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Decision No. 82SS3 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE ,S'IATE OF CALIFORNIA 

H.R. CAMERON, 

Complainant, 

vs. 

so. CALIFORNIA EDISON CO., 

Defendant. 

case No. 9592' 
(Filed August 1, 1973; 

amended Sep~embe~ 4, 1973) 

H. H. cameron, for herself, 
complainan~. 

Woodbury, caha.ll, and Elston, 
by William !. Elston, 
Atto~ey at Law, for 
defendant. 

OPI~TION .................. - .... -
A public hearing on the complain't was held before 

~neX' Rogers in Los Angeles on December 3, 1973, and the 
matter was submitted. 

The complainant is hypersensitive to sound a.nd,the 
best way to explain her complaint is to set forth the pertinent 
portions of the or1giual a.nd amended complaint verbatim. The 
pertinent portions of the original read: 

"My problem began March 19, 1971 when the defendant 
put a transformer, high voltage S.1>. :3 box, riser, and connecting 
wires on the pole in front of my home. A few nights later,! 
could hear the loud noise emitting from 1t penetrating my home. 
I called the defenda:c.t and asked them t~ check it. 
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"As I continued to hear the noise, I asked them to move 
it as the pain to my ears was becomi-ng unbeareble.. Also, I could 
only get 4 to 4-~ hours sleep per night, sometimes ·even less until 
the pain would awaken me and I couldn't go back to sleep.. I tried 
everyt~~ng) but could find no escape in my house from the hum of 
high volta.ge wires ane tr.ansformer. (::: had never hae any trouble 
sleeping bcfo:e it wa: inst~lled.) On April 20, 1971, it W3S put 
on the next pole east of my home, which wasn't fa= enough away as 
i -= 't-las ,,"s noisy as wh~n in front of my home. I req-..lested the 
dcfen&3.nt: and the Temple. City City Council to move it farther 
or back to where they took it fro~. Both s~id th3~ I would have 
to submit a doctor's report about my sensitive hearing. before 
they could move it. 

"1 obtained Oln at:.diogram and a doctor's report stating 
to the fact that I did have ex~r.:s.-sen$itive hea.ring and wlUchI . 
submitted to the City Council in a letter dated August 10 and 24, 
1971. During thiG time, over five months, I got only 4 hours of 
sleep per night, sometimes le~~. 

HAt the September 7, 1971, City Council meeting, it was 
voted t~ grant my request. I assum¢d that meant just wh~t I,had 

writ~en. However, the wires are still connected to the high 
v~ltage box and transformer running in front and side of my home 
and the noise is still causing me gre~t pain and suffering • 

. "On Septembe: 24, 1971, I 3.g~in wrote to the City Council 
aSking why the Wires haQ not been removed per my original request. 
The,. told tle to eheck with the Public: Utilit:i~s Commission, which 
I did. 
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"'!he P...lb1ic Utilities Commission informed me that the 
c~ty of Temple City had the authority to move the wires. I wrote 
ag~1n to the Ci~y Council. At the Dec~ber 5, 1971, Council 
meeting, they verbally told me thAt the wires were owned by the 
defen<3z.n~ and to cheek wi t:h them. 

"1 ca.lled :lgain and a.ga-in as'Y..ing the defendant to move 
the high voltage wires. In June, 1971, So. california Edison 
said that the ambient noise level was 34 Decibel 'C·:hen the trans­
fo'rt:lcr, etc., was on the n~ pol~ .c.3st of my home. HO'Never, I 
had. a sound engineer tc.ke a reading on Decetllb<:r, J.971, when the 
tra.nsformer was at: Woo~ru£f and Rowl<lnd and it recorded at 
50 Decibel at my home. (Reading is enclosed.) . 

"In late Feb~ry, 1972, I had another sound engineer, 
John Van Routen, make a survey (reading enclosed), which I sent 
to the defendant, stating tnat the Decibel reeding was more than 
that quo~ed by Edison Company. 

ftAfter waiting to hear from the defendant and more 

tele,hone c::.lls to them, I agreed to pay one-half of the moving 
cost (approximately $1700.00) to reloe~te the, equipment to the 
pole between Woodruff and ~s Tunas, and was verbally told by 

\ 

H. Collins of the Edison Company that the high vO'ltsgc lines 
wouldn't be connected to- the wires in front of side of my house. 
That meant to me tha~ the wires would also be moved. 

