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Decision No. 84040 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF'XHE STAtE OF CA:LIFORNIA 

In the Matter of the Application of )~ 
ROSSMOOR SANITATION,- INC., for an 
Order Authorizing a Raise in IUtes. 

.. .) 
Appliut1oD. No. 54129 
(Filed JUD~ 22, 1973) 

R.utan & Tuc:ker, by rlford 'W'.. Dahl, 
Attorney at Law, or applicant. 

Geor~e 'B... Goodale, fl)r Moulton 
ParkWay ltesidents Association· i'J:2~ 
"protestant .. 

cass Strelinski, for Park Water Co..; 
R .. H. Kiiiggs, for Albert A. Webb 
Associates; Martin E ~ Whelan z Jr .. , 
Attorney at taW, for various mutUal 
housing c~orations inside Leisure 
World·, Golden Rain Foundation. of 
laguna Hill$ & Professional Community 
Ma.nagement~ Inc.; and Clayson,_ Stark, 
R.othrock & Mann, by Don 'frederick 
Shefte, Attorney at Law, for Silinas 
Utility Services; interested parties. 

Janice E.. Kerr, Attorney at Law, J.. J .. 
GibbOns, and Andrew Tokmakof£, 
lor the Comm:1.Sslon stiff .. 

OPINION .... _- .............. -
By this 8.'Pt>lie&tion, Rosamoor Sanitation, Inc.. (Rossmoor), 

a California corpora.tion, seeks to increase rates for sewer s'ervice 
by $197,384, an annual gross revenue increase of 32 percent.. "!'he 
rate increase request of Rossmoor is based upon the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 1973. 

Notice of public he.a.r:tngs was published, posted, and 
mailed to each customer 4S required by this Comm1ss:f.on. Hearings 
were held before Examiner Mattson in Laguna Hills, california, on 
February 26, 27, and 28, and March 20, and 21, 1974, and in 

Los Angeles, California, on March 22, 1974.. Briefs have been filec1 
and the matter is under submission. 
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History And Operations of Rossmoor 
The CAlifornia Public Utilities Code ~. amended so as ~o 

confer jurisdiction upon this Commission over sewer system corpora­
tions by 1970 Stats. c. 1109, 1971 seats. c. 68 and 1971 suts. c. 
1631. As a result 'of these statutory amendments Rossmoor became 
a. public utility subject to the jurisdiction of this Commission on 
July 1,. 1972. On that date Rossmoor was operating as a public 
utility sewer service company in the C01lt1ty of Orange,. State of 
California. 

l.oGsmoor Sanitation, Inc. commenced its corporate 
existence July 31, 1963-. A certified copy of Rossmoor fs. articles 
of incorporation were filed as an attachment to Application 
No. 53823, filed February 5, 1973. 

Rossmoor Sanitation,. Inc. is a wholly owned subsidiary 
of the 'Rossmoor Corporation. '!'he parent Rossmoor Corporation 
acctuire<1 prot>erty in ~he southeast portion of Orange County for 
the pu:rpose of developing a residential, commercial, and industrial 
eomplex in the early 1960s. Applicant Rossmoor Sanitation, Inc. 
and Roas.moor Water Co., a public utility water corp¢rat1on, are 

both subsidiaries of Rossmoor Corporation. The two subsid:Lar1es 
-provide sewer And wa~er service within the area intended for 
develop~nt by Rossmoor Corporation. Commencing in 1963· Rossmoor 
began 'Providing sewer service in its service area in or about: . 
Laguna Hills, California. 

Within its service area, applicant Rossmoor provides 
sewer serv1ee to substantial residential and commercial areas which 
hav:e been deve.l~<:l since 1963-. Development in· the Rossmoor 
service area is by both affi.l:Lated and ll.on.affUiated subd:tv1ders. 
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A major initial development by Rossmoor Corporation,. ~he 
parent, was a senior citizens resident1s.1 area now known as Laguna. 

Hills Leisure World. Commencing in the latter part of 1963 and 
for some time subsequent, the senior citizens development and 
substantiAlly all single-family residence developments were financed 
by FHA loans. The Federal HOUSing Administration required execution 
of certain agreements regarding sewer service rates.. These agree­
ments, referred to as third-party beneficiary contracts by' applicant, 
established initial maximum ra.tes of $3.50 per dwelling unit per 
month for the Leisure World development and $4.00 per month for 
single-family residence developments. In 1971 a. separate class·1fi­
eat ion for serviee to a. development known as the New World 
Condominium was created and a rate of $4.50 per dwelling unit per 
month was established. Although the agreements provided· procedures 
for rate increases, Rossmoor apparently never attempted to establish 
rates in exeess of the initial maximums by means of such procedures. 

Prior to July 1, 1972 Rossmoor suffered sub$tantial 
operating losses. The retained earnings showed a. deficit of 
$417,563 as of September 30, 1971. The common s'tock equity on the 
balance sheet of RosstIloor is. $1,000,000. The common stock is held 
by the parent Rossmoor Corporation and the $1,000,000 reflects an 
initial 1963 investment by the parent. In addition to the equity 
investment, initial capital was obtained by the sale of Series.A, 
6 percent first mortgage bonds due October 1, 1984 in the amount 
of $,1,600 )000 • 

The development in applicant r s .service area has required 
substantial ~nditures for construction of sewer facilities since 
1963. :Rossmoor has required developers to contribute aewe:r plant 
that is cOllStrueted within their specific projects. In addition to 
eontributions of such in-tract facilities, developers have been' 
required to pay 'R.ossmoor a connection charge for each dwelling. unit 
added to tbe system. These charges are reflected in contributions 
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in .aid of construction and are 'USed by Rossatoot' to build backbone 
plant facilities, inelucling treatment plant. Rossmoor has been 

a.ble to finance necessary plant expansion from contributions since 

its initial capitalization. This fact 18 reflected in Exhibit l~ 
Schedule 9-A, page 41, where applicant shOWs utility plant 1n 
service of $6,313~084, a reserve for depreciation of $931,727 and 
contributions in aid of construction of $3',374,407 as of, 
September 30, 1973. 

Rossmoor utilizes the employees of Rossmoor Water Company 
to perform necessary work. When these employees' perform duties for 
Rossmoor, charges are assigned on a time card distribution basis. 

The record reflects that Rossmoor operates 4 modern, 
efficient sewer system operation. There have been no service 
c0Dlt>laints. The COtnmission staff reported that Rossmoor is a well­
managed cO'clXp4nyand tha.t the aceounting records. and procedures 
were found to conform with gene%ally accepted account;tng·px:1nciples. 

