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sz 01 64 -
Decisioa 'JAN 1 9 1982 -------
BEFORE 'IKE PUBLIC UTILITIES CCHaSSION OF '!'HE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

of CALIFORNIA VA'1'EIt SERVICE COMPANY, 
In the matter of the Application ~ 

a corporation, for an order 
authorising it to increase rates 
charged for vater service 1a the 
Oroville District. 

Application 60569 
(Filed May 20, 19S1) 

Donald Houck and McCutchen, Doyle, Brown & 
Eueraen, by A. Crawford Creene, Attoruey 
at Law, for California Water Service 
Company, applicant. 

Charles F. Lueaer, Attorney at Law, fo: the 
City of oroVille, and Ivan c. Corne11~us, 
for Cottonwood MObile Home Park, 
protestants • 

Steve Weissman, Attorney at Law, and 
Rebd! t. Radpour, for the C01Imission 
ataff. 

o p ,. ~ - 0 ~ __ ..c._"i;,. __ 

By this application California Water Service Company (CWS), 
seeks authority to iucrease the rates for water service in its 

Oroville District to produce annual revenue increases of $313,300, 
or 291. in 1982, and by additional amounts of $79,700 or 61 in 1983, 
an4 $76,400 or 5:' in 1984. Evidentiary hearings were beld 1n this 
application on a consolidated record with Applications (A.) 60567, 
60568-, and 60570 before Administrative Law Judge John Lemke 1n 

San Francisco September 21 through September 24, 1981. A public 
witness testfmony hearing vas held in this proceeding tn Oroville 
011 September 15, 1981.. A public meeting vas held 1n Oroville on 

JUDe l7, 1981. Approximately 40 customers attended the meeting .. 
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Customers were primarily concerned with what they consider to 'be 

the relatively high rat:es in Oroville. About 75 eu&tomeX'S attended 
the public w1t:ness testimony proceeding in Oroville and again 
expressed concern with the impact of anothe~ rate increase. 
Notice of the meeting7 the public witness testimony, and the 
evidentiary hearings was provided by mailing bill inserts to e&ch 
customer in the Oroville District. 

General Information 

CWS owns and operates vater system. in 20 operattDg 
districts within California. Each district is operated separately 
with accounting and separate tariff schedules maintained for each 
.ervice area. !'he general office of the company is located at 

San Jose. Preparation of customer' 8 bills for all districts is 

handled at the San Jose office. Overall f~ction8 such as 
accounting, engineering, and vater quality control are also cen­

tralized at the San Jose Beadquarters. l'be company maintains & 

vater meter repair facility in Stockton. 
A$ of December 31, 1980 c~s had a statewide 

investment in utility plant of $246,143,935 (including utility 
plant under construction) 7 served 308,455 customers, and employed 
490 persons. Gross operating revenue for the 12-month period ended 
December 31, 1980 vas $60 ,467,962. Stock ownership of C"':S 

is widely distributed, there being about 7 ,600 shareholder., the 

largest of wbom owns approximately S.B"t of the outstanding shares. 
the ten largest sharebolders own apprOXimately 28.6~. 
Oroville Service Area 

CWS' OrOville Di&trict includes the City of Oroville and 
adjacent unincorporated portions of Butte County. Much of the 

terrain is hilly, with elevations rangiug from 157 feet to .ore 
than 250 feet above sea level. Total population within the district 
i. approximately 10,800 • 
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sources: 
CWS obtains water for its Oroville District from four 

1. Pacific Cas and Electric Company (PG&E) 
from its Coal Canyon Powerhouse; 

2. Butte County at the '1'b.ermalito Power Canal; 
3. Three company-owned wells within the 

district; and 

4. A leased well also located w1ehin the 
district. 

l'be principal source is from PG&E. ~ater is transported about nine 
miles to a Large reservoir. Water from Butte County is a180 pumped 
into CWS' water system. 'Water from both service supplies is 
transported by flumes and ditches to the company's treatment plant 

before entering the distribution system.. Water from wells is pumped 
directly into the distribution system • 

C~S' O:ovillc Dis~=iet ~~eludes abo~~ 51 ~iles 
of mains ranging up to 33 inches, and about 7.2 million gallons of 
storage eapacity. The d.istrict serves about 2,200 metered connec­
tions, 1,150 flat-rate residential connections, and 45 private fire 

protection connections. 
Service and Conservation 

At the public witness testimony hearing beld in oroville 
a number of customers, although protesting the rate increase, 
complimented CWS on its good service. Several customers stated 

that they are already doing all they possibly ean to conserve water 
for tbe purpose of keeping their water bills at & minimum. 

CWS ba,s a cO:':'l..":'Ieneable on;oing eo~se:'Vation p=o~:a~ ..... hich has 
been deseribed in detail in the c01Xlp4n1on decision issued in 

A.60567 and need not be repeated here~ 
Present Oroville Conditions and Recent Rate History 

At the public witness ~estimony proceeding held in 

Oroville on September 15, there was a cotlsiderable outpouring of 

~ sentiment over the proposed 1982·1984 rate increases. Seventeen 
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e~sto~ers offeree state~e~:s concerning the high levels 0: present 
anci p:o?osec rates. Do~~lci Houck of CWS agreed ~ha~ the 
co~~any's current O=oville District rates are high cO=?arec ~i:h 
other nearby C~S districts. The principal reason for ~his~ he 

explaineo, is that ~ost of the water c~es fro: a surface s~?ply, 
~hich the State has decreec ~us: be filtered and treated. The 
co:pany built a filtration plant a few years ago at a cos: 0: 
about $1.5 cillion. There are only about 3,200 connections in 
the district to ~y for ~he pla~t. Surface water ~st be used 
because t~e district is in close-~o-sur:ace bedrock terrain which 

, 
~kes.the effective use of wells extre~ely costly and uncertain. 

Tne las: general rate adjust~ent for the Oroville Dist~ict 
was authorized by Decision (D~ 90490, dated July 3, 1979 in A.58095, 
resulting in increases 0: 24%9 3.6%, and 3.31. for 1979, 1980, and 
1981, respectively. 

The increases sough: in this proceeding are associated 
principally with new plan: and operating expenses, e.g., payroll, 
and the cost of ~oney. 

George Valdez, a representative of Pacific Coast Producers, 
a food processing plant in Oroville, stated at the public witness 
testimony proceeding in Oroville that his co~pany cu=rently pays 
$110,000 a~~ually for CWS ~ater. He further stated that if the 
proposed increase beco~es effective, his co:pany ~ll incur an 
acciitional expense of about $40,000. He tole of discussi~ns within 
his co~pany of the possibility of co~ining its Lodi, Santa Cruz, 
and San Jose facilities in Oroville. H~ever, he asserted, that 
would not be likely to occur if the proposed rate increase bec~es 
effective. 

