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Decision No. _......&?,;;ojj4~21t,;;;4ua"'--_ 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF TEE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

In the ~~tter of the Application of ) 

MALIBU WA'l'ER COMPANY, l 
a corporation, for authorization to ) 
increase rates for water serv-l.ce.. ) 

Application·No. 4S3.sS. 
(Filed' May 5, lSS7) 

(Amended October 2.$, . 196-7) 

-----) 
(For appearances, see Appendix A .. ) 

OPINION 
--~~--.--

By this 8!?plication,. as amended, Malibu~'T~ter Company 

seeks authority to increase its rates for general meter~d service· 

and irrigation serv'ice by C1 gross annual amount of $140;000, based' 

on its·estimates of operations for the year 1967 as shown in its 

revenue requirement study, Exhibit NO'. 8. According to th,e 

COmmiSSion staff report on the results of applicant's operations 

for the years 1967 and 1$68 estimated at present and proposed 

rates., Exhibit No.9,. the gross annual increase would amount to 

$147,.000 based on 1968 operations. The applicsnt' s estimates 

would represent an increase of 41 percent over the revenues which 

would be produced by the present r3tes. 

Public hearings were held before Examiner Warner on 

NOvember 7, 8 and S,. and 13 and 14, 1$;67, at Malibu. Abou''C 100 

eusto~rs attended the hearings and many of them protested 

individually and for groups not only against the increase in 

rates and it~ ~gnitude, but complained of insufficient water 

-1-

.... 



.,' 

A .. 4S35S - Ml> 

supplies ~ especially during the latest Malibu fire in October,' 

1967> just preceding the' hearings, and water pressures, some 

excessive, but mostly deficient. Others' complained of lack of 

attention to service calls and inaccurate and slow billing 

practices, incorrect bills, inattention on the part of office 

and service persormel and the management to complaints, improper " 

~treet maintenance, quality .and hardness of water, taste- and 

odor ~ and inattention to' pumping and well structures.. Petitions 

conta:i:.ning nearly 1,000 n3mes were filed protesting the service 

and, the proposed rate increase. One- customer complained that 

his .annual water bill for an ordinary small two-bedroom house, 

two bnths and two people wa.s $204. His property tax on, $11,550 

assessed value was $Sl3.85, including $171 .. 52 water agencies and 

flood cont:ol - and related taxes. 

The record comprises 17 exhibits and 6Sl pages of 

testtmony from 24 pub1ic~ 3 utility and 2 staff witnesses. 

The matter was submitted for deciSion subject to the' 

receipt of late-filed exhibits, which were received by 
December 11> 1957. 

Motions 

CoUXlsel for about a dozen property owners/associations 

moved th~t the ap91icant be directed to submit a study of its 

ground water supplics~ and their ~vai13bility for greater use~ 

He also moved that applic.mt be directed to investigate the 

basis of the rates set by the Los Angeles COU'!lty Board of Super­

visors for water purchased by applicant from LO$ Angeles County 

Waterworks District No. 29 (District 29)~ 
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Another attorney, objecting on behalf ~f himself in 

a brief f1ledDecember 4 ~ 1967, contended (1) that no rate 

increase is justified; and (2) that the ap?lication should' be 

denied further. and altogether; or (3) in the alternative, 1:b.at 

eODSideration of the application be deferred pending a full ' 

investigation of the relationship between the ap:,;>lieane and- its 

controlling parent corpcration, the Marblehead Land Company. 

Each of the motions will be dealt with hereinafter. 

General Information and ~rations 

Ap?lieant's operating and financial problems have been, 

are, and will continue to be manifold. Altbo~gh the coastal area' 

is scenic, its hydrology is bad. Ground water sources, of supply 

have been and are unreliable, both in- quantity and quality. Cost 

of water purchased and power costs comprise 56 percent o,f appli­

cant's operatillg. expenses; and, together with payroll, to,tal 84 

percent of such expenses. 

Domestic and commercial general metered water service 

is furnished to approximately 2,300 customers, ranging from large 

and small one and- two-aere estates and ranches to Malibu Colony 

beach homes, beach, vacation and full-time reSidences, schools~ 

churches, Bughes Aircraft Research Laboratories., and' stores' and 

other commercial establisbments--nearly all withrelat1vely high 

water ~sage requirements. Irrigation service in Malibu Canyon 

is furnished to commercial flower gardens and other agricultural 

uses. 

The service area~ all in unincorporated territory, ·of . 

Los Angeles County ~ is 19 miles long extending from. Los Flores 
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Canyon 3.t the ea.st, along the Pacific Ocean nearly to the Ventura 

County line, west of Nicholas Canyon. the wid'th of the s~rviee 

area, comprising 70 miles of pipelines throughout 40 square miles 

of ~erritory, does not exceed 2' miles; its height ranges from 

sea level to about 800 feet. The figures A through. E of Exhibit 

No. 8: are maps of the distribution system which. also show the 

boundaries of Rancho Topanga Y.I.3.1ibu Seq,uit. Marblehead Land 

Company,. whose predecessors o'Wned the rancho, now owns about 

1,000 acres of undeveloped land within applicant:$ service ares., 

worth probably $20,000,000, and about 4,000 acres of largely 

inaccessible .;md non-developable land outside of' the water' company's 

service area probably worth $40,000,000, all within the boundari.es 

of Los Angeles County Waterwo::-ks District No.. 2-9, established on 

September 29, 1959, and adj~cent to Las Virgenes Municipal Water 

District (Las Virgenes) on the south. and coast'Warci side thereof. ' 

As may be observed on said maps the distribution system is divided 

into 11 operating. segments. 

Applicant has 10 employees, i.e., a general m~ager) his 

secretary and a part-time office girl) a su.perintendent, and' 

six. field men. Marblehead r s vice preSident, its tres.surer, and 

its chief engineer furnish regular services to applicant through 
I 

, ' , 

£:. management services coneract hereinafter discussed. Marblehead-_ 

Malibu's president also devotes considerable time to applicantfs 

affai.rs. 

Since 1962) applicant's well water supplies have been 

augmented by and nearly cn~irely substituted with purcl4aSes of 

water from District 29) which) with proeeeds from the sale in' 

-4-



A. 49355 - Ml,> /hjh. ,~ 

1959 and 1961 of $7,860,000 of public bonds,. installed a 30-18- . 

16-inch pipeline from ~l])' s Charnock plant in Culver City tru::ough 

Santa Monica and up the coast line to Decker Road near the Ventura 

Co\mty line. The Welter purchased by District 29 from West Basin 

Municipal Water District (West Basin), a constituent agency of 

MWD, is delivered to applicant through 11 connections along this 

line. !he water is purchased by District 29 from West Basin at 

the rate of $43.30 per acre-foot, and is sold to applicant at. the 

rate of about $99 peT acre-foot. District 29 furnishes water 

service to about SOO individual custo:ners and five other utilities 

in theT'opanga canyon area, for a total of about 2,500'cus-tomers. 

Said District, along with a total of 17 CO\!llty waterworks districts, 

is governed by the Los '. Angeles Supervisors," under the immediate 

direction of the county engineer. 

There are 22 active and three inactive booster stations 

and 3,000,000 gallons of storage in 24 active reservoirs on appli- . 

cant's system. Irrigation ser.rice is furnished to commercial 

agriculturalists, including husbandry, in Malibu canyon only, 

where the former source of water supply was water imp¢unded behind 

Malibu Dam, which became inoperative in 1953; the transmission 

line therefrom having been destroyed by floods. 

