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Decision No. 
90595 

JUL 31 1979 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF TEE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

Application of Carolyn Morton to 1 
deviate from mandatory requirements 
for underground utility extensions 
in Los Angeles County, California 

--------------------------) 
OPINION --------..---

Application No. 58756 
(Filed March 22, 1979) 

Applicant, Carolyn Morton, has petitioned the Commission 
for a deviation fro~ Southern California Edison Company's (SCE) 
Rule 15.D and General Telephone Company of Cali!o~ia's (GTe) 
Rule 34 requiring undergro~d co~struction of electric ~~d telephone 
line extension for her house built on Lot No. 16 of the Aqueduct 

• Tract located approximately seven miles west of the incorporated 
community of Lancaster. 

The Southern Cali!o~ia Edison Company's Tariff Rule No. 15, 
Section D provides as follows: 

D. Underground Extensions. 

1. General - All line extensions to serve new residential 
Subaivisions shall be made underground in accordance 
with Rules Nos. 15 and 15.1 unless exempted by Section c. 
o! Rule No. 15 or the exceptional case provision of 
Section E.7. of Rule No. 15 and Section E.4. of Rule 
No. 15.1. All line extensions to serve new commercial 
and industrial developments shall be ~ade undergro~d 
in accord~ce with Rules Nos. 15 and 15.2 unless the 
extension to the new co~ercial and ~dustr~a1 develop­
ment is exempted by the exceptional case provision or 
Section E.? or Rule No. 15 and Section D.3. ot Rule 
No. 15.2. Underground line extensions to serve 
individuals will be made only where mutually agreed 
upon by the utility ~d the applicant, except in those 
areas where the utility maintains or desires to maintain 
underground distribution facilities for its operating 
convenience or in compl~ance ~th appl~cab~~ ~aws~ ., 
o~~anees. or s~ilar requ~ement$ o~ publ~c author~tleS. 
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Applic~t claims exe~tion from the above rule ~y pointing 
to SCE's Tariff Rule No. 15, Section E.7. which provides as 
!'ollows: 

7. Exce"Otional Cases - I:l i:D.uS".:.al circtu:lstances ~ when the 
appl~ca~~on of ~hese rules appears impractical ,or unjust 
to either pa--ty, or i~ the case of the e~e~sion of liIles 
of a higher voltage, the utility or the a~,licant shall 
refer the matter to the Public Utilities Co~ssion for 
special ruling or for the approval of special conditio~ 
which may 'be mutually ag=eed upon, :prior to commencing 
construction. 

Applicant alleges that application of SCE's Tariff Rule 
No. 15.D. is impractical and unjust to her and that her case ~eets 
the conditions set forth in the SCE's Tariff ~.:.le No. 15, viz., 
15.c.l.a.(1); 15.C.l."o.(1) and l5.C.1."o.(2). Section C.l.a.(l) of 
Rule No. 15 provides that overhead extensions may be constructed 
when the lots or the development existed as legally described 
parcels prior to May 5, 1970, ~ sig:li!icant overhead lines exist 
within the subdivision or deve10p~ent. Section C.l.b. of Rule 
No. 15 applies only to residential subdivisions or developments 
where the ~~ parcel size is three acres. 

Applicant 1'u:::-ther alleges that the SCE and GTe have n'~ 

obj.ections to overhead co:c.st:-uctio:c. -:hat ner cost of obtai:"j,ng 
UIldergrou:l.c. electric service will b.~ 51;,164 while her cost o! 
overhead service would only a~o~t to 5475, that she already has 
~vested S76,000 ~ the l~d, well, and house, and that it is 
impossic,le for her to invest a.::l additional 513,164 at this time. 

~he Commission staf! i::.7estigation brought out the 
following facts • 
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The tract or subdivisio~ in which the Applicant's lot 
is located co~ists of 41 lots which exist~d as a legally described 
subdivision i::l 1970- Applicant poi:.ts to a. nu::.'be= of overhead 
lines in the area, however, the lines i::. questio::. a.=e S~ 
tr~mission line 1e~~g to a s~bstation appro~ately o::.e mile 
to the east ~d ~ ove~head co~~ications line also owned by SCE_ 
alo::.g Avenue J in front of appliczo..nt' s house. There are no 
overhead electric dist=ibutio~ lines i::. the subdivision. Accor~;~~~ly ~, , 
the conditions of Sectio~ C.1.2o.(1) of SCE's Ta=i.f! Rule No. 15 
are :lot met. 

~e sizes ot lots ~ tho Aqueduct tract range from 2.5 
to 5 acres. The necessary condition of Section C.l.b. is, 
accordi:gly, not :et eithe~. 

A line exte::.sio~ would 'be constructed a distance of 
;,175 feet !~o~ the distributio~ lines near a fa.~ouse ~ocated 
approximately hal! :i1e to the east of the applica::::.t's house. 
Soil co::.ditions re?~ese:lt no probl~~ "'0- ...... e~ch.;'I"'Io" • .. tttI .... ....., ----0- The staff 
found no Tl:lUSUal circumstances perta;~i:l6 to this case. 

