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Decision Q34022 SEP 1 1981
BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE S

the Matter of the Suspension and )
;“vestigati n on the Commission’s )
own motlion of tariff filed vy Advice ) Case 1086:%
Letter No. 26 of Big Basin Water ) (Piled June 2, 198L)
Company, Big Basin in Santa Cruz )
county. g

ORDER MODITVING DECISION 9320
AND DENYING REZZAZRING

A petition for rehearing of Decision (D.) 93205 has been
fi ed by Gary A. Patton, 2 member of the Board of Supervisors for
*He County of Santz Cruz. In addition a petistion for modifica-
tion has been filed by the San Lorenzo Valley Water District
(SLV¥D).

We have carefully reviewed each and every allegation in
sald petition for rehearing and are of the opinion that g£ood cause
for granting rehearing has not been shown. Moreover, our review
02 the matter leads us to conclude that Supervisor Patton lacked
standing <o Tille a petitlion for rehearing since, pursuant o
Public Utilities Code § 1731, ne does not qualify as a party %o
the proceeding.

However, after reviewing Superviser Patton's filing and
the petition for modiflcation filed by the San Lorenzo Valley
Water District, we are of the opinion that D.93205 contained
certaln misstatements of fact.

In the Iifth sentence of the second paragraph on Page 3
of that decis*o“, we describe how the Santa Cruz Local Agency
Formation Commission (LAFCO) would like to have the Commission act
on the recuest of Bis 3asin Water Company (BBWC) to expand its
service Territory, as follows:
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"However, they (LAFCO) too did not want the Commission
to act until they themselves acted upon the deannexation.”™

Actually, it appears more acgurate to say that what
LAFCO wanted was that the Commission make any order it issued
conditional on LAFCO having approved deannexation, i.e., the
Commission's order weould not become effective until after LAFCO
granted deannexation. Although we decline to issue such & condi-~
tional order, we d¢ wish to accurately describe LAFCO's position.
Therefore, , _

IT IS ORDERED that the above sentence be modified to read |
as follows: ‘

"However, they too wanted the Commission to make any
order approving the advice letter to be ¢conditional
on they themselves approving the deannexation.”

On Page 5 of D.93205, the type of order desired of the
Commission is impreclsely described. Also, the lapse ol time since
Galleon Properties, Inc. recelved a tentatlive subdivision map for
its Units 2 and 3 1s overstated and it 1s asserted that securing
adecuate water service for the units is the final approval needed
from the County Board of Supervisors. We since have been informed
that at least one other approval is needed. Accordingly, we will
revise the first two paragraphs on Page 4.

IT IS ORDERED that said paragraphs be medifled to read
as follows: /

"The protests by SLVWD and LAFCCO do not appear
t¢ have substance. Neither is opposed to BBWC extending
service to Units 2 and 3, the subJect matter of the
pending advice letter. Neilther wants a hearing during
which their opposition to the advice letter would be
considered. Both merely want the Commission to c¢ondltion
any approval of the advice letter on LAFCO's having
approved the deannexation of Units 2 and 3 from SLVWD,
whieh, given the public on-the-record attitudes of the
members ¢f the SLVWD Board of Directors and the Cotmmis-
sioners of LAFCO, may be considered as an eventuzal
cervalinty.
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"Time appel T0 be an extremely ceritical
Tactor Iin resolving u“e water supply problems of Big
Basin Water Company. Galleon recelved tentative
subdivision maps (T8M) 4in 1979 £0 construct homes in
Units 2 and 3. By operavion of law, the TSM for Unit 2
expires on June 24, ’981, and the TSM for Unit 3
expilres on August ll, 1981. One of the matters pre-
venting the finalization .of these .ISMs has bee Galleon's
inability ©o convince the Couﬂ.y Board of Supervisors
that adeguate water service exists for Units 2 and 3.
Approval of the advice letter would settle one ¢of the
Tinalizatlon requivements and permit Galleon to fulfill
Ltc obligations under the abovementi ned stipulation.
Failure to receive a final sudbdl 1s£cn map due to any
uncertainty in odbtaining water service for Unit 2
would rellieve Galleon of providing the numerous im-
provements guaranteed o BBWC as no ¢cost under the
staff-initiated stipulation. This would leave BBWC and
Les ratepayers back in the situvation of fall waver
rationing and r»eturn DHS, WPA, BBWC, Galleon, Nagillue,
and the Commission staf f to‘v“e co"“*“oom.

Also, IT IS ORDERED_that the second sentence of
Concluzion of Law No. 3 Beaquified o read as follows:

"This matter constitutes an unforeseen en e“sency In
that :f Adv ce Letter No. 26 does not become effective
before the expiratvion of the TSM for Unit 2, Galleon
Propexties, Tnc. wou’d no longer De under a written
obl gation ¢ rans the owners h;p ol a well and
othexr plans ‘acilit:es to 3ig 3a2sin Water Company."

Znally, we note that on August 5, 1981, during the'
pendency of the two petitions addressed herein, LAFCO did 4issue
1%s approval of the deannexation of Units 2 and 3 'from SLVWD's
service area, applied for by developer Galleon Properties, Ine.
This action authorizes SLVIWD ©o conduct 2 public hearing, the next
tep in the process of cdeannexatlion. This pudblic hearing has been
scheduled for Septemdver 17, 1981, and a2 final SLVFD order, waich
would accomplish the deannexation, could be Lssued in October 1981.
We also take note of osher difficulties with which Galleon
s faced. In August 2 Superior Court »uling held tha; thé tenative
subdivision maps for Units 2 and 3, issued to Galleon in 1879, 0 be
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. vold ub inlitio duc to an inadequacy in the environmental assess-
ment upon which the losuiance of the maps was based. Sepeas,
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Rehearing of D.93205, as modiflied herein, is denled.

-

This order is cffective today.
Dated SEP 1 1981 ,» San Francisco, California.

Cornlssiorers




