Decision No. _ MRS - .%H@ﬁ NA& ] |
BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF TEE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Application of PACIFIC GAS AND )
ELECTRIC COMPANY for an order 2

Application No. 51565
(Filed December 18, 1969)

authorizing an agreement with
BOISE CASCADE PROPERTIES, INC.,
dated November 18, 1969, pertain-
ing to the comnstruction of electric
facilities within 2 land project
subdivision.

(Electric)

F. T. Searles, Johun C. Morrissey and John S.

Cooper, for Pacific Gas and Electric Company,
applicant,

Weyman I. Lundeuist and John H. Cutler, of
He%Ier, EEEEgn, White and McAuliffe, for
Bolse Cascade Properties, Inc., Interxested
party.

Timothy E. Treacy, Counsel, and Kenneth Kindblad,
for the Commission staff.

OPINION

Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) seeks quthdrity to
carry out the terms and conditions of an electric line extensioﬁ
agreement which deviates from the provisions of PG&ETS filed lime
extension rules and differs from PGSE's standard form lime extension
agreement.

Public hearing was held before Examiner Catey at
San Francisco on March 26, 1970, Testimony was presented by é
commercial analyst for PG&E and by an assistant vicevpresidentvof‘

the land developer. The matter was submitted om April 7,'19703 afte:
receipt of a late-£filed exhibit.

Parties to the Agreement

The parties to the proposed agreemeﬁt are PG&E and_Boisévf'
Cascade Properties, Imc., (Boise). PG&E is a public-utility furnisg?
ing primarily electric and gas service in a large portion of
Califorunia. Boise, among other things, is engaged in the land
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developzent business. One of Boise's subdivision deveIOpments is
Pine Mountain Lake, located near Groveland, Tuvolume County, and
within the electric service area of PG&E.

Requested Deviations

Pine Mountain Lake is a "land projéct" sdbdiviSidn in
which Boise sells lots that are accessible by roads and_informs
prospective purchasers that electricity will be available to the
propexty line of each lot at no extra cost to the purchaser} Many
of the purchasers of such lots consider theilr purchase to be an
favestment in land only and do not intend to comstruct a dwelling
ou the lot for several years, if ever. Additionally, many of the
dwellings which will be comstxucted will be used on‘a'sgasonal basis
only. |

Accordingly, the electric 1o§d necessary tovjustify ”
coustruction of the electric facilities by PG&E is not.expected to

develop until after a2 considerable length of time. Because of

these facts, the extension of PG&E's facilities within the subdivision

vndex the staundard provisious of its Rule No. 15 would rgsult-in a
situation where, although the new facilities would be financed almost
entirely by advances for construction provided by'Boiée, the annual |
energy and ownership expenses iuncurred by PG&E would greatly exceed
the revenues received as a result of comstruction of the facilities.
The xevenue deficiency could be a burden upon PGSE's other electric
ratepayers. To avoid this inequitable result, an agreemént covcring:
facilities to serve Units 1, 3 (partial), and 9'h#s been reached_
between PG&E and Boise. A copy of that agreemenzjis attached to the
application as Exhibit A. Facsilities would be constructedidﬁly'as
necessary to supply Bolse's buvers. This would'minimize the |
application of a cost of owmership charge designed to prévide PG&E |

with a measure of protection against the speculative and unecomomic
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extension. The agreement would provide Boise with the electric

facilities it desires to make its subdivision commercially wmoxe
acceptable yet wouid not place the burden of the‘limited‘utiliza- |
tion of such facilities upon PG&E or its existing electric customers.
PGSE has an overhead transmission line which extends
through parts of the Pine Mountain Lake subdivision. A 4,000-foot
section of this line had been situated within the area recently
inundated by the man-made Pine Mountain Lake but was removed before
the filling of the lzke. This section of line was fepléced‘at-a
location above the lake level. A considerably longer_iine-resulted 
from this relocation, due to the cilrcuitous route hecessitated by
the new lake and subdivision street locations. In ad&i:ioﬁ te the
facilities installed to replace the removed line, PG&E constructéd
an additional extension to provide service to Boise'sfgpard station
and miscellaneous equipment. The revenue expected to be obtained
by PG6E from these initial electric distribution facilities dwring
the first year of operation is estimated to be about $2,500. The
cost-to-revenue ratio pertaining to the entixe overhead electric
distribution system for Uaits 1, 3 (partial), and 9 would be in excess
£ 20 to 1 and the cost-to-revenue ratio pertaining tOché facilities
which are already comstructed would be approxima:eiy 15 to 1. PG&E
does not expect this cost-to-revenue ratio to chsnge materially in
the near future, TUnder these circumstances, PG&E states the
reguiar provisions cf its Extension Rule No. 15 are inéppropriate,
as the estimated Tevenues will not cover its fixéd‘cOStS‘pertaiﬁing‘.
to the electyric facilities. The agreexment has beecm sutered into;‘
purscant Lo Sectior E.7, Exceptional Casec, of Rule No., i5, whiéh
states that in unusual circumstznces, when these rules appear
lmpractical oxr unjust to either party, the-applican# for the

extension or the utility shall refer the matter to the Commission for
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special ruling or for the approval of special conditioms. .ﬁe¢ad9e7
of the rising water level in the lake, PG&E did‘notldelay-construc-
tion pending approval of the agreement,

The agreemeunt between the parties, in many respects, is
cousistent with PG&E's Rule No. 15 and PG&Efs.standard<forh extension
agreement, Boise pald for removal of the‘linerthrough-the~lak¢ bed
and advanced to PGSE the costs (estimated to be $53,099) of the
facilities to serve Units 1, 3 (partizl), and 9, subject to refund as 
provided in the agreement. Because of the circumstances involved in

a land project subdivision, such as this one, certainISPecial

provisions have beeun added in the agreement. The principal\deviation

from Rule No. 15 aud the related staudard form agreement are:

1. PG&E 1is to comstruct initially only certain
portions of the distribution system. Addi-
tional extensions will be constructed as
needed to provide service to future customers.