A?plicant 's seven wells have become generally inopera­

tive due to poor production and total dissolved solids. in excess 

of 3mounts permitted by the State Department of Public He~lth. 

The wells are also subjec't to· salt water intrusion during d::ought 

periods. 'racy are :lOW utilized to .a minor extent and 3lso for 

emergency and standby purposes, and 3pplicant estimated that 100 

pe,-=eent of its water req\u.remcnts.wouldbcproeured· from 
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District 29 in 1967, altllough Commission staff engineers estimated 

that possibly 2-1/2 percent for 1967 and 2 percent for 1968 could be 

procured from well sources. Applicant's es timated cost of water 

production from wells is $30 per acre-foot. 

Water sold for agric~ltural purposes is discounted 

in price by :MWD at $16 per acre-foot. For the fisc8.1 year 1968-

1969 said agricultural discount will be $18 pcr ac:re-foot .and the cost 

of Mt~ water to District 29 for domes tie purposes will incrc3.seto $45·' 

per acre-£oot~ plus West Besin's 30 eentspcr acre-foot surcha=ge. 

The service area has been zoned' by the Los Angeles 

Supervisoxsand many deed restrictions on lot sizes and property 

uses will expire in 1970. Malibu's treasurer testified that by 

1980 the population of the service area would incre.:lSe from its 

present number of 13.000 to 50,000 and by 1990 to 100,000. He 

stated that applicant would need about $4,000,000 of additional 

financing between now and 1980 to meet projected growth. 

Ittmediately, a large-scale development is- being promoted by Marble­

head in North Winter Mesa, plus a golf course comprising US acres; 

housing and condomini\l1n in Zuma Canyon are in thl'! planning stages 

for 1970, and a 300~unit, 90-acre, trailer park on Point Dume will 

commence sales at the end of 1968 over a projected three-year period. 

The Adamson Company, a f.3111ily partnership, owns 

Marblehead~ which in turn owns all of applicant's capital stock. 

The holding company also owns Yerba Buena Water Company> a public 

utility water corporation whose service area is in Ventura Coun~ 

beYO:ld the wes~ end of applicant's service area in Los Angeles 

County at Decker Road and the production facilities of Acl.ohrFarms· 
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and Artesian 't-1ater Coml)4UY" a nonutility~. non-water purveyor, and 

several ~nor family corporations. 

The record shows that Marblehead has made substantial 

advances to applicant either for construction and installation 

of water sys~em facilities in lands developed by Marblehead, or 

for other capital additiOns, or to defray operating costs. 

Effect:ive YJarch 1, 1966, applicant entered into; a 

management agreamant with Marblehead to pa.y $2,300 per month for 

all management services, all aecour:.ting services·, ordiIlsry ~d 

necessary in the regular course of business, together with book­

keeping, inclu~ing customer accounting, assistance in hiring and 

sdvisix:g pe=sonnel, negotiating cout:'3.cts, assisting in financial 

negot1a~iollS witt banks and other lending institutions,. and other 

services enumerated in Exhibit S-B. For rate mal<ing purposes, 

applicant reduced the fee to $8,500 for the year 1966, and in­

creased this amount to $11,100 in its estimate for19G7.. The 

Commission staff, in Exhibit No.9, utilizes'the former amount. 

Rates 

Applicant's present rates for general metered service 

were authorized by Decision No. 66234,. dated October 29;, 1963, 

in Application No. 43579 and beCclme effective January 31~ 1964. 
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the following tabulat1o~ compares the present geceral 

metered servie~ :ates with those proposed in the applicatiou,. 

and with those authorized hereinafter: 

General Metered Service 

Per Meter Per Month 
!'resent Prop.osed. ·Authoriz~d ..•... 
Rates Rates Rates 

Qg.antity Rates 

First 500 eu.ft. or less& •••••••••• $­
Next 1,500 eu.ft., pe: 100 eu.£t ••• 
Next 3,000 eu.£t .. , p~ 100 cu.ft ••• 
Ov'er 5,..000·cu.£t., per 100·eu.ft ••• 

Mininnlm ~es 

For 5/8 x 3!4-fnch meter ••••••••••••• $ 
For 3/4-inch meeer ••••••••••••• 
For l~inch meter ••••••••••••• 
For l~-iuc:h meter ••••••••••••• 
For 2-inc:h meter ••••••••••••• 
For 3-iuCh meter ••••••••••••• 
For 4-iuch meter ••••••••••••• 

3 .. 40 
.53 
.46· 
.38 

3.40 
5.00 
7 .. 50 

15.00 
22.00 
40.00 
60.00 

For 6-ineb. meter ••••••••••••• 100.00 

~ 4.80. 
.75 
.65-
.54 

$- 4.80. 
7.00 

10.00 
20.00· 
3S.DO 

. 60~OO 
90.00 

140.00 

'$ 3.70'. 
.S7 
.51 
.42 

$ 3.70 
5.50. 
8-.25-: 

17.50. 
.25.00'" 
44.00 
65.00: . 

110.00' 

!be following tabulation is a comparison of typical 

billings under applicant's present and proposed rates for general 

metered service, and the authorized rates for such service: 

Rate Compa.rison 

Gener8.l ~·1etered Service .. 

: .-.-,onthly : :: :: :­
:COllSl:l:lption:msent :?roposed :Proposed Inc:reMe: Authorized: Authorized Increase : 
:Cubic Feet: d3.t.es : rtll.t.es : Amount: Percent: Mtas·: Amount: Percent:.. 

o 
;00 

1.,,000 
l,,5oo 
2,,000 
3,,000 
5,,000 

10,000 
20.,,000 

$ 3.40 
'3.40 
6.05-
8.70 

ll.35 
15.95 
25.lS 
44.15 
B2.J.5 

~ 4~80 
4.80 
8.55 

12.'30 
16.05 
22.55 
35.55 
62.55 

116.55 

~ 1.40 
WO 
2.50 
3 .. 60 
4.70 
6.60 

l0....40 
lS.40 
34-1J:> 

41.2 
4l.2 
41.3 

.41.4 
:·41 .. 4 
41.4 
41.4 
41.7 
4l.9' 
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T'a.e charge for a typical residential monthly consumption 

of 2>000 cubic feet at the rates authorized herein will be $12~25" 

an increase of $.90 or 7.9% over the $11.35 charge at the present 

rates. 

Applicant's present irr1gat10n service ,rates, were ,au tho:.. 

rized by Decision No. 71803, dated January 4, 1967> in App:licat1on 

No. 48586. The present, proposed and authorized irrigation service 

rates are set forth as follows: 

Irrigation Service 

Monthly Quantity Rates: 

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

Annual Minimum Charges: 

For'5/S, x3/4-inch meter ............... 
For 3/4-inCh meter ............. 
For· 1-illch meter ............. 
Fer l~-inch meter ..... ,. ........ ~ 
For 2-inch meter · .... ' ...... . 
For 3-illCh meter .•.•••...... 
For 4-inch meter · . . . . . . . . . . . 
For 6-inch meter • ........ -e .... . 

Per Meter Per Mont.""-
Present . Proposed. Authorized 

Rates, Rates Rates . 

