

















Ms.-testiﬁed that she saw condensation on the sidewalk in front of her house and
she called DC Water. She stated that the DC Water representative told her that she did not have
to be home in order for the utility to investigate the problem, however, when the technician did
come to the property, her presence was needed and the utility had to come back when she was at
home. Ms. testified that she was told by DC Water that the issue was not a DC Water
problem and that she should contact a plumber. Ms. stated that she contacted Michael &
Sons and the plumber informed her that the problem had to be between the house and meter and
would necessitate digging up her yard at a cost of $10K. Ms. stated that she sought
another plumber and contacted Jenkins Plumbini and Jenkins resolved the issue which turned

out to be a broken valve at the hose bib. Ms stated that the plumber had to go into the
basement in order to repair the problem.

Ms- testified that she has attempted to obtain a plumber’s report from Jenkins
Plumbing however she has been unsuccessful in obtaining a report. She submitted to DC Water a
receipt of payment but lacks a intion of the work and the plumber has been non-responsive
to her requests for a report. Ms. stated that she acted as quickly as she could and had
multiple plumbers come out to assess the issue.

Ms. Black pointed out that DC Water, by regulation, does not adjust a customer’s account
for excessive water usage caused by a leak on a fixture. She cited 21 DCMR § 406.2 as stating
that no adjustment is given for leaking faucets.

Ms. Black informed the customer that the DC Department of Energy may be a source of
financial assistance and that DC Water does accord customers payment arrangements. Ms.
Black, however, pointed out that the customer has failed to pay current water and sewer charges
apart from (he disputed bill and that the customer has incurred penalty and intcrest. She, also,
stated that there is a returned payment fee on the account for $20.00. Ms. Black stated that she
will waive the returned payment fee. Ms. stated that she did not understand that she was
to pay current charges apart from the disputed bill charge.

Based upon the foregoing testimony and evidence adduced during the hearing, the
Hearing Officer makes the following:

FINDINGS OF FACT
1. The pro involved is a single-family residence owned by - (Testimony
of *D
2. The period in dispute is February 12, 2022 to March 11, 2022. (Testimony of the parties)

3. The customer noticed condensation on the sidewalk outside of her property and she
contacted DC Water for an investigation. (Testimony ofﬂ)

4. When DC Water investigated the problem, the technician determined that the issue was
the responsibility of the property owner and the customer was instructed to contact a
plumber because the leak was on private property. (Testimony o

5. The first plumbing company contacted by the customer diagnosed the problem as
requiring digging in the customer’s front yard at a considerable cost and the customer






















occurring at The Church from January 12, 2022 to February 1, 2022 and that DC Water
completed its work on December 22, 2021. She, also, reiterated that the water meter tested was

OK and pagsed testing.

MHtated that he continues to see water in the first tree box and believes that
there is still a problem, however, usage for The Church is back to normal. He re-asserted that
The Church did not have a problem with high usage until Mr. Proctor ran water at the fire
hydrant.

Based upon the foregoing testimony and evidence adduced during the hearing, the
Hearing Officer makes the following:

FINDINGS OF FACT
1. The property involved is the United House of Prayer, a church. (Testimony of -
2. The period in dispute is December 29, 2021 to January 28, 2022. (Testimony of the

parties)
3. Church staff observed water in a tree box adjacent to The Church on 6™ Street, NW and

reported the occurrenc ater for investigation. (Testimony of _ Dr.
_and %@

4. Someone reported a problem and asked that the utility check for a possible water main
leak/pipe breakage, along the sidewalk under the tree box located on 6 Street at the rear
area of the building at 601 M Street, NW, the location of The Church- |2
the contact. (See Work Order 21-148844 dated Dec. 22,2020)

On December 22, 2020, DC Water found no leak. (See Work Order 21-148844)

6. DC Water came out to The Church on April 20, 2021 and found a leak on the service
between the meter and tap after determining that the water in the tree box was city water.
(Work Order 21-356221 dated April 30, 2021)

7. DC Water advised The Church that the iroblem was its responsibility for repair and that

g

it should hire a plumber. (Testimony of see also, Work Order 21-356221

dated April 30, 2021)

8. There was no evidence of leaking toilets or plumbing issues inside of The Church but
The Church’s staff continu have conce ] ding in the tree box.
(Testimony of Testimony 0‘?_

Dr. an

9. The Church’s water bill bas historically ranged between $1,000.00 Wm
bills were within normal range when The Church started complaining regarding the water
in the tree box. The Church’s water bill started to go up and escalated two-fold based
upon the bill dated 12/29/2021 at $5,466.62. (1'estimony of
and Arlene Andrews)

10. The Church’s water bill spiked at $12,733.95 based upon the 1/28/22 billing. The bill
charges started declining in February 2022 and by March 2022, The Church’s water
charges were back to within normal range. (Testimony of - _
and Arlene Andrews)

11. When Mr JJJfcceived The Church’s water bill for January 2022, he contacted DC
Water and specifically, William Proctor of DC Water, who had been out to The Church




















