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Decision No. S:iOZ4 NOV 2 C 1979 
BEFORE !BE PUBUC UTII.I'I'IES CO~SSION OF D:!E 

In tbe matter of the Al'"plication ) 
of the SO~~ CAUFOR..~IA WAl'ER. ) 
COMP~~ for au order authorizing ) 
it t~ iccrease the rates for water) 
service in its Ojai District. ) 

) 

Application No. 5S20~ 
(Filed July 6, 1973.) 

Harold M. Messmer, Jr., A::orney at Law, 
~or ap?licant. 

Richard Wl..ttenbe't'g". for the Board of StJ;pervisors,. 
V~'C.C:u:'a Counc:y; Arthu= B.alehen, for I'Ol:lehers 
in.tbe City of ojai; and Stan Masson 7 for 
Vent~a County Fire Proc:ecc~on Dl..SCrl..ct; 
interested pa=ties. 

Phili? Scot~ weis~ehl> Attor~ey at ~w, Jo~~ roth, 
an~ §swin Quan, tor the Commission st~:t. 
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I 

By !:his application, South.ern. Californi."l 'Water COO'03.n.v 
re<tuests au't:ho::-ity to increase rates i:'l its Ojai District, r:o 
i:J.erease annual revenues by $75,185.00 or 21 .. 3 percent ever pres~:lt 

:ates. 
Applicant is a multidis:rict public utility rencering 

water ~ervices in v~ious areas i~ the eounties of Contra Costa, 
Imperial? Los Angeles, Orange, ~cramento) San Bern..:-u:dino>, and 

Ve:ttura, .:md electric service in the v1ci:.'1ity of Big Bear Lake in 
San Bernardino County. Applica.:l.t owns all the outstanding. capital 
stock of California Cities Watc:: COtIlpany (Deci~ion No. 85662 in 
Application ~o. 56311, March. 23, 1976), which renders public ·,.,aeer 
service in various areas in -:.l:e counties of Lake, l.os Ar..geles) 
Orange, Soln Bern.a=dino, San Luis Ocispo J and Santa Ba:-bara .1/ ; 

Since ~e filing of this <l.pplic."ltioc.," Clliiornia Cities Water 
Company has :,ee:l merged into ap?lic.lnt,losing its separate 
identi~? cf .. A"O'O of Collifornia Cities Water Co. Los Osos) , 
D.90659 in A. 
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Applicant computes its depreciation for income tax 
purposes for both recorded and r&temaking purposes by utilizing 
the double-declining balance or sum of years digit method on all 
qualifying property ~ and pays taxes on that ba sis with a full 
flow-through. Applicant~ for both book and rate purposes, flows 
through to earnings the federal investment tax credit. 

Tbe Ojai District includes all of the city of Ojai 
and some adja.cent Ventura County territory, comprising in total 
Approximately two square miles. The water supply ia obtained 
from wella and by purchase from the Casitas Municipal Water District. 
The well water is chlorinated, stored,and delivered to the 
diatribution system; water purchased from the District is taken 
directiy into the distribution system .. 

As of December 31, 1977, there were approximately 193,000 
feet of distribution mains in the District, ranging in size up to 
12 inches in diameter. Storage facilities consisted of six elevated' . 
tanks and reservoirs with a combined capacity of l,5~&,OOO gallons. 
As of that date~ the Ojai operation was providing water service to 
2,363 customers (all metered) and 10 private fire protection serv1ces~ 
In addition, there were 255 fire hydrants for pUblic fire protection 
connected to the system. On that date the historical cost of utility' 
plant iu tbia District was $1,801,607; the depreciation reserve was 
$480,291, with & net depreeiated cost of $1~32l,316. 

