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September 25, 2009     
 
 
Advice 3531-E  
(Pacific Gas and Electric Company ID U 39 E) 
 
Public Utilities Commission of the State of California 
 
Subject:   The Jourdain Family Trust Easement, Amador County – Request for 

Approval Under Section 851 
 
Purpose 

Pacific Gas and Electric (“PG&E”) submits this advice letter seeking approval, under 
Public Utilities Code Section 851, of PG&E’s consent to grant the Jourdain Family Trust 
(“Jourdain”) use of PG&E property to remedy a 0.034 acre encroachment by the 
Jourdain Family House on PG&E’s Electra Tunnel Fee Strip located in Amador County 
(the “Property”).  If granted, this easement will not only remedy the existing 
encroachment but it will also facilitate and support the Jourdain Family’s plans to 
complete all necessary activities required to place the Property on the market for sale.  
Commission approval of this easement is not adverse to the public interest and the 
existing minor encroachment does not interfere with PG&E’s operations or provision of 
utility services. 

Background 
 
PG&E owns land, buildings and other structures in connection with the provision of 
energy service throughout its service territory.  The Electra Tunnel Fee Strip in Amador 
County, California, is one such property.  Located on an unfenced and open space 100-
foot fee strip, the Electra Tunnel is located 636 feet below ground and measures 13 feet 
in diameter.  The Tunnel runs between the West Point Powerhouse and Lake Tabeaud, 
conveying water from upstream reservoirs to the Electra Powerhouse which is part of 
PG&E Mokelumne River Project. 

The above-mentioned easement related to the encroachment of a small portion of the 
Jourdain Family House, consisting of a single-family dwelling and deck and fence  
discovered during a survey of the Property for a new septic system.  The Jourdain 
Family House was built in 1973 and this encroachment, which occupies a total area of 
0.034 acres, has existed since then.  Of the total encroachment acreage, 0.004 acres is 
attributed to the corner of the house and a section of the deck.  The remaining 0.03 
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acres of the total encroachment is attributed to a minor section of the fenced yard.  The 
encroaching portion of these structures was constructed without PG&E’s knowledge or 
consent, and PG&E believes that encroachment was inadvertent.  

The Electra Tunnel is located within the Federal Energy Regulatory Board (“FERC”) 
project boundary - FERC Project No. 137.  On April 11, 2007, PG&E filed a Notice of 
Intent with FERC requesting the approval to grant an easement for 0.004 acres of 
encroachment.  On June 19, 2007, FERC approval for the request was issued under 
Article 415, Paragraph (d)(7).  A copy of the approval letter is attached herein as 
Attachment C-1.  Following this approval, PG&E and the Jourdain family became aware 
of an error in the description of the encroachment (a section of the fence was 
inadvertently not included in the initial FERC NOI).  To remedy the encroachment, 
PG&E on May 12, 2009, filed a new Notice of Intent with FERC seeking consent to 
revise the approved request of April 11, 2007 to include the 0.03 acres of a minor fence 
(for a total of 0.034 acres).  FERC Approval for this request was received on July 9, 
2009 and is included herein as Attachment C-2. 

The Pacific Forest and Watershed Lands Stewardship Council (“Stewardship Council” 
or “SC”), a California non-profit corporation, has stated that it has no objection to this 
proposed easement, which will encumber a very small area of PG&E hydro-electric 
property that is part of the Watershed Lands covered by the Land Conservation 
Commitment (“LCC”).  As the CPUC is aware, the LCC was established as part of the 
settlement agreement between PG&E, PG&E Corporation, and the Commission in I.02-
04-026.  The LCC has been clarified and supplemented by a stipulation dated 
September 25, 2003.  Pursuant to the settlement agreement, PG&E created the SC to 
oversee and carry out the LCC.   

Under the LCC, the Watershed Lands, including the PG&E property that would be 
subject to the proposed easement here, must be either: (1) subject to permanent 
conservation easements restricting development of the land to protect and preserve 
their beneficial public values, or (2) donated in fee simple to one of more public 
agencies or qualified non-profit conservation organizations that will ensure the 
protection of those beneficial values. 

