
.. 

• 

• 

• 

EAlks 7 

Decision 1:0.. 91210 JUN 17 1980 

BEFORE ~HE PUBLIC U~ILITIES COV~~ISSION OF ~HE S~ATE OF CALIFORNIh 

In the matter of the ap~lication ) 
of CALIFOR.~IA-Al1ERlCA..~ \\'ATER ) 
CO!'..P~:)" for an oreer ~uthorizina ) 
it to increase its rates for ,,~ater) 
service in its Villa~e District. ) 
NOI No. 7~·7. . ) 

Application No. S923e 
(Filed October 24, 1979) 

------------------------------) 
L~n~rd G. Weiss, Attorney a-: IMl\-r, 

:0:' a:o-ol:i.cant. 
~ll¢n Ldiine, Attorney at Law, 

and A. V. Garde, :or the Com=issio~ 
staff. 

OPINIO!-: 
-----.-.-~ 

C~li=ornia-1\.mcric."ln l1ate:' Cot\pany (Cal-~) see~:s authority' 
to increase rates for water service in its Village District <Villa~e> . 
to produce annua.l revenue incre."l:>es of $355,800 (or 10.66 pcrcen't.) 
in 1930 and an additional $288,900 (or 7.82 percent) in 1931. The 
Cot\~i::sion staff recommends that rates be set for a three-year 
period in keeping with this COr.'4"nission's notice to Class ftAft water 
companies that a district of a water utility will not file for a . 
general rate increase t\ore often th~n onee in three years • 

.. .. 
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After due notice, public hearinqs were held before 
Administrative La, ... Judge B. Patrick in Los Anqeles on February 26 
and 27, 1980, and the matter w~s su~mitted on March 25, 1980 u~n 
reeeipt of concurrent briefs. 

'l'esti::tony w~s presented on beh~lf of Cal-kl bj~ its 
treasurer-vice president of finanee, Robert ~'1. Bruce, and by 
~ consulting en~ineer, John Housiaux, and on boh~l: of the Co~­
::tission st:l:;f by Financial Examiner Terry R. Ho~ ... :,ey and by 
utili tics enqineers A. V. Garde, David 1<. FuJ:uto::te, and Donald Yep. 

Although no customers testified at the he~rin~, =i·.~e 

members of the public atte~ded an info~al ccetinq where bot~ 
utili ty and CO::I."':'1ission staff r.lembers ,,:'cre present to ans~':er 
~estions from the public re~a=ding tho rate increase applica-
tion. 'rho ::teetin; ~~<l.s held in Thousand Oaks on 'l'hursd<:.y, 
December 6, 1979, at 7:00 p.m. ~oticc was ~iven to all custo~e=s 
through a bill insert ana ne .... s releases to the local ne .... ·spape:' and 
raeio station. Questions raised by the public included: (1) :,ed~c~ion 

0: .... ~ate= pressure to 5S psi :or 10 custo~ers fo1lo~"in<;, the dis­
continuance of a booster pump as an energy savin~ mcas~re; 
(2) reduced rates for senior citizens; and (3) inability of the 
utility to use ground water to supp1er.lent purchased ~ater. There 
were no eOr.lp1aints regarding service. 
Issues 

The two m~jor issues addressed at the hearing werQ: 
(1) what is a fair and reasonable rate of return !or Ca1~r.I, a~d 
(2) what is a fair and reasona~le estimate of norma1izea water 
cons~~ption per customer for calculating test year operating 

r~venues • 
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Other issues raised by Cal-Am arc: (1) the 
staff's deletion of dues for the local Cha~er of Commerce, and 
(2) the staff's recommendation that "any costs of upgrading the 
fire protection service should not be borne by ratepayers". 
Service Area and ~'1ater S,,"stem 

Cal-Ar:I, a California corporation, is u. , ... holly o ... m.cd 
subsidia:y of the A."nerican t'later "10r1:s COr.lpany, Inc. of i']il::tin;ton, 
Dcla~':';lre, and operates pu~lic utility .... later syste:::s in portions 0: 
the counties of San Die~o, Los Angeles, Ventura, and Monterey. 

Villaqe provides public ut~lity .... later service to a~,;t 
14,000 custOr.lers in an area of approxir.latcly 20 square miles, 
located in the Conejo Valley of southern Vent,;ra County: (a.) in 
and adjacent to the unincorporated cOr.lmunity of Ne ... :bu:,y Par~:~ 
(~) a portion of; and territory contiguous to, the city of Thousand 
Oaks; and (c) a s::tall area adjacent to the city of C<l..-:tarillo kno\'::l 
as "Country Club". Elevations served vary :ro::\ 300' to 1,050' above 
sea level. All water is purchaseQ. :ro::\ Callequas Municipal \':ater 
District (Calleg"U:ls), a ::\er.\~r aC7cncy of the Metropolitan (iater 
District of Southern California. Village receives water :ror.l 
Callequas th:ough 12 separate connections throu~hout its ser\"ice 

area. 
Present Oocrations 

The testimony relateQ. to the efficiency of syste~ 
operations ~~d quality of service is sumr.larized belo~. 

Conservation 
The staff's report (Exhibit 12) states that Cal-~ hMs 

coptinued its program to pro~ote water conservation and has .. 
prepared a very innovative program to educate the public regarding 
the need for water conservation • 
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Cal-Ao's witness, John Housiaux, testified that the 
city of Thousand Oa1:s adopted an ordinance (Exhibit 21) that 
mandates the use of mechanical suppression devices (low-flush 
toilets, low-usc sho"1er heads, etc.) for all ne\'l" and rcr.todeled 
housing. He stated that ~cause this is a r~pidly developin~ service 
area, the ordinance has had an impact on 20 percent of Cal-~~'s 
present customers. 

Unaeeou:'ltcd-For ~'1atc:::, 

In order to reduce rather high unaccounted-for wate:::, 
percentages recorded for several years, Villa~e undertoo~ a 
progra.~ of lea1:. detection and testi:'lg of all large meters. This 
resulted i:'l a 4 percent recorded fi9Ure :or 1979. Cal-;~~ 

believes it can maintain this percenta;e an~ stipulates to its 
use for computi:'lq test year expenses. Since Village purchases 
all water at a relatively hi;h price, this progra~ will benefit 
all customers in general. 

P1.:::l',:. Effieicnev 

Seven 0: the eight lar~e booste:::' pumps in the Villa~e 
service area were tested. The tests showed that three p~~~s 
",erc' in the "cxeellcnt efficiency" ra:'lg'e, t\l10 were in the "fair 
effiCiency" range, and two were in the "10\01 effieiency" ran?e. 
One p~~p eould not be tested beeause the piping arrangemc:'lt in 
the station docs not permit testin;. Cal-Am has since ovcr~~ule~ 
the two pU:lpS in the .. fair efficiency" range. The sta:: reco:,:\::tcnds 
that Cal-~ imp=ove the effieieney 0: the two p~ps which are 
in the "low efficiency·t rang-c (Los Ro~les No. 1 and No.2) ~ne 
~~e the neeess~ry piping changes to test the last of eight units 
(Mayfield No.1). We will require Cal-Am to follow throu~h with 

I 

the staff's recommendations • 
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~~ee either ei:eetly to the ~istrict o::ice or the Co~~i~sionfs 
Co~s~e: Af~ai:s Branch ~rc resolved in a ~a~is:actor" ~nne:. The 

!lumber of complaints is reloltively small a~d they 9'en~rallY involve "I 
disputed charges or 'l1a'ter le~~~s. 

CO:"l.clus:'o:'l.s 

::y::~e::'. ie o,cr=.tce i:'1 a:'l cf~icie:'l.t :::CI.:l.::.e:" ~:nc! c".!sto::'.crs Olre 
receivi:l~ ~ ~ooc level of se~:ice. ~~~ge=.e~e's e~p~o30~ ~o 

rec".!oing ':.l:'l.?,ocounted-fo:- water losses and ·..:a:er cO:l.s¢:'Vat:ion is 
. . , <":Ot::::eno.:o ... e. 

of sohec':.lles :0:- se~er~l ~e:ered se~/ice, publio fi:-e hyc:ant 
se=vice, golf courses, ?rivate fire ?roteotion, anc construction. 

Cal-A: proposes to increase its rate :0: ~encral 
:letercc. service. 'rho :ollo~ .. i:nq Table I !'rosents a cooparison 
0: Co.l-~~'s p=cse::.~ ane proposee ~e::.eral ::letered se=vice 
rates alonq ~-:ith those autho:'izce. herein • 
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TABLE I 

" VILLAGE DISTRICT 
COMPARISON OF MONTHLY RATES 

GENERAL METERED SERVICE - SCHEDULE NO. V-l 

** *** Ado~ted Rates Pro2osed Rates 
Present Rates * 1980 198[ 1980" J981 198Z -

Service Char§e 
Por S78 x 74-1nch meter ••••••• $ 4.50 ~ 4.15 $ 4.90 $ 4.94 
For 3/4-inch meter ••••••• 4.95 5.20 5.35 5.43 
For I-inch meter ••••••• 6.15 1.10 1.30 7.40 
For 1-1/2-inch meter ••••••• 9.00 9.50 9.80 9.90 
For 2-inch meter ••••••• 12.15 12.80 13.20 13.35 
For 3-1nch meter ••••••• 22.50 23.70 24.50 24.70 

I For 4-inch meter ••••••• 30.60 32.25 33.30 33.60 
0\ For 6-1nch meter ••••••• 50.85 53.60 55.30 55.80 
I For 8-lnch meter ••••••• 15.60 79.10 82.25 82.95 

For 10-inch meter ••••••• 93.60 98.65 101.80 102.70 
For 12-inch meter ••••••• 105.75 111.50 115.10 116.70 

Quantity Rates 
$ 0.35 $ 0.41 $ 0.43 $ 0.35 0-300 cu.ft., per 100 cu.ft. 

