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BEFORE ~HE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF ~HE STATE OF CALIFORNiA 

@OOu[8]~~~tML In the Matter of the Application ) 
of Suburban Water Systems (U 339-W) ) 
for an order authorizing it to ) 
increase its rates for water service ) 
in its San JOse District. ) 
-------------------------------) 

Application 91-01-001 
(Filed July I, 1991) 

Steefel, Levitt & Weiss, by Lenard G. 
weiss, Attorney at Law, for Suburban 
Water Systems, applicant. 

Maxine Leichter, for sierra Club -
Angeles Chapter, interested party. 

Lawrence o. Garcia, Attorney at Law, for 
the Division of Ratepayer Advocates. 

Daniel paige, for the commission AdVisory 
and Compliance Division. 

OPINION 

Suburban water Systems filed its application for an order 
authorizing it to increase its rates for water service in its Sari 
Jose District by $3,102,000 (29.6%) over pres~nt rates for test 
year 1992, $655,000 (4.8%) over 1992 proposed rates for 1993, and 
$694,000 (4.S%) over 1993 proposed rates for 1994. The requested 
rate of return on equity is 12.75% for test years 1992 and 1993. 
The requested rate of return on rate base is 10.33%. 

This decision authorizes Suburban Water systems to 
increase 'rates in its San Jose District by $2,480,100 (23.1%) over 
present rates for 1992 j $432,500 (3.3i) over 1992 proposed rates 
for 1993, and $343,600 (2.St) oVer 1993 proposed rates for 1994. 
The authorized rate of return on equity is 11.65% for test years 
1992 and 1993. The authorized rate of return on rate base is 
9.18%. 
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In reaching this decision, the Commission accepts and 
adop'ts a Stipufation for Settlement of all 'disputed issues which 
was j~intly prepared and presented by Suburban water Systems and 
the Commission staff (staff) represented by the Commission Advisory 

and Compliance Division. 
Procedure 

Suburban Water Systems, a class A water utility, tendered 
a Notice of Intention to File General Rate Increase Application on 
May 20, 1991 in accordance with the Commission's Revised Rate Case 
plan (Decision (D.) 90-00-045, AugustS, 1990.) The notice was 

filed on the same date. 
A public participation hearing (PPH) was held in west. 

COvina on August 14, 1991. sixty-two customers attended the 
hearing, most objecting to the magnitude of the sought rate 
increase. Additionally, eight letters of protest were received 
from customers not able to attend the PPH, but wishing to express 

-
oppOsition to suburban water Systems' general rate increase 

application. 
A duly noticed evidentiary hearing was held before 

Administrative Law Judge Orville I. wright in Los Angeles on 
October 24, 1991, at which time Staff and suburban watet systems 
offered a Stipulation for settlement of the many reasonableness 

issues between these two parties. 
Also filing an appearance and testifying at the 

October 24, 1991 hearing was Maxine Leichter, for the sierra Club -
Angeles Chapter, interested party. Leichter's testimony, both oral 
and in prepared form, was the subject of a Motioil to strike filed 
by suburban Water Syst~ms. Further, Leichter had no knowledge of 
the proffered stipulation for settlement. 

with r~spect to the Mot.ion to Strike, Leichter was given 
15 days to mail a response. On N~vember 5, 1991 Leichter mailed 
her rebuttal. On November 20, 1~~1 suburban Water systems filed a 
reply to Leichter's rebuttal, and, on November 29, 1991 Leichter 
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flIed a further document in opposition to Suburban Water Systems' 

Motion to Strike, 
With respect to the stipulation for settlement, suburban 

Water Systems mailed a copy to Leichter on October 24, 1991. In 
accordance with Rule 51.4, Rules of Practice and proCedure, 
Leichter had 30 days from the date of mailing of the stipulation to 
file comments, and no comments were filed. 

In order that the record may include the respOnse, 
rebuttal, and surrebuttal between Leichter and Suburban Hater 
Systems following Suburban water Systems; Motion to strike, we 
accept these documents as briefs of the parties. 

This matter was submitted On November 12, 1991. 

Historical Background 
suburban water Systems, a California corporation, was 

originally fo~ed on April IS, 1907 as the San Jose Hills water 
company intending to function as a mutual water company proVidirtg 
water service for agricultural use. San Jose Hills Water Company 
was incorporated under the laws of the State of California 00 

June 27, 1944 as a public utility water company. By early 1947, 
San Jose Hills Water Company was supplying water to 11 customers. 
By year end 1947, the company had acquired or joined forces with 
several other nearby water companies, including Firestone, Sunkist, 
Leibacher, Garvey Mutual, Ashmun Mutual, and Rivera, and was 
providing water service to approximately 500 customers. 

In 1953, Whittier Water company was purchased by San Jose 
Hills Water Company. The name was officially chAnged to suburban 
water systems on October 23, 1953. As of that date, service was 
being provided in the areas of La puente, Whittier, La Mirada, 
santa Fe Springs, and pico Rivera. In 1969, its facilities in the 
cities of Santa Fe Springs and pico Rivera were sold under threat 
of condemnation to the city of SAnta Fe Springs. On September 23, 
1976, Suburban Water systems was purchased by southwest water 
Company and its name was changed to southwest suburban Water. 
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Southwest Hater Company was a'public utility water 
company operating in the areasot Santa Fe Springs, La Mirada, La 
Sierra I and Etiwanda. In 1968, services and facilities in Santa Fe 
springs were ~ondemned and sold to the City of santa Fe Springs. 
In 1974; its La Sierra District was sold to the City of Riverside 
under a condemnation proceeding. Following its purchase of 
Suburban Water Systems, Southwest water company transferred its La 
Mirada and Etiwanda system to Southwest Suburban Water, thus, 
consOlidating all california utility operations into One operating 
company and transforming Southwest Water Company into a holding 
company. 

In 1977, Southwest Suburban Water sold its Etiwanda 
District to the cucamonga County Water District under threat of 
condemnation. On August 17, 1982, its name was again officially 
changed to Suburban Water Systems. In 1986, Suburban Water Systems 
sold faciiities and transferred 97 customers in La Habra to the 
City of La Habra. 

In its history, Suburban Water Systems under this name 
and others has serVed many cities in the Southern california area. 
Today, it serves approximately 64,000 customers in its San Jose, 
Whittier, and La Mirada Districts. Communities served are 
Glendora, Covina, West Covina, La Puente, Valinda, Industry, 
Hacienda Heights, Whittier, La Mirada, La Habra, and Buena Park as 
well as unincorporated Los Angeles and Orange county areas. since 
the late 1960's, suburban Water Systems has grown little beyond its 
saturated areas of certification. Additional growth has come 
through extensions into new subdivisions along the periphery of the 
company's widespread service area, or through redevelopment in 
existing serVice areas from single to multi-user services. Future 
expansion of the service areas on a large scale is improbable. 

The district for which this rate application pertains is 
the san Jose District; essentially the successor of the San Jose 
Hills Water Company. The San Jose District serves approximately 
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33,000 custom~rs in the cities of GlendoXA, covina, west Covin'a,' La 
Puente, Valindi:l, Industry, Hacienda Heights, and unincorporated Los 

Angeles County, 
Stipulation for Settlement 

Staff iU1d Suburban water Systems, desiring to avoid the 
expense, inconveniencej and uncertillnty attendant to. litigationo£ 
issues in dispute between them, have agreed upOn a settlement, the 
results ot which were pr~sented in exhibit £o~ arid introduced into 
evidence at the evidentiary hearing on October 24, 1991. 

