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JOXN L 'YT'...:R 

-vs-

B:E:?ORB THZ RAILROAD COMMISSIOB 
OF TEE STATE OF CALIFORNIA. 

-000-

· · Complainant · · · • 

· · Case No. 1214. 
TEE CRINO WATER COM:PABY · · .. .. 

Defendant 

· · ll. w. STANTON • .. .. 
Compla1nsnt · · · · '-ve- · .. Case :No. 1215 

THE CHINO WATER COM:?ANY : 

Defendant · · 

BY THE CO~SIOB 

John Lyter en,d H. W. Stl':Ulton. eB.oh 
for himself 

Clair s. Tapp&~ for Chino Water Company 

o :P I N ION 
-----~ ... 

Complainants herein are similarly 81 tua.ted in res!)eo.t 

to service rendered them by the defendant herein. It was 

stipulated at the hearing thet the cases m«1 be consolidated 

for hearing and decis10n. 
the eompla~~ts herein allege in e!fect that defendant 

18 a public utility maintaining its prinoipal place ofbus1ness 

at Chino, California; that a.t times ~iI1:Oe· 1906 defendant 

f~rnished to compla1nsntewnter for irrigation. but from time to 

t1me during said period the defendant refused to $u~ply water 

for the use of said comple.1nants, wherefore compls,1nents have 

petitioned thiS Commission for an order requiring de~endan~ to 

servo their sat d prope'%'t~ without arbitrary interruptions of 

0~?n 
:,...0 ............ 



servic e and further be required to remove all discrimina.tory 

limitations of servico nnd to place complainants on a par1t7 

with other users o£ the defendant's water service. 

The answer allegec that in few instances only it has 

delivered water to persons other than its stockholders and that 

its 801e purpose with few exc&ptions has beon to furnish water 
to its stockholders and that it dO-e8 not operate :ror :£'1J1S.:Deial. 

gam. 

At the hearing held in relation to the matter, the 

complainants testified that at no time during Whioh water was 

received by them tram the defendant had the,. received S%l1tl'l1ng 

but good ser~ioe and that at the present time everything was 

entirely satisf~otory and nondiscriminator.y both as to service 

nnd to ra.tes. The only question remaining is one which is 

~eoeS8~ to a decision here, Damsly whether or not the 

Chino Water Compa.n1, defendant here in, is a mutual wat,or comp817 

inasmmoh a6 complainanta are by their own admissions receiving 

water from this ocmps.ny in such quanti ties, at stxlh times and. 
at such prioes as too them are reasonable. 

tor the pttr~ose of determining from the history of defendw~t 

hore1n wh~ther it is a mutual ~t6~ oompany or a public ut1l1t7, 

would be sole~ for the purpose of deciding a qnest10n w~eb is 

unnecessary at thi8 time. 

ORDER ... --.---

JORli LYTER and R. W. STANTOB having pet1 t10ned 

the :R:ulro~d COmmission for en order deolaring that The Ohino 

Water Company be required to serve water to their ~ropert7 

wi tllout arbitrary 1nterrupt10118 o~ servioe and reqtd.ring said 



oompany to remove all discriminatory ltmitat10DB o~ servioe and 

to place complainants on a parity with other users ot the 

defendant's water service, a public hearing having been held, 

the matters having been submitted and being now ready tor decision. 

IT IS BEREBY ORDE...'ItED tha.t the complaints herein be. ond 

the same hereby are dismissed, without prejudice. ~ ~ 

Dated at San FranciSCO. Cali:f'orn1a, this /~~. day 

ot January. 19l9. 

.' j/-::-

oommissioners 


