
































BEFORE THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA WATER AND SEWER AUTHORITY 

DEPARTMENT OF CUSTOMER SERVICES 

IN RE:  
 Gallatin Pl NE 

Washington, DC 20017 

Amount in Dispute: $ 716.24 

Before Janet W. Blassingame, Hearing Officer 
January 17, 2024 at 10:00 a.m. 

Account No:
Case No: 23-263535 

The customer contested a water and sewer bill for the period December 24, 2022 to 
January 17, 2023. The DC Water and Sewer Authority (DC Water) investigated and determined 
that the charges were valid and no basis existed to adjust the account. The customer requested an 
administrative hearing. 

This matter was scheduled for a remote hearing on January 17, 2024. Present for the 
hearing were: , the customer; and, Stephanie Robinson and Kimberly 
Arrington, on behalf of DC Water, as well as, Geneva Parker, DC Water, observing only. 

The property involved is a single-family townhome having 3 ½ bathrooms, a kitchen, 
washing machine, dishwasher, utility sink, and two (2) outside faucets. Ms.  has lived in 
the home for the past 27 years. She is the sole owner and she lives alone. The water and sewer 
bill has, generally, ranged between $75.00 and $150.00. 

Ms.  explained that she is in the medical field and is hardly ever home in that her 
work day runs 12 hours per day. 

The customer testified that DC Water was performing work at a neighboring property 
(  Gallatin St NE) for two (2) weeks during the last week of January 2022 into the first week 
of February 2023. Ms.  stated that she saw the trucks but did not inquire of her 
neighbors the nature of the work. 

Ms.  stated that she was shocked upon receiving her January 2023 bill for water 

services. She stated that she, normally, consumes 3000 gallons of water during a billing cycle 
but, on the disputed bill, it states that she consumed 29,000 gallons of water during the billing 
period. 

Ms.  testified that when she contacted DC Water regarding the bill, the customer 
service representative told her that she bad 20 days to dispute the bill. Ms.  stated that the 



service representative did not discuss the water usage, but, did tell her that she might want to get 

a plumber. 

Ms y stated that her February 2023 bill reflected a decline. 

M y testified that Eura A. Branch inspected her borne for leaks and plumbing 

issues and o leaks. She stated lhat the inspection occurred on February 10, 2023. 

i  - stated that sh contacte<l Jason tar • of die O Ilic r People· Counsel. as 
, Jlas. he ity Coun ilm.an regarding the January _023 water charges. he complained thaI 
DC Water representatives bad her waiting for months b telling h r that shew u1d be contacted 

by a DC Water supervisor. 

M hy asserted that tht! plumber told her that "something is v. ng but not al . our 

home." d that the plumber surmised that the p blem might that the water meter was 

read wrongly. 

, Is. Robinson st.at d that the customer was billed based upon a field read of th '" ter 
meter b a service technician. She stated that the utility could not see and did not have daily and 

hourl meter reads from the. property. She stated lhat the cu...'-trlmer spoke with DC ruer n 
January "'J. _o 3 and a visual meter read was scheduled for February - 023. Ms. Robinson 
sratetl thal. an equipment check was perfi aned off ebruary 2. 20-3 and the service technician 
replaced the ITC aJ. the property. Ms. Robinson stated lhal die M1U al the property had not 

transmined meter reads ince April 20 be asserted thaI DC Water bad enc a service 

technician to the property each month to read the- v.'ater meter. 

Ms. Robinson testified that a field read was 13ken on January 17 20.i3 and the meter read 

was 34364. She lesti:fied that another field read was taken on February 2023 and the meter 

read was 34611 and l.bat an AMR read was sent on February 1-. 2023 and the meter read \\-'35 

34811. 

Ms. Robinson staled that the customer \llt1lS not sent a high usage aJen letter by the utility. 

M . Robinson testified that she cannot identify the service technician who read the water 

meter for such identification is nor in lhe meter information. 

Ms. Robinson testified that DC ater puJled the water meter from the property for 

testing and the meter was determined to have been under-registering water usage at the property 

at 98.2 % accurac_ . Ms. Robinson stated that DC Water follows the guidelines set by the 

American Water\\ arks Association and lhal a \¥-ateT met.er is func tioning appropriatdy if its 



accuracy is between 98.5% and IO 1.5%. 