The basic rates in this District were last set, in 1971 
by Decision No. 79379 in Application No. 52204. Between 1971 and 
the time of filing of the application, applicant had received two 

offset increases. The first (Advice Letter 457-W, authorized in 1975) 
was for labor And energy. The second (Advice Letter SOS-W, authorized 
in 1977) covered increased CO$ts of labor, pur~hased water~ energy, and 
payroll t.axe$ ~ partially offset by an increase in investment tax 
credit. 
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'!he applicant estim.at:ed thaI: if present rates, 
including those o£fse~s,. were continued through 1979,. its rate 
of 'return on rate base would be only 7.47 percent. At the new' 
higoer rates proposed in the application, applicant would allegedly 
earn a rate of re~ of approximately 9.80 percent, producing a 
15 percent rate of reeurn on common equity. Applicant alleges that 
~he deterioration in rate of return since its last general rate 
increase,is :aainly caused by increases in the cost of pu.rchased 
water, power, labor, postage,. pay:oll taxes, liability insurance~ 
and deprecia.tion not recovered in offsets. 

Applicant's estimates do not include any revenue from 
pl.1blic fire hydrant revenue service.. Applicant received notice 
fro: Ventura County that,. as of July 20, 1978) no rentals for fire 
hydrants would be paid to applic~nt. 

Applicant proposed to incre:lse general metered service 
and metered public park service rates. It also- requested that. 
private fire protection service increas~ from the charge of $2 per 
inch to $3 per inch of service. The rate spreadproposed~ wa~ in 
accordance with. the- appli'cant' s undersu,nding of the Commission's 
lifeline principle. 

App11~nt pu.b11shed and provided' a. notice- of this 
application as required by the Commission's Rules of Practice and 

Procedure and by Section 454(a) of the Public Utilities Code. 
A hearing was conducted before Administrative Law Judg~ 

Gilman in Ojai 01l Feb~xy 7 and in Los Angeles on February 8~. 1979' .. 
There were no significant differences between the staff 

a.nd applicant concerning test year results of operations.. (See 
Table I, infra.) There was, however, a dispute concerning the level 
of rate of return on equity which would be just ~nd reason3ble for 
this company, the st~ff recommending 13 percent. The staff also 
pre-sented differing reco=ncnciations concerning lifeline- p-rineiplcs
and rate design. 
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Two public witnesses recommended that the company 
establish special low agriculture rates. The staff opposed this 
proposal. 

At the close of hearing the matter was taken under 
submission with authorization for staff and applicant to submit 
concurrent briefs. The staff fi1e~ its brief on March 12, 1979. 

,l'he company failed to submit a brief, because of illness of a 
company official and inattention by its attorney. 
Amount of Increase 

Table I below sets forth the results of operations 
under scaff and applicant's estimates. Using the staff's rate 
base, revenue" and expense projections, we will find that applicant 
will need to obtain $19,lSO in additional revenue to attain the 
staff-recommended 9.33 percent rate of return. Because of the added 
amount of income and income-related taxes which must ultimately be 
borne by applicant's customers, the gross increase which must be 

granted is $39,700' on a l2-month 1979 test year 'basis. As- explained 
below, predictable attritio.n,caused in part by changes- in capital 
structure and in part by changes in operating. costs, will degrade 
applicant1 s return on equity investment in 1980, tlece~:itating an 
offsetting step- increase to produce an additional $7,500 or 2 .. 10 percent. 

-4-



Item 

Metered + Flat Rate Revenues * 
Operating Expenses 

OperatiQn And Maintenance 
Administrative And General 
Amort. Bal, Accts, " 
Oener~ Office Prorated 

I 
~ Subtotal 

Depreciation Expense 
Taxes Other Than Income 
State CorP. Franch. Ta~ 
Federal Income Tax 

Total Operating Expenses 

Net Operating Revenues Adjusted 
Rate Base 
Rate Of Return 

*Incl"des esti.mate<;l J;evenue
fQ~ hydrant seJ;vice. 

TABLE I 

SUMMARY OF EARNINGS . 
TEST YEAR 1979 

Present Rates ProQoscd Ratos 
Starr !Jtil1tx starr Util}tX 
(AI (8) ToT . (D 

(Tho~sands of Dollars) 

$- 356.9 $" 352.6 $. 434.5 $ 427.8 

158.0 162.4 158.2 162.6 
)4.8 35.5 36.0 )6.6 
5.4 0.0 5.4 0.0 

15.9 15.0 15.9 15.0 

214.1 212.9 215·5 214.2 

35.7 36. ) 35.7 )6.) 
17.7 14.3 17.7 14.8 
1.4 2.2 8,2 3.3 

(4.8) (2.6) 27.1 29.7 

264.1 263.6 304.2 )0).8 

92.8 89.0 1)0.) 124.0 

1,199.9 1,190.7 1,199.9 1,190.7 

7.73'f, 7.47% 10.86% 10.41% 

(R~d F,igl,lro) 