"The route of the wires are still connected and pass 
by the front and side of my hO'Dle. I have hearing of 3 D.B. in 
my right ear and 5 D.B. in my left, which makes this noise very 
p~in£\ll to me. In February, 1973, I had another ear doctor 
verify that I had very sensitive hea.ring and t:h~t it had not 
changed in over two years. _ 

HI cannot afford to move a.nd have tried e:very alter­
native, mt:hout receiving relief." 
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In the original complaint complainant r0quests an order 
that the high voltage wires in front and side of her home, and any 
related equipment such as transformers, be moved the same distance 
away as they were prior to January 3, 1970 so that she will no 
longer O~ annoyed and forced to suffer pain from the noise ~hcy 
emit. 

In the amended complaint, the complainant alleges: 
'~ecently, on July 2, 1973 the small 4 k.v. wi~es in 

fron.t of my home were removed, an increased capacity transformer 
installed (1st pole west) and wires from it attached, to the 
16 k.v. high voltage wires. Why not remove the high voltage wires 
ins tQ.3.d'?" 

Complainant requests an order that the transformer and 
high voltage wires be moved or buried so she cannot hear the 
constant hum.. 

On September 19, 1973 the defendant filed its answer to 
the original And amended complaints. 

As affirmative defenses, the defendant alleges that the 
eomplaint is defective in that it fails to allege any act or 
omission in violation of a.ny provision of law or of any order or 
rule of the COmmiSSion, and that at all times mentioned in the 
comp laiut , Edison has 'complied with the. Ccl:D::liss:£.on' s General 
Order No. 95 .. 

'Ihe. c:otnplaina:lt,. in her testimony, reiter~ted and 
enlarged ou her complaint which, in brief, is that she purchased 
her hom.e at 9916 E. Garibaldi AVQnue iu temple City in 1969; . 
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that at that tfme defendant's transmission wires were on Garibaldi 
in front of her home, but the nearest transformer was so distant 
it did not bother her; that on March 19, 1971 the defendant placed 
a transfo:rmer on the power pole in front of her home; that she has, 
extremely acute hearing; that the transformer creates a noise which 
is extremely painful to her and, as a result, she cannot sleep or 
rest; and that she complained and the defendant moved the trans­
former three times, the last time to a pole approximately 1100 feet 
away, but she still cannot sleep or rest. The complainant testi­
fied that "All I'm interested in Edison doing is putting it back -­
as far back as .it was. ft 

Exhibit 4 in evidence is a map showing the location of 
complainant's hom~ and the various places the transformer was 
placed by defendant in attempts to satisfy her. 

Defendant's supervising service planner testified that 
the line of poles on Garibaldi Avenue supported a 16 k.v. line 
installed in 1954, and the line of poles on an easement imme­
diately east of complainant·s home supported a 120/240 volt line 
installed in 1958; that the line on Garibaldi is a street lighting 
circuit; and. that when complainant purchased. her home the street 
lighting was furnished by defendant in a box-loop embracing the 
area bounded by Live Oak Avenue on the south, Baldwin Avenue on 
the east, Garibaldi Avenue on the north, and Temple City Boulevard 
on the west (Exhibit 5). He said that at that time the lighting 
transformer was located at an alley between Golden West Avenue 
and Kauffman Avenue in the approximate center of the service' area 
(Exhibits 4 and 5); that the street lighting is £urnished.by the 
county of Los Angeles and the only responsibility the defendant 
has is to furnish the power to' the city 'of Temple City at' the 
meter box; that the wiring for the street lights belongs, to·tbe 
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city, but the county of Los Angeles maintains them on a contract 
basis; that defendant is the distriburion utility and estAblishes 
the feed points; that in April 1971, the county redesigned the 
street lighting circuits (Exhibit 6); and that the redesigned 
circuits are much smaller and the relocation of the transformer 
serving the street lights on Garibaldi was required by the change. 
The witness said the street lights in front of comp,la.inant' s home 
(Garibaldi Avenue) are mercury vapor lamps served by' underground 
wi::oing, but receiving power from overhead 16· kv lines reduced by 
transformers; that when the original reduced lighting circuit was 
placed in op~ration the transformer was located in front of ,com­
plainant's home (1st relocation, Exhibit 4); that subsequently, 
because of comp laiuaut • s complaints the transformer was moved 
three times (2nd, 3rd, and 4th relocation, Exhibit 4); that it is 
approximately 1100 feet on a direct line from complainant's home 
to the 4th relocation of the transfor.mer; and that the only further 
possible relocations in the circuit a.re points F andG on Exhibit 4 
which are approximately the samo distance from comp,la1nant' s home 
as the present location. The reduced cirCUits (Exhibit 6) were 
purSU4nt to the requirements. of the city which had the work done 
by the county of Los Angeles. . 

