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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS 

• With respect to Southern California Edison Company’s (SCE) community choice aggregator 
(CCA) service fees: 

• The California Public Utilities Commission (Commission) should reject SCE’s request 
to increase its Monthly Account Maintenance Fee by a factor of five, and instead 
maintain the current level of this fee in light of (1) SCE’s failure to support its projected 
labor needs associated with this fee, and (2) SCE’s excessive error rates in its account 
maintenance work.  

• The Commission should require SCE to phase out its mandatory Electronic Data 
Interchange Value-Added Network charge by December 31, 2025. 

• With respect to SCE’s billing practices and policies: 

• The Commission should order SCE to prioritize work aimed at significantly reducing its 
billing error rates over the rate case period. 

 
• Consistent with the language of SCE’s Rule 17, the Commission should order SCE to (1) 
apply the three-month and three-year backbilling limitations to both bundled and 
unbundled customers (including to unbundled customers’ generation charges), (2) as part 
of requiring SCE to apply the limitations to CCA customers in the first recommendation, 
reimburse third-party providers like CCAs for their undercollections of generation 
charges that result from these Rule 17 backbilling time limits, and (3) fund these 
reimbursements for third parties via a shareholder-funded adjustment. 

• The Commission should order SCE to modify its billing system functionality to cease its 
practice of reversing all payments previously made by the customer and remitted to the 
CCA for a given transaction whenever a CCA account requires billing corrections. 

 
• The Commission should order SCE to provide descriptive transaction code indicators to 
explain its underlying justification for a fund reversal whenever it claws back funds 
already remitted to CCAs. 

 
• The Commission should require SCE to provide the relevant Contract Account and POD-
ID number whenever it remits customer funds to CCAs.  

 
• The Commission should reject SCE’s $78 million Solar Photovoltaic Program (SPVP) 
decommissioning cost request in light of the fact that (1) SCE relied on a single snapshot 
Present Value of Revenue Requirements (PVRR) analysis that used dated and inaccurate inputs 
to conclude decommissioning is the least-cost path forward for these assets, and (2) if SCE had 
employed a reasonable decision-making approach—i.e., performed multiple iterations of this 
PVRR analysis over a reasonable time-period using up-to-date and accurate inputs—its PVRR 
would have indicated that decommissioning is not the least-cost option for these assets. 

• Building off its order in Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s recent Phase I general rate case 
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(GRC), the Commission should order that in future GRCs, whenever SCE proposes any new 
asset life extension, incremental capacity addition, or changed function for any of its utility-
owned generation assets, it must submit testimony on: 

• (1) The associated generation plant-level revenue requirement and the separate, marginal 
revenue requirement associated with the new investment/change;  

 
• (2) Why SCE is undertaking this investment/change;  
 
• (3) On whose behalf it is making this new investment/change; and  
 
• (4) The appropriate Power Charge Indifference Adjustment vintaging treatment for the 
asset in light of that testimony. 
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CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE ASSOCIATION’S 

OPENING BRIEF 
 

Pursuant to Rule 13.12 of the Rules of Practice and Procedure of the California Public 

Utilities Commission (Commission), and Administrative Law Judges Sophia Park and Ehren 

Seybert’s May 24, 2024 Email Ruling Granting Extension of Time to File Briefs,1 the California 

Community Choice Association2 (CalCCA) hereby submits this Opening Brief regarding the Test 

Year 2025 General Rate Case Application of Southern California Edison Company (Application).3 

I.  INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY 

The Commission’s charge to ensure all of Southern California Edison Company’s (SCE) 

requested rate increases in this Application are just and reasonable4 is more critical than ever in 

light of the ongoing electricity affordability crisis in California. It is vitally important in this 

general rate case (GRC) that the Commission hold SCE to its obligation to affirmatively establish 

 
1  Application (A.) 23-05-010, Email Ruling Granting Extension of Time to File Briefs (May 24, 
2024). 
2  California Community Choice Association represents the interests of 24 community choice electricity 
providers in California: Apple Valley Choice Energy, Ava Community Energy, Central Coast Community 
Energy, Clean Energy Alliance, Clean Power Alliance, CleanPowerSF, Desert Community Energy, Energy 
For Palmdale’s Independent Choice, Lancaster Energy, Marin Clean Energy, Orange County Power 
Authority, Peninsula Clean Energy, Pico Rivera Innovative Municipal Energy, Pioneer Community Energy, 
Pomona Choice Energy, Rancho Mirage Energy Authority, Redwood Coast Energy Authority, San Diego 
Community Power, San Jacinto Power, San José Clean Energy, Santa Barbara Clean Energy, Silicon Valley 
Clean Energy, Sonoma Clean Power, and Valley Clean Energy. 
3  A.23-05-010, Test Year 2025 General Rate Case Application of Southern California Edison 
Company (May 12, 2023) (Application). 
4  Cal. Pub. Util. Code §§ 451 and 454. 
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the reasonableness of all its proposed cost increases, and not simply defer to utility requests that 

are opaque and unsupported, or that are the result of SCE’s mismanagement. 

In this case, SCE is requesting a 70 percent net increase in the service fees it charges to 

community choice aggregator (CCA) customers—all while CCAs and their customers continue to 

grapple with the consequences of SCE’s lagging level of service as CCAs’ billing agent.5 Certain 

of these requested fee increases—like for SCE’s Monthly Account Maintenance Fee (MAMF), 

which covers services to CCAs such as account assistance, exception processing, and CCA system 

and technology support—are both unsupported by SCE’s proffered evidence, and the result of an 

unreasonable level of utility inefficiency and error. The record clearly reflects these inefficiencies: 

SCE’s time spent per service account on “exception processing” work (i.e., work necessitated by 

SCE’s data or system errors)6 has more than quadrupled as compared to the last GRC,7 and the 

utility now projects it will need over 36 full-time equivalent (FTE) workers to provide MAMF-

related services for CCA customers.8 In addition, SCE proposes to continue charging CCA 

customers an Electronic Data Interchange (EDI) Value-Added Network (VAN) charge, which 

accounts for the cost of an unnecessary intermediary between SCE and a CCA for the purposes of 

exchanging certain billing data, despite its earlier commitments to phase out both this charge and 

the use of the EDI-VAN altogether. 