!P • VI 
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~age and Price Guidelines ~ 
On December 28-, 1978: the Pr,esident' s Council o~ Wage and V 

Price Stability published "voluntary Standards'~ known coa:monly 
as Wage and Price Guidelines· (43F.R60772) •. On January 30~ 1979, 
the Commission adopted Resolution No. M-4704 which ordered all 
regulated u~lities requesting general rate relief to demonstrate 
t:omp1iance with the Guidelines. 

Because of \11lavoidable delays, the applicant was not 
yet aware of the resolution prior to the time of hearing.. Therefore, 
the sUbject was handled by a series of questions to both. staff and 
applicant witnesses. 

In the subsequent hearing on applicant's request for a 
rate increase in its Niland-Calipatria District (Application No. 58137), 
applicant submitted an exhibit dealing. with Guideline,- compliance ~'. 
(Exhibit S, Application No. 58137). The Guidelines permit multidistrict 
entities such as. applicant to measure increases ,on a companywide 
basis; that exhibit: J therefore, contains the same material 'Which 
applicant would have introduced in this proceeding. The' Commission 
will consid.er this exhibit as if it were part of this record.. Based 
on the incorporated exhibit, as well as. the questions at hearing,' we' 

have a substantial basis for finding tb..at this. rate increase does 
not violate the Guidelines. 
Agricultural Rates 

There are five agricultural eonsumers growing orchard 
o:ops located in ·the city 0: Ojai; they each use ap?licant's water 

2/ for irrigation.-

'?:..! These customers consumed. between 425 Cef and. 2,805 Ccf ~r YC.lr 
in 1978. ThQ largest water bill aver.lged nearly SlOO per month 
in 1978. Cons\lmption can be cxpecced to increase gradually as 
che crees oa ture. 

-6-
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The city of Ojai bas adopted a policy, encouraging 
the establishment of agricultural uses within the' city limits; 
all of these customers started their orchards in response to this 
city policy. None of these customers is physically situated so 
that he could economically establish a connection with the Casitas 
MuniCipal system. If they could, they would-, as-agricultural users., 
be entitled to purchase water at a 'rate lower than that available to 

applicant itself. 
We are reluctant to establish a special low agricultural 

rate as suggested by the ranchers. Any reduction in the amounts 
paid by these customers must be offset by increases primarily falling 
on the domestic customers in the city of Oja!. There is no indication 
that the city contemplated encouraging agriculture to this extent. 

The applicant has indicated, however. that it would be

receptive to a "wheeling" proposal. Under such an arrangement the 
agricultural customers would, individually or collectively, arrange 
for the purchase of water on their own behalf from the District. 
Applicant would then. in effect, act as a carrier of the ranchers' 
own water, transporting it from the point of interconnection between 
the applicant's ana the Casitas system to the ranchers' services. 
There would naturally be a reasonable charge to the ranchers for 
applicant's transportation services. However, any benefit that the 
ranchers could obtain in the form of low commodity rates from the 
Municipal Water District would be flowed through completely to the 
ranehers. We will expect the utility to aggressively pursue the 
possibilities of'wheeling for these customers. 
Ra te of Return 

Applicant originally requested • rate of return on common 
-equity of 15.0 pereent. Much of the evidence presented by applicant, 
however 7 was intended to establish .. historical parallel with the 
rate of return authorized for Southern California 'Edison Company. 
In Decision No. 89711 in·Application 57602, that company was 
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recently ,,"uthorized a rate of return on common equity 0·£ 13.49 percent; . 
.l?plic.:>.nt asserted that a sin\ilar rate of return should n;~w be' established ... 

