e DRICINAL

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF TEE STATE OF CALIFORNTA

" Decision No.

PACIFIC WATER CO.,

 VS. o - .~ Case No. 6378- 
| DYKE WATER COMPANY,
Defendant.

David B. Boller, of Moss, Lyon & Dunn, for com=
- playsanr,
I-I 0. Van T’et:e*z, for defendm

A public hearing wzs beld in this matter on April 20 1960,
in Gaxden Grove, te2fore Examincr Grant E. Syphers. On this datec evi- |
dnnce was addeced a:ad the matter submitted. It now is ready for de-
“cision. |

The complainant is a public utility water company opera.ti‘i:zg
vé.rious water systexs in Oramge County, 'Calﬁomia. By Decision
No. 55354, dated August 4, 1957, in Applicarion No. 39031, the com-
plainant received a certificate from this Commission autho":!.z ing it
to conduct a public utility water service in en area in Ora:nge
County which includes the terxitory loce.ted‘ at the southwest cormer
of the intersection of Brookhurst Street and Westminster Avenué.

The gravawen of this complaint is that the défepd@t, Dyke
Water Company, is providing service to a market located on the south-

west cormer of the intersection of Westminster Avenue and Brookhurst




Street, and which is in the are2 certificated to the complainant.
The defendant admitted that it is providing this sexvice but contend-
ed that thexre is no other souxce of water avaflable and that the
maxket Is actually iz operation and recquires water sexvice. The de-
fendant fi:rther pointed out that it had a water main installed in
this area priox to the time this area was certificated to complain-
ant, and further that it will discontinue saild water servicé if and
when the complainant cam provide water sexrvice to the arez,

The position of the complainant was that the defendant is
providing this water sexrvice In violation of the Commission s order
in an area legally certificated to compla:_i.nant. Howevexr, the com-
plainant conceded that it was not now in a position to furnish this

water service since its closest commection is over & mile away, and

the cost of installing 2 water main would be zbout $20,000.

Based upon the evidence in thic record, we zmow £ind that
the defendant is pi:oviding a service whick is unauthorized and il-
legal. Howevef, we are faced with a public Interest problen in that
it J‘._é; not ree.sonabll'e to cut off the supply of watex to this maxket.
The record clearly indicates the mexket is in need of water. The
record also indicates that the;' complainant is not now in & position
to .providé éuch sexvice., Therefore, in the ensuing oxder Dyke Water
Comparny will be permitted to provide this service on an intexrim

basis until such time as Pacific Watexr Co. cam provide the service.

A complaint as above entitled having been filed, an answer
thereto having been filed, a public hearing having been beld thereon,

the Commzssion having made the forcgoing findings and be:.ng fully
\adv:.sed in the pre:m.ses,




C.6378 NB ’.

IT IS ORDERED: |
1. That Dyke Water Company be, and it hereby is, permitt.ed
- and directed to provide water service to a maxkei: loéated on the
soutmest coxrner of Westminster Avenue and Brookinmst Street onm an
interm basis um:il such time as Pacific Water Co. can provide this
service.

2. That when complainant Pacific Wate:: Co. is in a position
‘to provide this service it shall so certify in writing to this
'Commission, and at that time further appropriate action will be cop-
sidered by this Coumission.

The effective date of this order shall be twenty days .

after the date hereof.

| Dated at 5% Francise , California, this M’”
day Of Q/.'- /e .4_/ » 1960.

CozmicsionerEveTest C- eKeago . bolng
noceasarily abaent, 44 not par..lcipate
in the 4dispesition of this procoodinn:. .
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