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Decision No.. 93365 JUL 22 1981 
BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COXXISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORN~ 

Dea."le L. Ellickson, 

Cooplainant, 

vs. 

Gencral Tclephone Co~pany of 
California, 

Defendant. 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
} 
) 
) 
) 

Case No.. 10831 
(Filed February ~, 19$0) 

--------------------------------) 
Dcan~ L. Ellickson, :or himself, complainant. 
Richare E. Pott~r, Attorney at Law, for 

Gcneral-TC1C?hone Company of California, 
defendant. 

Robert Ho~~rd, for the Co~~ission staff. 

o PIN ION' ---------
Complainant CEllickson) contends that Rule 34 of Schedule 

Cal. P.U.C. No. D & R, as maintained and interpreted by defendant 

(General), would cause undue hardship to residents of the La Crestall 
section of ~"lcho California (La Cresta) in Riverside County. 

A duly noticed prehearing conference was held before 
A~~inistrative Law Judge Norman B. Haley on Y~y l6, 1980 at which 
time the appearances were taken. Public hearing was held at 
Los Anqeles on August 4, 1930, and the matter was submitted. 

11 The record shows that some ~ints in La Cresta are about lS miles 
from Murrieta and about 16 ;iles from Temecula. 
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Ellickson's Presentation 
El1ickson contends that the filing and approval of a 

de~elopment plan for La Cresta in August 1969 preceded the filing 
and approval of Gencral·s Rule 34 in Y~y 1970. He explains that 
Boise Cascade Properties, Inc. of Delaw~re (Boise Cascade) sub­
sequently sold its interest to individual investors without 
initi~tinq dcvelop~ent of ~ Crcsta, thereby leaving no princi~al 
developer. There is no wireline telephone service to the area. 

Zllickson requests that General be directed to waive 
application of Rule 34 of its tariff, including the deposit re~uire­
ment. and to extend telephone cables and service to residents of 
~~e La Cresta area without undue delay_ It is Ellickson's position 
that since the subdivision report preced~ establishment of ~~le 34, 
so~c updating of a S5,000 figure ap~arin~ in the subeivision r~rt 
i~ =.ore ap~ropriatc than application of Rule 34 under which m~ch 
~igh¢r estimates have been made. Assertcely, the S5,000 figure cace 
from General's Schedule Cal. P.U.C. ~o. A-3l. General holds itself 
out to provide the souqht line extension unde: Rule 34. 

Ellickson testi=ied on his o~~ bchal= and ~:oduced ei~ht 
othc: '·Titnesscs. Ellickson.'s Ex."J.i:bit. lY is a final~ subdivision 
public report of the California Dcpartoent of Real Est.ate, File 
No. 28773, for La Cresta Unit ~o. 1. It was issued October 24, 1969 

11 Exhibit 9 is ~~e parcel ma~ which accompanies Exhibit 1. 
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(2ncl amendment, December 19, 1972) pursuant to ap?lic~tion 0: the 
First ~erica~ Trust Co~~a~v as trustec. There is a reference on 
page 7 to utilities,.2.1 a~ f~llO"'S: 

"GA.S, ELEC'l'RICITY A..~D TELEPHO~E: No utilities are available within 
the project. An esti~ate o~ the cost to extend such facilities to 
the ~ost distant ~arcel in the project, sub=itted by utilities 
co~?anies, ic as follows: 
Gas: 55,4~O lineal feet at S2.12 per lineal foot Sl17,532.00 
Electricity: 30,340 lineal feet at Sl.30 per lineal foot $ 39,442.00 
Tclephone: 50,000 linc;;l.l feet at SO .. lO per lineal foot $ 5,000.00" 

Exhibit $ is a si=i1ar final subdivision report bearin~ the same file 
nu.":\ber ane issuee date. That rcport \Oias issued. pursuant to a?plic~tion 
of Soise Cascade. The sa~e statement relative to utilities a~p¢ars 
on paqe 4 of Exhi~it S as appears on paq¢ 7 0= Sy~ibit 1. 

