
FG 

Decisi~n No. 89919 
JAN 3u 1979 

rrn ;'9) 'i fftl ['JIM 
tJ) I r« I} fI ~ 11 I 

BEFORE ~E:E PUBLIC UTILITIES COMI'USSION 0'] TE:E: STA'!E:":~ ~ , 

Application of Date-Ra: Co~~. to ) 
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for underground utilitY extensions I 

in Rich Sands Estates, Riverside ) 
C .... C l·.(!' . ) oun~y, a ~.o~~a. 
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Application No. 58478 
(Piled I\ove::oer 1" 1978). 

l~ 

~??lic~t, Date-~ Cor?, seek~ aut~o=i~ to deviate f~o= 
undersrounding require~ents of ·Southe~ Cali!o~ia Edison CO~'~jts 
(SeE) Rule 15, and General Tele~hone Company of Cali!o~ia's (GTe) 
Rule ~ for Unit 2 of the Rich Sands Estates tract north o! 
Cathedral City, California. 

The Co~ission staff engineer ~et ~~th A~plicant and the 
utilities to review the field conditions. ~ staff ~emoranduo 

'report dated J~~ua.~ 22, 1979 rega~~s its investigation is 
• .... ..'l '-' - .... \...:0 . "'.. ., ~nco!,?ora .. e~ ... e:::eUl as .:.~ ::..t .. ~o ..... 

~~ps of Unit 2 of the tract were recorded ~~ 29, 1957, 
with Riverside Coun~. All of the lots in the tract, which co~sists 
o~ lots 140 th:ou~~ 261 inclusive, are less than; acres in size. 
There are overhead lines and poles existing in the othe~ ~its o! 
the tract anc. surrou:lc.i!l.g a:ea. A:pplica:lt o\<,':!s 22 lots in u:'i t 2 
and is building single-family houses o~ 10 lots wit~?lans to build 
o~ the other 12. Construction is nea=i:l.g cO~l'letion on five of tb.e 
ten houses under construction. 

SCE and GTC have not statee positions relative to overhead 
versus underground extens.ions to Unit 2 of the t:oact -: GTe • S :;>oliey, 
'- . t t ... '. .to '1 '.... d ..:z. t ... ... owever, loS 0 co~s ruc ... l. ... s ... aCl l.~~es u:l. erg:-oU!lloi., .:a~ tlO cos ... 0 

a~?licant, in its service area which ~cluees Unit 2. The esti~ted 
total cost of :providing overhead electric service would be $8,800 
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versu's S51,000 to:- undergrocd. There would be no cost to A"licant 
tor overhead ~d a $3;,200 no~-retundable cost for unde=sro~c 
including trenching. The esti:ated cost 0: overhead telephone 
service would be S13,,400 versus S26,200 for underg:-ou:ld. Applicant 
wo~ld incur no cost ~o:- overhead tele~hone se:vice and for ~de=sro~d 
only the trenching cost for the service co~ection fro: the street 
to each house. h joint-trench i!'lstallatio:l o~ unde~ou::.d utili':ies 
would reduce Applicant's cost fro: S33,200 a~ove' to 522,900, plus 
the se~rice entrance trench costs. Ap?licant would i!'lc~ no cost 
for over~ead electric and telephone service to its 22 lots in U!'lit 2. 
The total cost for u..~dergroU!'ld electric and tele:;:>hone se:"V'ice ... :o..uc. 
be approxi:ately $22,900 or 51,040 per lot, ,lus service ent~ce 
trench costs, with no refundable a:o~t. 

The Riverside Co~~ ?1~ing ~epart=ent requi:-es utili~ 
services 'to be installed unde:ground to five or ~ore lots being built 
upon by one entity within 1 :ile of each other. A,~lic~t's lotz 
appea: to be su~ject to this require~e!'lt. 

The a~plication should be deniee as it does not state 
sufficient justification !o~ granting a v~i~ce f~o= the under
g:'o~di:lg require:n.e:lts of Rule 15 of SCE a.::.d Rule 34 of GTC. 
":;'.; n...:ll.·np's ... .- <...;. ... ( 

1. ~operties o~~ed oy A~?lic~t a=e located about 3 ~ilez 
north of the uninco=?o~ated co=~uni~ o~ Cathedral City, Rive~side 
Co~ty, in a developme~~ kno~~ as Rie~ Sands Estates No.2. 

2. The Riverside Co~ty ?l~ing De,art=ent has ~dicated 
it wo~ld requi=e the under~o~ding of utilities to Applic~~t's 
pro:perties. 

3. GTe will construct under~o~~:aci1ities to :provide 
te1e?hone se~ice in Unit 2. 

4. The estimated cost of overhead electric service is SB,800 
ve~sus 551,000 tor an undergrou:ld extension to U:li t 2. 
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-5· The esti:::atec. cost 01: ove:::,!leac. telephone service is 
Sl;,400 versus S26,200 to:::' a:o. underground extension to Unit 2. 

6. A,plic~t will soon be ready to receive electric ser-liee 
to rive of the homes 1.Ulc.er CO:lstruction i:l Unit 2. 

Conclusions 

1. ~ pu~lie hearing is not re~uired. 
2. An i~ediate decision should oe =~dered in this =atte:::' 

~ order to eX?edite start of co:o.struction of !acilitie~ :o.eees$~t 
to serve ho~es :lOW ~de:::, co~s~ructio~ i~ ~:lit 2. 

3. The applica~ion should be de~ied as ~rovided in the o=ee~ 
which follows. 

,Q,,g 1]. 2. B 
IT IS O?~E~-n that: 

1. Southern Califo:ia Ediso:l Co::pany is ;:ot authorizec to 
devia.te fro::l the mruldato=:r undergrot::lc.i:J.g require::le::.ts of its 
electric line exte::.sio!l rule 0: its trxri!'f to Lots !ros. 140 t!lrough 
26~ i:o.clusiv~ in Rich Sands Estates No.2, Riverside Co~~. 

2. General Telephone Cocpany o! Califor.:ia is not authorized 
to deviate fro: the ::l~dato~J undergroundi~g require~ents of its 
telephone line extension rule of its tariff in Rich S~ds Estates 
No.2, Riverside County. 

The effective date of this order sball be t~~ days 
after the date ~ereo£., ~ 

Dated at ~~T! ~~ , Califo:":lia, this 3!i::.. day 
JANUARY. ---...;.;;;.;..--.-.... 9---9---of __________ , 1 ? • 

ao~r~zionor John E. B:Y000 

COQmi~~io~c~ Leonerd M. Grime~\ Jr. 

l're:e:lt but·:lot p:Il"tieipat1ng.; 
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