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Decision 82 01 18 JAN 5 1982 
BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

Inves~iga~ion on ~he Commission's o~ ) 
mo~ion in~o ~he ~ariff schedules~ ra~es~) 
rules, charges, opera~ions~ prac~ices, ) 
contracts~ service and aes~hetics and ) 
economics of facilities of all elec~ric ) 
and communication ~uolic utilities in ) 
the State of California. ) 

-------------------------------) 

Case 8209 
(Filed Jun~ 22, 1965) 

(Reopened. May 22, 1979) 

Robert Obloach and Bern~rd J. Della Sa~~a~ A~torneys 
at Law, for Pacific Cas an~ Electric COmpany; 
Randall W. Childress, Attorney at Law, !or San Diego 
Gas & Zlec~r~c COmpany; Robe~ W. Kendall, John R. 
Bury, Davi.:i N. Barry, Wil1:i:azt A. iJ'.arx, and Richarci 
Durant, Attorneys a~ Law, for Southern Califor:ia 
Edison Cor.pa::.y; ~rg~ret deB. Brown, A':torney a~ 
!.a~', for The ?ac~:!'~c telepnone anc. l'elegra1'h Company: 
anc Richard E. Potter, Attorney a': Law, for General 
Telephone Cocpany 0; Ca:i£o~ia; res~nQents. 

John w. Witt and Wil1iar. S. Sha£!ran, A~torneys at 
Law, for City or ~n ~~e&o: R~cnard Urodniak, for 
City of Oakland; Tho:as ~. Farr~s ana wil1~a= 
Taylor, for Ci~y of ~~r~eley: George Ag~os~ and 
L~onard L. Snaider, Attorneys a~ Law, ;or City 
or San ~ra~c~sco; and Donald Wilson, ~or County 
of Orange: interes~ed pa~ies. 

William J. Jenninrs, Attorney at Law, for the 
COmm~ss~on star • 
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O?!NION ........ -- ..... ---
Summary of Decision 

In Case (C.) 8209, we established a program under which 
respondent electric utilities are re~uirec ~o a~~ually budget !und$ 
for use by the eo~unities tbey serve to eo~vert 3 ?3rt of the 
utilities' overhead distribution syste:~ ~o underground syste~. 
C.8209 was reopened to reexa=ine the ?rogra~, largely because o! 
complaint.s !'roIrJ cities t.ha~ all funes budgetec t.o t.he progra:l were 
not being spent a~d because our staff ~~shec t.o reco~end changes 
in the program. 

This decision authorizes cha~ges in tne previously adopted 
u.~dergrounding conversion ?rogra~ by providing that: 

1. Unexpended car~/overs o~ budgeted ~u~ds should 
be reduced by requiring that the respondent 
utilities include a plan in their annual budgets 
submitted ~o-:- approval by 'the Co:ission for 
reducing such carryover. 

;3. 

Funds ~llocated to eo~uni~ies for under~oundi~g 
w~ich are not ?ro=ptly s?ent may be reallocated 
by the utilities to othe-:- cc~~unities, under 
proper safeguardS. 
1f the local goverr~ental jurisdiction ehooses, 
utilities will install the first. lOO'of underground 
facilities fro~ ~he street distribution line to 
the point of connection with the customer·s 
wiring. 

The levels of funds annually budgeted for uncergro~~ding 
will continue to be reviewed by our staff under pr~sent advice letter 
procedures. 
BaCkground 

FOurteen years ago this Coc=.ission launched a long-range 
program to convert :nost existing ove:-l!eao utilit.y dis'toributio~ lines 
to underground facilitie$. Decision (D.) 7;3078 (1967) 67 C?UC 490 
accepted a co~itment by all California i~vestor-owned electric and 
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telephone utilities to convert part o! their overheac cistrib~tion 
systems each year~ using their o~~ funcs. The aecision required eacn 
electric ~tility to aciopt3 new rule for c~nversionz as pa~ o~ its 
tariff (a typical Rule 20-A, that of Pacific Gas and Electric Co~?3ny 
(?C&E) , is contained in Appen~ix A). 

Prior to that decision, underground conversions for 
esthetic purposes would no~lly have been f~~ded directly or 
indirectly by affected cons~ers (often t~ough for:ation of an 
assess=ent district). Generally speaking~ utilities would spend 
their o~ money on conversions only when there ~~s a demonstrable 
cost benefit to them or for their o~ operating convenience. Neealess 
to say, there ~~s little progress in clearing California·s horizons 
of a~~oying visual clutter • 

This program has several notable features. First, the 
Comr.ission did not dictate how much should be s?ent or how soon 
utilities should compl~te their conversion activities. Each electric 
utility was c.llowec to decide thes'? :'n2tters. The Com::is~ion merely 
reserved ~he power to review the amount each electric co=~ny ear:arks 
for Rule ?O-~ ~rojec~s. Un~il 1981 ~he Co~ission had never disapp~oved 

... --... .('.('. .., .. t . . a ou~ge~. • •• e s~a~. nac, ~n a~ _eas~ ~wo O~~f~ ~~ ances~ pe~suaQea 

a utility to increase its ~roposal be~ore i~ was formally sub=i~ted 
to the Co~ission. 

The Com:ission did not exercise the options ~o decide 
which projects shoulc be funded. Each local co=r:unity ~as allowed 
to decide where and how its a~~ual share o~ u~ility f~~cs for 
undergrounding should be spen~. !he ~le does incluce broad guidelines 
for exercising ~his discretion; in practice, however, neither utilities 
nor the Commission has attempted to invoke those guidelines ~o challenge 
local decisions. For all practical pu:?Oses Rule 20-A functions like 
a subvention. !t allows local govern=ents to spend ~oney on a s?ecific 
type of public improvement without raising taxes. 

T~e rule does, however, allow electric utilities ~~e power 
to decide how long a co:mu.~ity ca~ acc~late £~~ds before beginning 
a project. They also can ce~ermine the extent to which a comcu.~ity 
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can call ~o~ advances ab~i~s~ ~~~u~e ycn~s' alloca~ionz. These 
li:itations are applied li~erally. allowing co~~nitics to o~t ~o~ 
('t>"'e- , a-C"e-"WIn ..... "'0' .. 

projects. 
co::-:..t.:.:-!i ~ ies .;. ..... serves 

in pro?O:-t.io:'l to ~he n:-::.-:be:- o~ c\:.st..o:';'\c:-~ :-eceiving service in each 
.... ; .. ',"'s "'e'· .1-. ...... ;.,~..,. "vpe 0'" ""'OC"'''''O''' "'o"'~ -.. ,..,l-'e .; ... cornrnunl""Y. .\III"Q. .. _.., ...,. .... Q..,. ""'.10 • ..., '-', .... ......... ~ .. .- ... "" ....... -- ...01\. .'" 

clear beyo!'ld question that ratepayers in one cO::'l."::Unity w~re not 
compelled to subsidize e~~en~itu:-es ~~ndatec 

ano"l-.e- 'oca' co--..... ··y ~ w......... .. ., ... ,............... 
by electec of~icials of 

complete conversion. """"'e 4 - "'C·"··~" .: ...... a- '-e-';~' '" ...... ....; ....... ..,"'es ••• .... <;> ""....... ............ • e ce"" .. :':l ..... ec .,;y .... ~e .......... e"'o.,; ... 

