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~-ALtorneys at-Law,.for Pacific. Gas and

Electric Company, defendant. '“‘"“':“",'fff‘

e s

'Ihi& case; mvolves t:he alleged paymen: bf $94~ ,:/'6 forJga.s and
electr:.c service.\« Joseph Warrem. McPherson, (complainant) élleges that

w.—-a--)a.-..nd

on: Decembex: 28, 1976 he went To the Oakland office of ﬁacif:f.c Gas"'a'ﬁd :
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Electxic. Company (defendant:)» to pay his- utility ba.lL ~.Because_he di.d N

not have the bill with him he was sent to the serv:x.ce desk where a

collection receipt: was: yrepared in triplicate. The, collection 553&?.‘5&’

was -then taken: to a cashiex's. window where.,payment w:as ;nefdé ,_and the entire

....m..... -,

""--b‘-‘m- L..T."Q:
duplicate, bill, was retxn:ned Lo. ,complaingz.ng:.: . The dt;pla.cate was returned
without: a: validation .stamp.. .. ... -, -
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sarenton: The: complainant ave::s .that: when the bill‘ was. pa:.d nei}:heﬂzf“ihe
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service :clerk mor -the, «casb.ier.,informed\ him «-tbat: it was, necessary t% °
. . ,‘\,h” - o s M” - :v‘:‘:’
have the receipt validated; that defendant' 5. Oakland off:.ce does not
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contain a sign explaining the procedure for making cash éayments“; and

@ that the receipt itself does not contain an explanation of amy proce~
dure or the need for a validationm :stamp.
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, Complainant also alleges that on or about Januvaxry 17, 1977

& call was received from defendant's Concord office concerning the
outstanding bill. During the conversation- complainant was asked
vhether the receipt was stamped pa:[.d and how-many"copies-"of ‘the ‘Tecefpt
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were in his possession. - He -answered that At was-not stamped “and ‘that he
bad all three copies. When informed that he. bad defenda.nt.s office
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copy, complainant returned to the Oakland office vhere the problem was
explained to a _’superv:tsoz. -The: supervisor stated to comp“fainant there
was no Tecord 'of a cash ‘Gveérage -on-or about December 28, 1976 but the
circumstance would be investigated. Om or a'bout Jaguary:21, 1977 .5 .. .
defendant's office in Concord again contacted complainant advising:,: ';::‘
that there was no record of payment and that: the bill «was,still out-
standing and due. .
Complainant contacted the Commission and was advised to
Treach an agreement with® defendant._t_When..an_agxeement could not be

v

reached with defendant,,this complaint.was_. :E:Lled Payment of $94.76

PRETpN

was made to the Commission- on~September- 7y '],977f”and~ impounded under .
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Account No. IM-2562-E.
Complainant contends that since there is no explanation of

the cash payment procedure posted" :En defendant s offices or on the

cash receipt prepared‘ a.t the service counter, ‘defendant:makes the

public vulnerable to" the honesty of defendant "s* employees:and: requests:
the’ Comiss:!.on to order a refund* of $94.76 plus reimbursement:forslost:
wages, t::avel expense, phone ‘calls’, and mental angu:tsh inﬂ:icted by. o
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N g ‘In frs answet, defendant denies |kl allegatton@‘d:n thesollos
compleint rela.tive to receipt‘ ‘of payment of ‘the billk: admitting: only W
that comp;l.ainant was contacted by ‘the Concord o££Lce ‘on’ or-aboutss . gl
J‘anuary 17 or 18, 1977; that complainant visited ‘the -Oakland” office > w

on or a.‘bout January 17 or 18' 1977' and ‘that’ complainant was contacted

R o

on or about J’anuery 21, 1977 by the‘ Concord ‘office to dfscuss-:the T

e - .