RATE EASE 

Considerable confusion developed in attempt~ to 
reconcile applicant's balance sheet with the determination of an 
appropria.te rate base and capital structure. The in-tract facili­
ties and connection fees from affiliated developers appear on the 
balance sheet as paid-in surplus. 'Xb.e in-tract facilities and 
connection fees from nonaffiliated developers appear on the same 
balance sheet as contributions in aid of construction. Bowever~ 
applicant is clearly in agreement with the basic staff ea.leula.t1on 
of rate base. 

Both ap~11cant and the staff excluded contributed plant 
from rate 'base. Moreover;, the applicant and staff both included 
the in-tract facilities and connection fees from affiliated 
developers in total contributions. The staff used an average of 

beginning and end of fiscal year for utility plant and cons~ct:ton 
in progre~s. The staff did not includ'e plant held for future use 
in utility plant.. The staff allowance for workiDg cash was zer~·. 
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Applicant accepted the staff's cooputa:t1on of' ra~e base 
as set forth in Exhibit 2, paragraph 10 ,page 10, with the exeep-
1:10n of the working cash item. A second disputed'issue regarding 
rate base arose over treatment of the advance deposits for 
construction account. 
Working cash 

Applicant computed its work1ng. cash requirement by 
dividing its annual cash operating expenses by six. The result 
is the cash required to carry the company sixty days under the 

operating expenses it should incur.. However, the staff noted that 
applicant bills for a sixty-day period in advance of service. 
The staff witness concluded that Rossmoor required no working. cash 
since the advance billings on flat rate service would generally 
give Rossmoor a month t

$ lead time over expenses. MOreover, 
expenses other than labor usually lag over a month. 

Witnesses on behalf of Rossmoor alleged that billings 
were not paid protllptly.. However, apl>licant had no cash flow studies 
to support its claimed need for working cash. While applicant's 
rules provide for a delinquency charge for late payments, applicant 
has apparently made no effort to advise its customers of such 
delinquency charges.. Under the circumstances, the staff View that 

applicant's work:tng cash requirements should be met by customer pre­
payments is adopted. 
Advances for Construction 

Both the s taff ~nd applicant included construction work 
in progress in rate base. The applicant's witness Bernard explained 
that at the end of each fiscal year the advance deposits received 
on construction work in progress were added to, the contributions 
accounts (contributions in aid or earned surplus). An account 
identified as advance deposits for construction was reduced by the 
amount of the advances added to contributions. After 1:he fiscal 
year-e~d audit the entries are reversed. 
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The apparent purpose of the described accounting'procedure 
is to accurately reflect the amount of construction work in progress 
(included in rate base) financed by advances received. The . 
advances are added to the contributions accounts and the contri-
butions reduce rate base. The entries are reversed after the 
fiscal year-end accounts are prepared, since a transfer from 
advances for construction to contributions is made when construetion 
is completed on contributed plant, and the work order on such 
construction is closed to the appropriate utility plant accounts. 

.. , ..... 

The advances for construction account represents outstanding billings 
for in-tract construction and· connection fees, and was excluded from 
the rate base calculation. 

Unfortunately the advances transferred to the contri­
butions accounts at fiscal year-end were advances for in-tract 
projects and did not include advances for connection fees. On 
September 30, 1973 the balance accrued in the advances account was 
~472,319 and receivables for the account were $96 !J S89. Connection 
fees represented $323,8.36 of the balance in the account and 
receivables for those fees were $19,264. 

Staff w.itness F1nnstrom testified that he would reduce 
rate base by a portion of the amount in the advance deposits 
account, based on the information he received at the hearing •. 
~ithout an examination of the figures, including an exam1nation 
of bank accounts, he was not able to make a. firm recommendation. 

!he total advances received by applicant at fiscal 
year-end have not been accounted for. Substantia~ payments ha.v:e 
been recei~ed from developers and absent an a.dequate explanation by 

applicant the Comission WQuld be justified in reducing rate base 
by the entire amount received. However, it appears that R08Smoor f s 
billing and collection procedures on advances treat affiliated and 
nonaffiliated developers in substantially t:he same manner. Nothing 
in our record suggests any attempt by Rossmoor and its affiliates to 
control the net balance reflected in the advances account by means 
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of delayed payments. On the contrary, applicant' s a.eeoUi\~ 
procedures appear to be a substantial, albeit uns'Uccessful, effort 
to account for the funds received. 

Connection charges. in the amount of $323,836 remained 
in the advances account on September 30, 1973 and receivables for 
those charges totaled $19,264. The a.mount of contributions 
available to Rossmoor will be increased by $304,000 for the 1:est 
year to reflect the connection fee payments received. 

!he rate base for fiscal year ending September 30, 
1973 adopted by this decision is set forth in table 1.. The rate 
base is $2,007,700. 
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'.table I 

Rossmoor San1tAt1on~ Inc. 

Rate BaGe 

Fiscal Year Ending September 30, 1973 

· : 1/ .. Staff 2/:' 
.. .. · Item : AePlicanr - (Average)- :: · . 

Utility Plant $6~3l3,O84 $5,946,300 Construction in Progress 681,127 541~500 Materials & Supplies 6,000 4,600 ~ork1ng Cash 76 z605 
Subtotal $7,076~816 $6,492,400 

Deductions 
Reserve for Depreciation 931,727 826,800 Contributions 3z374 z407 3z353'z900 

Subtotal $4,306,134 $4,180,700 
Rate Base $2,770,682 $2,311,,700 

1/ EXhibit 1, Schedule 9-A, page 41. 

!! EXhibit 2, page 10. 

Adopted 

: $ 5,946,300 
' 541,500 

4~600 -
$6,,492~400 

826,80°3/ 
3z657z90~ 

$4,484,700 

$2~OO7,700 

'2.1 Includes Advances for Construction .at $304,000. 
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RATEOFRETUrUi 

Rossmoor bas requested a 32 percent increase in existing 
rates and states that it will achieve 4 6.40 perc~nt rate of return 
at proposed rates. Rossmoor's rate of return was computed upon a 
year-ending rate base of $2,770,682. Rossmoor did no~ present an 
analysis of its expected (or proposed) return on common equity at 
the 6.40. percent rate of rett:lrn. 

The staff Finance & Accounts Division presented two 
witnesses in support of staff rate of return Exhibits 3 and 3-A. 
the staff found actual debt. and equity capitalization at 
September 30, 1973 of ~2,039,OOO ~ibit 3, page 4 r 

paragraph 10). Staff witness Gibbons, by Exhibit 14, analyzed the 
applicant's balance sheet. He concluded that the advance deposits 
for construction account contained substantial atnOUnts of customers' 
contributions which should be deducted from the s.ta.ff' s computed 
rate base. In this regard he confirmed the earlier opinion of staff 
witness Firmstrom. 

