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:BEFORE THE PU".BLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

In the Matter of the Application of ) 
CAL!PORN!A WATER SERVICE COMPANY, a ) 
co~poration, fo~ an order : ) 
authorizing it to increase rates ) 
charged for water service in the ) 
Palos Verdes District. ~ 

Application e2-03-98 
(Filed March 26, 1~82) 

McCutchen, Doyle, :Brown & Enersen, by 
A. Crawford Greene, Attorney at 
Law, and Donald Houck, for 
California Water Service Company, 
applicant. 

Lynn T. Carew, Attorney at Law, and 
Sun§ B. Han, for the Commission 
sta.f. 

o PIN ION --"""-'----
]y this application California Water 'Service Company (CWS) 

seeks authority to increase the rates for water service in its Palos 
Verdes District to produce annual revenue increases of 20 .. e~ or 
$1 .786,100 in 1983, and by addi tiona.l amounts of 5.8% and 3.6,c or 
~601 ,800 and $402,100, respectively, in 1984 and 1985. 

PubliC hearings on a consolida.ted record wi t,n Application 
CA.) ~2-0'-94, A.82-03-95, A.S2-03-96, Rnd A.S2-03-97 were held 
b~fore Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) OrVille I. Wright in San 
Francisco on August 2, 3, 4, 5, ~t and 12, 1982. Donal~ Ho~ck, 

Barney Tumey, Parker Ro"o1nson, and Harold Ulrich presented eVidence 
on behalf of CWS. Oscar DaVid, Donald Yep, Arthur Gallegos, Donald 
McCrea, Chew Low, Ernst Knolle, Christopher Blunt, and Sung Han 
presented evidence on behalf of staft. 

The matter w~s submitted with the filing. of concurrent 
briefs on August ~', 1~82. Areas of difference between staff and CWS 
were: 
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1 • Opera~i~g reve~ues. 

2. P~roll increases. 
3. Pos'tage expellse. 
4. Tank pair ... 'tillg mai14~enarJ.ce. 
5. Cor...s~ruC'tiOll budge~s. 

6. Ra~e ot I"e'til.r~. 

7. Ra~e desigr ..... 
8. Offse't proposals. 
9. Orderillg paragraph revisior.. 
The several areas of difference which are common ~o each 

applica'tior ... ir. 'this group of CWS dis~ric'ts were discussed ar .. d 
resolved i14 'the Eas~ Los Angeles Dis'tric't decisior .. (Decision 
CD.) 82-11-058 p November 17, 1982). Referer .. ce 1s mad-e to 'tha't 
decisior. at.d the per'tinent 'te~ is incorporated here. 

Remaining issues are: 
1. Operating revenues. 
2. Tar~ paill'ting main'tenar ... ce. 
;. Construc'tion budge'ts. 

Decisio~ S~mmat1 

Applicar ... 't's reques't for ra'te increases alld our a.dop'ted 
i14ereases are as follows: 

Addi'tiollal Percen.'t Addi'tional Percent 
Rever.ues Rate Revenues Ra'te 
Regues'ted Increase Ado12'ted Ir ... crease 

1983 $1 ,786,100 20.8~ $924,200 10.2$t 
1984 601 ,800 5 .. 8 247,000 2.5 
1985 - 402,100 3 .. 6 97,100 , .0 
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The table below shows tYl?ical bills for residential metered 
customers at various usage levels at l?resent rates and at rates 
au+'horized for 1983: 

Gene~al M~te~ed Service (S/B x 3/4) Inch Meters 

Monthly Usage 
;:00 cu.!t. 
500 

1 ,000 
1 ,500 
2,000 
2,500 
;,000 

Present Rates 
S 5.00 

7.21 
12.'73 
18.24 
23.76 
29.27 
34.79 

AdoEted Rates Percent Increase 
!I: 5.65 13.00% 

8.05 11 .65 
14.05 10·37 
20.05 9·92 
26.05 9.64 
32.05 Cl.50 
;8.05 9·37 

':able I shows the a~.opted summary of ea.rnings a.t :present 
rates and at the rate le-vels adopted for test years 198; and 19~4. 

_ ':Ii _ 
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TABLE I 

CALIFORNIA WATER SERVICE COMPANY 

P~los verQe~ Oi:trict 

ADOPTED SUMMARY OF EARNINGS 

Te:t Test 

Present ~tes 

Oper4tin9 Revenucz 
0pe~atin9 "Expenses 

Purchased po .... er 
. ,. PUrehas~d water, •• 

Purchased 'chemicals 
Payroll - District 
Other 0 & M 
Oth~r A&G,and misc. 
Ad valor~~ taxes - District 
Business Lieenoc 
Payroll taxes - District 
Depreciation 
Ae valorem taxes - G.O. 
Payroll taxes - c.o. 
Other pror~tes - C.O. 