SCE has refused point blank in this proceeding to adopt any of CalCCA’s suggested 

changes geared toward addressing these issues,9 even while it acknowledges the validity of CCA 

frustrations with its billing policies and practices.10 The impacts on CCA customers are substantial: 

 
5  Exh. CalCCA-02-E at 8:5-7.  
6  Id. at 25:14-15; id. at 26:10 to 27:2. 
7  Id., Attachment MF-4 (figures included in page 4 of the workpapers). 
8  Id. at 15:4-8. 
9  Exh. SCE-14 Vol. 1 at 73:8-17. 
10  See, e.g., id. at 54:6-14; id. at 63:5-7; id. at 73:7-8. 
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customers are subject to excessive billing errors and backbills, as well as long delays in and 

confusing processes surrounding account corrections. In particular, SCE’s practice of backbilling 

CCA customers beyond the limits set forth in Rule 17 and its high rate of errors resulting in CCA 

customer backbills—a rate which is 18 percent higher than the corresponding rate for bundled 

customers11—clearly illustrates SCE’s broader pattern of providing a lower level of customer 

service to CCA customers as compared with bundled customers. For CCA customers experiencing 

these issues, this kind of service can mean enduring long periods of months and sometimes even 

years during which they have no insight into the debt they are incurring for their electricity use. At 

the end of this long delay, these customers then receive huge, complex backbills—bills that can 

span 50 to 100 pages, and charges in the range of $527 to $2,637.12 

As many of these billing issues are either specific to CCA customers or experienced at a 

higher rate by CCA customers, they collectively disadvantage CCA customers relative to bundled 

customers. The Commission must scrutinize both SCE’s requested fee increases and its refusal to 

modify any of its CCA-specific billing policies and practices—especially in light of the fact that 

SCE has effectively admitted on the record that it lacks any incentive to devote resources to 

addressing these service issues impacting just CCA customers.13 

SCE also proposes in this case that ratepayers foot the bill for a $78 million 

decommissioning project for solar assets currently in the middle of their originally anticipated 

service lives. SCE’s decision to decommission these assets is the result of one snapshot analysis 

from 2022 that relied on outdated and inaccurate assumptions. In particular, the Renewable Energy 

Credit (REC) price forecast SCE used was considerably dated (1) as of the time SCE performed 

 
11  Exh. CalCCA-02-E at 40:12-18. 
12  Exh. CalCCA-01 at 8:16-19; id. at 2:20-22. 
13  See 8 Tr. 733:21 to 736:17 (May 10, 2024 – Witness Quon). 
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the analysis, (2) as of the time SCE submitted its testimony in this case, and (3) as of today; more 

recent forecasts from 2023 show that SCE’s analysis results in an undervaluing of these assets by 

approximately .14 The Commission should reject this decommissioning cost request, 

as no ratepayer—bundled or unbundled—should bear responsibility for costs associated with such 

an unreasonable decision-making approach. 

Finally, while SCE and CalCCA have largely reached agreement in this case regarding the 

need for additional testimony requirements to assist with cost recovery determinations for utility 

reinvestments in utility-owned generation (UOG), CalCCA’s proposal goes one step further to 

include an additional—and critical—level of detail. Building off the new testimony requirements 

recently adopted in Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s (PG&E) GRC, the Commission should 

also require SCE to submit granular revenue requirement information associated with the new 

investment/change. This will ensure that these testimony requirements have teeth—that they are 

designed to allow the Commission to efficiently evaluate and effectuate the appropriate cost 

responsibility for these new investments.  

II.  LEGAL STANDARD 

The Commission is charged with ensuring that “[a]ll charges demanded or received by any 

public utility . . . [are] just and reasonable” and cannot approve a rate change “except upon a 

showing before the commission and a finding by the commission that the new rate is justified.”15 

The Commission has described the utility’s burden of proof pursuant to these statutory mandates 

as follows: 

As the applicant, [the utility] must meet the burden of proving that it is entitled to 
the relief it is seeking in this proceeding. [The utility] has the burden of 
affirmatively establishing the reasonableness of all aspects of its application. Other 
parties do not have the burden of proving the unreasonableness of [the utility’s] 

 
14  Exh. CalCCA-04-C at 2:3-10. 
15  Cal. Pub. Util. Code §§ 451 and 454. 
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showing. As the applicant in this rate case, [the utility] has the burden of proving 
that each of its proposals is reasonable.16 
 

Therefore, SCE has the burden of affirmatively establishing the reasonableness of all aspects of its 

Application, including its proposed CCA service fees and associated level of service for CCA 

customers; its requested decommissioning costs; and its proposed cost recovery treatment for 

reinvestments in UOG. This evidentiary burden is entirely SCE’s; other parties do not have the 

burden of proving the unreasonableness of the utility’s proposals.17 The Commission has held that 

the utility must meet a “preponderance of the evidence” standard, that is, evidence of “a requisite 

degree of belief.”18 On top of this basic evidentiary burden, the Commission has found that, even 

for proposals focusing on important policy objectives, the utilities must demonstrate “whether the 

program or project represents the optimal solution when considering alternatives and cost-

effectiveness in the identification and prioritization process.”19 

In addition to clarifying the utility’s burden of proof, the Commission has concluded that 

“[t]he presumption is that the existing rates are reasonable and lawful.”20 Therefore, if any 

requested increase to the utility’s revenue requirement is not supported with sufficient information 

or evidence, the current amount should remain in effect as a default. In this case, other parties need 

not establish the requested increases are unreasonable; rather, they must do so only if the 

Commission has first found that the utility has met its burden of proof with respect to that request. 

