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I\JBLIC \1rILlTIES o:tflISSla~ Or'IlIE STA'IE or CALIrowIA 

roMMISSlOO IUNISOR'l , OOMPLIA"lCE OlVISlctl 
Water utilities Brandl 

RESOLUTION ----------

ruroumoo 00. W-3399 
J\U'le 8, 1988 

(RES. \0:-3399) 'IUlO) WATm 0)MP}..}f{ (me). 00Drn. 
NJI1-t:)RIZD~ A Grnm.AL AA'IE INCREASE ~n~ 
$6,380 OR 33.8\ AOOITICfW, N~~ ru.vn~. 

'lWei by draft advice letter accepted by the Water utilities Branch (Brandl) on 
~.ber 12, 1987, ~ted authority \.lJrler section VI of General Order 96-A 
ard section 454 of the I\lhlic utilities Coje to increase rates for \later 
savice by $1,855 or 42.7\. After rernovin:] the effects of user fee surch::u"qes 
,"'hidl are not cx>osiderEd for rat:eJnak.i.n:J, 'lWe',,» ~ shoY.'s 1988 <jYOOs 
revenue of $18,392 at present rates increasin} to $26,247 at prqxx;9:l rates to 
prOOuce a rate of return on rate base of 11.69\, 'lWC serves 179 flat rate 
customers loc.ated awroximately three miles east of the City of 1\llare, 'l\llare 
O::lUnty. 

'lhe present rates becane effective NweInher 1, 1980, p.trsu.mt to Resolution 
No. W-2727 issued O::;td::er 8, 1980, whien authorized a general rate increase. 

'!he Branch made an in:Jepen:.lent analysis of 'n:C's SU1I'I1na1Y of e..nnirg:s. 
~ A shows 'lWC's a.n.:l the Branch's est~ted SU1!'llnary of e.nni.n;Js at 
present, ~ted an:l adqJted rates. ~ A shcY .... s differences in 
revenue, expenses arrl rate base. 

'IlIe Branch's higher estimate of revenues at present rates is the result of the 
Bran::;h's usirq a utility furnished list of the latest CllStorner ccunt times the 
present rates as q:p::lSEd to 'aI'C's use of 1986 reo:mled nNenle. '!he Brard\'s 
arrl '!WC's l"eVenleS at p~ rates are base:i on the same rurrJ:er of 
customers: ho .... 'ever, the BraIrll's figure is hil)her than 'lWC's because of an 
error in TrI'C's workpapers. 

'!he di ffe.ren.::es in estirna tes for q::.eratin:j expenses are in p.rrd\ased po" .... er, 
centract work, transportation, office salaries. office &q:plil?S ani e>:pense, 
JnaJ'"lageInent salaries. \ID:X)llectibles, professional services, insurance, general 
e:.<pen5e, depreciation expense, prc:p:rrty tax, arrl in:x)lr~ taxes. For many of 
its 1988 expense estimates, 'IWC used its 1986 or 1987 reoorded oosts which may 
:lrcl~ rarrecurrirg ard erratically-reon-rirq costs, S~ recorded figures 
of one year may rot be representative of the level of expense in otMr years, 
the Brandl used a three:-year inflation adjusted average for most of its 
expense estimates. '!he escalation factors usEd were those providEd by the 
Advisory Branch of Cbmmission Mvisory arrl CoI!1pliaJ"X)e Division. 
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'Iho Branch's estimate of p.rrdlasEd JXI'fo'er e>o:pense is oonsiderably lower than 
~CJs. '!We arrlvoo at its $9,066 estimate ~ increasin;J the 1981 l"e(X)nled 
power oost by an a.lbitraty ~rcent~. Ho' __ 'ever, the Brardl r¥Jtes that 1~81 
was a dry year arrl thus 'mC's o.lStorners USEd more water th.m they wc:old in a 
oonnal year. As a n>sUlt, p..11nPi.rq JXI'fo'er recorded was JnUdl higher than normal. 
'!he Rcanch arrivEd at its $6,845 estimate ~ t.akirq the average of the last 
three \'ears' usage arrl awlyin] So-lthem california Fdisen o:>mpany's roost 
recent Schedule PA-1 effective February 1, 1988. 