Ellic%son contends that General's Rule 34 ~~ould be 
modified or changed entirely to protect unsuspecting real estate 
purchasers from land developers who a:'e eithe:, unscrupulous, lax, 
0:' qo ban~~rupt. He said the res-:.:ltinq burden on purchasers of 
property can be ve~ subst~~ial .. ~ He stated that the ec?Osi~ 

]I Develo~¢rs h¢reto~ore r.ave been reauirce to ~rovide facilities for 
elect:"3.c and \Ola-:e= service. In 1930 Section· 66473-.2 was added to 
the Gove~~ent Code to read: 

"The legislative body of a city or cou..""lty ::lay, by ordinance, 
requi:'e the dcsiqn o~ a subdivision for which a tentative 
::lap is req-uired pursua.."lt to Section 66"'26 to pro~\ ... ide =0:' 
the availability of individual household tele~hone service 
to each residential parcel i~ the subdivision.'· 

This t .... as pursuant to Senate Sill No. 1486 (Craven). 
~ The correspondence section of the formal fi~e in this matter 

contains letters fro: 45 homeowners, potent~al homeo~~ers, and 
others complaining about lack of telephone service in the La 
Cresta area and of high cost esti~ates received from General 
relative to obtaining service. 
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General requires 0: hi~ under Rule 34 to connect individual 
telephone service to his property is ap?roxi~a~ely $100,000. 
Ellickson's Exhibit 2 is a three-page letter dated June 14, 1979 
from the president 0: the Coctission to Senator 't-:il1iatl Craven 
wi th copies to Ellic1~son a."'ld others. A::l.onq othe: things, the 
letter suggests that an appropriate re~edy for Elliekson and 
o~~ers in his situation would be to file a fOrQal eo~?laint ~~~~ 
the Con.~ission. 

Ellickson said every 60 days n~~ estimates are ~ade by 
General escalating the cost. He concluded that no matter how 
many people live in the area t.. ..... ey a:e not ~oin<?, to ~ close enou;-h 
together to m~~e an affordable division 0: total cost to pay for 
service to the area. He said if service could be o~tained :0= 10 
people at $200,000, the $20,000 t.. ..... at each would ~ requi:cd to pay 
would still be prohibitive. He believes the a:ea will neve: get to 
~~e density rate required under Rule 34 which is at least one 
telephone per acre. He said La Cresta has 20-ac:e parcels, some 
of which have ~en subdivided into five-acre mini~~ parcels. 

Ellickson explained that when he purehased his property 
in La Cresta, he asked the real estate agent ~ut telephone service 
and was in=o~cd that it would be available in a :ew rnont.~_ He 
said 1:. ..... is appeared to be a reasonable a~swer because General's ~ke:s 
for buried cable had been placed throughout the area on Clinton 
Keith Road and on Avenida La Cresta and that he had taken pictures 
of them. He said ~~at houses in the area are prewired for telephone 
s~rvice and there are ca~les fro~ ~~e houses out to the ease~ent 
lines. Assertedly, there was nothinq in the escrow papers or ot. ..... cr 
doc~cnts pertinent to the sale to alert purchasers to a problem 
relative to telephone service. This was confirmed by test~ony of 
a real estate agent. It was Ellic~~on's opinion that residents ana 
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potential resid~nts in the cor.~~nity would he willing to negotiate 
SOQC kind of a rcasona~le arrange~~nt, such as a surchar~¢ on 
telephone service to pay for ~~ttinq the lines in now. 

EllicJ~son called i1arrcn Saker, a p:ope:ty o-...m.er in the 
La Crcsta area. He was e~ployed hy Boise Cascade at the tioe the 
develop=ent was filed. He said the ~hite slip or public report 
for the eevelop::tent ... ,as issued in 1969, and t.":.ereaftcr in a two-
or th::ee-weci:- ~rioe he sold the su;,eivision to ineividual prop¢:'ty 
o~,:ners :::ostly in 20-acre parcels. Shortly thereafter Boise 
Cascaee got into se:'iou$ financial trouble and ~~thdrew fro::: the 
area. Asscrteely, it also qot out of the lane husiness, the 
buildin~ husiness, and ~any other businesses. He said Boise 
Cascade "":as t.."lc oriS-inal eevelopc: of I..<l Cresta which ~.,;).s part 
of Rancho California. Kaiser-Maceo ass~rtedly "las ~"le original 
eevelo?¢r of Ra:':.cho Cali:ornia :l.nd o~~":'l.cd ita t the tirl.¢ Boise 
Casc:l.dc purch;).scd ~ Crcsta. It was his understanding that the 
p~chase "7as for cash which Kaiser-!'~cco needed at the ti~c. He 
said Boise Cascade did not initiate or cocplete any substantial 
developncnt in ~ Cresta b~t merely ~ot out of it by selling off 
lots. He said ~~er¢ is at present no sinqle developer for La 

