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Decision No. 80666 . @RB@DN&L |  ‘ ‘:.:‘ .
BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF cm.moxnm )

Application of M. R. S. ENTERPRISES, )

a partnership, for a dev:{.ation £rom’

the mandatory undergrounding require- '
wents of Rule 15.1 for fifteen glication No. 53283
twenty-acre parcels of land above ed Apr:l.l 21, 1972) |
Forest Ranch, on State Highway No. 32,
approximately 18 miles North t of
Chico, Butte Comty, California,

Mario Bertome, for applicant,
e son, Attornmey at Law, for

¢ Gas and Electric Company,
interested p3xrty.

James J, Cherry, Attorney at Law, and
Ee a s for t Conn:Lss:‘.on staff,

OPINION

Applicant M, R. S, Enterprises, a partnership, seeks,
exexption from the mandatory undergrounding provisions of the line
extension rules of Pacific Gas and Electric Cowmpany (PGSE) ox, if
that Is not granted, an extension of time to eater into an agreement
with PGSE for overhead line extensioms.

Public hearing was held before Examiner Catey at Oroville
on August 29, 1972. Onme of applicant's partners testified on behalf
of applicant. An engineer for PGSE testified regarding a description
of the area and presented altermative costs and methods of comstruc- -
tion of overhead and underground line extensions to serve applicant’s
subdivision., Notice of hearing had been sent to officilals of Butte
County but the County did not take any position on this application.
The application was submitted after closing statements by cotmsel for
applicant, PGSE and the Commission staff, The transcript bas beem
£iled and the matter is ready for decisiom. | | o
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Decision No. 77187, dated May 5, 1970, in Case No. 8993,
required electric gnd commmication utilities to revise the:t:f over-
head line extension rules to mske them inapplicable to new residential
subdivisions. L

Applicant s subdivision is a 310-acre tract lknown as Forest; .
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 xock outerops along the roadways in the txact. Some lot pur~
chasers may split theixr 20-acre parcels into swmaller 1ot:s, none of
which will be swallexr than 2-1/2 acres.

Applicant does mot plan to provide water, sewer ox gas -
lines. Each lot purchaser will develop his own private well and
install a septic tank with leach lines. Roads within the subdivision
are private, No provision bas been made for paving the roads.

Electric sexvice to serve Forest Ranch Pimes would be
extended from overhead lines along Highway 32 adjacent to the sub-
division. Heavy tree cover would shield an overhead extemsion from
view along any public roads except for the short distance from

ting overhead linmes to the begimming of the heav:[ly wooded
subdivision.

The "Final Subdivision Public Report:" (Exbibit No. 6)
issued by the Department of Real Estate shows that Forest Ranch Pines
is pot a subdivision under County jurisdiction and thus does not
require County approval of such features as lot design, drainage and
roads, Forest Ranch Pines does, however, fall within the definition
of a "subdivision” in PGSE tariffs, in that a wap showing the fifteen

20-acre parcels was filed with, and approved by, - the Butte County
Planning Commission.

1/ 'Forest Ranch Pines" is the name shown on the Final Subdivision.

Public Report, The tract also has been referred to as "Forest
Pine Estates’, |
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Exbibit No. 6 confirms Applicant s allegations that
potential lot purchasers have been placed on notice that it Ls not
the responsibility of the developer to provide such amenities as .
paved roads, a centralized sewage disposal systew or watexr system,
or electric and telephone service, It thus appears that applicant .
is involved in this proceeding only to the exteat that it wishes to
assist lot purchasers in obtaining electric service. None of the
vive individuals who have already purchased lots, nor amy potemtial
purchasers of the six wnsold lots participated in this ‘proceeding.
This does not, however, preclude consideration of the relief
Tequested by applicant on behalf of the presenmt and future lot owners.

