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Dec1aion __ 8_3_0_8_0_5_2 AUG 1 7 1983 

BEFtRE THE Po:8LIC UTILITIES C<HaSSION OF THE STATE OF CALIP'CItKIA 
In the Hatter of the ApplicatioD of) 
CALIPORNIA-AMltR.lCAR WA.TER COMPAHY ~ for an order author1zl'Dg lt to :tu-
creue its rates for vater MrV1ce 
in lts SAN MARINO DISllICT. 

) 

Application 82-12-19 . 
(Flled December 8~ 1982) 

Steefel~ Levitt & Veus, by 'Leu.ard C. Wei ••• 
Attorney at Law. for &2Pl1Cant. 

Edward Duncan. for h1m.selfj Brown and Caldwell, 
by w1111Ui x. F1&t, far City of l'bouund 
Oaki; joseph X.. ~' for I>ep&rtment of 
Health serv1Ce~; a William Dixon, for 
Uti11tyWorkera Union of America, AFL-CIO; 
interested parties. 

F of Javier Plaseneia, Attorney at Law, ana 
SUng B. Han, for the Cormniss'ion staff. 

OPINION -- .... -~--
California-American Water Company (Cal-Am.), a 

Cal1forc.ia corporation. seeks author1z&ticn:a. to increqe its water 
rates in its San ~ino District by an annual amount of $684,400 
(or 27.n) 'for 1983, by an additional annual amotm.t of $386,300 (or 
12. rot) aver the proposed 1983 rates for 1984, and au additional 

annual. 4lmOUnt of $427,800 (or 11.91) OYer the proposed 1984 rate. 
for 1984. Durinq the hearing-, Cal-Am increased its request by 
$38,200 to reflect increase in its purchased power costs which 
became effective January'l; 1983 • 

. This matter was conSOlidated for hearinq with Cal-Am's 
APp1icat~n CA.' 82-12-16 for a rate increase for the Baldwin 
Hills District, A.82-12-l7 for a rate increase for the Duarte 
District, ana A.82-12-l8 for a rate increase for the Villaqe 

4It District. After Que notice~public hearin9s on the combined 
matters were held before Administrative Lay JudQe CALJ) N."R. 
Johnson in Los Angeles on April ll-15 and April 19-20, 1983, 
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A.82-12-19 AL:J/emk/ee 

and the matter was submitted on concurrent briefs due Kay 31 ~ 
1983. Briefs were received from cal-Am, the Commission staff 
(staff) ~ anc the Utility Workers 'Onion of America~ An.-CIO 
(Union). Testimony was presented on behalf of CAl-Am by its 
direc:tor of rates atid revenue. John Barker, by a consultant 
for Stetson Engineers, Inc., Robert M. Hann~ by its vice pres1cleut 
of f i'DAnce, Robert W. Bruc:e, by its manager of the Los A13geles 
Division, Linn E. :Kagoffiu, by its Los ~eles operations manager, 
Andrew Krueger. and by its vice president of operat~ons. 
Lawrence D. Foy; on behalf of staff by one of ita 'research 
analysts .. Linda Cori, and by utilities engineers Chew Low, Donald Yep, 
Wayne Koertin;-, Arthur GalleQ'os, D. McCrea, . and SUDQ B. Han: on beMlf 
of the County of Ventura by one of its supervisors, Edv1n A. 
JODeS; on behalf of the Department of Health Services by Joseph e A. Daly; aDd on behalf of hwe1f by Edward DuDean. In additioc, 
statements were beard from 13 public: witnesses at the combined 
hearing in Los Angeles on April 11, 1983. 

An informal public meet113g, jointly sponsored by Cal-Am 
and staff, was be1d on January 19, 1983 for the San Marino District 
at the San Marino 'High School, in San Marino. Eighteen of Cal-Am's 
customers attended the meetiug~ . DIOst of whom expressed concern 
about the magnitude of the increase &8 contrasted to the relatively 
IIOdest irM:rease in the Consumer Price IDdex. 
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I. SlNOPSIS OF DECISION 

By this decision Cal-Am 18 authorized to i:Derease its 
rates by about $582 .300 (22 .. 7 6X) over the rates "hich became 
effective July 21. 1982 for 1983. $ 316 , 700 (10.071) over the 
authorized 1983 rates for 1984. and $198.900 (5.74X) over 
the 1984 authorized rate. for 1985 as compared to requested 
:1Dere.a.ses of $684.400, $386.300. and $427,800, respectively. 
The 1983 authorized rate increase includes an additional $38,200 
increase in purchaseQ power which became effective January 1, 1983 .. 

Table 1, follOWing, •• ts forth a compar1.on of Cal-Am 
and staff est~te •• together with the adopted results. 

A rate of return on rate ~e of 11.62: for 1983, 
11.861 for 1984, and 12.03: for 1985 18 fO\md reasonable.. Such 
rates of return will provide a times interest coverage of 2.53. 
2 .. 46, and 2.41, respectively.. The authorized return on equity 
18 14.50"4. 

The effect of the adopted rate charges on & typical 
residential customer u.1ug 23.85 hundred etibic feet (Cef) per month 
as well as other usage levels are as follows: 

Bill Analysis 1983 

Present Authorized Percent 
£si. Rate1i: Rates xng:e~~e 

3 S 4.32 $ 5 .. 18. 20.16 
S 4.98. 6.00 20.66-

10 6.63 a.os 21.46-
20 9.94 l2.16- 22 .. 26 
23.SS(Avera e) ll.22 13.73- 22 .. 44 
30 13.25 16.26 22 .. 66 
50 19.87 24.46- 23.06 

100 36.42 44 .. 95 23.43 
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Table 1 
CALIFORNIA-AMERICAN WATER COMPANY 

San Marino District 
1983 Present Rates 

Cil·AIi : trot S1:i££ : . .. 
ttem : Adj~eed: Aau.eed : Molted 

(DOl!ars ThOiiiiiia.)· 
Operating Reveuues 

~t1!!1! Expense. 
_,-roll 

Pureb&secl Water11 Purchased Power 
sIs :rumpiDg 
Water Treatment 
Trans. & Dist. 
CuBt. Acct •• 

Subtotal 

~&yrOl1 
Office Supplie8 
Prop. Iu. 
Inj. • Damage. 
Empl. PensiODs/Benef1cs 
Busines. Tax 
Reg. Coam. Expe:ase 
Outside Services 
Mise. Genl. Expe1l8e 
Genera.l Plant 
)tents 

Subtotal 
GeDeral Office Prorated 
'l'ues-Other 

ld Valorem 
Payroll 

Subtotal 
Deprec1atiOll 
Uncollectible. 
h&DCh1M Tu sen 
FIT 

$2,S58.5 

278.0 
359.5 
651.2 

7.6 
44.0 
16.4 

164.1 
85.1 

1,605.9 
73.6 
27.4 
0.4 

17.5 
89.7 
0.9 

12.6 
28.3 
11.0 
21.8 
23.8 

307.0 
137.2 

49.4 
25.3 
74.7 

213.1 
S.3 

27.2 
(9.2) 

(46.5) 
Total Operating Izp .. 

UtU!ty Operat1Dg IDeo.. 
bote .... 

2,314.7 
243.8 

4.602.4 
5.301 

~ed F1p:re) 
bteofhtarn 

$2.558.5 

236.1 
359.5 
651.2 

3.5 
44.0 
16.4 

118.3 
83.6 

1,512.6 
86.0 
27.4 
0.4 

13.7 
69 .. 9 
0.9 

11.0 
29.6 

6.2 
21.8 
23.8 

290.7 
13S~S 

49.4 
23z:6 
73.0 

215.2 
S.3 

27.2 
9.1 

32.3: 
2,300.9 

2S7.6 
4,331.4 

5.881 

$2,558.5 

247.2 
359.5 
651.2 

3 .. 5 
44.0 
.16 .. 4 
141.2 
85.1 

1,548.1 
90.0 
27.4 

0.4 
17.5 
74.8 

0.9 
12.1 
29.6 

6.2 
21.8 
23.8 

304 .. 5 
135.S 

49.4 
24.7 
74 .. 1 

215.9 
5.3 

27.2 
4 .. 1 

10,9 

. .. .. . 

y Include. $38,·200 adCiitioMl increase in purc:hasec1 power effective January 1, 1983: . 
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e Table 1 
CALIP'CUIA-AltIRlCAN WAl'ER COMPAKY 

Sau HariDo District 
1984 Present Rat •• 

cal-liD : ePUC Staf : · . .. · . · · : Adjusted: A~usted : Adopted · · · (bOllua tIiOi.i8&iiaa) 
Operating Revenues $2,564~1 $2,564.1 $2,564.1 
O~ti!!/t E!peftaea 

302.2 254.6 276.3 ayroll 
Purchased w~ 398.7 398.7 398.7 Purcb.ued P 652.7 652.7 652.7 sIs 8.4 3.5 3.5 Pumpiug 48.4 48.4 48.4 Water Treatment l7.9 17.9 17.9 
Traua. & Dut. 181.0 129.0 155.0 Cust. Aceta. 87.5 86:0 81,S 

SUbtotal 1.696.8 1,590.8 1,640.0 AM; 
--'aIroll 80.0 92.7 100.7 Office Supp1iea 30.0 30.0 30.0 

Prop. Ina. 0.4 0.4 0.4 
Inj. & !)amales 18.8 15.0 18.8 Empl. Pens101lS 1'BefJe£1ta 92.2 76.4 82.7 Business Tax 0.9 0.9 0.9 
Reg. CoIIID. Expense 12.6 11.0 12.1 Outside Serv1c:es 32.2 29.6 29.6 lUae. Genl. Expenae 8.1 6.8 6.8 GeDera1 net: 24.0 24.0 24.0 Rente 23.8 23.8 23,8 

SUbtotal 328.0 310.6 32'.8 
General Office Prorated 147.6 145.0 145.0 
Taxea-otber 

