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. . 6"'-"-- of. DeCJ.sl.on No. oW;.~V.JL 

BEFORE !HE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF mE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

l'HE SENIOR CITIZENS VILIAGE;, ) 
) 

Complainatlt, ) 
) 

vs. ) 
) 

PACIFIC GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY ~ ) 
) 

Defe'Dd8.Ilt. ) 
) 

Case No. 7115 
(Filed May 15, 1961) 

Richards, Watson~ Smith & Hemuerli'Dg, by 
David S .. Smith for complaiXlaXlt; 
MalcomA. MacR1110p, for oefendant; 
carol T. COffey, for the Commission staff;, 
in:erveDer. 

OPINION 
--~-~--

. 
Complainant herein, Senior Citizens Village, is a non-

profit corpor~tioD which is the owtler of a 42 1/2-acre tract of 

land iD the City of Fresno on which it has CODstructed 82 b".rlldi'Ogs, 

as a hOl:SiDg project pursuant to, . rules of The Federal Hous.i:og 

AdmiDistration, for reDtal of 557 apart:ment UXlits as living quarters 

and for reDeal of portions of a commUDity center building t~ com­

mercial ente:prises. 

ComplaiIl~t has so~h~ a single gas meter and a single 

electric meter for the project. Defend:1Ilt, Pacif:'c Gas and Electric 

Company, has ~efuscd to serve the project by meaDS of:a single meter 

for each type of service, pr~1lls.rily on .the groutlds of its clollim that 

such single metering is Dot provided for in its tariffs; de.fetlda.:nt 

raises a numbe~ of other objectloIlS to- complaitlaDt. ' s recruellt. 

Public hcariDg in the matte: w&s held before ExamiDer 

P. Everett Ecerson Oil Oetober 24 aDd 25, 1961, a.t Fres::lo,. The 

matter was submitted on briefs, the last beiDg filed OD December 29, 

1961, aDd it is IlOW ready' for decision. 
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ComplaitlaIlt's project is boUXlded by East HamiltoXl Avenue 

OD the Dorth~ by South ChestDut AVeXlue OD the west~ by the Southern 

Pacific Railroad right-of-wayoXl the south aDd by llDdeveloped laXlds 

OIl the east,. the easterly exteXlt of the project beiXlg on the order 

of 1300 to 1600 feet east of South Chestllu,t AveXlue. 

Ingress and egress for the- proj ect are by meaDS of a siZlgle 

thorough.fare~ Damed George McLain Boulevard, iDterseetiDg South 

ChestXlut Avellue about 500 feet south of East Hamilton Avenue. WitbiD 

the project are foUl: thoroughfares (George McLain B-lva.,. Albert RaiDs 

St. ~ B. F. Sisk Dr. aDd Ted Wills Circle) which effectively divide 

the project iDtO five parcels of irregular shapes. SiDgle-storied 

buildiDgs cOXlsisting of either 6-unit or 8-UDit living quarters occupy 

four of the parcels, to a total of 81 buildings. the fifth parcel is 

desi~ated The CommUDity CeDter and COXltaiDS, a siDgle large building 

whereiXl are to be located the project office, a general meetiDg place 

aDd. certaiD commercial enterprises such as a medical office,. a drug­

store,. a ~ket, a barber shop, a beauty parlor aDd a cafeteria. 

The four thoroughfares ~thin the project are presently 

p~ivate ways utldedicated to public use. It is compla:tDaDt ' s intent 

that they remain such. 

ComplaiDaxlt OWDS aDd will marlage aDd operate the eDtire ' 

project (excepting oDly the activities of the commercial teDaDts in 

1he Communi.ty Center) aDd will provide water~ gas and electric ser~ 

ices to the li.ving quareers~ the charge for such services bei.ng 

iDcluded, but Dot separately stated~ itl the reXltal charge. 

