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Decision No. 8980$ 

BEFORE l'HE PUBLIC Ul'ILIl'IES COMMISSION OF 'I'HE Sl'A')$ OF.CALIFORNIA 

In the Matter of the Application of 
RANCHO LAS POSAS .WATER COM?~~, 
a California corporation 
for authorization to increa.se its 
rates for general metered. service" 
irrigation service and special 
service rates. 

) 
) 
) Application No. 56964 
) (Piled December 22" 1976) 
) 
) 
) 

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

ORDER DENYING REHEARING 

Samuel C. Palmer III has filed a petition for rehearing of 
Decision No. 89448 on his own behalf and on behalf of Norman 
Blatcher and. Pro Ag." Inc. l'he Co:mn1ssion has. considered each 
and every allegation contained therein and. is of the opinion that 
good cause for granting the requested relief has not been sh.own.. 7.> 
Therefore, 

IT IS ORDERED that rehearing of Decision No. 89448 is denied. 
l't;e effective date of this order is the date hereof. 
Dated. at San :b'ranmco ,California, this Iftt-o.ay of 

DECE~Ei ' "', 1978. 

\ 



Dec is ion No. 8944.8 Oct-ooc:- ;3, 197$ 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC ttrILItIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

In the Matter of the Application of ) 
RANC"dO LAS POSAS WATER. COMPANY, ) 
a California corporation, ) 
for authoriza~ion to increase its ) 
r~tes for general metered service, ) 

Application No. 56964 ' 
(Filed December 22. 1976) 

irrigation service apd special ) 
se,:,vic e ra ~es • ) 
----------------____________ -J) 

Introduction 

Cohen, England, Whitfield & Osborne, 
by Anson M. Whitfield, Attorney at 
Law, for appIieant. 

Norman Blacher, for himself; and 
Samu~l C. Palmer. III. Attorney at 
uw. for himself and Pro-Ag, Inc.; 
protestants. 

James M. Barnes and I. B. Nagao, for 
the Commissfon stan. 

OPINION -------..--

Rancho Las Pos~s Water Company. (Rancho), a Californ~ 
corporation, seeks authority to increase water rates in order 
to increase operating revenues for test year 1977 from $245,580 
to $377,490, 'an increase of $131,910 or 53.7 percent annually 
over the rates in effect at the time of filing of : the appiicatio:l. 

After notic~public hearings were held in the 
unincorporated community of Somis, Ventu=a Cou.~ty, on June 27 
and 28, 1977 and in :he city of Los Angeles on July 5, 1977 
before Administrative Law Judge Jerry Levander. !he matter 
was submitted on July 5, 1977 subject to the receipt of late~ 

-. , 

filed exhibits, closing arguments, and pOints and authorities 
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on whether or not the preparation of an Environmental ~t 
Report (Em.) pursuant to the California Environmental Quality 
AFt (CEQA) of 1970 was necessary as a preltlde to the 4uthoriza-

#-

tion of a rate increase and as a precondition for the Commission 
to order that Rancho make certain improvements to the water 
system pursuant to a staff recommendation. 

'!he history and background of Rancho, together with 
the affiliated relationships of Rancho and its past and present 
parent companies, are described in D.850l2 (see mimeo. pages 2 
through 6) dated October 15, 1975 in A.5S008 (Rancho's prior 
general ra~e increase applica~ion)~ 
Como11anee with Ordering Paragraph 3 o~ ~.e5012 

In D.$50l2 we pointed out that Rancho's parent Kaiser 
Aetna (KA), a partnership of Kaiser Aluminum and Chemical Corporation 
and Aetna Life and Casualty Company, has subsidized Rancho's opera­
tions as an adjunct ~o KA's major developmental and sales activities 
in Rancho's service area; tha~ KA caused Rancho to secure au~hori­
za~ion to transfer certain of its orchard proper~ies from ?~~cho's 
service area to the service areas or other water pu:-veyors; and , 
that these transfers have caused Rancho to lose future water sales. 

Findings 12 through 17 of D.850l2 are as follows: 
"12. Rancho should reduce excessive delivery 

l)ressures to the limits set forth in 
Section II.S.a. of General Order No. 103 
or secure waivers from customers supplied 
excessive pressures. 

"13. Rancho should maintain. a customer complaint 
file .. 

"14. Rancho should install a main replacement 
on Price Road and a hydropneumatic tank 
in l'ract 2185. 
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"15. Rancho should submit a program for 
replacement of all 2- and 3-inch 
mains with mains meeting the minimum 
requirements set forth in General 
Order No. 103. First priority should 
be given to installations needed to 
correct low pressure conditions. A 
high priority should also be given to 
main replacements or to the installa­
tion of eorrective facilities where 
dirty water conditions cannot be 
corrected by flushing or other 
operating procedures. 

"16. Rancho should make the following 
accounting changes in its operations: 

"(a) 

"(b) 

"(d) 

"(e) 

Establish a work order system in 
conformance with Uniform Systems 
of Accounts for Water Utilities 
which is fully docuoented for 
identification and for accounting 
purt>Oses. 
Reestablish the Accounts Payable 
Journal to comply with the accrual 
system of accounting. 
Reeoncile plant detail within 
primary plant accounts to the 
totals of each utility plant 
account. 
Adjust main extension contracts to 
conform with its Tariff Rule 15 
provisions distinguishing be~~een 
extensions to serve individuals 
and extensions to serve subdivisions. 
Contracts should be adjusted to 
actual costs. Future contracts 
should be in conformity with Rancho's 
Rulc·15. 
Amortize Aecotmt 142, Preliminary 
Survey and Investigation, charges 
over lO years beginning with the 
calendar year 1974. 
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"17. 

"(f) Maintain supplementary sehedules 
for customer deposits~ aceounts 
t>aya.ble~ and advances for construc-
tion.. '. 

Rancho should file an amended 1974 annual 
report reflecting the accounting changes 
recommended by the Commission staff." 

Ordering Paragraph 3 of D.85012~ wbich implemented 
the recommendations of a staff engineer11 and of a staff 
aCco'Wltant, states: 

"3. Rancho las Posas Water Company shall take 
the necessary actions to ca~ out the 
requirements set forth in Findings 12 to 
17 within ninety days after the effective 
date of this order. Rancho las Posas 
Water COmpany shall file a description 
of the actions it has taken and of its 
improvement program within' one hundred 
days after the effective date of this 
order." 

Rcmeho's delayed. s1x-psrsgrsph response, (set forth 
and discussed in se~uenee below) tiled February 9, 1976 (117 
days after the effective da~e or the order), states: 

(1) Re Finding 12 - Rancho now has operating 
pressures at the six critical areas 
measured within the limits set forth 

(2) 

(3) 

in General Order No.. 103 .. 

Re Finding 13 - Rancho has and will 
continue to maintain a customer complaint 
file of verbal and written complaints .. 
Re Finding 14 - Rancho replaced 3,500 
feet of 2-inch steel main with a 3-inch 
PVC main on Price Road. "The details of 
this main replacement were discussed 

1/ The staff recommended replacement of all 2-inch and 3-ineh 
steel mains. Finding 15, supra, should have been limited 
to steel mains.~,~,":': 
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with the Commission s~ff and they did 
concur that the replacement proposed 
and installed were adequate under the . 
circumstances .. "2/ -. t -

Rancho did not install a hydropneumatic tank in 

Tract 2185.. It considered alter:l4tes to this installation, 
including facilities associated with potential growth in 
the area, and installed more sophisticated controls on its 
existing Tract 2185 booster station which would operate 
automatically depending on water pressure and demand require­
ments.. Rancho states that this alterna'Ce solution cut its 
installation costs and would cut its energy costs. 

!his alternate solution appears reasotl4ble to the 

COU'Imission .. 

(4) Re Finding 15 - Rancho submitted as-year 
plan for reptacement of 3.300 feet of 
2-inch steel main3~rid of 7~200 feet of 
3-inch steel ma~1 :with 650 feet of 
4-inch47 and 10,450 :feet of 6-inch AC 
main together with service and fire 
hydrant replacements. 

Rancho cited declining reventzes, actual and possible 
increased expenses, and o~her existing and potential obligations 
as justification for delaying the-implementation of the ordered main 

replacement p].a.n.. Ran~h~_c.ontemp~te.da. further rate. increase to 
generate the cash flow necessary to carry out the ~rogram .. 

2/ Rancho originally planned to install a 4-inch asbestos ceC'ent 
(AC) replacement main. ' 

2-./ These footages are at variance with the footages shown' in· 
Rancho's annoo.l reports to the Commiss ion.. The discrepancy 
should be rectified. 

'.::.! '!he current General Order No.. 103 provides for a minimum 
main size of 6 inches where a fire hydrant is supplied 
from a new main.. The contemplated 1976 main replacement 
is governed by this requirement. 
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R:lncho differenti:tted between m:lkL~g specifically 

ordered imp'l:'ovemcn.ts (c.g., the Pl.'icc RO:ld ::::-cplolccment :lind 
hyci:::-o?neumatic Ulnk inst.:tllation) :lone· its subQission of a 
mAin repl:Lcement progr~m. 

The Commission's file on this m.:lttcr <1ocs not cont~i::l 
either .::! s~ff evalu.a:ion of t:he replacement: pl:m or a st4ff 

re~po~se to the defer::::-;:.l of its implement::. tion. However, the I 

st~ff rccomoend~t:ion5 in this proceeding include implemen·t,ll,':ion 

of this re?l~cement plan. 
The st~ff shoulc have rcs?Onced after reviewing the 

i'ili:1S. ~I;hen. a ~ til i ty does not .3.dcqu .. ~t.ely rezpo!"l.<.i t.o .:.. Commi~sion 

oree:-, t.he star::." hs,:j the obliZtltion 'to .7Jevise the CO:':",.':'liscion that 

a com?li.:l!lcc filing is inad~qut~te 3r..d 'to :-1~com.":1c!'ld i\.:..rtne:-

.:lc:.ion •. 

(5) Re Finding 16 - ~ncho stated that: 

(a) It n:lc !;ct: ~ 3. work o:::-der system 3.$ 
ordered. 

(b) It established a Voucher Register to 
comply with the re~uirement for 
cs t.:l.blishmcnt of 3.0. Accounts P:ly.,.ble 
Journ:ll to comply with the ~cc~l 
sys tcm of .?ccounting and that it 
could quickly ~sSCQblc a list of 
vendors ~nQ ClOnth-C:'lG b.:lJ.o'luces owed 
to the vendors, if req~cstccl. 

(c) It h,a.d m.'lde the required p1.:.ot 
reconciliation. 
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. t (d) 

(e) 

... 
It had ehanged its .a.c:eounting system 
to differentiate beeween extensions 
to serve individuals and extensions 
to serve subdivisions; it was 
accruing refunds payable to asso­
ciated com?a.nies; and it was 
adjusting contracts to actual 
costs. 
It was amortizing ?relimiuary survey 
and inspec:ion charges over 10 years. 
!he staff accountant did not object 
to beginning the amortization in 1975 
rather than in 1974 because the order 
was issued in 1975. 

The change in amortiza~ion periods is reasonable. 
However, the Commission 9 s prior approval should have been obtained. 

(f) It had set up the required supplementary 
schedules. 

(6) Re Finding 17 - Rancho filed an amended 1974 
annual report. 

