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I - APPLIC~~'S REQUEST 

By this appl1catio~, Southern Cali£o~ia Water Company 
(applicant) requests authority to i~erease rates in the Barstow 
District, Desert District, Sa~ Be:":la:d.ino Valley District, and tbe 
Metropolitan District. Also in this application applicant requests 
authority to modify its ratemakin~ unitsll by combining the Desert 
District, San Bernardino Valley District, and Metropolitan District 
into one ratemaking unit, identified as Optio~ 3 proposal. Option 1 
proposal provides for increases in rates with each District con­
tinuing to remain as a separate ratemakin9 unit. Option 2 proposal 
modifies the eomp~~y's ratemakin9 units by combinin9 the Barstow 
District, Desert District, and San Bernardino Valley District into 
one ratemakin~ unit, and the Metropolitan District to remain as a 
separate ratemakinq unit. Option 1 and 2 proposals are alternate 
proposals to Option 3 which is favored by applicant. 

In this decision we reject at this t~~e the proposed 
consolidations. The need for consolidation (i.e., subsidy of the 
Desert District by the Metropolitan District) arises pr~~rily because 
of the need for major water system improvements and the low customer 

11 Applieant's definition of a ratemakinq unit: 
ttA combination of service areas or operating districts 
that mayor may not have a s~~la:ity of customer 
characteristics or operations, and for.=ed :or the 
purpose of reducin~ tbe number of rate areas and 
tariff schedules, resultinq in more emphasis on bavinq 
an average monthly customer water bill dollar amount 
'be similar or equal over a larger ~~aphic area." 
(Exhibit 2.) 
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density in the Desert District. Applicant ~~d its customers in the 

MoroXlQo Valley service area of the Desert District are encouraQed to 
carefully assess ways-in which the Morongo Valley Community 
Serviee District can a.s.si.st in resolving this problem.. We note 
that districts of thi.s type can be empowered (Government ~e, 
Title 6, Division 3) to cau.se the owners of vacant land to 
participate in the cost of water system improvements. 

The aut!:orized rates of return on appli~' s rate base for 

1983, 1984, and 1985 are 11.29%, 11.56%, and 11.78~, respectively. 
'The related return on common equity is a constant 14.50%. 'l'he 
revenue increases authorized ~ this decision are: 

District or 1983 1984 1985 
Tari'ff Area $' % S % $ % 

(Dollars in 'l'housands) 
Barstow 253.S 15.0 52.3 2.5 48.3 2.4 
La Quinta 234.6- 75.2 14.7 2.6- 13.9 2.4 
Moronqo Valley 209.5 132.8 32.3 8.5 31.0 7.5 
Victorville 86.2 34.S 2.8 0.8 2.0 0.5 
San Bernard. Val. 238.6 31.S 6.9 0.7 4.8 0.5 
Metropolitan 687.0 3.9 353.S 1.9 324.7 1.7 

The 1arqe authorized increases for 1983 for La OUinta ~e ~~ron~o 
Valley make necessary a deferral of portions of the 1983 increases 
into 1984 and 1985 to ~tiqate the ~pact of a 1arqe rate increase 
on the utility'S affected customers. 
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II - GENERAL INFORMATION 

Tota.l Company 

Applicant owns and operates water systems 

and. an electric system at Biq Bear Laite, California. 

in 18 districts 

Each district 

is a separate unit fo~ operational, accounting, and ratem.aJdnq 

purposes. The districts are qrouped presently into five divisions. 

The headquarters and qenera1 office is located in Los Anqeles. 

Customers' bills :or all districts are prepared at the Los Anqeles 

general office. OVerall functions such as accounting, engineering, 

data processing, and purchasing are also centralized there. 

As of December 31, 1981, applicant statewiee was serving 

236,137 customers and had 375 employees and an investment in 

utility plant of $156,416,000. Gross operating revenue for the 

l2-month period ended December 31, 1981 was $42,804,600. Appli­

cant's approx1mately 2,000,000 shares of common stock are owned 

by more than 5,000 1ndi vidual and institutional sharehold.ers. Its 

preferred stock (198,800 shares in four series) is held '1:1y insti tu­

tiona1 inveators. 

Barstow Diatriet 

The Barstow District is served. by two separate water 

systems. One system serves the City of Barstow and the immediate 

vicini ty and the other system serves the eoDml1l1li t:y of Lenwood 
loeated about seven miles west of the City of Barstow. &-th areas 

are mostly residential. Of the 7,362 customers as of December 31, 

1981, 98-. 7% were in the commercial classification which consists 

of residentia.l and business customers. 'l'he water supply is obtained 

frOIl wells. As of "December 3l, 1981, there were 710,185 feet of 
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di$tri:bution mains ranqinq in size up to 16 inches in cli.ameter and 

13 tanks and reservoirs with a total capacity of 3,403,000 qallon.s. 

The historical cost of utility plant in service in the Barstow 

District at December 31, 1981 was $7,749,500 and the 4epreciation 

reserve was Sl,908,800, yieldinq a net depreciated cost of S5,840,700. 

~5ert District 

The Desert Di5trict is one ratemak~ unit divided into 
the Victorville, Moronqo Valley, and La Quinta service areas, each 

of which has a different rate schedule. Pive separat~ water 

systems serve the Victorville service area: two separate systems 

.serve the Moronqo Valley service area; and the La. Quinta. service 

area, except for one ve'rf small separated .system, is served "r:ty 
an integ-rated. .system. The <1istrict is mostly residential. O'f 

the 3,594 customers as of DeceXliber 31, 1981, 98% were in the 

commercial classification which consists of residential and 
business customers. The water supply is obtained from wells. 

As of December 31, 1981, there were 725,000 feet of distribution 

main.s ranqinq in 'size up to 10 inches in diameter and 10 steel 

ta%lJc:s with a total capacity of 414,000 qallons. The historical 

cost of utility plant in service at t>eceml:>er 31, 1981 was S3,008,000 

and the depreciation reserve was S963, 600, yieldinq a. net depreciate<! 

cost of S2,044,400. 

San Bernardino Va11!y District 

1'he San Bernardino Valley District is served by two 

water system.s, one in the B1qhland area and the other in the 
:Delmann Heights area. The areas are mostly residential. Of 
the 3,827 customers as of DecemJ)er 31, 1981, 99% were in the 

eo .. ercial clasaifieation which consists of residential an4 

bwJineaa c:uatoaers. ~e supply is ol>tained in part from 
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applicant-owned wells and in part through purchases from water 
districts. As of Deeember 31, 1981, there were 293,698 feet of 
distribution mains ranging in size up to 10 inches in diameter 
and four tanks and reservoirs with a total storage capaci'f::! of 
995,000 gallons. The historical cost o~ utili'f::! plant in service 
at December 31, 1981 was S2,331,700 and the depreciation reserve 
was $818,600, yielding a net depreciated cost of Sl,513,100. 
M@tropolitan Di5trict 

The Metropolitan District is comprised of .seven water 
systems servinq terri tory wi thin 22 cities and variou.s portions 
of Los Angeles County und.er the following four service areas: 
Central Basin East Service Area; Central Basin West Service Area; 
Culver City Service Area; and. Southwest Service Area. The 
majori ty of the areas are residential. Of the 88,002 customers 
served as of December 31, 1981, 97.6% were in the commercial. 
classification which consists of residential ane ~usiness customers. 

The vater supply for the Metropolitan District is 
obtained from 72 applicant-owned wells. Additional water. is 
supplied from 16 connections to Xetropoli tan Water District 
member agency districts and from facilities of several cities. 

As of December 31, 1981, there were 4,361,093 feet of distribution 
mains ranqinq in size up to IS inches in diameter and 44 storaqe 
facilities with a total capacity of 23,077,000 gallons. The 
historical cost of utility plant in service at Pecember 31, 1981 
wa5.$4S,2lS,400 and the depreCiation reserve was $14,215,900,' 
yieldinq a net depreciated cost of $34,002,500. 
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III - 2RSS~ A.~ ?ROPOSZD RA~ 
~ater service is now =enee:ed !~ t~ese dist:icts uneer 

the followinq schedules: 
Barstow District 

Schedule 

aA-l 
:aA-9 

Desert District 

Sehedule 
DELQ-l 

DEM-I 

Service 

General Metered Service 
Op~iona1 Special Y~tered ~T.iee 

~rviee 

General ~etered Service-La 
Quinta Service ~ea 

General Metered Service­
Moronqo Valley Service A:ea 

General Metered Service­
Victorville Service Area 

Haulage ?lat Rate Service­
~rongo Valley Service Area 

San Bernardino Valley District 
Schedule Service 

Sa-l General Metered Service 

Metro~litan Dist~iet 

Schedule 
ME-l 

ME-2M 

Service 
General ~tered Service 

Flat Rate Service 

In ac!di tion, service is rendere<i unc.er cOmpa.nT~de 
Private Pire Protection Service (Schedule AA-4), Public Fire 
Protection Service (Schedule AA-S), Construction and 'remporary 
Service (Schedule AA-9}, and Service to Company Employees 
(Schedule AA-10). 
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Proposed rates, as developed by applicant for each of 

the three options, are set forth in Appendix D to the a.pplication. 

A t~ular comparison of the increase in the average resic1entia1 

customer's ~ill in each district under the proposed rates over 

the rates in effect J~e 1, 1982 (1) on a nonconsolidated or 
stand-alone basis (Option 1), (2) under the alternate proposal 
(Option 2), and (3) under the basic. proposal (Option 3) follows: 

Requested ~veraae Residential Rate Inerea~e 

'l'ell~ YbC"& 

1983 1984 1985 
Inerea.ae 

Pe:r:- Per-
Amoun-e cent. 

$ --r 
Barstow Di.t.'ric-e - 3,000 eu.f-e. per mon:b 

. Opd.on 1 
Opt1on 2 
Op1:1on 3 e 

6.22 51.2 6.63 54.6 
l4.l4 ll6.4 l4.87 122.4 
6.22 51.2 6.63 54.6 

7.47 
16.01 

7.47 

61.5 
131.8 . 

61.5 

Opt1on 1 
Opd.on 2 
Option 3 

Option 1 
Option 2 
Opt1on 3 

Opt1on 1 
Opt1on 2 
Option 3 

OpUon 1 
Opt.1on 2 
Optioc 3 

Opt.ion 1 
OpUon 2 e Option 3 

Desert Dis":rlct. - Morongo Valley Scv1c:e Area - 1,000 c:u.ft.. per mon'th 

34.88 242.2 39.33 273.1 39.33 273.1 
7.00 48.& 8.46 58.8 9.39 65.2 
7.00 48.6 8.46 58.8 9.39 65.2 

Desert District - V1e~rlille Se:r:v1ee Are& - 1,500 cu.f-e. per mon'th 

14.26 84.58 15.39 91.2e 16.50 97.86 
8.09 47.98 9.81 58.19 10.91 64.71 
8.09 47.98 9.81 58.19 lO.91 64.71 

De.ert Distriet. - I.a. Quint.& Serv1c:e Area - 2,500 c:u.ft. per month 

16.45 193.53 17.39 204.59 l7.62 207.29 
6.23 73.29 7.23 85.06 7.8~ 92.47 
6.23 73.29 7.23 85.06 7.86 92.47 

San 3emard1t\O Valley 1)i.-e'%'ic1: - 2,000 c.u.ft.. per mont.h 

9.80 73.6 11.30 84.9 12.86 
6.48 48.7 7.48 58.9 8.82 
6.48 48.7 7.85 58.9 8.82 

Metrml1tan Di.trict - 2,500 c.u.ft.. per month 

2.68 19.24 3.26 23.40 
2.68 19.24 3.26 23.40 
3.46 24.80 4.11 29.50 

-8-
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r; - REQUESTED REVENUE mCRF.ASES 

The increases requested by applicant for the estimated 

years 1983, 1984, and 1985 (1) on a nonconsolidated or stand-alone 
basis (Option 1), (2) under the alternate proposal (Option 2), 

and (3) under the basic proposal (Option 3) are shown in the 

following tabulation: 
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Increase in Es1:1m.ated 1983 
Over Rates in Effect 6(1(82* 

3arstow District 
Mo:roc.go Service Area 
Victorville Service A%:ea. 
1.& QuintA Serv1ce Area. 

:Desert l>1st:r1ct 
S&n :8en'W:d1no- Valley Diet. 
Met.ropoU tan 1)1 st:ic't 

'tow. 

Ineru.ae in !aU_ted 1984 
Over ll.ates ~.ed. for 1983 

.&arstow D1atnct. 
Morongo Service Area. 
Vict.orv111e Service Area 
La Qu1'nta Service Area. 

l)et.ert Distr1ct 
San 3exu.m1no- Valley D1at. 
Metropolitan District 

Total 

Increase in Eat1m&tec!. 1985 
Over iates Proposed for 1984 

austow D1.s~ct 
Morongo Sem.ce Area 
Victorville Service Are.. 
1.& Qu1nta Serv1ee Area 

l)ue~ Dis't%1c't 
San :8erna:d1no V.l.1ey Diat. 
Metropolitan District 

Total 

(1) 
NoncoM01-

1d&t.1on 
(Op~on 1) 

1000's Per-
l)olla'X"s een"e 

S -;:-

756.3 
330.5 
173.5-
362.0 
860.0 
492.4-

2,978.0 

5r!092.7 

32.4 
40.2 
14.7 
24.0 
78.9 
75.2 

674.6 

861.1 , 

69.6 

12.7 
$.2 

11.9 
6l.9 

643.6 
793.0 

52.67 
248.12 
87.76 

l.S4.11 
153.05 

76 .. 61 
18.36 

27.00 

l.47 
8.56 
3.81 
3.93 
5.38 
6.58 
3 .. 51 

3.59 

3.12 

3.17 
0.82 

, l.16 
5.09 
3.21.. 
3.25 

(2) 
Alt.ema.t.e 
ProposAl 

(Option 2) 
1000's Per-
Dollars cent 

S -y-

14 504.5 
66.4 
99.0 

117.4 
282.8 
323.5 

2,978.0 

51°88.8 

77.4 
13 .. 5 
20.7 
24.0 
58 ... 2 
66.2 

671...6 
876.4 

124.3 
8.8 

13.4 
15 .. 8 
38.0 
39.9 

643.6 

84S .. 8 

104.77 
49.85 
50.10 
49.98-
49.99 
50.33 
to.38 , 
26.98 

2.62 
6.67 
6.71. 
6.66 
6.68 
6.81 
3.51 

3.65 

4.10 
4.Q8. 
4.07 
4.11 
4.09 
3.84 
3.24 

3.40 

1000'8 Per-
Doll&n cent 

S -;;-

756.3 
60.4 
99.0 

117.4 
282 .. 8 
323.5 

3,730.7 

SJ093•3 

32.4 
13.5 
20.7 
24.0 
58.2 
06.2 

747.3 

904.1 , 

69.6 
8.8 

13.4 
15.8 
38.0 
39.9 

761.5 

909.0 

52.67 
49.8$ 
50.10 
49.93 
49.99 
50.33 
23.00 
27.00 

, I 

1.41 
6.67 
6.71 
6.66-
6.68 
6.81 
3.75 
3.77 

3.12 
4.08-
4.07 
4.11 
4.09 
3 .. 34 
3.68 

3.65 

*Applie.ant'. bue rAtes were i 1lCre.aaed Jartua.ry 1. 1983 &a 41Jtho:riZ«i by ltuo1 uticm. 
W-30S9 in como%mity 'With the tcotlCCl1<: ltec:ove%y To: Act of 1981 CE:R:rA). %he proposed 
lDc:e.a.aea for 1983 include the J&1l'\1&ry 1. 1983 inere.ue. 
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v - INFORMAL PUBLIC MEE'l'DtGS 

The hearing in this matter was preceded by informal 

public meetings in each of the four districts for wbich rate 

increases are sought. The meetings were sponsored by applicant 
and the Ccrrmissic:n staff (staff) to p::cm.ee custaners an opportl:City to 

express their ~iews and to give applicant an opportunity to explain 
or respond in an informal setting. Notice of the meetings was 
sent to customers by mail. 

For the Barstow District the meeting was held during the 

evening on October 26, 1982 in the City of Barstow. Fifteen 

customers attencied. They were concerned. about the size of the 
requested increase and urged that the Commission reject the 

Option 2 consolidation pr~sa! (viz., the combining 0: the 

Barstow, Desert, and San Bernardino Valley Districts into one e ratemaking unit). 

For the Victorville service area of the Desert District 

the meeting was held during the afternoon on October 26, 1982. 

Eight customers attended. They protested against the size of the 

requested inerease. For the Morongo Valley service area o~ the 

Desert District the meeting was held <!urinq the afternoon on 
October 27, 1982. Approximately 200 customers attended to complain 

of the deteriorated condition of water :ains and to protest the 

size of the requested increase, especially in li<;ht of the need. 

for improvement in service. For the La Quinta service area of 

the Desert D1strict the meeting was held dur1nq the evening' on 

October 27, 1982. It was attenaed. by about 45 people. Their 

View was that the water system was old, <!eteriorated, and inadequate. 
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Por the San Bernardino Valley District the meetinq was 
beld c1urinq the eveninq on October 25, 1982 in Hiqhlancl. Eleven 

eu.s.tomers attended. Five of them complained about water quality 

and pressure. 

The informal public meetinq for the Metropolitan District 

was held durinq the eveninq on October 28, 1982 in Gardena. Nine­

teen customers attended. ~o service complaints were made. 

VI - P'OBLIC HEARmG 

After due notice, seven days of public hearinq in this 

application were held before Administrative Law Judge Main durin~ 
the period. February 7, 1983-February 16, 1983. The first two days 
of 'hearlnq were 'held :in "tUo:a valley (for ~ Valley se:vice area ~) , 
a%ld La Quinta 1:lec:ause of se:vice eaup1.aints :e;iste:ec! at t.'1e :info:cnal :p.7blic 

meetirlqs atte:lde:1 by o:IStaners £::an t."'le M::CXlQO valley a.."ld !a Qair.ta service areas. 

Pourteen people from those communities testified. ~o of applicant's 

witnesses addressed specific problems in those service areas. Eiqht 

members of the public cross-examined the first witness and seven 

cross-examined the second wi bess or. the ~;'rst day. On the second 
day, six members of the public cross-exa:nined the two wi tnes.ses. 

The City of La Quinta entered an appearance and sponsored. one 
wi tness, its ei ty manaqer. 

ne remaining' ;five days of hearing were held in Los 
Angeles. A qroup of 25 senior citizens attended the first day 
of the Los Anqeles hearings. They were accO%Upaniea by a represen-

tative of California Assoc1ation 0: Utility Service Equality (CAUSE). 

Applicant presented test~~ony and exhibits throuqh its presi4ent, 
two of its vice presidents, two of its manaqers, and a sanitary 

engineer witb tbe State Department of Health services. Staff 

studies were presented by a financial analyst and four utility 
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engineers. The matter was submitted subject to the receipt of 

certain exhibits, the last o'f which was 'filed April 1, 1983, and 

coneurre~t briefs which were filed April 18, 1983. 

VII - CONSOLIDATION PROPOSAL 
In requlating multidist:ict water companies the Commission 

establishes a separate cost of service or revenue requirement for 

each district. In this proceeding applic:a.~t seeb to consolidate 

its Desert, San Bernardino, and Metropolitan Districts into one 

ratemakinq unit. The alternate proposal of consolidatinq Barstow, 
Desert, and San Bernardino Districts apparently was intended for 

informational purposes and is not supported by applicant. 

~pplieant's ~osition 

In the past, the eri teria :or consolidation of distrie+'-s 

into ratemakinq units have been based on the proximity of the e various systems, on the similarity of the sources of supply and 

their costs, on similarity of customer characteristics, and on 

other general operating similarities. For further consolidations 

applicant advocates that the Commission consider: (1) a reduction 

of ratemakinq units to reduce the number of units to a more 
manageable level; (2) a reduction in the number of tariffs that 

are applicable throughout the various systems; ( 3) a reduction 

of requlatory costs: and (4) the average monthly customer ):)111. 
In recent years the Commission has eliminated density zone 

rates of enerqy utilities and just recently has maae available 

to Catalina Island the mainland electric rates of Southern 

california Edison Company. In a siltlilar departure from a cost 
of service approach, applicant contends, Morongo Valley customers, 

anc1 other similarly situated customers in small, noneconomieal 
areas, should be incorporated int.o the larqer operations o£ 
applicant. 
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By consolidating, as proposed, applicant would. limit 

its request in this proceedinq to a 50% rate increase for the 

Morongo Valley, La Quinta, and Victorville service areas and 
the San Bernardino District. Otherwise, the requested. rate 

increase would be 248_1~, ,154.1~, ane 87. 7~, respectively, =or 

the Desert District service areas and 76.6% 'for the San Be.rna.r­
dino District. The requested rate increase for the Metropolitan 

District would be 18.36% without consolieation ane would increase 

to 23~ with consolieation, a eifference of slightly less than 
5%. It is applicant's position that consolidations of this type 

will result not only in less hardship for those customers situated 

in small, noneconomical areas to be se~ed. while imposin~ only a 

very diluted burden on other customers, but ultimately will enhance 

applicant's al::>ili ty to recover i t.s costs and make ita sounder e company_ 
C~USE's Position 

CAUSE supports the sta:: in its opposition to consolidation. 
, CAUSE asserts that applicant's consoliaation proposal is a move to 
forestall'a consumer revolt on hi~h water bills. 
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Staff Pos.ition 

In its ~~ibits on applicant's operatinq results, 
~ta£f ~ets forth its· posi tion in opposition to applicant's 

consolidation proposal as follows: 

... •• The staff is in favor of consolidation 
when g'eneral operatinq similarities between 
districts result in a new district with qreater 
operat1nq economies. However, in this .proceeding, 
the staff opposes consolidation (Options 2 or 3) 
for the followinq reasons: 

"1. Distances between the service areas 
proposed for consolidation varies 
between 30 and 100 miles ane are 
therefore not contiguous • 

.. 2. Each district has its own source of 
water supply. Some are supplied :by 
Water Districts and some are suppl~ed 
from wells .. 

·3. Barstow customers under Option 2 and 
.Metropoli tan customers under Option 3 
have to subsidize the other service 
areas. This sUbsid.y could. increase 
=ore in the future when attempts will 
be made to unify tariffs in the con­
solidated area. 

·4. Staff time and effort will not be 
reduced in requlation and future rate 
application processing as the utility 
claims it would. Staff members have 
to spend the required time in each area 
~or regulation and review especially in 
areas with service problems. 

"For the al:>ove reasons, staff recommends that each 
clistriet and service area be treated separately 
for ratemakinq puxposes. _ .... 
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Diseussion 

Applicant and staff are in agreement that past 

consolidations of applicant's separate operating systems have 

been based largely on cost-effectiveness.. In contrast the 
thrust of the consolida'tion now proposed is to shift a. portion 

af the cost burden of small, noneconomieal systems to broadly 

:based systems, thus permitting full cost recovery wi'thout 

establishing extremely high rates for the low customer aensi ty , 

problem-prone systems. 

'!'be sUbsidy built into applicant t s prc:>posal for C 1 ) an 
ini tial rate increase limited to SO% on the less economical systems 
and C 2) uniform percentage increases in the future for all tariff' 

areas retained wi thin the consolidation neces.sarily depends, in 
part, on the pace in making main replacements and other improvements 

in the suDsid.ized systez. As applicant envisions the consolidation, 
present and future capital budqets would be unaffected because main 

replacements and other system improvements would proceed about as 
they have in the recent past. Howev-er, applicant- s perception of 

the pace of future improvements/ as reflected in the aeqree of 

subsidy it envisions, may not be realistic. In Morongo valley, La 
Quinta, and perhaps Victorville the pace may have to be speede<! up 
markedly ~cause: 

1. Public health authorities are pressing 
for an accelerated main rep~~eement 
program. for Morotl.9'o Valley.!:.l 

2 • ~e City of I.a Quinta and its W'ate= ':a.sk 
Foree are pressinq for a new water system. 

3. The several water systems comprising the 
Victorville service 'area are old an4 fall 
far short 0"E current standards. 

Y See copies of correspondence attached as Appendix 'P to this 
decision. 
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There are l24,000 feet of mains in Moro1'lqo Valley's 

Del Sur system, 60,000 feet of which =eqtlire replacement. There 
are 23l,530 :feet of ma:.ns in La Quinta. If 250,000 feet of these 
mains are replaced at $25 per :foot, it would cost $6.25 million 

and. increase the. size of the cost burden to- be .shif'~e<i to 

Metropolitan District ratepayers uneer a consolidation to a 
different order of' ma;nitude. Ironically, these low customer 

densi ty syst~ would prol:>ably be superior, if upgraded in 

this way, to parts of some of the older syste:c.s. of the Metropolitan 

District providinq the subsidy. On the other hand, if the 

improvements are made wj. thout an increase in t!l.e subsidy, a 

primary purpose of the consolidation would be defeated because 
the rates in the low customer density areas would become 

exhorbitant .. 

The objective of the City of La Quinta and its Water 

~k Foree is to secure a modern water zystem fully meetin~ 

current standards. If rates for water service from the existing­

water system at La Quinta were subsidized as contemplated :by 

applicant under its proposed consolidation and the City 0: La. 

Quinta were to arranqe to have applicant' s La Quinta syste= 

a<:qllired by the Coachella Valley County Water District, appll­

cant's Metropolitan District ratepayers, we note, WQuld at that 

point be subsidizing- a discontinued ~peration. 

The foregoing critique discloses an impliCit need to 

establish criteria to aetermine which systems should be eli~~le 

for subsidy, what li:ni tations should be placed on the cost of 

improvements, and what mechanism can :be put in place to curb the 

zeal for much needed :but uneconomical improvements when part of 

Y Morongo Valley and La Quinta have 800 and 1,950 customers, 
respectively. 
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the cost burden is removed through sub~idy~ Cleurly, f~om tbc 
standpoint of fai~ncss, it woule be p~¢fcrable to have the cost 
burden of a low customer eensity water system assumed by thoce 
benefiting from the existence of the system. In thut rC9~rd, 
applic~nt h~s not lookee into whether the residents and thcir 
community service districts can cause thc owners of vacant land 
... ..... t . th ....r.. . vO pur~lclpa e ~n .c cos~ o~ ~rnprovlng a 
ment Code, Title 6, Division 2, Co~~nity 
permit the districts to be so empowered. 

water system. Govern-
Service Districts, may 

A consolidation of the type proposee by applicant may 
ultimutely prove nccessary~ But it should not be ~ndcrtakcn as 
long as there is reason to believe that the community service 
districts serving the areas can brinq ~bout the needed participation 
in w~tcr system costs by the owners of vacant land, which, 0: coursc, 
bcnefits from the existence of the water system. ~ 

The proposed consolidation is rejected at this time. 

VIII - NEED FOR RA~E RELIE7 

In its application applicant stated tnat its depressed 
earnings fo:: these districts are "mainly causce oy increases in 
the costs of purchasee water and power, labor, posta~e, payroll 
taxes, income taxes, liability insurance, depreciation, materials, 
purchased services, increased ::ate base and increased cost of 
capital since these costs were last considered by the Commission 
in setting rates." 
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IX - RATE OF R....~ 

Both applicant and staff rely on their evidence on fair 
rate of return incorporated by reference into this proceeding 
from the proceedings on applicant's Los Osos and Simi Valley 
Districts (Application (A.) 82-08-22' and A.82-08-26). In 

Decision (D.) 83-04-069·in A.82-08-22 we found·that.~ 14~S%return 
on e~ity is reasonable for applicant and strikes a balance 
between the consumers f short-ten1 concern of obtaining the 
lowest possible rates while maintaininq good water service 
over the long run. Basee on tbese decisions resultant overall 
rates of return for the test years are developee and adopted as 
follows: 
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Test Period - 1983. 1984. and 1985 

Capitalization Weighted 
Comnent .. Ratios Cost Cost 

1983 
Lonq-term Debt 49.00% 9.53% 4.67% 
Bank Loans 1.00 13.50 .14 
Preferred Stock 13.00 S.S5 l.ll 
Common Stock 37.00 14.50 5.37 

100.00%. ll.29% 

1984-
Long-term Debt 49.00% 9.96% 4.SS% 
Bank Loans 1.00 13.00 .13 
Preferred Stock 13.00 9.06 1.lS 
Common Stock 37.00 14.50 5.37 

100.00% 11.56% 
1985 

Long-term Debt 49.00'% 10.34% 5.07% 
Bank Loans l.OO 13.00 .13 
Preferred Stock 13.00 9.30 1.2l 
Common Stock 37.00 l4.50 5.37 

lOO.OO% ll.78% 

x - RES'OL'l'S OF OPERATIONS 

'1'0 evaluate the need for a rate inerease , witnesses 

for applicant and the staff have analyzed ane esticated 
for test years 1983 ana. 1984 applicant' s operating revenues, 
operatinq expenses, and rate base for each district. For the 
most part applicant stipulated to the reasonableness of staff's 
estimates whieh were based, in part, on later information than 

that available in June 1982 when applicant finalized its basic 

studies. However, because the proceeding' involved four dis­

tricts, one of which has tl'lree tariff' areas, diffe=ences remain 
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between applicant and sta£:f in numerous estimates that require 

resolution. To sort out these differences, applicant and staff 
jointly prepared a smnrnary exhibit (Exhibit 30) which was reeeive<! 

as a late-fi1ee exhibit on April 1, 198~. 
In addition to settinq forth clearly the items and 

amounts which remained at issue, this e~it incorporated the 
effect on operatinq results of the i~crease in rates, effective 

January 1, 1983 under Resolution W-30S9, made necessary by the 
Economic Recovery Tax Act (ERTA). 

A - S,rst9w Dist£ict 

Accordinq to ~~bit 30, applicant and staff agree on 
operatinq revenues, rate base, and nearly all operatinq expenses 
for this district. Concerning the latter, they differ only in 
their estimates for chemicals expense and depreciation expense, 
toqether with the related effect of those differences on the 
1neome tax computations. 

Chemicals expense for recorded years 1975 throuqh 1982 
'was: 1978 - $237; 1979 - $401; 1980 - $694; 1981 - $2,627; and 

1982 - $2,249. Applicant estimates $3,200 for test year 1983 and 
also for test year 1984. 'l'he estimate was made by "developing' 
an averaqe dosage rate for chlorine to be injected into the system 
and pricinq that out at the then current rate for liquid sodium 
hypochlorite." 

The staff wi bess estimates 5900 for test year 1983 and 
$1,000 for test year 1984, usinq 1980 recorded data and applying 
escalation factors of 13.4%, 2.9%, 4.0%, and 7.3%. In review±nq 
the recorded data for chemicals expense for the 1978-1981 period 
and nine months of 1982, he discarded the recorde4 data a£ter 
1980 as :be1nq entirely out of line. He also rejected applicant' s 
approach to estimatinq chemicals expense as not being reliable. 
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Water from only two of applicant's wells in this district 
is treated. Applican t • s witness tes ti:fied: "to determine 
fro%:). our own sani ta.ry. engineer what the proper eosage shou.ld be 
of liquid chlorine at those two wells, apply that aqai::l$t the 

recorded 1981 production of those two wells at the cost, the 

dollars pe: gallon, to give ~e an est~~te of what that ou~ht to 
cost for 1983 ana 1984." 

