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·'Johnny Gonzales' and'Mi'nervl,,' Gonzales, 'for"""" 
". themse 1 vas , complainants.. ' . 

Mike weaver, for Pacific Gas and Elec,t;ic, 
Company, defendant. 

. ' 1. Introduction' ,.,,', , .. 
- Pacific Gas and ,Electric· Company (PG&E')' has' backbil-leo. ' ' ' 

customer Minerva Gonzales l for $743.85 for alleged unauthorized" ',," ~. 
use of electric ,energy. Gonzales denies· this use .: '; For the reasons 
set forth. below, we determine that, Gonzales, benefited' from": . '" 
unxnetered energy. However" we also daterminethatPG&E"should'·, 
recompute: certain:estimated charges on the backbill consistent 'with 
this decision. I I, :: I """ ·'·'I'.j,· >.,_'.1 I \ .:',_,1'," 

2. Statement of Facts , ( ." 

Johnny and Minerva Gonzales.·filed· this case on·:June26," 
1991, complaining of a backbill of $743.8S which PG&E 8ent,,"'~,:,,: ,,~.",,~<; 

Ms. Gonzales·.,for .alleged use ~of unmetered ener9Y f'rom\FebX'1iary 5, 

" ' , , , r ,: • I.~ '. • ... 

1 ,Al thoughlx>th Johnny, ~md, M'inerva Gon,zales, husband' and -wife, '. 
are complainants in this case and testified at the,hearing~ the 
PG&E bill ·is- in the name of Minerva Gonzales only.' " '." , '. " 
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1988 to August 28,-.1,990., The ,Janu.~,',25 f" 1991, ,.let.tex:.~:accompan'y:ingcl 
, I' , • • I • _... ."" . J'. .• I • '" ~., ~ .' _ ~'.... ....... '.' 

the 'bill from PG&'E stated that'''.~ '. this bill accurately represents 
enert"TV' 1,l..~ed ..bu;t not recorded or previously 'bifie'ci .~,," I:n:' th'Et-:'; ,';'~:: :,:;,~ 

~J .," './ • t:' .... :?r ... ~ . '.",." 
complai~-;t',~', the :GOriz;iJ:eses state-, that they d.id. not use the 

,.(lfl ,' ..... 1.' I,;' j 1 ,. : I ." : ... , ' :', ; " "." : ' I, ' 

electricl'tY'..,Ifd1f..:which',P,G&E is charging them." They further state 
that they pay their bill: every month, and object to'! a backbill 
which estimates'the amount of electr~c_ityalleged.ly; ,used. ::).~~ 

On July 23, 1991, PG&E timely filed an answer to the 
complaint, which denied. the allegations of the complaint, and 

.•. ,,' ••• _ .• • t'." ..••. , .,~"o,.,._ .~ h 

stated that although the bill is an estimate, it is in accordance 
with PG&E Electric Tariff Ru,le17 ", Section D, in that ,PG&E 

.,' .' '.' • n •• • .... ', 

calculated. the bill "based. on the:- phys'i.cal evid.ence .. :of .. ,the electric 
meter(s) and a:'rev'iew of co~plain~nt$' ownre~~rde'd:'electric 
usage." 

This case is an Expedite~/Complaint and is subject to 
Rule 13.2 of this Commission's Rules of Practice and. Proced.ure. 
Accordingly, we noticed. an evidentiary hearing in Fresno,::;' ' • ,~", 
California, on. August, 16, 1991,--within ,30 :,days. of,·the filing of the e 
answer., , ,.' " ' " 

The Gonzaleses initiallydid,not·appear 'dt-the·::hearing;..' 
After waiting approximately one-half hour,. -andupon·-"the<aqreement 
of PG&E" the assigned administrative :law"'judge (.ALJ) ,cont'a'ctecl' ,the 

..... , 
'., /<.~ 

Gonzaleses by telephone at their·,home. They. did not of'fer,an·' 
excuse as to why they did not appear at the hearing, but "'advisea' 
the '};LJ that they would immediately come to the hearing.:,'ShoitIY: 
thereafter" ,the Gonzaleses .. arrived. -at ,: ,the· heaririq·which~ ,then 

" 
, " 

commenced.,.",>, \' ~: ,"/ ,-,.... ~ . . 