Subtotal 
t1ncollectibles 
Loeal franch. t~x & bus. lic .. 
Income taxes before ITC 
Investment t~x credit 

TOtal operating expenses 
Net o~ratin$ reven~es 
:Rate ,b.)se 
Rate of return 

Authorized ~tes 

Operatin9 revenues 
Operating expenses 

Subtotal 
Oncolleetibles 
Local franeh. tax & bus. lie. 
Income taxes before ITC 
Investment tax credit 

Total operatin9 expenses 
Net operating revenue~ 
Rate base 
Rate of return 

(Re<1 

Ye~r 19~3 Ye~r 19a4 
(DOllars in Thousando) 

~,OJ9.S 9,.083.0 

l,~17.2 1 .. 320.4 
::,647.9 2,661.S 

6.4 6.5 
Gn.7 716.7 
493.6 5,28.2 

42.7 44.3 
197.4 209.1 

1.0 1 .. 0 
47.0 4~.7 

505.1 549.4 
3.0 3.0 

13.6 14.5 
610.~ 653 .. ~ 

6,7~7~ 6,75S.1 
6.0 G..O 

39.~ S9.7 
48.3.9 450.8 
(l4.2) (14.2') 

7,322".4 7,.290.4 
1,717.1 1,.792.6 

17,777.3 1$,.763.5 
9.66~ 9.55-% 

9,963.7 10,.2~8.6 

6,757.4 6,758.1 
6.6 \,>.8 

9$..4 101.3 
952 .. 0 1,.046.2 
(14.2) (14.2) 

7,800 .. 2 7,.898.2 
2,163.5 2,360.4 

17,777.3 1~1 .. 763.5, 
12.17~ 12.58% 

Figur.;,·) 

I, - ., . 
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A ra~e of re"turr. on. ra~e base of 12 .. 1 7% :f'or 198; and 12 .. 58% 
for '984 is found reasonable.. Xhe authorized re~ur~ on equity is 
14.5~. 

For ~es~ year 198), $)49,000 of ~he reven.ue requireme~t is 
due "to "the Economic Recovery Tax Ac"t (ERTA).. We will direc"t 
applicaJi.t to r.o~ify i't;s customers of the ERTA e:t:tect or .. rates ... 
(Appendix D .. ) 
Operating Revenues 

S"ta!f's estimate of operating revenues is $128,000 greater 
tha.n tha.t of applicar .. ~ for ~est year 198) and $1;8,500 greater ir .. 
't;est year , 984 at preser..t rates.. These differer ... ces are due "to 
disagreement over commercial metered sales figures for two large 
aCCOilr .. "tS (Rollin.g Rills Cour ... try Club ar .. d Greer ... Hills Memorial Park) ~ 
and public a'll"thority metered sales. 

Rollir..g Hills Cour .. try Club's water usage for the test years 
was estimated by the staff at the average of , 980 ar.d 1981 ueage. 

~ However, a major well belon.gin.g "to "this customer was out of service 
in. 1981 and has sir .. ce been restored to service. A s"te.ff letter to· 
this account received ~o response, but a telephone call made after 
the s"ta.:f':t's estimate was made indica"ted that the degree o:t salt 
con.ter..t in. "the customer's well water necessitated purchases f'rom CWS 
"to make it usable. The record is silent on whether or not the usage 
pat"tern. of "the club would be differen.t with i"ts o~ well in 
production. 

CWS assumed "that normal purchases before the well ou~age 
would resume when the defec~ive source was agair .. brought in~o service. 

We think "that the CWS reasor..ing is ~he more persuasive in 
the absence of any clear indication that sales to this golf club 
would remain. at 1981 levels upon the repair of' the customer's well, 
aud we will adopt applicant's estimate. 
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In the case of Gree,n Hills Memorial Park, staff accepted 
the applicant's original estimate of 1983 a.nd 1984 usage. CWS 
presented evidence showing that a least square trending of sales data 
for this customer :ror the years 1973 through 1981 indicated less 
usage t~an it had previously projected. It submitted revised 
estimates which are supported by recorded sales da.ta through June 
1 ~e2. 

The statf adopted CWS's original estimates but the record 
does not apprise us of the methodology used bj'" CWS in making. its 
initial estimates. We conclude that applica,nt IS revised estimates 
are reasonable and are adopted. 

Statf estimates ~or public' authority metered sales are said 
to be supported by staff contacts with these customers and are higher 
than those of CWS, which relied on trended recorded data tested by 
exp£>rience through June 1982. However, the record shows that only 
two of 19 large public authority customers were solicited by staff 
letters and only one response was received. While the Single answer 
was from a large entity which indicated an expected increase in-, 
usage, there is no evidence that the one- acco'u,nt is representat!ve of 
the entire class. We ado:pt the CWS estimates, based upon historical 
experience, as the more reasonable~ 
Tar.k P~inting }~aintenanC"e 

!n D.82-11-05$, East Los Angeles District, we discussed 
tank painting e~enses and ad.o:pted disallowances recommended by staff 
based u~on actual physical inspection. 

