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BBFORZ THE PUBLIC UTILITIES CO~lMISSION OF l'HE STATE OF CALIFORNIA ~ 
GEORGE TADIC and ¥dJcr TADIe, husband ) 
and wife, whose Post Office address is ) 
Route 1, Box 83, Fontana, California, ) 

) 
) ) 
)' 
) 

Complainants, 

vs. 

SAN GABRIEL VALL6~ WATER CO?~ANY, 
whose Pest Office address is 
11142 E. Carvey, El Mon~e, California, 

Defendant. 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

Case No .. 524,4 

'waldo ~Ilillho£'t, attorney; tor complainants;, 
Hcnrx F. Rager, attorney, Edgar Skelton, and 
S .. Iv!. Fisher, for defendant. 

OPINION 
--~~~ ... - .. 

Complainant-s , George Tadic and gary Tadic, filed the 

above-entitled complaint on November 17, 1950, asking the CommisSion 

'to establish an equitable, contribution to the' cost of construction 

of pipe line between themselves and San Gabriel Valley Water Company, 
," 

defendant .. 

A public hearing was h~ld before E:y.aminer i~arner in 

San Bernardino, California, on January 3l, 1951. 

Complainants are the owners of all or the lots contained 

in Tract No. 3450 in the Fontana District, San Bernardino' County, 

California, as shown on the map attached to ~he complaint as 

E,..hibit A. This tract is located about one mile southwest of the 

towr. of Fontana and comprises a triangularly shaped piece of prop

erty which includes a tot~ of 17 lots. Lots 1 to 10, incluzive, I 

face along Fontana Avenue, Lots ll,- 12, 13, and l4 face along Athol· 

Street, on the north thereof, a..",d. Lots 15, 16, and 17 face along 
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Athol Street, on the south thereof. The tract is bounded on the 

north by ~!errill Avenue and on the southeQst, for its entire length, 

by Fontana Avenue, which runs northeast and southwest from its 

intersection with Citrus Avenue. The terrain is flat and all lots 

are suitable for home Sites, except Lots 7, g, 9, and 10, which ~re 

set bo.ck £rom Fontana Avenue at Citrus A.venue a.nd mt.J.y be suitable 

for co=mercial purpo~es. As shown on the street map of Fontana, 

California, filed at the he~ring as Exhibit 1, the tra.ct lies within 

the service area of San Gabriel Valley ~later Company and about two 

miles due east of the Kaiser steel plo.nt. At present, the record 

shows, no lots have been sold, but negotiations are in progress tor 

the sale of Lots 7, $, 9, ~d 10. Complainants live on wh~t is now 

lot 4 of the tract. 

Complainants allege that defendant r S estinl~ted cost to 

install wo.ter distribution mains to serve tho subdivision ~re exces

sive. Th~ record shows that in March of 1949 complainants solicited 

~n astim~te of construction costs from defendant and received ~n 

esti~te of $S74.50, to which would be added the cost of installing 

two fire hydran'ts at $125 each, making the total estimated cost of 
installation $1,l24.50. This estimate wa~ based on an unrecorded, 

proposed subdivision map of Trac.t No. 3450 which showed l2 lots 1 10 

of which faced Tadic Avenue and two of which faced Fontan~ Avenue. 

A copy of this proposed subdivision map was filed at the hecring as· 

E'~ibit No.2. Complainants deposited with defendants the sum of 

$$7.45 in accord~~ce with the proviSions of a contract, dated 

March 1, 1949, copy of Which was submitted at the hearing as 

EXhibit No.5. This contract contained a provision for the refund 

of the total sum advanced by complainants in accordance with defen

dant's Rule No. 19. The re~rd shows th~t the propos~d subdivision 

WQS not ·accepted by the public authorities in San Bern~rdino County 
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and complainants, on ~y 13, 1949, requested defendant to c~ncel 

th~ contro.ct .:lnd to refund the sum of $$,7 .. 45 1 which complainants 

had deposit~d. Defend~nt complied with the request. 