$ 3.;40 $ 
.53;' 
.46 
.348 

$ 40.80 $' 
60.00, 
90'.0'0 ' 

180.00 
264.00 
480~00 
720.00 

" 4.S0 $' 
.75-
.65· 
• 50S: 

3.70 
.57 ' 
.Sl' 
.379~ 

57.60 
84.00. 

120.00 
240.00 
420.00: ' 
720.00' 

$- 44.40 
66.00' ' ' 

1,080,~,OO ' 
1,680.00 ' 

99'.00: 
210.00,:: , 
300,~00' , 
523.~OO 
780,~OO, 

,1>320.00;' 

Since irriga~ion service is now supplied from MWD sources:" 

a special condition 1imi~itl8 the availability of irrigation watex­

service for agricultural purposes defined by MWD, in order t<:>qua11fy 

for the irrigation discount, is proposed. Applicant's present 

Schedule No.2, Irrigation Service, is 3pp1 ica.ble· only to' the Malib,.l 

Canyon area and is not p:'oposed to be applicable systemwide' s:ince 

it would be ~oo difficult to administer. 
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Earnings 

Exhibit No.3 contains a. summary of applicant'se'earnings 
" 

at the present rates for -:l1e year 1966 recorded and adjus'ted, and 

for the year 1967 estimated at present and proposed rates. The 

fol10't0r.tng tabulation sumro.'lrizes the 1966· earnings data at, present 

rates: 

. . 

s~ of E.a.rnin~s - 196..6: 
(Per CO'.) tx. No.., Pg .. 49) 

Operating Revenues 

9Perating Expenses 
Depreciation 
Taxes 

Subtotal 

Net Operating Revenues 

Rate Base 

Rate of Return 

. " 
.,/,"" ..... .. 

Ta.is tabulation illustrates the radical adjustments made 

by applicant to recorded data, especially in revenue accounts for 

temperature and precipitation normalization, and in operating ex­

pense accoun~, among other things:. to reflec'!: a reduction of admin­

istra~ive salaries and management service fees by about $22,000 • 

.As so.own in the tabulation, the total effect of adjustments made 

was to reduce recorded operating expenses by about $49',000, and. to 

show net opereting income of $6,380 instead of a recorded 10$$ of 

$40,26l:-. 
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Exhibit No.9- contains a summary of earnings co:nparison 

betwe~n the data submitted by applicant and the staff for the year 

19(;·7 es~imated at present and- proposed rates, and data submitted 
" 

by :"Che staf: for the year 1968, estimated at present: and proposed 

rates. Such data is set forth as follows: 

Summary of Earning,~ 
(As :5hown In P.U.C. Ex. No.9) 

Years 1967 ;md. 1968 Est.imated. 
.. 12bZ Estimated .. 1268 Estir:lated. .. .. -.. AEElie~ot:. .. Staff : S·t-aft .. .. 

.. .. 
.. .. 

.. Present : Propo=cd : Present : Proposed: Pre:5ent, : Proposed : .. 

.. R~tes : ~tes : Rates .. Rates . Rates .. Rates .. .. .. . .. .. : Item 

Ope:-.. Revenues 

Oper. Expenses 
Depreciat.ion 
'rax.es 

Subtotal. 

Net ?.evenue 

Rate of Return 

$ 

$ 

340~150 $ 

277~600 
4l~210 

~z72° 

346,600 $ 

(6~450) 

480~OOO $ 351~970 $ 

278,,640 252,800 
4l~0 4l,.340 
14 ,220 21,280 

394,770 ~ 321,420 $ 

85~230 30".550 

7.0% 2.6% 

( ) Red Figure 

492.,300 $ 368)220 $ 515 ... 010 

252 .. 800 262 J SOO·' 262"';00 
41,340 43,350 43,350:" 
222~0 282620 22z~O 

386".980 $ 334,,470$. 405"180,,, 

l05,320 33 ... 750 l09,,830 

,2.7% 

:i:he principal issues in this proceeding areas follows: 

1. Differences in E:;t:im~tes of Sales 
of Water D~.nS the Test Year 1963 

The staff estimates of 1967 revenues at present and 

;;>roposed rates excaed those of applicant by $11,820 and $12,-300 

primarily due to d1ffer~ces in estimated ~ual use per customer. 

·r.o.e applicant used tOe year 1966 :lo:malized for clima.:ological' 

co~ditions) whereas the z~a£f eompute4 its estimated revenues 

~om applicant's water: esc tabulation normalized for temperature 

a,:"d p:ecipitation wit:!l a tbre~-ye.a.r period as a base. 
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2. Availability a~~ Utilization 
of Ground "t-J'atcr Supplies 

, ' 

As noted hcretofore~ applicant's ground water supplies 

have been> are> c.nd the outlook is that they will continue to be, 

unreliable and limited. Applicant estimated that bee3.usc' of thl.s 

condition> it 'WOu:!.d necessarily be required to rely entirely on 

impo::-tations of MWD wate:,. The staff considered that possibly 

2~ percent in 1967 and 2 percent in 1968 of the total requirements 

could be obtained from some use of applicant's seven wells. 

3. Cos~ of Purchased "t-J'ater 

The ~.jor factor of ap~licant's expenses of operation 

is the nearly $100 per acre-foot paid to District 29 for purChased 

water. Of the $150> 160 source of supply, expenses es~imated for 

1968~ $85~140 represents the slJrcharge by District 29 over the 

basic cost of plJrehased MiID water. It is inconceivable that the" 

reasonable cost of o?erati~g and maintaining a 30-18-l6-inch 

gravity flow pipeline from Culver City to the Ventura County line 

with no relatecl pumping 7 booster, or ztorage costs, or bond interest 7' 

or bond amortization costs> should amount to the more than $7,000' 

per month surCharged. Tae Commission is powerless ~o· Change 

Distric~ 29's rates which are set by the tos Angeles County Super­

visors. The record shows,. however, that Marblehead and Mali.bu 

ac~ively supported the $7>860,000 bond issues in 1959 and 1961 since 

its service area was desperately lacking sufficient sources of water 

s'Upply. District 29 '$ o~erating ccsts are the result of allocations 

by the COlJ"O.ty etlgineer of the general operating costs of all 17 

los Angeles County water districts on the %':l.tio of sales o·f water. 
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Although applicant has U'.ade some investigation of District 29's 

costs and some reduction in the District's rates has been 

effected as a result of such investigation and negotiations, the 

reductions have been minimal. District has offered to· review 

its rates for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1957, but applicant 

had not, as of November 1967 pursued such review. Further, 

applicant bas made no formal representation to the Los Angeles 

County Supervisors. The result -is that applicant now'-±S'''1mpel~ 

to btlrden- it.s customers with one of the highest eosts"· of 'water in 

Southern CsJ-ifornia. 

Although Las Virgeues Mu:o.1eipal Water District abuts 

applicant on the north, importati.on of water from that scurce" 

if it were ava:[] able, even at lower cost (possibly in the 

ne1gb.borhood. of $56- per acx:e-foc¢.)" would still ,leave property 

owners 'dth T.>1stric:t 29 t & bond interest and amortization eosts 

to pay. Applicant's vice pre&1dent testified that it would be 

to Marblehead's advantage if ,District 29 were t:he exelusi.ve 'water 

purveyors in appUeant r S service area, if water rates were: lowered· 

as 3 result thereof. 

