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OeeisiQn ...$7 1.1 0'27 NOV 13 1987 
BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

MICHAEL L~ONS and SHEILA LYONS, ) 
) 

Complainants, ) 
) 

vs. ) 
) 

SAN DIEGO GAS & ELEC'XRIC ) 
COMPANY, ) 

) 
Defend.ant.. ). 

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

Case 86-10-077 
(Filed October 20, 1986) 

JonathAn M, ~Upp,. Attorney at Law, 'tor Miehael 
Lyons ana Sheila Lyons, complainants. 

M~ael R, Weinst~in, Attorney at Law, 'tor 
San Diego Gas & Electric Company, defendant. 

OPINIOl-t 

On July 15,1986, San DieqoGas & Electric Company 
(S:oG&E) backbilled complainants for $5-, ~'93. 34 for unauthorized use 
of ~lectricity from July 2', 1980 through January 6, 1986 (later 
.this amount was reduced. to $5-,052:042). 'In August 1986, SDC&E . 

:billed complainants for electrie service cluring the period July :3, 

1986 to August 4, 1986 in the amount of' $l34.2"3. Complainants, 
clisputed the backl:>illinq and the August' 1986 :billing. They have 
depositecl $965 of the disputed backl:>ill;ancl$134.Z3- of the August 
1986 bill with the Commission. Complainants brought this complaint, 

, ' 

to have the bacJc;bill canceled., the AugUst 198-6 :bill adjusted, and.· 

for attorney fees and costs. For ease of uncl.erstandinq', we will'. 
present SDG&E's evicl.ence first. 

~'s EviAAnce 
Complainants reside ancl.'have continuously resided at 

26561 M.orena Drive in Mission Viej: 0 r Orange County, since February 
.l979 .. 
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May 1971. Electric meter nu..""nber (elm #) 484080, the 
meter of recora (the authorizea meter), was installed at265~1 
Morena Drive. 

February 14. 1972,. Service was established in the 
name of Michael J. Lyons. Elm. #484080 was still the auth,orized 
meter. 

Qetober 3, 19a.~. An SOG&E meter reaaer found the 
authorized meter (elm #484080) in the meter base at complainants' 
residence. The meter dials read 84858. 

November 1, 1985. AnSDG&E meter reader found. elm 
#94530.l (the stolen meter) in the meter base at complain~l.D.ts' 
resiaElnce. The meter dials read ~7107. Sillee the meteri. reader: did. 
not SEle the authorized meter (elm #484080) at the residence, he 
reported ,his findings to the. Bill:inq Adjustments Department of ' 
S?G&E in accordance with standard praetice. 

Noyember 19', 1285. AnSDG&E employee was. senti: to 
complainants' residence to verity the meter number and the mete'r 
read. She too found the stolen meter (elm #94530l) in the meter 
base. The meter dials read 37l90. She reported this information 
to the company. 

~cember £, 198~. The 'records of SDG&E's Electric Meter 
Shop were Searched to determine the service history of the stol!en: 
meter. (elm /945301). There was no record of the meter ever haJinq 

I ... I .. ' ,_ 

been placed in serviee after its initial purchase by the company on 
April 9, 1980. 

~cember 3, 1985-. A different SDG&E employee went to· 
complainants' residence to again, verify the meter number and meter . ' 

read.. He found the authorized. meter (elm #4.840S0) which read. 
8S663~. He found the meter seal broken. 

December 4« 1285:. Because the employee found' the 
authorized meter in the meter. base on Dect..m:ber 3- after the stolen.·· 
meter had :been Seen in the meter base November 19, a case of meter . 
switchinq was suspected. All the intor:mation concerninq 
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complainants' account was sent to SDG&E's Meter Revenue Protection 
Department for further investigation. When the regular meter 
reader went to complainants' residence to read the meter on 
Decel'llber 4, he too found the authorized meter (elm #484080) Wllich 
read 85686. 

pe~em12er ~, 1985. SOG&E's computer files were revi,ewed 
to cheek the status of e/'m's 945296 through 945306, which 
sequentially surround the stolen meter (elm #94~301) found at 
complainants' residence. It was discovered that all of those 
meters were set in service in Orange County in June and July of 
1.980 .. with the sole exception of .the stolen- meter itself, which had 
no record. of ever having been placed in service. 

