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Decision No'. 71:221 .. 

AppUcation:of' COAST WAXER; ) 
COMPANY under Section 454 of 
the Publ1eUtilities Code for 
autbori.ty . to· increase its
public' utility ~ater rates. 

Application, No. 47973 . 
(Filed·Octobe:-13 . 1965) . 

Knapp, Gill, Hibbert S: Stevens, by 
~ c. ~PE., for applicant. Chares t. Stuart, for Southern 
california Water Company and 
H~ L. Goer11ck, for City of 
Be Gardens,. iliterested "Oarties. 

Edward C. Crawford and Ches"1:er o. 
Newman,. for the Commissl~ sta:f. 

OPINION -- ....... _---.-

,. 

~. 

" 

Applicant is a public utility water CO'Inpa'Q.y- :t:uroi.sbing 

water to consumers in Bell Gardens, Los Angeles County,· Califor::l.iz:. 
, 

Its p=esently authorized rates are set forth in the Commission" s. . 
Decision No. 62298, <iated J't:ly 18, 1961,. in Ap~1.!e.at~o'C. No. 43431. 

By the application herein "applicant seeks an order 

authorizing it to increase its general metered and r~sidential 

flat rate service charges to produceadditioua.l reve:lues 0.£ 

approximately $7,46lper year. 

Public hearings ~e held in Los Angeles on April za 
and 29,. 1966,. before Ex3mincr Rogers. Prior to- the first day 

of hearing, notices thereof Were mailed to co~~ers as ~eqaired 

by this Commission. There were no protests. l'heCity of Sell 

Gudens zppeared in support of tnc.application • 
. , . 
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..' 

the applicant is a California corporation. Its history .. .. 
is set forth in prior decisions of this Commission sud' wil! no": . 
be herein repeated. The applicant Co'lmlot extend its service 3rea 

3S it is completely su:roucded by other water suppli~rs. 

'lbe appliea.nt served ApprOX1.mlltely' 915 customers c:l . 

_ August 31~ 1965, approx:i.mA.tely 65 percent of which were metered 

a:ld 35 percent ,\ltUDete~. It also furnished water for 33:pu1>lic 

fire hydrants and five priva":e fire services. No increase in 

rates for the latter two.~tems is requested. 

Applicant claims it ~11 operate at a loss in the test 
, 

year 1966 at the present rates and thnt .its ,proposed 'rate:::.. will 
I 

give it a net income for the test year of $4,790. 

Rates 

Tbe following is a comparison of the pres~t and 

proposed rates. 

GENERAL METERED SERVICE 

Quantity Rates: 

First 500 cu. ft., or less ••••••••••••• 
Next 1~500 cu. ft., per 100' cu. ft ••••••• 
Next 3,000 cu. ft., per 100 cu.; ft ....... . 
Over 5,000 cu. ft .. , per 100' cu. ft ............. _. 

M:tni.tnUm Charge: 

For 518 x 3/4-inCh mete= 
For . 3/4--'!::J.ch meter 

•........•....•.. . _ .. , ........... ' ...... ' 
For' 1-inCh meter .......... _ ...... . 
For ~-inch meter 
For 2-inch meter .................... ~ ..... . 
For 3-inch meter .................... _ ... _ . 
For 4~inCh meter •• ~ •• • ~. ' ....... .:'~ ~, .' • 
For . 6-in.ch meter' ............. ' ........ ' •• '. ' 

...•..•..•...•... 

-2-" 

$ 1.80, 
..12 ' 
.10 
.09 

. $ 1 .. 80 . 
2.40· 
3.20: . 
4.70' . 
6 • .70 

10.00 
22.00:' 
35.;0(;' 

,k ... 
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GENERAL METERED SERVICE 

Per Meter Perl"1Onth , 
Proposed' Rites, 

Quantity Rates: 

First SOO cu. ft., or less ............ .. 
Next: 1~500 cu. ft., per 100 etL~, ft ...... .. 
Over 2~000 cu. ft •• per 100 cu. ft •••••• 

Minimum Charge: 

For S/Sx3/4-inchmete7: .....•.......... 
For 3/4-inchmeter ..•.•.•..•.••... 
For l-inch meter ..... ' ....... ., .. -
For ~-inch meter 
For 2-inch meter 

....... ' ........... . .... , ... -... -'. --...... 
For 3-inch meter _ ........... e" • .: •• ' ... 

