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Application No. S7329 
In the Matter of the Application of ) 
CALIFORNIA WATER SERVICE COMPA.~, ) 
a corporation, for an order author- ) 
izinq it to increase :ates charged ) 
for water service in the King City ) 
Distriet. ) 

(Filed May 23, 1977; amended 
~une 1, 1977 and August 31, 1977) 

-------------------------------) 
McCutchen, Doyle, Brown & Enersen, by 

Crawford Greene, Attorney at Law, for 
applica.~t. 

Jasper Williams and Elmer Sjostrom, 
Attorneys at Law, ana Ernst G. Knolle, 
Kenneth Chew, Benny Y. B. Ta~ana 

d ~ th C' ~<t: A. V. Gar e, .0: e omm~ss~on sta._. 

INTERIM OPINION 

Applicant california Water Service Company seeKS authority 
to increase rates for water service in its King City District. The 
proposed annual step rates through the year 1980 would increase 
annual revenues by a total of $72,900 or 39 pere~~nt. Appliea.~t 

also requests a preliminary order granting partial rate relief which 
would increase annual revenues by $31,000, or 16 percent, pending 
final dispoSition of this proceeding. 

Pu.blic heari~g was held. in Ki~g Ci'Cy o~ Oc'tobe::- 6, 1977. Copies 
o~ 'the orlgi:lal app11catio:l 3."'lc. a:nend::le:ltS haC. 'been se::"Ved; notice o! !ili~g 
'=>f t.h~ application published and. mailed t., ctls-:o::ers; a..."'lC. :lotice o! hea.-ing 
publishe.d, :aile-d 'Co cust.o::l~rs, and P08t~, in e.ecorda.."'lc~ with this 
Coc:nission's Rules of Practice a.."ld. P::-ocedu.re. T.ne interi:l rate 
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~ relief phase of the application was submitteQ on October 6, 1977, 
subject to receipt of applieant's brief by November 8, 1977 and 
reeeipt of reply briefs within 10 additional Qays~ Applicant's 
brief was fileQ November 7, 1977. A reply brief in opposition to 

the inter~ rate relief was fileQ by the Commission staff reeom­
mending that the interim relief be deferred until completion of the 
staff studies in early April, 1978. 

Following notice to all appearances, adjourned hearings 
were held, on a consolidated record with pending applications 
involving four other of 'applicant's Qistricts, befcre Administrative 
Law Judge Gilman in San Francisco on April 10, l~and 12 and in 
Stockton on April 13 and 14, 1978. This application was submitted 
for final decision on April 14, 1978, subject to receipt of con­
current opening briefs by May 4, 1978 ~~d reply briefs by Y~y 14, 

1978. An opening brief was filed by applicant and a reply brief was 
filed by the staff. . 

In support of the request for rate relief in this district, 
applicant presented testimony of its viee president in charge of 
regulatory matters. Testimony applicable to overall company opera­
tions has been presented by witnesses for applicant and the 
Commission's staff in pending Application No. 57328, the Stockton 
District rate proceeding. That evidence was incorporated by reference 
in the King City District proceeding. 

The Commission presentation for ~~is district was made 
~~rough three engineers. No customers presented any testimony or 
statements at the hearings. 

Service Area and Water System 
Applicant owns and operates water systems in 21 districts 

in California. Its King City District includes all of the incorporated 
city of King City, together with contiguous territory in Monterey 
County. The terrain is relatively flat, with elevations ranging 
from 300 feet to 340 feet above sea level. The population within 
the area served is esti=ated at 3,700. 
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Water for the Kinq City District is obtained from six 
company-owned wells located throughout the service area. All well 
pumps are electrically powered and three of thElm have a seconaary 
source of power. The primary control of the well ana two booster 
pumps is by float switch in the elevated tank ~~d by pressure 
governors. 

The transmission and distribution system includes about 
18 miles of mains, ranging in size up to 12-1nehes, and approximately 
100,000 gallons.of storage capacity in an elevated t~~. There 
are about 1,150 metered services, seven private fire protection 
services, and 115 public fire hydr~~ts. 

