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Charles P. Tonovan, in propria persona,
omplamant.

C'Melveny % Myers, by William J. Bogaard,
for defendants.

CPINION

Complainant, an individual, a minister, and a xesident
and customer of defendantll in Artesiz, seeks an order of the
Commission correcting charges for water service between
November 18, 1965, and December 1, 1965, and reduction of charges
for three bimonthly billings between May 24, 1965, and December 1,
1965, totaling $77.10 to a total of $38.55. He v‘als'o‘ requests' that

defendant be instructed to have water meters removed under protest

1/

The defendant is Southern Califorria Weter Company, .a public
utility water corporation, of which defendants Wa sh and '
Moody are offzcers. ,




tested by oo independent company £rom waich defendant dbes not
buy equipment. Ee also alleges that defendant showed a profit
of 18.1 percent for the calendar yezar 1964 which is unfair and
myreasonable. - | |
In addition to answering the complaint, defendant filed:
three motions to dismiss, two on May 19, 1966, and amotber on’ ‘
May 23, 1566. -
Public hearing was held before Exmner Warner on
June 16, 1966, at Artesia. |
Complainant moved into bis residence at 17912 3oeth
Arline Avenve, Artesia, on July 1, 1965, after having lived in
Laguna Beach for four years where his water bills averaged' about
$15 per bimonthly period. In addition to his wife, there are
two somns, one nine and the other five years of age. The residence
has two bedrooms and a dem, and water using appliances include a
dishwasher and a clothes washing machine. The house is of the
Cape Cod type and there are two lawns totaling 5,940 Sqﬁare feet
with sprinkler systems front and rear (the rear sprinkler system
was out of order during the period covered by the complaint).
There are also shrubs, rose bushes and four trees on the premises.
The record shows that when complainan‘:t: moved in, the
lawn was dry and complainant instituted a program of watering
each lawn ome~-half hour per week. Ib.ef' ‘soi'l is sandy and the
lawn is matted devil grass and clover.

The first bill received by complainant covered the

period NMay 24, 1965, to Juliy 23, 1965, with a recorded water usaze




of 9,900 cu. ft. and a charge of $22.64. During the last 1l days
of August, complainant was absent from bis home. On bis return,
he found the lawns burned and proceeded to rehsbilitate them us:'.ﬁg
liquid nitrogen fertilizer. His mext water bill co“veriﬁg the
period July 23, 1965, to September 22, 1965, showed a recorded
usage of 16,800 cu. £t. of water and a total chargé of $36.44.
The bill for the period September 22, 1965, to December 1, 1965,
showed recorded usage of 7,400 cu. ft. and a total charge of
$18.02. Subsequent bills, which are not complained of, cove; the
period January 24, 1966, to March 28, 1966, amd total $13.24; and
the period March 28, 1966, to May 25, 1966, totaling $18.84.

| Complainant ‘s employer, his church, in the past has paid
and does pajr the water bill, except that the bills for the dis-
puted periods. remain wuapaid. :

Iﬁ Mzy, 1965, defendant discovered that the water meter
on complainant's property was mot recoxrding and the bill for the
period March 22, 1965, to May 24, 1965, was .20, or the minirmm
charge. For the period January 25 to March 22, 1965, the bill
was $8.76; from November 23, 1964, to Janvary 25, 1965, the bill
was $8.04; from September 23, 1964, to November 23, 1964, the bill
was $8.76; from July 23, 1964, to September 23,._19-64',:.th'e bill was
$15.44; from May 22, 1964, to July 23, 1964, the gili'wa's $15.243
and from March, 1964, to May 22, 1964, the bill was $14.03.

Defendant repl#ced- the meter at 'compl;é.:’.nant's éérvi.ce,
on May 26, 1955; made a special test of J‘.; on November 15, 1965,
and replaced it on November 18, 1965. The results of the tests

cf the meters installed in May and In November, 1965, are shown
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on Exhibit No. 1. Said Exhibit shows no variation from the limits
of 5 percent underrecording amd 2 percent overrccording prescxibed
by General Order No. 103, |

In an attempt to check the water meter, complaimant took
a sé#arc can and measuxed one-half cubic foot of contents. His
wife turned om 2 faucet waile he watched a ﬁinimum recording
needle on the meter. Waen it reached a determiqable poinﬁ,‘he
filled the can to the one-half cubic foot level and it eppeared
to him that the meter was overrecording. Thds test wasupé:formed |
nine times after 3:00 p.m., but the pressure and.gallbnagc~flow~
were mot obscxrved. It was after such tests that he complained to
defendant, and defendent reploced that meter in November, 1965,
at no cost to complainant. D

Dcfendant adeoitted thot its computer had miscalculated
complainent's bill during the meter replacement period in-Ndvcmber?_
1965, and on adjustment of 68 cemts had been made on ;oﬁplainént's
bill. The record is not cleer whether 2 less thaﬁ onc‘weekfperiod‘
of ovexlep exists, but vhether it does or does ﬁot the ambunt-woﬁld
be minimel, and defondant wes instructed by the presiding officer
to clarify and settle that minor dispute outside of tﬁis'rccbr&;f'

No evidence was teken on compleinant's charges that
defendent's systewwide carnings were excessiyc‘éincc Public ﬁtiiit;es
Code e, 1702, ac well as the Comxdsslon's oncodural’Rulc-?‘
provides, amongiothe: things, that a0 compiaint‘shall'bé‘f-
ecatertained by the Commission as to the rcasonsblemess 6f"
rates unless it be signed by not less thon 25.ccacumers; it
wac explained to comploinant by‘:he prosiding office: that thc

Cormission comstaatly reviews defendarnt's earnings 3nd that;aﬁy_

b
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such excessive earnings as complained of would have automatically
received this Commission's attention, and that no such earnings
had come to the Commission's attention.

The record shows that defendant maintains its own meter
repalr department with calibrated testing equipment, and that
Neptume Meter Company, defendant's meter supplier, has a meter
tegting laboratory manned by experienced personnel.

: While it is true that complainant's water bills in
Artesia are higher than the average bills for his four years'
residence in Laguna Beach, and while it is also true that com-
plainant's water bills are considerably greater than those of his
p;edecessor in residence, we find nothing to show that the water
meters installed by defendant on May 26, 1965, and November 18,
1965, were or are inaccurate. We find no excegsive cha:ges
by defendant to complainant for water service. His water usage
;pparent1§ reflects his family's personal habits aund bis efforts
;nd‘practices in the upkeep of his premises.

- We conclude that the complaint should be dismissed.

IT IS ORDERED that the compiaint is dismissed.

The effective date of this order sball be twency days
after the date hereof. | | |

Dated at __ SmFrwmes0  California, this ___2L7%
day of DI




