Decision No. _SE6708 - ORIGINAL

BEFORE TEE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

In the matter of the Application )
of the SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA WATER )
COMPANY for an order authorizing ) Application No. 56157 °
an Iincrease in water rates In its) (Filed December 23, 1975)
Orange County District. ;

Guido R. Henry, Jr., Attorney at lLaw, for
applicant. :

Kenneth Dodd, for Park Water Company,
interested party.

William J. Jennings, Attorney at Law, and Ernst Xnolle,
1or the Commission stvaff.

QPINION
By this application, Southern California Water Company
(Company) requests authority to establish rates in'its Crange County
District which are designed to increase annual revenue by $643,900,
or 20.1 percent over the revenues produced by the rates in effect at
the time of filing based on test year 1975 operations. In addition,
Company requests step increases in rates averaging $112,200, or 2.8

percent in cach of the test years 1976, 1§77, 19723, and 1979.
Public hearing was held before Examiner Gillanders in

Loz Alamitos on August 31, 1976, and the matter was subnitted upon
concurrent briefs received on September 30, 1976. Copies of the
application had been served and notice of hearing had been :
published and posted In accordance with this Commission's rules
of procedure. '
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Oral testimony én behalfl of Conmpany was presented by Two
o 1ts vice presidents, its manager of the Rate and Evaluation
Department, and its chairman of the Finance Committee. The
Commizsion staflf presentation was made by one accountant and two
engineers. No customers attended the hearing. Testimony was

received from a representative of the California Department of
Public Health.
General Information

Company, a California corporation organized under the
laws of the State of Californila on December 31, 1923, is a pudblic
ueility rendering water cervice in various areas in the counties
of Contra Costa, Imperilial, Los Angeles, COrange, Sacramento, San
Bernardino, and Ventura. It also renders electric service in the
vicinity of Big Bear Lake in San Bernardino County. |
Orange County District .

_ , The Orange County District service area includes

portions of the cities of Cypress, Garden Grove, La Palma, Los
Alamitvos, Placentilia, Santa Ana, Seal Beach, Stanton, and Yorba
Linda, and unincorporated territory in the county of QOrange.
Company served 31,576 customers Iin the district as of Decamber 32,
1974, through distridbution systems, not all of which are
interconnected, composed of 1,774,788 feet of main ranging in size
up to 16 inches in diameter. In 1974, approximately 33 percent

of the water supplied to this district was purchased through
connections to the facilities of the Municipal Water District of
Orange County, a member agency of The Metropolitan Water District
of Southern California. The remzining water supply 1s derived from
applicant-owned wells, which are equipped with deep well turdbine
pumps driven by electric motors under automatic control, and minor
purchases from a neighboring utility. Company has water treatment,

_ storage, booster pumps, and other auxiliary equipment at various
“locations In the district.

P
’
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As of December 31, 1974, the book cost of utility plant
in service in the Orange Counsy District amounted to 316,410,400
and the deprecilation and amortization reserve was $2,524,500, for
a net depreclated c¢ost of $13,3886,000.
Rates

The basic present rates for this district were set by
Decision No. 79382 dated November 23, 1971 in Application No. 52370.
The Commission for test year 1971 authorized 2 rate of return of
T.27 percent on rate base with an assumed upward trend of 0.23
percent per year t0 yileld an average of 7.5 percent on rate base
and 11.79 percent on common equlity over a2 three-year perliod. Since
that declsion the Commiszsion has authorized the following offset
rate increases: ‘
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Advice Letter PDecision or Date

or Resolution Rates Expense
Application Number Dated Effective Qffset

A.58137 D.81794 8-21-73 8-21-73 Increased purchased
water, pump tax,and
power rates by
$138,060. ,

429-W W=-1534 3~19=-T4 3=29=T4 Increased power rates

] by $87,520-

451-w W-168¢9 2-19=75 . 2-24-75 Increased power and’
labor rates offset
by a reduction in
ad valorem tax rates

| by $¢3,200-

T~6=75 Purchased water,
punp taxes, and
power offset by the
full efifect of a ‘
reduction in Federal
Income taxes caused
by a temporary
increzse in Invest-~
nent Tax Credit by
$83,400_
Increased purchased
water, purchased
power, and labor
by $167,800.