The substitution o~ controls £or the hydropneumatic 
tank and the shifting of the acortization of preliminary su~ey 
amortization period discussed above is reasonable and should be 
authorized. P~ragraph 3 of D.S;012 will be modified accordingly. 
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Resul:s of O~eration 

: 
· · · · 

!he following ~~bul~tion compares the c~tima~cd zU~T.~ry of 
, r::> h r', I . h ' "I ,. .... d' , , .~0,rnl.ncs 0... ;\.;!.nC.o .. 1._ cc:. W'J. t. :.. ts ~,?P~l.C., ... lOn.:l~ t."e estl!natec. 

year 1977 ~t ?rcsent 
r .... ·~C' a""l"l .., ... ::;>"''''cho f 

.......... o ... o"'cc -.. ,':'>t,., .... <::, ,"!.n.l !':'''!'!".~ .. ro~~."". '!':',."' ...... ..lo:-- ...... e.ol r,'_'m-." .... ~.:;> , .•• _ ......... ,....... oj l"'. .... ....... '''' -'- - I..< __ -- _ _ L; _H g,1,.i. -"" \A_ 

SU~ArY of ~inc~ 

(~ti:rMtcd Year 1977) 

: &~eho ~~i~ted : S" i' I'( 11'::1 t i:tlrl: ':~_ : 
: ?rc~e:lt : ?!"opo.:;ed Pre cent :P:oopo::cc. : 

Item : 1o:te~ . R.?te::: ib.tl'J~ : R.1.tec : . 
Operati~ Rcven~e~ S245,580 5377,4$0 S234., 140 S445,,02!J 

~r~tin~ ~enc~z 
143,040 Operation ~ ~~intcnonce 143.0:..c 156.180 lSG,l00 

Admir.:i.ctro,:tive & Generru. 56,3'70 56,370 4S,l5Q 45,150 
Toxec Othe!" T~ Ineome 29',570 31,000 29,100 ;0,630 
DepreciAtion ;;6,790 36,790 33,960 33,960 
T.:l.."'-:cc O,n heo:nc 200 ~l%OOO 200 60.100 

Tot~ OperAting Expen~~ 265,970 298,200 264,590 326,070 

~et Ope~~t~ IncOQe (20.390) 79,290 19,550 n8,950, 

Ro.tc ~. 726,830 ?26,i3~ 694 , '}4O 694,340 

R.:I. teo ~ Rt.: t'\.C:'U (2 .. 61)% lO.9~ 2.82% , l7.13% 

.... 

CRee :'i~") 

To t.ht'! ~t~!.'! c::~i::W':'e of $156,::'80 .:J."l C\::l0l":""lt. 

o~ SZ4,250 ~o~ ?~~ch~~ed powe~ h~~ been 
cdded ~"ld $),000 ~or out.~ide o?C~ct~ ~~ 
m~inten~ce ~erviee he:: be~ ded~et~c 
:-esulting i:'1 the S'1.;.77,430 c~:.im3te. 
""0 t .... c rot ... I''' cA .. ( ... ., .. e 0" ~I 5 "\ CO ', ........ "" .... .. • .,.."..... .... J ................ """",,";1 '.... .. .... ' .. 1'1 ....... ..-

of $5,000 fo~ in::':':'!"IJ.."'lee .l.."'lC s::,60 !o'!" rcr.:"­
l~to:-y Cc~~~ion expen::es h~ bCC:l ~dded 
'!"e~l:'ing ~n the $$0,310 c~timnt~. 

7hc ::~arf ~ v~lo'!"em ez:.i~ateor $22,970 n~~ 
bee:'1 red~ced to Sll,970 to' re!1ect. t.~e im?3ct 
o~ the ado?tion o~ Article XrII-A o~ the 
Cali:o~~tt Con..~.~itu~on. 

-8-
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Prczent : 
~~ec : 

S281t,140 

177,4;.0· 
50,)10"'· 
:8 ,.100"' .... • 
33,960 

200 

220,000 

(~140) 

694,;;40 

(o.w)% 
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Rancho at the hearing adopted the star! estimates tor 
the items listed below. Certain modi!ications are being made 
in these estimates £or the reasons indicated. ... 
t 0KOWating Revenues - The staff used later information 

s owing a larger number of comtllercial customers and 
the average use per customer of 376.70 Ccf per year 
developed by Rancho. The staff estimates for irriga­
tion and special metered service (primarily tank truck 
deliveries used for agrieultural s?raying) reflect 
increasing per-acre water requirements for still 
maturing orchards in the service 3.l:ea. The staff 
estimates annual irrigation use is increasing at a 
0.1 acre-feet/acre (AF/A) rate. The staff esttmate 
of irrigation use exceeds 0.6 AF/A in 1977. Rancho's 
witness believes that the average annual use will 
level out between 1.0 and 1.5 AF/A when the irrigated 
groves have matured. 
The staff esttm&tes at present rates are reasonable. 
the staff estimates at proposed rates omitted the 
increase in special rates. This modification 
increases revenues a'C pro?Osed rates to $449,600, an 
increase of a?prox~tely $168,500 (58.23 ~rcent). 
Purchased Power - !he staff estimate of $87,600 is 
for ground water production and for boosting of 
water. The staff utilized later (January 13p 1977) 
rates for power provided by Southern California 
Edison Company (Edison) than Rancho. At the hearing 
a staff witness testified that due to time limitations 
he could no1: incor?Orate additional eX~il$es of $5,500 
in his report to reflect a further increase in Edison's 
rates. 
The adopted purchased ~wer expenses have been increased 
by $24,250 over the staff estimate to $111~850 to 
reflect Edison's present raees. 
Parsoll:, Payroll Taxes! and Benefits - The staff 
est~tes are based upon the personnel required fer 
operating the system using later wage rates. The 
staff believes that an additional servieeman contem­
plated by Rancho was unnecessary beeause most large 
repairs and construction are handled by outside 
contractors. 
The staff est~tes are reasonable. 
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O~tside Ooer~tin~ ~nd Maintcn~nce Services ~ The 
st~tt estimate (wn~cn ~s $4:950 h~3hcr tnan R~ncho's 
csti:n.:l.tc) reflects inc.rc~scs in lC.:lk rcp.:lirs:, in 
billing costs, in costs for i:nple~nting cross­
connection inspections, in other maintcn.'!nce costs, 
.:tnd in cost trends. 
Rancho r S rates should not reflect incre.:lSed rc'pair 
cxper.s~s flowing from its f~ilurc to carry out its 
stn.lll di.,,:nctcr steel m~in repl:lc~nt'. progra.:n. TM 
~do?ted expense of $25,600 is $3,000 les,s than the 
st.:l.ff csei."tklte. 
Fr.l.nchise T~ - The staff used the S.:lrne effective 
r~Cc :J.S Rancno.. The st.:J.ff c.stimtttc which we ado·pt 
hei:cin is b.::.scd upon t:he,~doptcd gross revenueS 
f!"o~ met.ered. cust.o·rr.crs. At. ~roPo::lec. rat.es t.h.e 
fra~chize tax~s would be increased by 31.630. 
R.::.tc ~sc ~nd Deorcci.::.tion EXDcr~c - The st~ff 
cst:ur..3.te rCI:lects a.ceoun~~ngaaJ\l;s.t:=lcn:s, usc of 
later recorded cl.'!ta, later estimates of .::.dditio~l 
cons:ruction,. .:md retirements.. R:l:'l.cho adopted 
nor~~lization on the fi~st 4 ocrcent of the Invest­
cent T~~ Credit (ITC) ~nd =at~ble flow t~~o~gh for 
the reQ3ini~g 6 percent credit o~ lIe. R~ncho and 
the staff rcduc~c1 =at:c '::'~sc by the r.ct no~lized 
ITC. Both Rancho and the s,t.l.ff used the s.:unc 
methodology in dctermi!'l.ing 'Working c.:Lsh. 

We will ado?t the staff est~tes. 
O'Cl--.c-r General Expenses - 'Ihc.staff c,zti..-"atc reflects 
co,sts tor a part-tl.mC .:lccountant r.:1thcr t~n too 
in-hocsc accounting services previously ~scd. This 
cstL~te is reasonable. 
Ad Valorem Taxes - The staff csti.~te based UpO:'l 
latcra~t.:i. J.s rea:sonablf!.1/ 

Excluding the flow through of reduced t.'!Xes rcsultin~ fro~ 
.:ldO?'tion of .Article XIII-A. o~ t.he Cal.t!"o:"!tio. Const.i t.u"io:l. 
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The remaining differences between the Rancho est1ma~S 

and the staff estimates"~e re$olved as follows: 

Purchas~d Yater - RAncho based its original es~1m&te 
of purdiases from Calleguas Municipal Water District 
(CMW'D) and from Ventura County Water Works District 
No.1 (VC) in 1975. The staff used 1976 purchases 
from VC and 1975 purchases from CMWD priced out ae 
current rates .6/ The staff did not use 1976 CMWD 
purchases becaUse ltancho had sufficient well pumping 
capacity to meet its peaking requirements at ~he 
1975 level of purchases from CMWD. Rancho'8 ut>dated 
estimate projects 1976 ~ purchases as a percen~ge 
of water sales into 1977. Rancho's witness believed 
increasing amounts of vater would have to be purchased 
instead of pumped from.we11s~ due in part to 
inadequacies in Rancho·s distribution ma;Us. It is 
not reasonable to increase Rancho·s expenses for 
purchased water which result from its' failure to 
carry out its replacement program to eliminate 
undersized steel distribution mains. 
We will adopt the staff estimate. 
Insurance - XA purchased a package of public l1ab1li~ 
and property damage insuranee for several of it5 
operations, ineluding Rancho. The paekage was eheaper 
than paying for individual policies for each operation. 
Rancho's consultant testified that his estimate was 
comparable to those incurred by other water utilities, 
tha t he furnished work l)&pers to the staff which 
8~ported a 1977 ~ro rata allocation to Kancho of 
approximately $4~300 for property and general 
liabilitY' 1nsurance~ but that he did not have and 
did not furnish the staff with the updated material 
prepared by Raneho personnel to support an increase 
of this item to $5,000. 
The staff initially did not include any expense £or 
this insurance because it was not prOvided with the 
reques ted underlying data to support Raneho C $ 

estimate and because Raneho was not paying for the 
insurance. However, the starf witness analyzed insur­
a."lce expenses for other compa..'lies and stated that 

~I Excluding temporary droaght-:f.nduced penalty sureha.rgea for 
excess use. ' 
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ltancho 's estimate was not unreasonable. XA. DOW intends 
to bill Raneho2! for its pro rata portion of the 
insurance expense. 
Ve will adopt Rancho's est:i.ma.te for 1nsura.nee .. However, 
we are putting Rancho on notice that its failure to 
provide the neeessary information to the staff on a 
timely basis may result in a disallowance of a revenue 
requirement item in a future rate proceeding. 
Regu1ato~ Commission Expenses - Rancbo amortized the 
expense ~ the pr!or proceedrng at $5,275 per year for 
three years ending in 1977; amortizecI $22,000 at 
$7 ,334 ~r year for the three years ending in 1978 
for this proeeeding,and did not include an estimate 
for amortizing an additional $2,200 for a cost alloca­
tion study. Rancho fa estimate for 1977 is $12,610. 
The suff amortized $18,190 for this p~C'oceed1ng over 
four years at a rate of $4,550 per year. In D.85012 
we adopted the amount of $8,000 amortized over three 
years for regulatory Commission expense. The staff 
estimate assumed no amortization of the $8,000 in 
1975, amortized $2,666 in'1976, and amortized the 
remaining $5,334 or $1,440 per year over four years. 
The staff es~imate for 1977 is $5.900. 
The adopted 1977 regalatory Commission expense of 
$6,060 is based upon & three-year amortization 
through 1979 of.' the $18,190 estimated. by the staf! 
for this proceeding. As the prior regulatory 
expenses of $$,000 have been fully amortized on a 
three-year baSiS, no a1low~~ce for such expense 
is being made. 
Income Taxes - The methodologies followed by Rancho 
ana by el'ie staff are similar. The adopted tax at 
~resent r4~es is the min~ California Corporate 
Fr4nchise Tax of $200 since there is no taxable 
income. ' 
At propo~ed rates the differences in estimates 
stem ~rom differences in the three items above and 
from a difference in the interest deduction. 
Raneho's consultant testified that small utilities 
sueh as Rancbo and other nearby utilieies cannot 
secure debt financing at any price because of 
insufficient eash flow to repay debt and to provide 
funds for aeditiona1 investment; that lA's proposal 

7/ A memoran-dum furnished with Rancho'. brief indicates the 
- billings for 1977 'Will total $5,400. 
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to pr~ide Rancho with financing at 10 percent 
benefits Rancho's customers; that his $26,485 
estimate of 1977 interest expense assum~s rep.:ty­
ment of $282,.339 of notes to KA, associOlted with 
existing. comp.:tny funded plo:.nt ::;dditions, in 15 
equal annual debt: service installments; and :h::.t: 
other debt, prima.rily funds :;..dvo.n·ced by XAto· 
m.eet: operating losses,. would be converted to 
equity. 