PGS&E is to pay Boise 7 pexceunt interest omn
the portion of the advance which has not been
expended for counstruction.

PG&E s to charge Boise an annual cwnership
charge of 9 percent on the total amount
expended for the distribution system in excess
of the applicable free allowance credits for
loads actually served.l/

Boise is to advance to PG&E such additional
amounts resulting from Iincreases in Pacific's
applicable unit costs of construction as wmay

be determined to be due and owing for the
construction of any portion of the distribution
system which is deferred for moxe than one year.

1/ This is similar o ome of thke provisions in an agreecment
authorized by Declsion No. 76961, deied March 17, 1970, in
Application No. 51625, invelving an extensfion by PGSE to
sexve a somewhat speculative and uneconomical load.
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Overhead vs. Underground Extension

In Case No. 8993, the Commission is counsidering whether ox
not the present rules for extemsioms by electric utilities should be
amended to make undergrounding mandatory unless othexwise authorlzed
by the Commission. The presently applicable Section D.l.a. of
PGSE's Rule No. 15, however, states:

"Undexrground line extensions will be made only
where mutually agreed upon by the utility and
the applicant [£or the extension], except in
those areas where the utility maintains or
desires to maintain underground distribution
facilities for its operating convenience or in
compliance with applicable laws, ordinances? or
sinilar requirements of public authorities.”
[clarification added.]

In the vicinity of Pine Mountain Lake, PG&E's present

facilities are overhead, rather than uzderground. There are no

applicable laws, ordinaﬁces or requirements of pﬁblic authbrities“

that electric line extensions in that area be underground. The
construction of overhead rather than pnderground‘éxtensions is thus
not in itself a deviation from PGSE's filed tariffs.

At the time Boise and PG&E were megotiating the proposed
agreement and the electric distribdution system'was beipg,designed,
this Commission had not yet issued Decision No. 7639&, dated
November 4, 1969, in Case No. 8209. In that decision the Commission
found "Underground should be the standard for all extensions” snd
ccncluded "ALL electric and communication distribution systems
within new residential subdivisions should be installed underground.'
Tae rules preseribed by that decision did not, however, make(under-
ground coustruction mandatory. That issue curreuntly is being

covsidered in pending Case No. 8993.
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Both PG&E and Boise cited several reasons Why’they
consider overhead exteunsions to be preferable to underground
extensions for Pine Mountain Lake subdivision. We wish to emphasize
to PG&E and Boise that the authorization grauted herein is aﬁplicéble
oaly to the extensioms to serve Units 1, 3 (partial), and 9, where
wuch of the exteumsion is already installed and wherein, as indicated
by Exhibit No. 6, about three-fourths of the lots already‘have been
sold by Boise. Future extensions to sexrve subsequent wnits of thé
subdivision, particularly those ia which few, if aﬁy, lots have yet
been sold, should be plauned as undergroumd extensions unless
Lasurmountable difficulties are encoumtexed.

Findings and Conclusion

The Commission firds that:

1. Pacific Gas and Electric Company and Boise Cascade
Properties, Inc., have agreed to terms of an extension agreement
which differ from those prescribed by the utility's filed lime
extension rule.

2. The proposed agreement Lis not advexse to the'publicv

iaterest.

The Commission concludes that the application shoﬁld be

granted.

IT IS ORDERED that:
1. Pacific Gas and Electric Cowpany is aﬁthorized‘to'carry
out the terms and conditions of the written agreement dated
Novembex 18, 1969, with Boise Cascade Properties, inc., a copy of

which is attached to the application as Exhibit A.
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2. Pacific Gas and Electric Company shall file with this .
Commission within thirty days after the effective date of this
oxder and in conformity with General Ordef No. 96-A, four certified
copies of the agreement as executed, together with a statement of
the date on which said agreement is deemed to have become effective.

3. Pacific Gas and Electric Company shall notify the
Coumission, in writing, of the date service is first’furnisﬁed and
the date of termination of this agreement within thirty days
thereafter. |

4. Pacific Gas and Electric Company shall file with this °
Commission within thirty days after the effective date of this
order and in conformity with General Order No. 96-4, thévsummary

required by that general order, listing all contracts and deviations,

includicg the agreement herein authorized. Such list shall become

effective upon statutory wnotice (thirty days) to the Commission_#hd

to the public after filing as hereinabove provided. |
The effective date of this order shall be twenty days

aftexr the date hereof.

Dated at San Francisco , California, this .3~

day of

W.- _catov‘ Mm K 1 &f-. ‘
ent, did not 1civ
on of this progeedingt

A.
Commigsioner
pecessarily abs
in the aispesiti
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