In the Palos Verdes District, the staff suggests 
disallowances of $14,?OO in 1?83 and 555,200 in 19?5. 

- r; -
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We will exclude ~arJ.c pain~ing expenses for Reservoirs 8 and 
26? scheduled for pair .. ~ir .. g in 1983, based upon field inepec~ione by 
s'taf'f' • 

However? we will approve expenses for Reservoir 5, 
scheduled for roof repair in 1985 as ~he s~aff er",gir",eer could no~ see 
~he underside of 'the roof and ~he CWS wi~ness ~es~ified ~o i~s 
de~eriora~ion. 

We will also approve pair .. ~ing of bo~h tar.ks 1 ar ... d 2 a~ 

Reservoir 19 ir .. 1985. While ~he s~aff recommends disallowa.nce of one 
of ~he two ~ar~ pai~~i~gs, based upon i~spectio~, we find 'tha~ 'the 

i.l~ility's arg.lmen~ 'tha~ bo~h ~anks be pain'ted a~ ~he same ~:tme in 
order to avoid duplica~e se~up costs a.r..d so ~ha~ ~he' ~ar.ks presen~ a 
un.i~orm appearar ... ce 'to be more reasonable. 
Cons'tr~c'tion Eudge~s 

Ir .. D .82-11-058, Eas~ Los Angeles Dis~rict, we s~a~ed our 
reasons for applying the ~es~ of reasonablen.ess of cor .. s'truc'tion. e expendi ~ures only ~o ~hose recommended for disa11owar .. ce by ~he s.'tat'f 
and which are in excess o·f $25,000. T'here are ~hree such i~ems in. 
'this case. 

S~aff recommer ... ds 'tha~ a compu~er con'tro1 sys~em in the 
amo·~n~ of $144,000 not be approved. The s~a:f':f' believes tha~ 
applicar ... 't has no't me't i~s 'burden of proof in. showing a jus'tif'iab1e 

need for i~s projec'ted computer-based remote data and control 

cer.:ter. An accep't~ble cos~ benefi~ analysis is lackir .. g, accordin.g ~o 
sta!f, and CWS has failed ~o pinpoin~ the need for the equipmen.~. 
There is r ... o showing ~ha't ~he exis~ing au~oma~ic and mar ... ual con.t,ro1 
sys~ems a;,e not adequate to handle any problems which may arise. 
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Staff suggests that the better course is for CWS to study 
its existing computer systems in its Eak~rsfield and B~~r Gulch 
D!stricts to obtain a determination of costs nnd benefits of these 
systems. 

. 
Applicant urges n.pprovnl of the new computer-bo.s€:c control 

system as a ~ece$sary service improvement. rather than a cost-saving 
mechanism. !t a.lso explains that a cost-ben.efit study is not 
possible befo::-e the system is i.n r:tnd oper:'l.ting. 

We will adopt the staff recommend~tion to delete this 
item. :his denial is not to be viewed ~s a'rejection of th~ 

e'!'ficiencies inherent in employing moderrl t0chnolo,sy but simply that 
the company did not supply enough justific:1.tioll for t1!0 lov01 of 

cost. CWS i~ in a position to garner ~c~u~l op0rotin~ datR on the 
computet-based control systems i.n two of its dietr5.cts. A cost­
benc~it study ohould be ~ prerequisite to our ~pproval of furthor 
installations in oth~r diztrictc. The comp~ny is invited to prepare 

and subrnit the recornmend0d study in its .'1.pplic~.t;ions for general rate 

::-elief in its ~emaining districts. for th0r~ ie ~rowing re~ognition 
of the cost-ef:f'ectivcn~os of well-dr:-sj.c:npd computE'r m::tn:3.,.:;ernt?nt f-1.nd 
control systems for industry. 

Staff 1"0comCeno.s diz:-:J,110w~.!lce of $80.000 in the 1 o~2 budget 
fo::- non-specifics on "the theory that tl epAcific disallowance indico.tes 
~hat a genc~al disallowanc~ of construction expenditures should 
follow. It is unclear whether the st9.ff conciders the nonspecific 

exclusion it recocrnends to be rplntea to the computer program. The 

::-ecord is clear th~t the nonspecific disnl10wnnce of $80.900 io for 
pumping equipcent unrelated to the computer syst~m. 

The stnff renson given for this rocomraCndf'ition is vague o.nd 

does not deal with the merits of the proposed exp~nditure. We will 
approve this budg~t item ns heing rc~sonnhl~. 

Stn.ff SUg~0Sts ciisrtllow::tllce of ,'). cr-trport in t.he> 19P,J1, buo.get 
at a cost of ~'OO.OOO. Staff inspected the sit~, not.ed ~he overall 
good condition of vehicles in the lot. nnd testified to his view that 
~he mild environment of this district did not requi~e ~ carport at 
this time. 