Inc¢:lC: taxes 3.tpro?osed rates would tot.ll $59,320 
bolsed upon current tax levels, the tax treatment 
utilized 0)" the staff, interes·t expense of $28,. 230 
(10 ~erccnt of the a~ount oorrowed £rom KA ~or 
pl~~t eons~~ction), and inves~ment ~~ credit of $910 • 

. Rancho's proposed r3.t:es would yield net e.:trnings of Sl08,'860 
wbien result in a rutc 0; return of 15.68 ?~rce:'J.t, on the adopt<:!d ra'te 
b')se for ~eSt YC:lr 1977. This rat(.! of return is exeessi ve,~ a.s discussed, 
bt!lo· ..... 
Rate 0: Return , 

The results of operations study .:I.ttacheG to the 
.lP?lic.'ltion shows pro fo:"ma r02.tC$ of return .::I.t proposed rates 
of 14.3 percent in 1975, 11.4 percent in 1976, .and 10 .. 9 percent 
in 1977. Ra:r.cho· prc?.::I.rcd ..'l revised resu.lts of operations 
study indic.::l.ting a r.:l.te of return of 15.17 percent at: proposed 
:"ates, using the st~ff ra::e b.1.sc. Rancho ."lso prcp.:l.red a 
c.::I.lcul.ltion yielding a return on r.:lte base of 12.43 percent, 
prcdic.:J.ted upon conversion of existing .:J.dvancc~/ held by KA 
Co equity c.:l.?it.::l.l and to contribt:tions in .aid of constr\letion. .. 

!:./ The pro forma calculatio~as of December 31~ 1977, used 
discount factors contained in R~hors Main Extension Rule 
and used proposed rates to discount $437,328 in adv.:J.nees 
for construction to $142,519 in equity capit.:J.l. the 3.ppro­
pri.l.tc discounted va.lue is $113,169 as 0: Decembe,r 31, 1977, 
.:1t present rates. 
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Rancho' s r~tionAlc for requesting t.his rate of r~tu.rn i!: to 
gcncr~tc sufficient funds from its revenues to make 
Mcessary improvements without .:to tition~l invc'st::nent by KA 

or through outside fin.l.ncing .. 'Which C.l.nnot be secured at 
this t~e. KA's ma~geQent believes it is necessary to 
obtain rates of return on further invcs:mcnts in R~ncho 

co~?arablc to yields it would seek in making ~lter~tivc 

investments in nonrcgul.lted enterprises, i.e .. , 15 ?crcent. 
A sc:::.ff fin.'l:lci.J.l "",itncss testified tMC R.l.l'lcho 

h.:ls .:Ln unb.:t.1anccd capic.:ll structure cre.:l.ted by ~ high debt 

ratio of 60 percent (in the form of 10 percent notes p.:tyable 
to KA) ~nd 40 percent: of co~~n equity; th~t no princip~l 
~d been ?.:lid 0'1:" .. the note's to date because of R.:.ncho r S C.:l.sh 

proole:ns; .l.nd that Rancho I 5 financial po:;ition is further ,. ." . 

.lggr~v.ltcd by l.a.rge hol<iings of ~dv.l,nccs for construc-tion '. 
contr.3.Cts by KA. which require refunds pt!r::u.:l.nt to Rar.cho's 
'V... • E . R' T\.. - ff .c' "'.. d .'JMl.n xtenSl.on u .. e. .le sta .... l.':::L.:lncl.~ ... Wl..ness rcco:m:ncn s 
that R~ncho should: (1) not p:J.y C.:l.sh refunds on the adVAnce 

cont:-.:l.cts helcl. by KA. .:l.nd t:'C.:l.t the refund .l. .. ·UOl..-nts due .:1.5 

C.:I.pit.:l.1 su:'plu.s; (2) co,nvert olpproximatcly $100,000 of -ehe 
notes I>o.y~ble t.o KA into coenon equity c4l.p,it.::.l, which. wo~ld 
cre~te .:l. oorc bslanced c~pital structure wit.h lowc~ fixcG 

charges'; and (3) be restricted from extending its service 

.l.::c.::. until its fin.:t.ncial, position h.:l.S imp::oved. 
the staff fina.nci.ll witness reco:mnended that a 9.75 ~er-

C r .. "'t -"'I~"" 0"" -Co ... , ........ 0" -., ... "" b ....... ". '''' .... "'do.-.t"''; ,. ~ h' ...... . . . -... ..~ .• "... ... .. ~\Jt..... ... ........... ..... ..... _ .... '., ,,'. Y """"" wn ... c l.:l .. e .. 0Pl.::l.O:l, 

would blJ i'nir ond. :-etlzon::lole t.o providr~ :;l, ret-urn on cO':::''':':Ot'l cq,ui-:"y 

of 3?proxi:nD.t.C:J.y 9.5 pc!"ccnt. oozed U?O!'l ~ o.J.l::L"lcec. c.3pit.al 
structure cons.isting of SO' ?crcent: dcbt: ~nd 50 percent equ.i'Cy. 

-14-



~h~ ~-~f~ ~Aco~hnd~tion is based on rates of return ,. .. ~ .,...,~ ..... ~ .............. 
recently allowed by the Co=mission~ the fi~~ncial problems 
of Rancho, and im?lcmentation of the staff recommendations 
to eo=rect the cash-flow problems created by Rancho's 
unbal.J.nccd capital structure. 

KA. reviewed the reeo:m:cndations of its consulting 
engineer .:lnd of the Co::m:nission staff anc! st.:ltCG th.l.t "in 
order to o'lssist the water cO::?.l.ny to become financially 
self-sustaining with funds avO-iIable to make requisite 
improvcment:s to both better sCr'\7icc to eXisting customers 
and meet the future de=ands rcsultingirom new service 
connect ions, K..:2.iser AetnoJ. .:lgrecs" to: 

(1) Convert .7.l1 outst.anding notes ?.:.yab1e to 
l<A by Rancho, loaned to cover Rancho's 
cash deficiencies ($194,480, 3.S of 
July 14, 1977) II to co~on c(p.:ity. 

(2) Convert $282,. 339 in no'tes payable to 
KA by Rancho to long-tere deot. This 
amount was used for constr'l.!ction 0.£ 
utility ?l~nc by R~ncho. The lo~n would 
be rep.:tid ovc:r 15 yc..::J.rs .l.t .:tn interest 
rate of 10 percent with equ~1 ~nnU.7.1 
p.J.yments of $37,120. 

(3) Convert outstol.'tlding KA.-R.aneho m:tin 
extension contr~cts to equity ~nd 
contributions in aid of cO'r'.struction 
by :ermi:'l..l.ting the c.:::.in extension 
control.cts j:)ursu.:ant. to Rancho's Moli:l 
Extension Rule. The octstanding 

-'5-.... 



A.S6964 es 

(4) 

contract balances of $487 ~328 woulcl be 
convertecl into $l42~5l9 of equity (capital 
surplus) and into $344~809 of contributions 
in aid of construction. . '. 

A moratorium on the declaration of 
dividends by RaDCho to provide funds 
for construction of improvements by 
Rancho until the Commission agrees 
that a. reasonable service level is 
being provided by Rancho. 

KA. disagrees with the staff financial witness I 
recommendation that annual refunds under main extension 
contracts payable to it not be paid in cash 'but be credited 
to R.ancho' s capital surplus. . 

Section 818 of the Public Utilities Code prohibits 
the issuance of stock, stock certificates, or other interest 

or O'W'tleTship-, or bonds, notes, or other indebtedness which 
are, in whole or in part, chargeable to operating expenses or 
to income. This issue was previously discussed in D.8S012-
(see mimeo. pages 11 and 12). 

The staff financial witness I recommenclatiou that 

Rancho convert a portion of its debt (the uotes covering plaut 
expenditures) to achieve a balanced capital structure is 
reasonable. Rancho could file an application requesting 
authorization to convert these notes into long-term debt 
and equity to accomplish this goal. 

Rancho should eliminate the cash drain from 
refunding KA's advances either by discounting these advances 
as indicated herein or by crediting refunds due to capital 
surplus. If Rancho and KA. do not elect to adopt one of these 

options, Rancho should be. restricted from entering into- new 
main extension contracts to avoid exacerbating ita cash-­

flow problems. . 
,­
'" 
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!he rate of return recommendation of the Commission 
staff would be reasonable if Rancho were providing an adequate 
quality of service or if Rancho and its parent KA. were 
committed to rapid implementation of the tmprovements '. 

i 
previously ordered, with the modifications discussed herein. 
together with our adoption of portions of the staff's 
additional recommendations for plant construction and 
studies to improve service. We cannot accept Raneho' s 
and/or RA's proposition that the financial considerations 
for investing in plant to ~prove Rancho's public utility 
water service should be the same as those for an alternate 
investment in a n01lregulated eneerprise. Rancho's operations 
constitute a tiny fraction of the business transacted by its 
parent companies. Rancho's service problems are based in 
part on its acquisition of an old, ~ndersized mutual water 
company system serving relatively few domestic customers 
within a large service area and the : superimposition of 

I 

large irrigat ion loads on that system. KA bas not provided 
sufficient funds to correct Rancho's present service problems 
and to meet increasing water requirements on Rancho's system 
due to customer growth and to growing AF/A trrigation require­
ments resulting from the increasing maturity of the citrus 
and avocado orchards supplied by Rancho. KA's agricultural 
subdivision activities created this agricultural demand on 
Rancho's system. Rancho sought and was authorized to provide 
public u~ility irrigation service in areas, not served by QUtual 
water compa."'lieS21 or by proprietary wells when KA required 
irrigation service to supply these agricultural subdivisions. 
KA should now supp!y the necessary £und.s to provide an aclequate 
level o! service. 

The irrigation service tariff is app~1cable to Rancho's entire 
service area. 

-17-



increase c>f 1.0 percent in r~tc of return be considered 
in se~~ing r.1.~cs.. This increase, primarily cause' by 
increases in per-acre irrigatic>n demands and by a decline 
in Rancho's plant construction, will be c>ffsct by the 
subst.:l.n~ial investt:'lcnt in £.:l.cilities rcquirec! to improve 
service. 

