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Decision No. 87338 
BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMM1SSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

In the Matter of the Application ) 
of CALIFO&~IA WATER SERVICE ) 
COMPANY, a corporation, for an ) 
order authorizing it to increase ) 
rates charged for water service ) 
in the Visalia district. ) 

--------------------------) 

~~plicaticn No. 56251 
(Filed FebruEry 3, 1976) 

McCutchen, Doyle, Brown & Enersen, 
by Crawford Greene, Attorney at 
Law, for applicant. 

Lionel B. Vlilson, Attorney at Law, 
and Jasjit Sekhon, for the 
Commission staff. 

o PIN ION ---. .... _--_ .... 
Applicant California ~later Service Company seeks authority 

to increase rates for water service in its Visalia District. The 
proposed rates would increase revenues by a total of $239,000, or 
20 percent. Public hearing was held before Examiner Gilman in 
Visalia on November 4, 1976. Copies of the application had been 
served, notice of filing of the application published and mailed to 
customers, ~~d notice of hearing published, mailed to customer~and 
posted, in accordance with this Commission·s rules of procedure. 
The matter was submitted on November 4, 1976, subject to filing by 
applicant of a proposed decision draft by November 19, 1976. At the 
conclusion of the hearing, no issues remained to be resolved in ~he 
<iecision draft. 
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Te~tirnony on behalf of a?plicantllwa~ presented by its 
vice president. Four customers attended the hearing. One of the 
customers made a statement concerning potential discrimination 
between flat rate and metered service. Another customer asked that 
the Commission grant only such increase as is required to provide 
a reasonable return. The Commission stafr pres~ntationll was made 
throueh two engineers. 
Service Area and Water SYstem 

Applicant owns and operates water systems in 22 districts 
in California. Its Visalia District service area L~cludes most of 
the city of Visalia ~~d the unincorporated area of Tulare County 
adjacent to the city limits. The area is relatively flat, ra.~ging 

from about 311 to 353 above sea level. The population within the 
area served is estimated to be 40,500. 

The entire water supply for the Visalia District is 
obtained from 48 comp~~y-owned wells located throughout the service 
area. All of the pumps are electrically driven and are automatic in 
operation. In addition, eight of the wellS are also equipped with 
auxiliary engines for emergency operation in the event of power 
failure. 

The distribution syste~ includes about 160 ~iles of mains, 
ranging in size up to 12 L~ches, and approximately 600,000 gallons 
of storage capacity. There are about 2,200 metered services, 
10,600 flat rate residential services, 60 private fire protection 
services, and 1,000 public fire hydrants. 

11 Testimony applicable to overall company operations was presented 
by witnesses for applicant and the staff in Application No. 
50l3~, the East Los Angeles District rate proceeding. This 
testimony was incorporated by reference in Application No. 
56251. 
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Service 
An investigation of applic~~t's operations, service, ond 

facilities in its Visalia District was made by the Commission staff. 

The staff reported that there ~~ere no informal complaints to 
the Commission from this district during the period from J~~uary 
1975 through June 1976. Utility records indicate that customer 
complaints received at applicant's district office were quickly 
resolved. None of the four customers who appeared at the hearing 
preoented any service complaints. Service is satisfactory. 
Rates 

Applicant's present tariffs for this district consist 
primarily of schedules for general metered service, residential 
flat rate service, and public fire hydrant service. The following 
Table I presents a comparison of applicant's present and proposed 
rates for general metered service and residential flat rate service 
togother with those authorized herein: 
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TABLE I 

