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Decision No. 86736 @[ffiu~u~~~ 
BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES CO~{!SS!ON OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

Application of San Diego Gas & ) 
Electric Company in Connection ) 
with 1ts'Sundesert Nuclear ) 
Pro3ect. ) 

App11cat!on No. 55534 

--------------------------) 
ORDER APPROVING SETTLEMENT OF PETITION 

FOR REHEAP~NG FILED BY CITY OF LOS ~~GE~ES, 
DENYING PETITION FOR REHEA.~NG BY CALIFORNIA 

FARM BUREAU, A..~D MODIFYING 
DECISION NO. 86629 

On November 1;, 1976, S~~ Diego Cas & Electric Company (SDC&E) 
filed its Petition for Certification of Final Environmental Impact 
Report on Water Supply Phase. The petition asked that the Commission 
issue its opinion granting such certification substantially in the 
form of a proposed decision attached to SDG&E's petition. SDG&E 
also requested that the Commission consider the petition and adopt 
the proposed decision at its next scheduled meeting. 

On Nove~oer 16, 1976, the CommiSSion considered SDG&E's 
petition during its regularly scheduled meeting and issued Decision 
No. 85629~ substantially similar to out With some modifications of 
the propose~ op1n1on and order su~m1tted oy SDG&E. DeCision No. 
86629 was effective the date thereof. 

On November l7, 1976" the City of Los Angeles (City) filed. 
its Petition tor Rehearing and Immediate Stay ot DeCision No, 86629~ 

alleging that it was denied due process by not being given an 
opportunity to respond to SDG&E's petition, a~d that the proposed 
deCiSion contained inadequate findings with respect to the proper 
price ~tructure for the water wh1ch SDG&E will purchase and with 
respee t to the reliability or the water supply. By Decision No. 
56683:1 dated November 23" 1976 a stay or DeCision No. 86629 was 
granteO pend!ng cons1deratio~'or said petition for rehearing. On 
Novemb·er 25, 1976 the California Farm Bureau filed a petition tor 
re heal:"'ing. 
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By telecopy communication received on Decem~er 3, 1976 7 counsel 
for City, SDG&E) and Metropol1t~~ Water District have provided 
written notice that they have agreed to a settlement of the issues 
raised by the City's petition by agreeing to a modification of 
Finding of Fact No. 23. 

Upon review of this proposed moeifieation the Comm1ss1on rindz 
this agreement consistent with the record ane that it is accepta~le. 
The Commission has also considered each and every allegation or the 
California Farm Bureau's petit10n for rehearinS7 and has concluded 
that rehearing should be den1ed 7 but that Decision No. 86629 sbould 
be modified. 

THEREFORE IT IS ORDERED that: 
1. Finding of Fact No. 37 appearing on page 13 of Decision No. 

86629 in the above entitled proceeding is modified to read as follows: 

3. The Final EIR Water Supply provides detailed 
information pertinent to impacts specifically connected 
with the water supply aspects of the three proposed sites 
for the Sundesert Nuclear Project. 

2. Finding of Fact No. 13> appearing on page 15 of Decision No. 
86629 7 is mod1f1ed to read as follows: 

13. The short-term uses of man's enVironment relating 
to the Sundesert Water Supply Phase cons 1st mainly of 
adverse visual effects and the reduction in use of lands 
for agricultural purposes. In this case the extent of 
natural vegetation and animal life displaced by the water 
pumping and conveyances r~ei11t1es will be neg11g1~le. 

3. Finding of Fact No. 23, appearing on page 19-20 of DeCision 
No. 86629 is modified to read as follows: 
+-. 23. The Exceptions of the City of Los Angeles to the 

Final EIR raise issues which are more appropriate for 
consideration in other forums. The 1ssue as to the proper 
price structure for r~ to utilize for the provision of 
water is a complicated question and is the su~ject of 
litigation pending 1n the Superior Court in and for the 
County of Los Angeles> Case No. 136402, The City of Los An~eles 
et al. v. The Metropolitan Water District of California, et ale ~WD 
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has never charged water rates ~o an~ customers, or class 
of customers ca.lculated on a ~asis to recover r-TvlD's. full 
cost or service. Section 134 of the Metropolitan Water 
District Act provides a basic authority for the estaclishment 
of rates by MWD and describes the type of costs which 
must be conSidered. Because r~ ~oes not set rates solely 
upon a cost of service basis~ it has not calculated rates 
tor Sundesert on cost of serVice and has not determ1ned 
if the rates actually to be set tor SDG&E a~e above, below 
or e~u~l to the costs MWD will 1n fact incur to serve SDG&E. 
v~le the COmmission agrees that rates fixed on a true cost 
or service basis may vary from that set forth in the contract, 
we be11eve this issue, if addresseQ at all in relation to 
Sundesert, would more appropriately be addressed 1n an 1n
depth cost-benefit analysis of the entire project. 

Second, City claims that there is no analysis or 
water curtailment in the fL~al EIR. The Commission recognizes 
that curtailment is a v1tal !ssue in determining the most 
deSirable site for Sundesert. No !irm curtailment plan was 
presented in this proceeding. However, City has a~ opportunity 
to present this issue as well as the 1ssue of the proper 
price structure for cooling water at aaju~1catory hearings 
currently being held 'berore the ERCDC on the Sundesert Project. 
ERCDC has maae the reliab1l1ty or water an issue to be 
considered 1n the Notice or In~ention hearings on the PrOject. 

4. Rehearing or Decision No. 86629 is herebY denied. 
The effective date of this order is the date he~or. 
Dated. at San Frsndst-f.' 7 California this 7 day or 

D£CnI;R~q , 1976. 