For 4-iucn meter .....•.......... 
For 6-inch meter •••• • J ••• ., ........ . 

FlAT RATE SERVICE, 

:., . 

$ 2 .. 10 ' 
.14 
.11 

$ 2.10 
3:.00 
4 .. 50--

10;..00 
'lS;..OO 
35 ... 00 
50 .. 00; , 

100.00 

Per Service Connection 
, 'Per" ¥..onth 

'lates: 

For single-family residential 
unit~ including premises served 
through connection not larger 
than. one-inch in diameter 

For each additional residential 
un~t on the same premises and 
served" from the same service 
coonection 

Present ,Proposecr,' 

$2.25 $2.65 

$1 .. 10 $1.30 

Applicant submitted as Exhibit No.. 1', a report on 

applicant's operations for the years 1963 and 1964~ for the 

partially recorded and partially estimated; year 1965, and for 

the estimated year 1966 at present and proposed rates. The 

Commission staff accoonting. and eng:tneeriug witnesses submi~ted 

.'l report, Exhibit 4, f~r the estimated year ,1966 at present and, 

proposed rates.. lbe follo'Wing t~bu1ation summarizes theear.ci=.gs' 

information in Exhibits 1 aIle 4 for, the- year 1966 as estimated 

by the ap?lieant e::ld tb.e staff at present and proposed: ra:tes .. 
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St.IllClary of Earnings 

:_~~~~-:i;;.;;9....;;6_o.....;;;;ES;;;;.t:;;,;iIOa;;:;;;;;;jir.;;t:_ea ____ ~ ___ : 

: 
: It~ 

: Present: Rates : Proposed Rates : 
: COmpany • Staff : COmpany: Staff 
:Exh. ifn : Exh. iff4. : Exh~ 4fl : Exn" #f04 : 

Operating Revenues 

Deductions . 
operating Expenses 
Depreciat:ion Expense 
Taxes Other Than Income 
Taxes ~ed on Income 

Total Deductions 

Net Revenue 

Average Depreciated 
. Rate 3ase 

Rate of Return 

Reven~s 

$45,390 $46,590, $52,8.51 $54,250' 

39,659 
3,.726 
3,693-

100 

$47,17S' 

(It 1M) 

$64,521 

S9,330 
3,290 
2,720 

100 

$45,440 

1,150 

39,,659: 
3.,726 
3,693-

98:3 

$48:,061, 

4,790, 

39, 3301( 
3:,290 
2,.720 
1%880' 

$47,220' 

7,030, 

$65,850 $64,52:L~,' $65,.850 

1.7Z 7.41. lO~7% . 

<:=) . ~dFigure' 

Applicant's recorded revenue from. fire protec'Cion.service -

was static in the years 1964 and 1965 and totaled $774 in each year •. 

'l'his revenue was used by both the staff and applicant in estimating 

the 1966 revenue from this soarce, and we find the esti!lla.te to' be' 
. 'I' 

reasonable. 

The applicant est1m.ated that in 1966, metered commercial 

sales will total $29,752 at present rates and $34,546 at proposed: 

:'a'Ces,. and that umtetered commercial sales ~"ill total $14,864 at 

present ~ates a~d $17,.531 at proposed rate~ •. At the time.ap?lieantfs 

re~rt was prepared it had only the f1rs't: five months of 1965-reven~es 

.~/ District cost of water pl:tnped in excess ofentitleme:;t andwa";.er 
replenishment assessment effe:tive Octobe= 1,. 1966, :l.ncluced :tor. 
full test yea~. .. . . 
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recorded and estimated the last seven months. 'Xhesefigures for the 

year 1965 were $23~074 for metered sales and' $15·,003 for umnetered 

sales. During the hearing. the applicant produced ,. a document pur

porting to show the complete results for the year 1965whichwere 

$28,331 and $14,864, respectively (Exhibit 3). It .also 1ntroduced ./" 

in evidence its profit and loss statement for the year .1965, which 

showed these two items to be $28,331 and $15,313, respectively 

(Exhibit 2). The differences were not explained •. 

The applic.aut r s witness' stated that customer growth has 

been static for the past 1:wo years. During ~he lO-year interval, 

1956-1965, only 58 active consumers were added ,to'the system. The 

d1ffeX'ence in the metered customers between 1963 (500) and 1966-

(estimated 585) reflects the changeover from unmetered' to-metered 

users. There is a correspondfng decrease in the unmeteredcustomers 

(1963, 410; 1966 estimated, 332). '!he witness staeedno'meters: will 

be added in 1966, due to lack of funds. 