We ·oITill authorize Rancho to file. the r.:ltcs cont.:::.incG 
in Appendix A attached to this decision, with the reductions 
nccess.:try to floW' through the bencfits of reduced property tax'!s 
r(~aJ.izec f:-om ~he ocop-:ion of ArticJ.e Xrrr-A of th~ C.'lliforni~ 
Con:it1tution, provicec KA :)grees to ?rov~<.!e ~he !'und::.ng nee<:!e<:! t.o 

mrlke the orc~:oedimp:-ove:r.(":nts, on th~ ::.chedulc ~dopt~c ncrci:'l.. 

'I'hc~e rntcz 'llill yieJd .') 9.75 p~rccnt. r';!tc of rt'!":.urn on R.ancno's 
:-.7J te base.. This rrltc of r .. ~tu:r:l would yield net carnings of 

.':lpproxi~.'lte:1 $67,700. ':lc ·...rill :-~quir.:: Rar:cho t.o :-cduce io:s 

cross revenue :-equircments by ~he cztim~ted $11,000 ad valorem 

tax savines resulting from the recent.ly cn~cted Article X!II-A 
"'0 "he S .. .., .. c c'"' ....... .;~ t';on "'nd WI'· '''''J"l · ... do ..... ~" 970 '~". " .... .,. .,,~.... . '." •• _. "' ...... 1; .. ., ,... ... 10 .... _ U ."''' -.I ...... , d~ .... 

re.:lsor.a'ole estimat.e 0:''' ad vJ.lorem tax~s fo:- the teet ye::..:- 1977 

$11,000 :oeduction resultine ~!"'o~ such 
zavine;s. ~r.cho's erozs :-cvcnucz would 013 o.P?roximatcly $361,700, 
,:m i:lc:ocaze 0;''' :~77,600, or 27.31 pc:occnt over presc:lt rates. 
Absent. KA' S :lz:oeement to Sccl;r~ th~ fundz nc~c.cd. by ;;ancho, 

ceyond those generated intern.'l} 1y oy R...,:)!'lcho, to m."k:c the ordc:oec. 

:improvements, we will: adopt .~ rat~ of: :-ct:.lrn on rat'2 baSe of 

5.00 p{~rce~t. · .... hich is rcflected on the rates cont.ain~d in Appc:-.d.ix E 
....... • ..l ~ h- ... " ... J.,.,acnc~ .,0 t. 15 C~ClSlon. This w01..:1d resul:. in net.·revcnu"!s 0: 
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:3::>proxirr..~tely 334.,700 <l.."l.c. g:"osz :"cvenucs of r-tpp:"oxim.:.l.tely $317,300, 

an incrc.';lse of .':l.P?:'oxi:r.at.ely $33,200, 0:" 11.68 percc:1.t., ove:" 

present rntes. It is :"e~son~ble t.o :-ecucc ?~ncho's rat.e o~ 

ret.u!"n absent. .1. com:ni -:..:ncnt t.o provide .:'m .:lc.cqu.:J,te quali t.y of 

service. 

Staff Account.in~ Procedure aecom~cnd~t.ions 

The st.::tf'f fin.":\.."l.cial wi t.nc~z t.oo:-: 0.y.c /:!ption t.o six 

aspects of !{oncho' z .').cco\:.n tine proccci.1.: rc:=; and reco:r.menc.~c. th;J.t. 

they be corrected. R3.ncho die. :'lot t.:l,k .. .! cy-ceptio:l t.o t.he .'lccou~t.ine 

reco:'n.'nc:'ld(ltions. Thc,Z·e reco:nmenc..;).t.ions .'lre re~zon.lble and will 

be ado?ted. 

Staff Recommended Ioorovemcnts 
A st~ff report conc~ins the folloWing tabul~tion 

of customer co~plaints filed in R~ncho's office: 

1975 
'Leaks 14 
!.ow P'ressu::-e 7 
High Pressure 2 
Tflsee~. Ocior, Color 19 
No .. Water 8 
Meter Reading 2 
Main D.ru:.:.ge 4 
Miscell':lncous 6 -

Total 62 

1976 -
26 
14 

1 
15 
13· 
4 
S. 
6 

87 

1/1/77 to 
4/14/77 

6· 
2 

2 

.10 

Service prob1et:lS ~cnd to occur :nore frequcntly during 
periods of heavy demand, i.c., e~~ing summer and fall mon:hs. 

The seaff recomcends that Rancho be ordered to: 
(1) Insea11 chlorination treatment on Well No. 2 in 

accordance with the letter d~tee March 3, 1976 from :he 
C~ltforni~ Departmen~ of Health to Rancho. 
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(2) Prepare and submit to the Commission for approval 

within 180 <:i&ys a master plan of im?rovements to provide for 
t;be systematic replacement of old~ undersized mains and to 
f . 

provide adequate storage and transmission and distribution 

facilities to properly service the area when developed to 
saturation. The master plan should include. but not: be 

limited to. the following: 
(a) The replacement of 2-ixu::h and J-inch mains 

as outlined in the in-house memorandum 
dated November 10, 1975. attached to the 
letter to the Commission dated February S~ 
1976. These areas should be desigc.a.t:ed by 
priority as ordered by D.85012. 

(b) An est~te of the ~ and types of 
customers to be served. 

(c) 

(d) 

An estimate of the increase in water 
consumption due to the watering of the 
orchards and the increase in customers. 
A year-by-year schedule of construction 
platlS. . 

(e) A year-by-year estimate of the costs of 
constructioll. 

(f)' !he annual increase in gross revenues 
necessary to provide a reasonable rate of 
return on plant constructed. 

(g) The rates necessary to generate the gross 
revenues spread on an equitable basis 
between domestic and agricultural customers. 

(h) The proposed method of finanCing the 
improvements. . 

(3) Institute a program for the ~outine test1~ of 

customers' meters in accordance with the provisions of 
Section VI of General Order No. 103 and as ordered by D.68660 
dated February 24~ 1965 in A.45857 ~ and submit the results in 
Schec1ule D-6 of Rancho's a.mmal report to the Comm1.ssion. 

-20-
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Rancho's consultant and former manager outlined an 

improvement program. which would eost approximately one million crllars , primarily in'Volving construction of new reservoirs 
and trans::uission mains and repair or replacement of pumping 
equipment on Well No.2. He estimates the cost of replacing 
undersized mains. ordered in D.8S012 at $120,000, the cost of 

installing a Well No.2 chloritlator at about $3,000, and the 
cost of repai:ring the pumping equipment on Well No.2, to . 
~prove its operating efficiency to normal levels, at $12,000. 

Some of the additional storage is needed to permit: 

full-time operation of Well No.2 during peak periods. This 
would reduce Rancho's expenses by permittiDg it to produce 

more well water and to purchase less water. Other improvemetLts 
would eliminate constrictions in ttansmission lines. Some of 
the improvements may be contingent on further development, 
which would be financed in part by advances for construction. 

Rancho submitted a tentative advice letter proposal 

to the staff to limit new service connections because of 
inadequacies in its transmission and storage facilities. 

Rancho has the obligation as a public utility to provide an 

adequate level of service, which :neets or exceeds tbe 
. standards set forth in General Order No. 103. Rancho 

should be required to correct its service deficiencies. 
Accordingly, Rancho will be ordered to: 
(a) I'DStall the chlorination equipment on 

Well No. 2 within 90 days after the 
effective date of this order ~ to elix:1inate 
the objectionable taste and Odor from 
this su??ly and to lessen the possibility 
of bacterial contamination of the water 
supply. Rancho should chlorinate its other 
well if ordered to do so by the California 
Department of Health •. Rancho indicates 
that chlorination of both wells is needed. 

-21-
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(b) 

(c) 

(d) 

Replace the 2-1nch and 3-ineh steel mains 
on a three-year schedule commenc1Dg with 
the effective date of this order, meeting 
the minimum size requirements set forth 
in General Order No. 103. It appears 
that S01:De of the main replacements should 
be increased in size and utilized as 
transmission lines to avoid future 
paralleli'ng of these mains. Rancho 
should indicate where this approach will 
be used. 
Replace any other 2-iueh or 3-inch maiu on 
its system 1JOt meeting the mininn.ml sizing 
requirements of Genera.l Order No. 103 
within one year of the effective date 
of this order, if any customer served off 
of such an undersized main has filed a 
low pressure complaint with Rancho in 
the past two years. 
Repair or replace the pumping equipment on 
Well No. 2 to improve the operating effi-
ciency of the equipme::.t during the winter 
of 1978-1979. 

Rancho should also file 8. master plan with the 

Commission covering the areas in staff reeo=ce~ded items 
(2)(a) as :nodified above~ (2)(b)~ (2)(c)~ (2)(d), (2)(e), 

and (2) (h) • The plan should indicate the improvements 
needed to supply existtng developments and to supply anticipated 

developments ~ and should indicate the conceptual requirements 
for ultimate development of the service area. !'be 2-iuch 
and 3-inch main replacement plan should be submitted within 
60 days after the effective date 'of this order. The remaining 
portions of the plan should be submitted within 180 days after 

the effective date of this order. 
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The primary oojective of P~cho is to provide the 
~blic with a water supply delivered at adequate pressures. 

#' 

Irrigation supplies must meet system demands. Rancho's current 
irrigation scheduling practices are needed to maintain adequate 
system pressures. The priorities in Rancho's construction 
plan should oe (1) to eliminate existing deficiencies, (2) to 
avoid deficiencies anticipated due to growth through 1981, 
(3) to time additional improvements on a cost-effective oasis to 
meet further growth in existing system demands, and (4) to meet 
future development neees. Rancho should look at the overall 
economy of enlarging facilities to meet its ::laster plan criteria 
where a smaller facility is to be financed pursuant to its Main 
Extension Rule. The revenue requirement associated ~th a 
1.1 million dollar construction pr~gra=, which includes increases 
in operation and maintenance expe~es and ad valorem taxes, a 
decrease in income taxes oy reason of the investment tax credit, 
and a return on the additional investment, could approach 
$250,000 per year. The timing of the construction to meet prior­
ities ) and 4 should consider the potential rate impact on 
Rancho's cus tomers·. 

-23-
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The staff should prom?tly :,eview the conztructio!1 
-plr.i:'l filings and di:.;cuss possible moc.ifiC::-tt.ions with ?..ancno. 

'I'h~ ct.af'!" ~:.hould -:.hen recom:r:end 3pprov;l1 of the plan (or of' th~ 

modified plan) t.o the Co:r:.:izsion, or ;·cco::m:.enc. rcope!'li:l6 this 

proceeding. 
The scheduling of improvements f~lling under 

priorit:ies :3 tind 4, supr"" are n~cc:ss.lrily tentative at this 
time. We will t10t m~neate construction unde:, priorities 3 

~nd 4 unless (1) the icprovcmcnts arc necessary to provide 
or ~ai~tain ~tisf~ctory servicc; or (2) Rancho's ?lan 
indic:J.'ces I:h.:l.t cOSt savings cxceed the revenue requirc'Clent, 

.'It the authorized r.1te of rcturn~ for f.:lcilities scheduled, 
for constn:ction through 1931, which C.:ln be safely deferred. 
We will not :l.1ncatc post -1981 construction at this ti-:nc,. 
Rancho should be ?ermi~tcd to request modific~tio'ns of 
the pl~n b~scd on c~~ged circumseanccs. 

A pro forma C.llcul.J.tion of gross revenue requirements 
by YC::J.:r, through 1931 ~ at the authorized rate ,of return should 
be filed to reflect implcmcnt~tion of the plan • 
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A staff witness testified that Rancho's old meters 
have been replaced. The recent vintage of the water meters 
~ Rancho's system precludes mandating ehe testing of. such 
meters on a routine basis at this time. 

Rates 
Rancho's present and proposed rates for general 

metered service are tabulated below. 

