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Decision No. 67323 

BEFORE Tm: PUBLIC tJ"TILITIES COMMISSION OF Tlm STATE OF CALIFORN1A 

WILLlk~ J. CLARK ~nd EMMY CLARK, ) 
on behalf or themselves and all ~ 
others similarly zituatco, 

Plaintiffs, 

vs. 

CALIFORNIA WATER COMPAA"Y, INC .. ," 

Defendant. 

ORDER OF DISMISSAL 

case No. 7878 

Su~r1zins the complaint herein, it ic alleged tl1at 

defendant utility, Without the knowledge and consent of coopla1r~t 

customers, has added fluorine to the water su?ply used by the 

people in King City and by those in the surrounding area. It 

io alleged fluorine i~ a poison, docs not stop all tooth dec~YI 

and oay cause additional damage to teeth; fluoridation is the 1mpo-
,-

$ition of maS3 medlcation; the proposed additional coct per 

household or 40 ccnts per month is excessive; there are individuals 

allergic to fluorine and its compounds; fluorine ~. cause 

extensive ~amage to water pipe lines; and there has been no recent 

vote of the people of King City relating to fluoridation, 

officials of the City having refused to place before the people 

any measure which would allow public discussion of the pros ~~d 

cons of fluoridation and thereafter cast their secret ballot on 

a proposed mcasurc. Complainants seek an order proh1biting 

fluoridation .. 

Defendant haz filed an answer and a motion to d1smizs. 

Attached to the motion is a certified copy of an excerpt from 

the minutes of the meeting of the City Council held on 
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December 18, 1963, showing adoption of a motion that "Californ1a 

i~atcr Service Company is to be instructed to fluoridate the city 

water supply as exped1tiously as possible ~f .)40 * " 
Also attached to the motion to dismiss i: a certified copy 

of Resolution No. 848, adoptee by the City Council on r~rch 18, 

1964, by which I!californ1a Water Service COmpany be, a.."'ld it is 

hereby authorized and directed to treat the water furnished to 

wate~ consumers in the City of Kins by add1ng to its content: 

fluor1ne compounds 1n amounts and qualities and 1n compliance with 

the standards established and a~proved by the State Bo~rd of 

Health relating to the purit~, wholo~omenez3 and potability of 

public waters in this State. lI 

, 
Another attachment to the cot ion to dismiss io a copy of 

~"'l amendment to defendant's eXizt~ng domestic water permit, 

issued by the Department of Public Health, authorizing fluoridation 

of defendant's water supply. 

In City of Oroville and County of Butte v Ca1iforn1a Wate~ 

SerVice Comnany, 55 Cal. P.V.c. 407~ compla1nants, having adopted 

resolutions rcquestine defendant ut11ity to add fluor1des to the 

water supply, sought a COmmission order requir1ng the utility to 

do 30. This defendant th~re contended 1 t was Wi tl"'.1n the 

d!scrct1on of the water supplier whether it would or would not 

undertake to fluoridate the water, and stated it WOuld do so 

only on condition that there be an election of the water 

users determining ,\,lhether or not they desired i"luoridation. 

A!ter hearing~ and upon a. record "replete with expert medical, 

dental, chem1cal, and other scientific testimony on both sides 

of the question a~ to the advisability or the flouridation or 

Do domestiC water supply", the CommiSSion round that injection 0'£ 

fluorides 11°.'1111 promote the health or the customers of defendant 

and Will not cause injury to the consumers of zuch water. n 

(55 Cal. F.U.C. at 409.) 
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It was also found that constitutional rights wo~ld not be 

unlawfully infringed by requ1ring defendant to fluoridate its 

water supply. In order1ng the defendant to do so, the decis10n 

stated such .:x.cti01'l Il1s not to be understood as hold1ng that a 

water public utility which docs not fluoridate it= water su?ply, 

necessarily, 15 violating the law. All we hold is that, based 

upon the facts revealed by the record here1n, 1t is ~pp~opr1ate 

tor us to direct the defendant uti11ty to ~luor1aate 1ts water 

supply. If (55 Cal. P. U. C .. at 410 .. ) Recogniz1ng that ~luor1dat1on 

may requ1re add1tlonal expense, the decision noted that the 

complaint proceeding ~a$ not the proper one ror detcrm1~t1on 

or such addit10nal cost, ~nd ir after fluoridat1on commenced 

defendant found it needed rate reller it could make an appropriate 

app11cat1on .. 

The Supreme Court of ca11forn1a denied a petitlon ~or a 

~~t to revlew the Co~ssion dec1c1on.. (Henderson et al. v 

. Public Utilities Commission, S.F. Nos .. 19736 and 19738.) 

Based upo~ the eyJUb1ts attached to the motion to dismiss, 

and upon the dec1$1on in Qrov111~, C~se No. 7878 is hereby 

d1srn1ssed. 

Dated o.t __ Sn.'n_'" _Fr:m_' _~ ____ , california, this ~n"- d::J.Y· 

or ___ ' ...;J;..;U.;..NE~ __ , 1964. 