The stipulati6nfor Settlement was'entered into between 
the parties, circulated to the interested party not ,joining in,the 
agreement, and submitted for Commission approval pursuant to Rules 
of practice and procedureS1 through 51.10 .. Nocomrnents hiive been 

received. " 
A comparison exhibit' included in the StiptUation c for~. 

settlement, follows a~ Table 1,' consistlJ\g of tot),r pages. We find 
that':the stipulation for Settlement is reasonable in 'light of, the 
whole record, consistent with law, and in the public interest. 
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SUBURBAN WATEA SYSTEMS 
SAN JOSE DISTRICT 
SUMMARY Of EARNINGs COMPARISON 

1. Operating Re...er'lues 

PARENT COMPANY OPERATING EXPENSES 
2. PayrOll and SMelts 
3. Office Rent and Expen~s 
4. Other 
5. pAREm COMPANY OPERATING EXPENSES 
6. I Allocation ~ Of parent company 
7. AllOCATION TO MAJN OffiCE 

MAIN OFFICE OPERATING EXPENSES 
8. PayrOll 
9. Health insurance 
1{). Other Emptoyee 8eneits 
11. Pension Expense 
12. PrOperty Damage and Uabiity Insurance 
13. Office SupP6es aM Otnet expenses 
14. Other Expenses 
15. SUBTOTAl 
16. Allocation fr6m Parent company 
17. MAIN OfFICE OPERATING EXPENSES 
18. A1Jocation ~ of Main Office 
19. ALlOCATION Of trWN OFfiCE TO DiSTRICT. 

DISTRICT OPERATING EXPENSES 
20. Payroll 
21. Assessments on Production 
22. Purchased Water 
23. Purchased PdNer 
24. Postage 
25. UncoUectibJes 
26. Franeruse Expense 
27. Regulatory commission Expense 
28. New POSition Expeli5es 
29. Additional Metet Expense 
30. Other Expel'\SeS . 
31. SUBTOTAl O&M AllD A&G EXPENSES 

~2. ~ptecia'60 Expense 
33. Payr6U Taxes 
34. AdVaIotem Taxes 
35. Dererred Incom$ Tax Expense 
3$. Income Tax Payable . 
37. DISTRICT OPERATING EXPENSES 
38. Anoealion (rOnl Main ~ 
39. TOTAl OPERATING EXPENSES 

40. NET OPERATING INCOME 

41. RArE BASE 

42. RETURN ON RATE BASE. PERCENT 

TABLE 1 

TEST YEAR 1 ~92 Ar .PROPOSED RATeS 

Appfi¢ailt 

13,812.118 

g7S,fAT 
218,42$ 
821.694 

2.076,760 
64.~ 

1.345.744 

2.112.ns 
942.858 
27$,151 
263,000 
SS2,815 
340.365-
3&3,835 

5,170.803 
1.345.744 
6.516,547 

51.1~ 
3.329,956 

1,060.200· 
2,349.954 

654,565 
1,478.624 

100.087 
70/J77 
1~,623 
12.000 
9,7S6 

o 
535,703 

6,472.563 

1,096,&35 
15a.591 
223,572 
1~,7ro 
6S6.~29 

8,744,893 
3,329.956 

12,074,849 

1.737,269 

16,817,~95 

10.~ 
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14.583,900 

903,nO 
133.720 
808.1~ 

1.845.682 
64.8% 

1.196.002 

1.973.732 
870,000 
178,165 
187,860 
688,468 
337,504 
380,600 

4.616.937 
1,196.002 
5,812,939 

51.1% 
2,970.412 

946,565 
2,332,00) 

762.900 
1,216.860 

98.0$1 
76.033 
~.579 

10.000 
o 
c) 

4n,W1 
6,126.788 

1,051,800 
131,700 
217,600 
149.800 

1.245.300 
8,928.988 
2,970.412 

11.899,400 

2,684.500 

14,938,000 

17.9~ 

10/23191 
Page t of4 

S6poJation 

13.441,649 

9Os.647 
133,7:20 
804.908 

1.8«.275 
64·8%1 

1.195.090 

2,023,655 
870.000 
124,536 
187,8$0 
757,628 
459,n9 
3$6,403 

4.794,861 
1,195,090 
5,989.951 

51.1% 3,060. 
1,025,041 
2.415,483 

nO.9sa 
1.605,027 

106,222 
69,041 

189,316 
8.000 

o 
:20,000 

519.548 
6,788,666 

1,OO7.m 
152,952 
219,828 
140,662 
511.455 

8.881,553 
3.000,005 

11,942,418 

1,499,.231 

15,329.558 9._ 



1 " • " " " 
SUBURBAN WATER SYSTEMS 
~ JOSE DISTRICT . 
_PAMMY OF EARNINGS COMPARIS6N-

I::: I oesenpron 

1. 

~. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 

8. 
9. 
10. 
11. 
12.. 
13. 
14. 
15. 
16. 
11. 

A18. 
.19. 

20. 
21. 
22. 
23. 
24. 
25. 
2&. 
~7. 
~. 
29. 
30. 
31. 

32. 
33. 
34. 
$S. 
3$. 
31. 
38. 
39. 

40. _41. 
42. 

Operating Revenues 

pARENT COMPANY OPERATING EXPENSES 
PayrOll Md Ben~'ls 
Office Renl and Expenses 
Other 

PARENT COMPANY OPERATING ExPENSES 
Allocation '}b 61 Parenl COm . an 

AllOCATION TO MAIN OffiCE 

MAIN OFFICE OPERATING EXPENSES 
Payroll 
HeaIlh ln$Uran~ 
Other Employee BMe'ts 
PeMioo Expense 
Property Damage and Uabi'ity InSuranre 
Offi¢e Supplies and Olher Expenses 
Other Expenses 

SUBTOTAL 
AIJoC.a600 from Parent COmpany 

MAIN OFFICE OPERATING EXPENSES 
AJl6cafon '}b Of Main Office 

ALLOCATION OF MAIN OFfiCE TO DiSTRICT· -

DISTRICT OPERATING EXPENSES 
PayrOll 
Assessments ot. Production 
Purchased Watet 
Purchased power 
postage 
UneoUectibtes 
Franchise Expense 
ReguJafory Commission Expense 
New PO$ilion £xpen~s 
Addi~onaJ Meter Expense 
Other Expe ... ~s 

SUBTOTAl O&M AND A&G EXPENSES 

~p(eclaliOO Expense 
PayrOlJ Tax~$ 
Ad Va!Ocern Taxes 
oeferr~d tnc6rne Tax Expense 
Income Tax payabfe 

DISTRICT OPERATING EXPENSES 
Alloeafon from Main 0ffiU 

TOTAl OPERATING EXPENSES 

NET OPERATING INCOME 

RATE BASE 

RETURN ON RATE BASE, PERCENT 

. . 
TEST YEAR 1993 AT PROPOSE() RATES" 

14.557.172 

1.<*3.4~ 
281.491 
855.173 

2.160.160 
63.9% 

2.316.311 
1,149.814 

305.116 
~5.000 . 