Sometime in 1958 (probably about September) complainaDt 

explained the plot plan .aJ:ld the extellt of the project to defe'lldaDt's 

represe'll~atives iD Fresno aDd requested master meters for both gas 

aDd electric services. In, these initial diseussiotls, defendant's 

represeDtatives first iDdicated that defendaDt would serve the pro:jeet 
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through. individual meters for each li viDg un! t (557 gas meters and 

557 electric meters). After some further discussion~ however~ they 

indicated that service might be provided through meters for each. 

building (81 gas meters aDd 81 electric meters). By letter dated 

September 24~ 1958 ~ it appears that complaiD81lt theD sought to have 

the DutIlber of meters further reduced aDd requested- a master meter 

lito serve a Dumber of buildings in convel'lient proximity" ~ 

the Dlll'llber of bui ldings to vary Itfrom three bui 1di'Dgs to a maximum 

of seven, the living uni ts varying. from a minimum of 18 to, a maximum. 

of 50il
• DefeDOaDt rejected the request and complaiDa:ot gave Dotice 

of formal appeal. 

CoDstruction of ehe project commenced duritlg December 1960. 

At the iDsistetlce of defetldant~ defendant i'Dsta11ed the electric aDd 

gas distribotiori systems for and withiD the project and placed an 

electric and a gas meter at each buildiDg. The complaint hereiD 

followed. 

0tJ or about October 13, 1961~ defeDdaDt made a proposal 

to complainaDt, confinned by letter dated October 16, 1961~ by which 

it would install a Wfmasterlf meter for the etltire project for each 

~ of service (one for electric aDd one for gas) with submeters 

for each service at the Cor.cmUDi ty Cellter. This letter 1s Dot 

entirely clear ~ but in the light of the evidence it appears that 

the proposal was to install single gas aDd, electric meters for the 

project's resioerltial usage and to apply defenoant's rate schedules 

in such maDDer that each cODsumption rate block of the applicable 

tariff would be multiplied by eighty-one. Such proposal ,would 

effectively negate the monetary advantages of single metering 

itlsofar as complOlinaxlt is concerDed. 

The electric systen installed by defeDdaDt is a 12~OOO­

volt oveX'head system, supported OD approximately 44 poles set within 

the project alld strutlg OD 6e existing: poles OD East Hamilton Avenue~ 
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feeditlg 31 tratlsformers with a· total installed capacity' of 828 KVA •. 

Except: for 8 buildiDgs served from the pole line 0:0 East HemiltOD 

Avenue, electrie service to the project or!ginates·from.the 12-KV 

line along South Chest'Cut Avenue and enters the project at George 

Mclain Boulevard. 

The gas syst~ installed' by defetldaDt is a high-pressure 

system (tlominally 5 psig or greater) originating in South Chestnut 

Avenue aDd eDtering the project: at George MClain Boulevard via a 

siDgle 3-inch gas main. 

Defen~t's gas tariffs are primarily composed of a 

PrelimiDary StatemeDt, apprOximately 36 rate schedules· aDd 19 Rules. 

Its electric tariffs are primarily composed of a Preliminary 

Statement, apprOximately 7S rate schedules and 1& Rules.. Of partic­

ular interest iD this matter, are defendatlt f sGas aD(,}" Electric 

Rules Nos. 15, 16 aDd 18, the subject matter being simi,lar for the 

two types of service. 'these rules, as well as all of the rest of' 

defe'Odallt's tariffs, are equally binding. upon the utility aDd its 

cus tomers. 
1 

TumiDg first to Gas Rule No. 16, Gas Service ExtensiollS, 

we fiDd the following portions to be perti:oent to the matter at hand: 

"Extetlsions of gas distribution services necessary 
to furIlish permatleDt gas service to applicarlts. will be 
made by the utility in accordance with 'the followillg rules: 
*****Cl. The utility will llOt ills,tall more thall olle serv­
ice pipe to supply a single premises, Ullless·it i.s for 
the eOllvetlietlce of the utility"\**'***,J'.. DefinitiOJJs 1., 
See Special COndition F of Rule No. 15." 

2' 
Gas Rule No., 15, Gas Main Extensions, has among. 

its definitions in ConditloD F: 

"Applicant: A person Or agency requestiDg the 
uei1ity to s1,1pp-ly gas service. It 

1). Sheet S4I6-G aDd SEeet S411-G, filed Apr1I IS, 1960 •. 
2) Sheet 5527-G, filed November 15, 1960. 
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"Premises: All of the real property 8lld apparatus 
employed iIl a single enterprise 0'0 aD iDtegral p~cel 
of la:cd»U1ldivicied, excepting in the case of i:ociustrial, 
agricultural, oil field, resort enterprises and public 
or quasi-public i:ostitutioDs, by a dedicated street, 
highway or other public thoroughfare or a. railW'ay~**1<·r 

Gas ~ule No. IS, Supply- to, Separate Premises and Resale 
3 

of Gas, rcacs 1'0 part as follows: 

;~ere the Com~Dy has adeqaate service fa.cilities 
to supply s.epa:ra~e premises" sa,ch separa.te premises, 
e\·cn though. ow:l~d by the same customer) will not be 
st,;p!?l;.ed wi. t:h g:,a,s throl.'tgh the same meter. 