pecember 19, 1285. SOG&E's Meter Revenue Protection 
Representative Darryl MUrry went to complainants' residence to 
investigate the conditions reported to him. He found the stolen 
meter (elm #945301) which read 37695 in the meter base. ~he,meter, 

had been swi tc:hed . since the SDG&E visit of Oecember 4 • 

Mr. _ Murrycxa:m.ined the metering installation while he was 
there. Before he touched anythin~, he took seven photoqrapbS 
c:1oewnentinq the condition of the installation.. He took an eighth 

, " 

photograph documenting the conc:1itlon, of the tampered blue meter 
seal. , Mr. Murry tagged as evidence the tampered blue meter seal, 
the :meter retainer ring, and the stolen meter. Mr'.. MUrry testi!iect,,· 
about the condition of the meter when he examined it. on 
December 19. He stated that: 

i. ~here were smudqes around the face of the 
meter, around the meter retainer rinq, and 
on the breaker panel. This indicated the 
meter had been -hanc.\led nwnerous tilnes. 

ii. The blUe meter seal had been tampered with-­
it had been c:ut, and pushed toqether so that 
it appeared sealed when in taetit was not. 

iii .. The meter retainer ring was badly scratched, 
apparently due toremovinq.and replacing. the 
blue meter seal through itnumerou$ times. 
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iv. The meter itself was unusually tree ot dust, 
indicating it had ~een recently handled. He 
said that the manufacturer's cover-to-~ase 
seal was not distur~ed, indicating that the 
inner workings ot the meter itself had not 
been tampered with; i.e., while in the meter 
base the stolen meter accurately recorded 
usage. 

v. Both the me.ter stabs and the meter socket 
base were ~adly worn (i.e. pitted through 
the tin plating t~ the copper). This level 
of wear is not seen on untampered meters, 
even meters that have been in the field 
forty or fifty years. Mr. Murry later 
performed an experiment whereby he removed 
and replaced an identical me.ter in a similar 
m~t.er socket 150 tilnes (without load). 'l'he 
resulting wear was minimal compared to the 
condition of the stolen meter. 

. : 

Mr. MUrry testified that the stolen meter haa. ~een, 
handled extensively, and had been removed and replaced in the met~r 

. I 

))ase numerous times. In addition, the reaa. of 37695- kWh on the 'I 
'I 

stolen meter, which would have ):)een set at 00000 when received. ~om 
I· 

the l!1aXlufaeturer, indicated the meter had been in a socket))ase J 
.1 

recording electricity for an extensive period of time~ i 
'1 • 

While Mr.· MUrry was examining: the metering installation} 
• II 

at complainant's' residence,. Michael Lyons returned home. Mr.. M'Ilrl:y . 

asked Mr. Lyons obout the tamper:tn9 . with the . meter,. and about 1 . 
meters and metering equipment. ill general. Mr. Lyons responded that . 
he did not lcnow about any tampering with his. electric meter and 
that he did not know' anything: about. electric :neters. Mr.. MUrry 
then removed the stolen meter (elm #94530,1) and installed elm 

:i 

#668654, which. read 00000, in its place.i 
.1 

June 10, 198&. Mr .. : Murry.' issued his formal Energy 'l'heft ,. 
Report in which he concluded ~~at unauthorized use occurred 
beginning July 1980 and -:ontil~ued until Oecember 19, 1985. 

