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Decision 84-12-053 December 19,‘198d
BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES convxscxou OF THE STATE

In the Matter of the Application of
Peter M. Jensen for deviation from Application 8u-06-029

)

)

the requirements for undergrounding ) (Filed June .17, 1984)

of utilities in ‘Butte County- _ :
)

Peter M. Jensen, for applicants.

Peter W. Harnscéhen and Andrew L. Niven, Attorneys
at Law, for Pacific Gas and Electric Company,
and Kristin Ohlson, for Pacific Bell'
interested parnies.

Ray S. Xahlon, for the Commi°sion staff.,\

0 PINION

Applicants, Peter M. Jensen, et al.,. seek a deviation from
Pacific Gas and Electric Company's (PG&E) underground extension rules
to allow an overhead extension of eleetric service. to a number of

lots where the minimum size Ix less than 3 acres, located near Fbrest g
Raneh, Butte County. ' ‘
AoplicatiOn

Applicants state in their applieation that on January 3,
1972, approximately 24 lots were created by lot book split 4in an’ area
located about 3.5 miles northeast of Forest Raneh, California by a°
landowner wh¢ c¢reated a number of 1-acre, 2.5~acre, S-aere, and some
10~ and 20-acre lots within a 120-acre piece of land. whieb he owned
at the time. A road right-of-way (Carol Ann Lane) was created to
serve those lots not dbordering existing roadways, with: tbis righz—of- ‘
way also designated for use by util‘ties.~ All have been sold at
least once since that time. ' :
Applicants further state that in adbout 1975, the’ Butte
County Board of Supervisors changed the residential zoning within
this area to 5-acre lots. While most of the lo ts are now 5 acres in o
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‘size, designated land use on the earlier 1-acre andoz‘s-aofe‘lots is
the same as that for the S5-acre lots, not more than one single-family
dwelling or accommodation per parcel. The S-acre lots are allowed
overhead utility service while those of less than 3 acres are- not,‘
significant economic penalty. ‘ |

Applicants-also state that many lots, 3 to 5 acres each
are being served by overhead telephone and electrical service and
surround applicants' 1~ to 2.5-~acre lots- Further in 1980 the
Pacific Telephone Company installed. overhead service tO'mOSt ot the
2.5-acre lots in this application.

Applicants state that their lots are not in proximity to
nor visidble rrom any designated scenic highway, state, or'national
park, or other area deternined by any governmental agenoy to be of
unusual scenic interest to the general public. Applioants conclude
that the proposed exemption would not have a potentially adverse
environmental effect. o ‘ .

| Applicants state that comstruction of underground]sorvico
would be significantly mere costly: underground botwoon'$10f00oand
$12.00 per foot, and overhead between $2LOO and $4.00 por‘foota

Applicants state that no common tronching willvbeiavailable
because each of the lots will be served by individual wells and ‘
septic systems, and each is being served by overhead telephone‘linés.

Applicants state that lots surrounding the applicants® lots
are being served by an overhead telephone line, that«any eleotrioai‘v
lines would be concealed by existing vegetation (as is the'telephone
line which now serves the small lots) and that virtually all future
utility line:extensions to lots (3 plus.acres)‘surrouddidg thoss of
applicants will be overhead. : .

Applicants contend that PGEE would provide overhead
electric service under its extension rules to the 3-plusraope lots .
surrounding these smaller lots. Applicants contend that in order to
supply the larger lots PG.E may have to run’ovorhéad[linosfthroﬁgh¥orﬂl
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immediately adjacernt to the smaller lots, eliminating any aesthetic
advantage to providing underground service to the smaller lots. The
applicants request that we exempt them from the undergrdundfextension
rules applicable to lots of less than 3 acres. Applicantsicontend
that if the extension is pot granted some small lot owners would be
denied electrie service because of the high uanderground coat
involved. Applicants further contend that the 3-plus-acre lot owners
with identical zoning restrictions would be and are being served

. overhead.

