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Decision 98-09~OO5 Septeolber 3, 1998 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

In the ~[aUer of the Application of the Southem 
California \Vater Company (U13~\V) lot 
Authority pursuant t6 Public Utilities Code 
Sections 454 and 1001 el seq. to Recover in Rates 
the Costs of Replacement 'Vater Rights in its 

Application 97~1()"083 
(Filed October 31, 1997) 

Barstow District. . 

Summary 

Patricia A. $chfuiege, Attorney at Law, 
and Daniel A. Dell'OSa, 
for SOuthern California \Vater Company,' 
applicant. 

Peter G. Fauchild! Attorney at Law, tor . 
Ratepayer Representation Branch of \ Vater Division. 

OPINION 

This decision approves an uncontestedseUleolent agreen\ent (SettlelI\~nt) 

between the Ratepayer Representation Branch (RRB) of the COliu1\issi~I\'s \Vater 

Division and Southern California \Vater Company (SoCal\Vater). SoCal\Vatet is 

authorized to increase its Barstow District water rates by $273,~OO (6.14%) 

annually t6 reflect the costs of purchasing additional water rights following 

adjudication o( 'the l\lojave River Basin. 

The Application 
SoCal\ Vater is a Califomhl. corporation providing regulated water service 

through 16 water districts located in ten Northern and Southerri Calilo'mia 

counties, and electric se~'ice in the Big Bear Lake ared, San Bernardino County. 
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Two water districts - Desert and Barsh)\\' - are located in the Moj''''e River 

Basin. TIus Application relates only to Barsto\\' District. 

"TIle ~Iojave River Basm is in overdraft - that is, the amount of ,vater 

beitig ~xtracted {rOD\ the Basin exceeds the rate 6f natural replenishnlenl. In 

~faYI 1990, the City of Barstow and SoCal'\'ater jointly filed a lawsuit against 150 

upstreao\ water pumpers, seeking an injunction to guarantee an a\'etag~ annual 

flow of 30,000 acre feet in the Barstow area. In Jtu\e, 1991, the ~Ioja\'e \Vater 

Agency filed a cross-con\plairit expanding the lawsuit into a comprehensive 

adjudication action of a1l2,(}()()-plus larger users on the ~fojave River watershed. 

ill 1993, a majority of the parties to the adjudication entered into a Stipulated 

Judgment. SoCal\\'aters participation in the Stipulated Judgement waS 

approved by the Commission by Decision (D.) 9-1-10-024. In JanualY, 1996, the 

Superior Court entered the StipUlated Judgtt\ent against all of the parties. 

Under the Stipulated Judgment, Barstow District was allowed to extract 

without chatge 11,30-1 acre-feet of groundwater and subsurface water flow 

annually, its Base MUlual Production, from the ~16jave River. That amount 

decreases by 20% oVer a five-year period until in 2000 it reaches and remairts 

fixed at 9,0-13 acre-feet annuall}', teruled the Free Production Allowance (FPA). 

There is no restriction on the annual quantity Barstow District can extract, but for 

production in excess of its FPA, Barstow District must pay to the ~[ojave Rivei' 

Basin \\'aternlaster voluo\e-based levies which o\ay be used by the \\'aternlaster 

to acquire supplen\ental water. As of October, 1997, the \Vatermaster'slevy waS 

$181 per acre-foot of excess production. 

SoCal\Vater's 1995 and 1996 production voluntes were 10,700 and 11,120 

acre-feet, well in excess of its year 2000 FPA. Moreover, the City of Barstow has 

informed SoCal\Vater that the City is unplementing policies to encourage growth-­

and economic developn\ent in the area and is concerned about maintaining 
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suffidrnt water suppUes to support its growth plans. Accordingly, SoCal\\'ater's 

most recent U'\aster plan filed with the Conmussion projects a Barstow District 

demand of 13,255 acre-feel annually by ~OOO. Thus, SoCal\\'ater is faced with 

paying overproduction levies to the \\'atem'taster or leasing or buying additional 

water rights to increase its FPA. (See D.9-1-10-024 at footnote 2 (or a 

quantification of the considerable role conservation has already played in 
reducing Barstow District demand.) 