Service 
There has been only one informal eo~laint to the 

Co~~ission from this aistrict during the periOd from January 1976 
through August 1977. Utility recores indieate that customer 
complaints received at applicant's district office were quickly 
resolved. The absence of any test~ny or statements of any 
customers at the hearing is a further indication that service is 
satisfactory •. 

Rates 
Applic~~t's present tariffs for ~~is district consist 

primarily of schedules for general metered service and public 
fire hydrant service. 

Applicant proposes to increase its rates for general 
metered service. 

The following Table I presents a comparison of applicant's 
present and proposed general metered service rates and those 
authorized herein: 
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e TAW I e 
COMPARISON OF MONTHLY RATES 

Present- Proposed Rates I /\uthorized Rates 
Rates 1918 1~79 ~ i978 

Service Charge: 
For 5/8 x 3/4-inch meter ••••• $ 3.37 $ 3.37 $ 3.55 $ 3.95 $ 3.37 
For 3/4-inch meter ••••• 3.68 4.60 5.20 5.8Q 4.40 
For l-inch moter ••••• 5.00 6.40 7.10 7.90 6.00 
For 1-I/2-lnch moter ••••• 6.92 8.80 9.90 11.10 8.40 
For 2-lnch meter ••••• 8.90 11.30 12.80 14.20 11.00 
For 3-inch meter ••••• 16.34 21.00 24.00 26.00 20.00 
For 4-inch motel' ••••• 22.42 28.00 32.00 36.00 27.00 
For 6-lnch meter ••••• 36.61 47.00 53.00 60.00 45.00 
For 8-inch meter ••••• 54.85 70.00 19.00 89.00 67.00 
• "or 10-inch meter ••••• 68.02 81.00 96.00 110.00 83.00 

Quantity Rates: 
For the first 300 eu.ft., 

per 100 cu. fl ••••••••••••• • • 0.243 0.305 0.320 0.334 0.254 

.·or the nexl 200 cu.ft., 
per 100 cu.ft ••••••••••••••• .243 .401 .426 .446 

For allover 500 cu.ft., 
per 100 cu.fl ••••••••••••••• .314 .407 .426 .446 

Fo),' allover )00 cu. ft •• 
pOl' 100 cu. ft ••••••••••••••• 0.)61 

The Service Charge is applicable to all metered service. 
It is a readiness-to-serve charge to which is added the 
charge computed at the Quantity Rates for water used 
during the month. . 

1979 1980 

$ 3.37 $ 3.55 
4.80 5.20 
6.50 1.10 
9.00 10.00 

12.00 13.00 
22.00 24.00 
30.00 32.00 
49.00 53.00 
73.00 79.00 
91.00 98.00 

0.264 0.274 

0.383 0.j93 

. 
• Authorized by Resolution NQ, W·219l, dated July 26, 1911, in response to applicant's Ad~l~e 

Letter 551. 

f Sol forth in applicanl's Exhibit 7, which reflects the staff recommendations as to 
"Lifelino· rate guidelines. 
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Staff studies., with which applicant concurs, show that 

an Average commercial customer (business and residential) will 
use About 32,000 cubic feet of water per year, or 27 Ccf (hundreds 
of cubic feet) per month. For a customer with a standard S/8 x 3/4-
inch meter, the charge for that quantity of water under present 
rates is $11.49 per month. At applicant's proposed step rates for 
the years 1978, 1979 and 1980 ,the corresponding monthly charges 
would be., respectively, $l4.05, S14.73 and $l5.66, or 22, 28 and 36 
percent higher than under present rates_ At the rates authorized 
herein, the eorresponding monthly charges would be, respectively, 
$l2.94, $13.35, and $13.92, or 13, l6, and 21 pereent higher than 
under present rates. 