Comparison of Monthly Rates 

Present Entire District 
J)I'opOsed Ks.we-ah- Excluding 

~ Kaweah f9r 1911 After 1911 Authorized 
~NERAL METERED SmV!CE 

Minimum Chargc~ or Service Chargeb 

For 5/8 x 3!4-inch metor • •••••• I •••••• $ 3.26 $ 2.64 $ 3.14 $; 3.20 $ 2.64 
For 3!4-inch meter ............... 3.82 2.90 3.45 3.52 3.28 
For I-inch meter • ••••••••••••• 4.9h 3.96 4.71 4.00 4.48 
For 1!-inch meter • ••••••••••••• 7.75 5.54 6.59 6.72 6.27 
For 2-inch meter ............... 11.15 7.12 8.48 8.64 8.06 
For 3-inch meter · .. , .......... 13.16 15.70 16.00 14.90 
For 4-inch metor • ••••••••••••• 17.89 21.35 21.76 ~.26 
For 6-inch meter · .. , .......... 29.79 35.48 36.16 33.73 
for 8-inch meter • •••••••••• I •• 44.43 52.?5 53.76 50.31 
For lO-inch meter · .. , ........... 55.00 65.31 66.56 62.28 

~M.t.y Rates 

First 1,000 cu. ft. or less 
(minimUIll charge rat.es) •••••••••••••• ).26 

First 500 cu.ft., per 100 cu.ft. 
(service charge rates) •••••••••••••• .158 .la5 .185 .158 

Next 500 cu. ft., per 100 cu. ft. 
(service charge rat.es) .... II ..... "' .• 158 .185 .185 .118 

Next 2,000 cu.ft" per 100 cu.ft. •••••• .224 .158 .185 .185 .178 
Next. 2,000 cu.ft., pel' 100 cu.ft. •••••• .204 .158 .185 .Hl5 .178 
Next ),000 cu.ft.., per 100 cu.ft .... II. .173 .15tl .185 .185 .178 
Over 8,0CX> cu,ft., per 100 cu.ft. •••••• .143 .15S .185 .185 .178 

a. Prescnt Kaweah rates only. The Minimum Charge will entitle the customer to the 
quant.ity of water which that. minimum charge will pJrchase at the Quantity Rates. 

b. Excluding present Kaweah rates. The Service Charge is a readiness-to-serve 
charge which is applicable to 811 metered service and to which is to be added 
thQ mont.hly charge computed at the ~antity Rates. 

( Continued) 
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TABLE I 

( C<lntinl1ed) 

Comparison of' M:Jnt,h~Y Rates 

RESIDLIrI'IAL FLAT RATE SERVICE . 
Single-family residential unit, including 
premises having the following areas, 

6,000 sq. ft. or less ••••••••••••••• 
6,O:)l to 10,000 sq. ft. • •••••••••••••• 

10,001 to 12,000 sq.ft •••••••••••••••• 

Present 
Kawoah Excluding 
Area Ka.weah 

$ 4.86 
6.49 
8.00 

12,000 sq.ft. or less ••••••••••••••• $ 3.9.2 
12,001 to 16,000 sq.ft •••••••••••••••• 
16,001 to 25,000 sq.ft •••••••••••••••• 
Over 12,()(X) sq. ft. , per 100 sq. ft. 

Each additional single-family unit 

Each evaporative-type air cooler, 
Hay through September, 

•••• 
••••• 

.033 

ReCirculating ••••••••••••••••••••••••• .28 
NOn-recirculating ••••••••••••••••••••• .56 

~.oo 
10.01 

3.91 

e 

Entire District 
Proposed 

For 1971 After 1911 Authorized 

$ 5.70 $ 5.71 $ 5.31 
7.W 7.70 7.18 
9.38 9.49 8.85 

9.3S 9.49 8.85 
11.00 11.95 11.14 

4.65 4.71 4.38 

» • 
~ 
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Applic~~t's studies show that an average commercial metered 
customer (business and residential) uses about 59,000 cubic feet of 
water per year, or 49 Ccf (hundreds of cubic feet) per month. For 
a customer with a standard 5/8 x 3/4-inch meter, the charge for that 
quantity of water under present rates is $11.62 per month in the 
Kaweah Tariff Area and $10.38 in the rest of the Visalia District. 
At applicant's proposed rates for the year 1977, the corresponding 
monthly charge would be $12.21, or five percent higher than under 
present Kaweah rates and 1$ percent higher than under the present 
rates in the rest of the Visalia District. At applicant's prcposed 
rates for subsequent years, the corresponding monthly charge 
would be $12.27, or six percent hi~~er than under present Kaweah 
rates and 1S percent higher tr~n under the present rates in the rest 
of the Visalia District. At the rates authorized herein, the 
corresponding monthly charge will be $11.26, or three percent lower 
than under present Kaweah rates and $ percent higher than under the 
present rates in the rest of the Visalia District. Because of the' 
institution of ftlU'eline" rates, the percentage increases will vary, 
depending upon usage. 