!h~ witness said that when the defendant was appri~cd 
of the complaint (tf noise on April 1., 1971, it moved the trans-. 
former to the first pole Mst of her home (2nd relocation~ 
Exhibit 4), a distance of 150 feet; that complainant said it was 
better but she wa:; still having a problem; that several calls were 
made at various tfmes to determine whether or not the tr~nsformer 
was, in fact, noisy but no unusual noise could be discerned; that 
the transformer was de-energized while complainant was present, 
and she said the situation was better, but she could still hear 
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noise; that the defendant had five mercury vapor l~ps on Garibaldi 
replaced in April 1971, but complainant: still complained; that in 
Y~y 1971 the mercury vapor lamp in front of complainant's home wa.s 
replaced with an incandescent lamp but she still complained;' that 
next the transformer was moved to Woodruff (3rd ~elocation, 
EXhibit 4), a dis~ance of 700 feet from her home, in Sep:ember 1971; 
that complainant still complained; that in September 1971 the trans­
former was moved to the 4th relocation (EXhibit 4); and that com­
pl.a.inant still complained, but the witness could hear nothing. 

The witness further testified in Mayor June 1971 the 
defendant replaced the complainant's house meter end thereafter 

could hear no sound therefrom; and that at various times the trans­
formers were ~onitored ancl no noise was heard. 

The senior apparatus engineer for the defendant testified 
t~t he is responsible for all transformers on the defendant's, . 
El Monte System (including those here involved); that in May 1971 
he became involved with complainant's problems; that sound. measure­
ments were made of the trans,formers on the pole 175 feet away 
(2nd relocation, Exhibit 4); that the reading was 37 deCibels, which 
is not out of order; that tests were m3de of the utilities and the 

round was very low; that the outside street lighting was de-energized 
and complainant said the noise continued; and that the transformer 
was moved 1,000 'feet &nd there is now no way any sound could be 
heard at complainant's, home. He s~id he could find nothing out 
of the ordinary in her home such as a noisy refrigerator or clock. 
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Findings 
1. Complainant resides on Garibaldi Avenue in Temple City. 

She has extremely .a~te hearing. She purchased her home in 196,9. "",., 
'there are mercury vapor street lights in front of her home. In 
1969 the defendant's nearest transformer was approXimately 1,100 
feet distant and compla~t had no problem. 

2. The county of Los Angeles does the street lighting work 
for Temple City. 

3. In 1971 the county redesigned the street lighting. 
circui~ for the city and made much smaller circuits. 

4. On the original change the street lighting transformer 
was located on a pole ~diately in front of com?la1nant's home. 
the hum caused her extreme discomfort and as a result of bercom-
plaints, the transformer was moved three times. the last reloca­
tion is approximately 1,100 feet in a direct line from her home and 
is at the maximum distance it can be placed and be in the circuit. 

S. If there is any sound from the transformer at the present 
location, it cannot be heard at complainant's home by a person with 
normal hearing. 

6. The defendant sbould not be required to move the trans­
former to a different location .. 
Conclusion 

The Commission concludes that the relief requested should 
be denied. 
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ORDER. _ .... _...., ...... 

IT IS ORDERED that the relief requested is denied •. 
The effective date of this order shall be twenty days 

after the ~te hereof. 
San~ / j1...) Dated at _________ , california, this:L 

day of __ ........ M,g,jAR ... C ..... Hi-.-___ _ 

Comm1ss!oncr Xhom:l: Moron. bo1~ 
nceo:::::::Qrlly ob::::ent.. did not l)nrt.1e1pnto 
in 'the 41spo::1 t10=' ot this -proeoe41ng. 
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