The staff' s financial expe·rt followed the conventional practice 
of basing his analysis on returns of a great number of companies and 
derived a return on equity of 13.0 percent. We agree with s.taff that it 
is potentially dangerous to establish a relationship· between two or more 
utilities such that the rate of return adopted for one is automatically 
applied to others. This always leaves open the possibility of compounding 
an origin.;).l error. There is always the possibility that the supposed 
si:l.ilarity is a temporary coincidence. The practice cou'ld thus lead to 
grossly excessive or insufficient rates o'r return for those cOX':l.panies 
subjected to such rules of thumb. Furthermore·, a wate'r 1ltility such as 
the ap?licant does not operate under the samc risks as an e1ectric utility, 
particularly those risks ,,-ssociated with rapidly increas.ing fuel costs 
a.."ld uncertainties as to future energy sources, which were among the reasons 
for our having l.:l.st year increased the, authorized ratc of return fo.r 
SOuthern California Edison Company_ 

~'le "''ill adopt the staffts rate of return. Neither o·f the 
comp~"ly-proposed figures is supported by adequate evidenc~. 
Hvdrant Rates • 

The Ventura County Fire District include's all of this utility' s 
service arca, plus. territory served by other mutu.:ll and publicly-owned 
sytems. In response to Proposition 13, the County Supervisors, who serve 
as the District·s governing body, have decided not to pay hydrant charges 
to any of these utilities. The J:'istrict proposed that this utility be 
authorized to forego its charges for' hydrant service· and make up the lost 
revenue by higher charges (averaging approximately 21 cents per month.) to 
all of its consumers. 'rhe District has conz.ideredbut rejected the option 
provided by General Order No. 103 under which a·fire district, by assuming 
the responsibility for maintaining hydrants" can escape further hydrant 
charges. It feels that in the w"-ke of Proposition 13, it should not 
ass~~e any new responsibilities. 
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Its representative conceded that if this 21 cents 
per month cost were placed before the voters, for example, as 
a utility user' s tax, it would be rejected. On the other hand,. 
if the District continues to pay hydrant charges from its post
Proposition 13 revenues, it will s·ooner or la.ter have to choose 
between firemen and hydrants. If it sacrifices· hydrants, its fire 
insurance rating will be decreased, and many homeowners in the area 
will experience increases in fire insurance rates many times the 
21 cents per month. 

It does not feel that sacrificing firemen is a viable 
alternative. 

Applicant supports the Fire Protection District's 
positiOn. It argues that transforming. taxpayer charges to- ratepayer 
charges is a proper response to Proposition 13. Applicant asserts 
that unless that transformation is. made, the District will ultimately 
have to do without any hydrant service. It con~ends that that result 
would be poor public policy especially since the reSUlting increase 
in fire i'O.Sw:-ance rates will offset the tax savings many times over .. 

Applicant believes that the District is firmly committed 
to .. policy of refusing to pay these charges. Applicant will not 
voluntarily attempt to collect from the District, either by litigation 
or by termi~ting service. It argues that the Commission should not 
require both it and the District to expend what is ultimately the 
publiC's =cney on a confrontation over a minor issue. 

Originally 1:he staff was squarely opposed to compelling 
the utility's ratepayers to subsidize hydrant service to the District. 
The scaff brief, however, suggested that the Commission might 
;econsider changing its General Order No. 103 to permit free hydrant 
service. Staff Asserted that it is possible to interpret Proposition 13 
=erely as a vote against high property taxes. Under that interpretation 
public agencies should be expected to =aintain pre-Proposition 13" 
expenditure levels if they can find alternative s.ourcea of revenue 
ineluding free aervice fro= utilities. 

-~-
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11/20/79' 

The City Council member who spoke on this sub-ject, 
analyzed the proposal in a provocative and interesting manner. 
She characterized the proposal as a hidden, tax. 

This issue has now been complicated' by the passage 
of A.B. 1653 which modifies Section 549' of the Civil Code and 
adds ~ction 2713 to the Public Utilities C<>de,both affecting 
pu1>lic utility water systems. These sections seem to require 
that a public utility water company donate all fire protection 

service to local governmental entities. TtlCY provide two alternatives; 
the fire district may decide voluntarily to provide fund's to, defray 

the costs, or this Commission can decide to impose extra charges 
on the utility's domestic commercial and industrial consumers to 

offset the cost revenue. These alternative~ are not exclusive; 
the statute contemplates that neither might occur, leaving the 

utility's st<>ekholders to absorb all of the costs. 