Recorded 1982 chemicals expense data persuades us the 

1981 shift to a much hiqher chemicals expense level will persist 
but not at the level computed by applicant. The 1982 expense 
of $2,200 should be more representative of actual future results 
than a computed value, which was not borne out su££iciently by 
1982 experience, and is adopted for the test years. 

Applicant estimates depreciation expense at $158,900 
for 1983 and $168,100 for 1984. The staff estimates are $156,400 
:for 1983 and $165,200 for 1984. These differences are attributable 
to differing estimates of depreciation accrual charged to clearing 
accounts. Staff es~ted $5,100 in 1983 and $$,500 in 1984 of 

the depreciation accrual :beinq charged to clearing accounts, while 
applicant estimated this at $2,600 boe years. Applicant's witness 
testified that the entire depreciation accrual eharqed to clearinq 
accounts is for transportation equipment. 
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Applicant's position is that if the total depreciation 
accrual remains constant while the amount o~ the depreciation 
accrual charged to clearinq accounts is reduced, depreciation 

expense must increase. 'I'his, however, is not the complete 

picture. The sta.f:!' s estimate of transportation expense w!Ueh 
applicant has ad.opted, as well as a.pplicant· oS oriqinal estimate 
of transportation expense, includes the hiqher levels of deprecia­
tion accruals charqed to clearinq accounts. 'I'his means that 

before any adjustment can be made in the clearing' accounts, there 
must be an a.ppropriate downward adjustment in transportation 

~. Neither applicant nor staf:! proffered such'an adjustment. 
The staff estimates of' doepreciation expense, being' 

consistent ~th our adopted estimates of operation ~ maintenance 
,expense, are adopted. 

Table 1, whicll. follows, sets forth the adopted operatinq 

results of the Barstow District for test years 1983 and 1984 at 
rates effective Januaxy 1, 1983 and at the rates authorizec1 by 
this decision. 
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Table 1 

SO'O'l'BE:R'N' CALIFORNIA WATER COMPANY 
. Barstow District 

AdO'Dted SUlDmary of Earnings 

. · Rates Effective : Authorized. . . - . 
: Item · JanuarY' 1, 1983 : Rates -· -

(Dollars in Thousands) 
Test Year 1983 

Operatinq Revenues $1,695.l $l,948.9 
Operatinq Expenses 

Oper. & Maint. 9l1.5 912.2 
Adm:in. & Gen. 101.0 l04.0 
Gen. Of:fice Allocation 57.6 57,6 

Subtotal 1,070.l l,073-.8-
Depreciation Expense 156-.4 156.4 
'faxes Other ~ Income 49.8 49.8 
Income 'l'axes 74.7 ~O~17 

Total Expenses 1,35l.0 1,482.7 

Net Revenues 344.l 466.2 
Rate Base 4,129.3 4,129.3 

. Rate of Return 8.33% 11.29% 

Test Year 1984 

Operatinq Revenues $1,720.3 $2,030.2 
Operatinq Expenses 

Oper. & Maint. 938.4 939.3 
Admin. & Gen. lO5.~ l09.0 
Gen. Office Allocation 61.2 61.2 

Sul:>tota1 1,104.9 1,109.5-

Depreciation Expense l65.2 165.2 
Taxes Other ~ Income 53.2 53.2 
Income 'faxes 57.9 214.1 

Total Expenses l,381.2 1,542.0 
Net Revenues 339.1 488.2 

Rate Base 4,223.0 4,223.0 
Rate o~ Return 8.03% 11.56% 

Bote: ~ compilation of adopted quantities and the adopted 1ncome 
tax calculation are contained in Appendix C to this decision .. 
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B - Desen Distr'iet 

'1'he water systems ser"l1'inq the La Quinta, Moronqo Valley, 

and Victorville service area.s are old, ha.ve low customer density, 

and are labor and travel intensive. In addition, in the MoroIlqo 

Valley service area water leakage on the Del Sur system is wide-
spread and accordingly unaccounted-for water is inordinately high. 

Differences between applicant and staff, which are 

common to the th%'ee service areas, are in the estimates for 

chemicals expe:lSe, labor expense and payroll taxes,Y purchased. 

services, and materials and supplies expense. Qlemieals expense 
for ea.ch of these service areas has undergone marked growth after 

1979. The growth pattern is similar tc> that experienced in the 
Barstow District discussed earlier in this. decision. Consistent 

wi th our treatment of this expense for the Barstow Dist:'ict we 

4It adopt as reasonable for test years 1983 and 1984 the recorded 

1982 chemicals expense of S6,700 in the Desert District. The 
S6,700 is allocated to the service areas, in the same proportions 

used ~1 applicant, as follows: La Quinta $4,600, Moronqo Valley 
,$1,700, and Victorville $400. 

Labor expense for the Desert District for the most 
recent five recorded years was: 1978 - S65,789; 1979 - S135,495; 

1980 - $202,772; 1981 - $243,733; and 1982 - $274,924. Applieant's 

estimates of this expense are directly the product of the recorded 

1981 expense of $243,733 times an expense escalation factor of 

8.6% per year, yielding for 1982 -·$264,.700, for 1983 - $287,500, 
and for 1984 - S312,200. However, applicant reduced its test year 
estimates by $4,000 for 1983 and $4,400 ~or 1984 in the comparison 

exhibit (Exhibit 30), apparently to reconcile allocations ~o the 

service areas of the Desert District. 

~ ~e difference in payroll taxes is directly attributable to the 
difference in labor expense. 
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Staff estimates of labor expense are: 1983 - $256,700 
arld 1984 - $269,700. These estimates are based on the expen.secI 
portion of 1982 base salaries, the hiring of four additional 
employees, and escalation factors of 8.0% for 19B3 and 5.1% for 
1984. The staff witness rejected using l~r expense recorded 
data to project future costs l:>ecause he reqarded the increase in 
recorded labor expense from $135,495 in 1979 to $274,924 in 1982 
as an indieation that there was .. something' drastically wronq 
because the averac;e wage increase <;ranted durinq that period 

indicated compound increases of about 34%" and tr~ number of 
employees had not changed. 

The statf witness does not contend that (1) the base 
rate wage scale being paid by applicant was excessive, (2) unnecessary 

work was beinq performed, ( 3) people were being pa.id fo:: work that 

they did not actually perform, or (4) the work load will lessen 

in the future. It is his position that adtllnc; four local employees 

to the Desert District would be cost-effective ~ virtually 

eliminatinq overtime and the use of non-Desert District employees, 
both of which are, in his vie'W', presently excessive. No allowance 

was made in his cost estimates for the fringe benefits for the 

four additional employees. Applicant indicates those bene~its 
would add about 35% to 40% to their estimated eost. 

Aceordinq to applicant's vice president in charqe of 
operations: 

1. 'the breakdown of 1982 Desert District 
, labor expense was 91.5% local labor and 
8.5% nonlocal laDor~ overtime including' 
double time was 16.9% o~ the total labor 
expense. 

2. Applicant has in place extensiVe controls 
and supervision to minjmi:e any unnecessary 
overtime expense and to determine when it 
is cost-ef£eetive to add an employee. 
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3. If hirin~ additional people for the 
Desert District were cost-effective, 
applic~t would already have done it. 

4. Hiring additional people is not qoin~ 
to eliminate all of the overtime. Leaks 
or emerqencies can happen at night. 

5. The nonlocal employees work companywide 
and are hiQhly specializee (specialists 
in pump tests, pump maintenance, cross­
connection control, purification equipment, 
etc., 

6. Efforts to i:nprove serr.riee make the Desert 
District more labor intensive. 

A fair assess~ent 0: the evidence on this issue indicates 
the 1982 recorded 1aOor expense, instead of the 1981 recorded labor 
expense used by applicant, ~d the staff escalation factors of 8.0X 
for 1983 and S.l% for 1984, instead of the 8.6% per year escalation 
factor used by applicant, provide a reasonable basiS for projecting 
out to test year figures. The latest recorded data is for year 1982 
and was not available when applicant made its esti-~tes. The staff 
escalation factors were accepted by ~pp!ic~t for the otber three 
districts and should also apply to this district. 

: 

Accordinq1y, we find reasonable Desert District labor 
expense of $296,900 for 1983 and 5312,100 for 1984. The fol1owinQ 
tabulation summarizes by area of the Desert District the differing 
labor expense esti.."M.tes of applicant and staff, t~et'her with our 
adopted estimates of this expense: 

Labor 'Expense 

: 1983 : 1984 
: __ Ar:.;,:a,.e.;;:;,;a=-____ ::-..::S::.;:t~a:.::f:..:=:_.:::~A:.cp:.:'O;.=l:.::1:.::e;.;::a;;.::n:.::t~:.'_IAo:;c.;;O;et.c.;:.eC=.:.: ..... s::::.t:.;?:.:,o=::.o==--:.:: 'A..:.pt:.lp:;.:1::.:1:.;:c~a=n.:.;t::.:::.:;Ao:.:C:.:::l9:.o:pt:;.:;.::ed;,;:.: 

Desert: 
La Quinta 
MorotlQ'o- Val. 
Victorville 

Total 

$148.9 
53.9 
53.9" 

$256.7 

(Dollars in Thousa:lds) 

$164.5 $172.3 $156.5 $178.4 $180.9 
59.5 62.3 56.6 64.7 65.6 
~9.5 62.3 56.6 64.7 65.6 

$283.5 $296.9 $269.7 $307.8 $312.1 
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Purchased services for the Desert District for the 

most recent five recorded years are: 1978 - Sll,9ll; 1979 - S24,522; 
1980 - S34,332; 1981 ~ $50,832; and 1982 - $42,467. Applicant's 
projections of this expense are: 1982 - $55,800; 1983 - $6l,000; 
and 1984 - S66,700. The projections are the product of 
the recorded 1981 expense of $50,832 times an expense escalation 
factor of 9.5% per year. 

Staff estimates of purchased services are: 1983 - $35,800 
and 1984 - S3$,600. ':0 arrive at these estimates staff used 
normalized 1981 recorded data and applied escalation factors of 
2.9% for 1982, 4.0% for 1983, and 7.3% for 1984. The 1981 total 
fiqure of $50,832 was normalized by suDstitutinq S3,824 for 
S20,617 actually expended,and accounted for, in the maintenanee 
of pumping equipment component of purchased services. The $3,824 e fiqure is the average for this component durinq the three prior 
years, 1978-1980. 

Applicant aqrees that purchased services for maintenance 
of pumping equipment was abnormal in 1981 but maintains that its 

estimates o! total purchased services for 1983 and 1984 are 
reasonable in light of the neec1 for service improvements in the 
Desert District. Applicant points out that there 'are tb:ee additional 
wells in this district and pump efficiency tests are now made on 
a one-year instead of a two-year cycle. Staff is of the opinion 
that recent expenditures for pumping plant overhauls ~ll reduce 
the need for repairs. 
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We adopt $44,200 and $47,400 as reasonable estimates of 

purchased services for test years 1983 and 1984 , respectively, 

for the Desert Distriet. 'l'hey are the product 0: the 1982 

recorded expense of $42,467 times escalation faetors 0: 4X 
for 1983 and 7.3% for 1984. The fo11owinq tabulation sets 

forth by area of the Desert District the differinq purchased 

services estimates of applicant and sta~f, toqether with our 

adopted estimates of this expense: 

Purchased Services 

: .. .. 1983 : 1984 : 
: Area : Staff :A'Pplieant:Ado'O'ted: Staff :At>p1ieant:Adot>tee: 

'Dollars in Thousands) 

Desert: 
La Quinta $20.8 535.5 525.6, 522.4 S38.7 $27.4 
Morongo Val. 7.5 l2.8 9.3 8.1 14.0 10.0 
Victorville 7.5 12.7 9.3 8.1 14 .. 0 10.0 

'rotal $ 35.8 $61.0 544.2 $38.6- S66.7 $47.4 

The next tabulation sets forth by area of the Desert 

District the differing materials and supplies estimates of appli­

cant and staff, toqethe= with our adopted estimates of this 
expense: 

Materials and Supolies 

: : 1983 : 1984 : 
:, __ ~Ar~e~a~ ______ ~:-:s~t=a~£~f~:~~p?~l~i~e~an~t_:~A~d~o~p~ted~~:~S~t~a.f~£ __ :_A~~~p_l_i_ca_n~t __ :Ad __ o_~_t.ed __ : 

(Dollars in Thousands) 

Desert: 
$ 5.8 La Quinta $4.3 $5.4 $5.5 $4.6 $'5.9 

Morong'O Val. 1.6 1.9 1.9 1.7 2.l 2.l 
Vietorville 1.6 1.9 1.9 1.7 2.1 2.1 

Total $7.5 $9.2 59.3 $8..0 SlO.l S10.1. 
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Similar to the trea~~ent accorded labor expense and . 
purchaseQ services, the above adoptee esti.-nates of materials and 
supplies expense are cased ontbe 1982 recorded expense of $8,974 

for this district and escalation factors of 4.0X for 1983 and 7.3% 

for 1984 used by staff. 

Thus far we have resolved d.ifferences in estimates wbj,eh 
in principle are common to the three service areas of the Desert 

District. We turn now to the operatinq results for the individual 

service areas. 

B-l--La Quinta Service Area 
of Desert District 

In ':rable 2, which follows, the results 0: test years 

1983 and 1984, as shown in late-filed Exhibit 30, and the opera.ting 

results we adopt for this service area are set forth. 
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Table 2 
Page 1 

SOO'liiERN CA.LIFOP.NIA ~ COMPM'Y 
La Quint& Service Area of Desert D:tst.nct. 

It.eal 

Operatin& Revenues 

Operating !xpenau 
Chem1uls 
Labor 
Purc:h&sed Services 
Mat.erials & Supplies 
All Other 

Subtotal. 

Depreei&'t1on tx;>eMe 
l'axes Other l'han Inccme 
Income l' axes 

l'otal Expcses 
Net lttNenues 

Rate BAse 

late of Return 

Ea't1m.at.ed Stmnary of Earnings 
Test. Year 1983 

: Ra'tes Effective 1,1,83 
: Staff : A:2]2l1ean't : M~t.ed 

CDollus in l'houaands) 
$312.1 $312.l $3l2.l 

3.6 6.4 4.6 
l48.9 164.5 172.3 
20.8 35.5 25.6 
4.3 5.4 5.5 

152.8 l52.8 152.8 

330.4 364.6 360.8 

2l.6 21.6 21.6 
16.2 l7.3 17.9 

(47.0) (6S.1) (63.5) 

321.2 338.4 336.8 

(9.1) <26.3) (24.1) 

18l.9 781.9 181.9 
(1.16":.) 0.361.) (3.161.) 

(:Red Figure) 

: Require4 
Ra'tes 

$546.7 

4.6 
l72.3 
25.6 
5.5 

156.0 

364.0 

21.6 
17.9 
54.9 

458.4 

88.3 
781.9 
11.29l. 

Note: the ~i1at1on of edop'ted quAn't1 t.1es .and 'the Adopted income tax 
weulat10n are con't&1ned. in ~1x e ~ this <led.sion. .. 
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Operating Revenues 

~rating Expenses 
Chem1c.al. 
Labor 
Pureh&sed SeMeea 
Ma'ter1al. & Supplies 
All Other 

Sub1:Ot.a.l 

Deprec.1at1oc. Expense 
'I'axes Other 'l'han Income 
Ineome l'4Xes 

'I'ot&l Expenaes 

Net. Revenue .. 

Rat.e .sue 

Ra1:e of Ret.um 

Table :2 
Page :2 

Eatim&t.ed Su:zrm&ry of Earnings 
Test. Yu%' 1984 

Ra1:~8 Effee1:iv~ 1{1{83 
St.a.ff : Appl1cant. : Adopt.ed 

$321.3 

4.0 
156.5 
22.4 
4.6 

160.3 

347.8 

23.1 
17.2 

(52.5) 

335.6 
(14.3) 

$321.3 

6.5 
178.4 
38.7 
5.9 

160 .. 3 

389.8 

23.1 
18.8 

(75.2) 

3~.S 

<35.2) 
794.2 806.7 
(1.80~) (4.36~) 

$321.3 

4.6 
180.9 
27.4 
S.8 

160.3 

379.0 

23.1 
19.0 

(69.7) 

351.4 

<30.1) 
806.7 
(3.73~ 

Required : 
Rat.es : 

$577.5 

4.6 
180.9 
27.4 
5.8 

163.7 

382.4-

23.1 
19.0 
59.7 

484.2 

93.3 
806.7 
11.S6"Z 

Not.e: l'be eomp11at1on of adopt.ed qu.and.tie. and the adopted 1neome tu 
e&lculation are eonb1ned in ~x C to thi. ded.a1on. 
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The eiffering estimates for chemicals, labor, purc'hased 
services, materials and supplies, and payroll taxes (which accounts 
for the differences in taxes other than income) have already been 
discussed. The differences in income taxes at present rates are 
the result of those differing estL~tes. 

The remaining ei::erence is in :-ate ]:)ase for 1984. 
Applicant included $12,500 in test year 1984 as the weiqhted 
average cost of a reservoir site to be purchasee for an estimated 
$25,000. The staff witness excluded any amount for a reservoir 
site because of tbe lack of firm information aOout the reservoir 
construction and because he did not believe that the reser/oir 
would Oe completed prior to the end of 1985. 

It is clear from the evidence that (1) the reservoir 
capacity in the system is presently inadequate, (2) the number 
of customers is growing, and (3) a site for a new :-eservoir should 
be acquired during 1984 or earlier. If the site is acquired as 
planned, it will fit a generally accepted :ule in :-atemakin~ that 
land held for use wi thin three years is properly inclu~le in 
rate base. 

The reservoir site is one 0: a number of needed plant 
additions for the 1984 test year for the four districts. Its 
inclusion in the test year 1984 rate oase is reasonable. 

B-2--Moronqo Valley Service Area 
of 'De:.s~rt Distriet 

In ~able 3, which follows, the results for test years 
1983 and 1984, as shown in late-filed Exhibit 30, and the operatin~ 
results we adopt for this service area are set forth. 
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: 
: 

Table :3 
P:lge 1 

SOtr.ta::El<N CALUOJU,'!A. 'iolA..""ta CQ!p ~~ 
Morongo Valley Service Area of l)eser1; District 

Eat:1mated Summary of E&rnings 
Iest y.ea:r 1983 

: Rates Effective lL1L83 
Iten Staff : Applicant : Ad~ted 

<Dolla:rs in l'hous&nd.) 
Operating Revenues $157.7 $ l57.7 $ lS7 .. 7 
Operat1ng Expenses 

Power 32.3 48.6 32.3 
Che:ic&la 0.9 2.3 1.7 
Lahor 53 .. 9 59 .. 5 62.3 
Purc:h&s ed S4:rrl. ees 7.5 12.8 9.3 
MatenAls & SuppUes 1.6 1.9 1.9 
All Other 37.2 37.2 37.2 

Subtotal 133.4 162.3 144.7 
l)epree1 &1:10'0. txpen.s e 25.8 25.8 25.S 
Taxes Other 'l'h4n Ineome 11.9 12.2 12.4 
Income 'l" axes (29.0) (48.4) (38.5) 

l'ot4l Expenses 142.1 151.9 144.4 
Net ltevem:.es 15.6 5.8 13.3 
Rate }lASe 884.3 1,011.5 1,011.5 
B.ate of ltetum 1.761. O.Sn. 1.31'! 

CRed Pigure) 

Requiret! 
: Rates 

$ 367.2 

32.3 
1.7 

62.3 
9.3 
1.9 

40.0 
141.5 

25.8 
12.4 
67.3 

253.0 

114.2 

1,011.5 
11.Zn 

Not.e: 'l'he eompi1ation of adopted qact1ties &Dd the adopted income ~ 
calculation &re eon1:a1n.ed in Appendix C to th1. ded.s1on. 
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: 

'l'.able 3 
Page 2 

SOotHEB:N CAloIFO:m..1:.A. ~Al'D. ca12M"Y 
Mot'O'Dgo 1falley Service Area of Desert 1'1 ~rle~ 

E,81:imAt:.ed Summan of :Earnings 
Tes1: Year 1984 

RA1:es Effective lL1L83 
I1:em SWf : A~lican't. : A.d~1:ed 

(DollArs in l'bouaallds) 

Operating Revenues $162.6 $ 162.6 $ 162.6 

Opua:t1ng Expenses 
Power 29.4 SO.O 29.4 
Chem1eals 1.0 2.4 l.7 
Wl>or 56.6 64.7 65.6 
Pureh.ued Servi~e. 8.1 14.0 lO.O 
Ma1:er:Lals & Supplies 1.7 2.1 2.1 
All O1:her 39.3 39 .. 3 39.3 

Subt.o1:&l 136.l 172.5 148.1 
I)~ree1a1:1on Expen.e 28.3 34.5 34.5 
Taxes Other Than Inc:cce l2.9 13.4 13.5 
Income T.axe. (31.9) (61.2) (47.7) 

Total Expenses 145.4 159.2 148.4 

Net Revenues 17.2 3.4 14.2 

la1:e :Bue 937.2 1,157.2 1,157.2 

iat.e of Return 1.841. 0.291. 1.231-

(B.ec1 F13We) 

: ReqT.1:Lre<l. 
Rates 

$ 4l0.9 

29.4 
l.7 

65.6 
10.0 
2.1 

42.6 

151.4 
:34.5 
13.5 
77.7 

277.1 

l33.8 
1,1$7.2 

ll.56"%. 

Note: The eoa:rp11at1on of adopted quant1tiea and ~ edop1:ed ineome ~ 
e.aleul&d.on are eon:ta.1ned in Ap~X C 1;0 this 4ed.sion. 
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Aside from chemicals, labor aDd payroll taxes, purchased 
services, and materials and supplies expenses already discussed, 
applicant aDd .staff d!ffer in the.ir estimates of purc:ha.sed po'Wer, 

rate base, and income taxes for both 1983 and 1984 and in their 

estimates of depreciation expense for 1984. Except for purchased 

power, these further differences depend on the treabent accorded 

a 2S0,OOO-qallon reservoir about to be built and on the rate of 

main replacement used. 
The Morongo Valley Del Sur and Del Norte systems serve 

ahout 800 customers with the mains in the systems reachinc; :between 

probably 8,000 and 9,000 land parcels. In our rejection of appli­

cant' s consolidation proposal 'We stressed that community service 
districts can require owners of vacant land to p~tieipate in much 
needed 'Water system improvements that 'Would other~.se not be 

~ economically feasible in low customer density systems. 
The evidenc~ in this proceeding is clear ~t Morongo 

Valley needs both additional storac;e and the r~lacement of about 
60 r 000 feet of suJ:)standard, leaky pipelines. It is equally clear, 
however, that the existinq rate base and eurrent operating expenses 

impose a burder~me revenue requirement, which approaches S3S a 
month per customer if brought into balance with the 11.29% rate 
of return found reasonable for applicant for test year 1983. 

When acquired by applicant in 1962 the Morongo Valley 

systems were principally comprised of undersized steel pipe. 
Since then, applicant has replaced about 30 to 35 thousand. feet 
of that pipe ~ut much more, approximately 60,000 !eet, 
remains in the Del Sur system. This system is plagued with leaks 
which have generally spread throu;hout the old steel pipe. 
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Unaccounted-for water has been running in excess of 
SO.J§/ since at least 1977. It consists primarily of water losses 
but also includes water used in utility flushing operations and 
the like. The staff estimates of unaecounted-!or water are 
30% for 1983 and 20% for 1984. Applicant's estimate is S4.e% 
for :both years and represents a four-year averaqe (l978-198l) 

of recorded data. Staff finds the "recora. of unaccounted for 
water unacceptable and completely in opposition o! this Commis­

sion's views on conservation." Staff recoqnizes that the hi~h 
unaccounted-for water is the result of plant deterioration over 
many years and believes that £or ratemaking the 30% and 20% used 

for test years 1983 and 1984 represents a reasonable trend in 
the proper direction. 

It is applicant's position that a massive ~in replacement e program would be required to bring down unaccounted-for water 
to 20% and the people could not afford the water rates that would 
be compensatory. Applicant believes that a continuation of its 
past practices of replacing about 2,000 feet of :ain per year 
on a routine basis (currently costing about $50,000 per year) 
"represents a reasonable ~ance between ~eepinq water ~ills 
from qettinq too eXhorbitant and upgrading the system." However, 
at a replacement rate of 2,000 feet per year, we note it would 

take 30 years to replace the 60,000 feet of undersized, leaky 
steel mains. Given their already deteriorated condition, a . 
continuation of applicant's past practices, it would appear, 
could only be tenable for a few more years. 

Y The ratio of unaccounted-for water to total water supply times 
100%. 
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The impact on rates and therefore customer bills of 
replacinq (a) 18,000 feet of ma~ ana (~) 60,000 feet of mains 
can be approximated ~1 the following computations: 

Data used: cost of main replacement S25 per foot; 
Rate of return ll.56%; Net-to-qross multiplier 2.0765; 
Depreciation 2%: a..~d AQ Valorem 'taxes 2%. (Deductions 
from rate base for depreciation. reserve, unamortized 
investment tax eredi t, an<! reserve :or deferred. federal 
income taxes are s:nall in the initial vears and excluded 
from the computations for simplicity.)· 

(a) Replacement of 18,000 feet of mains 
(18,000 feet x $25/ft.) (.1156 x 2.0765 + 
.02 + .02) • S126,000/yr. 

S126,000/yr. ; (12 ~: x 814 customers) • 
S 13 t:>er mont.'" per customer 

(b) Replacement of 60,000 feet of mains 
C60,000 x $25) (.1156 x 2.0765 + .04) • 
$420,000/yr. 

S420,000 • -. (l2 x 8l4) • $43 per month per customer 

Por test year 1963 applicant plans to replace 1,250 feet 

of mains at a cost of $34,000. Staff has included an additional 

SSO,OOO in its 1983 estimate to replace another 2,000 feet of main 

in the Del Sur system in addition to the 1,250 feet which has been 

includea in applicant's capital budget. For test year 1984 appli­
cant aJ'ld staff both estimate 3,400 feet of main to be replaced. at 

a cost of S86,100. 

Y This is the replacement footage of a staff recommendation to be 
discussed later. 
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Construction of a 2S0,000-qallon reservoir in the Del 
Sur system is planned for this year. The land has been purchased 
and soil tests an~ pipinq aesiqn were in proqress at the t~e o£ 
our hearinq in this application. Its total estimated cost is 
approximately S310,SOO, which includes S210,000 to construct the 
reservoir itself, S22,700 for the land, S50,400 for the transmission 
main extendinq into the system from the reservoir, S24,000 to 
rebuild the Pinon booster station, and S3,400 for a pressure 
regulator. The total cost of this reservoir, aecordinq to staff, 

would be approximately $7.50 a month per customer. Staff has not 
included any of the costs associated with the construction of this 
reservoir in its utility plant estimates. The major reason for 
this adjustment by staff is that it is staff's ~inion that the 

reservoir is not needed during' the period for which rates are 
being established in this proceeding. Another reason is that ;in 

1982 applicant drilled a new well CYeagerville No.3) with the 
capacity to c1eliver 350 gallons per minute Cgpm) of water to the 
system. Prior to that time water was fu..""Uished by two wells 
delivering 383 gpm to the system. 

In determininq that additional storage would not be 

needed by 1985, the staff witness used a water loss of 20%. 

However, when asked to assume a 50% water loss he stated ·there· s 
no c1oul:>t fJJ£i any type of peak hour flow or maxi:num. day plus 50% 
water, Morongo Valley does not have the require<! supply in 
storage ••• • A fair assessment of the record in this proceeding 
is that short of a massive main replacement p=oqram, a reduction 
of water loss to the 20% level is simply not achievable. 
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In addition to meetinq the need for additional storage, 
this project will make qravity feed available to the entire Del 
S~ system, which is especially important in the event of a power 
failure.Y 

In addition to the S50,000 in plant additions allowed 
by staff in 1983 for additional main replacements, staff recommends 
that -the utility be allowed an acIC!i tional annual amount of: 

S150,000 for main replacement for test years 1983, 1984, and 1985 
wi th these amounts to l:>e included in rate J:>ase. Concurrent with 
these additional construction dollars, staff is recommending a 

~, Z% and 1% reduction in rates of return on rate base for test 
years 1983, 1984 and. 1985, respectively .. If 

As summarized in the staff brie~, the staff witness 

provided the followinq reasons for ~ki~q this recornmeneatio~. 
·SoCal purchased Morongo Service area in 1962~ 
in 1970, the last rate case for this area the 
Commission asked SoCal to spend more money on 
main replacement (D.793S0). The Decision noted 
that service was inadequate and that there was 
a high percentage of water loss. The Decision 
requested SoCal to report on the proqress of 
replacing' mains. 'l'he water loss inerea..sed from 
30% in 1970 to 56% at present. (R.T. VII, 733).-
The staff =eco~eneation was also made to 

accomplish substantially ~ore main replacement without further 
burdening the ratepayer during the test years. 'I'his is indica.ted 
by the fact t.."'lat staff does not recommend a penalty in rate o£ 
return if its three-year accelerated main replacement proposal is 

not adopted. 

Y In a letter dated April 11,. 1983 to the State Health Department, 
which is included in Appendix 'P to this aecision, applicant has 
stated the gravity feed -should significantly eliminate any problem 
of back siphonage which you indicate to be of great concern.-
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We are faced with a difficult situation in the Moron~o 
Valley system. There- is no douOt that the system requires replace­
ment of 60,000 feet of deteriorated and substandard mains. The 
problem is how to replace these mains over a reasonable period of, 
t~e.~thout creatinq an unacceptable cost burden on Moron~o Valley 
ratepayers. 

On the one hand, if we order Socal to replace ~~ediately 
60,000 feet of main, it will cost each customer an additional $43 
per month in rates otherwise authorized. This is unreasonable. 
On the other hand, if we allow SoCal to cont~ue its current main 
replacement proqr~, it will take 30 years to replace all the mains. 
This too is not reasonable. 

We believe that a proqr~~ like the staff's sUQQestee 
accelerated main replacement proqram is desirable, provided the 
additional cost burden to the ratepayer is reasonable. OUr staff 
has proposed that an additional ~~ount of $150,000 be included in 
rate base each year for main replacement. This ~~ount would allow, 
at S25 per foot, 6,000 feet of main replacement each yea: in 
addition to the amount SoCal bas planned. In less than 10 years 
the replacements would be completed. 

We find that initiation of a 10-year main replacement 
proqram is reasonable at this time since it results in a small 
incremental cost to the ratepayer. Accordin~ly, SoCa1 should 
install an additional 6,000 feet of main by the end of 1984 and 
another 6,000 feet by tbe end of 1985. These a."nounts will supple­
:o.ent the 3-,400 feet of main replacement budgeted for each of those 
years. At the t~~e SoCal files for its 1985 attrition allowance, 
it may include in rate base the reasonable additional investment 
made in 1984. We do not expect the i:lvest:nent to exceed $150,000. 
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SoCal may also include the additional invest .. Ue:lt made in 1985 when 
it files for its 1986 ~eneral rate case. 

our staff has further suggested a rate of return penalty 
for each year of tbe test perioe. for SoCal' s failure to i .. nplement 
a more vigorous main replacement program. beginning in 1970 when 
SoCa1 last received a qeneral rate increase. Staff's su;qestion 
has merit. However, we find it more deSirable to structure a rate 
of return penalty as an incentive to ~otivate Socal to install the 
additional 6,000 feet of mai~ for eacb of the years 1984 and 1985. 
Accordingly, at the time of SoCal's 1985 attrition filing we ~ll 
reduce Socal's rate of ret~ on rate base by 2% if socal has failed 
to install 6,000 feet of :rain over and al:ove t."le 3,400 feet socal PLa:cs 
to install by the end of 1984. S~~larly, ~ 1985, we will make 
the ~e adjustment in its 1986 qeneral rate ease if Socal fails to 
install 6,000 feet of main in addition to the amount bu~eted by 
SoCal throu;h the end of 1985. 