Johnny ,and Minerva Gonza'les: both testified:. '. TheY'·stated.:'< 
they d.id. not benefit from the energy for which PG&E is now 
attempting to bill them. They stated that they have lived. at their 
resid.ence in Fresno, California for ten years and have never-had. 0 

d.iscr~pancy in their bill until; now. ,. The :Gonz·a·lese8~u:rtner-';'stated.~ 
r • ~ ("-'" 'J ., :, f 

that they have paid each of, tl:leir mo~thly: bills, infu:li, and:they :. j,;>: 
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do not.·'feel'they owe the $743:.S5-.:£or,whicn.· PG&E~:has··bi'l·led·:···\··.· 
Ms. Gonzales-.. : Mr~ Gonzales. also:' statecf that there:' are: not;· 'nor . ~ 

have the-re been, "stolen" meters ·at·their res'iclenee~;"and· that ,the' 
only meters there are the meters which PG&E installed,. 

R.H. Metzler, a Revenue Protection Representative for:·· 
PG&E in Fres-no, California,. testified on· ,behalf., of PG&E; <Metzler 
related a chronology of howPG&E initially: 'determined it necessary 
to investigate- the Gonzales account, and how PG&E determined~\the" '. 
backbill sent to Ms. Gonzales. for alleged use of unauthorized·· .•.. 
energy •. 

. ' Metzler. stated that this investigation began .. as"-"-.a:":result:· 
of a Fie-ldlnvestigation Request, which. the meter reader for 'the 
Gonzales residence, issued after reading-the. Gonzaleses" . meter: 'on Or' 
about August 6, 1990. Metzler stated· that the Gonzaleses,', ;assiqned, 
meter is meter number 3H1417., Yet this Field, Investigation Request 
states that the meter reader observed .. meter, number 3960S4'upside' 
down in the socket. 'l'he Field' .Investigation Request "characterizes' e this meter as "stolen." 'l'he meter reader 'did not testify at· ·the 
hearing., 

Metzler stated that he went to the Gonzales ·house ·-to . 
observe the meter on August 17,. ";19'90..:He' ,noticed thot ·,thei'correct . 
meter, nurnber--,3H1417, was in the socket ~ .·He also observed that the 
meter glass was -clean while the panel ·top.was dirty,.thati/tb.ere-:was'· 
no outer seal·:onthe meter, that the outer ring wasopen,:-and. ·that: 
there was "lots of wear" Son the side area of the ri·ng, and,that the' 
inside of the' ring was clean and'void of-loose dirt; instead of 
being., filled with. dust,. which is'u5ually the case.:.: ,. Metzl'er:f , T,! 

contemporaneously recorded these : observations in 'written'notes .,' . 
Metzler ·statedthat his observations".lead him to 'be-l:ieve that' ,thisc_ 
was a situation where someone-was hand.ling a me-ter,·on a regular- ... 
basis. 

Metzler. then: ran a.meter .-'history check on. electric: ,meter· " 
number 396084, the meter which :Metzle-rtesti,fied-,that·:the::meter 
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reader observed upside. down:.a.t',.tbe'Gonzales residence.i:According ,',,' 
to Metzler's investigation", PG&E's Electric Meter Hi~story' indic:;"ted:·: 
that meter.' number 3960S4,.was. reported".:mis,sing ,on' April '4'~; 'l~'S;8:,and~ 

was last seen at a residence- several blocks from.: the' Gonzales: '. ;', ... :' 

residence .. , " " .,', .. ,', 
.Metzler stated that ,it was his intention-to, conti'nue: to'';,', 

observe ,the meter at the Gonzales, residence' in' hopes· ,of' detecting' ,." 
meter.number 396084 in' use. ,,1However,-unbeknowns:t to: him:,.:another 
department, at PG&E ordered that the Gonzaleses: r meter' be·--:replaced,:,. 
because the "old one [was J stolen, H' and PG&E replaced meter number,' 
3H1417 on August 28, 1990.. Metzler tried,to" stop· this::meter 
replacement, but was too l",te.. However, ·he did,: go. to/the Fres'no· 
Yard on':Au9Ust28 to retrieve meter 'number 3H1417.'Metzler ". 'c.",'." 

