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,':);"11) Jf)t"i} J:-l ·it:o~·.'.:,) ~!';"::='i":l'i:) ~.'>·:)I r J'll \ftfV"i.f.;'! ('~r~ j \ [(.10J ill 

BEFORE.ITH~ )~~~~If}lT~It~T,~,~~:~~~I.~:~fA~. 8r;rttE,~rlt':~~1,~r) C~hfJ~~f'b; 
. .... . - '. 

Mary Healy and GarY·Healy,': Ii,;. ""':':) )':: r (bJ'mft ~@~ri\n'Oin'):!~"'['l"ji~ 
hr'" ," .... '.'.,. ~l-)(' ,', . ''''\ f "'-':'i'l'i'\ ,~,': ""'/) )"';' - fl~l' }j'. ~j~:J.l;.,. ," .. " "". 

c •• " • \' Coop a nants,"")' . " ~ U~UUu:!l' "".c' 
f f f','" ~ .~: ~ !:.:-- ~f: J ~ ~:-, ~.'~;,~. :> .. : \ ... ) ~'<: .. ",'- :'~;_'-" ().-: :~~:~·~~r·_:t-,t~ .. J.,~ JC;~i 

( f' ,. .~s. , ! ). ,'. cas,e. ;,9[1;-0,1 ~!>,)},., ')' I' .1,." '. . ,.' ) '·(Fl.ledJanuarY'8,' '1990 )'.": 
Pacific. Gas ',and Electric Company,': ,,',',' ), ,,'!: -: :'j l •. • ,\:! ,1,~; 1: ~" 

!;l .: :~, .... 't';':O~ferid~ht>·';,J: "'1' ", "::-:', "',l' '. 

" -: f (,. '-:l:·::.J,·:.} ~ . ~-: -: ,-1[; ~) f· - .~.=~>: ' .. ', '": 
> I 

Richard C(:Burt6n,"Attoiney. at LaW, for ~, 
... Mary and ,Gary Healy, complainants. 
J~ltersOh 'C~ 'Bagby,:'Attorn~i at 'U~'--"foi' . , 

. :Paoific :Gasand Electric .CODpany;: 

. def~ndant. 

() p f N IO N 

. ' 
Summary of C6i1lplaint, . ! 

. ~ _ , _ 1 
This deoision' grants '. the request of Mary and ,Gary Healy 

(complainants) to order Pacific Gas and Electric compa'ny (PG&E) to 
build an electric line extension to' serve the willow Creek 
Campground (willoW ~reek). under the·free footage.allowance 
provision' of PG&E's tariff 4 ' . ~"hile the decision denies: 
conplainants' request for attorney's fees and costs, it allows 
to file a supplemental request'for,the Advocate's Trust Fund. 
Background 

,Complainants own willow Creek which is located at 17548" 
Highway 49, comptonville, California, Willow Creek contaips28 
camping spaces, a bathhouse and laundry roon, plus owners' living 
quarters and office. Willow Creek has electric wiring which has 
been inspected and approved by a licensed· electrician,· Each .. 
campsite at Willow Creek'has hookup for power. complainants use 
their own generators to provide power to Willow Creek'~ facilities. 
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':It:\~l ,(:I {".i :<.:;:>::1 LSO--:r"OQ 1l ... >!2L·C'~i 
In 1981, Carl Marvin, willow Creek's owner at that time, 

joi\i~d)-kt~i:;') c-ghrik'{i\;i~ ,.n~~Ill~l~'!1.{a"t~·;'':t?ei~h~Jtl ,1 i~lnd IJth~rJHfnT'!O"I.~d 

applying for an ele·ctrio line .extension trollhPG&f;u; PG&E \nform~d.:: 
connelley that estimated revenues from connelley's residence would 

. \ ~' -' i ~ i. • ; t ! ~, ' "i £ - j 

not be adeqUate to support PG&E's investment and the e~tension will 
not b~ .. fe~d{bi~~tiri~ei ;the ,t;ree footage provisons :6f Rule 15 (8) (1) 

\. -~. ~_.... 1. \ '.: l. --' '. 1 •. ~ , > J ." :. .' • 

of PG&E's tariff. Under the provisions of Rule'15(B) (1) ,'toverheadi 
line extensions are made at PG&E's exp~llse,p~ovided the length of 

'. • ' """ !.,l.· .. -,' 

line required does not exceed ,the free footage allowance. Free 
footage allowance for a line extension is based on the expected 
electric load the line' extension wouldgerierate. ':1.-:: 

PG&E" li6VeV:er; 'agr~'ed "to-'in~till'l; :the"'~kt~nsion under 
.' > ~.. ., ,- \ • '. • • • 

exceptio~al case provisi6n of Rule 15(E) (7) which 'provides: 
nln unusual circumstances, when'the ap~lication 
of these rules appears impractical or unjust to 
either party, or in,tl:le cas~ Rf the extension 
of lines of a higher Yoitage,"the utility or 
the applicant shall refer the matter to the 
Publi~ utilities commission for speciat·!uling , 
or for the approval of special condit16tt's'whlch ' " '.'" 'f:.: 

; :: '" may 'be l11ut\ially agr~ed upon, prior to 
i co~encing construction. n 

. : l" 

·PG&E estimated the cost of. such extension to be, 
approximatelY $217,875 •. PG&E informed Connelley that an advance··.· 
payment of the estimated costs of the 'extension woUld be reqUired; 
Under Rule·15(E)(7). 

·PG&Ealso advised connelley that construction of· such 
uneconomic extension is usually postponed until the area develops.'I 
to·th~ 'p6int·wher~ the revenues qenerated by the extension ".'ill be 
suffi6ient't6 qualify the extension under the provi~ion of 
Rule ·15(B) (1) ' •. 

. " -, .. connelley arid . others postponed their plans to receive 
electrio service"fron PG&E. 

·;'In:NoVE!Ililier 1984, Marvin sold Willow creek to 
complA inarits .'. 
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',:of f r~i jp. In January: 1985F,col!lP,lainants) reqUested PG~~ f.o.r eleotric, 
line extensiohfor. willow!Creek: in\accordance'with,the.free I~ootage, 
allowed' under ~ul"e' '15 (8) (1)":' of) PG&E' stariffo'~'c- :;,' :,' '" f,:" 

,,'iL ;,',:' PG&E ihfo:rrned 'complainants, that ,the, olosest power sour~e 'f 
was located i app.ro~imately~ s', 6()~ feet' from Willow Creek ana .that, '" ,,' 
Willow Creek, "ioul~ not qualify for the necess~ry ,free· footage ":L'~:'~ • 

allowance' •. ' PG&E also' provided: an estitnate of complainants' share .'f 
of an: approximate' co·st· of' such' an· extension.~ , Based on .the :,,1 f ,', ~'; [ i 

estimated costs f ' complainants' decided ,to' postpone their plan "to ,Y!}': 

receiVe' Edecttio service."", ~ '.'.i.' . '{. ',1 :,~ .~<"." 