Comparisons of present, proposed, and authorized flat 
rates are more complex than the foregOing comparisons of rates for 
metered service. T.~is is due to the significant differences in 
format and level of the present Kaweah rates, as compared with the 
present rates in the rest of the Visalia District. The latter 
rates, those proposed by applicant and those authorized herein, follow 
the standardized grouping of lot sizes already prescribed by the 
CommiSSion for essentially all of applicant'S other flat rate systems. 

At the time applicant acquired its Kaweah water system 
from a predeceosor, the rest of the system had just been the subject 
of a general rate proceeding. At that time, applicant did not 
request any change in the former Kaweah rates. It is apparent, 
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however, that the two interconnected portions of the Visalia system 
are operated by the same personnel, ~tilize the same type of well 
sourcc~and have pressures stablilized by means of the same types of 
elevated storage tanks. U~der these circumstances, it is reasonable 
that the Kaweah c~stcmers no longer have a preferential rate and 
th~t uniform rates be ~pplied throughout the district. The large 
percentage increases for the Kaweah ne.t rate customers are due to 
the abnormally low and noncompensatory present Kaweah flat rates. 
Thu~, when both the Kaweah rates and the rates for the rest of the 
Visalia District are brought up to the same level, as requested by 

applicant and as authorized herein, the result is the non~~iform 
increases shown on the following Table II fer various lot sizes: 

TABLE II 

Cornnarison of Flat Rate Increases 

Increases 
Pro ':)0 sed. 

~or i277 Af'ter 19i7 Authorized 
Lot Size Amount Percent Arr,ount Percent Amount Percent 

Kaweah Area 

6,000 sq. ft. $1.78 45% $1.$5 47% $1.45 37% 
10,000 sq. ft. 3.68 94 3.78 96 3.26 $3 
16,000 sq. ft. 4.14 79 4.25 81 3.61 69 
25,000 sq. ft. 3.59 44 3.74- 46 2.93 36 

Balance of District 
6,000 sq. ft. 0.84 17 0.91 19 0 .. 51 10 

10,000 sq .. ft. 1.11 17 1.21 19 0.69 11 
16,000 sq. ft. 1.38 17 1.49 19 0 .. $5 11 
25,000 sq. ft. 1.73 17 1.88 19 1.07 11 
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Results of Operation 
Witnesses for applica~t and the Commission staff have 

analyzed and estimated applicant's operational results. Summarized 
in the following Table Ill, based upon Exhibit No. 14, the final 
reconciliation exhibit sponsored joL~tly by applicant and the staff, 
ar~ the estimated results of operation for the test year 1977, under 
present rates and under those proposed by applicant for the year 
1977. 

Applicant's original estimates were completed in October 
1975. Between then and the completion date of the staff's exhibit, 
several changes took place in rates for purchased power, ad valorem 
taxes, and other expenses, some of which have been reflected in 
offeet increases in applicant's rates. Also, additional data became 
available as to actual numbers of customers, year-end 1975 plant 
balances, and other recorded data. In addition, another full year's 
weather data became available for use in adjusting recorded 
co~sumption to normal weather conditions. Further, a standardized 
method of estimating normal consumption by use of computer 
technology in lieu of the formerly accepted graphical ~ethod has 
been developed recently by a joint committee of industry and 
Commission staff representatives. 