In calculating its 1966 revenues~ applicant used the 

average annual consumption per metered consumer, for the' years 1963 

and 1964. This annual consumption was 333 Ccf. The witness. tested 

the accuracy of the 1964 water use table with actual recorded data 

and found it to be within 0.2 percent in customer months and O.S 

percent in total water consumption. 

The staff engineering witness's estimates of revenues 

at present and proposed rates for 1966 were based upon water C01l

s~ption normalized to reflect average climatological conditionS 

considering the average rainfall and temperature for each,month.of 

the years 1962 to 1965, inclusive. He estimated' an . .Q.verage-annual. 

-5-
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water use per me1:ered consumer of 340 Ccf. and allowed 15 percent 

for unaccounted-for water. 

Both the applicant and staff assumed the same number 

of metered and uametered eonsumers in 1966. 

We find the applicant's estimates, of revenues for the 

year 1966, at 'Present and proposed rates, to-be reasonable.. ~ 

Operating '~s 

The applicant's estimate for the year 1960 was $39,659~ 

and the staff's was $39,330, a difference of only $3Z9'.A com

parison of the applicant's and the staff's estimates is as 

follows·: 

Operating Expenses 

:---------------------------------·----~lft966~~ES~t~;~ma~te~a~----: 

:, __________ I::,;t:.:em=-___________ ...::~, ,,:.;."'I'A1);;.r:p~l;;.:.:.i;.;c~an~~t:~· ~~f:~:s;:t:a~~£;:;f:::: 

Source of Supply 
Pumping 
Water Treatment· 
Transmission a:a.cl'Distribution 
Customer Accounts 
General Admilli strative Expenses 

Total Expetises 

$11,57S 
8221, 
~ . 

21:7 
4,99"> ~ " 

5,509: 
9,132'-

$39',659:: . 

. 

$l3~550:': 
8:,.130.,' 
.230' 

4';100 
4,680·:' 
3,640' 

$39,330· 

It appears from the record herein that in figuring the 

expenses the staff apparently did not include either the' total' 

amount of ~e present salary of the, secretary who· is actually the" 

manager (Mrs,. Brown), or the: p~esent salax'y'. of the superintendent: • .. 
lhese two items totaled· $15,180, and 1:be staff' allowed atoeal of . 
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only $l2~82S.. lbe amolmt of these sala:ras, . exc.J.udfng the amount 

capitalized (atated to be $341 in 1965» wOtild more than account 

for the differences in. estimated operating expenses. 

We find the applicant f s estimates of operating expenseS 

for the year 1966 are reasonable, and they will_be used herein. 

Depreciation Expense 

'lb.e applicant r s estimate of deprec1ation.;expense for the 
, - -, '". 

year 1966 was $3~ 726, and the staff t s . was $3;,290, a difference of 

$436-. Much of the difference is due to the faet that the staff 

removed from the. recorded utility plant the passengervehic:le- used 

by Mrs. Brown. This vehicle cost $4~ 74~ net, te> the applicant, and 

was being depreciated at the rate of S.9 percent or approximately . 

$280 per year.. 'Ibis automobile should' not haVe been included in 

the utility plant.. Applicant had been so adv1.sed 1n a prior 

proceeding (Decision No. 53941~ dated· October 16,. 1956, in 

Application No. 37458).. The staff allowed the applicant $2,000 

for a new truck with a related depreciation expense of $ISO .. 

We find the staff·'s estimate of depreciation expense 

for the year 1966 is reasonable and: i.t w1l1be used herem. 

Rate Base . 
Fixed C!p1tal 

The applicant estimated %:he fixed. capital as of 

December 31, 1965, to be $133,179) and es.t1ma.tedroutme. additions 

in 1966 of $230~. giving a total of $l33~409' as of December 31, 

1966. 1b.is figure includ,:s the changeover from gas engine, driven 

PU1I!?S to electr1callyd.ri.ven. pumps. , 

-7-
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The staff used the recorded cost of $14l,.900 .for utility 

plant as of September 30, 1965, estimated $200 in nomal.8ddl~1ons 

i:l the balance of 1965, and arrived at a gross. plAutof$142~100. 

