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S~ Q-- ,.., .. .., 
Decision ..., , ......... .., ,July 20, ~ 983 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OP TEE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

In the !1atter of ~!'lC Applica~ion o~ ) 
William F. Bell, Wil~red C. ~~gedorn, ) 
and Ray VanderWoude for a waiver of ) 
~he re~uiremcnt for undergrounding ) 
of utilities for San Diego Coun~y ) 
Tract ,846. ) 
---------------------------------) 

o PIN I 0 ~ 

Ap~lication 83-02-48 
(Filed ?e~rua~ 22, 1983) 

Willi~ F. B~ll, Wilfred C. Hagedorn, :::.nd Ray VanderWoude 
(applicantz) seek a ~ariff rulo varianc~ to allow n.n overh~ad 
extension of electric sorvice ~o Tract 3846 in San Dieso County_ 
Applicants are the developers of the trac~, which conzistz of 44 
acres being subdivided into 15 lo~s. 

Although it is not stated in th~ ~?plication, the request 
io apparently being m~de under paragraph E.4. of Rule 15.1 of the 
tariffs of San Diego Cas & Electric Co~panj (SDG&E). 

the ~ract is in a rural area., about two miles di:::ta.tl.~ froe the 
nearest underground electric facilities and (2) a considerable aoount 
of rock is expected to be encountered when ~x~av~tine in som~ par~s 
of ~he trac~. 

Following th0 ~i~ine of this app~ication, a Commission 
staff (staff)- engincc:" ::lade an invc~tieation 'N'!'lich included a r~view 
of the applica~ion, th~ on-=ite incpection of th~ tr~ct and 
zu:"rouneing area, and the int~rview o! vario~3 concerned p~rties. On 
r!ay 12, 198" ~he n.ssien~d administ:"a~i"le l~'N' judee inco:"porated 'the 
engineer's report on ~he investigation into th~ fil~ in ~his 
applica~ion as Exhibit ~. A copy of ~he report was cent ~o 
applicants and vnrious conce:"ned particz on June 23. 1983. ~o 

comments have 'been received. 
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A.8;-02-48 ALJ/k~ 

The followi~e de~e~:i~atio~s we~e ~ade ~j the staff 
engi~ee~ and included in his ~epo~t: 

"a. 

"b. 

"c. 

Applicant's trac~ is located in the 
u~i~co~po~a~ed Des~ond Je~e a~ea 
app~oxicately ~h~ee :iles no~th of the City 
of Escondido, in San Diego County. The 
a~ea is a ~u~al setting of ~olling hills 
with ho~es and avocado o~chards scatte~ed 
th~oughout. ~he~e are ~ocky a~eas in steep 
te~=ain and on tops of zo~e s~~~ounding low 
countains, howeve~, little su~!ace evidenee 
of ~ock conditions are visi~le within 
applicants' tract. ~he utility 
ins~allation was investigated in another 
t~act about one-hal! :ile southeast of 
applicants' tract. ~he te~rain was v~~y 
similar to applicants' tract and it was 
noted that utilities [lines] to ho=es on 
the hilltops were installed unde~ground. 
The tentative tract ~ap was filed and 
app~oved in Nove~~er 1979. The tract 
conSists of 44 acres divided into 1; lots 
~anging in size !~OQ 2.; ~o ,.; acres. 
Applicants p~opose to :arket the t~act as 
lot sales with no i=prove~ents other than 
streets, water syste: and the elect~ic 
syste~, if it is required to be installed 
underground. Lot prices are expected to be 
in the $7;,000 to 8100.000 range. 
The cost co:parison for ~~ underground 
extension and an overhead extension is 
attached to the application in Ite: 4 o! 
Letter. In addition to the undergrounding 
non-refundable portion, ~~ a:ount of 
$40,600 should be added to the developers' 
costs for an estioate of the cost of 
trenching, concuit installation and 
backfilling. The uncerground eost would 
thus be: 
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5,482 ~~ont feet ~ S7.10 
Refundable po~tion 
Non-~efundable po~tion 

Estimated t~enching, 
conduit and oackfill 

Deve10pe~s' cost 

Cost Cost/Lot 
$;8,922.20 
31,852.48 

S 7,069.72 

40,600.00 
$47,669.72 

$2,594.81 
2.12f·50 

S 47 .31 

2:706.67 
3;,177.98 

"d. Applicants' tract does not q,ua1ify for an 
overhead service extension as all o~ the 
conditions in neither pa~ag~a,hs C.1.a. nor 
C.1.o. of SDG&E tariff Rule 15 are 
satisfied. 

lie. Prom the standpoint of the terrain of the 
tract, it does not appear to oe impractical 
to const:-uct an underground line extension 
to and within applicants' tract." 

