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Decision No. 92798 ------
~AR·17.~ 

BEFORE !HE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE S~TE OF CALIFORNIA 

RACHEL L. ZERMeNO a.nd KAREN ) 
HICCINS~ ) 

) 
Complainanes, 

,'. Case No. 10774 
'(Filed August 20, 1979) 

va. 

PACIFIC GAS A.Nl) 'ELEC'IRIC 
COMPANY~ a c:orporaeion, 

Defendant. ~ 

Robert Ohlbach, Robert :s. McLenna.n, And H4rry 'W' .. 
LOng, Jr., Attorneys at: Law, for Pacific Gas 
and Electric CompAny, defendane. 

California Rural Legal Assistance, by Ellen M. Pe~er 
and Daniel P. Murphy, Attorneys at taw for 
Rachel Zermeno and KAren Higgins, compiainants .. 

OPINION .... ------
The c:occ.?laint of Rachel L. Zermeno (Zermeno) and Kllren L. 

Higgins (Higgins) arises out of disputed bills.. 'I'he fAet:s regarding 

ea.ch of ehe disp~~ed bills were developed a.t public: hearings held 
on April 21 a.nd May 27, 1980, before Ad:Dinis t:rative I.a.v Judge Robert 't .. 

Baer in San FrAnciSCO, after which briefs were filed. 
Zermeno's Dispute 

On FebrU4ry 21, 1979, Zexmeno requested thAt Pacific: Gas 

and Electric Company (PG&E) establish electric: Gervice 4t her 
apartment at 3 - 13th Street, Marysville, where she lived with her 

. 2-l/2 -year-old son. Service was established the same day. No credit 
deposie vas required in advance of establishing service, but PG&E 
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advised Zer.eno that she would receive & request for a $35 credit 
deposit. On February 26~ the first credit depo.it request for $35 
vas mailed by PG&E to Zermeno. When Zexmeno made DO credit deposit 
PG&E mailed & 7-day discontinuance of service notice to her on 
March 14. On March 22, & 24-hour discontinuance of service notice 
vas mailed to Zermeno by PG&E beeause she had made no credit d~it. 
On April 10 Zexmeno r 8 service was discontinued because the deposit 
vas still unpaid. The next day, on April ll~ Zexmeno called at the 
MArysville office and paid the $35 ered1t deposit. Her eleetric 
aervice W&8 t.mediately reestablisbed. 

Due to an error made by PC&E, Zermeno's account vas closed 
April 16 for record purposes only, and her cred.1t deposit of $35 
vas applied to the closing bill of $3.68~ covering the period 
April 11 to 16. PG&E issued & refund cheek to Ze:aaeDO elated April 16 
in the .. ount of $31.35, representing the difference between the $35 
eredit deposit and the closing bill, plus interest. 

PG&.E discovered its error on April 24~ reestablished Zermeno's 
account 1D its records, and requested that Zemeno return the refund 
check of $31.35 plus a cash payment of $3.65 to reestablish her 
credit deposit. That request was confirmed by letter .ailed April 26. 
Zermeno did not respond, so PG&E issued a 7-dAy notice on Kay 4 and 
a 24-hoar Dotice on May 14, both regarding the Donpayxaent of the 
eredi t depos it. On June 22 Zermeno's serviee vas discontinued for 
nonpayment of the eredit deposit. The same day Zeraeno contacted 
the MArysville business office to inquire about having service re
connected. The cOIIlp&ny representative explained the refunding of 
her prior credit deposit and requested that she reestablish her 
creclit byaeans of & $35 cash deposit. However, Zemeno contended 
that ainc:e ahe had paid the deposit once and since the deposit had 

been returned, ahe vas not loing to pay again • 
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An attorney for California .Rural Legal Assistance contacted 
the Coamission on June 2S regarding PG&E'. actions. 7hat SCDe day 
PG&E contacted the attorney and offered to accept a bill guarantee 
frcm a third part:y as an alternative method of establishing credit. 

OIl June 29, Amelia. Marquaid signed the guarantee foXlll and Zermeno' s 

service was reestablished the same day. 

Tbe only disputed factual issue is whether Zermeno vas able 
to pay the credit deposit when the second demand vas .ade.. She does 

not dispute the appropriateness of the original $35 credit deposit 
but merely the idea. ehat she bad to pay it again. Zemeno testified 
that she e&shed the refund check for $3l.35 about a week after she 
received it. However, testilloDY sponsored by PG&E established that 
the check was cashed either May 15 or 16. 