The staff recommended rates that would procluce- an 
8.1 percent return on total capital of $2,039,200. According to 
the staff's EXhibit 3-A their recommendation would provide a return 
of 7.1 percent on the staffts 1973 rate base of $.2,311~700 and about 
12.6 percent return on 1973 common equity of $596,700. Exhibit 3-A 
states that the staff recommendation requires rates which produce 
net operating revenues of $165,000 and gross revenues of $-795,500, 

and increase in gross revenues of $150,000 or about 23· percent. 
Rossmoor contends that the orig1na.l equity inves1:ment C?f 

$1,000,000 should be recognized in the return allowance. We will 
adopt the staff view that the original equity investment must be 

reduced to reflect the past operating losses.. If we adopted 

Rossmoor's view the stocl(b,older-parent would, in effect" recoup the 
entire deficit in earned surplus from the present customers. We will 
not authorize a regulated utility to charge its .customers additional 
amounts in order to recoup past operating losses. 
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The evidence in this proceeding presents the CommiSsion 
with a variety of different rate of return recommendations. 
»eeision No. 80374 dated August 15, 1972 in Application 
No. 52796 authorized Rossmoor's a!£iliat~d water company 
a rate of return of 7.4 pereent which enables t:hat utility to 
earn approximately 8. 79 percent return on equity. Table II sets 
forth our adopted rate of return of 7.31 percent. Based upon the 
staff's capital Structure, the adopted rate of return should enable 
applieant to achieve a retu.n of 10 pe=cent on 1~z common equity. 

R;~sm.:rs OF OPERAT:;:ONS 

Table· III below sets £cr~h a cOtn?~.r1son of the results 
of operations prcsent~d by applicant ~nd the s~ff, as well as 
the ado~ted resul~s of oper&~ions. We shall utilize the fiscal year 

1,973. 'Q'e have set forth our conclusic:lS on the ~ppropr:ta1:e rate 
base a'O.d the rate- of return for applicant. '!he epplicane has 
stated that it would accept the summary of earniDgs a$ set forth in 
staff EXhibit 2, with the exception of the federal income tax 

calculation of the staff. Counsel appearing for various mutual 
housing corporations inside Leisure World and other interesteo 
parties (Lei$~~ World) contends that the applicant has improperly 
excluded $4,700 of interest income from advance deposits from 1973 
revenues. 

• 
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Ta.ble II 

Rossmoor Sanitation, Inc. 

Capital Structure 

Fiscal Year Ending September 30, 1973 

.. . :Ratios of: Cost or . .. .. . 1 : :Investec'l : Allow-. 
Item .. Amount-' :Percent: C2.Eita1 : a.nce .. 

Long-Term Debt $l,442,500 25.021- 70.74% 6.197-
Contributions 3,724,407 64.62 -Common Stock Equity 596.1 715 10.56· 29.26 10.00 

Toea1 $5,763,622 100.007. lOO.OOi. 

Adopted Rate of Rcttlrn 

1/ Sto.ff' S Exhibit 3, page 4, paragraph 10. 
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The Federal Income Tax calculation 
In its calculation of federal income tax in this' 

proceeding, applicant computed its ~ depreciation allowance for 
federal tax purposes on ~he basis of the amount it will actually 
have available. Applicant's, calculation results in a lower 
depreciation allowance (and a higher total income tax) than the 
staff's calculation. Prior to July 1, 1972 applicant 'has 'taken the 

more rapid accelerated depreciation available under the 'federal tax 

statutes. Although applicant was incurring operating losses, the 

depreciation for tax purposes was available because applicant filed 
federal income tax returns on a consolidated bas'is with its parent 
corporation. Depreciation on contributed plant is not included in 
the tax calculation. As a result of the rapid depreci.ation taken 

in prior years, applicant no longer has available the tax deprecia­
tion allowance computed by the staff fer federal tax purposes. 

'!he staff urges that applicant's use of the deprec:Lation 
actually allowable deprives today'5 ratepeyers of the benefits of 
depreciation to which they are entitled. The staff does not appear 
to dispute applicant's contention that it bad ~ed up substantially 
all available accelerated depreciation prior to becoming a public 
utility under this Commission's jurisdiction. 

We have attempted to adopt the capital structure and 
,rate base of applicant as it exists at the present time. In O~ 
rate of return and rate base analysiS we excluded capital consumed 
by past operating losses and all contributed plant. Consistent with 
our analysis of capital structure a.nd ra.te base, the basis of 
applicant r s property :r.n terms of d~reciation available for federal 
income tax purposes should be taken as the basis available as of 
July 1, 1972. 
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The right to utilize the more rapid depreciation under 

the federal tax laws and reduce tax liability was available to 

applicant and its parent prior to July 1, 1972. Applicant and its 
parent exercised. that right when Rossmoor was not subject to our 
jurisdiction.. There is nO' suggestion o~ any impropriety in the 
past conduct or applicant Or its parent corporation. Under the 

circumstances it does not appear reasonable to impute allowances for 
tax depreciation in excess of those available to Rossmoor. 

The total income tax liability is based' upon applicant's 
computa.tion of actual federal tax liability tor 1913-. 
Interest Income 

Counsel for Leisure World argues that interest income 
from developer's advance contributions should not be excluded from 
Rossmoor's revenues. The contention is that this income is derived 
from customer money. 

We have reduced ~ate base 'by the estimated advance deposits 
for construction available to P~ssmoor. Rossmoor's transactions 
with affiliated and nonaffiliated developers have reduced the need 
for investment capital. Based on the evidence available we conclude 
that Rossmoor's transactions With affiliated and nonaffiliated 
developers have not. been detrimental to RossQOor's customers. 

We do not have a detailed report on Rossmoor's past and 
present use of advance contributions from ~evclopers- Under the 
c1rc~tances, we Will exclude 'Che interest income item from the 
1973 results of operations. Such exclusion at this time appears 
reaso~able because the transactions With developers appear to be 
conducted to the advantage of Rossmoor and its customers. However, 
we Will re~uire that interest income be credited to the contributions 
account-in the future in order to properly account tor such funds. 
Ado'Oted Results 

The adopted results of operations for Rossmoor are set 

forth in Table III~ The adopted results include the cost 0'£ ~lectric 

power at rates in effect on November 13, 1974- This item increases 
the operating and maintenance expenses by approximately $1;,300. 
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Tabl~ III 

RoS8mOOr Sanitation, Inc. 