Ms. Robinson stated that DC Water placed a new meter at the property on October 2, 
2023 when the prior meter was pulled for testing and that the customer has consumed 1.13 CCF 
of water to present. 

Ms. Robinson testified that DC Water has completed its investigation of the customer's 
dispute of the billing and found that the cause of the consumption is inconclusive and, as such, 
pursuant to DC Municipal Regulation 21- §408, no adjustment of the bill is accorded. 

Ms. Robinson stated that the utility did not conduct an interior inspection of the property. 
She stated that the investigation consisted of the field work order during which a technician 
verified the meter read and found that the meter reads were in-line and consistent, and, the utility 
conducted the meter test. She added that the utility eliminated the existence of an underground 
leak as a possible cause of increased water usage at the property because the usage declined. She 
stated that it was the conclusion after the investigation that the usage occurred in the home. 

Ms. Robinson looked, during the hearing, for work orders pertaining to 1509 Gallatin St 
NE and found none. She suggested that another utility might have been working at the property 
and that Ms. Utility could be checked.I Ms. Robinson asserted, however, that outside work by any 
utility would not affect the customer's water usage because any water used would not go thru the 
customer's water meter. Ms. reiterated that she saw DC Water trucks in her 
neighborhood during the period in dispute. Ms. Robinson stated that she reviewed Maximo and 
she saw no utility work having been performed in the neighborhood in late year 2022 to early 
year 2023. 

On cross-examination, Ms. complained that no one from DC Water ever told her 
that her water meter was changed. She stated that she expected a better response from DC Water 
regarding her matter and that she reached out to the utility every week without result. Ms. 

 stated that no one gave her an answer as to what was going on and where the water 
could have gone. Ms. Robinson apologized to Ms.  for her customer experience but 
stated that DC Water is unable to determine how the water was wasted with the home. Ms. 

 retorted that she was born and raised in the District of Columbia and she would know if 
she was consuming 29,000 gallons of water. She asserted that she does not have a pool and her 
plumber said that someone made a mistake. Ms. Robinson responded that DC Water is not 
trying to make someone pay for something that did not go thru their water meter. Ms.  
stated that common sense says where did the water go. Ms. stated that it is absurd 
having to wail a year and not get answers from DC Water. She complained that there was no 
communication between the utility and her as to what might have happened to cause the water 
consumption. 



Ms. Robinson interjected that she, in fact, found a work order dated January 12, 2023 
pe.rtaining to  Gallatin St NE and that the work order reflected that the problem was sewer 
back-up trouble and the issue was r esolved on January 13, 2023 by DC Water. Ms. Robinson 
asserted that water would not have gone tbru Ms 's meter regarding th.e matter. She 
explained that a manhole investigation was done on January 12. 2023 and work was completed 
on January l3 2023 . Ms. Robinson added that she cannotteU how long DC Water trucks might 
have been in the neighborhood working on the issue. 

Based upon the foregoing testimony and evidence adduced during Lhe hearing the 
Hearin,,, Officer makes the foll \v.mg: 

FNDINGS OFF ACT 

1. The property m ol ed. is a single-family residence wned and o cupied by  
. (festim ny o ) 

The period in dispute is December 14 20-2 to January 17. _0_3, (Testimon • of the 
parties) 

• ., The cust mer s wITU opped transmitting meter reads from the property in priJ 22 
_Q_"'" and the utility was sending a se • -k.'C.hni ian to read the \ ater meter- each month. 
(T estim ny of Stephanie Robinson) 

4. The customer v.ias billed based. upon a visual meter rea laken by a DC Wat service 
technician for the January 24, 20..u bill staremenL (Testim n of tepbanie Robinson 

- The customer received an wiusually high warer and se\l er bill in January 2023 and the 
ulilily could not assess th days of a spike in ater usage because the MTU was not 
transmitting meter reads during lhe billing period (Testimony f tepbanie Robinson 

6. The customer was unaware of any leaks or plumbing problems in or about her resick.~ce 
during the period in dispute and she was shocked upon receiving her billing statement in 
January 2023. (Testimony o  
The customer recci ed no HUNA alerts ofh.igb-water usag occurring at her property 
and she did n t receive any v..ritten notification of high usage from the ulilit: because 
electronic tmnsmissions were not being recei ed from the property and the utility's 
HUNA system is depend nt upon electronic meter reads. (Testimony of Stephanie 
Robinson) 