July lS,1986. SDG&E sent a letter to Michael Lyons 
reflecting an additional billing it had prepared. in the amount of 
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$5,793.34 for unauthorized use from July 2, 1980 through 
December 19, 1985. In preparing the billing SOG&E used all the 
consumption data it had at tho time. This included recorded 
consumption between February l4, 1979 and July 2, 1980 (prior 
consumption), and the period after Oecember 19, 1985 through June I 

• I 

of 1986 (s@sequent consumption). Daily averages tor each of thos~: 
months were computed and qrouped int~ three-month seasons to 
develop seasonal daily averages which were used as estimates of the;· 
daily average consumption during the period of unauthorized use. ' 
The applicable tariffs from the respective time periods were 
applied to those daily averages to compute the estimate billing. 
In a review of the estimated bill, errors were discovered. As a 
resul t of the correction for those errors, the estilnated billinq 
for unmetered usage was revised t~ $SrOS2.42 tor the period between 
JUly 2, 1980 through December 19, 1985 • 

. Arter the bacXbi1lin9, SOC&E employee Tom McKray visited 
'the Lyons' residence., Mr. McIO:ay had, :become friends with Mr. Lyons 
When he worked at SDG&E. While Mr. McKray was at the Lyons 
residence, Sheila Lyons told him that SOG&E had caught them 
stealing energy. Mr .. McKray understooclthis to mean that the Lyons 
had in taet been stealinq energy. 

The meter installed on December 19, 1985, was accurate 
when tested :by SDG&E's. testing' d.epartment on AU9Ust 5,. 1986-. SOG&E 

presented Exhibit 54 showing the electric consumption ot 15 

neighbors of the Lyons. 
The Lyons' Ey:idenc.e 

The evidence presented by the Lyons s01:lght to· prove: 
0. The Lyons did not, at any tilDe, steal or 

divert electric power; 

o The Lyons. did not, at any tilDe,. consume 
electric ~ower tor which they were not 
billed;: 
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o During the period of alleged theft, SDG&E 
billed. the Lyons for the amount of electric 
power which they could. l:le reasonably 
expected to have consumed; 

o The estimated billing prepared by SOG&E was 
base.d upon erroneous and false assumptions 
and is, thus, inherently unreasonable and 
unreliable; 

o The 'electric power meter,installed by SDG&E 
on or about Oecember 19~ 1985, was operating 
inordinately fast, which resulted in charges 
for electric power not consumed by the Lyons 
from January 1985 through August 198& 
(overcharges) ... 

Michael 'Lyons testified that his current j 01:> is that of, a ' 
journeyman lineman working in the electrical department of the City, 
of Anaheim. He ~tarted on .April 7,.,1980. His previous, employment·' 
had been with SOG&E since 1969, which he left in late March 1980., 
While at SOG&E;, he started as a laborer and after training' became ,a 
journeyman electric lineman in 1971~ He was trained in the setting: 
and removal of electric meters~ At! t~es he was. ~ trouDleshocter, , 
setting and removing meters; hundreds. over his career,,: He said 
that he would get supplies from SOG&E by going into the storeroom 
or on the loading clock ancl taking what he needed. Any employee 
coulcl take electric meters, as coulcl others who came on the 
property. There was no security and no requirement' to sign for 
equ.ipment. 

Mr. Lyons testified. that he clid not steal a imeter from" 
SOG&E; did not know an unauthorized meter was on his premises;' did 
not switch meters; did not tamper with the SOG&E-installed meter at 
his home: and ,did,: not steal electricity fromSOG&E. He said he 'had 
no, knowledge whatsoever concerning unmetered power consumption or,' 
energy cliversion at his home. His wife, Sheila Lyons, d~iecl, 
tampering with the meter; clenied stealing power; and, denied all 
knowledge of meter switching. 'Their daughter testified that she 
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had never seen any electric meter at the house other than the one 
attached to the side of th~~ house. 

Mrs~ Lyons testified that on occasion she had told people 
that SDG&E had caught the Lyons' stealing electricity, but those 
statements were always made in a joking manner and were understood 
to be facetious statements. Those neighbors who testified on the 
point said that Mrs. Lyons' statement regarding stealing 
electricity was made in a joking manner .. 

The Lyons' presented the testimony of friends and 
neighbors to the effect that they had never seen an electric meter 
in the Lyons' home or garage other than the one attached to the 
residence. 

The Lyons' presented the ,opinion evidence of five friends 
and neighbors to the effect that the reputation of Mr .. & Mrs. Lyons 
for truth, honesty, and integrity:was high. A few of the comments 
were "'I can't speak highly enough of them."'; "''I'hey are: extre:mely 
honest and conscientious about keeping up integrity."': and "'I think 
they are very straightforward, honest people.'" 