results of {ts' 'Investi:gation SR
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‘ -7 Defendant- dllegesthat® the® recefpt Teferred to"by Gomplainant
shows:the need:for:a validation’ on itsiface; that-the bill~ for-urility ™
sexrvice in’ the-amount>of: $94, 76 is7stills outstanda.ng—, and“prays-that® -=
the reliefirequested-beidenied. :wtiisl (i &f LSIASIATUDTID LAORI Yolnu
TuszzPublicvhearing was held” February 12471978 at~San Franciseo s>
at which: timezthe:matter was submittedis -0 ZgIiooil SIODIIIVS S S0TILOLTT
At-the hearing’complainantirestated-the~allegations=contained”
in the. compla:f.nt.a During: cross-examinations complainant introduced asas
Exhibit-1l the" re'ceipt: alleged to-have-been received: froihbd‘efend&nﬁaon’ o
December 2835:1977.::Exhibit:l isvacform-in-triplicate with-acheading -
"Pacific Gas-and Electr:.c-Companym Collection~Receipt".” It. has* spacearr,: r
for the'name and-address:of-the payee, for the’name-of the person who re-
ceived the:payment the-date; theamount received;, threevlines oficodecboxes,
and space forwacvalidatfon stamp.-ZPage:l-is:marked "Accountmg Copy'ry’page
2 "Customers-Copy™; andipage=3-"0ffice Copy”s* Exhibit I-istdateds>iclon
December28,:1976showing. Joseph~McPherson, 270030akRoad,<#14, Walnut' 2.
.C:ceek paying:the amountiof $94:762. There:is:no validationostamp- on any
copy nor any initial of an employee receiving the alleged paymenti s ~iv
zxozvot Defendant presented-ithecustomer<servicessupervisor of its
Oakland-office, Mx."Alonzo McLeodI Mr. "‘Mc!;eod"‘état‘édd‘.ﬁdt’*’tﬁél‘Bﬂl “fnZ<
question=covered:service for.the months:of:Octobex;-November;cand::sz 274
December 1976; that on January 18, 1976 the Concord office terephoned IV
the complainant-and:explained that:the bill‘was past due-andirequested
payment;-and that after:stating-he had-paid:the bill:butzbad.all-three: -
coples of.e receipt,:complainantcvisited<the Oakland offficerand talked=x:
to a supervisor:who.checkedcbuticould not find-a recoxrd-of payment -The
supervisor explained: to-cémplainant:-the procedures - for making “paymentsc<:
and that after examination did not find any discrepancias in>the wolvIoi
receipts,and—cash‘taken"on December:28,.: 1976, wmalls onr o ol
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wons o~ M0 . MeLeod. stated that. about; one~third, of the: customers
visitmg the Oaklani office pay,_,their bills:without bringing.a copy.wz.i.
of the bill.- He-stated.that; the established:procedure..for: payment:: =
undex these circumstances is as follows: {1)~The:account; numbex: is> - :
determined-by using: the:customex's-address;, (2) the:service:counter
prepares a duplicate receipt in triplicate, (3) the:customer:goes:zto- -
the- cashier's-windawand» tenders- the: duplicate;bill-and paymeats, (4)
e-part:duplicate-bill is:-stamped-with -

a "cashareceived“ﬂ stamp ancL initialed; by.the.clerk recei.v-.[.ng, payment;:
(5) the: .customer's copy:is returned:to:the customer:as. evidence ofc::_::--
payment, -and: (6) the:two-remaining coples:remain-in-the officel i %l ::<
. F:Lnall); Mr.-McLeod-stated that there:have-been:no other::: i

an problms w:.th» the procedure ‘utilized-and.that:he:did:not.-believe: ...z

- complainant ‘paid:his bill -because there is no record-of.payment.in.. -
defendant's -office, ‘there were.no cash:discrepancies on-Decembex, 28 :
1977, .the complainant: has no validated.receipt, and- the»complaim nond
bas all-three:-copies of the.: receipt whicb_he would:-not have:ifvthe, billl .
had been~paid soe iy adn vmivlioscy cevolemy nn to [slIinl owns von vo

wo= -~ The: issue -to.-be. resolved is whether corxnpla:.nant~mde payment
of -his utili.ty 'bill -in.the-amount of $94.76-as:alleged.> The-evidence: .l
and testimony,mt:oduced»at ~the: hearing would-indicate:thatopaymentzzos >

was :not -made. o3Iz ot oo ENSD L EL vmenssl om0 rinT tohs. mocmuaed
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o ~«De£endant. researched ‘its-records and complainant'ssaccownt :

and could .find:no:record of:paywment.- Had-payment:been made by:.ca.sh..:*., S
ox .check withoutzan offsetting-office :copy,:there.would have been a::zz>
cash overage. 'There:was none. :When asked: for.a-validated-receipt, -
complainant -could mnly -produce-the-duplicate-billcas:prepared by.:the:
service desk. : wolonorusiosh von 3m2% Zom B selzoolimasws weshoosads xo