Kate 'Proposals

Company proposes t¢ increase the general metered,
meteéed irrigation, and private fire protection rates. Present
and proposed rates are shown in Exhibis D attached to the
application.

The proposed rates will result in the following dollar
and percentage increase to the customers by class of service.
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Classification

Metered Revernies
Conmmercial
Industrisl,
Public Authority
Irrigation
Resale
Other

Total Metered

Tlat Rate Ravermues
Private Fire Protection

Other Revernes
Miscellaneous
Other

Total Qther
Total Operating Revenues

..I

Estimated Year 1975

Present
Rates

Inecrease

Proposed
Rates Amount

Percent

$2,943.2
16.1
00.7
1.9

6.9

37

(Doliars in Thousands)

$3,507.2
2.0
261.5
16-3

Vol

30

$564.0
L9
60.8 -
Lok

0.5
(0.7

3.182.5

20.0

0.8
0.1

'3,8L6.4 6339

30.0 10.0

0.8
Q.1

19.16
3043

- 30.29
36.97
7025
(18.92)

19.92

20.00

Q.9
2.203.4

0.9
39&7‘ 3

(Red Figure)

Increases at Proposed Step Rates

Based on Test Years

Year

1976
1977

1978

1979

Anount

3119.4
126.7
135.6

ble5

Pevrcent

(Dollars in Thousands)

3.10
319
332
1.53
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Results of Qperation

Witnesses for Company and the Commission staff have
analyzed and estimated Company's operational results. Summarized
in the table below, from the Company's Exhibit 4 and staff's
Exhibit 13, are the estimated results of operation for the

test years 1976 and 1977 under present rates and under those
proposed by Company. -
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Southern California Water Company
Orange County District

SUMMARY OF EARNINGS
Years 1976 and 1977 Estimated

tApolicant Estimated 3 Staff Estimated : Applicants
: Present : Proposed : Present : Proposed : Exceeds :
: _Rates : Rates : Rates : Rates : Staff#
(4) (3) (C) (Dg (E)
(Dollars in Thousands
Year 1976

Operating Revenues $ 3,255.5 5§ 3,966.7 S 3,L38.0 $ 3,998.9* $(182.5)
Operating Expenses .

Oper. & Maintenance 1,623.L  1,626.6 1,701.5  1,703.5

Taxes Other Than Income L38.8 LL2.7 LUT7.8 L55.7

Depreciation 347.4 3474 3047 3047
Prorated General Office 110.8 110.8 110.4 110.L

Subtotal 2,59%4.3 2,607.4 2,635.9 2,0645.8
Taxes on Income LAY1.0 76.2 366.5

Total Operating Exps. 2,667.6 2,0L8.4 2,7i2.1 3,012.3

Net Operating Revemue 587.9 918.2 725.9 986.6
Depreciated Rate Base 10,055.5 10,055.5 10,030.1  10,030.1

25.4
Rate of Return 5.85% 9.13% 7. 2% 9.8u%  (1.39)%
Average No. of Customers -

(Excl. Fire Protection) 32,20 32,240 32,296 32,296 (56)

Year 1977
Operating Revemes $ 3,292.2 $ N/G** $ 3,509.3 $ 4,077.3* 3(27.1)

Omerating Expenses
Oper. & Mointenance 1,635.6 NG 1,729.0  1,721.0 (93.4)
Admin. & General 76.0 76.0 73.5 735 2.5
Taxes Other Than Income LL6.6 N/G L58.7 L66.8 (12.1)
Depreciation 357.6 357.6 3245 314.5 L3.1

Prorated General Office 111.3 111.3 111. 111.3 -~
Subtotal 2,027.1 - 2,@’7.0 20971 59.9
327.7;

