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Decision No. 
69358 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CAl..IFORNIA 

SUNSET-NELSON, INC., a Corporation, ) 
) 

Complainant ) 
) 

vs. ) 
) 

.case.No. 8156 '. ',.. . 
(FiledY~ch31,,: ,1965} '. 

(Answere<r April: 16,· 196:5),' 
SUB.UR:aAN WA'IER. sx:sn:MS, a Corporation,. ~. 

Defendant. ) 
) 

Walter E. Kinsman and Kenneth Torbiner, 
for complainant. . 

Arthur D. GU:Va..:J:.r .. , and Walker Hannon, 
for de£en t. ... .. 

Jerrv J. Levander, for the'Commission. 
staff •. 

Compla:inant alleges that it is in the business of 

building and operattng sbopp~ cente~ properties not for 
.(1f.".J~ 

resale; on or about August 1" 1964, it requested l~-inch, 

water meter service by defendant for a liquor, store at 
" . 

9137 Slauson Avenue, an accountant's office at 913:1-A", a 
cleaning establishment' at 9l3~, and a barber shop' at. 9141, 

and 2-inch meter service for a laundromat at 9143' Sl.'luson 

Avenue, Pico livera; all of said shops were part;'of a' new 

. shopping "service" center at that time under construction; 

it was advised by defendant that the latter would:be required 

to bring new water lines to complainant's property.at' 

complainant's expense; it wes .advised by ecf.andant that a. w.a~cr 
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line supplying the properties was over SO years old and:not 

adequate for commercial development and it would be necessary 

to advance $1,900 to bring. in water lines; on or about 

Oetober 12" 1964, a water main extension agreement, Exhibit A 

attached to the complaint,. was executed' and the amount of 

$1,900 was advanced to defer.daut; and water service' for construc

tion. pw:poses was furnished by defendant th:ough.· a ~-incb.' stP-el 

main located in the alley at the rear of complainant's properties 

north of Slauson. and' west of Scrapis Avenues. Complainant 6a:tn

tains that it is defendant 1 s business to upg:ade its. system to- . 

supply new developments, and requests an order that defendant 

reimburse it in the amount of the $1,900 supplied by complainant 

for the costs of upgrading the system. 

Public bearing was held before Exam;inerWarner on' 

May 26, 1965, at Los Angeles. 

Defendant, while admitting the existence of its 

~-incb. steel main in the alley, contended that' the character 

of complainant's development had eausedacbange in water 

service requirements to the properties and, therefore, cotisti-
, . , 

tuted new customer requirements". and that whether the installation 

upgraded the system or not did not shift tbe responsibility 

from complainant, req.uesti'!lg extr.aortj1n~ service', t:oc!~f6ndant 
. '. 

for assuming. the initial investment under the' mainexte:1Sion' " 
"~I 

rule. 

Defendant installed 268 feet of 8-1nch -'Ud 130' feet" 

of 12-inch asbestos cement~ Class 100 pipe, lOS feet· of 16-inch' 

steel encasement> one 6-inch fire. hydrant,,:, one ~-in6:,copper, 
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service, and one 2-i:lch galvanized service in Slauson AvCttlu~ and. 

in Scrapis Avenue, <lS shot-."n on the sp,txh!bit A, ~tUlcbcdto the: 

answer. '!be tot~l cost was $10,741.48. 

~sc<:l on tho cneC1lce, wefi:tld tllat: 

1.. The record supports 'complainDut r s allegations. 

2. Defendant msiuterpreted its mai:l extension xule ttnd~ 
, 

the existingcircumstanc~s. 
, , 

., 

3. The terms of the m.:!in extension agreement, datee: October 12, 

1964, are not in (lccord 'tdtb defendant '5 fi1edt.m:l:ff. 

We conc1ttda tbat the reli.ef prayed for'should be· gX'.antcd. 

!he water seJ:Vl.cc requested by complainant'should h~ve' been, fu....~S:hcd ' 

by defendant without payment of a construction advance by eompl..:lin

.;lnt; the main extension .;lgrecment is not in accord with c1efcndar..~ '.s 

filed tariff; and tbe amount of $1,900 .advanced by, compla~:l.t 
, ,,' . 

should 'be refunded, with six per cent iuterest ttom'October12, 1964, 

~o dcto of refund. 

OR D,E R -- ..... ~.-

IT IS ORDERED that: 

1. Suburban v1ater Systems shall' furnish water s~rv:tce-~.~witcout 1 

:cqu1:riDga eonstruction advaucc~· to Sunsct~Neison, Inc.,·,.'l. corpo

:ration at the latter's properties at 9137:.:: 9137-A~ 9139" 9141, and 
" 

9143 Slauson Avenuc, Pico Rivera:. pursuant to tbalattcr's,rc<luest 

for a·l~-1nch meter to all but the latter ac.ercss:. and'fora'2-inch 

n:cter at the l.:ltter address, in conf~:rmancc with General·Order 

No. 103 and in confornulneewith its filed tariffs. 
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2. Defendant shall~ w.!.tb.i1i ten days after the ,effective 

date hereof, refund to, complainant $1,900: plus interest at ,six, 

_ ...... : I 

per cent from October l2, 1964, to'thedate of ,refund',.and"shall, " 
, , 

within five days there.a.f:er, report in writing, tO,the Commission' 

its compliance herewith. 

!he 'effective date of 'thi.s.,order shall ~,~~tYdays 
after the date hereof. 

Dated at ____ .g,Salliln-.....=.Fra~;no.l.io<WI.:W~_, California,~.tbis· " ,t, ," 
r 

day of ____ -:J:.:U;.:.l y.;......~, 1965. 
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