As to the allegation that perhaps: a dishonest employee.:::wzax
retained the payment and failed to repert any overage, defendant stated
that the records of the cashiers working December 28, 1976 were good and
there was no reason to question their honmesty. In addition, these same
employees receive bundreds of such cash payments daily without encounter-
ing the type of problem alleged herein.
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Cmplginant S argument that defendant . should be. required to
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post “signs to advise customers of the procedurem to be, followed for, -

v--.‘-d St e -t 1.---..1.—‘—'

mking payments and that customers should bé: alertéd to. get a validated

POl PN WY

receipt is not val;i.d | The verbal instruct:{.on giveg. at the service -desk

.....z..v - -

is superior to a sfgn cutlining a step-by-stepwproe‘:edure. -

,.,._ R d

additfon, the preparation of '.:he dupli.cate bill at the service comter

r»—.zC,J-- L P e

and payment to a cashier would’ appear to be designed to\eliminate tb.e~
type of exror alleged. If, as argued by. complainant the - K

~
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duplicate :Ln Bis” possession wig:hout a validation stamp was proof of .

e e e Wl AW R

payment, “all customers could avail’? themselves of such an. argument andJ
mo bills would be paid. e
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‘The relie£~ - Tequested. should be. denied

_____g_l-‘:.ndin S wrderol o erzoom enzn owed 11D rriliiaos '::vx:;r:_‘;:;,jczo?)
1. Defendan.t proyided, electric, and.gas-utility, service ¢
complainant and tendered & bill in the amount of $94.76. et
2. Defendant accepts cash payments for utility service.at.offices

. - e

-

R o~ - o’

. throughout its serv:(.ce Aarea pursuant. to the following ._-procedure. r

“i0 {a)=cA cus:amer -whovdoesmot: have _'a‘.,b:t.l:lS.I.sudirected-‘-‘l‘-ﬂ:«fi
to.a service counter.. ... ... e hellow gam o
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(b) The clerk a.t ‘the servicercomter derernﬂ.nes Ehe L
T ecustomer's account number based cn the name and
service address. M hifugoRe et " arule R

(c) 7The service clerk makes a duplicat:e bill in
triplicate at whichk time-the customer is
instructed to proceed to the.cashier's window.

(d) The cashier receives. the _customer's money,, ..
validates the customer's copy, gives the
customer his copy, and reta the office
and accounting copies.
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e 3**“ ‘Defen ' procedur'e to accept cash pajnient for utility*
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bills at 1oca1’ bffices {s satisfactory.
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AR, 4 Defend:ant's' reco:dg; i’ndicat’e' complainant s bill for 'the

months” of October NoGeitber_, and December 1976 is stilI.A outstanding-
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S. Complainant s only pz:oof of pa.yment is the duplicate bill

S e -.\T-.-- ..uv...--..ﬁo-v\‘t

as’ would be prepared at_the servicel glesk Complainant has no validated
::eceipt as ptoof o'f payment ..

\Jv b LY ) .. Wit - ... -.u..-‘.-.v \-ﬂ. G b
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6. Defendant s records disclose no eash discrepancies in, the
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Oakland office “for’ DecemB’er 28, _1976 the date coﬁ:plainent alleges

fmwd-‘v..,
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payment was-mader oo W7 FEV-sEERLL Ao B "NM':.“;A:: !:*m )
7. Complainant remitted $94.76 to the Commission on September
7, 1977 which was impounded“under Accomat-No:®IM-2562-E%~
8. Complainant's utility bill for the months of _October
Novenber; &nd“December-1976°has not" been ‘patd-te° oF reééivéd“by' -
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: ““CompLainant “dfd “not pay-defendant the “uti1{ty bill tendered -

for service :for the ‘months of-October; November; ".and-December 1976.
2. The Telief requested shoul'.d be"denied and the mop.ies

impounded - under At.count No m—2562-£ should be te_Ieased to defendant

L ey o et

for credit to complainant s account.
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2. The monies impounded in Account No. IM-2562~E shall be

released to Pacific Gas and Electric Company to be credited to the
account of complainant Joseph Warren McPherson.

The effective date of this order shall be thirty days after
the date hereof. '

Dated at San Francisoco » California, t:his :.?z[,,gz
day of MAY - o
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?7 3/ /97 £ in tko dispositlon of this proceedizg.

bé.ng

Commigsioner Claire 7. Dadrick,
.,ecos«ari.«.y absent, did noy rarticirate