The check is dated April 16-. PG&E' 8 witness testified 
that in the nor.al course of business the check would probably have 
been .ailed to the cwstomer two or three days after preparation by 

the computer. It is, therefore, probable that the check reached 
Zermeno by April 20 or 21 at the latest.!! If, as Zexaeno testified, 

she cashed it about a week after its receipt, then April 30 would 

have been about the latest date for cashing the check possible in 
her scenario. 

PG&E's witness testified that the stamps on the back of 
the check indicate that it was cashed at a market by Zermeno, as 
she testified. No date of that transaction appears. 'the check was 
then deposited with Lloycls !aDk. of california in Marysville. The 
date of deposit is May 17. lurther testimony by a PC:&E witness 
established that it is the policy and practice of the chain of stores 

.. .., .. . 
1/ Zemeno testified she received the check about. week after she 

_de her original deposit, which occurred on April 11 • 
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to which the subject market belonged to subscribe to the Loomis Courier 
(Loomis) ba.nking service. Looads picks up the checks from the markets 
daily and delivers them to the appropriate banks. At the same 
time Loomis delivers cash to the market. A few checks received 

by the market after the daily Loomis pickup are deposited the followiDg 
day. Thus, it is reasonable to infer that since the check in question 
was deposited May 17, it vas first presented to the ma.rket either 

May 15 or 16. 
Discussion 

Ze~eno bad the check in her possession from approximately 

April 21 until May 15 or 16, the period during whieh PC&E was requestiDg 
the return of the check, plus a small cash deposit, 1st order to re
establish Ze:meno'a credit. In tbe face of a 7-day notice dated 
May 4 and a 24-hour notice dated May 14, Zermeno cashed the cheek 
on May 15 or 16. Thus, PG&E's cleric:al error, which should have 
had no adverse consequences, was escalated by Zexmeno t S unwise 
actions into a te~inatioD of her service. No culpability for this 
unfortunate consequence attaches to PG&E, sinee it did. nothing unlaw

ful. We do not: believe tbat the foregoing events even involve a 
disputed bill. It is not cOlltended that Zermeno should not have 
been required t:o make a $35 deposit to establish her credit, but only 
that once PG&E's mistake b.&d been made, it: had somehow waived the 
requireaent. Ho law is cit:ed for this Dovel proposition. A publie 
utility 11&1 DOt: waive the requirements of its tariffs, and no 
principle of law of which we are aware requires a public utili~y 
to accept aoae other indication of credit worthiness once it: has 
aiseakenly returned & credit deposit. I~ vas reasonable for PG&E 
to lDsut upon the return of the refund cheek, especially in light 

of 1ea l.ack of prior experieDee with Zemeno as a utility customer 
&Dd her failure to make the initial credit deposit _1:11 &ft:er her 

service was first termiDated • 
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Higgins' Dispute 
Higgins lived with her two sons. ages 7 and 10, at 

665 Queens Avenue, Aparenent 44, in Yuba City. Approx:1.mately 
September 1978 they moved to the Spencer Arms Apart=ents at 
~340 Gray Avenue. Shortly after the move Higgins received a 
closing bill of approximately $190 from PG&E for her service at 
Queens Avenue.. Abou.t November 1, 1978 she states 'Chat she went 
to the PG&E business office with her mother and paid the bill 
with cash loaned to her by her mother.. Thereafter, the same 
chs.::ges reappeared on her monthly bills. She contacted PG&E, 
which could find no record of the payment. When no payment was 
made and no record of any prior payment was discovered; PG&E 
disconnected Higgins'service. With no electric service, she was .. 
forced to move to a new residence, where her PG&E service is 
received under the name of her fiance. 

PG&E's records show that utility service was established 
November 15, 1977 in the name of Karen L. May a.t 665 Queens 
Avenue, Apartment 44, Yuba City, and WClS billed in t:his name 
until April 17, 1978, when 'Che account 4t the above address was 
changed from K4ren L. May to Karen L. Higgins. On September 6, 
1978, service was discontinued and the resulting closing bill of 
$197.64 was mailed to Higgins' new address of 1340 Gray Avenue, 
Apartment 8, Yuba City. Serviee at that: address bad been estab
lished September 11, 1978, in the name of Karen Higgins. 