"., . In' the fall, ofi 1988 Con.nelley, reapplied for,· electric : 
service. On Septenber '3,' '1988" Connelley signed 'an Oyerhead' \ ,,~.< 
Electric Ext'ension and Service Agreenent with PG&E. 'l'heConnelley 
extension"which was completedsho~tly thereafter, brought the 
power lines to 3,800 feet from \-lillow Creek •. 

" About the same tine when the Connelley extension was 
being negotiated and constructed, conplainants requested a line 
extension .. ·" PG&E' s Grass Valley District Representative,' Ted· 
Pierce, 'inforned cornplainantsthat they would receive free footage 
allowance,under Rule 15(8)(1) for only the.permanent dwellings,at 
Willow Creek and that no free footage allowance would be allowed 
for individual canper spaces since campers are not considered to be 
permanent dwellings. Pierce estinated that complainants would be 
entitled to only 1,100 feet of free footage. 

In early 1989, Richard Ware took over Pierce's duties in 
PG&E's Grass valley office. Ware visited willow Creek and 
deternined that complainants were entitled to 1,700 feet of footage 
allowance rather than the previously estimated allowance of 1,100 
feet. The new manager later determined that if complainants 
installed all the electric load they planned to install, they would 
be allowed the required 3,800 feet of free footage allowance and 
that the Willow Creek extension could be built under the provisions 
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of: Rule"lS (B) (In' j During' the' hearing~t'·f PG~E; stipulated .that willow 
creekq\lalifies: tor.' a~ free'footage: allowance) off ,7,600 feet ,-. t:.:-) "iL( 1 

While PG&rE agreed that' willow, cree~i ~ould' qUalify, for' the; 
reqUired 'free~ footage' allowance,' it'·informed 'complainants' that the 
GrasS: .Valley, office had mOdified its policy ... regarding line 'L·· J., 

extensions' .. 'According to' the revised policYI the projected ' 
revenUes 'generated by a ·line extension' had to: jUstify· the. cost. of ,',-
building such an rextehsion~~. PG&E claimed' that it: the extens~on:~ !; 

wereto'be'built; with' the stahdard free footage, allowance- in !; ,i .;~., 

accordance with the old policy, other ratepayers would be reqUired" 
to subsidize complainants. -. ' p<:;&E agreed; to build the Willow creek 
extension ·only· i.f conplainants paid in' advance the $20, ()OO tree ',' 
trimriing'costs associated with building the line extension. 

while PG&E required complainants to pay the tree trimming 
costs associated with their extensioh, it did not require connelley 
and three other customers; cecchini,- Burgess, and Pena, to pay such 
costs~' Table 1 shows a- conparison of willow Creek line extension 
costs with four other line- extensions; which were built during 1988 

and· 1989. Tneseextensions are in the vicinity of Willotot Creek.,.' 
It should be' noted that adva'nc.e payments shown on line 3 of Table 1 
are for line extensions in excess of tree footage allowance,', not 
for tree trimming. 

;" 
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• It 
E , 
· 

· • 8 
9 

to 
11 
12 • 15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
~o 

21 

22 
23 
2~ 
25 
26 

EXTENSION COMPAAISOMS'!\ 0'.'.\ \ f. tA \- It)-- J D-- oe .~) 

WILLOW CREEK CECCHINI CONNEL~EY 
CAMP CftOUNf) t MotOr (S) 

TOPICS hll-' q j d,' j'F;:n.(~~lXt~ 0 "t· ~~,t\P'\"[WO.1 4~Jlln!1 i j;J~~S$ PEMA 
:::~;n::::::::uuli:,:tS,:":= .~~, •. :~~:a:, .~~s:::_=:1: "::: .. ::U .. a.t •• S2a:, '=~:::Sl" 
length of .xteos1on,lfHt' C' • H,\ll ,.eoo'Y \ ,0-2.00\;.> (,:''))8.&04) \jfdf~ '02 .. ~' ,;iffJ .64 

, :'1 ':I i • {;')Il 

R,,\' IS allOW."et, J •• t:y~,-" ,,:,,~.,~OO",L' .!;:2~:~~~i'J:;"d ~'t~-4r'!',-I)j,:; 635--40$ 
Adv~ti'C. ;i*yriMahf for' .~e'.$"'.' ,--:' ,-·'';)$0, f, , ,.':,' (to:,) ., ,ttl ,St4' l".' ( );, to, (/I; . "~.015 

Estimated ~¢~s~' \~f"~~t.~I'~~ ;,,:i ,~., '~ob-';' ': •• 'i [bt": :"'-,hl"2! ,,-1.: ~ f." iia j :,' !!1"'4 &45 
t ' .. _. .,';. • • , 

(inc\ tt'e trinrntng of:) ,'4.-le,s"· ,'0,OOu .< ~;'36iOOO'L'hd .eoo '([]::'il·.6.000 
, , H\)(-ji:~:o'I, ~~":L~:,)J 

Actu~\.,os~ of,.)(t.n$,t~~'.£'l-'" ~41~6p~0:,_ .. ~H.~'~i.' _~l~li~'~~~:,I :,,:~~tn5 ' .t4,43S 
Avtrage c'ost 'pet 160\ ' , ,: '" ;':l ,;2,50 ~',j') c ,U,3$>' j .• ,.e4 (l r:Cd tto.2e II ,~, ~ ".,...t1 
Type of load: ',', 

Res idir\ce$ 
t<:irMI$ rc i a \ , -

. ~ '1 

" ~', i 

Res1den't1alContracted load!' 
'-l1ghts 
,Retr1gerat¢r, 
He.a,t,pump 
~ar\9&' :-
01shV6sMr 

, Ft.ezer,· 
Dryer 
Water heater 

. Pressure sY$\em : 
A. t r ~Qtldit 1Qner 
Heater 

C~rctal Conttaettd Load: 
l1ght1ng 
lathe 
Cornpc.essOf ' . • Water $ystem pU!!IP 
,sew,e.r p~tIIP 

•• -,:; ,,_. " ',.f, :' ,.-, ,> ,,;~, _' ,. I"", ,-~ -, ,- ;. .-, -... J ., " f -', 
- - - . , .... -: ;...... ~. . ~ :. . .,: ~ 

, , .:' ': "3 'I~;":,-,') 3" ',:; -; 7,' :;l, 1 
1 -; ,";;!: 0; ;,' ,,:0 ,,; ,,! l~_~:": "':.,_) 0 

(t~90f' :"19$8 ;,.,' :1'~86 ,,;-;; !'1'O'8~';';-"';i'1-9a~ 
3;:- '3'; ,'~l ;",'-",>,1,> :" 1 
3:" i;r:3 ,-' . T I: :, ." 1: 1 o '0' , ' - 2 6' , " 0 

" ~l'~ I('" 3 i 'l""":'l3';:-:,,'j'" ,"" 0 
: 1 • " ':' -",' .' ",; - 0 ,'-" " -t " ) 0 
1. ' '\'" , .', .. ~- "-, " , 0 ," 0 , 1 ,. . ~ ! ," • ' ',' , 1 

'-.-0' '~ , ' 3 -',' , , "2" 0 0 
, " o~, "3",, ' 7~, , 1 

: l' ;:: ,-,' ,,1 '0,', 0 0 

2'kv 
5 hp 
6 hp , 
$ hp, .. 
1, hp 

- , u 0 ", () . '-, ' () 
.... -, .. r ;. ,: ;-;< ,.. ;. 

