6uld'hotbe-e6n§idei~d~in 
individual water.company tate' cases. - . - -.-: .. ,. 

4 •. 'It is not reasonable to hiipose caps on'SoCalWAterls' 
planned capital project~. , 

5. ~SoCalwater's estimate 'of' $20; 000· for 1991 :outsid.e·, 
recruitment expenses is reasonable and should be'ad6pted. 

6. It.is not reasonable t6 allow $6CalWilter funds to stucco 
the 6utside walls at the Encini.tas PUmp stat1<nh, ,-

7, An allowance for paving repai.r in the"am6unt t 'of$20;c:ioO: 
at the Saxon Plant is reasonable and shoUld be --"adopted .... 

8. It is reasonable to allow two additi6nai ~erVicepersons 
and vehicles for the San Gabriel District. 

9, . It is reasonable to allow one additional servIce 'person 
and vehicle for the ojai District. 

10 •. ' SoCalWater should not be allowed. toratebase tank -
painting expenses. 
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\ !:' : lJr'; i: s~~aJW,at.ex's, ,~stilD.ate~ Qf~-. water"1!lh:,- and fsupply,:cost,'are 
reasonable and should b~,adopted.rr'l() ":U l1-: :!"-{PC"\,{ ,tli':'l' -J''''''':'',,' :>d t 

i'e::: ::,12 ,;. fTh.~ 9-pp.l.i~atiQns should. ,b~ ,granted to~ the' ~xtent provided 
in the foliowing order. ;. '.;" ",' , ,'~ ,::: ;' 1 : :1': 1: 

. :. . .. .: ~ 

.. , ,1& i_ ~ou~tler-J) 1 ~alifor{lia '. Water Company t (SoCalWater): is~' ;.'. 1" . '':: ,.., 

au~h~:t;'~z~¢L to fi.~e: the ~evised, scheduies attached as 'Appendices A;...l~! 

through A-5. This filing shall comply with General [Order,; (GO) ~·_'I·:~·l 

96-~ ... [ The effective;date. of the revised.' schedules shall be no 
earlier than January 1, 1991, or 5 days after the date of ,filingj 
whichever is later. The revised schedules shall apply to serVice 
rendered on and after their effective date. 

2. OJ) orafter.Nov~nber 15, 1991, socalWater is authorized 
to file,an a~vice, ;letter, with appropriateworkpapers, requesting 
the step rate increases for 1992.included in' Appendices B-1 through' 
8-5, or to file,a proportionate ,lesser increase for those rates in 
Appendices B-1 through B-5 for San Gabriel, Pomona ,Valley;' 
Arden-Cordova, Wrightwood, an~. Ojai Districts, respectively, ·in the 
event that ~istri9t's rate of return on rate base; adjusted to 
reflect the r~tes then in effect and normal raternakingadjustments 
for the 12 months ended September 30, 1991,' exceeds the later of 
(a) the rate of return ,found reasonable for SocalWater during the 
corresponding period in the then 'most recent rate decision or 
(b) 10.77%. This filing shall comply with GO 96-A. The requested 
step rates shall be reviewed by the Commission Advisory and 
conpliance DiVision (CACO) to determine their conformity with this 
order and shall go into effect upon CACO'S determination of 
conformity. CACO shall inform the Commission tfit finds that the 
proposed step rates are not in accord with this decision. , The 
effective date of the revised schedules shall be no earlier than 
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January 1;1'1992;" 'or 30 days· after,'filing',: whicneve,r'~'is (fate't •. ;The 
revised,schedules shall· apply only, t(i service !rendth'ed, Or\ and·'after'), 
their effeqtive date,·;,';/, ,,~,,( ,-,-,',' ,:" ':"; \ i"~ ,,(it;,; ;:' :':";, :,', ';','" ~,): 

3. On or after November 15, 1992,: SoCalWater -is· authorized c :~: 

to file an advice letter, with>appropriateworkpapers, ie-qUesting 
the step rate' increa.ses·f6'r·1993 inclUded in Appendic(::s B~l through 
8-5, or to file a proportionate lesser increase for those rates in 
Appendix B-1 through 8-5 for San Gabriel, Pomona valley, 
Arden~Cordova" Wrightwood"and ojai Districts, respectively, in the 

_ .:... 1 :' _ .. ~ ; I .• ~ • 0" 

event that district's rate of return on rate base, adjusted to 
reflect the iat_~s th~h-- 'iTr :'e;f'fect and normal ratemcddng adjustments 

_.\': OJ. < 

for the 12 months ended september 30, 1992, exceeds the later of 
(a) the rate' 6fretUrn' -fouild reasonable for soCalWater during the -- . - ...... . 
corresponding period in the then most recent rate decision or 
(b) 10.79%. This filing shall comply with GO 96-A. The requested 
step rates shall be reviewed by the staff to determine their 
conformity with this order and shall go into effect upon CACD's 
determination of conformity. CACO shall inform the Commission if 

it :~~~~ ;t~,at : t,~: ~P~,?;~~r;~i1,:;~~er rates ar~ not in accord with this 
dec:ls:lon. - The' 'effect-1ve date, of the rev1sed schedules shall be no " .' , :, ';. .. (--:: i '. r', ',! f 
earliert,h:a.l);J~n~aiY 1,'199~, or 30 days after the filing of the 

~ .. "'; '. ~ . . - .. ' .' _.... . , 

step rate,·whichever :lS la~er. The rev:lsed schedules shall apply 
only to service rehdered on'or after their effective date. 
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:'lii4. ",WithirH60,days 'of tl1e 'effeotive da.te, of this 'ox>der,r '( f;,lf:t;,l, 
SQCalWat~r shall ,tile a ,Tariff, Rule: 114'0 1: ,w~~eJ:l 'cohseniatioh· plan t \'"'~ 
for each of the san Gabriel, Pomona Valley, Arden-Cordova,,:,q;~, ]; ',::-: 
Wrightwocxl.,'( and ;ojai -Districts,,',,' t \ i- f '~,~,,;',',~;~;"'; ',::, ,1.' 

.' . .; j," '< 'fhis .. orde.r ,:~is (effeotHv~ t_6~ay·. r ! ': \ i' : _' ,:,",," ; ~ .' ~,f:'"1 ;.':: 

: ,-." 

,'{ 'j',' r,~.' ,>" -)'\ ," t·, i '; };' i"rj '" i~') fe',' MifCHEI::.t' l~tlK c,·.',--:i,~",' 
. ,: j.;~r' ('~'~-: •• - ~ ::l~""i'''-~f .-. ~~-;-\ i:(~ l-t.:~: .~!-~ ~L) :..-t.:t-. \ ~Presiderit\ ", ';:.i 

.~. -

• I ~ 

. ~ ~ .. .. 

• I .-;'~ 

, , . , 

. . : ~ 

. ,FREDERICK R. DUDA 
~,:. 1 ;':11- -<~:ST1illi.E'{ 'W/ HULETI' ' 

, - " ,,:,,' ,iJOH~: B.i OHANIAN ;" 
PATRICIA M.,ECKERT 

" '" :; COnllliission'ers 

- ,;;-·!f,'· : • : .. " . 