Results of Operation 
Witnesses for applic~~t and ~~e Commission staff have 

analyzed and estimated applicant's operAtional results. S~rized 

in the follOWing Table s II-A and":8, basec! upon Exhibit 6, but expanded 
to show 4 more detailed breakdown of the various items of revenues and 
expenses; are 'the estimated results of operation for the test years 
1978 and 1979 under present rates, under those proposed by applicant, 
and under the rates Authorized he:ein. 
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T.Am.E II-A 

SUl!'.lll:lr.~ of Earn1nS! - Test Year 1918 
(Dollars in lhoU4&nds) 

" 

AE;211eant Staff 
Present Proposed Present Proposed Adopted 

~ Rates Rates Rates Rates RAtes 

02erat1ng Revenues 

Metered • $179.1 $223.1 $192.6 $240.9 S22l.7 
Fire Protection & Misc. 5.0 5.0 5.2 5.2 5.2 --

Total Operating Revenues 184 .. 1 228.1 197.8 246.1 226.9 
0lerating E~enses 

0.& x .. A.& c. & Mise·. 

Purcnased Power 20.1 20.1 21.4 21..4 21.4 
Pa.yroll 34.5 34.5 36.8 36 .. 8 36.8 
Other 0.& M. Exp. 18.5 18.5 20 .. 1 20.1 20.1 
Other A .. & G. & Mlse. 4.7 4.1 3.8 3.8 3.8 

Total 0 .. & M •• A.& C. 
& Mise.. Expenses 77.8 77.8 82 .. 1 82.1 82.1 

Taxes Other Than Income 

At. Va.lorem 15 .. 4 15 .. 4 13.5 13.5 13.5 
_payrOll 2.3 2.3 2.4 2 .. 4 2 .. 4 

Other 1.9 2.4 2.1 2 .. 6 2.4 
Total Taxes Other 

Than Income 19.6 20.1 18.0 18.5 18.3 
DeEreciat10u 19.2 19.2 21.4 21.4 21 .. 4 
c.o. Prorated E~ense$ 

Payroll & Benefits 11.3 11.3 13.0 13.0 13.0 
Payroll Taxes 0.4 0.4 0.6 0.6 0 .. 6 
Other Prorate txp .. 4.5 4.5 6.2 6.2 6.2 

Total G.O. Prorated 
Expenses 16 .. 2 16.2 19.8 19.8 19 .. 8 

Ineome Taxes 

Incl .. Taxes Before I.T.C. 8.0 30.9 10.5 35·.6 2$.7 
Investment Tax Credit ~4.S) .• (4.5, ~4':.9) (4.9) ~4.9) 

Total Income Taxes 3.5 26.4 5.6 30 .. 7 20.8 
Total Operating Expenses 136.3 159.7 146 .. 9 l72 .. 5 162.4 

Net Operating Revenues 47.8 68 .. 4 $0 .. 9 13.6 64..5 
Rate Base 659.1 659.1 648 .. 5 648.5 648.$ . 
Rate of Rettml 7.2S~ lO.38.% 7.8S'" ll.3~ 9.9S~ 

Average Services 1_154 1,184 l.l84 
e1es - KCc.f 401.5 438.6 438.6 

(Red P'1gt1re) 
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tABLE II-B 

e Summa:! of Eat"l:l1n&! - Tes~ Year 1979 

(Dollars in 'Ihou.s.anda) . 

AE:211ean~ Staff 
Present Proposed Preseue Proposed. Mopee4 

~ Rates RAtes Rates R:r.tes Rates 

£2erating Revenues 

~.ete.red. $180.2 $237.1 $196.0 $259.3 $~4-9 
Fire Protection & Misc. S.l S.l 5.3 5.3 5.3 

Total' Oper&t1ng Rev~nue~ 185.3 . 242.2 201.3 264.6 240.2 
O~ratins EXE!nses 

0.& M. z A.& C. & Misc'. 

Purchased Power 20.2 20.2 21.8 21.8 21.8 
Payroll 36.7 36 .. 7 39.9 39.9 39.9 
Other 0.& M. Exp. 19 .. 6 19.6 21.1 21.1 21.1 
Other A.& C. & M1$c. 1 •• 7 4.7 3.9 3.9 3.9 

'Ioul 0.& M. ~ A .. & C. 
&- Mac. Expensu 81.2 81.2 86.7 86 .. 7 86.7 

Taxes Other Than Income 

Ad Valorem 17.0 17.0 14.6 14.6 14.6 
_payroll 2.4 2.4 2.7 2.7 2.7 

Other 2.0 2.5 2.1 2.7 2.5 
Total Taxes Other 

'!han Income 21.4 21.9 19.4 20 .. 0 19.8 
'l)epr~ciation 20.8 20.8 22.4 22.4 22.4 
C.O. Prorated E~ses 

