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Decision No. 73835

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

CANYON COUNTRY HOMEOWNERS )
| ASSOCIAIION a corporation, 3
)
)

Complainant,

vs. Case No. 8683

: (Filed September'S 1967)
SOLEMINT WATER COMPANY,

Deféndgnt.

Xaye B. Swan, for complainant.

Karl K. Roos, for defemdant.

Jerry J. Levander, for the
Commission staff.

OPINION

z=plainant Canyon Country Homoowners Association‘seeks an
order directing defendant Solemint Water Company (1)~to-install
adequate facilities, (2) to place such facmlxties in opera tdor,
(3) to anticipate additional demands upon the watexr systen before
additional tracts are developed, and (&) to stop-deliveryoof'oou# |
struction water until an adequate supply israssufedufhe xesidenﬁial,
customers. | | | | | |
| Public hearing was held before Examiner Catey at Newhall
on December 14, 1967, and the matter was submitted on said‘da:e,
Iestimony was presented by two of defendant's custoﬁe:s and.oy a
Commission staff engineer.
Complainanﬁ and Defendant

 Complainznt is am association of homeowmexrs in the Noxth
‘Oaks Development, near the Newhall ~ Saugus area of Los Angeles

County.




Defendant is a public utility waterxr corporation serving

the North Oaks Development and other areas in the vicinity of New-
hall and Saugus. | "

Sexvice Tnterruptions

Exhibit No. 1 and the supporting testimony of a customef
show that thexe were watexr service interruptions in the NorthUOaké‘
area during May, June, and July of 1964 and‘during,April,‘May, June,
and July of 1965. The 1964 interruptions were covered by Caée No.
7973, a complaint filed by North Oaks Homeowners Association against
defendant. Decision No. 68283, dated Nove:ﬁ!:.»er 30, 1964, states that
a new booster pump installed in July of 1964, cofrected thé_p:evipus
deficiency In the system. The 1965 interruptioné‘were cévered by
Case No. 8229, a Coumission investigation whicb.included mattexs
complained of by North Oaks Homeownmers Association. The various
decisions in Case Nb.\8229'required the prompt installation of.'
certain overall system improvements and the. preparation of a master
plan for othef long-range improvements. A Commission stéff'réport,
Exhibit No. 5 in the current proceceding, states that defendant ﬁas
complied with all prior Commission orders. Exhibit No. 1 states
that the service in 1966 was improved and lists,oniy onefshdrt intex-
ruption during that year and, prior to August, only ome inteffuption
fa 1967. | -

During August, 1967, residemnts in the Nbfﬁh.oaks area were
again faced with some five service interruptions, r&nging ffbm about
two hours to twenty hours in duration. It is these more recent
outages tkat are the subject of the.current p£o¢eeding.

Cause of Interruptions

Complainants did not know exactly whst caused the sesvice

interruptions. A Commission staff engineer who investigated the
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situation diagnosed the causes and included a discnssien theieefvin‘
Exhibit No. 5. Firsthand detailed information as to the‘seqnence of
events causing the interruptions could only have been presented by
defendant. Defendant did not present any evidence on‘this subject.
The staff investigation indicates that the immediate cause
of water service fallure was the sheaxing of the shaft on the deepe
well turbine bump at defendant's pumping plant designated S=8. ,This
pumping unit is one of the sources of supply for defendant's 1550~
foot zone. Without the S-8 plant, and with a coincident h_gh water
use due to an extended period of bot weather, the water in the 1550~
foot Lowex Sky Tank was depleted and service to some customers in H
the North Oaks area was intermittent. | "
The staff engineer concluded that, in the service.failures,
in August, 1967, the use of construction water for residenees and
schools was not a significant factor. Defendant nad taken‘stepé to
restrict the use of water for 1arge—scale 1rrigation at schools, as

well as restricting the use of water for cons: ruct1on purposes. The

restrictions remained in effect until all,pumpzng-units.were again

'
o

in servieegy

Restoration of Service

In any prolonged series of interruptions, there is a
question as to whether the utility made a reasonable effortnto re-
store continuous service. Again, firsthand detailed infotna;ion\on
this subject can only be supplied by defendant, which declined to
present any testimony. The order which follows reqnires defendant
to report to complainant and this Commissxon (1) the steps it took :
to maintain and restore service and ) an explangtzon_for the;delay:

in repair of the pump.
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Avoiding Repetition of Interruptions

It is apparent that, despite the improvements already made
to defendant's system, additional facilities must be provided to’t
insure against service interruptions caused by unavoidable zal-

functions of mechanical equipxment. Pursuant to past orders of the
Commission, defendant has provided standby facilities in each boost~
ing situwation, but apparentlylneeds additional standoy sources of
supply, intersystem water transfer facilities, storage facilities,

or some combination of these.

The staff emgineer concludes in Exhibit No. 5 that the

best solution would be the provision of more storage capaéity which
can supply the North Oaks area, permitting longex shutdoﬁﬁ'of other
plant for maintenance and repairs. The exbibit states that 23
additional reservoir of 700,000-gallon capacity in the ISSO-fOOt
zone had been planned for ipmstallation in 1966. ‘That~resé£voif,
designated a2s defendant's Giadling Resexvoir, is,patt of the »lant
to be installed in comnmection with facilities ﬁo serve Tract No.
29577. large mains were to have comnected this reSérvoir_ﬁitE the
basic 1550-foot zone and an additional comnection would_have‘been
made to defendant's l700-£oot zone. The staff engihéer's stddy{
indicates that the instsllation of the Gindling‘Reservoi£ and its
associated mains would have prevented or lessenad the extert and
duration of the recent service iaterruptions.