Instea.d of amending the estioated su.":llDaries of earnings 
each time a change took place, applicant kept the Commission staff 
advised of changes and new data so they could be reflected in the 
staff's est.imates. T'nc applicant stipulated to the staff's updated 
estic.ate3. This eliminated all issues .~rith respect to sut'Jmary of 
earnings, as ohcwn on Table II!. 
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TABLE III 

Reconciliation of Applicant's and Staff's Summar,y of Earnings 
Test Year 1977 

(Dollars in Thousands) 

Both 
A~E1icant's Estimates Estimates Staff'~ Est~~3tes 

lli!!1 Orifar ChtbjC Modified 
~ Orifejal 

(c) 
PRESENl' RATES 

Operating Revenues Sl,137.4 $125.8 Sl,263.2 $34.7 $1,228.5 
O~erati~ Expenses 

Operation & Maintenance 393·3 65.0 458.3 32.4- 425.9 
Admin. & General Misc. 28.9 2.2 31 .. 1 31.1 
Taxes Other than Income 152.1 9.7 161.8 2.1 159·7 
Depreciation 136.4 ~2.7~ 133.7 133.7 
Amortiz. SCF'I' 3.1 3.1 
G .. O. Prorated Expenses 109.6 2.6 112.2 112.2 
Income Taxes 28.7 18.0 4.6.7 0.1 46.6 -

Total Expenses 852.1 91·7 943·8 34.6 909.2 
Net Operating Revenues 285.3 34.1 319.4 0.1 319.3 

e Depl~c. Rate Base 3,864.5 (47 .. 0) 3,817.5 3,817.5 

Rate of Return 7.3~ 0.99~ 8.37% 0.01% 8.36% 
PROPOSED RATES 

Operating Revenues $1,351.5 S128.1 $1,479.6 $34.7 $1,4.44.9 
~rat~ Expenses 

O~eration & Maintenance 393·3 65.0 4.58.3 32.4 425.9 
Admin. & General Mi~c. 28.9 2.2 31.1 31.1 
Taxes 0 ther than Income 152.1 9 .. 7 161.8 2.1 159.7 
Dc~reciation 136.4- ~2.7~ 133.7 133 .. 7 
Amortiz. sen 3·1 3.1 
G.O. Prorated. Expenses 109.6 2.6 112 .. 2 112.2 
Income Taxes l1J..5 19.'3 160.8 0.1 160.7 -

TotaJ. Expenses 964.9 9:3.0 1,057.9 34.6 1,02:3·3 
Net Operating Revenues 386.6 35.1 42l.7 0.1 42l.6 
De~rec. Rate Base 3,864.5 (47.0) ,3,817.5 3,817.5 
Rate ot Return 10.00% 1 .. 05% 11.05% 0.01% 11.04% 

(Red Figure) 

(Footnotes to TABLE nI on next page) 
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(a) 

(b) 

(c) 

(d.) 

(e) 

TABLE III 
(Footnotes) 

Applic~t's e~tim~tes, summarized on applicant's ~bit NO.6, 
Page ll-4.. 
Effect of applicant's adoption of ,taff's modified estimates. 

Modified applicant's estimates, consisting of the sum of COl~~ 
(a) and (b) of this table, and modified staff's estimates, 
consisting of the sum of Columns Cd) and (e) of this table. 
Effect of sta!f's adjustment to payroll expense Ilnd to include 
the offset rate increases authorized oy Resolution No. W-1S9S. 
Stafr's estimates, 3UIIlI'Ilarized in ~tatr' s Exhibit No. 12, peges 
3 and 4., Lines 3-17. 

Consumption Per Co~~ercial Custo~er 
Applicant's original estimate of 607.6 eCl per commercial 

customer for the year 1977 was consumption-based, using a preliminary 
proposed method of estimating then being considered by the joint e committee of industry and CODJI:lission staff representatives 
he:-einbefore mentioned. Subsequently, certain in .. prcvements and 
mo.difications were incorporated in the final me~hod adopted by the 
committee. The stafr applied that fj.nal method to total metered 

~commercial consumption and updated weather statistics. Using 
that method, the estimate of probable nor~ consumption per 
commercial customer is 585.7 Ccf per year. Applicant concurred 
with the staff estimate, and it will therefore be adopted. 
Water Conservation 

Applicant presented, as E~~ibit No.3, a comprehensive 
review of its efforts to effect ~ter conservation. 

