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BEFCRE TEE PUBLIC UTILITIZS COMMISSION OF T‘-IE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Irn the Matter of the Application of %

LAGUNA EILLS WATER COMPANY (formerly Application No. '56299

Rossmoor Water Company) for an Order ) (Filed February 26, 1976;
Authorizing a Raise in Rates. amended March 11, 1977)

Latham & Watkizs, by Georsz;e A. Rice, Attomey at Law,
for applicant.

Whelan & Markman, by Martin E. Whelan, Attorney at Law,
for Professional Community Management, and Mutual
Housing Corporations inside Leisure World, protestants.

Jasper Williams, Attorney at Law, Francis S. Terraro,
and 1. 2. Narao, for the Commiss:i.on stafl.

OPINION

At the time of filing this application, Rossmoor Water
Company and Rossmoor Sanitation, Inc. were wholly owned'subsidiaries
of Rossmoor Corporation. Following public hearings held during
June 1977 the Commission entered Decision No. 87750 setting aside
submission of this proceeding for further hearing and authorizing
applicant a 10 percent interim increase in water rates. By"Decision
No. 87929 dated October 4, 1977 in Application No. 57548, the .
Commission authorized Rossmoor Corporation to transfer, and Laguna ,
Hills Utility Company to acgquire, all of the common stock of Rossmoor
Water Company and of Rossmoor Sanitation, Inc. The cransfe* has
been consummated and the corporate name of Rossmoor‘wa er Company has
been changed ©o Laguna Hills Watexr Company. :

~ Further hearing in this application was held November 16, 1977
befo*e Administrative Law Judge J. E. Thompson at Los Angeles, and the |
matter was submitted December 16, 1977 on the filing of Exhibit 16.

Rossmoor Corporation organized applicant for the purpose of
providing water to its land development 2t Laguna Hills known as
Leisure World. It also organized Rossmoor Sanltatlon, Inc. for the

‘ purpose of providing Leisure World with sewer service. Le:.sure World
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was developed as a planned adult community With most of the ’
residences in condominium groups. Bach group is in a separate

tract and is organized as a mutual housing corporation with each
residence in the group being a member and sharing the expenSes “of
maintenance of common areas within the tract. The individual mutual
housing corporations engage an entzty knowr as Professional Communzty
Management to take care of the ope*atlons and maintenance mrthln each.
tract and t0 apportion the common expenses among the members in eech
corporation. Professional Community Management and the 1nd1v1dual
mutual housing corporations referred To are brotestanzv o th;s
application.

The water system within Leisure beld waS‘designed and“
constructed to be compatible with the condominium.concept; that is to
say, each corporation is Served with one or more large meters and the
distribution systems behind the meters are the,responsibilitiesVOf the
individual zmutual housing corporations. There are as.many as 23
residences served by arsingle meter.

. Shortly after the formation of appln.cant, developers, other
than Rossmoor Corporation acqu*red parcels of land adjacent to _
Leisure World and requested extensions of applicant’s water uystem i)
serve their developments. The extensions were made pursuant to
Commission authority and applicant's main extension rule. In the area
cexrved by applicant outside Leisure World, each individual reside&z_ce
ordinarily is served through its own meter. - ; ;

The number of meters, the number of dwelllng unmtS, ané- the
amount of water sold in 1976 for the various classes of customers
inside Leisure World are tabulated in Table I, below. .




TASLE T
LAGUNA HYLLS WATER COMPANY
(Rossmoor Water Company)

B
Customer Classes

Meter Count 10 iz 53 =7

5/8" x 3/L~ - 332
3 / L_w -

R 50 L6

C L-l/2v - . | 234

2" - 635 20 |

Totals 3,159 | 1,247 20 393
Dwelling Units 3,137 12,089 ne 0 |
Total Sales Cof 72,700 120,200 1,665,700 75,600 431,000 170,000
Cef per Dwell.  230.0  210.2 - 137.8  105.3 - -
Cef ver Meter.  228.5  196.L  1,335.8 3,780.0 1,097 1,517.8