Taxes on Income 50.L N/C 78.1 372.0

Total Operating Exps. 2,077.5 3,106.5 2,765.1 3,069.1 (87-5)
Net Operating Revenue b1L..7 N/G Thh.2  1,008.2
Depreciated Rate Base 10,323.9 10,323.9 10,237.2  10,237.3

Rate of Return 5.95% T27% 9.855  (L.32)%
Average No. of Customers

(Excl. Fire Protection) 32,635 32,635 32,92 32,92 (229)

(Re¢ Figure)
# At present rates. :
* At proposed rates for 1976 applying o both 1976 and 1977 test years.
*  Not given at 1976 proposed rates.
7=
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It ic interesting to note that the staff's estimates
show 2 slight upward trend in rate of return at both present ahd,
proposed rates. At the hearing, Company stipulated'to the staff
results of operation shown above. However, Company was not willing
to stipulate to the staff's recommended rate of Teturn on rate
base or return on common stock equity, nor did it feel that the
stall's rate design with a lifeline.quantity is appropriate for a
water utility. | '
Rate of Return

Any rate of return deternination necessarily requires
the welghing of a number of economic Intangibles which are difficulst
to measure by statistical cbmparisons. It devolves upon the
Judgment of the Commission, after weighing the evidence presented
by all of the experts, to determine and set a falr and reasonable
rate of return. (Pac. Tel. & Tel. Co. (1968) 69 CPUC 53.) It
© was the. testimony of Company's expert in Investment banking and
utilitj finance that a 9.73 percent rate of return on rate base
. or approximately 15 percent rate of return on common Stock equivy
is needed to enadble Company to sell its shares at a price which
would not be punitively dilutive to the present stockholders and
destructive to the market for Company's common stock.

The staff's financial witness recommended 2 rate of return
of 9.15 .percent on rate bace, or approximately 13.33 percen:t return
on common stock equity. We have considered the arguments advanced
by Company and staff and adopt as reasonable a rate of return of

8.85 percent on rate base, or approximately 12.5 percent return on
common stock equity. '

Company has reguested step inereases in rates averaging
$112,000 or 2.8 percent in each of the test years 1976, 1977, 1978;
and 1979 in order to maintain a constant rate of éeturn_on common
equity. ‘ /
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The staff financial witness opposed the concept of step
rates for financial attrition as supported by the Company for the
following reasons: the staff uses & test year to measure estimated
future year operations; Table 1, Exhiblt 14 shows a continuous ‘
increase in earnings per share, thus his recomrended rate of return
13 sufficient for the near future; and 1t 1s undesirable to
Speculate on the magnitude and cost of debt in 1979. The staff
operational witness has indicated an upward trend in earnings which
was not contested by applieant.

We agree that 1t 1s not necessary to set rates in this
proceeding that would automatically grant Company a rate increase.
If circumstances are suech that Company needs a further inerease
1t can avall itself of the numerous options open to 1t.

A rate of return of 8.85 percent appllied to the stalff's
test year 1977 rate base requires an increase of $348,000 over
present rates.

For purposes of setting rates, we will adopt the stafl's
1977 estimated results of operation.
Service

The record shows that there were eight informal complaints
to the Commission from the district during the period January

1975 through May 1976. Complaints on file in applicant's office
by types are as follows: :
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1975 Complaints to Company

Billing 500
Pressure 37
Dirty Water 155
Taste and Odor | 30
Miscellaneous 5

Total 627

According to the staff, Company's recoris “ndicate that
customer complaints recelived at applicant's &istrict office were
qulckly resolved; that these complaints do not appear too excessive
for a district of this size; and that service appears ¢o be
satisfactory.