Hearing I

A duly noticed hearing was held before AdministrativefLaw‘
Judge (ALJ) J. J. Doran in San Francisco on Qctober 19, 1984, and the
matter was then submitted upon receipt of a late-filed exhibit by
November 5 and comments thereon by November 19.
Position of the Parties

Appiicants state that they‘wantonerhead electric service,

and that an underground\extehsion is not reduired‘becauSe\their'Ibts.r

are not in a subdivision but were created by lot splits-r |

PG&E states that an underground extension is required under
Rules 15 and 15.1, Electric Line Extensions, and it is not aware of
unusual circumstances making the application of the rules
"impractical or unjust." PGLE also states that it is neither
supporting nor opposing the application for deviation.

The Service and‘Safety Branch ofrthe Commission Stafr‘_
(stare) recommends that the application be denied and 3tates that no
unusual circumatances exiat.

Testimonz ‘ _ ,

Witness Jensen for applicants testified that the area is
not 2 subdivision as defined in the StateVSubdivisioﬁ'Mép Act. Ee
states that Pacific Bell's Assistant Vice President, R. B- Roche's
letter to the Commission dated July 26, 198% supports his statement.

He testified that these lots do not constitute a "de facto"

- subdivision, as claimed by the Chico orrice of. PG&E and therefore do-
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rot require an application for deviation. He further tentified that
brand new subdivisions all around applicants-were being served with
overhead electricity. L

He further testified that applicants have had to spend a _
considerable amount of time and money in order to attempt to defendT
themselves against the consequence3 of the statements rade by two?
PGLE employees. Therefore, he continues, should not the burden oT
proof be placed squarely on PGLE's shoulders?

He added that most of the considerations contained in the
application as to why applicants should de exempted from the ;
underground rule were suggested by PGAZE's Chico office starf.f The
same individuals claimed that the lots are located in a de facto |
subdivision. ’

The witness-also states that one of the applicants who has
lived on two lots without power for the past four years is now
suffering from a severe heart condition. His physician-haa"
prescribed home pulmorary cére, and the question haslrecently&arisen
as to whether nonelectrically operated equipnent currently being'used
is, or will be, sufficient to meet his needs and the doctor's advice.

Further, the witness testified that PG&E accepted
applications in 1981 from lot owners on Carol Ann Lane. He stated an
overhead extension was estimated to cost $27,000. He saild PG&E

advised them to g0 to the county to get whatever permits: the counry
required. The county gave them permits to install temporary-service
power poles, which 15 lot owners installed. However, the lot‘owners
decided not to g0 ahead with the extension. He was not able to '
provide documentation for his assertions on the extension. He states
that the cost is now estimated to be $107,000 for an underground

extension, but that it is impractical to come up with that sum of'
money. '

A resident (5-acre lot) on Headwaters Road, adjacent to'thef
16-lot area or applicants, testiried in support of the application.
He now uses his own generator, but would like PGIE electricity-.“f
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An owner of a S-acre lot in the Royal Drift EStatea‘ciose
to applicants' area wants electricity and testified 1; 3ﬁ§port‘of the -
application. He testified that in 1981, PG4E said it would make an .
.overhead extension to Royal Drift Estates, but that his deposit checkd
was returnzed, and now the utility is stating that the. service should

be underground. He also states that underground would cost too much ‘
for him.

Staff witness Rehal, a utilities engineer, recommended that‘,
the requested exemption be denied.

He based his recommendation upon the following facts:

1. The property for which the deviation is
requested is a portion of NE 1/4 of Section
2F, Township SN, Range 3E, M.D.B. It ‘
consists of 24 lots racging from 1.9 acres to
20.1 acres recorded on 1ndividual names in
Butte county.

The deviation is requested from PG&E's
Electric Tariff Rule 15. Applicants' tract
does not qualify for an overhead service
extension as the conditions in neither
Paragraph C.7.a. nor C.1.b. of PG&E's Tariff
Rule 15 are satisfied.

From his field investigation it does not
appear to de impractical to construct an
underground line extension within applicants'
subdivision and no unusual ciroumstances
exist.