* Class 10 Unrestricted Single Family' Homes - Qutside Leisure World
Clags 12 Unrestricted Cmdominimg - Outside Leisure World
Class 15 Restricted Miltiple Dwelling Units — Inside Ledsure World
Class 17 Restricted & Unrestricted Mobile Homes — Qutside Leisure World
Class 11 Commercial 7 S
Class 13 Public Authority
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It may be noted from Table I that the mmber of .meters
for Class 10 and Class 12 customers exceeds the number of dwelling
wnits, and that for Class 12 customers the number of dwelling units
is equal to the number of small meters, providing an inference that
outside Leisure World each dwelling unit is served individdally‘rather
than through a master meter. | | o
t the original hearings both applicant and the Cormission
staff (staff) suggested rate structures which would freeze the rates
for the 5/8" % 3/L" meters and for the first 200 cudbic feet of water.
This was suggested SO as to give effect to lifeline concepts. Staff
also proposed ©o implement the Commission's policy of promoting
conservation of water by eliminating vhe gquantity rate bloCks. Those
rate structures were vigorously opposed by protestants who pointed
out that such actions would place almost the full burden of the rate
increase upon the residents of Leisure World. They presenied evidence
of the demographics of the area served by applicant and of the
conservation measures taken by the residents within Leisure World.
We held in Decision No. 87750 that the proposed rate structures would
not achieve lifeline objectives in that the burden of the irerease would
be imposed upon those less able to assume it, that they would not serve
conservation needs, and, ia fact, would be unduly discrﬁminétqry against
the residential customer who has contributed financially towards
conservation, who uses less water, and whose service provides‘the
lesser cost burden to the company. That was one reason‘the”Commissign
set the submission of this proceeding aside for further'hearing,
Another reason Submission was Set aside in Decision No. 87750
was because an unusual event occurred at the time of the original
hearings which made uncertain any reasonable estimate of operating
expenses and average rate base for a future rate year. In 1976
applicant decided to expand its glant in accordance with long-range
plans by constructing two reservoirs and booster stations together
with pumps, valves, and lines %o connect them with the sSystem. Bonds
in the zmount of $1,500,000 were sold in July'l976‘to*£inande that-
@ cozstruction. Contracts were then let and construction began in
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December 1976 looking toward +the operation of the newly constructed
plant in June 1977. In February or March 1977 a stress fault was
noticed in one of the reservoirs under const&uc*ion and work ceased.
At  the time of hearing in June 1977, it had not been determzned what
was t0 be done regarding the construction '

Following the issuance of Dec-szon No. 87750, the presiding
officer requested the parties to confer among themselves %o simplify
the issues and requested the staff to present operating data at
the further hearing in such form as to reflect the positions taken
by the parties with respect ©o the major issues. This was done.

At the further hearing the major differences among the parties concerned
rate base and rate of return.

At the time further hearing was held, the reservcirs‘and
booster stations referred to above were not in sService. It was stated
that one reservoir would be placed in service on November 30, 1977
and that with respect to the other, <the county had Just ‘released the
plans with no comment and the resexrvoir was scheduled to be placed
in Service in February 1978. Applicant and staff take the‘pOSltlon.
that the plant involved will be in service prior to the effective date
of any decision; and inasmuch as the Commission establishes rates for
the fﬁture, the new plant should be reflected in rave base-“'

Protestants coantend that uatil the plant is in service, the
expenditures that have beex made are accountable only as for
construction work in progress which trad;tmonally is not included.
in rate base. They point out that at this time last year it was

" anticipated that the plant would be comstructed and in service by
June 1977; and had the Commission issued a decmsmon at that time on
the same premise of the applicant and tke staff, for the‘pasz six
months the ratepayers would have dbeen p*ov*ding an excessmve return
t0 the utility. Protestants argue that there is no greater assurance
now that the plant will be in service in February 1978 than there was
one year ago that the plant would be in service in June 1977. They
suggest that the Commission establish two scales of rates, ome which

. would reflect the new plant and onewhich would not, and inits deciSiQn
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authorize the rates which do not reflect that plant with a p oviso
that if and when the facilities are placed in service the Commission
will accept an advice letter filing establishing the higher rates.