'- ~sence, the pos~n take,n by the dist~~s, 
to be st4't:utOry~~~:c~ow ha~~to-rece~ve hydrant 
service (~~~pplying water ro~~re-protection pUrP,oses 

_y~ -=--=-- " " I'("" within the serv1c~rea of aucb-eorpoX'4tion or fO'l'-&Uy~sts"of I'l ~/ 
........... ~" -.....:::--- "-operation, inatallati.on;",<:c~ital, mainteNLnce, repair, a'lts:'D.tton,' 

or replac~~i1it1ea,> .... It Section~9(a) Civil Code') ,and~ ----' :---... no ~arent obligation to pay for .it. -- , , 

The proper :1pp11cat1on of this statute invo,lves issues 

w:'\ose importance transcends this particular case.. It will affect 
nearly every water company' in the State. Furthermore the princip,les 
WI! adopt might decide whether power utilities can and should be 

compelled, for example, to provide free se::vice to, street lighting 

districts or whether communications utilities can be required t~ 

provide free services to fire, police,and public ambulance operations. 

We will therefore postpone consideration of these problems 

until we resolve the issue for all potentially affected', utilities. 
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We will not provide ',in,terim relief for applicant. It 

has giadly a.llowed the District to become subs,tanti411y in arrea,rs 

under the existing a.nd still lawful tariff. Its pre sid'en t 
testified that the company M'S, no intent of eve,:, trying. to collect 
pas.t or future hydrant charges. 'We .' see no, reason, why i,t ,should, no't 

be cX?ected to continue its fo~~earance until we have had an 

opportunity to carefully consider the ratem;).king. ra:mifiea.tions 
of this novel statute. 

Therefore, these new rates do· no't include any StmlS to 
offset the hydrant revenues which applicant has unilaterally 
decided should not be c:ollect~d'. , 

• ,'f 
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Attrition and Step Ra~es 
". 

. 'l'he staff recommended tha.t we establish a . second higher 
level of ra~es to take effect in the future for the purpose of 
offsetting operat:1onal attrition. This second step,of increase 

• should,. according to the scaff evidence, be based on .a comparison 

of estimated 1978 aud test: year 1979. The trend: thus. developed was 

extra~lated to 1980. 
The figures developed by the staff were as follows: 

Trend in bte of Return 

. .. .. 

r 

.. Present ~.ates ~oposea: Rates . .. . 
O'ciIl.t::t:; - Item- .. ~tal:t .. OC1Iitl .. ~t:ar:f ~ .. . . . 

1978- 7.991- 7 .. 91 11 .. 297. 10 •. 99 
1979 7.73 7.47 10.8:6, 10.41 
Decrease in Rate of Return '.26 .44 .. 43 .58 

'Based thereon, the staff recommended that an a'llowance 
of O~3 percent for operational atttitiou be a.dopted. 
Serviee 

'!he staff m.lde a field investigation of a.pplicant's water 

system. in December of 1978 and reported that the plant appeared. to be 
well maintained .. 

A review._~~f_t.h~ .. Go.!D¢.s_si.~_n~.s, _~u.s;~~;-_ c9tnpJ:&~~t~,~~~o:d'~ _ ,_._ 
for 1977 and 1978 tndicates that one informal eomplaint was filed 
against applieant. -which""was ·s-a't:isfac~orily resolved. - We- hive" . - .. --,,~, 

'therefore determi:leci that: a.pplie~nt t s service- is satisfactory 
and that no adjustment to rate of return is w~rranted. 