It added $11,430 for the changeover ~o electric motors and $2,000 

for a new truck and deduct~ $24,770 for re~iring the·· oldtruc!<., 

the gas engines, and the automobile, leaving a begi'Oll!.ng of the year 

1966 plant of $130,760, to which it added: an esti'i:nated $l,~30for 

1966 normal plant additions, giving est~ted end-of-year utility 

,?l.mt of $131,890, and an average utility p-laut of $-131,330.. The' 

difference beeween the estimates is caused mawyby the stafft's' 

Gelating the secreta:ry's car. We find the stiff's est~teof 

utility plant reasonable and proper for the year 1966,. and it will 

be us<!(1. herein. 

Dcoreeiation Reserve 

A1?plicant t S depreciation reserve as of, Deeember3l, 1965,: 

was estimated to be $80,551, and its depreciation expense 'for the 

year 1965 was $3,884.. Applicant has planned to cMngefrom. gasoline 

to electric power for its pumps ~nd revis~d its depreeiation rates 

resulting in a depreciation expense of $3~726 for the year 1966" 

and a depreciation resene of $67,201 3:t the end of' theycar·1966. 

The estimated average is $64,714. A?plic~nt's'£igures· incl~de the 

accrued depreciation on the automobile stated by the. staff to be 

$1,930. The staff, in addition to V3:yl.ng ~he lives of the u't:tlity 

plant items from. the lives assumed by the .ap,?licant~ deductec! the 

depreciation on the car and on the truckwhicb. the .staff ·Ass'UIt.ed: 

W:1S replaced with a $2,000 truck on which it calculated a' dcprecl.-
'" . 

ati~ accrual of $180 for the year 1966. 

",.:re find that the staff's estimate of anaveragedep.re-., 

ciation reser\7e for 1966 of $60,990 is reason.o.ble and this" figuie 
" 

will be used herein. 
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Contributions 

1.be applicant's. estimated average contributions in aid 

of construction were $8~l27 and the staff"s estimate was $8,14,0 .. 

We find the st~ffts estimate of contributions :tn 1966 to be reason

able and it will be~sed herein. 

Materials ;}nd Supplies and Working Cash 

!hese are judgment figures. The applicant and the staff 

each estimated $150 for materials and $Upl)lies. The a"t>licant 

estimated $3,850 for working cash. '!he staff esti'lDated $3.,.500:_ 

~e find the staff r s estimates to' be reasonable and· they 'wi~l be: 
'Used herein. 

Average De-oreciated Rate 'Base " 

~ >1 . 

Using. the" figures referred to above" we findth~: reasonable 

rate base for the year 1956 to be $65~850. I'" 

The applicant's operating expenses (including payroll) have 
, .' 

:,een adopted herein; we also adopt applicant's estimate o~payroll 

" taxes,. amounting to. $810. Likewise, since we have adopted> the staff I s 

estim.-'lte of utility plaut,. we ador>t the stafffs est:tmateof'$1~840 

for ad valorem ta."<:es. Recently applie.;mt h-9.s been required. to pay 
. " <.:. , 

an a%lXlll41 COtmty health license of approximately $110, ineludeo. by 

applicant but not by the staff in the respective cst:i.tIlate~ for the 
. . ,;( 

yC4lr. 1966.. We ado.!)t applicant t S estimate oftbis license;:: 
, . 

-9-. 
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Taxes 

, ',.' 

" 
'\> • 

, " 
'" 

, ,",! 

, :' ·;t, ' 
c,! ~"", ' 

", .' ~ ',: ~~, '. I 

" 

Using the figures developed above~ ""'''e find the ',:t:elxes 
, \ ~\ . 

~I.~ , 

at the present and proposed rates to be as follows: 

Taxes Other Than Income 
Payroll Taxes , 
M Valorem Tues 
Cot.mty Health: License 

SU%:IIlUlry of Taxes 

: h'~sent Rates 

$ 810 
1~840 

110 
~ ~'~,\ 

Total, Taxes Other 
~~?Income 

Taxes On Income 
State COxporatiOll 

Franch:tse i'Tax 
Federal Income Taxes 

" Total TaXes 

Sttnmary of Earnin~s 
"I, 

$2:r 760, 

100 

$2.860 

. -

" 

.~~. 

, 
" 

320~~;; 
It 090r::~:, 

$4~170:', , 

To recapitulate, usingtbe figures herein adO'pce~,. we 

arrive at the following su:mary of earnings for th~ test year 

1966 at the present and proposed rates. 

