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REFORF THE PUPLIC UTILTTIES COMMISSION OF THR STATE OF CALIFORNIA
FDWARD J. LINSIN and

BFATRICE R. LTINSIE,
Complairnante, (ECP)
Ca"ﬁ 22-11=05
(Piled Novembder 22. 1982)

v

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC
COMPANY,

Defendant.

e e P e e P

Féwaré J. Linsin, for Bea<riece R. Linsin
andé nimself, comp *umnon,g.
Rohert S. Wezt, for Pacific Gaz and
Wiectric Company. defandant.

°orIx:

Thizs iz 5 complain® by Bdward J. Linsin and Seatrice R.

Linsin (Linsing) against Pacific Gas 2nd Flectric Company (PCEE).
Linsins contend that +their gas and elec*ric bills for +heir r

esidencn
in San Rafaerl during 4he period December 1?70 through July 1980 w

excessive. PG&E contends that “he meters 2+ Linsing' residence were

tested and found %o be funetioning prOperlv: that
consumed during the period in guestion

wers

the anount of energy
was consistent with Linsins' //
past usage. The amount in dispute is $521.27.

V]

Complain® Procedure. (Pudlic Utilities Code § 1702.1. Rule 1%.2.) A
¢uly noticed hearing wac held hefore Adminis<rat

This matter wag heard under the Commiszsion's Expedi<ed

ive Law Judge John
Leanke in San Pranciseo on March 1, 128% and %<he mat+er was sudbnisted
on that date.
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The Evidence
Complainants

Linsins concede they cannot prove that they &id not consume

the energy billed for. They als¢o believe that PG&E cannot prove the
energy was used.

Linsins assert generally as follows in their complaint:

1. ©They received a bill in <the amount of
3370.47 late in January 1980 for
energy used during Decenmber 1979 and
January 1980. They returned <the bill
with a request for an explanation, dut
received no response.

They also received what they
considered to be an unusually high
bill for Pebruary 1980, $184.3%6.

On Fedbruary 28, 1980 the Linsin
fenily, consisting of complainants and
their infant child, went %o Palnm
Springs for an entire month. During
this period Mr. Linsin spent only

eight or nine nights at home in San

Rafael; yet their bill for March was
$126.72.

In April the complainants degan to
conpare their bills with those of
thelr neighbors, all having basically
the same type Eichler home in San
Rafael. They determined that
generally their neighbor's bills were
only about half of theirs, and sonme
times even less.
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5.

Beginning in April and
through Octover 1980, P
investigated complninaq
fiver several visits wi

the following was de:ermiu

(2) Thne complainants were consuming
zuch more clecvwricity than any of
their nei phbo.u. and more gas
than all Yus one. (Two graphc
chowing this information are
attached to the complaint.)

Lingins had one of the highest
recorded usages in 21l of San
Rafael.

Linsins' home had no unusual
appliances

After one threce~hour session wit!
Yr. Richard Xishey, 26&Z's San
Rafael Area Manager, Lincing were
inforaed that she only way <they
could consume the energy bdein
charged would he "by durning
adout 50 additional lights with
100~watt capacity every day for
two hours,"” or words to that
effect.

The refrigerator was clnaﬂné and
the water heataer thermos

turned down.

The gas and electric met

checked and found %0 be o

properly.
At Linsins'urging the gas and electric

ters were replaced in April and

Aupuuv, regpectively.
Starting with July 1980, Linsins’
PG&Z bill dropped %o a reasonadle
level.
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8. TPor the period December 1979 through

July 1980 Linsins paid $700 t0
PG&E.

Linsins state that Mr. Kisbey came to the ILinsinsg’ home in
an effort 1o identify the sources of excessive consumption. Ee spent
two hours reconstructing a typical day in the Linsins' lives. ZHe
recorded every normal use and investigated the premises room by room.
Mr. Linsin says he came away froz the meeting feeling that Kisbey
agreed with hiz that there was no way the amount of energy billed for
could have been used.

Linsins wrote a letter to PG&E in October 1980 stating that
they were encouraged by the recent bills and asking that the disputed
$521.27 be waived. PG&E responded that the grounds had been checked
for leaks, the meters tested and found accurate and while it could not
be determined how, the energy billed for had in fact been used.

