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THE PACIFICA CORPORATION and ) -
PARDEE CONSTRUCTION COMPANY,

Complainants,

)

)

)

) Case 10829
g (Filed January 30, 1980)
) »

)

)

)

)}

vs.

SOUTHERN CALIFORNLA EDISON
COMPANY,

Defendant.

Greenberg, Bevnhard, Welss & mavma,
Incorporated, by Richard Rosin and
James C. Camp, Attornevs at Law,
for complainants.

Robert W. Kenddll, Attorney at Law,
zor delZencant.

Summary ’ .
Complainants, The Pacifica Corporation and Pardee
Construction Company, are the owners-and developers of Tract 2865
in Ventura County, a 622-lot vesidential subdivision. The tract
is being developed in phases through 1986. Complainants contend
that the electrical conduit system proposed to sexve the tract by.//
defendant, Southern California Edison Company (Edison), cannot be
used for the foreseeable future and, therefore, is not necessaxy
construction within th¢ weaning of EZdison's tariff Rule 15.1,
Section 3.1. In essence, they claim Edison is proposing to over-
build and, accordingly, collect unreasonable charges from them.
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Section B,l states:
*B. Installétion.

"1. The developer of the subdivision will
perform all necessary trenching and
backfilling, including furnishing of
any imported back£fill material required,
and will furnish, install and deed to
the utility any necessary distribution
and feeder conduit required.”

Complainants argue that (1) Edison could adequately
serve Tract 2865 and surrounding areas with fewer and less
costly feeder circuits than it is proposing, which would reduce
complainants® contributions to Edison; and (2) while Edison
concedes that it should pay for a 5-inch conduit from its
Moorpark Substation to a proposed Wood Ranch Development
(Wood Ranch) which traverses Tract 2865, it does not recognize
its obligations to pay a proportionate share of the costs of
trenching, backfilling, and concrete jacketing required to insiall
four 5-inch electrical conduits in a common trench in Tierra

Rejada Read (Tierra Rejada) or to pay a proportionate share of
the cost of the spare conduit. | ‘

The testimony of Edison's witnesses establishes the
validity of Edison's design concepts for serving the areas in
and around Tract 2865. However, complainants’ contention that
Edison should pay a pro rata portion of other costs associated
with its Wood Ranch circuit has merit.
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Ba ound \
On December 18, 1979 the Ventura County Board of Supervisors
(County) adopted a revised master plan for the rapidly developing
Mooxpark area. The plan adopts zoning and density criteris and a
grid of existing and proposed streets and mumbers of lanes in those
streets to provide for vehicular circulation in the master plan area,
A part of the master plan area will be referred to below as
the study area. The study area is an irregularly shaped 7,169-acre
area with a maximm length of about 6-1/2 miles and a maxizum width
of about three miles. Tract 2865 is in the center of the study area.
The coumplaint focuses on the electrical facilities needed
within Tract 2865 as part of the distribution feeder system required
to supply the study area. It also seeks to apportion costs for
extending service to Wood Ranch, a development outside of the study
area. |
Three attachments to this decision show the various methods
proposed for providing electrical service to the study area and for
Edison's Moorpark Substation comnection to Wood Ranch. Attachment A
shows Edison's plan. Attachment B shows complainants' plan. Attach-
ment C shows modifications to complainants' plan which Edison believes
are necessary to provide reliable service, spare conduit, and neces-
sary backup circuits to these areas. However, Edison prepared the
modified plan only for illustrative purposes. It contends that the
modified plan would be more costly and less reliable than its plan.
Edison and complainants discussed tentative routings for
supplying electricity to the study area and Wood Ranch. Edison based

its earlier designs upon its understanding of elements in the proposed

master plan and the construction scheduling of complainants and other
developers in the study area and in adjacent areas. Edison's earlier
designs thus assumed that:

1. The substation on Los Angeles Avenue
(State thway 118) near Gabbert Road would
be the primary source of distribution feeder

circuits for the study area;

-3-
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2, Three primary circuits and a spare conduit
follow Tierra R:iada, using the proposed
Tiexrra Rejada B e over the Arroyo Simi,
and proceed thr the '"Urban West Commmities"
Development (Urban West) to Tract 2865.

After the filing of the complaint, negotiations continued
between Edison and complainants on the proposed method of serving
the study area, Complainants informed Edison that the County had
adopted a revised Moorpark master plan. Edison was also informed
that Urban West did not plan to construct the bridge over Arroyo
Simi umtil 1991, Since this bridge was to have been the connect-
ing link on Edison's main route for supplying the study area, Edison
modified its design to provide electric service to tracts in the study
area, including Tract 2865, prior to the 1991 completion of that
through route. This modification includes adding a new overhead
400-ampere circuit and increasing the capacity of an existing
overhead circuit from 285 amperes to 400 amperes, on the Janss cir-
cuit pole line from the Moorpark Substation east along Los Angeles
Avenue to Peach Hill Road, then south on the north-south portion of