- (4 -
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CWS 'terms 'the s't:a.i:f pesi'tier. 'to. be unreasonble. I't s'ta'tes 
'tha't: a carper't in nearby Redondo Eeach improved applicaL.'t's si'tua'tien 
as 'to. relling s'teck censiderably in. 'tha't: dis'tric't:.. Also, CWS argu.es 
'tha't i't has feund 'tha't a carpert is 'the mes't inexpensive way of 
pro'tec't:ing portable e~uipmen't. All ef 'this demons'tra't:es, 1't: seems to 
us, tha't: i't should be aT. easy ma't'ter for app11can't 'to jus't:ifY 'this 
propesed installa'tien by 't:he cos't:-ber.efi't: s't:"..ld:r which 'the sta.1":f wO"llld 
like 'to. see. 

We f1r .. d 't:hat the r .. eed fer and ce8't: ef t.he carport has r.l.et 
been. proven, aT.d we will disallew it in 'this case. 
Findings ef Fac't 

1.. The adepted es't:ima'tes ef opera't:ir4g. rever.l.ues, operatin.g 
expenses, ra'te ba.se, and ra'te o'f re'turn. fer 'tes't years 1983 and 1984 
reflec't con.di't:iens expected 'to eccur and are reaser .. able. 

2. A ra.'t:e of returll ef 12.17% en "the adopted rate base ef 
$17,777,;00 'fer 'tes't: :rear 1983 reflects the re'turn on commen equi'tY' e recen't:ly gran.'t:ed in CWS' s Eas't: Los Angeles District ar .. d is reas·onable. 

3. A ra't:e ef re'turn of '2-58~ en the adop'ted ra'te base e'f 
$18,763,500 for 'tes't year 1984 reflec'ts ir .. creased cost e'f capi't:8.1 ar .. d 
is reasonable. 

4. CWS's ear1l1ngs under presen't: ra't:es fer 't:es't: :rear 198; would 
preduce ne't epera'ting revenues ef $1,717,100 en a ra'te base ef 
$17,777,;00 based en. 'the adepted resul't:s of epera't:iens, resul"ting in 
a rate ef re'turn 0.1' 9.66~. 

5· CWS's earnillgs under presen't ra't:es 'fer 'tes't year 1984 weuld 
preduce lle't epera'ting revenues ef $1,792,600 en a ra'te base e'f 
$18,763,500 based or.. "the adop'ted resul'ts of epera'tiens,. resul'ting in 
a ra't:e of re'turn ef 9.55~. 

- 9 -



A.82-0)-98 ALJ/vdl 

6. The au~horized increases in ra~es are expec~ed ~o provide 
annual increases in revenues o~ $924,200 in 19B), $247,000 in 1984, 
~d $97,100 in 1985. 

7. Opera'Cional a~'Cri 'Cion or .. ~he basis o~ adopted ra-ces 1s 
O.2)~ and fir .. al' .. eial a.~-cri'tior .. is 0 .. 02% for 1985. 

8. CWS's level of wa~er service 1s adequate. 
9. The increases in ra~es ar .. d charges au'Chorized for 1;he year 

198) in Appendix A are jus'C aLd reasonable; ar .. d ~he preser.~ rates at.d 
charges insofar as ~he.1 differ from 'Chose prescribed are for 'Che 
fu'ture, unjus't ~d ufJeasonable. 

10. Increases ix:.. ra'tes au-chorized for 1984 ar .. d 1985 in 
Appendixes B ar .. d C are required 'Co offse~ a't~ri"Cion in earnings and 
are reasonable. 

11.. The adop'Ced ra.te desigr.. will limi'C 'Che impac'C. or.. it.Ldividual 
cus'tomers. 

12. There is insufficient eVider ... ce to justify 'Che exper.di -cure 
4t of $144,000 lx:.. 1982 for a compu'Cer-based remo'Ce da'Ca and cox:..'Crol 

sys'tem. 

1). There is ilsufficient evidence 'Co jus'City 'lihe expendi'ture 
o~ $100,000 in 1984 for a carpor'C. 

14. The orderly 'Cransi~ion 1;0 ~he increased ra.~es.and charges 
au'Chorized here 'to be eff'ec'Cive- January 1, 198) necessi~a"tes 'Chat 
'Chis order be given immedia'Ce effec"t. 
Conelusion of Law 

The applica~ion should be gran"ted 'Co ~he exten'C provided by 
'Che following order. 

- 10 -
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IT IS ORDERED that: 
1. Califorr ... ia Water Service Com:par.y (CWS) is a'lltho~ized to 

file the revised schedules attached to this order as Appendix A and 
'tiO concurre~tly cancel its prese~t schedules for such service. This 
tiling shall comply With Genera.l Order (GO) S,eries 96. The effective 
date of the revised schedules shall be 4 dars after the date of 
filing? but ~ot earlier than Januar,r 1,198). The revised schedules 
shall applY' only to service rer...dered or .. and after their effect·ive 
da.te. 

