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Decision No. 81325 

BEFORE THE PUBl.IC UTIU'XIES COMMISSION OF THE StAtE OF CA!,;IFOR..~:::A. •. ' 

Application of VERNON' !-10RELLI for 
approV3.l. of ~n exceptio·n to rule 
r~qu1TingundeTgXound1r~of public 
'l.:tilit1es in subdiVisions • 

Application No. 53643· 
(Filed' Oetober 16., 1972) , 

..T osee w. Burton., for applicant. 
r.-r. Sea7.'Ies, M. H. Furbush, end J.. Bradley Bunnin, 

Attorneys at Lew~ for Pacific Glls and Electric 
Company ., in~eres ted party. 

'Vincent Mn.cK~nz1e, Attot'ney a·t Llw, for the Commission 
s~f. 

OPINION ----- ..... -
Applicant Vernon Morelli seeks' a deviatioD from the 

ma:l~t()'rY unde-rgroun<a.ng. provis10r.s of· the line exte1.'l.Sion rules' o~ . 
Pecif~c Gas e.nd Electric Company (PG&E). 

PUblic hea~ing wa~ held before Examiner Cat~y at Santa Rosa 
on Jc.~~ 22, 1973. Notice of hearing had been sent to: a.pp11c:c:.nt 
a.nd his -::~p-:es.entativa, to the electric and telephone ut1l1t1as. 
~nvo!ved, and· t~ the clerk, county c:ounse~ and planning director of 

Sonoca County. At the COmmis.sionT s request, ap?l:teant also' had 

puel:!.s.b.ed a notice 0: hearing. Testimony was presented by applicant! s 
enginee':') by one of PG&E;ts engineers, and by the chai~n and 4r!Oth..ar 

:ncm~ of the Sonoma County Citizens Ad~$O-:y Comrni~tee on: Open Space, 
Conse..:vation and Recreation. The application wa~ submitted' on 
J~\la:rY' 22, 1973, the 'reporterts. t'ranscrtpt was filed on,Mareh,l" 1973:;:, 
and the matte4 is now 'ready for decision. 
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A. 53643 ei 

PToposed Developme'nt 

Applicant 1s the owner of a 905.5-acre p1eceof property 
, , 

located on the western slope of Sonoma Mounta:[n~ about seven miles 
northeast of Petaluma in Sonoma. County. He proposes to divide the' 

property into 89 parcels of an average size of 10 acres.ApproXi
mately six~les of roads would be constructed to provide access to, 
the lots- Only one building site per lot> and, no further subdivision 
of the lots> is proposed. Water is to be provided by individual wells, 
and sewage disposal will be by individual septic tanks. 

Applicant proposes to provide utility easements, along rear 
lot lines, rather than to have the poles installed along public 
streets. Applicant!s engineer testified that, in ad61tion, to', elimi
nating the undeSirable appearance of pole lines along public rosdways, 
the judicious spacing' of poles within the easements could avoid: 
obstructing the view from the building sites within the development. 
Furtber, he testified that the slope of the hillside is such that 
the pole lines. would not be in the line of view of any future sub
diviSions which might be developed nearby. The PC&E 'Witness eoo.f1rmed 

that existing tree cover and the general topography would lend 
themselves to a rather unobtrusive overheadl:tne installation. 
Positions of Various Parties. 

On August 8, 1972" the Sonoma County Cit1unsAdvisoTY 
Committee on Open Space, Conservation and. Recreation ,recommendecl' to 
the BoaTd of Supe1!'V1sors that they adopt a policy of requiring 
underground electrical distribution lines in all r.ew residential or 
comme1:'cial 4Teas,. The chairman of that committee testified that the 
cOmmittee still has the same'recommendation. 
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The Boerd of Supervisors did not completely coneu:." however', 
With the committee' s-recon:mendation. Unanimous Resolution NO'- 38953, 

dated December 4" ::'972, 4 copy of which is E:m1bit No· .. 4, st-stcs: 

TtWHEREAS, the Public Utilities Commission of the 
State of Ce.liforn1e MS heretofore adopted Dec:Lsion 
No. 77187, which decision, in general, requires the 
underground1ng of utilities in subdivisions., and 
n~" Decision No. 77187 may heve a reason.:lble 
applicntion for urban-type subdiVisions, it creates 
herdehips and defc~ts a current policy of ehis, 
Board relating to large lot rural subdivioioos, ar.d 
Tt~, this county is attemptins to encourage 
large lot subdiv1sio~ in rural aTeas rather then 
h1gh density development., and 