Service Charge: 

For 5/8 x3/4-1r1t:h meter 
For. 3/4-inch meter 

......... ' ..... . 
••••••••••••••• 

For l-inch meter ••••••••••••••• 
For 1-1/2-iuch meter ............... " 

For 2-iuch meter ••••••••••••••• 
For 3-ineh meter ••••••••••••••• 
For 4-inch meter ••••••••••••••• 
For 6-inch meter ••••••••••••••• 

Quant it1 Rates: 
First 500 eu.ft.~ per 100 eu.ft. 
Next 9~500 cu.ft.~ per 100 eu.ft. 
Over lO~OOO cu.ft., per 100 cu.ft. 
Next 13,000 cu.£t.~ per 100 cu.ft. 
Next 12,500 cu.ft., per 100 cu.£t. 
Over 26~OOO eu.ft.~ per 100 eu.ft. 

•••• 
•••• 
•••• 
•••• 
•••• 
•••• 

Per Meter Per MOnth 
Prese~ Proposed 
Rates Rates 

$ 3.00 
4.50 
7.50 

15.00 
24.00 
45.00 
60.00 
90.00 

$ 0.43 -
0.45 
0.39 
0.24 

$ 3.00 
4.50 
7.50 

15.00 
24.00 
45.00 
60.00 
90.00 

$ 0.49 
0.75 
0.64 

The Service Charge is applicable to all metered 
service. Ie is a readiness-to-serve charge to 
which is added the charge, computed at the 
Quantity Rates, for water used during the month. 
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e 
The following tabulat10u compares general metered 

service revenues at present and proposed rates for 5/8 x 
3/4-inch meter and shows the effect of the pro~sed 11lcrease • 

... 
i Use Revenues 
, Per Month Present Proposed Difference 

in Ccf Rates Rates iSollars ~ercent: 

0 $ 3.00 $ 3.00 $ 0 0 
2 3.86 3.9S 0.12 3.1 
4 4.72 4.96 0.24 5.1 
6 5.60 6.20 0.60 10.7 
8 6.50 7.70 1.20. 18.5 

10 7.40 9.20 1.80 24.3 
12 8.30 10.70 2.40 28.9 
l4 9.20 12.20 3.00 32.6 
16 10.10 13.70 3.60 35.6 
18 11.00 15.20 4.20 38.2 
20 11.90 16.70 4.80 40.3 
25 14.1$ 20.45 6.30 44.5 
30 16.40 24.20 7.80 47.6 
3S 18.65 27.95 9.30 49.9 
40 20.90 31 .. 70 10.80 51.6, 
45 23.15 35.45 12.30 53 .. 1 
50 25.40 39.20 13.80 54.3 
60 29.90 46.70 16.80 56.2 
70 34.40 54.20 19.80 57.6 
80 38.90 61.70 22.80 58.6 
90 43.40 69.20 25.80' 59.4 

100 47.90 76.70 28.80 60.1 
110 52.40 83.10 30.70 58.6 
120 56.90 89.50 32.60 57.3 
130 61.40 95.90 34.50 56.2 
140 65.60 102.30 36.70 55.9 
150 69.50 108,.70 39.20 56.4 
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The impact on Rancho's four largest customers 15 to 
increase the rates charged to an oil company by 60.3 percent:t to a 
s~hool by 64.1 pereent~ to a citrus packer by l14.7 percent, 

" and to a feed yard by 137.6 percent. There was testimony 
that the magnitude of increases to these operators could 
result in the discontinuance of service to these customers 
either through their utilization of their own wells or by 

closing down the enterprises. 
Rancho's present and proposed metered irrigation 

service rates are set forth in the following tabulation. 
Per Meter'Per MOnth 
Pre sene Pioposed 
Rates· Rates 

Service Charge: 

For I-inch, or smaller, meter :... $ 7.50 
For 1-1/2-ineh~ter ••••••••••••••••• 15.00 
For 2-ineh meter ••••••••••••••••• 24.00 
For 3-ineh meter ••••••••••••••••• 45.00 
For 4-ineh meter ••••••••••••••••• 60.00 
For 6-ineh meter ••••••••••••••••• 90.00 

guantity Rate: 

Per 100 eu.ft •••••••••••••••••••••••• $ 0.l6 

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

. r 
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Rancho also proposes adding the following special 
condition10l to its metered irrigation service eariff: 

"3. 'Where the use of water is seasonal or. .... 
intermittent:. no adjustment will be 
made for any temporary disconnection. 
Any customer resuming service within 
12 months after it was disconnected, 
will be required to pay all service 
charges wb'5..ch would bave been billed 
if the temp,orary disconnection had not 
been made. ' 

Rancho proposes no rate changes for private fire 
protection service or for public fire hydrant service. It 
proposes an increase in the daily service charge for special 
metered service from $2.00 to $3.24 and an increase in the 
quantity·rate from $0.54 per Cc£ t~ $0.87 per Ccf. 

Rancho states that its rates for general metered 
service are designed using the Commission's lifeline concept. 
Rancho proposes no changes in service charge levels. 

D.85012 points out that the staff results of operations 
exhibit contained no discussion of rate spread or rate design. There 
has been vigorous public opposition to the proposed increases:t in­
cluding strong written and verbal comments on the adverse impact of 
the proposed rates:t on domestic and agricultural customers:t in this 
proceeding. Rancho~ at the request of the staff:. prepared cost-of­
service studies in this proceeding. In response to questions on rate 
deSign, a staff witness testified that domestic customers should not 

2:9..1 Adoption of tllis provision would in effect transform. the 
serVice charge into an annual rate payable monthly. 
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be :required. to subsid.ize agricultlJral rates but that, 1£ agricul­

tural :rates were so bigh as to :result in losses to the economy, 
~here should be an effort to equalize rates so that all customers 
~ould pay a portion of the rate increase granted; that both service 
chaiges and quantity rates should be increased; and that Rancho 
should implement a more vigorous water conservation program. 
If Rancho files a future general rate increase application, 
a staff witness should testify on the effects of and reason­
ableness of Rancho's rate proposals. 

Testimony and statements by Rancho-' s witness and by 

public witnesses compared per-acre irrigation costs at Rancho's 
proposed ra~es, at the rates of mutual water companies supplying 
gravity deliveries in Rancho's service .area, and at the rates 
of waterworks districts ~ supplying i:rigation water under 
pressure. 

Rancho's witness testified that even though its 
proposed water rates .are greater than those of a nearby mutual, 
the greater water use required under gravity versus drip 
irrigation offsets the rate differential and that costs per 
acre are comparable. In comparing Rancho's rates with VC 

rates be contends tha.t~ if vc taxesll! are added to water 
charges, costs per acre are comparable. Customers argue that 
other combinations of use and service charges result tn higher 
per .. acre charges by Ra.ncho. There was tes'Cimouy 'Chat the high 
cost of water results fn marginal· or unprofitable orchard 
cultivation; that cultivation of oranges and grapefruit 
could be unprofitable even if there were no water charges; 
and that orchard operations might operate at a loss for as long 
as 10 years, even for the cultivation of high value avocados. 

11/ Formation of some improvement districts and the resultant 
- taxes flow from the transfer of service areas from Rancho to 

the districts, at lA's behest. 

-2.9-



" 

A.S6964 es/d. 

Rancho's cost-of-service study~ based on its 
or1gfDal estimates, shows that at proposed rates the rates 
ff return on rate base for commercial~ irrigat1on~ a.nd 
special service are 15.68 percent~ 3.69 percent~ and 
39.03 percent respectively. "!'he study used 1976 load 
faCtors for 1977 allocations. If 1975121 load factors 
were used. the disparity in rate of return between 
coamerc 1al and irrigation service would increase. Rancho's 
witness testified that value of service as well as cost of 
service should be, considered in setting rates; and that elimina­
tion of the rate of return differences between classes of 
service should be a long-range goal~ but this goa.l should be 

tempered to consider community goals which resulted in 
setting up an agricultural preserve within Rancho's service 
area. 

The adopted rates give consideration to cost of 
service, lifeline and conse:rvat:L~n.!~/ We recognize that 
irrigation water costs are a major component in the cost of the 
cultivation of orchard crops in Rancho' s service area. However , 

~ the large disparity in spread of rate of return between classes of 
service would soon precipitate the need for further rate relief 
given continuing increases in irrigation demand, the underpricing 
of the cbarges for i:rigation water, and the increase. in plant 

gl 

13'/ -, 
1975 wea~er was closer to normal weather than was 1976 
weather. 
~ staff did not indicate any specific water conservation 
actions beyond those req,uired unaer D.86959 and D.88466 in 
C.10l14. The drip irrigation method drastically reduces 
irrigation requirements compared to supplying water from 
£'Jrrows qr by flooding .. , 
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investment needed to correct service deficiencies. Rancho's 
proposed r~tes would ~vc incre~sed irrig~tion revenues by 

.:lpproxi';t'..:ttcly 63 percent, spccitll metered rates by .:l?proxim.:z.tely 
62 percent) and com:nerci~l reven'-!es by .'lpproxiIn;l.tely 55 percent. 
The .:x.dopted rates will n.3rrow the g.:lp in r.'ltc of rc~urn bc':·,.;ocen 
customer cl.'lsscs. Test year irrig.:lcion service ::cvcnues .::.nd 
spcci~l ~~tercd service revenues will e~ch be incr~scd by 

~?proxi~tely 39 percent. Commercial revenues exclusive of ~bc 
. lifeline revenues will be incre~secl by ~?prox~tcly 21 percent 
which reflects the flow through of the decrease ir. ad v~lore~ 
tax expense resulting from the ~ddition of A:ticle XIII-A to 
~he St.::z.te Constitution. The over.:l.ll incrcOlse is 1$'.94 pc;:ccn:. 
Rcouest for EIR 

t 

One of Rancho's irrigation cust~uCrs contends tl~t 
an EIR is required prior co consider:J.tion of the -:ncrits of 
the r.:lte applic.ltion; t~~ c.lrlicr r.ltc incrc~~e~ ~u~h¢rizcd 
togcthc: .... ~ich the incre.::L.$c proposed herein wO!Jld clc.lrly 
have ~ significant environ."'nCnt.:l.l i:lp.:1ct; t:h:lt thc r::::tc 
incrc.:lses could thre.ltcn the viAbility of agriculture in .:ltl 
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Jarea master-planned, down-zoned, and given tax incentives to 
encourage agricultural uses; that he suspects that the 

addition of chlorine in a water supply could cause the 

irrigated trees to clie and damage the envi%orzment; and that 
Rancho would depl~te the underground wa.ter supply to avoid 
buying water. 

The ~pplieability of CEQA to the Commission's 
ratema.king functions was considered and rejected in the 

adoption and amendment of Rule 17.1 of the Commission's Rules 
of Practice and Procedure in D.81237 dated April 3, 1973 
(75 CPUC 133) and in D.81484 dated June 19, 1973 in C.9452 

(Peninsula Commute and Transit Comnittee, 75CPUC 243). "!he 
California Supreme Court sustained the COCollission by denial 
of petitions for writs of review in Plannip.g snd Conservation 
et ale v P.U.C., S.F. 2'3031, January 16, 1974; Penins1.1la 
Commute and Transit Committee v P.U~C., S.y. 23034, JantJa.ry 16, 
1974; and Sierra Club v P.U.C., s.r. 23069, April 17 p 1974 .. 

