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DEO Y 1996 

e DecisIon 9~12'()11 December 9, 1996 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

Matt FranJch, 

Complainant, 

VS. 

Southern California Edison Company, 

Defendant. 

. . ®OOUffij~~lAl 
(ECP) 

Case 96-0S-Q36 
(Filed ~{ay 21, 1996} 

l\fatt Franich, (or himsell, complaln~nt. 
P. A. Aldrid~ (or Southern California Edison 

Company, defendant. 

OPINION 

Complainant alleges that defendant has overbilled him $2,904.37. 

Complainant seeks cancellation of the hill. Defendant denies the overbilling and alleges 

that complainant owes $2,904.37 (or services rendered. Public hearing was held 

~pt~mber 20, 1996. 

This dispute arose because of an unfortunate series of events involving 

two damaged meters, estimated bills, and complainant's habit of combining electric 

. bills for separate meters and paying with one check. 

The billings in question are (or a mobile home park that is owned by 
complainant. On Or about April-May 1995, the meter 01 the mobilehom~park ~yas 
damaged. The damaged meter was removed and replaced with a new meter set at 

"0000011 on or about May 18, 1995. From May is to June 12, 19'95, the meter recorded 

6869 kilowatt hours (kWhs) of usage The meter was read again on or about July 12, 

1995. It read 17364 k\Yhs. 

Also on o~ about July 12, 1995, Edison sent complainant a bill for $1,646.55 

- .. ~ for the pr€,"~iJ\g82 days beginning with ApriLltlJ995.U.n.f.ortunately, the bill was 
incorrect. . It (alled to t.ake into a«ount any usage by themohile h~~ep~rl( (6rll1(;·37' =~~.~~ . 

. days from April 11, 1995, to the day th~ meter was replaced .. May IS, 1995.-Alth()ugh . 

complainant paid the bill for $1~6.55 on_or abOut August 14, ~995; he had not, ir\ fact) 
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been charged (or any electricity used by the mobile home park between Aprilt1 and 
May 18, J 995. 

To co~pound the con fuston, soon alter th.e July 12, 1989,_m~t~_r~e~~iJ\~ __ 
the new meter was damaged. It was removed and replaced Qn or about August 9, 1995, 
thus once again throwing off c:omplainant's billing cycles and meter readings . 

. Additionally, the se(ond meter change did not tmmediateJy register on Edison's re(Ord-
keeping system. -

Edison set about resolving the c:onfusfon as (ollows: 
. For the period April II-June 12, 1995, Edison had only a partial reading 

(6869 kWhs) due to the tepJacement of the metet on May 18, 1995. A«ordingty, as It is 
authorized to do by TariU Rule 17, Edison estimated the n\obile home park's usage 
based on this limited m~ter information, the I)lobile home park's past usage, and the 
general characteristics of the m6bile home park's load and operation. 

Edison separated outthe mobile home par~s uSage (10495 kWhs) lor . 
June 12-July 12, 1995. The meter had been fully lunctional for that month so thal the 
rebill was based entirely on the meter reading. 

As a consequence of the disruption caused by the damage to and 
replacement of the meter the second time, complainant was initially billed on ot about 
August 211 1995, lor 20801 kWhs of usage for the period July 12, 1995-August 9,1995. 

Edison reassessed this amount purs~ant to Tariff Rule 17. The rebill reduced the 
estimated usage to 9796 kWhs. 

For the subsequent 92-day period spanning August 9,1995, through 
November 8, 1995, romplamant"s bills were also readjusted. Because the second meter 
change did not immediately register in the Edison record-keeping system, Edison did 
not have a separate meter reading fot September 1995. It ha~, however, an overall 
meter reading spanning August 9, 1995 (when the second new meter was set at 
11()()()()(y/) through October 191 1995 (as of which date the meter read 24569 kWhsoi 

usage), as well as a meter teading ~or usage between October 19 and November 8,1995. 
Estimating usage was not necessary here since there were actual meter reads. Edison 

customers, however, are ge~eraUy biUed on a monthly basis-that is, for approxiIrtately 
every 30 days of usage. Acc:ordingly,m rebilling the complainant, Edisort broke dowri 
the 92-day periOd as closely as pOssible into monthly intervals: August 9-Septem1?er 10; 

September 10-0ctober 9; attdOctober 9-November 8. 
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e Edison provided to oompJatnant the first of his rebins~ a statement lor 

$1,619.22, on or about October 3O-No"cmber 2,1995. Complainant paid this amount on ' 

or about November 7, 1995. That rebUt however, acco~lnted only lor electricity 

provided as of July 12,1995. The teblll (or usage subsequent.to July 12,1995 (i.e., 

redressing the confusion arising out of the damage to and replacement of the meter the 

second time) was sent in late February-early ~farch 1996. Over~lI, ('omplainant's 

charges for the mobile home park were reduced $1,535.99 by the rebills. 

Edison credited complainant's aC(Gunt with the- payments of $1,646.55 and 

$1,619.22 made, resp~tively, on August 14, 1995, and November 7, 1995. Those two 

payments totaling $3/265.77, however, did not cover all the charges incurred during the 

period. The payments did not take into acx:ount any usage f6r the three months 

. between July 12 and October 9, 1995. As rebilled, total charges for electricity oonsumed 

by the mobile home park during the c!ltire six-month period caDle to $7,170.14. 
Subtracting complainant's payment of $3,'265.77 (for the first three months ~fthe 

period) yields $3~904.37. As an acrommodation, Edison reduced this outstanding 

balance by $1,000.00. The resulting amOunt due and owing is $2,904.37-the sum 

complainant identifies as still in dispute. . 

Complainant testified that he paid all bills and rebills sent by Edison up to 

March 1996 when he received yet another rebUI. In his opinion, he was paid to date and 

the reb ill was in error. He brought aU his canceled checks for the period in qu~tion to 

the hearing, and Edison- reviewed them. Edison's analysis showed that con\pJainant 

has six accounts with Edison and paid several accounts \vith one check. When the 

checks were credited to the proper account, the result was that $2,94().37 was still 

owing. 

\Vhile \ve can appreciate complainant's frustration with the meter 

problems at his trailer park and the confusion caused by Edison's opaque billing 

practices in this case, stiil, the electricity was used. Edison's estimates of the amounts· 

used when the meters were not functioning properly conform t? both past and current 

usage at the mobile home park. Edison's waiver of $UX)().OO of charges because of the __ 

confusion it caused is reasonable. 

ORDER 

IT IS ORD~RED that the relief requested in the complaint is denied. AU 

money on deposit in this docket shall be paid to defendant SOuthern Califoirtia, EdisOn 
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e Company to be 'credited to compJ~lnant's mobile home a(count in Bell Gardens ... 
Cali(ornia. 

This order is ettective today. . 
Dated December 9, 1996, at San Francisco ... Cali(9rnia. 

;..4-

P. GREGORY CONLON 
President . 

DANIEL \Vm. FESSLER. 
JESSIB J. KNIGHT, JR. 
HENRY M. DUQUB 
JOSIAH L. NEEPER 

Commissfoner$ 