Peach Hill Road and its extension parallel to the western boundary of
Tract 2865 to Tierra Rejada. '

As a visual afd, Edison divided the study area into color-
coded areas. The conduits were color-keyed to show the primary
feeder circuits serving these areas, the Wood Ranch, and a spare
conduit, The shadings and notations on Attachments A, B, and C
show the boundaries of the green, blue, and red areas and the distri-
bution feeder circuit proposed by Edison and by complainants,

Edison proposes to use Janss overhead circuits through 1991
as interim feeder lines to all of the developments In the study area.
It would also use the Janss circuits to permanently supply existing
loads and any load expansion-in areas now served from the existing
Janss circuit. This circuit is a backup link between substations
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needed to switch power during emergencies. Edison expects the Janss
circuitl/ will be required to meet growing demands in the Peach Rill
Road corridor mear Tract 2865 and to supply additional large user
single-family homes adjacent to Santa Rosa Road. (The west branch
of the Janss circuit is south and west of Tract 2865.) After comple-
tion of the bridge over Arroyo Simi, Edison plans to supply most of
the study area directly from Moorpark Substation from three circuits
installed in the four Tierra Rejada conduits. Areas adjacent to
Peach Hill Road now served from the Janss c¢ircuit end a school site
and a park site in Tract 2865 would be permmwnently served from the
reconductored Janss circuit. In the interim the Janss overhead cir-

cuits would convey electricity from Moornmari Substation to those
underground Tierra Rejada circuics.

1/ An Edison witness identified further potential loads on the east
branch of the Janss circuit along the portion of Tierra Rejada
east of Tract 2865. This portion of the blue area is now zoned
for very low density open space uses. He stated that developer
pressures caused the County to prepare a Tierra Rejada Valley
Land Use Study which analyzes several altematives for revising
the master plan to permit more residential subdivisions to be
developed.
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Complainants propose %0 use the Janss circuit as the

permanent supply for Tract 2865. )
Both complainants and Edison relied on the following

conclusions contained in two prior decisions—/ to resolve their
disputed interpretations of tdison's Rule 15.1:

“1. The phrase ‘any necessary distribution
and feeder conduit regquired® in Section
B.l of defendant's Rule 15.1 includes
not only that feeder concuit regquired to
sexrve the tract for which service is
sought, but alse that fecder conduit
installed within zthe boundaries of the
tract which is nec¢essary to interconnect
the service to the tract with service
to subsequent developments outside the
tract.* (Mimeo. page 9, Ranev.)

The phrase 'any necessary distribution
and feeder conduit required' in Section
B.1 of SCZ's Rule 15.1 includes not only
that feeder conduit required to serve the
tract for which service is sought and
that installed within the boundaries of
the tract which is necessary to inter-
connect the service to the tract with
service to subscquent developments out-
side the tract: dut also includes
conduit which is installed as a part

of a backbone systen in accordance with
sound engineering practice to provide
for the potential for growth in the
area, to provide for future anticipated

2/ Decision (D.) 88613 dated March 21, 1978 in Case (c.) 10313,
Ranev Develomment Companv v Southern California Edison Comoanyv,
and D.89908 daced January 30, 1979 in C.10454, Villa Suilding
Companv v Southern California Edison Companv.
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load growth in the existing residential
subdivision and the existing subdivisions

in close proximity thereto, and to provide
the flexibility and versatility of modifying
or supplying emergency backup power to the
are§ i?volved.“ (Minmeo. pages 18 and 19,
Villa.

Zdison also contends that in Villa the Commission implied
that necessary conduit night be installed for other reasons,
but that its proposal is consistent with Villa.
Issues

The primary issues concerning Edison's proposal are:

I. The apportionment of costs associated
with the Wood Ranch circuit.

IXI. Edison's coantrol of its distribution
svstem design. :

The definition of necessary distribdbution
and feeder conduit under Rule l5.1.

3/ *In the Ranev case we stated that feeder conduit installed
within the boundaries of the subdivider's tract, which is
necessary to interconnect the service to that tract with
service to subsequent developments outside the tract, was
necessary feeder conduit required by Section B.l. of SC='s
Rule 15.1. It does not necessarily follow that feeder
cable installed for purposes different from or in addi-~
tion to the interconnection of service to the developer's
tract with service to subsequent developments outside the
tract should not be considered in determining whether the
feeder conduit is necessary and required pursuant to Rule
15.1." (D.89908, mimeo. page 15.)
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Lﬁbarings

Five days of public hearings were held between November 3
and December 15, 1980 in Los Angeles before Administrative Law
Judge Jerry J. Levander. The matter was submitted after receipt of
concurrent opening and closing briefs.