8. Th e customer hired Eura A. Branch on February IO 2023 to conduct a leak deduction at 
her residence and no leaks were found. (Testimony of ; Eura A. Branch 
invoice #119 dated 10-Feb-23) 

9. DC Water verified the meter read upon which the customer was billed by sending a 
service technician to the property to take a meter reading on February 2, 2023 during 
which the service technician conducted an equipment check and replaced the defective 



MTU at the property. (Testimony of Stephanie Robinson) 
10. DC Water received an AMR transmitted meter read on February 15, 2023 which was in

line with the prior visual meter readings taken by service technicians sent to the property. 
(Testimony of Stephanie Robinson) 

11 . DC Water removed and tested the water meter from the property and the meter was 
determined to have been tmder registering water usage at the property· the meter 
accuracy was 9825% which is below standards set by the American Water Works 
Association. (festimony of Stephanie Robinson) 

12. DC Water ruled out the existence of an undergroundleak. as a possible cause of high.
water usage occurring at the property because the customer's water usage declined during 
the next billing cycle and usage at the property has remained normal/low since the period 
in the dispule. (Te tim n, fStepbanie Robinson.: D 'ater letcr Readings-Billed 

l3. D aler did not c nduct an interior inspection th customer's property for water issues 
but, instead, suggested that the customer hire a plumber. 

14. DC Water was addressing a sewer back-up and manhole issue in the neighborhood of the 
cust mer's property from January 12 _023 lo January LJ, 2023; however water relating 
to such issues, would not have gone t:bru the customer's water meter and had not affect 
upon the customer s water U..'8:g or charge for warer and wer services. (Testimony of 
Stephanie Robinson) 

I. The burden of proof is n the customer o show, by a prepond ranee of e,i ence~ that th 
dccisi n f DC ater i incorrecL (-1 DCMR420.7 and 4_0.8) 
DC 'ater is obligated to in ti gate a haJlenge to a bill b. doing an_ or all of th 
following: 

(a Verify the computations made in the formulation of the water and se\i er 
charges; 
(b erify the meter reading for possible m ter overread or douftfnl registration: 
(c) If feasible. heck the premises for leaking fi.xum.,--s underground invisible 
leaks, and house-side connection leaks: 
d Cb.eek the meter for malfunction; 
e) Check the water-cooled air conditioning system, if any for malfunctioa: and 
t) Make areasonable in estigation of an_ facts asserted by the owner or o upanL 

which are material to the determination of a correct bill 
See, 21 DCMR 403. 

3. Meters shall be read quarterly, or at sucb other times as the Director shall determine. (2 L 
DCMR 308.l and 309.1) 



4. The General Manager shall determine the schedule upon which bills shall be rendered 
and may establish and implement a monthly billing cycle or such other cycle deemed, in 
his discretion, appropriate to meet the needs of the Authority ... (See, 21 DCMR 308.2) 

5. If at any time, a meter, data collection device or transmitter fails to register correctly or 
collect, deliver or transmit data or otherwise operate or bears evidence of ha\-ing been 
tampered with, as determined by qualified personal of the Authority, the water charge for 
the interval in which the incident occurred shall be based on the average previous water 
consumption determined by meter readings. (21 DCMR 308.4) 

6. D.C. MW1icipal Regulations bar adjustment of a customer's bill when all checks and tests 
pro, ide ao reasonable e~rplanatioa for execs i e \\:atc.r consumption. See 21 DCI CR 408 
which tatcs: --In cases in which all checks and tests result in inconclusive findin~s that 
provide no reasonable Xl)lanation for ex • ·vc conswnplion. no adjustment hall be 
made to the bill for any portion of th excessive consumption. e ·cept as may be approved 
by lbe Gen ra.l anager based upon a demonstration b_ the owner or occupant that such 
an adjustment ...,.'iJI further a significant public interest.-) 

7. Th property owner is the ultimate party L pay fi r water and sewer services at a property 
and the obligation to pay DC V. ater • s wcl.ter and sewer chargt!S runs "'ith the property 
wbl!re lbe water services ar rendt:r.ed. See, Euclid treeL LLC . D.C. 
41 A. 3rd 453, D.C. Court of Appeal 2012) 

DECISIO .• 

The customer in this maner was unable to establish I.hat. more likely than n r r bi.U in 
dispute was incoaecl or for some other reason she should not be responsible for its pa:_ 'lllCDL 

Toe customer asserted that she bad no kno ·ledge of any ;a1.er issues in or abom her 
property and that sh hired a plumber who inspected the property. and fOlmd no leaks. The 
evidence established howe er. tbal die high usag was over and onl. occurred during the billing 
C) cle at issue. The plumbet- inspected the customer s residen on February JO 2023 whereas the 
billing c ·cleat issue ende.d on January 17. 023 and high usage.., ;as not oc wring at the property 
during the- period that the plumber ·was at the residence. so the plumber· s finding of no leaks i 
understandable and not relevant to the billing dispute. 

