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pecision 92-04-047 April 22, 1992
BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Unicorn Metals & Recycling Co., )
Complainant,

Case 91-11-055

VS,
(Filed Novenber 15, 1991)

southern California Edison
Company (U 338-E),

pefendant.

Luis Ornelas, for Unicorn Metals & Reécycling
Co., complainant.
Beth A. . Gaylord, Attorney at Law, for Southern
California Edison company, defendant. .

OPINION

: complainant seeks réparations in thé amount of $2,240
alleging that defendant billed complainant for energy which
complainant dld not recéive. Defendant denied the allegations.
Public hearing was held before Administrative Law Judge Barnett on
February 11, 1992, :

Complalnant testifled that he purchased a warehouse in~
"Santa Ana, California for the storage of goods:. Heé uses the
warehouse to store materials such as copper wire, plumbing
- supplies, and different kinds of metals. There are no employees at
the warehouse. MHe usés the warehouse solely for storage and opens
it only when he either puts something in or takes something out.
At all other times thé warehouse is lockéd. Usually he is at the
warehouse only once a month and perhaps an employee would enter the
warehouse about once a month; His businéss is reoycling and the -
purposé of the building is to store metals that can be recycled.-
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Electricity in the building is used just for lights. It is not
used to operate any machinery. He said that the warehouse
contained freezers, refrigerators and overhead air conditioners,.
all of which are connected to the éléctrical system but none of
~which are operating.
" He testified that on January 23, 1991, he requested

Southern California Edison Company (Edison) to turn the power on at
the warehouse. Edison refused. (Edison later testified that the
refusal was because in Santa Ana all commercial accounts must haVe
a building inspector inspect theé premises béfore electricity is
turned on. At the time complainant requested electric service
there had been no inspection.) Complainant téstified that he
turned the service on himself about two weéks after service was
requested from Edison, some time in February. He said that the ‘
freezérs, refrigerators, and air conditioners on the prenises were
all plugged in but not operatlng. They were plugged in whén he -
bought the building.

: He said that his first bill from Edison was dated
March 3, 1991 showed a meter réading of 1955, and was for $17.48,
His second bill dated May 20, showed a meter reading Of'2258; and
was for $2,269. After that, his bills went down considerably. He
complainéd of the high bill to Edison who sent a représentative to
check thé meteér. He met the representative and théy both checked
the meter and the breakers. The meter and the breakers were all
on.,
' Edison called a meter test man who testified that on
June 13, 1991, he teésted the meter at complainant’s waréhouse. He
said that the meter was inside a 1ittle office in front of the '
waréehouse. To get to the meter, he had té have the gate
surrounding the warehousé unlocked and thé building in which the
meter was located unlocked., He tested the meter and noticed that
there had béen no tampering with the metér, that all voltages were
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normal, and that the current transformer panel was normal. The
neter tested within normal ranges.

A field service representative of defendant testifled
that in August 1991, he investigated complainant’s high bill
complaint. He searched Edison’s records regarding previous
custémers and found that the prior customer was a meat company.
The service for the previous owner was turned off in 1987 with a
closing meter reading of 1955. The meter was read again in
October, 1989 and had thé same reéading of 1955. 1In October 1990,
_ the meter was read again and had thé reading of 1955. On
February 5, 1991, aftéer complainant had requested service on
January 23, a meter readéer attempted to read the meter but could
not bécause hé had no access to the building. ©n February 13,:
deféndant’s meter reader obtained access and found that the meter
was still reading 1955. On March 4, 1991, the meter was again read
and had a readlng of 1955. Edison mailed complainant an 0peh}ng o
bill from January 23, 1991 to March 4 with an épening readlng of .
1955, At that time, complainant was billed only for the customer
charge of $17.48. On March 20, the meter was read at 1955. On May
20,. the meter was read at 2258 with the demand register showing '
22.2 kW going through the meter. This means the premises could use
532.8 kwh daily. He testified that the period between March 20, |
1991 and May 20, 1991 was long enough to registér the amount of
kilowatt hours shown on the May 20 bill, given the load on the
premises. On June 3, the meter read 2260. -

on May 31, complainant made his first complaint to
Edison. After meeting with complainant on several occasions to
attéempt to settle the billing complaint, on October 6 Edison
disconnected seérvice at the pole for nonpayment. The witness
testified that when service to this building was turned off in
1987, the switch at the transformer panél was turned off and the
panel was locked. He safd that after Edison réfused to turn ther
power on without a report from the building inspector, complainant




€.91-11-055 ALJ/RAB/f.s

removed the panél lock and tprned on the switch. 1In his'expert” o
opinion, he said that the meter reading was high on May 20 because
after the main switch was placed in the “on” position, the
subbreakers were also on and the refrigeration and air conditioﬁers
on the premises have the capability of consuming the amount of '
electricity.actually registered on the neter. ‘
On March 6, complainant filéd a ”Motion of Complaint to

Set Aside Records.” Edison filed in opposition. We treat the
motion as one to reopen undér Rule 84, and deny. Complainant’s
showing on his motion is that betwéen 1987 and 1990 a peéerson other
than conmplainant leased the premises in question. cComplainant
nakes no showing that during this period the electricity was turned
on in the waréhouse. Further, this information was availablé to
complainant at the timé of the héaring and should have been adduced
at that time. :
" Pindings of Fact . )

1. Complainant requested électric seérvice at its waréhouse -
“from defendant in January 1991 and défendant refused to begin '
service until the warehouse was inspected by the city of santa Ana.

2. Sometime in March 1991, COmplainant broke Edison’s lock
on the current transformer panel and turned on the main switch.,

3. The warehouse stored freezers, refrigeration units, and
air conditioners which were connectéd to the électrical systen.

4. Bétween March 20, 1991 and May 20, 1991, the appliances
in the warehouse consumed eléctricity and caused the meter reading
to move from 1955 to 2258. -

5. At all times during this perioed, the electric meter on
the warehouse premises registered correctly. )

6. Deéfendant’s bill to complainant for electric service for
the period March 4, 1991 to May 20, 1991 accurately reflected the
electricity consumed on the warehousé premiseés.
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Conc1u51ons of Law . :
i B Defendant‘s bill to complalnant accurately reflected the

'energy consumed on cOmplainant’s warehouse prenises.’
2, Comp1a1nant’s request for relief should be denied.

3, complainant’s motion to réopen should bé denied.
ORDER

IT IS ORDERED that thé relief requested by Unicorn
Metals & Recycling co. is denied and case 91-11-056 is closed:
This order is effective today. ,
- pated april 22, 1992, ‘At San Francisco, california.

DANIEL Wm. FESSLER
) President
JOHN B. OHANIAN
PATRICIA M. ECKERT
NORMAN D. SHUMWAY
Comnissioners

- | CERTIEY THAT THIS DECISION
WAS APPROVED BY THE. ABOVE
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NEAL J.°