"Un:ess ::opecially agreed upon, the customer shall 
net re-sell any of 'the gas received by him from the 
compaXlY to a:1Jy other person or for a:ny other purpose., 
or on other premises that! specified in his application 
for serv:i.ce. 

HOwers or lessees of apartment houses or other 
buildings may re-sell gas to tenants of su,ch houses 
or bui Idings, provi ded either; 

:fl. Such service is resold at rates ide1ltical with 
the rates of the Company that WOl.:ld apply i:o the' event 
that service were supplied to the sub-customer by the 
CompaXlY: or, 

"2. The charge to the st:b-c:u,stomer for such service 
is absorbed in the r~neal charge for the ?remdses 
occupied by hi~*i<**" 

A careful readi:og of defendant' s ga~ rules makes it abun­

dantly clear that siDg!e OIle'cering of .a proj ect such as complainatlt' s 

is contemplated by such rules. The only specific question involved 

is whether or Dot complainaDt' s activities. meet de£eXldant'·· s defin~ 

i tioD of "premises". In the light of the evidence> the Commission 

finds as a fact that complainaDt is conducting .a single enterprise 

(that of providing housing 8.Xld cotrmlUXlity center activities. aXld 

services for the elderly) on an integral parcel of land (42 112-at:3:e 

parcel) UDdivided by a dedicated public thoroughfare' (private 

roadways only) and concludes therefrom that complainant is entitled 

to the sitlSle metering of gas service as requested. Further> the 

3) Sheet 4~7-G> f1Ied July 30, I955. 
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CommissioD fi~ds and concludes tbae complainant is entitled to 

receive such service UDoer rate Schedule No. G-3:, General Natural 

Gas Service, without modification thereof and at the :lh1gh pressure" 

DOW available at the site aDd as contemplated by defendant's Gas 

Rule No.2. -However, under the filed' tariff schedules, unless the 

charges for gas are at all times included in the rent, the utili~ 

may DOW or in the future elect to meter and serve each Donaomestic 

cust:omer. 

!uroi~g to defendant's electric tariffs, Rule and Regulation 
4 

No. 16, Service Connections and Facilities on Customer's Premises, 

we fi~d the followiDg provision to be pertinent to the matter at haDo: 

aAl (a) Location: All meters shall be itlstalled by the 
CompaDy at some convenient place, ****upon the customer's 
premises and so placed as to be at all times accessible****. 

"Al (c) Master Meters: A master meter will be furnished 
aXld installed****where electric: et)ergy is to be metered' 
41lC resold****as provided in Rule 18****.'11 

Rule a:od Regulation No. 18, Supply To Separate Premises 
5 

And Re-Sale of Electric Exlergy, except for the substitution of the 

words "electric eDergyu for the word "gas". is in substaDce·identical 

to defendaDt's Gas Rule No. 18, excerpts of which are hereillabove 

quoted. 

As in the case with gas, the crux of the electric service 

problem lies iD the definitioD, or interpretation, of the term 

:'separate premises". Unlike the gas situation, however, nODe of 

defecdant's electric rules refer specifically to a definitio~ of 

the word ·'premises". The ollly defiDitioD of such word is to be 
6 

fOUDd in Electric Rule No. 1S, Litle Ex1:eDsiolls. DefenciaDt relies 

4) 

5) 