Crcst~. ~cono~ic ConSUltants, u corporation, assertedly had an 
aqrcc~cnt wi~"l Boise Cascade six or seven years ago to buy property 
bac;: fro::: o· ... T.c:s needing to sell it back, and then to resell it 
to o~"ler people. The witness said that cocpany die no developing 

Ellickson called Gerald Meyer, a constr~ction s~~erintcneent 
with General. The witness h~s ~cn wi~ General for 30 years and 
y,..;ras fa:liliar ... lith its expense-esti::l.a~ing procedures. It was his 
~~dcrstanding ~at ~~le 34 hecaoe effective in ~~y 1970 ane,prior 
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to ~~~lin~ ~x~ensio~s ca~~ ~der Schedule A-31. The b~sic provision 
of Schedule A-31 is =or 1,000 :e~~ 0: line extension without charge 
with a char~e 0: $10 pcr 100 f~e~ therea!ter. 

l·!eyer s~id that under R-..:le 34 eac::' person reques~i:!S' 
service is considered ~o be an a~plic~~t. He expl~incd ~~~ General's 
acco~~tinS' de~~rt=ent upeat~a records ~onthly for costs o! labor 
~~d ~ateriala. ~~en~ver ~ li~c extension cost esti~ate is re~..:ircd, 
it is ~ascd o~ the latcs~ cost factors in the records. The cost 
est~atcs qiven to each individ~al in the La Cresta area under 
Rule 34 conte~plated l~yinS' a siza~lc cable capa~le of serving 
ot.."ers as ·,,·ell.§'/ 

~ileen Sarace is in the real estate business in La Cresta. 
She testified that at the present tir:te there arc 22 occ"C.piee ho::::cs 
anc. a."l.ot.~cr O:l.C that ~.,il1 ;:'c ocC1;pied. In aeeition, t.."lere a:e six 
ho::::cs ~~~t :~vc beon co:structed and are for sale. Sh~ said she 
would li~o to have telephone service for her business, but the 
initial c.eposit rc~ire~e~t of General is $254,000. She was awa:e 
the:'e ,,:cre no te:"ephoncs available in IN. Crcsta at tl'lC ti:c she 

~atter o~ sL~ ~ont~ to a yea: ~efore se=vice would be installed. 
T~e witness s~a~¢cl that if she had a t¢l¢pho~c at her location at 
La Cresta, approxi~ate:y 90 percent 0= the calls would be long­
dist~~ce toll calls since she would be calling pri~cipally to the 
'l'e::tec1l1a area, \o:hich is approxi.!:a to::'y 16 ::lilcs away. 

At the prehe~ing conference !I.eycr csti:l.atce ~"lat the cost of 
brinqin~ SUfficient line capacity to the La Crcsta area ~~th 
distri~~tion plant t~oughout the on~ire develop~ent would be 
approxi:ately $900,000. 
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Hi t.'"lCSS l-iarlc:'le Ric~are. r..as bce:'l p:-epa:in; to buile a 
home in La Cresta. CO:'lstructio~ (lsse:-teely h~s 'been c.el(lycd 
bee au::; c 0: t.~e absence of <l. telephone. She said she was a .... ·<l.re 
when she purchased he:- property th(lt the:-e w~c no telephone service. 
She received ~'"l cstim~te fro~ General of $241,359 to bring a line 
to her ho~e. Herhusbane is an electrician o~ 24-hour emergency 
call and uses a telcphone to a 0reat extent. If he ~~e a telephone 
in La cresta, he "loule r.take a ;-=eat n~= of business calls O\!t­
side ~~e area. Thc wit'"lecs purchased hcr property approxioately 
~~ee years prior to Feb=u~· 1930. At th~t ti~e she was told by 

a real estate agent that telephone se=vice would become availa~le 
as soon as a few more peo?lc ea:e into the area. She did not speak 
directly ·,:ith the telep~o:o:.e company at the tir.tc. 

1';"i t.."'less Beverly ijal tor resiees in La Cresta 0:'1 property 
J~:lO~/~ as the PC Bar Ra..",ch_ Sho ant! he: h~s!:>.a.-:.e rCX:Q:!~ly lc-asce ~ 
10,000-acre place nearby '~'hcre they run be~:,een 500 and 1,000 
c~ttle. She hae bcc:l a"'iarc t'h.ere ,,;,·as no telephone service -;..-hen 
she purchased her property. S~e received a~ csti:~te of $272,$27 
fro~ Ge~eral to provide tolepho:o:.e se~~icc. She said if she had ~ 
~ele?ho~e, 99 perce~t 0= hcr calls wo~le be lon; distance. She 
said th.at the absence of a telo~ho~e is a hardsh:'''O for her * She 

