Decision No. £ £ LL .

BEFORE TEE RATLEOAD COLZISSION OF TER STATE 0F CAIXFORNIL:.

GEORGE E. COMPSTOX, ET AL.,
Coxplainants,
V8. Case No. 995.

RICEFIELD IAND COMPANY AID
RICEFIELD WATER COLDPANY,

Defendsants.

W. &. Fish, for Complainants.

. Delmore Ledormen, for Defondeorts.

BY THEE COLOIISSION.
O2INION ON REESARING

In this proceeding Qeferdants petitioxed for & rehearing
and asked that fhis Commission set eside its order end dismiss the
compleint herein om the ground thet defendants have been operating
the systen as & mutual water company, over wkich this Commission
has no Jurisdiction.

The Commission in its decision Xo. 5025 in the above
entitled proceeding held, in brief, that the fects as shown by the
evidence esteblished tre stetus of the RWchfield Lend Company &as &
putlic utilitg wander the provisions of Section £ of the Zubllic
Ttilities Lct and Ckepter 80 of the Statutes of 1915, and that the

purported conveyance of its water plent emd system to said Richfield

Weter Company deted iugust 3, 1916, Ls void under Sectiom 51 of the
Public Utilities &ct: Tre Richfield Laxd Company was directed to

nmeke certein improvements and repairs to its system anmd to do cer-

343




taiz other things which would ezable 1t %o remder sufficient and
adegquate service to the consumers.

Thereupon the defendant, Richfield ILarnd Company, petition-
ed for a rehearing and acsked for & reversal of the oxder in the

eforementioned decision, alleging that said ccmvany is not & pubdblic

utility exd thet the Commission ig therefore wivhout jurisdiction in

the prenmises.

Public hearings in said petition for rehearing were held
at Tehems and Sar Prancisco, end the case was submitted on briefs.
The testimony of the complaincnts end their evidence submitted wes
of similar purport to tzat of the former rearings in this proceed-
ing, whicz was in effect that, while the evident intention of the
defendants was to forx & mutnal water company by the form of the
erticles o0f incorporation of the Richfield Water Company, tThey had
by certeln acts and deeds failed 10 operate strictly 28 & mutual
water company; therefore compleainents cleim thet Richfleld Land
Company, in conjunction witz its land business, sctuslly constructed
and owned snd menaged the water system, delivered water for compensa-
tion and collected weter rates in "Rickfield Lanés™ prior to the said
date of conveyance of the water properties t0 Richfield Water Conm~
veny.

It wes shown and iz en admitted fact that the officers and
menagenent o0f the Richfield Water Company were practically the sanme
as the Rickfield ILand Company, and that the business and sccounts
were handled in the seme office.

Defendants submitted evidence to show that it was their
intextion and thet they had in fact beex operating the system a8 &

mutuel water company under @ contractuel arrangement wbereby the

!
land compsny womldi conmvey the system +o the water company, &nd %k&{




pach water user was & party to these contracts.

After carefully reviewing and considering ell the evidence
introduced in this proceeding, inecluding the isrticles of Incorpors~
tion and By-Laws of eack df sald defendants as evidencing their cor-
porate functions and purposes, and the sale contract subseribed o0
exd asccepted by 8ll of said complsinents, 1t appesrs that there have
been no Llagrent snd intertional violations of defeximt’s avowed
status as a mutual weter éom@any such as wonld technically bring it
under the Jurisdiction of this Commission.

The fact remains that due to the operatioms of said
Richfield Lend Company, e vkolly inadequate water supply and ser-
vice has been provided the complainants for the irrigation of their
lands. Sald Compeny, in swodividing and marketing these lands at
high prices, held out &s an inducement exnd virtuelly agreed witk
purchasers oy its ssles controets, inecluding the issue of water
stock appurtexsnt o the lande, thet proper exnd adecmate irrigatibﬂ'
service would be supplied. In this conmection the operations of
seid loné compaxy and its subsidiary water compary e disclogsed by
the evidonce, cannot be too severely criticised; however, it ap-
peers that the relief ssked for in sbove extitled proceeding cannot

be odtalned through the powers of this Commission.

02DER OF DEERARING

Richfield Lexd Company raving £iled & petition for & re-

rearing in above entitled proceeding, end due comsideration having

been givexn thereto, and the case having been heard and submitted ox

oriefs and the Commission £ully apprised in the premises,
I7 IS EERE3BY QFDERED that Decision Xo. 5025 hneretofore

rendered in this proceeding de and it iS'ﬁereby resecinded and seot




IT IS EEREZY FURTEER ORDZZED that the complaint in the
a00ve entitled proceeding ve axd it is heredy dismissed for leack
of Jurisdictiox.

Daeted at Sen Prancisco, CaliZornis, this / M

day 02 April, 1921.
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