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9-:237 JAN'lb1S8G Decision No. __ -__ _ 

- . 
ROSALINE GEORGE" 

ComplaiDa:ct ~ 

VS'. 

(ECP) 
Case No,;., 10783' 

(Filed September 14:p 1979) 
SOUTHERN CA'LI'FORNIA GAS 
COMPANY:p 

Defendant. 

Rosaline Geoype:p for h~elf, 
compla j nant e' , 

It ... B:. Puckett,), C. A.. Cbia, a:.c.d 
M: X. Patt:erson-, for" de£enea.nt • 

. . 
OPINION &"ID ORDER. 

Compla i:mmt, Rosa J ine Geol:ge, seeks an' orde:: 
requiring defendant, Soutber.:l. califor.c.ia. Gas Company, to 
immediately :estore gas se:rv:tce to he:: pre:n:tses anel' assist 

in res-toring all appliaD.ces to proper "Working. order; to',_ 

repair all of i~s facilities utilized for providing' service 
to eompla;nant and pe%form a, proper leak tes.t on 'complainantTs 

facilities in the presenCe of cO:1Pla:ID3nt and' a represeo.tative 
f:rom this, Cottmission r s sta.f£; to provide 'complainant with 
consu:nption, billing factor, and amoU'O.ts billed from May 1977 
to date;' to reStrai:l de£end,an~' from hUass1D.g complaillant; , 
and to refand to cooPli~t an e¢ta.ble amoua.t for alleged 
overcha:ges oeC'".ll:rlIl.g in;t:he past three yem:s •. 
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:his matter was heard :in accordance with the 
Expedited Complaint Proced:o::re on November 1&,. 1979 in 
Los-Angeles by Administrative Law Judge N~ R~ 3ohnson 
pa:rStiant' -eo:!blle. 13.2 of the' Co1Dzr:[.ssion r s R:ales of Practice 
and Proeedm:e~ and the matter was s1JbmitteCi upon receipt of 
late-filea :E):hil:dt 1, on November2J.,. 1979'. 'Testimony was, 
presented on behalf of com.pla5tl8Dt by hel:Self and ou- behalf 
of- 'defencI.ant by' one' of' its rep%esentatives ~ 

The evidenCe shows that: . 
1. Upon be:i:og. notified by complainant t:bat Qe meter 

serving compla:iIJSttt r s premises bad been damaged,., defendant 
replaced the meter but not the. assoeia.ted· piping and er.ected 

a protective ba:r.Ler on. MaY lZ~ 19n •. 
2. On December 1,. 1977' complainant notified defendant 

that her meter had been over.read by 2'6' talits· on November 25" 
1977 which, . after-verification by a serviceman and several. -
d:i.sC1lSsions, ):eSulted in a corrected bi11b~ sent on 
December 13,' 1977-.. 

3.. On' Ha%ch 9,. 1978 complalna:ct telephoned defenda:o.t 
and complalJled ~f' her high, gas bills for, J~ '1973 ($63.93) 
and Febra.a:ry 1978 ($61.48) .. ' She was in£o:med~ that· if defendant:. 
discO'1ered any 0'£ its equipment was ~eetive" 1t would be 
corrected and compla:mant woald be reimba:rsed far any over
charges. 

4.. Complai%lane had telephone conversations wither ' 
se:rvi.ce calls by defendant's representatives ):ega:d:i:ng. gas 

leaks ~ high bills. -anCC. ;mpl:ope;, meter_o.lt~a~~~_an<ilcn: 

appliance operation au Ma:ch 24~ May 11,. Augttst 3l.,. and 
September 1,. 15" 20 and 22,.. 1978. No bighbill investigations
or leak detection tests were performed dll%i.ng this period •. -.,··· " 
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5~ On F~ru.uy 21~ 1979 defendant ar.ranged t~ have 
complalIlADt 's meter replac:ed on Febraa.:y 27~ 1979:. I t was 
her understanding tbat defendant's serviceman weald contact 

her and check for gas leaks and improper appliance operation .. 
. ' . -, 6:.. oU"Feb2:aa:ry 27,. 1979 complainant's meter was 

changed with a. meter. change device~' and she 'was' not' contacted. 
, t .. -- On March l~ 1979 a new automatic shutoff device 

was :t.:cstalled on complainant's. oven at no cbarge because 
of complainant's- clam that it'~hid' become inope:ative'-ii 
a:~.result of the mete: change .. 

.... ...~ .. '"'''' _ ... 

- .. ,.. 8.- .A:S"i. result' of seve::al telephone conversations 

:m.d!...or letters ~ arr.mgements wue made for def~da:o.t to 
perfo:r:m a complete h:Lgh bill iJIves tigati~ at complainant's 
premises on Aprll. 3~ 1979. A. 10 cubic-foot pe:' hour ho'CSe-

, line-leak was d1Seevaed. Compla:inant allegec:! that . 'the 

test results were inconclusive because of a service' cock 
leak.. tb.e serv:i.ce cock was :eplaeed on April 5 ~ 1979. 