'!he Branch's estimate for oontract ... 'Ork is $3,017 as q:p:sOO to 'IWC's $4,000. 
'!We estimated oootract. .... ork for test year 1988 to be awroximately the same as 
reexmle.:J in 1987, whereas the Branc:h exaroinErl the recorded expenses for the 
last three years an:) fcord some that woold rot be expected. to reoc:a.rr 
annually. I\lrnp cNerhauls .... ere spread wer five years; certain water testirq 
costs .... ere spread cNer three years; an:) JOCGt of the remainirq items were 
estimate:) as the inflation adjustErl average of the past ~ years. '!he 
Brandl also shifted .... ater test irq oosts to this aocx::mlt that '!We had included 
in professional services as noted later. 

'Ihe Branch's estimate of transportation expense for test year 1988 is $400, 
whereas '!WC has not inclu::ie.:l any a.JnCWlt in this expense category. 'Ihe 
Brandl's estimate shc:old be sufficient for 'IWC to inspect arrl repair the 
system ard travel as ne:::::essary to PJXdlase lI'.aterials ard sun>lies, 

'!WC's E'Stirnate for office salaries is $900 ","hile the Br'aIdl's estimate is 
$2,400. '1he o"11er'S other l:osiness prcnides part-tir,e office help an:l the use 
of an office. After this filirq was a~, we's O"-mer rEqJeStOO that the 
Brandl re-examine this aocx:ont because he plans to sell his other hlsiness an::l 
will not be in a position to conti.nJe to S'JOOidize we 'Ihe Brandl agrees 
that the amamts the O".mer allccated to'Il\'C are unrealistically low even un.1er 
p~t operatin:] con:litions. 

'!WC's estimate for office SUfPlies ard expenses is $865 while the Branch's is 
$948. 'IWC's estimate is the average of its 1986 an:l 1987 recordOO expenses. 
For oonsist.en::¥ with the treatment of other e>:penses, the Brardl used the 
inflation adjusted average of the last three years' reoonied figures. 

'IWC's estimate for management salaries is $800 while Brard\'s estimate is 
$1,800. 'lbe Brarrll's treatment of this acx:nmt is similar to that for office 
salaries as ~lainEd ahme. Because an \.Ulr'ealistically low portion of the 
owner's salary was allccated to'lWe, the Branc.h use:J a figure of $150 per 
month for its estimate. 

'IWC's estil!\Cite for un:x>Uectibles is $280 basEd on the owrer's j\rlgroent. '!he 
Bran:::h based its estimates on a three-year average of reoorded \.UXX)llectibles 
as a percentage of rev~ am awliErl the resultirq average percentage to 
the test year 1988 l"'eVen.l€:S • 
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~C's estimate for profession.ll services Is $720 as Cff'OS(ld to the Branch's 
estimate of $430. 'Ibe diffe.reJ"):)e is due to the Bran::h1s ~fe.rrl.rq a:m<m\ts 
for water testing W the Mare CUlnty ~rnent of Health services from the 
profession,} servioes aco:::mlt to the contract work aoco.mt as oot:.OO. earlier. 

'!WC's estimate for insurance is $4,SOO while the Branch's estimate is $4,004. 
'!WC used as its estimate a pre 11 min.:uy prem fum. qJOtation received be fore it 
tnada its rate ~ filirq. In early Felmlcuy, 1988, '!WC informed the 
Bra.och that it had ~ived a better offer of $4,004 for the liability 
insurar.:;e it had been seekin:J. '!he Brandl examinEd wets other q.lOtations arrl 
agrees that the most recent offer is reasonable in today's market. 