At the beginning of the evidentiary hearings in 
San Francisco, Clayton D'Arcy, ~yor of the City of Oroville, 
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testified that the city is considering whether to hire a consultant 
to perform a feasibility study concerning the taking over of CWS' 
Oroville water system. Be asked that the Comadssion take DO Action 
on this application until such a study might be prepared. Be 

expressed concern that a rate increase would affect the appraised 
value of the system and could adversely affect the city's position 
wi th respect to possible condemnation or purchase plans. Mayor 
D'Arcy testified that CWS' rates in Oroville are double and some­
times triple the charges assesse<1 by other water purveyors within 

the City of Oroville. These other purveyors are the 1hermalito 
Irrigation District and the Oroville Wyandotte District. 

Ivan G. Cornelius, owner of a mobile home park in Oroville, 
testified that a similar park located one mile from his" in a 
different district, pays 1/3 as much for vater. Be also stated that 
in Chico, mobile home parks pay only 1/3 as much. Be did not specify 
whether the Cbico purveyor is a water district or a public utility. 
The comparable service he referred to, loeated in Oroville, is 
obtained from a district. We note ehae water diserices generally have 
less operating expenses than do public utility water corporations. 
Tney have neither ineane tax li~lity nor the need to earn a p:-ofit :0: equity i."'lVestors. 
Results of Operations 

CWS bas provided recorded revenues and expenses for the 
years 1976 through 1980, and from this information bas projected 
revenues and expenses for 1981 and for test years 1982 aud 1983. 
The staff baa mad.e its own prOjections, which vary 1:0. part from the 
company's. In some of these differences CWS haa concurred with the 
staff and amended its summary of earnings. 'I'o.e areas still in 
dispute are discussed below • 
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Payroll, Transportation, Fire Protection, 
and Tank-Painting Expenses 

These issues are co~~on to each of the consolidated 
proceedings. In the companion decision issued in A.60567, 
we adopted as reasonable the fol1owin;: 

1. Increased payroll expenses of lO.Sx in 
1982 and lO.Ox in 1983~ 

2. Increased transportation expense of 
lO~ per year; 

3. ~~ortization of tank paintin;s over the 
three-year period covered by this 
proceeding;, and 

~. Increased fire protection rates 0: 
Sl.50 per inch 0: pipe diameter, 
spread over a th:ee-year period. 

The arguments 0: the parties and reasons for the &dop~ed 
methodology are detailed in the companion decision and need not 
be repeated here. 
Es~irnated Service Connections in Oroville 

The staff has predicted moderate increases in the n~~ber 
0: customers to be served in Oroville during the next three years. 
CWS disputes even these estimates, maintaininQ that Oroville is a 
no-;rowth co~~unity. ~orman c. Low~ for the staff, testified 
that Oroville business is described by its city planner as bein; in 
a "cateh-up mode. " Oroville is the business center :0: a nu.-nber 0: 
surrounding co~~unities. Low testified that even if the City of 
Oroville does not experience residential Qrowth, bUSiness starts in 
Oroville will occur to serve the ~rowth in these sur:oundin9 co~~unities. 
Low has estimated total commercial-metered and flat-rate customers at 
3,252 for 1982 and 3,282 for 1983, ~:eater ~y 12 and 30 avera;e custorne=s, 
respectively, than estimated by CWS • 
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CWS, t.hrough Houck, of~c:ec Exhibit 20 which cemon:::;t.r.:l'tes 

recorded numbers 0;' tot.::ll cOlTIlTlcr.ci.::ll cust.omers. The cxhib1t 

shows that there were 3,200 commercial custo~ers in January 
and 3,204 in AU0u~t of 1981. ;t ru=~her ~hows that the tot~l number 
of com.:ncrciaJ. cuztomcrs ro:·;c f::-om 3,117 in 1974 to 3,172 in 1979. 

This issue is rel~tcd to another C1$putec item - t.he main installation 
on thc PC<lthc:' River I3ridge. 7he:,e, Clt;S iz const:,uct.ing <l 30-inch 
main to replace n 20-inchm~i~ over thc bridGe cu:,rently st<lnding. 

One reason relied upon by CWS for installing t.he larger main is 

projected future growth, ~lt~ough it statcs thzt the Qrowth estimates 

in that respect iJrc of a lo:;q-tc:,m :-l;Jtu::-c--30 or 40 years. / 

The modest growth r~te esti~atcd by Low is reasonAble 

and will be adopted. 

Main R~.;placcmcnt 
• The present bricge which zpa!"lS the ?eathcr Rive: as it passes 

th:ou~h O:ovillc w~s built 300~ a~tc~ the tu=~ 0: the century. This 
oridge supports cws' prc~c~t 20-inch m~i~ connecting the district service 

area with the filtrotior. plon~ loc~~ed to the north. The prcsc~t oridQc 
has been condemned, one a new brlcqe 15 unc~r construction i~~ceiately 

• 

;:,.djacent. 
CWS, in its judgment, thou9ht it expecient to replacc its 

20-inch pipe with a 30-inch m~in on the new bridge. Stat: believes 
cws should have optee for a 24-inch main. The difference in construction 

and pipe costs is .:l.bout $25,000. C"':S believes this is simply second 

guessing by t.ho staff. C~':S' .)ssist<lnt chic: cngi.neer :or sy:;te:':'l ecsi<;n 
testified that a m<ljor consicer;;lt.ion i:'l decicing upon the ZO-inch :'nain 
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was to keep the pressure drop ~cross the bridge to a minim~~, since 
the system could only t~kc a S-pounc reduction over the entire 4,000 
feet from treatment plant to the southern end of the bridQe ~nd still 

maintain minimum oper~ting pressures. The staff estim~tcd that the 
use of a 24-inch pipe would lead to a pressure loss 3 pounds per square 
inch greater than would the usc of ~ 30-inch main, but asserts that 

this would be insignificant. C~S' witness pointed out that a 30-inch 

line provides 78% gre~tcr capacity th~n a 2~-inch line for the 11% 
higher cost. 

Since we arc ~dopting the st~:f recommendation for increased 
service connections, we believe it will be consistent for us to find 
reasonable CWS' deCision to use ~ 30-inch main in this new construction 
program to meet additional growth. 
Lcdcral Inco~c Taxes 

Since this matter was submitted, we issued D.92848, dated 

December 15, 1981 in OIl 24. Basically, that decision ~ives effect 
to theEconomie Recovery Tax Act 0: 1981 (ERlA). This new 13~ 

causes an increase in federal income ~ax expensc$ for ratc~aking 
purposes duc to elimination of t~c full flow-th=oug~ ~o ratepayers 

of accelerated depreciAtion and investccn~ tax credit on utility 
plant additions ?laeed in service after December 31, 1980. 