Applicant's witnecs testified that part of the present 
program has been in effect for several years. Although it is 
impossible to separate the efrects of this program from all other 
possible causes of the changes i~ normal consumption per customer, 
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the witness s~ated that, in his op~n~on, a~ least a portion of the 
change in usage can reasonably be at~ributed to the conservation 
pr.o gram. In this regard, we note that, in most districts, the 
general trend in usage per co~mercial customer was upward until about 
the year 1970 and downward since that year. We would rate the 
program and its results as satisfactory. No adjustment in rate 
of return is warranted. 
Rate 0 r Return 

The appropriate rate o£ return for applicant's operations 
is discussed in detail in the decision on Application No. 56159, 
relating to applic~~t's East Los k~geles District. In that 
deciSion, ~~ concluded that the staff reco~endation of a 9.85 
percent return on rate base anc 12.78 percent return on common 
steck equity strikes a reasonable balance between consumer's 
short-term interests in the lowest rates possible ~~d his long-term 
interests in ensuring that applicant c~~ obtain the financing 
nec~ssary to maintain goed service. 
Trend in Rate of Return 

Applicant's ~~ibit No.8 shows that for a three-year 
test period at present rates,even with offset rate increases covering 
such items as wage increases and higher tax rates and rates for 
purchased power,~ an average annual decline of 0.20 percent per 
year would still be expected. Applicant's exhibit does not show 
the corresponding decline at the proposed rates because those rates 
incorporate step increases deSigned to just offset the decline that 
otherwise would occur. The staff's Exhibit No. 12 shows a decline 
of 0.25 percent between the test years 1976 and 1977 at present 
rates and a corresponding decline of 0.27 percent if applicant'S 1977 

aI Such items are normally dealt with by ~dvice letter rate 
procedures. 
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proposed rates were applied to both years. The staff witness 
reco~ended against step rates but recommended that a 0.20 percent 
ottrition in the rate of return attributed to l~rge ~~creases in rate 
base be considered in setting rates for this district. Applicant's 
witness stated that, although he felt the step rates were somewhat 
more equitable, he took no issue with the staff's recommendation. 

The comparative rates of return for two successive test 
years, or for a series of test years, are indicative of the future 
trend in rate of return only if the rates of change of major 
individual components of revenues, expe~se~ and rate base in the 
test years are reasonably indicative of the future trend of those 
items. Distortions caused by abnormal, nonrecurrin&or sporadically 
recurring changes in revenues, expenses, or rate base items must 
be avoided to provide a valid basis for projection of the 
anticipated future trend in rate of return. 

As an indication of the reasonableness of the trend in 
tt rate of return which would be derived from using only the two 

teet years 1976 and 1977, applicant prepared Exhibit No.8, a 
comprehensive analysis of the many changes in recorded items of 
revenues, expenses, and rate base during the years 1970 through 
1974 and a corresponding analysiS covering the estimated years 1975 
through 1978. . Applicant analyzed and evaluated distortions during 
the recorded years caused by such factors as changes in its water 
rates and changes in income tax rates and allowances. 

In some prior deciSions in rate proceedL~gs involving 
other districts of applicant, the apparent future trend in rate of 
return has been offset by the authorization of a level of rates to 
remain in effect for several years and designed to produce, on 
the average over that period, the rate of return found reasonable. 
In other deciSions, the Commission authorized step rates designed to 
maintain, in each of several future years, the rate of return found 
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reasonable. In view of the staff's stated policy against step 
rates, ~nct applicant's acquiescence to single-level rates which 
would produce the same result as step rates over a given period, we 

will deny applicant's original request for step rates. 
The rate increase authorized herein will not be in effect 

for any part of the year 1976. With the indicated future trend in 
rate of return, the 10.05 percent return for the test year 1977 
under the level of rates authorized herein should produce rates of 
·return of 10.05 percent, 9.$5 percent, ~~d 9.65 percent, resp~ctively, 
for 1977, 197$, and 1979, or an average rate of ret~n of 9.85 
percent for the three-year period. 
Pending Investi~ation 