-11-
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Pump Efficiency 
Applicant submitted efficiency data for the years 1971 

through 1978. The pumps in this dist~ict appear to be reaso~bly 
efficient, with the exception of one single booster pump, which was 

I 

operated for less than one percent of the total power consumption in 
1977. At present rates the operation of this one inefficient pump 
would account for a total of $470 purchase power. The staff did not 
recommend an adjustment on efficiency grounds. It did recommend, 
however, that applicant continue to review all pump efficiencies 
periodically, and that the use of low efficiency pumps be kept at 
a minimum. It further recommended that such pumps be repaired or 
replaced when cost-effective. 
Rate Desie 

The adopted residential rates which are inverted to the 
extent that the commodity charge per 100 cu.ft. is higher for usage 
in excess of 300 cu.ft., are recoverable for the Ojai District. The 
purpose of the adopted rate design is to provide metered residential 
customers au incentive to conserve; the closer they can keep their 
monthly usage to the initial 300 cu. ft. quantity the lower their monthly 
bill. Although we frequently employ 300 cu.ft. as the initial, or . 
lifeline ~uantity, block when establishing metered residential rates, 
we are not wedded to that particular quantity. Parties to the next 
Ojai District general rate proceeding may, if they deSire, present 
evidence that would justify altering the rate design adopted herein. 

Rates ar~ adopted for other customer classes in general 
conformance with the staff's recommendations, which were not contested. 
Findings of Fact 

1. Applicant's service, conservation program, pump efficiency 
program, and water quality are satisfactory. 

2. A rate of return on equity of less than 13.0 percent would 
be unreasonably low and would provide earnings less than available 
elsewhere on. investments of comparable risk. 

-12-
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3. For test year 1979 a rate of return of· 9.23, percent on 
rate base would produce a rate of return on equity of 13.0 percent 

4. Because of predictable changes in capital structure,a 
rate of return of 9.33 percent on rate base in 1980 will be re<tuired 
to produce a rate of return on equity of 13.0 percent. 

S .. The staff's estimates 0'£ revenues., expenses, rate base, 
and operational attrition are "reasonable and :;hould be adopted·. 

6. A gross revenue increa.se over the amount generated by 
existing. rates, in the amount of $39,700 or 11 .. 1 percent is required 
for 1979. 1'0 maintain the s.ame rate of return on equity 
in 1980 an additional $7,.500 or 2.10 percent is. required. 

7.. The rate spread adopted berein will promote conservation .• 
8. It is. not necessarY to detemine now whether a'PP1icant ',s 

consumers sb.ould compensate it for lost hydrant: revenues. after 
.January 1, 1980. 

, " . 
9. A special reduced rate for agr~cultura1 uses is not 

justified; applicant should be expected to pursue the possibilities 
of wbeeling Casitas District irrigation water to farmers. 

10. 'Ihis increase in rates does not violate federal price 
Guidelines. 
Conclusions of Law -. 

1_ If a~plicant elects not to enforce.lzv£Ul tariff charges, 
the economic burden must fallon its stockholder$ not its ratepayers. 

2. Applicant should be authorized a rate increase as set 
for1:h in the ordering paragraphs below. 

-13-
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3. Since the decision would authorize 1979 rates for 
a short period of ttoe, 1980 rates should go into effect on 
the effective date of this order. 

4. As applicant is in need of prompt rate relief ,. the 
effective date of this order should be the date hereof. 

o R.D E R; ... -~- ..... 
rr IS ORDERED that after the effective date of this orde= 

applicant is authorized to file 1980 rates in accordance with 
General Order No. 96 the schedule attached heretc as Appendix Ar 

effective four days after the date of filing. The schedule shall 
apply only to service rendered on and after the effective date. 

The effective date of this order is the date hereof. 
Dated NOV 20 1979 ,at: San Francisco) Cal::tfornia. 

'Co=1::1onor Rich.'lM D. Gr~ .... oUG' •. bo1n3 
noeos~11y ~bsonty did not p3rt1e1pat' 
in ~o d~:,oS1t!on ot th1s proeoed1ng~ 

-14 ... 
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P.:!.£,e 1 of 2 

SOU'I'HERN CALIFORNIA WATER COMPANY 

Schedule No. OJ-l 

OJ.:!.! Di~t't'ic:t 

CENERAL METERED SERVICE 

APPl.ICABILITI 

Applica1>le to 411 metered .... Ater service cx<:~p·t public parks. 

TERRITORY 

Oja1 and vicinity. Ventura County. 

RAl"ES 

Quan~ity R.:.tes: 
Per Meter 
Per l-".on,th 

First 300 cu.tt., per 100 cu.!t. 
Ov~r 300 cu.!t., ~r 100 cu. ft. 

