
Decision .No ___ _ 

BEFOP.E TEE RAILROAD COMMISSION 
OF mE SU!I!E OF CALn'O:aNIA. 

GEORGE D. ~SO.N, et al., ) 
) 

Complainants, ) 
) 

-va- ) 
) 

:aE.b.UMON'~ LA.ND &: WATER COMPANY ) 
and SAN GORGONIO WATER COMPANY, ) 

) 
Defend&nts. ) 

) 

----------------------------) 

BY ~HE COMMISSION: 

OPINION. 

C~se No. 941. 

Th1s complaint was f1led by a number of holders 

of eo-called wate"r-rights under the water systems of 

defendants. The complaint alleges that at all times 

prior to the 25th day of April, 1913 the defendant water 

oompan1es 1mproperly exacted a charge of $50.00 per acre 

for the right to receive wat~r for irrigation: that such 

sums were improperly collected to the amount of approxi-

mately $100,000. The complaint further alleges thAt at 

all times prlor to ~pr11 25, 1913, said defendants re-
fUsed to install meters or service connect1ons except 

upon the payment to them improperly of the cost of such 
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meter and service connections; that such sums have been 

1mproperly collected to the amount ,of approx1ma.tely $10,000. 

~he prayer of the complaint is that the COmmission 

award reparation to the compla1nantsfor"sa1d charge of 

$50.00 per acre and the said charge for meter and service 

installation," together with interest thereon from the date 
of payment thereof. 

~he defendants have filed a motion to dismiss the com-
plaint for lack of jurisdiction. 

~he jurisdiction of the Commission to award reparation 

is defined in seotion 71 of the Eublic Utilities ~ot. ~his 

section provides in part, that "a.ll oomplaints concerning 

excessive or discriminatory charges shall be filed with the 

Commission within two years from the time the cause of action 
accrueS." 

The complatnt alleges that at all times prior to the 

25th day of April, 1913, the charges as to which reparation 

is sought were exacted by the defendants. The complaint was 

not filed until March 31, 1916. Accordingly, it appears 

from the fac,e of the complatnt itseJ.:r that the COmmission 

would not have jurisdiction to award reparation in tbis pro-
ceeding. The complaint must a.ccordingly be dismissed. 

It may be that some of the complainants in this prooeed-
ing actually paid the charges within the statutor.1 period, al-

though this does not ap~ea~ trom the complaint. The compla1nt 
Will, accordingly, be d1sm1ssed without prejudice in order 

that the complainants, it cny, who did make their payments 

within the statutory period will not be precluded from filing 

a complaint with the Commission. It any such complaint is 
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filed, we suggest th~t the complatnt state definitely when 

each of the oharges oomplained of was .. a.ctually paid. We 

recomoend that this practice be followed in all complaints 

wherein reparation is sought. 

o R D E R. 

It appearing :from the fa.ce of the complaint in this 

proceeding that the Commission does not have jurisdiotion to 

award relief upon the allegations oontained in the oomplaint, 

I~ IS HESEBY ORD~~ that the complaint be, and the 

S~e hereby is dismissed without prejudioe. , -d/ 
Dated at san Francisco, California, thie If 1Lay -

of August, 1916. 

COmmissioners. 
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