I. THE APPORTIONMENT OF COSTS ASSOCIATED
WITH THE WOOD RANCH CIRCUIT

Edison plans to install electrical cadle in two of the
Tierra Rejada conduits to supply Tract 2865 and surrounding areas.
The third conduit will be a spare used for ventilation, which
could be used in an emergency for the installation of new circuits
to replace circuits damaged by construction equipment or by
electrical failures. The fourth conduit would be a portion
of the 63—m;1e installation from Edison's Moorpark Substation
to Wood Qanch-/ Edison argues that it should not pay a pro
rata portion of the trenching and spare conduit costs in Tierra
Rejada because the trench and spare conduit are necessary under
its Rule 15.l1, exclusive of the Wood Ranch conduit,and the same~
sized trench would accommodate either three or four conduiis.
It bases its argument upon the Comnission's resolution of the
issue of cost sharing for a spare conduit in Villa. Edison
contends that the Comnission could have provided for a pro rata
sharing of costs, but it did not.

4/ Vood Ranch is about equidistant from Zdison’s Moorpark and
Roval Substations and will be supplied from both substations.
Edison plans to use its Royal Substation feeder circuit as the
sole supply for the early phases of Wood Ranch.
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If Edison deferred its Wood Ranch installation, con-
plainants would pay for a’3=conduit installation.é/ Edison would
eventually need to construct its own trench, install cable within
a conduit and a spare conduit, structures, concrete jacketiny,
and back£ill. At that tiﬁe, it could incur added costs for
breaking and replacing pavement, curbs, and gutters, and
avoiding other utilities’ilines.

We pnote that if Edison constructed a joint trench with
another ut{lity, the two utilities would apportion the trenching
costs. We think that Edison should pay for the benefits it derfves
from the joint installation with complainants,

In Villa the Commission concluded that necessary
conduit includes "conduit &eqpi:ed to provide the flexibility
and versatility of modifyving or supplying energency backup
power to the area involved." (Emphasis added.) The spare
conduit is also necessary to provide ventilation for the
underground circuits. Ediéon's arqunent would be valid if
these uses of the spare condult were limited to servicing
the requirements of the study area circuits. However, since Edison
concedes that it, rather tﬁan conplainants, is responsible
for the cost of the Wood Ranch conduit and the spare condult
would e used for two study area circuits and for the Wood
Ranch circuit, a one-thirdﬁ(pro rata) apportionment of the
cost of the Tierra Rejada spare conduit (e.g. trenching, concrete

3/ Complainants could pay more for a 3-conduit installation than
for a 4-conduit installation because the cost of added quantities
of concrete needed to orcupy'the space displaced by the con-
Quit to Wood Ranch could be areater than the conduit cost.
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jacketing, and backfill) to Edison is reasonable, Therefore,
complainants are responsible for two-thirds of the cost of the conduit
installation in Tierra Rejada and for all remaining conduit costs
within Tract 2865 (see Routes RT snd XY on Attachment A).

II. EDISON'S CONTROL OF ITS
DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM DESIGN

Edison's Position

Edison contends that its public utility obligation make it
responsible for providing reliable and adequate electrical service
to all customers in its service axea at the lowest cost to all. To
carry out this responsibility Edison requires its planners to balance
many conflicting factors and to apply a great deal of judgment,
Edison argues that its design may not be the optimm or least costly
solution possible for serving a particular customer or group of cus-
tomers, but always tailoring design to minimize developers' costs
would result in the installation of many piecemeal systems, increase
the costs..ultimately borne by Edison's ratepayers, and not facilitate
Edison's duty to design for reliable sexvice for all of its customers.

Edison believes that complainants' only goal in seeking a
rvedesign of Edison's electrical distribution system in the study area
is to minimize their costs. Edison asserts that inadequacies in
complainants' proposed design would require later construction by
Edison of additional underground facilities in developed lands to
provide for reliable service in the study area and the needs now .
met by the Janss circuit, In addition, Edison would be precluded
from its plammed use of the overhead lines in Los Angeles Avenue to
supply the northern portion of the master plan area.
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Complainants® Position

| Complainants contend that Edison seeks to frame the dispute
in terms of whose design is superfor or on Edison's undisputed right
to design its own system, Complainants assert their plan merely
demonstrates an alternate routing and timing plan, not a design, to
show that altermatives are available to serve future developments in
surrounding areas, 1f that developwent should ever occur, Complain-
ants contend that Ediscn's proposed system was designed solely for
Edison's benefit; that the proposed system would only duplicate or
underground existing facilities or serve conjectural future develop-
ments; and that, therefore, the Commission should order Edison to
pay for the system., . They argue that if neither property owners
required to pay for a system nor this Commission is permitted to
question Edison's judgment on whether the conduit is necessary, then

the word ""necessary’’ may as well be read out of Rule 15.1.
Factors to be Considered

The Commission is the proper forum for resolution of this
dispute. To test the validity of complainants' objections to the
need for Edison’s proposed system, we will review the process used

in developing the designs, the design criteria, and the qualifications
of the witnesses. |

Planning Process

Edison's planning for the Tract 2865 system, made in the
context of the system needed for the master plan area, was
initisted by a service planmer. The plan was reviewed by Marcel L.
Ginchereau, plamning mansger of Edison's Thousand Oaks District,
and then by James D. Hornbuckle, Thousand Oaks District manager.
Due to the size of the tract, the plan was routinely reviewed by
Hornbuckle's superior at the divisicpal level and by Edison's
corporate engineering staff at its Rosemead headquarters. The




€.10329 ALJ/EA

proposed cdesign was reviewed with Edison's other four customer
service divisions to ensure that the basic design was consistent
with the way the other districts would design the system. It
was also reviewed by C. Daniel Sanborn in Edison's Revenue
Requirenment Department. After all of these reviews, Edison
recomnmends adoption ¢f its proposal. Ginchereau, Hornbuckle,
and Sankorn were IZcdison's witnesses in the proceedinc.