The Lyons argue that they did not consume the electric 
power for whiCh they were back]:),illed. They testified that they 
first moved into their resieence in February 1979. ouring the 
first year in their new home they became involved in extensive 
reconstruction and remodelling of the exterior' of their home, 
landscaping, and retaining wall-s. This remodelling involved . 
substantial use of electric' equipment" drawing power from the 
Lyons' residence. 

During this same period of time, Mrs. Lyons babysat 
children in her home, which required all windows to be shut and ,the 
air conditioner to be "operated to avoid the dust/dirt' of the 
construction being deposited in their home. undoubtedly, , closing 
the vindows and constantly running the air conditioner increased 
the electric ,power consumption throughout the construction period. 
Additionally; Mr.. Lyons prepared all interior walls ct, the house 
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. 
for wallpapering oy using an electric sander, including kitchen 
and oathroom 'walls. All of this consumption preceded the period of 
alleged theft. To oase an estimate of consumption on that 
extraordin~ry use would distort the estim~te subst~ntial1y. 

A witness testified that the Lyons' home is the *smallest 
home in the tract and it's about 1,490 square feet, according to 
the builder's records.* The home does not have a swimming pool or 
spa, or a microwave oven. Mr.« Mrs. Lyons have lived in the home 
with their daughter from February 1979 to the present. 

Mrs. Lyons circulated a detailed questionnaire throughout 
her neighborbood, seeking information concerning the si:z:e of each 
home, the n\lltlber and age of persons living in the home, and the 
type of eleetric equipment used by the household. Mrs. Lyons 
reduced the ~ruestionnaire to· a comparison of similarly situated. 
neighbors to that of the Lyons family. That sur.rey showed that the 
Lyons' home ttsed electric- power, as shown in SDG&E' s monthly bills 
during the pE~iod of the alleged ·.theft, as much and often times' . 
more than silllilarly situated homes (Exhibit 68). 

The Lyons contend that on cross-examination of SDG&E's 
I . 

billing witness, they brought out that .the witness did not make 
comparisons of the bills of similarly situated neighbors; did not , ' 

determine if electric. power usage as billed was consistent with'the 
size of the Lyons' household: did not adjust for the construction 
at the residence during the comparison period in 1979 which 
overstated normal electric use; did not check her computer for 
additional errors after finding a $74l error. The Lyons argue that 
because of these errors and omissions, the backbill is inherent!.y 
unreasonable and should be disregarded in its entirety. 

Finally, the Lyons assert that the electric power meter 
installed by SDG&E on or about DecClDber 19, 198.5, was operating 
inordinately, fast, which resulted in charges tor electric power-not' 
consumed by the Lyons from January 1985 through August 198& (o~er­
charges). They said that :Llnmecliately atter installation of the· 
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meter, their power consumption skyrocketed despite the fact that no 
one was living in the home trom C'ctober 1, 1985 until mid-February 
1986. During the last part of F(!oruary 1986 and the first part of 
March 1986, they prepared for and conducted a yard sal~ of 
belongings from the estate of MrM Lyons' parents. Thus, they argue 
it is entirely reasonable that their power ~onsumption for these 
two months would have been higher than the last months of 1985, 

when they were not living at hom.a. However, their electric power 
consumption as recorded with the new meter :~emained. ce'nsistently 
above their prior consumption pattern and substantially hiqherthan 
similarly situated neighbors. 

The Lyons testified that during 1986 they were 
experiencing tremendous emotional strain because of deaths in the 
family,. and they d:Ld not notice the unusually high electric ~ills 
in the first half of 19a6 until after they received SJDG&E's letter 
in lnid-June 198;6, l5.dvisinq them of the investigation .. 
Subsequently, they received a bill of $134 .. 2'3 for the xa.onth of July· 
1986, repr~asenting charges tor 1,052 kWh which, they. a~;sert., is 
unjustifiably high. 