.. '"} -~ .. '".' 

c • ~ ,_ • ',to i.' . ... ; 
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Page 1 

southern-California water Co. 
San Gabriel Valley District 

Schedule No. SG-1 

GENERAL METERED SERVICE 

Applicable to all qeneral metered water service. 

TERRITOR\' 

Portions of the cities of Arcadia, E1 Monted t Irwindale, 
Monrovia, Monterey Partk, Rosemead, san Gabr~el, Temple city 
and vicinity, Los Angeles county. 

RATES 

Quantity Rates: 

For all water delivered, per 100 cu. ft 

service Charge: 
· . . . . 

For 5/8 x 3/4-inch meter • • • • • • • • • • · • For 3/4-inch meter • • • • • • · • • • • • For 1-inch meter • • · • • • · · • • • • For 1-1/2-inch meter • • • • • • • • • • • • FOr 2-inch meter · • • · · · • • • · • • For 3-inch meter • • • • • • • • • • • • For 4-inch meter • • • • • • • • • • • • For 6-inch meter • · • • • • • • • • · • For 8-inch meter • · • • • • · • · • · · 
Thaservice charge is a raadiness-to-serve charge 
applicable to all metered service and to Which is 
added the charge for water used computed the 
Quantity Rates. 

SPECIAL CONDITIONS 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• · 

Per Meter 
per Month 

$ 0.870 (I) 

$ 7.10 (I) 
7.50 

12.00 
14.00 
21.00 . 
40.00 
50.00 
99.C)O 

134.00 (I) 

(D) 

1. All bills are subject to the reimbursement fee set forth in (T) 
Schedule NO. UFo 
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Page 2 

s~uthern-Callt6r~la Water Co. 
San Gabriel Valley Distriot 

Sohedule No. AA-4 

PRIVATE FIRE SERVICE 

Applicable to ali water servioe furnished to private tire 
systems and to private tire hydrants. 

TERRITORY 

Rate A - Applicable within the Barstow, Bay, calipatira
Niland, clearlake, Desert, LOs Osos, Metropolitan, 
Orange County, san Dimas, santa Maria, and simi 
valley districts. 

eC) 

Rate B - Applicable within the Arden-cordova, ojai, Pomona 
Valley, san Gabriel Valley, and Wrightwood distriots. (C) 

RATES 

Quantity Rates: 
Per Month 

A B (C) 

For each inch ot diameter of service connection $4.00 $5.00 (C) 

SPECIAL CONDITIONS 

(continued) 

(End ot Appendix A-I) 
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Southern-California Water co. 
Pomona Valley District 

Scheduie No. PV-l 

GENERAL METERED SERVICE 

Applicable to all metered water service. 

TERRITORY 

Th~ city of claremont, portions of Montclair, Pomona, Upland 
and adjacent unincorporated territory in Los Angeles and San 
Bernardino counties excluding that area described in Schedule 
PCVc-l. 

RATES 

Quantity Rates: 

Per Meter 
Per Month 

For ali water delivered, per 100 cu. ft. 

service Charges 

.. . . . . $ 1.1035 (I) 

For 5/8 
For 
For 
For 
For 
For 
For 
For 
For 
For 

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

I-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 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • · . . .. . . . . . . . . . · . .. . . . . . . . . . . · . . . . .. . . . . . . . · . . . . . . . . . . .. . 
• • • • • • • • • • * • • 
, . . . .. . . . , .. . . . · . . .. . . . . . . , . . · . . . . . . . . . ~ . . 

The service charge is a readiness-to-serve charge 
which is applicable to all metered service and to 
which is added the charge for water used computed 
at the Quantity Rates. 

SPECIAL CONDITIONS 

$ 9.00 
9.95 

12.10 
24.60 
40.00 
66.00 
98.00 

179.00 
308.00 
429.00 

(1) 

(I) 

1. All bills are subject to the reimbursement fee set forth in (T) 
Schedule NO. UF. 
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southern california Water company 
Pomona Valiey District 

Schedule No. PVC-1 

GENERAL MRTERED SERVICE 

Applicable to all metered water seLvice. 

TERRITORV 

Within the area north ot Thompson Creek and the Padua Hills service 
area, Los Angeles county. 

RATES 

Quantity Rates: 

For all water deiivered, per 100 cu. ft ••••••••• 

Service Charqe: 

For 5/8 )C 3/4-inch meter • • i , • • • • • • • • • • , • • • • • • • • • • 

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-inch meter · . . . . . . . . . . ~ , . . . . . , . . . . . . 
For a-inch meter • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • For l()-inch meter • • i • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

Per Meter 
Per Month 

$1.234 

$9.00 
9.95 

12.10 
24.60 
40.00 
66.00 
98.00 

179.00 
308.00 
429.00 

(1) 

(I) 

(I) 

The service charge is a readiness-to-serve charge applicable to 
all metered service and to which is added the charge for water 
used computed at the Quantity Rates. 

SPECIAL CONDITIONS 

1. All bills are subject to the reimbursement fee set forth on (L) 
Schedule No. UFo 
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Southern calitornia water Company 
Pomona valley District 

Schedul~ No. PYH-3M 

MEASURED IRRIGATION SERVICE 

Applicable to all measured irrigation service. 

TERRITORY 

Within the city of claremont, in Los Angeles county, bounde~ on the 
east by the county Line, on the south by Bluefield Drive and its 
easterly extension, on the west by the Bonnie Brae AvenUe and its 
northerly extention, on the north by the westerly extension of 21st 
street. 

RATES 

Quantity Rates: 

For all water delivered, per 100 cu. it •.•....•. 

TUrn-on Charqe: 

For each turn-on . . . . . . . . . , ~ . . . . . . . . . . . . . ~ . . . . . . . . 
SPECIAL CONDITIONS 

(continued) 

Pel:" Meter 
Per lIonth 

$0.200 

$3.()0 

(I) 

(I) 
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southern california Water Company 
Pomona Valley District 

Schedule No. PVP-3K 

MEASURED IRRIGATION SERVICE 

Limited to irrigation service provided to seyfarth Nurserr' . 
severin Garth (or 4153 Mr. Baldy Road) and Larry Sloan on y. 

TERRITORY 

Padua Hills and vicinity, located approximately 3 miles 
northeast of claremont, Los Angeles county. 

RATES 

Quantity Rates: 

For all water delivered, per 100 cu. it ••••••••• 

service Charge ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

SPECIAL CONDITIONS 

Per Meter 
Per Month 

$0.330 

90.00 

(I) 

(1) 

1. Service under this schedule is for Commercial usage only and may 
be provided through more than one meter combined for 
monthly billing. 

2. Residential service will be provided only through a separate 
meter and billed under Schedule No. PVC-l, General Metered 
service. 

3. All bills are subject to the reimbursement fee set forth on (T) 
Schedule No. UFo 
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southern California water Company 
Pomona Valley District 

Schedule No. PV-7KL 

LIMITED METERED SERVICE 

Appiicable to metered water service to the City of Claremont 

TERRIToRY 

The City of claremont, Los Angeles county. 

