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Decision No. OooiIS ..... j ... Q~6&,.tl~ __ 
BEFORE TEE PUBUC 'OTILI'IIES CCHMISSION OF TEE STATE OF CAI.IFORNIA 

RODNEY B. nBJ3E'rXS~ ) 

Complaixlant. ~ 

SOOISZRN CALn"ORNIA ) 
EDISON CCMP ... ~~ ~ ) 

Defendant. ) 

vs. 

--------------------------) 

case No. 9377 . 
(Filed May lO~ ~972) 

RodnlItl~' Tibbetts, :tn his awn bebalf~ complainant. 
P.. C ton Tinker, Attorney at La'w, for Southern 

Calitorrda EdiSon Company, defendant. 

Rodney B. Tibbetts alleges that electric power service for 

!U.s business in Whittier was ixl.stalled in Janua:y 1972, and that 

defendant ~ougfW.ly diseoac.eeted the sexviee on April l&~ 1972 for 

faU\l%e of the complainant to post an additioual deposit of twice the· 

average montbly billing. Complainan~ charges that defendant did not 
allow sufficient: t1me to establish. a true average monthly use .and 

disconnected compla5Datlt r s electrie service wrougfW.ly and denied him 
business advau'tages. Complainant further alleges that because of the 

advantage wbich defendant enjoys as a public utility any deposit 
demand is illegal. 

Complainant requests that defendant be made to return t:le 
deposit. received from eomplainant, with interest; that the defendant: 

be made to pay by way of special datoages an amount of $500.00 for the 

'W'rougfW. discO'C%l.ection of power and loss to his business interest; 
that punitive damages be awa:rded in an amount set to be reasonable. by 

this Comm1.Ssion; and that defendant be further barred £rom assessing 
deposits for eleetrie service. 
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'!he defendant answered and admitted that ~OCl?ia:!.:ls:lt is· 8. 

user of power as alleged and that the service was disccrcnected after 
failure of complaim':n~ to post additiooal deposit and that complainant 
was given foart~ dayS notice. Defendant denied other allegations of 
the cocnpla:£nt anel alleged that :Lt acted in accordance w:tth the rules 
of its tariff schedules. 

Public hearing was held before Examiner De'Vjolf on 
December l;t 1972 in Los Angeles, California and the matter was 
submitted. 

Compla:tnaut testified that the allegations of his complaint 
arc true and correct and that his electric service was disconnected on 

April 18, 1972 for approx:i.mately eight hou:rs> to his damage in sum of 

$500.00. Further testimony of complatnant is that he opened a lot for 
sale of vehicles such as trailers aud campers early in 1972 and was 
required to make a depos~t for power although he owned his home and 

had previously dealt with. defendant for many years. After teree. 
months he called the defeudaut and complained about the bill being 

excessive and up to $90.00 per month jus~ for netm lights and wiring 

the eampers. Defendant teste<i 1:he meter and found nothing wrong. 
Complainant further objected to the monopoly that defendant 

has and his inability to get electric power elsewhere. Complainant . 
further testified that he had sold the business in November .and is no 
lange: gettitlg the ?Ower from defendant. 

rae attorney for defendant handed a check to complainant 
for $83.86 for the balance of refund of deposit due complainant. 

The defendant t s customer credit supervisor testified and 
ide:tified five exhibits wb1chwere received in evidence. Exhibit 1 
is the credit information form signed by complainant 33Jluary 2l, 1972 
3lld shows that "tbisservice deposit is subject 'to- adjustment". 
Exhibit 2 is an analysis of complainant's account dated November 20> 

1972 showing the amount of montbly service charges to comp-la1nant 
ranging from $58.94 to $95.28 per month £rom .Janaary 21, 1972:to 
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November 20, 1972 when defendant bad the service discoonected ... 

Exhibit: :3 is .a copy of a 1et~ to COtIlpla:lLant dated April 4~ 1972 
requesting an ~dd!tional deposit of $125.00. Exhibit 4 is a copy 
of a de:;>cc1t no~ce dated .. '\pril l8~ 1972. Exhibit 5 is a copy of a 
letter sigc.cd by complain3n~ dated April 17;, 1972. 

Defe:ldant t s Tar.-ff Rule No. 6 provides that defendant 
m",y require .;1 ~.:1StOtller to e::;tabl:Lsh credit by req,tliring a deposit 
of twice the "estimated aver~ge monthly bill. 

'!b.i.s Commission has no j ~-sdietion to grant special and 
punitive dilmages. 

Findings of F2.ct 

1. 'I'b.e com.plaUlant' s service was discotinec1:ed on Aprll 1S.~ 
1972 for six or eight hours~ and was turned back on abou.t 7:00" p.m. 
whiJ.e customers wexe at the premises. 

2. '!'he ~ervice diseOtmcction was made in compliance ", .. ith 
defendant t s tariffs a£te:~ defendant requested a deposit: of $125~ 
wbich 'Was UQt ttade. 

. 
3. The $125 deposi:: request W.;l$ reasonable. 

4. CompL'~'Oant aas made no showing that defendant r s tari£f 
seb.ed\1.les l:eq,u!:rlng deposi~ are illegal. / 

The Commissicn concludes that the complaint £0: damages 
sllou.ld be C:isr"d~se-:l and the c0m:?l.a:l::.-= c!em.ed. 
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o RD E R ------
IT IS ORDERED that the complaint :ts dismissed 1nsofar as it 

relates to damages and in other respects is denied. 

'ra.e effective date of this order shall be twenty days 
.lfter the <late hereof. '$ 

Dated at Ban P'ru!eI.~ ~ Ca.li.£ornia~tbis .;; / ~ 
day of fEBRUARY ) 1973. 
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