Pecision No. 71293

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

- Harold W. Mathewson,

Complainant,
o Case No. 8423

vS. (Filed May 20, 1966)

(Answered May 27 1966)

Great Westexrn Watex Semce, ‘
a Corporation,

Defenda.m: .

Harold W. Mathewson in propria persona.

Waryen O. Wagmerx a.nd Clyde H. Martin,
for detendant.

larry Chimbole, for City of Palmdale,
interested party.

Jexrry J. Levander and Raymond E. ’-Ie_ztens
for the Commission staff.

OPINION

Barold W. Mathewson, &n individual and joint owner in
the .closed two-family Juniper Heights Cdrporatioﬁ of 50 acres
(shown in Exhibit No. 2) of umdeveloped land, a part of wh:i.ch is
Tentative Tract No. 23445 of 14 lots (Exhibit No.3) in Palmddle,
seeks an” order to Great Western Watexr Sexrvice ;:o extend its water.
service outside of, but contiguous to, its cer_tificated area in
its Westmont District to sexrve hi;s propexties.

Public hearmg was held before E:oaminer Warner on -
August 9 1966, at Palmdale. In its answer, defendant supported
the complan.nt alleging that it was ready, w:x.ll:.ng and ab e to

sexve the propert:.es,but was restricted from extend;.ng‘ its ;wate'r

-1-




" c.s423 sr/dD)

sexrvice outside of any certificated area by Decision No. 59934,
dated April 12, 1960, in Application No. 39083, without foi'thex
oxder of the Commission. Said decision stated 'The total recoxd
in this proceeding . . . cleariy shows the lack of responsible
management.” The City of Palmdale also support;ed. the eomplaint
(@lthough its witmess admitted not having looked into :.1:3 me;:its-) |
on the ground that the proposed deveiopment of the propert}? would
be in the interests of the community. |

The recoxrd shows that defemdant filed Applicatiom
No. 47782 on July 29, 1965, to serve complainant's property."
However, on the receipt of a Commission staff repott dated
Novembexr 30, 1965, prepared by an accountant and an engineer y
which is Exhibit No. 5 in this proceedmg, said appln.cat:.on wa.s
withdrawn by defendant, and dismissed The sta:Ef ::eport showed
that the applicant therein and the defendant herein had fa:.led |
to heed Commission orders with respect to its accomting pﬁacfices :
and that no cuxrent or meaningful recorded fina.ncial data could
be presented by the staff accountant in hn.s repo::t.

Defendant's president and owner of 98.6 percent of its
stock testified in the instant proceed:.ng that defendant had
incurxed professional account...ng expenses in excess of $3,500 to
set up its books properly a.nd still owed $1, 500 on’ accoum: and
the ‘accounting reconstruct:.on job had noc been completed but was
expected to be completed by the end of the yeaxr 1966; defendant ‘
bad incerred 1légal expenses of $15, 000 to $20,000 in connect:...on

with its orgam.zat:x.on and e:cpa:nsa.on and still owed $2 400 -on t.bese
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accounts; he had at least $500,000 tied up in defendent'which.fur-

nishes water service to some 100 customers in its certificated arxea;
defendant s potential growth in its present1y~eertifieated area is
1,000 customers; it had adequate water supplies- it had suffered
fxom the economic recession in Antelope Valley~caused by removal to
other areas of aircraft and related industries; theﬁpr0posed water
sexvice rates of $2 per meter per month for minimum usage of 1, OOO
cubic feet applicable to complainant's property were rldiculously,
low; and it would be umeconomical to extend service to only four
lots, but that extension to the proposed development of 14 lots in
Tract No. 23445 eould be economical if complaxnant donated the costs
of backup faczlitxes and in-tract water system fac{lities, rncludxng
sexvices and meters. |

Complaxnant testified that he had firm comm;tments for
the development of four lots, including one for a home«for hzmself;
he would be willing to donate the costs of water service.for.the'
initial development; but no firm estimates of tﬁe‘costs-hadfbeen
presented to him. . o . |

We find that the Commission is without authority to order
defendant to extend its service outside its certificated area; and
conclude that this complaint should=5e~dismissed‘for leck‘of‘juris-
diction. The proper vehicle for accomplishing-theobjectites'of'
this complaint would be an application by defendant to extend sexv-
ice, setting forth the costs, texms, conditions, etc;, of sueh
serviee; Alternately, if defendant could successfu11y~have our
Decision No. 59934 set aside, as to service extension, 1t could
provide the proposed service wmder our main extension rules- .Ihe‘
facts disclosed on the record herein may'be‘incorpdrated‘by’agree-
ment of those comncerned in the record on any applicatlon defendant'm
‘may make.
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IT IS ORDERED that this complaint is dismissed.
The effective date of this order shall be twenty <ays

after the date hereof.
Los Angeles,

Dated at

day o
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<:/ : ‘ wCogq;ssioners‘

Commissioner Poter E. Mitchell, being
pecessarily abseat, &id not participate
4p the &isposition of this procoeding.