1.@.600 
355,341 
401.353 

5,892.655 
1.380.342 
7.272.991 

1.1~,'l85 
2.373.831 

671,910 
1.483.499 

106.625 
74.865 

265,286 
12.000 
9.600 

o 
510.~45 

1,14$.861 
175.~75 
229.5$~ 
107.16& 
7~.248 

9,084,231 
3,716.502 

12.800.739 

1.756.433 

17.003,238 

10.33% 

- ? -

Staff 

15.M-I.500 

1.916.301 
63.~ 

1.224.516 

2.044.391 
991,800 " 
185.165 
194.585 
688468 . 

, ' I 

351.159 
402.$59 

4.858.127 
1.224.516 
6.082.643 

3,108.231 

98&,~ 
2.(,(J7.700 

847.600 
1.288.600 

98,5« 
80.166 

217.810 
10.000 

o 
o 

484.453 
6.623.269 

1,004.406 
141.500 
m.900 
129.SOO 

1.317.700 
9.529.569 
3.108.~1 

12.631.800 

2.72(3.700 

14,947.420 

18.24% 

10/23191 
Page2ot4 

Sfpulaioo J 

1.009.436 
63.9'% 

1.220.130 

2.140.141 
991.800 
131.929 
194.585 
757.628 
470.078 
3S1.S42 

5.061.803 
1,220,130 
6.287.933 

51.1% 
3.213.134 

1.000.4ro 
2.318.6S3 

$61,200 
1,675.389 

106,756 
71,300 

195.510 
8.000 

o 
20,000 

539.146 
6.946.514 

1.115,281 
161.95$ 
225.109 
121.988 
666.758 

9.131,611 
3.213.134 

12.350.145 

1.523.964 

15.582,461 

9.78% 



SUBURBAN WATERSYSTEMS 
SAIl JoSE DISTRICT 
RATE BASE COMPARISoN . 

MAIN OFFICE RATe BASE 
1. UtiU/ Plant 

. . 

2. LESS DEDUCroNS fROM RATE BASE 
3. Reserve lot DePrec:iadton 
4. Pension Reserve 
5. Acwmulated Deferred federal ~e Taxes. 

Pension ~setve 
6. - Othet 
7. SUBTOTAl OEOUOTIONS 

8. MAIN OfFICE RATE BASE 
9. A116¢ation Percenl to SM Jose Districl 
to. AllOCATION OF MAIN OFFICE RATE sASE 

TO SAN JOSE DISTRICT . 

SAN JOSE OlSTRICTRATE BASE 

11. Ullity Plant 
12. Materials and Supplies 
13. Working Cash 
14. SUBTOTOAl· 

15. lESS OEOUCllONS FROM Mn: BASE 
1~. Resel\'e tOl Depl'eclatioo 
17. Advan~$ tot CMsfrucfon 
18. Conlribulioo$ h Aldol consfruC~on . 
19. Accumulated Deferred Federal ltI¢6oie T ax~S 
20. Unam~zed Inveslment lax Cre<its 
21. Ur'lamoRzed Deferred Revenue, Taxabte (;(AC 
22. $UBTOT At DEDUCTIONS 

23. DISTRICT RAlE BASE 

24. AJJo¢a6on from Main Office 

25. TOTAl RATE BASE 

I ApPiCanl II 
3.165,Ms 

1,115;~ 
542,$05 

(201,500) 
5S6.984 

2.043.111 

1.122.584 
51.1% 

573.640 

32.469.308 
190.~78 
231,009 

32,891,295 

11.272,184 
1,694,195 
1.82$,518 
1,113,131 

797.32.8 . 
41.2&4 

16,647,240 < 

16.244,055 

673,&40 

16.811,695 
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3.165.695 2,964.116 

1,115,322 892,156 
480,740 438.735 

(201.560) (166.280) 
5$6.984. sM.9B4 

1,981,546 1,151.589 

1,184.149 1.212.521 
51.1% 51.1% 

605,100 619.601 

31,920,300 32,21. 
125,000 12 

. {1.104.~} {1.M5.106} 

30.940,100 31.332.829 

11,232,900 11.257.396 

1.594.600 1,594.195 
1,828,500 1,$28.518 

1,113,006 1.103.551 

797,300 797,328 

41.306 41.284 

16,607,800 16.622,812 

14,332.900 14,709,957 

605,100 619,601 

14,938,000 15,329,558 
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$UBURlJAN WATER SYSTEMS . 
SAN JOSE DISTRICT 

rTf BASE COMPAAJSON 

rm:1 
MAIN OFFICE RATE BASE 

1. Utiity P1aOI 

2. LESS DEDUCTIONS fROM RATE BASE . 
~. ReseiW for Oeprecialioo 
4. Pension ReseM 
5. A¢(omula!ed Deferred federal IrlCoi'OO TaxeS. 

PensiOn Reserve 
~. Oller 
7. SUBTOTAtDEOUCTlONS 

8. '-WNOfFICE RATE BASE .. 
~. AJJocation P~ttefillO San Jose District 
1 O. AllOCATION OF MAIN OFFICE RATE eASE 

TO SAN JOSE DISTRICT 

SAN JOSE DlSTRlCT RATE BASE 

e 11. Utiit)' Plant 
. 12. Materials and SuPPlies 

13. WOOcitlg Cash 
14. SUBTOTOAt 

• 15. LESS DEDUCTIONS FROM RATE eASE 
16. Resetve for Deprecia'on 
17. A~s fot conslruCtiOn 
18. C<IOtribu'OOS in AAJ Of COnstlvcEon 
19. Accumulated Deferred Federal In6On1e TaxeS 
20. Ur'lamonzed rnoestmer'lt Tax Credits 
21. UnarnMzed Deferred Revenue. TaxM>fe CIAO 
22. SUBTOTAl DEDUCTIONS 

23. OISTRICT RATE SASE 

24. Anoca'on from Mait'l Office 

25. TOTAl RATE BASE 

TABLE 1 

TEST YEAR 1m AT PROPOS'EO RATES 

I S~I 
3,2:20,553 3,226,553 

1.549,987 1.549,961 
816.305 6M.5t$ 

(294.660) (294,too1 
488,412 488,412 

2.560,044 2 .. 432,255 

660,509 788,298 
51.1% 51.1% 

';>37.520 402.820 

34.029.343 ~,443.100 
199.572 130,000 
244,~ {1.281.6OO) 

34.473.450 32,291,500 

12,OM,I44 12.025,300 
1.945,033 1,945,000 
1.827.002 1,827,100 
1,129,416 1,129.400 

169,905 7M,96tJ 
50.172 50.200 

17,007,132 17.746,900 

16.665,118 14,544,600 

337,520 0402,ero 

17.003,238 14.947,420 

(END OF 'rABLE 1) 
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3,008.018 

1.285,121 
009,958 

(224,502) 
4M,412 

2,158,989 

33.813,975 
128,942 

{I,031.940} 
32.910,977 

12,058.869 
1.945.033 
1,827.002 
1.111.359 

769.905 
50.172 

17,76'2.400 

15.148.577 

433.M4 

15,582.461 
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Attrition Ailowance 
An attrition allowance is needed when increases in 

reVenue and productivity to offset increases in expenses (includinq 
the effect of cost of capital) are insufficient, th~~eby causing a 
decline in the rate of return for the following year. Since the 
Com~ission expects water utilities to file for a general rate 
increase not more than once in a three-year periOd according to the 
rate case proc~ssing plan, an attrition allowance to compensAte for 
possible revenue shOrtfAll in the year following the latest test 
year 15, usually, allowed by the Commission. 