~··S h~d ~~ d ~"- ~ ~ -h ~~ t ~ ~A -h .... ~ .... o ..... ere an ex .. lO ...... s •. ow_ng ... e c ..... ec 0 ... J:.",,~ ~ •• e 
staff chose not to address thi5 issuc until our eecision in OII 24. 
The staff has now developed in:or.mation reflecting our adoption of the 
conventional normalization method for purposes of applyinQ ERtA. CdS 

concurs with the staff dcvclop~cnt. Federal income taxes calculated 

in Appendix C and included in Table :2 are based on ZR'rA. '!he 
incremental increased revenue requirement effect of ERTA for test 

year 198:2 is $59,600. 
Summary of Earnings 

The information shown in Tables 1 and :2 reflec~ CWS' adjus~ed 
estimates, the scaff's estimates, and the effect of disputed issues, 
as well as adopted revenues and expenses for :est years 1982 and 1983. 
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tABLE 1 

Cal1t'orn1a Water Serv1ce Cocl:pa:Qy 
Oroville District 

COY.PAP.ISON .. C"w'$ A.'"D StAFF .. st.W.ARY OF EAP.!-.'INCS 

. ~st Year 1202 : 'l'eS"; Year l~~ . . .. 
Item CWS sta.!'! . C'WS starr .. . 

(Dollar:. in 'lbO\l~n<1s) 

Present Ra:tez 
Operat1ng Revenues $1,068.2 
Operat1ng Expenses: 

$1,077.1 $1,069.8 $1,085.1 

Purcba.sed PoYer 78·3 79·2 TT·9 79·1 
Pureba.&ed. Cbem1cals. 35.0 35.4 37.li. 38·0 
:Payroll .. District 208.1 205·4 229·0 224·9 
Other O&M 122.7 108.0 l30·3 114.4 
Otber ~~ and ~~scellaneous 18.8 18.8 19·2 19·2 
Ad Valorem 'l'axes .. District 38·3 38·2 39.4 39..2 • Bus1ness License .. District 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 
Payroll 'I'axe s ... Distr1et 15·0 14.8 16.4 16.1 
Depreciat10n 101.4 100.8 100.8 100.2 
Ad Valorem Taxes ~ C.O. 0·5 0.5 0.5 0·5 
Payroll Ta.xe So .. G.O. 2.2 2.2 2.4 2.4 
Other Prorates - C.O. ~·3 2~·~ lO5.~ lO~·2 

Subtotal 710·7 090·7 758.7 730·0 
Oncollect1'bles 3·5 3·5 3·5 3·5 
Purchased Water 64.1 64.1 64..1 64.1 
Income 'l'a.xes ~t'ore ITC 18.1 ~ ~) 8.8 
Investment 'l'a.x Credit (21.0) ~) (17·2J (17.1) 

Total O,pe~ting Ex:penses 180.6 779·1 790.6 797·3 
Net Operating Revenues 281.4 298·6 273·2 287.8 
R8.te Base 3,559.6 3,534.9 3,580.1 3,556.0 
Rate or Ret:u:"D 8.01~ 8.45~ 7.63~ 8.~ 

Prop?sed Rate~ 
Operating Revenues 1,379·3 1,39l.6 1,460.7 1,481.5 
Operating Expensez: 

no.7 69$.7 758·7 Subtotal 738.0 
UD.collect1b1es 4·5 4·5 4.7 4.8 
Purehe.sed. Water 67.3 67.3 68.0 68.0 
Inc~ Taxes Before I:C ~T5.1 ~ 785•7 

~ Investment Tax C:"ed.1t 21.0) 20. ) 17·2) 17.1) 
Total Operat1ng Expenses 94-2.0 941.g 999·2 1,002.1 

• Net Operating Revenues 437 .. 3 449·8 461.5 478.8 
Rate :Base 3,559.6 3,534.9 3,580·l 3,556 .. 0 
Rate o~ Return 12.~ 12.m 12.8~ l3.4~ 

(Ree F1gu..~) 

-9-



• 

• 

• 

A.60569 /AW/XI5 

Table 2 

CALIFORNIA WATER SERVICE CO~P~~Y 
Oroville Di~~rict 

ADOPTED SUMMARY OF EARNINCS 

At Present rates 
Oper~ting Revenues 
Operatin& Expen~es: 

Purchased Power 
Pureh~$ed Chemic3l~ 
Payroll - Di~triet 
Other Oper3tion ~ Y~intenance 
Other Admin. & Cen. & Misc. 
Ad V~lorem T~xes - District 
Payroll T3xe~ - District 
Bus'lne~~ License 
Dc:precicltion 
Ad Valorem T~xe~ - C.O. 
Pclyroll Taxes - C.O. 
Other. Pror3tes - C.O. 

Subtot<ll 
Uncollectible:; 
Purch.)sed Wolter 
Income T.)x Bc:f.or~ ITC 
Inve~teen~ Tax C~edi! 

Total Opc:r.lting Expensc$ 
Net Operating Revenues 
Rate :BAse 
Rate of. Return 

At Rate Level Adopted 
Operatins revenues 
Operat'lns Expen~e:;: 

Subtotal 
Uneollc:ctible~ 
Pureha:;ec! Watet 
lncomc ~.)xe~ before ITe 
Investment ~AX Cre~lt 
Tot~l Opcr~ti~e Exp~n~~~ 

Net Oper4ting r~v~nu¢s 
RDce B.?Ise 
RtIte or Return 

Te~t • Test 
YeAr 1982 Ye~r 1983 

(~oll~r~ in Thousand~) 

$:. ,077.7 

79.2 
35./. 

205.3 
121.1 
lS.S 
38.3 
14.8 
0.1 

101.4 
0.5 
2.2 

95.5-
7l~ .. () 

3.5-
64.1 
33.8 
(0.1) 

811...9 
262.8 

3,SI..4.3 
7.1..1 '7. 

713 .. 6 
4.~ 

67.4 
188.5 
(0.' ) 

973.9 
410.4 

3.~44.3 
11.58% 

~1,08$.1 

79.1 
38.0 

226.9 
128.0 
19.2 
39.4 
16.2 
0.1 

100.8 
0.5 
2.4 

104.4 
755.0 

3.$ 
64.t 
11.2 
(0.1) 

833.7 
251.4 

3,532.~ 
7.127. 