In its master planning for a large residential area
Zdison lays out a grid of distribution feeder conduits adecuate
%0 contain the circuits needed to meet the Zoreseeadble demands
of the area beihg served. Z3Zdison continually revises its plaﬁs

»ecavse the plans of nany developers and individuals requesting
service are conﬁinually'changiag. Therefore, Edison does ot
reserve circuits to serve individual tracts. It uses available
capacity in existing circuits to defer installing new cirguits
and to reduce its costs. 3ut if it fails to lay out a grid of
distribution Zceder conduits adequate to contain the circuits
needed to meet the Soresceadle cemands of the area being served,
it nmust later install facilities in ioproved streets containing
other utility lines.

~ Sdison admittediy changed the study area ¢rid layout
during the course of its discussions with complainants. ZEdison's
wvitnesses testified that changes in its »lans were neelsd to
incorporate updated information, including the delay in completion
of Tierra Rejada, the County adontion of a revised master wlan,
further identification of electrical loads and needed ventilation
reguirements, County requirements, and £inal Tract 2865 develop~
nent plans. At the time the complaint was filed, the sequence
for the »uildout of Tract 2855 was still ia the planning stage.
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Desiemn Criteria

Edison projected the ultimats number of
dwelling uni4s (DU) in the study area and related
electric loads based upon A review of the revised Moorpark

Plan Area master plan n ao—/ and use of average resicdential

densities in each zoned arca agcordine to the County Planning

Department's recommendations. Its astinates of present and

future reguirements in the ot ~on snclude consideration of
timing for known developments (even when tcn:ntivé tract WAPS.

have mot been filed). In addition to the development of,

the first four phases of Urban Vest, Tract 2965, and 0¥ areas
adjacent to Pcach Hill Road north and west of Tract 28605 Adis-
cusséa by complainants' witnessen, Wiinon supplicd later inf

on the £iling of tentative Lract map:s by two dovelopers,
and Meyer Howard. Carjsbﬁrq A5 rocucenvinge anthority to huild
1,005 bﬁ in the portion of the Dlue araa woned for low dcnbity-‘
residénﬁial development beginnine in 1993, Hdison docs not

rely on developerxs' DU estin 5 {e.a., BEdison believes that
the County's ceiling for development of Carlsbera‘*s tract is

883 DY out of a total of 1.005 DU for the »lue arca under the
. ’ . .

6/ The revisions lowered
plan area.
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adopted master plan). Carlsberg plans to begin his development

in 1983. Howard proposes to subdivide within the 1,500-foot strip
between Tract 2865 and Urban West, Edison had not obtained
information on Howard's mlanned scheduling. Zdison's residen-
tial DU projections and load reguirenents (based on 0.2 amperes
per DU) for the red, green, and blue areas and for Wood Ranch.

are as follows:

a. Red area - 2,651 DU (including 200
existing DU) = 530 amperes.

b. Green area - 1,992 DU (including 20
existing DU) - 392 anperes.

c. Blue area - 1,005 DU - 201 amperes.

d. Vood Ranch -~ 3,880 DU - 776 amperes.

The distribution system layout proposed by Edison
focuses on service reliability, operational flexibility, and
ease of access to avoid prolonged outages affecting many

custonexs. At about the tinme a large area is fully developed,
Zdison's design requires completion of both a primary-feeder
circuit and a back-feeder circuit for emergencies. To expedite
distribution feeder circuit repairs and maintenance, Edison

installs conduit in accessible corridors. Tierra Rejada and
Los Angeles Avenue are the only east-west corridors availadle
in the master plan area. Edison provides for emergency dackup
capability by designing its svsten to permit load transfers
between circuits originating ZLrom the sane substhtion,and
between circuits connecting adiacent substations. The Moorpark
Substation is the primary distribution substation serving the
Los Angeles Avenue area, the study area, Tierra Rejada Valley,

- and Santa Rosa Valley. Tierra Rejada will be a four-lane divided
highway.
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All of Edison's districts use 1,000 KO wire for 400~
azpere underground feeder circuits and 653 KM wire for 400-ampere
overhead service. The 400-ampere limitation per distribution
circuit was adopted to ensble Edison to maintain the voltage limi-
tations which are part of its Conservation Voltage Reduction Program.
It could not meet those limitations 1f the circuits were overloaded,
In addition, when circuits are overloaded Edison lacks the flexibil-~
ity to move electrical load from one circuit to another under emergency
conditions. These circuits will temporarily handle a 600-ampere load
under emergency conditions,

Complainants"® 2‘5‘ oposal

Allen M. Jones is the executive vice president of Utilicy
Consultants, Inc. (UCl). UCI represents clients, primarily land
developers. It negotiates with utilities about utility installations

- and arranges the scheduling of those installations, Jones represented

complainants in their negotiations with Edison and developed com-
plainants' proposals in this proceeding.

