MRY/CEE . | . =

I
*
M

Pecision No. 29

r
Y
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vs. Case No. 2805 '

CALIFORNIA=MICEICAN LalD
AND VATER CO.,

Defendant.

B’ B e # B B’ B e e e Ml e P

A.D. Edwerds, Zor Complainant.
Richard GCoodspeed, for Defendant.

3Y TEE COMMISSION:

A.D. Edwards, a consumer receiving water service from
the California-Michigen Land and Water Company, & corporation,
engaged in the dusiness of supplying water for domestic and

ther uses in and near that certain section of Loz Angeles
County known as Michillindé, alleges that from Septembder, 1927,
To September, 1929, defendunt has overcharged him for water
service rendered to his premises located at the southwest
corzer of Baldwin Avenue and Duarte Road, Los Angeles County,
and the Cormission is asked to order defendant to refund the
sup of thirty-six dollars arnd aninety-six cents (£36.98), which
anmount it is claimed he was chargcd and has paid under protest
iz excess of the regularly established rates for such service
during said period. No formal axnswer was Tiled by defendant.

A public hearing in this metter was held before
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- Zxexiner Gannon at Los Angelese
Toe evidence indicates That A.D. Edwerds is the ovwner
of a store~building supplied with water Dy defendant compeny,
whick building is divided imto seven stores or units, esch of
which is occupied by & separate business. The above building
was completed in 1924 and, as there were no provicions in tlhe
company's rules and regulations specifically covering this

situati&n, an arrangement was agreed to by and between coum~

'plaimnt snd defendant wheredy the entire dullding would de

served hrousk a single metereld service coxmection, safd com-
pleinant agreeing to be responsidle for the payment of the
water bills. Acting throuvgh advice given .:x.nxomally by letter
fron this Commission, the complainant was billed for one metered
sexvice with the additiorn of six minimum monthly cherges, or one
such minimmm charge for each store or unit actually occupled,
based upon the following schedule of rates in elfect on this
water system:

MONTELY MINIMUM RATES

5/8 and 3/4-inch meters——e=— ———————1,00
Li=inek meters 150

lo=finch meters 2.00

2-inch meters 250

QUANTITY RATES

Tor uwse betweer O and 2000 cu. ft.~-20¢ per 100 cu. 2t.
Tor use over 2000 cubic feet=—--==-= 4f per 100 ou. It.

Tpon thic schedule for the monthly minimum charge of
£7.00 compleinant was entitled to and was sllowed a totel min—-
{mum comsmmption of 3,500 cubic feet per month. The dispute
nerein arises, however, over the proper method of computing
the excess charges over and edove the said total of the minimm
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alloxance of 3,500 cubic feet. The campany took the position

that eack of the seven wnits should exceed 2,000 cubic reét
per month, or a total of 14,000 cudic feet per month, before
the consumer would be entitled to benefit by the lower bhlock
Tate of four cents per one hundreld cubic feet, apparently
upon the theory that this sexrvice should be treated the same
as though there hed been Iinstalled in fact scven separate
meters; bllls were so rendereld wpon this dasis. Complainant
contends that the payment of the additional six minimum pay-
ments of ome dollar erded the matter in so far as sald minfmum
paynents were concerned and that the reamainder of the water
used should have been charged &s any single metorod commection
as provided in the rate schedule, namely, the first 300 cubic
feet thereo? et $1.00, the next 1,500 cudic feet at 20 cents
per 100 cublie feet axd all iz excess thereol at the rate of

4 ceats per 100 cubdblc feet.

This latter method appears to be proper and in con=-
formity with the usuwal practice of the Commissior im the computa-
tion of rates under schedules where additional allowances are
permitted for multi-minimum payments for service %o several con~
sumers in oze building or a single prexmises when served dy but
e single metered sexvice commoction.

Tme evidence skows that the amounts billed complainant
have been in excesc of the proper amounts computed upon this
latter basis and undeyr such circumstances sald complalinent Iis
entitled o reimbursement for such overcharges amounting in tiis
instance %o thirty=-six dollars end nineé?—sﬂx cents (536.96).

Individual meters for eack separate business in the
complainant’s building bavs now been installed by the company

axnd, commen&ing with sexvice for the month of Octoder, 1929, all




charges have been made billed separately for each meter.

Complaint as adbove ontitled having been filed witk
this Comuission, & public hearing having been ho“ld. thereon, the -
matter having been submitted anl the Commission belng now ruliy
advised in the premises, "

I? IS EEREEY ORDERED that Celifornis-Michigen Lamd
ezt Vater Company, & corpération, be and 1t is heredy authorized
axd directed %o refund to A.D. Bdwards, within thirty (30} days
Irom the date of this order, ‘the suw of thirty-six dollers and
ninety-six cents ($36.96), which sum is the total amount of the
excess charges palid for water service durizg the period from
Septexber, 1927, to September, 1929, inclusive, Dy said Edwards
to said company over and above the true sand proper axount due
axd owing therefor under the schedule of rates of said compeny
effective during sald period. 4N

Dated at San Francisco, California, this ,g ﬂ day
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Comxylssi.oners.




