
80666 Decision No. --------
BEFORE THE PUBLIC O'rILrnES camsSION· OF THE S'IAXE OF CALIFORNIA . 

Application of M. R.. s. EN'l'ERPRISES, ) 
a partnership, for a <lev.Lation from 
the maudatory undergrotm~ require­
ments of Rule 15.1 for fifteen 
twenty-acre parcels of land above 
Forest Ranch, on State H1gbway No. 32, 
approximately 13 ud.les North East of 
Chico) Butte Coaney, cal fforaia. 

Application No. 53283 
(F!led' April 21. 1972) 

Mario Bertone, for applicant. p#}elJi 4i§son, Attorney at Law, for 
BC e Gas and Electric CompanY7 

interested' party. 
James J. Che~ Attorney at Law, and 

E. It: Dart ~ for the CoDID:I.sS:LO'11 staff. 

·OPINION 
-~-~-- ... --

Applicant M. R.. S. Enterprises, a partnership·, seeks .• 
exemption from the mandatory tmdergrotmd1ng provisions of the line 
extension rules of Pacific Gas aud Electric, Company (PG&E) or. 1£ 
that is not granted, au extension of. time to enter into ·an agreement 
with PG&E for overhead line extensions. 

Public hearing was held before Exanrlner Catey at Oroville 
on August 29) 1972. One of applicant t s partners testified· on behalf 
of applicant. An eng:fneer for PG&E testified regarding a descript:tO'll 
of the a:rea and presented alternative costs· and methods of· construc- ' 
tion of overhead and undergrO\md line extensions to serve applicant r s. 
subdivision. Notice of hearing had been sent to, officials of Butte 
Count:y but the County did not take any position on tb1.s appUc.ation. 
l'h.e application was submitted after closing statements by counsel for, 
applicant, PG&E and the ConnissiO'll staff. the transcript has. been 
filed and the matter is ready for decision. 
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Decision No. 77187, dated May 5, 1970, in case No,. S993~ 
required electric and commnn:Fcation utilities to revise their over­
head line extension rules to- make them inapplicable 1» new residential 
subdivisions. 

Applicant 1 s subdivision is a 3l0-acre tract l<nown ~ as Forest 
1/ . 

:Ranch Pines~- consisting of fifteen 20-acre lots. It is. located 
adjacent to Highway 32, about 18 miles northeast of' Chico,~ in Butte 

County. The terrain is gently sloping to moderately steep and is 
heavily covered with pine trees, and other foliage. there are some 
lava roclc outcrops along the roadways in the tract. Some lot pur­
chasers may split their 20-aere parcels into smaller lots, none of 
wbich w1ll be 81D&ller than 2-1/2 ACres. 

Applicant does uot plan to provide water, sewer or gas 
lines. Each lot purchaser will develop his own private well and 
install a septic: tanI~ with leach lines. Roads within the subdivision 

are private. No provision has been made for paving the roads-. 
Electric service to serve Forest RanchP1nes'Would"be 

extended from. overbead lines along Highway 32 adjacent to-. the sub­
div:i.sion. Heavy tree cover would shield an overhead extension from 
view along any public roads except for the short distance from 
existing overhead lines to the begimldng of the heavily wooded' 
subdivision. 

The ''Final Subdi.v1s101l. Public Report" (Exbi.bit No .. 6) 
issued by the Department of Real Estate shows that Forest Ranch Pines 
is not a subdivision under Cotmty j ur1sd1ction and thus does, not 
requlrc County approval of such features as lot design~ drainage and 
roads. Fo:est Ranch Pines does ~ however, fall witb:Ln the def:tn:Ltion, 
of a I1sub<livisiou" in. PG&E tariffs, in that a map showing. tbe£1fteen 
2o-ac:re parcels was fUed W1th~ and approved by, the Butte County· 
Planning Comadssiou. 

1/ 'Torest Rauch Pines" is the name shown on the F1nal. Subdivision 
Public Repor1:. Xhe tract also has been referred, to, as.. '?orest, . 
Pine Estates". 
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Exhibit No.6 coC£:Lrms. applicant's allegations that 
potential lot purchasers have been placed on notice that it is not 

the responsibility of the developer to provide such .amenities- as. ' 
paved roads 7 a centralized sewage disposal system or water, system~ 
or electric and telephone service. It thus appears that applicant 
is involved in this proceeding only to the extent that' it wishes to 
assist lot purchasers in obtaining electric service. None of, the 

, " " .. ' 

nine individuals who have already purchased lots;, nor auy potential 

purchasers of the six unsold lot:s partieipated :in this proceeding. 

This does not» however» preclude consideration of the relief 
requested by applicant on behalf of the present and future lO,t' owners. 

If most or all of the lot p1.tt::cbasers planned to' build, homes 
in the near future, it might be, economically feas1blefor them 'to ' 

pool their resources and finance a complete undergro\md electric 

distribution system.. PG&E estimates that an advance of, about $).,000 
per 2Q-acre lot would be required» exclusive of cos t of service lines, 
if "plough-in" teclm:lques rather than trencb:ln,g can be utilized. 
Although tb1.s is a large sum per lot» it might not result in an 

unreasonable percentage increase in- the' combined cost of lot~ ~ater 
well~ septic tank and- house, especially when refunds are made 'to ' the 

group of lot owners as bona fide <:ustomers are sexved, pursuant to' ' 

PG&E r s tariffs. 