In Decision No. 88079, dated November 8, 1977 in Application
No. 56296 the Commission authorized Rossmoor Sanitation, Inc. o
establish increased rates which would provide a 9.00 percent rate
of return. It found that the 9.00 percent rate of return is
reasonable in conjunction with the combined capital structure of
Rossmoor Sanitation, Izc., and Rossmoor Water Company stating,

"The use of a combined capital structure: would be
consistent with methods adopted in previous Commission
deczsmons involving subszdlarles. Wnen considered
togeth ith other factors, a 9.00 percent rate of
return would provide an allowance of 10.34L percen
for common equity as summarized belows:

Ratio Cost ﬂémgh ed-

Long-term Debt 58.30% 8. 0L% L. 69%.

Common Bquity Ll1.70 10.3L Le31l
Total 100. 00% 18.38% 9.00%"

Protestants point out that they opposed the svaff's
recommendation of rate of return based upon the combined capital
structures of the two companies which was adopted by the Commission
in Decision No. 88079, but that inasmuch as the evidence_regarding‘
rate of return in this proceeding is identical tozhatpresentedain
Application No. 56296, <he 9.00 percent rate of return found by the
Commission to be reasonable therein is probably res adjudicata here.
They argue that if the Commission concludes it is not, a |
rate of return to applicant greater than That found 0o be reasonable
for Rossmoor Sanitation, Inc. covld not be Justlfzed in vzew of the
relative risks and other problems of the respective companies.

Staff argues that the best evidence, ard the only evidence,
regarding aﬁ’appropriate rate of return is what was presented by its
witness, from such evidence the Commission has found that a §.00
percent rate of return on rate base, nrovldlng a return on equity

. of 10.3L perceat on the combined capd.t.:lal- structure of the. twq_ c_:ompaniesn
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is reasonable. * asserts that there is no basis in the record
for considering a different return for zpplicant from that deteﬁnlned
t0 be appropriate for the sanitation company in Decmszon No. 88079._
Applicant argues that a 9.00 percent rate of return for’ its
operations would be insufficient. It points %o the evidence showzng
that it has been providing good service, the evidence of izsjneed‘
for funds, not only %o apply to its long-term debt, but also To. meet
payments on its coatracts for main extensions, and the evidencé;
showing that the Commission has recently found returns on equity capital
on the order of between 12 and 13 percent to be reasonable for other
water companies and public utilities with lesser risk. It argues
that the record Supports a 12.5 percent return on the. equmty capi al
of appllcant which results in a rate of retwrn of 9.56 pe*cent- It
argues that the only support whatever in the redord for a deteﬁmlnatlon
of a reasonable return based upon the combined capital structures of
the two comparies is the opinion testimony of witness Quan which it
contends was thoroughly discredited. | -
We are not persuaded that our conclusion in Decision No.
88079 that a rate of retura which would provide a return of 10. BL
percent on the combined equity capital of the two affiliates is
erroneous. We find that a rate of return on rate base of 9.00
pe*cent will be reasonable for applicant. With respect to the mssue
rate base, there is merit to both positions taken by the parties.
"here is the practical matter that the plant involved will probably
be in service by the time this decision becomes effect tive; dbut on the
ther hand, as protestants point out, everyone believed the.plant
would Ye in service in June ].97’7.:L There is. no need, hcwever,'tb
prescribe two scales of rates as suggested by protestants. The
resently effective invterim rates prescribed in Decision No-_S??SO
should provide revenues to produce approximately a 9.00 percent rate

1/ we are informed by our staff as of February 23, 1978 that due to
Surther structural problems it will take an additi onal 4-8 months
before both tanks are in service. : _ S
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on return on rate base that does not include the new construction.

We will authorize applicant to establish increased rates reflectin ng
a 9.00 perceat rate of return on rate base including the new plant to
become effective afver that plant has beexn placed in uervzce.

Staff presented a suggested rate structure which revises
applicant's present minimum charge structure to one providing for
nmonthly readiness to serve charges based upon size of meter to which.
is added a charge for each 100 cubic feet of water recorded by the
meter. The latter provides for two levels oX rates instead of the
present four quantity blocks. The suggested relationship-between
the rate for the first 5,000 Ccf and the rave for over 5,000 Cef
is 80 to 100. Applicant joins with the staff in recomﬁendingvtha;_
rate structure. Protestants state that because the staff's suggested
rate structure distributes the burden of increases in rates almost
equally between the residents of Leisure World and other residential
proverties in applicant's service area, they Jjoin irn the recommendation.
They are apprehensive, in view of the dissents to Decision No. 87750;
that the Commission may not adopt the staff’'s recommendation and
determine that a "lifeline”™ structure of rates be established. They
argue that the record clearly shows that because of the singular
circumstances in the area served by applicant, a structure of rates
based on providing lifeline quantities of water per meter without
consideration of the number of dwelling units served Wy the meter
would be inconsistent with lifeline and conmservasion objectives. They
request that if the Commissiorn determines that the recommended:fate ”
structure not be established, that it fix residential water rates on
a per dwelling unit basis. Staff and applicant did not oppose’
protestants’' regquest, but contend that the *ecommended rave structure
will better serve the interests of the utility and the publzc.