The SC plans to make Land Conservation and Conveyance Plan (“LCCP”) 
recommendations to PG&E in the future pursuant to the Land Conservation Plan 
(“LCP”) guidelines it has already adopted.  In the meantime, the Governing Board of the 
SC has discretion to recommend that PG&E undertake certain individual transactions 
before an LCCP transaction has been made to PG&E and Section 851 approval 
received from the CPUC.  The SC has developed a policy regarding third-party uses of 
lands subject to its jurisdiction.   

Pursuant to the SC’s Third-Party Use Policy, SC has reviewed PG&E’s request for 
approval of the proposed Easement and found that it would be consistent with the long-
term objectives of the settlement agreement, stipulation and LCP, and that there is no 
reasonable possibility that the easement or this use would interfere with the SC’s land 
conservation planning and management efforts and objectives for the North Fork 
Mokelumne River Planning Unit. The Electra Tunnel Fee strip to be encumbered here is 
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within FERC boundaries and so will only be eligible for a conservation easement and 
not donation in fee in the LCCP.   Consequently, the appropriate language has been 
included in Section 8 of the Jourdain Easement that provides that the Easement Area 
may be subject to a future conservation easement or easements. (See section (6) of 
this Advice Letter).  Because the Jourdain easement will be recorded and will “run with 
the land,” all future owners will be on notice of this language as well.     

On September 15, 2009, the Stewardship Council’s Executive Director issued a letter, 
included herein as Attachment B, which acknowledged its review of the Jourdain 
Easement request and recommended that PG&E proceed with the proposed easement.  
The Stewardship Council Staff based its findings on: (1) the Third-Party Use Request 
Guidelines and Procedure adopted by the Stewardship Council, (2) the Stewardship 
Council’s staff review of the information provided by PG&E, including the proposed 
Easement language, and terms and conditions referenced above, and (3) the subject 
encroachment has been in existence for the past 37 years.  Therefore, the SC has no 
objection to PG&E’s request for CPUC 851 approval of the proposed Jourdain 
easement.  The Commission has routinely granted 851 approvals for third-party uses of 
watershed lands that are acceptable to the Stewardship Council, using language that 
can be found most recently at pages 2-3 of Resolution E-4270, issued on August 20, 
2009. 

In addition, granting this easement to the Jourdain Family Trust will not be adverse to 
the public interest.  The Commission has repeatedly held that the relevant inquiry in 
Section 851 proceedings is whether the transaction is “adverse to the public interest.”  
(See, e.g. Universal Marine Corp., 1984, Cal. PUC Lexis 962 * 3; 14 CPUC 2d 644, 
646; see also D.03-01-084, 2003 Cal. PUC LEXIS 72, *10. D.89-07-016 and D.01-05-
076.)  Furthermore, in approving productive compatible secondary uses of utility 
property, such as this easement, the Commission has long recognized that public 
interest is served when, as in this request, utility property is used for other productive 
purposes without interfering with the utility’s operations or affecting service to utility 
customers.  (D.04-07-023, mimeo, p.13, citing D.02-01-058 [2002 Cal. PUC LEXIS 11, 
*9-*10], D.94-06-017, and D.92-07-007.)  The Jourdain single family dwelling property’s 
0.034 acre encroachment onto the Property does not interfere with PG&E operations or 
provision of utility service and granting this easement will in no way impair PG&E’s 
ability to deliver reliable service to its customers.  In addition, if granted, this easement 
will be recorded and will run with the land, providing notice to all future home owners of 
PG&E’s ownership of this 0.034 acre portion of the Property.  The Easement Agreement 
also includes indemnification and other standard provisions that provide further 
protection of ratepayers’ financial interests.  These provisions are a reasonable 
compromise to avoid the cost of litigation.  It would be unduly burdensome for the 
Jourdain Family to remove the encroaching portion of their house, deck and fenced 
yard.  Also, the cost to ratepayers and Jourdain for litigation would far outweigh the 
value of this easement and the CPUC has approved similar such easement 
compromises for encroachments by residential structures. (See e.g., D.05-11-023.)  As 
such, the Commission should approve this approach as not adverse to the public 
interest. 
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For all the above reasons, the Commission should grant this Section 851 easement 
request over PG&E fee property to the Jourdain Family Trust. 