:A:e:elicsnt ~Exb.ib:1.t 2~: Starr (Exhibit 2 j: .A.do'Dt~d .' . 
: : ~cp.cmy : : Company: At : At 7.31% : 
: Prese:::.t : Proposed : Presont : Propooed: Preunt: Rate- o! :-

Item : Rates : Rates : Rates : Rates : Rates : Return . 
~ " 

(Dollars in ~~) 

Opera.ting :Reve1l,ues $640.0 $8;7.4 $644.7 $844-.. 9' $644 .. 7 $802 .. 4 

.Q:peratine;: ~nMS 
331.GY ;31.~ Ma:intene:a.ce 284.5 284.,5 316 .. 3 ;16.3 

Administrative &- Gen. 72.0 ' 72.0 71.6 71.6 7l.6 71.6 
Depreciation 88.5 88.5 59'.8 59.8 59.8 59.8 
'.taxes, Other than , 

Income l03.2 103 .. a 126.2 126.2- 126.2 126.2 
~eome 'Taxes 2.1 11.2.0 0.1 §2.2; 0.1 66.4 

'l'ot81 Expenses $557.; $660 .. 2 $574 .. 0 $66} .. Z' $589.} $655.6 
Met Opera.ting 

Revenues , $82.8 $l77.2 $70 .. 7 $181 .. 7 $5,5.4 $l46 .. 8' 

Iw.g .. Rate :8Me $2,'770 .. 7 $2,770 .. 7 52.311 .. 7 $2,311 .. 7 S2~007.7 $2,007 .. 7 

Rate 01' :Return 2.99% 6 .. ~ ;.06% 7 .. 86t:6 2.76% 7.;1% 

y Electric power at November 1;, 1974. 
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RATES AND CHA1tGES 

Revenue Reguirement 
Based upon our 1973 estimated results of operations and 

rate base, applicant's proposed rates would result in net operating 
revenues of $167, 000 f~r the fiscal year 1973·. Applicant's -proposed 
rates would result in an 8.3 percent rate of return. 

We have determined that the reasonable rate of return 
is 7.31 percent.. Applicant's proposed rates are excessive. Based 
on our adopted estimates,. applicant will require an increase of 
$157,700 in gross operating revenues in order to achieve a return 
of 7 .. 31 percent.. The required increase in gross revenues. is 24 
percent .. 
Applicant's Present and Proposed Rates 

The present rates of applicant for residential sewer 
service range from $3.50 per month per dwelling unit to $4.50 per 
month per dwelling unit. 'I'he present .ate structure purportedly is 
the result of a cost study made by Toups Engineering prior to July 1, 
1972'. The study is no- longer available .. 

The applicant proposes to retain the existing rate 
relationships by increasing the rates by a uniform percentage. 
The staff supports this proposal. 

The present $3 .. 50 rate applies to "Restricted Family 
Residences" .. The $4 .. 00 rate applies to "Unrestricted Family 
Residenees ff

.. The $4.50 rate applies to the unrestricted class 
where Rossmoor's ownership of sewer lines terminateswith1n five 
feet of the building line, or extends under the building foundatioti .• 

Rossmoor's Rule No. 1 defines Restricted Family Reside~~$ 
as dwelling units restricted to adult only occupancy (by recorde4 
deed or zoning) and all one bedroom. apartment uni'tS. UnreseriC:!;ed 
Family Residences are units which do not have adult only occupancy" 
restrictions by recorded deed or· zoning. '~,,'j 
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The s teLff recommends that the word "restricted·' be deleted 
in the rule and rate schedules. The staff con~ends that the term 
"restricted" 1t:ap1ies invidious discriminatory practices.. We do not 
agree.. !he term. appears to be descriptive of the situat:ion.within 
Leisure World, a retirement community where residential areas are 
restricted to adult oecU{')8ncy only .. 

The proposed uniform percentage increase 15 strongly 
oJ:)posed by various mutual housing eorporations inside Leisure World. 
A cost study was presented on behalf of these interested customers. 
The Cost Study 

Exhibit 16 was .a eost study presented on behalf of various 
mutuals within Leisure World. The Leisure ~orld restricted 
customers argue that the cost study establishes that the restricted 
customer classes are entitled to substantially lower rates than 
applicant proposes. 

The cost study purports to fully allocate Rossmoor's costs 
for the 1973 fiscal year.. Expenses for effluent disposal, pumping 
and treatment were allocated on assigned volumes of sewage. 
Colleetion and transmission expense was allocated us~ length'of 
mains; customer aecount expense was allocated by number of bills. 
Exhibit 16 d~elops rates based on the cost study.whieh produce 
gros~ revenues of $845,231. 

The proposed rates in Exhibit 16 would change the monthly 
charge to unrestricted customers from $4.00 to $7 .. 76. Res~1cted 
rates, now $3,.50 monthly, would be $3.49. The commercial rate of 
$0 .. 50 per 1,000 gallons would increase to $1.03 pcr 1,000 gallons of 
sewage. 

Witness Roward prepared and testified in s~pport of the 
cos t s-tudy.. He assigned volumes of sewage' flow to each customer 
class. Volumes of sewage for respective residential customer classes 
were developed by an inspection of the volumes of water taken by each 
cla,ss. Data. on delivered water was available from the water 
companyrs rate proceedings. The estimated sewage volumes per 
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dwelling unit were checked against data 00 the average number of 
residents per dwelling unit in the restricted area and the unre­
stricted single-family residen'tial areas. Witness Howard test,ified 
that the accepted estimates of sewage production per person~ applied 
to the average persons per unit data, confirmed his estimates of 
sewage flow for residential customer classes. 

The appliea.nt presented rebuteal evidence.. A seudy by 

Rossmoor of volumes of water delivered to the New World customers 
(an unrestricted class at the $4.50 rate) was compared to MU~ls 
60 and 61 (restricted customers at the. $3.50 rate). The restricted 
mutuals took an average of 210.64 gallons per day per l%leter in 
con~ast to the New World average of 177.14 gallons per day per 
meter. 