Payroll & :Benefits, 12.0 12.0 14.0 14.0 14.0 
Payroll Taxes 0.4 0.4 0.6 0.6 0.6 
Other Prorate Exp. 4.6 4.6 6.7 6.7 6.7 

Iotal C.O. Prorated 
Expenses 17.0 17.0 21.3 21 .. 3 21.3 

Income TaxeSi 

Inc.1. Taxes Before I.T.C. 2;..1 31.8 . 6.0 39.0 26.3 
Inves alent Tax Credit -!.5.1) (5.1) (5 .. 5) ~5..s) (5.5) 

Total Income Taxes (3.0) 26 .. 7 0.5 33.5 2O.S 
l'ow Ope.rat1ug Expenses l37.4 l67.6 150.3 l83.9 171~O 

Net Opera.ting Revenues 47.9 74.6 51.0 80 .. 7 69.2' 
Rate :Base 718.8 718.8 695.9 695.9 6515.9 
Rate of Return 6.6fI1, lO.~ 7.33% ll.59% 9.9~ 

~erage Services 1.165 1~206 1.206 
le.s - ~Q:f 403.4 446.3 446.3 

(Red F1sure), 
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Applicant's original estimates were completed in May 

1977, with a major amenclment made 1n August 1977. Between 
then and the completion date of the staff's exhibit, several chanses 
took place in rates for purehased power, ad valorem taxes, ~~d other 
expenses, some of which have been reflected in offset increases in 
applicant's rates. Also, additional data became available as to 
actual numbers of customers, year-end 1977 plant balances, and other 
recorded data. 

Instead of amending the estimated s~~ries of earnings 
each time a ehange took plaee and each time later data became 
available, applicant kept the Commission staff advised of changes 
and new data so they eould be refleeted in the staff's estimates. 
When the staff exhibits were distributed, applicant checked the 
staff's independent estimates for reasonableness and adopted those 
portions on which there were no issues. For the purpose of this 
proceeding, all of the staff's estimates were aceepted by applieant, 
leaving no issues to be resolved with respect to sucmary of earnings. 

The more detailed breakdown in Tables II-A and~ under adopted 
%esul~s of operation will provide a basis for review of future advice 
letter requests for ~ate increases or decreases to offset chanses 
not reflected in either (1) the test years 1978 and 1979 or (2) the 
t=e~d i~ rate of return into 1980 adopted as the basis for the rates 
au~~orized herein. The purchased power rates are those which became 
effective April 1, 1978 and result in a composite charqe of 5.615 
cents per kwh. The composite equivalent effective ad valoree tAX 
rate of 1.841 percent of the dollars of beqi~~ins-of-ye4r net plant 
plus materials and supplies is that applicable to the fiscal year 
1977-1978. The state and federal income tax rates used are the 
current 9 percent and 48 percent rates, respectively. The invest-
ment tax credit is the current 10 percent applicable to operations. 
The local business license ane franchise tax combined rate used is 
1.041 percent of gross revenue. 
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02erating Revenues 
r-! /-[:; .. ! /''7? 

Both applic~~t and the staff .used the -Modified Bean" 
method, as described in ~~e staff manual, Standa~d Practice U-25, 
to estim~te commercial metered sales. Neither staff nor applicant 
used 1977 recorded data in the resression analysis due to the 
abnormal conservation effect experienced during that drough~ year. 

The methods used by both applicant and the staff ..... ere consistent 
wi~~ guidelines established by the staff and ~~e California Water 
Association'S Consumption-Revenue Estimation Committee. Estimated 
normalized consumption per co~~ercial customer before adjus~nt for 
conservation for bOth 1978 and 1979 test years is 320.2 Cc: in 
applicant's studies and 323.2 Ccf in the staff's studies. This difference 

of less than one percent is d~e to slightly different projections 
of the indicated trend in consumption when data for 1977 ..... as determined 
to be unusable. The drought effects had not been ~~ticipated in the 
standardized guidelines ~~d speci~ic procedures relatins thereto are 

~ not specified. 
Applicant and staff agree that there will be some residual 

conservation even tho~gh the drousht is over. To estimate this 
effect, ~?plicant used a judgmental percentage of the recent recorded 
decline in customer usage. Applicant estimated ~~c long-term 

residu~l conserv~tion effect to ~e 5 percent ~elow the pre-drought 
"normal" for all classes of customers. The staff estimated the 
residual conservation effect to ~e approxim3tcly 1 percent below ~~e 
pre-drousht -normal" for c~=cial and ~ percent for publie authority 
customers. 