The evidence and testimony established that the meter reading transminal device 
had stopped , or.king at the property se era! mouths before th billing period at issue. The lack of 
electronically transmitted meter reads affected this maner in tw (2) \.\.-ays; first the utility cannot 
pinpoint wben the high usage occurred during the billing cycle, and second, the utility's high 
usage alert system {HUNA) is dependent upon receipt of electronic meter readings sent by the 
MTU and lacking electronically sent meter reads, the utility lacks the ability to alert the customer 
of something occurring at his/her property. The customer in thi • case did not receive an_ alert of 
high usage occurring at her property and the lack of such an alert preempted the customer of 



investigating and, possibly, mitigating the loss of water and preventing a high bill. While DC 
Water does have an alert system, the system is a curtesy to customers and does not create any 
liability upon the utility when a customer incurs high water usage and does not receive an alert. 
The utility does become responsible to a customer if it fails to read the customer's water meter 
within three (3) months. 21 DCMR § 308 and 309 dictate that water meters are to be read on a 
quarterly basis at minimum. In this case, even though the MTU was not functioning to transmit 
meter reads electronically to the utility, the utility was sending a service technician to read the 
customer's water meter each month. As such, the utility was satisfying its mandate to read the 
water meter. Unfortunately, for the customer, neither the utility nor the customer were aware that 
high water usage was occurring or had occurred at the property until the meter was read and the 
bill generated. In this case, by the time that the bill was generated and the customer knew that 
something was amiss regarding water usage at the residence, whatever had caused the high-water 
usage bad stopped for water usage during the subsequent billing cycle was down and back to 
normal. 

On the DC Water's part, the utility investigated the customer's billing dispute and found 
that the meter reads were in-line and consistent. The utility was able to rule out the existence of 
an underground leak because underground leaks require repair before the leakage \>till stop or 
decline and, in this case, usage declined without repair. Lastly, DC Water tested the water meter 
from the property and the water meter was determined to have been registering below accepted 
accuracy. DC Water does not adjust a customer's bill when a water meter under registers water 
used at a property. The utility will adjust a customer's bill if its investigation finds meter 
overread or faulty computation. See, 21 DCMR § 405. When a water meter under registers water 
usage at a property, it means that the customer has not been billed and has not paid for all water 
used. Ultimately, the property owner is responsible for whatever water usage occurs at his/her 
property whether the customer was aware of the usage occurring or not. The utility had up to 
three (3) months to read the water meter either electronically or by service technician and the 
utility complied with its obligation. Vv'hile the customer received an unusually high bill and she 
does not know the cause of the usage and the utility could not notify her of the usage occurring 
in real time, no evidence or testimony established that the utility did anything to cause the water 
usage or that the utility \.Vrongly billed the customer. In fact, the evidence and testimony 
established that the utility under billed the customer because the water meter at the property was 
under registering water usage. 

Accordingly, the determination by DC Water that the charges are valid and no basis 
exists to adjust the customer's account is hereby AFFIRMED. 

f? l W. Blassingame, Hcaf:U:H! fliccr 
11me: ,t(;· ,cc L / ~ z..,.,:, 2- •/ 



Copy to: 

 Gallatin Place NE 

\Vashington, DC 20017 



BEFORE THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA WATER AND SEWER AUTHORITY 

DEPARTMENT OF CUSTOMER SERVICES 

rN RE:
 Morse Street NE 

Washington, DC 20017 

P-:rioJs in Dispm1: 
12/11/2021 to 1/12/2022 
1/13/2022 to 2/10/2022 
2/11/2022 to 3/10/2022 
3/11/2022 lo 4/12/2022 
4/13/2022 to 5/11/2022 
5/12/2022 to 6/10/2022 
6/11/2022 to 7/13/2022 
7/14/2022 to 8/10/2022 
8/11/2022 to 9/13/2022 