Ad valorem 52.1 52.1 52.1 Pa,ro1l 27.3 25.6 27.8 
Subtotal 79.4 77.7 79.9 

Deprecutiou 237.6 238..7 241.3 'Uncollectible. 5.4 5.4 5.4 Frauchise Tu 27.3 27.3 27.3 sen (29.7~ (9.4~ 
. 

~~~:~~ 7IT . !13~,4 .. !44 .. 9 
Total Operating Exp. 2,359.0 2,341.2 2.376.2 

Utility Operating IDcOlle 205,.1 222.9 117.9 e Rate Bue 5,4n.4 5,126.3 5.239.0 
bte of Return 3.7St 4.3St 3 .. 591', 

(led 71gare) 
1/ lDclude. $38,200 additional increase in purchased power effective - January 1, 1983. -5-
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II. :BACI:GROOND 

C&l-Am. a wholly owned nba1d1ary of the Amer1t:all Waeer 
Worb CompanY. Inc. of W11lDington. Delaware. "as 1neorporaeed in 
C&l:Lfornia on December 7, 1965 for the purpose of aeqa1r1l2g &11 
of the water propertiea of the California Water .and Telephoae 
Coapany. The acquisition va. accomplished on April 1, 1966. 
Subsequent 1,. J on December 31, 1969 the Village Water COIIp&Dy ill 
Ventura County aDd the Pollock Water Serv1ee. Inc. 1n Monterey 
Cotmty were merged into Cal-Am. 

San Marino D:Latrict consuts of two ph,..1eall,. aeparated 
.ystems designated 48 "Upper" aud "Lower". The Upper Syatem 
provides service to the City of San Marino and a port 100 of tb.e 
City of San Gabriel and v1e1nity. 1'be Lower System provides 
service to portion. of the eit1es of Rosemead. Temple City. aDd e El Monte and certain uu1neorporated territory of tos Angel •• 
County. 

In add1ticm to the use of private right. of way the 
San Marino Di8trict operates under the terms of franchise. 
granted by the cities of San Gabriel, San M&riuo, Rosemead. 
and Pasadena aDd the County of tos Angeles. 

With the exception of three mtoor purchaaed vater 
sources, the San Marino D18tr1ct receive. ita vater £rca wells 
within RaymoDd or S&n Gabriel bu1Ds. 

As of December 31, 1981 there vere 8SS,169 feet of 
trcsmiaa:ton and distribution 1D&1ns 1:0 the SaD Ka:i1» Dutrict 
rang112g in aize from 1-1/2 inches to 24 1.Dchea 1n diameter. 
For the recorded year 1981 there vaa an average of 13,447 
-terec:l c:uatomer. of trbl.ch 11,861 were resident1&l euato.ers_ 
1,387 were. businea. customer. _ 75 were 1Ddustri&l euatc.era. 
eel 123 were public authorities. 

-6-
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III. RATE OF REnlRN 

Cal-Am :La requesting that this Co-ni.s1on authorize 
rates that Yill produce a return on coaaon equity of 16%. 
According to witDesS Bruce's testf.JDoDy. the 16% return on equity 
request 18 based ou 'the expectations of common stock faveatora 
"ho require a higher returu on stocks thaD bonds because of the 
relatively greater risk .. who expect the e&rll1ngs of corporations 
to provide a steady stream of dividends that increase by at leut 
the rate of inflation .. and who expect the book val,. of the 
or1g1D&l investment to increase through retained e&r1.\11lga 
reinvested in the corporation. Be further testified that because 
publ1e utility bond rates have not deelinec! by the same percentages 
as have the prime rate and treasury issues. the. ruk to the public 
utU1ty common stock investor has been ~e1ved by the investor 
to have inereasec! necessitating & return on COlDlD01'1 equity of 
300 to 400 basis points above bond interest rates or in excess 
of the 161 return on equity requestec! by Cal-Am. 

, , 
Staff witness Cor! recommended a rate of return on 

cOlDOn equity of 14.50%.. According to her testimony. the 14.5cn 
return on equity is the same return on equity this CoaID1ssion 
authorized for Cal-Am in December 1982 for its Monterey District. 
In tb.a.t proc:eeding (A.82-02-47) witness Gari reeommellc!ed & return 
on equity in the range of 14.75X to 15.25%. She DOted that 1D 
autboriziDg 14.501. tbe Coaai.sion took cognircee of the fact 
that interest rates had declined between the ttme of her rec~ 
mendation and the 18su.ance of the decision. She further testified 
that a review of interest, rate treDda aud forecasts aubsequeut to 
the above-mentioDed det8rm1natioll ~ that recorded ard projected 
wauket coDCl1t101l8 have %!lOt changed significantly .ince the decision 
issued and that DO material changes have oecUXTed which woal4 
impact the 14.SO% return on equity found fair and reasonable for 
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Cal-Am 111 that clec1s10u. Witness Gar! also testified that sbe 
analyzed the average risk premium between the realized returns 
of nine publicly traded wa~er utilities and the returns on 
lO-year and 20-year government treasury' bonds. She found that 
in a five-year time per10cl the nine companies have required aD 

average premium of 4.341 over the lO-year treasury bonds aDd a 
premium of 5.081 over 20-year treasury bonds. ApplyiDg these 
factors to all. average forecasted rate for lo-year and 20-year 
treasury boDCls yields A ratlge of required return on equity of 
13.84 to 14. 78t which~ aecord1.ag to the record. gives further 
support to witness Cor!' s recOlllDeuded 14.50: return on COlllDOtl 

equity. 
Staff's recommended capital structure and computed 

rate of return, together with the implicit after-tax illtereat e coverage for the years 1983. 1984, and 1985, are as follows: 

AVe'rage Tear 1983 
tong-Term Debt 
Common Equity 

Total 

Average Year 1984 
Long-Term Debt 
COIIIDOn Equity 

Total 

.verge Ye&r 1985 
LoDg-:term Debt 
Corarhon Equity 

Total 

51.Sot 
4S.S0 

100.00'%t 

51.5ot 
48.50 

100.001. 

8.921 
14.50 

9.381 
14.50 

9.711 
14 .. 50 

4.59%t 
7,03 
11,6~ 

2.53 

4.83% 
7,03 
11.86~ 

2.46 

s.oot 
7,03· 

12.031. 
2.41 



A.82-12-l9 ALJ/emk 

ACcording to the further test1mcro.y of witnes. Cor1. 
the above-recommended capital structure is predicated upon the 
same capital requirements. f1naueing projections, and capital 
8txueture incorporated in Deciaiotl (D.) 82-12-122 on Cal-Aa'. 
Monterey Division A.82-02-47. cal-Am' 8 witness Bruce stipulated 
to the above capital structure and coat of debt. 

We have carefully considered the evidence of record on 
rate of return and adopt as reasonable ehe above fi~1&l 
structure, coat of debt, and staff'. reeoamended returD. on 
equity of 14.501. 

IV. SUMMARY OF EARNINGS 

Si!neral 
tate-filed Exhibit 58, filed at the request of the 

presiding ALJ, sets forth a comparuon of Cal-Am'. and .taff' • 
.,mwnary c£ earnings for teat years 1983 aDd 1984 at both present 
and CAl-Am' s proposed rates. The exhibit stmPMr1zes the areas 
of agreement alld disagreement between the est1mates and data of 
Cal-Am. and staff and reflects auch current data .. the iflCreue 
in Southern C4liforn1a Edison Company's rates effective J&"Clat&rY 1, 
1983 and the current rates from the West Buin MLm1cipal Water 
District and West Basin Water ReplaCement Diatric:t. 

Table 1 in the synopsis of this decision set. forth 
the "'I1IIICY of earnings u e.t:tm&ted by Cal-Am an4 staff, together 
with our adopted re.ults. the bue. for adopt1ug these revenue., 
expense. an4 rate hue items are .et forth 1n the euu112g 
p&rqr&pba • 

-9-
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22!ratipi Revenues 
Cal-Am .tipulated eo .taff'. operating revenue •• tiaat •• 

of $2,558.500 for test ,ear 1983 and $2,564,100 for te.t year 
1984. The.e figure. will be adopted. 
Operating and Hainten&DCe (O&M) 
Payroll Expe;!!e-General 

Cal-Am'. eat1Jlates of total O&H San Marino District 
payroll are $278,000 for te.t year 1983 and $302,200 for te.t 
year 1984 as contruted to staff'. ..t1zat.. of $236,100 and 
$254,600, respectively. Cal-Am' ••• timate. for adminutrative 
and geDeral (Me) payroll expente are $73,600 for 1983 and 
$80,000 for 1984 as compared to staff'. eatt=&tea of $86,000 
and $92,700, respectively. %be d:tffere~.s in the _cants of 
the est1matea reflect both *d1fferenees in the .ize of the vqe 
e.calation factor to be used and the DUIIber of existing aDd· 
addit1cmal. employees to be used for the teat year. UDder 
consideration. 

Direct eoepariaon of Cal-All's aDd staff r. e.tbaates 
1& difficult becauae of the different methodolOJY 'tUed by the 
partie.. Cal-Am's e.ttBate reflects the application of _ .. e 
•• calation factors on & po.1t1on-by-position ~1s for existing 
positiOns, filled or vacant. for t •• t years 1981, 1982, and 
through April 1983 eel anticipated yage. ou • poa1t1on-by-pos1tion 
bu1B for five proposed add1tioual employee.. In general this 
e.t:!mate reflects 57 employees 1n the Los Acgeles Region .. of 
April 1983 and the addition of five .ore employe.s for the 1983. 
1984. and 1985 teat year. for a total of 62 employee •• 1Dcludbg 
the equivalent of approxiaate1y two employees wboae .. lara. 

\ 

will be capital1&ec! 1nsteacl of apenaec!. 
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Staff'. estimate for projected payroll 1a based on 
dollar projectIons. Staff tlOrmAl1ze4 the direct payroll for 
each district for the years 1977 through 1982 by adjusting 
for customer growth and in-place payroll increases for each 
district:. The average of these six recorded and normalized 
payrolls for each distrIct w" then expanded by the same factors 
to provide the 1983 and 1984 test years est~ted payrolls. 
PaYIoll Expense - Wage Escalatiori 

The Village, Baldwin Bills, Duarte, and Sau Har1DO 
districts are & part of the Los Angeles Region. The Village 
Diatrict employees were organized approximately one year ago 
at which time a three-year contract was negotiated and signed. 
'I'be wage portion of the contract for the Vill_le District expires 