There are no electric facilities existing in
the subdivision. The only overhead utility
line is a telephone lire (on trees) extended
to seven Iindividuals by Pacific Telephone
(now Pacific'Bell). It appears that this
line was installed overhead contrary to
Pacific Bell's Tariff Rule 15 and there has
not been any exemption granted by the- _
Commission. Pacific Bell should be required
by the Comnmission to place this line
underground ir accordance with the utility's
filed tariffs and at the utility's expense.
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5. PG&E estimates the total cost for an ‘ .
underground extension to be $106,000, while
the cost of ar overhead extension is
estimated to be $75,000. The applicants
would have to contribute a nonrefundable
advance of $28,000 in addition to trenching
and backfilling costs in the case of an
underground extension but an overhead
extension can be constructed at no cost to
then.

Applicants' cost of an underground extension
could be reduced an undetermined amount if a
Joint electric-telephone trench were used for
the portion which should de reinstalled
underground at Pacific Bell's expense.

Staff witness Rehal also testified that, as defiped in
PGZE's Electric Rule 15, Section F, the area qualifies as. a
subdivision "...an area in which a group of dwellings may be

constructed about the same time, either by a large scale builder or
by several builders working on a2 coordinated basis.”

" Further, he states that he is not aware or'any'speeial
environmental considerations. ‘

Kenneth H. Hustad, supervisor of Technical Tarirfs and |
Services in the Commercial Department of PG&E, testified in: response

to the four issues stated in the ALJ's letter to interested parties
on September 25, 1984 as follows:

1. PG&E's Electric Line Extension Rules 15 and
15.1 are applicable to the customers
requesting a deviation in the application.
PGXE's Electric Rules 15, Section D.4., and
15.1 are applicadble to the customers (formed
as a single entity) requesting a deviation
from the requirements for underground
electric facilities to and within the
subdivision shown orn Butte County Assessor's
Parcel Map 56-30 that is attached to the
application. These tariffs applied to these
¢circumstances require an underground systenm.
For individual applicants within the
subdivision, PGE's Electric Rule 15, Section
D.2., is the applicable tariff. It provides
for an underground extension to an individual

~applicant.
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An overhead extension to or within the :
subdivision is not applicadble because it does
not meet the conditions of service atated in
Electric Rule 15, Section C.1. Specifically,
Section C.%.a. is not met because significant
overhead lines do not exist within the
subdivision and no agreement for electric
service was entered into with PG4E before

May 7, 1972. Section C.1.b. is not met
because there are parcels within the
subdivision which are less than 3 acres.

Under these rules the customers and their
prenises are within a residential subdivision
or development. The assessor's parcel map,
which was recorded on April 21, 1971,
represents a de facto subdivision. PG&E'
Electrie Rule 15, Section F, defines "tract
or subdivision" as "...an area in which a
group of buildings may be constructed about
the same time...." The first paragraph of
Electric Rule 15.1 states that the rule is.
applicable "...to furnish permanent electric
service within a new single~family and/or
nulti-family residential subdivision of five
or more lots (subdivision)..."

There are no unusual circumstances making the
application of these rules "impractical or
unjust.” Trenching is estimated to be more.
difficult than average for the PG&E systen
but normal for the area. The cost of the
underground systex does not represent an
exceptional circumstance.

The subdivision area is wooded, foothill
country. An overhead installation would
require some normal tree trimming. An
undergrournd system would be installed
generally along existing roads. The witness
was not aware of any other environmental
information that would be relevant to this
proceeding.