The Commission has also recognized that, in practice in a GRC, the utility’s burden of 

proof varies by proposal, based on the degree to which it is challenged by an intervening party: 

[The utility’s] burden of proof is not in all areas so burdensome as one might 
assume. We generally rely on intervening parties to identify proposals or funding 

 
16  D.09-03-025, p. 8 (citing Cal. Pub. Util. Code §§ 451 and 454, and D.06-05-016). 
17  See, e.g., D.09-03-025, p. 8; D.06-05-016, p. 7; D.01-10-031, pp. 8-9. 
18  D.12-11-051, p. 9; D.09-03-025, p. 8. 
19  D.10-06-048, pp. 2-3. See also D.10-06-047, p. 74. 
20  D.00-02-046, 2000 Cal. PUC LEXIS 239, *57. 
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requests which should be subject to scrutiny by the Commission. Our reliance on 
other parties to set a framework for litigation in a general rate case derives from the 
fact that a single ALJ cannot review an entire rate case showing without an 
extraordinary expenditure of time and effort. Because intervenor resources are 
limited and their priorities may differ from ours, the parties may overlook proposals 
that the Commission might otherwise consider questionable. Nevertheless, where a 
proposal or funding request has not been challenged by an intervenor, we generally 
adopt the utility’s request as a practical reality of the decision-making process. In 
those cases, the utility’s burden of proof is indeed light.21 
 

While the Commission recognizes where this practical reality may lighten the utility’s burden, it 

also has concluded that, “[w]here it faces opposition, [the utility’s] reasonableness showing is 

naturally a more difficult undertaking.”22 

XVII. CUSTOMER SERVICE OPERATIONS 

D.  Customer Service-Related Other Operating Revenues 

1.  SCE’s Request to Increase its CCA MAMF Fee by a Factor of Five Is 
Excessive and Unreasonable. 

In this case, SCE proposes to dramatically increase one of its CCA service fees associated 

with billing and account maintenance, the MAMF, by a factor of five. This quintupling of the 

MAMF is a major driver of SCE’s proposed 70 percent net increase in CCA fees in this case, as 

compared to current CCA fee levels.23 SCE asks the Commission to approve these increased costs 

for CCA customers based on SCE’s assessment that the work driving the MAMF-related costs has 

increased substantially since the prior GRC. This assessment is fundamentally flawed in two key 

ways. 

First, SCE’s projections of the additional labor time it will require to perform many of the 

MAMF activities are opaque, unsupported, and based on inadequate data. For example, while SCE 

claims that significant departed load growth largely explains these increases in the labor needed to 

 
21  D.93-12-043, 1993 Cal. PUC LEXIS 728, *12. 
22  D.00-02-046, 2000 Cal. PUC LEXIS 239, *56-*57. 
23  Exh. CalCCA-02-E at 8:5-7.  
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support the MAMF activities, SCE’s admissions in discovery and during evidentiary hearings 

reveal otherwise—in fact, the labor cost underlying the MAMF has increased by 425 percent on a 

per service account basis between the last GRC and this case.24 In other words, SCE’s main 

justification for the increase in costs is an increase in the number of service accounts, but that 

justification makes no sense in light of the fact SCE’s own inefficiencies have caused costs per-

service account to skyrocket.  

Second, SCE’s projected costs associated with exception processing work are excessive 

and out of step with the costs a “prudent manager” would incur to perform these billing and account 

management functions. In the last GRC, SCE committed to address inefficiencies and errors in its 

account management processes. Despite this, SCE continues to project that it will take more time 

to address these issues, and that the associated costs will continue to climb; specifically, SCE’s 

per-service account exception processing work has more than quadrupled since the last GRC. This 

pattern suggests that SCE is not properly prioritizing its performance of its legislatively mandated 

role as the billing and metering agent for CCAs. It should not be rewarded with increasingly higher 

fees for its pattern of objectively poor performance.25 

In light of these deficiencies, the Commission should order SCE to maintain its current 

MAMF fee and prioritize its performance of its legislatively mandated role as the billing and 

metering agent for CCAs. As SCE’s requested fee increase is not supported by a preponderance of 

the evidence, the Commission should rely on “[t]he presumption . . . that the existing rates are 

reasonable and lawful”26 and maintain the MAMF at its current level.   

 
24  Id. at 31:4-15 and Attachment MF-4 (Fulmer Workpapers); Exh. CalCCA-07. 
25  Exh. CalCCA-02-E at 31:4-15. 
26  D.00-02-046, 2000 Cal. PUC LEXIS 239, *57. 
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a.  SCE’s Projected Labor Needs Are Not Adequately Supported. 

The MAMF fee is entirely comprised of labor costs, and SCE has failed to support its 

projected labor needs for the MAMF in this case.27 Both SCE’s “time studies” and its “time 

estimates”—the two different approaches SCE uses to derive the time required to complete each 

underlying MAMF task—are wholly inadequate. Specifically, SCE’s “time studies” are based on 

insufficient data, and its “time estimate” methods are opaque and unsupported. 

The MAMF fee covers “services to CCAs that are routine operational work such as: 

account assistance, exception processing, and CCA system and technology support.”28 These are 

various billing and account maintenance functions, with “exception processing” describing data or 

system errors requiring direct labor intervention.29 SCE calculates the MAMF fee by identifying 

activities or groups of related activities necessary to complete the account maintenance services, 

estimating the time it takes for an employee to complete each activity, and then multiplying that 

time by a charge rate and the estimated number of times the activity occurs per month.30   

In this case, SCE has estimated it will require 4,383.3 worker-hours per month—52,600 

hours per year—to provide these billed CCA services.31 This works out to over 36 FTE workers 

needed to provide these account maintenance services for CCA customers. More specifically, this 

breaks down to 8.28 FTE handling customer service and call centers, 12.66 FTE for IT, and 15.59 

FTE working on CCA billing-related activities.32 Sliced differently, these numbers indicate that 

SCE anticipates it will need 16.5 full-time employees devoted entirely to manually correcting 

 
27  Exh. CalCCA-08 (SCE Response to CalCCA Data Request 8.02(f)). 
28  Exh. SCE-03, Vol. 1 at 149. 
29  Exh. CalCCA-02-E at 25:14-15; id. at 26:10 to 27:2. 
30  Id. at 11:15 to 14:3. 
31  Id. at 15:4-8. 
32  Id. 
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problems with SCE’s CCA enrollment data and SCE’s bills to CCA customers.33 Notably, this is 

the state of affairs after ratepayers spent $435 million on SCE’s Customer Service Re-platforming 