RATES 

Quantity Rates: 

For all water delivered, per 100 cu. it ..••..... 

service charge: 

For 5/8 )( 3/4-inch meter • , • • • • • • • • • • , t • • ~ • • • • • • • • 

For 3/4-inch meter • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • For i-inch meter · . . . . . , . -. , , . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
For 1 1/2-inch meter · . . . . . . . . . . . , . . . . . . . . . . . . 
For 2-inch meter · . -. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
For 3-inch meter • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • t • For 4-inch meter • t • • • • • • • • • • • • • • , • • • • • • • • 

For 6-inch meter · . . ~ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . , . . . . 
For 8-inch meter • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • For 10-inch meter · . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . , . . -. . . 

Per Meter 
Per Month 

$0.990 

$9.00 
9.95 

12.10 
24.6() 
40.0() 
66.00 
98.00 

179.00 
308.0() 
429.00 

The ~ervice charge is a readin~ss-to~serve 9harge " 
app11cable to all metered sery1ce and to wh1ch 1S added the 
charge for water used computed at the Quantity Rates. 

SPECIAL CONDITIONS 

1. This tariff is limited to off-peak parkway irrigation service 
provided to the city of Claremont between the hours of 
7:00 p.m. and 6:00 a.m. 

2. All bills are subject to the reimbursement fee set forth on 
Schedule No. UFo 

(End of Appendix A-2) 

(1) 

(1) 

(I) 
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southern-california Water Co. 
Arden-Cordova District 

schedule No. AC-l 

GENERAL METERED SERVICE 

Appiicable to all qeneral metered water service. 

TERRITORY 

Arden Manor area located approximately six miles northeast of 
Sacramento and Rancho Cordova and vicinity, Sacramento County. 

RATES 

Quantity Rates: 

For all water delivered, per 100 cu. ft ••••••••• 

Service Charge: 

Per Meter 
Per Month 

$0.291 (I) 

For 5/8 x 3/4-inch meter • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • For 3/4-iIlch meter 
$7.95 (I) 

, . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . , . . . . . . . 
For 1-inch meter · . . . . . . . , . . . . . . . . , . . . . . . . 
For 1-1/2-inch meter · . . . . . . . . . . . . . . , , . . . . . . . . 
For 2-inch meter · . . . . . , . . . . . . . . , . . . . . . . , . 
For 3-inch meter • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • For 4-inch meter · . . . . . . . . . . . , . . . . , . . . . . . . 
For 6-inch meter · . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . , . . . . . . 
For 8-inch meter · . . . . . . . . . . . . . . , . . . . . . . . . 

8.70 
9.80 

13.80 
17.50 
25.0Q 
53.C)O 
96.00 

122.00 (I) 

The service charge is areadiness-to-serve charge 
applicable to all metered service and to which ~s 
added the charge for water used computed at the Quantity 
Rates. 

SPECIAL CONDITIONS 

1. Due to the undercollection in the balancing account, an amount 
of $0.0117 per Ccf is to be added to the qua~tity rates as for 
24 months starting with the effective date of Jan. 24, 1990 
of Advice Letter 810-W to amortize the undercollection. 

2. All bills are subject to the reimbursement fee set forth on 
Schedule No. UFo 
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southern-California Water Co, 
Arden-Cordova District 

Schedule No. AC-2 

FLAT RATE SERVICE 

Applicable to all flat water service. 

TERRITORY 

Arden Manor area located appro~imately six niles northeast of 
Sacramento and Rancho cordova and vicinity, Sacramento county. 

RATES 

1. For each single unit of occupancy 
including premises not eXceeding 
12,000 sq. ft. in area ••••• 

• • • i • • • • • 

2. For a duplex including premises not 
exceeding 12,000 sq. ft. in area •• • • • • • • • 

3. For each additional detached unit of 
occupancy on the same premises and 
served from the same service 
connection • • • • • • • • • • • • 

4. For each swimming pool equipped with 
recirculating filter system, on the 
same premises and served from the 
same service connection • • • • • • 

SPECIAL CONDITIOU~ 

• • • • • • • • 

. . . , . . . . 

Per service 
connection 
Per Month 

$12,45 

24.90 

12.45 

2.20 

1. The above flat rates apply to service connections not larger than 
one inch in diameter. 

2. For service covered by the above classification, if either the 
utility or the customer so elects, a meter shall be installed 
and service provided under Schedule No. AC-l, General Metered 
service. 

3. Due to the undercollection in the balancing account, an amount 
of $0.45 and $0.90 is to be added to the monthly rate for 
single units (including detachments) and the duplexes, . 
respectiVely, as shown above for 24 months from the effective 
date of Jan. 24, 1990 of Advice Letter 810-W to amortize the 
undercollection. 

4. All bills are subject to the reimbursement fee set forth on 
Schedule No. UFo 

(End of Appendix A-3) 

(I) 

(I) 

(1) 

(I) 
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APPLICABILITY 

southern-California Water Co. 
Wrightwood District 

Schedule No. WW-l 

GENERAL METERED SERVICE 

Applicable to all metered water service. 

TERRITORY 

Wrightwood and vicinity, San Bernardino and Los Angeles 
counties. 

RATES 

Quantity Rates: 

For all water delivered, per 100 cu. it 

service Charge: 
-. . . . . -. . 

For 5/8 x 3/4-inch meter • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • , • t • • • • , 

For 3/4-inch meter • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • For i-inch meter • • • • t • , • • • • • • • • • • • i • • • • • • 

For 1 1/2-inch meter · . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . -. . . . . , , . 
For 2-inch meter • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • t • • 

For 3-inch meter · . . . , . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
For 4-inch meter • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

Per Meter 
Per Month 

$2.316 

$2G.OO 
28.70 
38.00 
53.00 
71.00 

132.GO 
192.00 

The service charge is a readiness-to~serve charge .. 
applicable to all metered service and to which ~s added 
the charge for water used computed at the Quantity Rates. 

SPECIAL CONDITIONS 

1. A new applicant for service shall advance an amount equal to 
the service charge for a period of twelve months. this 
advance will be credited to applicant's account against 
which charges for water service will be debited until the 
advan~e is depleted. When no credit remain~, applicant will 
be billed at the monthly rate above. No refund will be made 
upon disconnection of service if less than twelve continuous 
months. 

2. All bills are subject to the reimbursement fee set forth on 
schedUle No. UFo 

(End of Appendix A-4) 

(I) 

(1) 

(I) 
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southern-california Water Co. 
Ojai District 

Schedule No. ocr-1 
GENERAL METERED SERVICE 

j 

Applicable to all general metered water service except publio 
parks. 

TERRITORY 

ojai and vioinity, ventura county. 

RATES 

Quantity Rates: 

First 500 cu. ft. 
Next 1500 cu. ft. 
Over 2000 cu. ft. 