Attrition consists of two partst financial and 
operAtional. Financial attrition occurs when ther~ is a change in 
the utility's cost of money. bpeiationalattrltion is the result 
of changes in operating categories! revenues I expenses, and rate 
base. 

The adopted operational attrition part for 1994 agreed to 
by the Company and Staff is the rate increase of 2.5Si required in 
Test Year 1993 over Test Year 1992 adopted rates to produce the ~ 
adopted rate of return in Test Year 1993. 

with adopted capitalization ratios, costol debt ~nd 
return on equity being the same for 1994 as adopted for Test Year 
1993, financial attrition for 1994 is zero. 

Adopted total attrition for 1994 is therefore equal to 
operational attrition which provides for a 2.58% rate increase in 
1994 over Test Year 1993 adopted rates. 
Rate Design 

The Commission issued D.96-05-064, on May 28, 1986, as a 
result of InVestigation 94-11-041, Order Instituting lnvestigation 
(Rulemaking) into Water Rate Design policy, filed November 21, 
1994. The order specifically addresses the following aspects of 
rate desiqnl 

A. Service charges as a percentage of fixed 
costs. 

- 10 -
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b. Number of commodity blocks. 

c. Phasing-out lifeline. 

d. Seasonal rates. 

e. Addressing of water conservation in rate 
applications. 

Commission pOlicy requires that service charges be set to recOVer 
up to 50\ of fixed costs. The recovery of up to 50\ of fixed cost 
should be done, if it is possible to do so, without burdening any 
clasS of customers with an increase significantly more than the 

average overall percentage increase. 
The utility'S present and propOsed rates are composed of 

a meter service charge and a single commodity block in compliance 
with n.86-05-064. Staff and suburban water systems recominendthat 
the service charge should be increased not to exceed either 50% of 
the fixed costs or the system percentage increase; whichever fs 
lower. The parties also recommend increasing rates for different 
meter-sized customers proportionally in accordaQce with the rate 
design pOlicy memo dated January 18, 1991 issued by the Water 

utilities Branch. 
These rate design recommendations are adopted in this 

decision. 
Customer Service and conservation 

staff reports that the Commission's Consumer Affairs 
Branch received 15 informal complaints in 1990, all of which were 

satisfactorily resolved. 
A field inspection of the utility'S facilities conduoted 

in July 1991 found p1antand service to be generally satisfactory. 
The state Department of Health services most recently 

inspected suburbAn Water Systems in January 1991, a short list of 

deficiencies was presented to the utility, and corrective action 

was taken. 
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The utilityts conservation effort is to discourage the 
wasteful use of water and promote the use of water-saving devices. 
The utility makes a,vatlable, without cost to the customer, water
saving kits. Further~ore, the utility includes in its regular bill· 
mailing inserts and slogans to promote water conservation. Water 
conservation pamphlets are available in the utiiity's lobby where 
many customers pay their bills in person. 

suburban water Systems in Application 91-03-003 subuitted 
a Water Management program applicable to the sa~ JOse District as 
ordered by the Commission in D,90-08-055. This program was 
certified as complete by the water Utilities Btanch as listed in 
Appendix A of D.91-10-042 dated October 23, 1991. 

We find that Suburban Hater Systems is providing 
satisfactory water service to its customers, is taking reasonable 
measures to meet applicable federal and state water quality 
standards, and is making appropriate efforts to improVe water 

conservation. 
Leichter's Testimony 4t 

Leichter appeared at the PPH on August 14, 1991 on her 
own behalf to present a statement in opposition to the commission's 
approval of the full amount of assessments made by an entity known 
as Watermaster. 

watermaster is described by Suburban Water Systemsl in an 

attachment to its application, as follows I 
"The source of the district's groundwater 
production, the Hain San Gabriel-sasin, vas 
adjudicated in the Los Angeles County Superior 
court action known as 'upper san Gabriel Valley 
Municipal Water District vs. city of Alhambra, 
et al, No. 924128,' and a Stipulated Judgment 
was entered in this case on Januant4, 1973. 
This basin had been in overdraft for many 
years. The court-appointed watermastermanages 
local supplies and spreading of imported water 
in the basin to assure adequate supplies for 
all producers. production from company wells 
is subject to asseSSDlents levied by the 
watermaster t6 cover expenses incurred in the 

- 12 -



program of administering and replenishing the, 
water supply in this basin.-

Leichter's opposition to the level of Watermaster ,charqes 
f6r ratemaking purposes was endorsed by the Sierra club ~'Angeles 
Chapter, and she prepared testimony and presented evidence at the 
evidentiary hearing in Los Angeles on October 24, 1991.' 

Leichter testified, in part,· as follow~t 
"I have for the past one and one-half year~ been 
advocating on behalf of the Sierra Club for the 
cleanup of the san Gabriel Valley Superfund ' 
(groundwater contamination) Site. In 
connection with this I have made an extensiVe 
study of Natermaster, and the operation of the 
Main San Gabriel Groundwater Basin. 

"The Sierra Club Angeles Chapter is requesting', 
that the Commission disallow from the rate base 
of Suburban Water Sy~temsJ that por-tionof the 
assessments levied by the Main san Gabriel 
Basin Watermaster that are being spent for " 
lobbying and other unnecessary expenses. These 
expenditures include, but are not necessarily 
linited to, expenditures for legislative 
advocacy, payments to.a Suburban emplOyees, 
[sic] and a retiree of Suburban Water Systems, 
reimbursed expenses to these individuals, and 
payments for public relAtions activities. 

"Naternaster policy is made by its nine member 
bOard. Three of these board members are . 
appointed by the municipal water districts. 
The other six are elected by a vote of the 
water rights holders which is weighted by 
amount of water rights held, (see Upper San 
Gabriel Valley Municipal Water District vs. 
City of Alhambra, 1973). Suburban Water 
Systems is the largest single holder of water 
rights in the Hain san Gabriel Groundwater, 
Basin (see Main San Gabriel WaterIlaster Annual 
Report 1999-90) and therefore has the largest 
single block of votes for directors of 
Naterllaster. 