'!WC did not inclu:1e an amo.mt for rEqUlatolY ~mmission expense. 'Ihe Branch 
has ioc:hrled $200 to OO1i1pensate '!WC's manager for the thne spent in prepari.rq 
the wor).;plpe.rs for arrl suworti.n;J this rate i.ncrease reqJeSt. At $600 for the 
three year rate case cycle, this is less than 'n\C ",'oold have paid a consultant 
to do the work. 

'!WC's estimate of depreciation expense is $1,096 ""hile Branch's estimate is 
$1,200. 'I\\C used a O)lnposite depreciation rate of 2.30\ bJ.t o:::uld prwide J)() 

reason for its use. 'Ihe Brardl notes that Resolution No. W-2121 dated 
()ctd)er S, 1980 used a ooIr.posite depreciation rate of 2.52\. 'Ihe Brandl's 
investigation revealed that the nunber of custorr.ers has rot ffian;:'oo 
awreciably an:l \:h(>..re have been 00 significant plant ad:1itions or retirements 
sin:::e the previo..lS rate ""as established. 'Ihe Bra.ndl therefore U!*d the 2.52\ 
o:>roposite rate previrusly adcpted to oorrp.lte depreciation accrual an:l 
depreciation reserve. 

'!WC's estimate of pn:perty taxes is $340 ""hile Branch's estilnate is $304. 'I\\C 
arrived at its figure by arbitrarily in::;reasirq its reo:>rded pn:perty taxes 
for 1981. 'The Branch examined the assessed valuation ard tax rate for 
1981/1988 an:) i..ocreasErl the estimate::l taxes l1J 2\ for 1988/1989, then used the 
average of the taxes for the 1981/1988 an:l 1988/1989 fiscal years for test 
year 1988. 

Di fferenc:es in in::x:>rne taxes between '!WC an:l the Brarrll. are due to the 
differences in re\!enue, expenses, ani rate base. 'Ihe Brandl's figures for 
i.n:oroe taxes reflect the wrrent lotes urder the federal TaX Reform Act of 
1986 an:l the oorrespon:li.rg state rates for 1988. 

'!he differenoe in rate base is due to a differeJ):)e in average depreciation 
reserve as roted un:ler depreciation expense alxNe. Because '!We had used an 
i..nawrcpriate depreciation rate each year sin:::e 1980, the Bran:::.h .. ent back to 
the adopted depreciation reserve in 'n\C's 1980 test year ard oorrected the 
reserve for each subseq.Jent year to cbtain its estimate. 'fO prevent future 
i.oc£nsistencies tetween the figures adcpted by the Commissioo arrl'lWC's annual 
reports, the Brard1 reconunerds \:hat '!WC be directe.:l to record 00 its bOoks of 
aexxmlt the depreciation reserve bal~ upon which the average aroc:::ont adoptOO 
in this resolutioo is basEd, ani to reflect that balan::e in its 1988 anmal 
report to the Commission. '!hat bal~ is $32,630 as of Deoelnber 31, 1981 • 
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wc estimated that its pt'q)OS(rl rates wculd Plu:ruce a rate of retutn on rate 
rose of 11.69\. '!he Brandl recoJl'tl!'leNls a rate of ret:unl of 10.50\, the 
11ildfoint of the 10.25\ to 10.75\ stard..uu rate of return r-aI"f:je recorrune.rrlOO by 
the Aocounti.n:"J am Fm"\TCial Br"al'rl1 of <unmission Mvisol)' arrl COmpliance 
Division for small \later utilities with 100\ EqJity financirq. 

'I\\C was intonned of tM Branch1s differirq views of expenses, rate base ard 
rate of return arrl has stated that it aooepts the Branch's estimates. 

