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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFO!U~!A 

ZUCKERMAN-MANDEVILLE, INC., 
a corporat10n, 

) 
) 
) 

vs. 

Complainant, ) 
) 
) 

CALIFORNIA WATER SERVICE COMPANY, 

Defendant. 

) 
) 
) 
) 

Case No. 5845 

Stanley M. ~ndt, for complainant; 
McCutchen, Thomas, Matthew, Griffiths & Greene 

by R~bert Minge Brown, for defendant; 
George F. Tinkler, for the Commission starf. 

OPINION AND ORDER ON FURTHER HEARING 

Decision No. 54848, issued April 16, 1957, in th1s matter 

set aside prior submission and reopened the matter for further hearing 

with the express purpose of requir1ng defendant to make a tull dis­

closure of all relevant facts pertaining to the main extension 

1nvolved. Further hearing was held before Examiner F. Everett Emerson 

on May 24, 1957, at San Franc1sco. Defendant made the full disclosure 

desired and the matter was submitted on that date. 

It 1s now clear that the water ma1n installed to serve 

compla1nant was phys1cally located so as to comply with the require­

ments of the County Road Department that water mains be placed on the 

northerly and weoterly s1des of streets, thus reserving the southerly 

and easterly sides for other pipe-laYing utilities such as gas compa­

n1es. Because of such locat1on, the actual length of main installed 

was 606 feet, such length being no more than that necessary under the 

conditions prevailing. We find no unreasonableness in such situation. 
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It is now clear that the section of 8-inch main installed 

as part of the extension to complainant is but a part of an ultimate 

plan for providing adequate service to the general area, and to 

Riviera Cliffs Subdivision to the west of the Stockton Country Club, 

originally developed as early as 19,3. As extensions have been or are 

from time to time made, main sizes are determined in accordance ~tb 

such ultimate plan. In view or the evidence on this subject, we rind 

that size of main installed to serve defendant was prudent, reasonable 

and nondiscrim1natory. 

Although complainant did not challenge either the specific 

determination or the methods of determin1ng the costs or the main 

extension, we ~sh to point out that the estimating and accounting 

involved appear to us to have been correctly and properly made. 

As applied to the speCific s1tuation of complainant we find 

that defendant has fairly, accurately and properly appl1ed the appli­

cable proVisions of defendant's Rule No.1" Main Extensions. In view 

of the evidence, we f1nd that complainant is entitled to refunding of 

1ts deposit strictly in accordance with Section B-1 of that rule and 

under no other sectio'n. 

This record contains no showing relating to any general 

unreasonableness of defendant's ~ain extens10n rule which would justify 

any conclusion that such rule should in any manner be modified. The 

rule was established by order of this Commission after extensive and 

careful investigation and study. It has heretofore been found to be 

reasonable in its general application throughout California. It is 

herein found to be reasonable as appl1ed to the specific c1rcumstances 

pertaining to this complaint. It follows that the complaint herein 

should be dismissed. 
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C~od cause appearing, therefore, 

IT IS ORDERED that the relief sought herein by complainant 

is denied and that Case No. ;a~5 is hereby d1smissed. 
Dated at ______ &m ___ Frn_,_n_c_L~_O ____ __ 

day or ___________ n.t_rr,_r_rs~T ____ __ 

Commissioners 