I~ August 1977, to arrive at its residual conservation 
effect, applicant estimated 1977 sales to be 15 percent below 
normalized and used one-~~ird of the percentagc difference as the 
r ,.' d 1 . ~~ H th "" &~. .... • • e~~ ua conservat~on c •• ect. owever, e ~ta._, ~n est~ma~~ng ~ts 

residual conservation effect, had later data available ..... hich showed 
recorded 1977 sales to be only about 4 percent ~elow normalized. 
Applic~~t took no exception to the staff's estimate. 
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e Conservation of Water and Power . 
Applicant presented~ in a previous seri~s of rate pro­

ceedings, a comprehensive review of its efforts to' effect water 
conservation. Decision No. 87333 dated May 17 ~ 1977 in Application 
No. 56134, involved applicant's East Los Angeles District, which was 
the initial district of the previous series. That decision included 
a discussion of this subj ect and the finding that applicant's 
conservation program was satisfactory. 

In the current proceeding, applicant presented evidence 
that it is continuing actively to preva!l upon its customers to 
avoid nonbeneficial consumption of water. Also, arplicant has 
followed the recommendation of the Commission staff in Case No. 
lOl14 (the pending Commission investigation into water conservation 
matters) that, in order to conserv'e power, a program of pump 
efficiency testing be established. 
Rate of Return 

In Decision No. 89:110 dated JUL 25 1978 , 1978 in 

e Application No. 57330, applicant r s Salinas District rate proceeding, 
the Commission discussed at some length the basis for its findings 
that rates of return of 9.95 percent on rate base and 12.81 percent 
on eocmon equity are reasonable for applicant's operations for the 
pe'riod £'rem 1978 through 1980. The same discussion, including con­
sideration of quality of service, apply to applicant's King City 
District and need not be repeated in this decision. It should be noted 
that in this proceeding,. rate of return was really the only contested 
issue between staff and applicant. In all other areas, the company 
bas adopted or accepted staff recommendations where differing from its 
ow,. 

Trend in Rate of Return 
In some p'rior decisions in rate proceedings involving 

other districts of applicant, the apparent future trend 1n rate of 
return has been offset by the authorization of a level of rates to 
'remain 1n effect for several years and designed to produce, on the 
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average ove~: that period, the rate of return found reasonable. In 

other decis.:.ons, it was deemed more appropriate to increAse the 
rates in steps designed to maintain, in each of several future years, 
the rate of return found reasonable. In the current proceeding, 
applicant and the staff recomcended that step rates be authorized. 
Estimates of operations for the years 1978 and 1979 provide the 
basis for the step rates applicable to those years. Estimated 
projection of the downward trend that would prevail at the 1979 
level of rates ~rovides the basis for the 1980 step rates required 
to ~intain a level rate of return beyond 1979. 

As shown on Tables II-A and-B, at present rates, the staff's 
estimated rates of return are 7.85 percent for 1978 and 7.33 percent 
for 1979, A difference of 0.52 percent. The staff's analysis also 
shows that there is somewhat greater attrition at higher levels 
of fixed rates. Applicant's studies show, however, that the expected 
decline from 1977 to 1978 vas higher than from 1978 to 1979. It 
appears rea~on&b1e to adopt the staff' a recOt1:lDendatiOtl that an 
attrition allowance of 0.60 percent over 1979 rates be adopted in 
establishing the 1980 step rates. Applicant concurred in the staff's 
rec01:I::Imeudation. 