on June 30, 1983. The union agreement for the other three 
d1atricts in the Los Angeles Region ruu. throagh December 12, 
1984. 

Testimony and exb1.b1ts on the amotmt of wal •• scalation 
that Cal-Am is requesting were presented on behalf of Cal-Am by 
vitness Foy. AecorcU.ng to h1s test:l:aony, Cal-Am is requ •• t1Dg 
the same overall wage escalatiou granted for its MOnterey ~tr1ct 
by D.82-12-122 dated December 30, 1982 on it. A.82-02-47; ~1y. 
12.SX for 1983, 11.0% for 1984, and 10.01 for 1985. According 
to this witness'. testu.ony. the requested wage escalation 
factors are baaed on the fo11ov1ng cOIlpOnell.t parts: 

Union '5oflttn ion SU2!!:vlsorY 
1983 12.4 10.5 9.9 
1984 11.4 11.2 10.2 , 
1985 - 3.0 8.0 

-11-
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The union escalation factors are those included 1n the 
currently effective labor contract for Baldv1n Rills, San HarlllO, 
and Duarte dist~lcts of the Los Angeles 'Region. The eacalat£on 
factors for the Vi1l.age District are to be negot1&ted to b4tco-e 
effective July 1, 1983. The escalatlon factors for the nonunion 
supervisory, nonunion-no1lsupervlsory, and corporate office 
components were. accordlog to the record. submitted to Cal-Am' s 
Board of Directors AS part of its 1983 budget and were approved 
at that time. Also, according to the record, the notlU1llon-
nonsuperv1sory group escalatlon rates are related to the union 
escalation factors and the nonunion-supervisory group escalation 
factors are related to the vage levels of the personnel be1~ 
supervised. 

Testimony and exhibits On vase escalation factors used 
for the payroll estwte. were presented on behalf of staff by 
witness Keerting. According to hi. testimony. staff accepted 
all "in-place" escalation factors. In all iustanee. where there 
vas no written agreement or reasonably nonrevoeable commitments 
by an appropriate board, staff applied wage esealatlon factors 
developed by the Economic Section of the Revenue Requirement 
Division (RRD) of S.4X for 1983 and 4.SX for 1984. According 
to this witness. the only eOtaitted escalation factors were 
those contained in the union contr&ets running through 
December 12, 1984 for the Baldwin Hllls. Duarte. and San Marino 
districts and Ju'Ce 30, 1983 for the Village District. 

According to Cal-Am's vit1less~ the ataff method ignored 
the facts that there i. in effect uow and through 1984 an 
ez1atiug collective barga:ln1ug agreement executed by Cal.-Am 
Decaber 12, 1981; that vages for nonunion-nonsupeL vuory, . . ' 
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supervisory ~ and management went into effect July 1. 1982; and 
that Cal-Am remains well behoind those water utilities "ith which 
it directly competes for competent employees at all leve1a. 

In its brief Cal-Am argues that where no future wage 
commitments exist in a strict contractual sense for nonunion 
employees it follows a long-established ,.licy of re14ti~ 
nonunion vages for nonauperv1sory personnel to U1lion w&Be. and 
relating nonunion supervisory wage. to the vages of those being 
supervised. According to Cal-Am. such & procedure is reasonable 
and was accepted by this Commission as such in the MOnterey e .. e. 

Cal-Am further argues that it is coumitted to the 
budgeted increases as evidenced by its president'. letter to 
staff (Exhibit 53) and that any lesser increases would have & 
negative impact on employee morale. turnover. and productivity_ e In its brief Union argues that this COIDissicm lac1cs 
jurisdiction to set rates based on auy factors other than those 
contained in the collective bargaining agreement and that to do 80 

would be contrary to the doetrine of federal preemptiou in the 
area of labor law which prohibits state interference witb collective 
bargaining and the terms of a collective bargaining agreement. 
Union furtber atates that for the Commission to take the position 
that S .4: is an adequate wage increase 1.n spite of the fact that 
members of the same union are workiug for other utilities at 
considerably higher wages is not oulyan intrusion into the 
collective bargaining proces.~ it is not very good arit~tic. 

With respect to collective bargaining agreements. we 
have previously stated: 
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''I'be C01llllission Vill not view as s&CrOS.DCt: 
iu its rate~king process every element 
of a colleetive bargaining agreement when 
such affects rates and service to the 
detriment of ratepayer., who, we note, are 
not represented at the collective 
bargaining table and have only this 
Commission to protect them.. The 
Commission will not shy ava~ from 
examining the deleterious effect on 
service and rates of ineff1cient utility 
management. We reserve the right to order 
such changes - or disallow such COltl -
as we find necessary .. " (Pac:lfic Ga. and 
Eleet1:'ic ~an~. D.92489. p.282, 
&cemoer •. 98 .) 
Furthermore. with regard to wage escalation factors 

specifically, ve recently atated as follows: 
"With relpect to applicant's question 
concerniug our authority to refua. to 
recognize an .xi.ting expense item, we 
vill sbply state that merel,. to rubber 
stamp auy increased expense over which & 
utility haa control would be to abdicate 
our role as regulator. It 1s our duty 
'DOt merely to examine &c:tual incurred 
expenaes, but to ratify or reject 
expeuaea on the basi. of re48on&ble~aa 
in light of all relevant eircumatanc .... 
This is especially true in connection 
with controllable expenaes." ~l Eate 
V.t~~ny. D .. 82-09-061. p. • 
septeiOiT 2, 1982.) 
M in the aatter of the Monterey Dutrlc:t proceed1U&. 

we find that Cal-Am has e.tabli.bed the rea.onablen ••• of the 
wage •• calatlon factor. contained in th~ contract. l"urtherllOre. 
the record fully supports Cal-Aa' a poa1t1on that incr ..... to 

\ 

nonunion etlployees ill exce.. of 1tRD'. Econo.1c Section recOiaD8Dded 
1ncr ..... of S .. 4l. far 1983 aDC! 4.SX for 1984 are justified in 
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l1sb.t of t~ discrepancies 1n vage levels of Cal-Am employee. 
a. compared to equivalent employees of other s1milarl,. located 
utilities. We place Cal-Am on notice, however, that the rate 
levels authorized here for the years 1983, 1984 11 and 1985 .cre 
based on reve=e requirement. providing for tbe above vage 
escalation rates. The escalation factors actually effected 
vill be reviewed in conjunction with the annual attrition 
allowance review and .u1t&ble adjustment ... ill be made to such 
attrit ion allowanees should it be determined that the wage 
escalation factors placed into effect are le.. than pre.ently 
set forth itl eM record of this proceeding. 
Payroll Expense - Additional 
Emelo;zees 

Raving dupo.ed of the proper e.calation f&c:tor. to be 
applied to employee vage., we will nov addre •• the number of 
employees to whom sueh vage e.calation factor. are to be appl1ed. 

According to the record, the number of employee. in the 
Los Angeles Region for the period Deeeabf:r 1981 to .April 1983 has 
varied fr01l .. low of 50 in Kay 1982 to .. high of 51 1fl April 1983. 
The number of employee. &a.igned to the San Marino District .... 
28 at the beginning of 1982, and vu 1ncre .. ec! to 31 by April 
1983. 'l'bese 28 to 31 nployee. are for both the San Hart'!» 
Diatr1et and ~be Lo. Anseles ltep.ou. They repre.ent frOia 52.8% 
to 62.cn of the employee. in the Lo. Angele. area vhere .. the 
percentage of labor coats ... 1gaed to the San ~too ~trict 
for the period 1979 throagh 1985 •• t1ll&ted range. from 24.81~ 
to 29.fWt of the to. ADgelea Region O&M vage... Tbe difference 
iI eOllpO .. d of the allocation of the payroll expeu.e of the 
reg1oD&l ...,lo18es to the fO'rtr district.. 0'b'V101l81y, to deter-
aiuing thi proper level of the San Kar11lO ])lItr1ct payroll 
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expense, it' 1a necessary to differeut1ate between employe •• who 
will generally work wholly within one district and tbose whose 
time is allocated between the four d1atr1cts ecapr1a1ug the 
Los Angeles Region. 

Testu.ony presented on 'behalf of Cal-Am ind1c&tes that 
the full complement of personnel for the Los Angel •• Regiou w .. 
53 &8 of January 1982. To this was added a leak van maintena:cc:e 
specialist in Augast 1982, a laborer to the Village District in 
September 1982, a draftsman to tbe Village District in October 
1982, and an administrative assistant in January 1983. briDging 
the total to 57. CAl-Aa proposes to add a cOlDerc1&l elerk, 
two gate valve persomel, and a senior pump operator for the 
region and a meter reader for tbe Village District for & total 
of 62. e According to the record, the staff esti..-nate reflects 
approxfmately 52 employees for the region for test year 1982 
inere&s11lg to approx1m&tely S6 for the test years 1983-84. The 
Staff witness emphuized that hi. estimates were baaed on dollar 
projections v1thout direct consideration of the nu:aber of employees 
and that any translation from dollars to number of emplo,... " .. 
very approx1m&te. 

The record further indieates that the weighted &Verq. 
number of employee. for te.t year 1982 "u 52.4 &t!d the overall 
weighted average percent of payroll capitalized for the ... year 
wu 3.291 or the equivalent of 1.7 employe... Deducting this 
1.7 from the abov. 52.4 1eav.s 50.7 employees whose .alaries 