"Xb.e reasonablenec.a of Distri.et 29"' 8 'total ~e -of 

some $85,.000, purport:edly representing. District's "opera.ting" eosts~ 
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is also di£ficu1 t for the Commission to accept~ and such ,charges 

s~ould be further investigated by ap?licant and better subs~antiated 

by District. 

4.. naintenance Expenses 

Applicant's esttm&te reflec~ed a sharp, increase over rl~e 

t:rend established in previous years for tbese e~nses> whereas :the. 

staff esttmate reflected a normal growth trcDd aod included normali­

zation of meter maintenance expenses.. 

5. Uncollectibles 

Applicant's estimate of customer accountingsnd collec~ 

expenses for 1967 exceeds that of the staff by $3~020 due prilw.rily 

to 1:he staff's lower estimate for uncollectibles which latter rc.~ 

fleets mproved follow-up procedures on delinquencies and collection 

of deposits allowed by its rules. The record shows that as mucb. as 

~ four-months' in advance deposit may be required by ap~lic~nt 

of customers. The record further shows th.a.t many of app,licant's 

customers are vacationers or short-term. residents) a disproportionate 

number of whom have left: the area with delinquent b:tlls. The record 

further shows that applicant bas beell, lenient and lax in requiring 

minimum depo~itG. 
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0. Administrative Salaries -. . 
Applicant's 1967 est~atc ~f $~2~800 for administrative 

salaries includes a $7,236 incre8Se over 1966 recorded ~nd a· 

$5,590 increase over 1966 adjusted amounts. '!he staff's 1967 and 

1968 estimate of administrative and general salaries 15$18,000, 

which tlle staff contended waS adequate for a utility of this· size 

and character. 

7. Management Service Contract Fees' 

Recorded management fees of $20,825 in 1966 were adjusted 

to $8,,500 by applicant after reclassificat:ion of ~990 to eus~omer 

accounts and $1,800 to admdnistrative and general saleries. App1i~ 

cant incrc.;l.Sed the management fee in its estimate for 1967 by $2,600 

to $11,100. The staff's estimate for 1967 and 1968 for outside 

services was $8,.500; the amount used by applicant fo!' 1966· ::.djusted. 

s. Administrative and General Expenses Transferred-Credit 

Applicant's 1967 estimate of $20,600 for administrative 

eA"Penses transfer.red to c3pital is a 21.5 percent overhead charge. 

The record shows that the four-yea~ aver~gc of capitalized over­

beads was 14.1 percent .. which the staff applied to average plant 

additions in 1967 and 1963. This resulted in a staff estimate. of 

$15,130. 

9:. Advances by Marblehead 

By Decision rIo. 66234 in Application No. 43579, applicant 

was permitted to transfer an amount of $231,370 from contributions 
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in aid of construction to capitG.l surpl',:s, with a :econmended proviso 

in the decision that such transfer no,t necessarily be construed as 

ap'!,>licable to a ~etert:l.it:ation. of the rate base in that proceeding .. 

'!he ecou::.t tr..:::.nsf¢::'rcci. late': was $226,,571. P...atc base C!c~crmina:tion 

in Decision No. 66234 reflcc~cd th~ t::nsfer to curplus. In,tbe 

instant pr~eeding this amo'Cr..t again hols no't been "treated as a con­

tribution in aid of construt;tion and h.~s not been' deducted from 

fixed ~pital in the staff's estimated 1967 or lS6S; r~te bases., 

10. Rate of Return 

Applicant sought a flat 7.0 percent rate of return on its 

estimated rate base of $1,217,500 for the year 1967. App11cant t s 

1967 es~imated rate of return components included~ among other 

tl"-..ings, its cost of water a.t approximately $100 per acre-foot; its 

adjusted administrative salaries and management fee; utilization 

of a percentage of 21.5pereent of average plant additions to, 

c:;:.pitalize administretive expenses,; straight line" deprec:i.2,tion for 

income tax purposes; and inclusion of l:";.ar~lehcad' s contributions 

in fixecl capital in its rate base. 

The staff recommended a 6 percent. rate' o,f return on its 

1968 rate base 0,£ $1~235~600. 

'l"ae staff eng:i:cceri'ng estimate of results of operations 

for the year 1968 at present and proposed rates utilized a per­

centage of 14.1 percent of average plant ~dditions to capitalize 

administrative expenses. 

11. Serviee Complaints 

Exhibit No. 1 is a report of an investiga'tion by appli­

c.:.nt of customers t service complaints.. Some 17 service. complai-c.ts, 
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lodged at the hearings of November 7 through 14, wereinvest::;gated 

by applicant accompanied by a Commission staff engineer. The results 

of the investigation vary. '!bey illustrate that the company's past 

service practices have left much to be des ired not only in their, 

effectiveness, but in promptness of attention and"follow-up and' the 

meeting of minimum standards under General Order No-. 103:. 

The Benson complaint (A) should be met to'Mr. Benson's 

satisfaction wi1:hin the standards established: by General'Order No. 

103, if be agrees to take service under applicant's mainextens,ion 

rule. The altitude valve should be monitored at least weekly. 

'!be Rudolph Smith complaint (B) regarding the Size of 

water bills appears to b~ related' to the magnitude of applicant's 

rates a.uthorized by the Cotm:n:i.ssion, caused. in great measure by the 

b.i:gb. cost of water pureba.sed £rom District 29. 

'I"ae Nicolaysen complaint (C) and applicant's position 

with respect thereto are summarized in applicant f s' letter to Mr. 

Hal Dale, dated October 19, 1967, which is a part of this record. 

Ap!?licant's road repair practices have not been satisfactory,. and 

cold patches should be implemented by hot patches and machine work 

as soon as practicable after completion of the job which required 

the road excavation. T.Ilere is no reason why applic.;mt t s road exca­

vation for pipeline repairs, replacements or relocations should be 

inferior to those of the gas company, or any other utility. 

-17-
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Hydrant heads should be installed on a 6-:.tnch main serving 

complainant Miller (D) at once. 

v1itb. respect to complaint (E) of Rulon Smith" applicant 

should alert itself to providing adequate fire flows' to the Smith 

property. However~ it would not be fair policy to permith~ to 

have a hydrant installed on District's pipeline" as he requested. 

Complainant Moylan, owner and manager of Parad'iseCovc, 

a resort (F) ~ has substantially increased his water usage, for tae' 

10,0 trailers on 90 acres, and a fishing resort with pier.. The re-
" 

placement of one l-inch meter and' one 2-inch meter, with two l~-inch 

meters and the increased flow, together with the increases in pipe 

sizes within his development"aceounts for the higher water bills 

complained of. 

The Kubovec (H), !enn (I), Rose (J)~ and George (K) 

complaints should be easily sa~isfied since they refer to:l~~ks 

and quality of water, primarily. A supplement to Exhibit No.1, 

filed 1:"ebrua.-y 19, 1968" contains a laboratory report of a test 

of water samples taken from the Rose property. The supplement also 

contains a statement that it appeared that YJrs. R.ose' sproblem h~d 

cleared up. 

The Christianson complaint (M) is similar to the Benson 

and Nic:olaysen complaints in the Sycamore Park area. 

The Poole complaint (N) regarding hardness of water from 

Zuma Hell No.4 is not regarded as a permanent condition.. It 

should be allevi~ted by tl'le' deli".rery of· increased' amounts> of Mt-ID 

water of satisfactory hardness. 