Inasm.ueh as most' of the lot purchasers aPl>8%'ently do not' , 
plan to buUd homes soon~ portions of the distribution system will 
not be needed for mauy years. High "set-up" costs for the plough-1:c. 

tecbnique make short piecemeal extensions uneconomic. Ifconventional 

trenching methods must be used, this would increase the average lmit< , 

cost per lot by at least 50 percent and possibly much more.' Further;," 
unless homes happen to be built in a sequ.ence starting with lots 
Ueal:est the existing power lines, au individual applicant for an 
inc:remeutal extension tDight be required to advance the· cost of lines 
extending past several vacant lots. Applicant' contends that, tmder 
these circumstances, the lot purchasers will. be forced to forego, 
electric utility service and install individual gasol:Li:1e.-powered 

generators with atteu<iallt noise and exhaust emissions.', 

-3-



A. 53283 ek 

Under the circumstances described herein, granting, exemption 
from the mandatory \nldergrounding would not, in i.tself, necessarily 
avoid the individual electric generators. Even with the lower cost 
of about two dollars per foot of overhead extension,. 1£ the most 
remote lot were served f1rst~ an advance of almost $30,000 would' be 

required to obtain electric utility service. This far·,exceeds: the 
purchase price of any of the lots. 

The situation is not as hopeless ,as the foregotQg paragraphs 
might indicate. The alternative relief requested by appl:£.cant~, if 
total exemption from. \mdergroancl1ng is not granted, is' au extension 
of time to enter into a master plan agreement with PG&E for the 

orderly installation of overhead distribution lines ~ Applicant 1s 

Willing to contact the owners of the nine lots. that have been sold 
and determine i.£ they, along, with applicant as owner of the six 
unsold lots, could obtain cash advances or commitments therefor 
wbic:hwould support the overall cost of overhead lines to all lots. 

With the greater flexibility of installation of overhead lines" they 
would be installed in :increments as needed, bat in such manner and 
location as to fit the master plan. Applicant's general partner who 
testified at the hearing stated that be was very confident that be 
would be able to make such arrangements. 

The extension of time requested as an alternative form of 
relief is very Similar to the request granted by Decis!on No. 80017 ~ 
dated May 2~ 1972,. in Application No. 53251, ,in that: 

1. A map bad been filed with local authorities 
prior to the May 5) 1970 deadline for an . 
automad.c exemption from. undergrounding 
requirements • 

2. If an overhead line extension agreement bad 
been entered into prior 'to May 5, 1972~ no 
~s1on authorization would have been 
%eq,uired. 

3. 'Xbe application for an extension of time was 
filed prior to the May S, 1972 deadline for 
eut~ into an ag2;eement~ but the· details 
of th~ agreeme:nt bad not yet been worked out. 
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A master plan for overhead extensions to the fifteen lots ' 
would be preferable to no plan at all. If, however, applicant is 
unable to make the. necessazy financial arrangements. with other lot 

~"tlers withiu a reasonable time, the entire application should be 
denied. Both ~e mandatory lmdergrounding rule and the tecbn:Lques 

used in undergrounding are relatively new. By the time one of the 
individual lot owners needs electric service, there' could be 

modifications in either the rule or the technology wh:.tch we may 
wish to consider in the absence of a reasonable master, 'plan. 

!he Commission finds that: 
1. Prob1bit::Lng, overhead electric l.1ue extensions in Forest 

Ranch Pines would probably force the installation of individual 
engine-driven generators by some owners of the fifteen 20;;"acre,,~ots 
in the subdivision. 

2. Excluding Forest Ranch Pines from. the mandatory 1.mder­
grouc.ding provisions of PG&E r s tariffs. without making prov.Lsion for 
the fina:c.cing of overhead line extensions in an orderly manner wUl 
not: neeess.aril.y avoid the economic necessity for individual engine;" 
driven generators. 

S. Granting au extension of time for applicant to enter into 
a tl8Ste: plan overhead line extension agreement withPG&Ewould . 
perm:i.t the utility, rather than the .individual' lot cr..mers,. to- provide 
electric Se%Vl.ce. 

The Coramiss1on coucludes that applicant's request:,· for 
complete exemption from. the mandatory undergroand!ng provisiOns of 
PG&E t s tariffs should' be denied but th:1t the extension of time . 
requested as altera.ative relief should be granted. 
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ORDER: -- ..... _--
IT IS ORDERED that:: 

1. 'rae May S~ 1972 deadline in Rule. 15 ofPacif1c· Gas'· and 
Electric Company (PG&E) for entering int(> an overhead line extension 
agreement is extended to Deeember 317 1972 insofar as it relates. to­
Forest Ranch Pines. in Butte County. 

2. Late-filed Exhibit N<>. 7 is reserved for a copy of the' 
overhead line extensioa. agreement 1:0 be negotiated: pursuant to· the 

foregoing paragraph 1. tbe exhibit shall be filed jOintly by 
applicant M. R. s. Euterpr.tses and PG&E on or before January 12,. 1913. 

3. Except for the extension of time hereinabove authorized:, 
Application No. 53283- is. den1ecl. 

the effective date of .. this order shall be twentY days after 
the date hereof. 

Dated at __ San __ Fl'a;_:O'Cl5C_"_O ___ _ 

day of OCTOBER 