Since the closing bill of $197.64 rc=ained unp4id, it 
was transferred on December 15, 1978 to Higgins' account at 
1340 Gray Avenue and a 7 -day notice was issued. According to 
PG&E's witness, Higgins subsequently disputed the closing bill 
charges as too high. Pending further investigation of her 
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complaint, the closing charges of $197.64 were removed from her, 
account on February 13, 1979. PG&E concluded that the charges were 
accurate and so advised Higgins by telephone in April 1979. PG&E' s 
witness states that it was during this telephone conversation that 
Riggins first indicated that she bad paid the charges in c&8h. 
However, & review of the office records failed 'to reveal any cash 
discrepancies related to the Higgins t closing bill. PG&E advised 
Higgins that unless she could produce a receipt, PG&E would consider 
the amount due and would expect full, payment within 30 days. On 

May 17, 1979 the charges were again transferred to Riggins' account 
at Gray Avenue. A 7-day notice vas issued for the $197.64 closing 
bill On May 29, 1979. Fo1lowiD,g receipt of this notice, Kiggins 
called the PG&E office to report that sbe bad a receipt showing 
payment of the closing bill ADd would bring it in to resolve the 
IllAtter. PG&E delayed furt:her credit action to allow her to produce 
the receipt. When a receipt was not forthcoming, a 24-bour notice 
vas mailed .June 6, 1979, &Dd electric service was discontinued June 20, 
1979. 

The Higgins' cOlllpla1Dt, of course, turns on the disputed 
fact of her payment or nonpa,aent of the closing bill of $197.64. 
'l'he resolution of this factual asue in turn hinges pr:£aarily on 
HiggilU' credibility. While PG&E I s evidence tended to impeach 
Higgins in her assertion that ahe bad paid the bill, it is primarily 
her own testtmony which leaves us in doubt that her closing bill 
vas actually paid. 

Several pieces of . evidence could have DeeD produced by 

Biggins to corroborate her story but were not produced. First, 
she testified that her .other was present at and was iDa1de the PG&E 
office with her when ahe _de the payment. Yet the lIO.thcr vas not 
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called to testify on Biggins' behalf. During the firat clay of hearing 
the following exchange ~ook place between the Adadn~t:rative Law 

Judge and Biggins on this point: 
"ALl l!AER.: Q You. stated that when you went down 
to pay your utility bill of $197 that your .other 
was with you? 

UA Yes. 
~ Did you ask her to come down to testify on 
your behalf at this hearing? 

"A Ber? 

"Q Yes. 
"A. .0. ,,[ 2 /] (Transcript, p. 34.) 

Even though the suggestion "as _de at the first day of hearing on 
April 21,. 1980, Higgins' .other 11&8 Dot called as a 'W1tDess OD the 

second day of hearing, May 5, 1980, almost 5 weeks later. 
The second piece of evidence vb.£eh Biggins clid Dot produce 

was her .other's bank recorda. Higgins testified that either that 
day or the day or two before she paid the closing bill, her JIOther 

withdrew .oDey from the bank, $200 of which was given to Higgins 'to 
pay her closing bill. Higsiu' mother's passbook, c&I1celed check, 
wi thdrawal receipt,. or bank statement would reflect a substaDt1al 
withdrawal on or abou.t the elate when Biggins testified she paid ber 
clOSing bill, i.e., November 1, 1978.. Ho such doc1Bent w ... produced .. 

Third, Biggins produced DO receipt for pA,.eDt of the 

$197 .. 64 cl06ing bill. 

'~/ Only those actually present during dlis test1lllony could apprec1&te 
the tone with which these araswers were given, i .. e., surprise in 
the first iDatance and rejection of the idea in the second • 
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Biggins' failure to produce corroborative evidence in 
her favor when it vas under her control and when she bad the burden 
of proof is both a aerious legal defect and grounds for doubting 
her credibility. However, Higgins' account of the :fa.cts lacks 

consistency 1D still odler waya. 
She testified th&t it was her custom to pay her bills in 

person and in cash and to have her bills stamped with Pc:&E'a "PAID" 

stamp. However, Done of the three bills ahe did produce (for 
February, March, and April 1979) vas stamped "PAID" .~/ 

She also testified that her closing bill of $197.64 vas for 
two months'service or almost $100 per month for service to an apart
ment. That figure appears exaggerated to us, ADd a PG&E employee 
testified that the sum of $197 was Dot an average bill for the 
apartments on Queens Avenue where Higgins vas living and that DO%l8&l 

• aonthly bills for customers in tbat area were $50-60. Even Higgins' 
own testimony suggests that more than two montha were involved in 
the $197.64 closing bill, as the following excballge indicates: 

• 

"Q [ALJ] ••• does the closing bill for $197 represent 
.ore than ODe IBODth t S service? 