1,449.5 

755.0 
4.7 

68 .. 0 
195.1 

(0.1) 
1.022.7 

426 .. 8 
3,532.9 

12.08% 
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Rate of Retu~n 
CWS and the staff presented different reco~~endations 

concerning rate of return on equity. cws requests l6.0~: the 
staff recommends a ran9c of 1~.2S~ to l~.iS~. In the companion 
decision issued in A.6056i, we adopted a rate of return on common 
equity of 14.50%. We need not recite the full discussion set forth 
in that decision, but will repeat the principal reasons underlying 
the adoption of the 1~.50~ figure. 

1. Water utilitlcs arc not as capital 
intenslvc. construction prQ9rams are 
much smaller and are financed to a 
large degree by advances for construction 
and contributions in aid of construct~on. 

2. Water cornpanlcs do not capitalize 
interest on construction projects. 
Construction work in prOQress is 
included in the rate ~ase which 
results ln a better quality of earnin;s 
and better cash flow. 

3. Water utilities are allowed offset 
increases in costs such as purehased 
water and power by advice letter fi1in9S 
concurrent with such increases. Ener9Y 
companies, however, face a lag between 
the time fuel cost lncreases arc 
experienced and offsetting rates arc 
authorizee. 

4. Wa~er comp~nies arc not =ae~e with risks 
such as fuel cos~s, source of supply, 
nuclea= gene=ation. technol~ical cban~es, 
competi~ion, etc • 
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5. W~ter ~tllitics eo not have to raise lar~e 
amounts 0: equity capltal in order ~o 
maintain balanced capital structures 
because 0: better cash flows and lesser 
capital requirements for constr~ction. For 
example, during the five-year period 
1976-1980, there were only two issues of 
common stock by water utilities !or a total 
of S7 million: whereas, during the three-year 
period 1978-1980, for energy companies 
alone, there were 20 issues for a ~ota1 of 
Sl.6 bil11.0n. 

In addition, 'luthoriza~ion 0: 14. SO~~ on equity will eo 

the following: 
1. Recognize the current cost 0: A-rated 

utility bones and of C.-iS' need to 
refinance $25 million in dcb~ durin~ 
the period covered by the ~est years. 

2. Give attention to the fact that the 
Data Resources, Inc. estimates, relied 
upon in part by the staff, concerning 
projected debt costs, have fallen short 
of actual experienced costs. 

3. Acknowledge that CWS has afforded a hi;h 
level of service - as expected to the 
customers in its Oroville ane the other 
three districts hc~rd on a common record 
with th~s appllcatlon. 

T't~~ eecision in A..60567 also :!'ound reasonable 10nQ-tcrm 
debt costs to c .... S during 1982-1984 of 15.0'; in 1982, 1';.0~ in 1983, 

and 13.S~ in 1984. 
Table 3 portrays our adoptee eapitalization ratios, cost 

facto:s, weighted costs, after tax interest coveraQes, and authorized 
rates of return for CWS during test years 1982 ~nd 1983 and for 

attrition year 1984 • 
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Average Year 1982 
Long-terI:: debt 
Prefe:-reo stock 
C~n e~1.lity 

'1'otal 
Average Year 1983 

Long-ter:l cleb: 
Prefer=ed S':OCK 
CO::r.llon equity 

'Iot;al 
Average Year 1984 

Capitalization COSt Weighted 
Ratio F3e:o~ Cost 

53.0'. 
~.o 

43.0 
100.0% 

53.01. 
4.0 

43.0 
100.01. 

9 .. 58 
6:46 

l4.50 

10.52 
6.41 

14.50 

5.0S% 
.26 

6.24 
11.58 

5.58 
.26 

6.24 --

Long-te':"O deb: 53.0% 11.71 6.02 . 
rreferree stoe~ ~.O 6.36 .25 
Co~on equity ~3.0 14.50 6.24 

1"otal 100.0% 12.51 

A:ter lax 
Interest: 
Coverage 

2.28 

The 11.581. and 12.087. returns on rate base ye are 
authorizing for 1982 and 1983 yil1 result in rate increases of 
28.41. or ~306,600 and 4.01. or $55~700~ respectively. The 
return on rate base for 1984 ~~11 give effect to o~ratior~l 
attrition of 0.261. and financial attrition of O~3%~ Application 
of a net-to-gross ~ultiplier of. 2.07753 ~~ll produce a further 
revenue increase in 1984 of 3.5: or $50,700. 
Rate Design 

CWS has proposed a percentage increase in service charge 
• revenues based on the total 1982 revenue increase divided by 
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revenues at prese~: rates, less cost 0: purc~~sed ~ater and power. 
Si~ilar reeo~endations were ~de :or 1983 and 19B". This would 
result in a 31.3% increase in service charge reven~es, a 27.6% 
increase in co~odi:y rates, and a 28.8% increase in flat-rate 
service revenues. Tne co=~any did not offer an alternate rate 
design as in the co:panion proceedings, whic~ ~ould s~bstantially 
1ncrease its service charges, inas=uch as Oroville is essentially 
a flat-rate syste~. !he staff reco~nded t~~t any increases in 
new revenue deter~ined in this proceeding be a?plied equally between 
flat rates, service charges, and c~odity rates. 

This issue was discussed at length in ~he c~panion 
oecision issued in A.60567. The:e we eete:mined that the 
evidence in this proceeding de:onstrates a negative effect upon 
conservation efforts where tariff charges are stated at flat rates • 
(E~~ibit 19, Chart 4-A, where water usage has steadily increased in 
spite of increasing rates between 1974 and 1980.). We do not 
believe it would be proper to shift any more revenue emphasis ~o 
fixed cost related cha=ges in light of the evidence. Accordingly, 
the staff rate spread reco~~eneation is proper and ~ll be aoo,ted. 

In authorizing the increases as described 7 we believe 

that for a typical residential user metered rates may be less than 

flat rates. Houck testified tha~ Oroville flat rate users have 
been converting to metered rates in order to reduce their monthly 
water bills. He stated that this ~~r~un1ty is available to all 
WIers, and that there is no charge for making tile conversion. 
Res1den~ial customers may therefore wish to investigate this option • 
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City of Oroville Reguest 
The plans of the Ci~y of Oroville to take over CWS' 

system are too indefinite at this ti=e for us to give consideration 
to them when making our decision on the requested rate increase. 

