
Decision No .. '68988' 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC O'I'ILITIES COMMISSION OF THE' STATt OF CALIFORNIA ' 

WEEERS!OWN CORPORATION" 'IRE PERZY 
CORPOR:A'IION ~ !BE SINNOTT CORPORATION" 
'!HE SOENDERMANN CORPORATION. and 
WEBER~" INC.~ 

Complainants" 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

, Case No·.. 77,12" 
(Filed, September' 10" 1963) , ','" 

, ' , 

vs. 

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY~ 

Defendant. 

'~ 
) 
) , 

----------------------------~), 
Gr.cgg M. Anderso::l~ for complainants:. , 
Malcolm A. MaeKi11op" for defendant. 
W. E. Walclrop' and RichardA~ Norton, 

for the Commission statf. ' 

OPINION .AND ORDER ON REHEARIN~~ 

Decision No. 67511 ~ dated July 14,1964" ,denied'complainants ,:: ' 
,. , " 

the tariff deviation they requested,to permit'purchase of electric' ' 

energy froUl defendant for resale, at aprofit~ to; tenants of their 
, " 

, . ,~ . 

shopping center in Stock1:on, San Joaquin County. 'The deci,siond:td,.:' 

hO·J.1ever, provide other, relief as d1sQlissed' hereinafter. , 

Decision No. 67511 provided that theorder'there1n would: 

become effective on August 3, 1964~ unlessdefendant:fi1edareques.t, 

for further hearing before "that d.:te. 'Defenda~tdid' not~cquest 
. : ,,' ' . ' 

£ur1:her hearing but instead, on August 3" 1964" filed a petition 

for rehearing. On September 15 ~ 1964,,' 'an order' 'w~s; i'~~ued'sr~nting' i ' .. ' 

a rehearing and staying, the opcr~tive effect~fD~~1sion'No.. SiSll"·"" 
pending further Commission" order. The, rehearing"was, 'hel.d, and', 

! ,'. ' .. ,', ',." .• '.', 

,I." , 

submitted' before Examine~, catey at SanFranciSco.o~"Marcii.29;1965,. ' 

" 
h ,. 

-1-
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The opinion in Decision No. 607Sl1 stated:" in part: 

"Instead of permitting complainants" to
resell electricity at defendant's rates,. 
thus permitting a profit to complainants 
and placing, them in a utility status, 
it appears more reasonable t~permit them 
to meter all usage for the sole purpose o.f 
prorating equitably, in proportion to- actua.l ' 
usage, the periodic electric bills payable" ' 
to defendant. This, will meet complainants' 
objective of fair treaanent to all tenants .. " 

The Commission then, found,. among other things,; that: 

"2. 11: is, reasonable' for complainants to< 
prorate their periodic electric bills to 
all users at: Weberstown Mall" including, 
themselves,. in proportion to actual'usage 
as determined by meters. tt , 

The Commission concluded: 

'~e Commission concludes that defendant 
should be directed to: permit a deviation, 
from its filed" Rule No. ',18 to' the exten~ 
set forth, in the ensuing, order. ~I' 

The order then provided, among other things.,' that: 

112. 'Defendant' shall permit a deviaeioo/'from ' 
ies Rule No. 18 by complainants to' the 
extent that they may proratetbeirperiodic" 
electric bills-eo all users at Weberstown: 
Mall, including themselves, in proportion ' 
to actual usage as· d'etermined,by meters." 

At the rehearing, defendant presented Exhi.b~t No~ 11 and 

testimony of one of. its rate engineers,whieb. showedthat.pro:-ation 

of complainants' periodic electric bills' to all users' in'proportion 
, '. 

to aceual use would not necessarily be- equitable. This:isd~eto'" 

the wide variation possible inloadfaetors and: other use:',' 
- " 

characteristics of the various tenants." 'Iheexhibit·;showed:the.t:~" 

in certain instances) the prorated bill to a customer with'a:'fairly:" 
, '" I' 

constant' load could be higher than the' 'amount he· would 'hi~e'. p<lic1.', 

directly to defendant as- a single customer. 

,-2- " 
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In addition, a stipulation was entered by complainants 

and defenclant which shows that the parties have, agreed': to- deletion 
. 'I," 

of the portions of Decision No. 67S11 quoted hereinabove. 

The Commission finds that tbe, method of' pror~ti.ngb:lllS 
,. ' , ," ." 

.... ! I . . 

to complainants t tenants wbj"eh would have been permitt~d:by the 
I ':'1 ' 

I 

order in Decision No. 67511: l>,~ould not necessar11ybe equitable. 
" , 

It concludes,. there-fore,. that', Decision No. 67S11 "Should'be\modlf1ed 

as suggested by the stipulation filed by complainantsand~ defendant~ 
. . • . . t . " • 

IT IS ORDERED that Decision No. 67511 is, modified' to ' 

delete the portions a"ereof' quoted herein. In" all' ·other respects,. 
~ 'I " ,.' " • 

Decision No. 67511 is reaffirmed and, shall become effective on" the 

date hereof. 

the e££ect~: ~1:e ~5t this order shall be the· dat~he~e~£.: 
Dated a~ W:~~ ,. California,. this- " ~" ,'; , 

\! ~" . 

day of -f.~~r------" ~965. 

. ' .. -'j' .' .., 

.. " . ','" 

~. " .. 

'. ,'I 
.c' . ; . :,~", 

. ' .~ . "', , 
• • ~ , >~ • 
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