In accordance with the format of advice letter directed in Resolution ALJ-202 (Appendix 
A, Section IV.), PG&E provides the following information related to the proposed 
transaction: 

(1) Identity and Addresses of All Parties to the Proposed Transaction:  
 
Pacific Gas and Electric Company 
Andrew L. Niven 
Gail L. Slocum 
Law Department 
P.O. Box 7442 
San Francisco, CA 94120 
Telephone: (415) 973-6583 
Facsimile: (415) 973-0576 

  Email: GLSG@pge.com 

Jourdain Family Trust  
c/o Robert Jourdain 
P.O. Box 1438 
Mendocino, CA 95460 
  
 
 

 
(2) Complete Description of the Property Including Present Location, 

Condition and Use: 
 
This request relates to a 0.034 acre section of PG&E property in Amador County 
consisting of a hundred (100) foot-wide fee strip that houses PG&E’s Electra 
Tunnel.  The Electra Tunnel is 13 feet in diameter and is located 636 feet 
underground.  This fee strip is part of the parcel of land that is situated on the 
north half of the Northwest quarter of Section 14, Township 6 North, Range 12 
East, MDB&M, described and designated 1, as reserved in the deed from Pacific 
Gas Electric Company to E.V. Rodman and Dolores G. Rodman, dated July 13, 
1967, and recorded in the Book 167 of Official Records at page 34, Amador 
County Records.  The Legal Description and Maps of the easement area is 
attached herein as Exhibit B 1-2 of the Easement Agreement included herein as 
Attachment A.  
 

(3) Intended Use of the Property: 

The Jourdain Family Trust intends to sell the Jourdain Family House, which is 
used for a single family dwelling.  As such, granting this easement will facilitate 
the completion of preparatory activities necessary to place the aforementioned 
Property on the market and complete a sale.  

(4) Complete Description of Financial Terms of the Proposed Transaction: 

PG&E will receive a one-time nominal fee of $500 for granting the easement.  

(5) Description of How Financial Proceeds of the Transaction Will Be 
Distributed: 
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Any net compensation received by PG&E as a result of this transaction will be 
credited to Other Operating Revenue and be used to reduce generation revenue 
requirements in future General Rate Cases, consistent with conventional cost-of-
service ratemaking. 

(6) Statement on the Impact of the Transaction on Ratebase and Any Effect on 
the Ability of the Utility to Serve Customers and the Public: 

As a result of this transaction, no PG&E property is being sold or disposed off. 
Thus, there will be no changes in PG&E’s rate base as a result of granting the 
proposed easement.  Further, granting this easement will not interfere with 
and/or affect PG&E ability to provide reliable service to its customers and the 
public at large.  PG&E reserves the right to make use of this easement area for 
such purposes as it may deem necessary or appropriate if, and whenever, in the 
interest of its service to its customers or the public at large. 

Further within Section 8(c) of the Easement Agreement, Jourdain acknowledges 
that PG&E may have previously granted, and may in the future grant, certain 
rights in and across the Easement Area to others including but not limited to a 
Conservation Easement, and the use of the word “grant” in this Agreement shall 
not be construed as a warranty or covenant by PG&E that there are no such 
other rights.  Because the Jourdain Easement will be recorded and will “run with 
the land,” all future owners will be on notice of this language as well.    This 
further ensures that the easement has no adverse effect on the Commission-
adopted Land Conservation Commitment, which further benefits the public 
interest, as discussed further above.   

(7) The Original Cost, Present Book Value, and Present Fair Market Value for 
Sales of Real Property and Depreciable Assets, and a Detailed Description 
of How the Fair Market Value Was Determined (e.g., Appraisal): 

Not applicable. 

(8) The Fair Market Rental Value for Leases of Real Property, and a Detailed 
Description of How the Fair Market Rental Value Was Determined: 

Not applicable. 