During Socal's 1986 general rate case we will reevaluate 
whetber the requirement to install at least 6,000 feet of ~n per 
year is too onerous to ratepayers who must bear the cost of the 
additional investment. For the next two and one-half years we eo 
not consider the incr~ental cost of the inves~~ent to be burdensome. 

Consistent with prior water rate cases, we find the sta:f 
allowances for unaccounted-for water of 20% for 1983 ane 20% for 
1984 to De reasonable for ratemaking. We observe that a 10% 
unaccounted-for water rate is nor=al for a utility of tbis size. 
However, because of tbe very hi;,h level of ~ter loss in the Moron;,o 
Valley system, we caxmot expect SoCal to ac!lieve this substantially 
lower level. However, we cannot allow Socal's ratepayers,to incu= 

additional expense for the present water loss level of 56% when 
SoCal has bad a."':\p1e opportunity to reduce this level. The imputed 
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levels of 30% for 1983 and 20% for 1984 will provide further incentive 
to socal to :Unprove its system. 

I~ our aQopted operating results we have included the 
staff estimates of purchased power and applicantts estimate of rate 
base and depreCiation expense. OUr adopted income taxes were computed 
as shown i~ Appendix C to this decision. 

Because of the poor state of the Morongo Valley system, 
the rate increases which Moron~o Valley ratepayers will experience 
are sharp. As more i."'nprovements are required, costs axle rates will 
continue to increase. One possible solution to offset the upward 
spiral of costs is for the Moron~o Valley Community Service District 
to L"'npose assessments on the 8,000 or so owners of vacant lots to 
help finance the needed i.-nprovements.. Such action would qreatly 
offset the costs otherwise ~~posee on ratepayers and help accelerate 
the improvement proqram. We stronqly ur~e SoCal to explore with 
the community service distr1ct possible financinq solutions to this 
difficult situation. 

B-3--Victorville Service Area of 
Desert ~istriet 

In Table 4, which follows, t~e results for test years 
1983 and 1984, as shown in late-filed Exhibit 30, an4 the operating 
results we adopt for this service area are set forth. 
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SOO'l1U.J(N CALIFOtmIA ~AXn C(MpAN'! 
V1~~rv111e Serv1ee Area of Desert District 

Estimated Samma;y of Earnings 
l' est Year 1983 

: . RAt=ea UfC!Ct1ve lLllS3 : Autllo:1 zed. : . . I1:em : Sta.:ff : A2,2l1eant : Ad22ted Rates . . . 
(%)ollar. in Thousands' 

Operating Revenues $249.8 $249.8 $249.8 $336.0 
Operating Expenaes 

Power 46.5 57.9 46.5 46.5 
Chews 0.3 0.6 0.4 0.4 
Labor 53.9 59.5 62.3 62.3 
Purchased Sexv1cea 7.5 12.7 9.3 9.3 
Materials & Supplies 1.6 1.9 1.9 1.9 

e All Other SO.O SO.O SO.O 51.1 
SU])U)t&l 159.8 182.6 l70.4 171.5 

Depreciation Expense 22.6 22.6 22.6 22.6 
Tues Other Than Income 21.6 21.9 22.1 22.1 
Income Taxes (0.8) (12.7) (6.5) 37.1 

l'ot..&l Expenses 203.2 214.4 208.6 253 .. 3 
Net Revenues 46.6 35.4 4l.2 82.7 
Rate Base 132.5 735.5 732.S 732.5· 
Rate of lle1:Um 6.36': 4.811. S.6n 11.291. 

(Reel Figure) 

Note: 'I'he eomp11&t1on of adopted quantities cd the adopted 1n.come ~ 
eomputat1on are conWned in Appe%ld1x C ~ this decision. 
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: 

'table 4 
Page 2 

SO\t.t"Bl:RN CAI.IFO~"IA 'WAl'tR COMP M"Y 
Vic:tori111e Service Area of De.ere District 

Estimated Sua:ma.~ of Earn1$" 
reat YeAr 1984 

Ra~es Effec~ve lLll83 
Item : S~f : Att11ecn~ : ~ted 

Cl:>ollar. in l'hou .. x"b) 

Opuat1ng Revenues $272.9 $272.9 $272.9 

Operatine :Expen.ea 
Power 50.3 62.8 50.3 
Chemic.al. 0.3 0.6 0.4 
l.abor 56.6 64.7 65.~ 

Purchased Serv1ees 8.1 l4.0 10.0 
Ma.t.erlal.s & Supplies 1.7 2.1 2.1 
All Other 53.9 53.9 53.9 

Subtotal 170.9 198.l 182.3 

Depred.&t1on Expense 26.2 26.4 26.2 
Taxes Other Than. Income 24.1 24.6 24.7 
Ineome T&xes (14.3) (6.1) 

Total Exp~e. 221.2 234.8 227.1 

Net Revenues 51.7 38.1 45.8 

lta.te a .. e 800.1 802.7 800.1 

late of Return 6.461. 4.7S~ 5.72': 

(Bed figure.) 

: Authox1zed 
: Rates 

$369.9 

50.3 
0.4 

65.6 
10.0 
2.1 

55.2 
183.6 

26.2 
24.7 
42.9 

277.4 

92.5 
800.1 

11.561-

Note: 'the eompilatiot1 of adopted quent1 ties and the adopted 1ncome ~ 
c:omputad.on. are cO!lta1ned. in Append.1x C to 'this ded.sion. 
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The differences in estimates, not already discussed as 
common to the three service areas, are in p¢wer for pumpinq, 
depreciation expense for 1984, and rate base. Appli~ant estimates 
S57,900 and S62,800 for purchased power in 1983 and 1984 in 
contrast to the staff estimates of S46,500 and S50,300. The 
differences in the two sets of power estimates are a direct result 
of differing levels of unacCOW'ltea-f'or water used. Applicant's 
estimate is 33.4% for both years and represents a fo~-year averaqe 
(1978-l98l) of recorded data. The staff estimate for ratemakinq 
is 15% for both years. 

A substantial improvement in unaccounted-for water 
resulted in 198Z, dropping from 39% in 1981 to 19% in 1982, after 
replacement of a badly deteriorated. run of pipe. '!'he staf:' 
estimate is compatible with this trend and is reasonable :'or 
ratemakinq. It will :be adopted. 

The small differences shown in rate base and depreciation 
expense are a result of staff's shiftinq a project to fence the 
Tussinq Plant from 198-3 to 1984. Staff made this shift because 
this site has never been fenced and because there are fewer 

budgeted plant additions in 1984. Staff's estimates of rate 
base and d.epreeiation expense are reasonable and will be adopted. 

C - San Bernardino Vall~v ~is~riet 
In Table 5, which follows, the results for test yea:rs 

1983 and 1984, as shawn in la.te-filed Exhibit 30, and the operating 
results we adopt for this district are set forth. 
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. . 
: 

Table 5 

SOO'l'HERN CALIFOR.~ WATER COMP~ 
San Bernardino Valley District 

Estimated Summarv of Earninas 

. Rates Effective lL1L83 :Author1zed.: .. 
Item : Sta££ : A~~licant : AdoEted : Rates : 

(Dollars in Thousands) 
Test Year 1983 

Operatinq Revenues $ 750.1 S 750.1 $ 750.1 S 988.7 
Operating Expenses 

Oper. &. Maint. 432.0 432.0 432.0 432.9 
Admin. &. Gen. 53.l 53.1 53.1 55.2 
Gen. Office Alloe. 26.6 26.6 26 .. 6 20 .. 6 

Subtotal S11.7 511.7 S11.7 514.7 
Depreciation Expense 48.9 62.8 69.5 69.5 
Taxes Other Than Inc. 35.8 36.7 39.5 39.5 
J:neome Taxes 4 .. 4 2.3 0.9 121 .. 5 

Total Expenses 600.8 613.5 621.6 745.2 
Net Revenues 149.3 136.6 128.S 243.5 

Rate Base 2,093.7 2,l60.5 2,l57.1 2,157.1 

Rate of Return 7.13% 6.32% 5.96% 11.29% 

Test Year 1984 

Operating Revenues 772.7 772.7 772.7 1,025.4 

Operating Expenses 
Oper. &. !-taint. 448.7 448.7 448.7 449.6 
Admin. & Gen. 55.7 55.7 55.7 58.0 
Gen. O:f£iee A11oe. 28.2 28.2 28.2 28 .. 2 

Subte>ta1 532.6 532.6 532.6 535.8 

Depreciation Expense 66.4 80.3 73.2 73.2 
Taxes Other Than Inc: .. 41.0 42.l 42. 42.0 
Income Taxes 5.0 2.5 2.5 130 .. 2 

Total Expenses 645.0 657.5 650.3 781.2 
Net Revenues 127.7 ll5.2 122.4 244.2 

Rate Base 2,062.2 2,l15.0 2,l11.9 2,l11_9 

Rate of Return 6.19% 5.45% 5.80% 11.56% 

Note: The compilation of adopted quanti ties and the adopted income 
tax computation are contained in Appendix C to this decision. 
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As may be seen in Table 5, the differences between 

applicantt~ e~timates and those o~ staff are in depreciation 
expense, taxes, and rate base. They result in part !rom . 
differing treatment accorded four wells that have become con­
taminated with nitrates and in part from differing depreciation 
rates applied to a new 5600,000 plant for treating a sur!ace 
water supply. 

The booked cost of the four contaminated wells is 
5l39,300 and the associated depreciation reserve is $65,600. 

The staff estimates of rate base, depreciation expense, and 
taxes exclude the effects of the four wells but do so without 
retiring the wells. Staff addresses this matter in Exhibit 23 

as follows: 
". •• Because of t.'le hiqh nitrate levels 
present in the ground water supply, these 
four wells have been withdrawn from service 
in recent years. 'the wells and years in which 
these wells have not been in service durinq the 
past ten years are as follows: C 1) Dl.mkirk #1 
(1974-82), (2) Dunkirk #2 (1977-82) (3) Palm #1 
(1972-82), and (4) Cull #1 (1972-82). Therefore, 
during the last ten years, the ratepayers have 
been paying the taxes, depreciation exyenses ane. 
rates of return associated wi~~ these facilities, 
even though they have not been used. Once the 
nitrates present in the ground water supply are 
no longer a problem, these wells could ~ put 
back into service, and for this reason the staff 
is not recommendinq that the wells be retired. 
(If the wells were retired, and sometime in the 
future new wells were drilled, the sta~f would 
consider the new wells to be imprudent invest­
ments) • Instead the staff feels that the four 
wells should be removeQ from rate base so that 
the customers would no longer pay ~or them. In 
the future, should the wells once aqain ~ome 
useful, they can again be included in rate base." 
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Applicant's operations witness testified that the four 
wells were .. operable and useful in the ease of emergency and. 

necessity." He indicated they are in good physical condition 
and in the event t.."'>.at- aclaitional water was requi:e<:l, they coulc. 
be put into service upon notification to the State Health 
Department. 

Accordingly, it is applicant's basic position that 
the wells are valual:>le as emergency water sources. However, if 
the wells are to be removed. from rate base, it is applicant's 
further position they must be retired and the proper accounting 
entries made to utility plant and depreciation reserve accounts .. 
Applicant stresses that not only would it be unconscionable to 
penalize its investors when the prudence of the oriq~l invest­

ment was never in question, it would be unconstitutional to 
require that the property be retained without all~.nq a fair 

tt rate of return on the investment in it. 
We reject staff's position on this issue. The four 

wells are included in our adopted operating results. 'l'hey 
should not be retired as long as they can prove valuable as 
an emergency water source. However, if the wells are not placee 

in full s.en-ice by aP91ieant • s next <;eneral rate case, applicant 
should justify why the wells should. remain in rate base. We 

expect applicant to take all reasonable steps to brinq tbese 
wells back in line. 

To the new water treatment plant applicant applied a 
4.26% annual depreciation rate in contrast to staff·s using a 
2.20% rate. Applying these rates results in a difference of 
about $9, 700 in tbe depreciation accrual. 1'he 2.20% used by 
staff is the composite depreciation rate for all depreciable 
plant based on tbe utility's latest (fixed capital at Deee~r 31, 

1980) depreciation study for this district. Applicant used 
this .same depreciation rate of 2.20% for all depreciable plant, 
except the new water treatment plant. 'Por the treatment plant 
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applicant used the 4.26% depreciation rate shown in the study for - . 
Account 332 (Water Treatment Equipment). At December 31, 1981 
th!re was $5,800 of net plant left in this account with a 
remaining life of 9.2 years. 

Applicant's ~tness testified that an average life of 
23 to 24 years reflected in the 4.26% rate was reasonable in light 
of the l5- to 40-year life for treatment plants recommende4 in 
Standard Practice Manual U-4 and in light of the electrical and 
mechanical equipment included in the plant. However, he did not 
make a study to determine an indicated depreciation rate to be 

applied to this specific plant. 
Because the 45-year life reflected in the 2.20% rate 

usecl ~ staff appears unreasonably long, on the one 'bane, and 

absent an adequate study by applicant to develop the indicated e average service life of the new plant, on the other, we deem it 
reasonable to use a 2.8% depreciation rate for this plant. A 
2.8% annual rate is reflective of approximately a 35-year life 
which is near the top of the 15- to 40-year range given in Standard 

Practice Manual U-4. The new treatment plant became operational 
in early 1983. 0Jr adopted ~ :esults :e£lect t."'le application of 
a 2.8% depreciation rate, a 1.397'% property tax ra.te" and rate 
base deductions for unamortized inves~ent tax credit and for 
reserve for deferred FIT for the new treatment plant :in both 

test years. 
D - Metropolitan D.istriet 

In Table 6, which follows" the results for test years 
1983 and 1984, as shown in late-filed Exhibit 30, and the operating' 
resul t:s we ac10pt for this c1istrict are set forth .. 
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Table 6 

SOO'tHERN CALIFORNIA WA'l'ER COMPA..W 
Metropolitan District 

EstilUated Summary of Earnings 

.. ------------------------------~n_~--~~----------~-------• : ~~esent Rates :Authorized: 
: ________ ~I~t~e=m~ __________ ~:~S~t~a~f~f~~:~A~p~e~l~i~c~an~t~:~Ad~o~p~t~e~d~: __ Ra~t~e~s~~: 

Test Year 1983 

Operating Revenues 
Operating EXpenses 

Oper. & Maint. 
Ac!min. & Gen. 
Gen. Office Allocation 

Subtotal 

Depreciation Expense 
Taxes Other Than Inc. 
Income Taxes 

Total Expenses 

Net Revenues 
Rate Base 
Rate of Return 

'rest Year 1984 

Operating Revenues 
Operatinq Expenses 

Oper. & Maint. 
Admin. & Gen. 
Gen. Office A11oeation 

Subtotal 
Depreciation Expense 
Taxes Other '!'han Inc. 
Income Taxes 

'rotal Expenses 
Net Revenues 

(Dollars in Thousands) 

S17,606.4517,606.4 519 ,228.6 ~19, 915.6 

10,487.2 lO,497.6 12,095.& l2,098.2 
874.4 874.4 898.6 908.8 
527.2 527.2 527.2 527.2 

11,888.8 11,899.2 13,521.4 13.534.2 

782 .. 4 798.6 782.4 782.4 
592.4 593.8 592 .. 4 592.4 

l.367.4 1.359.0 l.361.9 l.707.0 

14,631.0 14,650.6 l6,258.1 l6,616.0 

2,975.4 2,955.8 2,970.5 3,299 ... 6 

29,225.8 29,336.8 29,225.8 29,225 .. 8-

10.l8% 10.08'% 10.16% 11.29% 

l7,661.8 17,661.8 19,287.5 20.330.2 

lO,650 .. 2 lO,660.6 12,262.1 12,266.l 
908 .. 0 908.0 932.2 947.7 
560.0 560.0 560.0 St>O.O 

12,ll8.2 12,128.6 13,754.3 13,773.8 

802 .. 4 81S.8 802.4 802.4 
606 .. l 607.3 606.1 606.1 

1.237.4 1.226.7 1.232.1 1.755.8 

l4,764.l 14,781.4 16,394 .. 9 16 .. 938.1 

2,897.7 2,880.4 2,892.6 3,392.1 

Rate Base 29,343.8 29,444.$ 29,343.8 29,343.8 

Rate of Return 9.88% 9.78% 9.86% 11.56% 
Note: Tbe compilation of adopted ~tit1es and the adopted income 

tax computation are contai:!ed in Appene.ix C to this decision. 

*Includes additional $1,622,200 to offset inc=eases in purchased 
water expense included in A.I.. 6SS-w filed June 9,. 1983. 
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For this district there are three areas of disagreement 
betWeen applicant and staff: (l) applicant' s estimate of purchased 
seX'V'ices exceeds the staff estimate by S10, 400, which accounts for 
the- entire d1££ere:oce in. ~ and::a.lntena.."lC:e (0&."1) ex:peruses:- ,(2) a~li.cant 

usee:. a catq:osite depreciation :=ate of 1.87x in o:::r:ntnst to ~'s 1.86X; &ld 

(3) applicant's esti=ate of utility plant exceeds staff's estimate 
by S89,200. The latter two differences affect the esti=ates for 
depreciation expense, ad valorem taxes, and rate base and the 
computation of income taxes. 

The SlO,400 difference in purchased services corresponds 
to an adjustment made by applicant to rectify a misclassific:ation 
of expenses previously included in the chemicals account. 1'he 

misc:lassified items were mostly clinical laboratory charqes. As 
a result of this adjustmeIlt, applicant and staff now aqree upon e chemicals expense for the test years but disaqree on purchased 
services. Since purchased services in recorded year 1982 exceeeed 
staff's estimates for the test years 'by a marqin substantially 
larqer than the 510,400 figure, we have included the adjustment 
made by applicant in our adopted operation and ::t.aintenance expense 
estimates of SlO,497,600 and S10,660,600 for test years 1983 and 
1984. 

With reference to the composite depreciation rates, 
applicant'S witness testified that the 1.8'7% rate he u.sed was 
deve1,oped from the depreciation rate study a.s of December 31" 1978 
by applying the ra.tes contained in that study to the recorded 
utili ty plant numbers for the Metropolitan District as of January 1, 
1982. His testimony was to the ef~ect that si~ee the =elative 
fixed capital amounts in the various accounting eateqories had 

ehanqed, this change indicated that the indivieual depreciation 
rates for the various accounts had chan9ee. The staf~ 
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wi:ness testified that ~~e l.86% depreciation rate he used was 
the composite rate for the Metropolitan District as set forth in 
th~ December 31, 1978 ·d~preciation rate study. In his view the 

partial updatinq by applicant o~ the earlier depreciation rate 
study is unacceptable, since it failed to determine for each 
plant account any indicated chanqe in ~e remaininq useful life 
of that plant and was not reviewed or approved by staff. Be 
believes a proper composite rate of depreciation for utility 
ratemaking must be based on a comprehensive depreciation rate 
study that has ~en submitted under established practice for 
staff review and approval. 

In its depreciation accountinq for book and financial 
statement purposes applicant applies the annual depreciation rate 
for each plant account determined by the most recent comprehensive e depreciation rate study, which currently is ~e December 31, 1978 
study. If the plant mix over the next several years fits more 
closely the January 1, 1982 m1x than ~e December 31, 1978 mix, 

·both depreciation expense and depreciation reserve as reflected 
in applicant's book of account will correspond better to a l.e~ 

than to a 1.86% composite depreciation rate. In that event a 
shortfall in cost recovery would result if the 1.86% is used for 
ratemakinq because revenues would be reflectinq applieat10n of 
that composite depreciat10n rate while expenses would be reflectinq 
application of the 1.S1% composite rate. The shortfall would not 
eventually be recoverable since actual accruals to the depreciation 
reserve depend on the individual depreciation rates of the various 
plant accounts and not on the composite depreciation rate used. 

for ratemakinq. Conversely, if revenues re:1ect a 1.S?% eomposite 
depreciation rate while expenses reflect a 1.86% rate, an 
irreversible windfall ensues. 
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We eannot deter.ni:le whether the 1.87x compos! te 
depreciation rate accurately reflects the more recent plant mix. 
Applicant's failure to provide a current comprehensive depreciation 

rate study for the Metropolitan :Oistriet~ whic.~ is by far its 

largest district, compels us to reject applicant's position on 
this issue. our adopted operatinq results reflect the 1.86% 

composite depreeiation rate. 
Applicant's estimates o!' utility plant~ which exc:eed 

staff's est~tes by $89~200~ are consistent with recorded utility 

data made a.vailable durinq the hearing. However, the ne"w" data 
wereincomplete in that figures were provided for year-end 1982 

utility plant in serviee and construction work in progress but 
not for c:ontri~utions or advances for eonstruc:tion. 

Based on the size of this distric:t and the c:onstruction 
activity within it, it is entirely possil;)le for the $89,200 utility 
plant difference to represent primarily chanqes in contributions 
and advances for construction above the levels used. ~ staf!' in 
developinq estimates of rate base ane depreciation expense.~ In 
that event, staff's estimates for those two items and income taxes, 
as they rela.te to this issue, would be little af:eeted, if at all, 
by inc:reasinq utility plant :oy $89,200. 

We :ind staff's estimates of rate base and depreciation 
expense to be reasonable. 'I'b.ey are include<! in our adopted 
operating results for this district. 

~ Contributions and advances for construction are not included 
in the utility'S rate base. 
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XI - AUTHORIZED lU:V'ENW: INCREASES 

Comparing the entries for operating revenues in Tables 1 
through 6 in part will disclose: 

1. Por Barstow District (Table 1) - The rates 
to be authorized for test year 1983 will 
yield additional gross revenues of S253,800 
which represent a 15.0% increase over :evenues 
at rates in effect January 1, 1983. The rates 
to be authorized for test year 1984 yield 
additional gross revenues of SS2,300 which 
represent a 2.6% over revenues at 1983 increased 
rates. 

2. For La Quinta (Table 2) - The aeopted 
increase in gross revenues ~or test year 
1983 is S2~,600 which represents a 75.2% 
increase over revenues at rates in effect 
January 1, 1983. 'l'be authorized increase 
in gross revenues :or test year 1984 is 
S14,700 which represents a 2.6% over revenues 
at 1983 increased rates. 

3. Por Morongo Valley (Table 3) - The aeopted 
increase in gross revenues for test year 1983 
is 5209,500 which represents a 132.8% increase 
over revenues at rates in effec~ January 1, 
1983. The authorized increase in gross revenues 
for test year 1984 is $32,300 which represents 
8.5% over revenues at 1983 increased rates. 

4. For Victorvill~ (Table 4) - The rates to be 
author~zed for test year 1983 will yield 
additional gross revenues of S86,200 which 
represent a 34.5% increase over revenues at 
rates in effect January 1, 1983. The rates 
to be authorized for test year 1984 yield 
additional gross revenues of $2,800 which 
represent a 0.8% over revenues at 1983 
increased rates. 
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5. 

6. 

Advice Letter 

For San Bernardino Vallev District (Table 5) 
The rates to ~ authorizeO for test year 1983 
will yield additional qross revenues of 5238,600 
which represent a. 31.8% increa.se over revenues 
at rates in effect January 1, 1983. The rates 
to be authorized for test year 1984 yield addi­
tional gross revenues of $6,900 which represent 
0.1% over revenues at 1983 increased rates. 
For Metro~litan District CT3bl~ 6) - The rates 
to :be authorized for te.:5t year 1983 will yield 
additional qross revenues 0: 5687,000 which 
represent a 3.9% increase over revenues at 
rate3 in effect January l. 1983. The rates 
to be authorized for test year 1984 yield 
additional qross revenues of S353,500 which 
represent a 1.9% over revenues at 1983 increased 
rates. 
6'S'S-W 

We take offiCial notice of Aev1ce Letter 655-W filed 
June 9, 1983, by which applicant reqaests authority under 
General Order 96-.i\ to increase water rates in its Metropolitan 
District to offset an additional 51,622,200 0: annual increase 
in purchased water expense, as the result of a rate chanqe, 
effective July 1, 1983, by West Basi:l and Central B.asin Municipal 
Water Districts.. '!'be Revenue Requirements Division staff has 
reviewed the work papers submitted with the advice letter and finds 
applicant's request to offset the additional purchased water costs 
on a c.ollar-for-eollar 'basis to be reasonable. The adoptee. results 
of operations reflect this increase in cost. In tbe desi9:l of 
rates this cost increase will Oe applied only to the quantity ehal:'qes. 
The total amount of 1ncrease 1n qross revenue includinq t~e purchased 
water offset for test year 1983 will be $2,309,200 which represents 
a 13.1% increase over revenues at rates in effect January 1, 1983. 

A thirc. set of rates will be authorized for each of the 
tariff areas to allow for attrition in rate of return after test 
yea: 1984. This is in keepinq 'With our intention tbat the 
districts of Class A water utilities Vill not file a qenera1 
rate increase application more often than once in tbree years. 
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The a.ttrition to be allowed. after 1984 has an 
operational cocponent.and a finaneial component. Its financial 
component is the same for all districts and is the adopted 
estimate of financial attrition in rate of return of 0.22% 
between years 1984 and 1985 (i.e., the difference :between the 

rates of return of 11.78% and 11.56% for years 1985 and 1984, 
respectively). Its operational component, which is different 
for each district or tariff area, is the decline in the 1983 rate 
of return of 11.29% to a lower level for 1984 at the rates 
authorized £or 1983. 

The fo11owinq tabtl1ation shows, by district or tariff 
area, operational attrition rate, combine<! fina:J.cial-operational 
attrition rate, and the revenue increase necessarv ~o offset the . -
attrition in rate of return a.£ter test year 1984. 

Combined 
Financial- Offset Revenue 

District or Operational Opera.tional Increase 
Tariff Area Attrition Attrition (Stet> Increase) 

~ ... S ,.. 
Barstow .33 .55 48,300 
La Quinta .61 .83 13,900 
Moronqo Valley 1.07 1.29 31,000 
Victorville (.10) .l2 2,000 
San Bernard. Val. (.11) .11 4,800 
Metropoli tan .31 .53 324,700 

For La Quinta and Moronqo Valley the larqe adopted 
increases for 1983 triqqer our policy of phasing in annual base 
rate increases in excess o£ 50%. By holdinq the £irst test year 
increase for La Quinta to 50%, we will g-rant applicant a revenue 
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increase of $156,100 in 1983. The difference in revenue between 
increases of SOx and 7s.2~, plus interest at the adopted 11.29x 
rate of return for 1983, will be added to the authorized. increase 
for La Quinta for 1984. For Morongo Valley we will qrant applic~t 
a revenue increase of $114,800 in 1983, a fu.-ther increase of 
$114,800 in 1984, ane a final increase of $114,800 i~ 1985. As 

a final step, rates for Moron;o Valley will be reduced effective 
January 1, 1986 to the 1985 adopted attrition level of ;ross 
revenues ($441,900). The calculations sho~.nq these adjustments 
to the adopted increases for La Quinta and Moron~o Valley are set 
forth in Appendix D to this decision. 

XII - CO!lSERVATIOlll Alm POMP El'l'Icn:8C"l 

Applicant has an established proc;ram to promote vater 

eOD3ervation. currently, its eff'orts are directed. primarily toward 
providinq conservation reminders thro't:qh inserts mailed with 
customers' bills. 

Applicant has also an establiahe<l proqram to maintain 

pump efficiencies. '&y district, our staff made the following' 

reports On pump efficiencies: 

Barstow District - ~e majority of pumps are 
wi thin or above the average-fair range. Appl1-
c.a:c.t will repair the two pumps, which are below 
this range, in 1983. 

Desert District - '%'he m.a.jori ty of pumps are 
vi thin or above the averaqe-fair ranqe. Appli­
cant will repair, in 1983, the pumps that are 
below that ranqe. 

San Bernardino Valley District - The majority 
of pumps are wi thiiior asove the averaqe-fair 
ranqe. Applicant will repair the three pampa, 
which are :below thj.a range, in 1983. 

Metro~litan Distriet - The majority of pumps 
are v1thin or ~ve the averac;e-fair ranqe. 
Applicant vill repair, in 1983, the pumps that 
are below that ranqe. 
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XIII - SERVICE 

Barstow Distriet 
The staff report (Exhibit .18) disclosed: 

-12.2 CUstomers service complaints for the year 
1981 and the year 1982 are summarized as 
follows: 

Year 1981 1982 

Water Quality 23 17 

Preaaw:e S9 S4 

Leaks l18 53 

Xiae. 3 - -
'fotal 203 129 

-12.3 '!'he record indicates that the complaints 
were 1nvestiqated and resolved by the 
utility within a reasonable period of 
time after notification. 

-12.4 An inspection of the utility's facilities 
revealed that their procedures for handlinq 
customer service in this district was 
satisfa.ctory.-

La Quinta Service Area 
of Desert District 

Clearly, many of the La Quinta customers, the La Quinta 

Water Task Force, and the City of La Quinta are dissatisfied 'With 

the present water system and oppose any rate increase. Equally 

clearly, however, La Quinta customers have benefitted from very 

low rates for water service ane. probably 'have benefitted by having 

the water system operated by applicant instead of the predecessor 

MUtual Water Company. 
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The water system was ola when acquirea by applicant i~ 1978 
(D.89402 cated September 19, 1978 in A.5S1l0). Since then, applicant 
has made some improvements. The water supply has been i.."nproved by 
replacing the more inefficient pumps as well as equippin9 wells 
that were not in service. Recently, a booster station and two 
related pipelines were put in service to create a separate pressure 
zone to serve the Upper Cove area. This was done to alleviate low 
pressure being experienced in this area which is of higher elevation. 

On applicant's entire La Quinta system there are 6,294 
lots, but only 1,940 active services, which are served by 231,530 
feet of mains consistin~ mostly of four-inch and two-inch diameter 
steel pipe. Prevalent service complaints have been for: low 
pressure~ sand in line~ bad taste and smell in the water~ shutoff 
without prior notice~ and inadequate fire flow. Applicant has 
investigated these complaints and written to the concernee customers. 

