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Decision __ 8_2_0_70_8_5 JUL 21 1982 

BEFORE THE Pt,~LIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

Investigation on the Commission·s 1 
own motion into the tarif'f' schedules, 
rates, rules, charges, operations, 
practices, contracts, service, and 
aesthetics and economics of' ) 
.facilities ot all electric and ) 
co~cation public utilities in ) 
the State of Calif'orn'ia.. ) 

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

case 8209 
(Filed June 22', 196;.; 
reopened- lI.ay 22, 1979) 

ORDER DE~~NG MODIFICATION 
OF D&CISION 82-01-18, 

On January 5, 19$2 the Commission issued Decision CD.) 
82-01-1$. That decision changed the existing underground conversion 
progr~ to require the '1.4tilities to install the £irst 100 f'eet o:f 
underground £acilities £ro~ the street distribution line to' the 
point of' connection with the custo~er·s wiring upon request of the 
local governmental entity. 

On February 3, 1982 Pacific Gas and Electric COltpany C?G&E) 
and Southern california Edison Co~pany (SCE) f'iled petitions- tor 
Itoditication and/or rehearing of D.S2-0l-l8,. Neither petition 
specified an allegation of legal error within the Iteaning o,f Public 
Utilities Code § 1732; consequently, the Docket Office retitled 
both pleadings solely as petitions. for modification. 

The City of San Diego filed a response opposing. SCE·s 
petition on February 8, 1982. Thon:as E. Farris, a Berkeley 
resident, filed a response opposing PG&E's petition on February 26, 
19S2. In addition, a letter dated March 1, 1982, stating Temple 
City's opposition to SCE's petition, has been received • 
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PG&E and SeE cla~ that the Commission did not fully 
consider t.he financial consequences of' the previously d'iscussed 
change to the undergroun.i conversion prograJr.. PC&E asserts that 
the change will result in increased allocations and spending under 
Rule 20A and therefore that the Cottmission should weigh the 
financial impact on PG&E of this change. 

SeE argues that the change will unjustly enrich those 
property owners who will benefit froD: subsidized underground 
conversions trOlL the street to their residences. SeE further argues 
that the change will use up more of the undergrounding funds and 
~~ll result in fewer underground conversions. 

SeE's arguD'ents were considered' and rejected in D.S:2-01-1S .. 
We clearly stated in the decision that the City of San Diego's 
proposal for service conversions was reasonable and was adopted. 
(See pp. 11-12, lS-19.) Therefore, since the iss't;ance of D .. 82-0l-l8:, 
the utilities are expected to bear ~ costs o£ converting over­
head facilities to underground service for the first 100 feet trOIl: 

the street to' the custoJTer's residence, at the request of the local 
govern:r.ental entity. SeE's petition, which suggests a different 
interpretation of' D .. S2-0l-1S holding. tAe utilities responsible 
only for the (lost o£ the underground conductor, is incorrect. 

PG&:3 understands the meaning. of D.82-0l-1B- and asks us 
to reconsider this change by way of rehearing D.S2-01-l8 or ex~ning 
the issue in Application CA.) 60809. We decline to do either. As 
stated before, we found n:.erit ill the City of" San Diego' s- proposal 
and we £ind no cause in either petition to alter our deciSion on 
this ~atter. The impact of" this change on the utilities t overall 
underground budgets will be considered in A .. 60809, a pro-ceeding in 
which the level of annual underground conversion buclgets will be set. 
However, the issue or- cost responsibility for underground service 
conversion has been decided by D.S'2-D1-18 and will not be relitigated 
in A.60e09. : 

' . 
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We note that the election by the local governmental entity 
to have utilities 1nstall the £irst 100 £eet o£" underground £acilities 
does not necessarily mean additional overall cos~ to utlli~ies. It 
means less total undergrounding under the annual conversion program 
budget ~ght be done as utilities may be paying for work which once 
~uld have had to be borne by residents or the governr.ental entity. 
~ether the rule change affects annual conversion budgets will be 
ad<iressed in A.60S09, which covers the three largest electric 
utilities. 

IT IS ORDERED that: 
1. Pacific Gas "and Electric Coltpany's Petition for Ivlodifi­

cation ot' D.82-01-18 is. denied. 
2. Southern C8lifornia Edison. Co~pany's Pet1tion for 

Modification of D.82-01-1S is denied. 
This order becomes effective 30 days from today_ 
Dated .rut 2 1 1982 , at San Francisco, california • 

":,? 
JOHN E. BRYSON ; ~ 

Pr~jdent ' 
RICE:ARl) D. CRAVEU..E 
VICTOR CALVO 
Pruscn..r .. A C CREW 

'Coma1i~onc:rs. ' 

I CERTIFY TP.AT !?!S DECISION 
WAS, APPROVED BY 'Z'EE ABOVE. 
C~'1MISSIC~~ ,!(M~ .. y. 


