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PtJBX,IC UTILITIES, COMMISSION' OF THE. STATE OF CALIFORNIA. .. 

-COMMXSS:r;ON ADVISORY.AND RESOLUTIO~ E-3290 
OCtober &,,1992 COMPLIANCE DIVISION 

ENERGY BRANCH 

BI.a Q Itll :.t'.! Q l! 

RESOLUTION E-3290~ REQUEST' BY EL DORADO COUNTY BOARD 
OF SUPERVISORS TO,'DEVIATE FROM"UNDERGROUNDING 
REQUIREMENTS ALONG THE SCENIC CORRIDOR OF HIGHWAY SO 
AT PACIFIC HOOSE"F,ORLINDA. AND HARIO D'AMICO,. 

StJ'M19.RY 

1. The El Oorado, County Board of,Supervisors (El Oorado) 
requestsCommiss,ion authorizat1on for Mario and Linda O'Am1co to 
deviate from. theunderqround1nq'provisions. of Section'320 of the 
Public Utilities. Code to install a new overhead line extension 
near Scenic Highway 5·0 at Pacific House. 

2." 'I'he .i.mpact and' vis,ibilityo·f the proposed overhead 
cros,sing will benegliqible,wh'ile the alternative o,f an· 
undeX'qround.insta.l:lationwould have significant negative 
environmental' impact, and prohibitive' costs. , , 

• • • I • • • , 

3.. . This: Reso,J;ution' . grants. El,' Dor~do,~ are-quest for the 
proposed' work by Mr. and MrS:. D'Amico.' 

BACEGBO'ONQ 

1., ' State policy is to achieve undergroundinq of electric 
or telecommunication facilities near sceniC highways when 
feasible ane: c()nsistentwith sound. environmental planning' 
(Public Utilities Code 'Section 32'0) .. ' This Commiss'1oni is­
designated' ,as the' State.' s· l'ead 'agency' for implementing the 
uncl'ergrouncllngpoliey'a-,.' .'" . . ' 

2. The Commission policy' for 'overhead' installations is as 
follows: 

In order to facilitate administration, letter requests 
for dev£ations will be accepted, reviewed by the 
Commission Staff' and', where appropriate, approved by 
COmm.i.ssion Resolution. Local governments participation 
in the review process, is set 'forth,- hereinafterunde:r:' . 
the,·head'ing' "Coordination,; with Loc~l Government'. 
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Resolution' E.;.329 0 
Letter Dated January 9, 19'9'2/ dog 

Octo~r 6-, 1992·' 

by resolution fo·llowinq letter requests or by ex-parte 
order following formal application. Potentially 
controversial formal applications for deviations are 
heard' and appropriate Oecisions rendered·' in each Case ~ 
Commission Decision aOS'o,4 in Case 936,4, dated Oecember 

- 19, 1972~ . 

3. The California Oepartment 0'£ Transportation (CALTRANS) 
Division of Transportation Planning has planning oversight on 
the cons.truct!on of overhead facilities near state scenic 
hiqhways-. 

4. On April 30, 1992, Laura Johnson of CALTRANS inspected 
the proposed electric cable and pole· location requested by Mr. 
and- Mrs, .. O"Amico to serve APN 11-110-07 locatecl near PM 39'.8 
on State Route 5,0. One end of the cable will be placed on an 
existing pole adjacent to- Route 5,0-, and the other end will be to 
a pole in the woods on the D'Amico,'s property •. Because of 
vegetation and' topoqraphy in' the area" the CALTRANS believes 
that the new PG&:E pole would' not be vis,ible from the highway; 
there are also- other. cables· crossinqthe highway at the . 
location. Theaddit!onal cable would, not siqnificantly alter 
the visual impact.. . ' 

5. By letter dated' April 30,. 199'2-, CALTRANS stated- that it 
does· not object to .t. ... A ,exemption to· the mandatory undergrounding 
requirement.s, oof Sect;on° 32-0 o·f the Public Utilit!es Code for 
this cable installation. 

6. El Dorado., by Agenda Transmittal dated 12/28/91, states 
that due to the location of the proposed homesite, at the top of 
the hill, it will be more feas.ible to use overhead wiring to- the 
house. Underground. wirinq would,. create a, financial·. hardship as 
the· hillside ·1s mostlY.rock.. The overhead. wires will not cross 
the hiqhway,. and>' trees will . screen view o·f wires from the 
highway. ' 

7. On .gepte~er 1, 19'92, Energy Branch personnel Frank 
Crua, Senior Utilities Engineer and Bl.llGaffney, Public 
Utilities Requlatory Analyst II traveled to Pacific House to 
inspect the area where' ,the overhead line is proposed.. Crua and 
Gaffney concur· with CALTRANS that the' proposed line is not 
vis.ible from the highway because of vegetation and. topoqraphy 
and. that the proposed: site- is over rocky terrain. 

S.In a letter reply o·f June 25·, 19'92, Pacific Gas and 
Electric Company stated that the cost to ins.tall an overhead 
line for the O'Amicos would be done under the provisions of Rule 
lS."OVerhead' Extension .... ~ The customer qualifies for 4·15- feet of 
free footage'~ and the extension to qet to the location would- »e 
approximately 70,0 feet· in length •. Based.: on excess footage of 
2'85 feet at $10 .. 0S. per foot, the customer would,. have to. pay a 
poss1:bly refundable advance of' $2~.8:64· for the overhead 
extens.ion or ..,,: 

. . . . 
9. The cost foX' 'an underground extension, which would 

. consist of a prilnaXY'extension in.,conduit·, splice: Doxes., 
.', .. ,,' ., 
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Resolution E"';3·29 0 
Letter Dated J'anuary9, l'992/dog' 

October S, 1992 

transformer pad' and primary riser, would be. approximately 
$2'2',.000 •. '. This amount is an. estimate and does no't. include 
trenching·and. backfill; which, are 'the customer.'·s 'responsibility . 
to proV'ide... Trenching at the' site will be moderate to d'ifficult. 
due to· terrain and soil. condi t'ions .. ' .. 