The ~ta!f recommends that applicant be ~equ1red to file 
an ad.vice letter 'Nith appropriate work papers at ehe end of 1978 and. 
1979 eo justify ~be next year's step rate. To provide adequate 
review time, ar:plieaut will be expected to file its advice letters 
on or before December 1, each year, based upon data for the previous 
twelve months e:tding October 31. 
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Rate Seread e After the total revenue requirement is determined in a. 
rate proceeding, there still remains the problem. ,of an equitable 
distribution of that revenue requirement among the various compo­
nents of the rate structure. Applicant's orisinal proposed rates 
were based upon early "Lifeline" rate structures pro=ulgated by 
the Commission, in which none of the ir.crease is added to (1) the 
service charge for the smallest size (5/8 x 3/4-ineh) of residential 
metered service and (2) the quantity rate for the first 500 cubic 
feet of consumption each month. ' In more recent rate increases sranted 
to this compa..."y,};/ recognition bas been. given in lifeline rates to 
the fact that indefinite freezing of··the aforementioned two components 
of the rate structure would place an unfair burden on larger users_ 

In this proceeding, the staff presented more detailed 
guidelines for rate design. Applicant concurred in the guidelines 
and utilized them in designing revised proposed rates which would 
produce the same revenues as the original proposed rates. The staff's 
guidelines set forth in ~~ibit 5, which were also used in designing 

4It the rates authorized herein, are: 

"A. The service charge for a 5/8 x 3/4-ineh meter be increased 
for the years 1978, 1979 and 1980 so tha~ the charse for 
the 5/8 x 3/4-inch meter continues to be approximately 
7S percent of the charge for a 3/4-inch meter. 

B. The lifeline quantity be reduced from SOO cubic feet to 
300 c\lbic feet." 

Other Staff Recommendations and Comments 
Several additional recommendations and comments were 

included by the staff in its exhibits and testimony relating to 
operations of the comp~~y as a whole and of the King City District. 
They do not affect the rates to be authorized and therefore need . 
not be the subject of findings, conclusions, and the order herein. 
They'do, however, warrant the discussion ~~at was included in the 

1/ - Decision No. 87861 dated ~tember l3, 1977 in Application No. 
57190 involving applicant's San Franciseo Peninsula distriet.~ 
and Resolution No. W-2244 dated September 7, 1971, in response 
to applicant' s Advice Letter 562, involving the StoektOl1 District. 

-12-
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Salinas District decision hereinbe!o~e mentioned. The topics 
covered are: 

1. Utility pl~~t acquisition adjustment. . 
2. Balancing accounts. 
3· Allocating common plant in district reports to 

Commission. 
4. Acco~~ting for revenue from leased water rights. 
5. Ad valorem taxes used in calculating inco:::le taxes. 
6. Amortization or abno~al c~~$ervation expenses. 

Fi!'l.di!'l.IZS 

1. Applic~~t's water ~uality, conservation prograo, a~d 
service are satisfactory. 

Z. Applicant is in need of additional revenues but the rates 
re~uested would produce ~~ excessive rate of return. 

3· The adopted esti:ates, previously discussed ~erein, of 
operating revenues, operating expenses, and rate base for the test 
years 1978 ~~d 1979, and ~~ a::.ual fixed-rate decline of 0.60 percent 
in rate 0'£ return int.o 1980, ::-easonably indicate the probable results 
of a?plica~t's operations for the near future. 

4. A rate of return of 9.95 pe::-cent on applic~~t's rate 
base for 1978, 1979, ~d 1980 is reasonable. The related average 
rate of return for corozon equity ove::- t~e th::-ee-year period is 
approximately 12.81 pe::-cent. T~s ~~11 require a~ increase of 
529,100, Or 15.0 percent, in annual revenues for 197$; ~~ increase 
fro: present rate of $38,900, or 19.3 percent, for 1979; a~d a 
further increase of $$,900, or 4.0 perce~t, fo~ 19$0. 

5. The staff's reco:::l..":endations on rate spread are reasonable 
and should oe ac.o~ted • . 

6. The increases in ::-ates a."lci charges autho::-izec. he:-ein are 
justified; the rates ~~d charges authorized herein are reasonable; 
a~d the present rates and charges, insofar as they differ from those 
?rescrioed herein, are for the future u."ljust ~~d ~~reasonable. 