A representative of the California Department of Public
Health testifled that generally Company's seven systems in the
Glstrict are meeting the department 's health standards; that there
are no major operational problems within the systems at the present
time; and that there are some potential problems which are
being closely watched. Company has been very cooperative, in
resolving provlems and, in fact, many times corrections are made
almost the next day after inspection.
Conservation

Company's senior vice president testified that 1971 was

the year of peak water sales per customer in the Orange County

" Dis Strict; that since 1971 there has been 2 general downward trend in
the use of water per customer; that 1f water sales were adjusted to
a'normal climate condition, that is, normal rainfall conditions and
normal temperature conditions, there would still be a downward trend
'in~watér sales, some quite pronounced. Thus, the history of water
sales per customer in the Orange County D;strict has becn 2
continuous inerease historlically though 1971,= /and a leveling orf
"dne:-somevwkat downward trend since that time.

L/ gpmé§§§:$ present rates were effective as of December 1971.

-,

"y I ~10-




A.56157 ol ¢ : ., g

According to the witness the decline in use from the
peak of 1971, both on a recorded basis and on a tecmperature adfusted
basis, cannot be directly attriduted to elther the Increases in
water rates or Company's very aggressive water customer information
program on water usage. Company started its conservation information
program In 1972, whlch consists of advertisements in the local paper
in all districts. These appear about once 2 month, and they are
nighly specific. The advertisements provide the customers with
definite education, for instance, on how to read a water meter,
how to check for pipe leaks, and how to eheck the nosorious water
thiel, tollet tank leaking. '
In 2dditlon to the advertisements, the company provides

bill inserts with the same Information. It 13 well aware of
what happens to most bill inserts that are included with utility
‘bills, so 1t attempts to design those Inserts to have 2 little

_ grab. . When a customer opens the envelope he will see some ideas
that might intrigue him to read further. II he does, he

. will find the kind of information that 15 conducive to lowering
water use and lowering water bills. Much of the advertising and
bill 1psgéts have been related to the energy conservation Ldea of
reducéd water volumes. The adverticements stress that it takes
eléctric energy and sometimes %as enerzy to pump water and to
boost 1t, and that any savings in water use automatically reduces

. the enéfg& needs of the community. Thlis 1s the progran that

Company has followed in the past and intends to follow in the
‘ futuré: '

"The witness belleves that the program has resulted In
reduced water sales, whether looked at from 2 recorded basis or
2 temperature and rainfall adjusted basis. He testifiled that

?Compaﬁy plans to continue 1ts current program as 1t has produced
godd results. Company has other pilot programs that it is working

™
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on, now In preparation for the water conservation case. He belleves
thcx.Company has had an aggressive conservation progran and that
the«recorded results prove 1t. He pledged that the Company will
continue that program, plus others as recommended by the Commission.
Rate Sypread '
We have concluded that Company's increased revenue
‘requirement, based on our adopted 1977 test year results
operation, is $414,100. Company and staff do not agree on how
the Increase should be spread to consumers
Company has proposed a general metered service s¢hedule
with monthly service charge Increases for 1976 ranging fron
" 52.5 percent for 5/8 x 3/4-inch meters to 190 percent for 8~inch
- mevers. The quantity charge for the first 500 cubic feet per
= Wonth would be reduced from $0.257 for 100 cubic feet to $0.141.
The resultant monthly charge for 5/8 x 3/U~inch meters would be
- increased 43 percent for 100 cublc feet, 18 percent for 500 cubic
feet, and 12 percent for 2,000 cudbic feet. The stafs recormends,
in accordance with the lifeline principle, that there be no

' Increase for 5/8 x 3/4-inch meters for the first 500 cubie feet
per..'month. ‘
Company Position

Company argues that notwithstanding that it recommends an
inéreased monthly charge for 500 ecudbic feet, 1ts requested rate
vtrucﬁpre also embodies a lifeline concept in that the Quantity

_ Pafe'is reduced for the first 500 cubic feet and increased for
quantitiec above the Initial 500 cubic feet. Although any rate
SEr ucture that does not accurately reflect the full cost of ervice '
.arguably constitutes discrimination, Company believes that 1ts
‘ propcsed rates reflect a reasonadle balancing of interests". =
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The staff, on the other hand, has recommended that "in
accordance with the lifeline principle, that there s no increase
in resultant monthly charge for a 5/8 x 3/4~inch meters for the
first 500 cudbic feet per month."