produced this :neter at the. hearing.. . 
On August :28 ,1990, ,Metzler wrote notes.':recording his ~ :­

observ",tionsth"'t the meter 'glass':onmeter\nuxnber . 3Hl4J. 7 was.-: clean: . 
and. that there was a very . light. fi11'1\ of . dust on the"back s-ide':o£""; . 
the meter. Metzler indicated that". a . meter·whichis~;left,.,alo·ne··is·· 
dirtier. He also observed that wear and copper were showing,onthe' 
tips of all. four· meter' prongs,: which- indicated that ,the::meter had 
been in and out of the panel ,many ,times.. ' ,.1, 

On'October 24, 1990,; Metzler.sent a letter to""':·,.' :. 
MS. Gonzales stating that a. "tampered." . meter was ,found,on·her . . ,.' 
premises. and inviting her to discuss this matter.. Metzler,: stated ' .. 

that he never received a response to this letter. 
Metzler introduced, into evidence a "Revenue 'Protection '.: ~ 

Program Metered' Consumption Summary'· for the Gonzales. account : which-~: 
indica'1:ed the .amount in kilowatt-hours (kWhY,for whichl'the:~ '..: 
Gonzal:eses have.been billed since October, 1986. 'l'his:.document: was:! 
admitted into evidence as Exhibit 7 _ ·.Metzler testified: that, based" 
on Exhibit 7, he believed that all of the Gonz",leses' electric '''.' 
usage was. not being reeordedon.the meter from: at. least ,February 
19 88 (shortly before. meter nUl'l\l:)er·3'9:5.0S.4 was reported missing) '~: "". .:: 
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through August 1990 when PG&E replaced, the Gonzaleses ". <meter. For 
example,. , Metzler stated that at the, Gonzales home- 'he-~-:saw~' ::si'de";by- v 

side frost-free refrigerator which alone usesabout2"25,~:>kWh/month~: : 
Yet there are many months from.19'8S:through 199:0, whe-re,'the~eritire . F 

monthly usage is below 225 kWh/month. Thus·,. . Metzler,found so:neo;f':,~' 
the Gonzaleses' usages indicated. in Exhibit 7 very low and' C;"a J:most ' 
impossibl:e_ ..-.,' 

Metzler computed the . Gonzales backbill' by develop-i:ng: an'- '" 

"Estimated: Average Base Year Calculation.-Sheet"· (Exhibit' SA» using' , 
daily average usage by 'the month. Metzler 'developed 'Exhibit SA by',: 
using the Gonzaleses' own recordedus4ge·dur;i.ng periods-when, 
Metzler believed that no meter tampering was occurring,. . He'used' . 

the 1987 daily average for the months· cfJanuary,:February,:cApril',' 
and July of 19.09, 18.6-4, 15.3.7, and 17 .. 00' kWh/day, respectively~ 
Metzler determined that the:March 1987· reading appeared·low,.. so-he 
instead used ''the February 1987 figure of ,lS·.64 kWh/day' for'March. 
Metzler believed that according to the readings ,. it appeared :that ~ , 
no tampering occurred. d.uring May and June 19'9'0', since ,the f.igures. 
appeared reasonable, so 'he : utilized ,the May and June 19;90~ ·f.igures;. '. 
of 15.509. 4Ild 16 .. 76 kWh/day, respectively, to- d.etermine the' '.' '," . 
backbill. . 'Metzler stated that he d'idnot . have an· Augus.t or, ';.' . 