"A [Higgins] I believe it _y be two. 'tb&t'. one 
reaaon vhy I moved. My 'pc&! vas running ae 70, $80 
& aonth. I think one month it was eighty scme 
dollars. I am not sure. I would have to go back and 
look, but it vas quite expensive." ('transcript, 
p. 32 .. ) 
Even at $80 per .onth there is atill $37.64 UD8.Ccounted 

for. The teatilaony strongly implies that the closiDg bill vas for 
.ore thaD two aonths .. 

1/ She did Dot have a checkiDg account until July la, 1979 . 
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ODe final inconsistency impresses U8. HiggiDs testified 
that she received a receipt (her bill was stamped) when she made 
her cash payment, that sbe showed her receipt to Dennis Thomas ,':!/ 
& PG&E employee, but that later she vas unable to produce the 
receipt. However, twice HiggiDs suggested that she keeps her utility 
records. As quoted material above indicates, Higgins stated that 
sbe "would have to go back and look" to determine the soure~ ~~ her 
closing bill total. Where would she look? Her 0VI:'l testimony on 
page 33 of the transcript suggests where she would look, as follows: 

"A [Higgins) Usua.lly what I do is I keep the part, 
this part [of her bill] (indicating) in.,. file 
box, vbere it says 'Payment Tback You' UDti~ 
DiVe ay cancelled cheeks which I didn't &t that 
t~e." (Emphasis added.) 

PC&E's tapeaching teatimony further weakens HiggiDS' 
credibility. Dennis Thomas, a PG&E employee, testified 1:hat Higgins 
telephoned the office in Noveaber 1978, and dis,puted the amount on 

her bill. She later came iDto the office and discussed the bill 
with "l'hcm&a. She disputed the amount transferred to her open &ecount. 
'What happened during that visit is disclosed 111 the following exchange: 

"Q Jut her eo-plaint to you was that the bill vas 
too high? 

"A ['thomas] Right. • •• the bill vas UDder the name 
J:aren Higgins. I know her as breD Kay. She vas 
disputing the bill being hers at first. 

"Q Did she ever tell you that she bad already paid 
the bill? 

"A Bo, ahe didn't. 

~ Did she show you a receipt? 
"A 110." (Transcript, pp. 74-75.) 

~/ Tbc.aa denies that she showed him • receipt • 
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If we were to accept Higgins' account, we would be forced 
to believe that a PG&E cashier absconded with her cash payment of 
$197.64, knowing that when the charges reappeared on the next bill, 

Higgins would return with a stamped bill showing payaaent. Discovery 
of the defalcation and the culprit would then be virtually certain. 

In light of the testimony in this record, that scenario is less 
probable than PG&E's position that Higgins never paid the closiag 
bill. 

We feel compelled to conclude that Riggins baa failed to 
establish the existence of the fact of her payment of the closing bill 

by a preponderance of the evidence. Accordingly, her ecap-laint should 
be denied. 

~be Constitutionality of the 
Disputed Billa Rule 

Complainants have attacked the eonstitutioaality of the 

disputed bills rule, arguing that to require deposit of the disputed 

charges before a hearing deprives them of their property without 

due process of law. 

An analysis of this claim must begin with a discussion of 
whether PG&£'s actioDs in applying the disputed bills rule are those 
of the state for purposes of the due process clauses of the federal?./ 

and sta:te.&l constitutioDS. Although the due process clause of the 

5/ Section 1 of the Fourteenth Amencaent reads in relevant part: "No 
State shall sake or enforce any law which .hall abridge the privi
leges and iJaunities of' citizens of the United States; nor shall 
any State deprive any person of life, liberty or property, without 
due process of law, or deny any ~rson within its jurisdictioD 
the equal protection of the laws." 