Brandl en;Jinee.rs cor.:::fuct.e:l a field inspection of 'IWC's service area ani plant 
facilities on ~ 2, 1981. 'Ihe inspection shcY,..Erl that the water system 
was reasonably maintained arrl that water service was generally satisfactory. 
SOOthem california Edison Company's punp test results of Th'C's two well p.11!IPs 
sho ..... oo that the 20 horsepy .... er "ell p.mp h:.d a 50.1\ efficienc;y, <X>nSidered 
fair, arrl the 15 horsepcY .... er p.1l7Ip was rated at 46.1\, ""hich is o::n5idered 10'« 
rut marqimlly aooeptable. 

WC's two "ells do not have meters to record water prOOuctioo as require.:) by 
General Order (G.O,) 103, ''Rules G<Nem~ Water servire Ioolu::Utq Minimum 
starrlards for [)?sign an:l Const.ruction. l1 In order to lOeasure the well p.unps' 
po·,..er consumptions ao::urately ard to alert WC's IDa.I"Ii\gernent if any of the 
p..unPs sh<r,..s a decline of efficienc.y "'hich may affect water service, the Branch 
recommen:ls that WC be directed to install a prOOuction ~ter at eadl \olell. 
WC should be a11O' .... oo to file an advice letter to begin l"eO:7.'erJrq the 
reasonable cost of the installations after they have been p.1t into operation. 

'!WC has two good sarroes of S\.JfPly arrl a gocd distriJ:1..Ition system with 
adequate storage an::) lCf..l leakage. respite dn:o::Jht coo:litions in california 
durin:J the past two winters, it has experienced only a small drop in the water 
table. It recently sent bill inserts to its subscribers urgi..rq oonse.zvation 
even t.hough there was ro immooiate need to do so. 1Uthoo:jh it has no present 
plans to met.er its o.JSw,'CIers, the Bran:::h is recommen:lin:J that the Commission 
authorize we to establish a r:et..ered sd)edule arrl give it the authority to 
meter custor1'leTS as a oonseIVation measure. No other conservation measures are 
needed at this time. 

Accordi.nJ to the '1\1lare County CepartmE'.1lt of Health Services, NCls water 
lOeets all state quality starrlards. 

A notice of the prc.pose::l rate i.rx:rease an::l plblic ~eeti..rq was mailoo to each 
customer on January 6, 1988. No re.sp::n.ses were received. 

On January 20, 1988, an informal pIDlic meetin:J was held which was atterrled by 
two customers. Representatives of the Bran:::h arrl Tt.'C were at the meetirq to 
explain the rate i.rx:rease request an::I to answer custoroers' ~ions. 

'Il\C's rates consist of a residential flat rate sdle:1ule arrl a p1blic fire 
hydrant service schedule. '!'WC does rot have a main~ contract with the 
oo..mty fire department arrl does not rollect reven.le urrler the p.lblic fire 
hydrant sctxrlule. 'Ihe Branch recx>mJnen:ls that Sdledule No.5, I\lblic Fire 
H}Urant service, be can:::elEd 'Ihe: Brandl prop:x;es to ~ the flat rate 
sc:hedule by the system average i.rx:rease authorized by this resolution. 
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~c has no metered customers ard no plans to In>tall Jr.etel"S in the immediate 
futUre.. Howf:NeI", the BraJ¥:h has preparo:l a l!let.erErl rate schOOule ard ad:le.d 
the cption in its flat rate tari ff to oomert <;,UStomers to meters. 'lbe 
Brarrll's pl"q)OSOO meterEd rate sdledule inolu:les a savioe c:harge which woold 
l:'eOOYe.r revenue in prcp:>rtion to 50\ of 'Th'Cts fixoo. ~, arrl a sin;Jle 
metere:l qJa.ntity rate. 'lhis is oonsistent with the ())mmissioo's rate design 
poli<.y for water oompanies established by ~is!on 86-05--064 effective May 28, 
1986 which calls for Jilasi.rq rot lifeline rates, allows for reduction of 
multiple blocks to a si.rqle block ard rocwery of up to 50\ of fixed ~ 
~ the service charge. 