300-400 cu.ft., per 100 cu. ft. 0.35 0.41 0.43 0.35 
400-500 c~.ft., per 100 cu.ft. 0.35 0.41 0.43 0.35 
Over 500 c~.(t., per 100 cu.ft. 0.484 0.563 0.566 0.484 

The Servt~e Charge is applicahle to all m~tered service. 
It is a readiness-to-serve char~e to whiclt is added the 
charge, computed at the Quantity Rates, for water used 
during the month. 

*From Tariff Sheet 1281-W, effective July 1, 1919. 
**Exhlbit 1. 

***Reflects Fire Protection Revenue Loss Surcharg~, Tariff Sheet 1319-W, 
dated January 1, 1980. 

$ 4.94 
5.43 

$ 4.94 
5.43 

7.40 7.40 
9.90 9.90 

13,35 13.35 
24.70 2/ •• 70 
33.60 33.60 
55.80 55.80 
82.95 82.95 

102.70 102.70, 
116.70 116.70 

$ 0.35 $ 0.36' 
0.35 0.494 
0.486 0.494 
0.486 0.494 
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propo.:cC: 

TABLE II 

- ...... ~~A ..... ~~') ............. \...~ .. ... """.-

l2QQ. '9 .... ' \ -=--=::.=. 
Ao-; ?=ese:t-; :t<lte:: # $ .... 9'" $lS.93 ;..;).. .:> 

.'.).t Cal-A.-:' z :?ropozee Ro.tcs #: ,,, 06 ::'0.37 _101 • 

';:'\OU:'lt 0: I:'lcre4lse 2.13 2.[,.4 
til ::l.c=ea.:e 13.4'7.. 15.3% I" 

* Autho=i:::ed ~tes 16.37 l6.55 
;'r::OU:1t 0: 
% Inc:case 

I!'lcreasc .44 .62 
2.8% 3.9% 

,'('Includes Fire Protection Revenue Loss 
Surcharge 0: $0.44 for a 5/8" x 3/4" 
~eter (Commission Resolution No. L-2l3). 
#Excl~des surcharge • 

16.87 
.95 

6.0% 
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RATE CF RE'l'URN 

General 

Cal-~ has filed this and four!! other applications 
for rate relief in five of the six individual districts served 
by the cO::lpany. In this proceec.ing we will consider one rate 
of return for all five districts. 

The following tabulation sets forth a suomary of the 
respective rates of return requested by Cal-A~ and reco~ended 
by the Co~~ission staff. The staff-recommended rate of return 
coincides with its recot:tmcndation \llhich wa:; fou.~d reasona~le 

by the Co~~ission in Cal-~~'s last rate ~=oceeding for Coronado 
District in D.9092S dated October 23, 1979. 

Rceo~~ended Rate of Return 

: : Capital: Cost : Weighted : 
: ______ ~C~o_~_~~o_n_e_n~t ________ ~:~R_a~t~io_s __ ~:_F~a_c_t_o~r~s~·~. ___ C~o~s~t~ __ : 
Cal-Am 

Long-Term Debt 
Cor.lr.ton Equi ty 

Total 
Staff 

Long-Terr:t Debt 
Common Equity 

Total 

Cal-Am's Position 

48.38% 
5l.62 

47.10 
52.90 

8.62% 
13.50 

S.73 
ll.25 

4.17% 
6 .. 97 

11.14% 

4 .. 11 
5 .. 95 

10.06% 

Cal-Am believes that a l3.50 percent return on its 
adjusted cocmon equity is a necessary, justified, and reasonable 
re~urn to its common shareholder. This is particularly so given 
cal-Am's very poor financial history and inability to cooe even 

11 Monterey 
Baldwin Hills 
Duarte 
San Marino 

A.S8SS0 
A.S941S 
A.59419 
A.S9420 

filed May 8, 1979. 
II February 4, 1980. 
.. II II 

It II 
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close ~o ea:~inq its previo~sly allowed rates 0: re~u~, given ~e 
realities 0: toeay's rapid a~e conti~~inq i::lation ~d escalati:; 
interes~ =~~es, given Cal-~~'s Co~ission-~posed (50 pe:cent) 

debt-~itY ratio, and, :inally and perhaps ~ost ~po=~ntly, ;ive~ 
the rates 0: retu.-n recently allowed =y ~~is Co~ission to cocp~le 
cali:ornia Class "A" water u~ilities. 

. 
I 

Cal~ takes ~~c~tion to t~e sta:!'s asse:tion ~at ~o 
change is necessa--y in the sta::'s rate 0: ret~ reco~~endation 
:ade by wit:ess Xowrey in ;"'~c;ust 1979 in its Coronado proceeding. 
cal-~ a:gues ~hat by the t~e a decision is !ss~ed ~ this pro­
ceeding, ra~id cha::.ges in the economy will have t.aJcen place. 
Re:erence is'~ade to sta:= ~bit 14, ~ab~e 1, which. shows a cl~ . 
in the pri~e interest rate :roc ll.5 percent in Dece~e= 1976 to 

15.5 percent one year later. Cal-~ points out that ~e pri:e 
interest rate notol is in excess 0: 18 percent and prec.ictee. to qo 

over 20 percent this yea: (whi~h cas sinc~ or±e:1y occurred, :OllOWed/ 
oy a suostantial decline in t~at rate). 

( ') ... .... .. • ... e o~ious i:tpact 0: 
regulato=y laq should ~ot =e to~ally iq:oree; (2) c.es~ite its dis~l 
:i.~a:lci3.l =et't.!.-ns, Ca.l-~t oS s2reho·lc.ers have i=.jecte':' large !:t:"~"i: 0: 
new eapi~al i~to operati:g pl~t ane the company has an exeelle~t 
se=vice recore, which :aets should ~e :e:lected positively ~ rate 
0= retu...""':l, ju.st as t!':oey • .... oule ~e re:le'cted neqatively if the facts 
were reverseC.~ a.~c. (3) as an al:Iso1ute :::.i:li=.U::t, they seek t:eat:l.el:.t t/ 
no worse than accoreed Del Este Water Co:::.~anv.ZI . .. 
Staff's Position 

The sta:= contends that cal~'s eapital st--uc~e is a 
si;ni:ic~nt consiec:ation ~derlyi.,q its reeo~endation. Bo~ Cal­
~~'s esti:ates and the sta::'s esti=ate show t~t the eauitv ~rtion ... ... 
comprises ov~r 50 percent 0: the capital st~~e~=e. In light 0: 

11 D.91120 eateC Dece~er 18, 1979. ~e Cocmission found a rate 
0: retu:n or. rate base 0: 11.40 percent proeucing a retW=:'on 
co~on e~ity of 13.00 ?erce:~ =eason~le. 
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thi~ debt-equity ratio, the ~ta=f then evaluated the risk to the 
sharehole.cr in investinq in a co:,.pan~f such as Cal-A::I.. '!he sta~f, 
in pa:'ticular, rclS.cCi on COI:l.':l.ission decisions \-'hich rceo<,,;nize that 
the ~:,eater the a~ount of equity in the capital structure, the 
lesse:' c.ec;rec of ris~; the:'e is to the investor. This is si::\?:!.~· 

because the investo:, is assured that if :::~~ficie~t ea:nin~::: are 
available to pay a return, then the lower the interest expense the 

c;:rc;:.te:, the a:':'lount 0: funds \'lil1 then re:'lain to pay t~'!e e,!\:ity 
investor. The staff arques that for tho:::e co~panies \~~ich hae 
=ore e~it1 t~an debt in their ea~ital structure, the Co~~i:=io~ 
authorized a lower rate of return on e~ity than for t~Q:::c' co~~a~ic~ 

\:here the converse \-lao: true. This is illustratee in t:'lC !ollo~dn~ 

Jac1:son i':atcr ~':or'i:s 
Far1~ !'latcr Co~~a.."":::-· 
Azusa Valley t'1a'te:- COr.\pany 

Average 

Califor:lia t'later Service Co~'Oanv .. .. 
San Gabriel Valley ~l<lter Cor.pany 

Aver",~e 

Rate of Return 
on 

Rate Ba~c 
9.10% 
g.~O 

lO .. 35 
9 .. 7n~~ 

lO.OC% 
9.57 

9.~3% --

Ecr.:i tv ., .. 
!t~tio 

G4.17''; 
57.~1 
53.76 

41.1!o7~' 
42.40 

Ret"i.:r~ 

O~ 

E(I"'.:i-:" 

10 .21~:' 
10.25 
12 .. Sr, 

11.0~ 

13 .OO~:' 
13.25 
13.::'3~ 

The staff points out that for the above t~o ~=OU?s the 
av~raqe rate of retu=n on rate b~~e is about the sa~e, i.e., 9.C 
percent, whereas the averagoe return on ccr.:ity is lO~ler for Gro~!, I -

utilities which h~ve ~ore than 50 perce~t c~it~ and conversely 
hi;her for Group II - utilities whiCh have less than 50 pereent 
equity • 
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The staff disagrees with Cal~'s assertions that its 
requested rate of return is reasonable considering the Comcission's 
allowed returns on equity for: (1) Southern California Water 
Company, (2) California Water Service Company, (3) San Jose WOlter 
Works Co~pany. and (4) Del Este Water Company. 

The staff points out that, signifieantly. the first three 
utilities cited all have equity ratios of less than SO percent .. 
Turning to the fourth utility cited, Del Este Water Co~pany, not­
withstancl~0 its greater than 50 percent equity factor, the staff 
sub~its there were special circumstances which the Co~~ission 
recognized and consequently authorized a rate of return hi~her thOln 
generally allowed so that Del Este ~later Company could obtain adai­
tional debt financing. This situ~tion does not apply to Cal-~. 

