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HAINES CAMYON WATER COMPARY,
a corporation,
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Bicksler, Sxith & Paurke, by Dale H. Parke,
For Complainant.

“‘vans Pearce & Campbell, by Williem E. Eva.ns,
For Defendant.

BY THE COMMISSION:
- OPINXION

The plaintiff here:.n; after having been refused wa.tei-
sem.;so to hér propexrty by the defendant, a watex u'bility doing
business in and arownd Mujunga, California, brought this complaint
alleging the above refusal of service and requesting thz}t this
Commission meke an orxder directing the sald defexdant to render
such service. The deferdant in Lts enswer set up the defense
that the property of the plaintiff is not witbin the area to which
water service has been dedicated by ite.

Public hearings were held before Examiner Williams at

Los Angeles.v
) "he sole guestion to be determined is whether the

pledntiff’s property is located within the area to which the
defendant hes dedicated its properties for the rendering of its
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utility water sexvice. The record, we find, is very clear on
this point. The President of the defendent company, Mr. He
B. Lynch, testified thet the company hed dedicated to sexrve
in the meighborhoof of the district inm which the plaintiff's

proyerty is situated; +that to serve plaintiff's property would.
be simple, requiring only the installation of 2 tap line, there
being & méir service pipe running in the middle of the street

fronting her property; +that this main service pipe feeds at

the present time thirteem camsumers; thet these same corsumers
are in thae Immedlate vicinity of plaintiffts property, two being
almost dlirectly across the street'a.nd two immed.iately south
thereof, one of the latter being immediately adjscent. ALl of
these :t‘;acts are substentisted by on exhibit furnished by the
company =nd filed as Commizsion's Sxhibit "E®, showing in detail
the service coanection of the cémpam'. This exhibit Purther
shows that within en approximate radfus of 1000 feet of the

Plaintiff’s property, the company has fifty-four service con~
nections. A tem foot strip of propexty contiguous to plafintiff'’s
property and at one time & portion of plaintiff's lot which was
deeded by plaintiff to one Shaw I1s receiving we.éer at the present
tine.

| In addition other substanﬁ:al evidence is found in
this recoxrd :-showing In our opinion that the propexrty of the

plaintiffTs muct be held to be within the eres of dedication

of this u%ility. 0f particular importance iz Commizsionls

exbibit "FT, a map whick wes originally Tiled 'oy th.is Défendent
in Case No. 1720 before this Comrission, emtitled "O'Rourke v.

HZaines Canyon Water Company” Thad case was simflsr to the
present cese, the compleint having elleged refusal of service

by the compony with the prayer for on order to compel the

renlering of same and the amswer having set up the defense of nd

dedication. | ™is map wes Introduced by this Defendant In that

proceeding for“che 2lleged purpose of showlng that the O'Rouxke
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property was not within Its areec of dedlicationm. It purported
%0 show 1n outline whet the erea of dedication was at that time.
The property of the plaintiff herefin was Inclufed within the

area of dedlcation on thet map cnd while en attempt was mede in
this proceeding to show that that ineclusion was erroneous, we |
commot accept such ax excuse, nor can & pudblic utility be allowed
0 blow ot and cold with reference to prospective comsumers
wnose lands lie within the gemeral ares within which 1t porves.
From the recoxd It furither appears that to supply the pleintdff
would not injuriously withdrow the water supply, wholly, or in

part, from thnose who are presently being supplied. by the Defendant,
and the president of the compexy 2&mitted thet there was sn
avellable and adegquate water supply. -

We are of the opinion thet the lands of this plaintiff
are within the srea t0 waich the deferndent company has dedicated

its service and thet the latter should be d.ireoted. $0 render the

service as requested in the complaint. An orxder will be entered

sccordinglys

ORDER

Buslie heeringd having tesd held in the aOve emtiilsd

progceeding, the matter having been duly suvbmitted, and the Commin-—

sion being now fully andvised,

WE EERERY FIND AS A FACT thet the property of the
pleintiff as to which service 1s aereln prayed, 1s located within
the Lrmediate district to which the Defendent Company hes dedicated
water sexvice; %aet to supply Pleintiff will reguire only &
regsonable extension by the Defendant Company; that the IPlaintiff
1s entitled to receive water service from the Defendant Company,
ent. that to swpply the Pleintiff with such service will mot
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injuriously withdraw the swply wholly or im part from those who
are now belng served by the Defendant, wherefor,

IT IS EERSBEY ORDZRED that within thirty (30) days from
md after the dete hereof, Defendant Haines Csuyon Water Conpany

complete ell necessary comnections %o renfer possidle the rendering

of the water service prayed for herein, and that ‘it thenm proceed

at once t0 render such service upon and under its regulerly £iled
Scaedule of rates and its regularly filed rules axd regulations.

7
Deted at San Francisco, Celiforamia, this & day of

June, 1926.

Conmissioners .