In Mo.rch, 1950, complainants submitted to defendant ~ new 

:nap of t.ha subdivision, Tract No .. 3450, which had been accepted by 

pro~er authorities and had been recorded in San Eernardine County, 

~~d requested defendant to submit an estimate to furnish water 

$~rvice th~reto. This m~p, copy of which is Ey~ibit A o.tt~chcd to 

the complaint, ~nd copy of which was filed at the hearing ~s 

Exhibit No. S, shows the relocation of 10.d1c Avenue and the ch.:Lnge 

in the nam~ thereof to Athol Street, ~nd .~ increo.se of th~ number 

of lots from 12 to the hereinbefore mentioned number of 17 lots. 

In June, 1950, defendant submitted ~n estimate of $1,S53 which 

included the cost of the installation of 390 feet of 6-inch pi-pe 

o.long Athol Str~et and 700 feet of, 6-inch pipe southwesterly along 

Font.:ln.o. Avenue, at $1.70 :per fo'ot... Connection of thl3 6-inch mo.in 

along Fontana Avenue would be effect~d at tho intersection of Citrus 

Avenue ~nd Font~na Avenue with ~n S-inch main now existing in o.nd 

running north ~nd south along Citrus Avenue. 'To said estimated cost 

of installation of 6-inch pipe would be o.dded the cost of installing 

one fire hydrant .o.t $125, making 0. tot.ll estimated price of $1,97S .. 

This estirna.t~ was suomitted to complainants in the form of a pencil 

not~tion which Wo.s filed at the heo.ring as Exhibit No.4. 

With respect to the proposed install.:ltion in h.thol Street, 

th~ record shows tho.t there are no di.stribution mains inst':'lled in 

Athol Street ~t present; that seve:'). lots would be served from defen

dant's proposed 6-inch pipe installation therein" and that the one 
, 1. 

fire hydrant 1 recommended by the Font~a Fire Protection District ~s 

necessary to serve the subdivision, would be located o.t the northwest 

corner of Athol Street and Fonta.n~ Avenue.. A witness for defendant 

testified that the 6-inch rncin on Athol Street was necess~ry in 
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order to provide for possible expansion and subdivision development 

westerly of Tract No. 3450 to Catawba Avenue.. This witnesz also 

attempted to show that the installation of a 6-inch main in Athol 

Street was n~cessary in order to assure adequate fire protection to 

that area of the subdivision. It is apparent from the recore., how

ever, that, if the fire hydrant proposed to be installed at th~ 

intersection of Athol Street and Fontana Avenue be served with a 

6-inch main in Fontana Aven.ue from the $-inch main at Citrus Avenue, 

the tract ~~ll have the necessary fire protection not only along 

Athol Street but also throughout its entirety, from a water service 

standpoint. We believe th~t, in order to serve complainantTs prop

erties along Athol Street, an inst~llation of no larger than 4-inch 

pipe is neccss~ry and 'that, if defend~nt wishes to install excess 

capacity in Athol Street to provide for possible future subdivision 

development westerly thereof, the difference in the cost between 

i!'lstollling a 4-inch lr.ain and a 6-inch main should. be borne by defen

dant, and the order herein will so provide .. 

With respect to the proposed installation in Fontana 

Avenue, the record shows that for m~ny years a 2-inch lr~in has 

~ existed for about a mile and one-half ~long Fontan~ Avenue z¢uth-
-....--.. ,_ .. '_._._ ....... _-..--_ ... _-, .~ 

wes~erly from the intersection o£ Fontan~ Avenue and Citrus Avenue .. 

F~om this 2-inch main ~bout 19 consumers have been and are being 

$c~ved_ Complainants object to being cr~rged by de£endcnt for the 

::-eplacecent of the 2-inch main with the 6-inch main to s~rve their 

lots racing on Fontana Jwenu~, especiolly Lots 1 to 6, inclUSive, 

which lie southwesterly of the intersection of Athol Street and 

Fontana Avenue.. Itappoars from the record that that part of de£en

do.nt's pl~n which includes the proposed inotallation of a 6-inch 

main, southwesterly from Citrus Avenue, along Fontana Avenue to the 

northwest corner of the intersection of Athol Street and 

Fontana Avenue is necess~ry in order, among other things, 
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to furnish ~dequ~t~ water service ~o the proposed fire hydront 