are expena.d to the OQ( payroll. Thi. appro:r:1mate. the 50 
eaplo:ye •• which .taff witt1e •• t •• tified were the region UUIIber 
for the s1:c years 1977 tbroagh 1982. Bovever, aecordlras to the 
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teltimony of Cal-All's vitness, the veighted recorded average fcrr 
the year 1982 is an inappropriate figure for use beeause 1982 
v.. the third year of & rate case where Cal-Am received only an 
attrition allowance and the earniug8 vere such that the coapany 
elected to hold employee vacancies as lo~ as possible r •• ulting 
in an abnormally low average. Such a posture appears reuo'O&ble 
and ve will adopt &8 a beginning of year f1ga1:e 53 employees 
for the Los Angeles 'Resion. Of the four employees &clded from 
August 1982 through J'anus.:ry 1983-, only two had duties which 
eneompa.ssed the entire Los Angeles Region and would therefore 
have their salaries alloeated in part to the San Karino District. 
One of these, the maintenance specialist for the leak van, " .. 
justified on the record and viII be allowed. The other, an 
administrative aslistant, was not justified in this proceedi-ag e and vill be disallowed. Co'D.8equently, our adopted 'beginning 
of year 1983 region complement will be 56 employees, including 
two who •• salaries are to be capitalized inate&d of exp8flSed 
and two for the Village Diltrict whose salary vill not be 
ineluded in our determination of the appropr1&te O&M employee 
payroll expense for the San Marino District. 

Ve are persuaded by the testimony of cal-Am' 8 witness 
Foy and the California De~met1t of Health's witness Daly that 
a proper gate valve maiuteca~e program should be initiated on 
a regional basis and will adopt as reasona.ble the expeusea 
uaoc::lated with the proposed gate valve crew of two. 

According to the testimony of Cal-Am'. vitne ••• a 
Mnior pu.p operator 18 nece.aary to fill in during vacat10ns 
atld illnessea cd to take bacter1&l s.-plea and do mainteucee 
work ou pU!lPa. It woald appear. bowevu. that such work ia 
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currently being done by exi.ting crews. In view of tbis and the 
fact that it 18 not proposed to inCTeue the number of pumping 
fAcilities, the addition of another pump operator does not appear 
warranted and will not be allowed for ratemaking purposes. 

Cal-Am' 8 request for an additional cuatomer .erv1c:e 
clerk, as testified to by witness Foy. appears reuonable cd 
will be adopted. 

The fifth additional employee position proposed by 
Cal-Am is & meter reader for the Village District. The payroll 
expense associated with this employee will not be allocated in 
part or whole to the San Marino District and need not be 
considered at this time. 

In 8UtlD&ry we vill adopt 4S reasonable for the 
payroll. expense for the San Marino D1str1c:t the sum of $337,200 
for test year 1983 and $377,000 for test year 1984. Tbe.e 
figures are computed based on the application of Cal-Am', 
requested labor escalation factors to San Marino'. pro rata 
share of a regional force of S1 emPloyees (53 beginning of 
year 1982 employees minus the equivalent of two employees' 
salaries capitalized) plus San Marino's pro rata share of the 
O&M payroll expet'1.le of the leak van maintenance apee1&liJt, 
the customer service clerk, and the gate valve ert!W. The 
allocation of payroll expense between O&H and A&G will be baaed 
on the relative values reflected in ataff's estt=&tes. 
Purchased Water and Power Expenaes 

Cal-AD stipulated to *eaff's est~tes of purc~d 
vater and power expenses. Consequently these figures will be 
adopted. The adoptea purchased power expense includes an additional 
$38,200 i~erease in purchased power which became effective January 1, 
1983. 
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Pumping and 'Water Treatment Expenses 
Cal-Am's and staff's pumping and water treatment expense 

estimates ere the same aud will be adopted .. 
Source of Supply Expenae 

cal-Am estimates this ltea to be $7,600 for teat year 
1983 and $3.400 for test year 1984. and ataff est1aat •• the 
expense to be $3,500 for both year.. The difference in .st1matea 
reflects & Cal-Am allowance for wire bruahing and cleaning wells 
when pumps and motors are taken. out of .ervlce not lucluded In 
staff'. trending estimate.. Since practically all of the San 
Marino District vater comes £rom company-owned wells an allov&~e 
for such cleaning does not ap?ear unreasonable. However, past 
cleaning expenses would have been included in the data used .. 
a basis for staff's trending metb04.. 'Onder theae circumstancea e we will adopt staff'. eatiaates .. being reuocable for this 
proceeding. 
Transmission and Distribution 
~.e8 

Staff' a estimate for tbe San Marino District traU8abaioa. 
and distribution expens •• vas $118.300 for test year 1983 aDd 
$129,000 for teat year 1984 .. contrasted to CAl-Am'. esttmat •• 
of $164,100 and $181,000, respectively. 

Accordi1l& to the record, Cal-Aa prepared ita e.timat •• 
on an item-by-item 'buu through the UN of zero-bue budget1ug 
to e.tablish the lowest level of normal expense and ad4iug to 
tbU projection unusual expenses that ere 'DOr1D&l1zed or a.ort1zed 
over the expected life of. the expenditure. Staff'. e.t1m&te. 
were 'bued on trending, on an acco..mt-by-aceount b&aia. the ,.at 
recorded expense.. Staff witnes. 1toert1n& te.tified that he 
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believed his trending esttm&te. fully reflected all costa that 
bad gone on in the past .. including lnflation and expanaion4O 

Both methods have merlt and are eOlllDO'L'lly used in the 
preparation of est1Zl&tes such as these. 1'be record doe. Dot 
support the selection of one method in preference to tbe other. 
Under these clrcU1Utancea we will adopt the average of the two 

sets of estimate. as reasonable for this proceeding. or $141.200 
for teat year 1983 And $155.000 for test year 1984. 
Customer Aecounts 

Staff accepted Cal-Am'. or~1nal e.t1m&te. for th1a 
ltem of $83,600 for teat year 1983 aDC! $86,,000 for teat ,ear 
1984. However .. during the hearing Cal-Am aubmitted additional 
data ludleatins these eattBatea should be increased by $1.S00 
for each year. e CAl-As vas processing lta bil11ug .erv1ee through & 

.ervice bareau .. Utl1ity Datamatlon Services .. under contract 
through December 31. 1981. Upon being informed on liovember 13 .. 
1981 that the price would be increased to 42¢ ~ customer. 
Cal-Am executed a contract with Electronic Data System. to 
develop an in-house. on-lltle billing system. This new sYiltem 
vu activated on J'anua.ry 1 .. 1983. but did operate at & ... tis-
factory speed. It vu ucertained that additional memory and 
software programing wu required to bring the system up to ita 
full operational potential.. In addition, it vas found neces.ary 
to install additional protective equipment for the .lectrical 
.yatem. The total COlt of the additional equipment wa. $Sl,040 
wtdch was addec! to the muter lea •• of the cOIIpUter bil11ttg .,..t_ and .pread over & period of five years. The lncr .... d 
cost of the addltl00al equipment totals $1~076.94 • .oath 
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which factors to $125.68 a month for the san Marino District, or 
approximately $1,500 a year. It is obvious that Cal-Am eoule not 
have foreseen these additional eosts at the time it was preparinq 
for the rate ease. We ~ons1eer this as supplemental information 
rather than an updatinq of submitted data. Consequently, we will 
adopt as reasonable for this proeeeeinq customers' a~eounts 
expense for the San Marino District of$8S,100 for test year 1983 
and $87,500 for test year 1984. 
District Adm1n1atr&t1ve and 
~neral Expe~.s 

Cal-Am's •• t~te. of diatr1ct &da1u18tr&tive and 
general expenses total $307.000 for te.t year 1983 and $328.000 
for test year 1984 u eontruted to .taff'. est1a&tea of $290.700 
and $310.600~ respectively. C&l-AJD'. and staff'. eatimates are 
the same for off1ce supplies. property insurance. baai1le •• t&x~ 
leneral plant. and rents and the total of these ezpena.1 18 
$14.300 for teat year 1983 aDd $19.100 for test year 1984. 
These amounts will be adopted as reuonable for this proceed1ng. 

C&l-Aa's AM; payroll expeuse W&8 eetilaated to be $13.600 
for t •• t year 1983 and $80 .. 000 for te.t year 1984 as eoaapared to 
.taff', eatimate. of $86.000 and $92.700. respectively. The 
c!1ffereuees relate to the proper wage escalation factors to be 
applied to this 8Zpen8e. M discus.ed in the sec:ticm on payroll. 
we are allocating the adopted payroll expense between ()Q( and 
A&G on the basil of .taff'. relative y&l,. •• 
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Cal-M acc~pts the staff estimate for direct injuries 
and damages expense of $13,700 for test year 1983 and $15.000 
for test year 1984 reflecting a decli~ iu its 1982 workers' 
compensation rate but presented teattmony that effective 
January 1, 1983 the general 11&bility insurance policy premiua 
increased by $3,800 a year for the San Marino District. Thu 
information was forwarded to staff in January 1983 but apparently 
not in time to be included in ataff'. eat1mate. lie are persuaded 
that the increase should be ineluded in our adopted results and. 
therefore, ac:cept Cal-Am' s estimate of $17 ,S 00 for test year 1983 
and $18 .. 800 for test year 1984 for this item as reasonable for 
this proceeding. 