It is a matter of Commission policy <that water rate° should be
designed to provide the residential user a reason&ble amourt of water
necessary o meet minirum household requirements at the lowest -
reasonable cost, uo~d:.scourage the wasteful-use 0 water, and to

@ »romote comservation of water and the power required %o del:.ver‘water.‘v "
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Under ordinary circumstances the residential customer is-usuélly
provided service through a 5/8" x 3/L" meter, and in those
circumstances the staff has recommended and the Commission has
prescribed lower rates for a prescribed azmount of water based upon
that type of meter and higher rates for the higher volumes of water
that nomally flow through the larger meters. Table I shows that over
ore-half of applicant's water sales is through large meters to multiple
dwelling units within Leisure World and that the average consumption
per dwelling unit therein is significantly less than the consumption
per dwelling unit of condominiums and single-family homes outside -
Leisure World. The record also shows that the mutual housing
corporations within Leisure World have taken actions at some expense
to them to .eliminate wasteful use of water and to otherwise promote
conservation thereof. It also shows that to the extent that there may
be any nardship oxn the part of any customers to pay inéreaued rates for
water, that it would bYe more likely to occur in connection with
residents of Leisure World than outside thereof. Those cmrcumstanceu
indicate that a rate structure for residential customers within -
applicant's service area which would favor the customer served by

the smaller meters would not only be unfair, dut would notgpromote
lifeline or conservation objectives.

It may be that a structure of rates based upon dwelling units
as suggested by protestants will better implement Commission policy or
could become necessary if water or power become SO Scarce as to
indicate some form of ratioming. On tke other hand, such
type of rate structure could provide some administrative problens
to the utility which would result in additional_expense_thaz‘wouldx_
have to0 be passed on to the ratepayer. We need nos dete:mine that
here. In the singular circumstances'presented,_the rate structure
suggested by +the staff will not be inconsistent withllifeline or
conservation objectives and we will adopt it. h '

We estimate that approximately $1, 790,000 gross operatzng
revenues will be regquired to provide applicant with a 9.00 percent

. rate of return on a rate base of $5,103,800, and that a 15.6 percent

-9~




A.56299 ka

increase in rates (not the interim rates) is necessary to achieve
those gross operating -revenues. | |

Staff's suggested rate Structure is'a subsvantial
departure from the present structure for gemeral metered Service.

We will adopt the sexvice charges suggested on page 3 of Exhidbit 12.
We estimate that the revemues from the suggested service charges
together with the revemue from quantity rates per Cef of $0.520 for
the first 50 Ccf and $0.418 for over the first 50 Cef will provide

an increase in revenues for general metered service of about

15.6 percent. o ' _ L
We take official notice of Resolution No. W=2313 adopted

by the Commission on Jaauary 10, 1978 in which applicant was authorized
1o increase rates by $0.012 per Cof to offset increases in the cost of
purchased water- In prescribing rates herein we will incorporate
that increase in the rates. | _'

Table II, below, sets forth reasonable'estimates of the -
operating results for a test year with the proposed additional plant
in service under the various rate structures Specified therein. The
test year reflects estimates for 1976 based on 1975 operations with
ad justments. SEPEE |




TABLE II

LAGUNA HILLS WATER COMPANY
{Rossmoor Water Company)

Comparison of Operating Results
Tor a Test Year With the Proposed
Additional Plant in Service at

- _the Rates Specified

(000)

5} &) @ @
Operating Revenues $1,549.-0 $1,860.0 $1,789.9  $1,828.1

Operating Expenses

0 & M Expense 860.0 860.0 860.0  898.7"
A & G Expense 123.0 123.0 123.0 . 123.0
Depreciation 186.L4 186.4 186.4 186.4
Taxes Other Than Income 137.0 137.0 127.0 137.0
Income Taxes 2.5 - 30.5 2.2 2L.2

Total Expense 1,308.9  1,336.9  1,330.6  1,369.3
Net Operating Revenue 240.1 523.1 L59.3 | 458.8
Average Rate Base 5,103.8  5,103.8  5,103.8  5,103.8
Rate of Return L.7Ch  10.25% 9.006 8.95%

‘Rate Columns:

At present rates (mot including interim increase).