The UCIL plan would extend Edison's proposed two~circuit
Janss line south of Tierra Rejada and east along the south boundary
of Tract 2865 to Moorpark Road (Route ABDE on Attachment B) to per-
manently provide feeder lines to sexrve Tract 2365 from Peach Hill
Road on the west or from the southerly tract boundary and to provide
service to Wood Ranch. This alternative would avold comstruction of
a trench and conduits in Tierra Rejada through Tract 2865, UCL's
plan would require Carlsberg to install two 5~inch conduits in
Moorpark Road between the intersection of Los Angeles Avenue and
Spring Street and Tierra Rejada (Route CP) and would require developers
of properties west of Tract 2865 to install two S5-inch conduits in

7/ KM means 1,000 circular mills, which is a measurement of the area
of the cross section of a wire.
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Tierra Rejada between the Moorpark Substation and the Janss circuits
along Peach Hill Road (Route AN). (If construction of a portion of
Tierra Rejada was delayed, UCL recommends installing conduit in an
east-west portion of Peach H{ll Road.) UCI proposes a 75C KQM circuit
in Moorpark Road and a 1,000 KCM circult in Tierra Rejada. The other
conduit In each roadway would be a spare.

The UCI design would continmuously overload circuits up to
the thermal loading criteria® established by the manufacturer. In
addition, UCI's design wor:ld use two Jamwss circuits from the Mobrpark
Substation to Peach Hill Road along Los Angeles Avenue (Route AB) to
feed three circuits, two circults along Peach Hill Road and its exten-
sion (Route BDE), and one circuit from Los Angeles Avenue to the inter-
section of Moorpark Road and Tierra Rejada (Route BCP).

Proposed Tract 2865 Backbene Inmstallatiomns

Undex Its design eriteria, Edison proposes to install two
5-~inch conduits through Tract 2865 connecting its proposed facil-
ities in Tierra Rejada to two existing S-inch conduits in Tract
3096, which 13 north of Tract 2865 (Route RT on Attachment A). One
conduit would house the backbone circuit needed to supply the residen-
tial In-tract distribution system iocad of 124.4 amperes; the other
conduit would be a spare. It would also imstall a radial underground
connection for a school site and a park site (Route XY on Attachment A).

Complainants' in-tract backbome system consists of two
3-inch conduits, one traversing the tract in an cast-west direction
connecting the Janss line to future circuits in Moorpark Road and the
other comnecting the east-west circuit to the circuits in Tract
3096 (Route XRBF2 on Attachment B). This altemative would rot
contain spare conduits. It would provide for a two-way feed to the
school and park sites.

8/ This is the maximm current a wire can carry for one foot. Edison

believes that its wiring would become annealed and burn up before
the thermal loading was reached.

-16-




C.10829 ALJ/nb

The UCI plan would extend Edison's proposed two-circuit
Janss line along the south boundary of Tract 2865 to Moorpark Road
to permanently provide the necessary feeder lines and backfeed lines
needed to serve Tract 2865 from Peach Hill Road on the west or from
the southerly tract boundary. This would avoid construction of a
trench containing four S-inch conduits in Tierra Rejada through
Tract 2865. f

Complainants concede that it would be necessary to install
conduits in Tract 2865 within Tierrs Rejada as proposed by Edison
if UCI's proposal to serve Carlsberg from conduits i{n Moorpark Road
is not adopted. In that event UCI proposes two conduits to provide
a circuit to Carlsberg and a spare conduit, It proﬁ»osu a third
conduit if the Wood Ranch circuit could not be carried on an overhead
line,
Construction of Tierra Rejada

Complainants' witnesses believed that the County would
allow use of alternate access roads to delay construction of portions
of Tierra Rejada. However, the County informed Edison that it will
require study area developers to complete that portion of Tierra
Rejada physically located within or adjacent to each phase of their
developments and will not permit umimproved gaps in that road. The
County believes that the needs of police, fire, and other emergency
service agencies will require completion of the Tierra Rejada bridge
over Arroyo Siml by about 1991, when the Urban West development has
been 50% to 757% completed,
Qualifications of Complainants' Design Witness

Jones majored in mathematics and physics for two years, He
holds no degree or professional licemse. He worked for San Dlego
Gas & Electric Company for six years in various capacities, which
included pole design and cost-estimating. Neither Jones nor other
UCI employees had designed substations or electrical distribution
systems for large areas.
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Qualifications of Edison's Witnesgses

Edison's three witnesses all hold engineering degrees.
Hornbuckle is a registered mechanical and a registered nuclear
engineer in California. The regular work responsibilities of
Edison's witnesses include design and/or review of facilities
needed to supply large developments.