September _ billing which appeared reasonable', because' this' is.·' 

generally the time of high electric usage. Therefore.;; he 'utilized 
the July figure of 17.00 kWh/day and· added, 2' kWh/day for a ,total of 

19 kWh/day for both August and'September. He' be1'ieved that 'this. 
was reasonable beeause the Gonzaleses" aetual .bi:lled,eonsumption 
for August 1991 (which occurred after the baekbill was sent out).· . ," 

was IS.80 kWh/day. For October, Metzler used the Oetober:·19:S:6:.:" ....... ~-

daily' average of 18.$3. kWh/day. For November andDecember~ Metzler 
used the actual usages. on the Gonza;leses" new- meter' during, 19-9:0. of' .~',~ 

16.6·8 and. 18 .. 6-0 kWh/day, respectively. Metzler explained; that· he' 
did not use the actual billings for 1991, beeause they were not· 
available at the time he computed the baekbill. 

- 5 -_. 
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On ,January 25, '19-91, -Metzler sent the--,backbillcto,-, ' 
Ms. Gonzales_ . He met with the Gonzaleses, in February"and'explained 
the·history·of .the.case to.them. Mr;.Gonza'les'wanted,the,meter 
which ,PG&E removed" as well ,as: the-new meter installed in,his 
premises-, tested for accuracy. . PG&E tested both meters:which were 
found,to be within the limits of accuracy .. 

In reb\lttal, the Gonzaleses again denied that they.,.used 
more energy than they were, billed ,_ for. 'They. also- -questioned how 
Metzler came -into their backyard to" observe the meter,- and::'stated 
that he could not have entered from the side of the house ',because 
there was-not enough space between the-camper situated' on: the side 
of the house and the house- for a man to .. squeeze through .. 'The' 
Gonzalesesstated-- that the PG&E meter reader usually. ,uses,: 
binoculars while looking over the fence. to read their, meter. ' , 
Metzler stated. that he was able to squeeze through this-"area. 

The Gonzaleses also made much about thefact·that· no, 'one' 
from PG&E was,able to physicallyproduce.the meter which PG&E 
alleges is "stolen." They also objected to the,method'>in ''.which 
Metzler computed the backbilling, generally stating,. that the 
figures Metzler· used. were arbitrary and too high.:Ms.Gonzales, 
stated that they should'not have-been charged more .for:Augustand 
September, because their cooler has been broken· since 19 S8:. -: ' -

The Gonzaleses stated that.they used the following-' 
appliances throughout'the disputed bi'lling period and, are-presently. 
using them: side-by-side refrigerator" "electric stove,., !ights,. . 
television, stereo, cooler (when it, is no,t broken)'';''and '0.. ',:. ., 

washer/drier.. .: -.' ~ -.-" ,-, -' '\ 
3. Discussion ':' _ "; '-, . ;.~,.' 

The- two-' issues before us in this case .:are whether' the' -: . 
Gon-zaleses -used . energy but did, not, .pay for it and,.. ';if .'-so;.'~:what ... :is' 
the reasonable: estimate- of . the value of- the energy i,under ,::app,J;icable: 
tariffs?, ,', :~j :' 0- :.' ••• "J .,' .. / 

- 6 ,-' -
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In Decision (D,.,) 8,6-06-0,35"we set forth the<parties/',,:,,~,/) 
respective burdens. of'proof'in backbilling cases:.;:/ .. ' ,'I" 

"The complainant (customer),~,.. then,. has.the ,,;' ,:. 
burden of proof to establish that the backbill. 
is unfounded and incorrect. This may entail no 
moX'e- than testimony denying any tampering ,.' -,.:", 
energy diversion, or unauthorized use of 
energy •.•. Thereafter, the burden of producing 
evidence shifts to' the utility to support, the' 
basis for the backbillingto .. the customer and 
to support the reasonableness of its estimate 
of the amount billed.", (21 Cl>UC 2d 270,2'74.), I", 

Significantly, we noted .in D. 85-06-03'5 that.:th.~' ,issue o"f 
whether the custom'er performed tampering' or energy' dlver~ion is nQt. 
the issue. 'The issue we are concerned with.iS'·'~~heth:erJ;the' "" " 
customer benefited fromuninetered energy regardless of whether or 
not there was meter tampering-or energy diversion' and:re:gard,less 'o'f 
who performed any tampering o'r :energy diversion."' C~-~,,), ':' " 

In this case, the Gonzal~ses de'nied tha'tthey tamper~d 
wi th the meter, and' denied their unauthc;rized' use of energy'::' 
Pursuant to D. 86-06-035, the burden then shifts to PG&E' t,:o support 
the basis of 'the backb'illing to the' customer and' to' supp:~rt"~he ':' " 
reasonableness of its estimate of 'the amount billed. 