~ Comprehensive studies have been ~~d are bei~g made by 
the CommiSSion staff of officers' salaries and expense reimbursements 
of ~any major California u~ilities. At the time of submission of 
this application, the staff had commenced, but not yet completed, 
such a study applicable to applicant's operations. The staff's 

studies and applicant's response were presented at hearings h~ld 
in s~n Francisco on Nc~ember 30 ~nd December 2 and 3. 1976 in 

Application No. 56186, applicant's Chico-Hamilton City District 
rate proceeding. The maxi~um adjust~ents result~g from this 
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additional evidence would have a minimal effect upon the rates 
authorized herein. It would therefore not be reasonable to delay 
this decision to await careful review by the Commission of the 
additional evidence. Applicant stipulated that the maximum staff 
adjustment could be reflected in the six rate proceedings now 
pending. If such adjustment ic later found to be inappropriate by 
a final order in Application No. 561$6, applicant offered to forego 
the additional revenue requirement until such time as it must again 
seek rate relief for other reasons. Pursuant to applicant's 
stipulation, the ~inor adjustment reco~~ended by one of the staff 
witnesses will be incorporated in the Summary of Earnings at 
authorized rates. 

4t Sumcary of E~rnings at Authorized RAtes 
The following Table IV is derived fro~ Col~~ (c) of 

Table III, modified to reflect the rates authorized herein in 
lieu of applicant's present rates and expanded to show a more 
detailed breakdown of the various items of revenues and expenses: 
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TAStE IT 

Summarl of Earnings - Test Year 1977 
( Dollars in Thousands) 

Applicant 
@ Present Authorized 

Item Rates Changes -
Operat~ Revenues 

Metered S 326.2 S 34,., 
Commercial F1o.t Rate 915.2 99.3 
Fire Protection & Miscellaneo~3 21.8 

Total Revenues 1,26;3.2 133·8 
0EeratL~g ~en$e3 

Opere & Maint., Admin. &. Genl., & Mi3C. 
Purchased Power 170.7 
Total PDYrOll 213.6 
Other Operation « Maintenance 92.7 
Other Admin. &: Genl. &. Misc. 12.4 

Total.. Oper. « M.:ci.nt., Admin. & 
Genl., & Misc. 429 .. 4 

Taxes 0 ther than Income 
Ad Valorem 147.1 
Locol Taxes 1.0 
Payroll Taxes l~':-l 

Total Taxes 0 ther than Income 161.8 
Depreciation 1:33·7 
0.0. Prorated Expense~ 

Payroll - Union Contract 19.8 
- Other 22 .. 7 ~* - Totlll P:lYl"Oll 42·5 2.0 

Payroll Taxes 3.1 
Other 0.0. Prorated Expenses 66.6 . 
Tot~l G.O. Prorated ~n5es 112.2 {2.0) 

Su.btot.a.J. 897.1 (2.0) 
Income Taxes 

Incom.e Taxes Before Invest. Tax Cred.i t 72.6 71 .. 4 
Inv¢$tment Tax Cre<i1t @ lC% (2~19) 

Total Income Taxe~ 4h z7 TIa4 
Total Operating Expenses 943.8 71..4 

Net Operating Revenues 319.4 64.4-
DepreCiated Rate Ba~e 3.,.817.5 
&1t!-, of R~t-,~ 

Before Attr1t~on Adjustment 8.37% 1.68% Attrition Adj~tmont ~O.20) 
After Attrition Adju~tment 8.37% l.48% 

(Red Figure) 

*Adj~t'men't re~ommonded b:; the :I't:.a.!t componsation witness. 
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Adopted 
Rates 

$ :360.7 
1,0J.4..; 

21.8 
1,397.0 

170.7 
213.6 
92.7 
12.4-

4$9 .. 4 

147.1 
1.0 
1~·1 

161.8 
1:33·7 

19 .. 8 
20·1 
4.0·5 

,3.1 
66.6 

110.2 
895.1 

l44..0 
~2~·2) 
118.1 

1 1013.2 

38:3.3 
3,,817.5 

10.05% 
~O.20) 
9.85% 
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The more detailed breakdown in Table IV will provide a 
basis for review of future advice letter requests for rate increase 
or decreases to offset changes not reflected in either the test 
year 1977 or in the trend in rate of return adopted as the basis 