Wi th the new pressure zone now in place for the 'Opper 

Cove area, pressures appear to be maintained a.t levels prescribed. 

by General Order 103 throuqhout the (jistr~tion system. Ac:corclinq 
to applicant, house valves or pipinq may be responsil:>le £or many 
of the low-pressure complaints. Also, accordinq to applicant, sand 

in house pipinq may have been caused by closed or broken valves 

on the distribution system.. Applicant has completed a survey of 
the system and reports that all defective valves have been repaired 
or replaced.. The investig:aticc Ciselosed :co :1lx!ieatic:n of :rore ~ t..~ce ~ 
of sand gettinq througoh the sand. traps at the wells. Bad taste 

and. smell in the water may result from chlorine resic:1ue. Applicant 

states that its chlorine treatment of the water is mandated by the 

Health Department. Some shutoffs without prior notice are unavoidable, 

but applicant indicates it is reviewing' its procec:1ures to el~.:inate 

the avoidable ones. 
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There is no question that this water system fails to meet 
current standards by a wide marg-in. Eoweve::-, t1'le perception 0: 
the averaqe condition·of the undersized steel mains is probably 
larqely based on conjecture at this t~~e. The evidence taken at 
tbe bearing covers a range from "bac.ly deteriorated" to "a relatively 
tight system. By tight, the volume of leaks are not that 'great for 

a system of this size." 
Many of the La Quinta customers, the La Quinta Water 

Task Force, and tbe City of La Quinta are convinced t~t the City 
of La Quinta must have a water system meeting current standards, 
includin~ fire flow. The following two paraqraphs are from a 
letter dated February 25, 1983 written by tbe La Quinta Community 
safety Director to the La QUinta Water Task Force Committee, which 

was incluc.ed in the City 0: La Quinta's brief: 

-My main concern is to see this vater system 
upgraded to current stan~ds where it ~ll 
proviae an ample quantity of water of high 
quality for both present consumption and 
projected c;r:owth in their service area.. 
Naturally, to do so will require a massive 
amount of capital. It seems only fair that 
th~ costs for these improvements be paid for 
by those who will benefit from the improvement. 

"Who will benefit from upgrading the system? 
'!'he existinq subscribers to the vater service 
will benefit immediately from 'proper' efforts 
to upqrade the .system. eI vill address m.y 
emphasis on 'proper' later on.1 Secondly, 
owners of undeveloped lots will find them 
worth more and more salable and worthy of 
development vi th better water .service. The 
SCWC will benefit greatly by improvements to 
the system because they will have additional 
system users with the increased development 
which will generate new revenue for them.. 
Improvements on the old system will mean 
fewer repairs and better service. 'rberefore, 
I feel that i:f all the needed improvements 
are listed, prioritized, and price<!, then we 
know how lIuch :.oney ia needed to fUDCl ~ose 
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improvements. From there we should split tbe 
costs for those ~~provements between the prope~y 
owners of both developed and undeveloped 
property and tbe SC"~C. Tne funds from property 
owners could be derived from a special assess­
ment district and SCWC would contribute tbeir 
share from a capital i:nprove:ne!lts fund for La 
Quinta. It 
Re<;arding the benefits mentioned in tbe second para~aph, 

it should be understooe applicant is entitled to a fair rate of 
return on its investment under tne requlatory fr~~ework for 1nvestor­
owned puolic utilities. This means that its rates for water service 
should be in balance with investnents mac.e by applicant, as part 

of the ":nassi ve alnount of capital'· requi=ee to u~:-ade the La Quinta 
water system to current standards. The i.~provements could be 

expected to become part of applicant· s rate base aDd be :-efleetee in 
rates for water service. 
Moron~o Valley Service Area 
9f DeSert District 

The badly deteriorated condition of some 60,000 feet of 
undersized steel pipe underscores tbe service deficiency in this 
area. As poi:o.ted out in our discussion of the consolidation 
proposal, there is substantial exposure to a severe fu--tner 
deterioration of service if an adequate main replacement proqr~~ 
is not put in place within tbe next several years. Aceordin~ly, 

applicant will be required to sUbmit annually to tbe Commission 
a report on the Moronqo Valley Service Area recorded results of 
operatiOns for Calendar Years 1983, 1984, ane 1935, respectively. 
'I'hese reports will be due no later than March 3l 0: 1984, 1985, 

and 1986. These reports must be supported 01' workpapers and Oe 
in tbe same detail as those filed in this application. In addition, 
applicant will be required to submit to Commission staff, no later 
than January 1, 1985, detailed plans for a :naj,n repair and 
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replacement proqra."'n. '!be objective 0: this pro<;::-a."n will be to 

reduce unaccounted-for water to 10% within a reasonable amount of 
time. Staff will review' the plans7 and if tl'ley a.ppear reasonable, 

the utility will ~ instructed to file a.n advice letter seekinq 

co~ssion approval for tbe necessa--y expenditures for ma~ repair 

and replacement. This service i."nprovement pro<;ra."':\ will be handled 

cy the Commission accord~~ to its new procedures, endorsed on 
June lS, 1983, for handlinq water company service problems. These 

procedures are designed. to ::\ake custome:s awa:e of the need for, 
and the cost of improvement projects. Applicant is also encou=a;ed 

to explore with tbe Moron~o Valley Co~unity Service District ways 
in which tbe vacant land in tbe area can 1)e called. upon to 

participate in the cost of se:viee improve:nents. 

Victorville Service Area 

The sta££ report (Exhjb:i.t 21) disclosed: 

-12.2 CUstomers service complaints for the year 
1981 and the year 1982 are s1lmmarized as 
follOWS: 

Year 1981 1982 

Water Quality 10 8 

Pressure 2 7 

Leaks 30S 233 

Mise. - -- -
Total 317 248 

-12. 3 ~e record indieates that the complaints 
were inve.stiqated and resolved. by the 
utili ty wi thin a reasonable period of 
time a.£ter notifieation. 
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W12.4 An inspection of the utility's facilities 
revealed that their procedures for handlinq 
customer service in this district was (sic:) 
satisfacto:y.-

San Bernardino Valley District 
'%he ata.£f report (Exhibit 23) disclosed: 

w12.2 Customers service complaints for the year 
1981 and the year 1982 are summarized. as 
follows: 

Year 1981 1982 

Water Quality 22 25-

Pressure 20 10 

Leaks 72 33 

Mise. - -- -Total 114 68 

-12.3 The record indicates that the complaints 
were invest1qated and resolved by the 
utility within a re~ona!)le period of time 
after notification. 

-12.4 An inspection of the utility's facilities 
reveale:d that their procedures for handlinq 
customer service in this distriet was (sic) 
satisfactory.-

Metropelitan District 
'!'he staf:f report (Exh i bit 22) disclosed: 

w12.2 CUstomers service complaints for the year 
1981 and the year 1982 are ,S'tnnmarized as 
follows: 

Year 1981 1982 

Water Quality 235 290 

Pressure 272 259 
Leaks 1,131 1,092 
Misc. 3,845 2.677 

'l'obJ. 5-,483 4,318-
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-12.3 The record indicates that the complaints 
were inve.stiqated. and resolved by the 
utility within a reasonable period. of 
time a~ter notification. 

"12.4 An i~ction of the utility's facilities 
revealed that their procedures for handline; 
customer .service in this distriet was (sic) 
satisfactory." 

XJ:V - RATE S"l'lWC1'ORE 

Barstow District 

For this district staff: 

1. Concurs in applicant's proposal to reduce 
the number of quantity rate blocks (in 
S<:he4ule BA-1) from :four to three. (The 
declining rate of the third block permits 
volume sales to the marine .supply depot 
and to two railroads.) 

2. States that lifeline rates can be increased 
because the cumulative increases in average 
system rates have exceeded 25% since January 1, 
1976. 

3. Recommends that the authorized increase ":be 
allocated to service charges, quantity rates, 
and flat rates ana be proportional to the 
gross revenues derived from each cateqory, 
and. based on rate.s in effeet when the decision 
in this proceeding is signe4." 

4. Recommends that the rates for private fire 
protection service (Sche<!Ule AA-4) be increased, 
although there are no customers for this ser­
vice at this time. 

S. Opposes applicant' s proposal to cancel 
Sc:hedule BA-9 because of :i.na.dequ.a.te notice 
to customers. 
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Applicant dispute5 only item 5 of the above enumerated 
items, contenclinq that mailinq copies of A.82-10-ll to the city 

a.ttorney and to the city clerk of Barstow conati tutes adeqaate 

notice. The followinq 5entence is £oun4 at paqe 26 of the mailed 

application: -The Company also proposes the elimination of 

Schedule No. BA-~, Optional Special Metered Sexvice, in the 
Barstow District.- This sentence was the only reference to 

the matter in an applica.tion, which was both lengthy and complex, 

and the proposed cancellation was not mentioned at all in the 
notice of the filing of the application. 

According to applicant's witness, Sdl.edule BA-9 was 
oriqinally designed for the railroads and provided a reduced rate 
for customers tak.inq at least 75% 0'£ their water Detween midnight 

and 10 a.m. . The railroads no lonqer take. water on t.b.at basis but e two of Barstow's ci t:y parks do pu:rport to purchase water under 

the terms of this rate schedule. Applicant, however, states it 

cannot monitor the times of the day that the parks take water 

. and therefore cannot determine whether they are eligible for the 

reduced rates. 
If the City of BarstOW' is unaware of the proposed 

cancellation, it has been e:f'fectively deprived of its opporttmity 

to evaluate the proposal arld determine an appropr:i.a.te course of 

action. 'Onder the eirc:um.stances we are persuac1ed that Schedule BA-9 

5hould be elosed at this point to new customers but not eaneeled. 

Henceforth, applicant should take special care, when proposing' 
tariff schedule cancellations, to as5tzre that all affected customers 

are notified. directly and with specificity o£ .such proposals. 
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The revised rate scbedules for the Barstow District 

authorized to be filed by this decision conform to the above­

enumerated five-point-sta£f position on rate design. A tabular 

comparison of present and adopted rates for qeneral metered 

service is incluaed in Append~ E to this decision. 
Desert District 

staff: 

'Por the La Quinta service area of the :Desert Di.strict 

1. Concurs in applicant' s proposal to replace 
1 ts minimum charge-type rate schedule by 
a service charge-type schedule, which is 
standard for water utilities under our 
jurisdiction. 

2. States that the first quantity block rate 
and the service charge for the 5/8 x 3/4-ineh 
meter should not be inereased for the first 
25% in revenue increase in order to aChieve 
the 25% differential between system average 
increase and lifeline increase since Janua:ry 1, 
1976. 

3. Recommends that the authorize<! increase "be 
allocated to service charges, quantity rates, 
and flat rates and be proportional to the 
gross revenues derived from each eateqory, 
and based on rates in effect when the aecision 
in this proceedinq is siqned." 

4. Recommends. that the rates for pr1vate fire 
protection service (Sc:hed.ule AA-4) be increased, 
although there are no customers for this aer­
vice at this time. 

Applicant does not oppose the above staff recommendations. 

The revised rate schedules for the La. Quinta. service area o~ the 

Desert District conform to the above-enumerated four-point aU:!f 

posit10n on rate des1gn as well a.s to the deferral of' a portion 

of the 1983 authorized increase into 1984, as shown 

in computations inclueee in ~ppeneix D to this eeeision. 
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For the Morongo Valley service area of the Desert 

District staf't': 
1. States that the first quantity block rate 

and. the service charge for the S/S x 3/4-inch 
meter should not be increased for the first 
25% in revenue increase in order to achieve 
the 25% differential between system avera~e 
increase and lifeline increase since January 1, 
1976. 

2. Recommends that the authorized increase "be 
allocated tQ- service charqes, qr:anti ty rates, 
:md flat rates and be proportiooal to the 
qross revenues derived from each category, 
and based on rates in effect when the 4ecision 
in this proceeding is signed." 

3. Recommen<is that the rates for haulage flat 
rate service be increased. 

4. Recommenc13 that the rates for private fire 
protection service (Schedule AA-4) be increased, 
althou~h there are no customers for this ser­
vice at this time. 

Applicant does not oppose tlle aJ:)ove sta,ff recommendations. 

The revised rate schedules for the Moronqo Valley service area of 

the Desert District conform to the al:>ove-enumerated four-point staff 
position on rate desic;n as well as to the deferral of a portion of 

the 1983 authorized increase into years 1984 and 1985 as shown in 
computations included in Appendix D to this decision • 

• 
staff: 

For the Victorville service area of the Desert :District 

l. Concurs in a.pplicant· s. proposal to change 
the quantity rate structure of its general 
metered service schedule from three-block 
to two-block rate and. recluce the first block 
to 300 cubic feet. 
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2. States that first qttantity block rate and 
the service cbarqe for the SIS x 3/4-inch 
meter should not be increased for the first 
25% in -revenue increase in order to achieve 
the 25% differential between system average 
increase and lifeline increase since January 1, 
1976. 

3. Recommends that the authorized increase -be 
allocated. to sero'ice charges, quanti ty rates, 
and flat rates and. be proportional to the 
gross revenues aerived from each category, 
and based on rates in effect when the dee1sion 
in this proceeding is signed.-

4. Reeoaends that the rates for private fire 
protection service (Schedule AA-4) be increase4, 
although there are no customers for this ser­
vice at this time. 

Applicant d.oes not oppose the :&Dove staf:f recommen~tions .. 

The revised rate schedules for the Victorville service area o:f e the Desert District conform to the aJ:>ove-enumerated four-point 

staff position on rate design. 

San Bernardino Valley District 
For the San Bernardino Valley District staff: 

1. States that lifeline ra.tes can be increa.sed. 
because the cu:mulati ve increases in averaqe 
system rates have exceeded 25% since January 1, 
1976. 

2.. Recommends that the authorized increase -be 
aJ.loeated to service charges, quantity rates, 
and flat ra.tes and be proportional to the 
gross re7enues d.eriveQ from each cateqory, 
and based on rates in effect when the 4ecision 
in this proceedinq is si;ned.-

3. Recommends that the rates for private fire 
protection service (Schedule AA-4) be increased. 
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Applicant does not oppose the above staff recommendations. 

'f'he revised rate schedules for this district con='orm to the above­
enumerated three-point staff position on rate desiqn. 

Metr0RRlitan District 
For "the Metropolitan District staff: 

1. States that lifeline rates can be increased 
because the cumulative increases in averaqe 
system rates have exceeded 25% since January 1, 
1976. 

2. Recommends that the authorized. increase "be 
allocated. to service charqes, qaantity rates, 
and flat rates and be proportional. to- the 
gross revenues derived from each category, 
and based on rates in ef£ect when the decision 
in this proeeedinq is signee." 

3. Recommends that the rates for private fire 
protection service (Schedule AA-4) be increased 
from $3 to $4 per month for each inch of diameter 
of service connection and Schedule AA-4 be 
revised to accommodate the rate. 

4. Recommends that the rate for flat rate service 
C Schedule ME-2,M) also:be increased. 

Applicant does not oppose these staff recommendations. 

The revised rate schedules for this district con£o:rm. to the above­

enumerated four-point staff position on rate desi9':D.-
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xv - FINDINGS ~~ CONCLUSIONS 

'Findings of Fa'et 

1. Applicant's proposee consolidation 0: the Barstow, Desert, 
and San Bernardino Valley Districts was not supportee by any of the 
parties to this proeeedinq includinq applicant. 

2. a. Applicant's proposee consolieation of t~e Desert, 
San Bernardino Valley, and Metropolitan Districts would provide 
primarily a subsidy of the Desert District by the Metropolitan 
District. 

o. There is a need for major water system. improvements 
in the Desert District, but lov customer density would make the 
~~paet on rates so larqe as to render ~jor projects infeasi~le. 

c. If necessary aet:tons are taken by residents serv'eC. ~y 
low customer density water systems, the community service districts 
servinq the areas perhaps can brin9 about needed pa.-ticipation in 
water system costs oy OW'%le:-s of vaean't land. 

d. There is preceeent for a community service district 
havinq water system facilities operated under contract by an 
investor-owned utility (D.59843 dated 3/29/60 in A.4l9S9). 

3. Rates of return of 11.29%, 11.56%, and 11.78%, respectively, 
on applicant'S rate ~se for 1983, 1984, and 1985 in the Barstow, 
Desert, san Beoardino Valley, and Metropolitan Districts are 
reasonable. The related ret~ on common equity is a constant 14.50%. 
In the Barstow District this will require an increase of $253,800, or 
15.0:1: in annual revenues for 1983~ a fu-~her increase of $52,300, or 
2.6:1: for 19847 and a further increase of $48,300, or 2.4% for 1985. 

4. Applicant • s service, conservation program.. pump eff:i.c:ie::ey 
pr09'ram, and water qua11 ty in the BarstoW' District are satisfactory. 

5. a. Recorded chemicals expense data for the Barstow 
District indicates the 1981 shift to a much ~9her ch~cals expense 
level will perSist but not at the level computed by applicant. '!'he 
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1982 expense of $2,200 should be mo:e representative of actual future 
results than a computed value, which was not bor:le out sufficiently 
~y 1982 experience. 

o. The staff estimates of depreciation expense for the 
Barstow District are consistent with the estL~tes of transportation 
expense for this district used by both applicant and staff. 

e. The adopted esti."'l'1a tes of operatinq revenues, operati:l~ 
expenses, and ra~e base for the test years 1983 and 1984, as set 
forth in Table 1 of tbis decision, together ~th an additional 
revenue requirement of $48,300 for 1985 due to attrition, reasonably 
indicate the results of applicant·s future operations in tbe 
Barstow District. 

6. The adopted rate design for the Barstow District is 
reasonable. 

7 • a. Barstow District Schedule SA-9 was oriqinally desiQlled 
for the railroads and provided a reduced rate for customers t~~ 
at least 75% of their water between midniQht and lO a.~. 

b. The railroads no lon;er take water on that basis but two 
of Barstow'S city parks do purpo~ to purchased water under the 
te:ms of this rate schedule. 

c. Because applicant ~~ot ~onitor the ti.~e$ of tbe day 
that the parks take water, it cannot confirm that they are eliqi~le 
for the reeueed rates. 

d. The City of Barstow was not adequately notified of 
applicant·s request for authority to cancel Schedule BA-9. 

e. In tbe eir~tances it is reasonable to close 
Schedule BA-9 to new customers, ~clud1nq additional city parks, 

~ut not to cancel it. 
8. For the Desert District: 

a.. Cbe:nical expense has uneer;one marked <:ro'Wth a£ter 
1979. The pattern is si."nilar to that experiencee in the Barstow 
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District ~~d should De treated s~~11ar1y. The Desert ~istriet 1982 
recorded chemicals expense of $6,700 is reasonable for the test 
years. 

b. The 1982 recorded labor expense and escalation factors 
of a.ox for 1983 and 5.1% for 1984 prov1de.a =easona~le basis for 
projeetin9 oat to test year fiqures. 

c. The 1982 recorded purehased services and escalation 
factors of 4.0% for 1983 and 7.3% for 1984 provide a reasonable basis 

for projeetinQ out to test year figures. 
d. The 1982 recorded materials and supplies expense and 

escalation factors of 4.0% for 1983 and 7.3X for 1984 proVide a 
reasonable baSis for project~q o~t to test year figures. 

9. Applicant's serviee in the La Quinta service area of the 
Desert District is probably about what can be expected from an older, 
low customer density system consistin~ mostly 0: four-inch and two­
inch mains, and is not unreasonable. 

10. a. A site for a new reservoir in the La Quinta serviee 
area of the Desert District should be acquired durinq 1984 or 
earlier. It is reasonable to i~clude S12,500 in test year 1984 
as the est~~ated weiqhted avera~e cost of that site. 

b. The adopted est~ates of operatin9 revenues, operating 

expenses, and rate base for test y~ars 1983 and 1984, as set forth 
in Table 2 of this deeision, t~ether with an additional revenue 
requirement of $13,900 :or 1985 Que to attrition, reaso:a~ly indicate 
the results of applicant's :uture operations in the La Quinta service 
area of the Desert District. 

11. a. To meet the rates of return specified in Findin~ of 
Fa~ 3 above, the required increases i~ the La Quinta service area 
of the Desert District are $234,600, or 75.2% in annual revenues for 
1983: a further increase of $14,700, or 2.6% for 1984: and a :urther 
increase of $13,900, or 2.4% :or 1985. 
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b. Limitation of tbe 1983 increase to sox Will ~tiqate 
tbe effect of the 1arge i~crease on customers and will result in 
increases for 1983 of $156,100, for 1984 of $132,900, and a 
reduction of $24,500 for 1985. Interest on tbe deferred portion at 
the adopted rate of return Will ensure that applicant is adeqaately 
compensated for the deferral. 

12. The adopted rate design for the La Quinta service area 
of the Desert District is reasonable. 

13. Applicant'S service in the MoronQo Valley area of the 
Desert District needs improvement. The initiation of a lO-year main 
replacement proqram is reasonable at this time. 

14. a. Additional stora~e is needed on the Del Sur system i~ 
the MoronQo Valley service area 0: the Desert District. 

b. Applicant's est~tes of rate base and depreciation 
~ expense reflect a reasonable balance between what is needed and 

what is affordable in plant additions. 
c. By the end of 1984 a.~d 1985 it is reasonable to expect 

SoCal to install an additional 6,000 feet of mai~ in each year. 
d. The staff allowances for unaccounted-for water of 30% 

for 1983 and 20% for 1984 are reasonable :or ratemakiuq_ 
e. A rate of return penalty is warrantee in 1935 should 

SoCal fail to install 6,000 feet of main in addition to =ain replace­
ment bud9eted for 1984. S~~ilarly, in 1986 a rate of return ~ty 
is warranted should SoCal fail to install 6,000 feet of mai~ in 
addition to the ~ount bueqeted by the end of 1985. 

f. Applicant should report annually on the operations of 
the Moronqo Valley service area and submit detailed plans for a main 
repair and replacement program. Failure to comply with these 
requirements may result in a rate of return reduction. 

q. The adopted estimates of operatinq revenues, operatinq 
expenses, and rate base for test years 1983 and 1984, as set forth 
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in Table 3 of this decision, together with ~n ~dditional revenue 
requirement of $31,000 for 1925 due to attrition, rcason~b1y indicate 

the results of ~?~lic~nt's future opcrntion~ in the Moron90 Valley 

service urca of the Dcsert District. 

15. a. To meet the rutcs of return specified in Finding of 
Fact 3 above, the required increazes in the Morongo Valley service 

urea of the Desert District are $209,500, or l32.8~ in annual 

revenues for 1983~ a further incr~~ze of $32,300, or 8.5% for 198': 

and 3 further increazc of $31,000, or 7.5: for 1985. 

b. To mitigate the effect of the 1~r9c 1983 inere~se on 
customers, the revc~ue increase will be held to $82,700 in 1983. 1 
A further incrctisc of $123,800 will be provided for 1984 ~nd ~ I 
further inerc3sc of $184,600 will be provided for 1985. Interest i 
on the deferred portion of 1983 re~~ircd revenue increase at the 
udopted rate of return will ensure that applicant is adequataly 

compensated for th~ deferral. 

16. The udopted rate design for the ~orongo Valley service 

area of the Desert District is reasonable. 
17. Applicant's service in the Victorville service area of 

the Desert District is a~out what c~n be expected from several 
sep~rate older system~ conSisting ~ostly of small mains. 

18. a. A substantial i~provement in unaccounted-for water in 
the Victorville se~icc area of the Desert District resulted in 
1982, dropping from 39~ in 1981 to 19% in 1982, after replacement 
of a badly deteriorated section of pipe. 

b. The staff estimate 0: 15" unaccounted-for water for 
both test years is compatible with this trend and is re~sonable 
for rate:naking. 
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c. Sh1ftin~ a project to fence the 'I'Ussin~ Plant, which 
has never been feneeo.,. from 1983 to 1984 when there are fewer plant 
additions is reasonable. 

d. 'I"he adopted esti.."nates 0: operatinq =evenues, operating 
expenses, ane rate base for the test years 1983 and 1984, as set 
forth in Table 4 of this deeision" toqether with an aeditional 
revenue requirement of $2,000 for 1985 due to attrition, reasonably 
indicate the results of applicant's future operations in tbe 
Victorville service area of the Desert Distriet. 

19. To meet the rates of return specified in Finding of 
Fact 3 above, the required increases in the Victorville se:"V'ice area 
of the Dese=t District are $86,200, or 34.5% in annual =evenues for 
1983; a further increase of $2,800, or 0.8~ for 1984; and a further 
increase of $2,000, or 0.5% for 1985. 

20. The adopted rate desiqc for the Vietorville se=vice area 
of the Desert District is reasonable. 

21. Applieant I s se!"\Tice, conservation pr~a.'it, pump efficiency 
proqr~, and water quality in the san B~rdino Valley Distriet 
are satisfactory. 

22. a. Absent a complete depreeiation =ate study on the new 
water treatment plant in the San Bernardino Valley District, it 
is reasonable to use a 2.8% ~ual eep=eeiation rate, whieh is 
reflective of appro~~tely a 35-year life, for this plant. A 
35-year life is near the top of the 15- to 40-year ranqe qiven 
in Standard Practiee Manual U-4. 

b. Because of the high nitrate levels present in the 
9%'ound'Water supply, four san Bernardino Valley District wells 
have been witbdrawn from service in recent years. 'l'bese wells 
are valuable as emerqeney water sources, should not be :etirea 
as long as they remain so, and arc properly includable in rate 
base. 
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c. The adopted estimates of operatinq revenues, operatinQ 
expenses, and rate ~se for ~he test years 1983 and 1984, as set 
forth in ~able 5 of this decision, together with an additional 
revenue requirement of $4,800 for 1985 due to attrition, reasonably 
indicate the results of applicant'S future operations in the 
San Bernardino Valley District. 

23. To meet the rates of return specified in Findin~ of 
Fact 3 a1::>ove, the required. increases in the San Bernar<!ino Valley 
District are $238,600, or 31.8% in annual revenues for 19837 

a further increase of $6,900, or 0.7~ for 19847 and a further 
increase of $4,800, or 0.5% for 1985. 

24. The adopted rate design for the San Bernareino Valley 
District is reasonable. 

25. Applicant's service, conservation pro;r~, p~~p efficiency 
~ proqr~~, and water quality in the Metropolitan District are 

satisfactory. 
26. a. The adopted. estimate of purchased services in the 

Metropolitan District properly includes clinical laboratory char~es 
which were ~sclassified as chemicals expense. 

b. Applicant's failure to provide a current comprehensive 
depreciation rate study for the Metropolitan District compels 
us to adopt the 1.86% composite depreCiation rate used by staff. 

c. Recorded year-end 1982 data were provided by applicant 
for utility plant in service and construetion work in proqress 

but not for contributions or advances for construction. Since it 
is entirely possible for the resulting 589,200 utility plant 
difference to correspond primarily to changes in contributions 
and advances for construction above the levels usecl }:)y staff in 
developinq estL~tes of rate base and depreciation expense, the 
later data must be rejected as beinq incomplete. 
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d. Tne adopted est~~tes of operatin; revenues~ operatin9 
expenses, anQ rate base for tne test yea:s 1983 a:d 1984, as set 
forth in Table 6 of this decision, togethe: with an additional 

revenue re~irement of $324,700 for 1985 due to attrition, reasonably 
indieate the results of applieant's future ope:ations in t~e 
Metropolitan District. 

27. To meet the rates of retur: specified in Findin~ of Fact 3 
above, the requi:ed increases in the Metropolitan District are 
$6$7,000, or 3.9% in annual revenues for 1983: a further increase 
of $353,500, or 1.9X for 1984: and a fu.-the: ine:ease of $324,700, 
or 1.7x for 1985. 

28. Tne adopted rate desiqn for tbe Metropolitan District 
is reasonable. 

29. The increases in rates and charges authorizee by this 
decision are justified, and fo: the future are just and :easonable. 

30. The further increases authorized in Appendix A for the 
. years 1984 ~d 1985 snould be appropriately ~odified in the event 
the rate of return on rate base, adjusted to reflect the rates then 
in effect and no~ ratemakinq adjus~ents for the 12 ~onths ended 
September 30, 1983 and/or September 30, 1984, exeeeds ~he lower of 
(a) tbe rate of return found reaso:able by the Commission for 
applicant during the corresponding period in tbe most recent rate 
deCiSion, or (b) 11.29% for 1983 and 11.56x for 1984. 

31. Tbe £u-~her increases authorized i: Appendix B for the 
years 1984 and 1985 should be appropriately modified in the event 
the rate of return on rate base, adjusted to :eflect (a) the rates 
then in effect modified where applicable to compensate for the 
deferred portion of the rate increase and (b) normal rat~~ 
adjustm~nts for the 12 months enQed September 30, 1983 andlor 
September 30, 1984, exceeds the lower of (1) the rate of retur: 
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found reasonable by the Co~ssion ~or applicant durinQ the 

oorresponding period ~n tbe most recent rate decision, or (2) 11.29% 

for 1983 and 11.56% for 1984. 
Conclusions of L~w 

1. The adopted rates are just, :-easonab1e, and nonciscriminatory 

for the future. 
2. The application snould be ;-ranted to the extent provided 

by the following order. 
2.. Barstow :District Schedule BA-9 should be closed to new 

customers. 
4. Because of the i:nmediate nee<! for additional revenue, 

tbe following order should be effective today-

ORDER -_ .......... -
l'r IS ORJ)EREI> that: 

1. Applicant Southern California. Wa.ter Company is a.uthorized 

to file for its Barstow, San Bernarc:ll.no Valley, and. Metropolitan 

Districts, effective today, the revi.sed. rate schedules :in Append:i.X A. 
The fi1inq shall comply with General Order Series 96. The e££ec:tive 

c:!a.te of the revised schedules shall be the date of filinq. '.rhe 

revised schedules .shall apply only to .service rendered. on and 

after their effectiVe date. 
2. On or after November 15, 1983 applicant i.s author:ize4 

to file an advice letter, with appropriate work papers, request:inq 

the step rate increases for 1984 included in Append.ix A, or to 

file a lesser increase which includes a uniform cents per 100 cul:>1e 

feet of water a.d.justment :from. Appendix A for a di.strict C Barstow , 
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San Bernardino Valley, or Metropolitan) in the event that district's 

rate 0'£ return on ra.te :base, adjusted to reflect the rates 'then 1n 

effect and normal ratemakinq adjustments for th~ 12 months endinq 

September 30, 1983, exceeds the lower of Cal the rate of return 

fo'Q%1d reason,al:)le by the Commission ~or applicant durinq the 
correspondinq period in the then most recent rate deci.sion or 
(]» 11.29%. This filiDq ahall comply with General. Order Series 96. 

The requested .step rates ahall be reviewed by staff to determine 

their con£onU ty with this order and shall qo into effeet upon stU'f' s 

dete%mination of conformi t:y. Sta.£f 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 schedules shall :be no earlier 

than January 1, 1984, or 30 days a£ter the filinq of the step rates I 

whichever is later. ~e revi.sed achedules .shall apply only to 

service rendered on and after their effective date. 

3. On or after Nov-ember IS, 1984 a.pplicant is authorized 

to file an advice letter I with appropriate work papers, reqttestinq 

the step rate increases for 1985 included in Appendix A, or to 

file a le.sser increase which includes a tzniform cents per 100 

cubic feet of water adjustment from Appendix A for a district 

(Barstow, San Bernardino Valley I or Metropolitan) in the event 

that district r B rate of return 0:0. rate base, adjusted to reflect 

the rates then in effect and normal ratemakinq adju.stments for 

the 12 months endinq September 30, 1984 , exceeds the lower 0'£ 

(a) the rate o~ return found reasonable by the Commiasion for 

applicant durinq the c:orrespondinq period in the then aoat recent 

rate 4eeiaio:o. or (]») ll.56%. 'l'his filiDq shall comply with 
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General. order Series 96. '!'he requ.ested step rates shall be 

reviewed by staff to ~etermine their conform1 ty with this orelar 

and shall qo into effect upon staff's determination of confonti.ty. 