PG&E demonstrated that it' initiated' the inves't:ig~tion of . ,. 
the Gonzales account because of the report from'themet.er":reader 
regarding an allegedly "'stolen" meter at the 'Gonzales' 'resid'once:. 2'.:," 

, •. " .1' f ..! ,', , ! : . I' { " .... } " ~ 

Metzler then stated that he'personally observed' that'themeter' 
assigned' to the Gonzaleses· showed. evid.ence 'that it had.' ;been:' 'handled. . 
and 'removed frequently'~ 'These observations occurre~~' both ':atth~';":' ;, 

" ".'! 

, .', ,~. ,;' () , ; 

., ••• ~. 'I ; '; • . 

----"- '. ,.'"n .... )~'., .1:1 "l~:" 1'';: ,"'" -., '::;;)u: 'J:~ .. /''r J~~ .~~ •• :"-.,r:~·,rfj'·.: 

2 Because ,PG&E did not produce the meter reader, the., Field", , .. .,..:, 
Investigation Worksheet (Exhibit 1) 'is hearsay in' so" fa'r a's' 'it .is"'''·­
offered ·to .. prove the ,truth of: the allegation that ,the):Gonzo.leses 
had a "st~len"meter on thei:r:premises. However".Exhibit,l.l,is,, '"", 
admissible to demonstrate the state' of miner of' PG&E',' i'.e·~', 'why PG&E 
began an investigation of the Gonzales account. 

- 7- ,; 
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Gonzales, _residence. and after· the, meter . was ,removed, '·from eheir . 
residence and was taken.to the : Fresno: Yard.:PG&E al~so-':produ:eed"" 
this meter at the-hearing,. :and it-evidenced'the signs<-of,wear which 

, " " ,'" , '.' '.'~ :! ,~~ 
Metzler described'. ' " 

'" ' 

PG&E also- demonstrated· that,the:,all'egedly::'''stoJ:en'' meter 
which the meter reader observed. at the Gonz'ales household, had in 

, ,." ' • _" ,I • ,. I ,. , , • ' ',I • ~ . 

fact been reported missing from a residence several, blocks' from the 
Gonzales residence,' shortly 'a'fte'r . the time ,that the 'monthly usage 

. ' .' . . .• ','" I ... 

of recorded energy at the Gonzales residence had:decreased' 

siqnificantly from ,the prior rear,. " , ." ,," 
PG&E also produced .' a Revenue Protection., ~xogxam, ,Meter '" 'j 

• " ,\' , " .. , ". .' ',.,. '," ~ , , • h r "".' • 

Consumption Survey (Exhibit 7). The survey showed ,_that:~the " 
. . ", '~. ' , . ' /. .. , 

Gonzaleses' avorage monthly usage. of energy, was significantly lower" 
. '.' , ' ". 

from February 1988 through, August 1990, than it was before .. or, 
. , .'. .. ,,,-

after. For exa.mple~ in April 1987 and April 1991~, the average . ' . . , " ~ ) '" . '. " .. ,', ",.' 

monthly usage. in kWh was 492. and.4 6,2, respectively. . However, 

during the, period in which PG&E claims that, the Gonzaleses",were. 
.' '.' .", I • " .~J 'i •. ., , 

benefiting fromunmetered energy (i .. e .. , 1988',1989.,.and1990). the .. , 
. ,', .' " ..., . . . .... ., 

average April, usage was 73, 188, and 285 kWh" respectively. 
• • , • , • " " 1 .' , ! ,. , ~ , .,. r " 