Employee peosion and benefits expense consist. of 
penaions, group insurance: .. and other. Cal-Am'. est:1m&te for tbis 
item vat $89 .. 700 for test year 1983 and $92.200 for teat year 
1984 as compared to staff'. est1mates of $69,900 and $76.400, 
respectively. The differences relate to both the premium rate 
and amount of payroll expense used 41 a basis for computing the 
group insurance expense. Cal-Am applied an overall rate of 12 .. 371 
to its est~ted payroll whereas ataff applied the 1982 recorded 
rate of 10 .. 34~ to ita est1ma.ted payroll. !he 12.371 rate uaed 
by cal-Am reflected an increase of 24.Sgt effective Novnber 1, 
1982 applied to the prior rate of 9.931 on an &nn\1&l but.. 
Staff witne.s Yep testified that. in his opinion. the proper 
rate U 11.111. Accordirlg to his te.timony .. thia rate reflects 
the rati.o of . t~ recorded 1982 expense to the calculated 1982 
expense applied to the above 12.371. We are per.u&ded that th1a 
:La a re&aOtl&ble percentage figure anc1 we will adopt it aDd apply 
it to oar .adopted total payroll to yield oar adopted tlllplo,ee 
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pension and' benefit. expenae of $ 74, 8 0 0 for teat year 1983 
and $82, 7 0 0 for test year 1984. 

Cal-Am'. esttmate for regalatory commission and outside 
services expenses totaled $40,900 for test year 1983 and $44,800 
for test year 1984 as eomparedto staff's estimates totaling 
$40.600 for both years for the San Marino District.. To Cal-Am'. 
original est~te of regulatory co.mislion and outside servic •• 
expenses was added $1,100 for each teat year equal to the three-
.,ear amort1zatiO'D. of the printi-og and mailing cost. ....oc1.ated 
with the second notice of public v1trlesS bearing.. Cal-Am argues 
that the second mailed notice represents a deviation from past 
Commission pr&c:tic:es which specified one mailed notice setting 
forth all the hearing dates followed by 4 newspaper notice of 
the formal public bearings.. According to staff te8timony, 
.taff estimates were lower than Cal-Am'. estimates because they 
were based on combined hearings as contrasted with Cal-Am'. 
esttmates based on aeparate bearing... Inasmuch &8 the bearings 
were held on a combined basis, we will accept staff'. estimates 
&8 re4Bonable. We will, however, permit the additional $1,100 
associated with the second mailecl notice.. Consequently, our 
adopted regulatory commis.ion and outside services expenaes 
will be $41,700 for teat years 1983 and 1984. 

Cal-Am', original esttmate for miscellaneou, general 
expenses for the San Marino D1striet "as $6.700 for test year 
1983 and $7,300 for test year 1984. During the hearing these 
figures were revised to $11.000 for test year 1983 and $8,100 
for test year 1984. These figure. eontrut to staff'. .st1aaee 
of $6,200 for test year 1983 and $6,800 for te.t year 1984.. lbe 
ujor portion of the 1ncre .. ed .-cn:mt relate. to progr.. for, . . 
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improved corDxrunity and employee relations. Not onl,. were Cal-Am'. 
proposed increases not filed on a timely basis in accordanee with 
the Rate Case Proc:es'si-ng Plan,. but the testimony does not jU8t1f,. 
assessing sucb costs against the ratepayer. Improved community 
and employee relationa benefit the utility and its .hareholder. 
directly and the ratepayers indirectly. Under these ciream.t~e. 
we will adopt staff est1ma.tes as reasonable in this proceeding. 
peneral Office Prorate 

The total general office expenae to be prorated in 
accordance with the four-factor allocation method 18 esttmated 
by Cal-Am to be $1,175,800 for test year 1983 &rld $1.264,900 
for test year 1984 and by staff to be $1,167.400 for teat year 
1983 and $1,.255,900 for test yell:r 1984. In&81DQCh .. Cal-Am 
.tipulated to .11 staff esttmAtes exeept employees penaloc and e beoefits expenae,. the $8,.400 d:l.ffere'DCe for 1983 and $9,000 
differenee for 1984 relate to that spee:lfie item. Cotla1stent 
with our treatment of the district employees and benefits, 
we will adopt staff's figure. reflecting a 11.11: ratio for 
group WU1:4Uce. Applying the .taff four-factor percentqe 
to the above .taff total figure. yields 4 general office prorate 
for San M.t.rino of $135,500 for te.t year 1983 and $145,.000 for 
test year 1984. 
Taxes-Othe-r 

cal-Am stipulated to staff's estimate. of ad valoresa 
taxes leaving only payroll taxes for determination for thia item. 
Conaiatent w1th our adopted payroll. we vill adopt .. reasonable 
for this proceeding taxes-other of $ 74 • 10 0 for teat year 1983 
and $ 79.900 for test: year 1984. 
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Dep~ee~atiori Expense 
Both cal-Am and .taff used the saM .. tbodology and 

rates to derive their reapective depree1at:1OD. expen •••• t1ll&t •• _ 
!he differences are due to difference. in the est1mated rat. 
bue.. Consequentl,.. we will adopt $215.900 as rea.aonable for 
teat year 1983 and $241.300 for te.t year 1984 consistent with 
our subsequent 1,. adopted discussed rate base lte.a_ 
Vncol1ect1bl.a and Franchi,. Tax 

Conalate-ct with our previously ducu •• ed adopted 
revenue and expenae it .... we will &eIopt as reuocabl. for test 
year 1983 \Dlcollectibl •• of $5.300. franchi •• tax of $27.200. 
state corporation franehiae tax of $4.100. &Dd federal inca.. 
taxes of $10,900, and for test year 19S4 uneolleetibles 0: 
$5.400. franchise tax of $27.300 •• tate corporation franchUe 
tax of $(l~.SOO). &DC! federal 1nco.e tax of $(76.000). 
'ate Base 

cal-Am take. no i.sue with .taff'. cOIBpUted work1Ds 
cash analysis because the Commission accepted .tuf'. recOIIIMnda-
tlotl on 811dlar comput&tio'C.8 1n the Mont.re~ Diatr1ct matter 
DOr with staff's estimate. of advance, and ccmtrlbution. 'becauae 
the rate baa. 1mpaet 11 minor. There are. however. four 
controver.ial rate bu. ltema .. follon: (a) remodeling of 
the San Mar1110 office. (b) the cost of the !'leur Drive _1n 
replacement project. (c) cal-Am'. propo.ed _in replaceMUt 
project cost.. and (d) the elt&blls~nt of & contingency f1m4. 

T.stf80c,. of w1tn ••• Ha.offin 1nd1c&tec! that C&l.-Aa 
... propos1ns to speu. $50.000 in 1983 and $SO,ooo 1:n 1984 to 
rl.~"l the San Xlz'lDO- office. T'be remodeling includes rep&1ra 
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to the roof" relocation of electric and telephone conduit •• 
replacement of a damaged ceil1ng~ replacement of eleetrie panel 
and service. replacement of air conditioning and heatiug .ystesu, 
replacement of floor covering, and the installation of partiti01l8 
for adequate separation of aet1vi.t1 •• ,. According to the te.tbtony 
of th1B witness ~ the san Marino Distriet Office and the to. 
Angele. Region Office jointly occupy Cal-Am'a facilities at 
2020 Huntington Drive which was first occupied by Cal"Aa in 
1968,. At tb.a.t time Cal-Am re1DOdeled the interior of the building 
by adding p&rt1t101lB~ floor coverings, l1ghtinS, ceiling~ dact 
work for beati"Cg and air conditioning, &"Dd tel4t?hofle and electric 
OIltlets.. After 16 year. of oecupancy it .till contains the 
original floor and window coverings,. Furthermore, aceording 
to thia vitne ••• the electrical and telephone outlets are f:b:ed 
in the floor preventing relocation of des~ and efficient ~e of 
the office space,. It is stated that the lllAin air conditioning 
systems are very old and operating ineff1eiently,. Furthermore, 
their replacement would require 'the updating and replacement 
of the electrical equ1plletlt paneling which does not 1Ieet code 
requirements. Witnesa Hagoffin noted that the le .... for the 
building b.u been renewed for an additiot1&l 14 years witb & 

favorable rent for the next five-year period,. 'However ~ without 
the substantial reeonfiguration preaently proposed. the office 
will be 1uadequate and inefficient to ... t tbe current nee4. of 
the region and district. 

According to the t •• tbony of .taff witne •• McCrea, 
the office appeared to 'be not crowded and quite adequate for 
the purpo.. 1uteDded. . Be atated that there will be two DOUy 
.-chine. in the office, 'bat believes that the con.trac:tion of 
two walla'ad a door to heaM tbese uchines at a coat of $10.000 
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will .olva this problem. Be admitted under ero.a-examination, 
however, he had not noticed the 8pott1'08 c:aused by eeili1lg lew, 
was unaware of the diffietrlty Cal-Am was having in holding ita 
weekly 8taff meetings in the existing conference room, and va 
unaware of the ever-inere&siDg costs Cal-Am V" incurring in 
maintaining the a.ir-cO'Dditioning equipment.. We are persu&ded 
that the proposed eonatruc:tloll 1, needed &Dd tbe budgeted amount 
is reasonal>le" Consequently we vill adopt CAl-Am' s estilueea 
for this item .. 

Staff witness MCCrea testified that be excluded $26,500 
from Cal-Ie' s request for the Fleur Drive main replace1leUt job 
on the buis that the unit co.t of this 800 feet of 6-it1Cb At; 

pipe vas $52.65 a foot u compared to the average cost of $22 
to $24 a foot" He further testified that he inquired .as to the 
reuon for this relatively high unit cost and vu told tbat 
<a) the pipe would be cro •• ing ... la-rge arterial street neces-
sitating a higher cost for traffic control and (b) the number 
of taps per linear foot would be higher than em other job.. Be 
investil&ted and found that neither bu1s "&1 valid, confirming 
