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BEFORE THE RAILROAD COMr.USSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFOP.NIA. 

SAMUEL KRAMER, 

CO:llplai:nant~ 

vs. 

LOS ANGELES GAS & ELECTRIC 
CORPORATION, a Corporation, 

Defendant. 
--~~-------------------~---------

CARR, Commissioner: 

Frank C. Shoemaker, ror Complainant. 

Paul Overto~, ~or Detendant. 

Complainant seeks recovery of claimed overcharges upon 

the theory that he was billed ror gas under Schedule G-l, whereas 

he should have been billed under Schedule G_S.(l) 

The case was heard and submitted on February 15, 1934. 

About the middle of 1933 the complainant requested that 

he 'be placed on Schedule G-5 and he was. 

The complainant commenced the use of gas in his manu­

facturing processes iXL 1925, starting on Schedule G-l. Schedule 

G-5 was then 1n effect 1n substant1Zl.:1.1y its prese:c.t form.. (2) 

Schedule G-l, however, was under complainantTs then operating con­

di tions the cheaper schedule. Also, consumers UD.der this·· schedule 

had a preference over G-5 consumers in th~ matter of shut-ot~. 

r:---Rerundsmade to the cocple~ant ~o12oW1ng the decision of the 
United States Supreme Court in L.A.G~}_&.ElftP;~~~ VS. ~ , 
CQmmi~ 289 u.s. 2e7~ very subst~tia~y reduced tbe amount o~ 
M.s c~a:Lm. 

2. The only change subseQ.uent1y made in th:t.s schedule was the­
insertion or a more specir1c description o~ those to whom the 
schedule was open. No change was made in the volume, of the rate. 
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Schedule G-l continued for several years to be the 

cbeaper, as well as the more advantageous, schedule for the com­

plainant to use. Gradually, bowever, bis consumption of gas in-

creased until in later years bis 'bills would. bave been somewhat 

lower had he been on Scbeeule G-5. No request for a change was 

made tal til 19S5. 

Tbe case turns upon the eft ect of the Company's Rule 19'.-· 

This and a s1m1lal' :ule have been before the Commission at various 

times (See City 0: Ve~~JJ~ VS .. ~~rn Ca1U9r:nia .Gl\~ C.Q~ 

34 C .E:. C. 46; :ea:-o&helder-W11son C9mpa.ny~ et.Jl.. vs. Souj(~ 

~~~§_C9.m~ 35 C .. R.C. 132; A. J.Ja:yer. QompanY, et el.!.L 

. VS. ~-lli~tm--C..9~ 35 C.R.C. 137; tecPn.~.l 

~ass C.2..t-Vs._§!m.t~~nj.ti~~.L. 35 C.R.C. 764) and 

.... _." .. , their meaIl1ng and scope have been fully defined and limited. 

There are pre,sent he::-e none of the spec1.a.l facts or 

circumstances such as were beld 1n these cases to bring into opera-. 
• ·1 . 

. t10n the duty;1.mpos.ed by Rule 19 upon the defendant. The only' 
, .~ ... , ,A ,I 'I i ,.. , .. ' fl' I,,' • , •• ,'.. .,. • .~" ,:ItJ;,:.'j} ...... "" .... \ i' , 

thing suggested was th:lt .,1r1 1928 or 1929 the complainant telElphoned, 

.. ."'"'_::E;Z·i~ adV"lse·:~t'~~)l:Ls dgas;.S4:ppi~(·r;,;,~' n.ot·sa ti;fsctory. He . 
I, ~~_ ~~- ~, _<, ,'L' rI~: 

. ., "." I''!'" .', ' 'I ,." ... 
was then· 'cslled upon b,Y'.,:elllployes of tbeCompany who,·~'told him he . 

~j~".",,,,. :','( ... .',. ., ..•. ,., '. ......,., .... , 

needed a lal"ger·· meter .. ~ ..... Such S onawas ·.instalJ::ed: ....c~iOl zy , 
, ~. . 

thing more than this is essent1al. "- , ,,~ 

"'. ,': 

... '" .Q B 12··~R 

A. public beariJ:.g having been,~h3.d in the above ent;t~ed, 
. . ,,"~'''''''''''' 

~~.:_er ~~ .. ,~h~ .... ~ase sub~~~~.ed, . ._. , , _ .... "_ .. '" ....... ,, ,,' __ ._.~, __ • <"-_ ...... h • 
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IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the case be and it hereby 1s 

dismissed. 

The foregoing op~ion and order ere hereby approved and 

ordered filed as the opinion and order of the Railroad Commission 

of the State or California. 

Dated at San Francisco, California, this 19th day of 

February, 1934. 