Project (CSRP),34 which, among other things, aimed to improve SCE’s efficiency in providing 

CCA customer service and billing services.35 

SCE supports these massive labor projections with estimates of the time it requires to 

complete each MAMF sub-activity, and it performs these estimates in one of two ways. Most of 

the sub-activity time data are from “time studies”: an SCE employee performing the sub-activity 

records “observations” of how long it takes to complete the sub-activity.36 For the remainder of 

the sub-activities, SCE generates “estimates” of the required time. While SCE does not provide 

any consistent methodology or details for how it performs these estimates, it notes they are based 

on “historical experience.”37 

SCE’s “time studies”—upon which most of its projections are based—rely on such meager 

data it would be unreasonable to conclude they yield meaningful estimates. With one exception, 

SCE bases the sub-activity estimates for these tasks—some of which occur thousands and even 

tens of thousands of times each year—on only three observations.38 Given these thousands upon 

thousands of annual occurrences,39 a sample size of three observations is completely inadequate. 

In most cases, the observations represented well under 0.1 percent of the annual occurrences.40 

 
33  Id. at 15:9 to 16:2.  
34  Capital costs only. D.22-09-015, Appendix A, p. A-5. 
35  Exh. CalCCA-02-E at 16:3-7.  
36  Id. at 21:10-18. 
37  Id.  
38  Id. at 22:1-9. That one exception, General Process Error Resolutions (PE), was based on four. Id., 
Attachment MF-5 (SCE Response to CalCCA Data Request 1.18). 
39  Id. at 22:1-9 and Attachment MF-5 (SCE Response to CalCCA Data Request 1.18). 
40  Id., Attachment MF-4 (Fulmer Workpapers). 
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sample size or other quantitively valid measures.42 Further, SCE offered that it “relied on its subject 

matter experts to confirm” that each of the three or four observations selected for these studies was 

representative.43 SCE failed to explain how these observations are statistically valid or lead to 

statistically significant results. Therefore, this explanation fails to carry SCE’s evidentiary burden 

to establish that its “time estimates” are credible.  

While SCE maintains these tiny samples allowed it to get “representative” estimates of 

labor processing times, SCE Witness Blackwell confirmed during evidentiary hearings that when 

SCE used the term “representative estimate” or “representative sample” in testimony, it was not 

using those terms as they may be used in the field of statistics.44 Witness Blackwell also confirmed 

that while she is generally aware of the concept of a representative sample in statistics, she was 

“not aware if there’s a specific sample ratio that a statistical representative sample would need to 

meet.”45 Of course, basic principles of statistics dictate how to derive an adequate sampling ratio 

(sample size to population size) to ensure the representativeness of a sample.46 The Commission 

should not accept SCE’s failure to use generally accepted statistical methods or to provide any 

underlying data supporting its alternative approach. SCE has failed to support its contention that 

its “time studies” that draw conclusions from occurrences that generally represent one percent or 

less of the total events per year can be relied upon for setting the MAMF. 

For the MAMF activities for which SCE did not perform a “time study,” but rather relied 

on internal “estimates,” SCE provides scant information concerning how these estimates were 

 
42  7 Tr. 676:12-17 (May 9, 2024 – Witness Blackwell). 
43  Id. at 678:18-23. 
44  Id. at 676:8 to 678:14. 
45  Id. at 678:3-5. 
46  See Exh. CalCCA-02-E at 22:1 to 23:3. 
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derived.47 SCE confirmed in discovery that it does not have any documentation or analyses 

supporting these estimates, but rather, that a “subject matter expert” generally made these estimates 

with reference to “historical experience” from 2022.48 Without access to the underlying data, or 

an understanding of how much data makes up this “historical experience,” intervenors and the 

Commission have no way of ascertaining whether these “estimates” are reasonable. SCE has failed 

to carry its burden to show that its “time studies” and its “estimates” underlying its MAMF labor 

projections are reasonable. 

Importantly, these substantial increases in projected labor needs cannot be explained away 

by any recent increase in departed customers. While SCE has maintained throughout this 

proceeding that the requested MAMF increase is primarily due to a large increase in CCA service 

accounts as compared to the prior GRC,49 SCE admitted during hearings that, on a per-service 

account basis, the amount of labor cost underlying the MAMF has increased by 425 percent 

between test year 2021 and test year 2025.50 In other words, SCE’s main justification for the 

increase in costs is an increase in the number of service accounts, but that justification makes no 

sense in light of the fact costs per-service account—an issue within SCE’s control—have 

skyrocketed. SCE’s argument is akin to stating the price of a family’s groceries has increased 

because the family has grown in size, while ignoring a contemporaneous 425% increase in the cost 

of each grocery item the family purchases. 

 
47  Id. at 24:1-6 and Attachment MF-5 (SCE Response to CalCCA Data Request 4.04; SCE Response 
to CalCCA Data Request 3.14(a); SCE Response to CalCCA Data Request 6.1; SCE Response to CalCCA 
Data Request 6.8). 
48  Id. at 24:1-6 and Attachment MF-5 (SCE Response to CalCCA Data Request 6.8; SCE Response 
to CalCCA Data Request 6.1). 
49  Exh. SCE-14 Vol. 01 at 44, 45; 7 Tr. 671:20 to 672:13 (May 9, 2024 – Witness Blackwell). 
50  7 Tr. 672:24 to 673:11 (May 9, 2024 – Witness Blackwell).  
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In addition, SCE seems to be arguing that its increasing pool of departed customers justifies 

its increases in labor costs on a per-service account basis.51 However, the idea that the “more CCA 

accounts SCE serves, the more costs SCE incurs to serve each account” is the opposite of what 

one would expect under economies of scale. Because of these diseconomies of scale—as well as 

SCE’s growing “visibility” into its time spent on account maintenance work52—SCE seems to 

suggest this increase in per-service account labor cost is the reasonable result of the increase in 

accounts between base years 2018 and 2022.  