7. The offset inc::-eases autho~zed in Appendix B a~d Appendix C 
should be appropriately mOdified in the event the ~ate of retu::-n 
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on rate base, adjusted to reflect the rates then ~ effect and 
normal ratemaldng adjustments for the twelve months end.ed October 3l, 
1978 andlor the twelve months ended October 3l, 1979· exceeds 9.95 
percent. 

S. Inasmuch as this matter is now submitted for final deCision, 
there is no need for the preliminary decision phase which was 
submitted over seven =onths ago. 

9. At this time the effect of the revision of Article XIII of 
the Constitution of the State of california by the passage of proposi-

tion 13 (knar..m as the Jarvis-Gann initiative) in the June 6, 1978 
primary election on applicant's ad valorem tax liability is not known. 
The rates granted herein should be adjusted by a proper amount when 
the ad valorem tax savings under Article XIII-A are known. 

The Commission concludes that the application should be 
gra~:ed to the extent provided by the following order on an inter~ 
basis until such time that the effect of Article XIII-A on applicant's 

4Itad valorem tax liability is known. 

INTERIM ORDER 

IT IS ORDERED tha t : 

1. After the effective date of this order, applicant 
California Water Service Company is authorized to file for its King 
City Distric~the initial revised rate schedule attached to this 
order as Appendix A. Such filing shall comply with General Order 
No. 96-A. !he effective date of the revised schedule shall be four 
days after the date of filing. The revised schedule shall apply 
only to service rendered on and after the effective date thereof. 

2. On or before December 1, 1978, applicant is authorized 
to file, along with appropriate work papers, the ste}> rates attached 
to this order 4S Appendix B or to file a lesser increase which 
includes a uniform cents-per-hundred-cubic-feet of water adjustment 
fr~ Appendix S in the event that the King City District rate of 
return on rate base, adjusted to reflect the rates then in effect on 

e 
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(1) pro forma basis using recorded sales a..."l.d (2) pro for.:na 'oasis 'With 
normal ratemaking adjustments for the twelve months ended October 31, 
1975, exceeds 9.95 percent. Such filing shall comply with General 
Order No. 96-A. The effective date of the revised schedule shall be 
January 1, 1979. The revised schedule shall apply only to service 
rendered on and after the effective date thereof. 

:3. On or before Dece::ber 1, 1979, applica.."l.t is authorized. 
to file, along with appropriate work pape~s, the step rates attached 
to this order as Appendix C or to file a lesser increase which includes 
a uniform cents-per-hundred-eubic-feet of water adjus~ent from 
Appendix C in the event tr~t the King City District rate of return 
on rate base, adjusted to reflect the rate base, adjusted to reflect 
the rates then in effect on (1) pro forma basis using recorded sales 
a.-'ld (2) pro forma basis with r..or.nal rate:lruting adjust::lents for the 
t ... relve months end.ed. October ;1, 1979, exceeds 9.95 percent. Such 
filing shall comply with General Order ~o. 96-A. The effective 
date of the revised schedule shall 'be J anuar"/ 1, 1980. The revised 
schedule shall apply only to service rendered on and after the 
effective date thereof. 

4. Applicant'S request for a prelimin~1 deciSion is ~enied. 
Applic~"l.t shall, by August 1, 1978, file a~ advice letter reducing 
~he ~ates set forth in Appendix A to accour.t for the ad va1o~eo 
tax saving it estimates ·~ll result from the adoption or California 
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COXlstituti0t2. Article XIII-A. !t shall, at the same time, file :tu 
this proceeding and serve an explanation of its es'timate and 
proposed modifications in Appendices B and C. 

Because of the elapsed time since this application was 

filed, the effective date of this order is the date hereof. , 
Dated at S2ll Francisco , California, this .J-5"~ 

day of 6Ul Y , 1975 • 

• }~ ~Fa-Vf-

y~/.~~ 
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APPENDIX A 

" 

Schedule No. KC-l 

Kins City Tariff A~ea 

AP:?I.!CA3ItIT'f 

'ttRRI'I'ORY 

Service Charge: 

For Sl8 x 3/4-inch meter ... _ .•....••................. 
For 3/4-inch meter ••.•....••...• ~ .......... -.. . 
For l-inch m~ter •...•...•............•....... 
lor 1-l/2-inch meter •.....•.....•...•.•...•....•. 
For 2-inch meter ..•...........•.....•...•.•.. 
For 3-inch meter .....•.....•...•.••..•.. ~ .... 
For 4-inch meter ••.•.•.••....•..•.••...•...•• 
For 6-ineh ~ter .....•.•..••....•..•..•.••..• 
For a-inch ,meter .....•...•.•...............•. 
For la-inch meter .............••.........•.... 