The consequence of that recommendation, according to
Company, would be to impose upon Hthose purchasing more than 500
cuble feet per month even more of the costs of service than Is
passed on to them In 1ts proposed rate design. Company argues that
the staff’s proposed "lifeline” rate i1s unsupported by any
evidence g-/and on its face is unreasonable and that this Commission
has no authority to establish either unsupported'or unreasonable
rates.z/ ,

Company states that 1t has given much thought to the

.notion of a lifeline water rate and submits that its proposed

‘rate 1° 2 well consldered adaptation of the lifeline concept. Tor
sometime now, Company, along with most major water companies in
California, bas been changing 1ts rate desizn to a one-block rate;

2/ The record shows the following:

"Q. Mr. Tan, referring to Exhibit No. 13 in evidence, and
specifically to paragraph 18 at page 12, am I correct that
your testimony was that the basis for c¢aleulating the
so=-¢called lifeline rates of the first 500 cubic feet for
five-eighths by three=guarter=inch meters was based on a
directivg from the Hydraullics Branch of the Utilities
Division?

Yes, my recommendation is based on the directive from the

head of the Hydrauliecs Division, with the knowledge of the
Utilitles Divicsioen.

In Tollowing that directive, did you make any independent
study yourself of the effects, the economic effects of
implementing such 2 directive?

Since this directive 1z for all engineers of Hydraulics and
Utilitles, I &1d not make a zpecial study orn the lifeline.

"Q. To your knowledge, has the starff of the Public Utilities
Commission made such a study?

"A. Not that I know of."
3/ Public Utilitles Code Section T23.

~13=-
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which 1s to say that no discount 1s glven to larger users.

Thiz .is the result of a recognition by the Iindustry, including
Company, that lifeline users need not necessarily bear their
full share of the cost of providing them service. Company's
Proposed rate form goes one step further in that it proposes

an inverted block rate structure. Under this proposed rate
Structure, larger users not only enjoy no discount, but are even
charged 2 higher rate per unit over a certain minimum water use,
In this respect, Company's proposed rate 1s a lifeline rate.

In developing 1ts proposal, Company states that it made
use of a cost~of-service study. In addition it also considered.
the lifeline concept. Specifically, its cost-of-service study
has attempted %o make an assignment of costs between 4wo basic
categories: customer costs and commodity costs. These two
categories of costs are, In turn, comprised of two bDasic components.
Customer costs include commercizl costs, such as meter reading,
bllling, etc., and distribution costs, which 1s basically She
cost of a minimum-sized grid system to cerve the customer.
Commodity costs include supply cost, which ¢consists principally
of the direct cost of purchasing and pumping water, and 21l other
commodlty costs which are termed demand costs. Examples of demand
costs are costs for wells, storage, and other facilities which
establish Company's capacity to meet the demand for water service.
The proposed rate would recover from lifeline users all custoner
costs attridbutable to them, but only the supply cost component of
commodIty ¢osts. Demand costs attributadle o 1lifeline users
would not be borne by them, but would be passzed on to other users.
Although all customers would pay customer costs in the form of a
service charge, Company's rate for the first 560 cubic fee: of water
would recover only the supply ¢ost, in this case about 14.7 cents
per hundred cubilc feet. The rates for all water sold over 500 cubic
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feet would be 26.5 cents per hundred cubfc Teet, or almost twice the
rate for the lifeline quantity. The result 4is a form of lifeline
rate which Incorporates an inverted rate structure which passes on
to the larger user the demand cost component Company's commodity
costs. |

Company also asks that we take notice of the major
differences In structure between the electric and gas utilitles,
on the one hand, which are covered by the Miller~Warren Act, and
water utilities such as Company, on the other hand. The service
areas of most of the electric and gas utllitles are massive,'with
a broad cross section of users, while the service areas of Company
and other water utilities are comparatively tiny and have markedly
differing characteristics with respect to customer populations.
According to Company, if a rigid approach = sug¢h as the staff
proposes ~ Is adopted, in some districts a very small number of
customers whose usage itself is not very large would be required to
bear a very disproportionate amount of cost increases because of
the large population substantially within the staff's proposed
lifeline amount. One stark example 1s the impossibility of
providing a lifeline rate in a flat rate districet.
Staff Position