At applicant's proposed rates.

Staff's proposed rate structure with quantity rates
adjusted to provide a 9.00% rate of return
(approximately 15.6% increase). :

Column (C) adjusted to include increased water purchase
expense and $0.012 increase iz quantity rates for offset
awarded in Resolution No. W-2313. - ‘ :

One other matter requires diScussion."The app;icamion”seeks
a 24L.3 percent increase in water rates to provide 81,776,250 3:953'
operasing revenuves from the sale of water. AL the‘hearipgfwhen'the-
evidence at that point indicated that a 2L.2 percent increase would
result in revenues greater than described in whe application, applicant~
. was asked whether it is seeking the amount of rate iﬁcre_ase, the rate
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of return, or the gross operating revenues specified in the
application. Counsel for applicant stated that the application
relates to the $1,776,250 and "We are seeking that rate of return
that is in ratio of $1,776,250 in gross revemues to whateverlrate
base somebody finally determines we are entitled to.” (RT-90.)
Protestants contend that as arresult hereo’ the Commzssmon is

ithout jurisdiction to prescribe rates which will result in’ gross
operating revenues exceeding $1,776,250. It is our intention to
prescribe rates which, based upon operations for a test year, will
provide gross operating revemues of $1,789,900.

 Protestazts' contention is without merit. The aurnsdlctmon
L the Commission in this application is covered by Sectmon L5k of

the Public Utilities Code which addresses itself to 1ncreaSes‘1n

rates. Gross revenues and rates of return are merely data to be

considered in the determination of whether increases in ratves are
Jjustified. Ve do not address ourselves fur*her %o the subaect because

. the amount involved here is so small as to be de minimis.

Findings ,
1. Rossmoor Water Company is a public utility water corporation
operating a water system for compensation in and about Laguna Hills,
California, with 8l.2 percent of its sales to residential customers,
13.5 percent to commercial customers, and 5.3 percent‘to7public
authorities. Until October 1977, it and its affiliate Rossmoor
Sanitation, Inc. were wholly owned subsidiaries of Rossmoor |
Corporation, the developer of Leisure World. The latter is a =
lanned adult community development at Laguna Hills. 52.3 percent
of applicant’'s water sales is to multiple-dwelling units‘wiﬁhinﬂ
Leisure World. S | | o
2. By its application, as amended, it Seeks amthority to increase
rates by sbout 24.3 percent which it estimates will provzde $1, 776 250
total gross operating revenues for a future rate year.
3. By Decision No. 87929 dated October &4, 1977 in Apnlmcax;on
No. 57548 the Commissior authorized Rossmoor Corporamlon o transfer,

12~
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and Laguna Hills Utility Company to acquire, all of the common stock
of Rossmoor Water Company and of Rossmoor Sanitation, Inc. The

stock of Laguna Hills Utility Company is publicly held and is
listed on the American Stock Exchange. The transfer of stock has been
consummated and the corporate name of Rossmoor Water Company has

been changed to Laguna Eills Water Company. |

L. In Decembexr 1976, following the issuance of bonds in the
amount of &1, 500,000, applicant began construction of addztzonal
plant comprisirg two reservoirs, bHooster puaps, valves, andfmazns
looking forward to connecting the additional plant to the existzng
system in June 1977. In February or March 1977 a stress fault was
noticed in one O the reservoirs and construction work was suspended.
On November 16, 1977 it was estimated that one reservoir would be in
service on November 30, 1977, ané the entire proposed addxtzons,
including the second reservoir, would be on-line in ~ebruary 1978.
Reasonable average rate base without the aforemenxmcned new plant for
the test year is $3,941,000, and including the new plant is $5,103,000.