'IT'W"HER.EAs, the cost of undergrounding under Decision 
No. 77187 d1ctat:es against large lot develo!?ment, 
and requires. high den.s1ty projects; 

ffNO-;.r, 'IEEREFORE" BE IT RESOLVED that this Board of 
SUpervisors hereby petit10nsthe Public Uc!11tie$ 
Co~.ss1on of the State of Californi3 to' take 
~hoze steps necessa:y to modify Decision No. 77181 
as it applies to lar$e lot subdiVisions of a 
m1nan::m lot -size of .:.0 .acres or greater so- tM't 
the cost of compliance ~ll DOt render low density 
development unfeasible. n 

The Witness for PG&.E testified that the company believes 
that the reque!:ted deViation should be grantee inthi's 'instance, 

pnmarily because of the large lot s1ze~ limited -J'1s:!.bil:tty ~, tile 
pub1.ie, a:l.d the opportun:1.~ for effect:Lve sCX'eer-.ing of overhead 
eO:lSt-ruction. 

It ~..,as. noted on the record thee severel .Sonoma County 
:-esidents had ~ttenJ letters to the' Commission objec=~ng. to. any. 
de".r1atiOll f1:ott the m.a.ndatory undcrground.1.ng rul.e. . Those re~dents 
did !lot testify at thehe&r1ng.. 
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Relative Coots. 

In order to encou=age ~al o~bd!vis!ons SUCh,8S t~ one 
?lanned b7 applicant, S¢oorafJ. County h.::s est3.bl!shad ress rtgid ,-:oad 

requirements for large-lot tracts. As a result" appl1cant rs engineer 
estimates th&t the average cost per lot fer roads within the sub-· 
division Will be only about $700. Since no community water~ gas-" 
or sewer systems G.re planned, 'the only add! tional improvements w:tll 
be elec~ti.c and telephone line extensions. TI'le toUt.l development 
cos~ for ~O&<!.s aOQ overhead electric and' telephone lines would be

about $1,,780 per lot; whereas the total cost of rOllc!s and undergrou.."'ld 

el~ctrtc and telephone lines would- be from about $3;,650 to, $4,010 

per lot, depe:lding upon the extent of ploughed-in l:t:nes as opposeC!'. 
to t1:e~ch instellation. Underground1ng, in this 1ns'~nce, would 

thus more than doUble the cost per lot for all provided improvements. 
Appli~nt contends the extre. cost of underground1ng': woul:d· make., 'the . 

. .. 

subd1v1:ion economically unfeasible. 
Findings 

l~ App11~~t plans to develop- a la'rge-lot, 905 .. S-acresub
di'\"'ision in Sonoma Col:nty cons1::J..tin,g of about 89" lots h.avi~8 an 
~verage size of 10 ec:es or larger. 

2. The Bo.s.rd of Supe'.tV1.sors of Sonoma County has requested 
exent?tictl of large-lot subdiVisions from the I:l8nd8.toryunderg1:ound~ng.. 

, ',' 

po-roVisions of the line- extension rules of electric~nd. con:muo.1cat1ons 
'Utilities. 

. '. 

3. T'tle size and locat~on of the lots and propOsed utility-
e~se:nent~ w:tllmake ovuhead lines relatively unobtrusive': from,; 
?~blic roods. 

4. UndergTounding electric and telephone lines, in applicant:fs ... 

subdiVision 'WOuld x:ore than double the cost per lot of allprOvideo., 
i:t:p:ove:tl.ents, as compared with. overhead construction of electric and' 
telephone lines. 
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5.. Uoder the condi nons hereinabove· described, there would be 
no significant aestb.etic disa.dvantages to the public in extending . 
electric: .and telephone lines overhead rather. man underground. !he 
application of mandatory undergrounding provisions of the.~tilities~ 
tariffs would therefore be unjust, and the requested: deviation will· 
not 'be .. adverse to t:b.e public interest .. 

. .. ~.. There is a reasonable certainty that the overhead lines 
proposed by applicant will not· have a s1gn1ficant effect'· on the· 
env-"...rotlXllen t .. 

Conclusion . 

Applicant's request is :ea.sonable. and will be gra:n.ted. 
ORDER -- ..... .- ... 

IT IS ORDERED that Pacific Gas and Electric Company and 'Ib.e 
Pacific Telephone and Telegraph Company are authorized and" directed to 

deviate from the mandatory undergrotclcing provisions of their line 
extension rules to the extent of providing overhead 11::e extensions to 
the Ve:non MOrelli tract described herein,. provided proof is f~ished 
to the utilities by Mr.. Y40relli that further subdiv:tsionof the approxi~ 

mately lO-acre lots will be prohibited by either Sonoma County or 
mutual covenants in deeds to all lots in the" tract. 

The effective date of this order shall be b1e!1ty days after 
the date hereof •. 

D ted ' t San Franemeo Calif '.. this' "J~ a a __________ ; omu,. . _-4'-__ _ 

day of _____ .-;.M_AY _____ :, 

o(h ...... . 