'!he level of the prq:x::.sed rneterOO rate schedule is sum that the avetage 
custOi'ner's charges wculd be the same \.lJrler it as urrler the flat rate schedule. 
siJ'x:e there are J)() meterEd customers, neither the utility's revenues nor 
custo\!'.ers' bills are affected by the new schedule. 

'!be B:ranch recoI1unen:Js that the Commission authorize an increase in qross 
reverne of $6,380 or )).8\. 'Illis increase provides a 10.50\ estimated rate of 
retmn on rate base in test year 1988. 

At the reo:>In1'nerded rates shcf..m in ~ix B, the monthly bHl for a flat rate 
residential customer on an 8,000 sq.lare foot lot \ro'ruld iN;rease from $8.20 to 
$10.98 or 33.9\. A OOInparison of the present am reex)mmerded rates is shown 
in ~roix c . 

FllIDnK>S 

1. '}he Branch's reoornnen:ied summary of ~s (~J):Hx A) is reasonable 
ard shoold be adcptEd 

2. '}he rates reoo.'iUD.errled by the Branch (Awen:lix B) are reasonable ani sho..tld 
be authorized. 

3. 'Ihe <Plllti ties (Al=PeOOix D) used to develc:p the Bra.rrll's l"ElcX>tnJnen::lations 
are reasonable ard shcWd be adc:pt.ed 

4. '!WC shcWd be l"Eq.lired to l"eoJrd on its bcoks of ao:::o.mt the depreciation 
reserve balaJ'¥Je upon \ro'hidt the average arn<:.Wlt ~ in this resolution is 
based, an::l to reflect that balance in its 1988 annual report to the 
O:>m1nission. 'lhat balance Is $32,630 as of ~rr,ber 31, 1987. 

5. %'C shcold be ordered to comply with G.O. 103 by installi.rq a suitable 
mresurirq device or otherwise determin.i.nJ prcdllctioo at eam oo..rrce of su.n>ly. 
'!We slxllld re allowed to file an advice letter to begin l"tlcolerirq the 
reasooable costs of its installations after they have been plt into cperation. 

6. Tariff Schedule No.5, I\Jblic Fire Hydrant service, should 00 canceled . 
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Yi" IS ORIDID> that: 

1. mthority is grantEd un:ier I\1blic utilities Me Section 454 for 'I\l100 
Water Company to file an advice letter in:x>rporatirq the S\l1TtlMl'y of eamirqs 
ard revised rate sdledules attached to this resolution as ~lces A ani B 
respectively, aM cooc::urrently to caJ¥)el its pres(mtly effective rate 
ScbErlules Nos. 2R ani 5. Its fil in} shall CX)1nply with General Order 96-A. 
'Ihe effective date of the revioo:l sdledules shall be the date of filirq. 

2. 'l\l1oo Water COl'11:pany shall ooroply with General Order 10) by install1rq a 
suitable rneasuri.rq device or otherwise det.e.rrninirq prOOuction at each source 
of SUft>ly within one year of the effective date of this resolution. 'l\l1oo 
water <»rnpany is authorized to file an advioe letter to begin reocNeri..rq the 
reasonable costs of its installations after they have been p1t into operation. 

3. '1\1100 water Cori1panj' shall reo:>rd on its l:ooks of aOCO-lnt the depreciation 
reserve balance upon which the average arno.mt adoptOO in this resolution is 
based, ani shall reflect that balanoe in its 1988 a.Jill..l3l report to the 
OXt'!\ission . 