Witncss Howard did not attempt to challengc the claim 
that Mutuals 60 and 61 would, under the assumptions used 1n the 
cost study, generate more sewage per unit than the New World area. 
He testified that the units in M%.1tua.ls 60 :toe 61 are quite similar 
to a house ~hile most of the res1:ricted, area units are ap.o.rtmcnt 
complexes, condominium type. He stated that his data would be. 

affected only minutely because Mutuals 60 and 61 are ~nly 142 units. 
The explanation of witness Howard raises serious questions 

regarding the validity of Rossmoor's residential customer classifi­
cations. A prior sewer company eost of service study by witness 
Howard (for california City) did not differentiate beeween restricted 
and unrestricted classes. The rates adopted in california City did 
establish higher rates for single-family residences than for other 
dwelling units, according to witness Howard. '!he evidence regarding 
Mutuals 60 and 61 indicates that classifications based on multiple 
units as coc.tras ted to single-family type housing ml!y be mor,e 
appropriate than tbe restricted-unres'tricted classifications used by 

Rossmoor. 
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Not only is the lower cost restricted classification 
for Mutuals 60 and 61 suspect, but a.lso customer groups unrepresented 
by separate counsel were averaged into the restricted-unrestricted 

classes. In the case of mobile homes unrestrictec!, assigned volume 
of water used to develop the data to assign costs was an average 
of figures for the res~icted snc! un:-estricted areas. Witness 
Howard stated there were a minimal number of customers 80 i~ did 
not affect the numbers very much. 

Using.witc.ess Roward's average figures, 'costs a.llocated 
to mobile homes (unrest:1cted) would apparently result in a monthly 
rate of $3.83, Crable 6, alloeated expenses; Table 1, number of 
connections). However, these minimal numbers of customers fall 
in'to the unrestricted class· and were averaged into that group. 
Their proposed monthly rate becomes $7.76.. As to this small group 
of customers, averaging has affected their numbers very much indeed. 

If the cost study is assumed to be valid, the present 
residential customer classifications of Rossmoor would appear to 
be invalid. Witness Howard'$ testimony that the Leisure World ax:ea 
is largely apartment-type condominium housing may explain why his 
sssigned costs are lowest for the restricted class. It does not 
explain why the restricted to adults only:lass1f1eation should be 
continued when that classification includes all types of residential 
hOUSing. '!he differential in residential rates between restricted 
and unrestricted· customers cannot be continued indefinit:ely if its. 
only support is "rate history". 

Both applicant and the staff recommend uniform percentage 
increases to all customers. No party has requested any change in 

substance in Rossmoor' s t>resent customer classifications. While 
we must recognize that this is our first review of Rossmoor' s 
residential rate classifications ~ we cannot a.ccept those existing 
classifications uncritically-
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The residential customer rate classification based upon 
ownership of' sewer lines Will be discontinued. This classification 
has a present monthly rate of $4.50 to New ~~rld customers. Not 
only is the additional $0.;0 charge 'Unsupported by any evidence of' 
additional cost related to such surcharge~ the evidence regarding 
Mutuals 60 and 61 indicates that New World customers may genera~ 
less sewage per dwelling unit than 'mutuals that qua11f.y for the 
$3.50 monthly rate. 

At this time we 'Will continue the existing rate differ­
ential of $0.;0 monthly between restricted and unrestricted. classes. 
The rate increase authorized herein will increase the remaining 
rczidentiaJ. rate' classifications by the same a~'Unt_ The resulting 
rate spread will continue t.he present $0.50 differential· 'between the 
residen~iaJ. classes. 

Rossmoor should, by a study 01" customer classes, present 
revised classifications which delete the restricted to adult only 
distinction. The record indicates that rate classifications for 
residential sewer service have been based upon the type ot dwelling 
unit (single-family residence vs. apartment units). The number of 
occupants per unit or t.he square footage per unit may proVide a· 
basis or classi.fication.. If' no rational baSis can 'be round or 
recommended, a single reSidential flat rate may become appropriate. 
Connection Charges 

The Hydraulic Branch or the U~ilities Division '0£ the 
starf Opposes continuation or the connection cnarge received by 

Rossmoor for each new service added. The connection charge in 
question is used to pay for backbone plant. New construc~ion in 

Rossmoor's service area is by developers. Developers pay the cost­
or in-tract mains and services as well as such.¢Onnection charges. 
The position or the Hydraulic Branch of the Utilities Division is 
that such connection charges are unfair. The Charges clearly involve 
a contrioution of money to the utility for the privilege of receiving 
service. The Hydraulic Branch contends that such a charge is 
inconSistent With established regulatory poli~. 
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!he Finance and Accounts Division of the staff, counsel 
for Leisure T.Vorld, and applican~ recommend retaining the connection 
charges. There is no contention that connection charges have 
been improperly used by Rossmoor.. '!he fact is that 65 percent of 
the capital used to supply utility plant is represented by monies 
from such charges and in-tract contributions. 

Sewer. service in the State of california is provided 
la.rgely by publicly owned systems. Only a. vuy small number of 
sewer systems are privately owned operations und~ this Commission's 
jurisdiction. Connection charges similar to Rossmoorfs a.e a 
common 'Practice in the 'Publicly owned system. Such charges are 
collected to finance ~lant construction. 

If we were to terminate Rossmoor's connection charges, 
developers in Rossmoor's service area would benefit by lower 
construction costs. Customers of Rossmoor would, in the future, 
support additional invested capital required for plant construction 
in their rates.. The termination of connection charges- would require 
present customers, who enjoy lower rates as a result of the unusually 
large a.mount of contributed plant, to pay higher rates as a result 

of a lower level of contributions. 
We agree with the Hydraulic Branch that large ~mounts 

or eustomer supplied capital require careful surveillance. The 
situation is subject to possible abuse. our order will ests.blish 
appropria~o accounting requirements and co~trol$ tor the 
contributed monies, for such contributions should not be, confused 

with earned sUX'1?lus. 
The 'Practice of using connection charges to pay for 

utility plant cons~ction 10 the sewer industry is too well 
established and too pervasive to alter at this late date. It has 

benefited Rossmoor's customers~ and they support its continuation. 
Connection charges will be authorized, subject to appropriate 

regulations as set forth by our order herein. 
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AD VALOREM TAXES 

Counsel for Leisure World has called the matter of ad 
vnlorem taxes to O\lr attent10n. The Orange County Assessor has 

imposed ad valorem taxes upon contributed plant as well as the 
plant financed by the capital invested in Rossmoor's oper~tions. 
Of course, RosstIloor is not entitled to 8. return on contri~ted plant, 
and we have excluded contributee plant from rate base. 

The Los Angeles County Assessor does not impose taxes 
upon contributed plant, and substantial arguments ·may be advanced 
in support of such exclusion. However, the Orange County AssessOl:' 
has rejected those arguments and the test year reflects the tax 

imposed on contr1buteci plant. We cannot determine the exect 

additional cost to customers of the ad valorem t3.X on contribute<1 
plant, but it appears to be in excess of $50,000 for the test 
year 1973. 