Finally, the staff argues that: 
1. Cal-Am could apply to the Commission to have the restric­

tion on its capital structure imposed ~y D.86249 dated Auqu=t 17, 
1976 removed, since Cal-Am has met the Commission's o~jcctives anc 
there is no longer any need for such a restriction. 

2. The Co~ission must recognize that additional inco~e is 
currently derived fro~ te~porary investments of the Sweetwater 
District proceeds which has a~ impact on its c~rni~9s picture •. Motaoly, 
Cal-Am's financial exhibits do not account for the additional 
earnings which shareholders are receiving~ 

3. Cal-Am will have the ability to attract capital at ~ 
reasonable rate under t~e staff's recommendation. 

4. A rate 0: return should not be set to compensate for past 
de£,.icieneies. - 5. Cal-Am has previously f~iled to realize authorized 
revenues ~rimarily because of regulatory 149- This situation 
will fortunately not continue becuuse of implementation of the 
Commission's Regulatory La9 Plan • 
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C~l_~~t~ Testi~onv 

Robert ~·1. Bruce, vice president o! !inance, trciI..:urer, 
and secretary 0: Cal-~~, testified thil.t since its inceptio~ 
Ca1-k~ has earned a substandard rate of return~ He sil.id t~t 
earnin~s started a dranatic decline in 1974 and die not botton 
out until 1977 when ne",l rates ca.'Ue into effect for its seven 
districts, so~e 27 monthz after they filed !or a ~encral rate 
increase (E:.::hi~it 4). He further testified. that after the n~\· 
rates c~~e into effect, the statewide erought started and this 
resulted in reduced water sales while e~enscs re~ainea constant. 
He stated that there was so~e recovery in .197e, followed ~y 
additional recovery in 1979, resulting in a rate of rctu~ 0: 
le.:s t~~ 4 percent on co~on e~ity. He contrastee Cal-Am's 
earninqs with a steady 9 to 10 percent return on co~~on e~~ity 
earned over the last 14 years by threc21 of the ~ajor water 
utili tics C E::hibit 4).. He pOinted out that Ca1-l ... ::t' s book v:llue 
per share over the ~e=iod 1966 throu~h 1977 had only risen £ro= 
$102 to $111 per share, ~lhich represents an increase 0: 8.2 percent 
over a l~-ycar period .. 

Regardinq rate of return on rate base, Bruce testifiee 
that the comp:lny has r.ot aChieved the rate of return 
autho~ized since new rates were effective in S¢~te~cr 197G, 
even allo~.:ing for the fact tha.t 1977 "~as a su'!:>standard year for 
all water utilities. He referred to a 33 percent Qap (Exhibit 6) 
between realized and allo\<led rate of ret\lX'n for the period. a~ter 
1976 and attributed the shortfall to revenue decline and inflation. 
However, he did agree that the rate of return (10.06 percent) on 
ra~e base allowed in the last proceedin~ was higher than that 
allowed most other utilities. 

11 Southern California Water Company, california Water Service 
Company, and San Jose Water Works company. 

• y D.90925 dated October 23, 1979 - Coronado District. 
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Bruce stated that in 1976 the Commission ordereQ21 
Cal-Am to maintain a de~t-equity ratio 0: 50 percent and the 
reason for that was to force the parent, American Waterwor~s, 

to inject equity into the California syste~s. He disaqrced 
with the staff's reco~endation that an 11.25 percent rate of 
return on equity is adequate because o~ the asserted reduced 
risk in such a capital structure. He pointed out that not­
withstandin~ this capital structure and the staff's assertions, 
there is no assurance the shareholders will receive any return 

as demonstrated by the fact that Cal-~~'s shareholders did not 
receive any dividends for a period in excess of three years 
(septe~er 1975 through Decem~er 1978) for their invest~ent 
0= 527 million. He added that dividends paid out fro~ 
Decem~r 1978 through 1979 were almost wholly attributa=le 
to interest income on the proceeds of the Sweetwater District 

~ condemnation. However, he did agree that if Cal-~~ could e~~ 
the return on co~~on e~ity recommended by the staff, then the 
return would compare favorably with other major water utilities. 

• 

Bruce testified that if it were necessary for Cal-~~ 
to go into the bond ~arket, it would not be possible to sell 
any bonds because Cal-Ao's first mortgage bond indenture holder, 

Pacific Mutual, requires coverage to be 1.75 times interest 
earned after issuance of any additional first rnort~a~e bonds. 

21 D.S6249 dated August 17, 1976, Ordering Paragraph 4, mimeo. 
page 36: 

N4. Until further order of the Co~~ission, California-
: American Water Company shall maintain a capital struetu~e 

in which long-term borrowings from non-affiliates shall 
not represent more than SO pcreer.t of its total capit~l 
structure." 

-13-



~. 

• 

• 

A.59238 ALJ/EA /ks 

He said that in only one of the last 10 years has Cal-Am had an 
interest coverage in excess of 1.75. He attributed the low 
times interest coverage to C~l-~'s inability to generate adequate 
utility operating income. He referred to a letter dated July 22, 
1977 fro~ Pacific Mutual to P. L. Boneystcele of the Co~ission's 
Finance Division (Exhibit 7), \-:hich set forth Pacific 1-1utual's 
concerns for Cal-~'s financial straits.' When asked te explai~ 
why P~ci:ic Mutual h~s not expressea :urther concern~ since 1977, 
Bruce pointed out that Cal-Am now has $10 million cash in the 
bank fro~ the proceeds of the condemnation of its Sweetvater 
District. 

Turning to the events which followed the forcee 
condeI':lnation and sale of its Sweetwate= District in 1977, B=uce 
stated that Cal-k~ received approximately $19 million cash as 
compensation. With this money Cal-Am retired its most expensive 
debt issues and co~~itted $7 million of the proceeds to installa­
tion of plant in the California-American system. He pointed out 
that the Co~~ission§! oreered Cal-Am to install $3.5 million in 
facilities in Monterey which w~s accomplished ~n~, in addition, 

Cal-Am s?ent $1 million on major improvements in its other 
districts, approximately half of which was spent in Village. 
He said that at the present time Cal-Am proposed ~o install 
four new wells and a tre~tment plant on the Monterey peninsula 
at a cost of $2.5 million. 

~ D.86807 dated January 5, 1977 and D.87431 dated June 7, 1977 
in C.9530 • 
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Staff's Testi~onv 
The st~ff's position on the cost of eapital and 

reeo~endcd rate of return was presentee by Pinancial Ex~iner 
Terry R. :'~owrey. He recor:unene.s an earnings allowance on eocrnon 
equi ty for test ye~rs 1980 and 1981 of 11.25 percent \1hieh on 
the staff's adopted capit~l structure produees a rate of return 
of 10.06 percent, or 1.06 percent below the 11.14 pereent rate 
of return requested ~y Cal-~~. His recoomendation, while the 
sarne as last allowed' by the Commission in D.90925 dated October 23, 
1979 for Coronado District, is based upon an updated ~nalysis. 

In arriving at his reeo::u:l.cnd~tion staff wi tnes5 !'.o~~-=oY· 

was guided by the traditional staneards set forth by U.S. Su?re~e 
Court decisions and 'Orior decisions of this Co::u:1ission, \·:hich . ~ 

he s~~arizes as.follows: 
The return to the e~ity holders should be 
co~~ensurate with the returns on investments 
in other enterprises having similar ris1,::;. 
The return should be suffieient to enable the 
utility to attract capital at reasonable rates 
and to assure confidence in the utility'S fin~~­
cial integ-rity. 
The retu:n should balance the interests of b¢th 
the investors and consumers. 

Additional factors which he considered in arriving at his 
reco~~cndation on co~on equity arc: 

--

Cal-~~ is a regulated public utility engaged 
in a business which affeets the public interest 
~~d it must provide its services at reasonable 
rates. 
Rates must give consideration to both eonsUQer 
as well as investor interests. 
Interest eovcr~ge requirements. 
Cal-Am's reeorded earnings experienee. 
Income from other sources - primarily Sweet­
water District condemnation. 
Cal~'s eapital strueture and finanei~l 
history. 
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The staff's exhibit on the cost of capital (Exhibit 14) 
includes 12 tabulations setting forth statistics on cal-A='s 
co~~on stock for the perioe 1969 through 1978, estimated capital 
structure at year-end 1930, prime interest and discount rates 
fro~ October 1976 through Dece~bcr 1979, estimated effective 
interest rate as of year-end 1930, comparative re?orted earnings 
on average total capital and data relating to average net plant 
invest.":tent for regional and California Class "A" ",-ater utili tie::, 
rates of return reeently authorized for Class "A" water utilities 
by this Co~~icsion, the rates of return on common c~ity, and 
the staff-reco~":tended rate of return and capital structure. 

Staff 'ilitness Mo~;"!"ey contends his rcco~":tenaation reflects 
a broad cross section of rates of return :or Class ".i\'" water 
utilities recently authorized by the Co~ission, takes into 
account the higher equity ratio in applicant's projected capital 
structure (viz. 52.9 percent versus less than 42 percent for 
California Water Service Co~?any, San Jose Water Works, and 
SO':.lthern California ~later Co:npany), and is consonant ,,:ith little 
or no need for outside financing. He testified that Cal-A~'s 
capital structure has remained =airly constant due to lac~ of 
external financing and closely approximates the ratios fo~nd 
reasonable for Cal-~":t in D.90925 - Coronaeo District dated 
October 23, 1979, utilizing a 1980 test yc~r. He c=.ph~sizes 
that Cal-~ plan~ no outside financinq in the ncar future ane 
the only moveI:lcnt in the equity rate of return ,..,.ould coce about 
beca~se of aQortization of the utility plant adju~~~entll ane 
t~ further retirecent of certain de~t outstanding. In his 
opinion this covecent would not affect the risk to the equity 
holder and, therefore, would not cause hic to recommend any 
change in the rate of return found reasona~lc in cal-Am's l~s~ 

y D.70418 (65 CPUC 281 at 286) - rate treatI:l.ent of purchase p:'ice 
in excess of original cost less depreciation. 
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proceeding. He further testified th~t if Cal-~ would e~n the 
staff-reco~ended rate of return, it could meet any interest 
reauire~ent needed for future financina and its earninas would be .. --
compara~le to the three ~~jor utilities cited above. 