~ . 
k.."'le~·l that t..i.c house thcy purchasec. "'ias '\Ilirec. for telephone service 
ane. assuoce it wo~ld be a short time ~:ore service was installed. 
In the ~e~~ti~c they have been driving l5 to 30 ~iles one way to 
pay telephones, ~ne the cost ~~C bcc:l ap?rox~~tely $150 pcr ~onth. 
In addition, there is the cost of ~asoline a.~e. the amount of ti~e 
that it takes to travel bac% and forth. The ~~~'"less estimated t.i.at 

if ~obile radiotelephone serviee were available, it wo~lc. cost about 
$350 per l:l.ont..i.. She said she was a-;-ntrc there had beC:'l proble~ with 
mocile radiotelephones because of poor reception in the area. 

-7-



C.10831 'A:LJ/'SA 

Witness Orien Fadlcr is a general con~ractor ~~d resident 
of La Crest~. He was aware that telephones were not av~ila~le when 
he purchased his property. He had so~n General·s ~arkers ~lon~ 
Avcnida La Cresta and had gained the i~pression that telephones 
would ~¢ availa~lc in ~~e near future. After movinq in he had a 
~o~ile radiotelc~hone installed in his house. He said it was not 
~n efficient ~cthod 0: co~unication. On April 9, 1930 he received 
a letter fro~ General stating that because 0: Federal Co~~unications 
Co~issionrs rules, the ~obile radiotele?ho~e had to be re~oved from 
his residence ~y June. It was his understanding that this was 
because there is a shortaqe of facilities relative to the use of 
~o~ilc radiotelephones in vehicles. He chose not to install one 
in his t...""'Uck l:>eC<luse oven if it workce ~'lell, he wO"l:.ld have had. to 
spenO. r.l.ost of his cveni.~qs in the true:~. 
Ger.eral's Prcsc~t~tion 

Cou.~scl for General stated that charges mad.e for line 
extensions are those on file and in effect at the ti~e application 
for service is ~ade. He contended that the d~te of the original 
subdivision is not relev~~t to the issues involved. Rule 34 bec~e 
effective after the d~te of s~ivision, and Ellic'!~onr s req-..:est 
fo= service ~~s suJ:)stantially af'ter that. 

General's co~~sel pointed ou't ~~at Rule 34 is the direct 
result 0: Decision No. 7$294 C1971} 71 CPUC 803 ane Decision No. 78500 
(1971). B¢~~ decisions were in Case N'o. 3993, whic'!l ~.-las a state~dde 
investiqa'tion into line extension rules of all electric and telep'!lone 
utilities. ~onq other thinqs, each telephone utility was directed 
to file revised ser~ice co~~ection rules consistent with provisions 
0: Appendix C of Decision 'No. 78294. 
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Sec-:.ion ! 1 ~ o~ ~,~,~ ~. ~e.~ ... '~ .. ~~ .-e .... ~ .... ~ .-... .0. ... .;;0 ....... ".. .,..- ... ""~ es~a~e develop=en~ 

c-:;l ? project which does :'lOt. ~ect. t.~c 01.10,'ii visio:'l de:'lsit.J~ require:ne:lts • .. 
A subdivision is de~i:led as ~ develop~e~~ ~i':.h a o~e s-:'~t.io:l ~er 

ac:-e densit.y. 
of 3 subdivision, Ge!':.e::-~l believes it. is :> :'"031 est.at.e devclOtn,~nt.-
This is a :-esidual cla:::sii'ico.':.io!1 ~hic~ Cc!;e:-.:1.1 b~lievc~ C:l:". include 
::In individual's ho:ne. an':' since Zllicr:.:;o=-:. is·~:it.hi:"'. ?, rea~ cst.~t.c 

developr:.ent. by cei'init.ion, Cc!:.er:;..l t:-.i:lks A.;.d. of Rule ;1... applies. 
That. sect.ion .... ·ould recr~ire £21ici<so:l 'to ;..'Jy i:'l ."l.';'V;l:lCC t.he t.ot.al cos't. 

of const.rt.:.ct.ion. Cene:-al"s t.ariff ~llows :0:'" refunds oi' c6nst.~~ct.ion 
cost if ot.her ~eo~le move in t.ne area at. ~ lat.er cat.e. (See 
A.ppendix A..) "le disagree. 

