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Decision No:. 69357, ------
BEFORE '!BE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OFTBE,' S'.tA!E' ,OF,CALIFO~'T!A' 

YUCCA 'V Al:rEY COUl-rrY WAl'ER. 
DIstRIcr~ a publiccorporation~ 

) 

~ 
Complainant ~ ), 

, ~" 
VS. 

YUCCA WAXER. CO.,. a ccn:pora1:iOll; 
) 
) 
) 

Defendant. ) 

------------------------------) 
v1ilson,. J'ones~ Morton & Lynch, by John H.Holtom" 

for complainant. 
John E. Sisson~ for defeIld.aut. 
JerryJ .. I.evanc:ler) for the Commission staff. 

o P I I-T' I O'"N ............. --- -.... ............ ----

This complaint was filed pursuant to tbe prOvisions of 

Section 1001 of the Public Utilities Code on the basistbat, 

defendant,. Yucc~ Water Company> Ltd.,. a' public utility water corpo­

ration, under the jurisdiction of 'this Comm:Lssion,. is about to 
• . r 

interfere with the operation of the line,. plant or "system of ,Yucca­

Valley County vlater District,. a public agency, already conseructed~ 

and proposes to' extend its water system tose:rve,'!ract NC>~724r.;1n 'j 

Section 10, 'I1S,R5E, S.B.B.&K. 
" '''' .. ' 

Pub11,e heating was beld before Examiuer Warner otiMayl2," 

1965, at Yucca Valley. 

". 

ComplaiIumt was organized under Div:i:.siou12-of the­

California vTater Code. $cction 10 (except the N% of the h"W]Q 

including Tract NO'. 7241 compriSing 80 acres, 1s within comt>lainant' $' 
. , .' I 

boun&ries. said boundaries were est.!lblisbed at tbc:.'time of::· 
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. comp1airu:ro.t' s organization when Section 10 (except the exc:epe:r.on. ", 

which excluded itself subsequent to the org.an:tzadon)· was under 

single ownership. Said tract is. contiguous todefcndant"s certi-... 
ficOlted are~ at the southeast corner of said exception. 

As shown on Exhibit No.1, a map' of complainant's 

boundaries, Section 10 is isolated £:rom eompla:!:o.:mt' s .. gener.:ll 
. ., 

service area where about 640 customers are furnished' water service." 

None of complaiuant' s facilities have been' constructed in ',seCtion 101 

but Reso1ucion No. 83, dated May 11,196>, of compla1nant'sBo.:lrd 

of Dixectors, provides for the installationofa' water, main within! 

Josaua Drive to provide water sel:'Vice to said section. As . sho'WU 

in Exhibit No. 4:r said water main. will extcndonemilewe'sterly 

<llong the north ·boundary of Section 11 wbe-re it will parallel an 

existing 6-inch 'lllain of defendant which serves customel:s· in. 
. . 

Section 2. The est:tmated cost to cOt:lplain<rnt<>f 1nStallations 

including its proposed 8-iuch. main to serve section 10, i&,$35,500., . . ,. 

Add!:Cionally, construction of an 8-inchmain' from,thenorthe3st . 

corner of Section 10 southerly to Tract No. 7241 will 'be re<;,~ired 
at a cost to the subdivider of said tract· of $4,500,., Tbesub-, 

divider" pursuant to complainant'srul~~, which are 'Exh1b!tNo. 2" 

will be required to eouate the water system installea'in'M.s'tract, 
, '-", ' 

and customex's will be required to pay for. 'meters. atapprox1m.ately 
'1. . 

$90 each. the record shows that complainaut"s proposed' .water 
'1 . 

, ~! , " 

system installation would be unable to maintainadeqaate water· 

pressw:es at customer service cOmlections' on.approX:tmat~ly 40, per- . 
,', ' 

cent of the, lots in the subdivision because of differences .. in:: 

elevation. Also" adequate fire protection. of, 500 gpm" which ,is 

required by San Bernardino County ordinances, could be provided 

only by the installation by complainant of additional boosterpumriS::'~':' 
. <>:" IJ, '. ", 
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costing ~ppro~tely $5,000. Who would bear their cost: 1$ not 

shown on the record. 

Defendant proposes to SC1:VC Tract No. 7241 (Exhibi.t' No.6), 

comprising 134 lots, from an existing 210,OOO-gallon reserv01r 

located within 10 feet of the northwest corner of s.3idttact. 'Water 
~ ','i t ,. ". r , 

service will be prov1~ w.Lth an advance by 'the subdivider pursutlnt 
~, , . 

to defendant's rules"·~~verit1g an estimated cost of .approximately 
"r , ' 

$25·;, 775 for in-tract ;,' facilities (Exhi.bit:No~ 9) ',. plus a cOntrlbation 
. 

of this subdivid.er' s SO-acre share of the cost, of backup £ae:tlit~e$ 

which defenclant proposes to install in order to' 'pro~de-~deqt1ate:' . ' 

w~ter sexvice· to 11 40-ae:re parcels in Sections,lO and 11 (Exhibit 

No. 10). !he east half of the east' half of said latter 'section is· 

witbin complainant r s boond.3ries. Defendant, establ:tshed'i.ri the 

year 1945, furnisbes water se~ce to approx1m.ately 1;;2SO::;.eustomers 
, ,I ,..,~ 

in the vicinity of Yucca Valley in unineorporated:1:erx:itory of San 
, ". w:~~~.~\,:' .".: ,._". . 

BernDrdino County. Its sources of water supply aret:h%eell1ells. with 

installed pumping plant production capacity·ofl,OOOgpm;:-
,,' " 

Complawnt has sold $450,000 ofGeUeral~Obligation Bonds, 

$375,000 proceeds of 'Which: have been cOlI:lXdtted to-the Pu1:eh~se of 

Josbua Forest Water Company,tbe former public uti1io/water. e¢rpo-
'. ", ' 

ration furnishing. water service within complainant's boundarles, 

not including Section 10, and $75,000 procee~'of: Wh1~h:have:beeu 
or are to be used for the improvement:, expansiou· sud extenSion·of 

complainant '.s water system. 
., ',,", 

. . 
!be record: shows that the· subdi'V"ider of 'Iract·No • .. 72/401, 

over a period of lle8X'ly a year, attempted to secure. water service 

and a statement of financial requirem~t$ from compla:tn.3nt,. 

unsuecessfully. He turned to defendant for water .• servi~~~ whiebled 
, , , \ '"," 

to· this compla!nt~ 
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We find the complaint without merit. Defendant has not 

already constructed a water system in SectionlO~ auddefendant's 

proposed water system. exteusion will not interfere with complain­

ant's existing system. About three-fourths" of a mile separates,:' two 

of'complainant's areas~ the larger of which conta1nscompla1nant's 

existing system. We further f1ndthat' compl31nanttg;..,propo~l to, 
, ' 

serve Tract No. 7241 is uneconomical and inadequate. ' 

On the other hand~ we fi.nd tbat defendant can normally 

in tbe course of its business extend its water system contiguously' 

to Tract No. 7241 and that such' extension by, defendant can be made 
, , 

economically and water service can be furD!shed'3d~uately. 

We conclude that the complaint should~dism1ssed. 

ORDER. 
~ ~'--.-. '-

IT IS ORDERED that this coap13i.nt is dismissed. 

The effective date of, ,this order' shall' be twenty days 

after the date hereof. 

Dated at ___ ---'San~~Fr:t~. n~e;;.:.::~~£o~ __ , Ca11forn1a:~ this 1 ~ 
day of __ -..;..l~I1.;.tY~_"' __ , 1965. 