In contrast to Cal-A:t's 'rJ1itness,. Mowrey believes t~at 
t~e hig~er the equity invest~ent, the less risk to the equity 
holder. He points o~t that with more leverage in the ea?ltal 
struct~e, th~t is more debt, certain p~yoents have to ~e ~adc 
on the debt before the e~ity holder can receive a~y dividends: 
therefore, there is ~ore risk to the equity ~older. He eisa~ree~ 
with Cal-~~'s contention that the above ~hilosoohv oenalizes ,.. .. .... . 
Cal-~~ ~ecause it is re~uiree by the Co~~ission to ~ave a SO-SO 
debt-e~~ity ratio. 

11o,":rey ag-rees th~t Cal-Ao's earnin9's in the past Mve 
been poor but believes the p~st cannot be m~de up for. Ho is 
sure his reco~endation is fair and reasonable going forware 
into the future. He e~phasizes that in a rate of return rcco~­
mendation he "lould not atte~pt to ~akc up for the past. He 
believes a rate of return reeoQrnendation is a state~ent of 
capital cost and not a catchall for cleficiencies in other a:c~~. 

He further agrees that Ca1-Am's times interest eovera;e 
since 1970 never exceeaed the l.75 minimuc required by C~l-~~'s 
indenture holder. However, he points out that if Cal-Ao doez 
achieve the rate of return he reco~ends, this equates to a 2.5 
times interest coverage which in his opinion is reasona~le to 
attract capital if Cal-~~ should have the need • 

.... 
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Turning to the que~tion of regulatory lag and the 
impact on Cal-Am, Supervising Engineer A. v. Garde testified 
that the staff ~ade an analysis to determine why Village was 
not earning the authorized rate of return. He said that rates 

for Village based on test year 1975 went into effect in 
September 197~ and remained in effect throu~h June 1978. 
Then, in Cal-~~rs ner.t rate proceeding, new rates based on a 
1977 te~t year did not go into effect until the end of June 
1975.i! Staff studies (Exhibit 26) confirm that if the rate~ 
had been effective at the co~~encernent of the te~t yc~rs, C3l-A~ 
wo~ld have achieved it~ authorized rate of ret~rn. He a~eecl 
that Cal-Am was never given the opportunity to earn the 
a~thorizcd rate of return beeause of regulator] lag. He 
believes that for the future, with the Regulatory La~ Plan 
in operation, Cal-Am should earn the authorized rate of return • 
Discussion 

The reeord is elear that Cal-k~'s earnin;s in the pa~t 
have been poor compared to other Class IIAII water utilities and 
one reason ,is that Cal-~ has been the victi~ of re~latory lag. 
This is unfortunate, but we have to agree with the staff ... Titness 
that a rate of return reco~~endation is a statement of capital 
cost for the future and not a catchall for deficiencies in other 
areas. We believe the newly instituted Regulatory Lag Progra~ 
for Water Utilities, which provides for the introduction of a 
utility's new a~thorized rates at the commencement of the test 
year, will provide Cal-Am with the opportunity to earn its 
~thorized rate'of return for the test years. 

~,D.S6249 dated August 17, 1976. 
V D.88876 dated May 31, 1978 • 
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The record also shows that: 
1. Cal-An is proviei~q a good level of service to i~s 

ei.!Stocers. 
2. Cal-Ac has ~~ ac~ive conservation proqr~. 
3. Cal-An is operating its p~ping e~ipcent efficiently. 
4. Cal-A."!L has recently invested $4.5 ::1illion in plant 

i:tprove::l.ents. 
5. Cal-Am is co%:l.t\i tted to spend $2 .. 5 million for i:tpro·.re-. 

=.ents :.: its :1onterey Di~trict. 
6.. Cal-Am has no pla."'lS to utili::e outsic.e financi.""lq i:l" 

the ~ediate future; however, the rate of retu.-n we are' adoptinq 
in this proceed~~q will remain in effect for ~~ee years and will 
apply ~o five 0: Cal-~Is c.istricts, ~""ld we C~~""lot i;no:e t~e 
possi~ility of Cal-~rs havin~ to resort to outSide ftnancing 
socetfce during the tb:ee-year period • 

~le l:Ielieve all the ~~ove fac~ors ;ese:ve recognition J 
~""ld justify some 'increase in the authorized retu--n on com=on ~ity, 
:Out not as '::l.uch as re~ested'. Conse~ently, we find. a return on 
cocco:'! e~ity of 11.50 percent is reasonable to yield a rate of 
return of 10.19 percent developed as follows: 

Aeopted Rate of Retu=n 

: . Ca'O:i.tal : Cost : fle::i.glltec. .. .. . 
: COr:'l'Ooner:.t : Ratios : Factors : Cost : 

Lollq-Te= Debt 47.'10% g,.73% 4.11% 
Common ~ity 52.90 11.50 6 .. 08 

Total lO.19~ 
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Based on the subsequently ado~ted summary of earnin~s, 
the rate increase required to provide a 10.19 percent rate ~~ 
return for test year 1981 is $39,700. No increase in rates for 
1980 is justified. 
Attritio!"1 

C~l-Arn h~s accepted ~s re~son~b1e the st~!:·s esti~ate 
0: a!"1 ~nnua1 operational attrition i!"1 the rate of return 0: O.G 
pcrce!"1t. No a110o;.,ranec is r.\adc for !ina."'leia1 attrition. In ~:ee?i:':.::" 

"lith O1.:r expectations that the districts of a Class ";10" 't-:.:lter 

utility !"1ot file ~ general rate increase more often than once in 

three years, we will authorize a step increase for 19C2 of 

SG9,500 to offset t~e 0.60 :?ercent attrition rate. Cal-~~ ".dll 

be rCO'''.lirce to file <).n :l.dviec letter o;d th su'O'Oortin:= "lo=;:'Oa'O~=s .. . - . .. .. 
o~ or a~ter ~ovc~bcr 15, 19~1 to justify such ~"'l increase. S1.:C~ 
rates re~ult in a :better ~atchin~ o~ the cons~~crs' interests 

co:tpa:::eG to settiri; a ~iqh initial rate ~':!'lich ",ou1d ~·ie1e the 

adopted rate of retu:::n for a th=ee-~"e~r avera,;;e. The s1.:1'?le~e::.tal 

£,i1in;-s ,.;e ' .... ill recr..:.i:::e will pe:::lit further ravie.,·;, of achic"Je~ 
rates of return • 
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RESULTS OF OPERATION 

With the exception of operating revenues, Cal-Am adopts 
the staff's estimates which were based on later recorded data and 
information which Cal-Am had furnished. 
Operatina Revenues 

For purposes of computing operating revenues, Cal-Am 
accepts the staff's estimate of customers for the test years but 
disagrees with the staff's estimate of normalized average use per 
customer. 

Co~~ercial Class Consum~tion 
The dispute between Cal-Am and the staff centers around 

the staff's normalized figures for consumption per custo~er beinq 
higher than record~d for 1979 (305.2 vs. 295.7 Ccf per customer> 
and prior years th~ouqh 1977. Cal~'s position was well summarized 
by its counsel when he asked ..... how does the company reach an 
authorized rate of return when it can't get revenues based on its 
experience?" 

The following tabulation reflects recorded consumption 
for 1979 and the test year estimates of Cal-Am and the staff. 

· · · · · · 

. . 

Commercial Class - Residential and Business 
Average Use Per Customer - CcfjCust./Yr. 

· Average For · 1979 · Test Years 1980 and 1981 · Recorded : Cal-Am . Staff . 
* 295.7 287.4 308.7 

-Staff normalized figure is 305.2 
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Cal-Am elaims that it has suffered in larqe part 
because of poor revenue and consumption pr09nostic~tions. 
Cal-~ ~ints out that no matter hO~l reasona~le the allowec .. 
rate of return, an overly opt~istie estimate of operating 
revenues which makes it realistically i~possible for Cal-~ 
ever to capit<llize on th~t rate of return "opportunity" ~~ill 
only conti:luc the dO'f.'n~lard spiral in C:a.l-Ar:I' s ccono~ic he:a.l t!'l. 

The st<lff retlinds us that it is importa::'lt to ~~ec:> 
in mind that test ye<lr ratemaJ~inq for a water utility relies o~ 
?::'ojcetions ,,:,hich a::e based on nOr=l<llized eonsu.'-:tption. ::0=­
malizcd cons~~~tion is the avcraac eonsur.~tion ~er custo~cr clu::'in~ 

... ...... p# 

an average year of tcmpcr~ture and rainfall. On a recorded ~asis 
cons~~ption may be below avera;e in so~c ye~rs, the:cby qenerati::'l~ 
less revenue to the company, while in other ye:a.rs eons~~?tion may 
be a~ve average, there~y producing ~ore revenue. OVer a perioe 

• of tit'le, however, revenues :balance, consiste::'lt with the test yc~r 
concepts. 