2. After CWS has completed its 198) refinax~cing of its 
Series T Bonds? CWS shall file an advice letter, with appropriate 
workpapers, re~uesting char .. ges in the authorized step rates for 1984 
aud 1985 to reflect the changes in the ado:pted rates of return for 
1984 and 1985 resulting from actual 198) refinaI ... ci~g costs of 
Series T Bonds differing from those COSts ado:pted in this decision. e Stat! shall review the ref'ir...ar .. cing cos'ts of the Series T BOllds a.r .. d 
determine whether 'the refinancing costs are prudent. If staff finds 
'that the refinar ... cir .. g costs are pruder.t, the revised ra'tes of return. 
for 1984 ar ... d 1985 shall be determined by substi'tuting 'the actual 198) 

refinancing cOSts of the Series T Bonds for 'the es'timated costs 
adopted in. order to derive the revised embedded debt costs for each 
of the two years. All other ra.'tios, cos't factors, and weighting 
fac'tors adopted in this decision shall be used in calculating the 
revised ra~es of return. Char .. ges in. revenues for each yea~ shall be 

• 
- 11 -
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caleula~ed by mul~iplyi~g ~he 1984 adop~ed ra~e base by ~he ch~ge i~ 

ra~e o~ re~urn less ~he offse~~iug income ~ax effec~ due to ~he 
char .. ge in ~he embedded cos~ of deb~ for 1984. The resulting change 
in ne~ revenues shall ~he~ be multiplied by the adop~ed net-to-gross 
milltiplier ~o arrive at the change ir .. gross rever .. ues. The revised 
s~ep rates resul~ing from the above determinations shall become 
effec~ive o~ ~he date the au~horized step rates would normally become 
effective, or or.. the da:ce ~he changes in rates authorized in this 
orderir .. g paragraph are approved by the Commissior .. , whichever is later .. 

3. Or .. or af~er November 1;, 1983, CWS is authorized to file an 
advice letter, with appropriate workpapers, requesting the step rate 
ir..creases attached ~o ~his order as AppendiX E or to file a lesser 
i~crease which includes a u~i!orm cents per hur .. dred cubic tee~ ot 
water adjus~mer..~ from Appendix E in ~he even~ that the Palos Verdes 
Distric'C ra~e of re'Curr .. or.. ra~e base, adjusted 'Co reflect ~he rates 
ocher .. ir.. effect a.r..d r .. ormal ratemak1r..g adjustmer .. ts for the 12 mor ... ths e ended September 30, 1983, exceeds 'Che lower of (a) ~he rate of return 
fOilL.d reasor..able by the Commissior .. for CW'S durin.g the correspondir..g. 
period in· the then. most recer .. ~ ra~e decisior .. , or (b) 12.17%. Such 
filing shall comply with GO 96-A. The requested step rates shall be 
reviewed by s~af~ aI .. d shall go into effect upor.. staff's determination 
tha't 'they conform wi~h ~his order. Bu't s'taff shall inform 'the 
Commissio~ if i~ fi~ds that the proposed s'tep ra'tes are :r..ot i:r.. accord 
wi~h 'this decision, and 'the Commission may then modif.r the increase. 
The effec-cive date of the revised schedule shall be r .. o earlier ~ha.n. 

• 

Ja.n.~aT.Y 1p 1984, or;O d~s af'ter the filing of the s'tep ra~es, 
whichever is later. 

4. O~ or af'~er November 15, 1984, CWS is aU'thorized 'to file an. 
advice le"tter, wi~h appropria~e workpapers, requesting the step rate 
increases attached 'to 'this order as Apper..dix :s or "to :rile a lesser 

- 12 -
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in.crease which in.cludes a ur .. iform cerl.ts per hundred cubic feet of 
water adjustmen.t from Appen.dix :B in 'the ever.'t: that the Palos Verdes 
Distric't rate of return. on. rate base, adjusted 'to reflect the rates 
then in effect ar .. d rl.ormal ratemakin.g adjustmen.ts for the 12 mor.l.ths 
en.ded September 30, 1984, exceeds the lower of (a) the rate of return. 
toun.d reasouable by the CommissiOn. tor CWS during the correspon.ding 
period in. the ther ... most recer .. t rate decisiOn., or (b) 12.58%. Such 
tiling shall comply with GO 96-A. The requested step rates shall be 
reviewed by staff aI .. d shall go into effect upon staffts determiuatiou 
that they conform with this order. :But staff shall in.!orm the 
Commissior .. if it fir .. ds that the proposed step rates are r .. ot ir .. accord 
with this decision, and the Commission. may then modit,r the in.crease. 
The effective date of the revised schedule shall be n.o earlier than. 
Jar .. uary 1, 1985, or 30 days after the filing of the step rates, 
whichever is later. 

