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REPORT OF THE COMMISSION

By THE COMMISSION, February 21, 1922:

In these complaints against the Moscow Water Company, it is
alleged that the respondent fails to furnish complainants and others
of its patrons with an adequate supply of water for domestic use;
that they are frequently without water'foT several hours at a time;
that the water supplied is frequently muddy and' unfit for use; and

. . that the pressure and facilities are inadequate. The Oommission
is asked t(} require the respondent company to install such additional
equipment as is necessary to furnish adequate service to all its
patrons. .

The Moscow Water Company was incorporated in 1891 for the
purpose of supplying water to the Borough of MosC'Ow. It has two
impounding reRervoirs on a sman stream about one and one-half .
miles east of Moscow, and from these reservoirs thewa~r is die
tributed to its patrons by means of gravity.

The Borough of ;Moscow is situated at the convergence of four .hilla
and the tOl!~raphy of the ground is very uneven, no' two of the
tr· t. heing on the Maroe level. The difference in elevation is not
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di elo eo by tlH~ te ·tiruony. The complainant' live on Maple Street,
\,"hi 11 iH appJ'oximn tely 1Le highest l,oiut on the respondent's lines,
Iwing" unly n few [('et lowe!" 1han the rC'servoirs of the company. The
complniuauts . ug'ges1. that the re~pondent company hould construct
an auxiliary tank 01' rl'servoir 011 one of the high hills near town and
force the water i11tO this rese1'\'oir by means of a booster pump, and
th('n distributt' it by gradty. The complainants estimated that the

. <'Ost would be about $l;:;,()()O and the estimate of the respondent was
$1:0,000. The testimony as to thpsc estimates was \'ery meagre and,

apparpntly was 1I0thing more tha 11 a gues~ by t1w respective parties.
If these impl'o\'f'lllt>nts ",etC' made, it would add on].v from fifteen to
twenty additional patrons; e10\'en of these pl"oposed patrons are now
supplied by A. N. Sawyer.

A.ssuming that there would be twenty new takers of water at $18
p<>1' .ve:u'. the pl'f's('n t I';] j-(>. t11<' g-roi"s l'e\"en u<" to he derived would be
$360. And assuming further that the sug-gested impro\'ements could
be made for $1;;,000, the company would be entitled to a retnrn of 7
per cent., which would be $1050 and $150 for a depredation reserve.
1n addition to this, the co.. t of o]1<"ra tillg the hooster pump should be
taken into consicler:ltion, which the respondf'l1t company in ists
\\'ould be at IE'Rst $f)().f) per .veal'. 'Ve do not consider this amount
unreasonable. The total added expense would, therefore, be at least
$1800 per year. To take rcare of this, the -respondent would only
receive an additional sum of $360.

The testimony further shows that the population of the Borough
of Moscow is not increasing and that no new patrons could reason·
n.bly be expected in the near future. Under these circumstances the
Commission finds and determines that it wonld be unreasonable to
compel respondent company to expend this large sum of money at
the present time which would necessarily be followed by an increase
in rates visited upon all the patrons of the company in order to secure
the additional revenue.

An order will, therefore: issue dismissing'the complaints.
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