• 

Cal-~~'s witness, John Housiaux, testified that his 
estimate of nor.oalized ,average a~~ual cons~ption per custo~cr 
was derived by using the Hodified Bean !>!ethoe as p::escribed in 
Standard Practice U-25 in conjunction with the Statistical 
Pack<lgc Extended SPX Co~puter Progr~~. He conbined the con­
sumption of the Co~~~rcial Class (residential and business) 
toqether with th~ Public Authority Class. He ~cju~ted for 
monthly rainf<lll ~nd tc~perature. He added ,a Custo~er De~sity 

Faetor based O~ n~~¢r of custo~¢rs per mile o! ~ain. The 
re~ult was then apportioned to the various classes on the basis 
of thc 1978 water-usc analysis • 
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Cal-Arnts witness, John Housiaux, further testified that 
he included consumption for the Public Authority Class along with 
residential and small business because it gave better mathematical 
correlation. We have difficulty rationalizing this approach since 
a residential customer does not consume water as much as a sChool 
or hospital. Usage patterns are not similar. Also, temperature, 
rainfall, or even a drought do not affect pu~lic authority and 
residential customers the same way. 

~he staff too used the Modified Bean Method described in 
Standard Practice U-25. Recorded data for the year 1977 was excluded 
for the reason that it includes the effect of the 1977 drought-related 
conservation. Since the staff used recorded data for 1974 through 
1979, elimination of 1977 data reduced the total historical experie~ce 
to five ye~rs. The staff included two independent variables: ti~e 

and rainfall, not temperature. The staff made no separate adjustment 
for conservation and claims the effect of conservation is inherent 
in the data used which covers three pre-drought and two post-drought 
years. 

Staff witness A. V. Garde disagreed with Cal-Am's inclusion 
of 1977 drought-year data in the calculations. He testified that 
an extraordinary drought year such as 1977 should not be given weight 
in arriving at estimated consumption for ratemaking purposes because 
it can unduly distort the development of an estimate of a normal 
year's consumption for the future perioa rates are to be in effect. 
He pointed out that the staff excluded 1977 data because the recorded 
consumption in that year includes drought-related conservation and 
doe~ not reflect the usual relationship of higher consumption . 
resulting from below normal rainfall. He further testified that 
by using consumption data for the years followinq the drought, the 
residual effects of the drought on consumption will be reflected in 
an implicit way in the test year estimate • 
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~e eo not have any difficulty with the staff's rationale 
for excluding 1977 data from the calculations, ~ut we are concerned 
~~t the staff did use a mi~imal nu~er of year~ data (S), which 
has a bias (3 to 2) in favour of pre-drouqht consumption vi' 
which does not fully reflect today'S cons~~ption or use patterns 
resultin; =r06 growing conservation awareness by custocers. 

The wit~esscs for Cal-~~ and the staff a:e both well 
quali:iec an~ e~~erienceQ experts i~ esti~tinq water consucption. 
However, it is apparent froe ~~e testimony that there is no 
forcula which will yield a precise answer in estimatinq test 
year water consumption. It is also apparent that the Modified 
Se~~ Methoe, which worked reasonably well up to the time of the 
1977 drought, should be used with some modification to reflect 
residual conservation following the drought, impact of utility 
conservation proqr~~s, changes in buileing codes, and growinq 
conservation a~~reness by customers • 
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After careful review 0: the evieenec, we believe that the 
1979 recorded normalized consumption will more clo~ely approximate 
~est year eons~~ption; therefore, we will aaopt 305 Ccf as reasonable 
for avcr~qe use per cus~omer for the Co~~ercial Class for the two 
~est years. 1979 is the lates~ recorded year and it reflects the 
eons~~ption or use pattern resulting :=o~ a qrowing conservation 
a~eness by customers. ~o:malizing 1979 recorded consum~tion ~ 

variables ?rod~ces an annual per customer consumption estimate J 

reliable and reflective of anticipated future conditions for 
rate-setting purposes. 

!nd~strial Cl~ss Consurnntion 
For the Industri~l Class, Cal-Am's and the staff's 

est~~ates of average use per customer for the test years are 
2,eOO a~d 3,452.5 Ccf percustocer per year, respectively. 
C~:-Am's estimate is based on a ~raphical projection of recorded 
results, whereas the staff's estimate is based on a reqressional 
analysis of no~alized cons~~ption. We ~elicve ~~at the last 
year's recorded data will more closely approximate test ye~ 
consu=ptio~ and will adopt 3,200 Ccf per customer per year as 
reasonable :or average usc per customer for the Industri~l Class 

:or the 'two test years • 
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Public Authority and Golf Course Consumption 
The st~;f found Cal-A~'s estimate of consucption per 

pu~lic authori ty eusto~er reason;).!)le. i'Tc:: atJree. 
For qolf course consucption per customer, the st~:: 

used the five-ye~r avc::r~~e fro~ 1972 to 1976 because:: the later 
recorded d~~~ is un=elia~lc due:: to defective meters (which ~vc 
si:lcc:: been corrected). 101e W'ill adopt the st~:f' s esti:atc::. 
Dues and :Oo~latio:'l~ 

Cal-.;',,:\ eisa~rc::ed ~:ith the staf:' s exclusion o~ $900 

:ro:\ ;enc::r=.l office e>:pcnses (r:):hi~it 13). The adju'st:':'Icnt CO"Jers 
100 percent of dues to the Cha~er 0: Co~c=ce anc 30 percent o~ 
dues to the California ~lu.ter A.ssociatio:l (fo!' 'Ooli tic:ll a~ ... ocac·,·). 

~ . 
!'~~mberships in the Southern California :':ater Utilities Association 

,." .. ~ . ........ 'n .t: C l':.t: _. .,'1'... .. ... "\ • _.., ., .. :lne ... fle J"'I, ... soc~.- ... ~o C?... a ... _O .. n1a ~j ....... e_ I'l>genc~es .... lc ... e l.nc ... u ..... cct 

in the .:ta:::f· s estit.'\ates. ~'lc ~oJ'ill :ldopt the st:l!f's aej':!st."':'Icnt 
since it is the la~7 th~t dues ane donations should be excluded 

:ro::\ opera tinCJ e:>""pen~es '£0:: ra te-:ixinq purposes ~ ho'~:,ever, d'U~s 

in i~dustri~l orga~izations do not con~titute due~ or eon~tion~ 
... :hich s!loula be excluded =ro::'\ operatinc;r c:>..-pen$es.1.Q/ ,,:nile 
conceeing the worthiness 0: the donec$ and ~enefits in goodwill 

d ,.. ,., • . , , h C . '.. h' _111 t" .. real=>c i.Jy t ... e U .. J. ... 1 ty, t e 0~:l.SS10.. as o~servec:r-= .na ... : 

.. .. 

Itt ••• Dues, donations and contributions, 
if included a.: an exoense for rate-~akino 
purposes, beco~e an involuntary levy on ' 
ratepayers, '-:'ho, because 0: the monopolistic 
nature Of utility service, are unable to 
o~tain service from another source and 
thereby avoid such a levy. Ratepayers 
should be encouraged to contribute directly 
to worthy C.luses and not involuntarily 
through ~n allowance in utility rates • 
LPacifi£l should not be permitted to be 
generous with ratepayers' money but may 
use its own funds in any la~"':ul manner.'" 

Southern California Edison Company (1973) 75 Cal PUC 641 at 
672. 
Pacific Tel. & Tel. Co. v Public Utile Com. (1965) 62 C 2d 
634 at 66B, 44 C~l Rptr 1. 
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Fire Hver~nt Aqree~cnts 
C~l-Arn is concerned with the st~ff's reco~~end~tion 

that "any costs of upg-racing the fire protection service should 
not be borne by ratepayers" (Exhibit 12, para. 16.2, p_ 19). 
The staff ,dtness rn~de it cleOlr th~t the st<lff's purpose ,"aoZ to 
aszure that the fire districts, or "other sources", but not the 
r~,'tep<lyers, wo~ld p~y for such "uP9raded" fire service. Cal-A:l'::: 
onlj' ret'\~inin~ concerns follo\l1inq that tcsti::tony are to definc 
"u~g=<ldinq" and to be assured thil.t Cil.l-Arn (0:: any .... rater utili-:y) 
c<ln, in f<lct, c:.ccline a fire de?~rti.\ent or district reC!Ue~t to 
"upqrade ll fire service a,'t COll-An' s own expense ,,;·rhen ~ll o-:her 
potential sources decline. C<ll-~~ the~ wants to 1:now if a 
cO::lplaint is fi-led with the Co:':\.~issio:l. against the cO::lpany, 
,dll the co::".panY be in a position lcqiti:lately to rely upon 
the staff's position in this case, and, if so, ",hcther the 
iszue dis<l'O'Oca:-s? vTe will address this issue whcn there is . -
a concretc case before us. 

Assc~bly Bill No. 1653 prohibits, in the a'bsence of a 
written agreement, a water utility fro::t charging fire pro~ection 
a~e:l.cies within its service territory for any feez heretofore 
collected in connectio:l. with the furnishinq of fire protection 
services. The Co~~ission, 'by Resolution No. L-2l3 (dated 
Dece~r lS, '1979), authorized water utilities to recover the 
loss of fire protection revenues through ~ surchilrgc 'based on 
t.."'le service charge or flat rate ~ Cal-A."U is currently 
recovering fire protection revenues through a surch~rge in 
Yill~9C (Advice Letter No. 198, effective Janu<lry 28, 1980). 
We will require the surcharge to be included in the Gcner<ll 
Metered Service Charge beginning 1981. Cal-Am will continue 
to notify customers of the surcharge for fire protection 
through 1980 (Commission Resolution No~ L-2l3) • 
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Waoe and Price Standards 
By Resolution No. M-4i04 dated January 30, 1979, the 

Co~~ission ordered all utilities requesti~g ~eneral rate 
increases to sub~it an exhibit to show whether the requested 
increase cO::lplies 'dth the Voluntary ~'lage and Price Standards 
issued by the Council on ~':agc and Priee Stability (CCMPS). cal-Am's 
Exhibit 3 shows that (1) waqe increases qrantce by it and (2) ~he 
reaues~ed rate increases are within the established auideline~. - -

The staff in its estimates had included wage increases 
(incl~ding benefits) oE 8.5 percent for 1980 and 8.2 percent for 
1981. These increases were within the CCMPS guidelines. Cal-Am 
had informed the.staff that its employees were being paid con­
siderably lower wa~es than their co~nter?arts in the water 
utility ind~stry and that the then ongoing negotiations with the 
unions may result in wage increases well in excess of CCMPS 
guidelines. The sta:f had informed Cal-A~ that in order for the 
staff to include wa~e increases in excess of the COWPS guidelines 
a waiver from the COWPS will be necessary. Cal-Am obtained such 
a waiver from COWPS on February 14, 1980. Cal-A~ has filed 
Advice Letter No. 204 dated April 16, 1980 requesting that wa~e 
increases of 10.0 percent for 1980 and 9.S percent for 1981 be 
considered for setting rates in this decision. 