Staff shall l.nform the Commission if :Sot :finds that the p:oposed 

step rates are not in accord with this decision, and the Co:mds­

s:i.on may then modify the inerease. 1'be effective date of the 

revise<! schedules shall be no earlier than January 1, 1985, or 

30 days after the filinq of the step rates, whichever is later. 

The revised schedules shall apply only to service rendered on 

and after their effective date. 
4. Applicant is authorized to file for its Desert District, 

effective today, the revised rate schedules in Append:i.x B. ':he 
filinq shall comply with General Order Series 96... 'l!lle effective 

date of the revised schedules shall be the date of filinq... '!he 
revised schedules shall apply only to· service rendered on and 

after their effective date. 

5... On or after !rovember 15, 1983 applicant is authorized 

to file an advice letter, with appropriate work papers, requesting 

the step rate increases for 1984 inclucled. in Appendix B, or to 

file a lesser increase which includes a uniform cents per 100 

~ie feet of water adjustment from. Appendix B in the event that 

the Desert District rate of return on rate :base, adjuste<1 to 

reflect the rates then in effeet modified where applicable to 
compensate for the deferred portion of the rate increase and 
normal ratemakil:l.q adjustments for the 12 months end::i nq September 30, 

1983, exceeds the lover of Ca) the 'rate of return found reasonable 

:by the Commission for applicant <1urinq the eorre.spoDdinq period 
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in the then most recent rate decision or Cb) 11.29%. 1'h1.s 

filinq shall comply ~ th General Order Series 96. ~e requested. 

.step rates shall be reviewed by staff to determine their conformity 

with this order and shall qo into effect upon staff's determination 

of eonfo:r:mi ty • Staff shall inform the Commi.s.sion 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 schedules shal.l :be no earlier than January 1, 

1984, or 30 days after the filinq of the step rates, whichever 

is later... The revised schedules shall apply only to service 

rendered on and 'after their effective date .. 

6 ... a. On or after lioveml:>er lS, 1984 applicant is a.uthorized. 

to file an a.dvice letter, with appropriate work papers, requestinq 

the step rate increases for 1985 included in Appendix B, or to 

fit file a lesser increase which includes a =.iform cents per 100 

cubic feet of water adjustment from Appen<iix B 1n the event that 

the Desert District rate of return on rate :base, adjusted to 

reflect the rates then 1n effect modified where applicable to 

compensate for the de~erred portion of the rate increase and 

normal ratemakinq adjustments for the l2 months endinq ~tember 30, 
1984, exceeds the lover of Ca) the rate of return :fotmd reasonable 

by the Commission for applicant <1urinq the correspondinq period. in 
the then most recent rate decision or (b) 11.50%. 1'his £ilinq 

shall comply with General Order Series 96.. The requested step 

rates shall be reviewed by staff to aete:2ine their conformity 

with this order and ahal.l qo into e~~eet upon staf:!· s dete:z:::ina­

tion of conformity. Staff ahall in:fom the Commi.ssion if" it finds 

th.a.t the propose4 step rates are not in accord with this decision, 

and the CoJlDliaaion may then 'JIodi:fy the increase.. ~e e:f:!eetive date 
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of the revised schedules $hall be no earlier th~~ January 1, 1985, 

or 30 dayz ~ftcr the fi1i~~ of the step rates, whichever is lat~r. 
The revised schedules shall apply o~ly to service rendered on and 
after their effective date. 

b. Because the full step rate increase for 1985 for the 
Xorongo Valley 'service area of the Dczcr~ District should ~ot 

extend b~yond 1985, ap~licant shall file an advice letter on or 

before December 1, 1985 requesting the revision of rates to reduce 
annual revenue by $114,000 based on the adopted data for 1984. The 

revised rates shall be in e~fect on January 1, 1986. 
7. Applicant shall submit annu~lly to the Commission staff 

a report on the Morongo Valley Service Area recorded results of 
operations for Calendar Years 1983, 1934, ane 1985, respectively. 
These reports shall be due no later than ~arch 31 of 198~, 1985, and 
1986, respectively. These ~eports must be suppo=tce by workpa~rs 

and be, in the same dctuil as those filed i~ t.his application. 
Failure to submit :cports may result in =cductio~ of the authorized 
rate of return .. 

8~ Applicant shall submit to Co~iszion steff, no later than 
January 1, 1985, detailed plans for a muin improvc~ent pr~r~~. ~he 

objective of this program will be to ~educe unaccounted-for water to 
lO~~ within a reasonable amount of time.. Staff will review the plans: 

and if th~y appear reasonuble, the ctility will be instructed to file 
an advice letter seeking Co~~ission app:oval for the necessary 

expenditures for the main improvement ?rogrum. T~is service improve­
ment progra~ will be handled according to the new procedures, 
endorsed ~y the Co~ission on June 15, 1983, for handling wntcr 
company service problems. 

9 .. Applica.""1t shall dCiOnst..~tc 1.""1 i'tZ 1934 advice let;tcr :fili."'lg 

that it has installed 6,000 feet of m~1n in addition to the ~~ount 

/ 
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of main rcplacmcnt budgeted by this decision for the Morongo Valley 
system of the De~ert District. Failure ~o make s~ch installation 
shnll result in a two percent reduction in rctu~n on rate b~se for 
the Desert Dizt=ie~. 

This order is effective today. 
Dated __ ~A~u~au~~~~t~~3.(~1~9~8~:~, ______ , ~t San Francisco, California. 

LEONAPn ~. GR!MES, JR. 
P!"csidcnt 

VICTOR CALVO 
PRISCILLA C. GREW 
nONA::"D VIA'!.. 
WILLI~V. T. BAGLEY 

Commissioners 
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Qaa,ntit:r Rates: 

APPENDIX A 
Pagel 

Sehedule No. BA-l 

:N.rst 300 cu. :t., :per 100 eu. ft ........ $ 0.305 
lfezt 9,700 cu. :t., per 100 cu. ft. ••••••• 0.4l0 
OVer lO,ooo cu. tt.:o l'ft 100 cu. ft. ••••••• 0.33:1-

Service Charge: 

lOr 5/8 x 3/4-1nch meter ••••••••••••••••••••• $ 4~ 
lor 3/4-1nca meter ••••••••••••••••••••• 4.70 
'FOr 1-1neh DIIe'ter •••• .............. ••••• 5.60 
Fer l~1neh meter ••••••••••••••••••••• 7~ 
lor 2·1neh aeter ••••••••••••••••••••• 12.00 
lor 3-1neh meter ••••••••••••••••••••• 16.00 
lor 4-1neh meter ••••••••••••••••••••• 31.00 
For 6-1nehaeter ••••••••••••••••••••• 50.00 
70r 8-1neh meter ••••••••••••••••••••• 67.00 
70r lo-1nCh meter ••••••••••••••••••••• 125.00 

'rhe lerr1ee Ch&Tge 1. & ra41neaa .. to-serve 
ebazos •• "l1eaJ)le to all. metered 1Iervi.~ 
and 1» Yh:f.eh is to be a4ded. the quantity 
eh&rge «upaced &t the Qua,nt1 t,. ktes. 



Jl'FFJmlX A 
Page 2 

$clI.edttle No. M-l 

GENERAL ME'!'tRE:O SERVICE 
I Con't1nued.) 

'!he re.tes tor qaant1t1e. Ct£ vater used al>ove 300 ca.. :t., incl.ut!e 8%1 amotmt 
:per 100 cu.. tt. g:ranted sa offset ra.otes a.a shown belov. 

Offset Oft.et 
Advice CPOC Strpply Inel'Q4ed 
Letter RetJel1:ticc D&te Ra:te Cost :1n 
~ Namber Et"!eet1ve :rn~e '?&tes 

531-" W-2452 ll-28-7S 2.lJ¢ 2.8¢ 

S68-W' w-2628 4-J.8..80 3.1¢ 5.9¢ 

;82-W' W-2'7l2 9-16-80 3.2¢ 9.l¢ 

603-W 1 .. 6¢ lO.1¢ 

SPECIAL CONDMONS 

1. 'Far ~e A'tel:lUcn, ~opeka. and Santa. Fe :Re.1lves C~, &ll ::e-eer 
~1nv v111 be eo.bto.ed. tar the parpo.e ot eca:put~ ~ b1l.l.I &t the 
Qaant1ty R&<te., and the%'e Yill be a. JICIl~ service eb&rge 1n the mI1OCtI.t crt 
the •• 0: the Serv1ee Cl'J,uge 'tar all. of tl:I&t cust<:mer·~ aeters. 
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'torrit0I1. 

.APPENDIX "­
Page 3 

Sch~eu.l~ No. BA-9 

:3Il.rstow Md vicinity, StJ.:l :se~tl.%"dino County. 

Rate!: 

Quantity Ra.te:: 

First 
Next 
OVer 

300 eu.tt., yer 100 eu.~. 
9,700 en.ft., ,er 100 eu.~. 

lO,ooo eu.~t., per lOO eu.~. 

.. .,,, ....... . ..•..•....• 
• #' ...... - ••• 

Serviee Cb&rp;e: 

For 3-ineh ceter 
For 4-ineh Meter 
For 6-ineh meter 
For 8·1neh meter 
For lO-ineh meter 

~ .•.•...•• -...•..•..•....••.• .............••.•..•........• .. _ ....•..•.................. ..................•.....•.... ... ~ ..•..•...........•....... 

Per Meter 
Per Month 

$ 0.305 
O.4l0 
0.306 

$ 16.00 
31.00 
50 .. 00 
67 .. 00 

125 .. 00 

The Service CbArge i8 & rea4inecs-to-~~rvc charge 
tl.~l1e.e.ble to all metered serviee a.."'ld to whieb. 1~ to 

I 

be ad~e~ the q~tit~ charge e~ted at the ~~tity P~te:. 

(Ce:1tinue-i) 
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Sebed~e No. M-9 

Barstow' Di.triet 

O~ON'AL S?ECIAL M2;'lo:em:t) SERV'ICE 
( Coc.t1uued.) 

'nle mtes tor quantities ot Y&ter used. tiJxJve 300 eu.tt. mclnde an 
amo=t per 100 eu.tt. grcrted &I ot!.et n.tes u .bowrl below' .. 

Offset ou.et 
Mviee CPOC Supply Included 
IA'tt.er Resolution D&t.e R&te Coat in 
lfazIber ~ ttteeti:'Ie InC%'eue Rates 

531-W W-2452 11-28-78 2.8¢ 2.8¢ 

568-w w-2628 4.-l8-8o 3.U 5.9¢ 

582-w W-27J2 9-l6-80 3..2¢ 9.l¢ 
603-w 1.6¢ lO.1¢ 

SPE:CI.u. COemONS 

l.. Se:rv.1ee =der thia .ebec1'cle v.t.JJ. be ttan1shed. ~ ¥ben 75S 0-: 'the 
_:teo u.ed 14 taken bet~ the hoa:rs ot 12 m14n1 gat zm4 lO &.lII. ':he ut:U1ty 
will prov14e adequate ealtrol to eoatOZ'Z with tJ:d4 COZld1t1oc. 

2. Thi' .chedule Al'Pl1ea ~ to .erviee ~ed. th:roa.gb & 3-incll 
meter or it. e¢valent eap4city, or l&rger Jle'.t~. 

3. !"or ~e At<:l:I.i8C1l, '!opeka. and S&zrt& h Railwy e~~ alJ. mete::!:' 
read1'O(p Y111 "be eaab1ned !or the ;pca-po.e O't eompctt~ zccthly b:Ul.s at the 
Qaa.ut1ty Ra.te., aM there vill be & mccthl:r .e:"V1ee eharge in the a.t:IO'I2:lt c:r 
the .,. ot the Sft'V'.1ee CbArge tor &JJ. ot tba.t et1.Stc:mer' s metn"B. 

4. ~. schedule 1. eloNd 'to DeY eu.atcae.r. ... ot: JrtJ.:¥ '2D, 1.983 
per :D. 
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Barstow District 

Ea.ch O't tbe tolloving-1nereuea in ra:te.c ru::r be p!%t 1D.to ~reet or the 
ind1eated 4&te by t11~ & ra.te .ehedule vl:l1eh a4da the a.~pr1&te :1nereue 
to the n.te vh1eh VOtJld otherv1ae 'be in et':='ee't on that ~te. 

ttreet1 ve D&tes 
1-1;sE l-l-85 

lOr 5/8 x 3/4-inch meter ••••••••••••••••••••• .$ 0.05 
For 3/4-1neh meter •••••••••••••••••••••• O.~O 
For l-inCb meter •••••••••••••••••••••• O~ 
For 11-ineh ~ •••••••••••••••••••••• O~ 
For 2-inCn ~~ •••••••••••••••••••••• 1.00 
For 3-ineh meter •••••••••••••••••••••• 1.00 
FOr 4-1nCh meter •••••••••••••••••••••• ~.OO 
For 6-1nCh meter •••••••••••••••••••••• l.OO 
For 8-1nCh meter •• ~................... 2.00 
For lo-1neh meter •••••••••••••••••••••• 3.00 

'gaa.nt1tr Ra:te.: 

$ 0.05 
O.lO 
O.lO 
0..20 
l .. oo 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
2.00 
3.00 

For the first 300 cu. ~.~ per 100 e'O.. ft........ 0.008- 0.007 
Next 9,700 cu. rt., per 100 cu. :='t... ..... 0.009 O.Oll 
Over 10,000 cu. ft., l)er 100 e'tl. ~........ 0.008 0.009 

Sc:hedale BA=9 
~ rate. tor Sc:hedule lSA-9 ~ be :reT.taed lIC* :rw:te. tor Sc:bedule :BA-l. 
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Schedule ]Jo. ~l 

San ~o V&l.l!l District. 

GI!!HZRAL ME'mtFJ) SERVICE 

Applicable to all. zetere4 'Water aerv1ee. 

~ ecmmm1t:1ea ot R1ghl&Zld a:04 ~ and port1oc.a or the C1ty of 
S&Z1 ~, San ~ Coua:ty. 

Q;aant1ty 3a:tes: 

l"1rst 300 eu • .tt., pel" ~oo cu.ft • 
Oftr 300 cu.:rt., per ~oo cu..ft • 

•..•.••...•..•.•. ................. 

70r 5/8 x 3/4-inchaeter ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
lor 3~~meter ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
lor l-fnehmeter ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 'or l-l/~ 1DChmeter ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
For 2-1nchmeter ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
70r 3-iDchmeter ••••••• _ ••••••••••••••••• 
70r ~1DChmeter ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
lor ~fDch3eter ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
lor 8e1Dehmeter ••••••••••••••••••• ; ••••• 

!be Sen1ee CbArge 14 & %'M4.1ne •• -to-serve 
~ &ppl.1cable to &U aete:re4 aerv1ee 
&Z'lI1 to Vb:f.eh 1.1 to be added tbe q:c&nt1 't7 
cl:w.rge ~ &t tM Q-amt1ty lata. 

$ 4.J.5 
4.10 
6.80 

11.0<> 
12.00 
21..00 
29·00 
49.00 
73.00 
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Eaeh ot tbe toll.ov1'ag ~ereue. :1n n.t.ea may be put 1ntc> eUec:t of tbe 
ind1ea:ted d&te by fil1l:Ie & rate aebedule ".1:I1eh adds tbe appropr1a:te 1nc:'eUe to 
the rate Vh1ell 'WOUld otberdae be 1D. eU~ 011 that dAte. 

70r 5/8 x 3/4-1Dehmeter •••••••••••••••••• 
lor 3/4-1nch~ •••••••••••••••••• 
70r 1-1:eh.-ter •••••••••••••••••• 
70r l;-inchmeter •••••••••••••••••• 
lor 2-1Dcb~ •••••••••••••••••• 
70r ~~~ •••••••••••••••••• 
70r 4-:1nehaeter •••••••••••••••••• 
lor ~1nehmeter •••••••••••••••••• 
lor 8-1=eh met«r •••••••••••••••••• 

gaant1ty 1t&tes: 

7ctr the first 300 ca..ft., :pc' l.00 cu..ft. •• 
70'1: all. over 300 c:a..ft. .. , per l.00 c:a..:t ••• 

$ 0.10 
0.30 
0 .. 70 
1.00 
1 .. 00 
2 .. 00 
2.00 
3.00 
3.00 

0.000 
0.000 

0.05· 
0.20 
0.80 
J..OO 
2.00 
2.00 
2.00 
3.00 
3.00 

0.000 
0.000 



APPLICABILl'r! 

?J!./le/ee 

M!'t:t'?pOli tan :Oiatriet 

cmvERAL ME'I'ERED SERVICE 

,App11c:e.b1e to all .~ water aerv1ee. 

'tF.Rlttl'ORY 

Portic:us or the Cities or .Artesi&, :Bell, :Bell Garaens, Ca.nal, Cemto., 
CcIapton, C'ad.e.:by, Cttl.ver City', Downey, EJ. Segundo, Gerdena., H&va1!az1 Gardena, 
Ha.vthonle, :azmtin,gton Park, Inglewood, Lakewood, La. H:tra.da., L&wdale, :,ocg !eaeh, 
Norvalk, Panmo'O:llt, Santa Fe Springs, South Gate, Ve::rlCl'l an4 the c~jties O't 
Athen., Le:Dnox and Moaet& and Vie:!.ni ty, Loa AZlgelel Comrty, an6 port1O'rl8 ct the 
C1t:r or Loa .Al&m1to. and V1ein1ty, Orange Coanty. 

RAnS 
~1ty b:tea: 

11rst 300 '~.tt., per 100 ec.:t ••••••••••••••••••••••• $ 0.404 
Over 300 eu.ft., per 100 cu.!t. •••••••••••••••••••••• 0.5,s 

Serv.tee Charge: 

70r 5/8 x 3/l-iac:h ae-te2." 
lor 3/4-1nc:h Mter 
For l ... 1nch .~ 
1"0%' l,.1neh meter 
For 2-:1neh .ter 
'P('J1: 3-:1neh meter 
For 4-11leh metft' 
:P'or 6-:1Dch meter 
'1or 8-1neh lleter 
~ 1c)"':1neh meter 

..•.•.•..•...•••.•...• ~ ....... . •.•...•......•........•.••...•. .•..•.......•...•...........•.. 

...•.....•.• ~ .•.......•..•.•... ••..•.•.••..•.•..•.•..•....••.. ....•.•.•.••..•....•..•...•••.• ..•...•....•.•..••.•.•••....... .•••..•....•...•......•...••..• .•..•.•.•.......•.. _ ....•.••.•. ....•.........•.•.•........•... 

3.45 
5.60 
8.00 

l3.10 
21.00 
28.00 
52.00 
75.00 

l2J..00 
192 .. 00 

!he service charge &J7Pl1es to all aetcred lel"Y'iee eameeti=-; to it is 
added the cl:l&rge tar water uaed during the -=th At qc.ant1t:y ftot.ea. 

xu qwmc:i.ty n:tea 1nel"Q4e an amo=t l)e:r 100 C'Q..rt. gnmtec1 as ottaet . 
n.t.. &I shown belOW'. 

O:e'.t.et: OUaet 
M:Y1ee CPOC S~ Inelll4e4 
Letter ~nOlut1C1rl :Dcte Rate Cort ,in 
lIaal>e%" lfaber '!:Neetive Inereue llatea 

s98-w W-2793 03-03-8l l.3¢ l..~ 

6ar-w w-2924 Ol ... l9-82 1 .. 3¢ 2.6¢ 
632-W' W-3032" lJ.-03-82 3.0¢ 5.~ 

.' 
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Sche<1lJJ.e No. l€-2K 

Metropolitan D1I:triet 

l"tAT RA..""E SERVICE 

Applicable to all. 7'l&t Rate .... ter .e%"V'1ee. 

~RY 

The area. fox:merl;y serve4 by the ~ Acres Mtttt1al W&ter ~ 1n the 
C1ty of L&kevood_ 

1. 'tor each .1ngle =it O't oeC"apcey' CI1 & lot 
50 teet ~ 170 feet, or ~er ._............... $ 8.00 

2. For each .1ng].e -az:d t O't oee1ipac:y 
larger than 50 feet by 170 teet. .................. 8.90 

3. 'Far ~h &4d1t10D&l1m1t O't oc:~ey served ~ 
the same serv1ee eozmeet1on O'! 1 .. 0%" 2. above...... 7.50 

4. For each 'VaCant lot lArg@%" than 50 ~eet 
~ l70 tee-t. ••• •••••• ••.••••• ••••••••• ••••••••• ••• 2".~ 

5. :For eacl1 vacant lot SO teet by 170 teet 
or smaller •••••••••••••••••• _................... 2.90 

SP!:CIAI. cozmmoKS 
l... ~ service 11 l1m:1.ted to ex1,sting e'UtCIIers &a or Deeellber 1.8, 1981. 

2. ror sen1ee eovered by the above elu.1t1e&t1ocs 1. 'tl:I:rwgh 3., 1! 
either the ut:U1t1' C1r the euataaer so elect., & meter shall be Wtalled. m4 
.ft"rl.ce prov1ded 1m4er Schedule lfo. ME-1, Cieleral Metered Serv1c:e. 



e 

Metropo11 tall D1str1et 

Each ot the tollowillg 1n~aeea 11l rates may be 'Put into e~ect ot tbe 
1nd1et1ted date "oy t1l1ng a rate aclled~e v.b1cll adds the s:ppropr1ate 1no.-ea8e 
to the rate ~ch vould otherv1ae 'be 1:1 e!teet on that date. 

Efi'ec:t'1 ve Dates 
l-l:84 1-1-85 

Per l4eter Per Month 

lor 5/8 x 3/4-~eb meter •••••••••••••••••• $ 0.05 0.05 
lor 3/4-tDCh meter •••••••••••••••••• 0.10 o~o 
lor l-tnCh meter •••••••••••••••••• 0.20 O~O 
lor 11-1nen meter •••••••••••••••••• 0.20 O~ 
lor 2-tnch meter •••••••••••••••••• 1.00 1.00 
For 3-1neh meter •••••••••••••••••• 1.00 1.00 
lor 4-1nCh meter •••••••••••••••••• 1.00 1.00 
For 6-1neb meter •••••••••••••••••• 1.00 1.00 
For 8-1nch meter •••••••••••••••••• 1.00 1.00 
For 10-inch meter •••••••••••••••••• 3.00 2.00 

Quantity Rates 

For the :r1rst 3:>0 eu.ft.., -,per 100 cu.ft.... o.oar 0.005 
70r all aver 300 eu.tt., -per lOOCl.ft....... 0.010 0.009 

nat Rates (Sehedole ME-at) 

1. lor each a11lgle unit of occ:upency on a lot 
50 teet "oy 170 teet, or lIIII8ller ............. $ 0.15 

2. lor each 81:lgl.e unit 0: occupaney on a lot 
J.arger tban 50 teet 'by 170 feet • •••••••••• 0.15 0.15 

3. For each additional unit of ocetrptmcy 
~ from. the same serv1ee eozmeet1ou 
ot 1. or 2. above •••••••••••••••••••••••• 0.15 0.15 

4. lor each vacct lot larger tban. 50 teet 
by 170 feet ..•••.•••••••••••.•.••••••••.•. 0.05 0.05 

5. lor each vaeant lot 50 teet 'b7l70 teet 
or ~er •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 0.05 0.05 

(End of Append:Lx A) 
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Q\nlltity Rates: 

APPENDIX :s 
"::)oo~", , J. """!Iw _ 

~..:o.t 300 C\l,.:!'t., per lOO cu.~ • 
~r 300 c:u.:'t., ,er 100 cu.~ • 

..... ~ .......... . 

..........• _ ..... 
Service Cba..--ge: 

For 
For 
Fo!" 
?or 
"Jer 

5/8 x 3/4-inch =eter 
3/4-1~eh :iet~ 

l-1nc::' r-'ter 

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

Fo: 

For 

1~111Ch meter 
2-1l:lch meter 
3-1nch meter 
4-i:leh ::;,ete:­
G-1:lCh ~~. 

.••.....• _ ........•...•.• ..................••..... ................. _ ...... . .........••.............. ........ -........•....... ............•.......... _. ...•••...•...•........... 
~e Se=vie~ Charge in ~ read1~e3G-~-8erve 
charge aypllce.'ole to all metered ~erv1ee 
a:d to .... hieb. ~g to 'be a4ded. t'be q,ua:xt1t;y 
ch:!l.rge comp~ed nt t~e ~\lantity P.ates. 
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Sc:hech:rJ.e No. Dn!-ZH 

D~sm Pis'!::;1et 
Morongo Vall!'Y 'l'ar1:f'f Area. 

APPLICABILITY 

Applicable to all water <ielivued. frcm ccmpatJ.y-desig;cated. oa'tlets for 
MnJage 'by C'tlS'tcImcs for ck:mest1c use. 

TE'RRITORr 

Mo:roago VaJ.l-r cc.d.. v1dnity, San Bemard1no Coanty 

RATE -
For water <ielivueci for dcmestic use oaly 
and~ haaled by the ~ ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• $5.00 

mew. CQN!?1!IONS 

l. Each customl!r d.es12:ing to obWn wa'ter under tl:d.s schedule must make 
an appl1eatioc. for sen1ee 'to 'the utili'ty. 

2. Scv1ce under 'this schedl2J e will be ftzmished oaly fmm. eonpany 
ctesig:ca:ted oatlets sped.f1ed fCfr lvm1age scvice ~ of 3/4-1.:DI:h bose 
btl:> with ga.rcIec. hose fi'tt:1llg located. :in Morocgo Valley as follows: 

Vest side of Bella V1sta Dnve 400 feet north of Ca:z:lyal Road, 

NorC2w'est co:z::ner of Park AVfIl:J:1JJj .md Q:aolla. Aveaue y 

Eut sic1e of lIeu Boal.eva:rd 100 :t:~ north of pa:rad:J •• Av«me. 



A.82-10-11 RR/ek * 

A.~IX 13 
P~e 3 

Morongo Valle"1 ~e~ Area 

Each of ~he ~ollowing 1~ereaseB in r&~8 ~y be p~ !~vO er:eet of the 
!.ndiee.ted date by !iling e. rate :::ehe~u1.e V-lieh 8d~ ~he appr,?:-1&~ ~eMe 
to the rate vhieh 'W'0'J.ld other.r1se 'be in e~eet Oll tMt d.e.~e .. 

Se:"v1ee Charge:: 

For 5/8 :r. 3!4-ir:.eh meter 
For 3!4-1nch ~~er ......................... 
For l-i:leh meter ......................... 
For It-1:lch mete:" 

. 'Fctr 2-1neh meter ......................... 
For 3-1:leh meter ......................... 
'FQr 4-1:lCh ~..,¢r ................•........ 
10r 6-1~eh ~ver 

Far the !'1rst 300 eu.t"t. ~ j)eI" 100 eu .. !t .. 
Over 300 eu .. !t. ~ ;>er 100 eu .. !t . 

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

..•••..••..........••...••......•• 

Per Mete:::' Per Month 

$4·50 
4·90 
6.00 
7.00 

10.00 
21 .. 00 
3l.00 
54.00 

0.581 
0·892 

$2 .. 00 

-
$6.75 
1.40 
9·00 

1l.OO 
15·00 
32.00 
4j.00 
81.00 

0.054 
1·310 

$2.00 



'?:R/le 

Schedule 1(0. DELQ.-l 

Desert District 

La Q1linta Service Area 

7cr 5/8 x 3/4-1n~ meter •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Fer 3~1=eh meter •••••••••••••••••• _ ••••••• 
For l-~eh meter •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
For l~~ meter •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
For 2~1neh meter •••••••••••••••••• ~ ••••••• 
For 3-ineh meter ., •••••••••••••••••••••••• 
For ~1DCh meter •••• # ••••••••••••••••••••• 

Quantity Rate.!' 

For F1:rst 300 cu.ft., J>er 100 c:a.ft. .. ............... .. 
lor all OW%' 300 cu.:tt., ~ 100 cu.ft. • •••••••••• 

$ 1.00 
1.70 

10 .. 50 
14.00 
20.00 
30.00 
40.00 

0.430 
0.488-

The Servic:e Charge 18 & readine •• -to-.erve cllarge a'PPl1eable 
to a.ll ~ service Cd. to vh1eh 11 to be a4ded the quant1ty 
c:b&rge c:C11PQ.'te4 &t the Qa.IZ1t1't7 Ra.te •• 



t>eHrt D1atr1et 
Ia. Qu:1nt& Sc-I1~ Aze& 

Each of the following. ~&.R8 in rate. -.y 'be put 1:ato etteet cr the 
1l:d.ieated 4a:te 'by t1~ & rate .~ -hJ.1eh ~ the APll%"opr1&te 1ncreue 
ar (decrease) to tbe rate Vl:l1eh vould otherv1ae be 1n etteet on that 4&te. 

7ar 5/8 x 3/4-1Deh ~ ••••••••••••••••••• 
7ar 3/4-1DCh weter ••••••••••••••••••• 'or l~ weter •••••••••••• _ ••••• ~ 
70r l~ Deter •••••••••••••• _ •••• 'ar 2-1DCh ~ ••••••••••••••••••• 'ar 3-1Deh weter ••••••••••••••••••• 'or ~ meter ••••••••••••••••••• 

ga..t:t1tz Rates 

7ar the tint 300 eu.ft., per 100 cu..ft ... .. 
"Ictr &ll 0Te%' 300 cu.tt .. , per 100 cu..ft .... . 

l-l:a4 l-l=85 

$ 1·95 
2.15 
2·90 
4.00 
6.00 
8.00 

11.00 

0.120 
O.l36 

$(0.30) 
(0 .. 40) 
(0 .. 60) 
(1.00) 
(1.00) 
(2'.00) 
(4.00) 

(0.025) 
(O.027) 
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Schedule 110. DEV-l 

Desert D1stM.et 
V1eton'111e Sgn,et Ares. 

A~l1C&ble to all. 1IIe'tered yater ae%"'t'1c:e. 

'tERRIMtt 

71rwt 300 eu.rt., Jer 100 c:u.:t. ••••••••••••••••• $ l~ 
OYer 300 eu.tt., ~ 100 eu.tt. ••••••••••••••••• 1.30 

70r S/8 X 3~ .eter ••••• _ ••••••••••••••••••• 
lor 3/~ weter •••• _ •••••••••••••••••••• 
lor 1-1DCh aeter ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
7cr 1~ .eter ••••••••••••••• _ ••••••••• 
Jar 2-1Dchaeter ••••• _ ••• _ ••••••••••••••• 
7ar 3~.eter ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
7ar 4-1DCh ~ •• _.~ •••••••••••••••••••• 
7cr ~.eter ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

~e Serncf: C'hI.rse U a rea41neas-to-Kl! we 
eba:-ge &lJPl1eable to- all. ~ M%"T1c:e 
aDd to vt:1ch 1. to be a44ed the quantity 
charge e0apute4 at the Quantity RaW. .. 

SPECIAL COlUJInOS 

$ 6.60 
8 .. 80 

10.60 
12.60 
19·00 
35.00 
55·00 
93·00 

Water aup;pl1e4 1u tbe ter.d:tor:r ec:apr1a1:ag a :port1cm ar Seet1021 ltJ, 
!owah1p ~ ncrth, :Ra.nce 2 vut, San ~ :sue aDd Mer14:1&n, located 
15 1I1lea aoutheute'~ ar V1ctcrr1lle, SaD. ~ Co~, a o-r h:tch 
tluar14e eotr.tent. 