4. '!his resolution is effective today • 

I certify that this resolution was adcptld l1j the PUblic utilities ():)mmission 
at its regular ll'Iootirq on JWle 8, 1988. 'lhe followirq oonunissioners awrcNoo 
it: 

stANLEY W. HUU-:rr 
President 

DONALD VIAL 
FREDERICK It. nUDA 
G. MITCHEll. WltK 
JOliN B. OHANIAN 

Cornmi~iCiners 

6 

VIcroR R. h'EISSm 
&oo.rt:ive Director 



• ~nllxA 

Moo Water <U;pany 

&l-t-M'l OF ~ 
Test Year 1988 

, Utility EstirotEd. I Branch Estinlte:i I I 
I Present I R£q.leStEd I Present I ~tedl McptEd I 

lteJn I Rat£;s I Rates I Rat£;s I Rates I Rates I 

~till] ReVenue 
.~tered 0 0 0 0 0 

Flat Rate $18,392 $26,24J $18,855 $26,909 $25,235 
Total ReVenue $18,392 $26,247 $18,855 $26,909 $25,235 

g=eratin] ~ 
l\J.rdlased ~'er 9,066 9,066 6,845 6,845 6,845 
Materials 0 0 0 0 0 
Contract Work 4,()()() 4,000 3,071 3,077 3,077 
Transportation 0 0 400 400 400 
Other Plant }b int. 0 0 0 0 0 
Office Salaries 900 900 2,400 ~,400 2,400 
Office SUpplies & Exp. 865 865 948 948 948 
Kmage.C'lellt Salaries 800 800 1,800 1,800 1,800 

• I\mSions & ~fits 0 0 0 0 0 

Urt:ollectibles 280 280 252 359 337 
Office servo & Rent 1,200 1,200 1,200 1,200 1,200 
Professional services 720 720 430 43() 43() 
Insurance 4,800 4,800 4,004 4,004 4,004 
General Do:pense 0 0 0 0 0 
Reg. ()::{l(n. D:pense 0 0 200 200 200 

SUbtotal 22,631 ~2,6)l 21,556 21,663 21,641 

D?preciation Expense 1,096 1,096 1,2()() 1,200 1,200 
Prcperty TaXes 340 340 304 304 304 
Payroll TaXes 0 0 0 0 0 

In::x:ne TaXes 300 334 300 857 569 
'Total t'a:luctions 24,367 24,401 23,360 24,024 23,714 

Net Revenue (5,975) 1,846 (4,505) 2,885 1,521 

Rate Base 
Average Plant 47,710 47,710 47,710 47,710 47,710 
Average ~r. Res. 31,923 31,923 33,230 33,230 33,230 
Net plant 15,787 15,787 14,480 14,480 14,480 
Less: Advances 0 0 0 0 0 

Oxltrib. 0 () 0 0 0 
Plus: Work. cash 0 0 0 0 0 

Kitil. & S\.q:p. 0 0 0 0 0 

Pate Base 15,781 15,787 14,480 14,4S() 14,480 

• Rate of Return Loss 11.69\ Loss 19.92% 10.50% 
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APPLICAB1LI'IY 

Arrperdix 8 
Page 1 

'l\lloo Water ();:q::lany 

Schedule No. 2R 

RFSIOfN1'IAL FIAT RAn; SmvICE 

Al=Plicable to all residential selVioo furnished 00 a 
flat rate h:lsis. 

Allen N:res, Tract No. 132 arrl vicinity, locate:l 3 miles 
east of 'l\llare, 'l\llare o::unty. 

RA'IES 
Per service Connection 

Per Iixlth 

For a sirqle-family residence, 
inclu:iirq premises not exceedirq 
8,000 sq.ft. in area ••••••••••••••• 

For each 100 sq. ft. of area in 
excess of 8,000 sq.ft •••.••..•••••• 

$10.98 (1) 

$ 0.08 (1) 

SPECIAL OOIDITIct~ 

1. 'lbe ahcne residential flat rate dlarges awly to service 
COI"VleCtion<> not larger than one in::l'l in diarreter. 

2. A meter ray be installed at the ~tion of the utility, (N) 
in "Moo event service thereafter will be furnished only on the I 
basis of SchErlule No.1, Gereral Metered savioa. (N) 
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APPLICABILl'IY 

Af'pen:ilx 8 
Page 2 

'IUloo Hater o:t:pany 

sroedule No. 1 

Grn!F.AL MRIIlID> SfRVICE 

AWlicable to all rete.ro:l \'-ater service. 