The question we =us~ d~cicie ~z whe~he~9 given ~h~ 
languag~ 0; Qene:-al's -:.ari::. Ellick$o~ i~ ~ ~e~ real est.~t.c 

develo~=en-:., since ~e does :'lot. =eet. t.he ce~sit.y ~equircm~~~s o! a 
zubdivision. Gene~al's :'"~~ional~ zee~s ~o be ~hv~ si~c~ Ellickson"s 
"'\!'l·ce" 's .;"" ... .., "-e·" "~';l';""" "0 - ..... e .. "''''cu'''' -e"""s 0" ... s" .... d'" "5' ~. J. ........ c;.~ .... Q .... ~- ... ..... e;. ... ... ", .... ;. ..... c... ..... ... ......... _v .. :.on, 
he auto~~tical:y !~l~s in the c~~~Sory of ~ ~ew ~e21 ~st.~t~ develop­
:len"t~ T..'lis issue .... -as ~dc.resseJ. a~c. ~4?::;olv~d i:1 C.?se Ko. 10976, 

O~-:1e:- ~pi'lic.a.~~s ~o:- se:-vice ·~·:.o r!."r12 si~uitt-~d i~ ~ ~:-nct th~~ :'t. O:le 
t.i=e ~~y hzve bee:1 a su~divis~on 0: ~e~l est.p.te ceve:op~ent are :1ot. 
t.aken individually, 
.;~ u"'c'e~- CP""~-~~ '5 ~e'';A'' 's .. ~~. ~""~':·,':c',·~, ~~~'~ca"'''~ .. ~- '~-e ...... •• - ........ _ •• "'.<;'... OJ ...... ~,;..... ... .. .;>'" ..... \.6 .......... 0 ... "'rr ...... •• " ...... v ... _ ...... 

apply. are neithe:- ne .... · s'J.oc.ivisions :1or :1e .... • :-eol est.a-:.e cevelo'O::-.e:lts, 
and that. they should be governed ~y t~e t.orif~ provisio~s covering 
'new S\l"odi visiO:lS or c.evelo?Qen~s ( .. ' . w .• ::.c:-. ordinarily wi~e~ i~ ~he~ 
en-:.ire-:.y) • Howeve~. we ca~~ot co~strue ~he 
reach -:.r.is resul~. Accordingly~ si~ce t.he ~ariff ?~ovisions are 
unclear, we must find ;or £llickso~~ :t is not. ~air to apply unclear 
t.ari!,f provisio=.s .';lg:1ins~ 

.. "'~~ .. ov.,. ....... s ...... .,.... ...... a .... ..l ~ • ..:... -~ ........... 6 .............. ,. .. , •• 0 ...... '- 3 ........ 03 ... p ..... ce a utility provices service • 

-~-
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Tr..e t.ariff l~r:.gu::lge is se~ by Genc:-al n~-: the COr.'.!T!izsion. ~.S t.he 
-... ""C"'!~ ... '''''f·o-.. "'pp-.o··"I_·ng .. ~..,..;./"./""" • .. · .... (»VOh..,r .. L\_ .. ~·r. ':"'c.';v~...1ua" "''''e' ,... -' ""0- Q~ '" • .... 0 ...... _,;;. ...... _.\;u .. "''''. " .. ~ .......... 1.. .;....;.~ I:. ••• g Se .. Vlce 
co::es as a :lew part.y. 

t.he public ~nder wnlcn it. holds out. service, :ust. be clc3r. 
Cener~l no~es t.h~~ even if Ellickson ~nci si::ilarly sit.uat.ed 

..... ":11kec. away .... ·:.t.hout. follo .... :ing t.~:"o\;.gh ..... i t.:l ;:.aking phone se:-vice 
3VDilob:e, i~ ~~ulc oe un~air :o~ ~:l o~hc~ rGtepoye~s ~o boil the~ 

Generol's observ~t.ion is t.echnically correc~. 

proceeding .... ~ =ust. look to the grievance before U$ ..... hich w~s brought. 
by t.he ir.dividu~l. ~nd apply tariff ?rovisio:1s. which i$ why tariffs, 

revenue require:ent. effect. on all r~t~?Dyers fro~ grar:.t.ing ~llickso~ 
relief is de ~inimis. 