§./ Article I, Section 7, subdivision (a) of the California 
Constitution states: A person may not be deprived of life, 
liberty or property without due process of law or cleD.1ed equal 
protection of the laws." 
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constitution contains no explicit state action requireaent, the 
court has held that such a reqw.rement is implied. (!Cruger v Wells 
Fargo Barak (1974) 11 C 3<1 352, 366 .. 367.) -:he court baa also held 
that it is Doe bound by federal decisions ana1yz1ng the 8't&te &etion 

requirement under the federal constitution. 
Complainants cite Gay Law Students Assn .. v PT&T (1979) 

24 C 3d 458 for the proposition that PG&E's &ets in the instant case 
are those of tile state for purposes of the due process clAuses. Ga! 
Law Students was decided UDder the equal protection clause of the 

state cODStitution. In dlat case the court held that The Pacific 

Telephone and Telegraph Company's actions in arbitrarily denying employ

ment to hcaoaexaals were those of the state for purposes of the state 

equal protection clause. We do not assume, as do ecmplainants, that 

because certain acts of a public utility were held. to be state action 
in Gay La. Students, that PG&E's Acts in this c&se are those of the 
state for purposes of the d.ue process clauses. Nor does the court in 
Gay I.av Students make such aasumptioJlS for due process cues.. This 
the court made clear whe: it cliscussed .Jackson v Metropo11t:&n Edison 

~ (1974) 419 US 345.. In that case the United States Supreme Court: 
held that the injury caused by the summary te:aairaat1on of service &1: 

issue vas iasufficienely related eo the utility's .oDopo1y status 

to warrant: a finding of 8 ta:te &etion. In discussing J'aeksoD 
(24 C 3d at p .. 474, £nO' 9) our court stated: 

" ••• 'We need not COIDent on the substantive aerits 
of the Jackson decision, for it is clear that 
the arguably aiDor procedural due process viola
tiOD at issue in that case is & far ery frc:a 
the wholesale practice of emplOYMent diseriaiDation 
allegedly undertaken by a sta~-protected public 
utility in the iasta.nt cue.. Kumeroua federal 
decisions have recognized that the federal courts 
have applied & different standard of .~te action 
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, , 

in eases presenting procedural due process 
questions than bas been traditionally applied 
in eases involving discrtmin&tion under the 

I 'eqaal prote~tiora. clause (see, e .. g., Weiae v 
~~acuse University (2d Cir. 1975) 522 F.2a 
3 , 403-408; RoO toO Cha~ter, Assoc. Gen. 
Contractors v JCre1)s (D. .t. 1973) 7+50 ,. Supp. 
m, 330, fn. 6iiiQ cases ei ted) ••. " 
Although we eann.ot, with cc.plete certainty, predict what 

our C01lr.t would hold in a due process case involving te:ca.:Lnat1on of 
service, we conclude that there is ample authority for the proposition, 

and so we hold, that PG&E'. actions in texmiDating service to complaiDaD'tS 
did not involve state ACtion under either the federal or state due 
process clauses. 

'!'be &1l&lysis of me coaapl.a1n&Dts' due process argument does 
not, however, ead at this point; for, asSUIIling for the sake of 

argument only that the court should disagree with our holding on the 
state, &ctiotl issue, PG&E's actions in 'terminatiDg service to compl&iDauta 
anel the di8puted bills rule still afforded due pr~ess of la" to 
complainants. In Memphis Light I Cas & Water DivoO v Craft (1978) 
436 US 1, 16, & ease iuvolviDg a municipal utility's service te:miDation 
procedures, the court held that: 

" ••• due process requires the provision of an 
opportunity for the presentation to a 
designated employee of a customer's complaint 
that he is being overcharged or charged for 
services not rendered. lf 

That this lIlinimal due process hearing vas affordecl 'to 
c~laina.nts ill this e.ue is undeniable. The bill i'taelf invites 
consumers who question their bills to "request an explaDat10Q from 
the eo.pany" and iXlfo:cu thea where inquiries may be...ae.. In this 
case Ezh1bit 2, & copy of Riggins'February 1979 bill, .ta'tea: 
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"When making inquiries cont3.ct our office a.t. 
530 E Street 
Marysville, CA 95901 
742-3251" 

/ 
No copy of the Seven-Day Notice or the 24-Hour Service 

Extension Forms w~s offered in evidence, no doubt because neither 
cOCXl.~~inants nor PG&E dispueed. tile fact that complain.a.nu were sent: 

and received all notices required by Law and by FG&E's ~riff rules 
regarding the pendency of PG&E's te:mination procedures. However, 
ooth forms are on file with the Commission as part of PG&E's tariffs. 
(Revised cal. P.U.C. Sheet No. 7094-E and Original Cal. P.U.C. Sheet 
No. 5899-E).2/ Both forms state:: 

"If a customer believes he h4s been billed 
incorrectly he should first review the bill 
wi th PGandE." 