We will take notice of Advice Le~ter No. 204 and include 
additional expenses of $17,100 for 1980 and $23,800 for 1981 
in arrivin~ at the adopted results of operation. 
Summary of Earnings 

Summarized on the follOWing tables are the resul~s of 
operation derived from cal-~~'s Exhibit 23 and the staff's 
Exhibit l2-A, both adjusted to reflect Southern California 
Ed~son Company's power rates in eftect on February 3, 1980. In 
addition, adopted and authorized rates are based on results of 
operations which reflect Advice Letter No. 204 dated April 16, 
1980 covering cal-Am's latest negotiated wage increase effective 
January 1, 1980, which comports with the Voluntary Wage and 

~ Price Standards issued by COWPS. 
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TABLE III 

CAlI:OR.\!A"A:~RICA..\ WATER. COM?~"Y - VILIAGE DISTRICT 
Es:i~ated Results of Operation 

res: Year 1980 

A\:thorizec 
Present Rates Rates 

ACJoptec Adopted 
Ite~ Applicant Staff Results Results 

(.:) 
(Dollars in Tho\:sancs) 

(b) (c) (d) 

Oper~:ing Revenues $3,268.0 $3,425.7 $3.,386.3 $3,353.8 

O~er3tin~ Ex~enses 

?u:,chased Wa::er 1,468.3 1,506.2 1,482.4 1,L..8Z.4 
Purchased Power 3L...5 35.7 35.2 35 .. 2 
Uncol1ectib1es 3 .. 6 3.7 3.7 3.6 
Other 0 & X 348.1 348.1 355.4 355.4 
Local Franchises 49.0 51.3 50.8 50.3 
Other A & G 209.2 209.2 216.0 216.0 
Gen. Off. Prorated 161.3 161.2 163.4 163.4 
Amortization of Losses 13.1 13.1 13.1 13.1 

Subtotal 2,287.1 2,328.5 2,320.0 2,319.4 
~e?reciation Expense 214.3 214.3 214.3 214.3 
Taxes Other Than Income 102.8 102.8 103.6 103.6 

CCFT @ 9.6% 34.2 L..5.4 42.4 39.3 
FIT @ 46"7. 119'2 167.8 154.7 141.4 

Total Ope:,. Exp. 2,757.9 2,858 .. 8 2,835.0 2,818 .. 0 

Ne; Operating Revenue 510.1 566.9 551.3 535.8 

Rate Ease 5,257.7 5,257.7 5,257.7 5,257.7 

Rate of Return 9.70% 10.707. 10.49% 10.19% 

-28-
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TABLE IV 

CAlIFORNIA~AMERICAN WATER COMPA~~ - VILLAGE DISTRICT 
Estimated Results of Operation 

Test Year 1981 

Item -
Opera:ing Revenues 

Operating Expenses 
Purchased Wa ter 
Purchased Power 
Uncolleetib1es 
Other 0 & M 

Local Fr~nchises 
Other A & G 

Gen. Off. Pror~teo 
&~ortization of Losses 

Subtotal 
Depreciation Expense 
Taxes Other Than Income 
CCFT @ 9.6% 
FIT @ 461. 

Total O?er. Exp. 

N~t Operating Revenue .. 
Rate Base 

Rate of Return 

Present Rates 
Aoopted 

Authorized 
Rates 

Applicant Staff Results 
(Dollars in Thousands) 

Adopt:eo 
Results 

(a) (b) (c) (0) 

$3,472.0 $3,605.3 $3,564.5 $3,604.2 

1,564.2 
36.8 
3.8 

380.8 
52 .. 1 

226.7 
174.3 

13.1 
2,451.8 

233 .. 9 
117 .. 8 
34.5 

120.0 
2,958.0 

514.0 

5,563.3 

9.24% 

-29-

1,586.7 
37.6 
3.9 

380.8 
54.0· 

226.7 
174.2 

13.1 
2,477.0 

233 .. 9 
117.8 
44.8 

165.0 
3,038.5 

566.8 

5,563.3 

10.191 • 

1,562.0 
37.0 
3.9 

391.9 
53.5· 

235.9 
176.4 

13.1 
2,473.7 

233.9 
119.1 
41.1 

148.9 
3,016.7 

547.8 

5,563.3-

9.857. 

1,562.0 
37.0 

3 .. 9 
391.9 
54.1 

235 .. 9 
176 .. 4 

13.1 
2,474 .. 3-

233.9 
119·.1 
44 .. 9 

165.1 
3,037 .. 3 

566.9 

5,563 .. 3 

10 .. 197. 
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c=~i=~~o~ =~tc 0: :et~:~ exccces t~c ~:csc~~ly authorized 10.06 

a~~ ~eO?toe !0.19 ?e:ce~t :~te: o~ =ct~:~ o~ :a~c ~~se. 
Staff wit~e:: Ga:~c tcsti:iee th~~ t~e n~i~ :c~so~ :0: 

:"O~·'c·"e=, ~:~O s-:a.:: is =cco::t=.c~c..i:l<; t~a~ ·I·:~en ·"ill~~<: oxpc=:i.o:\cetZ 

i~cro~zc: i~ cost itc~z \lhich c~~ ~c =ocove=ee! .th:o~;h the o:::o~ 

~:"occcl'.;rc, the ~o:-:t o::sct ~c reduced b~r a~ a??:opri~tc .l:':O".;:'lt. 

:-[0 a~=ce Hith the r~co:::"":'Icr.d~tio::. a::.c. Vill.l;"c ~d!l roduce it: ::.e:~t 

0:::;:0": :::.: t~c ?rod1.!ct 0: the clif:crc~cc i::. rate 0: rctu=~ ~ct~:ec~ 

retu=~ :or 19:0, ti=c: ~ct to grosz ~ulti,:ier, ti~cs 19Z0 ~do?tce 
=~tc ~.aso ~·:::-.ich is $32,500. 
:::':. 'te S~r~~c_ 

!hc zta:: ge::.crally a~:ecs ~~it~ the p=csc~t :~tc st:ucture 
for Ge~c=al :·!ctc:;cd Ser .... ice, ',rhicl'l co~sists 0: a service dl~<;C 

:l.."'lc! ~ t~-:o-~loc~, C!.ua~tity =~te (0-500 a::.c! ove=. sao c·.:.~ic :c~t)_ 

-30-
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1. The lifeline quantity of SOO cubic feet should be 
reduced to 300 eu~ie feet. The chan~eover should be gradual 
and should be done in a manner that no rate bloc% gets a dis­
proportionate increase in ra~cs. 

2. Rates for lifeline should go up only after the overall 
rate increase for the district exceeds 25 ~ercent over the r~tes 

in effect on January 1, 1976. (The utility'S current rates 
e:-:ceed January 1, 1976 rates by appro):ii.latcly 33 percent.) 

Since Cal-A::l stipulates to the staff's rate design 
reeom::lendaeions and -;"'0 find the recommendations reasonable, we 
will adopt the staff's recommendations • 

-31-
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~o.::.::cs .:l.:lc:. ~:.:l.-:e: eO~!je=V.:l.tion i;'l Villo.<;e o.:c co::,.::enc1a~le .. 
~ ~~e V~'l~-c ~v~·c~ ~R ~A~~_ o~c~~·e~ ~- ~- ~~ .. -4. ••• • ..... """\~ ,..,;II .. ..;..w· ...... .., ~'-I,;."."';.I ~ ____ ........ ""'. e_ .. :.e:.c~. 

::'\ar.~c: a:le c-.:.zto::\crs o.=c =eeeivi!'l~ a ~ooc :'::':el of se=vice. 
3. T~e aeo~tecl ~s-:i::\atc.:: 0: opc=atin~ revenuez, o?e=atin~ 

c:~c~:cz, ~~d r~t~ ~azc :0= ~hc test yc~=s 1930 ~~e 19S1 a~~ a~ 
.J.:'l:l\!.J.1 :i:-:ce-=ate decline 0: 0.60 po:ec:lt in :atc of :ett:!":'l into 
:982 e~e to 0,cr.J.tion.J.1 ~tt=itio:'l =oaso:'la~ly indicate the result.:: 
0: Cal-~~'s o?c:ations for tho :lea: :\!t~:e .. 

4.. ~ _~,~~e o~ ...... -A-... ., __ ~ .. o~ 10 '9 - t' A. A -~._ ~ _ ... __ ,creer.. o~ ~o a~o~we_ :0..0 

ba..::c :0: 1950 and 1931 it; reasonablc_ Tho related :etu:n on 
CO~::\O:'l eq\:ity is 11.50 ?e:ce~:. This r~te of ret\!tn is adoptee 
'Eor :':le ~rillaze Dist:ic: a:1Q will be a.';O?tcc for t1:'l.c ~10':'l.:e:ey, 

• .!~ 11s ~'·""'·c a ... ...:1 S ...... ,\f"'r~""\o ""':S""'':C''5 .... ,*' ....... _'Wo., ... '-1 ....... ~ _ •• "., ....... _ ....... 