As this drastic increase in costs is occurring on a per-service account basis, it cannot be 

dismissed as simply proportional to the corresponding increase in departed load. These ballooning 

costs are unreasonable and not adequately supported by SCE’s labor estimates, and they should be 

rejected by the Commission. 

b.  Excessive Costs Caused by an Unreasonable Level of Utility 
Errors Cannot Properly Be Recovered from Ratepayers. 

There is no dispute in this case that SCE should generally be permitted to recover the 

reasonable costs it incurs in performing account maintenance work on behalf of CCAs. However, 

SCE’s level of service falls below the reasonable manager standard. SCE’s rising rate of errors in 

its account management work illustrates a pattern of inadequate service that should not be 

rewarded with higher fees.  

The “reasonable manager” standard does not demand perfection; rather, it requires that 

when a utility has awareness of an underlying issue, it should act on that information to ensure 

 
51  See Exh. SCE-14 Vol. 01 at 44:20 to 46:21; 7 Tr. 671:25 to 673:11 (May 9, 2024 – Witness 
Blackwell).  
52  Exh. SCE-14 Vol. 01 at 46:14-21. 
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preventable errors do not occur.53 SCE has failed to meet that standard here. Over half of SCE’s 

requested MAMF is associated with direct “exception processing”—an SCE data or system failure 

preventing a bill from being presented using SCE’s automated system, thus requiring direct labor 

intervention.54 These errors are all associated with tasks and functions that SCE manages and 

controls.55 A list of the various types of errors making up this work are listed in Table 2 below. 

 
53  D.18-10-031, Section 3.2.2.1 (stating a utility is held to the standard of what a prudent manager “of 
sufficient education, training, experience, and skills using the tools and knowledge at his or her disposal 
would do when faced with a need to make a decision and act”).  
54  Exh. CalCCA-02-E at 25:14-15; id. at 26:10 to 27:2. 
55  Id. at 27:3 to 28:2 and Attachment MF-5 (SCE Response to CalCCA Data Request 6.7). 
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exceptions more than quadrupled between the prior GRC and this case,57 and (2) the frequency of 

Customer Billing Operations exceptions more than tripled between the prior GRC and this case.58 

Overall, SCE’s per-service account exception processing work has increased 333 percent, from 

0.03 minutes per account per month to 0.13 minutes per account per month.59 

SCE has not met its burden to prove it has been effective in addressing the increasing high 

rate of exceptions despite putative “improvements”.60 In SCE’s own words, there has been a 

“dramatic increase in MAMF exceptions[,]”61 and, despite a few years where the number of 

exceptions has decreased, the overall per-service account exception processing work has more than 

quadrupled.  

SCE also attempts to disclaim responsibility for these system and data errors, maintaining 

that since it does not track what entity bears responsibility for these errors, there is no way to 

definitively prove that these errors should be attributed to SCE.62 However, this is an implausible 

explanation. All the exceptions listed in Table 2 above are issues that arise in the course of SCE 

billing CCA customers and otherwise serving as the statutorily designated billing agent for CCA 

customers. SCE fully manages these functions, and when an error occurs in the course of that 

billing process, it is reasonable to conclude that the associated issues are primarily—if not 

completely—within SCE’s purview and control.63 SCE has presented no data or explanation that 

would suggest otherwise. In fact, SCE seems to concede in rebuttal testimony that it manages all 

 
57  Id. at 18:3-14. 
58  Id. at 19:3-9. 
59  Id., Attachment MF-4 (figures included in page 4 of the workpapers). 
60  Exh. SCE-14 Vol. 1 at 51:9-16. 
61  Id. at 52:17-23. 
62  See, e.g., id. at 49:22-24; Exh. CalCCA-02-E at 27:3 to 28:2 and Attachment MF-5 (SCE Response 
to CalCCA Data Request 3.09(a)-(d)). 
63  Exh. CalCCA-02-E at 27:3 to 28:2 and Attachment MF-5 (SCE Response to CalCCA Data Request 
6.7). 
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the billing issues associated with exception work, but nonetheless maintains these high exception 

rates are not attributable to SCE or unreasonable because the work can involve “collaboration” 

with the CCAs and because SCE’s billing system is “complex.”64 SCE has admitted it manages 

this work and failed to provide any evidentiary data that shows that any other entity caused the 

underlying billing issues, this is a classic example of res ipsa loquitur – that SCE caused the harm 

speaks for itself.65 SCE’s repeated attempts to distance itself from responsibility for these issues 

remain unconvincing. 

The other IOUs’ exception processing provides helpful context and illustrates that SCE’s 

exception processing falls outside the standard of care as a reasonably prudent manager. Calpine 

is the back-office and data management vendor for the majority of California CCAs and many 

other retail providers across the country. Its data reveals that Calpine experiences significantly 

more exceptions with SCE than with the other two California investor-owned utilities (IOUs), and 

that this pattern has been consistent over the course of the past three years.66 Further, these data 

show that, as of 2023, SCE’s exception rate is more than double that of Pacific Gas and Electric 

Company (PG&E).67 Because this exception processing data is from the data management vendor 

for most California CCAs,68 the Commission should give little weight to SCE’s offhand remarks 

that it “cannot speak to the [source or] validity” of it, especially when the utility did not propound 

 
64  Exh. SCE-14 Vol. 1 at 50:4-8 (“Billing CCA customers is a complex process that, although SCE 
manages, is reliant on data from and collaboration with the CCAs”) (emphasis added). 
65  Under the legal doctrine of res ipsa loquitur, a party is responsible if this harm would not have 
happened unless someone was negligent, the harm was caused by something only SCE could control, and 
CCA’s voluntary actions did not cause or contribute to the harm. See, e.g., CACI Nos. 417, 518. 
66  Exh. CalCCA-02-E at 30 (Table 8). 
67  Id. at 30:5-9. SCE dismisses this comparative data on the basis that the utility “cannot speak to the 
[source or] validity” of it. Exh. SCE-14 Vol. 1 at 52:4-7. 
68  Exh. CalCCA-02-E at 30:3-18. 
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any discovery or conduct any cross examination during evidentiary hearings on this data, or present 

any evidence that there are substantive issues with it. 