Exhibit 7 reflects a. similar ,pattern ,of usage fox: the majori,ty ,(but 
not all) of the,.months in consideration~ 

,The record. also established ,that the energy. load of .. the . .". " .. ".. '. " 

Gonzaleses' appliances did not change ,significantly,before or. after", 
the backbilling period at 'issue .. The Gonzaleses testifi~d',that. ' 

, ' . ", .., ' " 

their appliances have remained general,ly the same .since, 198:7,. " 
• ' , I • , . .. _," , ~ ... ",~ 

except that ,the, electric cooler has ,been ,broken since.about,198S .• 
• ' I' • I' , I ' " I,. .. , . 

The fact that the cooler was broken may be probative of whether or 
not the estimate of the backbill was reasonable. However, that 
fact does not support the argument that the Gonzaleses did not 
benefit from unused energy, since the discrepancy in usage outlined 
above occurred "in nearly, a~l months-,not j:tlst the': 's~ex:.'xn?nths., .:, 

The Gonzaleses argued that Metzlercould,never' have '. 
entered their yard to view the meter "because' thep~ssag~wdY: tdthe,~':' 

• ' • ; 1" '. ... ., • , "" • _.,-" '. '".r 

,'/ . , , . .. , ' 
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yard was too 'na.:crow.,:for anyone· ·to· squee:ze ::throuqh.: :Met'z'ler 
descri:bed.·in d.etail hoW' he entered, : 'and.' had handwr.i:t'ten·' : ,,;;~, ",'" d" 

contemporaneous· notes of··his,observatio·n~' <On' balanc'e',;'we",bel'ieve­
Metzler's· testimony to be more persuasive ; However, ~even:" ff 'we': dC'':' 
not qive thiz, evidence any weight". Metz.ler '''s obsGrvat.tons, 0''£' the : , 
condition. of the meter after it 'Mas removed from, the "Gonzales " 
residence, in addition to the' Gonzale'ses'" energy ,usagerecord'ed.' . in' 
Exhibit ,7,. leads us to conclude that the Gonzaleseshave ·benefit'ed:· 
from unmetered energy from February 5" 19S~' to August 28,· l'990. 

We must now determine whether. PG&E's.estimate of.'th'e 
amount billed in- the bae~ill ($743:.aS·) is.: rea8onabl~. ' 'l'h& 
Gonzaleses make much of the fact that they ,have· paid their· "l:>ills , 
every month. They therefore contend.· that it is .unfair for PG&E"·'tC> ' 
now backbill ·them for ener9Y' used 'in the past and: toestimate··the- '. 
e.mount of the' backbill. However, PG&E"'sEleetrie ''l'ar,iffNo ... ; If7;" 

Section 0, permits this procedure~3: " . . .,' 
,', .,." I , ~" " ',', I j :;; 

~ ... ~ ...: ~. I .' • 

3 Rule 17 ,.: section D',· states in: pertinent, part: ". "." ,.,"" . . '.f".·., ...... . ' " 

"AOJUSTMENT OF'arLLS'FOR'UNAU'l'HORIZEO' USE 
• '., "', I ~, 

"1. Where PG&E determines that there has. been .. ' 
'. unauthorized use of electric servie·e·~PG&E ", 

may bill the customer for PG&E's estimate 
of such unauthorized use ..•• 

"a. ESTlMATEO USE 

"When regular, aceurate meter readings are 
not available or the electric usage has not 
been accurately measured, PG&E may estimate 
the customer's energy usage for billing­
purposes on the basis of information 
including but not limited to the physical 
condition of the metering equipment, 
available meter readings, records of 
historical use, and the general 
characteristics of the customer's load of 
operation." 