The witness stated that PG&E is neither supporting nor

opposing the application deviation. Further, PG&E will aceept and O
comply with the Commission's ruling.
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At tbe close of the hearing on October 19, 1984, the ALJ
instructed PG&E to research its records and to file by November 5
1984, late-filed Exhidbit 5 to address the rollowing two subjecta~
first, the history of applicants' requests for electric service in
1981 and 1982; and second, revised cost estimates for the 11ne |
extensions from PGEE’S nearest electric facilities to the applicants'
lots. i :

In Exhibit 5 and the supplement to‘Exhibit 5; PG&E's
witness Hustad states that PGEE did receive applications for electric
service in the vicinity of the applicants’ property‘dtring‘1981 and
1982. 'In 1987 PGLE was contacted by Robin Kemnedy regarding electric
service to and within Royal Drift Estates, a S-acre lot subdivision,
located beyond tbe Carol Ann Lane area to the east of PGLE's existing
facilities. In June and November of that year PG&E offered to
prepare a preliminary engineerins.estimate'to determinevthe‘route,
design, and costs of such an extension, in exchange rorga»$2,000
advance. Without receiving the advance, PGLE contacted potential
applicants on Carol Ann Lane (area in which applicants have lots) and
other areas along the tentative route in an effort to-Identify
sufficient electric load to justify the extension. The contacts
along Carol Ann Lane were incidental to the goal of pvaidihg service
to Kenmpedy, the applicant at Royal Drift Estates. As a result of .
these communications, several requesta for service were received from(
residents of the Carol Ann Lane area. In April 1982, PGLE invited
interested persons to a meeting on May 13, 1982 at PG4E’s Chico |
office to discuss the proposed extension. Approximately eight people‘
from the Carol Acn Lane~Royal Drift Estates area attended.
Ultimately, only $600 of the $2,000 advance for the engiﬁeeéing
estimate was received, so the checks were returned.’ The project

never advanced to the point where an engineering estimate could be
initiated. ) ‘
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|

Applicants state in commenting on the late-filed éxhibit,
that in 1981, PGAE agreed to serve both areas with overhead service
and that individuals in the Carol Ann Lane area started contacting
PG&E in 1977 about electric service. PGXE contacts with Carol’ Ann
Lane were incidental to ascertaining the load to Justify the Royal ‘
Drift Estates line extension at that time. The engineering,advance‘
to determine the route, design, and cost of the extension was ﬁot
made, and therefore a final determination of the project was not
made. There were no specific commitments.

PG&E's witness states tkat a search of the Butte County
land records since the hearing on October 19, 1984 has revealed that.
‘the lots and subdivisions as they exist today in the Carol Ann Lane
area are the result of numerous lot splits and resplits over the past
‘15 to 20 years. He further states that it is difficult to determine
from the parcel maps and lot numbers where one. subdivision or
development ends and the next one begins. As previously testified,

all 27 lots in the Carol Ann Lane area (Lots 1-27) clearly appear oo

Assessor's Map 56-30 to constitﬁte a de facto aubdiviSion. Howeve.,
the land records reviewed since preparation of Halstad's original
testimony cast doubt on this. conclusion. The land records 4o tend to
confirm, though, that the 16 lots along Garland Road and Carol Ann

Lane (Lots 4, 8, 9, and 15-27 on Assessor's Map 56-30) definitely do

constitute a de facto subdivision, because they are the re;ulﬁzof‘a
four~by-tour split. (Applicants' lots are in this area.)

The witness estimates the applicants' chabges for electric ?

service to and within these 16 lots to be the summation of the
following for an underground or overhead extension:

1. An extension from the closest existing

electric distribution facilities to Carol Ann
Lane.

a. Underground (Rule 15D) $60,000 (nonrerundable):

b. Overhead  (Rule 15B)  $26,000, less
_ j free footage o
(all rerundable)

-
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2. An extension within the 16-lot subdivision.

a. Underground, property - $53,000 ($26,000
owners as a single ‘subject to refund)
entity (Rule 15.1) S o _

- or o o
Underground to $21,000 (nonefundable) .
individuals,: _ o o
separately (Rule 15D)

b. Overbead (Rule 15B) $10,000, less
‘ ' free foctage
(all refundable)