To address the iinpending sho~fall, SoCal\\'ater has entered into two 

water rights pu!'chase agreenlents that are the subjects of this Application. In' 

No\'ember, 1996, it obtained l,991-acre-feet of FPA from Overland Lenwood, Ltd. 

for $1,600,000, and in August, 1997, another 487 atre~teet from \Vayne Soppeland 

for $380,625. These two additions bring SoCal\Vater's Barstow District year 2000 

FPAto-lt521-atre-feet annually. Having invested $1,980,625 in additional water 

rights, SOCal\Vater now requests the Comnussion find that investment 

reasonable and include it in rate base, and authorite it to raise its Batsto\v 

District "'laler rates by $282,757 annually (6.5-1%). 

Procedural Background 

SoCal\Vater filed the Application on October 31J 1997, and provided the 

published and n\ailed notifkation to customers and others required under the 

Rules of Practice and Procedure, Rule 24.- Notice of the Application appeared on 

the Comnussion's Daily Calendar of Novenlber 10, 1997. No protests were 

received. 

The assigned Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) held a prehearing 

conference in San Francisco on February II, 1998. By operation of Rule 4(b)(2), 

this proceeding is subject to Article 2.5, SB 960 Rules and Procedures. The 

assigned Conunissioner's Ruling issued April 13, 1998 categorized this as a 

rateselting proceeding expected to go to hearing, designated the assigned ALJ as 
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the principal hearing officer (and thus, the presiding officer under Rule S(k)(2», 

and ~stdblished the proceeding tiD\etable. TIle assigned CODmussioner's Ruling 

defined these issues: 

\Vere SoCal\Vater's pUrchas(>s of the suppleI'1\ental wat(>l rights 
described in the application reasonable? "'hat conditions, if any, 
should the Conurtission attach to a finding of reasonabl(>ness? 

Should SOCal\Vater be authorized to increase its rates to reflect the 
costs of these llurchases? If so, which rates and by how much? 

At the evidentiary hearing on ~Ia}' 5, 1998, SoCal\\'atel' and RRB 

submitted their written ~totion (or Adoption of Senlen'lent, attaching to it the 

SeUlentent (included as Appendix A to this order) duty exeruted by 

representatives of both. There are no other parties. The proceeding was 

submitted without briefs at the conclusion of the evidentiary hearing. 

The Settlement 
After conductmg at\ independent review of the Application, RRB 

concluded that SoCal\Valer's water rights purchases were necessary and the 

prices paid \vere reasonable. RRB differed with SOCal\\'ater, however, in tluee 

issue areas. TIle SettleI'nent sUIl'Unarizes those as: 

\\llether expenses related to revenues should be calculated 
according to the total revenue requited for the District, rather than 
on an incren\ental basis (added to llreviously adopted expenses) as 
provided in SoCal\Vater's Apllikation; 

\\Thether sales and meters related to SoCal\Vater's special contract 
with the Department of Veteran Affairs should be reflected itl the 
design of rates; and 

\\Yhether the entire increase adopted in this proceeding should be 
assigned to quantity rates since existing ser\'ice charges t~o\'er 
more than 50% of the District's fixed cost. 
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On April 27, 1998, SoCal\Vater and RRB held a meeting in Los Angeles to 

discuss their differences. TIle City of Barstow, which is not a party to this 

proceeding, sent a representative who did not actively participate in discussions. 

The parties resoh'ed all issues, and the resulting Settlen\cnt was received in 

evidence pursuant to the joint n,otion of both parties at the ~Iay 5, 1998 

evidentiary hearing. 

DiscussiOn 

111e parties haVe tendered an "uncontested settlement" as defined ill 

Rule 51 (l), i.e., a settl~n\ent that" .. .is filed concurrently by all parties to the 

proceeding in which such ... settlel'nent is proposed for adoption by the 

Commission." Rule Sl.1{e) requites that settlement agreen\ents be reasonable in . 
light of the whole record, COl\sistent with law, at\d in the public interest. (See· 

also Sa" Diego Gas & EledriC', 46 CPUC2d 538 (1992), 'for elaboration on the 

Comnussion·s policy on all-party settlement proposals). 