The increases authorized, under the provisions of our 
Resolution L-2l3, will incorporate the present public fire protection 
surcharge. No refund is necessary. Table 2 and Appendix C provide 
a basis for review of future advice leteer requests. 
Findings of Fact 

1. Staff estimates of payroll expenses based on tabor 
Deparonent statutes, comparison with another utility, and inflation 
factors show increases of 10.51. in 1982 and 107. in 1983. These 
are reasonable and should be adopted • 

2. The estimate of a 107. increase in transportation 
expenses for 1982 and 1983 is based on an estimate for this 
individual district. It is reasonable and should be adopted • 

-15-
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• 3. Projectec t~nk-p~intir.0 expcnsc~ wlll occu~ over the 
thrcc-ycz!' pcrJ.oe, 1982-1984, covf)rcc by tli:i.5 procccoinQ :'Jnd it 

is rcasonwble to ~mortizc these cxpen~es over three years. 

4. Inform~tion shown in T~blc 2 properly reflects 
the consequences o£ERTA ane of our eecision in OIr 24. 

5. c~s will have operational attrition of 0.261. and 
financial attri tj.on of 0.43% bctwcc:'l 1983 ~:'le 19$4. 

6. cwS h~s commenced construction of ~ 30-i~ch rn~in to replace 

the present 20-inch main con:'lecti:'lg the service district ane filtration 

plant. Projected future growth incicates that inclusion in rate base 
of the cost for the larger cap~city 30-l:'lch main is reasonable. 

7. The staff h~s predicted moderate increases in the nu~ber 

of customers to be ~erved in Oroville during the :'lext three years. 

These increases arc reasonable. 

• 

2. The present fire protectio:'l rates shoule be increased 
(per inch of pipe! diJmctcr) Sl in 1982, .2S¢ in J.983, Jnc .25¢in 1984, ~xcept 
the IJ:i-i!'lch CO!'lnC'Ction cho:::gc~ [or 1983 one 1984 zhoulc1 be i!"lc::,eo~~ by .40¢ 

• 

.Jno .3S~, ::'c::pcc';ivC'ly, ro:: t,:ll:ir~ ~irrplici';y. 

9. A constQn~ rotc or return of 14.S0~ on co~~on equity 
resulting in rctur!'l~ on rotc ba~c of 11.58% in 1982, 12.08% in 
1983, and 12.51~ in 1984 iz rc~=on~ble for the purposes of this 

proceeding. Projected debt co:,~t::; of 15.0::; for C.-.'S during 1982, 

14~; in 1983, and 13.50% in ;'984 ore rC<l:::onab1c. 

10. There is not aee~uQte evidence o~ the record to adopt a 

rate deSign 0: the type L'roposcc by C~:S. The oesign .rcco:nmcndce 

by the staff is reasonable . 

-16-
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11. the further increases authorlzed in Appendix B sbould 
be appropriately modified in the event the rates of return on rate 
base, adjusted to reflect the rates then in effec~ and normal 
ratemaking adjustments for the 12 months ending September 30, 1982, 
ane/or Septemoer 30, 1983, exceed the lower of (a) the rate of 
return found reasonable by tbe Co~~iss~on for CWS durin~ the 
correspondinQ periods in the most recent rate deCision, or (b) ll.58% 
for 1982 and 12.087. for 1983. 

12. The adopted S~~~aries of Earnings in Table 2 are 
reasonable. 
Conclusions of Law 

1. Revenue increases of $306,600 or 28.41. for 1982 and 
$55,700 or 4.01. for 1983 are reasonable based on adop:ed 
results of operations. A further increase in 1984 of $50,700 
or 3.57. is reasonable based upon operational a:tr1t1on of 0.261-
and financial attrition of 0.431.. 

2. ~s should be authorized to file the rate schedules attached 
as Appendixes A and B subject to the conditions set forth in Findin~ ll. 

3. The staff's rate desi~n reco~~endation is reasonable and 
should be adopted. 

~. The adopted rates are just, reasonable, and nondiscriminatory. 
5. Because of the i~~inent need for additional revenue, the 

following order and rates should be effective the date of si;nature. 

IT IS ORDERED that: 
1. California ~ater Service Company (C~S) is authorized to file 

for its Oroville District, effective today, the revised rate schedules 
in Appendix A. The filin; shall apply only to se=viee rendered on and 
after their effective date • 

-17-
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• 2. o~ or ~[ter November 15, 1982, CWS is au~ho~izee to file 

an advice letter, with o?propriatc workpopcr~. rcqucstlng the ~tcp 
rate increases ~ttQchecl to thl~ order ~~ AppcndlX 8. or to file Q 

lesser inc=euse which incluces a U~l~O=~ cc~ts-pcr-huneree cubiC f¢ct 
of wate: odjustment !:rom ,,\ppencix n i:'\ tl"1c eve:'\t thut the O:ovillc 
Dist:ict rate of return on r~tc bose, ~clju3tcd to reflect the :atcs 
then in ef!ect unc normal ratcmaking adjustments for the 12 ~onths 
ending September 30, 1982, exceeds the lower of (3) the rate of 
return found rca:"o'!icblc by· the Commls~:io~ for c,·:s cu:ing t'hc 
correspo~cing period In the then most recent r~te decision, or (b) 11.58~. 

The r~cztce :tco' . , 
rut": s,h.:tll ~ rcvic ... :r:-c1 by thr:- ~t.:Jf.t to ck:tr:-rminc tho~i: co:,\(or:ility ',:ith this order .'lnd \ 
... '- , 1 '.. I" r,.. , ...... ,. .. _ ,.,., ," ,.. ; .. ' '" r r. • - n... '"h ,.. '- r. r. "h' l ..... )0_ go 1:,\,,0 CJoJ._ct L:pO:1 •. h __ ~, ....... l,~.J ('.c ... Qr:n ... !1.J ... 10 .. 0,_ CO!1_or:~nty ..... \.: ......... ~ .;,~ ..... " .. :\.1.1 

Such filing shall comply wlth GC'!ier~l o:de: Series 96-A. 

inform the C=i~~ion ic it ,inc1:; tMt the pw[lOO"" etcp roteo ore not in accord wit!'! I 
thiz d~i$io!'l, .::Inc ':.h~ C~i;,~i()n r.1.JY th~:1 :i'O<'liry the il"lcrc.:Isc. The cffccti'Je d.Jte of 

• the r<>v1o"" sch.,du 1 ~ 0 ho 1.1 Ix> co eocli or tho", J onoo ry 1, 1983, or 30 cl.:lyz (If tcr 'O.~c 
fili!'lg of th" z::cp r..:ltc, "'J:~ich(,v0r i;. l.::ltcr. Th~ rcvlz"c ~chcdulc ::;h~ll "'Pi?ly only 