•.........••...•. 
.....•.•..••..... 

$ 0.450 
0.5·48 

For 5/8 x 
For 
For 
For 1 
For 
For 
For 
For 
For 

3/4-inch meter 
3/4-inch meter 

l-inch meter 
l/2-inch meter 

2-inch meter 
3-inc:h meter 
4-inch meter 
6-inch meter 
8-inch meter 

••••..••.•.....•.•..•.••. 
........................... 
.... r ..................... . 

............................ ....... ~ .. ~ ...... -...... . 

.......•.. -...•.....••. ~-

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

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

$ 2.;00 
3.00 
4.00 
S.SO 
7.50 

14.00 
19.00 
30 .. 00 
45.00· 

The Service Charge is a rc~dines~-to-serve 
charge appl icableto all metered service 
and to .... hich is:to be Added the quanti. ty 
charge compu~ed ~~ the QUAnt~ty RAtes. 
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APPENDIX A 

Page 1 of 3 
sotr.HER.~ CALIFORNIA ';;.A!E:R COMPANY 

Seh~d~le No. OJ-1 

0id Dis1:rict 

CE."'4"'ERAl. ME'!ERE~ Sz...~VICE 

Applicable to all metered .... at.er service exce~1: puolic park.s. 

Ojai and vicinity, Ventura Co~nty. 

Per Meter 
Per Month 

First 300 C\1.£t •• per 100 cu.£t • 
Over 300 cu.!: •• per 100 cu.ft. 

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

Service Charge: . 
For 5/8 x 3/4-inc~ meter ....•.•.........•••...... 
For 3/4-inch meter ...•••.........•••.•..... 
For l-inch'~eter •••...........•........•• 
For 11/2-inch'meter ........•...••••...•.••.• 
For 2-inch meter .•.••......••...•...••••• 
For 3-inch meter ...••••..•.••........ ----
For 4-~ch meter ......................... 
For 6-inch meter .•.•••.... -•......•..•.•. 
For 8-inch meter ......................... 

$ 2.00 
3.00 
4.00 
5.50 
7.50 

14 ... 00 
19.00 
30.00 
45.00 

The Service Charge is a readines~-to-serve 
charge applicable to all metered service 
and to .... eich is to be added the ~uantity 
charge computed at the Quantity Rates. 

~. 

(I) 

/ 
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SOUTHER." CALU'OR."IA WATER COXPANY 

Sch~dule No. OJ-7XL 

OjAi District 

METERED PU~LIC PARK SERVICE 

• 

Al'plic4ble to all met.ered water service f\lrnillheci to P\l,b:lic parks. 

TERRITORY 

Ojai and vicinity) Ventura C01.lnty. 

RATES 

QlUl\tity Rate: 
Pcr Meter' 
Pcr Month 

For all "'ater delivered, per 100 cu.it ................. $ 0.33-7 (:0 

Service ChArse: 

For S/8 x 3/4-inch meter 
For 3/4-inch meter •.......•.... -..•.•.••..• ~.-. 
for l-inch meter ....•••........•..••..•..••.. 
For 1 lIZ-inch meter 
For 2-inch meter •...............••..•......•. 

The Service ChAree is a re~diness-t.o-serve 
ch.tn:ge Applic.nble to all metered ~crvice 
and to which 16 to- be Added the q\lantity 
charge comp1.ltcd at the ~antity Rate. 

SPECIAL CONDrtIONS 

$. z.zo 
3.00-
4.00 
5S0 
7 •. 50 

1. SerVice under this sched\lle shall be limited to the City of Ojai, 
the County of Ventur", and the Civic Center PArk <Ojai Civic AS$ociation~ . 
Trustee). 

2.. The above rAtes apply to service connections not larger than two 
inches in diameter. 

3. the cost of insto.llation of &e't'~ice pipes :l.nd met.ers shall be borne
by the utilit.y. Rc:loc:l.tion of $uch facilities shall be at the c:xpen.se of 
the party rCQue$ting relocation. 
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APPlICAB IUT{ 

soU":m:R.~ CJJ...IFOR."\~·!A WATER CO~'pA."'Y 

Sehedul~ No. OJ-7~ 

Oj4i :list:-iet 

ME:ERED P~LIC P~~K SE~V!CE 

• 

Appl1cabl~ to all mete:-ed water service furnished to public parks. 