A. Reasonable 11\ Light of the Whole ReCOrd 
. In issuing our earlier 0.9-1-10-024 which appr<wed SoCa1\Vater's 

entering into the Stipulated Judgn\enl, the Con\D\ission was fully aware that 

SoCal\Vater would be agreeing to water rights that after the five-year 

ramp-down period would be less th~ its historical pumping requirement, and 

thus SoCal\Vater could incur supplemenhit water costs. \Ve endorsed without 

reservation SoCal\Vater's participation in recognition of the very significant 

benefits that SoCal\Vater and its customers WQuid realize. HaVing acted on our 

authorization, SoCal\Vater next took the initiative to restore a measure of 

certau\ty to its 100lg-tern\ ,,· .. ater supply prospects. It\ this Application and 

supporting' exhibits, SoCal\Vater has full)' set (orth lis at\alysis of why it ch6s~ to 

purchase at these prices the additional suppli~s it did rather than to lease then\ 
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or rely on excess production and the attendant \\'atem,aster levies. Its tesHu\ony 

chronicles the successful negotiations it pursued with th(>se counterparties as 

well as Ullconsunmlated offers nlade to and received (roo\ others. 

As noted, RRB concluded after at\alyzmg the Application and 

supporting docun\ents that SoCal\Vater has acted prudently in that the 

purchases were necessary and the prices Were reasonable. RRB points out that 

the $~73/200 revenue requirement for 2,478 acre-feet, or $110 per acre-foOl, 

conlpares very fa\'or~bly with the $181 per acre-foot levy SoCal\Vater would 

have to pay the \\'atermaster for production above its FPA. 

Of the truee issue areas RRB notes, nOlle is of mote than nlodest 

effect. The first deals with revenue requirement: So Ca 1\ Vater and RRB now 

agree that RRB's total-revenue approach to COll\puting expenses related to 

revenues (i.e" uncollectibles, franchise iees, ad valoren\ taxes and state and 

federal income taxes) is appropriate. SoCal\\'ater had performed essentially the 

same calculations as RRB but used an inCl'en\ental-revenue approach. The 

resulting reVenue requirement difference is not large in llroportion to the 

amounts involved - RRB and SoCal\\'ater now recommend a reVenue mcre41se 

0($273/200 (6.14%) annually at 19981e\'els conlpared to SoCal\Valer's initial 

request lor $282,757 (6.54%) at 19971e\'els. RRB's second and third issue areas 

act together to argue [or allocating the entire increase to Barstow District's 

quantity charges rather than splitting it equally between service charges and 

quantity charges as the Applicatiol\ proposes. The Con\n\ission's policy for Class 

. A water 'utility rate design calls for up to 50% o[ a utility's fixed costs to be 

recovered in service charges and the remainder in quantity charges. By 

recognizing the revenue effect of SoCal\ \'ater' s contract with the Departn\t~nt of 

Veteran Affairs, SoCanVater's service charge revenue already exceeds th~ 50% 

guidelu\e. SoCal\Vater therefore accepts RRB's position that the entire increase 
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be allocated to the quantity charges. \Vith agreement on these two revenue 

requirement and rate design adjustments in the Settlenlent, the patties have 

resolved all of the issues between then\ and arrived at a position thai is indeed 

reasonable in light of the whole record. 

B. Consistent with Law 
Public Utiliti(>s Code § 454 requites no public utility shall change 

any rate except upon a showing before the Commission and a finding by the 

Comm.ission that the new rate is justified. \\'e have already explained our view 

that the actions taken b}' SoCal\Vater to supplement its water rights were 

reasonable and within our expectations in. issuing D.9-l-10-024, and that the 

Application and the parties' testimony arid exhibits dearly support th~ resulting 

revenue requirement reached in the Settlement. -The Barstow District rates that 

flow ftom those conclusions are set forth in tarifl {Orn\at in Settlement 

Appel\dix B, and they comport as well with our rale design policy (or Class A 

water utilities. \Ve find the Settlenwnt's recoliui\ended rates justified. 