3. On 0: after ~ovc~ber lS, 1983, c~s is ~uthorizce to ~ile an 

advice lotte:, with oppropri~tc worY-paper s , :eq~esting the step rate 

increases attochcd to this order as Appc!'ldix B, or to file lesse: 
inc:casc which incluees a \lniform CC'!its-per-hundrcd cubic fee't 0: 
watc: adjustment from Appendix B in the event that the Oroville 
District ratc of rctu~n o~ rate base, adjusted to reflect tbe rates 
then in effect and ~or~al ratemaking adjustments for the 12 months 
ending September 30, 1~83, cxcccd~ the lo~cr of (a) the rate of return 

found reasonable bJ' t.he CO:n::iission for c·;s c'.::'ing the correspondir.; 

period in t.he then most recent. rate cecision, or (b) l2.087.. Such 
filing sh~ll comply with General Oreer Series 9~-A. ~hc requestee 

-18-
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stcp rates shall be revi~~ed by the st~:f to dcte~ine their conformity { 
with this order and shall go into effect upon the st~££ts determination · 

\ of conformity. But the staff shall inform the Commission if it 
finds that the proposed step rates are not in accord with this 
decision, and the Commission may then modify the increase. The 
effective date of the revised schedule shall be no earlier t~n 
January 1, 1984, or 30 days after the filing of the step rates, 
whichever is later. 

this 
4. By April 1, 1982 CWS shall mail to all its custocers in 

district a bill insert notice as shown in Appendix D. 
This order is effective today. 
Dated January 19, 1982, at San Francisco, california. 

JOHN E. BRl'SON 
Presiden-e 

R.ICHARD D. GRA VELI.E 
LEONARD M. GRIMES, JR .. 
VICTOR. CALVO 
PRIS CILIA C.. GREW 

Coamissioners 

I 
~ 
• 
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APPE:-':OlX A 
Page 1 

Schedule No. OR-l 

Oroville iariff Are3 

cm:ERAL 'HErERE!) SERVICE 

APrLICAtILln' 

Applic~ble to ~ll metered ~~ter service. 

'TEf..RItORY 

OrovtlJ~ and vtCinity. Butte County. 

RATES 

Service Ch~rge: 

For 5/8 x 3/4-inch meter .................................................. 
For 3/4-inch meter ................................................... 
For l-inch meter .................................................... 
}~or l'-::-inch meter ................................................... 
For 2-inch m~ter III ............................................... .. 

For 3-inch meter ..............•........... 
For I.-inch meter •......................... 
For 6-inch meter ................ ., ................................ .. 
For S-inch meter ........................ - ................ III .. 

For 10-inch ~eter ...•••...•..............•• 

QU:lntity Rates: 

For the {irst 300 cu.rt •• p ... r 100 cu.ft. .................. 
For the next 29.700 cu.ft •• j)~~ :: 100 c.u.r: .. .................. 
Fer 031 J ov~r 30.000 cu.rt •• per 100 cu.f:. ......... 

The S~rvice Ch~r~e is :l re~cliness-to-servc ch~r~~ 
'Which is ~l'?lic.3ble to :'Ill me:('rccl service ::ncl to 
'Which is to be :'Iclcled the- monthljO ch~=l~e co:nvutecl 
~t the QU:lntity ~:e~ • 

Per l':eter 
Per Month 

$ 9.90 
11...20 
19.0(') 
27.00 
35.00 
61...00 
88.00 
14~.00 
21.6.00 
268.00 

0.S49 
0.688 
0.S91 
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APPENDIX A 
Pagi! 2 

Schedule No. OR-2R 

Oroville T~r1!! AreD 

RES!DENTIAL FLAT RATE SERVICE 
--~----

Applic~ble eo all !l~e r~r.e re~idential w~ter ~ervice. 

TERRl'I'ORY 

Oroville ~nd vicinity, Butte County. 

RI\TES 
Per Serviee Connection 

Per Month 
For a ~inglc-!amily rc~identi~l unit, 
ineludint prcmi~es h~v;ns the following 
.oreo'l~: 

6,000 ~q.!t •• or le~~ .•••••• ~ •••••••••••• 
6,001' co to,OOO ~q.fe ................... .. 

10.00t to 16.000 ~q.rt •••••••••••••••••••• 
16,001 to 2S,OOO ~q.ft •••••••••••••••••••• 

for c~eh addieion~l ~in&le-!.omily re~idenr.iAl 
unit on the ~~~ p~emi~e~ Dnd ~ervcd from the 
~~me roervicc connection ••••••••••••••••••••••• 

SPECIAL CO~DITIO~S: 

S2!>. !>O 
28.3!> 
34.10 
42.SO 

1!>.00 

1. The .obovc flat r~ee~ apply to ~e~vice conneeelon~ not l~rger th~n 
one jneh in dio'lmeeer. 

2. All ~¢rvice not covered by che .obove el~~~i(ie~cion~ ~h411 be fur­
ni~hee only on ~ metered b~si~. 

~. For service -covered by che :Ibove c1Jl::.~Hie.ot;on~. if' the utilit), 
or the eu~comeT so cleet~. a meter ~hal1 be in~tJll)¢d ~nd ~crvice provided 
under Schedule No. OR-1, Ce~er~l Xe~¢red Service • 

. -
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APPLICABILITY 

APPENDIX A 
P~ge 3 

Schedule No. OR-3~ 

Oroville Tariff Are~ 

IRRICA'!l O~; SERV! CE 

Applie4bl~ ~o ser.vice o! untre~:ed w~ter (rom Power~ CDnal to 
irrig~:ion districts and to irtig~:\on or mining ditehe~, {or u~e~ 
including but not limited to the irrig~:ion or vin~y~rd~, orchDrd~ 
nnd p~stur~ lDnd~. 

TERRITORY 

Lands located along the ?ower~ C~n~l. between Co~l C~nyon 
Powerhouse and Cherokee Re~ervoir north or the City o! Oroville, 
Butte County. 

RATE 

For all WDt~f delivered ....... ~ ...................... . $ .75 

SPECIAL CO~DIiION 

A miner's inch d~y is d~!ined ~s the quantity or w~t~r equal 
to 1/~O or a cubic (oot per ~econd {lowing con:inuou~ly rot a period 
or. 2~ hour:;; • 
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APPLICABILITY 

APPENDIX A 
POlge 4 

Oroville Tariff Area 

LIMITED FLAT RATE SERVICE 

Applic~ble to ~ll fl~t r~:e w~ter ~ervice !urn1shed to 
customer~ taking untreated water directly from Powe:~ ~n~l. 

tERRITORY 

Orovtllc ana vicinity. Bu:te County. 