NOTICE : 

1.. The applicable governmental. authorities in this case 
are the CAL'l'RANS· and. the El Dorado county Board of Supervisors .• 
CALTRANS was made aware of the request 0'£ the Board of 
Supervisors. in accordance . with. ·the provisions of General Order 
96·-A and has had an opport.unity to respond:. . 

" ' , ,,' . 

2.. . CALTRANS has exPressed no obJection to< the . D/ Amico· 
proposAl· by letter.dated··April. 3.0" 19'9:2·· .•. ··· The· :&1. Dorado County 
Board:.·of<Supexvisors.,'exp,ress'ed approval to the proposal by" .. 

. . letter .. dated. January" 7,:.:1.9:9;2". " '. ..' 
, c .' '. c 
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PROTEm· 

1.. No protests have been received .. 

DISCUSSION 

1. The existing electric line runs crosses Scenic Highway 
SO.. The new . line· would take off from an exis.ting pole and· 
continue away from Highway 50. A second pole would be installed 
400' feet further away from Highway 50 and the existing pole .. 
The only way that the poles would be visible is if several of a 
large· number 0'£ trees were removed. M:c. and. Mrs·.. D'Amico, 
expressed no intentions of removing the trees·. The fact that 
the facili t.ies would not be visible is. justification in part for 
the proposed· deviation, but is not the primary reason. 

2. The estimated cost 0·£ . an overhead. crossing- would De 
about $2,864 while an underground alternative would be 
approximately $22,000 plus. the cost of trenching and. backfill. 
Tais is a ratio- of atleas.t 7.7 't.o- 1 .. These estimates are based 
on 700 feet of line extension. The underground cost appears. 
excessive. Acceptance of .an overhead line because of overriding 
underg:counding cost is consistent with pas.t Commission 
Resolutions·and DeCisions. In Commission Decision 80197, 73 
CPUC 5-87,' the Commission stated in Finding of Facts: M' ••• It is 
imprudent to spend. $2'3.6 million to purchase rights of way upon 
which transmis.sion l.ines can be constructed.' when for $19'.1 
million the lines canbeburied ••• It will cost approximately 
$2,949,000 to,.construct the two' transmission lines overhead. 
The ratio of underground. to overhead cost is. more than 6- to 1." 
As. a· prerequisite for the establishment o·f overhead lines,. the 
Commission eS:tablished: a limit of underground to overhead costs 
at 6· to 1., , ThissJ.te has a. cost ratio· of at 7.7 to '·1.. . 

3. .. '. The cominiss:ion'Advisory and Compliance Div1s1on. (CACD) 
has: reviewect th.t.s;matter:;.. CACD,concludes that. :the:cequest, for a· 
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Resolutiotl'E-l2'9 0:· 
Letter. Dated JanuarY 9'", 1992/ dog 

, October 6, 19'92 

deviation.',from. Section .. 3,20 o.f the Public. Utilities Code is 
reasonable and'. recommends that the request be granted' •. 

FINDINGS 

1.. - Mario and Linda D'Amico· have demonstrated need for 
electric power at their residence in Pacific House .. 

2 - Public Utilities Code' 'Section stipulates. that 
undergroundinq will take, place "'whenever, feasible.... The cost 
ratio. 0'£ 7 •. 7 to 1 between underground· and o.verheac:l eleetric 
service wouldcause·an. infeasible financial condition and a 
burden on the O"Amicos. 

3. At present, there is adequate cover from the 
surrounding trees to hide the proposed line not visible. 

4. Applicable governmental agencies' have" had the 
opportunity to comment on this pro'ject and d'id not object.. The 
ElDorado. Board o,f Supervisors recommends the overhead line 
extension. 

5·. 'l'his deviation, if granted" would apply only to this 
specific ease and in no· way s,hould be construed, as a precedent 
or a blanket endorsement·· for other deviations. Requests for 
deviations. will have to be considered', on a case by case basis .. 

6·. TheEl, Oorado,'County Board. of ~'Superv.isors ,. request, for 
a deviation, .fromthe'. requirements. for '. unc:lergrounding:' for' Mario 
and Linda.:D"'Amicois reasonable in. this particular case and:, ' 
shou.ld' .. ~;: ,granted, .... , :,' " 

"', ... 
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Resolution.,E":'3:290: ,.' ',' 
Letter' Dated'J anUAXy' 9~~::199 2'/dog: 

, . . 

October 6-" 1992 

THEREFORE; I'l' IS OROERED thAt: 

1. Authori:ty is. granted- to PAcific Gas and Electric 
Company to deviAte: from. the, ,underground'ing provisions of Section 
3·20 of, -che Publl:c Utilities.,' Code in :ord'erto construct An . 
overhead' line:near·the·sceniccor:t:icior:of.Hiqhway S.Oin Pacific 
House,.. El Dorado 'County. . .. .. 

• , ' t 

'2·... This reso·lution is effect'ive today .. 

. I hereby certify that this. Resolution . was adopted' by the Public 
Utilities Conuniss,ion.At; .. its; 'regular meeting on, Octobe:r6 ,l992 .. , 
The following C'onunissioners' Approved it:.· ' 

.... "', 
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