-18-
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'!he reports on complainants lO.e1n (G) and Shiffrin (L) 

are self-explanatory ~ and the conditions comp1a.ined of have been 

remedied. 

The record shows that applicant has) within the~.ast 

12 months, taken s~eps to eliminate the causes of complaints. 

Billing procedures) meter reading and customer relations h~ve 

greatly improved and will continue to improve through the utili­

zation of computerized billing processes and better trained'and 

supe.-vised field and office personnel. 

The staff ::-ecommended that applic4nt set up a procedure 

for the prompt acknowledgement and processing of informal complaints. 

The loki a.nd Newcomer complaints regardingirr1.gation 

service will be discussed separa tely~ 

12. Irrigation Service 

S. loki, a commercial grower of geraniums, birds of 

paradise and gypsophila in lower Y.a.1ibu Canyon, complained o·f 

low pressure and insufficient flow in his irrigation system .. 

Exhibit No .. 1 shows that with two l-inch faucets opened, the 

pressure ...... '"as 16 psi at a distance of approximately 500 to 600' 

feet from his 2~inch meter. This is inadequate and should, be im­

proved. Exhibit No. 1 also shows that the pump structures, on the 

loki property are in disrepair ar:.d sho~ld either be replaced or 

removed. 

-19-
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, , ' 

Dr. Victor D. Neweomer~ a dermatologiSt on the staff 
. .' 

of the UCLA Medical Center~ with property which he purchased a.t 

3314 Serra Road in Malibu Canyon, complained that he bad been 

refused irrigation ~ervice. His informal compla1nt~ IC-46979-W, 
. , 

bas been made a part of this proceeding and was the subject of 
" " '; I, 

testimotiy in Applidid:.on No. 48'5&6 to discontinue the operation 
, ' . 

of appliCant r s irrigation system.. By Decision No. 71803, dated' 

J'anuary 4, 1967 ~ Malibu was authorized to discontinue irrigation 

service) but was ordered to file rates applicable to' the sale' of 

irrigation water from the domestic system and to~ke refunds to 

irrigation users of 26 cents ,per 100 cubic' feet for irrigation 

water purc:h&sed from the domes'tic system during 1964, 1965- and, 

1966. 

!he record herein discloses that Dr. Newcomer purchased 

his pr()perty for, tbepurp,ose of growing.. rare .. geraniums for resale. 

He ,obtained a commercial growers' license in April 1966,) and .al-
, . 

tnough so disclatmed by the applicant, is entitled to' irrigation 

service and reftmd pursuane to· Decision No. 71803 (supra). ' 

Findings 

The Commission finds as folloWs: 

1. Malibu Wa.ter cOmpany is a public ueility waeer corpora­

tion under this Commission' s jurisdic:tion,~ furnishing "t'1ate;- service 
, ' .. 

to approximately 2 .. 300 domestic:'~ commercial 'and 'some irrigation 

custOmers throughout its service area which extends· 'along, the 

Pacific eoas'tline from Los Flores Canyon on the '~ast to Decker 

Road near the Ventura County line on the west, about 19 miles: in 
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length and 2 tiles at the most in width, with elevations from. 

sea level to approximetely 800 feet~ 
.' 

2. Applicant secures most of" its water supply by purchases 

of MWD water from District 29 ~ which purchases its water from 

West :Basin Municipal v1ater District~ an Mt® constituent agency .. 

at the rate of $43.30 per acre.-foot. The cost t:o·Malibu, at its 
I 

11 connections to District Z9's 30-1S-l6-inch gravity flow trans­

mission line from Culver City to Decker Road, is approximately $100 

per acre-foot and will increase as MWD t s announced' $3'.00 per acre~ 

foot annual increases become effective over the next five years. 

3 .. a. District 29 is under the governorship o,f the Los Angeles 

County Bo.::rd of Supervisors through the county engineer.. '!he 

Supervisors set District 29's rate.s which reflect the effects of 

allocations of the general expenses of all of the 17 county water 

distrieu.. The surcharge by District 29 to applicant is abo1.:t 

$57 per acre-foot, or about $35 .. 000 per year. The reasonableness 

of this surc:ha.:'ge is not established on the record in this proceed­

iDe .. but the Commission is without jurisdiction to, change. the 

magni t:ude (>f the' surcharge. 

b. Applicant has investigated District 29' s rates for water 

pw:~ed by applicant and has negotiated a Slight rec1;ction with. 

the underseanding that District 29 would review its rates for the 

period ending June 30, 1967 ~ and discuss its review witil ap,licant 

subsequent 1:0 that date. As of November 1967, applicant had not 

pursued such disC'Ossions J and had made no fo:mal rcpresent=ation 'to· 

t!::.e Coun~ Board of Supervisors for rate- relief from. District 29. 
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4. !he review of ti1C evidence on rates and earnings data 

and the principal i3s~e$ of this proceeding, together with the. 

discussion of 'the rate of return components, all as contained in 

the preceding Opinion~ are correct inasmuch as they represent the' 

showing of the applicant in support of its need for financial 

relief s.nd the Commission staff's report on the results of its: 

investigation of the application. 

S. Applicant is in need of financial relief, despite sub­

stantic:>.l adjust:lXl.ents made by it for rate making purposes to its 

recorded data for the year 1966 operations. '!he present rates 

for wa'ter se:-vice which h.;:ve been in effect since January 1964 for 

dotlestic water service and since Febnlary 1967 for irrigation 

se~ice would not have produced a reasonable rate of retu:n for 

the year 1967 estimated according to the apl>licant' s showing •. 

Neither will they produce a reasonable rate of return for th.e test 

year 1968 as estimatec by the staff, after further a.djustmer.;ts 

hereinaf:er adoptee. 

6. The rate of return which would be produced by the pro­

posed rates is excessive. 

7.4. '!he methods employed by the $·taff in estimating reve.nues 

are more precise than applicant's methods. The s.ta.ff's met..i.ods 

a:e ,:reasonable. 

b. The applicant will have little use of its we:i.l scU"~ce.s 

of water supply and will not be able to rely on such ~o~=ces in 

the future. Applicant's estimate of 100 percent 'Ucagc Q~;t:,.?orted 

MiID water is more realistic than the staff's. estimate of 2';~'9ercent 
\*,"" ;'" 

of ~~ll supplies. Applicant's percen~ge esttmate is re~soriable. 
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c. The staff estimates of operating and maintenance' expenses, 

adjusted for 100 percent imported water costs .and elimination of well 

pumping and maintenance costs, uncollectibles, administrative salaries,. 

regulatory Commission expenses amortized, and rate base, except the 

staff adjustment to decrease Administrative and General Expenses 

Transferred-Credit, are reasonable. 

d. The year 1966's Administrative and General Expenses 

Tr~ferred~Credit percentage should be 21 percent of average plant 

addi~ions instead of the four-year aver~ge percentage of 14.1 percent 

utilized by the staff. The former percentage is the recorded percen­

~dge amount transferred to capital and is in fixed capital in the rate 
. , 

base. Said percentage is reasonab1~ for the purpose of this proceed-

ing. .An audit and analysis of fixed .cllpital accounts (over several 
I 

past years and reconstruction of those a.ccounts) would be required: to 

sift ou't and transfer adminis'trat1ve overheads on a 'lower percentage 

basis. 