(9) For Fair Market Rental Value of the Easement or Right-of-Way and a 
Detailed Description of How the Fair Market Rental Value Was Determined: 

PG&E believes that the negotiated easement fee falls within the acceptable 
market range of values for such easements as a secondary use of generation-
related facilities, such as this easement used to remedy the encroachment by the 
Jourdain Family House, and is comparable to easement fees negotiated by other 
providers of easements in rights of way in rural areas.  (See D.05-11-023)  
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To determine a fair rental value for this easement fee, PG&E researched acreage 
costs of comparable agricultural open space parcels within the vicinity of the 
Property.  PG&E obtained sales figures for the last two years for thirteen parcels 
of land that have either been sold or are currently on sale.  The parcel prices 
ranged from $21,000/acre to $1,250/acre.  Averaging the thirteen properties, a 
value of $6,595/acre was arrived at.  This average was applied to the 
encroachment area of 0.0345, to arrive at a fair easement fee value of $227.55.  
Based on this value, PG&E determined that a one-time payment of $500 would 
suffice as an acceptable fee for the transaction that falls within the range of fair 
market value for such easements.  Therefore PG&E requests that the 
Commission find this one-time nominal fee of $500 to be reasonable.  PG&E 
statement of Nominal Payment is included herein as Attachment D. 

(10) A Complete Description of any Recent Past (Within the Prior Two Years) or 
Anticipated Future Transactions that May Appear To Be Related to the 
Present Transaction1: 

Not applicable. 

(11) Sufficient Information and Documentation (Including Environmental Review 
Information) to Indicate that All Criteria Set Forth in Section II(A) of 
Resolution ALJ-202 Are Satisfied: 

PG&E has provided information within this advice letter to meet the eligibility 
criteria under the Section 851 Advice Letter pilot program. The proposed 
transaction will not have any adverse effect on public interest because it will in no 
way affect the existing operations of PG&E’s hydro Electra Tunnel and its 
associated property, nor will it interfere with PG&E provision of utility services.  

In addition, the compensation from the proposed easement is below the $5 
million eligibility requirement set forth in ALJ-202 for easements. Further, the 
transaction does not entail the transfer or change in ownership of facilities used 
for PG&E operations. 

Pursuant to the CEQA requirements provided in ALJ-202, the transaction will not 
cause any physical change to the existing structure of this property.  As such this 
transaction does not qualify as a project under CEQA nor will it require a review 
by the Commission as either a lead or responsible agency.  Approvals that do not 
result in a direct or reasonable foreseeable indirect physical change to the 

                                            
1 During adoption of the Advice Letter pilot program in ALJ-186 (later followed by ALJ-202), this 
category of information was included to enable the CPUC to ensure that utilities were not seeking 
to circumvent the $5 million Advice Letter threshold by dividing what is a single asset with a value 
of more than $5 million into component parts each valued at less than $5 million, which is clearly 
not the case here. (See CPUC Resolution ALJ-186, issued August 25, 2005, mimeo, p.5.) 
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environment are not “projects” under CEQA and do not trigger a CEQA review 
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15060, subdiv. c & c2.)2 

Neither this advice letter nor the transactions contained in the Easement 
Agreement for which approval is being sought will directly result in any physical 
change in use.  If a situation arises in the future and the new owners propose 
modification of the property in question, the approval processes required by the 
primary land use authority would include any CEQA review that might be 
necessary, and CEQA Section 15303(a) exempting single family residences and 
related small facilities, as well as CEQA Section 15305 also exempts minor 
encroachment permits and other minor alterations in land use. (See e.g., D.05-
03-015.) 

(12) Additional Information to Assist in the Review of the Advice Letter: 

Not applicable. 

(13) Environmental Information 

Pursuant to ALJ-202, the advice letter program only applies to proposed 
transactions that will not require environmental review by the CPUC as a lead or 
responsible agency under CEQA either because (a) a statutory or categorical 
exemption applies or (b) because the transaction is not a “project” under CEQA. 

a. Exemption 
 

i. Has the proposed transaction been found exempt from CEQA by a 
government agency? 

 
1. If yes, please attach notice of exemption.  Please provide 

name of agency, date of Notice of Exemption, and State 
Clearinghouse number. 

Not applicable 

2. If no, does the applicant contend that the project is exempt 
from CEQA?  If yes, please identity the specific CEQA 
exemption or exemptions that apply to the transaction, citing 
to the applicable State CEQA Guideline(s) and/or Statute(s). 