,. Before Jan.uary 31, 198;, CWS shall sen.d the bill in.sert in 
4It Appendix D to its Palos Verdes District customers. 

This order is effec'tive tod~. 
Dated DEC 15~82 ,at San FranCiSCO, Californ.ia. 

- 1; -

JOHN E. BRYSON 
~r('~idl,,'nt 

HICHAH]) D Cl\AVELLE 
L~O:-';Al~DM. CRIMES, JIt 
vrCTOH CALVO 
rmSCILLA c. CREW 

Commissionen; 
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APPLICABILITY 

APPENDIX A 
Page 1 

Schedule No.. PV' 1 

Palos Verdes Tariff ArM 

GENERAL METERE'D SERVICE 

Applicable to all meteredserv1ce. 

Palos Verdes Estates. Rolling Hills. Rolling Hills Estates. Lom.i.ta. 
Rlmc» Palos Verdes. and vicinity. Los Angele, County .. 

RATES 

Service Charge: 

For SIS-x l/4-:lnch meter ......................... . 
For 3/4-:lnchmeter ........................ . 
For l-:lnChmeter ••••••••••••••••••••••• 
For l;-inch meter ....................... . 
For 2-:lnchmeter ••••••••••••••••••••••• 
For 3-inehmeter ........................ .. 
For 4-tnchmeter ••••••••••••••••••••••• 
For 6-tnchmeter ....................... .. 
For 8-tnchmeter ......................... . 
For lo-tnch meter ....................... . 

Quantity Rates: 

For the f:l.rst 300 cu .. ft... per 100 cu.ft. 
For the nan 29-.700 cu.£t.. per 100 cu.ft. 
For allover lO. 000 cu.ft •• per 100 cu.ft. 

•••• 
•••• 
•••• 

The Service Charge i. a rea&ess-to-.erve charge 
which i. applie&ble to all metered service cd to­
which is to 'be added- the monthly chuge computed· 
at the Quantity Rate •• 

Per Meter 
Per Month 

S 3.25 
6 .. 00 
8:..l0 

11 .. 60 
14.50 
28: .. 00-
38.00 
62.00' 
93.00' 

llS.00 

0.800 
1.200 
l..044 

(I) 

.1 
(I) 
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Palos Verdes Tan ff Area 

PRIVATE FIRE PROTECTION SERVICE 

Applicable to aU vater aerv1ee funa1.hed tor privately awned fire 
protec:t1on systems. 

the eities ot Palos Verdes Estatea,. Rolling Hills,. Rolling HiU. Estates" 
Lcm1ta,. Rancho Palos Verdes, and v:le1n1ty, Loa Angeles County. 

~ -
lor each 1,.1neh eOJnlect1on .............................. . 
For each 2-ineh eoaneet1on ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
lor each 3-1neb coDnect1on ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
lor each 4-1neh coJnleetion ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
For each 6-ineh coaneet1on ••••••• ~ ••••••••••••••••••• 
For each 8-1nch coaneet1on ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
For eaeh 10-ineh ooaneet1on ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

(Elm OF APPERDIX A) 

Per Month 

$ 4.1~ (~) 
5'.50 r 
8.25 

11.00' 
16.50 
~.OO 
27.50 (:I:) 



• 

Eaeh of the tollov1:cg inerea.ses in rates JDaY'. be put into ettect on the 
iDd1cated date by tiling a rate schedule vb1ch adds the appropriate increase 
to the rate which vould othe:rv1se 'be 1n ettect on that date .. 

SCHEDOIS EL-1 

Serv1ce Charges: 

For 5/8 x 3/4-1lleh meter 
For 3/4~1nch meter 

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

....•....••.....•....•... 
Far 
lor 
For 
For 
For 
For 
For 
For 

l~1neh, me-ter .................................... e" 

1!-1nch meter ........... ,.." .................... ..-
2-1neh meter ••••••••• _ •••••••• r ••• ~ •• 
3-ineb Deter ••••••• _ •••••••••••••• ~ •• 
4-1nch meter ...... e· _ ........ " .................... .. 

6-1~eh meter ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
8-1neh meter •••••••••••••• ~ .......... . 

