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SEP 1 1981 
BEFORE Tr~ PUBLIC U~ILI~IES COM!{!SSION OF Tr~ S~ATE OF CALIFO~~IA 

In the ~~tter of the Suspension ~~d 
Investig~tion on the Co~~ission's 
o~~ motion of tariff filed by AdVice 
Letter No. 26 of Big Basin Water 
Co~p~~y, Big Basin in S~ta Cruz 
Cou."'lty. 

) 
) (IteS) 
) Case 1099~ 
) (Filed June 2, 1981) 
) 
) 

----------------------------------) 
ORDER ~on!?Y!~G DECISIO~ 93205 

Al\D DENY!:~G RE.~E;"?..Il\G 

A petition for rehearing of Decision (D.) 93205 has been 
filed by Gary A. Patton, a ::le:=lber of the Board of SuperV1sors for 
the County of Santa Cruz. In addition a petition for ~odifica­
tion has been filed by the San Lorenzo Valley Water District 
(SLVHD). 

'Vre have carefully reV1ewed each a.."ld every allegation in 
said petition for rehearing and are of the opir~on that good cause 
for gra"'lting rehearing has not been sho~~. Moreover, our reView 
of the ~tter leads us to conclude that Supe~sor Patton lacked 
sta."'lding to file a petition for rehearing Since, pursua"'lt to 
?~b11c Utilities Code § 1731, he does not qualify as a party to 
the proceeding. 

Eowever) after reV1e~~ns SuperVisor Patton's riling and 
the petition for =odification filed by the S~"'l Lorenzo Valley 
Hater District, we are of the op1r.1on that D.93205 contained 
ce~ain =!sstate=ents of fact. 

L"'l the fifth sentence of the second paragraph on Page 3 
of that decision, we describe how the Sa"'lta Cruz Local Agency 
For.oation Co~ssion (LA?CO) would like to have the Commission act 
on the ::-equest of Big BaSin Wate:- CO::l:Pa."'lY (BBitlC) to expa."'ld its 
se:-vice territo~,as follows: 
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"However~ they (LAFCO) too did not want th~ COmmiss10n 
to act until they themselves acte4 upon the deannexat~on." 

Actually~ it appears more accurate to say that what 

LAFCO wante~ was that the Commission make any order it issued 
conditional on LAFCO having approved deannexation~ i.e.~ the 
Commiss10n's order would not become effect1ve unt1l after LAFCO 

granted deannexation. Although we decline to issue such a cond1-
tional order~ we do Wish to accurately describe LAFCO's posit;on. 
Thererore~ . 

IT IS ORDERED that the above &entence be modified ~o read 
as follows: 

"However~ they too wanted the Commission to make any 
order approVing the advice letter to be 'conditional 
on they themselves approv1~g the deannexat10n." 

On Page 5 of D-93205~ the type o~ order desired of' the 
Comr.~ss10n is imprecisely described. Also~ the lapse 0: time s1r.ce 
Galleon Properties~ Inc. received a tentative subdiVision map for 
its Units 2 and 3 is overstated and it is asserted that securing 
adequate water service for the units is the tinal approval needed 
from the County Board or Supervisors. We since have been informed 
tbat at least one other approval is needed. Accordingly~ we will 
re~se the first two paragraphs on Page 4. 

IT IS ORDERED that said paragraphs be mod1:ied to read /' 
as follows: 