SCE has long been aware of these billing issues. One component of the settlement 

provision adopted in SCE’s 2021 GRC highlighted SCE’s account maintenance errors and required 

SCE to work to “reduc[e] the number of exceptions that occur with respect to CCA service 

accounts in order to reduce manual work and service fees related to exception work generally.”69 

However, after three years, SCE’s exception processing work on a per-service account basis has 

continued to climb.  

CalCCA agrees with SCE’s statement in rebuttal testimony that “the existence of exception 

work does not amount to unreasonableness;”70 but the existence of an exception is not the issue 

here. The issue is whether a ballooning rate of exceptions—years after SCE’s implementation of 

its new $435 million CSRP billing system, and years after a Commission-approved settlement 

directive to “reduc[e] the number of exceptions . . . in order to reduce . . . service fees”71—is 

reasonable. CalCCA submits that it is not.  

In light of both these service quality issues and the fact that statistically valid data or studies 

do not adequately support SCE’s projected labor needs, and consistent with “[t]he presumption . . 

. that the existing rates are reasonable and lawful[,]”72 the MAMF fee should be maintained at its 

current level. There is no dispute in this case that costs should not be shifted between bundled and 

 
69  A.19-08-013, Settlement Agreement Among Southern California Edison Company, California 
Choice Energy Authority, And Clean Power Alliance Of Southern California, Section D.3.a (September 10, 
2020).  
70  Exh. CalCCA-14 Vol. 1 at 51:7-8. 
71  A.19-08-013, Settlement Agreement Among Southern California Edison Company, California 
Choice Energy Authority, And Clean Power Alliance Of Southern California, Section D.3.a (September 10, 
2020).  
72  D.00-02-046, 2000 Cal. PUC LEXIS 239, *57. 
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unbundled customers.73 CalCCA’s position is simply that no ratepayer—unbundled or 

otherwise—should be saddled with costs that (1) are not supported by a preponderance of the 

evidence, and (2) are excessive and resulting from an unreasonable level of utility inefficiency and 

error.74 

2.  SCE’s Indefinite Timeline for Eliminating a Mandatory EDI-VAN 
Charge Is Unreasonable. 

Another driver of CCA service fee costs is SCE’s continued use of the VAN for EDI 

transactions with CCAs. A VAN provider acts as an (unnecessary) intermediary between the utility 

and the CCAs, through which data between the two entities is transferred.75 SCE charges CCAs 

an EDI-VAN fee for “transmission bill charges in EDI formatting over the [VAN].”76 Despite 

SCE’s prior commitments to the CCAs to reduce or eliminate this service charge, the utility 

continues to lag in its progress on this endeavor, instead choosing to prioritize other “corporate 

initiatives and higher priority items.”77 At this point, three years after the Commission approved a 

settlement directing SCE to work to reduce or eliminate the EDI-VAN charges,78 SCE has made 

no progress and refuses to commit to a clear timeline for eliminating the EDI-VAN as a mandatory 

charge.  

While SCE proposes to reduce its EDI-VAN charge from the current $0.05 per service 

account per month to $0.02 per service account per month in this case, it refuses to institute any 

 
73  Exh. SCE-03-01 at 146:5-6; Exh. CalCCA-14 Vol. 1 at 44:2-19; Exh. CalCCA-02-E at 5:15-22. 
74  Exh. CalCCA-02-E at 6:8-19. 
75  Id. at 31:20 to 32:2. 
76  Id. 
77  Id. at 34:5 to 35:3 and Attachment MF-8 (November 30, 2023, Email from Samantha Nicely to 
CCA Representatives). 
78  D.21-08-036, pp. 557-560. 
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kind of timeline for the completion of its project to phase out this fee.79 SCE’s position is 

unreasonable. 

SCE’s position is inconsistent with its prior commitments to the CCAs. In SCE’s last GRC, 

the CCAs recommended in testimony that the VAN for EDI fee be phased out over three years: 5 

cents per service account per month in 2021, 2.5 cents in 2022, and eliminated in 2023.80 The 

CCAs and SCE ultimately reached a settlement on this issue in the prior GRC, through which SCE 

committed “to working with the SoCal CCAs to investigate and potentially implement processes, 

as appropriate, to… (2) reduce or eliminate the EDI-VAN charge.”81 In the course of this 

collaboration, SCE later notified the CCAs that it planned to implement the EDI-VAN technology 

project (EDI-VAN Technology Project)—which would transition SCE’s system to no longer be 

reliant on the use of the VAN—in the second quarter of 2024.82 

SCE’s efforts to comply with this term of the 2021 GRC Settlement and to continue to 

engage with the CCAs on this issue have been inadequate. While SCE “has been working over the 

past few years to reduce VAN charges[,]”83 it has completely abandoned efforts to implement the 

EDI-VAN Technology Project on any set timeline. Most recently, in November 2023 in an email 

to CCA representatives, SCE noted:  

The implementation of the EDI-VAN information technology (IT) project . . . was 
initially targeted for Q2 2024. Unfortunately, due to the emergence of other 
corporate initiatives and higher priority items, we’ve had to defer this project to at 
least 2025.84 

 
79  Exh. CalCCA-02-E at 32:3-7. 
80  Id. at 33:21 to 34:4. 
81  Id. (citing A.19-08-013, Settlement Agreement Among Southern California Edison Company, 
California Choice Energy Authority, And Clean Power Alliance Of Southern California, p. 5 (September 
10, 2020)). 
82  Id. at 34:5 to 35:3 and Attachment MF-8 (November 30, 202,3 Email from Samantha Nicely to 
CCA Representatives). 
83  Id. at 34:5 to 35:3 and Attachment MF-5 (SCE Response to CalCCA Data Request 4.03(d)). 
84  Id. at 34:5 to 35:3 and Attachment MF-8 (November 30, 2023, Email from Samantha Nicely to 
CCA Representatives) (emphasis added). 
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SCE’s ambiguous assessment that other initiatives and projects should take precedence over the 

EDI-VAN project, and that this internal re-prioritization should delay the EDI-VAN Technology 

Project indefinitely, is out of step with SCE’s prior commitments.85  

In discovery, SCE confirmed that the “higher priority items” SCE plans to work on instead 

are broader technology projects and regulatory compliance projects.86 However, SCE failed to 

explain in its testimony or discovery responses why there must necessarily be a tradeoff between 

these projects, and why it cannot budget to accomplish each of the identified projects. It is notable 

that CCA customers, in particular, are the ones who would directly benefit from the EDI-VAN 

Technology Project, while the other listed projects are ones of broader application.  

