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Decision No. __ 71-7~:l ... 8_5 ...... ___ _ 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC urn.ITIES COMMISSION OF tHE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

Application of PACIFIC GAS AND ) 
ELECTRIC COMPANY for an order ~ 
authorizing. an. agreement with 
BOISE CASCADE PROPERTIES~ INC., 
dated November 18, 1969, pertain- ) 
ing to the construction of electric ) 
facilities within a land project ~ 
subdivision. 

(Ele~ric) 

Application No. 5156.s. 
(Filed December 18, 1969) 

F. T. Searles, John C. Morrissey and John S. 
coor7r, for Pacific Gas. and Electric Company, 
app l.cant. 

weBein I. L~nist and John H. Cutler, of 
He ler, E n, White and MCAurif£e·, for 
Boise Cascade Properties, Inc., interested' 
party. 

Timothy E. Tre~cy, Counsel, and Kenneth K1ndblad~ 
for £fie commission staff. 

OPINION 
--~--- .... -

Pacific G.il.s and Electric Company (PG&E) seeks authority to· 

carry out the terms and conditions of an electric line extension 

ag=eemetl.t which deviates from the provisions of PG&E t s filed line 

extension rules and differs from PG&E's- standard form. line extension 

agreement .. 

Public hearing was held before Examiner Catey at 

San Francisco on March 26, 1970.. Testimony wa.s presented by ~ 

commereial analyst for PG&E and by an assistant vice president of 

the land developer. 'Xhe mat:ter was submitted' on April 7, 1970', .&.fte= 

receipt of a late-filed exhibit .. . . 
Parties to the Agreement: 

The parties to the proposed agreement: are PG&E and Boise' 

Cascade Properties, Inc. (Boise)_ PG&E is a publieutility furnish" 

ing primnrily electric and gas service in a large portion of 

California • Boise, among oth-er things, is engaged in thelanC! 
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development busiuess. One of Boise's subdivision developments is 

Pine Mountain Lake, located ue;\r Groveland, Tuolumne· County, and 

within the electric service area of PG&E. 

Reguested Deviations 

Pine Mountain Lake is a "land project" subdivision in. 

which Boise sells lots that are accessible by roads and informs 

pros?ective ?~chasers that electricity will be available t~ the 

property line of each lot at no extra cost to the purch~ser. Many 

of the purchasers of such lots consider their purchase to be an 

inves~nt in l~nd only and do not intend to construct a dwelling 

on the lot for several years, if ever. Additionally, many of the 
, ' 

dwellings which will be constructed will be used on a seasonal basis 

only. 

Accordingly, the electric load necess.ary to, justify 

construetion of the electric facilities by PG&E is not expected to 

develo? until after a considerable length of time. Because of 

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

under the standard provisions of its Rule No. 1$ would result in a 

situation where, although. the new fac'ilities would be financed almost 

c:l.tirely by advances for construccion provided by :Boise, the annu.."!ll 

energy and ownership expenses inc~ed by PG&E would greatly exceed 

the revenues received as a result of construction of the f,gcilities. 

The revenue deficiency could be a burden upon PG&E's other elect~ie 

ra~epayers. To avoid this inequi~able result, an agreement covering 

facilities to serve Units 1, 3 (partial), and 9 has been reached 

between PG&E and Boise. A copy of that ~greement is att3chedto the 

.applieai:ion as Exhibit A. Fa~ilities ~;rou1d be const'!:'ueted' onlya$ 

necess~~ to supply Boise's buycrs_ This would minimize the 

application of a cost of ownership charge designed to provide PG&E 

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

facilitie~ it desires to make its subdivision commercially more 

acceptable yet would not plaee the burden of the limited utiliza­

tion of such facilities upon PG&E or its existing electric customers. 

PG&E has ~n overhead transmission line which extend's 

through parts of t~ Pine Mountain Lake subdivision. A 4,OOO-foot 

section of this line ~d been situated within the area recently 

inundated by the man-m3de Pine Mountain Lake but was removed before 

the filling of the la;ke.. This section of line was replaced at .a. 

loc3tion above the 13ke level. A considerably longer lineresul~ed 

from this relocation, due to the eir:uitous route necessitated by 

the new lake and subdivision street locations. In Addi~ion to tee 

facilities installed to repla~e the removed line, PG&E constructed 

an additional extension to provide serviee to Boise's guard station 

and miseellaneous equipment_ The revenue expected to be ob~ained 

by ~G&E from these initial electric distribution £3cilities during 

the fi'rst: year of operation is es:i.c..ated to be about $-2~500'. The 

cost-to-revenue ratio pe::1:ainirJ,g to the ent"ire overne.ad eleetric 

distribution system for Uni~s 1, 3 (p~rtial), 3nd 9 would ,be in excess 

of 20 to 1 a-ad the eost-to-revenue ra.tio pertaining. to, the facilities 

which :.re already eonstructed would be Approxi:mAt:ely is to 1. ?G&E 

does not expect this cost-to-revenue ratio to cha.nge materi~lly in 

the near future. U~de= th~se eireumsta~ees~ PG&E stntes the 

regt4.~r provisio':l.S of its Extension Rule No. 15 are inippropriO:l':e, 

a.s the estil:ll.ated ::evenues will not cover its fixed costs perta:'.ning. 

to ~he elee~ic facilities. !he ~gree~ent has been e~tered in~o, 

pi:rSC3nt to Sectior .. E.7, Exceptional C.:l~ee, of Rule No-.. 15> whie'!:l. 

st.lte$ that in uuusl.Ull circumst~n~es, when these rules appear 

impractical or unjust t:~ either. party, the appli¢cnt for the 

extension or the utility sha:'l refer the tl8.tter to the Commission for .' 
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special ruling or for the approval of special conditions. Because 

of the rising water level in the lake 7 PG&E did not delay construc­

tion pending approval of the agreement. 