10-iDCh meter .~ •...••.....•.....••.... 
Quantity Rates: 

For tbe first 300 cu..tt .. , per 100 cu.ft • 
For the next 29,700 cu..ft., per 100 cu.ft • 
'For all over 30,000 cu..ft., per 100 cu..ft • 

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

Rates: 

For eaeh 
For each 
'Par each 
Por each 
7(% each 
7ar each· 
'lor each 

li-:1zlch connection· ........................... .. 
2-1nch connection .................... . 
3-inch counect1oD •••••••••••••••••••• 
4-ineh conneet1on ••••••••••••••••• ~ •• 
6-1nch contlect1oZl •••••••••••••••••••• 
~1nCh eo~ct1on •••••••••••••••••••• 

lo-ineh connection •••••••••••••••••••• 

(Elm or APPERDDC B) 

Etrect1ve Dates 

$0.10 
0.10 
0.20 
0 .. 30 
0.50 
1.00 
1 .. 00 
2".00 
2.00 
3.00 

0.019" . 
0.029' 
0.02S 

0·35 
0·50 
0.75-
1.00 
1·50 
2" .. 00, 
2 .. 50 

$0.00-
0.10 
O...J.O 
0.10 
0.00· 
0.00 
0 .. 00 
0.00 
1.00 
1.00 

0.009 
O.OJ..; 
0.009" 

, 0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00' 
0.00 
C.OO 
0.00-
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ADOP'l'ED gOO!-'tI ..... ·r .... ~!S ... : WATEft PBODtX:"l'IOIr 

001ll*DY': Caliton:d.& Water Semce Co. 
D:tatr1ct: Pal.o. Verde. :Diatrict 

1. W .. ter Pzoduct1on: ICcr 

All .... tel' pul'Chued.: AaaUJM4 loa •• 

2. Purcbued ?ower Suppher: SCE 

ltooate:r- Stat10M 

Total Pl'o4uet1on - ICet 8,203,.6-
-JG. 6,136.7 

kWh per II:;- 4,lB9' 
Jlteq' 4· lOIih, Boo.'tera 25,70&,636-
lLWh 'tJD1 t Coat $ 0.06564' 
Zoergy Coat 1,687,~ 

lAa. Oak Stftet Project Credit 170,200 
Bet Coat 1,517,200 

3. Pu2-chaaed Water 

Ploduct1on -~ _, 6,l36 .. 7 
-AF 18,832·9 

lJId t eoat. 7-82 1"& tea : ~o.60 

Coat * 2,611.7,906-

late: 5-82" 

8',245.9' 
6,l68:.3-
4',189" 

25,839,009" 

* 0.06564 
1,696-,100' 

375,700: 
1,320,~, 

6,168.3, 

18,m.9' 
140.6c> * 2,661,~ 
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ADOPl'ED QUANnTIES 

Number 2£ S!rviee~&ter Si!e: 
5/S. z 3/4 

1983 
18,247' 

3/4 59' 
1 2',979' 

1·1/2 S71 
2 409-
3- 41 
4 18: 
6- 11 
8: 4 

22 .. 339-

Mltlred Wlli!I Sal!!: 1m. 
Range Cd 

0-3 789',100" 
4 - 300 5,670,100-

300 278'.!22 
Total 7,637.600' 

1984 
18,303 

59 
2.987 

S71 
410 
41 
18; 
11 
4 

22 .. 406-

1m 
tTegt4t 

791,500', 
5,893 .. 200 

992.300 
'.677,000' 

... 
" 

6. N\Etr 2f ,&me .. : !!2. of S.mc .. U!Yt=lCCcf An, Utgt:Ccf!n:. 

Coaaerc1al 
~ tare. U •• r 
Indu8trJ.al 
Public Authorlty 
Other 

wbtotal 

1983 .w! 
22,098 22.16S 

s.- 8: 
12 12 

194 194 
,:,!:"","~2~7 27 
22.339 22.406, 

Pri-.te Fu. hot. 114 '120 
22,526 Total 22 .. 453 

WatU' Loa: 6.~ 
Total Vater hoc!Ix:ed· 

1983 .w! 1m .m! 
6.57(~.4 6.596.3 297.6. 297.6 

290.2 295.7 36,27S. 36,963. 
3-7.~ 41.0 3:,.158. 3;.417. 

721.7 732.& 3;'720 3;,.776. 
11.4 11.4 . 422 42.2 

r ~637 .& 7 .. 6.77.0 
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INCCtfE TAX CALCU'IATION 

1983 ~ 
(Thousands of DOiiUi) 

Operat:lng Revenue (Authorized) 

0&01 :'C;xpense 

Purchased· Power 
I-u%cbased· Water 
Purchased· ChaDica.ls 
Pa~U D1.tx1ct 
Other 08M 
Other AItG 
G 0 Al] oeat1on 
Business LiclQSe 

Subtotal 
'Oncollectiblu 
Fnncb1ae 
Taxes Other 
'rftn8portat:Lon Depr. Adj. 
Soc. Sec. Taxes Cap1t&l1zed~ 
Interest 

Total DeductioDa 

State Tax D.prec1ation 
Net Tuab1e InCOlDe 
State Corp .. Fnnch. Tu @. 9·.6~ 

Federal Tax Dtlprec:l&tion 
State mCGllle Tax 
Pftf .. Stock Div ... Cred1t 
Net Taxabl. Income 
Fed.. Income Tax @ 46~ 

Leu Gftd.. Tax Adj .. 
. x.... Izrw1. Conv. Adj. 