On cross—examination Mr. Linsin <estified that during %he

. month the family was in Palm Springs, the house was left in the care
of a 1J=year old neighbor girl, so that linsin himself aid not have
control of the energy used during that period.

Linsin %estified that he purchased the home in July 1978;
that the home has four bedrooms and two baths, 2 family room and 2
15,000 gallon swinmming pool. Some of his neighdors have pools, some
do not.. He stated the pool has never had a heater that has worked and
that the pool filter was shut down for the period in dispute.
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®
Mr. Linsin had originally claimed thet the disputed amount of $521.27
was for a five-month period; but acknowledged a% the hearing that it
was actually for eight months. During that eight-month period the
total PG&E charges were $1,221.27. linsins bYelieved that $100 per
month was a reasonable amount for the period, dbut paid only 3700,
neglecting to pay one month. During the period in dispute, Mrs.
Linsin was at home during the day with the young child except for the

month of March.
Defendant

Robert West testified for PG&E, and sponsored seven
exhibits. EHe stated that rate increases which occurred during the
latter part of 1979 and in 1980 had undoudbtedly contriduted heavily %o
the higher utility bills. TFor example, West referred to Exhidit 1, a
Statement of Account for Linsins during the two-year period May 1979
through May 1981. Ee pointed out that during July 1979, 1065 kilowatt-
hours (kWh) of electricity were used at a cost of $39.38: but that for

November of 1980, 1031 kWh were used at a cost of $69.74. The exhibis
also shows that during Octodber 1979, 160 therms of gas were used at a
cost of $51.99; dbut that when a comparable amount~-161 therms was used
during November 1980, the cost was $70.39.

Exhibit 2 purports to establish a correlation between the
number of "heating degree days" in San Rafael and the amount of gas
used by Linsins during comparabdble billing periods for 1978-1979 and
1979-80. West's definition for "heating degree day"” is "A unit that
represents one degree of declination from a given point (65°) in the
mean daily outdoor temperature that is used to measure heat
requirements.” TPor each day in the bdilling period, meximum and
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minimum temperatures are determined and the average obtained. TFor
example, during November 1979 the maxioum temperature was 65, the
pinimum 48, and the average 57. The factor for heating degree days
for that particular day was therefore 8.

The exhibit shows thet during the approximate two-month
period between November 24, 1978 and January 25, 1979, San Rafael
experienced 997 heating degree days, and Linsins used 81,800 cubic
feet of gas. It further shows that for the period November 26, 1979
t0 January 24, 1980 there were 815 heating degree days and ILinsins
used 68,000 cubic feet of gas.

The cubic feet per heating degree day factor for the earlier
period was 82.0 (81,800/997), and for the comparadle period +he
following year, 8%.4 (68,000/815). West thus concludes that Linsins'
gas consumpiion pattern was about the same for the two periods, and
that they used the gas charged for.

Exhidit 7 shows the amounts of gas and electricity the

complainants were billed for during the period November 26, 1979 %o
Mareh 25, 1980, the total cost for that period--$681.55, and +he
amount that would have been billed at the earlier 1978-1979 rote--

$489.48. The difference of $192.07, or %9.2% represents an increase
due solely 1o inc¢reased rates.

Exhidit 4 sets forth the readings from the meter-repder's
route book covering the period July 1978 %o January 1983. Tor the two-
month period December 1978 to Jamuary 1979, 818 Cef of gas were
consumed dy Linsins, while for the warmer period December 1979 %o
Jenuary 1980, a lesser amount, 680 Cof, were used. West believes that
this evidence of lesser usage for the latter period supports PG&E's

position thet the meters were correctly functioning during both
periods.
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Exhibit 5 is a record of the testing of Linsins' ges meter
at the PG&E shop on April 22, 1980. The meter was found %o be running
slightly fast—-—+0.4, but well within the utility's tariff limits of
plus or minus 2%.

Exhibit 6 is a record of the field test of Linsins' electric
meter, and shows that under full load it was tested at 0.997, or
accurate to within 3/10ths of one percent. The test was made on
June 18, 1980.

Exhibit 7 is a record of a prior test made on Linsins'
electric meter, performed on April 22, 1980. The meter at that time
was tested at 100% accuracy.