SCE concludes that while it “understands CalCCA’s disappointment and frustration that 

the project will not be implemented at the time initially planned” it “cannot presently commit to 

implementation by any given time.”87 It claims that any kind of commitment on timeline is 

impossible because “[t]here is no guarantee funding will be available to complete the EDI-VAN 

[Technology Project] in 2025 or that other higher priority items will not again defer the project 

beyond 2025.”88 With this paltry explanation, SCE essentially asks the Commission to find SCE’s 

“implementation efforts” for the EDI-VAN Technology Project sufficient, even though these 

efforts have failed to date and SCE has offered no definitive plan for implementation in the 

 
85  Id. at 34:5 to 35:3 and Attachment MF-5 (SCE Response to CalCCA Data Request 4.03 (“There is 
no guarantee funding will be available to complete the EDI-VAN project in 2025 or that other higher 
priority items will not again defer the project beyond 2025. SCE will commit to resume efforts on the 
project once deemed feasible.”)).  
86  Id. at 34:5 to 35:3 and Attachment MF-5 (SCE Response to CalCCA Data Request 4.03).  
87  Exh. SCE-14 Vol. 1 at 54:6-14. 
88  Exh. CalCCA-02-E at 34:5 to 35:3 and Attachment MF-5 (SCE Response to CalCCA Data Request 
4.03). 
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future.89 Overall, SCE’s decision to indefinitely de-prioritize this project that will benefit CCA 

customers in favor of projects it deems more important to its business is not adequately supported. 

Aside from the fact that use of the VAN generates additional cost that results in more 

charges for CCA customers, it also has other significant drawbacks: (1) it introduces an extra step 

and additional third-party intermediary in each transaction, which both reduces efficiency and 

creates more opportunities for error, and (2) it is out of step with industry standards and other 

utilities’ practices in California and across the country.90 

On this latter point, the data are striking. In California, neither PG&E nor San Diego Gas 

and Electric Company (SDG&E) has an EDI-VAN charge.91 In other jurisdictions with CCAs or 

retail electric competition, it is also rare for a utility electric distribution company to use a VAN 

for EDI and charge the retail providers an associated fee. For instance, of the 57 utility vendors 

that Calpine supports, only three, including SCE, still utilize a VAN, which incurs a per-service 

account cost per month.92 Of those three, only SCE charges the third-party electricity providers for 

use of the VAN.93 The remaining 54 utility vendors utilize other EDI communication alternatives 

that do not involve a per-service account cost component that is inherent to VAN.94 Notably, SCE 

already uses a common alternative to VAN, a Secure File Transfer Protocol (SFTP), for 867 usage 

transactions. Thus, to fully transition from EDI-VAN to SFTP, SCE would simply need to 

transition certain transactions to SFTP—not implement an entirely new system.95 

 
89  Exh. SCE-14 Vol. 1 at 53:23-24. 
90  Exh. CalCCA-02-E at 32:14 to 33:18. 
91  Id. at 32:11-13. 
92  Id. at 32:14 to 33:12. Only SCE, Bangor Hydroelectric (Maine), and Portland General Electric 
(Oregon) use a VAN for EDI. 
93  Id. 
94  Id. The list of jurisdictions served by Calpine and the EDI communications method used by each 
utility is included as Attachment MF-7.  
95  Id. SCE would need to transfer 814 enrollments/drops/service requests, 810 invoices, and 824 
invoice rejection transactions to SFTP. 
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For all these reasons, the Commission should permit SCE to charge its proposed two cents 

per service account monthly EDI-VAN charge in 2025, but should order SCE to eliminate the EDI-

VAN charge as a mandatory charge by 2026.96 To justify its lack of progress, SCE relies on the 

fact that neither the 2021 GRC Settlement Agreement nor the Commission has strictly required 

SCE to eliminate the EDI-VAN in any specific timeframe; instead, the Settlement Agreement just 

requires SCE to work toward the goal of reducing or eliminating it.97 Taking SCE’s position to its 

logical extreme, SCE could change the goal post every year for 20 years and still meet the “intent” 

of the settlement agreement. SCE has therefore made clear that without an explicit directive from 

the Commission, SCE will have no reason to prioritize this project over “other corporate initiatives 

and higher priority items.”98 The Commission should hold SCE to its prior commitments and 

require the utility to terminate the EDI-VAN charge by December 31, 2025.  

E.  Billing Practices and Policies 

As the statutorily designated billing agent for the CCAs in its service territory, SCE is 

required to “cooperate fully” with CCAs and to provide “metering, billing, collection, and 

customer service” to CCA customers.99 In fulfilling these obligations, SCE must provide a 

reasonable level of service to CCA customers, and that service must be commensurate with the 

level of service it provides to its bundled customers. The Commission’s Code of Conduct 

governing the conduct of IOUs in their interactions with and treatment of CCAs was adopted to 

ensure CCAs are able to “compete on a fair and equal basis with other LSEs, and to prevent utilities 

 
96  SCE makes the point that “even while SCE explores an alternative to the VAN for CCAs, SCE 
currently has no plans to eliminate the VAN. As a result, even after an alternative is implemented, the VAN 
will remain available and have an associated fee for VAN users. The EDI-VAN fee would remain in the 
fee schedule, charged to LSEs who select that option.” Exh. SCE-14 Vol. 1 at 54:23-26. CalCCA does not 
take issue with this approach. 
97  Id. at 53:15-20. 
98  Exh. CalCCA-02-E at 35:16 to 36:2. 
99  Cal. Pub. Util. Code § 366.2(c)(9). 
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from using their position or market power to gain unfair advantages.”100 Specifically, this Code of 