Total FedenJ. Income Tax 
Total Income Tax 

Net .. to-Gzos. Multiplier: 2.0703 
Book Depr.e1&ticm: S505,100 (1983); 

S9',963.7 

1,517.2 
2,647.9' 

6 .. 4-
671.7 
493.6-
42.7 

627.4 
1.0 

6,007.9' 
6.6-

98.4 
244 4 
(2) 

8~2 
930,3, 

7,269'.2 

928~S-
1,766.0 

169'.5· 

814.4' 
169',,5-

5-.0 
1,705.6-

784.6-
2 .. 1 
0.0 

782 .. 5 
952.0 

S549',400 (1984). 

(Reel F1gur!) 

(END OF APPENDIX C) 

$10,258.6 

1,320.4 
2,661.5-

6.5-
716.7 
528:.2 
44.3 

671.3-
1 .. 0' 

5,949 .. 9" 
6·.a-

101.3 
258',8: 
(28:,9) 
8~6 

1.056.8: 
7,353.3-

985.3-
1,920.;0 

184.3 

837 .. 6 
184 .. 3 

5.0 
1,878'.4 

864.1 
2.2 
0.0 

861.9' 
1,046.2 
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APPENDIX D 

BUl Insert for Palos Verdes District Cuatcaera 
of C&Ufom1a Water Service Company 

NOTICE ...- ... ___ IIII!IIIIi'-

$349.000 of the recent rate increase gmnted- to- Califomia Water Service 

Company for its Palos Veme, D1strict,.. ade neeessay 'by chlmgu :In 

tax laws proposed by the President and passed· by Congress. !his 

vas me Ecoc.am1c Recavexy tax Act of 1981. Amacg l.U proYU1.cXla 1IU a 

requ1rement that utility ratepayers be charged- for certain coZ'pOxate taxes 

even though the utility does not bave to- pay them. This results f:rom the 

vay utilities _y treat tax aavings f:rom· deprecation on their 'Plant and 

ilq\U.pment. The sav1ng. CCl. no longer be credited- to the zatepayer, but 1III.Wt 

be left with the coazpany and. ita abarebOldera. 

For a more det&11ed· aplanation of this tax cbmge, .end & stllmped- •• 1£­

addressed cvelope to: 
CaaNDer Affa1n Branch 
Public Utilities Commission 
350 McAllister Street 
San F:nme1sco, CA. 94102. 

(END OF APPENDIX D) 

. , 
' .. ::: ..... 
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S-ca:f'f: sugges'ts 'tha-e. -ehe be-e-eer ~ourse is for. CWS 'to study 
i-cs ex1s-c1ng compu-cer sys-cems in i-cs Bakersfield and :Bear Gulch 
Dis'tric-cs 'to ob-eair .. a de-eermin.a'tioll of cos-es ar.l,d ber.l,efi'ts of -chese 
sys'tems. 

Applicar.l,'t urges approval of 'the r .. ew compu-eer-based con.trol 
system as a necessary service improvemer.l,t ra'ther than a cost-savir..g 
mechar..ism. I-c also explair .. s 'tha-c a cos't-benefi't s'tudy is no't 
possible before 'the system is in and operatillg • 

• ~ will .ado:p''t 'the s'taf'f' recommer..da'tior.. 'to dele'te this 
i'tem.~ CWS i~~-eion to arner actual opera-eing data on. -che 
comp~~er-based control sys'tems ir.. 'two of i'ts dis-eric'ts. A cos't­
ber..efi't study should be a prerequis 'te 'to our approval of further 
ius'tallatior..s ir .. o-eher districts: .. • 'Jr-0-t-- is 

S~att reco~euds disallowar.l,ce oi $80,000 in. 'the 1982 budge't 
for non,specifics on the theory that a sp~ific disallowance indicates 
'tha't a gelleral disallowar.l,ce of cor..struc'tio~xper .. di tures should 
follow. I't is unclear whe~her the staff con~ers 'the nonspecific 
excl~sion i't recommends 'to be related 'to the co~~uter program. The 
record. is clear 'tha't -che non.specific diSallowance"o'f $80,000 1s :f"or 
pumping equipmen-c unrelated to the compu'ter sys'tem. 

Xhe s'ta:f":f" reasor.. given :f"or this recommenda'Cior .. is v3.g"..le' and 
does r .. o't deal with 'the merits of the proposed exper .. di tu:-e. We will 
approve 'this budge't i'tem as being reasonable. 

Staff suggests disallowsx.l,ce of a carport in -che 1984 budge-c 
a't a cos't of $100,000. S-caff lnspec'ted the Site, n.o'ted the overall 
good condi'tion of vehicles in. the lot, ar .. d 'tes-cified to his view tha-c 
'the mild enviro~en-c of this dis-crict did no-c require a carport at 
-chis time. 

-8:-


