
I Compla1n.ant~ 

XENIA. mmRNA.'XIONAL 'I'RAVE~ 

) 
SAI.'I' DISCO GAS & EtEC'IltIC COMPANY. S 

Defendant. ~ 

Case No. 9817 
(Filed Novecber 8~ 1974) 

Paul S. Ross is, for Xenia Ic.ternational 
'traveI, complainant. 

L. Earl Ligon~ Attorney at Law, for 
San Diego Gas & Electric Company, 
defendant. 

Q!1.li1.Q! 
COtD?lainant, Xenia International '!ravel, seeks an order 

requiring defendant, San Diego Gas & Electric Company (sDG&E) 

to :!:'elocate~ at nO' cost: to him, a ttansformer partially obstructing 
a stairway leading from the business premises to the sidewalk. 

Public hearing was held before Examiner Johnson at San 
Diego on January 24, 1975 and the matter was submitted. Testimony 
wns presented on behalf of complainant by himself and on behalf of 
s.DG&E by one of its 'tlOderground extension planners, by one of its 
underground designers, and by complainant's designer appearing :tc. 
r'!Sponse to a subpoena .. 
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Complainantts Position 
Complainant testified that: 

1. 'He purchased the property in question on .rune 20, 1974. 
2. At _the time of ptlrchase he was planning ,certain alterations 

including reloeating the walktJay to the office and construct:tng a 
new stairway to the sidewalk. 

3. At the time of purchase he no'ted the transformer pad,. but,. 
as it was covered by a concrete cover,. he assumed it was a cOtlll>leted 

installation that would not interfere with his proposed stairway. 
4.. His designer also concluded that the concrete 'covered 

transformer pad was a completed installation that would not conflict 
with proposed construction ... 

5. 'V.Then, he became aware that a transformer was to be' . 
installed on the conC:4et~ pad~ compla.il:umt i:m:ned1ately reques'Ced 

SDG&E to relocate the 1nst~llation to clear his proposed walkway 
and stairs and was informed that it would be relocated 1£ he paid the 
cost of such relocation, estimated to be $789. 

6. He believes SDG&E's esti~te of the cost of relocating the 
transformer vault of $789 is excessive-. 

7 • Because he was not notified of the proposed transformer 
installation at the time he submitted his plans to the San Diego 
buildi:l.g department he believes that SDG&E should assume the cost 
of relocating the transformer. 
Defendant's Position 

Testimony> presented on behalf of defendant> indicated: 
1. The transformer vault is located in a franchised area and 

SDG&E has every right to maintain it at: t:his location .. 
2. SDG&E:ts willing to relocate the transformer provided 

complainant pays the cost of relocation. 

S. The resolution estab1:tshing the underground district in 
the viCinity was adopted October 2, 1973. 
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4.Tb.e transformer pad was set on or before April l2~ 1974 and 
was left as an obviously incompleted project with a wood cover over 
the transformer vault and wood barriers to detour foot traffic 

around the vault. 

5. The transformer was set on August 2l~ 1974 at which time 
the outside remodeling. of· the complainant t s building. had not been 

completed nor had the eOllStruction of the new walkway and stairway 
been started. 

6. The complainant refused to consider mod1f:tcation of the 
proposed walkway to avoid the transformer 1nstallation and went 
ahead and completed the installation with the result that the stair­
way was partially obstructed by the transformer. 

7. !he remaining portion of the stairway, unobstructed" by the 

transformer, ·15 sufficiently wide to permit easy passage of a large 
man. 

8. !he proposed installation of the transformer in its vault 
was delayed to provide complainant an opportunity tc> have the vault 
reloeated at a cost of $789 rather than the present estimated cost 
of relocating the transformer and vault of $2,756. 