1',,-, 
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Metzler testified, that he used,.:the Gonzaleses' ,'daily'" ~.,": ':, 
average use by, month: during months ; when ,the, Gonzaloses''') u'sage-- '. ',,'" 
appeared r.easonable in order, to determine their baekbi'lJJ;,}' 'For.': <.,'j 

example, .Metzler . used, the Gonzaleses·' l!1-S7 daily average, use 'by ' .. :~" .: 
month to calculate ,the estimated,>av.eragemonthly',bill;inqs-:for': 
January,. February"April, and· July,,yet he, used o,thermonthly' 'I. " 

averagesr: some which even occurred during.the period,o·f ' , ~),', -
bacJcl:>illing, to, calculate some of ,the· other months _ ,,("See Sect'ion, 2-
above, for a more detailed'description. of Metzler"s,:method' ·of::·;; 
calculation.) For November and December ,Metzler used ,the-' monthly 
averages for November and December 19'9:0, which resulted .. from' ·the '" 
usages recorded on the new meter .. ' Metzler"testified that hec,did 

not base:· the backbill ,on the- Gonzaleses' uSc!1ge' 'during: :199,l:,;"because 
these records' were not available at . the time Metzler prepared: .. the ':': 
backbilling_ However, Metzler diet present a record: :o·f: the . ,',..; 
Gonzaleses' 1991 usage at the hearing .. , ,::,'.,;, .•. :,' 

Since we now have before us the Gonzaleses' 1990 and 1991 
usage which was incurred after the new meter was installed, we 
believe that it is reasonable to estimate the backbill based on 
this information rather than on estimates £·rom variouS:; time ",'.'. 
periods, including the time period ,in. which ,the, Gonzaleses 

• ." " • '",' ,I ' .. ', -" '...'. I 

benefited from unmetered energy- Specifically, we direct PG&E to 
recompute the bae~ill. ,,base,d on the follo,wing. daily avera'g~' usages 

,. .-' '" '. '. \ " 

by month...", 
, '. ' :" ~':.; :,',1 : : (' 

;', ~ • ". J', I' I. 

,:,,::. I •••• ' .'. ,,, .. , .,I,I'! \,,' 

,I, .... _:~_. j,,' '!r' ... J '~.") ".· ... ""-" .. '.~r .• '''';.·, _,,~'~:~"':' 

\~.,,:' :;:~.~ ... '~ ,,:.' 1·.:'.:~;;'~~~Jf'<': \<,.:-,."-t'~.~~'~J:'~t.~.,, t::.-.< .. r: 
.. '-,:)~ ""J",i.''.'.",.'.'' '.:C::'::_""'r"· 'T.)!~!(~~,";' .• :"~·> II<.:z 

," ' ••... , ,'" " ':~ ;.: ..... ; J,' . 

, ' 
" "'" 

,\ " .~ 

, " .. \ 

'-"L:' ,.:~): .. ~/:,.::'~~~,;I~,'. 

, . t;, ; ~ .:'~ <:" ;':, ':: ... J':': : 

4 These figures were set forth in Exhibit 8, entitled "Estimated. 
Average Base Year Calculation Sheet Using Tampering Customers Own 
Recorded Usage." 

~'lO -
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January 
February 
March 
April 
May 
June 
July 
Auqust . . " .. '" " 

September, 
,'.1, 

October ..... , 
, . 

November 
Oecember 

492 
449 
397 
466 
,583 .' 

... . . ~ , . 
583, 

I " r 

4.63 
484 
,614 

" ", 

.. ,'. t ','1' 

32 
2S 
30 
32 
31 

.. 30 
30 
31 .' 

, I,. . ~ ,} ... 

,31. 

:', ':. _ .... 29,~ 
29 

"., ,::', . ,,:' .. , .33 .. ",,, 

,;':,' 

, , . : ", ~ :;." J I',:: I'·)' , ~ .. " 

DAJ:LX ,.AVERAGE" 
"'~m"""; 

19.09 
. \ , , .;J .-, I '. ", :. . .. , ") :" 

lS.64 

'I'.'r ',")' " .. 

.'.' i6 ~: 66 ' r. ',:' 

I\".~ I",r ...... ;',~.:.~, .. '~. _, ~"~:' .... ,.' .• 

:}S'.,~~? " , ,':;:, , ,.: 
14.4S· 
13.23 
15.5,3, 

::':' ;:~' ,."':', ~ l~.: 00 
',' .-.", 

." , . .1.9.0,0 
• I _.~ ,...,' '\ "- 'i L, • \ " ,,I.. 