The stalf states that the "Legislature recently in its
study limited to energy included natural gas ané électricity as
utility services within the lifeline policy of the State. Section 1,
Statutes 1975 Chapter 1010 provides:

nSection 1. The Legislature hereby finds and declares

s follows:

"a. Light and heat are basic human rights,
and must be made available to all the
people at low cost for minimum quantities.




A.56157 bl . .

"The Commission concurred in and adopted the legislative
mancdate in Decision No. 86087, Case No. 9988 (Investigation into
lifeline rates), July 13, 1976. Just as the Legislature Iroze
lifeline rates for gas and electricity (Section 739(b) Pudlic
Utilities Code) s0 also did the Commission. And o does the
Commission and the staffl recommend the instituting of lifeline
water rates for minimum gquantities.”

The staff claims that 1t and the Commission recognize
that the same lifeline principle as applied to telephone, natural
gas, and electric service 1s equally fundamental to water service.
The Commission has approved lifeline water rates to be activated
in numerous water rate proceedings.E/ Wnile 1t 1is true, acecording to
the staflf, that the Commission has not traveled the same highway in
establishing lifeline rates for varlious utility services, yet the
same goal has been sought and Is dbeing achieved--the providing of
utllity service to all California residents, no matter how poor,
Infirm, or Incapacitated.

A significant obstacle to uniform lifeline rates for water
service 1s the fact that this Commission‘regulates over 500 water
companies. In the telephone industry in California Paclific Telephone
ls the leader. The vanguard of the energy utilitles is represented
by Pacific Gas and Electrilic Company, San Diego Gas & Electric Company,
Southern Californila Edison Company, and Southern California Gas
Company. No such trendsetters have yet emerged in water service
In California. The Commission must move on a case~by=case basis.

The staff argues that the need for lifeline Iin water
usage cries out as much as it does in telephone or emergy service--if
indeed not more. OFf the three, water 1s absolutely indispensable
for survival. The Commission in this proceeding, c¢laims the
stalf, has the opportunity and the responsidility +0 ¢codify a
lifeline water rate applicable to the Southern California Vater
Company and all its divisions.

4/ Two rate decisions. Twenty-four Advice Letter rate increases.

—-15=
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As an addendum to the Philosophy of a lifeline water
rate, consideration should also be gilven %0 the Legislature's
recognition of conservation as an Important factor in regard to
Utility service. The introduction to the Mlller-Warren Energy
Lifeline Act declares: |

"Section l.(¢)=-In order to encourage
conservation of secarce energy resources
and to provide a basic necessary anount
of gas and eleetricity for residential
heating and lighting at a cost whieh is
fair to small users, the Legislature has
enacted this aet."

Indeed the Commissicn has recognized the same problem in
water conservation with its long-time emphasis on zetering, its
curtallment of promotional rates, and i1ts recent so~called water kits
program. The proposed water lifeline rate design by the nydraulic
branch will encourage conservation of water and provide a basic
quantity of water for small users.

During the hearing in this matter <he guestion arose
whether the Commission should walt for a legislative edict before
adopting water lifeline rates. In the staff's opinion this
Cormission should not walit, 1t should lead.if The Commission,
according to the staff, now finds the public dbeset dy Increasing
¢costs and shortages of utllity service. T4nme flies, and the
Commission must be responsive to the need for reasonably priced
water.