Desert District 
Vietorv1lle Serv:l.c:e Area 

kch ot tbe tollow1.cg 1nc:reue. in rates ~ be pu.t 1uto etteet ot the 
1nd.1eated date by t1l1ng & rate aehe4ule Yb:1.ch a4da tbe appropr1&te 1uaeue 
to- the rate Ybieh would othe%w:tae 'be in .ttect on tb&t date. 

S?a¥t1.ty ktes: 

'lor the tint 300 eu .. :rt., per 100 ca..ft • 

"or all O'YV 300 eu.rt., per 100 eu .. ft.. 

......... 

........ 

CUD or APPUDD: :s) 

$0.010 

0·0l5 



lIue ot~: Soutbenl C&l.:1:'orn1& Water C~ 

D1atnct: :Baratov 

l.. 1Iet-to-Groaa J61l.t1l'l1er: 2.0785 

2. 7e4enJ. hx Rate: ~ 

3. Sta.te '!ax BLte: 9.~ 

4.. Loeal l"'n..:Deh1ae '!ax late: l..~ 

s. u.:olleet1ble. Rate: O.~ 

Ottaet ltea 

6. Ptlrehaae4 p~ 

A. cct /'II:r1b. - Eleetl"1e Puaps 
J:l.eetr'1c: ~ter. 

:B. kWh (~tal) 

e. A"ftZ'a6e Colt /i!I1h 

0.879 
1·731 

6,952,500 

* 0·0Tl50 

1/1./83 
1l.,700,600 

0.8355 

l/1/?i$ 

* 606,400 

0.8'r9· 
l..737 

7,046,900 

* O·07J.SO 

1/1/83 

1l,a60,~ 

0.8355 

1/1/83 

* 615,600 



. A-8Z-1o-11 ~rb 

.e 

Ot':feet IuZM (Cont'd) 

7. Ali Valorem 'l!axe.e 
U!ecti'9'e ~ 3.ate 

8. Number of Services: 

. 

APPtNDlX C 
Pa,se 2 

Barl5tov Distriet 

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

"--~~--~~~--~~~----~~----~~----~~--
.. 

Commercial 

e Ind.u.sttial 

P!.l.bl1c: Authority 

Contraet 

Other 

Subtotal 

Private 'Fire Prot. 

~otal 

Water Lo58e.5 

Total litre Prod. ... 

7.469 

12 

77 

1 

5 

7,564 

19 

7 • .583 

7.599 

12 

71 

1 

5 

7.694-

12 

7,?l3 

2.'79:5.7 2.842.7 :574.0 374 .. 0 

150·0 150·0 1.2.500.0 12.500.0 

548.2 548.2 7.12O.0 7.l2O.0 

~7.3 559.9 ~7.336.o 5.59.94-5.0 

38.7 36.1 7.740.0 7 • .224.0 

4.077.9 4.l~.9 

408.2 414.1 

4.486.1 4.55l.0 
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Meter Sl2 

S/8" x 3/4" 
3/4" 

1." 

1," 
2" 

3" 
4" 

6" 
8" 

10" 

:Barstov D1at:'1c:t 

ADOP.fEb smTIc:E :BY ME'n1t SIZE 

~ ~ 

6~ "1'22 6~845 

- -
503 56S 
62 62 

:L78 :L'TT 
20 20 

lO lO 

9 9 
1 1 

7,56; 7 .. 692 

lO. Metereod Water Sale. tlIed to pengn Rates 

trAp - ~ 
~ - ee"r !2§l ~ 

0-3 266,344 270 .. 954-

3-10 2,222,947 2,259 .. 976 
Oft:' 10 11~68! lz606r;0i9 

4,crrr,981 It., 137,009 
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aarstoY D1atr1ct 

1983 

- . .. P:ese:'t ?..ates .. A<!o'O""..ee. Rates .. - .. .. 
: No.: Item : CC?I' : FIl' .. CC?T .. -m 

(A) (3) 
r r '++ 

(C) (:D) 
(Thouscds of Dollars) 

1 Operating Eevenues $1,695.1 . $l.,,695.l. $l.,948.9. $l.,,948.9 
2 O&M Expense8 l,070.l 1,070.1 l,,013.8 l,,013-8 
3 Taxe8 other ~ InCQme 49.8- 49·8 49.8 49 .. 8-
4 ~ 2-t . 0.0 ~.~. 

5 S~total. ~"ll9·9 ~"J.29-. l.,l23-6 l.,l.51 .. l. 

6 Deductions From Taxable Inc:o:ne 

1 fax Depred.at1on 259 .. 1 205.l. 259·7 205.1 
8 Capitalized Overhead 2O.J. 20.1 2O~ 20.1 
9 ~st 196.6 196.9 196.6 196.6 

lO P%eterred Stock D1v: Cred1t 0 .. 0 O.~ 0.0 o·t 
II Subtotal Deductions 476.4 @.J. 476.4 422. 

12 Net- taxable Income tor cc:r: 98.8 348.9 
13 cc:Fr 2·~ ~~.~ 
14 Total cc:n 9·5 :3 ·5 

15 :Net ':axable Income tor rr: 143.6 r 3$.1 
16' Federal. Income Tax 66.0 171 .. 0 
17 Graduate4 ~ A4just:1e::l.t -0.8- -0 .. 8-
lS Fed Income Tax l3e!ore AdJ. 65.2 l.$.2 
19 Illvestment ~ax C:r:ed1t 0.0 0.0 
20 Total. FI'r 65.2 169.2 

: .. .. 



A.82-10-ll Im.i cc 

: : : ?:resent P.etes : AdO"Oted ?a~s : 
:.~N~o~.~: __________ ~I~~~ ________ ~:~~C~C~~~' ___ :~n~T~ ___ i __ ~CC~~~~ ___ i~r~.~~-___ : 

(.A.) (:3) (c) (D) 

1 Operating Revenue6 
2 O&M Expenses 
3 Taxe$ Other bn Income 
4 cc:FT 
5 SubtotaJ. 

5 Deductions From ~axa~le Income 

1 !Im: Deprecation 
8 Ca:p1tal1zed Overhead 
9 Interest 

10 P:retened Stock D1v. ~t 
II Subtotal Deduct10ns 

12 Net hxa'b1e Income tor ~ 
13 CCFr 
14 ~otal. CCF! 

15 Net 'hxab1e IneQme tor ~ 
16 . Fe4eral Income Tax 
l. 7 Graduated. tax Adjustment 
18: Fed. Ineo=e Tax Beto~ Adj. 
19 Invest:ent ~ Cre41t 
20 '.rotal FIT 

$1,720.3 
1,104.9 

53 .. 2 
0.9 

1,J.58..1 

267.4 
21.1 

214.8 
0,0 

503.3 

58.9 
5,7 
5.7 

('l:bousands ot DoJ..la%'S) 

$1,720.3 $2,030.2 $2,030.2 
1,104.9 1,109·.5 1,109.5 

53.2 53.2 53 .. 2 
~,7 0,2 ~~,Q 

1,l63.8 l,162.7 1,197.7 

205.2 267.4 205..2 
21.1 21.1 21.1 

214.8 214.8 2l4.8 
0,3 0,0 9.~ 

44l..4 503.3 441.4 

364.2 
35.0 . 
35.0 

115.1 391.1 
53.0 179.9 
-0.8 -o.S 
52.2 179.1 

• .0 .0 
52.2 179~1 



A .. 82-1o-11 1«/ ek 

lIuI: at CaIp&D)": So1ztl1crD C&l!:ranua. Water CoIIp&c:r 

D1atr1c:t: SaD ~d1no 

1 .. Bet~. Mul.t1~er: 2.0~ 

2 .. J'e4eral '.rax Rate: ~ 

3· State ':ax Rate: 9.~ 

4. tocal J"raDch1.e hx !ate: O.~ 

s. llDcallec:t1bles P.ate: 0.361j 

OttHt It.. ~Yevs 

~ i9.§! 
6. Purehued PoIrer 

A. Cd/"6h - Papa 0.540 0.5'0 
!ooaters 3·.135 3.l35 

:B. kWh (lfatal) 1,523,100 1.,569,800 
C. A'ft%'qe COR/'i!JIh * 0.08043 * 0.08020 

So. CLJ.. 141110& Rates ~eet1Te 1/l./83 1/1/83 
D. '!otal. Pcvezo Co.t *' l22,5OO .. l25,900 

7. Purehued Water 

A. kat San ~ C01llltT ~Cd) 159,000 ~,OOO 
A.7.) 364 .. 8 375·9 

:B. eo.t/A.7. (1/1/82) * 131·00 .. 137.00 
C .. hrc:hued Water Coat (JSlIW1).) .. SO,OOO .. 51,500 

. D. Saa ~ *-ie1l*l (~) 354,100 365,000 . 
(A.7.) 8l;3..0 837 .. 8 

Zoo Coat/A.7. (l/l/~) 80.00 SO.OO 
7. Pare1Iue4 Va't4rr eo.t (SP)IZ) * 65,000 * 61,000 . 
G. %ot&l. Purchue4 Vater Co.t * ns,ooo .. 118,500 
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San Bernardino V411~y Dietrict 

Offset It~m5 (Cont'd) Test Yesrs 

8. Ad Valorem Taxe~ 
Ufective Tax lW.te 

Po.l:tlie .A.uthori ty 

Industrial 

: No .. or Services 
: 1983 :: 1984 

0.1 

917.1 

67.6 

0.1 

5.,200.0 

l25.0 
Other __ -=2 _______ 2 ________ 4~-6 _______ 7_._1 2.~.0 

Subtotal 4.,010 962.5 991.9 

Total 4,016 

12::'.5 

Total Wtr. ~. 
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AOOP'!'ED SERVICE BY METER SIZE 

10. .A.dopt.d Service by Meter Size 

Meter Size 

.5/8" X 3/4" 

3/4" 

0-3 
>3 

1" 
J.il" 
2'1 

3" 
4" 

6" 
8" 

10" 

~ 

3.6;;6 
6 

17S 
35 
32 
4 

1 

3,892 

1:.8,9'73 
84}.50} 

962,476 
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.. .. .. P:reae:t R~teG .. A~O"Otee R!!~es .. .. .. .. 
: Iio.:. Item : CCFT . .. F:T .. CC;r .. - .... , I tS) (A) (3) (C) 

(~ou.cend.a o~ Dollars) 

lo Operat1~ P.evenues $7'5O.l $7'5O .. l $988.7 ~88 .. 7 . 
2 O&M Expenses 5ll.7 5ll .. 7 514.7 5l4.7 
3 ':axes Other ~an Income 39·5 39.5 39.5 39 .. 5 
4 cc:Fl' 0.0 -2.6 0 .. 0 20.0 

5 Subtotal 55J. .. 2 543.6 554.2 514.2 

6 Deductions l"rem ~axable Income 

7 Tax De'pree14t1on 88.5 55.9 88·5 55·9 
8 Capitalized Overhead 33·7 33.7 33.7 33·7 
9 Interest l03·5 l03·5 103·5 103.5 

10 P:r'eter.red Stock Div. Cred1.t 0.0 0 .. 2 0 .. 0 0 .. 2 
11 Subtotal Deduetions 22$ .. 7 193.3 225.7 19$.5 

12 :Net Taxable Income 'lor ccn -20.8 208.8 
l3 ccn ~.6 20.0 
l4 ~otal cc::F': -2.5 20.0 

lo5 Xet ~:xa'ble Income 'lor zn 8.2 ZZl.2 
16' Federal I:come ~8X 3-8 lO1.1" 
17 Graduated ':ax Adjustment -0.3 -0.2 
l8 Fed Ineo=e Tax Betore Adj. 3.5 lOl.$ 
19 Investment ~ Cred1t 0.0 0.0 
20, ~FI~ 3:5 lOl.$ 

.. .. .. .. 
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San ~ Valley niatr1et 

INCOME TAX CALCtlLAZtON 

1984 

: : : Present. ?.ates : A~oeted ~~'tes -. 
:_N~O~.~:--------~I~t~~----------~:--f~A~)----:~(~i~)---i~~C~~~:~~-;~r~;~~j---: 

(~o1lSands or Doll.ars) 

1 Operat1ng Revenues 
2 O&M .Expenses 
3 Taxes Oth~ ~ I:~. 
4 Cc:F:r 
5 Subtotal 

6 Deductions:F.rom Taxable Income 

7 ~~d.ation 
8 Ca~1tal1zed Overhead 
9 Interest 

lO P%'eten-ed Stoek D1v. Cl-ed1t 
II Subtotal Deductions 

l2 Net Zaxable Ineo:ue tor cc.F.r 
13 CCF'r 
l4 total. cc:FT 

15 Net ~ble Ineome tor ~ 
16' Federal Income ~ax 
17 Graduated 'tax Adjustment 
18 Fed Income Tax :Betore Adj. 
29 Investment. tax Cred1t 
20 ~tal Fn 

~.1 
532.6-
42.0 
0.0 

108.5 
1.6 

1ll..l6. 
0.0 

-2. a 

5T.l..8 

$.4 
1.6-

1ll.4 
0.2 

12.3 
5.6-

-0·3 
5·3 
0.0 
$.5 

m.a 

108 .. 05 
1.6 

1ll.4 
0.0 

m.o 

69 .. 4 
1.0 

1ll.4 
0 .. 2 

J.M.6 

2~.S 
1.09.2 
-0.2 

109·0 
0.0 



l. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Al'.P!2mIXC 
~ll 

~tan DUt.riet 

AOOP'!E!> O,tIA:N1'ITIES 

lI'et-to-Gro.a X\2lt1pl1er: 2 .. 0815 

7ed.eftl. ~ Ra:te: ~ 

st&te Tax Ra:te: 9.~ 

Local. 1:raneh1ae ~ R&te: 1.li.9OS 

Oneolleetib1ea ll&te: o.382S 
Ottaet Items 

6. P\!rp 'rex 

7. 

P\I:ped Water (ect) 
(A.?) 

Pum~ ~ Bate lW'ective 1-1-83 (A3.) 

P\ap ':ax Coat 

Pu.rebued Vater 

A. Vut 3uin )(WI) (A .. 1' ~ 
liIota i:!teetive 7-1 (A..F.) 
West :Buill )00) Coat 

B. Central !&lin 1CWD (A.r.) 
Rates. Efiective 7-1--83 CA.r.) 
CentnJ. :s&s1n MWD Coat 

9,494,900 
~,797.3 

$ Z7 
* 588,500 

29,442 .. 0 
$. 173 
$5,093,500 

13,490·0 
$ 173.12 
$2,343,500 

c. MWl) Cre<1it Interruptible Wa:t.e:- CA.:r.} 4,000.0 
Cred.1t lfteetiTe 7-l-83 (A;r .. ) $ (44 .. ~) 
%otal. )(WD ~t $ (lTT,SOo) 

D. City ~ Cerr1t.oa (A.7.) 1,933.0 
.tea EUeetive 7-l-82 (A3.) $ l,45.5 
Cerr1 toa eo.t $ 2Bl.,200 

9,.514,900 
2l.,843.2 

* 21 
$ 589,800 

29,504.0 
$ l,73 
$~~04,200 

13,5l9.0 
$ 1'{3.72 
$2,348,500 

4,000.0 * (44.44) 
$ (l77,800) 

l,937.0 

* 145.5 
$ 28J.,Soo 

<Red Figure) 



7. 

8. 

Met.:::"opol1 ta.n Diatriet 

ADOP'm> Q,'t!AlC:unES 

ott.et !taus Tut Yean 

Pureba.aed W&tu ~Continued2 
z. C1ty et ltwlt~ Park (Cer) 

~te. :uteet1 ve 7-1-82 (Cd) 
Hun:t1:cgton Park Cost 

7. Southwest Sub-arbm (Ce:) 
R&tea :uteet1ve l-1-83 (Cd') 
Southwest Coat 

G. City or Inglewood. (Cet) 
Ba:te.a :lUeet1 ve lO-l-82 (ca) 
Inglewood. Coat 

x. tot&l Purebu4td Wa.ter Coat 

Pureb&aed Power 

A. Loa A2lgelb Dep&rtllent of Watc' 
&Ud Power (~) 

kWh (!ot&l) 
A'9Va6e Coat/kWh 

(:!fteC't1".. 12-1-82) 
J)lp. Pcvv Coat 

:B. Southern C&lUozn1& 'Id;j 8(IC. Co. 
(SCI) 
~ SdMtc1\lle GS-2 
~ Sel:tIedule PA .. 1 
kWh Sebe4ule PA-2 
kWh (set ~t&l) 
Avg. Co.'t~ (:tt:rect1ve 1-l-83) 
sa Power Coat 

C. Southern Cal.1forn1& au (SCG) 
d (~) 
ATg. Coat-Ie! (!:r':eet1ve l-1-83) 
SCG Power Coat 

D. total Purcl:aae4 :Pover Coct 

m 
3,560.0 

$ 0.580 
$ 2,100 

l8,260.0 

* 0.534 
$ 9,700 

74,280 
:$ 1..065 
:$ 79,100 

7,631,300 

l,486,400 

$ 0.07'22 * 101,300 

699-,000 
10,255,800 
2,.l60,000 

13,ll4,Soo 
:$ O.O797l 
$ 1,045,400 

5,663~800 
:$ 0.00674 
$ 38,200 
:$ 1,190,900 

~ 

3~51O.0 
$' 0.580 
$ 2,100 

l8,300 .. 0 
$ 0.534 
:$ 9,800 

14,430 
:$ l.065 
$ 79,300 

1,641,900 

l,489,5OO 

:$ 0.0122 
:$ 101,500 

5,676,800 * 0.00614 * 38,.300 * l,J.93,lOO 
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lIIetropo11t.a: Diatrlct 

AOOPn:O St1Altt1'1'U:S 

ottset Item (CorIt' do) 

: 110. or Sez '§;. : 
: 1983 : ~ : 

~-lCCd' 
1 : 1984 ~:J~~~Jf.~ 

C: J e1al. .. l4ete:red 86~377 86,,929' 23~379· 7 23,529·1 ZTO.7 270.1 
ec..ere1al .. nat Rate 200 200 54·1. 54.J. zro.7 210.1 
Imdu.tr1al. 460 437 l~267.3 l,,1.73.6 2~1S5.0 2~1S5.0 

Publ1e Author1 t:r 7l.6 716 1.~615.7 1.,615.7 2,,2S6.$ 2~.~ 
:ReAle 1 1 49 .. 0 49 .. 0 lf9~OOO .. O lt9,OOO .. O 

Otber ~ 2 2~·9 24.9 2,,761.0 2,,767 .. 0 
S\1btot&l 87~763 88~292' 

Pr1'ft:te J"1re Prot. 1,27.2 1&~ 5 .. 0 5·0 
'fetal. 88,~ 89,,414-

Vater LoaNa 2,1'38.6 2,7la4 .. 4 
~ wtr. Prod. 29,134.3 29,195 .. 8 
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Ketropolitan Matnet 

JJX)PrED SERVICE 3Y XE:!'ER SIZE 

Ke'tft' Size ~ ~ 
5/8" x 3/4" 73,l52 13,671 

3/4" 333 333 
1" 8,286 8,305 

li" 2,~ 2,m 
2" 2,592 2,580 
3" 280 2So 
4" 109' lO9 
6" 3J. 31 
8" 23 23 

10" ~ ~ 
SUbtota.l 87,563 88,092 
na.t Ra.te 200 200 

Total 81,763 88,292 

1.2. Ketere4 W&ter S&les Used to ~.1p Ra.tes 

"O'uge - Cd 
Raz:ge - Cd 1®0 1984 

0-3 3,084,390 3,J.02',995 

>3 ~z28z1~ ~z2§2~ 
26,336,524 26,*,263 



. 
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:l.:tDe : 
: lfo.: Item 

APmO!X C 
h.~ l' 

Metropolitan D1striet 

19$3 

.. ?--ese'r.'t :.ates .. 
: CC:T : fi:' 

· AdO'Otee ?~tes . · . 
.. Cr"";1"'1 . -:;-... .. · ........ ~ I :1 .. = .. 

(C) (D) (A~ (3) 
(:rllOUGaXl4.a o~ Doll.ars) 

1 Opent1ng Revenues 
2: 0&M~e8 
3 Texes Other ~ Ineome 
4 cc:FT 
5 SubtotU 

6 Deductions From Taxable Income 

1 ~ Depreciation 
8 C8:p1taliz~ OVerllead 
9 Interest 

10 Preferred stock D1v. ~t 
II Subtotal Deductions 

12 Net Taxable Inc:o:ne tor CCFl' 
13 ccn 
J.~ ~ccr: 

l5 :set Tsxable Inee:ne tor :E'.l:.l: 
16 FedenJ. Income Ta:I: 
17 Graduated ~ Ad.jWS'tme:nt 
18 Fed Ineome ~ 3etore Adj. 
19 Invest=ent ~ Cred1t 
20 ~tel. :FIT 

$1.9,228.6 
l3,52l.4 

592.4 
0.0 

l,J.3$.O 
59 .. 3 

1,386.2 . 
0.0 

2,5$3-; 

2,531·3 
24~.O 
243.0 

975·9 
59.3 

1,3$6.2 
3-5 

2,42~.§ 

2,446..9 
1~.6 

-6.5 
1,ll9.l. 

0.0 
1,J.l9.l. 

1,138.0 975·9 
59.3 59.3 

l,3$6.2 :1.7 386-2 
0.0 2,42{:§ 2,583<0$ 

3,205.5 
:m·l :Ion .1 

3,0,&4 
1,lIo5.9 

-6.5 
1,399 • .4-

0.0 
~,m.~ 
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Metl'?j?011tan D1str1et 

:L1De: . h"ese:t ?ates . A~o':>tee. Rate, .. . . .. 
: No.: Ite:n : ccn : FIT .. ~S::?:' ~ £1T . 

I .. 
(A) (:0) (C) {D) 

(~~ds 0-: Dollars) 

1 Ope=at1ng Revenues 
2 O&M Expenses 
3- Texes Other '.'.Olan Income 
4 CCFr 
5 Subtotal 

6 Deductions From Taxable Incane 

7 ~ Depree1~t1on 
8 Capital1%e~ Overhead 
9 IutereGt 

10 Preferred Stock Div. Credit 
l.l Subtotel. Deductions 

12 :Net 'hxable Income tor cc:.FT 
13 CCFT 
l4 Tate:1. ccn 
l5 :Net Taxable Income tor Fn 
16' Fed.eral. Income Tax 
l7 Graduated Tax Adju.st:lent 
l8 :Fed Income hx J3eto=e Adj. 
19 Investment 'tax c:red1 t 
20 TotaJ. ~ 

1,145.4 
61..3 

957.3-
61..3 

1.,.466.4 l"l!.66.4 
0.0 3.5 

2,673-.1. 2,483.5 

2,254.0 
216.4 . 
21.6.4 

2,.222,2 
1,,022'.2 

-6.5 
l,.0l5·7 

0.0 
1,0l.5.7 

$20,330.2 
l3,. jj'3.8 

€o6.J. 
0.0 

1,145.4 
61.3 

1.,.466.4 
0.0 

2,6ttl. 
3,277.2 
~4.6 
31.4.6 

$20,330.2 
l3,.TT3-8 

to6.J. 
~.6 

957'.3 
6l..3 

l.,. 466. 4 

~.~ 2,. .5 

3,.147.2 
1.,447.1 

-6.5 
l.,.44l.2 

0.0 
.1.,,41[.2 
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Desert D1atriet 
La. Suint& serv1ce Area. 

AOOP':tlW qOOTltItS 

D1atZ'1ct: :t& ~t& 

1. lI'et-to-Groaa Mt2J.tiplic: 2.0765 

2. hc1enJ.:ax:Rate: ~ 

3. St&te!f&x :Rate: 9.~ 

l4.. Loc:aJ. 7raDch1.ae %ax :R&te: o. 902S 
5.. tJncolleetibles Bate: 0.431j 

A. Cd/»Th 
B. k5Wh (%ot&l.) 

c. ATeZ'&g8 Coat/lSih 

Impe%'1a.l :trr1p.t1cm D1st:riet 
.. tea Uteetive 

D. ~ Power Cost 

7. Parebaae4 W&tu 

Coat o'! Water 

CO&c:heJ' a Count,. Diatl'1et lJatea 
:&tteeUve 

0·689 
1,050~44 

$O.O~53 

3/1/82 
$ 57,,300 

* l.~200 

7/l./82 

0.689 
1~08l.,.l42 

$ 0.05453 

3/J./82 

* 59,,000 

* 1.,.200 

7/1/82 



OffN't lte. (coat' d) 

eo-re1&l 1,966 2,02~ -, Public Author1t)r 2 2 
Otber 1 1 
S~ 1,969 2,027 

Pr1vate lire Prot .. 0 0 

~otal 1,969- 2,027 
Water Loc ... 

~atal wt:r. Prod. 

$S,lOO 
O.~ 

615.4 
l..3 
O.~ 

017.2 

108.8 
726.0 

633 .. 5 

l.·3 
O.~ 

635.3 

ll2.1 
741 • .It. 

~,600 
o.~ 

313.0 
667 .. 0 

450.0 

-. 
313.0 
667 .. 0 
450 .. 0 
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»esert District 
La. Qii3Oiit& Service J;refJ, 

10. Adopted. Service 'br Metfto Sue 

)(etno Size ~ ~ 

5/8" x 3/4" 1,855 1,911. 

3/4" 56 ~ 

1" 2.4- 2.4-

11" ZT 28 
2" 6 6 
3" 
4" l. 1 
6" - -
8" 

10" 

l,969 2,027 

ll.. :Metned watno S&le8 Used to De.1p itates 

Usage - Ce~ 

R&~e - Cef' 19% ~ 
0-3 S9,6~ 6l,.432 
:>-3 ~~z467 mza64 

617~~ , 635,2$6 



:I.1De : 
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D,S!rt Distrle; 
La Quinta Sm.;.ee Ana. 

I1COM& TAX ~ON 

1983 

· Preser:: ?JI1te& · - CCPl' : F:'!' · (A) (3) 
· AdO"Oted R3~es. · · CC:;:"!' . -.... ;+, r T 

(C) 
('.rhousanc1s o'! Dollars) 

(1)) 

1 Operating Revenues $312.1 $312.1 $546.7 $546.1 
2 W! Expenses 360.8- 360.8- 364.0 364.0 
3 Taxes Other ~ Ineome 17.9 17.9 17.9 17.9 
4 CCFr 2.0 -.~.~ .2 2.2 
5 Subtotal. 378.7 366.2 381.9 391.~ 

6 Deductions. From Taxable I:eome 

7 ~ Depredation 24.3 17.4 24.3 17.4 
8 Capitalized Overhead 2.9 2.9 2.9 2.9 
9 Interest 36.l 36.1 36.1 36.l 

lO P%'e:rer.red Stock Div. ~t 0.0 0.1 2.2 2.1 
II Subtotal Deductions .63:'3 56.5 63.3 56.5 

J.2 Net ~ble Inc:ome tor em -l29.9 lOl.5 
13 CCF't -••• 2 2.Z 
14- ~otal em -u.s 9.7 

15 Net ~'b1e Income 'tor Fn -110.6 98.6 
l6' Federal. Ineome 'rax -50.9 45.3 
1.7 Graduated. ~ AdJU5t:1ent -0.1 -0.1. 
l8 Fed J::come Tax :se'tO%'e Adj. -Sl.0 45.2 
19 Investment ~ Cre<l1t .2 2.0 
'%0 1'otal. in -51.0 45.2 

· · -· 
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De'f!!"! D1"mct 
La Quin'ta SzyiC! Ar., 

nCOME ~ CALC'tlI.A:ION 

1984 

: I:1ii2 - ~U'!l": RI!-:es . A~o':tee ~tes • . 
: lio.: Item : cc~ : F:: ~ Cf"-;-> . ?"'r";"\ . - ..... ~ - I • &:Ii'" 

(A) (3) (C) (:0) 
(XhoUS4nds o'! Dollars) 

1 Operat~ :Revenues $321.3 S321.3 S577.5 S577.S 
2 O&M Expenses 379.0 379.0 382.4 382.4 
3 Taxes Other 1'hsn Income 19.0 19.0 19.0 19.0 
4 CCFr 0.0 ~1~1~ .0 lQ.~ 
5 Subtotal 398.0 384.5 401.4 412.2 

6. Deductions :F:rcm Taxable Income 

7 hx Depreciation 22.1 17.3 22.1 l7..3 
8 capitalized Over!lead 2.0 2.0 2.0 2 .. 0 
9 Interest 39.4 39.4 39.4 39.4 

10 Prere:n-ed Stock D1 v. Cre41t Q.Q 0.1 Q,O 0.1 
11 SubtoUll Deductions 63.5 58.8 63.5 58.8 

12 2i~ hxable Income '!or ~ -l4O.2 112.6 
l3 ccn- -1~.5 10•8 
14 ~ cc:r.r -13.5 10.8 

15 :Net hxable Income 'tor Frr -l22.0 l06.S 
l6 Federal I:ccame hx -56.1 49.0 
l7 Gnduated ~ Adjustment -o.l -O.J. 
18 Fed Inco:e ~ :Before Adj. -.56.2 48.9 
19 I:avest=ent. t.rax Cred1 t .2 .0 
20 Total. FIT -56.2 48.9 

· · · · 



e 
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De.e'%"t District. 
Morongo V&l.lez Serv1ce }:rea. 

lfaae or Comp&XIy': Southem Callfom1a. Water C~ 

District: Morongo Valley 

l. lfet-to-Groas MaJ.t1pl1er: 2.0765 

2. FedenJ. 'tax :R&te: ~ 

3. St&te ~&X :Rate: 9.~ 

4. Local :Fraz1ch1.e ~ax R&te: o.~ 

5. 'Oneollect1b1e. Rate: O.431~ 

Offset Items Test Years 

6. Parehued ~ 

A. Cc~ /"t3tJ. ... Pamps 
Boosters 

0.595 0.595 
0.703 0.703 

:8. kWh (to'ta.J.) 416!,100 '575,800 

c. A~. co.t/kWh $O,0T763 0.07823 

So. Cal. E41sCll 
rates effective: 1/1/83 1/1/83 

D. Tota.l Power eo.t i32r!OO $29,l4oO 



De sel"'t District 
~go Vallez: 5en'1ee Area 

AJ);)P!ED QllA1fl:ITD:s 

etraet lteJa (CODt' d) 

7. Ad Valera ~axe. 
ltteet1'ft" ~ :Rate 

8. '!amber at Se.zT1ce.: 

Cc:uwx <:1&1 - Metered 

Public Autl1or1ty 

CCllD!re1&l - nat Rate 
Subtctal. 

Prt'\'&te 71re Prot. 

~otal 

Water x.oae. 
~at&l 'iltr.. Prod. 

• .. 

715 800 
3 3 

~ .~ 

814 839 
0 0 

814- 839 

$7,,800 
o.~ 

93.0 
0.2 
o.! 

93·9 

40.2 
]JJ4..1. 