On the basis of data provided by SCE the staff developed 
the following comparison of estimated costs to extend electric 
service to applicant's lot • 
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Extension Method 

Underground (U/G) 

Overheac. (OIH) 

Total Extension Cost 

Item -
Extension cost 
Trenchi:g & BacrSi11 
Excavation for SCE's 

Convenience 
Total 

Equivalent Overhead 
Extension 

Difference 

Cost -

518,040 

5,122 
$12,915 

Cost to A~n1icant Comparison of UjG vs. OlE 
Underground 

• 

Overhead 

• 

Extension Cost 
E~uiva1ent Overhead 

Dit!erence 

75~G of Difference 
Less: Trenching Cost 
Non-re~dab1e Advance 

Total Extension: 
Free Footage 
Allowance: 

Excess Footage: 

;,175 ft. 

~ft. 
r,5.2"5 tt. 

S18,040 
- ~~12~ 1:,91 

59,686 
2,296 

$4,390 

Excess Footage Advance (Refunc.able) 
1,525 ft. x 52.70/ft. 4,118 

Advance Subtotal 8,508 

Trenching and Backfill S,2~1 
Applic~t's Total Cost, U/G $l~,? g 

Total Extension Length: 3,175 ft. 
Free Footage Length ~ ft. 
Excess Footage ~ ft. 

Cost @ S2.70/ft. (all or partially 
refundable if any additional load 
or customers added to extension 
within ten years) 

Applicant's Total Ad~ance, OIR 
Difference between U/G and OIS 

Ratio of U/G to OlE 
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The ~earest telephone facilities are appro~ately 
700 feet from Applicant's lot. For ~ undergro~d extension, 
joint use ot a trench would reduce Applicant's trenching cost by 

approximately ~~ for the 700 feet. Applicant's trenching cost 
for an undergro~d extension would be reduced 5573 to $4,658 from 
55,231 and the total cost reduced to $l"l66 trom S13,739. The 
di!!ere~ce between U/G ~d OIR would be reduced to S9,048 from 
S9,621. 

As other ho:es are built within the subdivision Applicant 
will be entitled to any refunds arising u:der the provisions of 
Rule l5.B.3.b. 

Decision No. 76394 ~ Case No. 8209, dated Nove:ber 4, 
1969, ~cluded a f~ding that it'is Commission continued po1ic7 ~. 
to encourage u:dergro~d const~~ction, that ~dergro~d construction 
should be the standard in Califor:ia and that all new residential 
subdivisions should :have electrical line extensions constructed 
underground. 

Decision No. 80736 ~ Case No. 8993, dated November 11, 
1972, rca!!ir.ced the Com:ission's policy to re~ire that line 
extensions be const=ucted ~dergro~d. 

In formulating its policy the Commission was cog:iz~t 
of the tact that the average cost ot an underground extension is 
approximately three times that of an overhead extension. 

It ean be seen with certainty that there is no possibility 
that the activity in question =ay have a signifieant effect on the 

environment • 
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Findin~s of Fact 

The Commission finds: 
1_ No significant overhead lines exist within the subdivision 

where Applicant is loeated~ hence the Applicant's case does not 
meet the conditioD of SCE Tariff Rule No. 15, Section C.l.a~(l)_ 

2. Lots smaller than three acres exist in the subdivision 
where Applicant is located~ hence the Applicant's case does not 
meet the necessary condition of SCE's Tariff Rule No. 15~ 

Section C.l.b. 
3. It is not impractical to constr~ct an underground line 

extension to the Applicant's lot. 
4. Applicant's cost for an underground installation will 

be approximately 513,739 of which approximately $4,000 is refUDdable 
when electric service is extended to other houses in the development. 

S. No unusual circumstances exist. 

Conclusions of Law 

1. A public hearing is not necessary in this matter. 
2. ~Che Applicant failed to show grounds UDder SCE's Tariff 

Rules Nos. 15.C and 15.E.7 and GTe's Rule No. 54 to justify approval 
of her request. 

;. The application should be denied • 
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ORDER 

IT IS ORDERED that: 
1. Southern California Edison Comp~ is not authorizec 

to deviate from the mandatory underground requirements of tbe 
electric line extension rule of its tariffs to the applicant's 
~roperty, Lot No. 16, located in the Aqueduct subdivision west of 
Lancaster, in Los Angeles County. 

2. General Telephone Company of California is not authorized 
to deviate from the mancatory underground requirements of the 
t1elepbone line extension rule of its tariffs to the applicant I s 
property, Lot No. 16, located in the Aqueduct subdivision west of 
Lancaster, in Los Angeles County. 

The effective date of this order shall be thirty d~vs 
after the date hereof • 

Dated JUL 3 1 1979 , at San Francisco, California. 