TElL'UlORY 

O;a1 and vicinity. Ventura County. 

For all water delivered~ per 100 c:u.ft • ... . - .............. . 
Service Charge:: 

For 5/8 x 3/4-incn meter .•.....••.....•.••..•..••.••. 
For 3/4-inch meter ••.••....••..•..•....•.•.•••• 
For l-i~cn meter ........... ~ ••••••••• ~ ••• * •••• 
For 1 lIZ-inch meter .....•...•.....•..••••...•••• 
For 2-inch meter .~ ••.............••....•.••.• 

TheServic:e Charge is a readiness-to-serve 
charge applicable to all metered service 
and to which i$ to be added the ~uAntity 
ch4rge computed at the ~antity Rate. 

SP~ClAL CO~~!!IO~S 

Per. Meter 
Per Month 

$ 0.337 (I) 

$ 2.20 
:3.00 
4.00 
5· .. 50 
7.50 

1 .. ~'!'Vice under this schedule shall be limited to the C1tyo£Ojai t 

the County of "entu'ta and the Civic Center Par~ (Cjai Civic Association." 
T:-ustee). 

2. The above rates apply to service connections: not larger than. two' 
inches in diameter. 

3. T~e cost of installation of service pipes and meters shall be 'corne 
by the u~ility. Relocation. of such facilities shall be at the expense of 
!he party requesting relocation. 
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SOUTHERN CAl..IFOR:N!A W'ATER COHPANY 

All Districts 

Schedule No. AA-4 

PRIVAl'E FIR~ PROTECTION SERVICE 

• 
Applicable to all water service furnisheQ to, privately owneQ fire 

protection systems. 

':ERRIl'ORY 

Rate A - Appl1cable wi thin the Ba.y. B'ig Bear, Cal1patria-Nil and , ('1', ) 
Central BaSin, Ojd,. Orange County, Pomona Valley,. San 
Bern..1rQino "alley~ San Cabriel Valley anQ South .... est Dhtriet". (1') 

, 
R.ate B - Applicable within the Barstow, Culver City a.nd Simi V'alley 

Districts. 

Rate C - Applicable within the ArQen-CorQovaanc1 Desert Districts. (1') 

Per Month 
A B, C 

For each inch of Qiameter of service connection ._ ••• S'3':Oo' $2.ZS~·$,2_00 
SPECIAL CONDITIONS 

1. The fire protection service connection $h8011 be installed by the 
util1~ and t."e coat paici by the app,licMt. Such payment shall no,t be. 5ub
ject to refund. The facilities paid for by the a~plic4nt shall. be the $ole 
property of the applicant. 

2. l"he minimum diameter for Hre protec tion service shall be four.· 
inches, and the maximum diameter shall be not more tholn the diameter of 
the main to which the serviCe is connected. 

3. If a distri1)ution main of adequate size to serve a private fire 
protection systC!m in addition to all other normd service coe5 not exist i:1. 
the str~et or alley adjacent :0 the premi,e~ to be scrved~ then a service 
main from the nearest existing main 0: adequate capacity :shall be installed 
by the utility and ~~e coat paid by the applicant. Such payment shall not 
be subject to refund. 

4. Service hereunder is for priVAte fire' protection system:l to .... hich 
no connections for other than fire protection ~ur~o&esare allowed and which 
are resul"ly inspected by the underwriter:! having jur'l.5diction,..are.ins,talled 
accorcing to specifications of the utility. and are m~:d':ntaincd to the' ~atis:", 
faction of the utility. The utility may install the standard detcctortype 
meter approved' by the Board 0: Fire Underwriters for protection against the£t~. 
1~~8e or waste of water Arl.cl the cost paid by the aP1>licant. ' Sl,lch payment 
shall not be subject to. refund. 

5. In accordance with Section 774 of the Public Utilities Code,. the 
utility is not liable for injury. carnage or 1055 resUlting from failure to 
provide adequate .... ater supply or preS5urew 

/ 