Rancho is in need of rate ,relief to earri out itsl 
. " ., 

utility operations. The rates authorized are rea So:'l8ble, for 
a.ll of Rancho's c'ustomers.' ,!f 

.. ' .. 
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'I'he California Department of Health has .a. primary 
responsibility to require water companies to supply domestic 
cfStomers with safe, potable water supplies.. '!'be healeh 
de par tm e n t requirement that Ra'O.cho chlori1la.te its well 
supply is consistent with that responsibility. The purported 
threat of chlorination destroying trees has not been observed 
in other companies supplying chlorinaeed irrigation water. 
RanCho's purchased CMWD water supply is chlorinated. 

A staff witness testified that the water table was 
relatively unchanged in the last three years. '!be staff 
recommendation that Rancho should cut back on the use of 
purchased water is designed to cut Rancho's costs, which 
are reflected in its rates. 

Rancho's··serviee would deteriorate absent construction 
of needed improvements. Replacement of mains in an existing 
easement or right-of-way would have no loug-term effect on 
the environment. Rancho needs to routinely inspect the 
route of its system to detect leaks, to repair leaks, and 
to perform routine or emergency services to keep its system 
operational. Rancho was not required to have, nor did it seek, 
nor is it granted, a certificate in this proceeding. 

Rancho ~ the obligation to provide necessary 
facilities in its service area to meet the requirements of 
its commercial, agricultural, and ,other customers. The 
improvements specifically ordered herein and the improvements 
incorporated in the· approved plan, which Rancho will be 
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directed 'to cArry out, are meant to meet this oblig<ltion. 
Rancho would need no authority fro::l this Commission to 
construct any of these facilities, either within or Adjacent 
to its service area. (e.g., :J. stor.lge tan~ needed to provide 
pressu:"c witl'l.in th~ service .:l.reol). Local govern:nental bodies 
would issue nccess<!ry construction ?crmits and perfo:'m the 
environ:nental review neeGed to comply with CEQA. No EIR is 
needed in this proceeding. The :notion to require .ln EIR 

should be denied. If Rancho had adequately ~t: its·servicc 
• 1" . 14/ ld' d' . d 00 kg.:l.t~ons-- we wou not nave to ~rect ~t to 0 so now. 

Findings 
1. The adopted estimates previously discussed herein 

of operating revenues, of operating expenses, and of r:J.te 
base for test year 1977 .:l.re reasonable. 

2. Rancho's 1977 revenues at the proposed rates would 
yield tot~l operating revenues of $449,600, an increase of 
.1.pproxl.m.1.tely $168,500 (58.23 percent), which would yield a 
rate of return of 15.68 percent on an adopted rate b~se of 
$694,340. This rate of return is excessive. 

Rancho is in n~ed of ~dditlon.:l.l reVenues but the 
proposed ':t"~tes se~ fo-rth in the ~pplication <l::r."C excessive. 

4. Rancho's parent, KA, ~~s subsidized Rancho's 
opcr~tions ~s ~n adjunct to its major clevclopmenc~l ~nd 
s~lcs activities in Rancho's service area. 

S. Ra:'l.cho sought .1.nd was authorized to ?rovide public 
utility irrigation service to supply irrigation service to 
KA's agricultural subdivisions. Ranchors service ?roble=s 

1:!::./ Rancho contends th.,.t it believed its com?liclnce filing W .. 1.5 

sufficient and it was confirmed in that belief by the lack 
of response from the Commission.. The proced\!re discussed 
herein should prevent any misunderstanding of this order • 
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are based in part on its acquisition of an old~ undersized 
mutual water company system serving relatively few d.omestic 
Jastomers within a large service area and. the superimPosition 
of large irrigation loads on that system. 

6. ~ bas uo~ provided sufficient funds to correct 
Rancho's present service problems and to meet the increasing 
water requirements on Rancho's system due to customer growth 
and to growing M / A irrigation requirements ~ ::esulting from 
the increasing maturity of tbe citrus and avoeaclo orchards~ 

supplied by Rancho. 
7. Rancho· should construct the specific improvements 

and prepare the master plan as described on pages 21 through 
24 herein. Rancho should make its filings within the 
prescribed time limits. The Commission staff should carry 
out the instructions set forth on Page 24 herein regarding 
review, modification~ and approval: of the plan. 

S. Rancho should be directed to construct the 
~provements called for under priorities 1 and 2 of the plan~ 
which include the approved schedule of ~provements through 
1981. Rancho should construct the improvements called for 
under priorities 3· and 4 in accord~nce with the criteria 
set forth herein. Rancho should use internally generated 
funds to make these improvements. 

9. A rate of return of 9.75 percent on the adopted 
rate base of $694 ~340 is reasonable, providing that KA agrees 
to secure the funds needed by Rancbo~ beyond those generated 
internally by Rancho~ to make the improvements ordered 
herein. A 9.75 percent rate of return based on a 50-percent­
debt-50-percent-equity capital structure~ as described 
herein, would p~ovide a return on common equity of 9.50 

percent. 
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10. The ~uchorized ra~cs contained in Appendix A ~tt~ched 
hereto shoulc provide gross revc~ues of ap?roxi~tcly $361,700, 
an incre::.sc of $77,600, or 27.31 ?Crccnc, over prcs<::n: r.;!.t.es. 
The rates contained in Appe:-.. dix A .lrc based on .'ld v;llorem tax 
csti:r.3tcs w~ich do not reflect recent reductions r...."lnd.:ltec! by the 
Co~~ission by reason of the ~dO?tiOn of P~:iele XIII-A of the C~lifor­

nia. Constitution. These r.l~CS .lrc predicated upon KA~s ."lgreemen= to 
secure additional funds needed to const.ruct: the ordered impro'"e:nents. 

11. Absent KJ. J S agreement to prOvide additional funds 
needed to con~truct the ordered imp::-ovcments, .1 r.lte of return on 

rate base 0: 5.00 percent on the aco;>te<! :::~te b",se of $694,.340 is 
rea~onable. It would ~c reasonable :0 reduce ~ncho's ra:c of 
return absen~ 3 corn.'UitQent to provide .:1n adequ.3tc qu.ollity of 
service. 

12. The oluthorizcd r~ees contained in Appendix B ~t:~checl 
hereto should provide revenues of $3l7,300, an incrc~sc of 
upproxi~:cly $33,200, or ll.6S percent, over prcsenc r~tcs ~nd ~ 
r.aee of rc~urn 0:'1 ~hc adopted r.:l~C holSC of $694,340,. or 5.00 p<::rcent. 

13. The, .:lp?ort:io~":tencs of r.:lte incre.:.:ses between different 

classes of customers authorized herein ~rc re~sonable. 
14. !he increases in r~tes and charges autho~ized by this 

decision ~re just:.ified ~nc! are :re~sorulble; And the p:::esent r.a.tes 
~nd charges, insofar ~s they differ from those prescribed by this 
deCision, arc: for ~hc future unjust ~nd unre,.:lsonable. 

15. Rol:'l.cho should be directed to est.lblish .:1 t:.ax initio'ltivc 
.account pursu.:tn.~ to Com:tission OIr 19, issuec! JU:'l.e 271 1978. 
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16. Rancho should eliminate the substantial delays in 

writing off retired and abandoned plant, eliminate the 
~erstatement of its depreciation reserve and depreciation 
expense flowing from the delay in writing off retired and 
abandoned plant. properly record purchased power and 
purchased water expenses, and correct and mainta.in its 
general ledger balances for advances for construction, 
construction work in progress, and contributionsfn aid of 
construction to properly reflect changes in these accounts 
during the year. Rancho's annual reports to the Commission 
should show the correct footages of its mains. 

l7. Rancho should be authorized to amortize tbe 
prel~inary surveytng and investigation charges discussed 
in D.850l2 over 10 years beginning with calendar year 1975. 

lS. Rancho's installation of controls on its Tract 2185 
booster station in lieu of a hydropneum.a.tie tank meets the 

requirements of D.85012. 
19. Rancho should eliminate the cash drain resulting 

from refunding KA.' s advances either by discotmting these 
advances as indicated herein or by crediting refunds due to 
capital surplus. If Rancho and KA do not elect t9 adopt one of 
these options ~ Rancho should be restricted from enteri1'2g into 
new main extension contracts to avoid further exacerbating its 

cash flow problems. 
20. Rancho is not required to have ~ nor did it seek, nor is 

it granted, a certificate in this proceeding. No EIR. is 
needed in this. proceeding. The motion to require au Em 
should be denied. 
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Conclusions 
1. The a?plic~tion should be gr~nted ~o che extent 

set forth in the order which follows_ 
2~ R~ncho should =~ke the necess~ry ~ctior~ to ~?rove 

the quality of its service and the ~dequ~cy of its accounting 
procedures in the areas desc-:ibcd in Findings 7, 8, and 16 
herein .. 

3. K.A. should provide the .lddition.:ll funds needed to 
implC':!lcnt Fincings 7 and S. 

4. Rancho should elimin~te the cash dr~in resulting 
fro~ refunding KA's ~dv~nccs either by discounting t~se 
~cv~nccs ~s ineic~:ed herein or by credi:ing refunds" due to 
ca?it~l surplus. If R.J.ncho .J.-nG KA do not: elect to .:ldo?t onc of 

these opcions, R.:t-ncho should be restricted from entering into 
new main extension contracts to .:I.void, further exacerbating:-
its C.:l.sh flow ?-:oblems .. 

5.. No EIR is needed in this ?roc~eding. The motion 
to :cquire an EIR should be denied. 

6. The effective date of this order should be the ~te 
hereof bec.ause of the prompt: need =0::- :-~tc relief. 

ORDER - ...... ---
It IS ORDERED that: 

1. After the effective date of this order and subject to 
the condition set fo-:th in Orderi~g paragraph 4 below, Rancho 
~s posas W~ter Comp.any is ~uthorized to file the revised r~te 
schedules attached to this order as A?pe~dix A. Such £ili~g shall 

comply with Ge~eral ~der No. 96·A. !he effective ~Ce of th~ 
revised r~te schedules s~ll be four ~ys ~fter the dat~ of filing. 
The revised rate schedules shall apply only to service re~dered on 
and after the effective date thereof. 
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2. R~ncho ~s Pos~s Water Com?any s~ll t~ke the necess~ry 

.:lceions :'0 c..'lrry out the rcql"l.irc:cntz set forth in Findings 7 .::.nd a 
within the prescribed time lL~its after the effective date of this 
order. R.::.ncho T....:l:. Pos.::.:> W~ter Comp~ny sh.llll use intern.:111y -
gC:l.croltcd funds .lS .::. source 0·£ funds to construct the needed 

£.3cilities. 
3. R.:1ncho L:ls Posas Wolter Comp.:my shall implement the 

.lccounting corrections set forth in Finding 16, inclucling the 
reconcili~tion of its ~in inventory. Rancho s~ll file ~ rc?ort 
of its compliance 3ction pursu.:J.nt -=:0 this ordering p.'lragr:1ph· 
within sixty days after the effective d.:ltc of this order. 

4. In order to be .:luthorized to file the races set :forth 
in Appendix A, R.1ncho ~s Posas W.:ttcr Comp.1.ny shall, concurrently 

wi th the filing of such r~tcs,. file .In executed .llgreem.cnt ~Nith its 

?<'lrcnt, 'Kaise-: Aetna, indic.:1ting K.-'liscr Aetr."'..ll's commicment to 
provide RAneho !..as POs.:lS W.accr Co::npany wi~.h the ."ldditional funds 

needed to cons truct ehe ordered im?roV',e:nents as set forth in 

Findings '] and 8 on the prescribed schedule. 
S. If R~ncho Las ?os~s W~ter Co~~ny c~nnot file the 

executed .:tgr~cmenc as set forth in Ordering ?.llr~gr~ph 4 herein, 
it: s~ll not be .luthorizcd to file the r.3.tes ,contained in Appendix A~, 
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In th3~ event) afcer the e£fec~ivc d:J.te of this order, ~ncho 
L:ls POS.:I.S Water Co:np.':my is authorized t.o file :hc revised r.3.te 

seh~dule ~ttaehed eo this order as Appendix B. Su~h filing 
sh311 co:nply with General Ord~r No,. 96-A. The effective d3.~e 
of the rcviscc r:J.te schedules sh.:tll be fo'c.r d.lys :J.:~erthc 
G..:tte of filing. Tee revised rate schedules sh.:lll .lpply only 

eo service :::-cndcred on or after the date thereof. 
6. Decision No. 85012 is modified to reflect the revisec 

.:I.mo~ti%.ation period described in Finding 17 here,in ~nd the ; 

substitution of booster station controls for a hydropneu::n.:.tic 
tank dcsc::ibed in Finding 18 herein. 