The witness further states that several property owners in
Royal Drift Estates bave applied for and qualify for overhead
electric service. He believes that Point A is the most practical
take-off point for extension of electric service to Royal Drift
Estates. He states that, under PG&E's tariffs, it would not be
permissible to follow the existing pudblic¢ roads from. the same
starting point as Carol Ann Lane (closest facilities) to Royal Drift
Estates, because the overhead line would pass through a aubdivision
with lots less than 3 acres. However, PGLE would be permitted to
extend overhead electric service if it werc 3uccessfu1 in obtaining
rights-of-way around the subdivision (the Carol Ann Lane area). Ir
the prospects for development of load in the Rcyal Drift Estates.are
strong enough, PG&E would explore the possibilit& of obtaining‘thesew'
rights-of-way in order to extend overhead service. If suek an
overhead extensiorn is made, then lot owners in the Carol Ann'Lane
area would be able to obtain underground electric service from a much
closer take-off point. While the load at Rcyal Drift Estates by_ ‘
itself might not Justify an overhead extension along_ﬁublicnrcads‘and
newly acquired rights-of-way, the combinetion of loads at Royal Drift
Estates and in the Carol Ann Lane area may be sufricient to Justify
such an overbead extension with an underground extension from this '
new overhead line to the Carol Ann Lapne area.
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Based upon the Eustad's testimony, a‘7,150éfootfextension
would be required to'serxe Carol Ann Lane_(applicants)finclnding‘
5,200 feet to the edge of the area and 1,950 feet within. An
additional 1,000-foot extension would be required to reach Royal
Drift Estates. According to Hustad's testimony, the loadsfmay“be
sufficient to justify a free overhead extension to both- Carol Ann"
Lane and Royal Drift Estates, and an underground extension within the v
15-lot Carol Azn Lane area, estimated to cost customers $21 000. B »///
This in-tract charge amounts to about $1,300 per lot. )

Undergrounding the entine extension to Carol Ann Lane
without considering Royal Drift Estates is estimated to cost 387 OOOn
or about $5,000 per lot. It is es timated that an overhead extension
to Carol Ann Lane could be made at no cost to customers, assuming o
typical electric loads with a free footage allowance of 700 feet per
lot. PGAE estimated its total cost to comstruct an overhead 1line to
and within the 16-lot subdivision to be 372, OOO or $“ 500 per Yot
compared to unde*ground at $178,000 or about $11, 100 per lot.
Conclusion : : ,

There have been lot splits in the area or applioants' lots
and vicinity. &3 2 result of these lot splits there are 27 lo L on
Butte County Assessor's Map 56-30 including 16 contiguous lots within
applicants' area. Twelve of these face Carol Ann Lane and ¥ face
Garland Road. All but one are under 3 acres. These 16 lots
constitute a de facto subdivision under PG4E's line extension rules.

Section F of PGLE's Rule 15, Line Extensions, derines
"Tract or Subdivision™: An area for family dwellings which may. Dbe
identified by filed subdivision plans or as an area in which a group
of dwellings may be constructed 2bout the same time,‘either by a
large scale bulilder or by several builders working oun 2 coordinated
basis.™ Rule 15.7 is app’icable to. "Extension of" underground
distridution lines at available standard voltages necessary to
'urnish permanent electric service within a new single-family and/or
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.multi-family residential subdivisions of five or more lots.
(subdivision) and in 2 new residential development oonsisting of fivep
or more dwelling units in two or more buildings located on a- single
parcel of land..." : :

The applicants requesting a deviation are within a
subdivision as defined in these rules. : .

About 8 of these 16 lots have mobile homes, 2 others have
nouses, and the remaining 6 lots are vacant. There are no electric
lines in the area. There is a telephone tree line serving 7
customers. Therefore, there are no. 3ignificant overhead lines in the:
area. There are no other fixed utilities In the area. No agreement
has been entered into with the utility to provide'eleétric“éervice.-

PG&E's Tariff{ Rules 15, Section D, and 15.1, Underground _
Extension Rules, are applicable to the customers requesting the.
ceviation in this application. Applicants did not show that they“are_
different from other underground extensions. There are no unusual
circunstances making the application of these rules impractical or