· . . . . . . . . . , . . . . . · . . . - . . . . . . . . . , . 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

Service Charge: 

For 5/8 
For 
For 
For 
For 
For 
For 
For 
For 

x 3/4-inch meter 
3/4-inch n:.eter 

I-inch t:leter 
1-1/2-inch meter 

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

· • 
• • 
• • 
• • 
• • 
• • 
• • 
• • 
• · 

• • • 
• • • 
• · • 
• · • 
• • • · • • 
• • • 
• • • 
• • • 

• · • • • • · • • · • .. • · • • • • • · • 
• • • • • · • 
• • • • • · • 
• • • • • • • 
• • • • • • • 
• • · • • • • 
• · • · • • • 

The service charge is a readiness-to-serve charge 
which is applicable to all metered service and to 
which is added the charge for water used computed 
at the Quantity Rates. 

SPECIAL CONDITIONS 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

Per Meter 
Per Month 

$ 1.090 (I) 
1.193 I 
1.465 (I) 

$ 8.65 
12.60 

(I) 

17.30 
23.00 
30.00 
60.00 
80.06 

126.0Q 
194.00 (I) 

1. All bills are subject to the reimbursement fee set forth in (T) 
Schedule NO. UFo 
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APPLICABILITY 

Southern-California Water Co. 
Ojai Distriot 

Schedule No. OJ-7HL 

PUBLIC PARK METERED SERVICE 

Applicable to ail general metered water service furniShed to 
public parks. 

TERRITORY 

ojai and Vicinity, Ventura County. 

RATES 

Quantity Rates: 

For ail water delivered, per 100 cu. it 

service Charge: 

......... 

For 5/8 
For 
For 
For 
For 

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

I-inch meter 
I-1/2-inch neter 

2-inch meter 

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

Per Meter 
Per Month 

$ 0.900 

$ 8.65 
12.60 
17.30 
23.00 
30.00 

The service charge is a readiness-to-serve charge 
applicable to all metered service and to which is added 
the charge for water used computed at the Quantity Rates. 

SPECIAL CONDITIONS 

1. service under this schedule shall be limited to the City of 
ojai, the county of Ventura and the civic Center Park 
(ojai civic Association, Trustee). 

2. The above rates apply to service connections not larger than 
two inches in diameter. 

3. The cost of installation of service pipes and meters shall 
be borne by the utility. Relocation of such facilities shall 
be at the expense of the party requesting relocation. 

4. All bills are subject to the reimbursement fee set forth on 
Schedule No. UFo 

(I) 

(I) 

I 
(I) 
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southern-California Water Co. 
ojai District 

Schedule No. OJ-3M 

SPECIAL IRRIGATION METERED SERVICE 

. ~ l: • 

Applicable to ten specific parcels of land identified on 
Special Irrigation Metered Service Tariff Area Map. 

TERRITORY 

ojai and vicinity, Ventura County. 

RATES 

Quantity Rates: 

casitas Municipal Water District agricultural non-prime 
rates as amended from time to time. 

Wheeling surcharge: 

For 2-inch meter 
For 4-inch meter • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • t • • • • • • • • • • • • 

Per Meter 
Per Month 

$ 70.00 
80.00 

(I) 
(I) 

The Wheeling Surcharge is a Southern california Water company 
charge for transporting casitas irrigation water to said ten 
specific parcels of land, which charge is to be added to the 
quantity charge computed at casitas MWD rates 

SPECIAL CONDITIONS 

(continued) 

(End of Appendix A-5) 
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San Gabriel Valley Distriot 

, Each ot the.foiiowing 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. 

Effective Dates 
1-1-92 1-1-93 

Schedule SG-1 General Metered service 
-------------------------------------

service Charqe: Per Meter Per Month -------------------For 5/8 x 3/4-inch meter ••••••• , •• $ 0.35 $ ().25 For 3/4-inch meter. , • , •••••• 0.4() 0.25 For I-inch meter •••••••••• 0.60 0.40 For 1 1/i-inch neter •••••••.•• 0.70 0.40 For 2-inch meter •• , ••••••• 1.00 1.00 For 3-inch meter •••••••••. 2.00 1.00 For 4-inch neter •••••••.•• 3.0t:) 2.00 For 6-inch neter. , •.•••••• s.Oo 3.00 For 8-inch meter .•• " •..••• 7.00 4.00 

Quantity Rates: 
For all water delivered, per 100 cu.ft 0.046 ().02$' 

(End of Appendix 8-1) 
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APPENDIX 8-2 
Pomona Valley District 

.. Each of t~e following inoreases in rates ~ay be put into 
effect on the ~ndicated date by filing a rate schedule which 
adds the appropriate increase to the rate which would otherwise 
be in effect on that date. 

l-1ETEREO RATES 

Schedules PV-l, PVC-l, PV-7ML -----------------------------
service Charge: 

For 5/8 x 3/4-irtch meter •••••••••• 
For 3/4-inch meter •••••••••• 
For l-inch Deter •••••••••• 
For 1 1/2-inch meter. , •••••••• 
For 2-inch neter •••••••••• 
For 3-inch meter ••••••• " ... 
For 4-inch meter •••••••••• 
For 6-inch meter ••••.••••• 
For 8-inch neter •••••••••• 
For 10-inch meter ........... 

Quantity Rates: 
For all water delivered, per 100 cu. ft. 

Schedule PV-1 ••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Schedule PVC-l ...................... . 
Schedule PV-7}>1L ••••••••••••••••••••• 

Schedules PVH-3M 
Quantity Rates ••• Per 100 eu.ft ••••••••• 

Schedules PVP-3M 
• Serv~ce charge ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Quantity Rates •.• Per 100 eu.ft ••••••••• 

(End of Appendix B-2) 

$ 

Effective Dates 
1-1-92 1-1-93 

Per Meter Per J.fonth -------------------
0.50 
0.55 
0.90 
1.40 
2.()O 
3.00 
4.00 
8.00 

13.00 
19.00 

0.0237 
0.016 
0.030 

Q.ooa 

0.000 
0.010 

$ 0.40 
0.50 
O.7() 
1.20 
l.OO 
2.00 
2.00 
4.00 
7.00 

10.00 

0.020S 
Q.Q()S 
O.OlS 

0.004 

5.00 
0.005 
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APPENDIX 8-3 

Arden-Cordova Distriot 

Each of the ,following inoreases 11\ rates rnay be put into 
effeot on the indicated date by filing a rate schedule which 
adds the appropriate inorease to the rate which would otherwise 
be in effect on that date. 