"We contend that the above factors indicate that 
Suburban has a substantial voice in determining 
Naternaster policy, the nature and size of 

- 13 -



Watermaster expenses and the assessments· 
necessary to repay these expenses. As will be 
seen by the evidence which is attached, these 
expenses are being made with the approval and 
concu~rence of the representatives of suburban. 
Therefore these expenses are not non
discretionary and should be evaluated as if 
they were expenses made by Suburban.-

Leichter seeks to have the Commission, for ratemaking 
purposes only, assume jurisdiction over watermaster assessments 
made to Suburban Hater systems and to all other private utilities 
served by watermaster. Leichter argues that the Commission should 
apply the same standard of reasonableness to Watermaster 
assessments as its does to other costs incurred by suburban water 

systems. 
suburban water systems filed a Hotion to Strike 

Leichter's testimony together with the Declaration of Daniel H. 
conway which stated, in part, as follows I 

.suburban Owns 12-1/2t or one-eighth of the 
water entitlement of the Natermaster. HoweVer, 
suburban is only one of nine votes on the 
watermaster. Suburban does not control the 
votes of the other eight menbers of the 
Watermaster. • 

suburban water Systems' testimony that it does not 
control Hatermaster is not contradicted in the record and seems 
decisive against Leichter's position. Leichter doestl.6t dispute 
that the great majority of Waterrnaster expenditures are reasonable 
and necessary to the supply of water to suburban Water systems. 
Thos, before we examine eve~y element of Watermasteris costs naking 
up its assessment to suburban Water systems, we inust first know 
that suburban Water Systems has sufficient control of these 
elements to be accountable for them. 

As our policy is to encourage publlc participation in our 
proceedin9s, we will deny the Motion to Strike. HOwever, there is 
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sufficient evidence in the recoI:d to find Naterllaster charges to 
Suburban Water Systems to be reasonable. 
Comaents 

pursuant to the Commission's Rules of practice and 
Procedure, the proposed decision of the assigned administratiVe law 
judge for this proceeding was filed with the commission and rnail~d 
to the parties on January 21, 1992. 

Nonsubstantive comments were filed by Suburban Water 
Systems and approved by Staff. Applicantts suggested revisions are 
adopted by the Commission. 
Findings of Fact 

1. Suburban Water Systems is providing satisfactory water 
service to its customers in its San Jose District, taking : 
reasonable measures to meet applicable federal and state water 
quality standards, and is making appropriate efforts to impiove 
water conservatiOn. 

~. Suburban Water Systems' rate base and results of 
operation for test years 1992 and 1993 at proposed rates, as 
stipulated to by Staff and itself, as shown in Table 1 of this 
decision, are reasonable in light of the whole record, consistent 
with law, and in the public interest. 

3. The revenue requirement for attrition year 1994 should be 

calculated by use of the stipulated attrition allowance which 
provides for a 2.58% rate increase to become effective January 1, 
1994. 

4. R&te of return on rate base of 9.78% is reasonable. 
5. Rate of return on common equity of 11.65% is reasOnable. 
6. Rate deSign recommendations of Staff artd Suburban Water 

Systems are reasonable. 
1 •. The increased rates and charges authorized by this 

decision are justified and reasonable; present rAtes And cha~ges 
insofar as they differ fron those prescribed herein are for the 
future unjust and unreasonable. 
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8. The effective date of this order should be the date6f 
signature as the authorized rates were designed to take effect at 
the beginning of calendar year 1992. 

9. Suburban Hater Systems' motion to strike the testimony of 
Leichter should be denied. 

10. There is insufficient evidence in the record to find 
Natermaster charges to Suburban Water Systems to be unreasonable. 
Conclusion of La~ 

The application should be granted to the extent provided 
by the following order, the adopted rates and charges being just, 
reasonable, and nondiscriuinAtory. 

ORDER 

I~ IS ORDERED thatt 
1. Suburban Nater Systems; San Jose District, is authorized 

to file the revised schedules attached as Appendix A. This filing 
shall comply with General Order 96-A. ~he effective date of the 
revised schedules shall be 5 days after the date of filing. The 
revised schedules shall apply to service rendered on or after the 
effective date. 

2. On or after November 5, 1992 and 1993, Suburban HAter 
Systems should be authorized to file an advice letter, with 
appropriate supporting workpapers, requesting step rate i~creases 
for 1993 and 1994 attached as Appendix B or to file a lesser 
increase in the event that the rate of return on rate base adjusted 
to reflect the rates then in effect and nomal ratemaking 
adjustments for the 12 months ending September 30, 1992 and 1993, 
exceed the later' of ·(a) the rate of return found reasonable by the 
Commission for Suburban Water Systems for the corresponding period 

"in the then roost recent rate decision, or (b) the rate of return 
found reasonable in this case. This filing should comply with 
General Order 96-A. The requested step rates should be reviewed by 
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th~ '~tafftodeterrftinetheir conformity with this order and should 
, go into effect upOn the Staff's determination of con{ormity., The 
Staff should inform, the Commission if it finds that the proposed 

, rates are' not in accord with this decision, and the CommIssion " 

should then mOdify the increase. The effective date of the revised 
tariff sthedules 'for '1993 And 1994 should be no earlier than 

, ' 

January 1, 1993 and January 1, 1994, respectively, or 40 days after 
{ii.ing, whichever is later. The revised schedules should apply to 

service retl<:iered on and after their effective date, 
3. Suburban Water Systems' motion to strike the testimony of 

Maxine Leichter is denied, ' 
ThIs order 'is eff~ctive tOday. 
Dated March 11, 1992, at san Francisco, California. 
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DANIEL Wm. FESSLER 
President 

JOHN B. OHANIAN 
PATRICIA M. ECKERT 
NORMAN o. SHUMWAY 

Commissioners 



. . SUBURBAN'WA'iER'S~STEMS ..... 
San JOse District . 

Schedule. Sj-l'"· . 

GENERAL METERED'SERVICE 

APPLICABILITY 

Applicable to all metered water service. 

TERRITORY 

Portions of Covina, West Covina, La Puente, Glendora, and Los 
Angeles County. 

RATES Per ).reter 
per Month 

Quantity Rates. 

For all water, per 100 cu. ft •• 

Tariff AreA No. 1 
Tariff Area No. 2 
Tariff Area No. 3 

......... " ,. ............. . 
I" ................ ··,··, 
• , ............. ~ ... " ..... II ••• 

Service ChArget 

For S/S 
For 
For 
FOr 
For 
For 
For 
For 
For 

x 3l4-inch meter •••••• i ••• , ••• • • • • • • 

J/4-inch meter •••••••••••• Ii ••••• • 

I-inch meter •• ' .•••• ~ • '. , i ••••••• • 

I-IIi-inch meter ••••••• ". , ....... i •••• 

2-inch meter ••• " ••• ~ ••••••••• • •• • 
3-irtch ~ete~ ••••• ~, •••• I ••••••• , 

4-inch meter. i •••• -•••••••••••••• 

6-inch meter •••••••• ~ • , •••••• t .•• 

a-inch meter ••••••• , •• ' •••• -•••••• 

$ 0.834 
0.914 
0.982 

5.15 
7.70 

12.$5 
25.70 
41.15 
77.()() 

128.50 
2S7~0() 
411.()O 

(I) , 
(I) 

(R) 
(R) 
(I) , , ,. 
.f , 

(I) 

The Service Charge is a readiness-to-serve charge (T) 
which is applicable to all metered serVice and to 1 
which is added the monthly charge computed at the , 
Quantity Rate. (T) 

SPECIAL CONDITIONS 

1. The boundaries of the Tariff Areas in which the 'above (T) 
rates apply are delineated on ·th~ service Ar~a Hap for , 
the San Jose Hills District as filed in these tariff , 
schedules. (T) 

(D) 

2. All bills are subject to the reimbursement fee set (N) 
forth on Schedule No. UF. (N) 

(coiltinued) 



APPLICABILITY 

-. ·~~~}iJRik-ki.> .. ' 
.(page .~) . 