in his mind the $26,500 adjuse.ent. In its brief Cal-Am .tate. 
that the ac:tual co.t of the job va. $54 4 foot and the bigb.er-
than-average cost was due to replacement of customer .erviees 
of galva.nized pipe with pl48t1c: pipe coopled with exeenaive 
pavement replacement.. It is axiOll&tie that auch argument is 
not evidence. Consequently we will accept staff'. estfmate 
for this rate bue item. 
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Aeeording to the te8timony of witness Xrueger, cal-Am 
wellt oat to bid its proposed main replaeelMt'Cts subsequent to 
filing the rate case.. 'l1le bids were received in 38.'D.UII:I:Y aDd 
February 1983 and were found to exceed the budgeted a.oant. 
included in the fili'Dg. Exhibit 25 sets fortb. by district and 
job, the original estimate, the updated .st1mated cost. and the 
application of staff' 8 inflation factors for the years 1984 aDd 
1985 to yield e.ttmates that the witness intends to pre.ent to 
cal-Am'. board of directors and which he recorzmend. be used .. a 
buis of capital improvements for this proceeding. Staff argue. 
that Cal-~ data violate the rate case processing plan dictat.a, 
that the estfmates bad one inconsistency which was diacovered. 
and tbat it lacked time to review the entire 1I&tee%' so there 
could be more discrepancies, and the bids were received for 
construction in 1984 and 1985 which assumedly included infl&t1on 
factors so that the application of the scaff inflation factor 
to the 1984 and 1985 bids was improper. For these reasons 
staff recommends its .sttm&tes be adopted. 

According to the record, the original estimates were 
prepared ODe or two years ago and updated early in 1982.- For 
the San Marino D18trict these bids reflect increases ranging 
from. 11.S~ for 1983 to 80.5% for 1985. In view of the current 
inflation rate and .1U11p in the construction industry, auch 
increases appear exce88ive. Consequently, for thi8 proceeding, 
we will adopt .. reasonable San Marino xu.iu replacement, the 
original e.timate of $197,000 iDc:reAsed by 101, or $216,700 for 
t.at year 1983, and the original e8timate of $45,000 iu.ereaaed 
by lot for 1983 and an ,additional 7 .. n for 1984 to yield • 1984 
t.at year figure of $53,100. 
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Exhibit 27, entered into evidence on April 14, 1983, w.. Cal-Am'. revised inves tment 'budget scheclules. In tb.is 
exhibit Cal-Am included the addition of $25,000 for each year 
1983, 1984. and 1985 .. a contingency fund.. According to the 
testimony of witne.s Xrueger, the $2.S. 000 represented tbe 
minimum amoUnt to replace falled equipment.. Cal-Am argues 
that a .1milar revision was exactly the approach taken by the 
company and adopted in the recent Monterey District dec1ai01l .. 
In D.82-12-122 on that utter we atatad: 

"There is some coufus101l in the record 
regarding an allowance of $31,000 as a 
general contingency fv:nd. Appareutly 
CalAm reviled its capital cOtlatraction 
budget during the proceeding, and the 
revised versIon did not include & line 
lt~ labeled general contingency &8 had 
previous budgets. Staff understood this 
omission to indicate that eal.A1a had 
lnclQded contingency funds elsewhere in 
ita budget so that to include it &gain 
would allow double counting of the funds. 

"CalAm explained that the omission w .. 
inadvertent ~ oecurri1lg because of a 
change in tIle form.. CalAm claims that 
the contingency has historically existed 
and is still required to cover unexpected 
emergencies that are 'DOt covered by tbe 
investment budget, wch u a ptDIp or 
well that BUst be repl&eed unexpectedly. 
Without tbe contiugency fund some .ebeduled 
project would have to be deferred to 1141ce 
funds available to cover aaeh an 
unscheduled replacement." ~o. p.32.) 
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Apparently there are some clifferenees in this 
proceeding as compared to the Monterey District proceeding. 
First of all. according to the testimony of staff vitn •• s 
HeCrea. the first ,time staff 'became aware of a couti'D8ency 
faod for unexpected failures vas at the heariugs and 'Dot daring 
the preparation of the staff exhibit. Secondly. the form used 
in Exhibit 27 was last revised in June 1967 and could not be 
con8ideTed as & cause for the omission in the budget of a 
contingency fund budget item.. Cal-Am further argues that 
8taff witnesses agreed that in a three-year period there will 
be the 108s of at least one well or pump or motor.. However. . 
Cal-AID proposes to provide & fund for one failure per year .. 
As stated in D .. 82-12-l22: "We agree t~ a contingency fund 
i8 reasonable." (Kimeo. p. 33.) However. $25.000 a year appears 
excessive.. Consequently. we vill include an amcnmt equal to the 
replacement cost of the tamanda Park pump and motor once in a 
three-year period. or $16.600 per year .. 
Net-eo-Gro8s Multiplier 

The net-to-gross .ultlplier represents the change in 
gross revenues required to produce & unit change in net reve'OUes. 
We will adopt as reasonable staff' 8 net-to-gross multiplier of 
2.0749 based on California Franchise Tax R4~e of 9 .. 6X. Federal 
Income Tax Rate of 46.ot. uncollectible rate of 0.209%. and 
local franchise tax rate of l.06SX. 
Attrition 

An attrition allowanee 18 3ranted for 1nc:reued 
financial costs and 1ncre .. ed expenses and rate baae items 
which are not off.et by the increases in revenue. in the third 
,ear of the three-year rate iDCreue. Aa prev1ou.l,. diac:ua.ed. 
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the test year 1985 financial attrition vas cOaIp'Qted by .taff 
to be 0.171 which on our adopted financial atructure and debt 
costs requires a rate of return of 12.on to provide our adopted 
return on equity of 14.501. 

The operational attl:'ition is derived by extrapolatil2g 
the two teat year est1aate.. On th1.8 basta we &dopt ... 
reuonable au operational attrition of 1 .68 X. This attrition 
allowance will be contingent upon the completion of the major 
plant addition, t~e Distrioution System Intertie of Upper and Lower 
System - $1,018,000 during 1984. 
Revenue Requirement 

The revenue requ1re.ent for each of the teat yeara 18 
computed by the product of the differenee between the authorized 
rate of return and the adopted rate of return at pre.ent rates. 
the rate baae. and the net-to-gross multiplier as follows: 

Year -
Authorized 
Rate of 
Return 

(1) 

Rate of 
Return 
Present 
'Rates 

(2) 

Rate 

~ 
1983 (0.1162 - 0.0527) x 4.419.lOO x 2.0749 -
1984 (0.1186 - 0.0359) x 5.239.000 x 2.0749 -
1985 (0.1203 - 0.0193) x 5.239.000 x 2.0749 -

v. RA'l'E DESIGN 

532.300 
899.000 

1,097.900 

According to tbe record. C&l-Aa propoaea & rate design 
for metered aerviee which baa & .. rviee charge de.1goed to 
recover tvo-th1rd. of the fWd charge. of the dl8trict and the 
balance of. the revenue require.eut increase being .pread equally 
to the quantity char,e blocka &Dc! to the other t&riff .chaetale •• 
In keeping with this ec-is a ion fa pol1c,. staff reeo_eDds the e &cSoptiou of & rate d •• ign which will result in a I1fel1De 
differellt1&l of 25% for residential customers. Staff does uot 
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object to increasing the service charge for resident1al customer. 
provided the 2S-Z differential 18 maintained and no group of u.er. 
are exposed to excessive ine-rease.. Staff recOClDend. that the 
rates for private fire protection service, spr1nkl1ng service, 
and measured irrigation service 'be inereued proportiOf1&11y to 
the increase in the total gross reveuue.. This position appear. 
reasonable And vill be adopted. Our adopted rates set forth in 
Append1zes A and B reflect all of the a~e parameter •• 

VI. CUSTCImR SERVICE 

Test1mouyof staff witness Low indicated the COllpla1Dt. 
which were investigated and resolved by Cal-Am in the San Harino 
District were as follows: 

1981 1m 
Water Quality 18 24 
Pre. sure 67 S8 
Bill1Dg 18S 123 
lUscellaneous l 8 - -Total 273 213 

Ac:eordius to this "itne •• 's test1mony mo.t of tbeae 
cccpla1nt. were re.olved quickly and 1n a satisfactory manner. 
eon.eqoelltly, .taff considers the quality of service prorided in 
the San Karino D:latriet to be satiafac:tory .. 
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VII. lINDINGS AM> CO!CttJSIONS 
Finding_ of Fact 

1. cal-Am i. in need of additional revenue. for ita 
San Marino D1str1et, bat the proposed rates set forth in the 
application are exceaaive. 

2. A rate of return on comaon stock equit,. of 14 .. 501 cd 
overall rate. of return of 11 .. 621, 11 .. 861, and 12.03% for the 
years 1983, 1984, and 1985, re.pectively. are r ... onable. 

3. Staff' ••• tfaatea of coat of debt and capital stracture 
are reuonable. 

4. The increases in rate. and charges autbor1zed by th1s 
decision are jU8tified, and are juat and reasonable. 

S. The authorized 1ncr.u. in rates at the l1.6n rate of 
return for teat year 1983 18 .xpected to provide increased e revenues for Cal-Am'. San Marino District of approxiaate1,. 
$ S 82 , 300 (22 .. 76~) u compared to a reqaeat:ed UJcreu. of 
$684,400 (27.n) aver the rates which bee_ effective Jul,. 21, 
1982. 

6.. The authorized incr .... in rates at the 11.86% rate of 
return for test year 1984 18 expected to provide illCT .... d 
revenues for Cal-Aa'. San Marit» District of approx1mate1,. 
$ 3-16 , 700 (l0.071) over tbe authorized 1983 rates .. cOllDpC'e4 