Schedule AC-l General Metered Service -------------------------------------
Service Charget 

For 5/8 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-inch meter •••••••••• 
For 8-inch meter •••••••••• 

Quantity Rates: 

$ 

Effective Dates 
1-1-92 1-1-93 

Per Meter Per Month 
-------------------

6.l5 
0.20 
0.20 
0.20 
0.50 
0.50 
1.00 
2.00 
3.00 

$ 0.20 
0.25 
0.30 
0.50 
1.00 
1.00 
1.0t> 
2.00 
3.00 

For all water delivered, per 100 cu.ft 0.007 0.607 

Schedule AC-2 General Fiat Rate service 
---------------------------------------

1. For each single unit of occupancy, 
including premises not eXceeding 
12,000 sq. ft. in area ••••••••••••••• 

2. For a duplex including prenises not 
exceeding 12,000 sq. ft. in area ••••• 

3. For each additional detached unit of 
occupancy on the same premises and 
served from the same service 
connection •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

4. For each swimmimg pooi equipped with 
recirculating filter system, on the 
same premises and served from the 
same service connection •••••••••••••• 

(End of Appendix B-3) 

0.80 0.35 

1.60 0.70 

0.80 0.35 

0.10 0.20 
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APPENDIX B-4 
wrightwood District 

Each of the foliowing increases in rates may be put into 
effect On the indicated date by filing a rate scheduie which 
adds the appropriate increase to the rate which would otherwise 
be in effect on that date. 

Schedule WW-1 General Metered service 
-------------------------------------

service Charge: 

For 5/8 
For 
For 
For 
For 
For 
For 

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

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

2-inch meter ••.••.•••• 
3-inch neter •••••••••• 
4-inch meter •••••••••• 

Quantity Rates: 

$ 

Effective Dates 
1-1-92 1-1-93 

Per Meter Per Month 
-------------------

1.20 
1.40 
2.00 
2.00 
3.00 
6 d)() 
9.00 

$ 0.50 
0.50 
1.00 
1.00 
1. GO 
2.00 
3.00 

For all water delivered, per 100 cu.it 0.115 0.085 

(End of Appendi~ B-4) 
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Ojai Distriot 

I 
:=-;1" 

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

Schedule 03-1 General Metered service 
- ... _----------------------------------

Service Charge: 

For 
For 
For 
For 
For 
For 
For 
For 
For 

5/8 x 3/4-inch meter •••••••••• 
3/4-inch meter •••••••••• 

I-inch meter •••••••••• 
1 1/2-inch meter •••••••• ,. 

2-inch meter •••••••••• 
3-inch meter •••••••••• 
4-inch neter •••••••••• 
6-inch meter •••••••••• 
a-inch meter •••••••••. 

Quantity Rates: 
For the first 5 eu.ft., per 100 cu.ft. 
For the next 15 cu.tt. per 100 cu.ft. 
For ail over 20 cu. ft. per 100 cu. ft. 

Schedule OJ-7ML Public Park Metered Service 
-------------------------------------------

Service Charge: 

For 
For 
For 
For 
For 

5/8 X 3/4-inch meter •••••••••• 
3/4-inch meter •••••••••• 

I-inch meter •••••••••• 
1 1/2-inch meter •••••••••• 

2-inch meter •••.•••••• 

Quantity Rates: 
For all water delivered, per 100 cu. ft. 

Effective Dates 
1-1-92 1-1-93 

Per Meter Per ,.tonth 
-------------------

$ (). 60 
0.90 
1.20 
2.00 
2.00 
4.00 
5.00 
9.00 

$ 0.45 
0.60 
0.80 
1. 00 
1. 00 
3.00 
4.00 
6.00 
9.00 

$ 

14.00 

O. (no 
0.067 
0.075 

0.051 
0.055 
0.068 

Per Meter Per Month 
-------------------

0.6() 
0.90 
1.2() 
2.00 
2.00 

0.050 

0.45 
0.60 
0.80 
1.00 
1.00 

0.030 

Schedule OJ-3M special Irrigation Metered service 
-------------------------------------------------

h~eeling Surcharge: 

For 2-inch neter •••••••••••••••••• 
For 4-inch meter .••••••••••••.•••• 

Per Meter Per Month 
-------------------

$ 15.00 
17.00 

5.00 
6.00 

(End of Appendix B-5) 
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southern california wa~er co~pany 
San Gabriel valley Distriot 

Adopted Quantities 

PURCHASED POWER 
SoCal Ed.. 8/90. 
SoCal Gas 1/90 

WELLSi 
Total Production (KCcf) 

Kwh per CCF 
Total Kwh (1000) 
unit cost $/Kwh 

Energy cost 

BOOSTERS: 
Total Production (KCcf) 

Kwh per CCF 
Total Kwh (1000) 
unit Cost $/Kwh 

Energy Cost 
GAS (Therms) 

SoCal Gas $/Therm 
Total Gas Cost 

TOTAL Purchased Power 

PURCHASED WATER 
city of Arcadia 7/90 
Upper San Gabriel Val.MWD 

Arcadia AF."inside u rate 
$/AF 

Total cost 
Arcadia AF.loutside" rate 

$/AF 
Total cost 

Upper SGVHWD AF 
$/AF 

Total cost 
Total Purchased Water 

PUMP TAX: Main SG Waternaster 
Total Well Water (AF) 

Admin.Assessm. $/AF 
Total Adm.Assrn.Cost 

Prescriptive Rights (AF) 
Long Beach Make-up, $/AF 
Total Long Beach Make-up 

Excess Pumping (AF) 
Water Replenishment, $/AF 
Total water Replen. 

TOTAL Pump Tax 
TOTAL Chemical cost 

7/90 

1991 

2353.4 
1.383 

3254.79 
0.08144 

$265,()7() 

2901.5 
0.0384 
111.42 

0.08144 
$9,074 

59731 
0.45891. 
$27,411 

$301,555 

28.8 
287.5 

$8,280 
334.1 

434.29 
$145,546 

104.4 
232.3 

$24,252 
$178,078 

7/90 
6192.939 

6 
$37,158 
4673.68 

3 
$14,021 
1519.26 

158 
$240,043 
$291,222 

$1,866 

1992 

2362.3 
1.383 

3267.06 
0.08144 

$266,069 

2912.3 
0.0384 
11.1. 83 

O.()814~ 
$9,108 

59955 
0.45891 
$27,514 

$302,691. 

28.89 
287.5 

$8,306 
335.4 

434.29 
$146,111 

104.4 
232.3 

$24,252 
$178,669 

6216.293 
6 

$37,298 
4673.68 

3 
$14,021. 
1542.61 

158 
$243,733 
$295,052 

$1,800 
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southern-California Water Co. 
san Gabriel valley District 

Adopted Quantities ------------------
Number of Service,Meter Size 1991 ------------------------------

SG-l 
5/8 X 3/4 

3/4 
1 

1 1/2 
2 
3 
4 
6 
8 

total 

All cel 

Number of Service No.of service 
1991 1992 

Commercial 11,266 11,306 
Public Authority 104 105 
Industrial 9 9 
Other 2 2 

subtotal 11,381 11,422 
Private Fire Prot 42 42 

Total 
water Loss 

11,423 11,464 

Total Water Produced 
Pure. Water 
Well 

9,894 
42 

1,112 
106 
196 

19 
9 
3 
o 

11,381 

2,844,300 

Usage-}{ecf 
1991 1992 

2,733.6 2,743.3 
89.9 90.8 
19.5 19.5 
1.3 1.3 

2,844.3 2,854.9 

51.2 57.4 

2,901.5 2,912.3 
203.9 204.5 

2,697.6 2,707.8 

1992 

9,929 
42 

1,116 
107 
197 

19 
9 
3 
o 

11,422 

2,854,900 

Avg.Usa.ge 
1991 

242d; 
864.8 

2,163.7 

Cel/Yr. 
1992 

242.6 
864.8 

2,163.7 
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southern-Calito~nia.Water Co. 
San Gabriei District 