,' .. , .. :;,,~~ .. ~§ ....... ".,::'"'.\.:. 
16.6,S .. 

'j'" ,~"~60 
. . .. ~"_ 

We thus approve the estimates which PG&E used to determine 
tho daily average use by month for the months of January, February, 

4It April, August~ September, November, and December. Although PG&E used 
figures from the' Gonzaleses"1987 billings to determine the daily 
average use by 'month for January, February, and April, these figures 
were so close.to: the 1991· averages as to not merit any changes. 
Similarly, althoughPG&E estimated the August and September usage of 
19.00 kWh/day, this usage was so close to the actual August 1991 usage 
of lS.80 kWh/day as to not merit any changes. Sinee we do not have a 
record for a September 1991 usage, it is reasonable to also use the 
August usage for September. Finally, PG&E used the Gonzaleses' actual' 
usage for November and December 1990 in order to determine the 
backbill. We believe that this method is reasonable because it is 
based on recorded usage with the new meter. 

This decision ipdicates changes from the numbers used by 
PG&~Cfol?5th.e~~6nih~~~f~1~1~.~~h~, May, June, July, and October. These 

..... ,._ ....... >.,..; ... v.~ ~-')'/t._ .... ~q~~ c! ....... 
change'S' :are' b~:sed"'.on 'the...Gonzaleses' actual billing incurred with the 

v t.,,,"'C" ,Z't~; ~I~'-')"r ..... ·-t ~'.': ,.,..~..." 
new meter during,~1990' an'~ 1991. We realize that PG&E did not use these 

..... .- \~\ . 
..... ... .......' \ -'" .... ,.,\ ...... \ ~ "'~'~:," ~ "', ~ ..... ~.., ...... ~.\ " ' 

" ' ...... - .. "... ~-"" '\ '.... "¥ ........ ~ . 
. ~ .. ". ~~ '-....." ~. "'- , ... 

. ~~'."'~"""'"-'.''' ". '--.,.,.,.,~."... ~ .• " ...... """.\f.'~' ~ ~ ... \:".~ 
1!O~=I'~:~IC ovi~:./O:>O';,< ~ .,it",",'" -' ... ~~ .... .1,\, i 1 _ 
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i I .'~: • I <... ~". 
,"'" ''',I 

new fiqures because they were not available to PG&E when it estimated 
.', ..... " ; ~"', .",.I;.~';': '-''':·,i,I.'I\;''''''~ ,'~'.".".'''' 

the bill.: However, because these fiqures are before us, we believe 
that it is more reasonable to determine the backbill based on 
consistent'usage on a new meter during a consistent time frame, rather 
than utilizing fiqures from 1987 for some ,months, from 1986 for' oth~,r!, 

; r' 

and fromthe'period of time for which the Gonzaleses are being 
backbilled for yet others. 

ORDER 

IT IS ORDERED that the complaint"in (ECP) Case 91-06';;054" 
is denied',' except insofar as Pacific Gas and Electric Company; is" 
ordered tO'recalculate Ms. Gonzales' backbill consistent with this 
decision. 

"" .. , 

. ,', 

, ' 

This order l:>ecomes effective 30 d'ays ~rom today. 
Dated November 6, 1991, at San Francisco, California • 

. ;, ' 

..... ' .. ," 

"j',',f 

, y 

.' " I 

,"',; 

, ,,' 

., 
", 

. ,':-r .... 

" , ' 
" .' > 

" .'"','_f 

PATRICIA MOo ,ECKERT " 
·,"':president:'Y: ,:"'. 

,·~JOHN', B. .. :OHANIAN'/c: ";j ,." "" ·'V;, 

" DANIEL" ,Wm. FESSLER, ~ 
" ' NORMAN 'D'. 'SHUMWAy"' ... : , ,,' 
",: ',' CommissionerS,:, .',: .': .,', 
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