: 

96.0 120.0 120.0 

0.2 50·0 50·0 
0.7 20.0 20.0 

96·9 

24.2 

l2l.-'-
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Desert D1.strlet 
Morongo V&lley ~ee ~& 

-.ADOP.r!D !!RVICE BY :M:£:'!!:R SIZE 

9. Adopted Serv1ee by :Meter Size 

Meter Sue 

5/8'" x 3/4" 

3/4" 
1" 

1," 
2" 

3" 
4" 
6" 
8" 

10" 

1m ~ 
160 785 
-
S 8 
4 4 

5 5 
1 1 

-
- --

10. Metered W.:t~ S.aJ.es 'CTaed to Design RAtes 
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121815 D1sw et 
.. ' Morongo S!M.ee Am 

DiCOME ~ CALCmJaION 

1983 

: P:t-esent ?.ate8 . . 
:_N_~_._: __________ I_t_en~ __________ ~:~~~n~· ___ :~n~T~ ___ i~C~C~EA~ __ i~n~:~ __ : 

(A) (a) (c) (D) 

1 Operating Revenues 
2 O&M E:cpenr;es 
3 Taxes Other ~ Ine=e 
4 CCF.r 
5 Subtotal 

G Deductions From ~ble Ineome 

7 ~ De'preeiat1on 
8 ca-p1tal1zed Overhead 
9 Interest 

lO Pl"ete%'%'ed stock Div. Credit 
II Subtotal. Deduct10Zl.:J 

12 Net ~ble Income tor ccn 
l3 CC?r 
14 ~ CCFr 

l.5 Jet Taxable Income tor FD! 
l6 . Federal Income hx 
l. 7 Graduated Tax Adjustment 
l.a. Fed Inecme ':ax ~to:re Adj. 
19 Investment ~ C:red1t 
20 1'otaJ. m 

$157.7 
144.7 
12.4 

0..0 
~7.1 

29 .. 4 
4.2 

49.0 
0.0 

82.6 

-82.0 
-7.9 
-1.9 

('Xllousands o~ Dollars) 

$157.7 $367.2 
144.7 147.5 
12.4 12.4 
-7.9 0.0 

149.2 159.9 

21..7 
4.2 

49.0 
0,0 

74.9 

-66.4 
-30.5 
-0.1 

-30.6 
0.0 

-30.6 

29.4 
4.2 

49.0 
O.Q 

82.6 

124.7 
12.0 
12.0 

$367.2 
147.5 
12.4 
12.0. 

171.9 

21.7 
4.2 

49.0 
2.9 

74.9 

120.4 
55.4 
-0.1 
55.3 
0.0 

55.3 
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Desert. D1str1et 
MolyDgo Serv1e:e ~e 

IliCOME tAX CALCOI.A.r."'IO:N 

1 Ope: sting Bevenues 
2 O&M ExpenseiS 
3 Taxes Other Than Ineane 
4 CCl": 
5 Subtotal 

6 Deduet10ns From taxa'ble Income 

7 tax Depree1ation 
S Cap1tal1zed ~head 
9 Interest 

10 Pl'etened Stoek D1v. Credit 
II Subtotal Deduc:tions 

12 Net ~ble I:eeme 'lor em 
13 caT 
14 ~ot8l. CCFJ! 

15 Net 'hxeble Int:Ome tor m 
l6 ' Federal Income ~ax 
),7 Graduated. l'ax M.justment 
l8 Fed Income 'l'ax :Be'!o::e A4J. 
19 Investment '-'ax C:-ed1t 
20 ~otal.:FI~ 

1984 

l.6i.6 

32.4. 
4.3 

60.6 
0.0 

28.7 
4.3 

60.6 
0.0 

-38.5 

--

6"3.4 



Desert. Distnet 
V1etorv1ll~ Tsr1:ri Area 

ADOPn:D QUANtITIES 

lfeme o't CQmpany: Southern Ce11!orn1a ·"ater Coarpe.ny 

D1atr1et: V1<:tomJ.J.e 

1 .. l'let-to-Gro88 Mult1pJ.1er: 2.0765 

2. le4eral tax Bate: ~ 

3. State ~ Bate: 9.6;t 

4. Loeal P'raneh1ee ':rax Rate: O.90~ 

5· Uncollectible. Rate: o.431~ 

Offset Items Test Years m m 
6. P'u:r'eha sed Paver 

A. ec! /'Dh - P!J.ec:tr1c: 0.380 o.;3eo 

a. kWh (':otaJ.) 580,300 633,,500 
c. Average Cost /l61'rl $ o.oeol3 $ 0 .. 0'T9~ 

So. cal. Edison Rates En'ective 1/1/83 1/1/83 
D .. Total Power Cost $' ~,SOO $ 50,300 



Offset Item8 (Cont'd) 

7. Ad Valorem ~e.s 
E!!ective ~ Rate 

8. Number or Seor'V'ices: 

. . 
Commercial 

Ptlbllc Authority 

:Reaale 

Other 

Subtotal 

Private lire Prot. 

~otal 

Water Loeaetl 

~otal Wtr. Prod. 

~~!"'t District 
Vieto~ll~ TAri!~ ~A 

1983 ~ 

$17.500 $19.800 
1.94S6~ 1.94-S6~ 

1 

l.116 l,,226 174.1 191.} 156.0 156.0 

1 1 5·2 5.2 5,2}?O 5.23?·~ 

2 2 7·5 7·5 }.770.0 3,,770.0 

1 1 0 .. 5 0.5 450.0 450.0 
l.12O 1.230 187.} 204.5 

0 0 

1,,1.20 1.230 

33.1 36.1 

220.4 240.6 

.. .. 



A .. 82-10-11 RP./1e 

Meter Size 

~/8w x 3(4" 
3/4~ 

1," l," 
2" 

3" 
4" 
6-

8" 
10" 

D~aen D1atrlet 
V'1etorv1ll~ Ta.l"'1t't' /A:N& 

~ ~ 
1,~ 1,:1.53 

-
64 67 

2- 2 
4 4 

3 3 
1 1 .. 

.. 
- --

1,l2O 1,230 

10. Metered Water S&l.es Used to De81p l:\atea 

Rage - C~ • 

0-3 

>3 
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t>eaert D1str1et 
V1etorv1lle TariN' ~ 

IEWZ TAX CAIrCIJ!.ATIOX 

1983 

· Pre~~-: Rates · · CC?:' : FIT · (A) (3) 
· Ac!c-:r.,ec! Ra~es · · CC!'T . ---. 
I I ,.Ii: 

(C) 
(~ous.a:c~ 0-: Dollars) 

(D) 

1 Operat1:ng Revenues 249.8 249.8 336.0 336.0 
2 O&M Expell~elS l70.4. l70.4 l7J..5 l71..5 
3 ~axes Otber ~u Inco:ne 22.lo 22'.l 22" .. l 22'.1. 
4 CCFT 0.0 -2.4 0.0 ~.8 
5 Subtotal 192.5 190·l 193.6 199' .. 4 

6 Deductions From Taxable Income 

7 ~ Depreciation 4l.5 27·3 4l.5 27.3 
8 Ca:p1talize<! Over!lead 5.7 5.7 5.7 5 .. 7 
9 Interest 35.0 35.0 35.0 35.0 

10 Preterred stock :Div. ~t 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 
II SubtotaJ. Deductions 82.2 68.l 82.2 6S.l. . 
12 Net 'raxable Income tor ccn -24.9 60.2 
13 CCFT -2.4 ~ 14 ~otal caT -2.4 5. 

lo5 Net 'raxable beome 'tor m -8 .. 4 68 .. 5 
16' FederaJ. lJlcQme Tax -3 .. 9 31.5 17 Graduated ':ax A4jwrtm=t QC>.2 -0.,2 
18 Fed Izlcoz:e Tax :serore Adj .. -4.1. 3]..3 
19 Investment ~ax Cred1t c.o 0.0 
20 1'etU FI~ -=0 31.3 

· · · · 



A.82-l0-11 RR/rb 

~rxe 
Pcge 31 

Deurt Dietriet 
Vietorvllle T~Ti:t Ar=a 

INCOME TAX C.U.CU'tJ';I'!ON 

1984 

1 O'perati:'lg ::\e"/e11ues 
:2 0&.'1. ~tl.Se 8 
3 'Xa:xe $ Other Thon Ineome 
4 cc:?"r 
5 S~total 

6 De4"'~ious From ':axeole I:1c:ome 

7 ~x De'preeia.t10ll 
8 capitalized Overhead 
9 Interest 

10 Pl"etened stoek Div.. C%'~1-; 
11 Subtotal DeQ.1.:.ct1ons 

lZ Net 'Xnxable Income tor cc:F'r 
13 CCFI' 
l4 'X~al. CC'.F'r 

l5 liet 'hxable ~eQ:ne tor :F!'t 
16' :Federal Ineo::le 'Xax 
17 Graduated ~ax Adjustment 
18 Fed Inco=.e TI!lX EetO%e Adj .. 
19" Investment 'Xex Cred1t 
20 Total FIT 

$272·9 
182.3-
24.7 
0.0 

2Q7.0 

44~1 
4.9 

41.2 
0.0 

90.2 

-;>4 .. ~ 
-2.;2 
-2.3 

(lID 07 .APPJllr)IX C) 

$272.9 
l82.~ 
2'-+.7 
-2·2 

20'+.7 

29.9 
4.9 

41 .. 2 
0.1 

76.::. 

-7.9 
-}.6 
-0.2 
-3.8 
0.0 

-}.5 

S369 .. 9 
183 .. 6 
24.7 
0.0 

208 .. } 

44.1 
4.9 

41.2 
0.0 

90.2 

71.4 
6.0 
6.9 

29·9 
4.9 

41.2 
0.1 

76.1 

78.6 
36.2 
-0.2 
36.0 

0 .. 0 
.$6.0 
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D!w:t D1,trlez 
!,.a 9.u1nj.a Sz:y;iee Ana 

.w.l 
Present: Rate Revenue 

Adopted 
Authori:e4 (312.1 x 1.5) 

Defer.red 

~ deferred (7t20/83) 
Int:ereS't &t ll.~ 

Total de£' er.eed 

~ 
Adop1;ed 

Defer.r:ed 

Inte'rest at: 11. 56~ 

31.2.1 

546.7 
468.2 

78.5 
35.3 
1.0 

36.3 

517.5 

36.3 

2.1 
615.9 

591.4 

468.2 

6l.S.9 

S9l.4 



128,Z 
Present Ratec Revenu~ 

Adopte~ 

Autho:-ize~ 

ActUAl ~!err~a (7/20/83) 

Intere~t in 1983 ® 11.2~ 

Totlll Dei'cr:oed 

Ad.optee. 
"'~ 162.6 240 0 • Rev. atl';'V.;7l"Bt~ :"57.7 • 

Authorized (m) 
Adopted 

Der~rred 

Int. at 11.56% 

Authorizp.d 

Deferred 

::nt. e; 11.56% 

~ 
Ad"pted 

:)e!'er:"ed 

Znt. @ 11 .. ?8% 

A?:?z:.:D:X D 
Page 2 

15?·7 

;;6?2 
240.0 

127.2 
57 .. 2 
1.6 

58.8 

4l0·9 
241 .. 5 
37l.3 

.410·9 

;8.8 
3.4 

473 .. 1 

3Th.~ 

10l.8 
5.9 

107.7 

l07.7 
6 .. 3 

555·9 

Autnorizce . 

240.0 

1.6 

5·9 

... ,.,.-....... 

555·9 
.... _------

~e utility ohou1d~by filing advice lotter. redue~ ~atee ae 
of ::./1/86 to reduce D.nr..'..Ull revenue by $1l4, 000 be.aed on ~ted 
data !'or 1984. . 

(El'ID OF AmNDIX :0) 



A.82-1Q-11 RR/cc 

Ccazp&r1son of typical o1lls for :es:Lds:a.t:Lal me'te:e4 cu.stcmars 

C1f VU1aaa usage level .m4 average usage lwe1 at J)'resct a:n4 aut:ho:r1zec1 
rates for the year 1983. 

General. Metered Se:viee (S/8 x 3/ 4) ~ Meters 

· t At P%esent . At Au'tborized. . Percen't · · . . · Monthl,I: !lsan · Rat!! : ltates : lucrel!! · · 
(Cubic r ee1:) 

300 S 4.49 S 5.11 15.~ 
sao 5.20 5.99 15.2 

1,000 6.98 8.04 15.2 
2,000 10.54 12.14 15.2 
3,000 14.10 16.24 15.2 
3,ll7 (Average) l4.52 16.72 15.2 
5,000 21..22 24.44- 15.2 

lO,ooo 39.02 44.94 15.2 

· · · · 



A.82-1o-1l RR/cc 

San Be:rnar<.ti.no Valley Distrtc't 

Compa:1son of typical om. for residm'tial meterec1 C:US'tCllDen 

of various usage level and. &Ve:a3e usage level &'t present cod au~ 

rat •• for the year 1983. 

General Ke'teft4 Sc'vice (S/8 x 3/4)~ Matus 

· . A't Present · A.tAu~ .. Percct .. .. .. .. 
· MQ!1thl~ l1sue : Ra~e~ · Rat!S : IDC! x eae · · 

(Cubic Feet) 

300 $ 4.63 S 6.OS 31.~ 

SOO S.89 1.74 31.4 
1,,000 9.04 11.90 31.6-
1,.914 (Average) 14.80 19.50 31.3 
2,,000 15.34 20.22 31.9' 
3,,000 21.64 28.S4 31.9 
5,000 34.24 4S.18 32.0 

10,000 65.74 86.78 32.0 

.. .. 
: 



· · · .. 

A.82-10-ll RR/kl 

APP.ENDIX E 
Page 3 

:Me'tropol.1 tall 1>1 str1et. 

Ccmpar1aon o'! typ1cal b1lJ.s tr:tr rea1dent1al metered customer. of 

'nll'1oua usage level and average usage level at -preae:rt and autbonzed rates 

tor the year 1983. 

General. Metered Sem.ee (5/8 x 3(4) 1:c:h Meters 

.. At Present . At Autbor1zed • Percent · .. . 
MonthlZ 'C'sa~e • Rates .. Rates : Ineresse · . 
(CUbic: Feet) 

300 $ 4.54 $ 4.78 5·3 ~ 
500 5.l69 ; .. 89- 1.3 

~"ooo 7.&7 8.67 10.2 
2,,000 J2.62 14.23 12.8 
2,256 (A'Yft'age) l3.84 15.65 13.1 
3,000 17.~ 19·79 13.9 
5,000 26.87 30·91 1;.0 

10,000 50.62 58 .. 7l. 1;.99" 

.. . 
• .. 
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Dtgrt D1,trlet, 
La Ouinta Snyiee Area 

ComparlSQQ 0"£ typ:f.cal b:Uls for res:f.dential me'tered customers of 
various usage level CJd avenge usage level &1: pre:Mn1: a:c.c1 e:uthorl.zec1 %'&1:88 

fCYr the year 1983. 

General Meten4 Scv1ce (5/S x 3/4) :f.nch Meurs 

: : At Present : At Au1:hori%ad. : Percent . . 
: Monthlv Usasz:e : Rates : b:tes : Increase .. -

(Cub:f.e Feet) 

300 S 9.80 $ S.29 (lS.4)~ 

SOO 9.80 9.27 (5.4) 

1,000 9.80 ll.71 19.5 

2,000 9.80 16.57 69.1 

2,600 (Avenge) ll.35 19.52 72.0 

3,000 12.66 21.47 69.6 

5,000 17.8-4 31.23 75.1 

10,000 30.79 SS.63 SO.7 



A.8Z-1Q-ll RR/ro + 

A.2P~IX E 
P.lf;C 5 

!)9SCrt: Dis't:"i.e't 
~1orO':':'So T..::.~ff A,,!!f):J. 

~son 0: :ypie:r.l ~ills fo:: rcsic:.cn.ti..ll cctered C".:.st.Q-...e= of 

v:l.:d.ous US.lgo lC'V'cl ar..d ~er::t.gc us.:J.ge level at P:C$o:l't r.d ~i.orl.Zcd. ~tes' 

for the y~= 1983. 

General Xete::ce. Serr.l.CQ (5/S x 3/4) ~~eh Y..e1:0~ 

: A.~ Present At: Au'tbon.::cd : J?'crcen~ 
Mcn't.'iotl r: Usage Ra:tc~ Rates : lncro:.z.sC' . . 

(CuOic Feet) 

300 S 8.70 $12' .. 48 43 .. ~ 
500 10.58 16.03 51 .. 5 

l,OOO (Average) 16.49 24·92 ;l .. J. 
2,000 28 .. 31 42.10 50·8 
3,000 39.33 60.4e 53 .. 8 
5,000 6l.37 96·04 56.5 

---



A .. 82-1o-11 RR/kn 

Desert Dist'r1s:t 
Victorville Tariff A:r" 

Ccmpar1.aon o'! typ1ea.l 'bUls 'lor :residential. metered ~n 

0: va:rioua ~ level and. average 1.1.S&ge level at present and autbor.1zed 

:ra.te. 'lor the yaz 1983 .. 

Genen.l. )£etere4. Serv1ce (S/8 x 3/4) inch Meters 

.. · At Present .. At.A~ed. .. Pereent .. .. .. .. .. .. .. Monthly TJa~e · !ate. : 1ta:tea .. lne::reue .. .. · . .. 
(Cubic :Feet) 

300 * 7.84 $l.0.35 32 .. ~ 

500 9.74 12·95 32 .. 9 
1,000 14 .. 7l 19.45 32.2 
1,267 {ATeftP' 17.39 2Z.92 3:1..8 
2,000 24. .. 64 32.45 3l..7 
3,000 33.97 45.45 33.8 
5,000 52.63- n..45 35.7 

(JID 07 AP.PDDIX E) 



A.82-10-11 ALJJEA/ec 

APPENDIX F I~EX 

Correspondence re: ~ronqo Valley Water Systems 

1. State Health Department letter dated Mareh 16, 1983 to PUC. 

2. State Health Department letter dated March 16, 1983 to 
Southern California Water Company. 

3. Southern California Water Company' 3 reply letters <la.ted 
March 29, 1983 and April 11, 1983. 



" . 
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Page 1 'STAT! 01' CAl.IPO~NIA-HWTW A""O W!IJIAJtC ACr:NC'I' 

OE? ARTMENT OF HEALTH SERVICES 
~nitary Engineering Branch 
~6 East Mill Street9 Suite 1011 

San Bernardi no, CA 92408 ' 
( 714) 383-4328 

PubliC Utilities Commission 
107 So. Broadway" Room 5109 
Los Angeles" California 90012 

)Oorge Oerrmejii'o 

March 16" 1983 

Subject: Southern Cal. Water Co. 
Morongo del Sur System 
Application 182-10-011 

Attention: Archibald Main 
Administrative Law Judge 

Gentlemen: 

This Department has been advised that the Southern California 
Water Company is currently seeking a rate increase for their Desert 
District which includes the Morongo del Sur system. This is to 
advise you of this Department's concerns regarding the extremely 
substandard distribution system conditions in this system. and to 
confirm that in our judgement these conditions pose a significant 
potential public hea1th hazard_ 

Enclosed are copies of correspondence between this Department 
and the Southern Ca1ifornia Water Company from the last several 
years. We have repeatedly requested that the Company formulate a 
"master plan" of improvements to systematically eliminate the 
numerous substandard main lines in the system. The Company has 
not complied with our request. 

The Company presently replaces a limited amount of substandard
9 leaky 1ine each year but this approach has not resulted in the 

time1y replacement of some extremely substandard" leaky mains. The 
attached letter to the Company outlines two examp1es of sucn mains 
which are in deplorable condition. 

It is our opinion that the Pub1ic Utilities CommiSSion shoula 
order the Company to spend a much greater amount annua11y for the 
replacement Of substandard mains and the replacement should be 
based on a prioritized engineered master pian. We recommend that 
you require the master plan and main replacement program as a 
condition of the rate increase. 



, 
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Paqe 2 

4t Please contact this office if we can provide any additional 
information on this matter. 

CEA:MJB:rno 

Attachments 

cc: Southern Cal. Water Co. 

Very truly yours, 

G.ecL4~ 
C. E. Anderson 
District Engineer 

San Bdno. Co. Environmental Health Services 
Public Utilities Commission, Los Ange1es 
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··we 

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH SERVICES 
~nitary Engineering Branch 
~6 East Mill Street. Suite 1011 

San 3ernardino, CA 9240e 
(714) 383-4328 

Southern" California ~ater Co. 
3625 West Sixth Street 
Los ~nge'es. CA 90076-0893 

March '6. 1983 

Subject: Morongo del Sur S/s!e~ 

~ttention: William Caveney, President 

~ent1emen: 

On March 8. 1983 Mark Sartson. an engineer with this Oe~~~!-~~~. 
conducted a field survey of your Morongo del Sur dc~estic W~~~~ 
distri~ution system with Mr. Richard McDowell, District Superi~~endent. 
~nd ~r. Fred Rige', Fie1d Serviceman. Deficiencies recuirin; correction 
were noted and are listed on t~e attached sheet. 

A potential public health hazard exists in t~is system :e:awse 
of the extremely deteriorated condition of much of the d;str~:~t~~~ 
pipe!ine in the system. The following are two exa~~les of :~~ ::or 
conditions noted during the ins~ection: 

1. Three visiole leaks were discovered in the line 
between Mescalero and Knobb Avenues from ~ioneer 
to MOjave Avenues. This line has been brought 
to your attention on several ~revious occasions 
by this Department but we understand you still have 
not even formulated plans to replace it • 

. 2. The line which runs directly west from the Juniper 
Booster Station was above ground in many ~laces and 
inade~uately buried in others. The exposed portions 
were clamped in many places to stop leaks. In one 
exposed 35-foot section, approximately 25 repair 
clamps had been installed. Mr. Rigel attempted to 
repair a new leak with a repair clamp but the leak 
could not be completly stopped. 

Conditions SUch as these ~ose a serious potential public health 
hazard since the opportunity for contamination by infiltration or 
backsiphonage is significant. The hazard is compounded by the 
fact that the leaks often go uncorrected for extended periods . 
because of their number and because they are not always quickly 
detected. . , 
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·tt A master p1an of system i~provements to systernatically 
eiiminate all substandard pip~lines in the syste~ ~ust be 
prepared and imple~ented. This master pian must include. as 
a minimum. estimates of the a~ount of substandard ~ipeline i~ 
the system. cost estimates for the replacement program and a 
sChedule for the timely replace~ent of the deteriorated pipe~ir.e 
on a priority basis. -

It is noted that you have failed to adequately res~ond t~ 
our several previous requests for action on this ~atter. (See 
attached). Therefore. we reQuest that you advise us in wr;ti~c 
by March 3l~ 1983. of your fir~ intention to prepare a plan cf 
improvements for the Morongo eel Sur system and su~=it it to thi: 
office for review and approval no later than July 1. 1933. ~. 
a satisfactory response is not received by MarCh 3l~ 1983. it Nil: 
be necessary to pursue this matter with our Office of Le~al Serv~~es. 

~e have advised the ~ublic Utilities Commission of our cc~:~~ns 
about this system. A copy of our letter to the Co~mission is e~cjosee 
for your information. 

?lease call this office s~ould you have any :uestions. 

CEA:MJ8:mo 

AttaChments 

Very truly yours. 

C£C2 ,e .. «"C'c 
C. E. Anderson 
Oistrict Engineer 

cc: RiChard McDowell. La Quinta 
D. F. Kosta. Los Angeies 
w. Downey. San Dimas 
San Sdno. Co. Environmental Health Services 
Pub1ic Utilities Commission 
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~lXF 
~eS 

:Cb 7.ar- :·::.11 St:eE:t... St.::. -:.e !. 0 II 
.::c. Be.=~...::.o, caJ.:':o=:.:.a ~:.;oe 

:e:~~:~e: (7l~) ~o~~;; 

\o\at.e: oS:"Stc::: Southern Cali forn; a iJater Co. U·~orOMo 
Pe:'sor.. :::te:.-:.e~: R i cn .·:cbow~ 11 ~ Sy=,t. be 1 Sur) 

Fred roSe' 

~t.e e:: ::.e.lC :.e\,.:'~4' .. : ···~ .. c~ ~ 
~~: ~ark Sar~~:~ 

T-'!"'t'\'" .. -~.- of ~- .. ~.=- roo. __ .'- ':0' 1'-~--- ee:--"--"""s '~'I!!Io-e .:-. .,.,:. 'W~ "'_~·tIiIII .. _..... rl'W'~ ~ ...... ~"" ....... '. ........ ______ ." _ .. _ ....... __ ~ ~ _ ............ ~ 

r-- .. ': .. --~.;-~ ~..:= - ... : .... :: ... .:.:."-6 ::0 ":~-e= ..... - Aori1 77 7c33 or.w~ _ '-_ "'-'-'-_....,.~~ • ~w ~ .......... ___ ~__ -...w_ '-*'...... It -.... ,. ... .:".. ... "..,.....- .; ..... ~.- ~ ........... -' s--. .....: .~ ... ~'!'~ ... -~ 
.... ~111111 _IIiIIIP .. ___ ... ~ "'-"'l:"""-'--~- - ... ; *"'V ~~_~ ........... ..........., ...... _. 

te~ ~!in lines are in extremel substana~rd cenc i t10n 

... --

as evidenced b the nu~erous and extensive leaks in the s t~ ~ach :~~ 

Comoany ~ust make an evaluation of al1 o1der s te~ ~ain lines ~~~ 

sIJbmit a timel 1an for t~eir re~1ac~e~t. 

~ hasp and lock must ~e instal1ed on th~ smai1 hatch on the ?i~ion Tank to 

~rovide securit around this t~nk 

; nsta11 ed on the overi10,1, and t~e vent of :I,oj ~ve Tan~. :... 

~':ojave T!nk has a 1eak in need of repair on the north side.. '.~ 

. Ch1orination records must be kept up-to-~ate and readi1y ava;1~:1e f~r use :~~ 

ins~ection_ ~ 

aroken ni~ple on the air-vacuum valve at the Yeager -1 ~el1 m~st ~ r~oa;~~: .. ,. 
,', 

