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0. S. CAULFIEZELD et al.,
Compleinent,

Case No. 949.

TR MOﬂTEEEY COTNTY WATER
HORKS a coxporation,
Dofendant.

ANDPEW MANGER, o
Complainant,

-7~ Case No. 951.

TEE MONTEREY COUNTY WATER

WORES, a ¢orporetion,
Dofendante.
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0. S. Ceulfield, in propris persona

Andrew lisnger, in propris persons

Jo Fo Shuman, of Morrison, Dunne &
Brobeck, for defendant.

BY THE COMMISSICN.

OPINION

These cases, both of which seek roliof ageinst the
practice of the defendant corporation of charging more then
orze minimum montLly water peynent whore water is. furpishoed
to two or more houses througk o single service commection
and meter, were comsolidated ot tke pudblic besring, which
wes held at Monterey, the testimony being taken by Exominer

Bancroft.




From the evidence it appéars thet o number of de~
fendant’s consumers iz Montercy, Pacific Grove and Cermel
have two or moro houses situneteld on one 1ot or on sdjoining
lots which obtaix their weter through a single service con-
nection and meter. Dofendant has charged end c¢ollected a
separate minimnm!for each structure whoro water 1s used irre-
gpective of its size vr the smount of water consumed. It has .
0Zfered to instell separate moters znd comnections for each
brilding exd hes 80 notified the respective comswmors, wke
vave generally declined to avail themesolves of defenfant’s
bffer.

The rates of defendant 28 establiched by tiis Com=

wission, and now in effoct, are as follows:

Mbnthl Minimum Payments:
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3™ services and 1erger cececevecss

Monthl Mbter Rates:
F%rg% 200 cubiec feet, 30 cents per 100 cubic feet.

Tor next 700 cubic Teet, 254 por 100 cudic feet.
For sll uced adove 1000 cubic feet, 21¢ per 100 cubic

“foote

Tefendent intro@ucod as an Exhibit, a list of 195 of
so=celled doumble services, mean;ng gexvices upon which it bolieves
1t 4is entitled %o charge two or more minimum payments. By stipu-
lation it later f£iled with the Commission g %tabulation of s&ll
suck services showing the smounts of water dolivere&'during'the
12 momths’ poriod, ugust, 1916 to July, 1916, inclusive.  Apply~
ing to these services, first, the rate compuled upon the besis of
but one minimum charge, and then the multiple minimum charges
actually demended by defendant during ceid period, we find that

the difference would amount ©o spproximately $300.00 por yeor.

There sappoars 10 us no logical,xeaaon why defendant
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zhould be ontitled to make 4wo or moro minimum
chergeos where wator 1t served through one meter and
gervice coxnection to two or more adjbining houzes
volonging vo ome persom. The weler company 18 not
sublected t0 any grestor cost than 4L IV wore gerv-
irg only oro houzeé. Phe sizo of its meter snd
sorvice and the cost of billing amé collecting 12
the same whkether the water sfter passing through
vhe metor is ucold ir oxre or in several buildings.
Cre illustratidn of the difficulty of defendant’s
position is that in ceversl ceses & housekolder kad,
sccording to the %estimony, avoided paying the two
or thrce minimum ckarges simply by coumecting 2is

varions cotteges with bosrds im such & manmer as to

be adble to claim that the ceveral cottages constituled

one »ulilding.

Dofondant’s charges seem to ke more or less
govorned by the old traditions of Zlat rates, wnex
esck housze was rated separstely at sz estimate of
probedble use. The old systom was, at fvc best, ia-
equiteble end fer from scientific; but by tke intro-
duction of méters, companioes are exabled to base tieir
charges upon the amouwnt of water actuslly consumed,
cllowing the company & roazonable minimum ckarge for
oack service and metor installe&.

Under 2ll the circunstences of this cese, Wo are
of the opinfon that &efendant 1s ontitled to meke 2

separate minimum ckarge Zor eack service enl meter nOW




installed, or Xeresfter installed upor zpplication of
o concumoyr, and 4that it is not entitled *o mske & sSeparate
minimum cherge where one service and meter sorves seversl
buildings.

It is hardly nocessary ¢ add thsat nothing in
this opinion would give s persor the right 10 procure
water Lrom defendant througk bls meter aud then resell

salid weter to other comsumers in defendant®s territory.

& public reoring having veen held in the
above—entitlod case, and oral and documentery evidence
heving beern introduced, and the mattor having been
duly csubmitted and being now realy fox decision,

The Reilroed Commission of the State of Californls,

for the reasons 360t fortk iz tho foregoing oPiniongkhereby

orders thet Gofondent MONTERTY COUNTY WATER WORKS shall
heronftor meke only oxe minimum monthly chargo for eack
servicoe and meter now inatalled or horealter installed

upor applicetion of a consumer.

j&ted gt San Francisco, Californis, thiségiéizgxe
day of 67 y L917-

CommizsionersSe.