. for the rates authorized herein. 
The purchased power rates used by the staff for the test 

years 1976 and 1977 are the current rates which became effective 
December 31, 1975. The wage rates used for union employees are 
the 1977 contract rates already established. vfuen wage rates for 
other employees are established, any adjustment will presumably 
be the subject of part of the expense changes to be offset by 
future advice letter requests. Applicant took no exception to this 
procedure. The composite effective ad valorem tax rate of 2.749 
percent of the dollars of beginning-of-year net plant plus materials 
and supplies is that applicable to the fiscal year 1975-76. The 
payroll tax rates and coverages are the current ones which became 
effective January 1, 1976. 

The city of Visalia has not availed itself of the 
proviSions of General Order No. 103 which relieve the fire protectio~ 
agency from monthly charges for public fire hydra.~t service under 
specific conditions set forth in detail in the General Order. 
Li£eline Rates 

The staff suggested in ~~ibit No. 12 that the rate for 
the first 500 cubic foot (lifeline) block and the service charge for 
a 5/8 x 3/4-inch meter not be increased over those now in effect 
outside of the K~we~~ area. The co~p~~y did not challenge this 
proposal. The rates authorized herein i~plement that suggestion. 
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Findings 
1. Applicant is in need of additional revenues but the rates 

requested would produce an excessive rate of return. 
2. The adopted estimates, previously discussed herein, of 

operating revenues, operating expenses, and rate base for the test 
year 1977, and an annual decline of 0.20 percent in rate of return, 
reasonably indicate the probable range of results of applicant's 
operations for the near future. 

3. ~~ average rate of return of 9.$5 percent on applicant's 
rate base for 1977, 1975, ~~d 1979 is reasonable. The related 
average rate of return on common equity over the three-year period 
is 12.7$ percent. 

4. The increases 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 herein, are for the future unjust and unreasonable. e 5. It is reasonable to apply uniform rates tr..roughout 
applicant's Visalia District. 

6. The increase in rates is approxim$te1y $133,$00. 
The Commission concludes that the application should be 

granted to the extent provided by the following order. 

o R D E R -- ........... 
IT IS ORDERED th~t, after the effective date of this 

order, applicant California Water Service Company is authorized 
to file for its Visalia District the revised rate schedules attached 
to this order as Appendix A, and concurrently to withdraw its 

present Kaweah Tariff Area Schedule No. KA-l. Such filing shall 
comply with General Order No. 96-A. The effeet~ve date of the 
revised schedules shall be four days after the date of filing. 

-17-
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The revised schedules shall apply only to service rendered on and 
after the effective date thereof. 

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

Dated at ___ S:_:lll_Frnn_ClSCIO_" __ , California, this __ /..:.7_~ __ _ 
MAY day of _______ , 1977. 

COltIIll.ssio:lers 
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APPENDIX A 
Pa.ge 1 or :2 

Schedule No. VS-l 

Visalia Tariff Area 

GEN'ERAL M8TERED SERVICE 

APPLICABILITY 

Applicable to a.ll metered water service. 

TERRITORY 

Visalia and vicinity, Tulare Cou."'l.ty. 

Scrvi ce Charge: 

For 5/S x 3/4-inch meter •••••••••••••••••••• 
For 3/4-inch ~eter •••••••••••••••••••• 
For l-ineh meter •••••••••••••••••••• 
For l~inch meter .....••••••••••••••• 
For 2-inch meter ...•..•••.•.••.••••. 
For 3~in~~ meter .••.•••••••••••••••• 
For 4-inch meter ....•••..•.••••..•.• 
For 6-ineh meter : •.•.••.•.•••••.•••• 
For 8-~~ch meter ••••••••••.••.•••••• 
For lQ-inch meter .•..••••••••.•....•. 