c. Applicant should be directed to maI(e a. thoroush s~.ldy of" 

administrative overheads and in the future capitalize them at a proper 

perceneage according to instructions set forth in the Uniform System 

of Accounts prescribed by this Commiss1on~ 

f. After making the adjustments to r~te of return com?onents 

heretofore set forth ~d found' to be reasonable, a rate- of return of 
5.0 percent on an estimated rate base for the test year 1968 of 

$1,242,400 is reasonable in view of the circumstances.;, T.he 5·.0 per­

cent rate of return reflects applicant's service record, and in 

particulu its lack of justification for the extremely higt'l cost of 

water froe District 29. The applic4nt has not diligently pursued 

negotiations on this matter and only after further produc'tion effort, 

'Will the rate of return be- improved:. The adopted level.o·f rate of 

return also takes into consideration applieant'sservice record which 

has left much to be desired, together with the management-ownership . 
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rela1:ion between Adamson Enterp;-ises,. Inc., Y.:arblehead Land Company 

.:md applicant heretofore set ,forth ... 

g.. The adopted rate of return on rate base will equate to a 

6.4 percent return on equity capital. This contrasts to the 17.1 

percent return on equity which would have been produced by the rates 

for water service proposed in the application. 

h. The f~llow:tng tabulation sets forth the adopted results of .' 

operations for the estimated test ye2r 1968: 

Item 

Operating. Revenues 

Operating Expenses 
Depreciation 
Taxes 

Subtotal 
Net Operating Revenues 

~te Base 

Rate of Return 

Adopted Results of Operations 

'Estimated Test Year 1968 
Present Proposed Authorized 
Rates Rates Rates 

$ 368,220 $- 515,010 $ 404,160 

257,500 257,500 257,500 
43,420 L:.3,420 43,,420 
28~600 98 710 41~090 

32'9;520 39'"9:530 342,010 
38,700 115,380 62,150 

1,242,400 1,242',400 1.,.242,L.\00 

3.111- 9.29% 5.00%, 

3 • .:1. Applicant has reasonably investigated. the service com~ 

plaints lodged at the bearings of November 7 through 14,. 196 i ~ 

However, the report of such investigation, Exhibit No. 1, should be 

supplemented by action with respect to the individual complaints 

set forth in Item 11 - Service Complaints, together with thcstaff 

recommendation regarding acknowledgement and processing of 

complaints hereinbefore set forth. 
I 

b. Dr. Vietor D. Newcomer has been and is a cotm:ercial 

horticulturalist within the definition of applicant's tariffs, 
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and w:lS and is entitled to irrigation service at the authorized 

rates for such service~ He is entitled to the refund ordered by 

Decision No. 71803. 

9. We find that the increases in rates and charges authorized 

herein a:e just1fied~ thac the rates and cilarges authorized herein 

ere reasonablc~ and that the present rates and charges, insofar 

as they differ from those herein prescribed, are for the future 

unjust and unreasonable. 

10. The staff recommendation that applicant request approval 

of trle 36-month Rockwell Manufacturing Company conditional sales 

contract:, dated December 19, 1966, in the amount of $41,942.5& has 

been satisfied by Decision No. 73S40~ dated December 27, 1967~ io: 

Application No. 49777. 

Conclusions 

Based on the foregoing find::ngs ~ the Commission' cO:lcludes, 

that the application should be granted in P3rt and denied in part, 

and that applicant should be authorized to file new schedules 0'£ 

rates which will. produce gross annual revenues for the est~ted 

test year 1968 of $404,160 which is' an increase o,f$S5',940' or 9.8, 

percent over the revenues which would be produced' by the.' present 

rates, but $llO>850 and 21.5 percent less than the revences which 

would be produced by the rates proposed in the application. 

Applicant should be directed to pursue its negotiations 

with District No. 29 and if neces~, formally seek a reduction 

by the Los ~e1es Cou~~ Board of Supervisors of rates for water 

purcC.ased by applicant from District 29. 'Vlhcn a fair r¢cluetion c·f 
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applicant's costs of water purcbased is effected, applicant's 

earnings should reflect a corollary improvement. 

Water service to Dr. Victor D. Newcomer should be fur-

nished to tum at his properties at 3314 Serra Road in Malibu 

Canyon at irrigz.tion rates, and ~pplicant should make a refund' 

to him of 26 cents per 100 cubic feet for irrigation ~ater 

purc!:lased by him from the domestic system during 1966~, 

Applicant should be otherwise ordered to carry out the 

service improvements outlined under Item 11'- Service Complaints 

ail¢. Item 12 - Irrl..s.a'4::ion Service, of the Opinion herein .. 

Tile motions of counsel· for certain properey'owners' 

aSSOCiations should be sranted to tae extent that applicant 

continue to negotiate with Dis:trict 29 and scclt purchased, wate: 

rate reductions from the Los Angeles Supervisors. 

The tlo~ion for dismissal or Gcferrment of con .. 

siderat~on 0= the application should be denied; appropriate and 

reasonable ad~ustments to reflect MarbleL1ead t s relationship to 

and ownership of Mal::'bu having been made and adopted for rate 

making purposes herein. 

ORDER -_ ..... ---
IT IS ORDERED as follows: 

1. Tne motion for dismissal or deferment: of consider-

ation of this Clppli~tion is denied. 

2. The applica.tion is granted. in part)" and after t~"l.e 

effective date of this order, Mal~bu,Water Company .is ~uthorized 

to file ~e revised rate sc~edules attached t~ this order as· 
. 
. ', 
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Appendix R. Sue..;' filing shall comply with. General Order No. 96-A.' 

'!he effective date of the revised schedules shall be four days 

after the date of filiDg. The revised schedules ~hall epply only 

to service rendered' on and after the effective date tbereo'f~ 

3.a. The motion of counsel for certain property owners' 

:lSsoeiations is granted to the extent that applicant shall 

immediately commence negotiations with tos Angeles County W'ater­

'WOrks District No. 29 looking toward a substan1:ial reduction in 

the cost of water purchased and, in the event, that, such negotia­

tions are not S4-eisfactory, shall formally complain to the tos, 

Angeles County Board of Supervisors and seek such substantial 

reduction. 

b. A report on tl'le results of such negotiation or formal 
'i 

COtn1)laint sMll be filed in writing with the Commission ev'ory . " 
" "".r' 

six months for the next two years, or until a. satisfactory level 

of cost of water purchased is re3.ched, whichever is, earlier. 

4.. Applicant shall make a stucly of the proper percentage 

of administ:ative expe.nses to be capi'talized~. and shall ecploy 

such percentage in its accounting pursuant to instructions con­

tained in the Uniform System of Accounts. 

5. Applicant shall implement Exhibit No .. l~ its ,report of 

investigation of complaints, by effeet1ve action with respect to 

cael1 complaining customer as such action is set forth in Item 11 -

Service Complaints and I-eem 12 - Irrisati~n Servj.ce.~ of the Opinion 

b.e~ein and pu=S'l:t~t to the find1ngs and conclusions herein, includ­

ing Ute eetting up of a prceedure for prompt aeknowledgemc:.t and, ... 

proee:ssing of informal complaints. 