No provision of the Settlement is in violation of any statute or 

Conurussion decision or rule. 

C. . In the PubliC Interest 
SoCal\Vater and RRB have w~ll explained their agreed outcome and 

how it came to be. The record before the Comntission includes not only the 

Application and the Settlen\el\t, but the exhibits and testm\ony of the parties 

setting forth and supporting their positions and the derivation of those positions 

before they conferred and reached agreentent. The Settlen\enl, together with the 

rest of the record in this 'proceeding, corr\'eys sufficient infonnation to permit the 

Cotrunissioil to discharge its future regulatory obligations with respect to the 

parties and their interests. 
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In 0.9-1-10-024, Ordering Paragraph I, we stated, flit is in the puhlic 

interest for Southern California \Vater Co'n\pan)' to enter into the slipul"ted 

seUlen\enl of the ~[oja\'e River Basin Adjudication." In so slating, we lully 

anticipated that SoCal\\'ater would n\o\'e subsequently to secure adequate future 

water supplies for its Barstow District customers. It has done so, and in a way 

that we find reasonable; this Application is the result. RRB, acting to represent 

rat(~liayers, has ptoposed for Socal\Vater's and the Cotnnussion's consideration 

certain adjustments to SOCal\Vaterls requested re\'enue requirement and rate 

design, and SoCal\Vater, presumably acting consistent with its interests, has 

accepted them. SoCa1\\'ater and'RRB are fairly reflecti\'e of all of the affected 

interests in this proceeding and the Settlement faithfully conveys their 

agreement. At each step, the public interest has been preserved. \\'e thus have 

no hesitation in extending our earlier determination to the Settlement: the 

Settlement is in the public interest. 

The principal hearing officer's proposed decision was filed with the 

Commission and served on all parties of record on July 28, 1998 as required by 

Public Utilities Code § 311 (d). No con\n\ents were received. Public Utilities 

Code § 1701.3 requires the principal hearing officer to present the proposed 

decision to the full Comntission at a pubUc Oleeting, and to include a record of 

the number of days of hearing, the num~r of days that each COD\Jitissioner \vas 

present, and whether the decision was completed on tmle. There was one day of 

prehearing conference and one day of evidentiary hearing in this case. Assigned 

Commissioner Josiah Neeper attended the prehearing conference. This final 

decision is timely issued, prior to the date set forth in the scoping ntenlO and well 
. . 

within the 18·n\onth period set forth in SB 960. 
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Flndfngs of Fact 

1. Under tem\S of the Stipulated Judgment by which SoCall\'ater is bound, 

SoCal\\'ater's FPA for l\lojave District Was insuffiCient to Dl('el its customers' 

needs without iJ\curri.t\g excess extraction charges levied by the \\'atermaster. 

2. SoCal\Vater has augmented its FPA through the purchase of additional 

water rights at a priCe eqllivalent to $110 per acre-foot extracted, which is lower 

than the $181 per acre-foot the \Vatermaster would charge. 

3. 5oCa\\Vater's purchases of additi6ilal water right~ from Overland 

Lenwood, Ltd. and from \Vayne sOppeland, and th~ prices it 'paid lor those water 

rights, Were reasonable and were beneficial to its Barstow Distrkt ratepayers. 

4. The Settlement cOn\n\artds the sponsorship of all of the parties to this 

proceeding. 
, . 

5. SoCal\Va\er and RRB are lairly reflective of all of the affected interests in 
this proceeding. 

6. No term of the Settlement conha\'enes statutory provisions or prior 

Commission decisions. 

7. The Settlen\enl, t()g~ther with the record in this proceeding, (OI\veys 

sulfident information to pennit the Comnussion to diSchaige its future 

regulatory obligations with respect to the parties and their interests. 