We cannot, of course, predict the ot:tcome of any informal 
or formal action Rossmoor may take regarding this tax matter. 
'What is clear is that Rossmoor management cannot expect the 
Commission to recognize the very high annual cost to its eastomers 
of the present ad valorem tax situation unless Rossmoor has. pursued 
all available reasonable appeals to reduce this cost. Rossmoor will 
be required to report on the action taken. Such report 
shall include proposed rate reductions if Rossmoor is able to obtain 
any subs.tantia1 reduction of its present ad valo:em tax expense •. 
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INTERESTED PARTIES 

Salinas Utility Services (Salinas), a public utility 
sewer 'corporation, appears as an interested ?a.rty:in' this 
~roceeding. On behalf of itself and other ~rivately owned sewer 
corporations, salinas expresses concern that deter~tions' made 
in this proeeeding might bind other regula'ted sewer :corporations 
by way of dictum. We can only respond that the regulatory principles 
applied to Rossmoor will be applicable to other pri~ately owned 
sewer corporations. '!h::.s Commission intends to ass~e Cal1foro.ia 
utility customers adequate service at r~ona.ble rat.e.s. 
Finding~ 

1. It is reasonable to use the fiscal year ending 
Septembar 30, 1973 for the test year in esttmating ~he =evenue 
requiretnents of applicant.. ' 

2.. A reasonable ra1:4 of return for app11can'C is 7.31 
percent based upon the 1973 test year. , 

3. The reasonable estimates for. applicant's :-.results of 
d ' 

operations, rate base, and rate of return for the -;:est year 1973 
are set forth in Table III. 

4.. Applicant's annual gross revenues for th.e test yeJJ.r 1973 
are estimated' as $644,700 at present rates. Applicant requires 
annual gross revenues of $802,400 in order to achieve a rate of 
return ~£ 7~31 .percent. 

5,. Applieant will be authorized to increase rates by 
$157,700 annually, an increase in gross revenues of 24 percent .. 

6. '!'he increases in rates- and charges authorized herein 
are reasonable. The present rates and charges, insofar as they 
differ from those herein. prescribed,. are for the future unjust 
and unreasonable .. 
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7. The presen~ residential customer classifications of 
applicant are unreasonable. Applicant should file amended rules 
deleting the residential customer classification for Unrestricted 
Family Residences 'based upon ownership of sewer lines. Applicant 
should prepare recommended revised rates and rules for res~ential 
customer classes after further study. The parties ~ this proceeding 
should be given an opportunity to comment upon any such proposed 
rates and rules. 

S. Applicant should deve+op. and present recorded' data for 
12 months ending December 31 of the year preceding, a:n.y test year 
presented in any future' rate proceeding. The test yea:r should also 
be presented as 12 months ending December 31. Applie:ant should 

"' pre~ore and present a detailed account of its use of advances 
received from developers in any future rate proceeding. Applicant 
should account for all connection fees and in-tract contributed 
plant as contributions and not as paid-in surplus. 

9. Applicant should use straight-line remaining life deprecia­
tion rates as set forth in Exhibit 2, Ta.ble 3 of this proceeding 
until further study becomes neeessary. Review o£ depreciation 

, accruals should be made at intervals of not more than three years .. 
10. Applicant should continue its present practice of 

requiring developers to contribute in-tract plant and to pay' 
connection fees. The amount. charged developers for connection 
roes sbould 'be established as a condition of service- filed 'With 
this Commission. 

11. The application should· be granted to the extent set .:f"orth 
,in the pre ceding f'1nd1ngs upon the conditions set forth in the 
f'ollowing, order. • 

o R D E R 
~ -.. ......... -

IT IS ORDERED that: 
1. Arter theerrective date- of this order applicant is 

authorized to f'ile the revised rate schedules and rules attached 
to this order as Appendix A. Such filing'shall comply With . General 
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Orc.er No. 96-Series. The effective date of the revised" schedules 
shall be five days after the date of filing. The revised schedules 
shall apply only to service rendered on and after ~he effective date 
of the revised schedules. 

2. Applicant shall file amended rules deleting the residential 
customer rate classification for Unrestricted Family Residences based 
upon o~ersh1p of sewer lines. 

:3. Applicant shall prepare a st'Udy and recommend revised rates 
and rules for classification of residential customers within s~ 
months of the effective date of this order. Applicant shall file 
such report and recommendation with the Commission and concurrently 
serve all appearances with a copy of such filing. All appearances 
m~y comment on such report Wi thin sixty days atter the date or 
filing. 

4. Applicant, in any report filed With this Commission, shall 
account for all contributions of in-tract plant and connection fees 
received £rom developers" both affiliated and nona£f1liated, as 
contributions in aid of: construction and not as paid-in surplus. 
Interest ~~come on advance deposits for construction shall be 
acco'Unted tor as a credit to the contributions aCCOtmt. 

5. Applicant shall refile rate Schedules Nos. 4 and $ as 
conditions of service,. and shall ~t forth the a~unts to be charged 
as connection fees at the levels presently charged. MOdification of 
the amounts- to be charged shall be by adVice letter filing and shall 
be subject to approval by resolution of the Commission. 

6. Applicant shall adopt stra1ght-1L~e remaining life 
depreciation rates as set forth in the staff's Exhibit 2" Table :3. 
Applicant shall determine the accruals for depreciation by dividing 
the original cost, of the utility plant, less- estimated .future net 
salvage, less depreciation reserve, 'by the estimated rema:fning'life 
of the plant. Applicant shall review the depreciation rates whenever 
major changes in utility plant composition occur or at intervals of 
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not mo~e than three years. Results of these reviews shall 'be sub­
mitted·to this Commission. 

7. Applicant shall make all reasonable efforts to o'b~in 

relief from the taxes presently imposed on contributed plant. 
Commencing six months £rom the effective date ot -ehis order. 
applicant shall advise the Commission starf or the action taken and 
shall continue to advise the stat!' of the status of the matter until 
such efforts are concluded. Should applicant. obtain a reduction 
in i'ts "taX expenses in this matter, applicant shall advise the 
Commission st.a£f and propose appropriate rate reductions. 

The effective date or this order shall 'be twenty days 
after the date hereof. .... 

&n Diego I / zt. 
Dated at , California, this _""'.;..... .. __ . FEB~~~U~AR~Y~----------~ day or _________ ~, 1975 • 

• ... .. ~ . ;. ,.,-.. 
' .. ,'" 

COmmissioners 
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APPUCABItITY 

APPENDIX A 
Page 1 ot S 

. Schedule No. 1 

CENERAI. RESIDENTIAL SERVICZ 

Appl1ea.ble to General ae"1dential Sewer Service. 