If wost oxr all of the lot purchasers planned to bu:[ld homes.
in the near future, it wight be economically feasible for them to
pool their resources and finance a complete \mdergromd electric
distribution system, PGSE estimates that an advance of about $3,000
per Zo—am:e lot would be required, exclusive of cost of serv:t.ce lines,
if "plough-in" techniques rather than trenching can be utilized
Although this is a large sum per lot, it might not result in an
unreasonable percentage inerease in the cowbined cost of lot, water
well, septic tank and house, especially when refunds are made to the
group of lot owners as bona f£ide customers are served, pursuant: to
PGSE's tariffs. '

Inasmuch as most of the lot purchasers apparently do not
plan to build homes soon, portions of the distribution system w:'.ll
not be needed for many years, High "set-up” costs for the plough-in |
technique make short pieceweal extensions uneconomic, Xf convent:ional |
trenching wethods must be used, this would Iincrease the average unit:
¢coSt per lot by at least 50 percemt and possibly much nore. Furthkerx,
unless homes happen to be built in a sequence starting with lots
nearest the existing power lines, an indfvidual applicant for an
incremental extension might be required to advance the cost of lines
extending past several vacant lots. Applicant contends that, under
these circumstances, the lot purchasers will be forced to forego
electric utility service and Install iIndividual gasolime-powexed
generators with attendant noise and exhaust emissions. '
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Under the circumstances described herein, granting exemption
from the mandatory undergrounding would not, in itself » necessarily
avoid the individual electric gemerators. Even with the lower cost
of about two dollars per foot of overhead extension, if the most
Temote lot were served first, 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, o . ‘

The sitvation is not as hopeless as the foregoing paragraphs
night indicate. The alternative relief requestéd-v by applicant, if
total exemption from undergrounding is mot granted, is an extension
of time to enter into a master plan agreement with PGSE for the
oxderly installation of overhead distribution lines, Applicant is
willing to comtact the cwners of the nine lots that have been sold
and determine if they, along with applicant as owner of the six
unsold lots, could obtain cash advances or commitments therefor
which would support the overall cost of overhead limes to all lots.
With the greater flexibility of installation of overhead limes, they
would be installed in increments as needed, but in such manner and
location as to f£it the master plan. Applicant's gemeral partner who
testified at the hearing stated that he was very confident that he
would be able to make such arrangements. - .

The extension of time requested as an altermative form of
rellef Is very similar to the request granted by Decision No. 80017,
dated May 2, 1972, in Application No. 53251, in that: '

1. A map had been filed with local authorities
prior to the May 5, 1970 deadline for amn

automatic exemption from undergrounding
requirxements,

If an overhead line extension agreement had
been entered into prior to May 5, 1972, no
Coomission authorizaticn would have been

The application for an extension of time was
filed prior to the May 5, 1972 deadline for
entering into an agreememt, but the details
of the agreement had not yet been worked out,
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A master plan for overhead extensions to the fifteen lots =

would be preferable to mo plan at all. If, however, applicant is
wable te make the mecessary finamcial arrangements with other lot
owners within a reasonable tiwe, the entire applicat:ion should be
denied. Both the mandatory undergrounding rule and the teckniques
used in undergrounding are relatively new. By the tiwe one of the
individual lot ownerc meeds electric service, there could be
modifications in either the rule or the technology wiilch we may
wish to consider in the absence of a reasonable master. plan.

The Comission £inds that: :

1. Prohibiting overhead electric line extensions :I.n Forest
Ranch Pines would probably force the installation of individual
engine-driven generators by some owners of the fifteen 20-aa:'e lots‘ '
in the subdivision. B .

2. ZExcluding Forest Rauch Pines from the mandatoxy under- .
grouwding provisions of PGSE's tariffs without waking provision for‘
the financing of overhead line extemsions in an orderly mapmer will
DOt necessarily avoid the economic necessity for individual engine-
driven generators. -

3. Granting an extension of time for apphcant to enter into :
3 waster plan overhead lime extension agreement with PGSE would
pexmit the utility, rather than the individual lot awners, to prov:tae
electxric service.

The Commission comcludes that applicant's request for |
complete exemption from the mandatory umdergrouwnding prov:t.s:.ons of
PGSE's tariffs should be denied but that the extension of time '
requested as alternative relief sb.ould be g:can..ed ‘
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IT IS ORDERED that:

1. The May 5, 1972 deadline in Rule 15 of Pacific Gas and
Electric Company (PGSE) for emtering into an overhead line extension
agreement is extended to December 31, 1972 insofar as it relaces to-
Forest Ranch Pines, in Butte County.

2, Late-filed Exhibit No., 7 is reserved for a copy~of the
overbead line extension agreement to be negotiated pursuant to the
foregoing paragraph l. The exhibit shall be filed jointly by N
applicant M. R. S. Enterprises and PGSE on or before Jenuary 12, 1973.

3. Except for the extension of time hereinabove auchorized
Application No. 53283 is denied,

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

Dated at San Frandsco Cal:.fomia, this 3/”>7
day of _ OCTOBER , 1972, |




