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Decision 97-06-070 June 11, 1997
BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
Adricnne Miller,

Complainani, '
: Case 96-10-007
Vs, (Filed October 3, 1996)

Pacific Gas and Electric Company

s | ORIGIAY

DECISION DENYING REHEARING OF DECISION 97-02-030

Adrienne Miller (also, “the applicant”) filed an application for rehearing of our
Decision (1D.) 97-02-030 in which we denied her coniplaint against Pacifi¢ Gas and
Flectric Company (PG&E) alleging erroneous :gas and electric service charges of
$1,849.18. In her application, Ms. Miller claims that our decision dénying the complaint
includes factual errors and that we gave inadequate weight to the evidence she presented
to support her contention that PG&E’s billing was a matter of mistaken identity. Upon
review of the application and each matter presented therein, we find that our decision
rested on suflicient evidence to reasonably conclude that Mr. Miller's complaint should
be denied. We therefore decide that no grounds have been established 16 rehear the
matter. _

. FACTUAL BACKGROUND

This case was heard pt‘irsuant to the Comn‘:issi'on’s expedited complaint
procedures on November 6, 1996 in San Francisco. Ms. Miller claimed that she did not
reside at the Betty Avenue addrréés' m Pinole where ‘l_he gas and electric charges bilted by
PG&E were incurréd. Tﬁe beﬁod i'n question is from Augusl 1992 to November 1994,
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though the total bill includes a carryover charge from Deocember 1986. (Exhibit Aof
PG&E’s Answer to Complaint contains a Statement of Account.) Ms. Miller also claimed
DeAnn Thomas was a tenantat the Belty Avenue prol;cn)' during that time, that it was
Ms. Thomas who opened the PG&E account using Ms. Miller’s social security numbxr,
and therefore itis Ms. Thomas who is responsible for the gas and electric service charges.

In answering the complaint, PG&E admitted that someone giving the name ofa
DeAnn Thomas requested service, but that the social security numbcr, home telephone
number and employer name prov ided \mh the request com.spond to Adrienne Miller, ndt
DeAnn Thomas. PG&E's information was obtained through credit reports and employer
verifications.

PG&E also investigated Ms. Miller’s claini that she had been residing in her
sister’s apartment in El Sobrante during the time in question. PG&E obtained a statement
from the owner of the apartment stating t‘nat they did nét recall and had no record of Ms.
Miler being a tenant there. Ms. Miller did not provide any documentation to establish
her residency in this other apariment.

PG&E also stated in its defense that Ms. Milter informed them that she was the
owner of the property wheie the service was billed. PG&E further stated that credit

agency reports and property reports show Ms. Miller owns this property in ]oml tenancy
with Ina and Leroy Thomas.

On August 21, 1995, Ms. Miller fited an informal complaint with the Consumer
Afiairs Division (CAB)bﬁ.ﬁC Commission. CAB closed the complaint on October 4,

1995. On October 3, 1996, Ms. Miller requested an expedited complaint procedure to

hear her case.
Il DISCUSSION

In D.97-02-030, we denied Ms. Miller’s complaint after permitting her an
extension of time in which to produce documentation to prove her case. We noted in our
decision that Ms. Miller was able to obtain a document issued on or about March 1, 1995
by the Contra COSta County \\'ell‘are Oflice conceming a matter invelving a DeAnn
Thomas. While lhls document suggests the existence of Ms. Thomas, the date of the

document and the address indicated in Richmend, California are not probative of Ms.
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Miller®s claim that this DeAnn Thomas lived at the Betly Avenue property in Pinole from
1959 to November 1994, the billing period in question.

We also stated in our decision that Ms. Miller was not able to produce any
ev ldu.nn such as a rental agreement, to demonstrale DeAnn Thomas was a tenant at the
Belly Avenue propesty. We further stated that while someone could frandutently use Ms.
Miller's social security numbgr, as Ms. Miller claimed, there was no corroborative
evidence to demonstrate such fraud.

On the other hand, the evidence obtained by PG&E from credit reports and

information régarding Ms. Miller’s employment link Ms. \hllu to the social security

number and telephone number of the Belty :\\muc account. This evidence was not
refuted by Ms. Miller.

Ms. Miller is correct, however, with respect to one piece of evidence, her US.

Income Tax Retumn for the year 1992, attached as Exhibit D to PG&E’s Answer to the
Complaint. This 1992 tax ‘return shows a typed address for Adrienne Y. Miller as 48’7
Appian Way in El Sobrantn Califomia, the apariment Ms. Milter claims she lived in with
her sister. In addition, a Schedule E (Supplemental Income and Loss) form for Ms.
Miller*s 1993 tax rctum listsa rental property at the Betty Avenue address and an
indication that neither Ms. Miller niot her faniily used it for more than 14 days or 10% of
the total days the propeity was r’entéd. This 1993 Schedule E form, however, was not
accompanied by the tax form showing the taxpayers’ address. While these documents
provide some cin.unlislaﬁli.al evidence of Ms. Miller using an address in El Sobrante in
1992 and leasing thé Belty Avenue pl’Opg rly in 1993, they do not establish the billing
liability of a DeAnn Thomas. We also noted in D.97-02-030 that the landlord at the El
Sobrante address could not verify that Ms. Miller was a tenant there in 1992 or 1993. Sce
Exhibit C of PG&E'’s answer to the complaint.

Ms. Miller's claims are, moreover, not supported by other documents attached to
her application for reh ‘armg These documents, a PGRE bill, two TRW credit reports,
and a cable bill, are dated i in 1990, not the period in question, and are addressed 1o an

Adrienne Thomas atan address in San Pablo, California. [‘f these documents do anything,
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they create further doubt and confusion about a DeAnn Thomas being liable for the utility
charges at the Betty Avenue property in Pinole.

In sum, the basic facts are that Ms. Miller has not denied ownership of the Betly
Avenue property to which gas and electric service was provided by PG&E during the
peried in question, and has not denied that the PG&E account is identified by her social
security number. In addition, Ms. Miller has not denonstrated that she had a rental
agreement with a tenant, any tenant, which included the tenant’s tiability for the payment

of the gas and electric bills for the Betty Avenue property. Further, Ms. Miller has not

been able to establish that a tenant fraudulently used her social security number to open

the service account with PG&E.

As aresult, even if we believe Ms. Miller has pursued her complaint in good faith,
the Commission did not and does not have an evidentiary record before it that ¢an support
our ordering PG&E to desist from demanding the unpaid charges from Ms. Miller. We
therefore aflirm our prior order, and conclude that there are nod material factual errors in
.97-02-030 that would constitute a legal error requiring a rehearing of the case.

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED that rehearing of D.97-02-030 be denied, and
that this decision is effective today.

Dated June ti, 1997 at San Francisco, Catiformia.
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