The staff argues the Company proposes a "considered”
1ifeline water rate which takes into account the history of water
Tates, cost of service,and numerous intangibles which at best are

5/ It cites Commission actlon, inter alia, on mandatery undergrounding

set forth in Decilsion No. 72078 dated September 19, 1967 in
Case No. 8209.
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speculative. Company requests a 52.5 percent increase in 5/8 % 3/4
nmeter service charges plus increases from 23.2 percent to 16.6
percent for usage of 400 to 700 cubic feet per month. By no effort
of Imagination can this be considered a 1ifeline formula.
The staff recommends, in accordance with the lifeline principle that
there be no increase for 5/8- to 3/b-inch meters for the first 500
cublc feet per month. The logic and comsistency which has heretofore
been followed by the Commission and the Legislature in other
tifeline rates 1s continued in the stalf recommendation. We will
adopt the staff positicn on lifeline water rates.
Findings _

l. Company 43 in need of additioral revenues, but the proposed
rates set forth in the application are excessive.

2. The estimates, previously discussed herein, of operating
expense and rate base for the test year 1677 reasonably indicate
the results of Company's operations for the future and are adopted.

3. A rate of return of §,§c percent on the adopted rate
base for the year 1977 will produce 2 return on common equity of
approximately 12.5 percent such rate ol return requires an Increase
in gross revenues of $348,000 which amount 1s reasonadle.

5. The establishment of a lifeline form of rate is reasonable.

5. The staff's rate spread is reasonable and should be
adopted.

6. The inereases in rates and charges authorized'herein
are Justified; the rates and charges authorized herein are reasonable;
and the present rates and charges, insofar as they differ from those
prescribed hereiln, are for the future unjust and unreasonable. )

The Commission concludes that the applicétion should be

granted to the extent set forth in vhe order ﬁhich follows.
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QRDER

IT IS ORDERED that alter the effective date of thiz order,
Southern California Water Company 1s authorized to file the revised

rate schedules attached to thic order as Appendix A, and concurrently
to withdraw and canceli its presently effective schedules. Such

£1ling shall comply with Ceneral Order No. $6=A. The effective date
of the revised schedules shall be five days after the date of £11ing.

The revised schedules shall apply only to cervice rendered on and
arter the effective date thereof.

The effective date of this order shall be twenty days
after the date hereof.

Dated at San Franeiseo » Californta, this Z'*’E'7
day of pencpacny s 1976.

S PTes:
o .c"n ) t - P

Conmmi.ssioners
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Schedule No. QC-1
ORANGE COUNTY DISTRICT

GENERAL METERED SERVICE

APPLICABILITY
Applicable to all metered water service.

TERRITORY

ALl or portions of the Cities of Cypress, Garden Grove, Lo Palms, Los
Aomitos, Placentia, Santa Ana, Seal Beach, Stanton and Yorba Linda, and
vicindity, Orange County.

RATES Per Meter

" Quantity Rates:

First 5% cuﬂft-, mr lw c‘l.tt. .........-'.‘.'.‘.‘.-.
Over 500 cu.fv.' mr lw m.ft. LERE R B X SN NENEEIERENNNENENNR]

Service Chsrge:

FOI‘ 5/8 X< B/Lf'mCh meter S SrasPIBE RIS RNIIVRTRNRESRSASESRS
Fﬁr B/I&PinCh neLer I R I I I I
For l"mh meter a-.---o;--.o-o-.--o.-.on--ao--o
For l"‘l/z"inCh [EYLEY vessswsonvsvevnsvesncnsncsnnus
FOZ‘ z-inCh meter SroessscsassnsanssvmPNsRasRrsaY
For }mh meter secsssscssacacrccaraonsnssancs
For L=ineh meter -.o--o-n-.----a-------qo.--o--
Fox 6—5.216)1 meter sevesertevescosscsrcnanssenncen
For 8=inch MELEr cesvavecssrnrococcncvnsnacannas

The Service Charge i3 a readiness~to-serve
charge epplicable to all metered service
and 0 which is t0 be added the quantity
charge computed st the Quantity Rates.
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Schedule No. OC~3M
ORANGE COUNTY DISTRICT

METERED IRRIGATION SERVICE

APPLICABILITY

Applicable to irrigation service furmished on a metered basis to
territory in this schedule.