The agreement between the parties, in many respects, is 

consistent with PG&E1s Rule No. 15 and PG&E's standard form extens·ion 

agreement. Boise paid for removal of the line through the lake bed 

and advanced to PG&E the costs (estimated to· be $53,099) of the 

facilities to serve Units 1, 3 (partial), and 97 subject to refund as 

provided in the agreement. Because of the circumstances involved in 

a land project subdiviSion, such as this one, certain special 

provisions have been added in the agreement. the principal deviation 

from Rule No. 15 and the related s~andard form agreement are: 

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

2. PG&E is to pay Boise 7 percent interest on 
the portion of the advance which has not been 
expended for construction. 

3. PG&E is to el"-...arge Boise an annual ('Iwnership 
charge of 9 percent on the total amount 
expended for the distribution system in excess 
of the applicable free 4llowance credits for 
loads act~lly served' .]/ 

4. Boise is to advance to PG&E such additional 
amounts resulting from increases in Pacific's 
applicable unit costs of construction as may 
be determined to be due and owing for the 
construction of any portion of the distribution 
system which is deferred for more than one year. 

This is similar r.o one of the provisio~s in an ~greecent 
a\:t:horized by Decision No. 76961, da'i:cd MArch 17, 1970, in 
Applie~tion No. 5l625, involving an ex~enston by PG&E to 
se:.-vc .!t somewhat speculative and uneconomica.l load. 
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Overhead vs. Underground Extension 

In Case No. S993~ the Cormnission is considering whether or 

not the present rules for e~ensions by electric utilities· should be 

amended to make undergrounding mandatory unless otherwise authorized 

by the Colllmission. The presently applicable Section D.l.3. o·f 

PG&E's Rule No. 15~ however, states: 

"Underground line extensions will be made only 
where mutually agreed upon by the utility and 
~he applic~nt ifor the eXtension], except in 
those areas whe=e the utility maintain~ or 
desires to ma~taiu undergro~nd distribution 
facilities for its operating convenience or in 
compliance wi~h ap?lieable laws) ordinances~ or 
similar require~nts of public authorities. ' 
[clarification added.] 

In the vicinity of Pine Mountain Lake, PGOcE r S present 

£aci:1t:'es are overhead,· rather than u'Cderground. !here are no 

applicable laws, ordinances or requirements of public authorities 

tbA~ electric line extensions in that area be underground. The 

construction of over:'ead rather than underground extensions is thus 

not ill itself a deviation from PG&E' s filed tariffs .• 

At tha time Boise and PG&E were negotiating the proposed 

~greement and the electric dis~ribution system was being designed, 

this Com:nission had not yet issued Decision No. 7S394, dated 

November 4, 1969, in Case No. 8209. In that decision the Commission 

found "UndergrotlIld should be the standard for All extensiotlS.rt s.no 

ccnel~ded "All electric and communication distribution systems. 

within nZ'~ residential subdivisions should be installed un.dergroun.d. " 

The rules prescribed by tb.4t decision did not, however, m:ake under­

gro'f,l:ld construction. mandatory. '!hat issue currently' is being 

corsideree in pending Case No. 8993. 
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Both PG&E aud Boise cited several reasons why they 

consider overhead extensions to be preferable t~ underground 

extensions for Pine Mountain Lake subdivision. We wish to emphasize 

to PG&E aud Boise that the authorization granted herein is applicable 

o'Oly to the extensions to serve Units 1, J. (partial), and 9, where 

much of the extension 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 serve subsequent units of the 

subdivision, particularly those in which few, if any,. lots have yet 

been sold, should be planned as· undergrour:.d extensions unless 

insurmountable difficulties are encountered. 

Findings and Conclusion 

The Commission finds that: 

1. Pacific Gas and Electric Company gnd Boise Cascade 

P:operties, Inc., have agreed to terms of an extension agreemen~ 

which differ f=om those prescribed by the utilityr s filed line 

extension rule. 

2. 'the proposed agreement is not adverse to the public. 

interest. 

The Commission concludes that the application should be 

granted. 

OR.DER ---..- .... 

IT IS ORDERED thAt: 

l~ Pacific Gas and Electric Company is authorized to carry 

oue ~he terms and conditions of ~~e written agreement dated 

NoV'emb~r 18 1 1969, with Boise Cascade Prope:t:ies> !nc., a copy of 

which is att:~ehed to the applicaeion as ExhibitA. 
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2. 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-A, four certified 

copies of the agreement as executed, together with a statement of 

the date on which said a.greement is deemed to have become effective." 

3. Pacific Gas and Electric Company shall notify the 

CommisSion, in writing, of the date service is first furnished and 

the date of terminAtion of this agreemeru: within thirty days 

thereafter • 

4.. Pacific Gas and Electric Company sha.ll file with this 

Commission within thirty days after the effect! ve date of this 

order and in conformity with General Order No .. 96-A, the SUI.'IJl:Il8r'Y 

:required by that general order, listing all contracts and deviatio1ls:. 

i.nelud;!ng the agreement herein. authorized. Such list shall become 

effective upon statutory notice (thirty clays) to the Coa:tmissiou and 

to the public after filing as hereinabove provided. 

The effective date of this order shall be twenty days 

after the date hereof. 

Dated at _____ San __ Fra.u_d.aco __ "_" ___ , California., this ~ 

MAY day of ____________ , 1970. 

d CODmlJ.ssionef»~ ~ 
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