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Decision 82 01 20 JAN 5 1982 

BEFatE THE PUm..IC unUl'IES ca1MISSICti OF THE ~'r£ OF CAlJ.FCItNIA 

Ms. Viola Washington ) 

VB. 
CcrDplAinan~ • ! 

Pacif1e Gas & Electric Company 

Defendant. l 
(EI::P) 

Case 11009 
(Filed 3uly 20, 1981) 

Viola 'W'aSh~ton, for herself, complainant. 
R:o~ est.!. for Pacific: Gas and Electric 

y, del:endant. 

OPINION .-_------_ ... 
This is 4 complaint by Viola Wash1ngton (Vash1:ngton) 

against Pacific Gas and Elec:trl.e Company (PG&E). Washington contends 
that her gas and electric: bills for June and July of 1980 are not 
correct. The amount in dispute is $169.99. 

lb.1s matter was beard tmder the Coc:mtss1on r a EXpedited 
Complaint Procedure. (Public Utilities Code § 1702.1, Rule 13.2.) 
'Xb.e matter was called and cont1:xued at WaslUngton f S request on 
September ll, 1981. A duly notieed public hearirlg was held before 
Adnd1'l1strative Law Judge Donald B. Jarvis in S411 Fraueisco on 
November 17, 1981 and the proceeding was submitted on tb.at date. 

Washitlgton purchased the house at 15 Shields Court in 
San Francisco. PG&E had previOt:Sly discontinued gas and electric 
service at the house because of nonpayment of bills by the previous 
occupant • 
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Washington arranged for gas and electric service which cOIDDenced 

on May 30 ~ 1980. 
Washington testified that no one resided in the house 

from May 30 to July 19, 1980. During this peri04 the house was 
being painted and prepared for oceupaney. Washillgton also testified 
that: She ehecked the activity of the painters every day. She 
locked up at night and turned out all l.1ghts. The fuxnace was not 
left on. 

Oc. July 31~ 1980, PG&E billed Wasb:.lngton $169.99 for gas 
and electric service furnished during J'mle and J'uly. W'ashiDgtcc. 
believed the bill was not correet for the usage. She protested to 
PG&E and made an 11lformal compla1nt to the Cocsumer Affairs Branch 
along with a disputed bill deposit of $169.99. lbe Consumer Affa:1rs 
Branch acted adversely to WashUlgton and disbursed the money to 
PG&E. Washington subsequec.t1y filed this formal compla1nt • 

PG&E introduced evidenee that the electric meter :Involved 
was tested on November 24, 1980 and fO\md to be funeticm.1llg w1'th1n 
the limits of accuraey proscribed by the Coumission.. 'the gas meter 
was tested O'D. Dece=ber 3, 1980 and found to be accurate. PG&E pro
duced the meter reader cards which show that the :meters were read 
OIl May 30, 1980 and July 31, 1980. These readings 1nd1eate that 
199 the::ms of gas and 926 ldllowatt-hours were used durlxlg the 62-
day period. 

PG&E contends that the meters are aecu:r:ate and the read
ings shaw the gas and electricity was used. It theorizes that 
painters sometimes t\U:n on heat to help dry pa1:a.t. WaslWlgton 
denies that this occurred. 

A utility customer is responsible for the energy used 011 

the premises. Williams v PT&T (1976) 80 CPUC 222, 231.) t'b.e evi
dence incIicates that the meters were fwctioning properly and that 
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gas and electricity was used. As all complainants" Washington had 
the burden of proof in this proeee&g.. (Fremont Caatomers v PT&T 
(1968) 68 CPUC 203" 206.) We f:f.nd that she has not met this burden .. 
The complaint ahould be deaied. 

ORDER .... _ ........... 
IT IS ORDERED that eomp1s.ina:ne is entitled to no relief 

in this proceeding and the complaint :Ls denied .. 

'I'b1s order becomes effective 30 days from today. 
Dated JA~ 519S2 , at San Francisco, Califo:n1a. 
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JOHN E. BRYSON 
!'tcsitI~l'Jt 

nrCf.!ARD D. eRA VE1..LE 
'lICTOf{ CALVO 
P~jSC!;'tA C. CREW 

Commj~ioner.s 
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