Before Janet W. Blassingame, Hearing Officer 
January 17, 2024 at Noon 

Account No:
Case No: 23-  

,\mount in Di. I Uk 

$ 159.66 
$ 201.11 
$ 223.21 
$ 294.83 
$ 298.38 
$ 384.35 
$ 785.99 
$1189.88 
$2470.60 

The customer contested water and sewer bills for the periods noted above. The DC Water 
and Sewer Authority (DC Water) investigated an<l Jc t~rminc<l that no basis cxist~d lo adjust the 
account beyond an adjustment given for sewer charge . The customer requcsled an 
administrative hearing. 

Tiris matter was scheduled for a remote hearing on January 17, 2024. Present for the 
hearing wer . tbc cust mer, represented by Adam Carlesco, Esquire, of the DC 
Pc pie' Co nJ. Genc\·a Parker and Arlene Andrews, on behalf of DC Water. 
Kelly Fisher, Esquire and Kristen Gibson, DC Water, observing only. 

Mr. Carlesco opened by asserting that, due to inspection delay and lack of 
communication on the part of DC Water, the customer incurred a significant water and sewer bill 
caused by an underground leak. 

The property involved is single family residence having two (2) bathrooms, a kitchen, a 
washing machine and one outdoor faucet. Historically, the water and sewer bill has ranged 
between $50.00 and $70.00, per billing cycle. 

 testified that he noticed an increase in water usage in March 2022. He stated 
that he contacted DC Water and was told by a service representative to get a plumber to rule out 



interior leaks. He stated that be was told that once inlerior leaks were ruled out, then, DC Water 
could perform an underground inspection for leaks. 

The customer stated that he did not initiate a formal dispute but he was consistently 
calling into DC Water requesting an underground inspection and status of his request. 

Mr. testified that, on April 1, 2022, he emailed to DC Water a plumber's report by 
Metropolitan Plumbing and Sewer which inspected his home on March 29. 2022 and found no 
leaks. Mr.  stated that the utility scheduled an underground leak inspection for April 12, 
2022 but, on the date of the scheduled underground inspection, no DC Water service technician 
appeared at the property. The customer pointed out that there is a DC Water Work Order dated 
April 12, 2022 and the Work Order notes the actual start time was 7:55 AM and the actual finish 
time was 8:10 PM. Mr.  testified that the scheduled inspection time was supposed to have 
been 4:00 PM. Mr  questioned the 13-hour window of start to finish time on the Work 
Order 

Mr.  testified that an underground inspection was next scheduled May 19, 2022 but 
the service technician could not complete the inspection because a curb cock (cc) was needed. 

Mr  stated that he sent DC Water an email on August 30, 2022 demanding action 
and DC Water conducted an underground inspection on August 31, 2022 and the service 
technician said the leak was beyond the property line. 

Mr  testified that he received an email on December 20, 2022 informing him that he 
was responsible for repair of the underground leak and he sent the utility an email in response 
noting that the inspection results were provided to him eight (8) months after he first presented 
his water leak issue to the utility. 

Ms. Andrews responded that the customer hired a plumber thru American Home Shield 
and that the phnnber suggested to the customer that he ask DC Water of programs. She stated 
that DC Water sent the customer a list of approved plumbers and the customer selected Ben's off 
the list. She stated that Ben's did the repair on March 23, 2023 and the customer's usage returned 
to normal. She stated that she believes that there is a credit on the customer's account. Ms. 
Parker stated that Mr  had to wait for approval of Ben's to perform the repair. The 
customer received assistance for the repair bill which was $5,000.00, of which. the customer paid 
$3,000.00 out of pocket. Mr  asserted that he had to wait for the list of approved plumbers 
and the scheduling of Ben's to do the repair. 

M b stated that he asked DC Water to shut-off water to the property. He stated that 
the utility placed a lien on the property in the amount of $6,310.00 and he paid the lien in the 



amount of $6,3 l 0.64 on April 3, 2023 and the lien was released. He stated that $6,310.64 was the 
balance on the account for water services and penalties. 

