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BEFORE THE P'OBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CA.I.IFORNIA 

.JAMES E. CODY, 

Complainant: , 

va. 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

(ECP) 

SOUl'HERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY ~ ~ 
ease No,. 10807 

(Filed November 16, , 1979) 

) 
Defendan.t. ) 

-----) 
James E. Cody~ for himself, 

complArIilint. 
Robert: B. Puckett, for 

defendint. 

OPINION AND ORDER. 

The complainant alleges tb4t the defendant: bas billed 

him an excessive amount for gas aerv1.ce daring the period .July 6- to 
August 6,1979. During ehat period the meter insulled at the 

complainant'. premises showed eonaumpt1on of 617 cubic feet: of gas 
and with & billing factor of 1.042 c~l&iDant vas billed' for 
643 tbersu and an a.ount of $113.11.: the comp1&1aaut seeks repara

~ in ~~~.~~~ .%~.~{>s~_~~.~!:_:!~~~~ ecmsumpt10n duriJl8 the .. 
per1od.iuvolved and the eODaaaptiOll ~for ~ch be .as billed: for that 
period. In addition, the complaitl&Dt aeeks to recover $-100 for_ 

• 
telepbone toll charges, postage, copies of paper work involved, 
aDd Ume and' effort expended by him!in this .. tter. 

-" In its anaW%:-' the -defendant denies the allegations :tn . ' -
the complaint except that it admit. that it conducted & high bill 
1Dveat1g&tion which revealed that the meter reading- ... accurate 
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aDd there __ 110 gas lea1cage.. The defendant alleges that the 

1uvestigation revealed ebat ehe meter iDvo1ved served two 
48:,000 Btu -.ter heaters~ one 150,000 Btu forced air heating 
unit, two sets of 35,000 Btu gas logs, and one 250,000 Btu pool 
heater which ,.s set at 840

• 'It alleges that the meter -.s 
removed for teatil2g aDd proved to. be regiateri1:ag well within the 

acceptable limits of accuracy, aDd detemined that on the baais 
of its. investigation, the defendant was billed only for -gas which 

be actually eoDSumed~ and that DO adjuat:ment-,.. -.rrauted 'UDder 

the circumstances. 
!he complainant deposited $183.11 with the Commission 

on September '4, 1979', which amount -'8 fOrwll-rded to- the defendant 

on Oceober 17, 1979', so there is, no sum DOW rema.1.~ OD deposit. 
A hearing was held in Los Angeles on Deeember 19, 1979 

before Administrative Law Judge -James D. Tante pursuant to 

Section 1702.]" of the Public Utilities Code and Rule 13.2' of the 

Commission t s Rules of Practice and Procedure (Expedited Complaint 

Procedure), and the matter _s submitted on that date. 

The Commission's jurisdiction to grant monetary awards 

is I1m1ted to reparations, and it bas no authority to grant" the 

relief recr.ueated by complainaut to reimburse him for phone toll 

calla, po.tage~ copiea of paper work. or t1:lle and effort expended 
(Max v Pacific Tel & Tel Co (1971) 72 CP'OC 73'>; Pacific Tel & Tel 
!::2: (1971) 72' ClUe 505; Beeban v San -Miguel Tel Co. (196-7) 6& CPUC 

821 (unreported·opiDion). 
Exhibit 1~ defendant'. billings for gas provided com

plai.M.nt during P'ebruary 9-. 1978 to- September S, 1979'; Exhibit 2"~ 

.. letter dated August 30. 1979 from complaiMut to the CoIra1. •• 1on; 

Kxh1bit 3, & letter dated August. 29, 1979- from defendant to 

complaiDant; Exhibit 4. the billings of cOIDpla1Daut dur1Dg- the 
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period 1974 to November 2~ 1979'; Exhibit 5, the CoDID1as1on' B 

~equest to chec~ defendant'. _ ~er."fo~ .. ~~cur&ey dated September 4, 
1979'; Exhibit 6, defendant's order to conduct a high bill 1xwesti

gat1on, dated August 17, 1979'~ and the result of that inveat1ga-
, t10n showiug completion thereof on August 21, 1979'; and Exhibit 7, 

the meter test result showing the meter operating properly within 
the provisions of the CosmDiaaion'. General Order No. .ss-A~ 

Section 23(4) (b), were received in ev1deDCe. . 
ComplaiDant testified for ldmself and Robert D. Puckett 

testified for defeDdant. 

