Decision No. 67142
BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

In the Matter of the Application of
ROSA W/(TER COMPANY, a corporation,
for a textificate of Public
Conven:.ence and Necessity authorizing
applicint to furnish water service

to the Simi Valley High School site
in the vicinity of Santa Susana,
California.

Application No. 45641
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For appearances, see Decision No. 66039.

Additional appearances: Norman Blacher, for Ventura
County Taxpayers Association, interested parcy.

Harry C. Parker and Bart R. Swopes, in propria personae,
protestants.

OPINION ON REHEARING

By Decision No. 66039, dated September 18, 1963, this
application was granted. Pursuant to a petition foxr rehearing filed
by Ventura County Water Works District No. 9 (District No. 9) on

September 27, 1963, rchearing was granted on November 26, 1963.

Rehearings were held before Examiner Warner on December 18,

19, and 23, 1963, at Ventura, and oral argument was held before
Commissioner Mitchell and Examiner Warmer on March 12, 1964, at
San Francisco.

The record on rehearing shows that, prior to the formation of
District No. 9, applicant had installed an 8-inch fransmission
zain to commect its various water systems in the Simi Valley in the
vicinity of Simi and Santa Susana from its Tapo Canyon sources of
suﬁply on the north to its Catherine Plant in the southeast. This
line abutted the Simi Valley High School properties on the north and

east prior to the time of their condemmation and acquisition by
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Simi Valley Unified School District (School District).

Pending such acquisition, Distxict No. 9 was formed by
property owners, and an ordinance approving such formation was
adopted by the Ventura County Board of Supervisors om April 3, 1962.
The high school site was within the boundaries of District No. 9.
Final judgment in condemnation of the site by School District was
entexed on April 23, 1962. Subsequently, School District sought
water service to its site from Distxict No. 9 for cons;ruction
purposes. District No. 9 advised School District that no constxuc-
tion oxr othexr type of watexr sexvice was then available. School
Distriet taen sought construction water service from applicant, and
received it. District No. 9 advised School District that Distriet
No. 9 had no objection to the high school's receiving construction
water from applicant. District No. 9 further advised School District
that it was constructing a lé-inch supply main to commect Districs
No. 9's sources of supply on the south with a one million-gallon
reservoir on the north and that such main would be piaced in Stow
Street abutting the high school site on the east, and paralleling
applicant's 8-inch main. District No. 9 further advised School
District that a connection charge of $300 per acre would be assessed,
plus $900 for a meter; a total assessment of $15,900 for water
service by District No. 9 to the high school. Since applicant's
transmission main was already in place, applicant did not assess
School District any commection or meter chérge.

The record shows that at no time has District No. 9 held
4 permanent water supply permit from the State Department of Public
Health, although applied-for.

District No. 9 in its petition for rehearing, claimed

unlawful invasion of its boundaries by applicant. We find no such
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invasion. On the contrary, the record shows that although District
No. 9 was lawfully formed aftexr applicant's existence in the area,
District No. 9, itself, duplicated applicant's facilities.

The recoxd shows that applicant's water service to the
high school has been and is satisfactory.

We find no good recason and are not pursuaded to alter

Decision No. 66039, and we conclude that it should be reaffirmed.

ORDER ON REHEARING

IT IS ORDERED that Decision No. 66039 is reaffirxrmed.
The effective date of this ordexr shall be twenty days
after the date hereof.

Dated at__San Francisco | California, this 073‘,%

day of Qﬂ@uj , 1964,

M&é&’ C/mmf?(s%ﬁzr_s




