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Decision No. ---
BEFORE ~~ !t~1I~OADCO~~TISSION 

OF TE:S STATE OF C~'iL!FORNIA~ 

? -. GEEPPOL! and D01..1'J:NI C PEIP..ANO, \ 

Com:plain8.nts I . ~ 
vs. 

1 
j 

Case No. 712 •. 

~t.A..'UN WATE..'q };ND POw.sR COl::P P.1TY, a 
corporation, 

Defend.ant. 

Frank J. Burke for con'lplainants .. 
JC'se;$lh Eaber,·:Ir.) for defendant. 

" 
D~Vr.IN, Comt:.issioner. 
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The complainants in this act.ion live along Ev.tteriield 
, . 

Road in ,the City of San Anselmo, Marin County, and ha:ve, peti ti'oIl~d, 

t11is Commission that a.n order be issued cOlllllla,.nding we Ma:rin·Wa.ter 

and Pow'er Com.:pany, the utility furnisb.ing wa.ter service to adjacent: 

terri tory, to extend. its mair.\$ along Bu tter:f'ie16. Road so. a.s . to .prc~ 

vide service to !'esidents a.long t?lat street. 

There were two hearings held in this matte'r.At the 

"\', 

first hearing it was evident tllat the complaine.:ats could not promise' ,." 

~y stated amount as a guarantee to the wa.ter coo.pany to insure .it 

some reasona:ole return upon the proposed. investJ.1lent. The case 1.vas. 
continued in the hope that sufficient customers, estimated by the' 

Co=issio!:l t S hydraulic engineer to be at lea.st 15, might be.in<l'uce~ 

to guarantee to the company a..'!'J. a.ggrega.te paymento£ at least $30' 
< ,'., ' " .' 

per :::lont:h. Owing to,:,the probable purch:;"se o:f defendc:ntts entire, 

systerr~ "b~r the :1Illarin ]£v.nicipal Water District in the nee,r fu.ture, 



cost of the extension in this case would, by stipula.tion~ be returned ," 

to the CO!:l:9a::.y in case the District took over the system. 

A field investigation of the situation wa.s ~de 'by one of" 

+..he Commission's nydl"aulic engineers a.nd from :l cal'lvass of all the 

possi"ole conSU!llers along the proposed extension, 9 signat,ures were 

secured. Certain of these parties were willing to guara;ntee a d.ouble 

a.:::lount of 't'later in order to make the plan succ~ssful but the 

not over 12. 

At the adjourned hearing held in San Francisco'on June 29, 

1915, t:b.e complainants were not acle to p:!:'oduce 'additional signatures 

to !!lake a total of 15 t~ be benefitted ·oy the extens ion, so the case 

wa.s suomi tted with 'che understanding that any additional evidenc:e of 

value :nisht 'be presented before the end of the month of July. 

The time has now expired in 't',hich the additional signatures. 

or suarantees migl1.t have been secured and nothing has been received 

by theCo:mnission. 

Considering all the evidence in th5.s case, I oelievethat 

the 'business to be de:riyed from the extension does !wt justify ,the 

inves~en t necessary therefo::::', . .', 

and. shall recotlTllend to the Commission' 

that the case be dismissed. 

I suomit herewith the following form or order: 

Complail"J.t ha.ving been mad.e by 3 .. Gheffoli and Dominic 

Peirano against i'1~rin Water a.'1d PO';7e1" Company, alleging their' refusal'· 

to extend their water mains a.long a'street in the City of San Anselmo, 

knO\'7l'l as 3utterf:i.eld Roa,o., a..'1c. public hearings having be~n,heldthere'-

on:> P-no. it a.ppearing' from all the evidence. that conditions are J:ot 

SUc-!l as should. require Mc.rin Water a.."ld Power Compa"lY to constl"u,ct. 

SUCA extensions at its eA~ense, 



IT IS }:E..'U::BY OF.DERED by tne Railroad Co~ssion of. the 

State of California that the complaint 'be and. hereby is dismissed. 

without prejudice to the complainants .. 

The foregoing ,opinion and orde!" are hereby a:pprovedand 

o:-derec. filed as the opinion a.r.d. order of the Railroad Commission" 

of the State of California. 

J)ated. at San Francisco, California,. tais3 4. de.~" of 

.• <\ugL'.st, 1915. 
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. Corcmissi one~s .• 
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