S.ary of' Earnings 

:-----------------------------·--------~l~S";&~~ES~tfmi~~t~ea~---------. ' 
: __________ ~!~t~em~ ____________ ~;~,-~~Pr;~e~s~~en~~~t;;Ra~~t~c_s~_,~·~,~Pr=:o~p~o~s~e~a~~~Ri~~~~t~e~s:,~: 

Operating Revenues 

Q?erJtin~S 
Operat ~nt.Expense 
Depreciat10uExpense , 
Taxes Other' 'lll.mi 'Income 
Income ,Taxes 

Tota! Deductions 

~~et Revenue 

Averagc-l>ep:reeiatedRAte Base' 

Rate of Return 

$45,,390 

39659' 
3;,290' , 
2 760' ~ 

100', 

$4578'O~ , 

'<ID)', 

$65~~50'" 

,.,. 

('---') Red Figure 
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" 2;760,:,' 
"f.to,· , .L 2;-'.. .. 

:; .. , ,: 

$47';!!~" 

S~732'. 

$6~;$5b" 
S~71., 
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Rate of Return 

!'he applicant seeks a ra1:e of return of 7.4 percen'C on 

its claimed ~epreeiated rate base of $64,5-21. 'Ihe staff recot'l

mended a rate of return of 7 pereenton its estimated rate' base 

of $65,850, which latter rate of return we find· 'fair 3nd reaSoMote 

for applicant in this proceeding~ With a rate of return' o·f 7. 'Percent: 

applied to 1:b.e test year rate base of $65,850 , there isa need for' 

g:oss revenues of $51,330" an increase of $5,940 overap?lic.:lnt:'s .' 

sross revenues of $45,390 .at existing rates. 

We find that the increase in rates to be· ~uthorized by the 

order herein will provide such additional g::'oss revenues and will 

enable applicant to meet its expenses' of ~ration 3Ud ~rn a fair 

and just return on its d~reciated rate base hereinbefore f~.::l.d· 

rMsonable. 
. ' . . 

We find the increases in' rates :m.d charges authorized:: 

herein are reasonable and justified" and that the t>resen.t rates .a'QQ 

charges, insofar as ~ey differ from those authorized h~re:in,. arE: 

for the futu=e unjuS1: ®d \lXlreasonable. 

We conclude that a'rate increase is justified to theext:ent 

set forth i:.l the order herein .. 

ORDE::t 
---~--

IT IS ORDERED that: 

1. Coast Water Company is authorued to file wi1:b. this Com

mission, after the effective date of this ord~r and iueonfo:rt0.3tlce 

with General Order No. 96-A~ the schedule vf :atcs, attacbed1:o this 

order as Appendix A, and upon not less tb.a:l. five days' notice to . 
. , 

this Cotnmission .and to the public to make such rates ~f£eeti"\1e for 

service rendered on and after September 1, 1966. 
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2'. Concurrently with the placing in effect· of the rates 

herein;authorlzed~ Coast 'Water cOmpany shall withdraw and' cancel) 

by appropriate advice letter, its pr~sently effect~ve ,rate schedules 

for general metered service (Schedule No.1) and residential, ,flat 

rate service (Schedule No. 2R). 

3. Within ninety days after the effective date ()f .this 

deCision) Coast Water Compsuy shall file ",,~th this Commission two 

c01)ies of a current system. mal> which b...'\S been preparedcndkept 

current, as required by paragraph 1.10.8. of General Order, No~ 'lC3. 

4. Coast Water ~y shall 3p?ly the depreciation rates 

set forth in Table 3-A of Exhibit No.4 in Application No,. 47973,. 

when it MS r~laced the gas engines on its pumps with elect;ric 

motors. Until review 1:c.dicates other.rl.se,. .Q?plic;mt s'!la:ll continue: 

to use these rates. Applicant shall review its de;>reeiation r.o.tes 

.'It intervals of five years and' whenever a maj.or change in dep.reeiab:te 

plant occur.s. kay revised depreciation rates should be determined 

by: (1) subtracting. the estimated future net . salvage and' the dcpre-
, , 

ciat:to~ reserve from the original cost of plant; (2)div:1ding the 

result by the estim:.tted remaini:o.g life· of the plant; and (3), dividing 

t!le quotient by the original cost of the pl.:tnt. The results of.'each 

review shall be submitted ~romptly to the Co~ssion. Should the 

g~s engine to electric'motor changeover not beeom?letedintne year 

1966,. ~plie8Ut sholll S?p:'y ~he depreciation rates set. forth in 
" " ' . 

