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Decision No. 71.293 
~':ti1~',,'i~"'C' .'1,'N'r;:A',' ,'t": ~'.:', ", ", 

BEFORE 'tHE PUBLIC urILn:ms. COMMISSION OF 'IRE S'IATEOF' CALIFORNIA 

Haxold W. Mathewson, 

Complainant, 

vs. 
case 'No.. 8423 , 

(Filed May 20 ~"" ~Q66) 
(Answered May, 27 ~,' 19,66) 

Great Westexn,Water Service, 
a Corporation, 

Defendant. 

Harold W. Mathewson, in propria persona .. 
'Warren O. Wagnel: and Clyde R. MaTtin, 

for defendant. 
Larr~ Chtmbole. for City of Palmdale, 

~terestea party. JerrI J. Levander and Ramnd z. Seytens, 
or the commiSSion s £ .. 

OP"INION --_ ..... ---

, , 

Harold W .. Mathewson, an individual and joint owner in 

the ,closed two-family ~unipe:r Heights Corporation of 50 acres 

(showc. in Exhibit No.2) of undeveloped land, a part of whiehis 

Tentative Tract No. 23445 of 14 lots (Exhibit No.3) in Pal:ncta:le, 

seeks an' order to Great Western Water Service to extend its wate% 

s~ce outside of, but contiguous to, its cer,tificated area in 

its' Westmont District to Serle his proper'ties. 

Public hearing was beld before Examiner Warner on 
. . 

August 9,. 1966" at Palmdale.. In its answer" defendant supported 

the complaint alleging that it was re.ady, willing. and able to 

serve the properties but: was restricted from eXtending its "water 
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service outside of any certl.fieated area. by Decis:Lon N~. 59934, 

daeed April 12, 1960, in AppliCation No. 39083, without further 

order of the Commission. Said decision stated w'rhe total record 

in this proceeding • • . clearly shows the lack of responsible 

ma:c.age:ment. n 'the City of Pa.lmdale also supported the eomplaint 

(al'Chougb. its witness admitted not having looked into its m~its) 

on the ground that the proposed development of the property would 

be in the interests of the community. 

The recOl:d shows that defendant filed Application 

-No. 47782 on July 29, 196>, to seXve comp1aillant"s propexty. 

Roweve%, on the receipt of a Commission staff report, dated 

November 30, 1965, prepared by an accountant and an engineer, 

which is Exhibit No. 5 in this proceeding, said application was 

withcb:awu by defendant, and dismissed. The staff report showed 

that the applicant therein and the defendant he%ein bad failed: 

to heed CommiSSion orders with respect to its accounting practices 

and that no current or meaningful recorded financial data could 

be presented by the staff accotmtant in his report .. 

Defendant's president and owner of 95.0 percent of its 

stock testified in the instant proceeding that defendant had 

incurred professioDal account~ expens,es in excess of $8,50~to 

set up its books properly'and still owed $1,500 on'account,-and 
. • t. 

, . 
the 'accounting reconstruction job had not been completed,. but was . . . .. . 

expect~d to. be completed by the end of the year 1966; defendant 

had inec:::tted legal. expenses. of $15,.000 to $20,.000 in connection 

with its orga-oi 73,d.on ~d exp.ans.ion and still owed $2 ,400 on :these 
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accounts; be had at least $500 7 000 tied u-p in defendant which fur­

nishes water service to some 100 customers in its certificated area; 

defendant's potential growth i11its presently certificated area' is 
" 

1,000 customers; it had adequate water supplies; it had suffered 

from the economic recession in Antelope' Valley caused by removal to 

other areas of aircraft and related industries:; the proposed water 

service rates of $2 per meter per month for minimum usage ofl ,000 

cubic feet applicable to complainant's property were ridiculously 

low; and it would be uneconomical to- extend service to'. only four 

lots, but that extension to the proposed developc.ent of 14 lots· in 

Tract No. 23445 could be economical if complainant donated the costs 
, . 

of backup facilities and in-tract watersYstem'facilit.ies~ including 

services and meters. 

Complainant testified that he had firm' commitments· for 

the development' of four lots ~ including one for' a home for himself; 

he would be willing to donate the costs of water service "for the 

initial development; but no firm estimates of the costs had been . 

presented to- him ... 

We find that the Cotnmission is without: authority to order 

defendant to extend its service outside it:s certificatecl area, and . , 

conclude that this complaint should, be dismissed for lack of juris­

diction. the proper vehicle for accomplishing the, o~jectives of 

this complaint would be an app1.icat1on by defendant to extend serv­

ice> setting forth the costs, terms:l' conditions, etc., of such 

service. Alternately:l' if defendant could successfully have our 

Decision No-. 59934 set aside:l' as to, service extension:l' it could 

provide the proposed service under our tnain extension rules. The 

facts disclosed on the record herein may be. incorpOrated, by agree­

ment of tbose concerned in the record on any application .defendant 

.~y make. 
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l'I" IS ORDERED that this complaint is dismissed •. 

!be effective date of this order shall be twenty days 

after the date hereof. -'v/-I 
Lo~ ~eleS' A ~ """'.' Dated at ____ -.,;.., ____ ' _., California) this~ _____ _ 

SEPTEMBER day of, _____ ~ __ ,· 1966. 

mDll.SS-l.oners· 

Commissioner 'Petor E. ltttchell ... 'be1ng 
necessarily abse~t. ~id' n~t ~o1pat. 
1n tllo dispo:si t10n ~~'tb1s. ~o~. , 
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