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Loren L·. Prout rc· ) 0 u ... jw:o..::..JU~u t.b 
) 

Complainant, ) 
) case 89-06-008 

vs-. ) (Filed June 6, 1989-) 
) 

Pacific Gas and Electric company, ) 
) 

Oefendant. ) 

-----------------------------) 
Loren L. ProU"t, for himself, complainant .. 
Barbara...S. Benson f Attorney at Law, for 

Pacific Gas and Electric company, defendant. 

OPINION 

Loren L. Prout (Prout) filed this complaint against 
Pacific Gas and Electric company (PG&E) seeking relief from 
electricity ))illings in the amount of $2,999 .. 70. 

This decision denies Prout's complaint, finding that PG&E 
properly ))illed Prout tor electricity during' the period ot July 16, 
1987 through November 14, 1987. 

One day of hearing was held in this case. The case was 
submitted on september 28, 1989. 
EXQut's COJaplaint 

Prout's complaint states that PG&E overbilled him for the 

period of July 1987 through November 1987. Prout's November ))ill 
was sUbmitted after he received no bill for August through October. 
The amount of the November ))ill was $2,999.70. 

The account tor the disputed ))ill is for electricity used 
to operate equipment in Prout's walnut orchard. The complaint 
states that Prout could not have used the amount ot electricity on 
the bill ))ecause bis irrigation· pumping equipment was.. out of 
service until the end of July. Because his equipment was out ot 
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service, Prout irrigated his walnut orchard only once, for a 12-day 
period, between July and November 1987. The complaint also- states 
that the high meter reading showed up a~ter the installation of a 
new PG&E meter~ and that Prout did not receive a sufficient 
explanation of why PG&E changed his meter twice. 
EG&E's Response 

In its response" PG&E states the November 1987 bill is 
correct. It admits changing Prout's meter twice. The first meter 
change resulted from a rate change requested by complainant, 
requiring the installation of a "demand" meter; however, a 
"nondemand" meter was installed inarror. PG&E states the second 
meter change was for installation of a demand me~er. These meter 
changes, according to PG&E's response, did not affeet the accuracy 
of PG&E's measurement of Prout's electric service. 
DiQCC!lWOD 

Based on the evidence p~esented in this proceeding, we do 
not believe Prout was improperly billed for electricity. The 
electricity billed could have been used by Prout considering his 
load and the circumstances surrounding his complaint. 

Prout states his bill is higher than what would be 
expected because his irrigation equipment was out of service until 
the end of July. In fact, Prout's bill ref~eets very low usage 
during that period in July. Prout's July meter reading was 
410 kilowatt-hour (kWh). Most billed usage during the disputed 
period occurred between July 2$ and october 7, for ~ieh PG&E 
billed Prout 34,8,13 kWh. Most ot the disputed electricity 
billings, therefore, are for a period durinq which Prout's pumping 
equipment was in service. 

Notwithstanding the July charges, Prout testified that he 
irrigated only once for ~ 12-day period between July and NOVember. 
We have no reason to doubt the truthfulness of this. testimony. 
However, Prout's foreman, Van WinJ<:le·, could not corroborate that 
the orehard was irrigated' only once during the tour-month period. 
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Van Winkle stated he irrigated once a month "all the way up to 
SepteXllber." He also testified that harvest takes place during the 
end of September. Prout's foreman, therefore, could have irrigated 
once in August and once in early September. 

If Prout's foreman irrigated the orchard twice, the 
equipment would have been in use for 24 hours of a~out 24 days. 
PG&E' testified that Prout's irrigation equipment would use about 
1,340 kWh during a 24-hour period. Over a 24-day period, the pumps 
would draw about 32,000 kWh, which is slightly less than Prout's 
bill for the period July 28 through October 7. 

PG&E provided records to show that its meters were 
operating properly and that Prout's usage during 1987 was 
comparable to usage over .comparable periods in 198~ and 1988. Its 
witness testified that PC&E changed Prout's meters twice beeause 
one had been installed in error •. PG&E also showed that it 
investigated Prout's concerns in a timely and fair tashion. Prout 
did not provide evidence to contradict PC&E's testimony. 

In summary, Prout did not demonstrate that his load did 
not or could not bave drawn the amount ot electricity :billed. We 
cannot tind that PG&E improperly billed Prout tor the period of 
July 16, 1987 through November l4, 1987, and will deny Prout's 
complaint ... 
Findings ot Pact 

1. Prout filed this complaint against PC&E alleging that his 
billings for July 16-, 1987 through November 14, 1987 are incorrect. 

2. Prout's irrigation pump was out ot service during July 
1987 .. 

3. prout's billed usage tor the period ot July 16, 1987 
through July 28, 198.7 is 410 kWh. This amount is much lower than 

billed. usage during Au~,st ana'september 19S7 r months during whieh 
irrigation may occur ana during which Prout's irrigation pump was 
in operating-condition. 
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4. Prout did not provide evidence to demonstrate that his 
estimated or actual load was not great enough for him to have used 
electricity for which he was billed between July 1987 and November 
1987. 

5. Prout's irrigation equipment'would use approximately 
1,340 kWh over a 24-hour period. 

6. PG&E changed Prout's electric meters twice. On the first 
occasion, PG&E intended to install a demand meter at Prout's 
request but installed a nondemand meter in error. This second 
installation wa$ for a demand meter. 

7. Prout's billed usage for the period in dispute is 
comparable to usage during comparable periods in 1988 and 1986. 

8. PG&E tested the meters used t~ determine Prout's 
electricity usage and found them to be accurate. 
~oncclwlion ot Low 

Prout's complaint should be denied. 

ORDER 

IT' IS ORDERED that the complaint of Loren L. Prout 
against Pacific Gas and Electric Company is denied. 

This order becomes effective 30 days, from to4ay. 
Dated DEC t g 1989' , at San Francisco" california. 

G. MITCHELL. wtlK 
Prosicklnt 

FREOEFUCK Ft DUOA 
STANL.EY' W. HULETT 
JOHN B.' OHANIAN 
PATRICIA M. ECKERT 

Commissioners 

I' CER111FY'T.HAT 'THtS 'DECIS!ON 
". ",' 

WAS APPROVED' BY THE '~~CVE 
'..... " ... COMJ~ISSION~RS j'ODA~. 
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