The activities proposed in the Easement Agreement will not 
require environmental review by the Commission because 
the transaction is not a project under CEQA.  See Section 
13(b) below.  In addition the previous encroaching single-
family residential construction was and remains categorically 

                                            
2 In addition, prior construction of these encroachments on PG&E property were categorically exempt 
under Section 15303(a) of the California Environmental Quality Act, which exempts construction and 
location of limited numbers of new, small facilities or structures including one single-family residence. 
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exempt under Section 15303(a) of the California 
Environmental Quality Act, which exempts construction and 
location of limited numbers of new, small facilities or 
structures including one single-family residence.  In addition 
the Commission has approved minor encroachments as 
categorically exempt under CEQA Section 15305. (See 
D.05-03.015.) 

b. Not a “Project” Under CEQA 
 

i. If the transaction is not a “project” under CEQA, please explain 
why. 

As described in Section (11), the transaction sought under the 
proposed Easement Agreement relates to an existing construction 
that will not physically change as a result of this Section 851 
approval.  Thus this transaction does not qualify as a “project” 
under CEQA.  CEQA guidelines expressly provide that an activity is 
not subject to CEQA review if the activity will not result in a direct or 
reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change in the 
environment. Because PG&E’s proposed Easement Agreement 
with The Jourdain Family Trust will not result in any physical 
change to PG&E property it is not a “project” under CEQA. 

Protests 
 
Anyone wishing to protest this filing may do so by letter sent via U.S. mail by facsimile 
or electronically, any of which must be received no later than October 15, 2009, which 
is 20 days after the date of this filing.  Protests should be mailed to: 
 

CPUC Energy Division 
Attention: Tariff Unit, 4th Floor 
505 Van Ness Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
 
Facsimile:  (415) 703-2200 
E-mail: mas@cpuc.ca.gov and jnj@cpuc.ca.gov 

 
Copies of protests also should be mailed to the attention of the Director, Energy 
Division, Room 4004, at the address shown above. 
 
The protest also should be sent via U.S. mail (and by facsimile and electronically, if 
possible) to PG&E at the address shown below on the same date it is mailed or 
delivered to the Commission: 
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Pacific Gas and Electric Company 
Attention: Brian Cherry 
Vice President, Regulatory Relations 
77 Beale Street, Mail Code B10C 
P.O. Box 770000 
San Francisco, CA  94177 
 
Facsimile: (415) 973-7226 
E-mail: PGETariffs@pge.com 

 
Effective Date  
 
Pursuant to the review process outlined in Resolution ALJ-202, PG&E requests that this 
advice filing become effective by Commission resolution at the December 17, 2009, 
meeting, or soon as possible.  PG&E agrees in advance to a shortened review and 
comment period and waiving its right to reply comments on a draft resolution approving 
this request, if the Energy Division deems a shortened period appropriate and/or 
necessary in order to expedite final approval to help the State Department of 
Corrections avoid any losses of funding, as discussed earlier in this filing.  PG&E 
submits this filing as a Tier 3. 
 
Notice  
 
In accordance with General Order 96-B, Section IV, a copy of this advice letter is 
being served on the Energy Division and the Division of Ratepayer Advocates. In 
addition, in accordance with General Order 96-B, Section IV, a copy of this advice 
letter is being sent electronically and via U.S. mail to parties shown on the 
attached list.  Address change requests should be directed to San Heng  at 
(415) 973-2640.  Advice letter filings can also be accessed electronically at 
http://www.pge.com/tariffs 

 
Vice President, Regulatory Relations  
 
Attachments  
 
cc:  Service List - Advice Letter 3531-E  
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************ SERVICE LIST Advice 3531-E*********** 

APPENDIX A 
 

Karen Clopton 
Administrative Law Judge Division 
505 Van Ness Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
(415) 703-2008 
kvc@cpuc.ca.gov 
 
Angela K. Minkin 
Administrative Law Judge Division 
505 Van Ness Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
(415) 703-2008 
ang@cpuc.ca.gov 
 
Myra J. Prestidge 
Administrative Law Judge Division 
505 Van Ness Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
(415) 703-2629 
tom@cpuc.ca.gov 
 
Jonathan Reiger 
Legal Division  
505 Van Ness Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
(415) 355-5596 
jzr@cpuc.ca.gov 
 