~ " 

>,"! ({ i _ 
0 0 

. 0:" " ' 0"'; 0 - " .': 

, , ,0 .': 0,,: 0 
Q.- \) 0 
0 '0 0 

,: I, ' 

21 ~ftctency billing' " "0,0.' . .. 
28 Avera9~ 'gross rev,' Gr~s! Val1,y' 
29 Actual 9ross annu~l revenut, 

30 Actual base annual revenue 

e' Supported capital CO$t 

32 Unsupported capttal cost 

33 Total Advance (lines 3 + 21) 

34 Annual .xpense to ratepayers 

, '4.&00 

t~.400 

$,..040, 

$3$,008 

$0 

,1.518 

,,642, .' 
$350 

",$76 

.34,184 

,to 

t' .13& 

, '4.e~& ' , t80$ f, -. $806 
" , ; -~ ;- . 

, $1.100 $432 1200 

$S50 .21& $'02 

$4,071 11,030 $48& 

$70.143 $S.14$ $13,047 

t28.638 to $&,015 

'H.OO6 " .014 '2,'3\ 
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~ y j!): t' . ' <) U H D,;3) ;.;j .HI) }. ,) 1.1 t .( .-
(0 "l'.:.:~t t nt;;x:~);) ~;t,.J 

Ai~:H .... P" ,1 
:; ~;::::;; ~ ~ ~. ~-"!:~¢~~:K\aipp}1~~~ i~un~~;~~f!':S; o~~~':l: :~~~cc:~~able and fiied ~ 
~;i this complaint, -ca.s~~(C.) 99,r:Q\-()l7 o~~~nuary 8~,;X~~~~',;;:.~::;.:~:~(~!r~;i~::~~ 

Hearings 3' ~.,. ~ , ; 3 t. \ f \ S: '\ ;); 
... . -. Evidentiary heari'ngs' in thet 'n{l:tlter were h6id Defbre r,~ .' r :Ji:JI 

~ r (l r AClminist"rative Law'Judge (AW) Garde in Grass vaJAeY0 ()~:lJy,i)' \1, ~ ~~.t:\~ '~'J.. , 

:~:I~~gust ,~~n,9~O. i'J:~~i,~r()cer1~~?,«J~ was I~Y~~f~ted ~fr~~~~;,~~~P~~_~f~"'fH,'~ 
'" '. ,', concurre1\~ br l.ef~,Q{l~ septeID:h~r·) ,2,4, 199J~'f ~ t t ( : 10 ~;~ t· 'r', f .. ~'1 ,f (>1 t') - ' • 
" PG&E's positi.on 
. ~~. , J I ~ .:, ( "':-PGi &E ma}.in'l i. ~a' 'iItns thOa"'t';' 't' ~hfoe pOl"i·'c .. ·l ,\.) \ 0\' ~f L" I ~ . ~ study!ih:J'th~'} eC()Jtomics~t) ;',l, ,1 

r:;. ~ 'of line "'ex'tensions. has been fits, longs,t~I)~~ng systernw.i~,~ :pp}~?y-, :'~:~': ,-,', 
The Grass Valley office started applying it in 1989. 

PG&E estimates the cost of building lHllow cree", < ~~""\" ':' .".~ i "'" .. , ,. "-: , 
". extension to be $47,500 (itl'eluding tree trirnning costs)~,: ~~&E,.': 

~ :.,c;:ontends, that the ¢~tiEated ~nl1ual gross revenues, from willow Creek 
-_.J _ " ._;,' -;.; •. ?' ", 'j.' .... ~ ," i,," (;o..o:!: _~ .. ___ -) 

of $4,800 would not justify building ,the' extension.'·'-PcSE opines .': '. -; 
!t .-... • -. 

that i~ the exteJjsion were',built under the standard tree fQotage 
allowa~ce, other;ratepayer~ would end up subsidizing compl~~~~'~;ts 
by about $7,500 per year. 'PG&E argues that even if complaina.~~s . 
were t6 pay $20,000 for tr~e trinmin~, other ratepayers would "still 

i \ '}; " , 

, ~ ,"~ 1.:: 

subsiciize Willow.,creek by $3,750 peri,year. ~., ' . . . 
Furthei-, PG&E argues that Willow Creek is.a~ommercial 

operatJon and th'~t any rat~payer sUb~idy to Willow "ct~e)Fw6ufd';in 
fact be a subsidy to compl~inants' p~ofit. "'< : 

In add~tion, PG&E contends that the COhmissionJ' a's ;early 
- _ - . . - . "lr: . .r- • }.. .. .' ~. ,. . 

as 1977, recognized that the current' free footage allowan'ce,si: ' 
established in 1960, needed to be reduced. The conunissi<:>n .. 
instituted C.102~O with th~ objectiv'e;~f reducing the allowances. 
However I the Legislature, 'by enacti~g L Public utilities (PU) "COde 
§ 783 essentially)froze the free footage allowances at their 1960 ~ ": ~ 

leve 1. " PG& E it rque~ .that free footage \~llowanc~~ ,~r.e not, b.~sed o~ , 
. ' , • • • .. .- •. " -{ ~. '.~ : - '·1 ~ ~ • t ... · ... :. ~ .. .; -;,,~.' ; _~ '-., _.-:, ~ ;;.; . 

revenues produced by the extenSl.on and that the only remedy to th1s 
probl~'tra' iies in theapplicatlon of RU'}e '. i5(E) ('7), i", P<i&E' asserts .' 

- 6 -. ~ . - ":. \ t . ~ " . " 

, :' .. 
'.', , 

¢ \-



C.90-01-017 ALJ/AVG/p.c 

that application 'of';Rul'e l15(Er(7) will be: equitable' to PG&E, willow 
f ,-); '""1"'""'", •• ~,(, ",), ("t"-':}':.)l Creek, and ratepayers: L ". .. 