to • reqa •• ted 10creue of $386.300 (12 .. l~) a'Vftr Cal-.'s 
proposed 1983 rat .... 

7. An allowance of 1 .. 68% in rat. of return to ccmpenaate 
operational attr1tioD for te.t year 1985 is r ... onable.. Allowing 
for thia operational attrlt1cra. in determining the author1ze4 
incre... 1D. rat.s at the 12 .. m rate of return for test ,ear 1915 
:1a expected to provide 1zx:re ... d revenues for Cal-Ala'. San Mar1Do 
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D1atrict of' approximatel,. $1 98 • 900 (5. 74X) over the authorised 
1984 rates as compared to a requested incr ... e of $427,800 (11.91) 
over Cal-Am's proposed 1984 rates. 

8. The adopted estfmates previousl,. discussed here of 
operating revenues. operating expen •• s, and rate base for the 
test years 1983 and 1984 reaaonab1y indicate the result of 
Cal-Am' 8 operatioUB in its San Marino District in the Dear 
future., Some of the more controversial specific findings are 
&8 follows: 

&. The application of Cal-Am'. labor 
escalation factor to a San Marino 
District prorate share of a regional 
force of 51 employees (53 beginning 
of year 1982 .!nus two capitaliHd 
employees) plus San Marino Di.trict 
pro rata share of the O&K payroll 
expense at the leak van maintenance 
spec ialist, the customer service 
representative, and the sate valve 
crew i. reasonable to derive the 
test year'. payroll expenses. 

b. The adoption of the average of Cal-Am'. 
ancI staff'. .st1m&tes of tranniasiou 
and distribution expenses is reasonable. 

c. The adoption of a customer's account. 
e%pense for the Sau Marino District 
of $85.100 for test year 1983 and 
$87,500 for test, year 1984 is 
reasonable. 

d. The adoption of &Xl e.p1oy.e pension 
and benefits expense equal to 11.11t 
of the payroll i. re .. O'D&ble .. 

e. Staff'. e.timates of regulatory 
commission and oat. ide services 
expense. are reasonable 1£ an addi-
ticmal $1,100 18 ineluded to conr 
the three-year amortization of the 
printing Cld 1I&111t2g costs ... oeiated 
with the second _11ed notice. 
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f.' Staff'. est~te. of miscel1&n8ous 
general expeuae. are reasonable. 

g. Staff's esttmates of the general 
office prorate of expen.ea are 
reasonable. 

h. A contingency fund of $16,600 per year 
unexpected failures of wells, pumps, 
and/o-r motors is reasonable. 

1. Adoption of main replacement costs of 
$216,700 for test year 1983 and 
$53,100 for test year 1984 18 
re&l'onab1e. 

j. The adoption of $50,000 for test year 
1983 and $50,000 for test year 1984 
for remodeling the San Marino office 
is reasonable. 

k. Staff'. esttmate of the cost of the 
Fleur Drive main replacement cost is 
reucmab1e. 

9. Adoption of the staff-recommended rate design for 
metered rates 18 reasonable. 

10. Adoption of private fire protection serviee. sprinkling 
service. and measured irrigation .ervice rates which reflect 
increases proportioDed to the increase in the total gro.s re"1enue 
.is reasonable .. 

11. The quality of service provided by Cal-Am in its 
San Marino District 1& satisfactory. 
Conclusions of Law 

1. Revenue incre .. es of $582,300 (22 .. 76~) in 1983. 
$316.700 (lO.07%)1n 1984, and $198 •900 (S.74~) 1n 1985 are 
reasonable baaed upon the adopted r.~lta of operations aDd 
attrition allowanc .... 
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2. The application should be granted to the extent 
provided by the following order. 

3. Because of the immediate Deed for additi01.'1&l revenue, 
the order should be effective toda,.. 

ORDElt .... _--- ..... 
IT IS ORDER!» that: 

1. California-American Vater CotIpany (Cal-Am) is 
authorized to file the revised schedules attached to thiA order 
.. Appendix A and to concurrently cancel its present schedules 
for such service. This filing shall comply with General Order 
(GO) Series 96.. The effective date of the revised aeheodules 
ahall be the elate of filing. The revued schedules .hall apply 
only to service rendered on and after their effective date. 

2. Oa or after November 15, 1983 Cal-Am 1a aU1:bor1zed 
to file an advice letter, with appropriate work papers, 
requesting the step rate incre&8ea attached to this order as 
Appendix B or to file a leaser iucTe .. e which includes • uniform 
cents per hundred cubic feet of water adjuatment from Appendix ~ 
in the event that the San Marino District rate of return on 
rate base, adjusted to reflect the rates tben in effect and 
nO%'ll&l ratemak1ng adjustments for the 12 -onths ending 
September 30, 1983, exceeds the lover of (a) the rate of retU%U 
found re&8Otl&ble by the Commission for Cal-Am during the 
corresponding period 1n the tben Mst recent rate deei.1on, 
or (b) 11.861. Tb.1a filixzg shall cOliply with CO Ser1e. 96. 
The requa.ted step rate:a shall 'be reviewed by .taff aDd aball 
80 into effect upon ataff·. 4eterm1tl&t1on ebae they confona 

• 
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with this order. But staff ahall inform the Coaaisalon 1£ it 
finds that the proposed step rates are not 1.n .accord with thia 
decision, and the Commission may tben modify the increase. The 
effective date of tbe revised schedules aball be no earlier than 
January 1. 1984, or 30 days after the filing of the atep rates, 
whichever 18 later. 

3. On or after November 15, 1984 Cal-Am is author1zed to 
file an advice letter, with appropriate work papers, reqaeating 
the step rate increases attached to this order as Appendix S or 
to file & l.aser increase which includes a uniform cents per 
hundred cubic feet of water adjustment from Appendix B in the 
event that the San Hari120 District rate of return on rate ~e, 
adjusted to reflect the rates tben in effect and norMl rateme k1%lg 
adjustments for the 12 months ending September 30, 1984, exceeds 
the lower of <a) the rate of return found reasonable by the 
Coaaission for Cal-Aa during tbe corresponding period in tbe 
tben .,st reeent rate dee1a1ou. or (1)) 12 .. 031.. This filing 
,shall comply with GO Series 96 and shall include a letter of 
completion of the Distribution System Intertie of Upper and Lower 
System Proj eet. The requested step rates shall be reviewee by 
staff and shall qo into effect upon staff's determination that they 
conform with this order. But staff :shall in£o:::n tbe Cotn:tission if 
it finds that the proposed step rates are not in aeeord With this 
de<:isiCQ, ~ the Carmissioc. ~ then m:x1L.4:y the io~. 'lbe effeetive date 
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of the revised schedules shall be no earlier than January 1, 1985, 
or 30 days after the filinq of the step rates, whichever is later., 

Thj.s order is effective today. 
D~ted AUG i 7 1983 , at San i"rlr.ncisco, california .. 

'VICTOR CALVO 
PRISCI!.1"A C. GREW 
:'ON~:O VZAZ 
WILL:':';': 'X. 3AG'L!:l 

Comm.!.~sio:cI':; 
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APPENDIX A 
Page 1 

Scbe<1ule No. SM-l 

Applicable to all metered va:ter H:V1ee. 

San Marino" Rosemead, portions of San Gabriel, Temple City, a:nd vid:z:11ty, 
Los Angeles County. 

RATES 
SERVICE ~: 

Ftn 5/8 x 3/4-Uleh meter ••••••••••• 
F tn 3/ 4-1:t:JI:;h meter ............. . 
For l-1nch me'ter ••••••••••• 
For 1-1/2-ineameter ••••••••••• 
For 2-tnch me'ter ••••••••••• 
Ftn 3-tcCh meter ••••••••••• 
For 4-inCh meter ••••••••••• 
For 6-inch meter ••••••••••• 
For 8-1nc:h me'ter ••••••••••• 
For 10-meh me'ter' ••••••••••• 

Firs't 300 cu. ft." per 100 cu. f't. 

Over 300 cu. f't." per 100 cu.. ft. 

S 4.45 
5.20 
7.90 

12 .. 20 
17.50 
33.00 
48.00 
86.00 

1.31.00 
l68.00 

S 0.245 

0.4l0 

S 4.45 
5.20 
7.90 

12.20 
17.50 
33.00 
48.00 
86.00 

s 

131.00 
168.00 

0.270 

0.4S3 

Ibe SeMce Charge is applicable 1:0 all me'ten4 NrV:1ee. 
It is a. rMJ1wss-to-SftVe charge 1:0 vh:f.eh 15 added thAt 
ebuge, COIISP\l'ted &'t the Quantity Rates" fl'Jr w:ter UMd 
du:t1.%2g w mcnth. ' 

(I) 

(I) 

(I) 

(I) 
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AP'l'UC@lurr 

APPENDIX A 
P.age 2 . 

Schedule No. SM-4 

Sap Marino District T!11fi Ana 

PRIVATE FIRE P'RQ'I'EC'l'1 CN SERVICE 

. Applicable to all water service fuxn1sbed far privately cwne4 fire protectioc. 
systems. 

San Ma.r1no. Rosemead. }>Or't1oc.s of San Gabr1el. ';'nzple City a:a4 v1c1n1:ty. 
Los Angeles Cotmty. 

For each inch of diameter of f1ft protect1oa ser.r1ce 

lERMCNm 

$2.SO 

'Ibe rates for private fire service are bued upon the a12:e of the ..erv:Lee 
and no a.dd1t1oca.l eb.arges w1l1 be made for f:ire hydrants, sprl%2lclers. hose 
eormecticns or standpipe coanecte<1 'to and supplied by such private fire ..m.ce. 
SPECIAL CCtmITIONS 

1. l'be fire protection .ervice «nd cocnect1al sball be 1nst&l.led. by the 
ut1l1'ty or ~r the utU:S.ty'. ~ct:£.on. Co.-t of the en'ti%'e f:ire proteetion 
:Installation exclu~ the eocnect:f.on At the main shall be- paid. for, by 'the 
appliCClt. Such payment shall not 'be .abject 'to reftzrld. 

2. 1'be installatioc. housU1g the detector type cheek valve an4 meter CDd 
a:ppurteMnees thereto shall be 1n & location mu'tU&lly ag:r:M&ble to the appl:Lemt 
and 'the utility. Normally such inst&ll&t1oc. shall be loeate4 oc. the prem:1.aee of 
applicant, adj&C«D.t to the property l:tne. l'be ~ of mRi:1ta1n1n& the :f':1re 
~ctioc f&e1l1t1es OIl the appl:S.emt'. pra1ses (including the YaUlt, meter, 
detector-type cheek valves. backf'lov dev1N and~. aball be pa1d 
