
Decision No. 76692 

BEZ'ORE THE PD'BtIC UTIL!TIES· COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF c;.LIFORNIA 

YJ.icha~l E. 'riga:: ~ on behalf of h~el£ ) 
a":ld all others sillLi.larly sitt:ated;p 

Complai~ut ~ 

vs. 

Southern Counties Gas Company, 

D2fendaut. 

O~,,)ER OF DI5raSSAL 

Case No· •.. 8963; . 
(Filed ·S~:t>tember·. s:, 1969)· 

The complaint of l1ichael E. Tigar alleges in substance 

~hat Rule No·. 7) DepoSits, of the Tariff Schedules of Southern 
, 

Counties Gas Com~a'C.y of t:".:lliforni.a. (SoCounties) discriminates 

against cus~omers ~b.o receive gas. ser.vice for less than 12 months, 

in which event no i-c.terest is paid 0'0. their deposits,agains·c 

c'l.:Stomers wb.o .:tt'e solvent bu't do not own their own homes anc:. 

.:.gai:l.st ~"!z~Ot:lC::S for whom payment of a deposit i.s a hardsh:t9_ 

'l'J::.e compl.:.inant also contends that: Rule No. 7 crea.tes· alo.te 

payment charge, since interest is p~id only on deposit·s of 

c~sto~ers w~osc bills for gas ~ervice are paid on the average 

within 15 Cays after p:r:esentation;p and th::.t R.ule No. 7 gives 

the defendant a large fund which it can invest>, save or spend 

as it choos~s. Complainant requests that "the Commission decl.t.re· 

Rule No. 7 void and of uo effect and order the defendant t~ 

cease and desist from enforcing its terms, and to- refund: the 

deposits which it presently holds." 
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SoCounties filed an answer in: which all material 

allegations of the complatnt are den1edand in which Decision 

No. 76065 dated August 2&, 1969 in Cases.:-Nos. S735 and 8770· is 

cited. Defendant requests that the complaint be dismissed, 

contending. that the complainant fails to state a cause' of ac·eion. 

SoCouuties' tariff prOvisions dealing with the estab

lisbment of credit are contained in its Rules Nos. 6 and 7 .. 

R.ule No.6, Establisbment and Re-establisbment'of Credlt, 

provides, among other thi.ngs, five ways in which credit. may be . 

established by reSidential consumers.. One of the ways is by 

means of a cash depoSit; Rule No.. 7 provides. for the amount of 

the depoSit, its return and the interest t~ be paid thereon. 

The required accounting. for depOSits is set forth in the Ua:tfcrm 

System of Accounts prescribed for gas utilities. 

SoCounties r tariff Rules Nos. 6 and 7 are substantially 

the same as tariff Rules Nos. 6 and 7 of Pacific Gas and" Elect'i:!c 

Company. 

In Nunemaker, et_ab_v:..._t:~ci#.Jc Telephone & Telegraph 

Coopanl and R.~~et ~J.), . ..Y.._I:a.£.;.;,:r..£...~~$_~_~~";x:;'U~mpany : 

(Decision No. 76065 dated August 26, 1969 in Cases Nos. 8735 aud 

8770) complainants challenged the legality and reasonableness 

of the defendan.t utilities t tariff provisions dealing with the 

establishment of credit as set out iu Rules Nos. 6, and 7 of 

their respective Tariff Schedules. In DeciSion No-. 76065- we 
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upheld the validity of the rules. Among the numerous: findings 

made from a record developed during ten days of public hearing 

in Cases Nos. 8735 and 8770 are: 

"16. The purposes of PT&T ' s, and PG&E's establishment of 
credit rules are to attempt to insure some measure 
,of protection to public utilities who must serve 
the public) within the scope of their dedication 
and rules and reg.ulations, without di.scrimination, 
and to protect consumers who pay their utility 
bills from having, to pay higher rates because of 
irresponsible persons who do not pay their utility 
bills." 

"20. PT&T's and PG&E's establishment of eredit rules 
were lawfully authorized and are constitutional 
and legal in form~ sUbstance and in their 
application by PT&T and PG&E." 

The complainant herein does not allege improper 

application of either Rule No.6 or,Rule No. 7 by defendant~ 

The complaint is dismissed for failure to' state a 

cause of action. 

The effective date of this order, is the date hereof. 

Dated at __________ , ,California. this ~ 

Coml~s1otler A. IV. Oato'V'.,be1q 
n.~~N1'5.,rlly ab~6nt. cUd. not. put1e1pa'. 
in tho d!upo~1t1oR otthis proceedtQa. 
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