Discussion on System Design

Edison correctly assesses complainants' proposal as
a redesign of its system. A developer should not be permitted
to design the system, but it may question Edison's design. The
UCI plan challenges the underlying engineering design assumptions
used throughout Edison's system when it suggests that distribu-
tion feeder circuits could regqularly carry loads far in excess
of those used in Edison's design. But UCI provides no engineering
justification for such circuit loading,

Edison's distribution feeder design criteria are
reasonable. Its design has the flexibility to switch loads
during emergencies and to meet the energy-conserving voltage
limitations of its Conservation Voltage Reduction Progran.

The goals of that program could not be met if its circuits
were overloaded.

Edison's plan provides a reasonable ﬁethod‘for
extending a grid of distribution feeder lines and backfeeds
to provide: (1) service to the study area, (2) a circuit to
Wood Ranch, (3) a backbone circuit and spare conduit connected
to the Tierra Rejada installation and to two 5=inch conduits
within Tract 3096, and (4) a radial connection in a Seinch
conduit togsupply-a school site and a park site. Full develop-

ment of the red area is projected to require more than one
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circuit. This need could be met £rom the blue circuit. In addltion,
there is an area north of Tract 2865 and east of Moorpark Road zoned
for medium density residemtial dpvelopment which is ad;acent to the
proposed Carlsberg tract, which may be served from the blue circult.
Projected demands for the greea area, which should include the Griffin
tract located north of Arroyo Simi, will require at least one clrcu%E,

The multiple deficiencies of the UCIL plan require the
Commission to reject it. For example, in preparing the UCI plan the
witness did not attempt to verify his assumptions concerning the con-
struction of a purported Wood Ranch substation and he did not consider
the need for stronger, wider, and/or taller structures for safely
carrying long span overhead circuits or additional unbalanced stresses.
He believed incorrectly that the Peach Hill Pole Top substation, which
is used to supply a few surrounding blocks, c¢could supply the northemn
portion of the master plan area.

His plan would not provide for future anticipated load
growth in Tract 2865, in apprdved oxr proposed subdivisions c¢lose by,
and in other portions of the study area. These subdivisions include
Urban West, the proposed Howard tract, amd subdivisions under
construction along both the north-south and east-west portions of
Peach Hill Road, west of Tract 2865, and the proposed Carlsberg tract,
east of Tract 2865.
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Our review confirms Edison's assessment that if it
constructed the UCI system, it would need to construct new
facilities in improved portions of the study area after 1991.

If Edison had agreed to provide permanent service to Tract 2865
from Peach Hill Road, its design could include a neW'undérground
installation in Peach Hill Road under its Rule 15,12/ and

there still could be a requirement for further underground
installations to serve the blue area.

The distribution feeder and Tract 2865 backbone
system proposed by Edison should be built to provide adequate
and reliable service within the study area. Any Rule
15.1 cost modifications should be premised on Edison's
.design proposal.

: JII. THE DEFINITION OF NECESSARY DISTRIBUTION
AND FEEDER CONDUIT UNDER RULE 15.1

Complainants arque that since Edison's proposed Tierra
Rejada conduit could not be used for *"future anticipated load
growth in the existing subdivisions and the existing subdivisions
in close proximity thereto* (Villa, nimeo. page 18; enphasis
added) for 10 years or more, those facilities cannot be
used for the foreseeable future and are, therefore, .
not necessary within the meaning of Rule 15.1. Complainants
object to Edison's use of a longer time span than in Villa
because in that case Edison's expert witness testified that
the conduit at issue "would be needed within the foreseeabdle

9/ Tract 2865 does not qualify for overhead service under
Edison's Rule 15.
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future, which he explained was a period of five to seven years.”
(Vvilla, mimeo. page 14.) Complainants do not object to Edison's
planning 10 or more vears into the future, but they argue that
present homeowners will receive no benefits from Edison's
proposed system for 10 years and those homeowners should not

be forced to pay for that system at this time as a condition

for service.

Complainants also argue that the needs for the study
area are speculative and not based on any development plans and
are therefore not “"anticipated” as defined in Villa.

Costs

Edison estimated its plan shown on Attachment A would
cost $1,365,600. Edison modified complainants' $533,540 cost
estlmate-/ for the facilities shown on Attachment B to $691,790
to correct erroneous znformatlon it supplied to complainants
(Edison included $4,790 for the in-tract backbone conduits -
proposed by UCI but omitted it in its estinmate),

After these cost corrections, Edison's witnesses
testified that they nodified complainants' estimates: to incor-
porate cosﬁs of other facilities.omitted'by complainants; to
provide for more costly tower structures required to safely
carry c;rcults proposed by conplainants over certain long
spans and to resist unbalanced stresses: to comstruct required
underground circuits lnstgad of the overhead circuits proposed
by complainants; and to provide needed spare conduits. These

10/ =dison‘s estimates, revised to correct its errors on the
cost and facilities required for the alternate proposals,
were consolidated in Edison's opening brief. None of the
cost estimates introduced in this proceeding was based on
detailed engineering studies. They are primarily based on
cost data developed by Edzson.
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changes increase the estimate to $932,590. The tdison witnesses
then calculated the costs of facilities they recommended to
eliminate UCI's design deficicencies. These additions brought
the total cost of the facilities shown on Attachment C to
$1,629,600, of which $79,000 would be paid for by complainants.