Beginning in mid.-July 198-6 and throughout Aut;ust 1986, 

the Lyons said they ~gan taking extreme measures to- avoid 
consumption of electricity in their home. At that tim;e, they hac! 
not yet a.etermined what was causing the increase in e.lectric power" 
eonsumption, ancl were reacting-'O'?-t of anxiety and anger. sueh 
extreme measures inclucled the use of battery powered lights, 
laundromats., and eating all meals in restaurants.. A"t· . the encl of 
August 1986, they resumed their nOX'lnal lifestyle, inclucl;ng the use 
ot the eleetric lights,. washinq machine, 'clothes. d.ryer, dishwasher, 
stove,. and other normal electrical appliances... 'rhus,.: the electric 
bill dropped trom 1,052 kWh in July 1986 to 379 kWh in August 198:6-.... 

I I ' . 

The remainder ot the year also" showed low usage as did early 198.7~ 
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.Qi;;cussi2n 
The evidence is clear and convincing that complainants 

knowinCJly used electricity throuCJh a stolen meter which they 
routin~ly switched wi~ the authorized meter. On Nove~e.r 1,. 1985, 
the regular SDG&E, lneter reader saw the stolen meter attached to 
co~plainants' home. On November 19, 1985, a different SDG&E 
employee saw the s'tolen meter attached to complainants' home. On, 
December l, 198$, a third SOG&E employee saw the authorized meter 
attached to complainants' home. On December 19, 1985,SDG&E Meter 
Revenue Protection, Representative Murry saw the stolen meter 
attached to complainants' home and removed the meter. While there, 
Mr. Lyons told Mr. MUrry that he (Lyons) did not know anything 
about electric meters. In fact, Mr. Lyons was an expert in setting 
and removinq meters. Mr. MUrry observed that .the stolen meter wt.s 
worn in a way which showed continuous setting and removing over a 
long' period of tilne. 

Complaillants' explanation of the variance in their pcwe=" 
usage is not credible. A review' or their hills from Fe:bruary 1.979"· 

~~ough July 1986 shows that when the authorized meter was 
installed prior tIC-, and after, the period in question, they used., 
substantially more power, on monthly average, than during' the 
period in question. Comparisons with neighbors' bills have little 
probative value--there are 'too :many variables in electric load an~' 
lifestyle. Both the comparison· presented by complainants and 'that 
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presented by SOG&E could support almost any amount of usage. 1 

What is significant is that SOG&E's method of estimating bills2 

over the period in question reached a usage that was strikingly 
near that which showed on the stolen meter. The backbill was for 
38709 kWh: the stolen meter showed 37695 kWh. We are not 
surprised that the total of authorized and unauthorized use is more 
th~n complainants say they would normally use. When you do not pay 
for electricity, you tend not to conserve. 

In D.86-06-035, we established a three-year limitation 
for energy backbillinq ~ complaints brouqht before us. At the 

hearinq both p~ies, with knowledge of the three-year statute of 
limitations, requested that the Commission determine the Lyons' 
liability, or lack of liability, tor the entire perl.od of time 
)jeqinning July 2, 1980, as requested in ths com.plaint. The parties. 
havinq waived the three-year statute of limitations, we will 
determine liability trom. July 2, 1980 • 

1 SDG&E's Exhib·i t 54 shows that. some neiqhbors. recorded usage 
comparable to the level of usage at which the Lyons were· 
additiona.lly billed CNos.Z, 10-,. 11, 12, and 16) , :many had usage 
above that level (Nos. 3,' 4, 7, 9:, 13, l4, and 15-), and some had '. 
usage at a lower level (NO~h S, 6, and S). The exhibi~ does . 
demonstrate that the usaqe! behavior of all the neighbors" except 
the Lyons, is consistent anel seasonally repetitive. Only the. Lyons 
consumption is erratic.. The Lyons consWl1ption ~tte.rn shows 
signiticantly lower usage" eluring the entire perl.od tor which they 
are being- additionally billed,. with siqnitieant cons\llnption both! 
prior to and immediately after' this period. . . . 