of t.he sha:-e ?Oles • 
Once a 10 ca 1 go \'c:-n:ne:'l."\' d~c ides t.ha t a g:-ou p of s~ch ?Oles is 

t.o be conve:-'ted, the telephone ut.il i ty .... ·hich sha:-es -:.hose ?Oles :nu~t. 

also conve:--:' i'ts 1 '''''e'''' ..... ....,. .;".. "o'e-"''''e _.::J '" ... • Qt,,} • 

beC3~se ~os~ o~ ~h~ cos~ c: ony ?:-o~ec't iz ~or~Dlly ~~~ri~~~able ~o 
the conversion o~ ~le¢~~ic ?lA~~.21 

The :-ule does no':. cover=-:. 'tel""?ho:-,e conversions in t.e:-rit.ory 
served oy publicly o~~ed elec':.ric ~~ili':.ies. :~ is asz~=ec ~hat such 
conversions will re~lect wha~ever rec~i:-emen~s ?re adopted by the 
elec~ric ~~ili~ies. 

As ex~lained ~ore :~:ly below, San Diego Cas & Electric Com?any 
(SDG&E) anc. ':.he Ci~y 0: S~:: Jiego have workec o~t an a:-rangeme~t 

.... -hicn ~hey ~elieve supersedes RUle 20. San Diego, purpo:"tecUy 
exercising its ~:-anchise ?Owe:-, has ~=-:.clatec a conversion fo~la 
which !"equi:-ed SDC&E. 'to spend a'O~:-oxi::lately S12 pe:- y'ear pe: 
c~sto~er 0:: conversions 'W~en the" other utili-:.ies we:-e spending less 
'than 55. Even tho~gh this utility has had di~~ic~lt problems 
raisin~ c~?ital. sta~: re?rese~ta'tivez did not co:=ent on the 
financial impact o~ this agree~en~. !he sta~f re~resentatives die 
not co~ent. on the ~~estion o~ whether the San Diego requireQen~ 
disc:-imina'ted agains~ SDC&£ custo=e~s who live o~tside city 
bou:'lcaries. 
In similar fashion, CATV and ci-:.y-o~ed ala:-m syste=~ :ust be 
~ndergrounded when elect:-ic lines are co~verted. L~ ~ny cases. 
stree~lighting ~s~ also ~ndergo substa~tial c~nges. 
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The Commission explained i~s decision not to establish a 
timetable or cinimu=. level of expenditure at 57 C?OC, p. 510: 

"In order that. any program be sufficiently nexible, 
it. '~uld be unwise to place an absolute l~it on 
the a~ounts to be expended or, on ~he other hand. 
to require minimu~ ex?endi~ures. !t is the utility's 
responsibility to proceed with conversion projects 
and annua12y to budget acounts to pccomplish this 
~.., d '1"'.., e ..... ~, ~ t'; s . ., ".r- b .•.• ••• .... ... .... ':"...... ...e . w:. ... .l., 0... course,o e 
expecteo to budget ~ncreaslng amounts In suosequent 
years to m~et the demanc pnc ne~d for aesthetic 
conversions." 
The Cor;-:.ission a1 so ~-:.~-:.ed -:'i"'..?t, "the r:.ag!i.itude of fut.ure 

expenditures !or conversion will b~ dependent on -:.h~ public demand 
and on t.he i~?~ct of other changes on t.h~ econo~icz of utilit.ies· 
service." 

The Corrmission reeo~~ized that with t~e e~ectric utilities 
controlling the pace o~ conversions its pro~a~ could not reach an 
acceptable level o! completion unt.il sometim~ in the next century. 
!t !oun:, however, that a mOre rapic. pace would be prohibitively 
expensive. 

The Cor:'~ission also considered the op?Ort.unity for conversion 
presented by stree~-wide~i~g ~roject.s, co=~en~i~g, 't7~e record reveals 
~hat respo~dent u~ilities of~en are required to reloca~e tneir 
facili~ies due to street or high~y widening. It ap?ears tnat the 
practice o! tnese utilities, wnen overnead ;acilities are involved, 
is to re~ove e~isting ov~rheacl end replace such facilities with new 
overhead ~acilities. i~. v~ew o~ tn' ~ .~a~~ t.~~~ ·h~ co~t d~.r-.r-~r~~·~a' ....... _ _ .... _ •• 0;0 9 .... _ "" ....... _ •• ,....... .. 

between overhead ~~C underground co~unication !acilities has virtually 
be~n eli~inated, sucn relocatio~s ~st be give~ h~eh priority under 
t,h~ conversion rule ordered h,:'rein." 

• 
The progra~ ~escribed aoove has, over the ~st l~ years, 

?~rrnitted California to ~~ke steady progress toward placing all 
electrical overhead distribution lines underground • 
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The table below describes ~he sta~us of the 
program a~ ~h. time or tne last hearing in C.8209. 

TABLE I 

STATUS OF UNDERG?"oUNDING ?ROC?.AM 

A~ D~c:ember 21z 
It. em PC&E Edison - -

197$ Budge~ (MS) 14,;00 12,;00 
1978 Carryover eMS) 24,71.7 4,838 
1980 Proposed Budget eMS) 15,500 12,500 
1980 Budget $/Custo~er .4.60 4.2l 

Distribution Linez (I-t..iles) 
Overh.ead 79,160 U,O;; 

• Underground 7,418 9,411 

Tr8nSmis~1on Lines~ (Miles) 
Overhead 1;,;40 9,497 
Underground 94 50 

At DeceL'loer ~lz 

1980 Budget (1I.$) 1;,;00 13,2;0 
1980 Carryover (MS) 23,532 7,903 
1981 Proposed Bud.get (M$) 15,;00 1;,2;0 
1981 Budget $/Customer I..S0 4.32 

Distribution Lines (!Idles) 
Overhead. SO,06L. 1..4,2;2 
Underground 8,114 10,386 

Transmission Lines~ 
Overhead 13,375 9,;38 
Und.erground. 96 54 

• Y Greater than 50 KV .. 
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1£79 
SDC&E 

10,04J... 
4,403 

10,044 
13.;7 

7,1.29 
2,J...98 

1,057 
19 

1980 
10,044 
4,251 

10,044 
13.30 

7,1..50 
2,767 

1,062 
20 
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I '.' C'·'; <l" S Fr" B" n more recent years, nowever, ~ne ~~R~S o~ an anc.sco, er~e~~/, 

and Long Beach began to cri~ieize the sys~e~ as ~oo slow. The two 

Bay Area cities also criticizec Paci!ic Gas and Electric CO=pany (PC&E) 
alleging it had pe~itted too :ouch carryover to accumulate. They 
deu4nded that cities which failed to use up their allocations should 
forfeit them to other co~unities which n~ve un!~~ded projects ready 
to proceed. 

largely in response to these cities' co=plaints, the 
Commission reopened C.8209. In October 1979 the Co~ission staff 
(sta!!) served on each o! the respondents a sta!f report contain~~g 
its recocmendations on each of the issues raised by an administrative 
law judge"s (ALJ) ruling, issued July 3, 1979. On November 28, 1979 
another ruling ordered respondent utilities to file and serve prepared 
testimony and e~~ioits on all parties by February 1, 1980. T.1e sa~e 
ruling directed that nonutility ?arti~s co~ld instead file and serve 
a summary and outline. Five days o! hearings be!ore ALJ Gilman were 
held in February and r~rch 1980. Durine. these hearings presen~ations 
were =ade by the sta!;, Southern Californi~ Edison Co~~ny (Edison), 
SD~, The Pacific Telepnone ana Telegrapn Company (Pacific), General 

Telephone Co~pany 0; Ca!i!ornia (General). the Ci~y of San Diego, ana 
the Cities o£ San FranCisco and Berkeley, and Orange Coun~y. 