Mr  explained that he has a Power of Attorney for his father , Sr., 
who is in a nursing home. He stated that his mother remained in the house after his father was 
placed in the nursing home in September 20 I 9, but his mother passed on June 10, 2021. He 
explained that, since his mother's death, the property has been vacant. Mr  stated that his 
father owns the house and that he , Jr., has keys to the house and pays the bills. 
Mr  testified that he stopped paying the water and sewer bill in January or February 2022. 

The customer testified that he did not pay much attention to the water and sewer bill or 
water usage after the death of his mother. 

Mr. Carlesco interjected that his client diligently pursued this matter by asking DC Water 
for an underground inspection and his client wants all charges deleted from the account, Mr. 
Carlesco asserted that Mr  relied upon DC Water to figure out the problem but he got 
administrative delay and a runaround by the utility. He asserted that DC Municipal Regulation 
21- §407 requires the utility to investigate the customer's bill dispute and that the investigation is 
mandatory upon the utility. Mr. Carlesco argued that his client should be entitled to a defense 
against the charges based upon equity and that DC Water should be estopped due to lack of 
communication and delay. 

On cross-examination by Ms. Andrews, Mr.  stated that he submitted Metropolitan 
Plumbing's invoice on March 29, 2022. He stated that be was told on April 1, 2022 that the 
underground inspection was scheduled for April 12, 2022. Mr.  testified that no service 
technician showed up at the property to conduct an underground inspection between 4:00 and 
8:00 p.m., the scheduled time for inspection. Mr.  testified that he was present at the house 
between 4:00 om and 8:00 pm and that the service technician's statement that he attempted to 
reach him was false and no attempt was made to reach him in person or by phone. Mr. , 
again, pointed out that the Work Order states that the work started at 7:55a.m. and :finished at 
8:IOp.m. 

Mr.  restated that the May 19th inspection was not completed due to the need for a 
curb cock. He pointed out that the Work Order noted a l :00 a.m. start. 

Ms. Parker interjected that the DC Water- Water Services Division works 24 hours and 
that the Work Order start times may be indicative of shift tum-over. 

Mr.  retorted that he questions the Work Order because they do not make sense in 
that they have illogical start and finish times. He pointed out that with respect to the April 12 



Work Order, no service technician appeared at the property between 4:00 p.m. and 8:00 p.rn. 
With respect to the Work Order for May 19th, he reiterated that the work could not be completed 
but the report bears a start time of I :00 a.m., yet, the service technician was at the property in the 
afternoon. 

Ms. Andrews responded that, with respect to the Work Order dated May 19th
, the service 

technician was at the property at 5:00 p.m. 

Ms. Parker stated that DC Water was not disputing the customer when he asserted that 
delay occurred in the utility's investigation. 

Mr  continued that no one from DC Water came to the property on August 30, 
2022. He stated that he was at the property for ADT. He stated that a service technician did come 
to the property on August 31, 2022 but DC Water did not provide a start time. Ms. Andrews 
stated that a DC Water crew Caine on May 19th and another Work Order was generated for 
installation of curb cock. She explained that the May 19th Work Order was completed on August 
3i51_ 

Mr.  seeks adjustment of$407.00 but DC Water ruled that the March 2023 repair 
was not timely made. 

Ms. Parker stated that DC Water gave a decision ofrmtirneliness dated 12/1/2023 
regarding water but the utility did give an adjustment to the customer for sewer charges. Ms. 
Andrews added that the customer was given a sewer adjustment in the amount of$3752.62 
pursuant to OCMR 21- §407.6. 

Mr.  stated that DC Water kept him in the dark for 8 or 9 months, even though he 
contacted the utility as soon as he noticed the spike in usage. He asserted that he did everything 
that he was instructed to do by the utility but there was no communication by DC Water and, 
then, DC Water put a lien on the property. He stated that he does not understand the delay and 
not getting a copy of the reports. He stated that he did not get a copy of August 31, 2022 Work 
Order until December 20, 2023 by email, yet, the email stated that DC Water had made its 
determination on May 19, 2022. Mr.  pointed out that the August 31, 2022 Work Order 
stated that the determination of liability was made on that date. 

Ms. Parker referred to the DC Water Interaction Notes for September 2, 2022 at pg. 33 
where it is noted that Mr.  telephoned DC Water requesting an adjustment for an 
underground leak on the private side. Ms. Parker stated that the point of the note was that the 
customer was aware that the leak was on the private side of the property and that DC Water had 
shared that information with the customer prior to December. 
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