During the period Pebrua.:ry 9', 1978. to September 5, 1979 yo 

the compla:tnane was billed by the defendant as follows: 

hMbit 1 

Date 2ead - - Con •• B1l11pg Factor '1'herms .Amount 

915/79 0539 281 1.046 294- $ 81.14 
S/2J./79 0408 He~er ~e In kad 
S/2J./79 2849 Meter Charage OUt ~' 
8/6/79 2699 617 1.042 643 183.11, 
7/6/79 2082 125 1.049' 131 33.51' 
6/6/79 1957 321 1.046, 336,' 86.8&' 
5/7/79 1636 131 1.047 137 " 28~69< 
4/6/79 150S 186 1.04$ 194- 40.25' 
3/8/19 1319 2OS, l.OSl 219' , 46.55-
2/9/79 un 301 1.049 316 :, 11.48' 
1/11/79 0810 304 1.051, 320: 63.00' 

12/8/78 0S06- 23& 1-~046 
" 247 44.66 .. ' 

Ulsna- 0270 102 1:.049' 107 19-.. 6Z 
10/10/78 0168 48S. 1.051 513, 97.88 

9/8/78- 9680 256 1.055, 270· 49.30' 
8/9/78 9424 233 1.050 ~ 41..30: 
7/11/78 91.91. 87 1.039' 90 15.55'. 
6/9/78- 9104 42 1.039 44- 8 .. 96,' 
5/10/78- 9062. 104 1.040 108 17~90: 
.4/U/78 I9S8- 130 1.045- 136 22.11" 
3/13/78- 1828- 231 1.051. 243 4O.30~ 
2/9/78- 8597 201 1.038: 209 34.s:i 

~ 
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ComplaiDlmt: stated that for the period iDvolved herein~ 
July 6 t:o August 6~ ~1979~ .. his gas bill should .have been approxi
mately $80 instead of $183.11; therefore, he 1BS entitled t:o 
reparation in the aum of $103.11. ComplaiD&ut's ~mnrlDg pool 

heater .. 8 operating a8 controlled by a the%'m08eat duriDg May 24 

to October 13, 1979. His monthly bills for gas for' the period 

1,4" 

ending June 6, July 6, August: 6, September 5,. and October 4., 1979 
showed that: he was billed for 336 t:herms., $8&.86; 131 therms., $33.51; 
643 thems .. $183.11; 294 therms, $81.14; aDd 298 1:herms~ $84.83,. 
reapecti.ve1y. Complainant stated that 'DOtv1thstandiDg the fact 

that he thought hi. monthly bill for the period· ilN'olved herein 
should have been approxima.te1y $80~ his aw:l'.m:n:Lng. pool heater was 
being operated. d~ the previous month ending July 6., 1979:,. at 
which t1me. his bill was for 131 therms at $3~ •. 51. He does uot: 
believe there was an error for the period ending July' 6· 'Which 
would account, in part,- for t:he large bill of August 6, 1979. 
Be stated that: ei'ther the meter was inaccurate,. or the meter ,.s 
read incorrectly by defendaut for the periocl in question.. 

DefeT.tdant r 8 witness stated that the meter 'WaS tested 

and found to be within the requirements of the CoaInission,. but 

it ... s slow and did not register in excess of the gas provided 
complaiDant. Be stated that wen the weter ,.s tested in 
defendant' 8 shop on August 24, 19'79, it still read 2,849 as it 
had when it ... removed from the premises of compla.1Dant 
. (Exhibit 7). the v1tneas stated that because of the large differ

ence in consumption for the period in question (64~ therms) and 
the previous 1IODth (131 therms) ~ it ,.. pos.ible that there bad 

been an error 1n reading the meter which showed UDder use for 
«:be period ending July 6, aDd which accounted for the larger 
qaaut1ty .hown .. used for the period 1l:rvolved herein. 
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'7b.e d1ffereDC'!e between tbebill :tu queat:tou aDd the 
bill for the previous month aeau 1:0,1nd1cate that there w.s 

prObab.1.yan error 1:0 the _ter-reacUDg-for the previous saonth which 

c:aused the bill for that 1IOntb tn ~ Ilov aDd the' Aagaat bIll 
to be h1gh, but: the evidence does uot .how that complainant: 
has been overeba.rged for gas provided for the two-month period. 

'We find that complainaut'. consumption of gaa for 
the period Uxvolved -.s properly measured by a meter that w.s 
operatillg within the prescribed limits of aceuracy, there were 
no abnormal cond1t1ODS relatiDg to &rrJ' pa equ:tpaent ,.ed by 
complaitlAllt which would cause abnormal gas uaage7> complaiDant: 
was properly billed ill accordance with defendant's tariffs; 
and conclude that the relief requested should be denied .. 

IT IS ORDERED that the relief requested is denied .. 
The effective date of this 'order shall be thirty days 

after the date. hereof •. 
Dated JAN 29 1980 , at San hanc£S'Co,:C&l1forn1a • 
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