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Southern California Ediscon Company
and San Diego Gas and Electric
Company

Docket Nos, 50-361
50-362

"(san Onofre Nuclear Generating
§tation Units 2 and 3)

N i Nt ittt

PETITION TO INTERVENE, REQUEST FOR HEARING,
AND REQUEST FOR SUBMISSION OF VIEWS TO TEHE

ATTORNEY GENERAL FOR ANTITRUST REVIEW

The Cities of Anaheim, Riverside and Banning,
california (collectively referred to herein as "the Cities"),
hereby petition to intervene as full parties in interest
and recuest a hearing, in accordance with Section 189 of
rne Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended ("the Act") and
Section 2.714 of the commission's Rules of Practice, and
reguest that their views be presented to the Attorney General
for his consideration in the antitrust review of the applica-

tc Sections 105 and 182 of the Act, as amended

(24

tion, cursuan
by Public Law 91-560, and Section 2.101(b) of the Commission's

Rules cf Practice.
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- Lad b ey
-.2e are the operators Of mMUNicipa. €.2CTILic
e ki 65. ode. o3 presently an all requirements sugtomer of

. 2awm-3 Tdison Company (scmetimes herei1nafzer
ne =f the applicants herein. 1In 1970, Anaheim had
a maxirmum demand of 171,400 kw, and purchased from SCE
990,000,000 kwh of energy for $7.4 million to serve its
40,300 customers. In the same period, Riverside had a maximum
demand of 183,600 kw and purchased from Edison 808,512,000 kwh
of energy for $6.3 million tec serve its 46,900 customers.
Banning haé a maximum demand of 9,520 kw and purchased
43,128,000 kwh for $368,000 to serve its citizen-customers
*

during that period._-/ Anaheim and Riverside are presently
interconnected with SCE at €9 and 66 kv, respectively, while
Banning is interconnected at 33 kv. As customers, the Cities
have a broad and direct interest in this proceeding, will be

ffected by the costs and reliability of these generators,
desire to see a full and complete evidentiary record made, and

rased orn such record reserve the right to support Or oppeose

the license.

_*/ All cata as to sales figures are taken from SCE's FPC
Form 1 for 1970.
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Em Litay povers. Tha: Citiss have sought to cobtain
snt %2 participate with SCE in building new generation

ine basis and to be able to utilize SCE transmission
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capacity excess to SCE's needs, on payment of a reascnable

fee trerefor, to transmit bulk power which the Cities could
purchase from sources other than SCE_more econcmically. SCE
has refused to allow the Cities these rights, and has

insisted on long-term, all-reguirements contracts, thus
monopolizing the power supplies to the Cities by the use of
1ts menopoly on transmission in the area. In this proceeding,
+he Cities, which have been injured by SCE's apparently un-
lawful activities which have prevented them from obtaining
lower -2st bulk power supplies for the benefit of their
citizen-customers, oppose the grant of any license unless

ané until SCE makes available to them, on a nondiscriminatory
pasis 1) the right to participate in the project and 2) trans-
mission rights for power purchases over the SCE transmission
svstem, together with the necessary partial requirements

rates and back-up and pooling arrangements. Absent these
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antitrust law and policy, as shown in more detail below.
11T

T™e Cities are parties whose interests may be
affected by the proceeding. They seek the right to purchase
a peortion of the project, or the power therefrom, on a non-
discriminatory basis. They contend that the Commission
cannot lawfully grant the reguested license without reguiring
rhat SCE make availatls power from the project, together with
she neczessary transmissicon, to the Cities on a non-discriminatery
vasis, and that SCE c2ase its discriminatory and unlawful refusal
-~ wransmit power over its monopoly transmission lirnes for
sme Cities. These contentions are plainly related to matters

1

ishin vhe surisdictisn of the Commission. gee P. L. 21-360.

4
-

or

‘A

The Cities reszuest the submission to the Attorney

Genera. of their visws contained herein ané in the Accompanying
¥ -



APPENDIX 6

L]
0ot
"
(19
1]
)
2
z

&
S ens mw == - P T Tt s - - A \
-8 B4 e = SOnNestisn wis ehe ATiSSs SN 18 c
= ag a8 sWp

l - - e - — - - - - = - - - o - -

- - - - - - - - - - - - - -

- - - - - T - = - - - - - . - -

5 = il Ao i & S # MOLLsE = ) EEQahw R . | TR

Bl w sl we U B sg ~F Twsmaesma

ks o IR £ FLi=28 B FTeaReess

While the Cities have enough informaticn on practices
of SCE which appear to be unlawful exerticns of moncpely power
over transmission intended to tie she Cities to the supply
0of power generated by SCE to submit the accompanying Statement

£ Facts, we do not purport to have available to us the full
story of SCE's monopolization tactics. The story remains,
so far, in SCE's hands, and will not be told in its entirety
unless and until this proceeding is set for hearing. Since
the fz-=5 as to the mernopolization Eo date by SCE are plainly
relszn- = the anticipated ccurse which SCE will follow in
sthe fu-ure, if strengthened by an unrestricted license from

..g ~~=mission, the matter will cbviocusly nave to be set for a hear:

4 |
(3D

am =mz 2~bitrust issues, and the Cities herety SO reguest.
CONRCLUSION

Par the above staced reascns, the Citles pray that

she ~ammission admit them as parties to this croceeding, with
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his consideraction the ant

Act.

Respectfully submitted,

itrust review reguired Dy

0f Counsel:

City of Anahelim:
Josecsh Geisler,
Alan R. Watts,

city of Riverside:

% e Py -~ “r £ -

Jonn E. Woodheasz, Esg. Attorneys <orf
Anaheim, Ri
California

’
Secrge Spiece.

2 ) - .. - - e
2600 Virginia Avenie, N. W
washingten, D. C. 22037
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