5. A 9.00 percent rate of return on avérage rate base is ° :
reasonable for the operations of applicant. That rate of return wmll
provide a 10.3L percent return on the combined equity of Rossmoor
Water Company and Rossmoor Sanltatzon, Inc., which return is. reasonable.

6. A 15.6 percent increase in rates will provide applzcant

+h approximately $240,900 additional . .gross operating revenues and
will yield earnings after income taxes of $459,300 which earn.ngs
result in a 9.00 percent rate of return on a $5,103,000 rate base.

7. By Decision No. 87750 dated August 23, 1977 appl;canz was
authorized to establish a 10 percent interin increase in *a;es.

Those interim rates should generate a 9.L‘percent rate of return on.
a $3,941,000 rate base and a 7.5 percent rave of return on a -
$5,103,000 rate base.

8. The rate structure suggested by the Commission staff
described in +this opinion will apportion the cost burden equitably
among the ratepayers and because of the siagular circumstances
regarding applicant's residential service is not 1nconszstenz wmth

tate policy regarding lifeline and conservation obaectlveu-
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. 9. The estimates in Table II of the operat ting revenues,
expeases, including taxes and depreciation, the rate base, and the
rate of return £or the test year are reasonable. ‘

L0. The increased rates proposed by applicant are excessive,
unreasonabl e, and are not justified. o

1l. Concurrently with the placing in servzce of the additional
plant réferred 0 in Finding 4, the increases in rates and charges
authorized by this decision are gustxfled and are reasonable; and
the present rates and charges, insofar as they dlffer5’rom those
prescribed by this decision, are for the future. unjust and dnreasonabﬁe.

12. The total amount of the increase in annual revezue
authorized by this decision is S$240,900; the rate of return on rate
base is 9.00 percent; the return on common eQuity is 10-3&'percent.
Conelusions | o -

1. Applicant should be avthorized to establish thgfincreésed
rates provided for in the ensuing order to become effective not

. earlier than the date the additional plant referred to in F:.nd:.ng &
has been placed in Service and on not less than five days' notice to
the Commission and to the publlc. ‘

2. Pending the establishment of the increased razes provmded
for in the preceding paragraph, applicant should be aLthOfmzed to
continue to charge and assess the interim increased rates authorized
in Decision No. 87750 together with any offset increases authorized
by the Commission since whe issuance of that decision. ‘

3. In all other respects Application No. 56299, as’amended,
should be denied. | o . |

IT IS ORDERED that: .
1. Laguna Hills Water Company, a corporation formerly known
as Rossmoor Water Company, is authorized to file %he reviéed]rate
schedules attached %o this order as Appendix A. Such filing shall.
comply with General Order No. 96-A. The revised raze\SCheduleslmaj:
be made effective on not less than five days' notice and not earliér
than the date Reservoirs R-3 and R=4, and their reSpectzve booster
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stavions, are comnected to the system and afe’placed in service.

The revised schedules shall apply only to service rendered on and

after the effective date of the revised schedules. '

' 2. The authority granted in the precedmng paragranh uupersedes

the authorities grantved in Decision No. 87750 and Resolution No.

V-2313; provided, however, that appllcant is autho“lzed o continue

To maintain the rates authorized therein pendmng the establlshment

ancd effectiveness of the rates authorized in the precedmng,parag_aph.
3. Iz all other respects Application No. 56299 is denied.

The effective date of this order shall be thlrty days after

the date hereof. _ N fo
Dated at _ Sen Francinco , California, vais __[ Y-Z' ‘C- .
day of APRIL , L978. | R

Commissioners -

g:::ff.io?er‘ Lekard .. G*avallo, being
cecsarily ao. 2%, dfd 20t par*icipate

iz tnq_d;»po tio* oz .‘43 proceeding.‘

CO::: sg} - B '
- - O“O.. m
..o =t ~21r e T.
T e e
.spouiv-o* o“.h. proceig;pa*e
i . ~=8




APPENDIX A
Page L of 3

LAGUNA HILLS WATER COMPANY

Schedule No. 1
CENERAL METERED SERVICE

APPLICASILITY

Applicadle to all metered water service.

TERRITOZY

ElL Toro, Laguna Hills, Rossmoor Leisure Wbrld,'and vicinity, O:ange;cbunxy.'