RATE 
Per Month 

Alex 1<o$loH .. -........... '" ........................ . $8.90 

SPECIAL CO~DITIO~ 

Service under thi~ ~cheeule \~ l\mit~~ to the a~ove service 
which w~s being !urnish~d ~~ of J~nuary 1. 1955 • 
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APPL'ICAB1~1'~Y 

Al'PE~DIX A 
P.3g~ 5 

Sch~dule No. OR-4 

PRIVATE ~ PROTECTION SERVICE 

Appli<::lbJe to 1.I11 ...,:leer :;c:rviec rut'nl~h.:d Cor r>dvo'lc.cly o .... ned fire protection 
$y$tem~. 

Oroville and vicinity. Butte County 

R.\TF.S 

F~r eneh 1~~-1ncil connection ............ ., ..... - ................. ., 1# .... .. 

For C::lCh 2-incl1 connection ,; ....................................... .. 
'for C:;'l;h 3-1nch eonneer.ion ............... ., ............................... . 
For C::lch '~-inch connect;oll ............................... ., ............... -
for c.:Ich 6-1 n'el! eonnf!'ction ....................... ., ............ " ...... .. 
Fol' e:)ch 8-inch CO'1 nee r. iOIl 
For e.:1ch 10-ineh eonneet10n ....................................................... 

Sl"f.CIM .. CO~DrrrO~S 

$ 3 .. 7~ 
5.00 
7.50 

10 .. 00 
lS.oo 
20.00 
25 .. 00 

1. 11,<: [ire protection ~ervice (neil1~fe~ .... Ilt be in:;tnlled by the Utility 
.:It c.h~ eo~r. or the ''1ppl iCOlnt. Slich co:;t :.h:ll1 not be :;u1"j~cr. r.o I"c!l"und. ,.hc: 
Llcl.lir.ie:.> pnhl ror by t.he :lppHe,anc :;hllll be r.ll~ :.ole property or th~ :)f/plic:ll1r.. 

2. H:1 cl1:.:::dbution main or ad~q .. wr.e, ~ir.c~ to :;C7've :). pdvO)te fit"tZ pr.o­
tecti.on :i)':';tem in .nclcli.r.ion to all. other not'mnl ':;erviclZ <!o~:l> net c:xi:;t ;1'1 the 
:;tr~et or ~11ey ndjncent to the premi5c~ to be 5cr'ved. then n service m~~n rrom 
ehe tlc~r¢st exi~t,int; mi"ll.o of' .ldequlltc CIl;>nci.r.y .... ill 0(> in:;r.lI11ed by the Utility 
nt the co~t or the ~pp]icnnr.. Such co:;t :;hAll 'not be subject to rcrund.. . 

. 
3. S~rv;c~ is !O~ ~rivA~~ !i~e protection systems to ~hi~ no 

connect i.on:". ror othe~' th.,n fir~ pr.otect ion pl.lrpo:oe:io ~re :).110' .... ed .:In<! which :Jrc 
r"~f~ul:lr1y ill!opectccJ by the unc!erwtiter:; h."IVint juri.sciic-:ion. are itlttalled 
accordinc t.o ~pecif'ie:).tion:; or the Utility. ~nd ~ro m~intn{ned to the :;4ti:;­
(.;)(;r.il)o cd che Utility_ • "hc UtlHty m .. .,y rcqu).rc:: c.he i.n~r.l)l1..,r~ion of' .., det.ector 
cl,¢ck v~lvl.: .... ~th meter rot protecr.!on "s;"in::;t thert. lc.~k,,;e .. or ..... ':;r.e of' ...,,,:::er .. 

I.. 1-'01' ...,"ter del\vc;:rl!d for othr:t' r.hnl' {ire protl'!Cl.;ion pl.lrpo:oe:.. chOlt"z,e:; 
..... 'i ll. be m"c!c v.nd~r Schedule No .. OA-l. Goene~Al l".etered Service • 

!t. The U~'Jity will ~uj)j'>ly ol'lly ~\Jeh ... ·:Jeer.:lt ~uch pr¢:;~\Jrc M" m:JY be 
:JVlli l~l.>lc (l'om r;flTlt.: Co C;tll~ ,,:i :1 re:.ulr. of' its l'\ortn~l O~~l"."~ion or the ~y~cem. 

(END OF A?PE~DIX A) 
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APPENDIX B 

Each o! the following increa~e$ i~ r~te$ may be put in co ef!eet on the 
indicated dace by riling a rate schedule ~hich adds the appropriate increase 
to the rate ~h1ch ~ould otherwise be in effect on that dace. 

Servie~ Charse 

For 5/8 x 3/1o-inch meter •....•.............. 
For 3/1o-inch meter .....•....•... _ ..... 
For l-inc:h meter .....•....•...••.... 
For l~-inc:h meCer .....•.............. 
For 2-inch meter •....•...•..••••..•• 
For 3-i.neh meter .................... 
For 4-inch meter . ..•...••..•.••..•... 
For 6-inch meter .................•.. 
Fo::, 8-inch meter ...•...••...••...... 
For 10-inch meter ..... -- .•...•••... ~. 

2u.o.ncity Rates: 

For the first 300 cu.!t .. , per 100 cu.!:. 
For the next 29.700 cu.!t •• per 100 cu.!t. 
For 411 over 30,000 cu.!:., per 100 cu.!t. .... 

Irrisation se~vice - Per Xiner' S Inch D~y ............ 

Fht Rates: 

6,000 sq.ft. or less .....................•. 
6,001 to 10,000 sq.!:. •...•.....•....•... _. 

10.001 to 16,000 sq.!t .. •..........•...••.... 
16,001 to 2$,000 sq.!t. ........... _ •..••...• 
A~ditional singe-i~mi.ly re$iden:i~l 
unit on the same p~emises and $ervcd 
irom the same ser~ice connection ............... . 

Limited FlAt RAte Service ............................. .. 

Private Fire Pro:~ction Se:ovice 

For e.,ch 1Js-inch cOTlneceion .•••..•••..•..•.. 
For each 2-inch connection ......••...••...• 
For each 3-inch connection ••••••••• w ••••• -. 

For each 4-i1'lch connection ...•...••...••... 
FoT' each 6-inch connection ••..••.•.•••..... 
For each 8-inch conneceio1'l .•.•..•••.••....• 
For each 10-inch e01'lnection ••..••...••... ~ .. 