Income Tax Calculations -----------------------
1991 1992 

(Thousands of Dollars) 

Total Revenues $3,585.0 $3,781.9 

Purchased Power 301.6 302.7 Purchased Water 178.1 178.7 Pump Tax 291.2 295.1 Chemical 1.8 1.8 Payroll 381.6 397.6 O&M others 281.4 290.4 A&G Others 126.8 143.5 Gen.Office 155.9 170.7 Ad Valorem TaXes 208.7 234.6 Payroll Taxes 30.6 3i.a UncoIl •• 00511 18.3 19.3 Loc.Fran •• 01467 52.5 55.4 sUbtotal 2,028.5 2121. 6 Sched.M 23.2 23.2 Interest 396.7 433.6 Total Deductions 2,448.4 2578.4 

state Tax Oepr. 323.9 400.2 state Tax 9.3 75.6 74.7 

Fed.Tax Depr. 255.7 287.8 Fed.Tax 34.12 299.6 286.7 

Net/Gross 1.8029 

(End of Appendix C-l) 
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Southern California water Company 
Pomona Vaiiey District 

PURCHASED POWER 
socal Ed. 8/90 

WELLS: 
Total Production (KCel) 

Kwh per CCF 
Total Kwh (1000) 

Unit cost $/kwh 
Energy cost 

BOOSTERS: 
Total Production (KCct) 

Kwh per CCF 
Total Kwh (1000) 
Unit Cost $/kwh 

Energy Cost 
TOTAL Purchased Power 

PURCHASED WATER 
Three Val.MWD 7/90 

$/AF 
Total Cost 

West End Con. Water 
$/AP 
Total Cost 

College Weli 7/89 
$/Cct 
Total Cost 

Monte vista 
$/AP 
Total Cost 

TOTAL Purchased Water 

PUMP TAX 

Adopted Quantities 

1991 

2535.4 
2.6667 

6761.14 
0.09292" 

$628,245 

4756.8 
0.380228 

1808.68 
0.09292 

$168,063 
$796,308 

3582.7 
228 

$816,864 
159.4 

121 
$19,287 

264673 
0.0417 

$11,037 
7S0 
305 

$228,750 
1075938 

Chino Basin Waterrnaster 9/89 
Margarita Well (AF) 

Adm.Assessm.($/AF) 
Replenm. rate ($/AF) 
AG Pool Tr.assm.($/AF) 

cost: Adm. Assm. 
Replem. 
AG Pool Tr.assm. 

TOTAL Pump Ta>t 

CHEMICAL 
cost 

(CCF) 
0.0007 

622.0 
0.7467 
3.5549 
0.0683 

$464 
$2,211 

$39 
$2,715 

4756.8 
$3,33() 

1992 

2564.3 
2.6667 

6838.31 
0.09292 

$635,416 

4811.i 
0.380228 

1829.33 
0.09292 

$169,981 
$805,397 

3632.2 
228 

$828,135 
161.2 

121 
$19,507 

267702 
0.0417 

$11,163 
750 
305 

$i28,750 
1087555 

629.3 
0.7467 
3.5549 
0.0683 

$470 
$2,237 

$40 
$2,747 

4Bl1.1 
$3,368 
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southern-Caiifornia Water co. 
Pomona Valley District 

Adopted Quantities ------------------
No.of Service,Keter size 1991 1992 1991 1992 ------------------------

PV-l 
5/8 x 3/4 3,098 3,138 

3/4 144 145 
1 5,747 5,820 

1 1/2 81 82 
2 290 294 
3 31 32 
4 8 8 
6 11 11 
8 3 3 

10 0 0 

PVC-1 
106 101 
341 345 
261 264 

11 11 
9 9 
1 1 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

total 9,413 9,533 729 737 

All ecf 3807000 3852200 274400 277400 

Number of Service No.6f service Usage-Kccf Avg.Usage Cct/Yr. 
1991 1992 1991 1992 1991 1992 

Commercial 10,104 10,232 3,803.3 3,851.5 376.4 376.4 Public Authority 29 29 161. 7 161.7 5,575.1 5,575.1 Industrial 6 6 44.0 44.0 7,331.6 7,331.6 Irrigation 32 32 145.4 145.4 4,543.9 4,543.9 Contract 17() 172 180.9 183.0 1,063.9 1,063.9 others 32 32 72.4 72.4 2,262.4 2,262.4 subtotal 10,373 10,503 4,407.7 4,458.0 
Private Fire Prot 87 88 

Total 10,460 10,591 
Water Loss:7.34% 349.2 353.1 

Total Water Produced 4,756.9 4;811.1 
Purch.Water 2,221.4 2,246.8 
Well .533 2,535.5 2,564.3 
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Total Revenues 

Purchased Power 
Purchased Water 
Pump Tax 
Chemical 
Payroll 
O&M others 
A&G Others 
Cen.Office 
Ad Valorem Taxes 
Payroll Taxes 
Unco11 •• 00482 
Loc.Fr •• 00138 

subtotal 
Seh.H 
Interest 

Total Deductions 

state Tax Depr. 
state TaX 9.3 

Fed.Tax Depr. 
Fed.Tax 34.12 

Net/Gross 1.7784 

Appendix C-~ 
Page 3 

southern-Caiifornia Water Co. 
Pomona District 

Income TaX calculations -----------------------

1991 

(Thousands of 

$6,309.3 

796.3 
1075.9 

2.7 
3.3 

400.8 
387.8 
178.7 
242.2 
91.3 
32.1 
30.4 
8.7 

3,250.2 
23.0 

763.3 
4,036.5 

393.5 
174.8 

608.0 
533.0 

(End of Appendix C-2) 

1992 

Dollars) 

$6,591. 5 

805.4 
1087.6 

2.7 
3.4 

417.6 
407.3 
203.7 
265.2 
99.2 
33.5 
31.7 
9.1 

3366.4 
22.8 

814.6 
4203.8 

472.0 
178.2 

666.7 
527.8 
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Southern-California Water Co. 
Arden-Cordova Distriot 

PURCHASED POWER ---------------
SMUO 1/90 
PGE 4/90 

WELLSt 
Production (KCef) 

Kwh per Cc! 
Wells }(wh(1000) 
unit cost $/kwh 

Energy Cost 

Boosters 
Total Prod. KCct 

Kwh per cot 
Kwh, 1000 

Unit cost $/kwh 
Energy Cost 

Therms 
Unit cost $/thm. 

