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Decision No. 92867 APR 7" ------, • " <6". 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF 1m: STATE OF CALI10RNIA 

Application of ERNIE WILDER tor 
authority to deviate from the 
requirements tor underground 
utilities 1n Herlong, Lassen 
County. 

OPIlfION 
-..--.--~-

Application No. 60130 
(Filed December 10, 1980) 

Ernie Wilder (Applicant) seeks Commission approval or a 

taritf rule variance to allow an overhea4 extension of electr1c 
and telephone serVice in Honey Lake Tract No.1, & subd1V1sion 
consist1ng ot two parts, the southern part comprising 102 lots and 
the northern part 82 lots, With minimum parcel size ot 0.31 acre • 
The two tracts are &eparate~ oy 40 acres of open land. 

Applicant predicates his request on: (1) the tact that 
the terrain or the suod1vi&10n is desert-like; (2) all existing 
puolic service utilities are overhead both in and around the Sierra 
Army Ordnance Depot; (3) the existence of overhead poles and vires 
does not intertere with the operat~on8 ot the depot; and (4) the 
higher cost of money and materials precludes installation or 
underground utilities. 

Applicant does not meet the cr1ter1a tor exception of 
Pluma.s-S1erra. Rural Eleetrie Cooperative TI!J:r1~~ Rule 11'0. l5, Seetj,on C. 
In the questionnaire attached to the application he st&te4 that at 
present only one out or 183 lots is being 8erved by overhead 
facilities.. S1gn1ficant overhead lines, theretore, <10 not exist in 

the development .. 
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Applicant relies on the Tarirt Rule No. l5.l~ Section E~ 
which states: 

"Exceptional Cases. In unusual circU1RStances~ 'When the 
application or these rules appears impractical or unjust 
to either party, the cooperative or developer may reter 
the matter to the Public Utllities Commission tor special 
ruling or tor the approval ot special c~d1t1ons which 
may be mutually agreed upon~ prior to commencing 
construction." 
The unusual circumstance apparently relied upon in this 

application is that the cost or underground lines makes it econom­
ically unreasible to go underground. An initial cost estimate by 
the utility appended to the application (letter or Plumas-Sierra 
Rural Electric Cooperative to the Comm1ssion~ dated April 5~ 1919) 
shows the cost or an underground line ex~~ns10n in excess or 
*70~OOO and an unspecified but small cost for overbead ~es • 

A later cost est~te, also included in the appl1cation~ 
shows the cost or underground installation is $120,000 and the cost 
or overhead inst&llation is $266,000. '!'he cost or trencb.1ng and. 
baCKrill p~able by the applicant is not shown. T.n1s cost est1m&te 
appears incomplete. As it stands~ it does not support the applicant's 
allegation that underground installation 'Will be more costlY. 

The correspondence attached to the application (letter by 
Peter A. Luthy addressed to Diane Elder, our Docket Orfice Supervisor) 
states that an underground line extension would reqnire an additional 
grounding conductor which would have to run trom the point or 
co:cnection. Statt invest1gation'di3closed that this is not the cue; 
the r.equisi te ground can be established vi th & grouncl1llg transtorm.er 
at or near the location or the subdiVision. 'nlererore" the a441tional 
grotlllcl1llg conductor rererred to in Mr. Luthy's letter would not be 

needed. • 
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A numoer of owners or lots in the Boney Lake Tract No.1, 
h&ve expressed concern, in writing, that the added expense of 
undergro~~ding utilities will impair the sale of the lots. 

However, the information presented 10 the application 
does not bear this out. Aside from the expense or trenching and 

conduit costs, we tail to see where compliance With the under­
grounding requirement would work a r1nanc1al hardship on the 
!.ndi V1dual lot owner. The small lot size and. the nearly flat 
terrain make undergrounding within this tract practical and. 
desirable. 

Based. on a consideration of the foregoing racts, it is 
concluded that the application tor authority to deviate trom the 
requirements ror undergrounding utilities in Honey ~e Tract No. 1 
should be denied. Applicant has not alleged tacts or Circumstances 
which, it substantiated on an eV1dentiar.y record, would lead us to 
grant the requested relief. Accordingly, we will not hold a public 
hearing. 
FindingS of Fact 

1. The area to be served is remote and desert-11ke. 
2. No s1gn1t1cant overhead l1ne exists within the 

applicant's development. 
3. Applicant does not meet criteria tor exception under 

Plumas-Sierra Rural Electric Cooperative Tariff Rule No. 15. 
4. The terrain does not make it 1.mpract1cal to construct 

an underground electric line extension to applicant's area. 
S.. Cost of underground line extension in this area is not 

prohibitive or unreasonable .. 
6. No special circumstances have been shown to exist that 

would warrant a deViatiOn from the undergrounding requirement • 
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Conclusions of taw 
l. A public hearing is not necessary. 
2. Tne application tor deViation should be denied. 

ORDER 

IT IS ORDERED that: 
1. The application 18 denied. 
2. Plumas-Sier~a Rural ElectriC Cooperative is not authorized 

to deviate trom mandator,y underground requirements ot Rules Nos. 15 
and 15.1 of its tariffs to install electric line extensions to 
applicant's properties in Herlong. 

3. Citizens Utilities Company 1& not authorized to deViate 
from the mandator,y underground requirements of Rule No. 11 

o! its tarif!s to install telephone line extensions to applicant's 
properties 10 Herlo~. 

The effective date or this order shall be thirty days 
arter the date hereof. 

Dated N'R 7 7~8l , at San FranCiSCO" California • 
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