SUBURBAN WATER SYSTEMS 

Schedule No. 4 -

PRIVATE FIRE PROTECTION SERVICE 

Applicable to all water service furnished to privately owned 
fire protection systems. 

TERRITORY 

All tariff areas. 

RATES District 
San Jose Whittier La Mirada 

For each inch of diameter 
of service connection, 
per month •••••••••••••• $ 8.35 (I) $ 6.95 $ 5.69 

SPECIAL CONDITIONS 

(T) 

1. The facilities for service to a privately ownad fire 
protection system shall be installed by the Utility or under 
the Utility's direction. Cost for the entire installation, 
excluding the connection at the main, shall be paid for by' 
the applicant. such payment shall not be subject to refund. 

2. The expense of maintaining the private fire protection 
facilities on ~he applicant's premises (including the vault, 
meter and backflow device) shall be paid for by the -
applicant. 

3. All facilities paid for by the applicant shall be the sole 
property of the applicant. The Utility and its duly 
authorized agents shall have the right to ingress to, and 
egress from the premises for all purposes relating to said 
facilities. 

4. The minimum diameter for the service pipe to fire protection 
service shall be four inches, and the maximum diameter shall 
be not more than the diameter of the main to which the 
service is connected. 

5. If a distribution main of adequate size to serve a private 
fire protection system in addition to all other (L) 
normal service does not exist in the street or alley , 
adjacent to the premises to be served, then a main , 
extension from the nearest existing main of adequate 1 
capacity shall be installed by the Utility. The cost , 
of such main extension attributable to the fire ~ 
protection requirement shall be paid to the Utility , 
as a contribution in aid of construction. (L) 

(Continued) 
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. -. APPENOii ~'A 
(paqe-l)' 

SUBURBAN WATER SYSTEMS 

Schedule No .• ' 4-.-

PRIVATE FIRE PROTECTION SERVICE 
(Continued) 

SPECIAL CONDITIONS (Continued) 

- .. "--

6. Service hereunder is to private fire protection systems to 
which no connections for other than fire protection purpOses 
are allowed and which are regularly inspected by the 
underwriters having jurisdiction. All facilities are to be 
installed according to the utility's specifications and 
maintained to the Utility's satisf~ction. The Utility may 
require the installation of a backflow prevention devic~ and 
a standard detector type meter approved by the Insurance 
Service office for protection against theft, leakage, or 
waste of water. 

7. No structure shall be built over the service pi~ serving 
fire protection facilities and the customer shall maintain 
and safeguard the area occupied by the service pipe from 
traffic and other hazardous conditions. The customer will be 
responsible for any damAge to the service facilities. 

8. Subject to the approval of .the Utility, any change in the 
location or construction of the service for the fire 
protection facilities requested by public authority or the. . 
customer will be made by the Utility following payment to the 
utility of the entire cost of such change. 

9. Arty unauthorized use of water through the service to fire 
protection facilities will be charged for at the applicable 
tariff rates and maybe grounds for di~continuance of service 
by the Utility to the privately owned fire protection system 
without liability to the Utility. 

10. The Utility will supply to the privately owned tire 
protection system only such water at such pressure as may be 
available from time to time in the operation of Utility'S 
system. 

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

(Continued) 

(N) 
(N) 
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SUBURBAN~litER -'SVSTEMS . 

schedul~ No.o-4A,' , 

FIRE HYORANTSER1JICE QNPRIVNI'E PROPERTY 

APPLICABILITY 
Applicable to all fiX'e hydrant service rendered from lire . ' 
hydrants connected to company owned mAins on private property. 

TERRITORY 

Throughout all tariff areas. 

RATES 

RATES District. 
san Jose Whittier La Mirada 

For each 4-inch fiX'e 
hydrant with a single 
2-1/2-inch outlett 
per month I ••••••••••••• $ 6.15 (1) $ 5.26 

For each 6-inch riser 
hydrant with steamer 
head, per month •••••••• 9.50 (I) 

For each 6~inch standard 
fire hydrant, per month •• 12.30 (1) 

7.35 

10.52 

$ 4.75 

6.61 

SPECIAL CONDITIONS 

1. The lira hydrant will be installed by the Utility oX' under 
the utility's direotion at the cost Of the applicant. The 
cost will not be subject to refund. 

(T) 

(T) 

(T) 

(T) 

(T) 

~~J 

2. The fire hydrapt shAll ,be used for fire fighting purposes and 
fire drills only. Water use for fire drills will be limited 
to 15 minutes per week. 

3. The replacement, enlarg-ement,6r relOcAtion of any hydrant, 
made at the request of the customer shall be paid for by the 

4. 

customer. 

All facilities paid for by the applicant shall be the 
property of the applicAnt. ,The Utility and its duly 
authorized agents shall have th~ right to ingress to, 
egress from the premises for all purpOses relating to 
facilities. 

5. The repair and maintenance of the hydrants will be the 
responsibility of the applicant. 

sole 

and 
said 

6. Any unauthorized use of water will be charged therefor under 
the General Metered Service schedule for the particular 
tariff area, and/or may be groundS for the utility t9 
discontinue the service without liability to the utility. 

(Continued) 
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SPECIAL CONDITIONS (Continued)'· 
- - ~. 

'1 f . Theta, 'shal'J.:be· no' cr6ss-COnl\ec~!6n b~twl!-enthe' fire" hydrant 
service and.any 6ther source of supply without the:~peci£ic . 
appt6V:-al of the utility. Thisspeoificapproval 'will require 
at the cu·s.tomer'a expense, aspeoial double check valve . 
insta.1lati()J\ or other device acceptable to' ~he Utility. _ Any 
unauthorized cross-connection may beqrounds:for immediate 
disconilection6f the fite hydrant service without liability 
to theUtillty. '_ . , 

8.--1-'h~ Utility will.supplyto the hydrant only such water at 
such pressure AS,'may be .. AtiallAble from time t6time in the 
operation of Utility's system. 

'9. Ail bills':ar.esubject to tl~e reimburs~ment fee set (N) 
,forth on S~hedule No. UFo (N) 

(Continued) 
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APPLICABILITY 

This surcredit applies to customers' total water bills. 
rendered under all tariff rate schedules authorized by the 
commission, with thee)(<?eption 6f surcharge for the repayment 
of safe Drinking water BOnd Act loans and the PUC 
reimbursement fee surcharge. 

TERRITORY 

Throughout all tariff areas. 

RATES 
The surcredits set forth below shall be applied to custOiners' 
bills for the districts indicatedi 

Whittier •••••••••••••• 1•955\ 
La Mirada ••••••••••••• 2.420\ 

(D) 

-... ' 

Notei The Tax Retorm Act ot 1996 Refund surcredit schedule 
submitted herewith is for the purpose of refl~ctin9 the_ rat~ 
reduction necessary to. keep our rates in line with the current 
tax rates and is devei6ped using th~ e;;timated 196s-estimated 
revenue of the Aot. This schedule applies to all b~lls . 
rendered on or after JanuarY 1, i98~/- 1s made pursuant to -
Resolution No. 1'1-3424, and will be in eftect until the next 
general or attrition rate adjustment is approved for each of 
the above districts. 