TERRITORY
The incorporated City of Placentia.

DPer Meter
2IE -  Per Year

Quantity Rate:
For all water delivered, per 100 Cudic £€t eeccee. & 0.203
Anmzel. Sexvice Charge: '

FO': 2-inCh meter or smaller AR A L EEEE YN TENY NI Y Y Fogrpys s 91-20
For Bﬁinch mcter ..-............‘....'............. lw.m
FOI‘ LU'iBCh me‘ber‘.--..-.--.----.-..-.--.-..-.--..--- 2&3-&
FOI' 6—inch meter AR AR L X Z XY TR Y Y XN N I NN YA 365-2&0
FOr E~inch MELEr cecevecerecrescconcocscococonconss 609.00

The Service Charge is a readiness—to-serve
charge applicable to all metered service
and %0 which is to be added the quantity
charge computed at the Quantity Rate.

SPECIAL CONDITIONS

‘ 1. The Company shall not be requirec to install new mains to make
this service availahle.

2. The annual service charge will be paid in advance and bills will
be computed and rendered monthly based on the total quantity of water
delivered. '

(Continued)
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Schedule No. 0C-3M
ORANGE COUNTY DISTRICT

METERED IRRIGATION SERVICE

SPECIAL CONDITIONS—Contd.

3. The cusiomer, when requiring irrigation water, shall notify the
Company at least twenty~-four (2L) hours in advance, indicating the date
and hour for commencement of such semvice.

4e No customer shall be eligible for service under this schedule
unless irrigating five (5) or more acres of Land for citmus or othen

commercial crops.

5. Service under this schedule is subordinate to all other service
schedules offered in this tariff area and is subject to interruption in
emergencies or at the Company's discretion. The Company will not e
lisble for damage occasiomed by interruption of service supplied under
this schedule.

6. The customer will pay, without refund, the actual cost of the.
irrigation service. The Company will furnish the meter at its expense.
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Scheaude No. Ah-L
ALL DISTRICTS

PRIVATE FIRE PROTECTION SERVICE

APPLICABILITY

Applicable to all water cervice furnished to privately owned fire
protecrion systems.

TERRITORY
Rate A -~ Applicable within the Orange County District. (€)

Rate B - Applicable within the Barstow, Culver City, Pomona Valley, -
San Gabriel Valley, Simi Valley, and Southwest Districts.

Rate C - Applicable within the Arden~Cordova, Bay, Big Bear,
Calipatria-Niland, Central Basin, Desert, Qjos, and
San Bernardine Valley Districts. (¢)

RATE - rer Igonth <
For each inch of diameter of service comnection $3.00 $2.25 $2.00 (X)

SPECTAL CONDITIONS

1. The fire protection service comnection shall be installed by the
utility and the cost paid by the applicant. Such payment shall not be
suoject to refund.

2. The minimum diameter for fire protection service shall be foux
inches, and the maximum diameter shall be 00t more than the dismeter of the
main t0 which the service is comnected.

3. If o distridbution main of adequate size to serve a private Zire
protection system in addition to all other normsl service does not exist 4in
the street or alley adjacent to the premises +o be served, then a service
main from the nearest existing main of acequate capacity shall be installed
by the utility and the cost peid by the applicant. Such payment shall not
be subject to refund.

(Contimed)
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Schedule No. AA-L
ALL DISTRICTS

PRIVATE FIRE PROTECTION SERVICE

SPECIAL CONDITIONS——Contd.

L. Service hereunder is for private fire protection systems to which
no connections for other than fire protection purposes are allowed and which
are regularly inmspectod by the underwriters having jurisdiction, are installed
according 40 specifications of the utility, and are maintained to the
satisfaction of the utility. The ustility may install the standard detector
type meter approved by the Board of Fire Underwriters for protection against
theft, leakage, or waste of water and the cost paid by the applicant. Such

payment shall not be subject to refund.

5. The utility will supply only such water at such pressure as may be
available from time to time as a result of its normal operation of the system.




