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Decision No. 82455 . | | ngLﬂl* MZ, ”

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIbORNIA

ROBOB LID., )
8 Limited Partnership,

JEXRRY H. BUSS and FRANCIS R.
MARIANY, General Partmers,

Complainant,

vs. " Case No. 9556

(Filed May 11, 1973)
SOUTHEERN CALIFORNIA EDISON -
COMPANY, a corporation,

Defendant.

Marvin E. Levin, Attorney at Law,
fox Robob Ltd., complainant.
Woodbwry, Cahall, Elston, by William T,
Elcton, Atcorney at Law, for

Touchern Colifornia Edison Coupany,
defendant.

OPINION

The dispute in this proceeding concerns the application
of the tariff rules of Southern California Edison Company:
(Edison) as they relate to serving complainant's new 78-unit
apartuent building by an electric line extension. Complainant
contends defendant ifmproperly required payment of $1,270.50
by complainant and secks a refund in that amount frow defendant.
Defendant denies this contention and urges that the complaint :
be dismissed. A duly noticed public hearing was held in this
proceeding before Examiner Main in Los Angeles on August 30,
1973. The matter was submitted subject to the f£iling of briefs,
the last of which was.filed on Noveaber 26, 1973.
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The central issue 1s whether defendant's Rule No. 15,
Line Extensions, and Rule No. 15.1, Underground Extensions
Within New Residential Subdivisions, require, as Edison contends,
the undergrounding of line extensions to serve new apartment build-
<irzs with separately meotered dwelling units. As an aid in
resoxving this issue oZficilal notice is taken of the follow-
ing decisions: Decision No., 76394 dated November 4, 1969 in
Case No. £209, Decision No. 77187 dated May 5, 1970 in Case
No. 8993, and Decisions Nos. 7829 dated February 9, 1971
and 78500 dated March 31, 1971 which are also in Case No. 8993.
In Decilsion No. 76394 and again in Decisfon No. 77187
the Commission made the finding that undergrounding should
be the standard for all extensions of electric distribution
systeus. Edison filed its Rule No. 15.1 pursuant to Decision
No. 76394 and amended Section D.l. of its Rule No. 15 pursuant
to Decislons Nos. 78294 and 78500 as follows:

"s o o ALl line extensions to serve new residential sub-
divisions shall be made underground in accordance with
Rules Nos. 15 and 15.1 unless exempted by Section C of
Rule No. 15 or the exceptional case provision of Section
E.7. of Rule No. 15 and Section E.4. of Rule No. 15.1.
All line extensions to serve new commercial and indus-
trial developments shall be made underground in accord-
ance with Rules Nos. 15 and 15.2 unless the extension
to the new commercial and industrial development is
exempted by the exceptional case provision of Section
E.7. of Rule No. 15 and Section D.3. of Rule No. 15.2.
Underground line extensions to serve individuals will

be made only where mutually agreed upon by the utility
and the applicant, except in those areas where the
utility maintains or desires to maintain underground
distribution facilitles for its operating convenience
or in compliance with applicable laws, ordinances, or
similar requirements of public authorities."”

As a result of the above enumeréted decisions'promulr
gating tariff rules governing underground line extensions, a
mandatory undergxounding-requirement was fmposed for extensions
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to serve residential subdivisions and commercial or industrial
developments. In these decisiong extensioms to serve individuals
was the only general category of extensions expressly exempted
from the mandatory undergrounding requirement. In this regard
we said in Decision No. 78294: ". . . There is insufficient
evidence in the recoxrd, however, to warrant making underground-
ing wandatory for an extension to serve an individual customer.
The general provisions of the present rule applicable to exten-
Slons to individuals result in undergrounding of such extensions
where existing and planned mearby facilities also‘afe underground.
To require a single individual to be served by an underground
extension where all other facilities in the area are overhard
night be unreasonable._

An extension to serve an apartment building or resideatial
developument, however, is not in the ordinary sense an extension
to serve a residential subdivision, a commercial or imdustrial
developrent, or an individual. Presumably because of this lack
of definitive classification, the Commission staff made inquiries
at about the time Edison's Rule No. 15.1 became effective o
determine how Edison intended to apply its extension rules to
new residential developments other than subdivisions. Edison's
written reply to these inquirles was to the effect that Rule
No. 15.1 would be applied to line extenmsions to serve new resi-
dential developments of five or more separately metered domescic
accommodations where all the accommodations are 1ocated on a
sxngle premises. '

The applicability of the tariff rules of electric utilities
under our jurisdiction governing underground extensions to serve
new residential subdivisions differs in this respect to some
extent, and it does s0 in response to certain differences in
practices in determining delivery points. In this regard Edison
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under {ts long standing practice makes available multiple
delivery points to an apartment house with separately metered
dwelling units if load requirements are met. This is in
contrast to the practices of Pacific Gas & Electric Company
(PGSE) and San Diego Gas & Electric Company (SDG&E) which
oxdinarily provide one delivery point to an apartment building.
Accordingly, PGSE and SDGSE elected to modify "Rule-~.l,
Underground Extensions Within New Residential Subdivisions”,
@s prescrived in Appendix A to Decision No. 76394, to provide
coverage of new residential developments of two or more build-
Ings, Bdison in turn cleeted to £ile the rule as set . forth in that
appendix and to interpret 'new residential subdivision” for
purposes of its Rules Nos. 15 and 15.1 as including a new
residential development with five or wmore separately metered
dwelling units on a single premises without regard to the
nuber of bufldings or lots involved. (From the standpoint
of the line extension's basic configuration it appears to
matter little whether or not the group of residential units
served on a single premises is in one or more than one build-
ing 1f multiple delivery points are provided.) This inter-
pretation was conveyed to the Commission staff as.well as in
announcements wade by Edison at the time of adoption of its
Rule No. 15.1 and in its instructions manual for its employees,
the Edison's System Manual. -
Decisions Nos. 76394, 78294, and 78500, Edison s Tariff

Rules Nos. 15 and 15. 1 and the testimony and exhibits herein
establish, and the Commission finds as follows: ,

1. Complainant began construction of a 78-unit apartment
bullding on a site near the corner of Ocean Avenue and Bicknell

Street, Santa. Moonica, California, in approximately January of
1972




a. To wmake way for this new construction approximately_
seven existing residential structures were demolished or removed
as was the Edison pole situated about 50 feet inside the build-
ing site from which those residential structures had received
overhead electric service.

b. The site consists of six previously subdivided lots
and is bounded on three sides by streets.