(End of Appendix A) 
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sUBtiRBAN 
San Jose' 

.. c- ,Each of, the following InCrease!;c'in 'rates maybe, put. ,into'. " 
effect on,the indicated date by tiling a rate schedule wh.1ch adds 

, t~e appropriate increase to the rate 'which would otherwise be iii 
effect on that date. 

SCHEDULE NO. S3-1, GENERAL METERED SERVICEI 

Quantity Rate. 

For ail water delivered, per 100 cu. ft.1 

Per Meter per Month 
EffectiVe Dates 
1-1-~3 1~1-94 

Tariff Area NO. 1 
Tariff Area No. 2 
Tariff Area No. 3 

• I ......... Ii ••••••••• $ 0.620 t 0.020 
0.022 0.022 ..... , ........... ,,,. 

•••••• .- •• " i ......... " 0.023 0.~24 

service Chargel 

For S/B x 3J4-inch meter •••••• t ••• • • •• • • 

For J/4-inch meter.~.; •••••••••••• 
For 1-inch meter ••••••••••• -••••• 
For 1-1/~-inch meter ••••••••••••• , •• 
For 2-inch meter.i ••••• i •••••••• 

For 3-inch meter •••••••••••••••• 
For 4-inch meter •••••••••••••••• 
For 6-inch meter •••••••••••••••• 
For' 8-inch meter •••••••••••••••• 

$ Q.10 
0.25 
0.35 
0.70 
1.15 
2.00 
3.50 
9.00 
l~.OO 

SCHEDULE NO.4, PRIVATE FIRE PROTECTION SERVICES 

Rates per Monthl 

For each inch of diameter of service 
cortrtectiort .••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• $ 0.25 

SCHEDULE NO. 4A, FIRE HYDRANT SERVICE ON PRIVATE PROPERTY. 

Rates per Hydrant per Mortthl 

4- riser type fire hydrant with 
sirt9l~ 2-172- outlet ~ ••••• ~.~ .••••••• ~. $ 0.15 

6- riser type fire hydrant with 
steamer head........................... 0.25 

6- standard type fire hydrant.......... 0.30 

. '. . 
(End 6f App~ndix B) 

$ 0.15 
0.25 
0.40 
0.80 
1.20 
2.00 
4.00 
9.00 

13.00 

$ 0.20 

$ 0.20 

0.20 

0.35 



FEDERAL TAX RATE. 

STATE TAX RATE t 

FRANCHISE TAX RATE. 

UNCOLLECTIBLES RATE. 

POSTAGE RATE. 

""- ~ . 

. . ~PEN'61x' c', . 
·'(Pa:9~.1 )' 

SUBURBAN WATER SYSTEMS' 
san' -Jose J)i~tri9t 

ADoPTED OUAN~ITiES 

34.0\ 

9,3\ 

1.44% 

0.53' 

$0.242 

SERVICES and METERED SALES 

NUMBER OF SERVICES 

Test Year 19921 
Residential 
Business 
Industrial 
Public Authorities 
Metered Flooding 
GovernmentAl Agencies 

Total Xetered 

Average . 
Number of 
services 

32,598 
625 

1S 
92 
11 
-1 

33,342 

Private Fire protection serVice 225 
Fire Hydrant service 

on p~ivate property 112 
Total Flat Rate 337 

Total Average Services'. 33,679 
unaccounted for Water @ 6.4% of production 
Total water supply (gecf) 

Test Year 1993. 
Residential 
Busiiless 
Industrial 
public Authorities 
Metered Flooding 
Governmental Agencies 

Total Metered 

private Fire Protec~ion service 
Fire Hydrant Service 

on Private property 
Total Flat Rate 

32,760 
633 

15 
92 
11 

1 
33,51~ 

225 

114 
339 

Total Average Services .' 33,851 
Unaccounted for Water @6.4' of production 
Total Water supply (KCcf) 

(Continued) 

. 251 
3,238 
5,351 
4;712 
1,036 

13,255 

251 
3,23~ 
5,351 
4,712 
~,036 

13,255 

8;182.1 
2,023.8 

eO.3 
433.5 

11.4 
13.3 

10,144.4 

734.7 
11,479.1 

8,222.8 
2;049.7 

80.3 
433.5 

11.4 
13.3 

10,811.0 

739.2 
11,550.2 



" ... -:". ·SUBtJR~ili·~A~E'R -SYSTEH~ -_ 
san JOso District 

.. AOOPTED QUAN"TITiES 

SERV1CES and METERED.SALES(continued) 

AVERAGE SERVICES BY HETERSIZE. Average 
Numbero£ 
Services 

Test Yebr 19921 

Test Year 1993* 

METERED WATER SALES, col. 
zonei 
Usage 

Test Year 1992 6,550,263 

Test Year 1993 6,589,563 

Meter size 

Zone 2 
Jlsage 

4,156,226 

4,183,305 

(Continu"ed) 

5/.8 x j/4 
314 
1 
1--1/2 
2 
3 
4 
6 
8 
Total 

s/s x 3/4 
314 
1 
i-tIl 2 . 
3 
4 

~ 
Total. 

Zone 3 
Usage 

37,776 

37,963 

2,070 
25,976 . 
4 i 2$4 . 

409 
438· 
129 

49 
5 
2 

33,342 

2,()10 
25,916 

4;419 
418 
443 
129 

50 
5 
2 

33,512 

Total 
Usage 

10,744,265 

10,810,831 



ADOPTED Q~AltTITIES 

VOLUME RELATED 

PURCHASED POWER 

Water Production, Acre Feet 
Electric 

Gas 

kWh I Acre Foot 
Cost I kWh , . 
southern california Edison RAtes 
(Effective January I, 1991) 
kwh cost ($OOt» 

Therms I Acre Foot 
Cos t / Therm . ' 
Southern CAlifornia Gas Rates 
(Effective January I, 1991) 
~herm Cost ($000) .. 

Total purchased Power cost ($000). 

PuHPED WATER 

Main San Gabriel Basin 
Quantity 

Make Up (OW!\ed Rights). 
safe Yield, Acre,Feet 
Owned Rights (.1257898), AF.6 
Percent to San Jose District 

Total Make Up (Owned Rights), AF. 
Lease Rights, Acre Feet 
Replacement (EXceSS), Acre Feet 
Total Pumped Water, Acre Feet 

Rates 
Make Up (Owned Rights)' 

Make Up, Per Acre Foot 
Administrative Fee, per AF. 

Total Make Up, per Acre Foot 
Lease Rights. 

Lease, Per Acre Foot ' 
Make Up, per Acre Foot 
Administrative Fee, Per AF. 

Total Lease, per Acre Foot 
Replacement (Excess). , 

Replacement, Per Acre Foot 
Administrative Fee, Per AP. 