8. The Settlement resolves every issue'between RRB and SoCal\Valer . 

. 9. There is no known opposition to approving the Settleulenl. 

Conclusions Of Law 

1. The settlement is an "uncontested settlement" as defined in Rule 51(f). 

2. The revised rates the Settlement proposes are justified. 

~. l1u~ Settlement is.reasonablein Ught of the whole recordl consistent with 

la\v1 and in the public interest. 

4. The Settlement should be approved. 
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O.R 0 E R 

IT IS ORDERED that: 

1. The ~f()lion for Adoption of Settlement by Southern California \\'ater 

Company and Ratepayer Representation Brartch of the Con\n\ission's \Vater 

Division is granted. The Settlement attached t6 this order as Appendix A is 

adopted. 

2. Southern· Califorrtia \\'ater C()m~arty is authorized to file il\ accordance 

with General Qrdet 96 Series an~ make effective on five days' notiCe a tariff 

containing the late revisions shown in Appendix 8 to theSettletnent attached to 

this order. 

3. This proceeding is dosed. 

This or4er is effective today. 

Dated September 3, 1998, at San Ftandsco, california. 

-10.;. 

RICHARD A~ BILAS 
Ptesident 

P. GREGORY CONLoN 
JESSIE J. KNIGlIT, JR. 
HENRY t\[. DUQUE 
JOSIAH L. NEEPER 

Conunissioners 
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'\ 

. 
BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 

OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

In the matter of the ApplicatiOn 6( the .) 
Southern CaJifomia Water Company ) 
(U 133 W) fOt.authoritY pursuant to ) 
Public Utilities COde Sections 454 ) 
and 1001 el s(KJ.lo t&cover in rates . ) 

Application No. 97·10.083 

the costs of replacement water rights ) 
in its BarstOW District. ) 

) 

SETTLEMENT 

1.00 IntrOduction 

1.01 This Settlement tesorves all issues in the matter of the application of 
Southem CalifOtnia Waler Company eSCWC·) for ali Increase in rates in its Barstow 

District ("District-) to tecover the costs Of acquiring water rights. The parties to this 
Settlement are SCWC and the Ratepayer Reptesentation Branch of the Water Division 

("RRS-). collectively referred to as· the Parties-. They are the Only parties in this 
proceeding. 

", 

1.02 SCWC's application requests an inCtease in rates of $262,800 to fecover 

the $1.980,625 it invested in new water fights needed to serve its customers. RRB 

conducted an independent review of SCWC's application. The investigation included 

meetings at SCWCts Regional Headquarters, and exchanging infotnlation through data 

requests and communications with SCWCts staff. In conclusion of that review, RRB 

submitted a Report on the Request of Southern California Water Company to Inctease 
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Rates in the Barstow Customer Service Atea fO( the Purchase of Additional Water 
Rights, dated April 15, 1998. hereinafter (eferred to as -the Report·, indicating certain 
areas of disagreenient with SCWC'$ appHcation. The RepOrt concludes that, white 
purchase of additional water rights was necessary. and the price paid was reasonable, 
an inctease of only a $273.200 is necessary to recover the costs associated with this 
investment Subsequently. on Apri127, 1998, the Parties held a meeting iil Los 
Angeles to dis¢Uss the differences between SCWCts application and the Report. The 
City of Batslow sent a representative. Who did not actively participate in the 
discussions. This meeting tesulted in the successful resolution of all Issues. 

1.03 The issues raised by RRB in the Report can be summarized as foUows: 
1) whether expenses feUded to (evenues shOuld be calculated accotding t6 the tota.' . 
revenue tequited fOr the District, rather than 6fi an indemental basis (added to 
previously adopted expenses). as provided in SCWC'$ application: 2) wh~th~t sales 
and meters related to SCWC's $p~cia' contract with the Department of Veterans Affaits 
should ~ reflected in the deSign of rates; and 3) 'Nhether the entire increase adopted 
in this proceeding should be assigned to Quantity Rates since existing ServiCE) 

Charges recover mote than 50% 6f the District's fixed costs. 