The Seven-~y Notice again invites consumers to contact a specific 
PG&E office wit.h their inquiries. 

From this record it is clear that neither complainant had 
any problem with notice. Both compla.inants knew their utility 
services were liable to discontinuance for nonpayment. 

The facts of this case also am?ly demonstra.te ehat each 
cOCXl.plainant had ample opportunity to dispute the correctness of her 
bill. On April 26" 1979, PG&E sent a written request eo Zermeno to 
reinstate her credit deposit. When no response was received PG&E 
issued a 7-day notice on May 4 regarding the credit deposit. On 
May 14 PG&E issued a 24-hour notice due to nonpa~nt of the credit 
deposit. Finally ~ on June 22:, a.lmost two- mont:hs a.fter Zermeno was 
first sent written notice of PC&E's demand, it discontinued her servic~ 
Only then did she contact the PG&E office, ~t whi~h time PG&E's y/ 

representative explained the refunding of her prior eredit and 
requested that she reeseablisn her credit by means of a $35 cash 

II We take official notice of these t~rif£ sheets. We have caused 
co?ies thereof to be placed in the formal file and have marked 
them Exhibi.t 17. 
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deposit. However, she contended that she had paid the deposi~ 'once 
and that since it had been re~urned she was not going to pay again. 

~ In Zermeno's c~sc she had notice ~nd o??or~unity to be h~rd 

• 

• 

before A PG&E ~ployee regarding her dispute but did not take advantAge 
of it until after termination. ~ process is satisfied s~ply by , 

the opportunity itself. 
In ehe case of Higgins 3 closing bill for $197.64 was firs~ 

. ' 
issued on September 6, 1978, a.nd discontinuance of service for non-
payment of that bill did not occur until June 20, 1979, more thAn 
nine months later. During tMt interval PG&E rwice removed ~e 
charges from her account while it investigated her clai= th4~ she 
had paid the bill in cash, PG&E's eMployees discussed her cla~ 
with her at its office, it withheld collection ac~ion ~o all~ Higgins 
time to produce a receipt, and it issued tWO 7-day notices 3nd a 

24-hour notice. Due process does no~ require more. 
C~plainants contend that they are entitled to 4 hearing before 

an employee of the Commission before their service is terminated or 
they are required to pay the disputed bill. However, the require=ents 
of ~he state and federal due process clauses are SAtisfied if a 
hearing before a PG&E employee is offered 4nd afforded to consu=ers 
who dispu~e their bills before they are required to pay. As this 

hearing was indisputably offered and afforded in these cases, no 
denial of due process of law ean reasonably be found. 

Findings of Fact 
1. Complainan: Higgins has failed :0 show by a. preponderance, 

of the evide~ce that she paid her closing bill of $197.64. 
2. PG&E refunded cOC1pl.o.inant Zermeno' s credit deposit in error. 
3. PG&E's error did not prejudice complainant Ze~eno in any 

way
y 

since she could have returned the refund check and made a small 
additional paymen~ to reinstate her credit and to avoid discontinuance 

of service • 
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check. 
4. CaDplainant Zermeno unreasonably refused to return the refund 

J 

5. Complainants' services were discontinued in full compliance 
with the applicable StAtutes and tariff rules. 
Conclusions of Law 

1. PG&E' 8 tariff rules, notices, &Dd practices afforded to 

complainants notice and opportunity to be heard regarding their 
disputed bills before their utility services were te~inated and 
before they were required to pay the disputed &IIIounts • PG&E r s rules, 
notices, and practices are in full compliance with the due process 
clauses of the federal and state constitutions and the ease law 
interpreting those clauses. 

2. 'I'he complaint should be denied. 

ORDER 

IT IS ORDERED that the complaint of R.aehel L. Zermeno and 
Karen Higgins in Case No. 10774 1s denied • 

The effective date of this order shall be thirty days 
after the date hereof. 100t 

Dated '*R 17 .J.IiWl , at San FrADciaco, California. 

C<iiiliissioners 
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