-27-



~ 4S355 ec ** 

6. Applicant shall apply the depreciation rates set fordn in 

Table 3-A of Exhibit No.9. Until review indicates otberwise~ appli­

cant shall continue to use these rates. Applicant shall review its 

future depxeciation rates at intervals of tl1ree years and Whenever 

a major change in depreciable plant occurs. Any revised depreci­

ation rates shall be determined by: (1) subtracting the estimated 

:uturQ net salvage and the depreciation reserve from. the original 

cost of plant; (2) dividing the result by ~1e estfmated remaining 

life of the plant; and (3) dividing the quotient by the original cost 

of plant.. The results o·f each review shall be submitted- promptly to 

the Cocmission and upon recognition by the Commission that the rates 

are acceptable ~ applicant sl"lall use such revised: rates in recording.· 

fUture depreciat~on. 

7. In all other respects this application is denied .. 

!he effective date of this order shall be twenty days after 

the date hereof. 

Dated at San Frane1ScCl ~ California~ this --
da f JUNE,. ~. 

YO_-'(~t~ 

Comm1cc1oner WllUamM. tle:cnett. being. 
necessar1l7 a.'b~on't.d1d not pax-t1e1pat& 
ill the d1spOS1 t10n Qr th1: procoed1n8. •. 
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APPENDIX A 

APPEARANCES 

Ci.bson,. Dunn & Crutcher,. by Raymond L. 
Cunan, for applicant. 

RO~t Knif£i~ fo1r Mat~bUcWestiProperlit{ 
ers, Mali U OWUSu.A.p ounc 1, Ma. .~U 

Canyon P.O.A., Syeamore Park P.O.A., 
touis Ragsdale, Sea Vista Drive Property 
Ow.e.rs ... ~.ssociatiou, ~.alibu Colony 
Association, Malibu Encinal Property 
Owners. Association,. Malibu Riviera One,. 
!ue., Malibu La Costa Homeowners Associa­
tion, R. o. Papkes, ~come Property, 
Malibu Vista, Malibu Pazk, Point Dume, 
La Ch\l3a Highlands Property Owners 
~rovement Association, Zuma canyon, 
Paradise Cove Pr0pGrty OWners R$sociation, 
'Broad BM.ch Vistas; Mrs.. Rudolf BretMf, for 
fa~ly; Mrs~ Jay Dresser, xor Mr. & So Jay 
Dr~sser; Herman ~'. HoffDian, in propria 
persona and for w. pe~, G~ Busick, Reel,. 
Loosen; H. A. lO.~in, for family; Mrs.. J. 
~lph Me£fs, for family; William o. MO~lan, 
or Para sa Cove Land Company; Peter .. 
~icolaysen, in propria persona and for 

ycamore Park Property Owners Association; 
~aueis H. paeka~fOr Virginia R. Chandler; 
_rgaret Sa ~ose_~s. Donald E.~, in prop:ia 
,ersona an or 1y; Mrs. GOr on Shifrin, 
~or £a~ly; Johan A. Wassenaar, for Point 
nume ~rovement & Recreation Association; 
~usumu IOki, for Ioki Floral Products Company 
a:e.d Toyoshige Ioki; and Mi:mie E. C"-rtet'; 
Jo~~ J. Fling; Mrs. Rosaline GeOrge; Calhoun E~ 
rcobson; HCTN'ard Ketterin,; Mis. Ruth ku50vec; 
~~111am Littlejohn; Paul ~ Milier; Mr~. RUdolph 
..:.mifh & Fa:nily; Mrs. NOrman L. wi!liams; 
Harry R. .. Lee; Richard A: Pertaris; Mrs. Lionel W. 
PierCe; and Ernest E. Price) in propria personae, 
flro tee. t~!lt~ ? 

~·:::U.ter J. Hinkle .. tor C~bon ~1eca. Proport~ ~nors :.soocia.t1on; 
AllM Benzon; 11illimn G. Poole; Rulon Smith; Mel. }!r!l. Sam B. 
TOM J in propria per:onae, prote~tant$ and complainants.. 

Mrs. Clair Christianson; and Victor D. Neweomer, M.D.,. in 
propria ~rson:le, complainant5 ~ Mrs. Gordon W. Yarbe:r-. for 
Group ot Home Owner~ in Ra:cirez Canyon; Harv~y Knox; and 
Jack Corrodi, in propria per30nae,t intere~ted. parties. •. 

Edwn.rd. C. Crawford and Jerry J. tevand()r, tor the Commiss:\.on 
statf'. 
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APPUCABnITY 

APPENDIX B 
Page 1· o! 5 

Sched.w.e No. 1 

Applica.ble 1:.0 a.lJ~ commercial, resid.enti3.l, business and ind.ustrial (T) 
metered 'Water service'. (T) 

'ttRRITORY 

The area adjacent to the Pacific Coast known as RanehoTopanga' Malibu 
$equit". and vicinity, los. Angele::; County. 

RATES -
Q\lantity :Rates: 

}:'irst SOO eu..£t.,. or le~:s ............. ., .............. " •• ' .. 
Next. 1,500 cu.tt., per 100 cu.!t. • •. ' •.••••.••. 
Next. 3,.000 eu.ft..,. per 100 eu .. :f't. • ............ . 
Over 5,000 eu .rt... , per 100 cu .. .fI:. • H ••••••••••• 

l'K.inim1Jm Chargo: 

For 5/Sx 3/4-ineh moter •••••••••••••••••••••••• 
For 3-/4-incll meter ....................... , .... .... ~ .. 
For l~incb. m.eter- .................... II ...... • ' ............ .. 

For l~izlch mater ..... . ' ..... 0 ... ~ .......... ' .......... ' 
For 2-ineh. meter' ........................................ .. 
For .3-inell :r!lctcr ........... .- ......... .............. . 
For 4-incn meter ....................... .. 
For 6-:i:nch meter ...... 0' ••••• __ ••••••••• _ • 

The !w".d.nim\Jm Charge 'Will entitle the customer 
to the quantity of water which that minimum.· 
charge 'Will purchase at the Quantity Ra:te~,. 

Pe%"'Meter 
Pe'r"' Month 

$ }.70 
.57 
.51 
.42 

3.70 
5.50 
e.25 

11.50 
25.00 
44 .. 00 
65.00, 

110.00 

(I) 
t 

I 
(I) 
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~PPtICABn.rTi" 

APPENDIX B 
Page .2 of 5 

Sehedule No. 3AM 

ANNUAL METERED IRRIGATION SERVICE 

e , 

(T) 

(1') 

Applicable to all metored ';oI3.tor irrigation ~orvice furnished on an 
annual basis.. (T) 

TERRITORY 

The Malibu Canyon area and thoso land.~ that could. be served. W3.ter 
!rom the irriga.tion distribution system. in place on September l,. 1955 .. 

~ 

!>!onthly Quantity Rates: 

Pe%':'M0ter 
Pet-Month, 

First 500 eu • .tt.. or less ................... ' ...... '$,' 
N~ 1,.500 eu.ft .. ,. per 100 eu.tt. • ............ . 

3.:-7C (I) 
.$7'" 

Next 3>000 eu.ft.> per 100 cu.ft. •• __ ... __ ._ .. 
Over 5,.000 eu.!t.", per .100 cu .. ft.. _ ............. .. 