In 1981 the CommiSSion, at the urging o! its staff, first 
required utilities to expend more than their proposed oudgets. ?G&E 

had proposed to earmark S15.$ oillion for that year's conversions; 
Edison had proposed to co:nr.:i t $1,3.25 :r.illion. The Co:rr.issior... adopted 
Resolutions E-1930 and E-1931 rejecting these proposals and increasing 
the utilities' budgets to 521.15 million and S17.155 million, 
respectively. !n both instances the Co~ission found that the hi~~er 
commitments were needed to maintain construction activity at the 
historical level with appropriate adjustments for increases in 
construction costs.lI 

If The Cocmission on October 6, 1981 granted ?C&E"s petition for re
hearing of Resolution E-1930 in D.60809 in Application CA.) 93602. 

-7-
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Position of the ?a~ies 
!he following issues were raised in ~he AlJ's ?rehearing 

ruling. 
1. Should the ?resent Per Cus~omer 

Allocation ?rocedure 3e Revised? 
The staff asserted t.hat the present ~r capita allocation 

method. a~ong co~unities, coes not re~lect the cu.-rent trenc of 
population ~igration from cities to the suburbs. It proposec that 
allocations should instea~ be based on the nur.ber of met.ers served 
fro~ overhead ~ines~. It. claimed t~t this would reverse an existing 
trend 'l;nder which an increasing ?ropo~ion of t.he conversion effo~s 
is being shift.ed to suburban co==~~ities. St~ff pointe~ OU~ ~hat 

b b "1' .... ("'.":' -' t." (" .' su ur an co=.=unltles a reacy ~ene.l¥ ~lspro?O. ¥lona e.y _ro~ ano¥~er 
unciergrounding rule which required most ?Ost-1968 s'I;odivisions to be 
.... u·,· ····t~ ~'1 ..•• ~.-~6S ··~':pr~o'·~~ I.J ... "" n ....... 0. • .... ~ ••• '-'_~ ~ •• \.'- ..... ~_ t.t. ....... 

Edison indic3te~ it ~~'I;lc oe ~~lling and able to adopt. an 
alloc2tion ~etho: based on the nu=ber of overhead ~eters. Edison 
argued, however, that t.he present system is not unfair and is easy 
to ad~inister. Neve~heless, if the Co~ission zhould ~ecide ~h3t 
a change is neeciec, Edison asse~ed that tne overhe~d me~e: basis 
would be workable and ~air ~o elder co~u~ities. 

Pc&£ believes tha~ the present per ca?i~a allocatio~ 
procedure is ~air and e~uitable a~d sho~c be retained. !t would, 
however, offer no objection to ~reezing co==~~ity alloca~io~ ratios 
at existing levels. 

L~e Co~nty o~ Orange opposed the per ~eter allocation 
met.hod since i~ wo~lc severely reduce its allocatio~. 

~either San Diego nor SDC&E took a poSition on this issue. 
Both apparen~ly believed that t.he ~ranchise agreement Oe~ween the~ 
obviated any need to establish a new allocation metbod in that 
utility's service territory. 

San Francisco contenced that the ?resent allocation method 
• is inadequate both in theory and in practice. It urged the Co~ission 

4/ - The prop¢sal ~~s a substitute ~or an earlier one ~~ich would have 
frozen each co~unity's allocation at cu-~ent levels. 

-8-
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to adopt another method which woulc ?rov~ce a larger alloca~ion to 
those cities with a greater need for conversions. It asse~ec ~ba~ 
the present system wastes funds on localities which have no desire 
for undergrounding and starves the program in cities like San 
Francisco which would prefer a faster pace. !t contends tnat the 
present system is therefore arbitrary. It sponsored a new allocation 
procedure designed to ensure that priority is given to those 
projects "deemed most beneficial." Its proposal emphasized the 
similarity between the allocation of conversion funcis and the alloca
tion of railroad crOSSing and grade separation funds. (PU Coae 
§ 1231 et seq.) Relying on this similarity, San Francisco urged us 
to adopt a procedure similar to that used to allocate grade crossing 
funds. This would involve an annual hearing to establish a statewide 
priority system which would rate each proposed conversion project 
in the State. San Francisco suggested that the n~ber of people 
living in the vicinity, the traffic, the cost of the ~oject, would 
all be relevant foctors to b~ consieered L~ rating projects. :t 
also suggested that the most important factor ~~ould be the present 
ability of the affected city to proceed. It proposed that funds 
should only be allocated for im=inen~ projects. and that there sho~d 
be a requirement that they be s?ent in the year or allocation. 

2. Should Carry-over Be Reallocated to Ci~ies and 
Counties With More Active Undergrounding PrOgr~MS? 
This issue affects only PG&E; neither o! the othe~ elec~ric 

utilities had accumulated any signi~icant amount of u.~co==itted £~ds. 
(See Table 1.) 

pG&£ responded to San Francisco·s accusation that it had 
permitted the accumulation of excessive carryover by contacting 
communities and urging them to start the procedural steps necessary 
to commit funds to specific projects. At the same ~i:ne, it pointed 
out ~hat much of the alleged carryover was actually assi~ed to 

cities which had designated specific projects but had decided to 
accumulate the funds fer a single conversion rather than frittering 

-9-
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them away piecemeal. PC&E proposed that it should exereise the 
reallocation provisions which are a ?B~ or the rule. It contemplated 
that it should unilaterally determine which cities should be deprived 
or their accumulated carryover. 4~ese alloca~ions would then be; 
pooled and the Commission would select ~he most deserving cities 
and parcel the pooled allocations among them. 

The star! concluded that ?C&E's efforts to reduce its 
carryover were reasonable. :t recor.meneed tha~ the Commission 
should generally direct utilities to reallocate CB!':yover whenever 
the utilities found ~hat a ~rticular city was not proceeding 
expeditiously. 

San Francisco and Berkeley both argued that ?C&E should 
be required to reallocate moneys !rom cities which r~d failed ~ 
cooperate with the conversion program to other cities whose policies 
conform to the Co~ission's goals. San Francisco proposed to 
distribute unused funds to cities (itself included) which have 
unfunded projects ready to proceed. Berkeley suggested that tAe 
~eallocated funds ce distributed by a !ormul~ baseQ on n~ber of 
miles of overhea~ ?lan~ per customer. 

SDC&E suppor~ecl reallocation as a general conce?~, OU~ 

argued ~ha~ no changes in the rule are re~uired. 
Edison asser~ed ~r~~ ~here is not likely to be any 

excessive carryover in its territo~J. It opposed mandator; 
realloca~ions. 