Edison estimates the cost of trenching within Tract
2865 in Tierra Rejada §t $24,000 and the ¢ost per conduit i
that trench at $8,800.3 § |
, Complainants® plan would aveid construction of any
feeder in Tract 2865 except for Route XRBF2. On that basis, .~
conmplainants’ contribution for feoeder conduit under Edison‘s
_Rule 15.1 would be $4,790. | |

Edison's estimaté of complainanss’ idit&al costs under
Rule 15.1 at $87,800 is broken down as follows: $50,400 for
the Tierra Rejada installations; $30,200 for the two S-inch
backbone conduits in Tract 2865; and $7,200 for the in-tract -
connection to the schoéllsite and park site. THe $7,200 item
is subject to refund when those sites are developed. These
amounts do not include structure costs for facilities installed
by complainants which would then be pal fox by Edison.
Discussion

-

The discussion on timing in Villa centered on the
conditions involved in that complaint. In this proceeding,
developers are holding large parcels of land and are con-
templating developments spread over several years. In the
case of Urban West, complainants'® witness Poole testified
that Urban West anticipated development of the f£irst four
phases of its lO0-phase project over approximately 10 years,
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@
but that this estimate could vary depending on market acceptance
of its houses. 1In the context of major developers proceeding
with their own multiyear construction and marketing planning,
it would be unreasonable to apply the 53~ to 7-year planning
estimate in Villa to this case. Furthermore, Edison would
install connections from two Janss circuits on Peach Hill Road
into conduits in Tierra Rejada, and install neceded cable in
those conduits to supply electricity from those circuits.
The use of Tiérra Rejéda circuits to provide a direct feed
. from the Mooﬁpark Substation awaits the completion of that
. road. <
| At full developuent, the residences within the subdi-
visions, forwdhich.either tentative or £inal subdivision,maps
have been filed would use almost all of the electrici
provided for in Edison's study area estimates.
. As noted above, Edison's plan for serving the study
area is reasonable and UCI's is not. Cost adjustments to ¢onform
- to Rule 15.1 should be based on Edison‘’s plan. The conduit
Edisod:proposes to install in Tract 2865 is necessary under
Ed;son 8 Rule 15.1 except for the Wood Ranch conduit. The
method of apportionment of actual costs related to this conduit
is dlscussed as Issue I of this decision. Therefore, con-
- ‘plainants' costs under Rule 15.1 would be approximately $10,933
‘ ‘less fhan.proposed‘by Edison for Tierra Rejada trenching and
: p&re conduit costs in Tract 2865. Edison would payv one-third
‘of approximately $24,000 for trenching costs plus one-third of
approx:mately $8,C00 for the spare conduit. Edison would also
pay‘$8,800 for the Wood Ranch conduit.

!£J1¢f the Tierra Rejada Valley area east of Tract 2865 is rezoned

- for residential uses, there would be additional capacity
requirements in the blue area.
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?indiﬁgs of Fact

1. Complainant Pacifica and Edison commenced discussions
regarding the installation of an electrical distribution system
for Tract 2865, a 622-lot subdivision in the community of Moor-
- park in Ventura County in 1979. Pacifica disputed Edison's
interpretations of "any necessary distribution and feeder
conduit required* in Section B.l of Edison's Rule 15.1, con-
tained in Edison's prelininary proposals. Complainants,
each developing portions of Tract 2865, object to Edison's
‘adopted proposal. g
‘ Co2. Edison has a multilevel Teview procedure for
determining the adequacy of proposed distribution feeder
systems for large residential tracts (such as Tract 2865)
and for service to other areas served from a substation.
This review encompasses delivery of energy to a tract:
providing necessary backfeed circuits and spare conduits for
ventilation and for enmergency replacement of circuits:
Providing for backbone in-tract feeder circuit and necessary
spare conduit; conformity with Edison’'s design standardss
and interconnection of circuits between distribution sub-
stationsufbr emergency or backup purposes.

‘ 3. Edison originally planmned to install distribution
feeder conduits from its Moorpark Substation, south and east
within the Tierra Rejada transportation corridor, a proposed
four-lane divided highway, to supply anticipated residential
sthdivisions, including Tract 2865, within the-study-are;.

R

Qi
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4. Complainants advised Edison that the County had
adopted a revised master plan for the Moorpark area and that
Urban West, the developer of a l0-phase residential sub-
division,was not planning to complete the portion of Tierra
Rejada within its boundaries and a bridge across the Arroyo
Simi prior to 1991. Tract 2865 is approximately 1,500 feet
east of Urban West.