Section 66473.Z of t.he Cover~~ent. Code 
f!"o ./"..,_ ....... ,,""'v ....... .; ... - ... "' ................. 1'''' ... .;.." r o-v -Q ........... u.~_~ a",-""".J.b ""' ... ~ ::,"-,,,,., •• -., __ 4,)._ ...... 
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reception wi t:~ ::lo~ilc =~diot.cl(,,:,):1o~cs .; .... t.::~ :'.:1 C:"c.::;t~ .).rco. ;).:-.d 

~o~t~:y cocts havc ~cc~ high. 
~. El:ickson'c ~o~c i~ t.~c :.~ C=c~t~ ~rca is ~~out four ~ilc~ 

. -_ .. tote 

~or::lerly o· ... -:'lce. by Boise Casc;).ce ·,·:cre sold to incivicu;).l o ..... ·ncrs 

soncti::lc su~sc~uc~t to 1969. 

Consultants, 0: any other ?arty inc~ucc ~:"ovisio~ for telephone 
serJicc ~it~ lots sole. to individuo.:s in ~hc La Cresta ;).:"e;).. 

.,,. 
wi·. ~ 

10. RUle 34 ?rovisions pertaini~g ~o real estate ~evelo?~ents 
Section A.3.d .. 

o~ Rule 34 reouires an ap?li~~~ to pay in advance the total cost 
o£ constructio~. 

., '" - ..... -
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, , -.... 
const.:-\l.c-:.i:-le a l.:!.:1e -:'00 Elli.c%so::.· s eoce is :'lO~ it .. disput.e as ':>ei:l.g 

3:1 L~accu:a~e c31cula~io~ or cos~. 

~hosc 

O:1e -:.i~~, :o~ ~he o~igi~~l d~velo?e~. ~~s D ~e~ ~cal est.a~e develop­
~e~-:.. ~~ is ~o-:. a ~eal e~:~-:'c ceveloper a::.c his lot.. t~ke::. alo::.e. 
is ~ot ~ new ~eal ost~t.e cevelo?~~t.. 
Co:'lcll.:.siO:1~ 0 -: :r.. ... JW 

cost.s 
in 1.;\ 

? General should 
apply i~s Schedule A-31~ Sections S.l and 2 to determine charges 
for i~dividuals in La Cresta to receive line e~ensions for telephone 

ser.rice. 

" 
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ORDER ..... ----
IT IS ORDERED that: 

1. The relief requesced in Cnse No. l0831 is gran~ed. 
2. General Telephone Com?any of California shall apply 

Tariff Schedule C:ll. P •. U.C. A-311' Sections B.l and 2 in oetc-:mining I 

,/ 
the charge to comp14ina:tt a.nd lo~ owners in La Cres~a. for line 
eX1:C!nsions to their properties; /~L 0-"'"" £nIfflu..7:P- .. 

3. General Telephone Company of Californi4 shall estimate 
and give quotations to applicants'based on Schedule Cal. P.U.C. 

A-31~ Sections 8.1 nnd 2. 
This order becomes effective 30 d~ys from today. 
Dated JUL 22 1981 . • at: San Francis.col' California .. 

, . 

C~~iszio=.or 
JOHN Eo BRYSON 

--------
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APPENDIX A 

General's Rule 34 (A) (3) (d): 
"d. Lfne extensions to and within ne\ll real estate 

developments in their entirety which do not 
satisfy the density requirement for a subdivision~ 
will be constructed in the manner determined in 
A.3.a. throu9h A.3.c. above provided: 

"(1) The applicant will pay in advance the 
estimated total cost of the Utility'S 
construction. Any difference between 
the amount advanced and the actual 
cost shall be advanced or refunded, as 
the case may be, within 60 days after 
completion of the Utility'S construction. 
This adjusted advance, excluding any 
payments required by A.3.c.(2) above, 
is refundable as provided in A.3.d.(2) 
below • 

.. (2) ~ .. Then, within the first three-year ~riod 
after completion of the Utility construction, 
the subdivision density require~ent has been 
met, the Utility will refund the refundable 
advance in A.3.d.(1) above. If, at the 
end of the three-year period the subdivision 
density requirement has not been met, the 
Utility will refund that portion of the 
refundable advance proportional to the 
ratio of the then permanent main telephone 
and PBX trunk line termination density 
to the subdivision density requirement. 
No interest will be paid on such advances." 

(Schedule Cal. P.U.C. No. D&R, 5th Revised Sheet 65.1.) 

General's Definition of "Subdivision": 
"Improved or unimproved land under a definite plan of development 
wherein it can be shown that there are reasonable prospects' 
within the next three years for five or more nontem?Orary main 
telephones and/or PBX trunk line terminations at a density of at 
least one per acre." (Schedule Cal. P.U .. C. No. D&R, 9th Revised 
Sheet 12.) 