3. Should Utilities Provide Funds for Conversions 
in Addi~ion to Rule 20-A Bud~~ts? 
!he starf reco~~ended that each electric utility should be 

required to provide additional funds, in aedition to its annual ?~le 
20-A budget, to be sper.t in those cities whicn have already e~_~usted 
their existing allocations and which cannot reasonably be allowed 
further advances against future ye~rsP budgets. The star~ 
recov~ended that the utilities be re~uired to fund one-hal! of all 
cos~s of such additional projects, including the costs o! converting 
customer services. The starr reasoned tr~t if a group o! customers 
are willing to pay half the cost of undergro~~ding the elec~ric plant 
in their neighborhood, the electric utility ought to be required to 
~~tch their contricution. 
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PG&E supported this proposal. General Telephone opposed it. 
None of ~he other participants, inclucing San Francisco, exhibited 
any enthusiasm for the proposal. 

~. Should Utilities Bear Y~re of 
the Cost of Service Conversio~1 
PG&E currently bears the cost of conduit (up ~ 100 feet) 

and of the conductors needed for conversion of customers· services to 
u.~derground. Both of the other electric ~tilities also bear some 
portion of the cost of converting a customer·s service ~ unaergrouna. 

The staff reco~ended generally that property o~ners 
continue to be pri~rily responsible for converting their o~ 
services. It suggested~ however, that some o! the additional !u.~ds 
that the utilities would ?rovicie under the sta!f·s proposal for e~ra 
Rule 20 financing be r.~de available to pay half the costs of 
consu:er conversions. It suggested that the Cocmission should also 
consider certain other alter~tives: (1) that the utility might 
be required to absorb the entire cost of service conversion up ~ 
a ceiling based on the cost of an average customer conversion; 
(2) ~he customer might be made responsible to provide only the 
trenching and conduit ~~th the utility installing the cable and 
converting the customer·s meter at a mini~ cost: (;) that a city 
or cou.~ty r.ight be authorized to re~uire ~he utility to pay for all 
of customers' costs, the cost to be defrayed by a surcharge levied 
on all utility bills received in that city or county. 

Ediso~ claimed that adjoining property owners benefi~ 
directly ~rom undergrounaing through an increase in the market value 
of their property. It argued there~ore that the property o~~ers 
should bear a share of the total cost of the project. Where 
speci£i~d 'individuals are u.~ble to pay th~ ~ost of service 
conversion, it believes the co~unity, rather than the utility, 
should assist those customers. 

Pacific supported ~he existing practice, as did ?G&E 
and SDG&E. 

-11-
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San Diego urged ~ha~ addi~ional Rule 20-A funds be made 
available for service conversions. I~ claimed ~ha~ unless we adop~ 
such a rule, undergrounding may cease in residential and low-income 
co~ercial areas. Both of i~s witnesses tes~ified ~hat there is a 
growing reluc~ance and inability to pay !or the rapidly increasing 
ccs~ of trenching and recons~ruction. !t introduced evidence 
showing that the average cost o! service conversion was approximately 
$250 in 1968 and tha~ it has increased to $800 or even $1,000 today. 
One of its witnesses asserted that assigning only 5% of the total 
utility allocation to service conversion would cover the cost. 

Berkeley contended that electric utilities should provide 
no-interest or low-interest loans to consur.ers for conversion costs. 
The staff did not support such a concept. Edison opposed it. 

San Diego did not beli~ve that a loan program would solve 
the problem. Its experience with its o~~ cost deferral ordinance 
indicated that the consumers will not use even ~~terest-free loans 
for conversion. San Diego did not believe that a loan program 
could be handled better by utilities than by cities or counties. 
PC&E believed that a progra~ like the San Diego loan deferral 
program should be offered by other cities. lt ar~es tha~ this 
would be the best means of dealing with the cos~ of conve~ing 
services. 

SDG&E believed ~hat the exis~ing division of responsibility 
between customer and utility is just and reasor~ble. It argued that 
all ratepayers should not be burdened by the cost or a project 
beneficial in local areas only. 

5. Should the ~~ual Allocation Be 
Formally Defined and/or Increased? 
San Francisco claimed that the amount annually earmarked 

by PG&E is arbitrary~ since it does not take L~to 3CCOU.~t the 
amount or undergrounding which needs to be acco~plishee. It proposed 
that we find PC&E's 1968 expenditures to have been reasonable and 
require the utili~y to maintain comparable expenditures in future yea.rs. 

Generally speaking, PC&E earmarks an an.~ual sum which varies with 
its electric revenues less revenues rro~ ECAC, wholesale, and 
large industrial sales. 
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Coo?ara'oili~y wo~:d be measured by a~ index~~g ~ormula desig.~ed ~o 
allow for ?ast and ~uture increases in ~he cost of conversions. 
Al~err~tively. i~ reco~ends that we should abandon dollar-bssed 
allocations altogether and re~uire instead that. the utilit.ies com:::::t 

h 1 ~ d .~. - ~ " ~ , , h t.emse ves to un~ergroun a specl.lc numver o. ml~es o •• lne eac 
year. 

As noted above, a requirement ~or additional elec~ric 
undergrounding will automatically require an increased eX?endit.ure 
by telephone utilities. Therefore, ?acific opposed any significant. 
increase in the electric ut.ilities' obligations. General also 

oppOsed ri~id spendin~ ~inicums for elec~rical under~oundi~. 
Sta~f opposed requiring a minimur. or ~ixed allocation • 

!t argued that we should continue to allow the electric utilities 
Tne s~a!f asserted that its annual 

review of ut.ili~y proposals would provide it with sufficient. power 
to ensure that electric utilit.ies' efforts do not falter. 

Ediso~ agreed wit.h the staff position on this issue. 
!t argued that any formula for determining ~he annual Rule 20-A 
budget. would suffer from inflexibilitj an: arbitrariness. Edison 
oelieved that each u~ility should 4nnually 4ssess and "prioritize" 
~~derground conversion against oth~r discre~ionary cons~ruction 
programs. 

Berkeley reco~ended that both ?C&E a~c Zdison be required 
to ado~t the formula agreed to by SDC&E in its franchise agreement 
with San Diego. Berkeley argued that Rule 20-A should es~ablish 
the :inimum a~o~nt available to any city; it recommended that any 
city having a pre-19ll charte~ should be able ~o re~uire an even 
faster rate of ~rogress • 

Some such cities nave retained the power to make and en!orce 
police, sanitary, and other regulations concerning munici~l 
affairs against public u~ilities. (Cal. Const. Art. XI! § 8.) 
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6. Shoula the Utilities Bear the Cost 
of Converting Overhead Transmission 
Facilities Which Are On the Same 
Pole As Distribution Lines Schedulea 
for Conversion'? 
D.85497 in C.9365 (Investigaiion or Undergroundingz 

Transmission), held thBt such costs could be defrayed from Rule 20 
funds. Staff originally criticized the result, out subsequently 
reversed itself. None of the other parties proposed any change in 
the existing rule. The issue is therefore moot ana will not be 
considered further. 