Cowplainants' Position 
co1n}ji~hYa:ri~,~i !c6~t~~d. i~)l'~~: (they, 'i}1iW app~~~d for ,~" ,line 

,.-~ .• ,.~ -" -~._ .. '~ •• ~~~ ':l'l\'l~-~, .... ·,l 

extension before ,"rotc'E's" Grass ,valley, 'office changed. its polley 
regarding iin'e/ Je~~~y.~·~~~~~~':i·AfR~-r~ih~', 't6'~com~~~:~!\an~S, had PG&E not 
initiallY misc~lculated:the'free footageallowance:for Willow 
Creek, they wo~T~t;~:~~e~ f<W:a\i~~~~.~oi ~~fe~,Ji\' ~X~~~~!,~~ under the 
standard free footage allowance provisions similar to the ones 
received by i pth,ers (,*h.~V'nl fri: 'i'i\p\ii'i ",:-:(;6~pla:'ip,a.n\W'fuaintain that 

• '- , 'c '_. ,__ ;... ., I I • _- _ , '. 4. . .! •• • • ~. ..). • 

PG&E is now retroactively applying!its ~ew policy in an attempt to 
recoup tree t):)~fr\cj ;:tJb:s't 'from 't~:e~ whei~' ,6t~er "persons similarly 
situated have not be~n's6 charged. 
Discussion, 

"The case presents ol1e important: issue: Did PG&E treat, " 
co~plaina~~:s .di'fferent:iy than it treated' other pa~ties similarly _. . r <: • ' , .:..' .' 

situated? 

- -" "t'· . ; , . . " " • . " ". • " ." • 
nI~~a~1t.a~~~af$ hete:th~tydu ~~11t the 
Burgess and the Fena extensions' in '89 
which is after the,Connelley extension 
was fiilishe(l . iind yet it kas .!-ai'ici yet 
the Burgess and Pepa ext$nstons :-':~ ,'I 
mean,I would guess were built dur1ng the 

- 7 -
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C.90-01-017 ALJ/AVG/p.c 

':,) i ~ ~1.' \:f! :', r -oj i~~:~~~e~lr~~a~~'~~ ~~!~~~~ii~~is~ ,.~~ee.,}~~ "': ,\.c~'V',r~G:~,~ 
extensions?' .,.l't'l:!,I"l • ;,f, \,"..")1_ 

IhliJ r,:o'{ '<";jl(;'1("lo ~,_~') 
",'I f ,f itA .. " ,O~ay.", - 'iner.we looked jat tht') WilloW Creek '. - - ;,~" 'ca'mpgrtounci' ita :witH"the';'C(:)J\l\~ll~iy' I" l' :-.' ''.'. 1 

\").' ',':: ':,:~ ext,ension 'ot. ri9ht -around that. time",}", ,-{ ,i'.\ i,,':I" :(" 
C,: .'.:, i.,',' ,'.: h(\~e,d,<?~ ,~f\e, fr~~: If,oQ,' ~~ge al,lo, ,'fll,anc,~, .the, " . ' . " , Will:6w CreeK carnP9b~Und had 'and' th~' ' <-', ·.i; :Ft ,Yf 

, distance' there would have been twenty',,:' r ~ '{ i ; ,; ~ jr ;', t 
,~J~~H~~~.4, ~~ll~;r~ .p.r ~p ,extrr, a • r, ,~CJl.:l., ,ir. ~~, ",: even u~der the standard prov.l.slol\s.- _' ,.ri i "~.,.,,.,,) 

-'.:. : .; . ~:.~' ~~- :_\"-i."Jo!t{ <,.- .1.:·~· .'; ~;.'. '~J~...::'.~.,.,' ._~_; .. _ i·!!·i~,t-·~~~:.:J .. -~ 

",nJUs,t ,1,ik~,,Conpel~ey, ~~~ tq P,\l,~, ,up ,,' r., ,. 'i ,,,; -.','n 
seVenteen;' Willow cte'ek CalD.pqr6'Uncl would'- ' 

,'~ hav~e had to. put: up. twen~y ~eca\isei.their ~:-';"1 - t ~"t;;.·1 

e,xten,s~~t;l, ¥fi~,t~i~~~.-ei9~t ,t:'un,<ife,d f:e~t 
and they d1dn i t have that money,t6 put· 
up.n (Tr., Vol. I, 112 andl13d 

.. . Not onl)' did PG&E miscalculate free footage allh\.i~nc~"fJfJ 
Willow c'reek,' it' had no' clear 9uidelfn~s regaidi'ng interpretation 
of ~~lie'·15.· Pc;'&E' 'se'rvice repr~s'e'nta:tive~. \'.iateandPierc~~' 
interpreted the rule differently. This is evident from the' 
fo'il~wi~9 '~di6ss-exaninatio:n tit 'w~'rt'd by 'the 'ALi: 

" \ .'-. ~ ( A • •• • - ;" .' - • • .' " . ' ~ - -. • ~ 

'irQ ' 'very lI\elt. And turning to Exhibit 17, 
'c ,'; were 'any tree, trimming costs. assessed 

against the"four owners that l-irs. Healy 

IJ'Q 

listed here? ' 

No. ' 

Was there'any reason why they were not 
assessed tree trimming cha~ges, that 
you'ie asking Mis. HealY to furid at'this 
time? 

irA I really feel that the Cecchini job and 
the Con~elly (sic) job ,that there should 
have been either some discussion about 
the economics of those jobs ahdmaybe the 

. tr~e.tri~ing contri~ute~ or p~rhaps they 
. should have' been' billed under E-7,. 

"I was 'not' directlY' ~nvoiv~d" in·tho'~e jobs 
nor did i work in the district at that 
tine .•• n . (Tr.,· v6i.' 2, 267' and 268.) 
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<:"1 i ia • It, is~clear from :the 'above: testimonY,cthat lPG&Ei)'!n :-19_8S til 
rniscalc~lated ithe "tree ,footage ta.i1owance'for; willowlcreek"j HaFt :~jJr} 
PG&E correctly calculated the free tootage allowance fo.r,w.i~low:,J rli{ 

Creek,. ~he'extension woul~ haVe_been(built,simult~neou~ly, with the 
Connelley; e>ct,en,s ion without acharqe' for conpia h'H~nts and ,this 'p. ;'/i 

complaint would not, have ibeen:-filed., ;JOr ,in. thealternati,V~11ha.d '~<:,":. 
PG&E:-'establ~she~ :'olear 'guidelines itor:' interpreting :~u1~_ is'i' J:,lt I'~':':' 
cornplaina.ntswoUld not have been~ singled ou~tor.~.tre~ :tri~ing '{,,'ir} 

charges and. thus would not', have (ilecLthe :.complaint •. ',Complai,nants; 
should,be qr-ante.dthe relief. sought."·,, '.1 i ,-1 .'lit'Li ~":.'.): :~"'~f!') !:->, i':~:' 

"lh ','> Next, we will consider- (PG&Efs -contention::..th~,t- ~Wil.low.., "1' i 

Creek~s extension should be ,treated 4itferently fz:oli\~Qther :'!',f',,' ! _,',' 

extension because Willow Creek is a.commercial operation .and. t,hat :1,' 

the othe'r four extensions. shown -in Table ~ 1 are -for:residenti~l -!" '; .',-t 

proper~ies. ,The annual ratepayer subsidy to these:properties range 
frOB $lj074 to $11,906 •. Rule 15 does. not prov,ide'for differen~-;,.:_. 
treatment of residential and commercial properties. The.~nnual,;'. 
subsidy'of $7,518 which Willow Creek,would receive;is-no~ out of' 
line with the sUbsidies. being rece~ved by. the: other four' 
properties, .' " '. ,,':;' .,. ...., l ;.' - , 

'As, toPG&E's contention that ,the :free .toqtageallo\o!a.l'u:;e.,~: 
is promotional in-nature' and that: PG&E should he_ allow~d: to, apply. 
Rule 15(E)(7), we believe that Legislature"by,enaoting,PQ'.,.":;,'-.,,. 
Code §- 783 has determined:tl)at'treetootageallowance:b¢continueq, 
at its present level. Willow Creek qualifies t9 receive ·its 1ine.-; 
extension'under.the provisj,ons of PU Code,§ 783. 