, 
f 

e cc: W. Caveney~ R. f1cDowell ~ La Quinta 
District Sl;catx--e~''1n~~~J..{....D$~~~*"~~~_ 

~~~M_a~rc~n __ '~61~~~9S~3~ __________ • ____ __ 
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:Much 29. 1983 

State of Cal1forn1& 
De"artmeDt of Bulth Service. 
Scl1ta.rr l.n~ Jr&Dch 
606 Eut M:Ul Str .. t - ScUte 101 
8aD. hruud1llo, Cal1fom1& 92408 

. 
\ 

\ 
\ , 

'W'1ll1aa CaftDay, dMI ?reddat of, our Company y'hu uked _ to :epl,. to 
your latta: addr •• Md to the. ~an,. ... 4&tad)tareh l6. 1983, wh1ch vu Qc 
ruult of a flald 1:Yutigad.on ()( our MorfmgO 1)al Sur .,.tas by • 1:epre­
M'atat1v. of your depa~t oa. x..'rc.h 8 .. 1983. M "!f:m are cvara, 'bod1 the 
Del Nott • .md Del Sur .,..t .. repre.ct Ou MorOQ.g~ .,..c .... far ... our 
Coapm,. U c&ceeme4 &1chouah they ar.'uch.'under perzd.ta from d1ffarct 
health agenc18& (Stata-councy). "',' , , 

. _. ~ , I 
'nte defU:1enc:yH..t that:. vas att&Che<1 to/the lactar 1:DcludAt4 fift :1u.. 
_4 they wry'dl.KuaMd v:tch our f~epr ... cat1.e b,. Kark krUoIl. 
Aa & r •• ul.;. lteu 3,. 4 cd S- haYe. corrected u ... U ... eM port:1.cm 
of 1:_ 2r~ referred to a'~.·aDd loc.k OD ehe P'1Do%l 'tmk. IeSUcUag 
tha HCODf! pon1oD of Icc. 2~ it would be ~ to haft a face &roa4 tba 
P1ncm Plah.;. hoveYar. ". hI:Y.! DOt uper1Cl.c~ my .cdd1 .. .0 va haft , ' judsed that ~ but 1nter.~ of ~ cu.u..r. ~ be MrN4 by 1BYut-
mg auc:h ~ :1D 1I&1n rap AMJ't.. " /' \lith r .. ~t to It.. 1 ... /M1n replace.,u: .. , I b&ft rn:tcwd De put coapla 
of year.' c:Oft~ bacwcc our eo.p.my ca4 tM Xulth ~ .-4. 
:fA -r op:1DJ.oG, we haft prrn.oul,. ezpuined our lGUal pb.11oaoplzy rapri-
1111 M1n replace-ne. 1:D. MDroqo Val.l.ey. %be Pb:L.lo.os>h1 1.8 ~ 1M f~l.e 
in the &C~ -.:lna to be npl.aead ~ to cODc1nue to work ...., at np1&c-
me the W07:.~ M1Da. 8o-!u ... haft :eplaced. 31.000-plu f .. t frf -1.' .. 
abI:Ml GIl t.ba aacloMd _It 1n "p1Dk". 'l"M 8lt 1.- & 4up11cee. of ZIdI11tu l6 
:l.u our DNert %'&t:e CAM. 
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t1ate4 ~lav t. our 1982'&04 1983 Y.~.r aup~11 aDd aa1n re~lae...nt Cap~t&l 
Ju.d~.t. for Morongo .md the 1984 projectttd d~1:ribu.t1on 'MiD ,",l.&c:.-na_ 
'tba 1983 .~ 1984 ..un re,1&ceacta are ahovn 1A ttyellow" OIl the -p. .... G. 

GUllJ>le of cxar f1&ld.b1e proar.m,. yO\l v:Lll ... .. "yell.ov'" r.'P1ac~t of c.. 
-.1A MtvM11 Su. e:o.4 ~ob. A'ftAua vh1c:h va had planned for' 1984. beNetU. 
W. are 'QQV l"lmo:h:a, ~tu.4 for t~ repl&cCIIIWt of ~ -.1n hearec'l XUbo u4 
Mase&lero in 1984 a1Dce ita coad1t~ baa detertorated f .. ter. 

MoroniC - 1982 Capiul I!pr~t. 

Pt.aehAH property for r ... no:S.r (M&c.alla) $ 26.600 

})r1l.1. 4ewlop and. equip "u.er-Val. 13 wll 79.lOO 

1.0U feet of 6-iDch A.C. DiA4zaa %raU fro. 
Northr1d.,. 8OQtAarly. 1Dcl~ !J.Mr .. n1cea 
&D.d. f:l.re b)'drcU (repl.&c.-mC) 20.300 

1.270 f .. c of 6-1tt.el:L .... C. V1at& :Drift "..t of 
l1:A1oo. "..tarly to K1l1 :1:Ac.lud1'a.& ~ ~ 
ad Dft' fire hydrcu (repl.lc..-o-t) 22.200 

187 f.et of 6-1Dch A.C. Aab :on'ft at ~ 
l)r1... (repl.&eant) 6.600 

1.90S f .. c of 6-1,n.c:b. A.C. I.mn1n& 1.&e - na 
to ean,.oa ("pl&c:.-GC) 30 ,200 

Total. (1Delu41D& $79,300 of .a:1n 
replac...ata) $135zooo 

lbrongo - 1983 Capiu.l I!p!'O'!!!!!ca 

250.000 plln ruano1r - MacellA (Daw) 

%4.000 

300 fMC of 6-1Dch .... C. 11:L ~a1l Way f.2:OI& 
Vale Driw to Moazlt&1D. 1':s.- l)r1.,. (WPl&c:CMIlC) 19.600 

SSO fMt of 6-1.Dch .... C. 1a :n.u ... T:r:&1l. 
f%'Oll 1.100- fMC eoutb. of hr'tb:d4p 
(raplK.-At) 14.400 

%.100 fMt of l.O-1ach .... C. fna 11ft' *calle 
1aen01% to ~.c.a ac ~:p.r naac (250 feec 
nplac mt ac $6.000 .. 1.a~ t .. t.., at 
$44 .. 400) ~!400 

total. (1Dc.11MUA& $40.000 ..m nplac_C) ,311 ,400 
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MorO!lp - 1984 Main h?laeu.nts 

1.. 1.200 f .. ~ of 6-1zK:h A.C. - ~bb 
A .... nu.a. XOj& .... northerly . 

2. 150 f.et of 6-1nch A..C. - Sc .Jae1:eo 
from H:i.gbv.,. eouthuly 

3. 1.200 f.e~ of 6-1.tLch A.C. - !&ll.a Vue. 
from Northridge .outharly 

4.. 600 f •• t of 6-1ncb A.C. - Matsene fro. 
.1\m1~r "..terl,. 

Total 

March 23. 1983 

$78.200 

27.300 

You v1ll not. thAt tha &verage ~tur .. for 1IL1:D. rep] *C~ea 1n 1983 
cd 1984 1& $,S7 .400 ~ year. Our .... ur pl.m tor 4Utribud.oa .,.ua 
r4t'J)l.ac"Xlta 1a to. .~ CD. annuaJ. a.)U:D.t of 'Dot 1 ••• than $50,000 ua1n& 
our flex1l>le ,r01t%a. reprd.:1ai the ac~ ...una to be re-plae-.! b&Mc! ~ 
tb.1r coc.c11Uou j'Q.at l)r1or to ~l.acnc.\t. ~ CO'Llaid.a: th1a to M a cia!1D-
1t1..,. M1n replaceect prosraa. 

'IhA two uu:plu that you baTe1:c.1~ 0&1 the !1rat pap of your latur of 
March 16 are eonred by our 19$3 CI4 1984 !ud.geta. 'Xbe p1pel1M that you 
refer to 1n It. 1 between Xuealero and X:ao~~ AYWue frca :P1oDMr to ~ 
.&. ... 1)~. waa DOt or1~l,. 1n our 18;>ro N..nt ~rosrUl for 1934. boR,u. Y«' 
ar. correct that tbe cieted.or&'tion. of ~e p1l)el1:D.& baa a.ceelen.ted. the 
laaka th.&t yO\} Mnt10"Ca<l that vera t'\:I::mU.ng whAm '1ov:r: r.1)~tad. ... u.d.a tba 
1x1vtat1gat1ou M-v. ~ rwp&1red.. bowa'ftr. 1: 1984 Qe p~llD& Y.Ul be 
retJl6c:.4 1>1 the 1xaullat1ou of • vater ...:1A cot 1:D. c ·'84"MIlt wt 1zl 1:ba 
'PU~11C: atr .. e.. To. MCoud 1tea Y.Ul 0. corr.cte4 by UI.e lo-ir.&ch ,1~'1M 
&om JUDil>U" to our new ){&eell. Jueno:1r c4 thU jot> b.u bMI:l cc.p~Cel,. 
ag1naued. va haft tha •• ....-:t and. it aboul4 0. 1:aull.d. &'PPr-ox:1M.tal,. 
1I1d..,. .. r 1983. 

ID. r~, the hiato1'Y of O\a c.o.p.m,. ill Moroc.lO V..u.y. :i.t baa o.m our 
~licy to coc.t1:).ua.lly 1Iit'>rOft tbe .,..t ... Mk:t.ng aure that th.rc ".. CL &48-
«\lAte N1>p1,. of vater ~ re'Plac1u& th& -=t:a.a at the ... 'da. III ~ 
ins t~ c:orr~e ow%' the ;aut f..,,...r. frOll the Bulth ~. 
I 'DOc. that .. ~ foUowd ~Ih 01:1. ~r:r co.1tl11mC ~t we b&'ft M4e 
to you .. ID 1933 ... & r .. ~t of & State Ba&lth De~t ~UoIl we 
u. rn1aiDg &:Cd. 1apro"f'1ni ow: boo.ter .t&t~ at the P1zUoIa n.c.t. '%b& 
co.t w. .. u..u for th1. work. U $24,000. 
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Va v111 coat1a_ to leNi YOu. Woned of ~u 1a Qe .,..tca eM 
U 7VU k"N -1 f\&l'tbar euuuc1oa.t. 1M would M ~p,. ~ 41 vuaa tMa 
v1tll ,.. 

=§ """CU of Opera 

'lJL%/'l.U 
aac.1Man 

ec: /, AU A. x. )tda 

CalUKIda hltUc Vt111cs.u 'I ' .. :1.Ml 
State OfflU hi] cltDI - ... SlOt 
107 .... 1n ... , 
r..o. -..1 ••• eautorai.a toOU ltIW1...,.. OJ, 

CaUfftUa hb1:lc Ut1l1t1.u Co-1'.1z 
C&lUGftSa .tau "1'41., 
35G McAl1 sec.ar S~ 
s.a 11' Ii MO. C&11fon.1& 9410% 



Apr11 11. 1983 

Hr. C. E .. ~ 
l>1at'dct bg1Mer 
$UU of C&l1fO%ll1a 
Dep.~t of hul'th knic .. 
Sc1tuy. tq1nuriq. JraDch 
606- F.ut; 1Ull. Stzeet - Su1u lOU 
Sa JerDar41no. C&lUoru1& 92408 

./r-"" 'I 
) , 

'. 

i , 
\ , 

". 
j 

~IXF 
?a;e lO 

I vu plaua4 to .u. your ~'.aequ&1:DtaDce at th& ... t1~ 'Wh1ch " .. 
b..1.4 1A ,.our off1ca O'G :rr;<i&y" ~l 'l.~ 1,s3. With you &lad Hark krtaoU. 
aD MC1taa.r with your 4ep-artaant. 'ID. w,( 1A1t1al. r..-po!We. I ha4 1Dd.1cated. 
that the lo-1ncb. m.a1D ~ are iMt&Wq Os, Ju'D.1pu eo our uv Hacal.le 
I.uenoo1r v0uJ.4. c:orr.c: t~ problAa v1t:b, ~ l1na %"IOn1n, vuur1y fro. 
Jun1~r.. Mark b~ to ~~.a~~~,~ J!fl&'t. ~ ac:=al1ey cM ..un v1= 
the leak 'Problc YU tbc ~,.. ~~:.~~rO& JuA1p.r at tbAt J'\UU~r 
:Booate: St&t1~~ ~ • '_ ... - .. - ~ T' -' 

/ . /' 
... ar& ~&fore. in conj~1oG with' other 18prO'¥-.Dta ~ 1A., letter 
of M&rch (29" 1983 (ahOWD OG. e!». ~)" &lao pl.=1~ to repl.&ee tha sCMl 
aa1D "b1ch 'J:'1mII. uaterly f1"Oll t.be J'un1.l'er koeter scat100 ~tely 
400 f .. t .. ' n1a 1utall..ac1oo irill be 40Da 111 1983. " / , / 
OD; ktu.r4ay, .A;tr11 2" 1'83-~ after our ¥ia1t of Apr1l 1" I M4e • ~ 
~1te 1Da-peet~~ of oe problau outJ1ne4 in Y(N,r letter of March 16. 
1963. "',_-/,' 

ID .ubM<lt.Mlllt cocveraadou with yw Gii Xark Jaruoa.. :i.t ___ dlat we aft 
pretty -..ch 1n ~t rich &ll. 1.uuu nth the excepd.OD of tba 4Upar.Lty 
v. ~.,. &a to tba M.&D1t=- of AD 41""0.1 ma1D re"lAcaleDt pl'Of:%1&. 

Moq otMr th1!l&- tbAt the Soutbenl CalUorzd& Vater eo.pu,. bad. to 40 .... 
... alv.ace wbn'e &04. bow tM «&'p'eDd1ture of t~ 112. tbII lfcm:Ma&o .".cea alabt 
'beet MrN tbe SAuruta of the .:ut:~. :tD. wr ju4peDC. the :iM~ 
t10D of C. )lacelle .... %'Yo1%' aDd tbe approach 11M v .. at th1a tiM .u 
~t thaD .aiD replac..mu. 
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At tba pr ... ~t tiJle. & pow'er outage at the Mojave ~.t.ra cauae. c 
<NU,. to. & a1p1f1e&Dt number of cuatOlMlra 1ftclt.W11ng. tho .. OIl botH>. 
MaKAl.ro. &D4 Haaa Stree.t.a. n.. storaga .%lId &"1:'0&C:h main vh1cb I 
l1at.4 1:& ..., prav1o..- lAtt«r ($2~O .400) v111 pe.%1I1t &ra"'f1ey f~ to all 
tb1a area. 

'!b. atora~. 118te4 'Cos«ther v1Ul our otMX' ateras;. f"1U~i .. v1.ll prO'l'14. 
l%'aY1ty t.ed to all cocaumen 1l' t~ c¥..a.t of ))OWr !ulur.. :bi.a. in .., 
op1u1ou. ahCNl4 81;n1f1c:ctly .l.1a1~" a.tr1 prob1_ of wek a1Pboua. 
wh1ch ,.OU 1D41eat. to b<a of ,J%'&&t COQCU'n. 

In keeping. rith our Coapan,.'. Q2l&o1t1.& l>ract1ce of thorou,ghly CYaluad.ll& 
our .,..tes. part1C\1l.&rl,. 1!) c.oa.junct1oG v:L th ~ 1uat&llat1oDa. ... re1D­
.1*= te4 the ayat_ on Aprll S, 1933 cd. 1n fact .. carta:I.A~ .oee a4c:l1-
t100.al r-..di·l act10u that ahould a1;n1!1untly reduce the =-ber of lub 
we ara pra •• nt!.y expe.rta~ 1D the .,..tas.. So-e of tbe .. 91'01>1_ &:D4 
'P1:'opos..! conect1oua I b.ave alr&a4y abared v1ch Mr.. :BartaoD.. 

1. I fcn.md • recuutor 1....s1nc the u&& to Xnobb. ~.luo &D4 
l:l&aa Streeea a:a4 oc.r &djo1n1ng &r ... in fACt •• t Z% h1p.r 
than ueuaary. ".th1a .. td.u.s v .. cottec:te<t before I Wt the 
41atr1ct .. 

2. M41t1onal air will k "~ to tu pr ••• ura tck at tb& lfoj .... 
Plant to. ab80rb ,ra.ure f~tu&t1ona froa the .:run.1per !oHta1' 
almtt1ni of! .IDd. 011. 

3. ~ cOlrP'lat1on of the Hac.l!. Iaeno1r v:Ul &lao IUft .. a 
a1,1Uf1emt "butfu" frca flu.et:&d.nI pr ... ure. 

4. n. l:I.ev P1non !ooe:era vUl 'be equ.1peC vtth .urp.. CODtrol 
valvu :0 ,rna: surS" 4u.r:l.1:l& sart. aM a:crpe. 

5.. 1hera vu a "'err a1p:1f1c&a.t f~~d.O'Il 11\ -pr. .. ure 'DDtecl oa. 
tlla at&rtiD& ad acopp1DC of a. Teaser Vale 'Well. In 1913 
". rill .ped. the ~c.a.ary fuWa to equip th1a cit rim & 
eur,a cOQc%ol ."al.... to .l1a1uta aurg.. OD a'tC'ta &DC1 .t~. 

I .. G.treMly eoa!1c1cc that the abow'Ml'£t:toDed 1t_ rll! dr_tk,all~ 
r.d.lICe the leak. probl ... .and. al.8o- rutcma yovr cOD!14eDc. 1u the 1zlteart.:Y 
of our intat1ou. At th1a c1M. I 40 DOt b&~ a4.~u.&u WOt'llAd.aD to sift 
10G AnY projac:t1OGa of .pec1!:1.c: .. iD r8pl.&c_lac j~ CAt wUl. be 40M 
bcy0D4 1984. M 'PrC'f'1l.Nal,. 1D4:tcatM .. ". will d.&t:b1Ul,. 01& _ ..,...1 
b&a:1a aped. .. -hi-.- of $50.000 'PC' ,. ... r 1D. ...a repl.ac_mt.l 1& 0. 
MorODlo .,..ta_ 'lie v1ll coudAu:1oul,. ~r to replace t:be -.s:u that 
aoa at ~hat tble vb&c ". d ... .oat worth,. of raplac.IDt bu1call1 em tbe 
pr .... :tl:;;;;:-lAikb.1atozy at eM d.Da of our Welge: 'Prep&rad.ft. 
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Mr. c. !. ~.raou 

·~O!X"i' 
?age 12 

-3- .April 11. 1983 

Aa I penW&ll,. a4v1Md. ,.~. va Y.1ll amN&ll,. .ol1cit Worut1cc. !rca 
1O\U" dep&rt1l:lac.t such _ the joo oc. X:oD~'b ". rac:a1:),tly clw:a.sed. Yb1c.h ,.OU 
brou.,ght to 0\lZ attat1on. v. Y1ll " ba'P'$'Y to n-a1,..:e your eUliud.ou 
a:I4 YO'dt eooperac!"f'ely rith rev. 1'1:1. our cona1d.r&tio'O.S. 

I voul4 boge that "OU a1&ht e.h&n the ..... opt1:1.la that I baY •• !IoGt 
our abilley to redv.ce the. l.W.a aw ate l4a .... u a rault of C. ce%­
rec t1.... "tic" X haft .UU" ce4. .A.fter tha ~lAt:1cro. of the atOtwMaD-
t1cme4 -proj.cta. I Y1ll ~ .,re the ~ ~ l'rCY1~ you rio t'Ul.l ~­
elca=- of the rtault. && r.l&te4 to the e..'\u.tu in V&t.et:' loa •• 1Mb. 
a::;d/or arr other 'tc.atlO'D.&bl. 1:tonat1ou you z1~t desire. 

~1tb. the compl&t1cn of tb. projtteU I hne outl~&4 !or 198~. I _ .tlre 
tM luk pa1:tarn vill .igrd!1e&r.tl,. be altered .s a ruult of th1a WORe 
io11tb11t. .1:1. aID\1Qa of tba coarplat.1oD of cur 198.3 c:.ap1ul wort,. I WOII&ld. lx:Ppe 
to h&"N dcftlopoed end1taol .. datA nth. which I 1L1P: ~& "OW W01'U­
t1cra. with ... "3'tee of 1utep'1ty. With your ld.:lJI! 1~<1ulle~ ~tla:tn au 
~tha of the cowrpletiou of the job. I b.ave outl1nw. I Y1l1 1'1 .... ,.OU W1 
pc.nonal 'P~1s of vtl..re thc eo.pan,. Yill 1n&~t'4e. aa11) 1:'c'Pl.acn,x.'ta 
tln-oup tha yMr 199C. 

cc: ItJ.J A. E. H&:1ll 
C&l1,fora1& ~lJ..c tit1l.1t1u ec-1Hion 
Sue. Off1c.a So1Jd1'O& - I.aa o5lO9 
107 South !roectny 
to. AD.;alu. <:al:Uma1a 90012 

MeOd.1 Ja4pou-r 
C&l1forn1& ~l1.e 'Od.l:1t1M Ca.:S •• J.oA 
C&l1fcmU& Stau lut,.,. 
~ XcAl11atc Strut 
$a.. 7'ra>c:Saco. C&l:lfoni& 94102 

(END OF APPENDIX F) 
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Appl.1eable to aU Yl.ter aerv1ee :turn1.shed to priw.tel;r 0WDe4 nre 
p1'OtectiOl1 ayat-.s. 

:R&te A - Applleable v.1th1n the Loa ~Met:ropol1t&:D. and San ~o 
T&ll.ey D1.trtneta. 

la.te :a. - Appl:1.eable ~:tbjn the .Arden~, :aantov, ~, 1t1g !ear, 
CIl1pe:t:r1&-J'1J.md, DeH1't, OJ&1, 0Z'azlge Co1mty, PaIca& Va.lley-, 
San D:lmu, San Gabriel Valley, Seta M&ri&, S1m1. VaJJ.ey, 
Clearlake md 'W'r.1ghtvoo4 D1atr1eta. 

Per Moc.th 

$4.00 $3.00 



SP!CIAL eammONS 

APPZlIDIX G 
P'a8e 2 

Schedule 11'0. AA-4 (Cozrt:1Xr'aed.) 

All D1st:r1cta 

1. '%he tire pl'Oteetian aenice ea:meeticm .ball. be 1Datalled by the 
utWty &Z1d. tbe coat p&14 'by the appl1cant. Such payaea.t shall. DOt be 
s1;1bject t() :rettmd. 'l:he :t&d.ll.t1ea p&1d tor by the &ppl.icaut ab&lJ, 'be tbe 
sole property ot tbe &ppl1caut. 

2. b m1n1m= 4.1ame't:er :tor nre protect1on. aerv1ce abalJ. be ~oa.r 
1%1cbea ~ md. the maX1mmc 4.1ame't:er abalJ. be DOt :DOre tb&n the 4i.IIMt«r ot 
tbe ma.1n to vb1ch the H:%T.1.ce 1& eormected. 

3. I:r .. d1atr1buticc _in ot a4equI:te aize to. aeft .. p1'1vate fire 
protection system in &4d.1t1c:m. to- aJ.l otber ~ sen1ee does not cd.st 
1n the 5t:'eet or alley a4jaeent to the prem1aea to be aervec1~ tbtm .. 
aerv1c:e m&1n !razI. the :eareat e:d.st~ ajn ot &4equa.te capac1ty &hall be 
:1natalled b1 the ut1l1ty &Zld. the cost paid by tbe &pplj.C8Dt. SUch ~ 
shall not be subject to re:tend. 

4. ~ce be:'eunder 1& tor priva:te nre protection syatema to Yh1eh 
no eo=eet1= tor other tb&n fire proteet1on pcr;oaea &l'e &l.l.owed and 'Wh1ch 
&:'e r.galarly Wpeet«t 'by the ~ters :t&V1:cg j'ClZisd1etlcm~ a:re 
1natalled a.eeo:N1:lg to- sped.!iea.t1ona ot the ut:Uity, and a:re ~t&:1.ned 
to the at1a:taet1on ot tb.e utU:1'ty. ~ \tt1J..ity may 1nata.ll the ataM'r4 
detector-type meter approved 'by' the !oerd ot l"1re 'tlI:1c1erw:r1ten ~or p1"Ote<:t-
1z2g ap1nst thett, lea.kap or vute ot 'Water aDd tbe eoat p&1d 'by' the 
appl1ea:tt. Such pe.yaent ab&llnot be au'bject to re:tend. 

5. In ~ce ~th Sect1= 174 ot tbe Pabl.1e tJtjl1tiea eocs., the 
utUity 1.s not ll&ble to::: ~ur.r) ~ or 10&5 reault1Dg tzocm ta1Jmoe to 
provide &4eqa&te vater au;ppl.y or prcSRl:'e. 

(Dl> 07 ~IX G) 
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the cost burden is removed through subsidy. Clearly, from the 
standpoint of fairness, it would be preferable to have the cost 

burden of a low customer density water system assumed by those 

benefiting from the exi~tence of the system. In that regard, 

applicant has not looked into whether the residents and their 

communi ty service districts can cause the owners of vacant land 

to participate in the cost of improving a water system. Govern­
ment Code, Title 6, Divi~ion 3, Community Service J)ist...~~, :nay 

permit the districts to be so empowered. ~ 
A consolidation of the type proposed by applicant may 

ult~~tely prove necessary. But it should n~~be undertaken as 
lonq as there is reason to believe that tn~ommunitY service 
districts serv1nq the areas can brinQ a~t the needed participation 
in water system costs by the owners o~acant land, which, of course, 

benefits from the existence of tbe witer system. 
A consolidation of the ~ proposed l:>y applicant may 

ultimately prove necessary. Butlit ~hould not be undertaken as 
/ . 

long as there is reason to beJ..ieve that, if necessary act:z.ons 
are taken by the residents s/rved by low customer density water 

systems, the community service districts servillq the areas can 
bring about the needed. paitieipation in water system costs by 

the owners of vacant l~, which, of course, benefits ~rom. the 
/ 

existence of the wat~' system. 
'the proposed consolidation is rejected at this time. 

1/ v:tII - NEED FOR AA'l'E RELIEF 

In its application applicant stated. that its depressed 

earninqs for these districts are -mainly caused by increases in 
the costs of purchased water and power, labor, postaqe, payroll 

taxes, income taxes, liability insurance, depreciation, materials, 

purchased. serrices, increased rate base and. increased. cost of 

capital since these costs were last considered by the Comm;ssion 

in settinq rates.-

-18-
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ill Table 3 of this d.eeision, tOQ'etner w1 th an add1 tional revenue 
requirement of $31,000 for 1985 due to attrition, reasonably indicate 
the results 0: applicant's future operations in the Moron~o Valley 
service area of the Desert District. 

15. a. To meet the'rates of return specified in'·'Findi:o.9 of 
I' 

Fact 3 above, the required increases in tbe Moron~o/Valley service 
area of the Desert District are $209,500, or 132~8X in annual 

~ 
revenues,~or 1983~ a furtber increase o~ $32;300, or 8.5~ for 1984: 

and a further increase of $31,000, or 7 .. 5~or 1985. 
b. To mitigate the effect of tbe large 1983 increase on 

customers, the revenue increase will be/held to $114,800 in 1983. 

A further increase of $114,800 will ~ provided for 1984 and a 
I 

further increase of $114,800 will be provided for 1985.. As a final 
/ 

step, rates for Moron~o Valley shall be reduced effective Janua--y 1, 

1986 to the 1985 adopted attrit!.6n level 0: qross revenues of 
J 

$441,900. Interest on the deferred portion of 1983 required 
/ 

revenue increase at the ado~ted rate of return will ensure that 
applicant is adequately compensated for the deferral. 

I 

16 ~ '!'he adopted rate' desiqn for the Moron<;o Valley service 
I 

I 

area of the Desert Distr~et is reasonable. 
I 

17. Applicant'S service in the Victorville service area 0: 
the Desert District is about what can be expected frOt:t several 

1 

separate older syst~ consistinq mostly of small mains. 
18. a. A subst~tial i.."nprovement in unaccounted-for water in 

the Victorville service area of the Desert District resulted in 
1982, dropping from 39~ in 1981 to 19% in 1982, after replacement 
of a badly aeteriorated section of pipe. 

b.. The sta£f estimate of 15% unaceounted-for water for 
both test years is compatible 'W'i th this trene ane. is reasonable 
for ra.temaking_ 

-75-
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of the revised schedules shall be no earlier than January 1, 1985, 
or 30 days after the ;ilin~ of tbe step rates, whicbever is later. 
Tbe revised schedules shall apply only to service rendered on and 
after their effective date. 

c. Because the full step rate increase for 1985 for the 
Morongo Valley service area of the Desert ~istriet should not 
extend beyond 1985, applicant shall file an advice letter on or 
before December 1, 1985 requestin~ the revision 0: rates to reduce 
annual revenue by $68,700 based on the aeopted,,-e.ata for 1984. The 

,/ 

revised rates shall be in effect on Janua..."7/I"', 1986. 

7 • Applicant shall sub::li t a:c.llual17/to the Commission staff 
a report on the Moron~o Valley Serviee~ea recorded results of 
operations for Calendar Years 1983, 1.984, a:d 1985, respectively. 
These reports shall be due no late?~han March 31 of 1984, 1985, and 
1986, respectively. These re!=>Orts must be supported by workpape:s 
and Oe in the same detail as th~e filed in this application. 

I 
Failure to submit reports ma~es~lt in reduction 0: the authorized 
rate of return. ~ 

8. Applicant shall submit to Commission sta!£, no later t~ 
January 1, 1985, detaileo/plans for a main i.-nprovem~nt pr~a."U. 'the 
objective of this progr~ will be to reduce ~ccounted.-for water to 

I 
lOX within a reasonacle a.-nOu:lt of ti."':le. Staff will review the plans: 
and if they appear re'sonable, the utility will be instructed to file 

/ 
an advice letter s~ekin~ Commission approval for tne necessary 
expendi tures for t'be main i.."':.'1.prove:nent progra.",:\. This service i:nprove­
men t proqra.-n wilt be haneJ.ee. aceord.1:o.;- to the new procedu:es, 
endorsed ~y the/commission on June lS, 1983, for handlin9 ~ter 
company service problems. 

9. Applicant shall demonstrate in its advice letter filinq 
that it bas installed 6,000 feet 0: main in addition to tbe amount 

-83-
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budqetee for the Moro~go Valley system of the Desert District. 
Failure to make such installation shall result in a percent =edu~ion 
in return on rate Oase for the Desert District. 

This order is e=:ective today_ 
Dated AUG.3 1983 ; at 5a:l FranCisco, Cali:o:nia. 

Clt..~. JR. 
~Qsid~!!~ 

Vt~OR C}~VO 
~SC:r..LA ¢.. C?z;7 

:OONJu.D VIAi.. 
k';I.uL~J~<: 1'. :J/~~'~E~ 

Cc.~!..;;.:& ::'c-~.;l."'z 
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Page 3 

Sche<1ule No. :B.A.-9 

!&:rstov District 

Applieab1e to all opt1OD&J. spee1al metered va.Ur serv:1ee .. 

Tenitorz 

:Barstow .and v1dJ:Uty, San !emazd1no Ccnmty. 

Rates 

Quantity Rate.: 

F1rat 300 cu.:t., per 100 eu.tt. ~= .•• -.~.... $ 0.305 
Next 9,.700 eu.!t., pe:' 100 eu.tt. • •• ~..... 0.410 
Over lO,OOO cu.~ .. , per 100 <:11.~. / 0·331 

For 3-~eh met~ 
For 4-1nehaeter 
Far 6-1neh JIe'ttt 
For 8-1Zleh aeter 
For lO-1neh Iteter 

-........... . ............. . 
/ •.•.•...•. ~ ..•...•....•..•.• ........ ~ ....•...•........•. 

••••••• .r. •••••••••••••••..... 
/ ••••• w ••••••••••••••••••••••• 

/ 

$ 16.00 
31·00 
50.00 
67.00 

l25.00 

'!'he Service Ch&:rge 18 & rea41neaa-to-aerve ~e 
&}'Plieable to" aJ.l. m~ aerv1ee az24 to 1dl1eh 18 to 
be a44e4 tlte qtLD:O.t1ty charge eaapa;tc04 at the Qaant1ty Rates. 

( CClCt1nued) 



MorOtlfo Vall!%, Tar1tt Area. 

GEIERAL ~ s:e:RVICE 

Appl1cable to all metered vater R%"'V1ee. 

~o Valle,- cd T1c1D1ty" San ~O Ccw:rt7. 

RA!.ES 

~1ty :Ratea: 

71rst 30 cu.1't., l)er 1 
OYer 300 eu.rt., ~ 100 cu.:t •••••••••••••••••• 

5en1ce CbarP: / 

70r 5/8 X 3~ch;-eter ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
lbr 3/4~ Beter ••••••••••••••••••••••••• "'or 1-1BCb. 2Iete:- ........................... . 
Per ~ meter ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
1er 2~ meter ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
70r 3~ meter ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
7r:1r 1/.4.-1%M:h ~ ............. ,. ............. . 
7ar ~ sater ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

~ Sen'1ee Charp 1. a rfll41". •• -to-se%'Te 
ebarge appl.1c:e:ole to all wte:red M%"'f'1ce 
aDd to 'Vtdch 1. to 'be a4ded tbe qua.:t1 t:r 
ehazoge ea.puted at the Qu&:at1t,- :Ra.tea. 

$ 9·50 
1l...20 
lq..OO 
~T.OJ 
24..00 
~.OO 
70.00 

l2l..00 
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Desert D1atr1et 

,/ 
Each or the tollO'W'1n& 1l:x:reasea in rates ~ 'be ~ 1nto eftect cr the 

1ndiea:ted date b.r f1lag & rate schedule Vb1eh &d4a tbe appropnate ~ 
to the rate Vh1ch y~ othe:"V1H be :1n ene~n tb&t. 4&te. 

te:EM:l) RA:mS 

3~h.eter ••••••••••••••••••••••••. 
4-1Deh~ ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
~~ meter •••••••••••••• _ •••••••••• 

Quom1ty :R&tea: / 

:!:tteeti'V'e tate. 
l-l:a4 l-1:a5 

$3·90 
4.60 
6.00 
1.00 
9·00 

19.00 
25·00 
30.00 

$3.90 
4.60 
6.00 
1.00 
9.00 

19·00 
25·00 
30.00 

7ar the first 00 eu.ft." per 100 eu.ft. ..... ••• ••• 0.555 0.555 
0Ter 300 eu.n.., :per 100 cu.:tt. ....... ... .. • 0.854 0.854 

7lat ll&tea: 

Scbed DEM-2K •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• $2.00 $2.00 
I 
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De~:-t ~8triet 

MoronS? Va.ll~;Y Servie~ Ares. 

:2A.ZS m:sIGN ~/ ~ Authorized -
rre8ent Rates Mvenue 157.7 
Adopte-d ;.67.2 
Antb.or:i.zed. 272.5 m.5 
De!erred 91+.7 
Actual. De!erred (7/20/8';;) 42. 

Interest in 1983 0 ll.~ ~ 1& 
Total Deferred J/~.8 

~ 
Adopted 410.9 

162.6 281.0 ~. atl98'.5 :-ate 1.57. 7 ~ :r 
Authorlu-d (281 + 114.8)y 395.8 395.8 
Adopted 410·9 
Deferred 43.8 
I:1t. a.t 1l.56~ 2.5 2·5 

:OtaJ. 457.2 
Authorized 395.8 
Deferred 61.4 
Int. 011. ~ 3-5 3.5 

I 64.9 Total Defe%T~d 
/ 

~ 
Mopted. 441.9 

Dttferred 61+.9 
!nt •• U.78~ 3.8 }.8 

.5l0.6 510.6 

~ utility should., by filing ad:viee letter., reduce rate-a a.s 
of l/"!./86 to reduce azmual revenue by $68.700 bMe4 on ac!op~ 
data for 1984. 
11 For computation eee page 3 .. 
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Desert Distnet 
. Mor:ce V&ll!l Serviee Area 

AnnUAl Increase Comput.a:eion 

x - (209.5 - 'X' - z) + ~ (!+Z) 

2Ild Year X-

3:rd Yes: X· 

32.3 + 1.5Y + .~ z 

31.0 + 2.5Z - Y 
'2 

z - 44.17 

Y • 53.29 
X -U4.80 

/ 
/ 



.. .. .. .. . Morrthl.;! Usage : .. 
(Cubic Feet) 

300 

SOO 
l,OOO (A~) 

2~OOO 

3,000 
5,000 

APPENDIX E 
Page 5 

.. .. 
: 

16.49 
28.31 

39.33 
61.37 

A: Au;tbonzed : Pereen: .. .. 
Rates : Inereas! .. .. 

$13.60 56.~ 
17.et:> 68.2 
28.29 71.0 
49.:zr 74.0 
70,2.5 78.5 

112.2L 82.8 