7. How Should We Treat Conversions of 
Overhead to Un~er~ound in Conjunction 
With Street-Widenlng Projects'? 
The basic stafr position was that all funds for unaerground 

conversion should be included in a utility'S Rul~ 20-A allocation • 
Consistent with this poSition, it recomcenced that where street
widening projects have been decided uyon, a city should be able to 
decide that existing overhead facilities should be relocated 
underground, charging the full expenaiture against its Rule 20-A 
allocations. 

PacifiC challenged the dicta in the prior decision which 
suggested that there was no si~~ificant difference between the cost 
of overhead reconstruction and undergrou.~d replacement. It believes 
that relocation or replacement with new overhead plant snoulc be 
permittee wnen cost differential is great. General also sough~ a 
finding that there could be a very grea~ cos~ differential between 
conversion and replacement in street-wieening projects. It contended 
that the Commission should allow overhead replacement or relocation 
~ere the cost differential ~s large. 

Edison agreed with the basic starr positions that conversion 
in conjunction with widening projects should be given high priority~ 
and that all conversions including those in conjunction with 
widening should be charged against Rule 20-A funds. However~ it 
agreed that there should be no statewide rule for stree~-widening 
projects~ but that local communities should have discretion to 
decide whether or not to employ allocated funds for such a project. 

-14-
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DISCUSSION 

The Resolut.ions re~erred 'to above ::ark a t.u.""ning poi."'lt. 
in the Commission~s pract.ices wit.h regard t.o conversion fundi."'lg. In 
t.he ~uture, our s'tarf will con'tinue 'to take a very act.ive role in 
reviewing annual allocat.ion oudget.s and company policies and 
successes in general. This new focus on s'taff responsibilit.y and 
'the a~~ual review process is an appropriat.e response to all out. a 
few of t.he issues raised by the parties. L~ose few issues which 
are not moot. are discussed specifically below. 
Allocation Methods 

If we continue 'to use the per capi'ta me'thod t.o divide 
an elect.ric utilit.y·s annual budget among communit.ies, soon~r 
or lat.er we will begin to observe that newer cities have completed 
all of the worthwhile projects wi'thin their bou."'ldaries while older 
cities still are le~t. ~~th many ~iles o! u."'lconvert.ed lines • 

As our st.aff pointed out, newer ci'ties typically have a 
subst.antial advant.age over older co~~ni'ties. ln the former, many 
miles of distribution lines have been ini'tially constructed underground 
with developers paying the cost. In older cities where there are 
few recent. subdivisions, any undergrounding which occurs will be a 
conversion and charged against Rule 20 allocat.ions. 

Our program ought 'to be modified so 'that all comcunities 
comple~e their conversions at rou~~ly the same time. Without 
such a modification, fu~ure Commissions may have di~!iculty in 
defending a system which takes money from comcunities which no longer 
have anything to gain from 'the conversion program fer expenditure in 
other cities. 

We believe that it is ?refercble 'to introduce a small 
~"'lcremental change now, rather tha~ waiting u."'ltil the differences 
between communities become ey~ggerated by uneven progress. 
Accordingly, we will adopt the staff propos~l; and allocation among 
communities shall be based on the nur.ber of electric meters serviced 
by overhead lL"'les. Over Q ~eriod or years, it will have the desired 
effect of speeding conversion in those com=unities which have the 
greatest. amount 'to accomplish. 
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Orange County's opposition to the staff proposal is 
apparently based on a ~isunderstanding of its intended effects. The 
county will still be entitled, in the long run, to as much total 
conversion funding as before the change. Adopting the staff proposal 
will not create a loss of benefits to the county; they will merely 
be postponed. 

San Francisco's proposal for an annual allocation 
proceeding to rank each conversion project in the State is 
unnecessarily cumberso~e and expensive. 
Annual Conversion Budgets 

We would unfairly prejudge m~~~ers which could be decided 
in PG&E's pending rehearing o~ Resolution E-1930 (docke~ed as A.60809), 
if we were to decide any issues concerning the size of future electric 
utility conversion budgets. Therefore,the Order Granting Rehearing 
of that resolution includes not rne~ely the question of whether PC&E·s 
19$1 budget should have been fixed in the order ratner than byresolution 
but also the question of how and at what levels its 1982 and subsequent 
u.~dergrounding conversion budgets are to be dete~ined. 

SDC&F's and Edison's 1981 budgets have been estaolished 
ex parte. Those uti1i~ies should be af~o~ced a si~ilar opportunity to 

L~fluence the ~nner of fixing the level o! their 1982 and s~bsequent 
budgets. They will therefore be permitted to participa~e in A.60S09 
in the same ma~ner as ?C&E, insofar as their 1982 budget, and the 
procedure for dete:=ini~g subsequent budgets are involved. 

There is insu!!icient in!o~tion'in this record to deal with 
the lawfulness of the uncergrounding contract between San Diego and 
SDC&E. We conclude that we should not attempt to rule on this iss~e 
without the receipt of additional facts • 

-16-
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Ca:-ryover 
PQ&Ets current car~over is distu:bingly large; even when 

we ~ecognize that substantial portions of the reported amo~~t may 
in fact .first be committed to projects which a:-e on schedule or have 
been deJ~yed to meet the objectives of local governments.Z! The 
parties ~ave suggested, but not proven, that this excessive carryover 
maybe due to insuf~icient co~itQent. on the part of ?C&E ~nagement. 
?G&E in turn has suggested but not proven that ~ch of the proble: is 
attributable to decisions, =~ny ¢! the: easily explicable, ren~ered 
.... -"I ., ~~' i ' ~y .oca. O •• lC a.s. 

Th~ only s?eci~ic :-emedy s\!ggestec. by the parties .... '3S 

that PC&E should begin to use the reallocation ?Owe:- it has under 
the rule. (That suggestion is c.isc\!ssed in the ne~ topic.) 

:n addition we believe that it is appropriate to use the 
existing budget approval procedure to exercise :ore direct su~rvision 
of the ?:-actices 0: any utility which has excessive carryove:-. 
Therefore, as long as any e!ectric utility'S net carryover§! is in 
excess 0; its an.."lual buc.get, we will expect its next. pro?Osal 'to 
includ.e a plan for rec.ucing the arnoU!'l.t 0; uncoci'tted ca.::yover. 
If the excess pe:-sists into a seconc yea:- ..... ·e .... ·il:. a1 so reqt:.ire a 
cetailec report 0:: t):le ?revious year's successes anc. ~ai::"ures. 

Reallocation Procedure 
Resolutio:l E-19.30 requirec. PCa::: t.o .t:::ake every e;':;':or't to 

co~~it the unco~~itted ~unds ;ro~ previous bud.gets as soon as possible." 
To carry out this directive, ?C&E :ay have to inc.uce cities which have 
been slow to im~.le~ent conversion ~ro~ects to use thei: acc~~u1ated . -' 

ca:ryover ~ore expec.itiously or to lose the-car:-yove:-. Such- a step 
is authorized unc.er ~~le 20. 

11 ?C&E can oe expectec. to have ac.vancec. or p:-o:ised to advance !unos 
against !utu:-e years' bucigets ;or ce~ain cities. Since we are 
concerned with ca~over as a sySte~~de p!"'oble:, such advances 
should be treated as an o;;setting adjust:ent to system ca~over. 

