
Decision No. C) r:. < Q 5. 

BEFORE THE RAILROAD COMMISSION OF TEE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

~oo~ 

CITY OF MART~~; a municipal corpor~tio'Cl, 

Co:plS.1Mut, 
vs. 

COAST COUN'rIES GAS & EI2C'rRIC COMPANY, & 
corpora.tion,. _ 

) 

) 
Ca.se No. 3387 

) 

) 

) 

CITIZEN'S ASSOCIATION, GENERAL COMMITTEE (CON'l'RA 
COSTA. COUNTY), ,CITY OF PITTSBURG, CITY OF CON-.) 
CORD, CITY. OF 1t1ALNtTT CREEK, ANTIOCH. CHAMBER OF 
COMMERCE, CR~T LIONS CLUB. AND RODEO CHAMBER) 
OF COMMERCE, 

vs. 
) 

Case No. 3536 
) 

COAST COUNTIES GAS AJ."fD ELECTRIC COMPANY, COAST 
n"D'O'STRIAL GAS COMPANY, COAST. It\T~, GAS COM- ) 
'PKGY,. S~"DARD-PACIFIC GAS.LINE .. mc .. , STAz.."DA..'IID 
MANAGEMENT.AlfD o EERAT mG "CORPORATION, PACIFIC .) 
PUBLIC SERVICE C~A.NY AND ST.AIDABJ) O~, COMPAJ.'lY 
OF. CALIFOR.~IA, .,,' ..... '. ..) 

Defendantz. 
) 

BY THE COMMISSION: 
. '" '., . 

ORDER OF DISMISSAL 

The first 0: thes~eompla1uts'was riled on October 10, 19}2, 

aud the second on March 8, 1933. Both challenged the- r~sonable-tless 

or tbe gas ratez theu being ehs.rged by the defendant utility. A~er 

several days or hearing in 193} before ro~er Co~ssiouor Seavoy, 

1'tlrther proceedings seem to l:lave been held in abe7a.nce nth' the ac­

quiescence 0: all perti~s, pending informal negotiations concerning 

rate reductions ottered by the utility and later ma4e effect1ve. 

In. view of the 10'0& 1)e'C.d~c:r or these m&tters, s.ud the fact that the 

issuance now or any order r1X1ng the rntes ot de~en44nt would eompol 

the mak1ng ot a new record, we are or the opit1.1on ths.t a.n order ot 
d1smissa.l "td.thout :.?reju~ce :should 'be ~ter~. 

Therefore, good ea.use appearing .. I1' IS ORDERED by the Railroad 

l. 



Commission 0: the State or Csl1to~a that eaeh 0: the above eQt1tled 

eomplaints be- and they' &l-~ hereby c11sm1ssec!. 

Dated" San Francisco .. Ca.litoru1a" October '1:.;;: , 1931. 

omm1ss1oners -

2. 