Chloe Lukins 
Energy Division  
505 Van Ness Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
(415) 703- 1637 
clu@cpuc.ca.gov 
 
Julie Fitch 
Energy Division 
505 Van Ness Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
(415) 355-5552 
jf2@cpuc.ca.gov 
 
Kenneth Lewis 
Energy Division 
505 Van Ness Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
(415) 703-1090 
kl1@cpuc.ca.gov 
 
Brewster Fong 
Division of Ratepayer Advocates 
505 Van Ness Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
(415) 703- 2187 
bfs@cpuc.ca.gov      
 

********** 3rd Party ***********  
 

Robert Jourdain 
P.O. Box 1438 
Mendocino, CA 95460 
 
Stewardship Council 
15 North Ellsworth Avenue, Suite 100 
San Mateo, CA 94401 
(650) 344-9072 (p) or (866) 791-5150 (toll free) 
info@stewardshipcouncil.org 

 
County of Amador 
Planning Department 
810 Court Street  
Jackson, CA 95642  
(209) 223-6380 
planning@co.amador.ca.us 
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20090713-0173 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 07/09/2009 

FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION 
Wuhlagtom, D. C. 20426 

OFFICE OF E N E R ~  I~OJI~TI~ 

Project No. 137-136--California 
Mokelunme Project 
Pacific Gas and Electric Company 

July 9, 2009 

Mr. Ross C. Jackson 
Senior License Coordinator 
Pacific Gas and ElecITic Company 
P.O. 770000, Mail Code NI IC 
San Francisco, CA 94117 

Subject: Notice of intent to grant an easement within project boundary 

Dear Mr. Jackson: 

On May 12, 2009, you filed a notice of intent with the Commission to revise an 
approved easement under article 415, paragraph (d) (7) of the license for the Mokelunme 
Project. This notice was filed under article 415 (d) of the project license) The original 
easement for an encroachment of approximately 9 feet onto Pacific Gas and Electric 
Company (PG&E) pcoperty for a housing slxucture that had existed for 34 years was 
approved by the Commission on June 19, 2007. According to your filing, your original 
application omitted a fence and you are now revising the easement to include the fence, 
bringing the total encumbered project land to 0.34 acre. 

Paragraph (d)(7) of article 415 states that you may convey fee tide to, easements 
or rights-of-way across, or leases of project lands for other uses, if; (i) the amount of land 
conveyed for a particular use is five acres or less; (ii) all of the land conveyed is located 
at least 75 feet, measured horizontally, from project waters at normal surface elevation; 
and (iii) no more than 50 total acres of project lands for each project development are 
conveyed under this clause (dX7) in any calendar year. Any conveyance granted under 
paragraph (d) is also subject to the conditions specified in paragraph (c) of the article. 
Article 415 grants you the authority to convey such easements of project lands, 45 days 
after submitting a letter of notification to the Commission. 

i 97 FERC ~61,031 Order Approving Settlement Agreement and Issuing New License 
(October 11, 2001). 
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Based on our review of your filing, we find that the proposed conveyance qualifies 
under paragraph (d)(7) of article 415, and your submittal fulfills the filing requirements. 
You are reminded that you have the continuing responsibility to ensure that the proposed 
use of the conveyed lands will occur in a manner that will protect the recreational, scenic, 
and other environmental values of the project, in a manner consistent with project 
purposes. 

Thanks you for your cooperation. If you have any questions, please contact me at 
(202) 502-8915. 

Sincerely, 

Hill~ry B e ~  
Environmental Biologist 
Division of Hydropower 
Administration and Compliance 

Randal Livingston 
P.O. 770000, Mail Code NI 1E 
San Francisco, CA 94117 
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  EXHIBIT “D” 
 