2 SDG&E's Tariff Rule l8a cove.rs estimated' usaqe.. It reads: 
Estimated 'Osage:' When regular, accurate meter readings are not 
available or the electric usaqehas not been· accurately measure:!~ 
the utility may estimate the customer's en~rgy usaqetor billing: . 
purposes on the basis of intormation includinq, but not limited to, 
the physical conelition of the metering- equipm.ent,. available meter . 
readinqs, records ot historical use,. and the: ~eneral . . 
characteristics of the customer's load and, operation • 

- 1J. -
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;tindings of Fact. 
1. Complainants Michael and Sheila Lyons have resided at 

2656l Morena Drivel' Mission Viejo,. California, since February 1979, 

and at all times l,ertincnt to this complaint. ". 
2.. On May 1971, electric meter numl:>er (elm. #) 4840801' the 

meter of record (the authorized meter), was installed at 26561 

Morena Drive. 
3. On February 14, 1979, service was established in the 

name of Michael J. Lyons. Ejm #484080 was still the authorized 
meter. 

4.. On November 1, 1985, an SDG&E meter reader found elm. 
#945301 (the stolen meter) in the meter ~ase at complainants' 
residence. The meter dials read 37'107 .. 

5.. On November 19, 1985, an SDG&E employee found the stolen 
meter (elm. #945301) in the meter base at complainants' residence .. ' 
The meter dials read 37190. 

6.. On Oec~ember 2 I' 1985, the records 'Of S:oG&E's Electric 
Meter Shop were searched to determine the service history of the 
stolen meter (elm #945301) .. ~here was no record of the meter ever 
havin9 been placed in service after its initial purchase by the 
company on April 9, 1980 .. 

7. On Oeo~~er 3, 1985, an SDG&E employee tound the 
authorized meter (elm #484080) which read 85663. in the meter base, 
at complainants' residence. He found '. the meter seal ~roken. 

8.. On DeclelDber 4, '19a!)., the reqular meter reader found the 
authorized meter (elm #4840aO) which read 85686 in the meter base 
at complainants~ residence. 

9. On December, S, 1985-, SOO&E's computer files were reviewed 
to cheek the st",tus of elm.'s 945296. through 9453.06, which 
sequentially surround the stolen meter (elm #9~5301) found at 
complainants' residence. It was discoveredthat'..al.l of those 

."' . 

meters were set in service in. Orange County in June and July of 
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1980 with the sole exception of the stolen meter itself~ which haa 

no record of ever having ~oon placed in service. 
10. On December 19, 1985, SDG&E's Meter Revenue Protection 

Representative Oarryl MUrry went to complainants' residence to 
investigate the conditions reported to him. He found the stolen 
meter (elm #945301) which read 37695 in the meter l:>ase at 
complainants' residence. The meter had been switched since the 
SOG&:E visit of Deceml:ler'4. 

11. An examination ot the stolen meter (elm #94S301) showed: 
i. There were smudges around the tace of meter, 

around the meter retainer ring, and on the 
l:>reaker panel. This indicated the meter had 
been handled numerous times~ 

ii. 

iii. 

iv. 

v. 

- , 

The blue meter seal had been tampered with-­
it had been cut and pushed toqether so that 
it appeared sealed when in fact it was not. , 

I 
, I 

The, meter retainer rinq was badly' :scratched, 
apparently clue to: removing and replacing' the 
l:>'lue meter seal through it :numerous times~ 

, 

The meter itself was unusually tree iof dust, 
indicatinq it bad been recen~y handled. 
The manufacturer's cover-to-base seal was 
not disturbed, indicating that the inner 
workings of the meter itself ,bad not :been: 
tampered with;' i.e~,' whilei in the meter base 
the meter accurately-recordeel usage. 

, ' ' 
, I 

Both the meter stabs. and the m.eter soeket~ 
:base were badly worn, (i.e .. pitted through 
the' tin plating to' the copper).. This level 
ot wear is not seen on untampered llleters,· 
even llleters that have been in the field 
forty or fifty years:. He perform.ed i an 
experfment whereby he removed and replaced 
an ielentieal, m.eter in a silnilar meter socket 
150 times (withoutl~ad). The reSUlting 
wear was :minimal compared to the condition 
of the stolen llleter. 1 

131-
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12. The stolen meter (e/Ir. #945301) had been handled 
extensively, and had been removed and replaoed in the meter base 
numerous times. In addition, the read of 37,595 kWh on the stolen 
meter, whioh would have been set at 00000 when reoeived from the 

manufacturer, indicated the meter had been in a socket base 
recording electricity tor an extensive period ot time. 