.unjust. Since applicanta' underground cost may be substantially
reduced if an exteasion can be justified to Carol Ann Lane, nearby 5-
acre lots, and Royal. Drift Estates at the same time, applicants
should explore such an extension.v -

| Decision (D.) 76394 in Case (C. ) 8209, dated November L,
1969, included a finding that it is Commission continued polioy to
encourage underground construction, that underground«constbﬁctioni
should be the standard in California, and that all new”residedfial
subdivisions should have electrical line extensions'constrﬁoted‘
underground. - | S

D.80736 in C. 8993,‘53 ced November 14, 1972 reaffirmed the
Commission’s policy te require that line extensions be. conatructed
underground. ‘

In formulating its policy the Commission was cognizant of
the fact that the average cost of an electric underground extension :
is substantially greater than :that of an overhead extension._7"
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. Findings of Fact

1. 7The applicants are requesting that electrie service be
extended to lots within a residential subdivision or development as
defined in PGEE's electric line extension Rules 15 and 15.1

2. PG&E's electric line extension Rules 15 and 15. 1 are
applicadle to applicants. -

3. No significant overhead lines or an agreement to provide _
electric service entered into before May 5, 1972 exist within the
subdivision where applicants are located, hence applicants' case does
not meet the condition of PG&E's Tariff Rule 15, Section C.1 -2.

4. Lots smaller than 3 acres exist in the subdivision where
applicants are located, hence the applicants’ case does~n¢t'meet-the5
‘necessary conditions of PG&E's Tariff Rule 15, Section C.1.b.

S. The terrain does pot make it impractical to construct an '
underground electric line extension to applicants' area.

6. Cost of an underground line extension in this area is not
 prohibitive or unreasonable.

7. No unusual c¢ircumstances exist making the application of
these rules 1mpractical or unjust..

8. It can be seen with certainty that there is no possibilityL |

that the activity in question may have a significant_eftect‘onvthe‘
eovironment. | o oL

ol

Conclusion of Law . : : SR

The application for deviation should be denied.ﬁ
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IT IS ORDERED that the application is denied
This order beconmes errective 30 days froem today.
Dated NEC 10 1984 . at San Francisco, calirornia.

DONALD VIAI. o

. R Preszdent”ﬁr'

; ' : 'VICTOR CALVO P

! _ , - PRISCILLA.-C.. GREW;“ -

F | . .~ WILLIAM TU'BAGLEY ..
- FRBDERICK "R..DUDA .

: Commlsszoners,f

I CERTIFY ?Hw~‘79*s DECI 'OV“'
VLS BRI ORED S :17..: .ﬁ.w»/" ‘
oo --153‘ r*w-ﬁc PODAY “

LY Y -, Y .
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BEEORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

In the Matter of the Application of ) | _ ,

Peter M. Jensen for deviation from Application”8#—06;029,
the requirements for undergrounding (Filed June 11, 1984)
of utilities in Butte County. : A s

Peter M. Jensen, for applicanta.
Peter W. hHanschen and Andrew L. Njiven, Attorneys
at Law, for Pacific Gas and Electric Companys;

and Kristin Ohlson, for Pac¥Tic Bell; interested
parties.

Ray S. Kahlon, for the Co ssionyataff;

oPINIOX

—

Applicants, Peter M. J];sen, et al., seek a deviation from
Pacific Gas and Electric Company's (PGLE) underground extension rulea
to allow an overhead extension of electric service to a number of

lots where the minimum size is less than 3 acres, located near—Foreaty
Ranch, Butte County.

Application |

bpplicants state in their application that on January 3, _
1972, approximately 24/ lots were created by lot book split in an area
located adbout 3.5 milés northeast of Forest Ranch California, by a
landowner who creatéd a punber of T-acre, 2. S-acre, S-aere, and some
10- and 20-acre lopa within a 7120-acre piece of land which he owned
at the time. A road right-of-way (Carol Ann Lane) was created to
serve those lots not bordering existing roadways, with this’ right-of-
way also designated for use by utilities. All have been sold at
least once since ‘that time.. :
~Applicants further state that in about . 1975, the Butte :
County Board of Supervisors,changed the residential. zoning within
this area to Sfacre lots. Wnile most of the lots are now 5 acres in _




A.88-06-029  ALJ/4t

-.