NOMINAL PAYMENT SUMMARY STATEMENT 
 
Rev. 4/21/04 
GRANTOR:  PG&E  DATE:  4/14/19  

    
PG&E AGENT: Carol Ackerson   COUNTY: Amador 
    
CONSULTANT:   CHARGE NO.: 10286803 APN:  036-28-014 
 
Project Scope:  Applicant is requesting an easement from PG&E for residence and yard encroaching on 
PG&E property.  House was built in 1973 and the encroachment has existed since that time.  When 
survey for new septic system was conducted in 2006, the encroachment was noted.  Applicant is in the 
process of selling the property and has requested an easement for the portion of the house, deck and yard 
that encroach into this fee strip.  Electra Tunnel is located within a 100’ wide fee strip and 636 feet 
underground.   
Land Use:  Electra Tunnel -  
Highest and Best Use: Location is a steep hillside w/no buildings located below the fee strip of land.  
Damages, Claims, Severance or Benefits Not Involved:   Adequate Market Data Available:  
Market Source(s):  Realquest and Amador County MLS 
 
Recommended Nominal Payment:  $500  
 
Valuation Calculations: 
Comps were pulled for agricultural vacant land as this strip of land cannot have improvements.  Very few 
sales of this type of land have been recorded in the last two years.  Attached is an excel spreadsheet 
showing land sales for the last two years as well as land currently on the market.  Land in this subdivision 
are ½ acre residential lots with utilities in place.  Land below the tunnel 100’ wide fee strip is too steep 
for building.   
 
Property values for land sold in the last two years and current listings range from $21,000/acre to 
$1,250/acre.  Taking the average from all 13 properties, value is $6,595/acre x 0.0345/acre = $225.55 for 
the easement area.   
 
RECOMMENDED:       Recommend a nominal fee payment of $500.00 
 
Carol Ackerson 
Land Agent    
 
COMMENTS: 
 
 
 
APPROVED 
 
______________________________________________________________________________________________ 

     APPRAISAL ADMINISTRATOR     SUPERVISOR  
 
DATE:   
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 Defense Energy Support Center North Coast SolarResources 
Alcantar & Kahl Department of Water Resources Northern California Power Association 
Ameresco Department of the Army  Occidental Energy Marketing, Inc. 
Anderson & Poole Dept of General Services OnGrid Solar 
Arizona Public Service Company Division of Business Advisory Services Praxair 
BART Douglas & Liddell R. W. Beck & Associates  
BP Energy Company Douglass & Liddell RCS, Inc. 
Barkovich & Yap, Inc. Downey & Brand Recon Research 
Bartle Wells Associates Duke Energy SCD Energy Solutions 
C & H Sugar Co. Dutcher, John SCE 
CA Bldg Industry Association Ellison Schneider & Harris LLP SMUD 
CAISO FPL Energy Project Management, Inc. SPURR 
CLECA Law Office Foster Farms Santa Fe Jets 
CSC Energy Services G. A. Krause & Assoc. Seattle City Light  
California Cotton Ginners & Growers Assn GLJ Publications Sempra Utilities 
California Energy Commission Goodin, MacBride, Squeri, Schlotz & 

Ritchie 
Sierra Pacific Power Company 

California League of Food Processors Green Power Institute Silicon Valley Power 
California Public Utilities Commission Hanna & Morton Southern California Edison Company 
Calpine Hitachi Sunshine Design 
Cameron McKenna International Power Technology Sutherland, Asbill & Brennan 
Cardinal Cogen Intestate Gas Services, Inc. Tabors Caramanis & Associates 
Casner, Steve Los Angeles Dept of Water & Power Tecogen, Inc. 
Chamberlain, Eric Luce, Forward, Hamilton & Scripps LLP Tiger Natural Gas, Inc. 
Chevron Company MBMC, Inc. Tioga Energy 
Chris, King MRW & Associates TransCanada 
City of Glendale Manatt Phelps Phillips Turlock Irrigation District 
City of Palo Alto Matthew V. Brady & Associates  U S Borax, Inc. 
Clean Energy Fuels McKenzie & Associates United Cogen 
Coast Economic Consulting Merced Irrigation District Utility Cost Management 
Commerce Energy Mirant Utility Specialists 
Commercial Energy Modesto Irrigation District Verizon 
Consumer Federation of California Morgan Stanley Wellhead Electric Company 
Crossborder Energy Morrison & Foerster Western Manufactured Housing 

Communities Association (WMA) 
Davis Wright Tremaine LLP New United Motor Mfg., Inc. eMeter Corporation 
Day Carter Murphy Norris & Wong Associates   

 