Based on the. above, we will grant c()mp.lainants' request 
and require PGSE; to install-; line' extension for_ Wj,llow Creek under 
the-standard·free footage-allowance at no cost to complainaQts. 
AttorneyS" Fees: .., i - ;': i " . 

Complainants r~quest compensation. for· appro~h:nately:. '., 
$3,500' in attorneys' fees and costs they have Jnc:;:urr~d,~ ~ ,- "': .':' : 
complainants contend that the fees and.costs have run,hiqhdue to 

- 9 -
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the.' :'fact~ :PG&og :h'as.' 'chosen to ,treat'( this, case' as a test'ca'se in its 
attedpt: to, :circumve'rit' the ~free ,footage lallowance 'provided. by', I r,'," i~' 

Rule"15{Br(ll'.~' ':':, ,,;',' ,,:;,':~'11 ,,,,'1~ :i,i.~ h''''~rfii,)!l<'' \'[j'>y:" '.\,.~ 

)J\F :'~,jJ ',i Com{>lainahts 'maintain 'that the' primary,: beneficiary of .\)\: 
PG&E's 'a'ctiori WoUld 'be its stockholders notlthe ratepayers"ar'td ,;".,', 
acC61"dinglythe'triost'appropriate:action would,pe to assess, the :f,ees 
against tli'e S~ockh6iders.Complainants speQificallY"request that:~! 
they be '9rant:ed"attorneys~ fees;and costs',Qut 'of the~Adv(jcates'(::';" 
Tr'l.ist:: rur\d,:,~or, ·in :Ule eH terna.tive,: be, awarded. finterve'nor~ s fees :"':~. 
and expenses pursuant to the corurli'ssion's 'Rules(off Practice,andr;('!~', 
Procedute~"'~(th~ 'c6l!irBission's' Rules) as'set',fotth in Title 20 of the 
california'C6deofReg\llatiorls~' with a : {urther, request' that PG&E,: 
stockholders be made to'indemnify either the trust fund or .. the. '0. , 

ratepay~rs for the fees paid to contplainants~ " ',", ',~.' 

,'>;, -,",,'1. c'; ,Ue will considercoroplainants' reqUest ,for: recovery .0(,'. 

expenses,from either' Advocates" Trust FUnd or ,as. intervenor!s' fee' " 
separately. ~ ~: > • 

• ,:' , Advocates' Tnist 'FUnd: 
PG&E'contends that cornplainants'shouldnot be provided:~ 

conpensation from the Advocates' Trust Fund because complainants 
havenot,dem6ilstrated supp6rt'f6~ th~'am6unt requested. "According 
to PG&E, 'cornplaina.nts have not filed a bUdget stating the' number of 
hours their' attorney worked, his rate ofcompe!J1sation, ,his,level'of 
skill in'praotice'bedore thecommissioninor,·have !they provided an' 
itemization of cost. PG&E asserts that the"Conuilissionj' based on 
the infornation provided by complainants, will'be unable to 
determine if payment of $3,500 is reasonable. 

In'addltion, PG&Emaintainsthat complainants have not 
demonstrated that $3,500 worth of attorneys' fees andcosts.would 
caUse them financial hardship. While PG&E d.oes not dispute that: ;:, 
coroplainants have 'limited' income. trom' wiilow Creek~,PG&E,:opines 
that complainants haven6t pr6vided any evidence'of their income 
from WillOw Creek or from other sources~ PG&E believes that 
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complainants ciearly had significant amounts Of ti6ney;to)~e able to 
purchase the fairly large campground' property,i.n 'a ,prime >location 
on a well-travelled scenic' highway .. :, ~ j"li~ ",c,\{,~, 0', \!" <: :,'j i \, 

FUrther'," 'Pd&:'liti~~e~t~' l:hat~tp6lnplairt~hts)~lso"d6' not 
• \.~,} ~t't} :'\,'). ~ :;' - ,I' t.". ~ .. _:~ _~ 1 '.i: .!~l~:~ ~ It.fo:.{ 

qualify for compensation from Advocates' Trust FUnd because they do 
not )?e"pr~se"e :c6n~ti'm'~k- ihter~'st '.l " ~ddo~d irlcf t6- 'fu &: E~ 1 ; ~om~i~in~\ntgr II A 

inlt'i~a£e(i \h~' c§~~plai,J.t' ~fok-'thei~' 'owri: ~~on6Ifi'ic • H,,):!er:e'st' \ to' r~a\r~i~)i l r': 
$20,000 in tree tri~inCJ ,c.osts. :),·lfj 
Discussion ,.J 'f-') . :,~_"r .. ~: .. [ ~ ~',~ -'.:{~.\ _:!{ ., ",~~-E~:1' .~~_~ ~,'-\ 

~~!:- ,~~, -~'_iifi _·-.".~·~1 -: -:~-'-.i ~ .. 1 :.~) .'~'.'"' ~)~.~ ':-,.\l'd.i 

We aqree witQ:PG&:E'that,complainants ha.ve:not:provided 
any informa~(6W ~~hf¢h~wO~ld ~ha~l~ !~,h,~:lCc,-~'i,s\;i9'n '{:9 k'a'k,e a finding 

.. ~ .. - -" - -. _..: - ~ ":. ..:-- -. I .;. .' _. -. _.' " .- . I.: .' 

of \ihat would be 'a :reasonable arnountfor· attorneys' fees,' in view 
of,tlIie spent, leVe.l of skill shown, and COJllparable fe,es paid to 

l .. ~>~ __ '.: •• ' I' .~ __ .~ ' •• _ .' .• 

others practicing public utility law. Advocates' Trust Fund 
requires that such a finding be made before ~nyaward for 
compensation be made. -c , 

Compla~riar\ts ha,vealtoO fait'ed't6 de;mon.st<r.at~ that their 
::.. - - . . . . . : ~ ~ - - . ,.' - "; 

own economic interest· is not sufficient to motivate participation 
(Advocates' Trust Fund Declaration of ,Trust. ,i:lt paqe 3). 

We will deny complainants' ~eque'~t' t'a 're'ceive 
compensation for at't:orri~ys" . fees 'and ci,osts' ;,fr6m:.~d"C;cat~~' Trust - ~ .... . 
Fund, but will allow them to file in this docket, within 45 days of 
the nailing date if thifi:d'e6i~ion,' 'a, suppfJID:Em~al,r'~quest for funds 
fron the Advocates' Trust Fund. We caution the complainants that 
their request must ttddre'ss -the Advocat~'sj Trust 'turid g~idelines in 
the Declaration of Trust (which is available from ~ur Public 
Advisor's office). 

