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e Decision No. SB260 OEC ZO 1971 

BEFORJ: 'I'EZ PUBLIC UTILITIES CO:-:.v.:ISSION OF T"...m STATE OF CALIFOR..~:tA 

Application of Okla and !1a::y' Amstronq 
to deviate from mandator,r requirements 
for underg%Ound utili ties extension in 
Tract 8222 in san Bernardino County, 
California. 

) 
) 
) 
) , 

-----------------------------------, 

Application N.,. S750~ 
(F:i.led August $, 1977) 

Applicants, Okla and :-:a:y ~stl:'on9,· seek authority to 
deviate from mandatory underqrounQinq requirements of Southern 
California Edison Co:tpany (Zdison) Rule 15 and Continental Telephone 
Company of california (Continental) Rule lS, in Tract $222, Lucerne 
Valloy, San Bernardino County, california. 

'the tract is located in. a sparsely populated desert area 
nine miles southeast of the unincorpo.rated community of Lucerne 

~ Valley. The tract consists of eo acres suPdivided int~ 31 lots 
of approximately 2.5 acres each. The tract map was filed with 
the county on Februa:ry 11, 1970. To date there has been no­
development other than grading of four roads and drilling of a 
well. A few residents in the general area receive electric service 
from overhead lines. The remaining few residents do DOt have electric 

service. 
Attached to the application is a cOP!r" of a letter, dated 

April 13, 1972, to applicants from the County of San Bernard:i.no 
Planning Department stating that utilities would not have to ~. 
installed underground as the tract was approved prior to adoption 
of the. County's underground Utility Ordinance. 

:Edison, in a l.etter to. appl.ieants on July 12, 1977, 
stated its position that either overhead or underground £acilities 
could be installed to serve the tract dependinq on the Commission·s 

deeision on the matter. 
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e . . In the sa:le letter as above, Eaison stated that the 
estimated cost of underground facilities, including trenching, 
to serve the tract would be approximately $75,960 as compared to 
$20,460 fo.r o.verhead service. The no.nrefundab1e advance required 
for underground service would be approximately $39,960. In 
contrast the approxi;tnate pre sent value of the whole tract is 
$37,200. 

At further request, Edison estimated the individual cost 
to. the applicant to be $29,650 at the present time for underground 
service, versus a maxi:lum of $600 :Eor overhead service (dePending' 
on connected lo.ad). A portio.n of the undergro.unding advance is 
refundable if other property o.wners in the tract request service. 

A Coc~ssion staff engineer prepared a report dated 
September 15, 1977, wb.ich was received as Exhibit 1. 

The applicatio.n Should be denied because a deviatio.n from 
the underqrounding requirc:lent of Rule N~. 15.1 would be in conflict 
with Commission policy regarding new residential subdivisio.ns and 

tit developments. 

Findings 
1. Xract 3222 is lo.cated in a relatively remo.te and ~arsely 

populated desert area nine miles southeast of the uninco.rporated 
community 0.£ Lucerne Valley. 

2. 'the subdivisio.n map was filed o.n Februar.r 11, 1970, prio.r 
to the adoptio.n of mandato~ utility undergrounding requirements by 
the County o.f San Bernardino.. Consequently, the County does no.t 
require underground utilities fo.r this subdivisio.n. 

3. 'rhe few electric eustomc-rs in the a;re.a adj acent to 

Tract 8222 are receiving service fro.m o.verhead facilities. 
4. Edison does In t object to. pro.viding either o.verhead o.r 

underground electric service to. the subdivisio.n. 
5. A nonrefundable advance of approxi~ately $39,960 would be 

required fo.r undergro.und service as coopared t~ a re£undable advance 
of S20,460 fo.r o.verhead electric service. On an individual basis, 
the applicant must advance $29,650 t~ o.btain underqroundelectric 
service, which is partially refunda~le as co'Cpared to a :naxit:tum of 
$600 fo.r o.verhead electric service. 

-2-



57504 

6. :E;diSO:l and Con~nen~~l (should serviee be reque-stee f:o:t 

the latter) ~~ould not ~ authorized to deviate ~=o~ the mand~to:y 

-:.::x1erq:otmdin<; =cctlli:c:cnts of their eXtension =ules in Tract 8222, 
:'t:eerne Valley, Califor:ti.a. 

Conclusions 

1. A public hearing i~ no~ :~ired. 

2. The application ::!lould be denied as provided in ~c order 
which follows." 

O'R D Z R -----
I':.' IS O~~ that: 

1. Southern ~lifc>::nia Ui~n Co~any is not aut.."'l.oriZ¢d 
to devi~tc from ~c ~3neatory und~r~:ounding rcquircQent of its 

electric line extension rule of its tariff i::l. 'I'ract 322Z in 

Lucernc V~llcy. 

2. Conti:lc:ltal Telephone Co:lp3ny of Califo:uia is :10-: 

authorizee to dcvi~tc :rOQ ~~c Qanda~ry undc=~roundinq requireocnt 

of its telephone line extension :u!c of its tariffs in Tract 8222 

in Lucerne V~lley. 
The e£:ectivc d~'te of this order shall ;oc twenty days 

after ihc date he:oo£. 
Dated at !fen Franc1wct , california, this 

~a d d;ry c>f ---"D"'Eor.:C~£;~MB---E-R----, -1977 _ 
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CC~:!s~!.o::cr Cl:t!ro T. ~eur;'e1(~ bci!lg 
:.eeo:lsc.r!."!y ~"!J?(':i.t. ~::d. :coot ;L:t:l!'t!c11'ato 
i:. tho dis;oc:t:o~ of this Droeoo~i:g. 