Q~:ltity Rates: 

For the first 300 cu.!t., per 100 cu.f:. 
For ~l over 300 cu.!: •• per 100 cu.ft. 

. •.•......••. 

. •...•....... 
!he Service Charge is a rea~ines$-to-serve 
charge ~~?licable :0 _11 metered vater service 
and to vhich is to be adde~ the oonthly ch.rge 
coc,uted at the Quantity Rates. 

Per Y.eter 
Per Y.onth 

$ 3.60 eX) 
4.80 (I) 
5.80 
8.00 

10.30 
19·00 
26.00 
43.00 
64.00 
79.00 (I) 



Sehedule No. KC-l 

King City Tariff Area 

A??l.!CA3ItI'l'Y 

Applica~le t:o Ul ~tered water $ervi~e.· 

Service Charge: 

For 5/8 x 3/4-1nch meter ... _ ...........•..•...•..••.• 
For 3/4-inch meter .....••...................... 
For l-inch meter ..•..•.•. ~ ..................• 
For 1-1/2-inch meter ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• #. 

For 2-inCh meter .••.•..•................••••• 
For 3-iuch meter •••••••.................•. _ .. 
For 4-inCh meter # •••• ~ •• ~ •••••••••••••••••• #. 

For 6-inch meter .....................•..•.• ~. 
For 8-inch.me:er •.............. ~ ...•••.•..•.. 
For lO-inch ~ter .................•..•••..•.•. 

Qua:ltity Rates: 

For the first 300 eu.ft •• ~er 100 cu.!:. 
For allover SOO cu.!: •• ~r 100 cu.ft:. 

.. •........... . ........... . 
!he Service Charge is a readiness-co-serve 
charge applicable t:o ~ll metered v~ter $crviee 
and to ...,hic:h is to be adC.e<! t:he =on:hly c.~rge 
ecc,uted .t the Q~tity ~~e$. 

Per !-".e:er 
Per ~ontb 

$ 3 .. 73 
5·00 
6.00 
8.30 

10.70 
20.00 
27.00 
45.00 
61 .. 00 
82 .. 00 

(I) 

I 

<!) 



}'pPENDIX C, 

'. 

Schedule No. KC-l 

King City Tariff Area 

APP!.ICA:sIt.I'l'Y 

King City .and vicinity. Y..onterey Colomty. 

For S/8 x 3/4-ineh meter ..•..•......•..•.......•..•.. 
For 3/4-inch meter· .••.....•..•...•..•......•... 
For l-incn meter .... _ ...•..•.....••.......... 
For 1-1/2-incb meter ... ~ •..•..•...•..•.. -.-.... ~. 
For 2-ineh meter .... -........ ~ ......•...•.•.. 
For 3-ineh meter .............•.....•......••. 
For 4-inc:b. meter .••........•..........•..•... 
For 6-inch meter . ._ ........••..•...•.••...•..• 
For B-inch.meter ••..•..•..•...•......•..•..•. 
For lQ-inch meter ...•................••.••..•. 

For the first 300 cu.:: •• ,er 100 cu.::. 
For allover 300 cu.ft •• per 100 cu.::. 

.••.....•..•• 

.•......••.•. 
!he Service Charge 1& 4 r~adine$s-to--serve 
c~rge applicable to &11 =etered v~ter service 
and to which i5 to be added the monthly eharg~ 
cooputed at the Quanticy Rates. 

?er Meter 
Per Y.onth 

$3.87 
5.20 
6.20 
8.60 

11.00 
21 .. 00 
28.00 
47 .. 00 
69.00 
85.00 

.274-
·398 

(1) 

(1) 

(I) 
(1/ 


