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Decisior No.
BEFORE THE RAILROAD COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA.

SAMUEL KRAMER,

Coxplainant,
VS.
Case No. 3715. o T
LOS ANGELES GAS & ELECTRIC RSNt TR
CORPORATION, a Corporation, fﬁ.‘i3¢§fi“%[§g§ ias Ez
s, TU e e P
Defendant. F e ¥

Frank C. Shoemaker, for Complainant.

Paul Overtor, for Defendant.

CARR, Comxdissioner:
QRINIOR

Complainant seeks recovery of claimed overcharges upon
the theory that he was billed for gas under Schedule G-l, whereas
he should have been billed under Schedule G-5.(1>

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 Waé; -

The complainant commenced the use of gas in his manu-
facturing processes in 1925, starting on Sckheéule G-l. Schedule
G-5 was then In effect in substentially its presernt fornu<2)
Schedule G-1, however, was under complainent's then operating con-
ditlons the cheaper schedule. Also, consumers under this schedule

had a preference over (-5 consumers in the matter of shut-off.

1. Refunds made to the complainant following the decision of the.
United States Supreme Court in L.A.Gas & Fleet.Co. vs. Rai 3

Commission, 283 U.S. 287, very substantially reduced the amount of
his ¢leaim.

2. The only change subsequently made In this schedule was the-
insertion of a more specific description of those to whom the

schedule was open. No change was made in the volume of the rate.
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Schedule G-1 continued for several years to be the
cheaper, as well as the more advantageous, schedule for the com-
plainant to use. Gradually, however, his consumption of gas in-
creased until in later years his bills would have been somewhat
lower had he been on Schedule G-5. No request for 2 change was
made until 1933.

The case turns upon the effect of tke Coxﬁpany's Rule 19.°
This and 2 similar rule bave been before the Commission at‘va.rious“
times (See City of Vernon, et 2l. vs. Soutbern Californis Gas Co,,
54 C.E.C. 465 Batchelder-Wilson COmpany. et l. vs. Southern
California Ges Company, 35 C.R.C. 152; A. J. Baver Company, et 2l,,
vs. Los Apeeles Gas & Zlectric Company, 35 C.R.C. 187; Iechnical
Qass Co. vs. Sowsherp-California Gas Compsny, 35 C.R.C. '?64)' and

| ... their meaning and scope have been fully defined and l:t.mited.

There are pre:;sen‘c here none of the specizl facts or

cucumstances such as were held in these cases to bring Into opera-

'.tion the duty impoeed by Rule 19 upon the defendan The only-

O

wtba.ng mggested was that in 1928 or 1829 the complainant telerphoned

NS

needed a larger- meter.~~ Such & one was :I.nstal]:ed. ome=
thing more than this 1s essemtial. T -, D - \\
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- X recommend  the following form of.order:

"QERRER
A publie nearing having been bad in the above entitled .

matter and the case submitted, . e i s i

-2- - : ¢

| e Mompany to advise’ thatmhis gas: sapply was not sati.,ractory. He
was then ‘called upon by employeo of the Company who-to1d b.f.m he
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IT IS EEREBY CRDERED that the case be and it hereby is
dismissed.

The foregoing opinion and order are hereby approved and
ordered filed as the opinion and order of the Railroad Commission
of the State of California.

Dated at San Francisco, Californiz, this 18tk day of

Fedbrunary, 1954.
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