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BY THE COMMISSION. 

OPINION O~ REHEARING 

In this proceeiing ~efan~ts petitioned for a rehearing 

and asked thnt this Co~ssion set aside its order and dismiss the 

complaint herein on t~e ground that defendants have been operating 

the system as a mntual water CO~El.n3. over whioh this Commiss1on 

has no jurisdiction. 

The Co~ssion in its decision No. 5025 in the above 

entitlea proceeding held, in brief, that the facts as Shown by the 

evidence establiShed the status of the Riohfield Land Company as a 

public utility under the provisions of Section 2 of the Public 

Utilities Aot and Chapter 80 of the S~atutes of 1915. and that the 

purported. oonveyance of its water plant and system to said ?.1cl:!:field 
" . ""'.~ 

Water Company dated August 3, 1916, is void. under Section 51 of the 

Pt(011c Utili ties .Let: T".c.e ?..iehf'ield. Land Company was directed to 

make certain improvements and repairs to its system aDd to do cer-



tain other thingS which would enable it to render snff1cient and 

adequate service to the consumers. 

Thereupon the defendant. ?..1chfield Land CompaDy, petition­

ed for a rehearing and ~sked for a reversal ot the order in tho 

storementioned decision. alleging that said c~any is not a public 

utility and that the COmmission is therefore W1~~out jurisdiction in 

the premise s . 

Public hearings in said petition for rehearing were held 

at ~ehams. and. San ]"rancisco. and. the case was submitted on briefs. 

The testimonl' 0 f the eompla1n~nte end the U' evidence submitted was 

of similar purport to that of the former hearings in this proceed­

ing, which was in effect that. wJnle the evident intention ot the 

defend.a.nts wa.s to form e. mutual water company by the :form o:f the 

erticles of incorporation of the Richfield water Company, they had 

by certain acts and aeeds failed to operate strictly a8 a mntual 

water company; therefore compla1ne.nts claim the.t Richfield Ls.nd 

Company, in conjunction wi til its land business. actually constructed 

and owned and managed the water system, deliverea we.:ter for compensa­

tion and collected water rates in ~Chfield Landsw prior to the said 

date of conveyance of the water properties to Richfield Water Co~­

pany. 

It was shown and. is an 6.W tted. fact that the 0 fficers a.nci 

lllaIlagement of the ~ehfield 'Water Company were practically the same 

a.s the RicJ::.field. !.and Compa:cy. and that the business and a.ccounts 

were handled in the e~e office. 

Defenaants subm1tte~ evidence to show that it was their 

intention and that they ha~ in fect been operating the system as a 

ma.tual water company under a. contrectueJ. arral:lgement whereby the 

land. eomp6Jl~ WOuld. oonvey the system to tbe wa. tel' eo~~. Son! ths. t 
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each water user was a. :part~ to these contra.cts. 

After ca.:t"ef'C.l.ly ren ewing and consider1:c.g all the evidenoe 

introduoed in this proceeding, i:cluding the Articles ot Inco~o:ra­

tion e~ B~-Laws of each of said defendants as evidencing thefr oor­

pora.te fUnctions and purposes, a:c.d the sale contract subscr1 bed to 

&oM accepted by all of se.id. complaina.nts, it appears that there hs:ve 

been no :flagre.nt a.nd intentional viola.tions of defer.dmt f s a.vowed 

ste. tus CoS a l:l'Ut",al we. ter company such as would technically bring :1. t 

under the jurisdiction of this Co=mission. 

The fa.ct remains that due to 'the o:perations of said 

Richfield !.and Compazly, e. whol~ ina.deq'tlAte wa.ter sup:?ly and ser-

vice has bean provided the eo~la.i:ca.nts for the irr1gation of "~he1r 

land.s. Said. Com~. in suod.i'V'iCing and marketing these l.ands a.t 

high prices, held out as an iIlducement and. v1rtue.ll~ agreed. wi t:c. 
purcha.sers by its sales cOlltro.ets, 1l101u~ the issue of water 

stock e.:pptzrte:ca:o.t to the lands, that proper e.nd adequate irrigation 

servioe would. be supplied. In this connection the operations of 

sai<i lane. cotlPa.llY s.l:ld. its subsid.iary water compa.r.y as <lisel-osed. b,­

the evidence. cannot be too severely criticised; however, it ap­

pears that the relief askea tor 1n above e~t1tled proceeding canno~ 

be obtained through ~e powers of this Commission. 

O?.D]:R O!i p7,F'F,'; RING 

Richfield Lend Co~~~ hav~g file~ a petition for a re­

hearing in above entitled prooee~g~ and due consideration having 

been give::. thereto. and the case having been heard and submitted on 

brieis and the Co:mission tully apprised in the premises. 

rendered. in this proceed.ing be and it is hereby rescinded me. set 
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aside. 

IT IS StREB'! pu:=?TFi:--:e O?D:E:?ED th8.t 'the complaint ill the 

aoove entitled ~roeeeding be a~ it is hereby dismissed for lack 

of jurisd1cti0~. 

De. ted. a.t Se.n ?ra.:c.c1sco.. C8.li~orn1e.. th1S ___ /:-....;t"""'d~ __ 
dt;.y of Apr:U, 1921. 

Commi asi0 nera 