9 • There are ten occupancies served off the transformer and 
if the transformer were relocated, they could be out of service for 
six or seven hours .. 
Discussion 

!here appears to be little doubt that the transformer pad . 
was in place at the time complainant purchased the· property. 'IDe 
record indicates that it was installed on or before April 12, 1974 
and left With wood covers and barriers. The record also, indicates, 
however, that subsequent to this date and prior to inspection of 
.the premises by complainant's designer, the wood: barriers were 

removed and the wood cover was replaced with a concrete cover. Such 

an installation could easily be mistaken for a completed job and the 
complainant's designer cannot be faulted foX' not realizing that a 
transformer would be ins talled· on the pad in the future. 
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The evidence indicates that the transformer location was 

- carefully selected to meet defendant t s various criteria and is 
located in a fra.nchised area where SDG&E has a legal ri'ght to main­
tain it. Defendant ca~t reasonably be expected to anticipate and 
provide for every future modification to premises which conceivably 
could be adversely affected by new construction. When reasonable 
care has been exercised by the utility in the selection of the ) 

. loeation of its facilities and their relocation is requested to· 
acco:::nodllte the needs or desires of a property owner it is the 

normal practice of the utilitY ~ require the property owner to 

bear thereasonab1e cost of relocating the facilities. Were such 
a practiee not followed the resultant relocation of facilities at 
utility expense wo~ld eventually result in an unnecessary and 
unreasonable burden on the ratepayers. 

SDG&E's witness testified that the present cost of re­
loc~ting the transformer and pad to clear the stairway is estfmated 
to be $2~756 and is based on a four-man cable crew taking approxi­
mately ten hours to r~.ar.r:auge the transformer and primary and 

secondary cable and an additional four-man construction crew taking 
four hours to rearrange the conduit and transformer enclosure. At 
the tfme complainant requested the tranSformer pad be relocated, 
the ttansformer and underground cable bad not yet been installed. 
Accord~ to SDG&Ets witnessts testimony~ the est~ted cost of 
relocation of the facilities at that t~e was $789 and consisted of 
$221 of ma~eria1~ $185 direct labor, $143 indirect cbarges~ $108 
eDgineering, $99 transportat1on.~ $31 P&W ~ and $2 interest. The 
indirect charges included in both estimates are, aecording to this 
witness's testimony~ computed from percentages derived from recorded 
yearly costs. The record shows that the settiug of the transformer 
was held in abeyance to permit complainant time to arrange for the 
relocation of the vault before the tranSformer was actually in­
stalled. 'the record further shows that defendant granted complainant 
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the option of paying the actual cost of the relocation but not more 
than the quoted figure of $789. Complaitlant obviously did not 
exercise either option. 

It is clear from the record that' complafnant completed 
construction of the walkway and stairs sometime subsequent to- the 
installation of the transformer and could have elected to have 
the design of the walkway modified in such a way that the transformer 
would not inhibit passageway on its stairs. His own designer 
testified that he had offered to modify the design of the walkway 
and st:l.irs so as to avoid the conflict. It is obvious ~ however ~ 
that the complainant chose not to redesign the walkway and bad the 
work completed as originally planned with the resultant partial . 
blockage of the stairway. A:ay corrective action to alleviate the 
sit\:ation will~ therefore~ be done. at the direction and" expense 
of complainant. 
Findings 

1. Defendant installed the transformer pad on or before 
April 12~ 1974 in a franchised area where it has a legal ri.ght to' 

. :naintain it. 
2. The cost of relocating utility facilities reasonably 

located in a frauc:hised area should generally be borne by the 
person requesting the relocation. 

3. Complaioant purchased the property in question on 
Ju:l.e 20~ 1974 and i'CStalled the walkway and s~a:trway subseq'l:ent 
to the installation of the transformer. 

4. Consequently, complainant should bear the reasonable cost 
of relocating the transformer vault. 

S. The transformer was installed" on August 21, 1974. 

... 
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6. Complainant bad the choice and- opportunity of revis1cg his 
walkway plans to avoid the transformer but elected to have the work 
completed as originally planned with the result that the transformer 
partially blocks the stairway. 

7. Complainant should pay the cost of relocating the trans­
former should he elect to have the 1110rk done. 

The Commission concludes that the relief requested should 
be denied. 

o R D E·R -..-..--.--
IT IS ORDERED that the relief requested- is denied. 
'the effective date of this order shall be twenty days 

after the date hereof. 
Dated at San F.r:I.ncisco _ California,. this If-!-

day of JULY. 1975. 