TffiRI'fORV 

AllE>n Acres, Tract No. 132 an:i vicinity, locatoo. 3 miles 
east of 'l\11are, 'I\llare O:::mlty. 

~r Peter ~ tbnth 

Qumtity Rate: 

All ",-ater, per 100 cu.ft •••••••••••• 

service Charge: 

5/8 x 3/4 - indh neter •••••••••••••• 
3/4 - indh meter ••••••••.••••• 

1 - indh ~ter •••••••••••••• 
1 1/2 - indh neter •••••••••••••• 

2 - indh neter •••••••••••••• 

$ 0.38 

$ 4.05 
4.45 
6.05 
8.10 

10.95 

'!be service Charge is a readiness-to-seIve charqe 
",hich is awlicab1e to all metered service, an:} to 
wch is to be adled the I!'Ollthly dlarge o:q::ut:OO 
at the (oantity Rate • 
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}\fperrl ix c 

'IUlro \\'at&" ca.pany 

o::«PARIsctI OF FJ\~ 

Flat Rate SelVioo 
Per $eNioe Connection 

Per Iblth 
Present ~ 
Rates Rates Increase 

For a sirqle-family residence, 
1ncludirq premises not 
exoeedirq 8,000 sq.ft. in area H' $8.20 

For each 100 sq.it. of area 
in excess of 8,000 sq. ft. ••••••.• $0.06 

l'~tere:J Hate Servioe 

$10.98 

$0.08 

'Ibe utility currently has no retered rate tariff • 

33.9\ 

33.3% 
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'I\1loo Water (;a1pany 

AOOPIID «.lANrITIIS 
Test Year 1988 

Net-to Gross MUltiplier 
Federal 'laX Rates 15\ 
sta~ TaX Rate 
unoollectible Rate 

9.3\ ($300 ndniJruro) 
1.33\ 

SoJ,them cal i f01Tlia Edison Co. 
Rate Schedule 
Effective D:lte of Sclledul~ 
».h 
$f»,h 
service Charge 

'Ibtal Cost 

2. Purchased Water 

3 • l\q> 'laX - Replenishr.lent 

4. Payroll: 
I-'.anagement salaries 
Office salaries 

'Ibtal 

5. M Valore-u TaXes 
'laX Rate 
Assessed Value 

Service Q>nnections 

Flat Rate Service 

Sin:jle-family resi~, 
incltxlin} premises not 
exceedi n:j 8,000 sq. ft. in area 

PA-1 
'l/1/88 
80,563 

0.07975 
$420 

$6,845 

None 

None 

$1,800 
2,400 

$4,200 

$ 304 
1.025% 

$29,602 

••• ill .............. . o 

Residences with premises in excess 
of 8,000 sq.ft. (172,400 sq.ft.) •••••••••••••••• 179 

Total ......................... ,. . . . . . . • . . . . . . . . . .. . . 179 



• 

Line 
No. 

1. 

2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 

7. 
8. • 9. 

10. 

11. 

• 

Af:perdix 0 
Page 2 

'l\lloo Water Coopany 

AOOPlID TAX CALO.1I.ATIOOS 
Test Year 1988 

Item state 
TaX 

~tin:J ReveJ'-les $25,235 

O&M~ 21,641 
'!aXes other 'Ih..m In:xne 304 
Depreciation 1,200 
Interest 0 
state 'faX 0 

'IaXable I.ncane for state TaX 2,090 
state TaX ($300 mi.nlr.um) 300 

TaXable I.rt:x::I're for FIT 
Federal lro::l:e TaX (15\) 

'Ibtal lJ"'J::xxre TaX 

FEderal 
TaX 

$25,~35 

21,641 
304 

1,200 
0 

300 

1,190 
269 

569 