Total Replacement, Per Acre Foot 

Cost 
Hake Up (Owned Rights) 
Lease Rights 
Replacement (Excess) 

Total Pumped Water costs ($000) 

(Continued) 

Test Years 
1992 1993 

26,351 

609.87 
$0.0974 

$1,404,6 

IS.97 
$0.6189 

$260.4 
$1,665.0 

140,000 
17,610 

72\ 
12.679 
.,315 
S,898 

22,892 

$1.50 
$16.30 
$17.90 

$194.67 
$1.50 

$16.30 
$202.47 

$206.85 
$16.30 

$223.15 

$22S.7 
$873.7 

$1;316.1 
$2,415.5 

26,s15 

609.87 
$0.0874 

$1,413.3 

15.97 
$0.6189 

$262.1 
$1,675.4 

140,000 
17,610 

,·72\ 
12;619 
4,315 
5,733 

22,727· 

$1.50 
$16.30 
$1'1.80 

$184.67 
$1.S0 

$16.30 
$202.47 

$206.£l:S 
$16.30 

$223,1S 

$225.7 
$873.7 

$1,279.3 
$2,37£1:.7 



; . 
SUBURBAN WATER'SYSTEMS 

San Jose District 

ADOPTEtfQUAN'l'ITiES 
" 

VOLUME RELATED (continued) 

Test Years 
PURCHASED WATER 1992 1993 

Quantity 
covina Irrigating 

Owned, Acre Feet 
Lease, Acre Feet 
Lease pool, Acre Feet 
Excess Pool, Acre Feet 

Total covina Irrigating, Acre Feet 
Other 

Glendora, Acre Feet 
Rowland, Acre Feet 
MHO (City of West Covina), AF. 

Total purchased Water 

Rates 
covina Irrigating Owned; 
Share Assessment, Per Share 
Acre Feet Per Share 

Assessment, Per Acre Foot 
Volume Charge, Per Acre Foot 

Total Covina IrrigAting Owned, Per AF. 

Covina Irrigating Leaset 
Lease, Per share 
Acre Feet per Share 
Lease, Per Acre Foot 
Volume Charge, Per Acre Foot 

Total covina IrrIgatIng Lease, Per AF. 

covina Irrigating Lease pool, Per AF. 
covina IrrIgating Excess pool, per AF. 

Glendora, Per Acre Foot 
Rowland, per Acre Foot 
KWD (City of West Covina), per AF. 

Cost 
Covina Irrigating Owned 
Covina IrrigAting Lease. . 
Covina Irrigating LeAse pool 
Covina Irrigating Excess Pool 

Total CovIna Irrigating 

Glendora, Per Acre Foot 
Rowland, Per Acre Foot 
KWD (City of West Covina), Per AF. 

Total purchased Water Cost ($000) 

(Continued) 

947 847 
464 464 

0 0 
0 0 

1,311 1,311 

761 781 
0 0 

1,387 1,696 

3,459 3,789 

$40.00 
0.689 

$40.00 
0.699 . 

$58.06 $58.06 
$40.00 $40.00 
$99.06 $98~()6 

$112.00 $112.00 
0.689 0.689 

$162.55 $162.55 
~40.00 $40.00 

• 202.55 $202.55 . 

$205.48 
$246.95 

$205.48 
$246.85 

~281. 00 $281.00 
360.69 $360.69 

$274.()S $274.05 

$93.1 $83.1 
$94.0 $94'8 
$0.0 $0. 
$0.0 $0.0 

$177.1 $177.1 

$213.8 $219.5 
iO.O $0.0 

$3 0.1 $464.9 

$771.0 $961. 4 



-\; .', A";91-07:001 
\. 

,. SUBURBAN'WATER~5YSTEMS 
, san Jc>se District " 

ADoPTED QUANTITIES_ 

DEPRECIATION RATES 

puc 
Account 
Number Description Depreciation Rate, percent 

315 Wells 
317 Other source of Supply Plant 
321 pumping Plant Structures and Impiovements 
324 pumping Equipment 
325 Other pumping plant 
331 water Treatment plant Structures and Improvements 
332 water Treatment Equipment 
342 Reservoirs and Tanks 
343 Transmission and Distribution Mains 
344 Fire Hains 
345 Services 
346 Meters 
348 Hydrants 
371 General Plant Structures and Improvements 
372 Office Furniture and Equipment 
376 Communication Equipment , 
378 ToOls, Shop and Garage Equipment 

COMPOSITE RATE 
MAIN OFFICEi 

371 GeJ),eral plant Structures A'nd Improvements 
372 Office Furniture and Equipment ' 
373 Transportation Equipment ' 
374 Stores Equipment 
375 Laboratory Equipment 
376 Communication Equipment 
377 power Operated Equipment 
378 Tools, Shop and Garage Equipment 
379 Other General plant 
380 Automobiles 

2.810 
4.534 
2.447 
4.S00 
3.898 
2.604 
4.007 
1.689 
2.080 
2.344 
4.268 
9.489 
3.179 
2.365 

17.566 
8.686 

17.476 

3.032 

17.432 
14.879 
0.000 
9.932 
9.330 

10.1S0 
13.977 ' 
6.210 
4.324 

37.029 

COMPOSITE RATE 14.997 

(Continued) 



I 
SUBUR13kN~WATEti:;SYSTEMS 
. San Jose District 

AD VALOREM TAXES 

Ai>6PTgD6UMhI~its 
TAXES 

1992 
TEST YEAR 

Ad valorem TAXeS' $219,800 
effective Tax RAte, Aver~ge for calendar 1.17i 
Assessed value, AVerage for calendar Year. 

san Jose District $17,669,100 
CommOn Allocation $2,201,100 

INCOME TAX CALCULATION 

CALIFORNIA CORPORATION FRANCHISE TAX 
Total Water service RevenUes 
Other ReVenues 

Total operating Revenu~s 

DEDUCTIONS! o & H and A , G Expens~s 
TAX Depreciation, 'state 
Taxes Other than Income 

. Interest Expense 
subtotal, Deductions 

Taxable Income, CCFT 
CCFT RAte 

CCFT 

FEDERAL INCOME TAX 
TAxable Income, CCFT 
plus Tax oepreciation, State . 
Less TAX Depreciation, Federal 
Less Additional Allowable Pension 
Less CCFT 

Taxable Income, Federal 

Federal Tax Rate 
Federal Tax payable . 
plus oeferred Federal IncOme Taxes 

Federal Income Tax Expense 

TOTAL INCOME TAX EXPENSE 

SUMMARY 
Total Income Taxes .payable 
Total oeferred Income Tax Expense 

TOTAL INCOME TAX EXPENSE 

Expense 

$13,215,982 
225,667 

$13,441;649 

$9,849;406 
1,505,524 

3'12,'190 
531,936 

$12,259,646 

$1,182,003 
9.30' 

$109,926 

$1,182,003 
1,505,524 
1,4929262 
(9569 6~ 

19,9 6 
$1,181;335 

34.00' 
$401,654 

140,662 
$542,316 

$652,242 

$511,580 
140,662 

$652,242 

(End of Appendix C) 

1993 
TEST YEAR 

$225,100 
1.15% 

$18,517,400 
$2,072,000 

$13,648,350 
226,359 

$13,874,709 

$10,159,648 
1,433,361 

387,064 
540,711 

$12,520,784 

$1,353,925 
9.30% 

$125,915 

$1,353,925 
1,433,361 
1,459,757 

(789993) 
10 ,926 

$1,296,596 

34.00% 
$440.843 

121,988 
$562,831 

$688,746 

$566,758 
121,988 

$688,746 