2. There are both overhead and underground electric dis-
tribution lines near the site.

3. At some point prior to the completion of the plans for
furnishing electric service to the new apartment building,
Edison's customer service planners informed complainant's rep-
resentatives that the only way that Edison could sexrve the build-
ing was by underground line extension.

a. The indicated souxrce of power for the extension was
a 16-kilovolt power source located 130 feet away in a vault in
the middle of Ocean Avenue, from.which‘complainantgwodld be
required by Edison to perform the trenching and backfilling.apd
provide and install the conduit for the 130 feet to reach the
on-site portion of the underground extension.

b. Complainant’s representative questioned the reason-
ableness of this requirement and requested Edison to furnish a
copy of its pertinent tariff provisions.

4. The service plan, which was éompleted in about late
May of 1972, confirmed that the source of supply for the new
apartment building would be the 16-kv power source previously
specified. It called for an underground distribution line
extension which includes three siﬁgle-phasc transformers to
sexve five meter bank locations and one three-phase transformer
set to serve the house meter.

5.8. In June of 1972 Edison prepared an agreement entitled
Agreement for Extension of Underground Electrical Lines Within

S
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a New Residential Subdivision, Exhibit 2 herein. At that time
complainant appeared to have agreed to do all mecessary trenching,
backfilling, and laying of conduit including that for the 130 foot
underground extension from the vault in Ocean Avenue, 1f required
by Edison's extension rules. Complainant did not sign the agreement
wmtil May 2, 1973. Between these dates this agreement became
inconsistent with the further understandings of the parties and the
transactions which evolved,

b. 1In early 1973, as an outcome of an informsl complaint
processed by the Commission staff, Edison agreed that, consistent
with priox decisions of the Commissiom, complainant s obligation
for the portion of the underground extemsion in diSpute should be
limited to the cost of trenching, backfill, and conduit to the pearest
source of power. This resulted in Edison's performing these
operations to reach the power source instead of complainant and in
complainant’s being charged $1,270.50 for the 70 feet of trenching,
conduilt, and backfill necessary to reach the 4-kv power source on
Bicknell Street rather than $2,268.78 for the 130 feet necessary
to reach the 16-kv underground power source actually used. Complain-
ant paid the $1,270.50 to Edison in order to obtain electricsl
sexvice to the building but did so under protest.

6. Underground construction, rather than 66erhead, i3 the
standard for all distribution line extemsions of electric utilities
under the jurisdiction of this Commission.

2. Undergrounding is mandatory for line extensions
to new residential subdivisions and to new commercial and industrial
developments but not for line extemsions to serve individuals.

- b. A mnew apartument building with separately metered
dwelling units served by an extemsion providing multiple points of
delivery has by its nature a high customer density and gravitates
toward classification as a residential subdivision from the standpoint
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of the developer's role in arranging for utility service and on the
basis of the electrical distribution system layout required. Clearly,
it is not representative of an extension to serve an individual
customer. |
7. Edison's Rule No. 15.1 applies to: "Extemsion of under-
ground distribution lines at available standard voltages necessary
to furnish permanent electric service within a new single-family
and/or multifamily residential subdivision of five or more lots..."”
a. In applying this rule, Edisen in effect interprets
"new...residential subdivision of five or more lots" to include
new residential developments of five or more separately metered
dwelling units on & single premise and has done so, it appears,
' during the entire period Rule No. 15.1 has been in effect.
b.  With this interpretation it would follow from
Section D.1. of Edison's Rule No. 15, quoted hereinabove (mimeo p. 2),
that line extemsions to serve mew apartment buildings such as
complainant's must be made uwmderground.
c. Edison's interpreting Rules Nos. 15 and 15.1 iz
this way 43 consistent not only with underground comstruction, rather
than overhead, being the stamdard for electric line extemsions but
with the line extensions to serve individuals being the only
classification of extensions expressly exempted from the mandatory
wmdergroumding requirement. 2
8. The extension to sexve complainant’s building is govermed
by Edison's Rule No. 15.1, and therefore the agreement in evidence
as Exhibit 2 is deficient in that it does not reflect complainant's
obligation to pay Edisom the $1,270.50.
The Commission concludes that:
l.a. Edison's interpretation, as set forth in Finding 7 above,
of its Tariff Rules Nos. 15 and 15.1 is consistent with our decisiomns
promulgating tariff rules for underground line extensioms.

b. This 1nrerpretation and its conslstent application by
Edison is approved.,
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¢. Edison Tariff Rules Nos, 15 and 15.1 should be made
explicit as to their applicability to new residential developments
by appropriate revision of their contents.

2.a. Edison has applied properly its Tariff Rules Nos. 15 and
15.1 in making the line extension to serve cowplainant's new
apartment building. ,

b. Complainant is not entitled to the relief it seeks.

IT IS ORDERED that the relief requested is denied.
The effective date of this order shall be twenty days
after the date hereof. ) A
Dated at | , California, this [-5'7"
day of EEERIMDY