I ..... ~~, 

~~e ~do~tee results of operatio~ for test yec~ :9S0, 
co1~:1 (c), sh~~ thet ?re~ent rates will y~elc the 

a"!::'1orizcc :-ate of :ceu~ o~ a nor:r.a1ized basis a:1Q :10 chan~e 
need ~e ~acc :0 ?resent rates, e~cc?t for o:fsettc~lc inc:eascs 
.:... ~"""f-l-" "'5 -=0'" .. • .. C vc..... .. 90 0 _ •• Iwrl'~,!,,_ •• i;J .... 7 - ....... II ,.. ... J. c.t • 

6. O:fsc::~b1e incre~ses ~n expenses f.or the year 1980 
s~o~lc :e reo~cec :y $32,500 to re:lec: t~e :i::erencc be~~ee~ 
ad ~~c· o"'c"'a- I ... ,. -ev ...... 'cs ..... p"'''''''e''''t ..... ...:1 .,·· .. • ... I"' ... .: .. c...:l - ... ~es i-A'" op .. - r:''' ....... ,;:.. ... .. ~ ...... .. ... ~.. .... ...... ""_ ...... - _ ... ' .... _....... _ ...... 

:est yc.:.: 1930 (s~o~~rn. O~ !a.ble :::.::, co::'~ns (c) anc (c». 
7. ~~C aco~:cc :es~l:s 0: operation for :c~: year 1981, 
..... 
;.. v , co 1-=.::. (c), show that ~:1 a no~lizcd basis ~rescn: 

..... :.'!.~".-:: •• 1': 'T ""\0. allo~" ,..~ i .. ~ .... "'0 c ... - "~e ... ··t .... o ... .: ze..l ...... -e 0 e __ \i;_ , .. ~_.. ... ... v. ~ .... _ • ..,.. .. lao Q.~. '-''-_ Q-.., ._.~ ... "I.t -..-.,. '. 

... e .... - .: ... ·'1 ~ , "'(Ye ... \.P .... _ •• - ... v ...... ""'(1 • An increase of $39,700, or 1.11 percent, 
will <lllo"il Cal-A.":'I to cam the authorizec rate 0: ret1.:r.'! -:or 

test yea:- 1981. 
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s. An allowance 0: 0.6 percent in rate 0: retu--n to 
co~~ensa~e :or o~erational attrition in ~~e vea: 1982 is _. . . 
reasonable. This will re~ire an increase 0: 569,500, or 
1_93 ?e=ce~t, in annual revenues for 1982. This. step-rate 
increase for 1982 should ~e aejusted so ~~at ~~e ~uthorized 
10.19 percent rate 0: return will not be exceeded for the 

12 ~onths ended Septe~er 30, 1981. 
9. The staff's rate s~read ~ro~osal is reasonable. . . -, 

10. 
·..ri~i. -:he Preside.."'l.t's ¢delines on i'Ta~e and Price Sta:bility. 

11. The increases in rates and char;es authorized herein 
are justi:ied~ ~~e rates and c~qes authorized herein are 
reaso=able~ and the present rates and ~~~qe~, insofar as ~~ey 

differ froe' those prescribed herein, are for the future unjust 
and unreasonable • 

12. A?pendix B eon:aL~s in:o~tion regarding adopted data 
for this proceeding. 
Cone 1 us ion 0 t Law 

The ap,?lic:ation 
by the following order. 

should be granted to the excent pro;ided ~ 

---~--. 

II IS ORDE..'I\E~ :ha:: 
1 •. California-A:erican Water Company's (Cal-Am) Village 

District rates shall remain unc:hanged :0: 1980. 
2. On or after Novecber IS, 1980, Cal-A: is au~horized :0 . 

-file an advice letter, wi~h appropria~e workpapers, re~~es~ing 
• the step rate increases attached to this order as A?pendix a or 

-33-
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to file a lesser increase which includes a uniform cents per hundred 
cubic feet of water adjustmen~ from Appendix B in the event that the 
Village District rate of return on rate base, adjusted to reflect 
the rates .then in effect and normal ratemaking adjustments for the 
twelve months ended September 30, 1980, exceeds the lower of (a) the 
rate of return fo~~d reasonable by the Commission for applicant during 
the corresponding period in the then most recent rate decision or 
(b) 10.19 percent. Such filing shall comply with General Order 
No. 96-A. The req~csted step rates shall be reviewed and, if 
ap?ropriate, approved by the staff prior to becoming effective. Tne 
effective date of the revised schedule shall be no sooner than 
January 1, 1981, or thirty days after the filing of the step rates, 
whichever comes later. The revised schedule shall apply to 
service rendered on and after the effective date thereof. 

3. On or after November 15, 1981, Cal-Am is authorized to 
file an advice letter, with appropriate workpapers, reQuesting the 
step rate increases attached to this order as Appendix B or to file 
a lesser increase which includes a uniform cents per hundred cubic 
feet of water adjustment from Appendix B in the event that the 
Village District rate of return on rate base, adjusted to reflect the 
rates then in effect and normal ratemaking adjustments for the 
twelve months ended September 30, 1981, exceeds the lower of (a) the 
rate of return found reasonable by the Commission for Cal-Am dur~ng 
the corresponding period in the then most recent rate decision or 
(b) 10.19 percent. Such filing shall comply with General Order 
No. 96-A. The requested step rates shall be reviewed and, if 
appropriate, approved by the staff prior to becoming effective. The 

-34-
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effective c~te of the revisec schcd~le shall be no sooner than 
Jenuary 1, 1982, or thi~ty d~ys ~f:cr the filing of the stcp rztes, 
whichever cornes later. T~c revised schecule shall ~p~ly only to 
service rendered on and after the effective cate thereof. 

!he effective d~te of this order shall be thirty days after 
the d~:c he:eof. 

Dated ____ ~J~U~N~1~7_i=9~e~o ________ , ~t San Francisco, California. 

-35-

, 
~omci~=ionor Richard D. Grnvello. bo1ng 
Doco~car11y ab:oDt. did not p~rt1eipato 
in tho d1=po~1t1on or th1= proco041ng • 
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APPENDIX A 

Village Tariff Aren 

Authorized Increns~ in Rates 

Each of the following increases in rates may be put into 
effect 0:'1 the indicated date by filing a rate schedule which adds 
the appropriate increase to the rates which would otherwise be in 
effect on that date. 

Rates to be Effective 
I-I-SI I .. I .. SZ 

Quantity Rates: 
For the first 300 cu. ft., per 100 cu. ft. · . . 0.000 0.010 

For the next 100 cu. ft. , per 100 cu. ft. · .. .000 .144 

For the next 100 cu. ft. , per 100 cu.ft. .136 .008 

For allover sao cu.ft., per 100 cu.ft. · .. .002 .008 
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.. .. 

APPEh"DIX B 

TABLE I ................ REQUESTED ~"D AUTHORIZED INCREASES 

TABLE II ........... COMPARISON OF MOh~Y RATES 

TABLE III ............. ADOPTED QUA..\'l'ITIES 

TABLE IV .............. ADOPTED TAX CALCUlATION 



• • TAnu: I 
California-American Hater Ccr..pany 

Village IJistrict 

HD:PRiTt:O ANn AUTHOHlZloD H{CHEASl-~ 

• >-
• VI 

<) 
I\) 
w 
\."\) 

-... 
~ 
~ 
'" t Uti} lly I S Apr} ication AUUlOl'izcd 

Hem : 1980 : 1991 I,}OO 1931 1932 t ~ 

Total C\1Cl'at.ing Revenues 

o Present Hates {$ x l03h 
~ Proposed Rates ($ x 10') 
ct Increase Ove.' Present Rates 
~ Step nate Incl't"!ase 

Typical Hesident.ial Bill (25 Cef) 

(j P('escnt. Hates 
(j l'lroposoo Rates 
'fo Increase (Ncr Present Rates 
~ Step Rate Increase 

Rat.e of rteturn on Rate I\"\se 
Iteturn on Utui ty 

I At.. utilit.y t 5 proposed rales. 

$),338 •0 
3.693. 8 ' 

10.l:l.j, 

$, 16.37 
18.50-
1J.01~ 

11.1I1·~ 
1).50,", 

H At new l'ales authorizcQ in this decision. 

$3,1,12.0 
3,982.7' 

1I •• 71:t 
7.8~.t 

$ 16.37 
18.St* 
11 •• 91~ 
1.6n 

11.lii,( 
13.50.( 

$3,)8(,.3 
3,J86.3" 

O.O/. 

$ 16.37 
16.37" 
0.00$ 

10.1()'fo 
1l.S0~ 

$J, 56111 5 
3,&'..".2n 

l.ll~ 
6./1)~ 

$ t6.3'1 
16.5511 • 

1.10,' 
1.lO,t 

lO.19t 
11. So." 

$),5("1.5 
3, {JIJ. '/11. 