5. Edison used this information and updated information
on complainants' specific plans for developing Tract 2865 to
revise its proposed plan for serving the study area and Wood
Ranch, and to provide for future interconnections to the portion
of the master plan area north of the study area. The connec-
tion could be used as a backfeed for the blue area.

6. Edison's distridbution design feeder criteria are
reasonable. Its proposalxpe:mits flexibility to switch loads
during emergencies and to neet the energy-conserving veoltage
linitations of its Comservation Voltage Reduction Progran.

7. Edison's proposal provided for temporary service to
supply electricity within the study area until its Tierra Rejada
feeder system can be directly connected to its Moorpark Sub-
station, at its expense. The conduits installed in Tierra
Rejaca through Tract 2865, which are designed to provide service
within the study area, necessary ventilation, and emergency
capability, will be used for those purposes whether the supply
comesrfrom[the-overhead circuits or directly from Moorpark
Substation. The two S5—inch backbone conduits within Tract 2865
(Route RT) ‘and the radial comnection to a school site and a

park site (Route XY) are needed to distribute electricity within
that tract. '

il

=25
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- 8., The UCI plan would not provide for future anticipated load
growth in Tract 2865, in approved or proposed subdivisions close by,
or in other portions of the study ares, nor would it provide Edison
with the flexibility to modify its system or to supply emergency
backup power to the area involved. Due to circuit overloading inher-
ent in the UCI plan, Edison could not meet the voltage and energy
reduction goals of its Conservation Voltage Reduction Program.

9., Edison's permanent use of the reconductored Janss circuit
as proposed by UCI would compel Edison to later install a new circuit
to supply the existing and potential additional loads on this circuit,

10. Edison's extension to Wood Ranch is not 'necessary” dis-
tribution and feeder conduit required for service within the study
area,

11. Edison avoids the cost of installing the Wood Ranch conduit
and a spare condult in a separate trench by installing the Wood Ranch
conduit in a common trench with three other conduits needed to supply
Tract 2865; this would intercomnect the service to the tract with
subsequent developments outside the tract, and provide ventilation
and flexibility to switch loads during emergencies. The Wood Ranch
circuit 13 one of three proposed circuits in that trench; therefore,
Edison should pay one-third of the cost of the spare conduit and
one~-third of the cost of tremching, concrete jacketing, and back-

£111ing the Tierra Rejada trench through Tract 2865, which totals
approximately $10,933. |
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12. Edison's plan provides for the Wood Ranch conduit and
for a spare conduit as two of the four conduits in Tierra Rejada
from Moorpark Substation to the east boundary of Tract 2865.
Edison could aveoid separate trenching costs in the remaining
portions of Tierra Rejada by installing the Wood Ranch conduit
in a common trench with the other feeder conduits.

Conclusions of Law

1. It would be unreasonable to apply the 5- to 7-year
planning estimate in Villa to this case.

2. Edison nust install underground conduit for the
necessary distribution and feeder circuits required to serve
Tract 2865 to conform to its Rule 15.1.

3. With the exception of the Wood Ranch conduit, Edison’s
proposal for Tract 2865 meets the Villa criteria for "any
necessary distribution and feeder conduit required.®

4. When Edison installs distribution and feeder conduit
vhich is not necessary under its Rule 15.1 in a common trench
with "ﬁecessary distribution and feeder conduit”, it should pay
for the nonqualifying conduit plus an equitable share of the
cost of needed spare conduit, trenching, concrete jacketing,
and necessary backfilling. Ediscn's equitable share for
portiona of the four-conduit Tierra Rejada installation is
one-third of these costs.

5. Complainants should pay for two conduits, two-thirds
of the cost of the spare conduit, and two-thirds of the costs
for trenching, concrete jacketing, and necessary backfilling
in Tierra Rejada within Tract 2865 under Edison's Rule 15.1.

In addition, complainants should pay f£for all remaining necessary
distribution and feeder conduit and trenching costs within
Tract 2865, namely, Routes RT and XY shown on Attachment A.

C =27
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SRDER
IT IS ORDERED that:

1. Southern California Edison Company shall pay for its
Wood Ranch Development 5-inch conduit plus one-third of the cost
of a spare S-inch conduit, plus one-third of the costs of trenching,
concrete jacketing, and necessary backfilling of a four-conduit
trench installation in Tierra Rejada Road through Tract 2865 in
Ventura Countye.

2. The Pacifica Corporation and Pardee Construction Company
{complainants) shall pay for two 5-inch conduits plus two-thirds
of the cost of a sparﬁis-inch conduit, plus two-thirds of the costs
of trenching, concrete jacketing, and necessary backfilling of a
four-conduit trench installation in Tierra Rejada Road through
Tract 2865 in Ventura County. COmplainants shall pay all remaining
distribution and feeder conduit trenching costs within Tract 2865

in Ventura County.
' This order becomes effective 30 days from today.
pated AR 61982 _ at San Francisco, California.
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