7. R~ncho Las Posas W~ter Company is directed to 
cS:4blisn oil ~x initiative .:tccount ?urs~nt to ComQission,OII 19, 
issued June 27, 19i5. 

8. The motion for an Environmental Impact Report in this 
proceeding is denied. 

9. R.:r.ncno ~s POS.:I.S Water Comp~ny shall elimin.:r.te ~hc 
c~$h dr~in from refunding Kaiser AccnA~s ~dvanccs for 
const=uction ei~hcr by discounting these advances ~s indic~ccd 
herein or by crediting refunds eue to c~pital surplUS. Rancho 
Las Posa~ Wa~er C~?any shall file an exec~ccd ~greement with 
Kaisc:::- Aetna ~do?~ing one of these options within thi:~y ~ys 
a.fter the effective d.:Lte of this order. If this olg:ee:nent: is 

-40-

~. ,.-



A .. S6964 ~i 

not filed within thirty days after the effective date of this 
order, Rancho Las Posas Water Company is restricted from entering 
into new main extension contracts without further order of the 
Commission .. 

The effective da~e of this order is the date hereof. 
Dated at San Francisco , California, this 3rd 

day of __ ........;O;..;;c...;,t..;;.ob.;..e.;..:" _______ , 1978 .. 

ROBERT EATINOvrCH , ... ,~', 
.;.;.;;.=.:;..=......=.:..:.:.;=-:..:..:::.=.:.:.---Pr-r-e-z~:i.-c::.-e-n-t. :;;-:::' 

vJILLIAr-1 SYMONS, JR. 

VERNON L. STURCEON 

RICHARD D. GRAVELLE 

CLAIRE T. D£DRICK 
Commissioners 
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AP?LICABILITY 

APPE:-."D!X A 
Ptlge 1 0: 8 

Schedu1 e No. 1 

GE:NSAAL XErERED SERVICE 

A~?licable to all metered water service. exce~t metered irrigi!tior. 
service. 

TERRITORY 

Somis and vicinity. Ventura County. 

RATES 

Service Chc:lrse: 

For 5/8 x 3/4-inch meter .••••••••..•..••..••. 
For 3/4-inch meter ..•....••......•...•• 
Fo!'" 1-inch meter ••.•.......••.•.•..•.• 
For 1 1/2-inch meter ••••.•••.•.•••.••••.. 
For 2-1nch meter ••••••.•.••••••.•...• 
For 3-inch meter •••••.•••••••••.••••. 
For 4-inch meter ••.•.••.••.•••.•.••.• 
For 6-inch m~ter.~ ...•..........•.... 

Quant i ty Rates: 

First 500 c\.I.ft .• PCl"" 100 cu.ft .• , •.••.••• 
Next 25 .. 700 CI.t. ft .• per 100· cu. ft. -' ..•...•. 
Over 26 , 000 e'C..:t"t. .. I . ye:- lOO C'C. ... :rt. ... 0 ....... . 

Per Meter 
l'er Month 

~ 3 .. 00' 
5 .. 40 
9 .. 00 

18.00 
28.20 
54.00 
72.00 

108 .. 00' 

ihe ~rvice Chargt: 1s al'p1icab1e to ai1 metered 
service. It is a .~reaGines:.-to-serve charge to 
wh'ich is ad6e6 the charge. eom?uted at the Quantity 
Rates, for water used during the month. 

(:0 
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A??Er."D!Y. A 
P:lg~ 2 o~ 8 

$chcduie No.2 

METERED !RR!GAnorx SERVICE 

A??Li CAe! LITY 

Ap~1icab'e to ail meteree irrisation service. 

TERRITORY 

Somis and vicinity. Ventura County. 

RATES -
Service Charge: 

For 1-; nch, or ::ma 11 er, 'r.leter __ .•.. _ ............. . 
For 1 1/2'-inch metC!r ......... ,. ...... Ii. Ii .... Ii ••• .,., oil ..... . 

For 2-inch meter •..•.••••••••••••.••••••••••••••. 
For 3-inch meter •..•• ~ ••••..••••••••.••.•.••••••• 
For 4- i nc·h mc,te-r· • ., •••• ~ .... __ • '" • Ii • '., • Ii ••• Ii ... Ii • • ' ... Ii •• 

For 6·inch meter· .. Ii Ii Ii •• Ii ••• ,. Ii •• Ii Ii .... Ii Ii •• Ii ... ......... Ii 

Quantity Rates: 

Per Meter 
Per Month 

$, 9·00 
'18.00 
28.20 
54.00' 
72.00 

loa .. 00 

?er 100 Cu ... Ft. Ii ............ Ii Ii "' ... a ....... Ii Ii .. III .... Ii......... $ 0.24. (1) 

ihe Se~ice Charge is a~?jica~'e to a" metered 
sCl"'Vice. It is a read~ne$::-to-:;el"Ve charge to 
which is ~dGed the charge, comi"Jtedat the Quantity 
Rates, for water used during the month. 

(Conti nued) 



SPECIAL COrrnmONS 

~"DIXA 
Page 3 or 8 

Seheail-e No. 2 

l€'!'Z?.ED lil~mATION' SE?"J!CE 
t cont1rl:led.) 

1. Water o'otail'led '\md.er this tarl!! t'cbec.ule is 1:.0 be ~ed tor 
ir:"igat.ion purposes ori!y. I! or::! 'J'C:tiQn 01' ",.eh water i~ u,ed. tor 
domestic p.l.~se", the ~rv"'1ce ldll 'be billed. und.er Scl.'lcaule ~. 1, 
General Metered Service. 

2. SebeduJ.:.rJg may 'be re~red 1'or use or irrigation water in :sucb. 
portion. or port.iO~ 01' the service area where it is determ1ned. by the 
utility to 'be otl>ene!'it t.O t.he vater u~rs. 

(a) 'Within tho:se portiO%l!J 01' t.be ,ervice area wherein 
the utility na., determined. that ~ed.ul1:lg w1ll 'be 
beneficial to the water u~n, ,aid sehedullng 
shall 'oe a mandatory requirement tor thO:se 
irrigation ,erviees with a meter ,i,=e 01' 2 inches 
or larger. 

('0) 'Request.s tor imgation service 8chcd.uling ~ 
'be made not les, t.ll.an 24 ~ i:o. advcee 01' t.he 
time 1n'ig&:t.ion water ~. desired. 

(e) In the event 01' & sehedullng ccm.."'liet, the ut1l1ty 
shall provide & ~lution ",.eh that irrigation 
vater Mall be available tor use 'by the reCl:'olestor 
wi thin. three day, 1'rom the ~ate end t1me re~e~t.ed 
tor avail~ility 01' 1l'rlgation ~rv1ce. However, 
this condition ~hall not be eonstxu«i suell t.hat it 
supers«!es or tekes preeedenee over the terms a:u! 
conditions eont~ 'tdthil'l Rule No. 14. 
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Schedule No. 4 
.. 

Applicable to all water service ~hed to 'Privately owned fire 
protection ~s~. . 

P.A'I'E Pe:- Month -
For e&cll. inch or d:Lame"t.er o! se:"\'"l.ce cormection •••••••••••• $£.,.00 

1. 'l'he fire protection service ccmnection ~ be wt.a:Ued. by the 
utUity and the c:oat pa1d by the applicant. Such ~t sball not. be 
~ucject to re~. 

2. The m1nimum diameter for !ire protection serJice shall be four 
inche!l, and. the maxim"J.:n Ciametel: !!hall be not more tba."l the diameter of the 
main to which the service i~ eormeeted. 

:3. If a distribut.ion main of ade~a~ 3i1'e to eerve a private tire 
protection ~t.em in addit.ion to all" otller normal serv1ce ck>e$ not. exist in 
the 3treet oX' alley ac!ja.ee:nt to the pret:liscs to be served, then a sen'ice 
main !roc the neare!lt. exi3t.itJg main of ad.equat.e capacity 3hall be installed. 
by the utility a:aQ the cost paid l:r,( tbe applicant. Such ~ 3hall not be 
~ject to re.fund. " 

(Cont1mled) 
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Schedule No. 4 

PRIVATE FIRE PROTECTION SE:rV!CE -
SPECIAl. CON:jrrIONS-( ConW.) 

J... ~Mce heret:nder is tor private !'i.""'e pro~cUo::. ~~ to wnich 
no connectio~ tor other than fire protection purpo5e!J are allowed a:od w!Jich 
are regularly inspected 'oy the underwriten hav1rlg juri5dict1on, are 
:installed. aceorcling to speci!icat101l5 ot the utillty, aM Are maint!!ne(j !.O 
the !Jatis!act1on or the utility. The utility ~ in3tall the 5t8nda.~ 
detector type meter a.pproved. by the Boa.""d ot Fi.-e U:lderwr.ite~ tor 
protection against the1't, leakage, or w83te or water and. the co,t i, to be 
paid by the applicant. Such payment 3hall. not be a:n1bject ~ n=!".md.. 

5. ':he utility undertake, to 5IJ.~l)ly ~ 3Uc:h water at :such presS".lrC 
a.s may 'be avaUable at Iny time throI.1gh the normal operation of its ~tem. 
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:"P?I.IC:\B!UTY 

APPENDIX A 
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Schedw.e No. 5 

"'i ,'. ~. 

',",. 

Ap~liea.ble to all tire hyd.:-a.."lt serviellt :urrJ.:!:hed: ~ munieipa.li ties ~ duly 
orga.nized. nre distrie'ts a.nd o~r politie41. fS.ubdivi~o~ o! the St.a~ .• 

. '''. 
':!I • 

'''1", 

'; . 
. ' . 

?.ATZ - ''', 
For eaeh hydrant •••••••••••••••••••• ~ •• ~........ $2.50 

, " 

,", . 

S?E:CIAl. CClro:'!'IO~"s 

1. Fo::- water d.elivered. for othe::- than !i:'e proteetion ptniX>ses~, 
cha.l"ge$ $hall be ~c.e a.t the qI:3.Iltity ratC4trnder Schedule No.1, General 
1'..e~re4 Serviee. 

2. 'll'le eost or illsta.lla:tion and ma!:iWa&:lce or ~ant.s .shall be 'borne 
by the TJt.:U:1. ty • " .' 

3. Reloeation of.' a.:rJY ~ant sr.a.ll bI!"~t the e:lCpeMe or the p;.rt,. 
requesting relocation. " , 

4. F1re ~ra..'"lts shall be atta.ehed. to 'I;.he utility's 41st.rii:>ution 
zna.1r.s upon receipt of proper Authorization !rol: the t.ppropri&te public 
&uthority. Such &u'thor1z.a:t.1on :shall d.esignate the ownenhip*, type· 

. and. the si:.e* o! ~a.nt a:.d the speeitie loe&'t.ion at Yhieh each is to be 
installed. 