The report contains the following reco~~endation: 
"!t is the 3taf~ e:lgineer's opinion that the 
~ecuest should be denied on the basis that 
there is not suf!icie:lt evidence supporting the 
clai~ o~ unusual conditions to warr~~t a tariff 
~ule deviatio:l. !t is recom:ended that SDG&E 
not be authorized to deviate fro~ the ~~~dator7 
underground requireQents of the electric line 
extension :-ule of its tariffs to extend service 
to applicant's Tract ;846, in S~~ Diego 
County. " 

Fi:ldings of Pact 
1. Applicants do not ceet the criteria for exception under 

SDG&E Tarif~ Rule 15. 
2. The terrain does not ~ake it icpractiea1 to construct an 

underground electric line extensiO:l to app1ie~~ts' area. 
3. Cost of underground line extension in this area is not 

prohibitive or unreasonable. 
4. No special cireucstances have been shown to exist ~~at 

would warrant a deviation froe the undergrounding requirement. 
Conclusions of Law 

1. A pub1ie hea~ing is not necessa~. 
2. The application for deviation should be denied. 
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.. 

QR~Eli 

!T IS ORDERED that ~h~ applica~io~ is deniee. 
This order becomec cffec~ive 30 d~ys f~om ~oday. 
Da~ed July 20, i983, a~ San ?~anci3co. California. 

1EONARD rr.. GRIMES, JR. 
P:"esiden"t: 

Y!CTOR CALVO 
PRISCILLA C. GP3W 
DONALD V!AL 
w~tLIAM T. BAGLEY 

Coomisslone:'z 

! CE~T.!Y 7~\~ 7?rS D!C:S!ON 
~j~.S ;' .. ?r:.::"1~.Z::; ~\. :':~ A.E(J~lZ • 
C0:~';ISS 10~·~~~~· -·~C:)!.·'! • 
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83 1')7 Ol3 Decision -----
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:JUL 201983 

EEFORE TEE PUBLIC UTILIT!ES COr~1!SS!ON OF TEE STATE OF CALIFO?~IA 
In the Matter o! the Application o~ ) 
Williao F. Bell, Wil~red c. Eageeorn, ) 
ane Ray VanderWoude for a waiver of ) 
the requireeent ~or uneergrounding ) 
o~ utilities for San Diego County ) 
Tract ;846. ) 
-------------------------------) 

o ? ! N ! 0 N ---------
Willia: P. Bell, 

Application S~-02-48 
(Filed Fe~ruary 22, 198;) 

rn, and Ray V~~derWoude 
(applicants) seek a tari~~ rule variance/to allow an overhead 
extension of electric service to Trac~846 in San Diego County. 
Applicants are the eevelopers o~ th~ract, which consists o! 44 
acres ~eing subdivided into 15 lots 

Althou~~ it is not 3ta~ in the a?plication, the request 
is apparently being made under paragraph 3.4. of Rule 15.1 o~ th~ 

tariffs of San Diego Gas & E~tric Co~pany (SDG&E). 
In support of the~* request, applicants state that: (1) 

the tract is in a rural areA, about two miles distant froe the 
nearest underground e:ect~c facilities and (2) a considera~le amount 

/ of rock is expected to b~ encountered when excavating in some parts 
of the tract. ~ 

Following t-h'e ~i11ng of this application, a Commission 
/ staff (staff) engineer ~ade an investigation which included a review 

of the application, the on-site inspection o~ the tract and 
surrounding area, and the interview o~ various concerned parties. On 
May 12, 198)p the assi~~ee adoinistratlve law judge incorporated the 
engineer's report on the investigatio~into :he ~~le in this ~ ~~~~ 

'; ~ application ~s Exhi oi t 1.tZ. . ~!fo/?r.A f> -a.J.. /--?-{ 1,;ft7~.;1 r:r ? p-j/J ~ ~~~ (!~,·v"'-...:-r_,.r~f fJ ~;;(:~.:.- ci'J, i.~ ~"/ /? , 
/1 r-~ ~ iCt...-rI't/ ./~-C_I"-* /U ~p. .. 
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Diego 

o R D :E R ------
IT IS ORDERED that: 
The application is denied. ~ , \ 
San Diego G-ca.s & Elect:"ic co~:pan:~s not autho:,,' ed to 

........... , 
m mandatory u~:"ound :"e~uireme.·~of Rule 15 ~ its 

to all electric l~e extensions to a~ants" Wil ~~ 
• Hagedorn, a~~y VanderWoude. Tr~t 3846 in Sa. 

......... " . 

T5is order beco~e$ e!!ect1ve ;0 
Dated JUL 2 0 i9S3 , at San 
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days !rom to~. 
?ranCisc~~ali!Ornia. 

L:::O:U .... ,-,;> M. G?"!~, ~. 
~~z.1e.o:!t 

V! C'!'C:R C.,"'.L, VO 
PF.1ZC::'U c" Gz..:.~ 
DOll!.~t 7;'/.I:k 
"ILLIA."'1 Z. :Bt..GLS'"! 

CO::r-..J.3:::':!.~lle=.: 