West testified that in his opinion the Linsins have the
connected load energy capacity for using consideradly more than +he
ges they were billed for during the period in dispute. Ee said this
is due to the fact that complainants have a radiant=type heater in
their home with a 110,000 Btu rating, powered by a circulating pump
which distridbutes the hot water throughout the house. They also have
a 40-gallon water heater. EHe observed that operating the 110,000 Btu
radiant heater for 30 days, or 720 hours, would amount to about 792
therns per month. Ee stated that Linsins recorded gas usage indicates
that the furnace was running about ome-third of the time, and
testified that based upon his experience this represents about average
use for customers in the area.

With respect to Linsins' electric bills, West points out
that Linsins have a substantial connected load capacity consisting of
a color television set, electric stove, refrigerator, dishwasher,
vasher-dryer, pool filter, pool sweep, cireulating punp for the
rediant heater and general lighting.
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The following rate increases affected Linsins' PGEE dills
during the period in question:

Gas Electricisy
Date Decicion £ Ineresge Date Decision £ Increase

10-27=79 90035 19.9 10-11=7¢ 90869 10.8
1-1=-80 ©1107 7.9 1=1=80 01107 8.6
2=18=80 013%6 1.7 2~1%=80 91335 2Q=62

The complainant's two-month bill for December 1979-January
1980 of £370.47 was divided as follows: Gas, $238.99 (692 therms);
electricity, $131.48 (3119 kWh). Their November 1972 bill of $118.55
was for 22% therms of gas ($69.48) and 1212 kWh of electricity
(49.07). 1The larger gas rate increases which occurred in October and
January seem to heve impacted Linsins in accordance with their use
pattern.

Based upon the record we f£ind the evidence points
convineingly 10 a case where 2 customer was caught in a2 doudly harsh
set of circumstances: the arrival of winter coupled with significant
utility rate increases. These elements, combined with the receipt of
the two-month bill representing December 1979 and January 1980,
magnified Linsins' predicament.

The complainants' consumption in October and November 1979
‘was 160 therms end 1272 kWh, and 223 therms and 1212 kWh,
resPecfivexy. This consumption was not inexplicably or unreasonadly
different than the averages for the following high use/cost months of
Deceaber 2nd January--345 therms and 1550 kWh. Turthermore, Exhidit 4
clearly shows the use of an even greater amount of gas during December
1978~Januery 1979 (818 Cef) than during the comparable period a year
later (680 Cef) about which Linsins are complaining. This clearly
establishes a use pattern consistent with PG&E's assessments.

Linging' consumption during February 1980 was 315 therms end 1295
kWE. Their consumption during the 1980-1981 winter was less than
during 1979-1980. This was undoubtedly due to conservation efforts on

. their part. Indeed, most energy utility customers were confronted
-9 -
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with the same unusual cost increases experienced by Linsins, and with
the need %o take drastic conservation steps.

West's exhibit setting fosth the correlation betweern heating
degree days and gas use £or the 1978-1979 and 1979~1980 periods is
persuasive. This inforpation demonsirates s consisten< gas use
pattern during the periods December 1978~January 1979, and December
1979-January 1980: 82.0 cubic feet per heating degree day for the
earlier year, compared with 83.4 cubic feet for the latter.

Pinaelly, evidence establishing the accuracy of both the ges
and electric meters argues strongly for = finding that the energy
Linsins were billed for was in fact used. The combined evidence
concerning (1) accuracy of meters, (2) rete inereases during the
disputed period, (3) connected load capacities, (4) gas use per
heating degree dey, and (5) previous use patterns persuades us that
the compleinants’ consumption was correctly metered and assessed
during the disputed period.

As do all complainants, Linsins had the durden of proof in this

proceeding. (Premont Customers v PT&T (1968) 68 CPUC 203, 206.) We <ind
thet they have not met this dburden. The complaint should be denied. In
view of the rather large outstanding balance owed PG&E, the following order
will ellow Linsins to pay the disputed amount over a period of six months.
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IT IS ORDERED that:
1.

Pacific Gas and Electric Company shall allow Zdward J.
Linsin and Beatrice R. Linsin a period of six months %o pay the

unpaid balance of their gss and electric dills outstanding for the
period covered by this complaint in egual monthly installments.
This provision does not apply o current and subsequent dillings.