"Net carryover" will be calculated by suotr3cting all advances, 
w~~her expended or co~itted to a speci;ic project, ~ro= all 
funds unexpended ::ro= ?:-io!'" years' budgets not co~ittec. to a 
speci!ic project. Advances ""ill no 10:1ge:- be t:-eat.ee. as adV3!'lCeS 
a.ft~r January':' of the year in which t.hey "''ill become cu~ent.. For 
e~~ple, an ac!vance against 3 city'S 1932 budget ea~~ot be usee. in 
calculatL~g a utility's 1982 c~~ove!"'. 

-17-
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Eefore any utili~y t~kcz the fin~l ct~? to transfer ~ny 
community'z accumul~tccl convcrzion fundc to onothc: community it 

should provide the challonged city with notice. 
It bas been suggestecl th~: WQ uc~ this decision :0 

promulgatc a ~et of standards which would be uced to determine 
whether or not a local S~Jc'~~nt hac unrcoson~bly dQl~yed the 
process -of convcrsion within its own ~oundoriQs. We will not ~cccpt 
the cuggestion. ~one of the parties hos sU9gcztcd a specific set 
0: stand~:ds on thc recorcl ~nd those communities most li%ely to be 
affected have not receivecl notice ~nd opportunity to ~e hoard. 

Fundino for Conversion of Scrvice= 
',:e find reasonable Son Diego l S ?L'opos.:;ll thot we r.l.:lke 

Rule 20 funds aV.:;lilable for work on customer services (from the 
street to the point of connoction with cuctomer wiring), work which 
is now dono solely at conzumer expcnse when the:~ is underg:ounding 

conversion. 
It wns nrgucd thJt con~urnere or local government officials 

might be encourQ9cd to dcman~ "gold-?l~ted" (i.e. excessively co~tly) 
underground service installations if Rule 20 funds wore mod~ ~voil~ble. 
In our opinion this is not 0 volid re~con for r~jecting the ?,o?os~l: 
local governments c~n in moct cozc~ b~ expecteo to con~ervc their 
~llocotionz ~nd resiet pressures for unncces~Jry expenditures. If 
electric or telephone utilities fine th~t this resist~ncc is not 
strong enough, they .:;lrc, 0: cou:ce, free Jt ~ny time to propose 

remedial t~:i!; rules. 
~ow when a utility ~nd ~ co~munity agre~ to convert ~ 

section of overhe~d lines underground under ~ule 20 the individual 
utility customer must pay for the conversion from the dis:ribution 
line to the residence. ~hiz o'clin~rily mcnnc p~yin~ for under
grounding from the etreet, including ~ny modificotion to the electric 
service bo:<. These cos ts vory ..... i:h d ict.:.nce, the 'v/oy the ?rcmi~e are 

-13" 
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constructed (e.g. does a driveway or pa~io have to be dug up?) ana 
o~her conditions. Under the new rules we adopt the utility will, if 
the local jurisdiction requestz, pay for up to 100 feet of service 'oetween 
the street (or distribution line) and the service box. However. the 
customer will still be re~uired to pay for any requirec modifica~ion 
to his wiring to accept ~~derground service (e.g. mo:ifying the 
service box). Having ~he utility pay for the first 100 feet of 
conversion fro= the street is consistent with Rule 16, governing 
installing new service. Further. if utilities were ~o modify customer 
~.rin~ to aece~t undergrO~~d service. th~1 would be engaged in 
pre=ises wiring, ~raciitio~~llj the domain and responsibility of 
customers. their electrical contractors. ~nd 10cal building 
ins~ctors. The change we do ado~t. which is at the discre~ion 
of the local governmental entity. allows local gQvernment to 
determine whether ali Rule 20 funds go for under~ounding 
along s~reets or whe~her a ?O~ion should go to assist customers 
with part of the conversion expense. Of course, if ~he u~ility ~stalls 
the underground service trom the street ~o t:'e poi~t of connection to 
the custo~er's wiring, those facilities belong to the utility, just 
as similar faci!ities installed under Rule :6 (r.ew service). 

Finally, the recor~ die not consider the financi~l or 
ratemaking implications or requiring utilities to finance ~roperty 
(e.g. new service boxes) they do not own. Therefore, we r~ve not 
authorized the expenditure of Rule 20 funds except to co~struct plant 
which the utility will own under its current tariff provisions • 

-19-
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Findings of Fact 
1. Under per C1.lst.or.:er alloca-:.ion ~.~~hoc, com:r,uni ~ies ·,..i ~h 

:many recent subd.ivisions "f:il J tend to corr;~1 ~tc all of their 
worthwhile conversion projects ~~ch e~rlier than other co~;u~ities. 

~ I· ~s ~o· ~~ .~p ~"~~~c 'n·p-~~· t.~~~ o~p g-o"~ o~ ,;. ~ ...... w .... ...., .... l'~""'.- •• ""' .... ~tJ .... ;"Jon., ••. ..... 1 .. 

comcuni~ies should comp!ete -:.heir worth~hile conversion projectz 
while other co~uniti~s still need !uncs: ~1.lnding should be 
distribu~ed so ~hat ~ll can ~inish worthw!lile projects ~ore nearly at 
the same time. 

:3. The 'transition fro::. ':one ex::.st::.ne ?er-customer alloca'tion 
method 'to a ?er-meter method 'Nill lead to more eve~ state"Nice 
undergr~unding. 

4. Tne star! proposal will accelerate !unding ror those 
citoies •· ..... .:,ch "'1' .;"" • ..... e iong -'''' .... ee- ·'np ""'0"· r"",~,;"'g • n~..... '-;J __ .. , ..... ...;.... ... _ .... ,.. '- fooiiiI. .... .H .... fwI ........... ... ~ • 

5. San Francisco's proposal woulc give an acvan~age ~o cities 
which can afford to maint~in s?ecialistz ~o represent the ci~y before 
·he Co~~~ss~o"" I~ wo~~,_~ ~e l~~b' ... y .... .....1...... ... _ _...;.; .no ... to 
ex?e~sive litigation. 

6. The annual budgeting ?roccsz e~~ anc sho~ld be mocli~ied 
to ~~nitor exc~ssive cerr/over. 

7. 'l' Aca1 CO .......... U"'oi .. .: es s'no"'''' ·0 .... :!·o' ... p. • .. 0 u~e .., ........... o!' ~ .. "' .. e~r ,jJ\J ....... j ..... '" ... • ...... 1. 0;; ~ - 1"<;1 _ - ... 

Rule 20 allocations ~or converting consu~er services, if necessary, 
'to encourage cons~~er BCCe?t~nce for cesir2ble ?rojec~s. 

e. Local co~unities will have so~e ~otivation to r~sist 
pre~suTes !or unnecess8~ ey.?enditt:res on service connections. 

9. Funeing snoulc be limited ':00 £aci:i~i~s ~hich the utility 
·r""d,itio:l"'_'_y o·,..-ns: L';ne e "-0'" t~e e ...... L!oe ... /~'.: e--';·",u· ':0"" 1": .. th \.f Q. Q ..... .;.J •• ,... .... toil.",. W ~ l..6 .. .;,;; ...... ..; ~... ....ne .. o . e 
point 0; cor~ection with the cus~o~er's wiring. 