Intervenor's Fee 
There ai~: thi-e~· rules in the commission',s Rules that 

alloa' the Commission to'award compensation under the Public utility 
Regulatory Policies Act (PURPA) to consum~rs inv~lved in 
proceedings before the comissi~n. complainantsa~e not enti.tled 
to recover attorneys'fe~~and costs undet any of these 'rules. 
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,-,) ~':\L~f' 0[Rule'.76'~()1."t():]!I[I.,,' i; :;,-:,','.)[1[01'(2 f:;-.,,,{ '{I'H;~){:) :~jilf.fli('Iq:LO;) 

fE' i, (~'):> Rule7~. Oil 'es~abl ~sh¢s I! ':. "t ',1 'J:' "lp'1' 1.[ '{ ,Ld (.) '-'li t D~~ ,.J!Xiuq 
"Procedures for awarding ~eas_(inable.ciees,ahd'.·f.tJ,· U'-.~ ;; liD 

• c9sts ,to consumers ,of: electric, .utilities .' . 
. ','ll p\ik~\i~'rl\: 'to"PURpAl s~ctloh' 122'(a)"(2)\'''''; ",,!f} \1): 

{-~i) ·-~=\_1j ~);"ffi,~:.}·::i f..>~-I.iJ~. :i:~: .• t~ .\~::\,.~5"':·),\\'j·:,: ~·_.-.L 1. i i:_,)l.::·~:·:{!C~.~!::~·"1::~ ~({)l \~li f,C'dif) 

Rul~j ,?'~:·8~, (~~ Pr:~~l:~le~;,~~~: i~~,~l.fl~~l.o,n J?~:,~he pr<?p,'fJ~)l~,~;~)~~}Y~{~-rf jOil 

which ~li,le, ,76.<>,1 ,fees and~?s~sl1lf'Y. ,~~; ~warpe~., ", Thi~ ~~cti~n~ays,: 
that: 

. ... ... ~ . . - ~ - . I •. '. . ..... _'. .. . . - _ .• J. • \ ~ _ . __ } .• 1 J ( .. ) _J f) '- 1.! ~ L • _ 

.. -:'J~:~:,:::" t)'l~~ :.~-fl ,L):)"iJ iff n(!O,i)<.~ 

'''proceedin<J' shall mean any application, case, ,,' "', ' ,,' c 
. investi<Jatl.on or other procedure of the LuJ, •.. , !J.)., ( ! 

',C,: '. ~,' C~)Ill.illissl.on· related t~r,or ,lhVolvlil(f electr~c ,")" 
'-:If i:, ,; J ih,!,ed~~'~ ;~~le r~~~~gR~~~i~~b!~o~~t~,ti~~~fe!~~~d ,.': l')Jf'l r '(d", 

"?:. d.:' in which',a.PURPA position is considered,," d ;.::, ),,;~.,[. 1'-' 

.' 'f· "R~i~ "76'.)6'2'('6): pro~ic:iesth~: fo'l'lo~i~~J' de'f1r{iti6'n '6f'PURPA"} 
positioitsT' \ ' ;r, 

II ('c') "FURPA' position' ni~ans ~ fa6tual'" .-
contention, legal contention, or specific ,;".,,- " 
reconnendation promoting oneof.thetollowing 
PURPA'purp6se's andb:!lating 'tooA~; 6t')nibt~"of ' 

!, the .- following' PURPA subtitle B standards z· ';' ...... , ~ ... ' . 

(1)' ~ i.', " " ! t ;:' ~ ." L ' : PURPA purposes: 
- ~ • ..: ~ ~. , t -

\ (A) , . c,on,servationof energy supplied by 
electric -utilities ,- ." 

.. - ~ • ~ i..;. .; . . _: - > ; ~ 

(B), optimization of thee,fficie:ncy of .use, Of _, < •• 

faciliti.es ....' " 

(e) Equitable rates to electric con:,u.mers 

,: '(2)PURPA Ratemaking Standards: 

(A) Cost of service - S 111 (d)(l) 

(8) Declining Block Rat;es - S lll(c;l) (2) 

(e) Time~of-Day Rates - S 111(d) (3) 

(D) ~~'~~h~l'~6t~§;~ ~:il1t~~i~j 

(E) Interruptable Rates - S lll(d) (~) , , 
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-':01 ,(F)w;Load Management, Techniques ~: 87 111 (~) (6):1 r'1 

':-:'Ui11 1 ni;:~:{3r 'o~her;'PURPA ~S\:t..r\dat'd~)d:b'·>,;:~ ;,' \.; ,1;,'1 L'r! ((.pi' ;'~l!O ~ j)i1r,~ 

f~11 :-;·i':)\~f:I:'i·.~:t .. ·. \ '~' .. {J -',.', f'l~~i':L ~"~~! i \~:'1)~~·,;:)\.·E·,_t~ ··~i -:' "I Jd~~_;.') '\.Ttl: ~~'~':.~·ir 

, ~". (1\), }-laster tietexirt9,- ~, 113 (b) (1) 
~!.) .... ~ t =,-t., r.,~ _~.' t l : _~. ' ~~, .~ ... , ~ _ "J f'.i;:~1 ·=,:·:~1 '~~\·~'!-1'1..::)5=ifi 

',',.' \ \' f I'"~ (B),:(.'Automatic Adjustment Clauses .~ S 113 (b) (2»)1 ~:"f)[ 'Nnq 

(e) Information to Consunei's ;;.,;s' 113 (b)' (~) ('; """ '{il':'h f { ;',-
".,-.i:: i~)· "Ib'):'\>i(,~'f 1(0,;:'.1,\:'." ',.)',) 

- ,. (D) ,.' rrC!.ce9~r~s, t()r :r~rrn~n?t,ion, 01, ,~le~tri9: I' .. 
'c~'> ",', j '<",Service'''' S 113 (d) (4)' " d,'" ;"" 'j, " 

'~':~f:.~_ ~-~ i.f!)' (t [ ~-;,_"\_t '~'., .~·t : -:~ _'.: • )J_,.~ ".:;' ,-' ~:'I. :""';~~.. ;·.i ~ ~ ~ .~,;: j>'" ~ .. ~. ~·i':.r j("'-~ 

~,):i,iJ~) ,~~verti,sin9 - S 113 (d) (5) If "" ,,> '0' t"rf~;: f ,;.1 

It is olear that the ,Willow Cr~~k extension~ casedsnot" a, 
case wherein a IfPURPA position is consid~red. ~ Therefore)" this 
complaint is riot ia np~oceeding';tor wbicl1" corripe~~~ti?n; ~~~ be 
awarded under Rule 76.01., ,:~ 

Rule 76.51 ',;:,', 

Rule 76.51 states: " '" 
nThe purpose" of thhf article is "to'provide , 

compensation for reasonable adVocate~' fee~~ 
reasonCl;ble costs to public uti),it;ies customers 
of participation or intervention'in any 
proceeding of the Commission initiated on or 

,_ ,after January I, 1985, to modify a ,rate or , 
• . ; :estabiish il fact or rt\le that may intluen'ce "Jl 

rate. If ., ,,' 

'This complaint does not haVe ratellloditicatiori'asits ',,' 
pu'rpose~no~d6es it establish a fact' orruiefha.'t may"lnfluehce"a ' 
rate. The c6rnpfaint is not a nrate" proceeciihg and ther~fore ~":(,' " 
compla'inants d~nhot receive costs or at't:orneys' fees Undet-
Rule' 76;5i~ 

Finally~ we note that complainants have taiied to' 'file' '" 
for 'Findi'ng'o't Eligibiiity for compensation which is' require(f by' 
Rule 76.54 of the Commission's Rules. 