Annual. Hin1mum. Charge: 

.51 

.37.9' 

Pet- Meter 
Per Year' i 

For 5/8 x 3/4-ineh meter 
For 3/4-inch meter 

......... ., • ,. .. • • .. • • • • • • • • ... $: ,. j.;J+, .. 40 

For l-inch meter 
For l~inch meter 
For 2-:tneh meter 
For 3-inch meter 
For 4-ineh meter 
Fo~ 6-ineh meter 

.....••••.. _ ........ -. 

........................... 

....................... 

..•....••.•. ~ ... ~ ..... 

....................... 

.•.......••.••.......• 

66 ... 00; 
99.00 

210.00 . 
300.00' 
528: .. 00 
780.00 

.................. - ..... ..... 1,3~O'.OO 

The AIm'lal Y..inim.um Charge 'tJil.l entitle the customer 
to the quantity of water each month which. one­
twel!'th of the annual minimum. charge will purch.3.3e 
at the Monthl1 Quantity Rate~. 

( Continued.) 

(I) 
(N) , 
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SPECIAL CONDITIONS 

APPE!JDIX E 
Page 3 ot 5 

Schedule No. JAM 

ANNUAL METERED IR.tcrGATION SERVICE 
( Continued) 

e .. 

(T) 

l. 1'h.e a:onual mi~ eh.~ge ~pplies to service d'Uting the .12-month 
period. cotlmoneing Janu.:u-y 1 and is due in advance. It. mAybe paid in two 
equal instalJ.ments, the !'ir~t instaJ.lment being due and paya.ble on Ja:n'U/J.ry' 
first· and the :second wta.llxnent on July first of each year .. • When meters 
are rend b:imon~ or quarterly, the charge tor wa.t.er 'U3cd. in e..-.:cess of 
the monthly allowance under the annual min:i.mum charge \dll be compu.ted by 
doubling or t.ripling, respectively, the nllmber of cubic teot to which each 
block ra.te is applicable on a. monthly basis. 

2. 'The opemng bill tor service ~hall be one-haJ.!' t.he establishod 
:lIlnual ~ charge tor the service. ~Jhere initial sorviceis estab­
l1~hed a.rt.er t.he first day or' J anuar;y- or JvJ:y, the portion of such mini-
~ c.'large applicable to t.he C'UI'rent period shall be determined by mw.ti­
plyins one-halt the annual charge by' one ono hundred eighty-socond (1/182) 
ot the n~r or days remaining in the period.. The 'oalance of the initial. 
~ent shall be credited against theeh.3rgeo tor the succeeding per1o~. 
It service is not continued. for ~t 1e4:3t six months ili't<:r the da.te or 
initial service, no retund. of the initial. chargos shall be duo the ·customer. 

:3.. Irrigation water sorvice is a.vaila.ble tor agricultural purposes eN) 
defined. as tollows: "Agrieultural purpoSC:3.11 shall mean tho growing. "r 
raising 'tor the purpose~ or eOm:leree" trade" or industry" 01' agr:tC'Ultural 
products" in contormity with the recognized pr~etice~ 01' husbandr,r". snd 
produced (1) tor human con:ucpt1on or for tho market~ or (2) tor the feed­
ing 01' fowl orlivestoek produced for h~ consumption or tor the market" 
or 0) for the feeding of fowl or livestock for 'the p'W!"pOeI¢ of: obtaining 
their produ~ tor h\lmal'l cOn3'UI!lption or tor tho market, such a.grieuJ.tural . 
products to b<l grown or raised on a parcel of" land. oo.ving an area ot not 
less t~~ one acre utilized ~e1usively therefor. eN) 



A.49JS5 1":8 

APPUCAB!LITY 

APPENDIX :s 
Page 4 ot 5 

Sched~e No. 4-

PRrVATE ~ 'PROTEC'I'ION SERVICE 

e .. 

.A.ppJj.~'ble to all water service turnished to priva:tely" owned: fire 
protection syst~. 

'!he area. adjacent to the Pacific CcI~t known as Rancho Topanga Malibu 
$eqlJi t.. and vicini t7.. tos Angeles Cclunty. 

Per Month 

For each inch of diameter of service coxmeet.ion .' ...... ' $J.OO· 

SPECIAL CONDITIONS 

l. 'lbe fire proteet.ion service connection shall be installed. 'by the 
utilit7 and the cost paid b7 the applicant.. Such payment shall not be 
su'bj¢(.."C to ret\md • 

. 2. The ~ <iiameter tor tire protection servico ~hall be four 
inches.. a.."ld the l:3Ximum. diameter Gha.ll be not more than the di:lmeter ot 
the ma.1n to wh:i.eh the ~erviee is connected .. 

J. It a distribution main ot adequate size to· serve a private tir¢ 
protection systs in add.ition to all other normal service does t\ot exist 
in the street or alley ad.jacent to the premises to 'be served ... then a. 
service tla.in trom the nearest existing main of adequate capacity sh.:U.l. '00 
installed by the utilit7 and tho eost paid by the applicant.. S\l.eh pa.yment, 
shall. not be subject t.c> rotund. •.. 

eI) 

4. Service hereunder is for private fi:-e protect.ion systems to • .... hieh no 
e¢nneetior~ for other than fire protoction purposos are allowed and which are 
regu:.arly' ir.spected by tho underwri tors hav:i.nS jurisdiction.. ~e installed 
aec0rc!i::ls to speci!'ieations of t..~o utility» and. are ma.i...'"l.tai."led. t.o' the sa.tis­
faction or the utility. The \l.tility mnyinstall tho standard d.etector tyPe 
e.cter approved. b7 the Board of Fire Ond.erwriter~ tor protection 3.ga:i.nst. theft, 
leaka,ge or waste o£ water a."ld the cost paid. 'by the applicant.. Such ~ent 
sh3ll not be subject. to re.1\md. .. 

5. !he utility 'Undertakes to supply only such WlI.ter at S\l.ch pres- . 
sure a,., 1:JlJ.Y' be availa.ble at arry time through the normal opera.tion ot" it,:, 
system. 
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Sehcd.w.e No. 5 

PUBLIC ~ HYDAANT SERVICE 

e .... ,. 

(T) '. 

Applicablo to all fire hydrant service 1"urni~hed. to munieip.a.l:!.ties" (1') 
organized tire districts and other poli tical ~ubdivisions· ot the. Stato.. (T)' 

TERRITORY 

The area adjacent to the Pa.cific Coast. known as Rancho1'o:panga (1') 
Halibu Sequit" and. vicinity" los Angeles CountY'. 

Per Month, 

For each hyd.ra.nt ...... ~.~ ••.•.....•. ~ ..... . $1.:50' (1) 

SPECIAL COrmmONS 

1. vlater delivered tor purpo&es other than tire protection &h.ill (N) 
be charged tor at. the quantity ra.tes in Sehed.ule No,. 1... General 
Metered. Service. 

2. Th.e eost or relocation ot a:ny hydr£lnt &h.all be paid by the 
party requesting relocation. 

3. Hydrants shall be connected to the utility's system upon 
receipt or ""%'itten request from oS. public authority. 'l'he""%'itten request 
shall 4esignate the specific location of each hydrant and". whero appro­
priate,. the o'to'%lership,. type a:nd ~ize. 

4. The utility \llldertakes to supply only' such water at such 
prossUN' as m/J.'3' be available at. tmy time through. the normal oportJ.tion i 
of its ~te:n. (N) 