Table 3-A of Exhibit Ne>. 4 in Application No. 47973.; except for' 

Aceoune No. 324,. and shall make its own depreciation review for . 

AC"couc.-= No.. 324 ~ which review shall be submitted promptly' to the 

Cemmis~io~ .. 

5. tyithin forty-five days after the effective date of the 

c::-dc:- he::-ein, Coast: Water Cot:lpauy shall file a revised tariff. 

sern.c€' a:t'~~ ma.?,. appropriate general rules,. and sample'e~pi:es 
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of printed forms that are currently used in cOtlDection, with cus

tomers' services. Such filing shall comply with General Order 

No. 96-A. The effective date of the revised tariff sheets shall 

be four days after the date of filing. 

The effective date of this order shall be ten .days after,' 

the date hereof. 

Dated at , California, this /~~ 

day Of:-__ A_UG_U_S=T======:::=----

, ",'. 
CommSS1oner he4erick B. H()lobotf'. 'be1iJg , 
necessarUy absent'. ,414 not'pa%"Uc1]>11to " 
tnthe d1s])os1t1on'otth1:; ~ro¢oed:1ng ... 
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APPLICABIlITY 

APP:w.Dn: A -
Page 1 o£" 2 

Sch.edule No.1 

O:emRAL METERED SERVICE 

Applic:.able::to all metered water service .. 
I 

'1'E'.RRITORr 

'!he 'UIlinccrporated cOIlUllUldty or :Bell gardens" Los Angeles, County. 

Per Meter .' 
Per-Month. 

Quantity Rates: 

First,. 500 cu.· ft... or leS.$ .' ................. '" .. .. 
Next. l""OO cu. !t-.". :per 100, cu. !'t ............. . 
Over 2".000 cu. ft." per 100 cu. tt.. .. ........... .. 

I-iinimlm Charge:. 

For S/8 x 314-inchmeter ........................ . 
For .314-in.eh. me.ter .............. ' ........ '.' •• .-
For l-in.ch me-ter ••• ' .' ....................... . 
For l~inch'meter •••••••••••••••••••••• 
For 2 .. il:lell. meter ••• ~ ..... - e, •• , ...... ' •• -e ........ ~ 
For )-.irl.cb.. meter ...... '" ...... ,. ............ _ ••• 
For 4-i:c.,c:b. meter .............. ' •• '.' ............ . 
For 6-in.ell ~t.er ....... _ ............... ,; .... '. 

'!'he 1'd.Dim'um. Charge will entitle the eust.o%ller
to the qo.:mti ty or water wbich that.- Il'linitm.lm 
charge Will ~e at the Qluintity Rates. 

$- 2.0$ 
..)3 
.11, 

$- 2.0$ 
:>.00· 
1..$0 
7.00: 

10 .. 00 
20.00 
)0:.00', 
60'~oo 

eI) 

F 
! 

CO 
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APPENDIX A 
Page 2 0£,2 

Sehedule No. 2R 

. , Applicable to all !lat. rat.e I'e3ident.iaJ.. water service. 

TERRITOR! 

The 'Wl:1r.eorporated comm.um.ty 0'£ ~ Ciardens~Los Angeles Count.y. 

For a s'ingle-f".amil7 residential 
un~t, ineluding premises~ •• -_ •• - •• - ••.••• 

For each additional residential 
'U%l:1.t on the saJIlO ~s and 
served from the sa."Tle service 

. e'onnection. .. ............. - ~. ' ...... ., ~.-

SPECIAL'CO!IDITIONS 

Per Service Connection 
Per Month:· 

$ 2'.60 

1. The' above resicien'tiaJ. :nat. rat.es apply to a semce connection 
not. larger than one lnch in dia."lleter .. 

2.. All service not covered by the above el.a.ssifiea.tion 'Will be 
fumizhed onJ.:,r on a met.crcd basis.. . 

3. For service covered by the .above cla.ssi!ieation". if' the utility 
or the customer so elocts". a. lIleter shall ~o installed:.and. "erv:ice 
provided UDder Schedule No. l~ Ce:loral Mete:.-edServiee. 

(:I:) 

(I) 