• 

10. If requested oy local authorities. electric utilities should 
be required to ex?end !uncs allocatee to suc~ local authority ;or u~ 'to 
100 feet of underground electric lateral for each cus~omer in an unoer
ground,ing district_ Any local gove~~~e~t electing to ex~end a ?Ortion 
of its allocation on lateral s~~vice constructio~ sr~uld nave the 
authority to estaolish limitatio~s on ~ne a~~nt to be so expended for 
tn-t purpose. 
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Concluzions of ~~W 
1. D.73073 provid~cl ~hat e~ch rczponcent elcc~ric utility 

should determine the level of itz commitment to fund conversion; 
thereafter, it was not intended ~h~: they should be ~ble to reduce 

that com~it~ent without findings ~nd formal Commission ~pprov~l. 

It was intended that the commitment stated in ~ctu~l dollar ter~s 

should be perioeical1y ~djustcd :0: incrc~zes in construction costs, 
and it was not intended th~t ~ny utility should h~ve ~o seck approval 

from any local government agency for ezt~blishing or changing ~ f~nding 

commitment. 
2. Before transfer of alloc~tcd but unused conver~ion 

funds from one local government to anoth~r, th~ community whose 
practices arc ch~11enged should receive notice from the utility • 

3. Communities likely to be ~ffccted by stand~rds for 

evalu~ting local conve~sion policiee ~nd decisions have not been 

give:, adequate notice and opportunity to be he~rd~ the issue should 

not be considered. 
4. We sho~lcl not pr~j~dge the quc~tion 0: the level ~nc 

manner of fixing ?C&E'c 1982 ~nd subzeq~ent budge:~, 0: the level 

~nd ~~nner of fixing Edison's ~nd SDG&E'~ 1932 ~nd ~ubzcqucnt budgctz • 

-21-
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C ? D !: ? 
~ - _ ... -

IT IS ORDERED tha~: 
1. Each res?Once::t. elect.ric ut.il': ~y snall. un<.ier t: .. e 

procedures provided in Cen~r~l Creer S~r~~s 96, moei!y i~~ 

Rule 20-A.2 as !ollows:21 
"2. ., . . shall ce allocat.ee i:'1 t~~ same :-at,io 'that tne 

nu~ber &f-~~&~Mep6-~~-&~eh-~~~Y~P-~~~R~~~P&~ 
~pe&-&~-&~~-e&~A.y-&e&P6-.&-~he-~~&~-&~~~~~ 
~~e~~epe of overn~a~ meters in such city or 
unincor?Or~t~d area of any co~nt.y o~ars ~o t.h~ 
total system overhead ~eter~." 

and shall ad~ a:: unnumbered ~ragra~b to fol:ow ~.3 reaeing. 

2. 

Upon request of tbe g~verning boey, ~be ut.il~ty 
will pay for no more tn.n iOO f~~t of t:'~ 
custo~er's underground service l~tera:. The 
governing boey ~~y establish a s~ller !ootage 
allowance, or ~ay !i~it the a~o~~t of mo~ey 
to be expe~ded on ~ sin;lc cus~o~er's service. 
or the total acount. to be ~xpended on consu~er 
services in a ?a~icular ~roject.. 
ae"'''''It'l''''''e''· elpc"'-~ c u'" ~, .• ~ p~ -"' ..... -a ... ..,l"~ ......... v 3 ... ' '_oca ..... p_1"4 tJ 1"-".'-*" •• \III' _.... .. "' ...... -- ... ..., •• u.;.J t.I. 66W.~. ..... .. ;... \.. 

but. unused conversio:'l ent i t.le::lent fror:. one c i t.y 0:: C01,.l.n-:.y -:'0 ano'tn~r 

a~ter providing :'lotice t.o t.h~ aff~ctec ci'tiez or count.i~s • 

21 &&e indic~tes deletions. 
-2~-
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3. Any electric utility res?Onde~t ~~ich has a s~ of ne~ 
carryover not assigned to an undergrouncing district finally approved 
by any local authority larger thar. the current conversion budget 
~?proved by the Co~issio~ shall. with its n~~ annual budget proposal, 
sub=.it a detailed plan for each city ~ving gross ca~over for the 
next year's efforts to reduce or el~nate such carryover. If the 
excess persists into second or succeeding bucgets, the utility shall 
also include a report on the progress achieved during the previous 
year. 

4. This proceeding is terminated. 
!his order becomes effective 30 days fro: today. 
Dated __ -:;;J.:..;A_N_5~W2~ ___ , at Sa~ Fra~cisco. Cali!ornia. 
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Rul. No. 20 

R£Pt.ACEMEN'T OF OVERHEAD WJ'l"H UNDERGROUND EL.ECTRIC FAOUTJES ----- ---------------- --------

1. The iO¥l:t'!Ijn~ bod)' 01 the cit:' or ~ounty in which SlICh el~t'ic aci!itie. ue and will be looted w: 
a.. Determined. aIlel' COCl.tWu.tion witb the utiliry aAd &ftet hol~c, pubUe heann" (1) tlSe J'l&bject. that IQCh 
un<1et'~~ il ~ the tencn.1 l)O.!>llc intete.t for ODe or more of the folIowinIt 1'a..onI: 

( I) Such IIndet'll'I'o~l'Iciin, win ~Yoid or elimi"~te &n IlnlltIWly hc:'avy (OnCenfl'lUion 01' overhead electric 
bcilitift; 

(Z) ':'he .~ 01' 1'0&<1 01' rithtoO{·w~y i. eXten.i~ly uteC b)' :he ~nf'I":U :>ublie a.n4 ames ;a. l\o"Y 
voillme of ~e'triAn or vehiC\£w tt':llfic; and 

(.:n ':'he ,~ or 1'014 or n.rl\t-or.wa!", adjoin. or ~tn tnl'OUi'1I :. civic ~a 01' l)\Iblic ree"J'~tion ~a « 
..n area of ""101'11.\1 .emic interest to the jlenel'ill l)UtI/ic. 

b. Ad09t«! at! ordinJ.n~e ere:.rinll an IInderltl'Ololnd di,tl'ic;t in the ~e:l in which both the eciJticr :a.n<1 n~ 
(acilitin are aDd will be l~ated reqlolirinlt. amonr other mints. (1) th.at aU cxiJltinJ{ O¥erhn4 communi. 
cation lLtId elmric c!i.tribl.ltion facilities in tllch 4i.trict ,hall ~ ~o¥~ (Z) th;.t QCh ,~ny 
~,....~ from 'Iolch eleetric ov'!'l'l'I~d acilitie •• holJl h;a,ve in.wled in ~cordance with the utility', 1'1J1a 
(or Ilndertr'ol.ll\d ~l'Yict'. all eleetriaJ !a.ciliry dw!~ on tne "I"~~ neee.",,!')' (0 I'e(ei~ ~c~ 
from the undel'i"OISnd facilitie) of th~ utilicy .... tOOn .... it is ~v:u1.1.bIt:. and (J) ~uthori%iftlt the "dUty 
to di.eontitlue iu overllod ~ct'. ' 