2. In all other respects the complainants are entitled to no
relief and the complaint is denied.

This order Yecomes effective 30 days from todey.

Dated MAY 4 1983

» 8% San Francisco, California.

LIOXKARD M. GRIMES, JR.
Proszidoent
VICTOZ CALVO
PRISCILLA ¢. CREW
DONALD VIAL

Commissionors

I CERTTFY TIAT TIS DECISION
WAS ADDWTY i i ABCVE
GOTIESICHENS TOOAT.

—
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BEFORE THE PURLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF TEE STATE OF CALIPORNIA

EDWARD J. LINSIN and
BEATRICE R. LINSIN,

Complainants, (ECP)
Cagse £82-11-05

(Filed November 22, 1982)
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC -
COMPANY,

v

Defendant.

Fdward J. Linsin, for Beatrice R. Linsin
and himself, complainer<s.

Robert S. West, for Pecific Gas and
Llectric Compeny, de“endant.

Q.I“/Q..l!

This is a complaint dy/Edward J. Linsin anéd Beatrice R.

Linsin (Linsins) egeinst Pacifil Ges end Blectric Company (PG&E).
Linsins contend that their gaéland electric bills for their residence
in San Rafael during the perfod Decemder 1979 through July 1980 were
excessive. DPG&E contends that the meters at Linsins’residence were 55
tested and found %o be funttioning properly: that the amount of energy
consumed during the peri¢d in question was consistent with DTinsins’ 5SS
past usege. The amoun%/én dispute is $521.27.

This matter was heard under the Commission's Expedited
Complaint Procedure. (Pudlic U+tilities Code § 1702.1, Rule 13.2.) A

duly noticed hearing was held before Administrative Law Judge John
Lemke in San Francisco on Merch 1
on that date.

y 198% and the matter was submitted
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.

5. Beginning in April and extending
through October 1980, PG&E
investigated complainants' situation.
After several visits with the Linsins,
the following was determined:

(2) The complainants were consuming
much more electricity than any of
their neighdors, and more gas
than all but one. (Two graphs
showing this information are
attached to the complaint.)

Linsins had one of the highes<

recorded usages in all of San
Rafael.

Linsins' home had no wmusual
appliances.

Alter ome ‘three-hpolir session with
Mr. Richard Kisbey, PG&E's San
Rafael Area Mapager, Linsins were
informed that/the only way they
could consuné the energy being
charged wowld be "by durning
adout 50 pBditional lights wit
100-watt/capacity every day for
two h03rs," or words to0 that
effect

(e) The fefrigerator was cleaned and
the/water heater thermostat
turned down.

(£) The 8as and electric meters were
checked and found %o be operating
properly.

At Linsins)urging the gas and electric
neters were replaced in April and
August, respectively.

Starting with July 1980, Linsins'

PG&E bill dropped to a reasonedle
level.
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Mr. Linsin acknowledged that his pool filter is on & timer
and that it was probadly operated during the month of March 1980 while
the fanily was on vacation. West testified that during the period o
investigation the filter motor was clocked at 1300 watts, and pointed
out that 1.3 kWh for every hour of operation in o month's period could
have generated 2 great deal of use by itself. West stated that it is
seldon possidle for PG&E to explain how every kWh of use attriduted 4o

& customer is actually incurred.
Discussion

Linsins believe PG&E's usage records are unreasdQlee. They
state the graph comparisons shown in the complaint indféate far
greater energy consumption by Linsins than by *hef- neighbors. Gas
records of four neighbors are shown. The cha:* indicates a large
consumption by Linsins during December 1979~January 1980. 3Bu%t one
nelighbor used slightly more than Linsins ;n December, anéd almost as
nuck in January. Another neighbor used/gve~ 300 Cef in Decenmber 1979,

compared with Linsins' 340, CaJ

The electricity use graph/'shows that Linsins consumed sbout
1550 xWh during each of these two/months. But no reading for Decenber
was taken, so that the actual Deéember use might have been greater
than, and the Janvary use less’ than 1550 kWh. One neighbor used 1,000
kWh and esnother 950 kwh in Dé;ember. Several neighbors used between
750 and ‘800 ¥Wh in Decembeé: Electricity consumption of seven
neighbors is portrayed on the graph.