1.04 The Parties have stipulated fot pUrpOses of settlement in this proceeding 
to an inctease in revenues of $273,200. as recommended by RRB. M eX;hibit 
comparing the positions of the Parties is attached as APPENDIX A. 

2.00 Expenses Related to Revenues 

2.01 UncolfectibJes. Ftanchise Fees, Ad Valotem Taxes, State Income Taxes, 
and Federal Income Taxes are directly related to (evenues. Both parties used the 
following (ates in their calculations: 0.352% fOf Un~lIectibles; 1.150% fot Frar'lchise 
Fees; 0.65% (or Ad Valorem Taxes, 8.84% for State Income Taxes; arid 35% tor 
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"' 

Federal Income Taxes. In its Application. SCWC did nof reca1culate the levels of these 
expenses adopted fn the District's last case (O.00-11.()()1). but Instead calculated only 
the inClementa1 changes to these expenses related to the new investment in the 
purchase of water rights. On the other hand. RRB mad& ~n independent calculation of 
these expenses, based on the District's total revenue required (including the 
investment in water rights). 

2.02 SCWC now agrees to RRS's' method of calculation. 

3.00 Special Contract 

3.01 In its proposed design of rates, SCWC did not include the sales to hot the 
meters thtough whICh $CWO serves the Department of v~"teran Af(~i($ under a spechtl 
contract. RRB tecommends that these $ales and metets be reflected in the 
calculations. 

3.02 SCWC agrees that sales and meters related to this spedal c!O(\tract 
should be reflected in the design 6f rates. 

4,00 DesIgn of Rates 

4.01 In it application, SCWC ptoposed "that 50% of the increase in t&Ver'lUeS be 
added to the- District's Service Charges and 50% o1lhe inctease be added to the 

District's Quantity Rates. After adding the .11 meters for the Department of Veterans 
Affairs, RRB determined that the existing Service Charges afrEtady reeover mora than 
50% of the District's fIXed costs." RRB recommends, thetefote, that the entire inctesse 

b9 added to Quantity Rates. 
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, 

4.02 After reviewing RRB'$ caleulations. S-CW6agrees that the entire 1000easa 
should be added to Quantity Rates. The stipulated design Of ratas is contained in 
APPENDIXB. 

D':l!ed: May 1.. 1998 

/..-.. ~ .. " 

~ .... 
. Daniel R Paige ~ 

program & Project SupeMsor . 
Ratepayer Representation BranCh 
of the Wat~r Division 

California' Public U"ti1ities C6mmis$ ion 

-4-
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ViceP~sident. Region'lIl 
Southern California Water . 
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4.02 After revie'Ning RRB'$ calcuJations. SCWC 8groos that the entire increase 
should be added to Quantity Rates. The stipuJated desIgn of rates is contained in 

APPENDIX 8. 

Dated: Ma)·l.., 1998 

Daniel R Paige 
Pr~ & PrOject SupeMs6t 
Ratepayer Reptesentation Bra~ 
6f the Water Division 

California Public Utilities Commission 

-4-
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APPENDIX A 
, 

Southern Califc)mTa Water Company 
BarstOVt' CustOMet SeM¢eArea 

SUMMARY Of EARNINGS 
Test Year 199$ 

(Dollars in ThOusands) 

:0. 00.11·001: SOCal Reguesh~d i RRB Analysis' 
Item : A uth6rized: (n¢tease: Summary : Increase: SUrTunaty: 

. Operating RevetluEts: 4.448.3 282.8 4.731.1 273.2 4.721.5 

Operating expenses: 
Purchased Waff!f 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Putcha$~ Power 863.1 863.1 863.1 
Othet~nse$ 1,291.8 1.291.8 1297.8 
UntolleCl(O.352%adOptRev) 17.4 1.0 1$.4 (G.a) 16.6. 
De . reciatiM . p. . .' 404.1 404.7 404.7 
FranehiseTx(1.1S%adc)p~ev .5$.9 3.3 -SO.2 . (2.&) 54.3 
Ad VaTotemTx(O.6S%inCrPlan· 123.4 12.9 136.3 12.9 1M.3 
Taxes Other Than Income . ·29.5 29.5 29.5 
Slat$ rr.com$ Tax SO.9 16.5 97.4 12.3 93.2 .. 
Federal (ncome Tax 34$.9 65.2 414.1 63.3 412.2 

T otaJ Expenses 3,222.& 98.8 . 3,321.4 85.0 3,307.6. 