Coumplainant's Exhibit No. 4, a copf of a letter from
defendant's president to an assemblymen, a:tributes the'delay'in
installation of the Gindling Reservoix to the fact thét'the-county
bas not enforced the performance bond posted by the subdivider in
1964 to inscre the installation of the tack zad other fagili:ies-

I,

The letter states that, cver defendant's protests, the county has«///
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successively extended the deadline for completion, that the latest
deadline date was January 28, 1968, but that the constructxon had- not}l
yet been started. '

The order which follows requires defendant tovfiie-mon:hly
progress reports on the status of theiproposed Gindling Resexvoir
until either its construction is compieted'or plans for its*ton-‘

struction are avandoned.

Possible Contributing Cause

Defendant's l4=inch comnecting main between two of these
three present 1550-foot zome tanks is interrupted by about 600 feet
of 8~inch main. Defendant apparently plams evantually to replaee7the
8-inch pipe with l4-inch, Complainant'suggested thetithe,nndersited
section of main may have contributed to‘the difficult?'in keeping
water in the Wilson Tank. Defendant offered no—testimonj~on-this
subject. “ :

The order which follows requires defendant to presentdan
engineering study of the effect of the undersized main on the water
flows available to the North Oaks area.

Alternative Solutions

Pursuvant to orders of this Commission, defendant has pre-~
pared a master plan for system development. When,‘however, a mejor
item of the master plan, such as the Gindling Rese:vdir, is delayéd
for a long period of time, defendant's obligations to its customers

require that it substitute temporarily or permanentlycsthen fazcflirics

which will provide additional production or storage capacity'inclieuv

of the originally planned facilities. ' The order which,follows Te-
quires defendant to nlan such alternate facilities if the Gindlxng

Reservoir will not be completed soom.
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Poor Commumication

During the recent service interruptions, cﬁstomers who

called defendant's listed telephone number to determine the cause

and probable duration of the interruptions were given conflicting

and sometimes ridiculous answers. Customers who have been out of
water for even basic sanitary and cooking purposes are understandably
in no mood for either sarcasm ox misplaced humor. Defendane's
answering service and employees should be kept informed promptly and |
accurately regarding any prolonged or widespread service‘problems

that may oceur, and should provide such information courteodslyuto

customers who call. | ,
The difficulty experienced by customers in obtainiﬁg infef-
mation is mot an isolated instance of poor communica:ion,byedefem&mn:'
For example, (1) defendant was about three weeke late iﬁ:filieg its
answer to the complaint in this proceeding,‘(Z)‘defenaant‘deelined‘
to present any evidence whatsoever at the hearing, and‘(3)‘the'recerd
in earlier proceedings shows that defendant's reports of compiiance
with Commission orders were often delayed even though compliance
bhad been effected.
The order which follows requires defendant to-prOV1de for
better dissemination of information to its cusromers.

Findings and Conclusion

~ The Commlssion finds that:

1. Defendant presented no evidence regarding serviee inter-
ruptions which occuxrred in the North Oaks portion of its service_area
during August, 1967; | | | -

2. Defendant's proposed 700,000-gallon Gindling Reser&oir -
would provide additional storage to the North QOzks area to help
maintain service during shutdown of other facilities. for maxntenance

and repairs.
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3. A 600-foot section of 8-incb.maiﬁ;in defendant'svl&-inch‘
connecting main mayhhave restricted flows to the North Qaks area
during the August, 1967, ‘service interruptionms.

4. If thé Giﬁdling_Reservoir is not in operation by'neit.
summer, another shuédown of existing supply facilitiés fbf ﬁaintén-
ance or repairs could cause a recurrence of the August, 1967, sexrvice
xnterruptions. | | | |

5. During the August, 1967, serviée‘interruptions,,customers‘
did not receive courtecus and accurate responses from defendant s
representatives regarding the cause and p:obable duration of tae
-interruptions. ‘ _

The Commission concludes tbat'deféndant‘shou1d7belrequired

to take the corrective measures set forth in‘the'o:derfwhich follows.

IT IS ORDERED that:

1. Within ten days after the effective date:offthisiordér,"

defendant Solemint Water Comwpany shall file in this proceeding énd
furnish to—coﬁplainant a comprehensive report statiag (a5 the,ste§s~
taken by defendant during August, 1967, to restore continuous water
service to customers in its North Oaks area, and (b) an explanation
for the delay in repair of the well pump at plant S-8.

2. On or before the tenth day of each month aftér the effec-
tive date of this order, and continuing until completion or abandoa-
ment of defendant's 700 OOO-gallon Gindling Reservoir pzoject, de-
fendant shall file in this proceeding a progress report s&owing
(2) work accomplished on the project durizg the precedlng.mqnth and
(b) the estimated completlon date.

3. Within thirty. days after tfé effective date of thzs order,‘

defendant shall file in this proceeding an engmaee*;ng study of’ the
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probable effect of the 600-foot section of 8-inch main In défendant's
14-inch conmecting main between two of the present three 1550-foot
zone tanks insofar as the level of water in the ISSO-fOOt; .‘W:Lilso‘n Tank
was affected during the August, 1967, service intemﬁti.ons;'

4. If the Gindling Resexrvoir is not in operation by May 1, 1968,
defendant shall immediately file in this proceeding a statement of ‘
the size and type of altemtive sﬁpply and/or storage facilities
which defendant will install by Jume 30, 1968. |

S. Within ten days after the effective date of th:i'.s order
defendant shall institute a program which will provide accurate infor-
mation regarding any prolomged or widespread service prqblems- t:d all
employees and representatives who are authorized to answer customers'
requests for such information, and shall file in this proceeding a
statement of :he steps taken to effect compliance with this

requirement.

The effective date of this order shall be twenty days after
the date hereof.

Dated at San Fran ',‘ California, this | Y2 =
day of v NARCH
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