13.. Mr. Murry asked Mr. Lyons about the tampering with the 
meter, and about meters and metering equipment in general. 
Mr. Lyons responded that he did not kn~IW about any tampering with 
his electric meter and that he did.not.lalow anything about electric 
meters. Mr. Murry then removed the stolen meter (elm #945~01). and 
installed elm. #668654, which read. 00000, in its place. 

1 

14. M:r'. Michael Lyons is, and wa~ during the period in 
question, a journeyman electric linemall expert in the sett~9' and 
removing of electric meters. 

15. Unauthorized use of electricity occurred at 26561 Morena 
Drive, Mission Viejo, beginning July ~980 and continued until 

1 

December 19, 1985, and. was not paid tor. 
l6. On July lS, 1986, SDG&E sen~. a letter to- Michael Lyons 

reflectinq an additional billing it h~c1 prepared in the amount of' 
$5,793.3-4 for unauthorized use from Ju:ly Z, 1980 through 
December 19, 198~, based on an estimated unauthorized use of l8709' 
kWh. In preparing the billin9' SOG&E l:lsed all the consumption data.' 

it had at the time. This included recorded consumption between 
February J.4, 1979 anc1 July 2, 198.0 (prior consumption),. and the 
period after December 19, 1985 through June ot 1986- (subsequent 

I 

consumption). Daily averages tor each of those months were, 
computed and grouped into- three-month!seasolls to develop- seasonal 
daily averages which. were used as estimates of the daily average '. 
consumptiondurinq the period of unauthorized use. The applicable 
tari!fs from the respective tn3 periods were applied to those 
daily averages to compute the estimated billing. In a review of:, 
the estimated bill, errors were disoovered~ As a result of the I; 
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correction for those errors, the estimated billing for unmetered 
usage was revised to $5,052.42 for the period between July 2, 1930 
through December 19, 1985. 

l7. A reasonable estimate of the value ot the energy used, 
through Oece.mber 19, 1985, but not paid tor, under the applicable 
tariffs is $4,9Z0.07 (37695 kWh ~ 38709 ~ x $5,052.42). 

18. The meter installed on December 19, 1985, was accurate. 
19. The bill of $134.23 rendered in August 1986 is 

reasonable. 
20. Complainants and defendant have waived the three-year 

statute ot limitations tor energy bacXbi11in~ complaints 
established in 0.86-06-03$. 
conclusions or Law 

1. The reliet requested in the complaint be denied. 
2. SDG&E' should be' ordered to collect from. complainants 

$S,0S4.30 ($4,920.07+ $l34.23) for electric"service rendered • 

ORDER 

IT IS ORDERED that: 
, .' 

1.. The reliet· requested in the complaint is denied:. 
2. san Diego Gas & Electric Company shall collect ;from 

complainants $5,,0S4.30 and may discontinue electric service'to' 
, I 

complainants within two· weeks from the effective date of this'order 
unless the bill due and owing in the amount of $$,054.30,1 less 
amounts on deposit with the Commission, is paid in tull. 

1S. -

I I'·! 

, I ' 
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3. The Executive Director is directed to pay to SDG&E all 
sums deposited ~y complainants in this case. 

This order ~ecomcs effective 30 days from today. 
Dated NOV 1 319$1 , at san Francisco, california. 

- 3.6 -

ST ANl..EY W. i:'r ... '!.ETr', 
Prcs::,Jent 

FREDERlC( 'R. D'!..I"Dr\ 
C. Mn'CHEU.. 'WU.K 
JOHN B. O?.A...'-"!AN 

Co~oncrs 

CC1Mli::::!o%l.cr Dona:.<1 Vial.. '~1llg" 
r.OCo::;ar11y a~aellt. •. 414 not. . ' 
participate. ' 