).06t 
1.93,( 

$ 16.37 
16.87** 
J.1~fo 
l.?'#~ 

10.1?p 
11. so.t 

~~ 
~.., 
()c t') 
~ 

t-l U 
o~ 
''11 

tJJ 
0--
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AP.DIX B 
Page 2 of 6 

TABLE II 

CALIFORNIA-AMERICAN WATER CO}1PANY 

VILLAGE DISTRICT 
COMPARISON OF MONTItLY RATES 

GENERAL METERED SERVICE - SCHEDULE NO. V-1 

• 

** Ad02ted Rates *** Pro2osed Rates 
* .. 1980 19~1 198'2 Present Rates 1980 1981 

Service Char§e . sUrChar!el (1) • (2) (3) {4} 

. For 578 x/4-inch meter $ 0.4 $ 4.50+ $ 4.15+ $ 4.90+ $ 4094 

For 3/4-inch meter 0.48 4.95+ 5.2Ot 5.35+ 5.43 
For 1-inch meter 0.65 6.15+ 7.10+ 7.3<4- 7. 1.0 

For l-i/2-inch meter 0.90 9.00+ 9.50+ 9.8Ot- 9.90 
For 2-inch meter 1.20 12.15+ 12.8Ot- 13.2Ot- 13.35 
For 3-inch meter 2.20 22.50+ 23.70+ 24.50+ 24.10 
For 4-inch meter 3 000 30.60+ 32.25+ 33.30+ 33.60 
For 6-inch meter 4.95 50 085+ 53.60+ 55.30+ 55.80 

. For 8-inch meter 7.35 75.60+ 79.70+ 82.25+ 82.95 

For 10-inch meter 9.10 93.60+ 98.65+ 101.80+ 102.70 

For 12-inch meter 10.95 105.75+ 111.50+ 115.1(»- 116.70 

guantitl Rates $ 0.35 $ 0.41 $ 0.43 $ 0.35 
0-300 cu.ft., per 100 cu.ft. 
300-400 cuoft., per 100 cu.ft. 0.35 0.41 0.43 0.35 

400-500 cu.ft., per 100 cu.ft. 0035 0.41 0.43 0.35 

. Over 500 cu. ft., per 100 cu~£t. 0.481 • 0.563 0.566 0.484 

The Servt.ce Charge is applicab1c to a 11 metered service. 
It is a readiness-to-serve charr,c to which is added the 
charge, computed at the Quantity Rates, for watcr used 
during the month. 

*From Tariff Sheet l281-W, effective July 1, 1919. 

**Exhibit 1. 
***Reflects Fire Protection Revenue Loss Surcharge, Tariff Sheet 1319-\-1, 

dated January 1, 1980. 
#Pub1ic Fire Protection revenue surcharge to be added to service chnrges in 
Columns (1), (~). and (3). 

(5) (6) 

$ 4.94 $ 4.94 
5.43 5.43 
7040 1.40 
9.90 9.90 

13.35 13.35 
24.70 24.70 
33.60 33.60 
55.80 55.80 
82.95 82.95 

102.70 102. 10 
116.70 116.70 

$ 0.35 $ 0036 
0.35 0.494 
00486 0.494 
0.486 0.494 

> • 

e 
" R 



TABLE III 
.~ .. :9238 /ks ." ADOPTED .QO~~.!'I'IZS Appendix 'B 

~3r.le 0: CO::Ip~: C.tii!'or:-.i:.J. American :·!tl.ter Cor.:'Oany JJ1ztrict: 'Village Page 3 of 6 

~ Application No.: 5Q2~8 

• 

~ 

?:-~a:ed 3"/: Ja,,! Joh::.so:'l 

Engineer 

:'ocal tr~e!:i::e Tax Eate 

U:':.colleetib1e~ ~te 

, _. 
2 • 

., 

.I. 

Il"'.iti:l1~ 

Ave 

Dave Fukutorne DK? -
Ja".! Johnson 

2.032 

9.~ (tor both te~t ye~~) 

1.5~ 

.1085~ 

Test Year:; 
O!'!'set Items 

1. ~Jrc::h.l::eci. ?o~"e:": i:itnes~ A..V.C.- J.B.J. 
(A:'::O\l."'1t 1."'1 A.':.) 
Eleet.ric Pu.~?ed. Cc: 
A.F. 

Electric:: 
De:nar.d. Cost (Fixee.) 
Va.""ia.ble Co~t 
TotaJ. co~ 
k:-n-: ~ .1055:3 k' .... h/Cc:!' 
U!. Sch. Dat,e 
S/'t!If'r.: u::ee. 
So. Cal. Edison 
I:l e!'!'eet OJ: 

ZCAC 
FUel Sal. ;..ct 
Tc:..C 
C:U·~C 
State E:'.g. tax 

S/:C..rh 
2/,)/80 
.0:3915 

-.C0107 
.00000 
.OOOC3 
.0001; 

·::itnes:; :... V .c. 
Co~t S/AS. 

SQ\:.:'CC 

s 
S 
$ 

". 

"" 

1<180 - 1981 -
5,292,906 Cc!' 5,577,175 Cc!' 

12,150.84 A.F. 12,803.4') A.F. 

S 
S 

35,200 S :37,000 
558,560 558,;;9 
2/,)/80 2/30/80 
.0639:3 s .06393 

in A.F. CO$t in Z(l,OOO) 
1981 - 1980 1981 - -

Callegua:: Xunic:ipal 
~!ater Di:t.:'iet. 

122.00 E!'!'eet 7/1/79 12,lS0.8~ 12,e03.~,) 1,432.4 l,;62.0 \/ 

Total 122.00 
(Contin-.:ed) 
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(Continued) 

Appendix B 
Page 4 of 6 

Name o£ Compa.."V: California Ar:'Ieriean Wate:- Corrro~l!l. Di$triet: Vi11a~ 

3. Pump Tax - Replenishment Tax: ~litness None 

4. :EXpense Payroll: Witness DKF 1980 1981 
Operation & Mair.tenanee :Z1~ $219.,OOO 
Administrative & General 

$ ~!~~ $~,~ Total $2 2, $2 '." 

Expen:sed Payroll Tsxe:s $ 19.,7oo $ 23.,200 
Conposite Payroll Tax Rate 7.;1% 8.02% 

5. Fr.Ip1oyee Bene£its: Witness DKF 1980 1981 
Pe~on & Bene!its - $ 5;.,500 $ ,9.,800 

6. Ad Valorem Taxes: 'titness DKF 1980 1981 
AcOlll'lt. $ 84,200 $ 96,;00 

1979-80 1980-81 1981-82 
Tax Rat.e 1.226% 1.226',k 1.22&/0 

Assessed Value - $6,467.,792 $7,271.,030 S8,43l.,1;0 

Metered ":ater Sales used to design r~tes Witness: A. v.c. 

Range-Cci' Usage-Cc! 

1980 1931 -
Block 1 0-3 494,256 522,760 lifeline 

Block 2 3-4 l57.,737 l66, $37 

Block 3 4-5 l5:3,510 l62,358 

Block 4 ~; 4,247,6e7 4., 474,l31 

Block 5 

Total U~ge 5,053,l90 5,326,086 

Metered CUsto~ers 

No. Usage - Cc! Avg. U:s.:lge - Cci'/yr 
1930 19B1 1980 1981 1980 1981 

Residential & Small 
Business CCX:l:ncrcial 13,987 14,796 4,266,035 4,;12,780 ,30;.0 ,30;.0 

Public Authority 73 75 253,7;5 260,708 ,3,476.l 3,476.1 -
IndciriaJ. ll2 U8 ,358,400 377,600 3,200.0 3,200.0 

Ot.her Gol! Course 2 2 112:1000 112:1000 ~,5oo ~,;OO 

SuOtotal Jk,l74 14,99l ;,05,3.,l90 ; ,,326, 08e 

Flat Rate 20 20 28,OOC, 28,000 

Private Fire Protection 75 eo 
Publie Fire 1,4;8. 1,477 
Protection 

SuOtotal 28',000 28',000 

(Continued) 
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(Continued) 

Appendix :s. 
Page 5 of 6 

Na:ne or COI':I?3l'l1: Wifornin A.."l'\eriean '{ate,. Comj?~ny Di~rict: Village 

Total 15,7Z'! 
4% Water Lo== 

Total Purchased Water 

16,56$ 5,081,l90 
211,716 

5,.292,906 

5,~54,0S8 

Wz0B7 
5,577,l75 
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TABLE r:v 
Cali£ornia-Aceriean Wa~er CompQny 

Village District 

ADOPTED TIS. CJJ..WU,TlON 

APPENi)IX B 
Page 6 o£ 6 

: Test YeAr 1980 : Te~ Ye3r :9Z1 : : 
:~li~ne~N~o~.~: __________ ~I~t~~. ___________ :~~c~C~FT~~:~n~T~~:~~C_Cl~T~~: __ ~n~T~ __ : 

(Dollars in 'l'hOUS3%lO.~) 

• 

• 

1 

:2 
:3 
J.. 
5 
6 

7 

S 
9 

10 
11 
12 

13 

14 

l5 

16 
17 
18 
19 
20 

Operating Revenue $3,;86.; $3,386.3 $3,604.2 )3,6C~.2 

~S:::S: 

Operation &: ~:aintenanec 
A~~r~strative & aeneral 
General Office Q 15.~~ 
Taxes Ot.her 
em 

Su'ototal 

Deo.uetio~s 1'rQ:':'l T,axab1e IncOl':'lc: 

Tax Depreciation 
Amorti:ation 
De'ot ~en$e 
CapitalizeC Overte~o. 
Im.erc:;t 

Subtotal Deo.uctions 

Net TaY.ab1e Income (CeFT) 

Net Taxable IncOl':le (m) 
FIT @ 4~ 
Less Grad. .. Tax Ad.j .. @ l5.~ 
ITC 

Net FIT 

1,876.7 
266.8 
163.4 
103.6 

2,4l0 .. ; 

236.7 

2.9 
10.3 

28,(".7 

53!o.6 

(Rea Figure) 

1,876.7 
266.$ 
l63.1. 
103.6 

J..2.L. 

2J..4.7 

2.9 
10.,3 

28:"' .. 7 

;42 .. 6 

390 .. 8 
179.$ 
,.Q4) 

( 21:0) 
15J....7 

1,991...8 
290.0 
l76.4 
l19.1 

2,;SC.) 

257.7 

2.9 
11 .. 5 

281....1 

556.2 

:...67.7 

1,99:..e 
290.0 
l76.J.. 
1:'9.1 
U.':: 

2,625.2 

2.9 
11.5 

28L.l 