6) 

sheet 307S-E, filed March 13, 1959; sheets Nos. I752-E aDa I753-E; 
filed November 22, 1949. 
Sheet lOSS-E, filed JUtJe 21, 1943 .. 
Sheet 3l97-E, filed November 15, 1960. 
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OD its placetllellt of such defiDitiotl iD R.lJle No. 15 as grounds for 

maiDtaiDiDg'tnat said defiDition applies oDly to the provisions of 

Rule No. 15. DefeDdant' s reliatlce is misplaced. This CotmniSSiOD t S 

DecisioD No. 60938, issued October 25, 1960 (58, Cal PUC 190-204), 

ordered that, H***electrical utilities shall iDclude in their defiD­

itioDS of tariff terms (preferal>ly in Rule No. 1)****" the prescribed 

defilJi tioD of the word "premises" as hereiDabove quoted. DefeDd8.%2t ' s 

placement of said defiDition ill its Rule No. 15 iD no way relieves 

it from the obligatioD to apply said definitioll throughout its rules. 

In the light of the evidence respectillg electric service, 

the Commission finds and concludes that complaitlatlt is eDt! tled to 

receive electric service through single meteriDg facilities ~d UDder 

either rate Schedule No. A-2, Gene:al Service, or rate Schedule 

No. A-13, Ge'Deral Service - Demand Metered, as it may elect. 

However, UDder the filed tariff schedules, u'Oless the 

charges for electric service are at all times included iD the reDt, 

the uti11ty may DOW or 1'0 the future elect to meter atld serve each 

no'Odomestic customer. 
, 

/' 

Defe'OdaDt also objects to the graDtillg of complainant's 

r,equest on the groUXIds that complaillaDt, Dot defe'OdaDt, will own atld 

maintain high-voltage electric atld high-pressure gas distributio'O 

lines atld, further, that defend8.Xlt has desigced' the systems which it 

has now ill place in such manDer as to permit of their use in extending 

defClldant's system. to future customers beyoDd the cO'Dfines of the' 

village. Neither of these objections are weighty etlough to over turD 

the findings and conclusions hereinabove set forth. With respect to , 

the objection as to oW'Dership, defendaIlt IS OWD rules (Gas Rule No-. 20 

atld Electric Rule No. 16) place the responsibility for keeping the 

private facilities in good and safe cO'Ddition on the customer and 
" 

permit defClldaot to discontiDue service to, the customer in those 
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iDstaDces where the facilities are unsafe (Gas :Rule No-. 11 and 

Electric Rule No. 11). With respect to the objection as to,desigc 

and future use of the systems~ defendant's representatives were 

made fully aware of complainant's plans and request for" single meter­

iDS long in advance of either desigtl or constructioIl. Defendant's 

refusal to s1Jpply the service to which complainant was entitled 

should Dot DOW be held to militate against complainant. However, 

the grUltiDg of complainatlt's request should be contingent upon 

eomplaiDaDC's reimburSing defend~t for the installed cost of all 

of its utility facilities, except meters, DOW iDstalled on the 

property of complai.Dant. 

Based upon the evidence and upon the findings and conc1u­

SiODS set forth in the foregOing opinion, 

IT IS ORDERED that: 

1. Subject to Paragraphs 2 and 3 of this order, Pacific Gas 

a:cd Electric Company shall proceed without delay to render gas axld 

electric service to Senior Citizens Village, Fresno, through single 

metering facilities for each such service, provided, however, that 

unless charges for services are included in the rental for noo­

domestic use of those tenatlts in The Community Cetlter Building, the 

utility may~ if it so desires~ ~eter acd serve each such nondomestic 

user; defendant shall notify this Co~ssion i'O writing of having 

complied with the order herein within ten days follOwing the date on 

which completion of 'the necessary meteriDg facilities has been 

accomplisbed. 

2. Paragraph 1 of this order is contingent upon the approval 

by this Commission of all agreemeDt between complainaDt aDd defendant 

providing for the sale to complainant of defendant's utility fac11-

i ties> except meters> l)OW installed OD the property of eomplainaru:. 
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3. If complainant should at ally time elect" to charge its 

< teIl8Jlts for utility service by means other than i'Dcludi'Dg such 

charges i'D rent, defendaXlt may meter atld serve each ten8Xlt to the ex­

teDt that the theD applicable tariff schedules shall provide. 

The effect! ve date of this order shall be twenty days. after 

the date hereof. 

Dated at~ __ Sml __ Fran __ C1S_-se_o ___ , CaliforXlia, this ___ G __ < r:A __ ,:_ 
day of -----'a .... · .... ~~.o.;j~ __ _ 