Net Revenue 1,225.7 184.0 1.409.7 188.2 1,413.9 

Ratebase 13,230.3 1,980.6 .. 15.210.9 1,980.6 15,210.9 

Rate of Retum 9.26% 9.290/0 9.27% 0.03% 9.29% 
'. 

(END OF APPENDIX A) 

\ 
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APPLICABIUTY 

ATTACHMENT 

APPENOIXB 
... 

Schedule N~, eA.! 
8arstOw OistrkS 

QENERAL METERED SERVlce 

Applicable to all general metered water seNtte, 

YERRITORY 

Barstow and vicinity. San Bernardino County. 

R\tES 

'. Quantity Rates:' . \\. , 

First 10,000 co.n .• pet 100 w.n, ...... , ................ " ...... , ......... ", ........... , ... 
Over 10.000 (;u.ft., pe.t 100 CU.ft .• "" .. "." .......... ,,, ... ,,,, .... ,,.,, ................ .. 

Service Charge: 

For 518 x 31"·in¢h meter ..... , ............ " .. " ......... " ........ " ................. " .. · .. .. 
FOt . 314-inch metef ................ " ....... " ........ " ...... ~ .................... " ... .. 
For 1~inch meter ........................... "" ...... " ... " ... " ............. ·." ... .. 
For 1·112·inch meter .. " ........ : ......................... ,,; .............................. . 
For 2:·Inch metef .... , ..................................... ,,, .... , .• ,, ..... , ....... ··,· 
For 3-inch nieter. ................. : ............................................... · .. .. 
For 4-inch meter ................................... " ........................ , .... "". 
For 6-indl meter ..... i ........... " .. " ................................. , ......... · .. ,. 
For 8-inch metet. ... , ......................... " ..... , ........................ ·· ...... • 
Fot 10-inch meter ................................... " ................................. . 

Per Meter 
Per Month 

$0.828 (ij 
$ O,n] (I) 

$12.35 
18.10 
22.80 
3&.25 
59.75 

102.95 
1"9.85 
288.85 
~3.6$ 
585.70 

The Service Charge is a readines.s-to-serve charge aPPlicable t6 all meteted sel'viee 
and to which is added the charge for water used computed at the Quantity Rates. 

SPECIAL CONDITIONS 
1. Au bllls are subject to tM teimoorsement fee set forth on Schedule No. UFo 
2. Due to an ur'ldertOUection in tile Balancing Ac~nt. an amount ot $0.016 per Cd 

. is to be added to the Quantity Rates shown abOve for the 24·nionth periOd 
beginning on January 1. 1997. 

3. TO recover l!ligation ¢6sts te> protect the watet Suwy of the BarstOw District. a 
surcharge pf $0.1)($ per Cd is to be added to the Quantit)' Rates abOve (or a periOd 
not to exceed five years from February~. 1995. the effective date of Advite Lelter 
NO.944-W. 

... As authorized by the California PubliC Utilities CommisSion. all billS are subject to a one-time 
surcharge of $O.~2. 1:hischacge:offsets the Oepartment of Health $el'v!~$.f~ as billed to . 
SOuthern CalifornJa Watet C¢inpar'ly (Of fiscal years Decembet 6, '~tb Juri6 30. 1~91. and . 
the Environmental ProtectiOn Agency's adopted Primary OrtnkU.gWater Requirements for 
water testing and maintain standards under the Surface Water Treatment Rule. 

(END OF APPENDIX ·B) 

.](BND;or~ATTAcHMENT) 