"We will' deny complainants' reqUest' for r'eco"ery' of 
attorney~i 'fees and costs pursuant to the 'commission's RtHes'.' 

- 13 ... 
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Finally~) we' will 'consider,'cohplainanes()k'eque's~s for 
sanctions against PG&E' s stockh~~~~H::',-~:,~JJ~ <~Ri,Jll~k~li~Jt~ s~~pkholders' 
indemnity either the Advocates' Trust FUnd or the ratepayers for 
attorneys' fee and costs~;) :rh\e;re" i'~ n(r'b)«{~~Yhrj'in~ch~ni<Shl which 
provides foi<: the' commission' to' take' such :a'cti'oh.d Accordingly, we 
wi 11 deny compiid nants' c request. ; ,) ~ j,' ('" \ 

Comnents on Pr6i;o's~' necl~ion' , 
--,' ( ~.,. - t ~ .. ~. -~. \ ~, ..... i :. :. :- . , : " ~. .' i ... t ' ~ J ' . : ~- - ~. " ." ~ ... ~':! ( : I \ 

At the'conclusion' 'of the --eVidentiilr-y h~ax~hgs',-'PG&E made 
'. - i \ ;0':' . , ~' -),' ,,: -~.- .. 

a motion requesting that the ALJ's proposed decision in this case 
• • . \", { .. : ~ t' ~ ~ \ ~ ... Ie;. . , ~ < \ ~ - ~ :- ~; '\ ~-\ \ - i"'· t ~ ... { " 

be Issued for comments pursuant' PU code § 311.' PG&E's counsel 
stated the' following' in' support 'of'the motioh': ,.' ,,;;. . _ 

" [;' ; IfMR~'~ BAGBY t And, ~ your. Honor i; PG&E would· make· a' i,,' " . 
. Jllo~i9n, that.? PfoP9sed decisipnpe.i:;sue;d .in 
thu; -case pursu'arit tc) Publici ut.il ities Code"-
section 311 and as you know, complainants 'have : ~" 
indi~ated. that the¥ feel this is a tes:~. C;:Rs~, f ;.;\ 
and 1f thls truly IS a test case, that It be . 
appropriate for both parties to' haVe ah· " ".'; ,-' 
opportu~ity, t:.p proYtd~ <::onment.s on the decisi~~ , 
before ~t becomes ·flnal. 

"Pd~E wo'hid request that that hed~nri·. f:,':·;(fr.-, '} / 
Vol.: 2, '. 279. ) 

, -

compiainant,s.' a,ttorney,·. ~hfl~' no,t,. ripp6s~d 't:~' .~~E' s 
request, expressed concern about this complaint being made a test 
case for suc~ an important !SS\1e.: He insisted ,that polj?Y 
regarding su.ch an lmportant issue should only beestA})i.ish,ed (lfter.,. 

- •• _ -. • _ _ • _ 1 _ _ _ _, • _ ~ ~ '- _ ~. ".: -.. • ~ 

active participation and assistance of the co~ission staff •. - - - -- - - . -- ~ - : : : - - ".,' "" -; . ~ 

we believe that this case involves miscalculation of . _ 
. - " . ~ -, -'.' - i 

complainants' free footage allowance by PG&E. It does not involve 
any policy issues, regarding line extensions ingeneral.or 
inte,rpret~t:ion of Rule 15. Accordingly, we will not US~ it ,asa ,. 
test case. 

> _ - _ : J t ~ - , ';, ; -

As a rule,. in cll~tomer complaint .casc~'s, we do ~,ot issue 
AlJ's proposed deci.sions forcomrnents. W,e ~eliev~that .all .. 
pertinent issues related to the complaint have been adequate'ly 
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addressed in' the! bri~fs,.,tlsinceLthis i cOJlplaint • .is> .not; belnq . ( ( 
considered: as' al test case,· we' seei,no: reason,·t6{ls$u~:, the:·I\~f.~ p;d '":"i 
proposed deoision" for, conun~nts pursuant :-t(): PU .Code, § '; 3 ).1'1: In~ <: 

addition,} issuing th~' AIJJs decision f<>t'l.commellts will~ fut:tn~r:f<,::)' 
delay coroplainants from receivinq their line extension. ;"We, w.1.11k·;)) 
deny PG&E's motion." (L. ,', r; ....,. 

Findings of Fact 
1. complainants. own and operatewillow,.creek. ';'~;l\l . . 

2. :·s Wiiiow creek,,is a· calnp<Jroundc.ontaining 28, .ca.mpJngl f '. r,! ,,~., 

spaces,' a bathhouse and· laundry, room; pl.us .owners' living quarters)) 
and office. :~', ·;)·';',f:.: ;u ,,':~'~':"'>! ,~. 1':Yi -frr(,t 

:, ' 3.' Willow creek generates its 0!o'll power~·;;,: ',: '; 
4. In January '1985, complainants reqUested an ,el¢:ctricl~ne ~" 

extension for willow Creek in acco~dance with the ,free footage 
allowed under Rule 15(8)(1) of PG&E's tariff. 
"[:~ 5. PG&E infornedconplainap,ts ,that the ,clof?est power source 

w?s located approximately S,600 feet froTtl.Willo .... Creek and that 
Willow Creek would not qualify for: the necessary free footage , ' " 
allowance~~., ; .' [ . 

6. Under the proyisions of Rule 15(8) (1)·, oVerne,ad line, ',' 
extensions are made atPG&E's expense provided the length of line 
required does not e){ceed the' free footage allowance.' ,.;-!;:' 

7. Free footage allowance for a line extension. 1.s ~ased OJ) '., 

the expected electric load' the line extension wou1.~ provi.de. ~. 

S. In the fall of 1985, ,Connelley t cortlplainants,' neighqC!r..-", 
received an electric line extension from PG&ECinaccQrdance.w~t~>· 
the free footage allo'Wance provided by Rule 15(8)(1) of·PG&E'g 
tariff. '. 