Gas Cost 

Pyrites,Citrus,1000 Kwh 
cost 

Total Power Cost 

Chemical Cost 

Adopted Quantities 

1991 

5b194\7 
.9276 

4,818.6 
0.06140 

$295,858 

5,899.6 
0.1124 

663.1 
0.0614 

$40,715 

10827 
0.45026 

$4,875 

740.4 
$0 

$341,448 

$40,200 

1992 

5,J51.2 
0.9276 

4;96J,8 
0.06140 

$304,776 

6,077.4 
0.1124 
683.1 

0.0614 
$41,942 

1i153 
0.45026 
$5,022 

762.7 
$0 

$351,740 

$43,300 
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Southern-california Water Co. 
Arden-cordova District 

Adopted Quantities ------------------
Number of service,Keter size 1991 
~-----------------------------

5/8 x 3/4 
3/4 

1 
1 1/2 

2 
3 
4 
6 
8 

total 

Total Ccf 

AC-1 
12 
85 

261 
69 

544 
63 
12 
16 
10 

1,072 

1,942,900 

1992 

13 
87 

269 
71 

561 
65 
13 
17 
11 

1,107 

2,001,600 

Number of Serv ice No.of service 
1991 1992 

Usage-Keef Avg.Usage eef/Yr. 
1991 1992 1991 1992 

Commercial 1,046 1,080 1,805.2 1,858.S 1,720.8 1,720.8 
Public Authority 26 27 137.8 143.1 5,298.4 5,298.4 

subtotal 1,072 l,107 
Flat Rate 10662 10983 3,428.0 3,531.3 
Private Fire Prot 307 316 

Total 12,041 12,406 5,371.0 5,532.9 
Water Loss: 8.96% 528.6 544.5 

Total water Produced 5,899.6 6,077.4 
Surf.Water 704.9 726.2 
Well 5,194.7 5,351.2 

Flat Rate service 
Single unit 10,375 10,687 
Duplex 287 296 
Single+Add.Unit 0 0 
Single + pool 918 946 
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southern-caiitornia water Co. 
Arden-Cordova District 

Income Tax Caiculations -----------------------

1991 

(Thousands of 

Total Revenues $2,591.1 

Purchased Power 341.4 
PUrchased Chern. 40.2 
Payroll 344.6 
O&M Others 238.6 
A&G others 148.0 
Gen.Office 160.4 
Ad Val.Taxes 83.9 e Payroll Taxes 27.6 
Uncoll. .00479 12.3 
Loe.Fr. .00457 11.8 

subtotal 1,408.8 
Sch.M 35.5 
Interest 261.6 

Total Deductions 1,705.9 

state Tax Depr. 411.0 
state Tax 9.3 44.1 

Fed.Tax Depr. 379.8 
Fed.Tax 34.12 177.9 

Net/Gross 1. 7841 

(End of Appendix C-3) 

1992 

Dollars) 

$2,798.7 

351. 7 
43.3 

359.0 
250.6 
167.9 
175.6 
91.8 
28.8 
13.3 
12.7 

1494.7 
35.1 

300.1 
1829.9 

469.8 
46.4 

414.6 
174.0 
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PURCHASED POWER ---------------
SoCal Ed. 8/90 

Well stations 
Production: KCcf 

Kwh per cet 
wells Kwh (1000) 
unit cost $/kwh 

Energy Cost 

Boosters 
Total Prod. KCef 

Kwh per Ccf 
l<wh, lOOO 

Unit cost $/kwh 
Energy cost 

e Total Power cost 

Chemical cost 

/AlJ/WRS/tcg 

Appendix C-4 
page 1 

southern-California Water Co. 
WrightwoOd District 

Adopted Quantities ------------------
1991 

271.3 
1.736 
471.0 

0.10236 
$48,212 

271.3 
0.08584 

23.3 
0.10236 

$2,384 

$50,596 

$2,SOO 

1992 

275.8 
1.736 
478.8 

0.10236 
$49,012 

275.8 
0.08584 

23.7 
0.10236 
$2,423 

$51,435 

$3,000 
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southern-California Water Co. 
Wrightwood oistrict 

Adopted Quantities 

l~umber of service,Keter size 1991 

ww-i 
5/8 X 3/4 

3/4 
1 

1 1/2 
2 
3 
4 

total 

All cct 

Number of service No.of 
1991 

Commercial 2,474 
Public Authority 4 

SUbtotal 2,478 

Private Fire Prot 4 
Total 4 
water Loss 

Total water Produced 
Well 

service 
1992 

2,517 
4 

2,521 

4 
4 

2,123 
302 

39 
12 

1 
1 
o 

2,478 

214700 

Usage-KCef 
1991 1992 

209.6 213.2 
5.1 5.1 

214.7 218.3 

56.6 57.5 

271. 3 275.8 

1992 

2,159 
307 

40 
13 

1 
1 
o 

2,521 

218300 

Avg.Usage 
1991 

84.7 
1,263.0 

Cet/Yr, 
1992 

84.7 
1263.0 
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Total RevenUes 

Purchased Power 
Chemical 
payroll 
O&M others 
A&G others 
Gen.Office 
Ad val.Taxes 1.11 
Payroll Taxes 
Uncoll. .00515 
Loe.Fr •• 00682 

sUbtotal 
Sch.M 
Interest 

Total deductions 

state Tax Depr. 
state Tax 9.3 

Fed.Tax Depr. 
Fed.Tax 34.12 

Net/Gross 1.7888 

page 3 

southern-california water Co. 
Wrightwood District 

Income TaX Calculations -----------------------

1991 1992 

(Thousands of Dollars) 

$1,292.4 

50.6 
2.8 

180.0 
119.() 
82.7 
57.4 
49.0 
14.3 
6.7 
8.8 

571.3 
8.2 

192.4 
711.9 

139.2 
35.5 

111.S 
135.0 

(End of Appendix C-4) 

$1,377.2 

51.4 
3.() 

187.5 
125.7 
93.0 
62.9 
53.2 
14.5 
7.1 
9.4 

607.7 
8.4 

209.5 
825.6 

167.3 
35.7 

121.6 
134.6 
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Southern california Water company 
Ojai District 

PURCHASED POWER 
SoCal Ed. 8/90 

WELLS: 
Total Production (KCcf) 

Kwh per CCF 
Total Kwh (1000) 
unit Cost $/kwh 

Energy Cost 

BOOSTERS: 
Total Production (KCcf) 

Kwh per CCF 
Total Kwh (1000) 
unit cost $/kwh 

Energy Cost 
TOTAL Purchased Power 

PURCHASED WATER 
Casitas MWD 7/90 

$/cef 
Cost 

servive charge 
TOTAL Purchased Water 

Chemical (Ccf) 
Cost 0.001928 

Adopted Quantities 

1991 

656041.8 
2.10526 
1381151 

0.0782 
$108,006 

884161.5 
0.1593 

140846.9 
0.0782 

$11,014 
$119,020 

228113.7 
0.658 

150099 
4332 

$154,431 

884161. 5 
$1,705 

1992 

662845.5 
2.10526 
1395462 
0.0782 

$109,125 

893322.8 
0.1593 

142306.3 
0.0782 

$11,128 
$120,253 

230477.3 
0.658 

151654 
4332 

$155,986 

893322.8 
$1,722 
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southern-California Water Co. 
ojai District 