Based upon the Hustad's testimony,‘a 7,150-foot ‘extension
would be required to serve Carol Ann Lane (applicants) 1nclud1ng
5,200 feet to the edge of the area and 1 y950 feet within. An
additional 1,000-foot extension would be requ;redvto-reach Royal
Drift Estates. According to Hustad's testimony, the loads may be
sufficient to justify a free overhead extension to both Carol Ann
Lane and Royal Drift Estates, and an underground extenaion/within the
16~1lot Carol Ann Lane area, estimated to cost cuatomera’§é1 ooo.
This in-track charge amounts to about $1 300 per- lq .

Undergrounding the entire extension to rol Ann Lane
without considering Royal Drift Estates is est{g:tzd to«cost $81 000
or about $5,000 per lot. It is estimated that an overbead extension‘
to Carol Ann Lane could be made at no coat to customers, aasuming
typical electric loads with a free footdge allowance of 70O feet per
lot. PGLE estimated its total cost td/construct an overhead line to
and within the 16-lot subdivision %P be $72, 000 or 34,500 per lot
compared to underground at $178,000 or about $11 100 per. lot.
Conclusion : :
_ There have been 1ot splits in the area of applicants' lots
and vicinity. As a result or/theae lot splits there are 27 lots on
Butte County Assessor's Hap 56-30 including 16 contiguous lots within
applicants’ area. Twelve or these face Carol Ann Lane and 4 face :
Garland Road. All but one/are under 3 acres. These 16 lots
constitute a de facto subdivision under PGXE's line extension rules.

Section F of PG&E's Rule 15, Line Extensiona, detines
"Tract or Subdiviaion"'f An area for family dwellings which may be
identified by filed subdivision plans or as an area in which a group
of dwellings may be coﬁstructed about the same timé,'eithef by a
large scale builder of by several builders wobkins on a coordinated
baaia. Rule 15.1 is applicadle to "Extension of underground
distribution lines at.available standard voltages necesaary to _
rurnish permanent electric service within a new aingle-ramily and/or
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multi-family residential subdivisions of five or more 1ots

(subdbdivision) and in a new. residential development conaisting of five .

or more dwelling units in two or more buildings located on a single
parcel of land..." :

The applicants requesting a deviation are witnin a .
subdivision as defined in these rules.

"About 8 of these 16 lots have mobile homes, 2 others have
houses, and the remaining 6 lots are vacant.  There are no electric
lines in the area. There is a telephone trée line serving 7
custoners. Therefore, there are no 31gni§§cant overhead Iinea 1n’the
area. There are no other fixed utili es in the area. No agreement
has been entered into with the util y to provide electric service.

PG&E's Tariff Rules 15, Section D, and‘15.1, Underground

Extension Rules, are applicadle to‘the eustomern reQueating tne'

deviation in this application. pplicants did not show that they'are:

ditferent from other underground extensions. There are no unusual
circumstances making the application of these ruleS;impractical or
unjust. Since applicants' underground cost may be{nubstantially N
reduced if an extension can be Justified to Carol Ann Lane, neardy 5-
acre lots, and Royal Drift Estates at the same time, applicants
should explore such an extension. . :
Decision (D.) 7639& in Case (C.) 8209, dated November 4,
1969, included a finding t t it is Commission continued policy to
encourage underground construction, that underground- conntruction
should be the standard in/Calirornia, and that all'new'residential‘
subdivisions should have electrical line extensions ccnntructed
underground. [ : ‘
D.80736 in C. 8993, dated November 11 1972‘ reaffirmed the
Commission's policy to require that line extensiona be constructed
underground. S
In rormulating\its policy the Commission was cognizant of
the fact that the average coat of an electric underground extension
is substantially greater thagn that of an. overhead extension.
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