for by the appl1c.a:nt. 
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Scbe4ule 1'0. SM-4 

SPECIAL CO!fDI'l'IOB$, Cont1n~ 

3.. All tae1l1 ties 1)&1d tor b:r ~ applicant shall be tbe sole p:vpet ~ or 
the appl1cant. ne ut1lity cd 1ts d~ authorized &gents .ball. ha'9'e the r1ght 
to 1%Igress to ud egress ~CIII the ;pra1.ea far all purpoaes rel&ti~ to a.e.1d 
facilit1es .. 

4. The m:1:c1mum 41aeter 1I1ll 'be 4 1%)ches, and tbP: max1:Inlm d1aeter Y1ll 'be 
the d1ameter or the JDS1n to vh1ch the aen"1~ 18 C07:meeted. 

(a) Tbe 2I1tWrum diameter of eOl'meet1ona for pro1 .... te t'1re b;r~ v111 be 
6 1:DCbe8. 

5.. If d18tr1bution _in or adeqmte a1ze to St:r'ft' a pri'ftte nre ]rotection 
.,...eem 1n add1t1on to all. other normal aerv1ces does not exist 1n tbe at:z eet er 
alley a4.jacent to the :prez1aes to be H%"WJd, then a lD&1n from tbe neazoest ex1at1xlg 
a1n of' adequate capac1ty shall be 1nat&lled 'by' the ut1l1ty, ar 1:lde:' the ut1l1V'. 
4jreetion, &rid the coat pa1d by' the &l'Pl1eant.. S'l.X:h ~ .ball DOt be aubJect 
to ref"lm1. 

6.. Serv1ce bereu:oder 1. far pr1 .... ~ fire :protect1on aystema to vh1ch DO 
con:oect1ona fetr other thazl f~ :protection ~es .are alloved a:od vh:1ch are 
regular:q inspected bT the U%I4ervr1ter. ha'f':1ng j1.lr1ad1ct1on.. All tac1l1t1es are 
to 'be installed accar~ to the ut1l1tT'. apecU1e&t1ona a:04 ~ ~ the 
utU1ty'. sat1sfaction. T'be ut1l1ty -.:r req,uu-e the :1n.t&llat102l ~ .. be.cknov 
:prevent1on 4n'1ee and a a't&Ildard detector-'t7;Pe meter apprO'ftd ",. the Ixaa'tlZ'lmee 
SerT1eea Ott1ce fer Fotect1on agejnst theft, leaka&e er \I'U'te or ".,te:roo 

7 • 110 .tructure .haJJ. be bu1lt ever the f~e Foteet10n H1""f'1ee &:ad the 
euatcae:r .ball -1xrt&1n &:Dd aategua:rd the area occupied 'by' the aert'1ee :o:c. 
tratt1c cd other h&z&rdoua co:Xl1t102».. %be euatcae:r v1ll be rapona1ble for 
&r1T ~ to the fire protect1on aem.ee f'ac1l1t1e •• 
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APP'ENDIX A 
Page 4 

Seb.edule No. SK-4 

San Xarlno !)1,m1£t Tarlff AnI 

myA'I'EFIBE~CNgRVIc;e 

SJ>ECyJ.. CCNDITXONS. ContWK 

8. Subject to the approval of the ~Uity, cry change :in tM 1oe&t1cc ar 
COllStruct1oc. of £ire protect1oc. sexv1c:e as mq be requesUt4 by pgbl1.e 3U'thor1ty 
or the customer viU be made by the utility follow1rlg payment to the utility 
of the ent1re C:OS1: of such change. 

9. Any uoau'tho:r:1z.ed use of water other than fira protect1oc pt:pOSe8. 
cba:ges shall be made tbwrfor &1: 'the regW.ar establithe4 rau for geneDl 
me'tered service, CJ4/or My be grounds ft:1r the U't1lity 41seon'tinn1ng the f1.%8 
protection sem.c:. w:f.thou't l:LaDllity to 'the utility. 
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San *r1no Di6tr1et Tarin }zea. 

Applicable to tempora:r,. Ya.te:' 8e%""9'1ee prov1deod on & tlat rate bu1. ~ar 
street ll&Ting, c'IlX'b AM sidewalk conatruet1on, aDd fer vater del1vered to 't&zllt 
wagons or 'trUcks ~Oll r1re b;ydrants ar otber O\Z'tleta :Provided. tCir .-ach PiA poaes. 

'l'ERRI'l'OR! 

T.be cities or San M&r1JX> aM Rosemead and port1ona at the cities O't San Ge.br.tel, 
!:l Mozlte, ~empl.e Cit,., aM certa1n coxrt1guoua UXlineor:p«ated a:zoeu in I.e. Azaples 
Couzrty. 

eRA1'ES 

o to 4' deep •••••••••••••••••• _ ••••••••••••••••••• 
OYer 4' to 6' deep- •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
0ger 6' to S' deep •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
OYer 8' to 10' deep ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
~ 10' to 12' ~ •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
o.er 12' ~ ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

lOR WA!ER I£LIVER!D II ~ W'AOOJS .......................... .. 

$0 .. 027 
0 .. 037 
O .. ()k.~ 
0·055 
0.013 
0.127 

Pm 100 GAUI:JJE, -

2. 70%' atber ~ uses tbe quanti't7 or vater \Wed shall. be eataated 
or .tere4 b7 tbe ut111V. Cbar,ea ~ar such vater aball 'be at the QUl.Xlt1ty ra:te 
tar GeDe%'&l. Metered Sen1ce .. 

2. AppUc&Dt tar taporv:r H%'T1ce sb&ll be reqt11red to pq tbe' ut1l.:1V 1D 
adftZlCe the DWt e~ or WtalJ.1l:lg aDd ~ IIZI¥ rae1l1t:1ea ~.aar:r 1n 
eCllmeet10D With tlzrn1ah1Dg .neh Mn'1ce b:r tbe utU1ty .. 

3. Appl1eazlt tar taporAZ7 aeM'1ee wq be ~ 'to d~1t nth t~ 
ut1l1t;y a .,. at aorJI1!1' equal 'to tbe e.-t1ated a.ouxzt ot the ut:1l.1't7'. 'b1ll ~cr 
auch aertiee. 

(:IN) OF APPENDIX A) 

(I) 

eI) 

(I) 
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kc:h or the :tollov!:l.g inCN&sea 1n rate. -''1' 'be put 1nto effect CD the 
~41eated d&te 'by 1'U1ng 8. n.te sebedule 1tb1ch a&!a tbe appzoopr1a:te Ulcreue to 
the n:te Ybieh voQld otberwiae 'be 1n effect on tba.t c!&te. 

SCHED~ 8)( .. 1 

Serv1ee Cb&1"gea: 

For 5/8 x 3/4-1nch meter 
'lor 3/4-:1nch meter 

.....•..................•.• ...•.•.•.•. ~ ..•.......•.•.• 
l'or l-'1nch meter 
70r It-'1neh meter 

...•.•.•...•...•...••...•.• 
••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

lor 2-1:D.ch Mter .•.•.•.•.•.....••...•.•••.. 
lor 3-1nch aeteZ' ....... _- .............•...• 
'lor 4-1nchmeter 
lor 6-1:c.ch mete!' 

.•........•.•........•...•. .•.••...•.•.•.....•••.•••.. 
lor 8-1nch meter .•.•••.....•....•.•.•••.•.. 
lor 10-1nch meter ..•........•........•.•.•.. 

Quantity :Rates: 
Lover System 

'lor the tint 300 cu.tt., per 100 cu .. :tt. 
"or all OY'er 300 cu.:tt., per 100 cu..ft. 

.....••... .•........ 
Upper Syatez: 

lor tbe t1rst 300 cu..ft., per 100 eu .. t't .. 
lor all. OWl" 300 cu..ft., per 100 eu .. ft. • 

SCR!:DtJL'& SK-4 
.. tea: 

.........• .. -...... . 

lor each 11lch of d.1aMter or fire protect100. aerv1e. • 

SCBXDOLZ SM-9 
'lor nood1ng D1tebea, per L1nee.l :root 

o to.4' ~ ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
o.er 4' ~6' 4ee.P ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
~r 6' to 8' ~ ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
0'Ye'r 8' to 10' ~ ................................... . 
ov.r 10' to 12' ~ ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
OYer 12' ~ •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

lor Water Delivered 1n ~ W&gOD& •••••••••••••••••••••• 

(ENO OF APPEmIX B) 

* 0.45 0.50 
0.80 
1.20 
2.00 
3.00 
5.00 
9.00 

13.00 
17.00 

0.026 
O.~ 

O.lto 

0.003 
0.00II-
0.005 
0.006-
0.008 
0.016 

0.0J.6 

* 0.30 0.40 
O.so 
0.80 
1.00 
2.00 
3.00 
5.00 
8.00 

10.00 

0.015 
0.025 

0.30 

0.004 
0·005 
0.006-
0.008-
0.010 
O.0l.7 

0.(fl.7 



AHUDIX C 
hpl 

ADOPlSI> gwmns 
~: CalUorn1a AlIenee Vater Co .. 
P1Rl'1ct: So Xar1Do D11tZ'1ct 

1. Water PZ'oduct1cm: eet(lOOO) 
Vella: 

Surface: 
2. Purebaae4 Pow2" 

Vell stat10u 
Produet1oD. - tte-r 
1&.Wb ;per Cef 
Ieq r d k51h, Vell.a 
l&.Vh, sa 
Wh 'OD1t Coet 
lI'Mrgy Colt 
71xed eo.t 0.960 at tJ./Ia) 
lOIh., Paa4.. 

'OD1t Coct (PaRd) 
J:Derg;y eo.t (Pua4) 
~ Colt, Vell. 

Booate%' stat1cu 
PiOduc:t101l - m::r 
:db. per ~ 
Beq. d lr5Ib, BooaJten 
ldIh, SCI 
Wh t.JIa1t CoR 
SDezocr eo.t 
:r1xe4 Co.t (l.5O at $l./ra) 
k1nl, PIa .. d. 

'tID1t ee.t (Puad) 
~ Coat (Jua4) 
~ Joo.ter Oo.t 
!ot&l. eo.t 

,. Pa!p~ 
*1.11 Be a.br1el. .aiD (5-5=;82) 

Vater JIiiOiuc:t1ca A7 
x. ••• ,.. :Iu1:A A7 
.u ... aeDt, P.ro4. D 
JIIIUup 'Vctc A7 
:Rep].em.-at A7 
eo.t: Mafll .. AMes ... at $l..21 XI 

JIUnp Vater &'t .., A7 
BIIplea1.-at at $tOO A7 



'I!.'P./le/ec 

5. Number of Services - Meter Size 

5/8 x 3/4 
3/4 

1 l, 
2 
3 
4 
6 
8 

10 

6. K~ W&t~ Sa.l.~s 
Ra:2g~ Ce:t 

0-3 
Ovtt300 

Residential-Normal 
Res1~~t1al-Large 
Buine •• 
~tr1&l 
Public Auth01"1 ty 
GeneralK~ 

Other 
Private N.re Protectioc 

Total 
W&tc'lA.a: 9.68% 

1l,,875 
3 

1,,393 
72 

d 
uS 

13,.584 
Total W .. ter Produet1on 

JJ'P£N1)IX C 
Page 2 

ll,882 
4 

1,,397 
72 

d 
121 

13,.599 

~ 
7,,814 

56 
4,,272 

843 
441 
13 
21 

3 
3 
o 

13,,466 

~ 
7,822 

56 
4,,275 

843 
~ 
13 
21 
3 
3 
o 

13,,418 

485,,626 W36,,874 
4,~~~ 4,437,104 
4,,912 . 4,,923,918 

'O'N.ge-KCcf' 

3,,39$.6 3,.400.6 286.2 
20 .. 5 27.3 6,,826 .. 0 

1,006.6 l,009.5 722'.6 m.9 ~ .. 9 4"lO9'.2 
1~.7 ~ 1,~.5 '4,9J2.3 , . 

4.7 4.7 - -4,93-7.0 ~,.92S.7 
'52!7.0 528..2-

~,,444.o ~,456.9 

(The eumul.&tive 1ncreue from JCJ1JI!J:1:'f 1" 1976 :l.s 177.7S 
'l'be L:I.£e1W bU1 CD J~ 1, 1976 va. $2.37) 

286.2 
6,826.0 

722.6 
4,109'.2 
l,550.5 
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.APP.!KDDC C e Page 3 

D'lCOME TJX CALC'OLA1'ION 

~ ~ (thoa.se.MS O'! 1>0 ) 

Opere.t1:ag Rt"Ve%lue (AU'thOl"ized) 3140.8 3,~3 .. 4 
O&M Expense 

Parcbu~ Power 651..2 652.1 
Purc:hued Wa.wr 359 .. 5 398 .. 1 
Payroll.-D1atr1et W..2 m .. O 
Other 0a.K 290..2 312.3 
AU; 214 .. 5 229 .. 1 
G .. O .. Alloea.t1oc. l35.5 145.0 

Subtotal 1,988.1 2,114.5 
Uncollectible.! O .. ~ 6 .. 6 72 
:Fra::1eh1se 33.4 36 .. 8 
Taxes Other 74 .. 1 

~ 'l'ota.l O&M a:od }M; 2,102.2 2 • 

Cap1teJ.1zed Overhea4a 3.4 3 .. 8 
J-T .T1.D.C. 5.5 14.8 
Intereat Expense 196 .. 5 231 .. .4 
~bt i.:Icpenae 

~ 1 .. ~ 
SUbtotal ~10lla .. 9 251 .. 5 

St&te 'l'a: Depreeiation 213 .. 9 256.6-
Wet Taxable Ineo.e 6l7.8 7l6.06 
State COrp .. Fl'azlc:h .. Tax at 9 .. ~ 59·3 68.8 

Federal Tax Depree1&t1en 216.l 246 ... 3 
State Ineotle Tax 59 .. 3 6S .. 8 
Jiet Taxable InCCllDe 556.3 6~ .. 1 
Std.. Inecae Tax a.t 46$ 255.9 302' .. 8· 
~ •• Grad. Tax Mj .. 2.0 2 ... 0 
I.T.C. 4.0 7 .. 5 
Total. l"ederal ITl~ Tax 249 .. 9 293·3 

Total Inec.e '%u 309.2' 362 .. 1 

Bet to .Groea Mal.t1pl1er: 2' .. 01.49 
!cOlt Depred.at1on: $2l5,-900 (l963); $2.4l,3OO (1984). 

(Red 71p'!) 

(Elm or APP!'ltDIX c) 