(END OF APPE~DIX B) 

Eft'ective 
1-1-83 

$0 .. 40 
0.55 
0.75 
t.OO 
t.OO 
2.00 
3 .. 00 
6.00 
8.00 

10.00 

0.020 
0.028 
0.023 

0.03 

1.00 
1.15 
1 .. 1.,.0 
1.60 

.60 

.. 35 

0.40 
0 .. 50 
0 .. 75 
1.00 
1.$0 
2.00 
2.50 

Date:!> 
1-1-84 

$0.35 
0.50 
0.65 
1.00 
1 .. 00 
2 .. 00 
3.00 
5 .. 00 
8.00 
9.00 

0.Oi9 
0 .. 029 
0.021 

0 .. 03 

0.90 
1 .. 00 
1.25 
1.60 

0.35 
0.50 
0.75 
1.00 
1 .. 50 
2.00 
2.50 
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ComparJY: Call1'orn1a Wa.ter Serv1ee Cccpc.XlY 

Distriet: OroV111e 

1.. \.Ja:ter Prod.uction: 

Purebased. wate'.;!l 

Leased Wells 

We11~ 

To Sy:;.tem: 

ce1'~~OOO) 
2702.7 
2630.7 

49·1 
88·9 

1850·2 

~~. 
Ce~"rl;-OOO ) 

2764.8 
2626 .. 8 

49·1 

88·9 
1846.2 

2. Eleetric: Fever: o .594 3 kloib per Cc:t (to System) Suppl:1er: P"'..&E Dl!it.e: 

kWh 1,099,600 1,09i,2oo 
Co.:ot $7'9,200 $79,100 
Cost Per kWh $0.072068 $0.072068 

3· Ad Valorem Taxes: $38,200 $39,200 
Er1'eet1ve Tax Rate o·965i 0·965~ 

4. Net-to-Gross Mult1plier: 2 .. 07'753 

5· Western PaeH'ie tease: 1 .. 075~ 

6. uncollectible Rate: o.325~ 

7. ~tered Water Sales Used. to Des1gn Rates: 

Usage - Ce'!' 
Range .. Ce'!' ~ !m 

Block 1 0-3 72.;!ill 74,275 
Bloek 2 4-300 509,272 521,706 
Block 3 300 3§9.,817 ~~::4l8 
Tot8J. Usage 971,400 988,400 

Y PlJrellased Water ~ 
$lg:1& ~unty 01' B1.ltte $18,300 

Pa.cific Cas aroc. Electric: Coc::pa.ny 32,400 32,.400 
Western Pac1t'1e \.Jell 16,,600 16~600 
Total 67,';00 68,tNCi 

6-21-81 
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Page 2 

8. NuCl'be:- o'f Serviees: 

No. o'f ~rv1ee 5 US!:ie-KCe'f AVfi. usage-Cc'fLYr. 

~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

Commercial-Metered 2,154 2,215 571.7 587·9 265.4 265.4 

Commercial-Flat 1,098 1,067 730.8 710.2 665·6 665.6 

Industrial 5 5 2.6 2.6 520.0 520.0 

Industrial-Lorge S 5 296·8 296·8 59,360.0 59,360.0 

Public Authority 80 80 74·5 74·5 931·3 931·3 
Public Autbority-Large 2 2 25.6 26.4 12,800.0 13,200.0 

Irrigation 9 9 918.5 9l8-5 l02,055.6 102,055.6 

Otber 1 1 0.2 0.2 200.0 200.0 -
Subtotal 3,354 3,384 2,620.7 2,6l7.1 

• Pr1 vate F1re Prt. 48 49 
Public F1re Pr':. 4 4 

Total 5,406 3,437 
Water Loss at e.~ 148.0 147.1 

Total We ter Produced 2,768.7 2,704.8 

9- Number o'f Services ~b:c meter 5ize ~ : 

Meter Size ~ ~ 

5/8 x 3/4" l,796 Serv10es 1,847 Servieez 

3/4" l23 126 
1" 190 195 

1-1/2" 41 42 

2" 74 15 
3" 11 II 

4" 8 8 

6" 3 3 
e" 1 1 

• 10" -
Total 2,247 2,308 
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lO. Number ot serviee~ ... nat ra'te ('oy lot size) 

tot Size ~ ~ 

6,000 sq,.~~. 486 472 

6,ool ... 10,000 5q.!t. 49Z 418 

10,001 - 16,000 5q .. i't. 98 95 

16,001 - 25,000 sq.!t. 22 22 

Total 1,098 1,067 

Additional s1ngle-~~y uni~s 37 37 

• 

• 
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Item 

Opernting Revenue 

Expenses 
0&.'"1 
taxes Other !h4n lneome 

Subtoc41 

Deduction: & Adju:tments 
trolnspOrtation Dept. Adj. 
c.o. Depr. Adj. 

APPENDIX C 
Page "-

INCOME TAX CALCULATION 

State Fr4nchise TolX 

Soc. Sec. taxes Capitolliz~d 
Interest 

Subtotal Deduction 

St4te Tax .Depreciation 
~et Taxable Revenue 
CCF'r at 9.6% 

Federal Income Tax 

Operating Revenue 
Expen~es 
Deductions 
FIT DepreCiation 
Pre!erred Stock Div. Cr. 
State Income Tax 
tax4ble Revenue 
FIT at 46% 

Cr4duated Tax Adj. 
Adj. ror Invol. ConYer. 
Investm~nt Tax Credit 
FIt 

(Red Fi~ul'"-.!) 

(END OF AP?ENDIX C) 

1982 : 1983 : 

$1,38/..3 $1,,449.5 

631.0 671.3 
53.1 55.6 

684.1 726.9 

(7.8) (11.2) 
(1.2) (1.2) 
1.2 1.3 

178.6 195.6 
rro:a 184.~ 

178.3 179.0 
3$1.1 359.1 

37>.7 34.5 

Sl,384.3 $1,449.5 
684 .1 726.9 
170.8 !sy..5 
156.3 151.S 

1 .. 1 1.1 
33.7 34.5 

3 .. HS.~ 350:7 
15~.6 161.3 

(0.5) (0.5) 
(0.3) (0.2) 
«(,).1 ) (0.1 ) 

rrz::-'i 1(;6. !I 
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• 

• 
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APPE:-'''DIX D 

Bill Insert for CWS Customers 
(Oroville District) 

Of the $306,600 annual rate increase recently 
granted to CWS for its Oroville District by the 
Public Utilities Commission, $59,600 was 
attributable to Fresident Reagan's Economic 
Recovery Tax Act of 1981, which requires the 
Public Utilities Commission to charge 
ratepayers for the expense of taxes which are 
not now being paid to the Federal Government 
and which ~y never be paid. !his expense will 
increase in the future as a percent of your bill. 

(END OF APPENDIX D) 