R . Per Meter
Per Month =
Service Charge: "*‘*ff"‘ -
For 5/8 x 3/b-inCh MELEL wecrvsvcssscsccsconsvcvssnanancscsnase O 3-00 }
?O.."" B/L-m mcbel" --'-o--o-b--..-oo-o--o-ooato....ooo-- 3-30
. ?Or l"inCh mever L , Losor"
FOI' l%‘-inCh me:c:‘ LR E R X g R ‘ 6000
FO:' 2-inCh meter D00.-QQCI--Q‘..00.-...--.----.,—0t".._i. 8-10
?or BPmCh meter .0-..Q.O...b-...Ct-.-o.p.t-..‘._‘.O‘--‘- 15-00‘
For L=3inch meter wssssmssesesrvssssassersscnsssnnanea 20.150
For 6—13& metel"-,---‘-‘---.--.--..o‘a-‘-...-.-.-.-'.‘.&-.. 33.90

Quantity Rates::

Fmt 5'000 cu.-ftty mr loo cﬁ’* - ....-.....'..0........--..‘ S -532
OVC:‘.‘ 5;000 cubft'-y per 100 C‘L‘-fto FastsevacssvessssPRasREREE , .LBO

The Service Charge is applicable to all wetered
service. It is a readiness-to-serve charge %0
which s added the charge, computed at the
Quantity Rates, for water used during the month.




APPENDIX A
Page 2 of 3

LAGUNA HILLS WATER COMPAN!

Schedule No. 9-MC

METERED CONSTRUCTION SERVICE

APPLICABILITY

Applicable to all measured water service furnished for general constmction.

TERRITORY |
El Toro, Laguna Hills, Rossmoor Leisure World, and vicindity, Orange Cbunty.‘ _

RATES

Quantity Rates:

:‘3.1‘31'- 9 m C’u-..v- OZ' 1658 .--....--......-....--..l.-'...-..’-
. OVQI‘ 9 000 C&-.t-, pe‘.' 100 C’d-f‘&o [ Y R Y Y YY)

Yinimum Charge:
For 2-inch meter

For 3=-inch meter

For L4-inch meter

For 6-inch meter

For 8-inch meter

YT XYY F YRR RPN SR XY N Y N RS RS R R LN AN N

P TR Y Y Y Y Y Y P P P P Yy

R L L I I T I I Ty T Y Y Y

...D.'.-......................-‘..-O-..-.-.

Per Meter '
Per Month'

$ 46.15
ALY

1.6.15,
62.00- :
182-25;”

.....‘.-.“‘.-....-ﬁ.........-...........-. .

8?

(1)

@




APPENDIX A
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LAGUNA HILLS WATER COMPANY

Schedule No. 9-FC

UNMETERED SERVICE TO TRAé'I‘ HOUSES DURING CONSTRUCTION

APPLICABILITY

Applicable to tract houses being constructed as part of a t.otaa. real
estate development.

TERRITORY

= ‘Toro, Laguna Hills, Rossmoor Leisure World, and vicinity, Oz?ange Cou.nty;

RATE

For each single~family or multiple-~family dwelling unit for the entire
consmction mﬂw ........Q.‘...-...........t.....l..l.....O.--.....-..Q... $2.9° T

SPECTAL CONDITIONS

l. This rate is available only to resl estate developers whp und.ertake the
construction of all or a substantial po-**on of the houses in a tract as part of

the tract development. It does 20t apply 0 builders of houses :E.n tracts
subdivided for lot sales.

2. The water service under this tariff schedule applies only 0 use of
water for construction of residences. It does not include water use for slad
flooding, for garden irrigation, for model homes, or for general tract improvement
work. _ v

3. All unme ..ered services to each and every dwelling unit of ti:e cdevelopment
must be tumed on if spacer service is 40 be rendered. ‘

. 4e The $2.90 charge shall be paid prior O comstruction of water facilities
in the development.

5. Spacer service must be discontinued prior to the time the dwelling uait
or units are occupied and at this time a meter will be installed.

6. The company may discontizue service wder thiv schedule, L7 in the opinion
of the company, spacer water is being misused of if the duration of spacer water
usage exceeds a reasonable period of time. In this event, the compaw reserves the
right to install meters in place of the spacers.
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