:. ~ cnillty. toW Allno&! bu~ amolZ.ftt tor Qcdefcro=~ within IJl'T crr or the ~ aN!. 
Q( All,! coonrr 1h.lJl be &l!oeate<1 iJ) :be &&me r:a.tio that the tllm'lbcr of custOmer. in .och ory or wUf.I(or:>O
r:a.t~ arc. bean to tile toW ".,tem ClUtotnet'l. ':'be amoutlu 10 ;a.lloca~ t:ay be ~ w~ Ute vt,WfY 
et~bJ.ana that a.dd.icion.tJ ,~tiotl on a ,rojeet ~ watralIte4. Suc.b AlloCI.ted. .1D!OIInU may be ~ 
oyer tor ~ I'e;u.on&ble ~od of time in eommWtirin wi!h a<:1ive .nder;roundin~ :>ro(!,JJ'!'IJ. In O1't!.er to 
<:lWiiy u • community witI'! .:I ~.iYe \lnc!t'l'jfI'OW'ldin~ 'I'O~ t.',e 10YerninIC body mUIt h:I,"e A.(\ofnt'!'l 
.n ordi~~e 01" ordin.net') crutin" .J.A IIflderlCl'ouM diltr\ct */01' di.tri~ .. 101 tet {ol'th in Section ..... 1.17. 
of thi, rule. Whert' theft' j, ~ ~-o"f!r. the utilitr !\at the ri/rl'lt to .c-t. &I determint<d by iu QPabiliTY. 
re....o~ble litniu on tht' rate of ~Of'f1'l;J.tlct' of the worlc :0 be t'i~nced by tM {lind, ca.n'ie<! oYff. \\'1'1<'1'1 I 

~o~nt. ~e Mt ex~entjt'd or earrird OVf!f' [or the commllnity to wnien thry are initi.llly aLloeat~ th~ . 
th~1l be ...... ill"r<1 w/'len AdditionAl ::>&rtieip"tlon on " "reject i, W&l'1'lLtIt~ or ~ .. ~Iloe;a.(~ to communi tit'. 
with .ctivO!' IIndera'l'Ollntjinr :>I'~ •• 

3. ':'b. UD4cr~diD& cxtetIa for ... :r:Wsitnum diIwIee of OM bloclc 01' 600 left. wllich~ it tlw :...et . 

(c:..11 • ~ 
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Rule No. 20 

REPlACEMENT OF OV~EAD WlTH UNDERGROUND E1..ECTR1C FAClUTtES - Ie: t II 

8. III cil'eum.t.anc~. otil~r tbltl tho~ cQY~ed by A iLbo¥e, th~ utility will I'Q!ac~ ita e:O.till&, Q'l#~I'h04 eJ~etI'ic 
f"ci1itiu wjth underlrl'ol.lod d~c f.acilitiu JJonJ: plolblic strem and road. or oth~r lQation. motwJlr aceed 
upOn wht'n 'l'qlle.te-<! lIy an .... ppliQtlt or ~1),jell.ntJ whcn .all or th~ tollOwil'lt eCll'lditio", art' met: 

.-0.;1 pro~>, ownt'r, St'Ned from the o"erl'lt'ad t .... dlitie. !o be remO"f~ ~flt iI.S(1~ in writinlC to 1'1.",-" • 
th~ winnt eh.II.nlreJ Imode On tl'leir premiSt" J,l') til.C St'rvict' may t>e (ul'Tli~ht'd {rom tilt' unclel'lrrol,lnd j 
di.tnburion ,y.tem in i/.ccortla.nceo with the utilitY'. rule, AlIt.! tn., the utility m .... y 4iacontinue if!' ! 
o"uhe6(j St'MCt' u~n (ompl~1I of the IInderlrl'ound {llcilitie.. or I 

II. Svitableo l~ri.lario" i. in effect ft'Quirinll' .ucn n~e"J,&N. winnr ChUllle. (0 ~ mladl.' Uld IWthontinll' 
U1e utility to di~ontinut' itl QYcl'ha4 St'Nice. 

... FurtWh«! &lid innJJ:t:<! the p&dJ &lid "-Uttl [or truaiorrllt'l'J 1Dt! ~ud ¢qvi:nZll.'ut. conc!wtl, dactl. 
boltu. ~te buu &lie! ~rlormt'd Ot1lt'1' work I't'~wj 10 .truet\,lt(', aile! nb.trlletutet iQcill4i1J1r breaicinJt 
of pa.",l!tlIcct. trf!l1ellinr. !)loClc6IUII~. &lid fl.'lla'rinr I'l'qloljrt'e in (OIU'l~tion with the ill6tlll&tion of tiu: 
uJ:lderiTOant! "..tern. loll i,Q .c:eorwce "";t,b IltilitTl ,~t'Ci5Ci/.r,jon •• Qf. U, :leu tberc:ooC. ,aid :be utillry 
to do 10: 

b. "!'l'a.ll.!enf:f! Q'IIfnO!l'lbi:l of ,oeb fa.t:illtie.; ill zt»t! conditiotl, to the utilit'1: UId 

e. "~,, tlo!U'dtlll4able .um eqlW to Ule exee", it UI"!. of theo ~.ci:.nAt«!d c:om, e.xclu,ivc: of ~{ormt'N. 
mete", ~d ,eNice •. o( completjl'lt the und~r~'7'ound .y.tl.'m ~nd buildil'lt ~ nt"l'f ~uiva.Jent O'I~I'''eAil 
"..t=. 

3. The 110. to !:Ie Ilnderlrl'oulldc:d include. both .ide. of A .tr~et {or .. t leut Ol"Je !)Iocit or fM tNt. which('Yet 
it the :eu<er. IDe! loll c:i.tinr Q"I't'l'ha.d eom::alU1iation &.Cd electric 4iJtributiolJ fa.c.illciu owjtJtin thc Itea. 
..,jll be tea:l~ 

Co In circ:vm'UJlcn otht'f than thOle cO'I'tred by A or B it.bO'Ie. whCl'l murWLlly "lrI'~ l.IlX)n by the utiUcy oUId ill 
a.pplicanc. O"t:!rhead el~tric (~i!itieJ m~y b<' I'Qace"d with undulrI'ound electric !~cilJtiC'l. proYidt:<! tht' :L~:>liOl'lt 
I'«jllt'ltinsc the c:n.nrt' ;~Y" in ac\v&lIce, ill nontdl.ln~11.' tum f!(Iual to tile ".,timAte"d eon of the undl.'rlf!'i)lInt1 
facilities leu thl.' e.wn .. tec! n~ • .alV:I;Il' valul.' ~I\d de()reciation of the tepla.ct'd O'Ierhea.c1 (.eilitie,. t:l'I4el'g'!'ollnd 
IIc:'l'Yic .... will IX' inltiLlled ~nd mAintained ... :>rO'fidtd in the IIt1Iity', rule, ... ,pliable tl'ter(to. 

O. 7he term "undug'!'ound cleculc J),.It'm" mt:J.JI • • n ~I('(tric ,ytErm ..... ith ..II wire. illlt.aJl~ un4erlrl'oun<!. c!«Q1' 
thoSt' .....;ff ... in ~urf~e mounted equipml.'nt enclosure,. 

(WD OF' ~"DI1. A) 
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