5. 'lhe utility "''illsupylJ'' o~ such w.:t.t.er at 5Ueh pressure u 1fA"1' 
be ava.il.able !rom tiln~ to t:i:ne as A result or it~ normal operation or the 
B1'stem. 

* lnel'Qlje o~ 'When appropri&te. 
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Sehec1ule No. 9M 

SPECIAL KE'J.;.e..~ SERVICE 

Applicable 1:.0 all ~e~--s ot eon"t:uction or ~ay water !roo *eisl 
mete~ ~erviee~. 

Per .Meter 
Per Day 

I 

Serv:i.ee Cb.ar'ge ••••••••••••• ., ..... ,...................... $2.00·' -per, ~ 
for'the period 
otuse. 

Quantity Rate: 

Per lOO eu.!t •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• SO·54 
.. 

'!he Semee Charge is app!i~le to all mete!"e(! 
:Jerviee. It 15 & read!.ee5~..o-:5e:ve eharge to 
whieh is acid.ed tlle charge. eo=r,n..-t.ed at the ~tity 
Rates. tor w,at.er used duri::lg the month. . 

SPECIAL CONDITIONS 

l. Bills shall be rendered monthly as part ot the regular b11H.ng 
proeedu.ro-. 

( Continued) 
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SebeC:le No. 9M 

SPECIAL CON!)I'I'IO~( Contd..) 

2. Users shell apply at o!!iee ot the "..ttility prior t.o ~ o! serrl.ee 
tor pemit. authoriz1:cg U~. 

3. ,Water shall be delivered oriJ.y "toO eus1.Ome%"-O",'lled. containers. 

4. Serviee under this sehed-Jle 1dll be tur:nshed oIlly from hycira:lt.s 
specitied. "rf.f t.heut.illty. 
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~'D!Y. )3 

P:lge 1 o! 8 

Schedu1e No.1 

GENEPAL METERED SERVICE 

APPUCAS!L riY 

A~pl ;cable to an m~terc<1 water serv·jce, except metered ~rrigation 
service. 

TERRITORY 

P.AT~S 

Somis and vicinity, Ventura County. 

Service Charge: 

For 5/8 x 3/4-inch meter ••••.•.•...•••• r ••••• 
For 3/4-inch meter ..••.•••••.•..••.•••• 
For 1-inch meter ..•••••. _ •...••....•• 
For 1 1/2~1nch meter ..•.................. 
For 2-1nch meter .•..........•........ 
For 3~ineh meter •••.•...•.•••.••••••• 
For 4-inch meter .•••••..••••••••.•••• 
For 6-inch meter ...••.•.•.•••.....•.• 

Quantity Rates: 

Fi~$t 
Next 
Ove:-

500 cv.'ft., ?e~ 100 cu.ft ....•••••• 
25,700 cu.ft., ?e~ 100 cu.ft •••..••••• 
26/ooc cu.tt., ~ 100 cu.!~ •••••••••• 

?er Meter 
Per Month 

$ 3.00 
4.90 
8.20 

16.35 
~ .. 15 
4.9·00, 
65.40 
98.l0 

$ 0.43 
.47' 
.2'8 

The Service Charge 1~ ~?p1icab1e to al' metered 
service. It ,!,$ a readiness-to-serve charge to' 
which is ~dded, the charge. computed ~t the Quantity 
Rates, for water used during the month. 

<:n 
t 

! 
(:) 

(1 ) 
(I) 
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Schedule No. 2 

METERED IRRIGATION SERVICE 

APPLICABILITY 

Applicable to all metered irrigation service. 

TERRITORY 

Somis and vicinity~ Ventura County. 

RATES 

Service Charge: 
Per Meter 
Per Month 

For l-inch. or smal'er. meter.................... $ 8.20 eX) 
For 1 1/2-inch meter............................. 16.35 
For 2-i'nch meter ...•.•. '..................................... 26.15· 
For 3-inch,meter ••••••••.....• ~.................. 49.00· 
For 4-1 nch meter •• ~ •• ' •. ' .......... ., ................... • .. .. 6.5.l&.C> 
For ~i'nch meter .. _ .......... '.. ........... .................. 98.10 (I) 

Quantity Rates: 

Per 100 Cu .. Ft ... ., ......... e·e.. .............. .............. •• :$ 0.20 (I) 

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 durtng the month. 

(Continued) 
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SPEC!.t.l. COND!TIONS 

Sehedule No. ;2 

~ Dt~IGA'I'IO~ SZ?V!CE 
tcont.inuec!.) 

1. Water obt.ained. under t.his t.ari!! schedule is 'toO be used. tor 
irrigation l'Jl"P05eS or::..y. It ~ '3»rt1= o! such water is ~e4 tor 
~oC)e~tic l'J.l"PO,e" t.be service will be oilled under Sellecw.e No.1, 
General Metered Service. 

2. Sehe~ ~ be required ror use 0: 1.""rigation water' :in ~eh. 
portion or portiOns. of the service area where it 1, determined. l;)y the 
utility 'too be or benefit to tb~ water users. 

(8.) -i t.h1n 'those portions or the service 4."'"e8. wherein 
the util1ty ha:s c1et.ermined that ,chec!.~ will 'be 
bene!'ieial to t.he wat.er u"n~ said sehed\:.li:lg 
shall be a ~tory re<?:1.l1rement tor tbose 
1r:rigatioZl service~ v.t. th a meter size or Z inches 
or l8rger. 

(b) 'Reqt:.e8t.s tor irr..gation Denice &cheC.'Jli%lg shall 
be made not less' than 24 hou.rs 1n ac1vanee 01' t.he 
t1me 1r:igaticm ~8.t.er U <!e5ired. 

; 

(c) In the event o! & scbeduJj,ng e<>n!lict, t.he utility 
shall prov1de a ~lution such that irrigat.ion 
water ehall be available for u:se oy the requestor 
wi thin tb...""Ce days from the Gate a:ld tiCle reqllcst.ed 
tor availability 01' l.~g&tion ~rvice. However, 
this condition shall not 'be COnst.Ned 8Ueh'that it. 
S"J.pened.es or t.ake, prece<:tenee over the terms and 
condit.io~ conta1uec1 "lll'itb.in Rule No. 14. 
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Scl:Iedule No. 4 

PRIVATE FIRE PROTECrION" 5ER'V!CE ..... ------
Applieable to all water ~rv.t.ee tun'l13hed to pri V&tely owned fire 

protection :r.r5~. 

For eaeA inch ot ei8me~r c! ser\~ee conneetio~ •••••••••••• 
I 

srn:-...cIJ.!.. CO~.,!TIONS 
l. '!he tire p::otection 5erv1ee connection shall 'be iMtalled. ~ the 

ut:Uity and. the C03t paid. by the applicant. Such payment shalJ.not be 

subject to retund-
2. '!he m1n1tm:m diameter tor !i.-o protection ~rv1ce :Jhall 'be tC'.Jr 

inches, end the msx1.nrJ,:n diameter ~'lW.l 'be not more the the diameter o! c.he 
Dl~ to ...mieh the service is cOMcet.ec1. 

). It a distribution ma!n o! adequate size to eerve a. private !ire 
protection 'Y't.em in acic1ition to all other :o:r:=sl :serr..ce does not exist in 
the street or alley adjacent to the pre~es to· be served., the: a service 
ma1n !roo the nea."C,t existing main ot adeqt.lQte capacity shall be in,st.&l.led 
by the utility and. the cost ¢d by the awlicant. Such. payment shall not 'be 
~j ect to re!\l.rld.. 
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Sehed'l.1le No. 4 

.. P?;,o;;:! .... VA.,.:E.,. ~ PRO'I'EC'I'ION s:::wICE 

SP!.CIAI. CO~I'I'IONS-C Cont4.) 

4. Serviee he~er 1~ tor privat.e !ire p...""'Oteet1on ~~ to .,r-..ieh 
no eoxmeet.io~ tor ot.her than fire proteetion :purpo~e~ are allowed cd wtlieh 
are regJ.larly :1Mpeet.ed by t.he ~erwri ters having juri~etiO%l, a..-e 
;i:.:Jt.allee aeeord.i:lg to ~peei!ie&t1on.s 0: t.he ut.ility, and a.-e maintaine4 to 
the satis!aet10n or the utility. The utility ~ ~tall the ~taMda.~ 
det.ector t.ype met.er approved 'by the Boarc1 or Fire Un.derwri ter= tor 
prot.ection against the!t., leakage, or waste or water and the co~t i~ to be 
pai~ by the applieant.. Sueh payrDent shall not be 8Ubject to- re!'tmd. 

5. The utility 1.Uldertake~ to ~pply oZlly 5Ucb water at :Rlch presSl.l.""e' 
~. may be available at. arq time t.h:rOugn the normal operation or 1t.~Sj"st.em. , 
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A.PPl.lmIX B 
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Schedule No. 5 

". 

Appllea.ble to all tire ~a.~t. ~e!"Viee 1'u..--:'lishec! to mu.."lieipal1tie~, duly 
organized fire di:st..'""icts alld oth~r political subc:ivi~io~ 01' the Sta.te. 

For each hydrant •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• $ 2.50 

l. For · .... a.ter deli",erec1 tor other than !ire protection purposes, 
cha.rges :shall be XDolee at. the quantity rates 'lmder Sehedule No.1, CieneraJ. 
Y.ct.ered Service. 

2~ '!he cost 01' in:sta:!.la.tion and m.a.!iltena.:lce 01' hydra.nts ~hall be borne 
b,- the Utih t, . 

3. Reloeation 01' any ~ant $l".all be &t the expense 01' the pa.rt.,. 
requesting relocation. 

4. :Fire ~a..~ts shall be at.t&checi to the utility's distribution 
ma.in& upon receipt 01' proper a.uthorization ~ 'the e.ppropri&te l'U'Olie 
authority. Such authorization Ma::.J. design&te "the ownershiP*', t,-pe* 
and the size. 01' ~ant a:ld. the spec1tie location at. wh1ch each is to, be 
:i.:l!stalled.. 

s. 1he ut.ility ~ll supp~ o~ such 'Water at 8Uch pres~ u :t..a:7 
be avaUa.ble from tim~ to time as a. res'l.llt 01' its normal operation or the 
.,.stem. 
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Sebedule No. 9M 

APPLICABI!:. ITY 

Applica.ble to all USeN or eon:JtnlC'~1on or sp:ay W4~ !rom spee1al 
metere4 3erviees. 

Som1~ anc1 vicinity, Ventura CO'..:nty. 

RATES 
Per ~ter 
Per Day 

Service Charge •••••••••••••• # ••••••••••••••••••••••• $2.00 per day 
ror the period 
o!~e 

Quantity Rtote: 

Per 100 eu.!t •• ~ ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• SO.$4 

'l'be S&rvice Charge 1~ al'Plic~le to all metered. 
~ervice. It 1, a readine:sY...o-~erve charge to. 
which i~ added t.he c:harge, comp.rt.ed at the Qu.-mti.ty 
Rates, tor Wo:Iter used. du..~ the month. 

SPECIAL CONDITIONS 

1. :sill:s:shall be :-endered monthly ~ part o! the regular bi 11 :!r:& 
proc~. 

( Continued.) 
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Sched::le No. 9M 

SPECIAL COWITIO~( Conte!.) 

2. t15e~ shall apply at o!!'iee o! the ~1l1 ty prior to ~ o! :semee 
tor per:nt authorizitlg u~e. 

4. Service under th15 3Chec1ule -.dll be tur.ci:shed <mly !rom hydrant.s 
speci.'ied. 'o".r 'the ut.1l1t.y-