TERRI'l'ORY 

El Toro, Laguna H1J.J.:s", Ros-'llloor I.e1:5Ul"e World and v:1d.n1t :r, Orange 
CO\lXlty. 

RATES FOR SEWER SERVICE 

.. 

.. _ .•....... $4 .. 95 per month1 per (I) 
~s1dent1al. d.welling unit 

(D) 

................ $4.45 per month1 l*" (I) 
~:5ident1aJ. dweJ.ll:lg 'Unit 

TEF/MS OF PAYMENT 

All :.ewer charge:. are payable in advance on the t1r:5t day ot th~ period. 
tor Which the 'bill is rendered. 

ASSOCIATIONS, APARTMENtS, CONDOMINIUMS, AND OTHER'MULTIPtE RESIDENCES 

When more than one residential dwelling unit is eemected to the ~tem 
01' Ro:.,moor 'bY' :.er:v1ce connections less in n1Jm.ber than the n~ 01' 
re,identia.l d'WelJ.1ng. units serviced, the rate per re:5ident1a.l dwell1ng \mit, 
~ set forth &Oove, ,hall 'be -due and payable tor each and e'Vf!J'r"7 living or 
dwelling unit connected. to the :r,r3ten... 
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APPI..ICABnITY 

APPErmIX A 
Page 2 ot S 

Schedule No. 2 

COMMERCIAL AND INDUSTRIAL SERVICE -

Applicable to commere1a.l and. iDd~trial service. 

TERRITORY. 

El Toro, laguna Hills, Rossmoor I.eiStll"O World and vie1n1ty" Or8Jlge Count:r. 

SERVICE CHARGES TO COMMERCIAL AND INDUSTRIAL SERVICE 

(A) The serv1ce charge to commercial and industrial ~tome~, hereinafter 
in this rule re!e~ to as "customer"" shalJ. 'be based. on the actual 
amo\Jtlt of sewage to be discharged into the Ro~%IlOOr Sanitation, Inc. 
sy5tem. . 

(B) The basic ~ervice charge shall ~ $0.63 per 1,,000 gallons ot sewage (I) 
to' be discharged. The 1Ilinimum service charge shall be the amount 
equal to the charge for single-family residences, as ~ forth in 
Tari!£ Sheet No.1 of Rossmoor sanitation> Inc .. 

(C) The actual amount of sewage so discharged shall be de!ined and. 
determined· by Rosmnoor S8ll1ta.tion, Ine. in a.ccordance with one ot 
the following method:s: 

Method.' 1: 

By the a:ppliea.tion of a -water use factor to the amount. of' metel"ed. 
domestic water U3e ot the customer's est.a.blishment. 

The eustomer's establishment shall be cla.ssified &:5 to the ratio 
between the ra.te of sewage discharge and the a.ctual metered rate of 
domestic water use. Said ratio shall be determined. by Rossmoor 
Sanitation, Inc. and shall be termed "factor" ... 

( Continued)' 
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Sehed:ule No. 2 

SERVICE CHARGES TO COMMERCIAl AND INDUSTRIAl SERVICE - Contd. 

Exmnple: Cla.s~ 1 esta.bliahment 

Metered. wa.ter use by cu.st¢mer's establishment tor a two-month oD'ing 
period - 20,.000 gallons - Factor 0.9. 

Service charge tor the twc-month bi1 J:S ng period equal:J 
20 X 0.9 x $0.63 - $1l.~4. 

Metho<1.1 shs.ll be ""eel. init1all.y tor all commercial. and 1ndu:strial 
establishments. 

Rossmoor Sanitation, Inc .. may change said. faetor or estimated d.1seha.rge 
ra.te £rem. time to t:1me on the ba,.,1s· ot the iner~e or the decrease 
in the e:5t~ted. sewage discharge rate .. 

Method Z: 

By the actual measurement by meter se"Wa8e ~charge trom the customer's 
establishment and the a.pplj.c:a.tion ot the service charge to tb. mea.:sured 
discharge .. 

:&=ample: Measured total sewage discharge trcm CU3tomer's esta'bli:lhment 
tor a t'Wo-mon:th bi J11t1g per:toct - 22,000 gallons. 

~rvice charge tor the t'Wo-month billing period equaJ,:, 

(I) 

22x $0.63· $13.86 . <:) 
Th1s method shall be used only when requested by' the ~tomer? and only 
'\oIhere metering ot the sewage discharge is pos~i'ble and. pra.ctical. All 
metering shall be performed. 'by or 'Ulld.er the supervision o! Ros=oo,/:, 
Sanitation, Inc. and. a.t the expen.ze of the customer. . 

( Continued.) 
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Sched.u1e No. :2 

COMMERCIAl M:m. INDUSTRIAL SttVICE 

SERVICE CHARGES TO COMMERCIAL AND INDUSTRIAL SERVICE - Contd. 

Method): 

l3j" the estilllation by Rossmoor Sanit.at1on, Inc. o£the sewage d1:5charge 
ra.te !rom. the ~tomer' s e~'b1i:;hment. 

The estimated, sewage discharge rate shall be ~ on :standard. and , 
a.ccepted. methods such as :f'ixtures, unit count, etc. 

~ple: E:stima.ted total sewage di:scharge tor a two-month b111itlg 
period' - 22,000 gallons .. 

Service charge tor 'the two-month biJ1ing periO<1 equals 
22 x $0.63 - Sll.S6 

This method. shall be used onJ,y where no record.5 of aetu.a.l water U3e are 
ava1lable and. where meteriXlg of sewage di:seha.rge is impra.ctical. 

Ros=.oor Sanita.tion, Inc. may change said. factor or est~~ di5clla.rge 
ra.te !'rom time to time on the 1:>43is of the increase or the decr~e 

(I) 

in the estimated. sewage discharge rate. 

CD) The basic rate of $0.65 per 1,000 gallons tor sewerage service shall (I) 
apply "Nhere sewage ~charged is eq,'U1valent in stretlgth to o~ 
domestic sewage. For the purpose or the~e rules ordin&r.r domestic 
sewage shall be defined. as sewage continually hsving a :s~pended. 
solid.s concentration not exce~ 300 P}:m, a 5~y B.O.D .. of not :core 
than 300 P'}:Xll, and having no unusual concentration of ehemiea.l.s or 
minerals 'Which would. have an adverse etteet on the Ros=oor Samtation, 
Inc~ :5ewerage sY'3tem. 

( Continued) 
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APPENDIX A 
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Schedule No .. 2 

COMMERCIAL ~ INDUSTRIAL SERV!CE 

·e 

.... 

SERVICE CHARGFS TO COMMERCIAL AND INDUSTRIAl. SERVICE - Contd .. 

