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Decision 1'10. -----

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES CO!1l:'IISSION OF TEE STATE OF CALIFORNIA. 

AL A!mERSON .. 

COIT.!!'lainant .. 

vs. 

YUCCA WATER COMPANY, LTD.. a 
corporation, 

Defendant. 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

______ J 
) 

Xnve5t~eat~on on tho Co~~~lon'~ ow.n ) 
motion into the operations, practices, ) 
c~~traets, rules, regulat1on3, Charges,) 
tu'ld :Jorv1eo or Yucca tva-tor COt!Xp3."ll) ) 
tta., a ~ublie utility water co~ora- ) 
tion, operating in Yucca Valley, San ) 
Bernardmo CO'U.."'l.ty, Cali!'omia. ) 

. ) 

Applie~tion 'of Yucca Water Company, 
Ltd., a California corporation, for 
a certificate of public convenionce 
and necessity, to extend its water 
service a..~d system to additional 
areas. 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

--------------------------------) ) 
In the matter of the application of ) 
AL ANDERSON for a certificate of ) 
public convenience and necessity for ) 
the operation or a water system as a ) 
public utility .. Sa.."'l. Bernardino .) 
County, California ) 
--------------------------------) 

Case No. 5516 

• 

Case No. 5S1B 

Application No. 3$274 

Application No. 36203 

ORDER MODIFYING DECISION NO~.l.l 
AND DENYING PETITloN'""F"oR RE.~vG 

In its petition for rehearinS Yucca Water Company .. Ltd. 7 

a cOI'!?Oration, again urges that ps,71l1lents made by individual water 

users to officers or the corporation for installation of main 

extensions and services were made to the off1cers in their indivi

dual capacities and not in any representative capacity. This con

tention was raised heretofore by defendant and settled in 
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Decision No. 52021 (54 Cal. PUC 441)~ which was affirmed by 

Decision No. 52316 in an o~inion and order denying rehearing (54 
Cal. POC 525). These decisions have long since become final. 

Decision No. 5444l herein found that the users ~a1d the 

utility unauthorized charges tor service connections in the sum 01' 

$4~662; it further found that the ~ of $7~2S7.89, was an unauth

orized charge tor maL"'l extensions and that it should be refund.ed. 

It ordered the utility to submit to the Commission within ninety 

days atter the effective date of the dec1s10,n a plan tor the mak

ing of such retu."'lds. L"'l its petition tor rehearing or modification, 

petitioner urges tor the first tinle that its tariff Rule 19, which 

was applicable at the t1me of collection of such charges for main 

extensions, Should be controlling in the ~~ing 01' retunds. At 

that tL~e~ said tarift Rule ~d Regulation No. 19 was as follows: 

l~or a period not exceeding ten years rro~ the 
date of completion of the main extension, the Com
~any will re~"'ld to the de~ositor, or other ~arty 
entitled hereto, annually,· 35% of the eross revenues 
collected trom con~er or consumers occu~ying the 
property to which the said extension has been made; 
provided, however~ that the total payments thus made 
by the Company shall not exceed the amount 01' the 
or1einal deposit without i.."'lterest." 

Although it still urges that it has no ob1igat~,on to 

rofund such contributions at all, it nevertheless relies upon its 

tariff rule in petitionL"'lg that the CommiSSion modify or resci."'ld 

its order to~ their re~ay.rnent so as to allow ~titioner to take 

advantage of the re1'u.nd !'rovisions 01' Rule 19. It appear3 'co the 

COmmission that derend~"'lt com~anv should be allowed to make such - .. 
rofunds ot monies collected tor main extensions L"'l the s~e mannor 

as if defend~"'lt had collected thom in conformity with its applic

able nw,in extens 10n rule. 

With regard to the charges for meters ~"'ld service con

nections in the sum or $4,662, defendant's tarifr rules contained 
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the provision that the utility would, at its own expense, furnish . 

and install service connections and meters. Any charge 'c..."'erei'or is 

contrary to the tariff rules. Defendant's contention that t~e area 

"remains and is uncertified to Yucca Water Com"311V " and that there-.. .. 
fore its tariff rules are inap,licab1e is without merit. Decision 

No. 52316 (54 Cal. ?UC 525) has finally disposed of this contention. 

Decision No. 54441 will be affirmed with res~ect to the refunding 

of charges for service connections. 

o R D E R --- --
Good Cause Appearing, it is ordered that: 

(1) Yucca Water Com~any, Ltd. be and it is h.ereby 

directed to refund the aIllount of $4,662.00, the charges fOI' service 

connections as detailed in Exhibit No.1 in the above ~roceed1nZI 

said refunds to be made L~ accordance with a ,lan to be submitted 

by the company within thirty days after the effective dato hereof; 

(2) Yucca Water Company, Ltd., be ~~d it is hereby 

directed to refund the charges for main extensi~ns as det~ilod in 

said Exhibit No.1, said refunds to be made in accord~~ce with 

~et1tionerts tariff Rule and Regulation No. 19, which was a~p11c

able at the time such adv~ces for main extensions were made; 

(3) Exce,t as to the modifications contained herein, 

said petition for rehearing and/or modification is hereby denied. 

Dated at San :F'r:"J.Dciz,.:o California, this :! IJ dday of 

,~./ . ': ':'" . ., ..... ~. . . "~. 
'. 

Com.m.issioners 