installation at that inte~section. Th~ order h~rein, therefore, 

.... 1.11 provide that defendant ~oos estiIl"..lte of cost to s~rve Tract 
'0 

No. )450 shall include the cost of the inst~l1ltion of a 6-inch 

~i~ to that point. However, beyond that point, we beli~ve th~t it 

is defendant's r~~ponsibility to increase its wator servic0 facil

ities o.t its own cost and at such time as its presently insto.lled 

fucilities prove to be in~dequate due to increased dem~ndsthereon, 

of w~~tever type. The o~dor herein, therefore, will provide th~t 

th~ cost of replacing ~h~ 2-inch main southwesterly ~long Fonto.no. 

Avenue, from the int.erccction of' A.thol Strt:et and Fontc.n.o. J~venue, 

sh~ll be borne by defendant. 

Complaint as entitl~d above having beon filed with this 

Coomission, a public hearing h~ving bo~n held thereon, ~~d the 
. 

Commission having been fully advised in the prclmises a~d' b~$ing - . 
this order upon the f~cts horein and the evidence of record, 

IT IS HEREBY FOU1~ AS h FACT th~t de!end~ntTs total esti

mated price to furnish w~ter service to Tract No. )450, Fonto.na 

Distric'C, S.ln Bcrno.rdino County, Ca.lifornia., of $'1,978 is excessive 

due to (1) inclusion therein of a proposal to install 6-inch pipe 

througho'J.t the tra.ct, and (2) inc lusion thorein of cost of replc.c

ing 2-inch main clong Fonta.n~ Avenue zouthwestcrly of Athol Street 

'dith a. portion of soid 6-inch pipe. 

IT IS HEREBY FURTHER FOUHD 1-.S A FACT that the insto.l1a.tion 

of a. L..-inch DUlin tllong Athol St:'eet in Tr<lct No • .3lJ.50 will provide 

o.dequo.'Ce w~ter service facilities to Lots II through 17, inclUSive, 

~s now planned to be dev~loped, a.nd that the 2-inch main which now 
, 

exists in Fon~.:.no. Avenue southwesterly of .~thol Street h~$ been 
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furnishing water s<;Jrvice to consumers along said Fontana Avenue 

southwesterly of Citr.us Avenue for many years, therefore, 

IT IS F~REBY ORDERED that defendant, S~n Gabriel Valley 

\llater Compc.ny, shall suomit to complainants, George T.:ldic and 

M~ry Tadic, a new csti:n.:lte of cost to install water service f.D.cil

ties to serve Tract No. 3450·, Fontana. District, San Bernc.rdino 

County, California, such estimcite to include service to the subdi

vision as shown on the map attached to the complaint as Exhibit. h.:,.. I/" 

/' such estim.lte shllll include the cost or installing 6-inch pipe from -
the intersection o£ Citrus Avenue and Fontana Avenue southwesterly 

to the inter~ection of Athol Street and Fontana. Avenu~, 4-inch pipe 

in Athol Street from the intersection of Fontana Avenu~ ~d ~thol 

Stre~t northwesterly ond westerly to the westerly boundc.ries of 

Tract No. 3450, o.nd one fire hydr.lnt a1; the northwes~erly corner of 

Athol Street and Fontana Avenu~, only. 

IT IS HEREBY FURTHER ORDERED that the cost of replacing 

the presently exi sting 2-inch main in Fontana Avenue from. tho inter

section of Athol Street ~nd Fontan~ Avenue southwesterly on Fon~~n~ 

Avenue, if such replacement is found to be necess~ry in order to 

render ~dequ~te service, be borne by S~n Gabri~l Valley Water 

Company .. 
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IT IS HEREBY FURTHER ORDERED th~t defendant shall within 

thirty (30) days rile with this Commission a copy of the estimate 

ordered to be submitted herein for the Commission's information. 

The effective date of thi's order shall be twenty (20) days 

~£tGr the date hereof. 

w... " 

~r/; r:7i/- '~&.' , 