9. Three other residential customers, cecchini, BQrgess, and 
Pena, located ,in the' vicinity of Willow Cre~k, rec.eivedelectric 
line extensions under Rule '15 (8) (It.~! " 

10. The Connelley extension brought the P9wer source ~o 3,800 
feet from Willow creek. . ' 

- 15 -
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11. PAboutt the~ saine; thne'whebf the' connelTey; extension was!'Cl d'[' ,; 
being negbtiatedr' complttinants t requested.' a. 'line e){tension.r~·,·n<"lb L'HC") 

12l' PG&E's' Gras's valley: district' i:"epresentative! ihfornied:'~'1')·!'1 
complainllllts'! that' they' would; be entitled t'<j. ohlyf 1.,,100; feet of: free. 
footage'allowance.' l ,'\:<' ',!! ; :~tlJ c,.;C'/f',,·;; ,y\t ':':":(["'[': "" ' • .-(,f~."f; 

13. In early 1989, PG&E's Grass Valley district l ,: .. ,.: \:.~;)'1 \'!!':) 

representative was replaced. .i'~J\>~1 'lo;~t'a i hI i'! 

14. The new:district.'i"epresehtative detemine"d·tpat' r 

complainants' Wtn'E{ ehtit"led l to 'the' required 3', 8()O' feet' of ;free' 
footage"allowance and that the Willow, creek extension~couid· be"" ,:q;, 
built under the provision of Rule 15(B) (1). .:·,!i:l'~·, f'i!e 

15. During the hearingsr PG&E stipulated that 'Wil1'6w Creek 
quallfie's for: a free footage allowance of 7 f 600 'feet., 

16 •. PG&E modified its policy regardihg line extensions in' ,,',. 
1989. 

"17. According' to PG&E's heW policy. regarding line extensions, 
the pk'oj~dted '~eVehUes generat'ed by a. line 'extension had to justify' 
the cost!' of buildill<j theextension.· .....' ,'1 '. 

18. PG&E decided to build the Willow Creek extension in.' " 
accordance with its new line extension policy.--: 

19.-' PG&E 'claims :that building the Willow creek extension ,'" :<~. 

under the tree footage provisions of Rule 15(8)(1) would require: 
other· ratepayers t05ubsi<iiz'e complainants.' 

20. 'PG&E agreed to build the Willow creek extensi6nonly, if i : 

complai'nants 'paid in advance the $2(),OOO tree trimming costs' 
associated ·with bui.lding the extension.' ,:' .. 

214 PG&E did not reqUire connelley, Cecchini, Burgess;' or 
Pena to pay tree trimming costs associated with building their line 
eXtensicHls, ' . 

'22. "The Cornlelley; Cecchini I Blirgess; and Pena 'extensions are 
being subsidized by other ratepayers 6f" PG&E~: .. 

23. C6mplail'ltfnts found PG&E's offer . unacceptable and filed 
C.90-01-017. 

24. Had PG&E not initially miscalculated the free footage 
allowance for Willow creek, complainants would have qualified to 
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receive[an;extenslon)under~the standard,freeifoo~age allo~ance 

provisions ot,jRul.e1'15(B) (1) f similarto·the~ extensi9nS~ received" by,,~~~ 
Connelley, cecchini, Burgess, an~ Pena., ,d'"'/iJ:'1,)',,,) ,'j:" l~,i ;)['<,;1::: 

25, Complainants request compensation for attorneys' fees and 
costs out of the Advocates' TrustfFund~ or, in the alternative, 
requ~st that they be avarded intervenor's fees pursuant to Title 20 
of the Commission's Rules. :';:' {,·::,\:w~:o <~I, 't'r 

;i 26d (c6lt1plainants:' have' not provided the necessa'ry . in format ion 
required to' d¢~ermine, the' reasonableness of. the reqUested ( :' i:: ; .c' ~ 

attorneysFfees;andcost. ',"" ':; ,i.:r":'·,l",:",.>:;,=. ,',' :> ... L1 ":,:,,,~::, 

27. Complainants have failed to show that their o~n econonio' ~ 

interest'i~ insuffibi~nt'to:motivate·thei~.particip~tion~l . " .. 

,,>::.: 28 ~ :< complainants, . may' be able to' receive 'compensation by, 
prov~ding'suppiemental information with a reasonable time 
(45 days). .; ,', '" , 

29. complainants are not entitled to receive compensation 
under, the· commission' s ~ Rules. ' " ; • , 

30. PG&E reqUests that since this complaint is to be made a., 
test case, the ALJ's proposed decision in this proceeding be issued 
for comments p'~~suant to PU Code § 311. 

3i. This.complaint concerns errors made by PG&E employees and 
is not to be·~ti~~d.~~: a 'test' case. 

;. 4. • ~ 1 . '", '. . 

32. In complaint cases, the commission does not issue an 
AlJ's propos~d:cieci'~i<>n 'tot ~onments pursuant to PU code § 311. 
Conclusions of Law 

1. The willow Creek extension should be built in 
accordance with the free footage provisions of Rule 15(8)(1). 

2. complidnants should not be charged any tree 
trimming costs associated with building the Willow Creek extension. 

3. complainants' request tor attorneys' fees and costs 
should be denied unless they file the required information. 

4. PG&E's motion requesting the issuance of the ALJ's 
proposed decision for comments should be denied. 
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5-nF. sihce c_oJnpla'inant:s :werec not ablef tot receive'lelectricl i ~);) y'! 

seryice-which' they' were' entitled to' receive' !nl·1989~t,this order;';,nq 
should be made effeotive immediately," ,;, z' ~'..'~("l ,f d I :h',") • y~'" f f:~rl[,':)') 

IT IS ORDERED that: 
l"~ ~i 1.lu Pacifio Gas' and~ Elect'ric coinpanY;:(PG&E) "', shall build \ an 

electri.o line' extension' to' serve- thel Willowj creek: campground' ''-( r !I t','" 
(Willow creek) in accordance with the free footagelprovlsitm~"ofL,~'tJ', 

Rule 15(8)(1)-. {r"ri i :::~,U ' .. ,'[~., ())~"~(I"', "'.'fd ;:}!F[\~k-'>! ~,:,) .\': 

2. PG&E sh~lr hot: charqethe' owners~ of: Willow' Creek~. treer :);! r 
trirnnin9 costs associated·.with i building! toe- willow: Cre¢k' extension. 

3. This proceeding shali"remaih~opeh;for·the limited'purpose! 
of addressing the issue of attorneys' fees. 

This order is effective todaY~':-'-i; .. 
Dated December 19, 1990, at san' Francisco, 'california~' 

, ' 

- ,,-' 

. \ 

"-. 

• " : -, _ ~ ~ _' .:: 1'_' .- .-.' 

G. • MITCHELL wli.K 
. ,:" .. " ! .• : ,', Pre' s1"d' ent: , 1 _, v _ _ j ~. ~ 

. ,FREDERICK R." DUDA . ',' STANLEY w: -, HuLETT : 
JOHN· B.; OHANlAN' "i 
PATRICIA H.ECKERT . .'" commissioners;"" I C \, 7· 

> , , 

',-~(":l ':.1 :- :.:"'r '·!!:':i~·_'t:-J 

- ~ -.~ 

.-, '. ~~. - .' 
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