(E) Should. sewage discharged by arty' commercial or industrial eotabliohment 
be determined to ha.ve ,uspended ,oll.do or B.O.D .. concentra.tion i..'"'1 
exce3$ or 300 ppn tor significant periods or time, the basic rate tor 
tha.t o~ta.blishment shall be increased by the ratio between the 
dete~ed. actual B .. O .. D. or suspended. :3olids concentra.tion and 300 ppn, 
whichever ratio is the larger. 

J?ca.mple: Determined B.O.D. - 400 p:pn 
Detemined. ,uspend.ed :3olid.:!l concentra.tion - 450 ppm. 

450-· 
Service charge - ~ x $0.63 .. $0.945 per 1,000 gall0n:5 or actual (I) 

:ewage discharge 

(F) Should. the sewage discharged by MY commercial or industrial establiohment 
be determined. by Ro:samoor SardtJ3.tion, Inc. to have exco,oive concentrll.­
tione or a.dver~e chemi<:al:3 orminerw, the b~ic ra.te will be increMed. 
by a factor establi~hed b't.r Ros~oor &n1ta.tion, Inc .. ba..sed. on. th4!l e!1"ect 
ot ,aid. concentration!l on the Ro:33moor Sanit..s.t1on, Inc. oewora.ge ~tem. 
Rossmoor Sanit4tion, Inc. mIJ.Y' change :said taetor froe time to time on' 
the b~is or ~1S or sewage quality .. 

(G) In no case Will Flossmoor Sanitation, Inc. a.ccept sewage hAving either 
B.O.D. or ,us~d.oo. solidz concentrations in exeess or SOO pp:n ror 
significant periods or time, or :sewage having ehclc.al or mineral. 
concentratiorr= Which, for signi!ie::mt periods ot time, w1ll have 
ex;ces~ive adveX"e effect on the Ros$:loor So.nitcltion, Inc. system. The 
degree or significance shall oe deter:nined 'by Ros21oor Sardtation, 
Inc. For further delineation or limitation or wastes see other (D) 
sections or these Rules and Regulations. 

( Continued) 
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APmJDIX A 
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Schedule No. 2 

COMMERCIA!. tJ!Q. INDUSTRIAL SERVICE 

SERVICE CHA.RC'I:'~ TO COlOO:RCIAL AND INDUSTRIAL SERVICE - Contd. 

(H) Should RosSDloor Sanitation, Inc. determinjIJ thn.t a:rry co::c.erci.!lJ. or 
industrial ~tomer is " tor zigr.i!icant perioGs 0: time, &cha.rging 
sewage into its' :5~tem which doe$ not comPl1 ~th the l1mit&tio~ or 
Para.gra.ph (G) a.bove, Roz:moor Sa.n1t.9.tion, Inc. '!!JAy upon two d.a.~' 
written notice, discontinue service t.o t.ha.t e\!Stomer indetil:litely 
or until tha.t eu"tomer furn1shez satisf8.etory evidence of continuing 
conformance with the limitation or said Para.gra.ph (C) .. 

(I) Rossnloor Sanitation, Inc. mtJ:'.! re<;:uire from any prospective CU5tomer, 
and prior to commencement 01' zervice to that c~tomer" a. =tatement 
as to the quantity and quality of sewage to' be discharged into its­
system. A.t the option or P.os~oor Sanitation, Inc. the statement 
may be U=~ to a:n::r degree in determining the sanita.tion ~ce !ee 
to be eharged the customer.. In the event. t.here is a. d.i!rerenee 
between the basiz tor service fee deter.mi%led b.7 Rossmoor Sanitation, 
Inc. and. that received. from the prospective C\Wtomer, RosSDloor 
Sanita.tion, Inc. shall make appropriate determination. ('1') 
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(A) 

(B) 

(E) 

APPENDIX A 
Page 7 or g 

PARAGRAPHS MODIFIED OR DELETED 
SCHEDUIZS A.~D RTJLES 

(Present Schedule No.4) 

CONNECTION' CHARGES FOR RESIDENTIAL CUSI'OMERS 

The connection charge for an.y tmrestricted family 
residential dwelling unit shall be m9.00 for each (0) 
dwelling"unit·. (D) 

The connection charge for any multiple family residential 
dwelling unit shall be $119.50 for each dwelling unit. ~g~ 

Rossmoor Sanitation, Inc. may require from any prospeC'tive 
residential customer and prior to commencement o£ service 
to that customer, a statement as to the quantity and. 
quality of sewage to be discharged into its ~Jste~ At 
the option of Rossmoor Sanitation, Inc. the Statement may 
be used to check if the connection fee to be charged to (T) 
the customer should be residential or commerCial, if it b 
dOes not meet the characteristics of ordinary domestic 
sewage as to quantity and quality. ( ) 

(Present Schedule No.5) 

CONNECTION CHARGES FOR 
COMMERCIAL AND INDUSTRIAL CUSTOMERS 

(B) The baSic connection charge shall be an amount equal to 
the number of gallons of sewage to 'be discharged into 
the Rossmoor sanitation, Inc. system each day times $0.60. (C) 

(D) 

(E) The minimum connection charge for any commercial or 
industrial establishment shall 'be $239.00 and no (C) 
adjustment below that amo'tlnt will be allowed.' 

(Continued) 
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APPENDIX A 
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(Presen~ Schedule No.5) 

CONNECI'ION CHARGES FOR 
COMM&RCIAL AND INDUSTRIAL CUSTOMERS 

C COn~inued) 

(G) If the sewage discharged by a commercial or industrial 
establishment does not conform to the definition of ordinary 
domestic sewge as set forth in Rule lO(D), the basic 
rate set forth in (B) above shall be increased ]?ro:p­
port1onately bY. the method. set forth in Rule lOeB) 
and/or Rule lO(F).. This increase will be determined 
by Rossmoor Sanitation, Inc. either before connection 
or within 2 years thereafter. Immediately upon notifica- (T) 
tion of a customer o£ such. an increase, it shall 'be due ! 
and payable 'in 15 da.ys and failure to pay shall be (T) 
grounds for disconnection of service to the custOmer 
by Rossmoor Sanitation, Inc. 

(Ii) Rossmoor Sanitation, Inc. may require, £rom 3XJ.y prospective 
commercial or industrial customer, and prior to commence­
ment of seX"'V'ice to that customerp a sta'tement as to the 
quantity and quality of sewage to be discharged into its 
system. At the option of Rossmoor Sanitation, Inc. the 
statement may be used to any degree in determining the 
connection fee to be charged the customer. (D) 


