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BEFORE 1!~ P.AILROA:D COMMISSION OF ':E:E STAT:a: OF CALIFORNIA. 
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Clfi OF SAN BRtm'O~ 
Comple.1n.a.nt" 

-vs-

:s:E:NSLEY-GREEN Co}!P.A..U, as 
San Bruno Water Company, 

:Defendant. 

) 
) 
) 
) 
} Case No. ll19. 
) 
} 
} 
) 
) 

w. J. Locke for eompla~t.· 
Nor~ w. Ball for defendant. 

:BY THE COMMISSIOX: , 

OPINION AND ~crEPLEMENTAL ORDER 

Decision No. 4,780 of October 2Z~ 19l7, 

relating to we. ter se%'T1ee e.t San :BrUUO, San l'l'a.teo 0'0'tttX-

ty. oontains the folloWing order: 

~~ IS HEREBY ORDERED that the Rensley-
Gre~ Company ~ile, within thirty (30) days, from 
the date of this order, plans!or the improvement 
of its system to provide :for e. pressure of not 
less than twenty POund3. per square inch at all 
points on the distribution ~stem where there are 
consumers. the plsns filed to include connection 
not less than 'two inches in diameter with ,the pipe 
maine of the Spring Vallei Water Company, ~d the 
installation of~meter8 at the option o!· the consum
ers 'or the utility but at the expenee of the Rensley
Green C'ompany or San Bruno We. tel' Company. 

I~ IS PURTEE? ORDEP..E:O tha.t within thir~ 
days of the date of the approval of the plans filed. 
the Hensley-Green Comp~ oommence conetruetionand 
exero1se- due diligence in its ·eomplet1on.~ 
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(See Vol. 14. Opinions .. .e:ad Or.de:re of the Railroad. Commission 

of CeJ.1tom1a. p. 340) 

V8rious orders were made by ~he COmmiss10n 

e~ndtng the effeotive date of tbe above order to April 20. 

1918. z.b.ese orders were me.de upon the informal. representa

tion that effort was being made to consolidate the three 

systems serving wll:ter in San Bl"U%lO. provi4.0d 8u1"ta.ble tr8%l~ 

eh18e eould be procured from the C1 t:1 and e1 thor operate 

them privately or 8ell them to the 01't7 of San :Bruno snd 

that the poor sorvice complained of would be remedied upon the 

consolidation or eale of the properties in ~est1on. 

~he applioation to the 0·1ty for frsnehise for the 

consolidated properties and tne Pl"OP0381 to sell ~he pro

perties to the city wore both rejeoted snd sub8e~ently the 

trustees suomi tted to the 01 ty a pl"opoes.l to issue bonds 1:~ 

$140.000 for th~ co~truct1on of & new munie1pal water S7st $m. 

Which proposal was· defeated by tho votors •. 

SUbsequentl:1. defeD!snt applied to the Commies1on tor 

such a modifieation of the order above quoted. es to. allow 

defendant to develop its own water supply by cleaning out its 

wells end if necesea:r7 'boring add1t1onsl. wel.le. aU reqa.1remen't8 

of the order otherwise to 'be h~ld in a0e7ance ~t11 it could 

be shown whether the supply would. be sufficiently i:cereased ·snd 

the lack of pressure ov~rcome. 

At the reqll8st of the e1 t,.. public hearingr was held 

u~on the application fo~ modification of the order.· at San 

Brano. 'by Exam1 ner Westover. 

At the hearing it was shown thet defendant 

W&3 "then engsged in cleaning out 1 t8 wells. that it believed 

and 'Was advised that this process would. increase :1 ts water. 
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sup~l~ to such an extent that it would not be necesenry t~ 

purohase water. It aleo developed that aome" m:1.aunderst8.nd

ing e:ds ted as to the terms ana condi ti one 'tUlder which Spring 

Valley water Company would permit the phYSical connection 

or1ginal~ ordered. 

The Commiesion. through its engineers. prompt-. 

lytook up the m~tter o~ theeo misunderstandings with the 

Spr ing Valley i'la. tel" Compa:oy w1 th the res ul t .tha t· a bs.s18· 

of·agreement was quickly ronched upon te~s satisfactory to 
I 

that eom:p~ and to defendant. T".a.e original o:der did.:' not 

requ1re the :purChase of wa.ter. It required eatab11sb:cent 

of 8.pAyS1cnl connection so that defendant would be able to 

prooure ~ ample aUXiliary ~pply in case of emerg~ncy 0: 

nee.d. 

Plans referred. to in the or1g1:os1 order by 

which it was expect.ed that dGfendant would. i:c.d1cat~ port1one' 
, . 

of its syst~m in wh1011le.rger ma1ns would be en:~st1t'D.tod 

for the present ma:ins.MJ.ve not b~en :f:rled. 

Defendant did not show .at the hearing or at 

any other time any necessity for modifioat1on of the original 

order. l)efendc.nt has had ample t1:ne in wh:toh to improve the 

conditions complained of and has not shown a 8ati8fseto%~ ef

fort in good faith to comply with the terms o! the order. 

No ~urther extension of tfme beyond that contained in th~ or

der herein will be granted. 
.. -.' 

Appllcat'1on, ha:v.ing been made by defendant 
. . 

for modif1cation ot the oris~ order herein in the par-
t1culars described in the above op1n~on. public hearing. 
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having been held theroon end defendant haVing failed to 

mako 8. showing whioh 'Would j1lS~i~ s. mod.ification Q·f the 

or1gi:c.s.l ord.er quoted in the s.bo;ve opinion, the o.ppl.1~tion 

for modification theroof is denied. 
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