"The protests by stVWD and LAFCO do not appear 
to have substance. Ne1the~ is opposed to SBWC extending 
service to Units 2 and 3, the subject matte~ of the 
per.<1ing adVice letter. Neither ~Ta."'lts a hearing during 
which their opposition to the advice letter would be 
considered. Eoth merely w~~t the Commission to condition 
an7 approval ot the advice letter on LAFCO's having 
approvee the deannexation or Ur~ts 2 and 3 tro: StVWD~ 
,ihich, given the public on-the-record attitudes or the 
~e~bers ct the SLVWD Boa~d of Directors and the Co~~s­
sioners or LAPCO, may be considered as an eventual 
ce~ainty. 
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"":::'ime apPc:l:'s ";;o.be an extrer:ely critical 
~acto:, in resolving the water su~ply problems of Big 
Basin \~ater Company. Galleon received te:ltatlve 
subdivision rn~p~ (TSM) in 1979 to construct homes in 
Units 2 and 3. By operation of law, the TSM for Unit 2 
exp~rez on June 2~, 1981~ ~~d the TSM for Unit 3 
exp~res on August ll~ 1981. One or the matters pre­
venting the i'ina:U.z3.tion .of these, .. TSMs has been Galleon's 
inability to convince the Co~~ty Board of Supervisors 
that ade~uate water ser~~ce exists for Ur~ts 2 ~~d 3. 
Approval of the advice letter would settle one of the 
finalization requirements and pe~it Galleon to fulfill 
its obligations under the above~ent!oned stipulation. 
Failure to receive a final subdivision ~4P due to any 
u:i.certainty in obtaining i':ate:- se:-vice fo:- Ur.i t 2 
... :ould :,clicve Galleon of providing the nume:-ous im­
provements guaranteed to BBWC at no cost u~der the 
staff-ini t1ated stipulation. This would leave BB\~C and 
its ratepayers back i!". the si tua~ion of f:lll , ... ate:­
rationing and :-eturn DRS, WPA~ BBt'l"C ~ Galleon> Nagilluc> 
and ~he Co:-:=:issio:i. zta.~f to ~he cou:-t:::'oom. rr 

A1zo, IT IS ORDERED that the second sentence of .. ' - ... --------.- ...... ..,~-"I-. _ . ..,.-. .--- -~ ...... _- ... -... - .--....... ""~ ... ,_.",,, 

"Concluzion of Law No. 3 be_~·.il~d~{ied to :'ead as foll0· ..... s: 

n?hiz :'!'latter constitutes a."'l unforeseen e:nergenc:t in 
that if AdVice Lette:- No. 26 doez not b'ecome effect1 ve 
be:'o!'e ":ohe expiration of the TSM fo:- Unit 2)- Galleon 
Properties, Inc. would no longer be under a ~~itten 
ooligation to ~ransfer the o~~e:,ship of a well ~~d 
othe:' plant facilities to Big Basin Viater Co~pa.."'lY. rr 

P1nally, 'lie not.e that o~_~~s.~-z.:t ,5, .. "~9_g_, du:'i~g .. ~~~' n._ ....... _" .• 

pendency ,of th~., t~ ... o pet!. tions a~dr,e~~$ed .. h~r~1~>. LA:FCOC!1d issue 
its app:-oyal of t};e dea!'L"le~a~~~? __ <?_~.U~1~.~_.2.~~~~. __ ~.~;::~?~~_~!~rp .. r~._ .. _ 

service area, applied fo:' by developer Galleon Properties, Inc. 
This ac":o::'on au":ohorizes SLVI'!D 'to conduct a public hearing,. the next 
step in ":ohe p:-ocess of dea!"_~exation.. Th!.:. public hea:'ing has been 
SCheduled for Septe~ber 17, 1981, and a ~inal SL~~ order~ which 

~ \ 
would accomplish the dea~"lexation, could be issued in October 1981. 

iolc also take note of othe:- d::.tficult:i.es v:1t1'l which Galleon -is faced. !n August a Superior Cou:-t ruling held th~t tnetenat1ve 
" . 

subdivision maps ~or Units 2 and' 3,1ssued to Galleon in 1979~to be 
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vold at 1nlt10 due to an Inudcq~acy in the cnv~ronment~l asse~3-- . 
mcnt upon which the l:;zU:J.ncc ot the :aps was based. ~f''PCC • 'Wi.::;' > 

,....,'1"/,,\,,, ........ .. .. 

Rehearing of' D~93205, as.~odi~ied hc:::-e1n, is denied. ,. . ., ... . .,,. ,,--, ---.... ,- ... ..,..... . .-. . 

This o:::-der is effective today~ 
Dated SE? 1 1981 ) San F:-anc1sco, Cal!.fornia. 


