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BY THE COMMISSION: 

OPINION' AND ORDER OF DISMISSAl. 

It appears that the complainants in thi3 matter were:ro~er­

ly cOllsumere of the Cuya.maca Water Co:n:pany, a. public utility 

whose properties were acquired by the defendant ;a Mee3, Lemon 

Grove and Spring Valley Irrigation District. In the opinion 

and order or ~e Commission authorizing'the disposition or the 

utility properties to the District, issued June 15,1925 (Decision 

~ro. 15050, 26 C.R.Coo 592), the ;facts were recited aa t'ollowz: 
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"In anzwer to the objections of representatives 
o! the city or San Diego and or representatives of 
various consumers now outside the district boun~ries, 
the officials of the district testified that it was 
the intention and desire of the district to assume all 
the service obligations of the Cuy~ea W~ter Comp~y, 
and o~id oftici31s further agreed to provide service 
to all the precent consumers loc~ted outside the present 
boundaries. The evidence indic~tea that the present 
boundaries of the d1ztrict C3n be extende~ to inelude 
a large a=ea now served by the Cuyamaca Water Company 
but at present outSide or the district area, and no 
apparent reason exists, so fa: ac the testimony iz con­
cerned, which would preclude the district from oervine 
watc= to consumers located beyond its legally con­
stituted bound.3.riea. ft 

In the order of the COmmio3ion :tolloWine: its opinion thi3 

condition was imposed: 

"5. ~t the authority herein granted 3~11 be 
contingent upontne La Mesa, Lemon Grove and Spring 
Valley Irrigation District filine with this Commiz­
aion withl.n thirty (30) days af'ter the d.a.te of th1~ 
order, 3. duly authorized resolu'c1on by 1 ts board. of 
directors ~greeing that said district will serve an 
adequate 3~pply of W3.ter in the quantities to which 
they may be entitled, to all of the present consumers 
of thc Cuyamaca Watcr Com~any outside the boundQrics 
of, said district, exce~t such consumers as under the 
terms of e~id option as set out in EXhibi'c 'OT ::l.t-
tached to the npplic~tion herein, ~y be served by 
said Cuyamaca Water Compnny.n 

Subsequently the District p~s~ed and filed with the Co~ 

miss10n a rcsolution in compliancc with condition o~ the order 

above ~uote~, and haz since continued to serve water to such 
1.,' 

consumers under rates and rules it itself has established. 

'rAe cO%:lplain~hercin alleges th3.t such charges, rules and. 

regulations are bu:deneome and ~ea$onable. The prayer is 

t~t the Commiss10n require the detcndant District to ~ilc i~$ 

rates covering the water service rendered outside its territorial 

li:its, t:.nd that the Com.ission take testimony thereon,and C7 .... 

tablish re~sonablc rates, rules and regulations tor such service. 

In answer to the motion ot the Distr1ct to dismiss the 

~rocee~ne on the ground that the CO~$sion is without juris-
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diction in the matter, the complainants have filed an cxtcna1ve 

brief in su~port of their contentio~ that the Co=missiox:. ztill 

retains authority to fix the charges ot~c District for this 

clase o~ service. Reference is ~de therein to the recent 

deciEioDS of the Supreme Court of California in Rendcreon v. 
. . " 

Orovil~e-Wyandotte Irrigation District, 207 Cal. 215, ~d 213 

Cal. 51,(" and of the District Co'Ort of Appea.ls in San'Dicso v. 

La Mesa= Lemon Grove and S~r1ne Vallez Irrig~~1on District, 

l09 Cal. A~p. 280. 

It is unnecessary for us to review a.ll the a.uthorities 

cited by complainants upon the question here presented. It 

is sufficient to say that we cannot construe them ~o holding 

that the Commicsion possesses jurisdiction over the ope.r~tiona 

of a public utility 1rrigat1ond1str1ct, even in respect to 

water service outside its boundaries rendered under ~obliga­

tion QS3m:led when it acquired the :Pro~ert1es of So public utility. 

City of Pasadena v. P.~ilroad CommiSSion, 183 Cal. 526; Water 

Ueere Ass'n v. Railroad C~1ssion, 188 Cal. 437; 

Irrieatio~ Dist. v. Paulson, 75 Cal. A~p. 57. 

Glenn-Coluea 

We believe that the defendant's motion to dismiss the 

compl:;:,itlt should be grantee.. 

ORDER 

Good oause a~penring, IT IS EEREBY ORDERED that the eo~ 

plaint herein be. dismissed tor lack of jurisdict~ 

Dated at San Fra.."'l.cisoo, Cs.J.ifor:c.in, th13 - da.y. of 

September 1933. 
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