Quantity Rates: 

Per Meter 
Per Month 

$ 2.64-
3 .. 28 
4.kS 
6.2:1 
8.06 

14 .. 90 
20 .. 26 
33. 'T.3 
50.31 
62.28 

For the first 500 cu.ft.~ ?er 100 cu.ft. •••• $ 0.158 

(I) 

I 
(I) 

For all over $~ cu.ft., per 100 cu.~t. •••• .178 (I) 

The SerJice Charge is ~ readiness-to-serve (1) 
charge which is applicable to all metered 1 
service and to which is to be added the j 
monthly charge COltputed a.t the Quantity Rates. (T) 
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APPU CABILITY 

APPENDIX A 
P~ge 2 of 2 

Schedule No. VS-ZR 

Visalia Tariff A~ea 

RESI~N'I'IAL ~ Ea1'.E. SERVICE 

Applicable to all flat rate residential water service. 

TERRITORY 

Visali~ and vicinity, ~e County. 

Per Service Connection 
'?e~ Month 

For a single-fami~ residential unit, 
including premises ha\~g the following area: 

6,000 sq. ft. or less 
6,001 to lO,ooo sq.it. 

10,001 to l6,000 sq.tt. 
16,OOl to 25,000 sq.it. 

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

. ........................... . 
•••••••••• •• • •••••••••• ft. . ........................... .. 

For each additional $inglo-£~~ly residential 
unit on the same prem:!.se$ and served frot'. the 
same service connoction ••••••••••• ~ •••••••••••••••••• 

SPEClAL CONDITIONS 

$ 5.J7 
7.l8 
8 .. $5 

11.14 

(I) 

(I) 

1. The ~bove il~t rates appl1 to service connections not larger than 
one inch in diameter .. 

2. All service not covered by the above claSsifications shall be 
furnished only on a metered basis .. 

J. For service covered by the above classifications, if the utility 
or the customer so elects, a ~eter shall be installed and service provided 
under Schee.ule No. VS-l, General Metered Service. 
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56134 Zl. 
56159 D. 
56186 D. 
56208 D. 
56225 D. 
56251 D .. 87338 

vJATER RATE INCREASE FOR CALIFOR.\"IA vlATER SERVI~E COMPA!.\Y 

CO~SSIO~"ER 'ilILLIA.'-r SYMOX~, JR., Disser.ti.'"l.9';. 

It is silly to ~'"l.troduce give-away water rates at a t~~e wh~'"l. Cali-

fornia is facing the worst drought ~'"l. recorded history. ! ~~ re£err~'"l.g to 

the eu?hemistically-ter:ned TTli£eli.'"l.eft provision which the Co:-n.':\issio:l 

..... '................ t ...... .... .... 00. maJor::. ... y t.\a.'"l.c.a ... es ::.n ... o ..... ::.s wa er compa:-.y :pr::'c:l.r'.g sl.o'I'Uc ... ure.... aye 

This a:i?:i?ears to be a knee-j erk ca:-ry-over fro:n "1ifel~"1en i.."'l.Stalie6. 

our natural gas and electrio utility tarifrs. aut nc ~as~ :c~ need nas 

~ec~ est~~ishcd ~~ the water cases. 

It is a ~lair. :act that water prices h~ve not escalated ~~e energy 

?:'ices have. Water prices are ::todest. T:'1ere is no argul'nent for the 

e Xeit'her has the Legislature :i:n the c.::.se of W.!l::G'l' seen it 1'l.eCessary to m.;m.c;c::t:e 

s~bsidy. 

A :naxim~~ conservation effort is essential ~'"l. the face of our severe 

wate:::- sno:':age.. To relieve a..'1y class 0: water-users 0: their fail' sn4lre 0: 
~he increased costs~o serve them water,has t'he CO~'1ter productive effect of 

preventir.g natural p:::-ice signals to encourage reduced consumption. T'1ifeli.."1eTT' 

:E:::-~ezes the first 500 cubic feet of water used tor all resid~~tial customc:::-s. 

So this confused price signal is sent to a" resider~ia1 users. This is the 

$U~$titution of nonsense for public policy. 

Sa'1 FranCiSCO, califo~nia 
~ay 17, 1977 