9.. At cOmpla:1D ani , s' requ.es t~, service was not 
diseontmued as provided"bi-defendant:' s ta%iffs so as not· 
to interfere with a wedding at the premises,' schedUled' far' 
April JS~ 1979 • 

... _, -t_ 'I 

. , • '!. -lO. Service was discontilmed on May 2' ~ 1979 as 

defendant fOtllld,tlO evidence that the leak bad been repaired. 
At that time 19 cubic feet of gas per hour was reg:ts.ter:Uig 
on the meter. 

11.·. At the hear.tng~ the presiding Admini st:ative .. Law 

Judge l:eq,uested defendant to perform a leak detection test 
on Novexnl>u··19~+'1979 to be witnessed by comp1a;nB:c.t and a. 
member of' the-COiMiis'sion 'st4£f~ and to submit the results' 
of this test ~ together. With the degree day deficiencies· for 
the axea nom-December 1976 thl:ough Apr:U 1979 ~ as. late
filed ~it "1.·' .... -'-~ ... 
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12. !.ate-filed Exhibit ~ showed that the leak de1:ect:£'on 

test was perfcmned em Novembe: 19 ~ 1979 ~ as scheduled. The 
wet' iide- of' the meter set assembly wil$:-firSt·:d::smaniled,'·· 
and the serv:tce cock. was foand to not be Passing. gas:--'iD:"t:he' 
"off" position. After the assembly was' %eassembled,. the' 
pl.ug' £:rom the outlet tee was removed to pe:im:i.t~-tl:ie iIistalla-, 

tion of a manometer as a. part of the test. Some water flowed 
. out: of the houseline onto the street:" 'After the' 'service 
cock was tamed on~ the appliances, were checked .and soap' 
tested to illsure no, passage, of gas th:cra.&h these appl.i8.uces. 
A clock test was then" perfOl:med and i:l:Ldica.ted a. leak. of 
between four "and tb:ee cubic feet of' gas per hoa:r. In 

addition~ a cloclttest of 'Oti~b.OUr'" dttt'a::i.on was performed 

which indicated no le3k :i:D. defendant's service facilities. 
In compliance w:Lth its. tarl£fs and applicable safety 
ordei's~ defendant, lef~ the gas service'dl.scont:tnued'ttntil 

such" time as it can ve:rif7 that the bo'OSeli;le leaks have 
been repa:tred. 

............ 

Disc:ass:i.on .' 

It is obvious from the :record in this, matter' that 

the amount of gas for which compla:iDBIlt 'W3S billed actllally 
passed tb::ougb. the llletel:. It is eqaaJ.ly obviOtlS from the 
service calls~ :m.d/ or gas leakage tests that :here' is a leak 
'in complaiDant t s 'house piping that apparently varl.,es 'between 
3 ancl "19- c:ub:!.e feet per hoa::z;. I.t:is .ix:i."omatie tl:iat' 
compla:iDaot derives no. 'beD.efit nom. suci:l leakiDg gas and 
that de£endant incttrs the same cost for "gas delivered 'to a 
customer t s premises irrespective of 'whether or not 'the' gas 
is cous'Utlled. It would appear that areasOwle compromise 
solution; 'generally"in keeping with defendau~fs adjus:tment" , 

, " 
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policy, WOf.lld be to split the dif£e:enc:e for the period· from 
three mouths prior to when a'leak test was to have been made 
coincidental. with. the' 1Deter replacement to the'time service 
was. discontinued;- '1~e-':, -NOVember 27" 1.973 to May 2,. 1979~ 
eoa.se<tuent1.y, . the order that follows will provide for a 

5 cubic-foot perhoar'adj'llS,tment for tMi per.tod. 

. ,. 

:tt is notecl from E;rhibit ~ that· the' "degree day 

deficiencies, the c·ommon!.y used measure of relative coldness, 
for the montbs of December '1978 and J'~ and Februuy 1979 
substantially exceed the recorded degree day deficiencies for 
comparable pe:riods nom 1976 tb%Ottgh November 1, 19,7&. 
Conseqc.ently,_ it: is to be expected that gas' bills for'these 
months would be for substantially more -gas 'tban· for the
corresponding periods 'of prev:tous yem:s, as was the-' case 
in this IDatter. 

:tT :tS ORDERED ,that:, 

1. '!he 'relief :equested ~ denied. 
2. Defendant shall adj'tlSt complainant's account down

ward by $48.40,. equal to theeharge for 5 cabic feet of gas 
per hour for the period November 27, 1978 to: MAy 2,: 1979. 

'!he effective date of this order shall be tb.lJ:ty 
days afte: the date hereof .. 

Dated ' . -JAN'-l'S 1980 , at San F:rancisCo~, 

CaJifoxnia. 