Adopted Quantities ------------------
Number of service, Meter size 1987 ------------------------------

5/8 x 3/4 
3/4 

1 

total 

1 1/2 
2 
3 
4 
6 
8 

Total Cef 

OJ-1 
1,805 

200 
381 

62 
91 

1 
1 
2 
o 

2,543 

717,000 

Number of service No.of Service Usage-KCef 
1987 1988 1987 1988 

Commercial 2,660 2,690 706.9 714.9 
Public Authority 18 18 18.9 18.9 
Irrigation 4 4 31.0 31.0 
other 17 17 12.7 12.7 

subtotal 2,699 2,729 769.5 777.5 
Private Fire Prot 22 23 

Total 2,721 2,752 
water Loss:12.97% 114.7 115.9 

Total Water Produced 884.2 893.4 
Weil .742 656.1 662.9 
Purch.Water 228.1 230.5 

1988 

1,819 
201 
384 

62 
92 

1 
1 
2 
o 

2,562 

722,200 

Avg.Usage 
1987 

265.77 
1,050.6 
7,738.2 

cct/Yr. 
1988 

265.8 
1,OSO.6 
7,738.2 
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Southern-California Water Co. 
Ojai District 

Income Tax Calculations 
------------~----------

19~1 1992 

(Thousands of Dollars) 

Total Revenues $1,358.9 $1,456.1 

Purchased Power 119.0 120.3 Purchased Water 154.4 156.0 Chemical 1.7 1.7 Payroll 210.2 219.0 O&M Others 123.8 130.5 A&G Others 79.3 89.5 Gen.office 63.1 70.1 e Ad Val.Ta){es 1.2 30.2 33.9 Payroll Taxes 14.7 15.3 Uncoll. .00446 6.6 7.0 l..oc. Fr. 1.254 21.4 23.0 subtotal 824.4 866.3 Sch.M 12.1 11.9 Interest 142.7 162.9 Total Deductions 979.2 lO4l.1 

state Tax Depr. 100.1 123.2 state Tax 9.3 26.0 27.1 

Fed.Tax Depr. 74.4 85.5 Fed.Tax 34.12 105.2 103.5 

Net/Gross 1.8046 

(End of Appendix C-S) 
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San Gabriel Valley District 

Comparison of typical bills tor commeroial ~etered 
customers of various usage leveis and average usage level at 
present and authorized rates for the year 1991. 

General Metered service (5/8 x 314) Inch Meters 

: Monthly Usagei At Present tAt Authorized : 
(CUbic Feet): Rates : Rates 

Percent 
Increase : -------------------------------------------------------------

500 $ 8.91 $ 11.45 28.5 % 

1,000 12.31 15.80 28.4 

2,000 19.09 24.50 28.3 

2,250 (Avg. ) 19.24 24.69 28.3 

3,000 25.88 33.20 28.3 

5,000 39.45 50.60 28.3 

10,000 73.38 94.10 28.2 

(End of Appendix D-1) 
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APPENDIX D-2 
Pomona valley District 

comparison of typical bills tor residential metered 
customers of vario¥s usage level and average usage level at 
present and author~zed rates for the year 1991. 

General Metered service (5/8 X 3/4) Inch Meters 

: Monthly Usage: 
(Cubic Feet)! • • 

At Present 
Rates 

:At Authorized : 
: Rates 

Percent 
Inorease 

: 

-------------------------------------------------------------
500 11.83 14.52 22.1 

1,000 16.76 20.04 19.5 

2,000 26.62 31.01 16.7 

3,000 36.48 42.11 15.4 

3,140 (Avg. ) 37.83 43.62 15.3 

5,000 56.20 64.18 14.2 

10,000 105.50 119.35 13.1 

(End of Appendix D-2) 
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Arden-cordova District 

Comparison of typical bills for commeroial metered 
customers of various Usage level and average usage level at 
present and authorized rates for the year 1991. 

General z.tetered Service (5/8 x 3/4) Inch Meters 

: Monthly Usage: At Present :At Authorized t 
: (Cubic Feet): Rates Rates 

Percent 
Increase -------------------------------------------------------------

500 $ 6.27 $ 9.41 50.1 % 

1,000 7.24 10.86 50.1 

2,000 9.17 13.77 50.2 

3,000 11.11 16.68 50.2 

5,000 14.98 22.50 50.3 

10,000 24.65 37.05 50.3 

13,784 (Avg. ) 31.97 48.06 50.3 

20,OOQ 44.00 66.15 50.3 
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Arden-cordova oistrict 

Comparison of typical bills for residential flat rate 
customers of various olasses at present and authorized rates 
for the year 1991. 

Flat Rate Service 

1. For each single unit 
of occupancy including 
premises n~t exceeding 
12,000 sq. ft. in area. 

2. For a du(lex including 
premises not exveeding 
12,000 sq. ft. in area. 

l. For each additional 
detached unit of occu
pancy on the same pre
mises and served from 
the sane service 
connection .•••••••••• 

4. For each swimming pool 
equipped with recircu
lating filter system, 
on the same premises 
and served from the 
same service 
connection •..•••••••• 

Present 
Rates 

$9.70 

19.40 

9.70 

2.00 

(End of Appendix O-l) 

Authorized 
Rates 

$12.45 

24.90 

12.45 

2.20 

Percent· 
Increas 

28.4% 

28.4 

10.0 
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APPENDIX 0-4 
Wrightwood District 

comparison of typical hills for commercial metered 
customers of various usage levels and average usage level at 
present and authorized rates for the year 1991. 

General Metered service (5/8 x 3/4) Inch Meters 

Monthly Usage: At Present tAt Authorized t 
: (CUbic Feet): Rates : Rates : 

Percent 
Increase -------------------------------------------------------------

300 $ 27.40 $ 32.95 20.3 % 

500 30.S6 37.58 21.8 

638 (Avg. ) 33.24 40.76 22.6 

1,000 39.52 49.16 24.4 

2,000 56.84 72.32 27.2 

3,000 74.16 95.48 28.7 

5,000 108.80 141.80 JO.l 

(End of Appendix 0-4) 



.' 
A.90-02-055 et ale /ALJ/WRS/tcg * 

APPENDIX 0-5 
Ojal Distriot 

Comparison of typical bills for residential metered 
customers of various usage level and average usage level at 
present and authorized rates for the year 1991. 

General Metered Service (5/8 x 314) Inch Meters 

: Monthly Usaget At present :At Authorized : 
(Cubic Feet): Rates Rates 

Percent 
Increase 

• • 
-------------------------------------------------------------

500 10.94 14.10 28.9 

1,000 16.12 20.07 24.4 

2,000 26.50 32.00 20.8 

2,210 (Avg. ) 28.72 35.14 22.3 

3,000 36.87 46.65 26.5 

4,000 47.24 61.30 29.7 

5,000 57.62 75.95 31.8 

(End of Appendix D-5) 