Conduct provides that SCE must “apply tariff provisions in the same manner to the same or 

similarly situated entities if there is discretion in the application of the provision[,]” and that the 

utility may not, “through a tariff provision or otherwise, discriminate between its own customers 

and those of a CCA.”101 

SCE’s “persistent and pervasive” pattern of billing errors impacting CCA customer bills 

reflects a level of service that falls short of these standards.102 This is especially the case given that 

SCE’s error rates are significantly higher for its CCA customers as compared to its bundled 

customers. Moreover, this steady stream of CCA billing errors is further exacerbated by a number 

of SCE billing practices and policies concerning backbilling and bill reconciliation that specifically 

disadvantage CCA customers relative to bundled customers. As explained by CalCCA Witness 

Edwards-Greer: 

CCA customers and CCAs have been dealing with unresolved billing issues in 
SCE’s territory since 2015. These issues have been repeatedly discussed with SCE, 
and CCAs patiently awaited the implementation and stabilization of SCE’s new 
billing system, CSRP, since SCE communicated that this new system would fix 
many of its billing issues. Three years post-CRSP implementation, billing issues 
remain, and in some instances, have worsened.103 

 

Despite this state of affairs, SCE has unequivocally refused to adopt any of CalCCA’s suggested 

changes geared toward addressing these issues in this proceeding.104   

While SCE has attempted to assure the Commission that it has and will continue to “listen” 

to various CCA complaints on these issues and “assess” whether to make any changes (outside 

 
100  D.12-12-036, Finding of Fact 4. 
101  Id., Attachment 1: Code of Conduct and Expedited Complaint Procedure, Rules 14 and 18. 
102  Exh. CalCCA-05 at 2:8-9. 
103  Exh. CalCCA-01 at 43:7-20. 
104  Exh. SCE-14 Vol. 1 at 73:8-17. 
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any formal proceeding process),105 these vague assurances should not satisfy the Commission. 

SCE admitted during hearings that it does not even track CCA-specific billing issues,106 and that 

it generally decides what billing issues to prioritize and fix based on “whether there’s a business 

value in relation to costs.”107 In other words, instead of taking stock of the myriad CCA-specific 

issues and complaints from the CCA customer perspective, and assessing whether, given all these 

issues, SCE is providing a reasonable and non-discriminatory level of service to this customer 

group, SCE is focused on weighing how to “optimiz[e] [its] finite resources”108 for its own business 

and for all its customers as a whole.109 

Unsurprisingly, this approach has not resulted in much, if any, progress in addressing CCA-

specific billing issues, of which there are many. SCE Witness Quon agreed during hearings that 

each of the billing issues addressed in the testimonies of CalCCA Witnesses Edwards-Greer, 

Kilgore, and Fulmer—backbilling, account corrections, and fund reversals and remittances—are 

unique to CCAs and CCA customers or present unique challenges for CCAs and their customers.110 

SCE’s general approach of looking at billing issues holistically across all its customers and 

prioritizing issues based on “whether there’s a business value in relation to costs”111 is not 

reasonable in this context. In other words, it is unlikely that SCE will see a “business value” in 

fixing billing issues that are only experienced by their competitors’ customers. 

SCE has repeatedly stated—both directly to CCA representatives working on these issues, 

and on the record of this proceeding—that it does not intend to alter its overall approach to its 

 
105  8 Tr. 747:3-5 (May 10, 2024 – Witness Quon) (“we do listen to what they're asking and assess 
whether it is an implementation that serves our customers appropriately”). 
106  Id. at 733:21 to 734:1. 
107  Id. at 735:11 to 736:5. 
108  Id. at 746:8-14. 
109  Id. at 736:6-17. 
110  Id. at 737:2 to 740:3. 
111  Id. at 735:11 to 736:5. 
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CCA billing issues or adopt any of the CCAs’ specific billing recommendations. Given this lack 

of any internal motivation at SCE to address these issues, and the fact that there is no indication 

whether the ongoing code of conduct audit investigating SCE billing issues will result in directives 

to SCE on any of the issues covered in this testimony,112 the Commission should take the 

opportunity in this GRC to order billing policy modifications that would help restore an even 

playing field between bundled and unbundled customers. 

1.  SCE Provides an Unacceptable Level of Service in its Role as CCA 
Customers’ Billing Agent.  

 SCE has consistently failed to provide a reasonable level of service in its role as CCA 

customers’ billing agent. As SCE’s service has not improved in response to CCA representatives’ 

direct and regular engagement with SCE personnel over the past several years, CalCCA requests 

the Commission order SCE to prioritize work aimed at significantly reducing its billing error rates 

over the rate case period.  

CalCCA Witness Edwards-Greer testified that, during her six-year tenure as Chief 

Administrative Officer of Clean Power Alliance (CPA)—which is the largest CCA in SCE’s 

service territory—she has shouldered the responsibility of managing and attempting to reduce the 

customer impact of a “consistently high level of SCE billing errors.”113 One of the most prevalent 

types of billing errors SCE’s CCA customers deal with is “missing usage”: when SCE fails to 

provide the applicable CCA with customer consumption data within five business days of the 

customer’s meter read date.114 CalCCA Witness Edwards-Greer explains that it is “commonplace 

for CPA to, at any given point in time, have thousands of bill periods of missing usage”115 

 
112  Id. at 743:14-21; Exh. CalCCA-05 at 4:20 to 5:6. 
113  Exh. CalCCA-01 at 5:5-21. 
114  Id. at 8:1-8. 
115  Id. at 6:1-11. 
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outstanding—i.e., thousands of bill periods for which SCE has failed to provide CPA with 

customer consumption data.116 

The impact of these kinds of delays is significant: the CCA cannot bill the customer for 

generation charges during that billing period; customers have no insight into the debt they are 

incurring for their electricity use, for periods of months and sometimes even years; and customers 

are eventually saddled with huge, complex backbills and a level of debt that is often untenable.117 

CalCCA Witness Kilgore, Director of Finance at Desert Community Energy (DCE), also testified 

to these “systemic [billing] issues at SCE” that “continue to negatively impact all CCA 

customers[,]” and that often result in customer complaints of excessive and confusing backbills, 

as well as customer opt-outs of CCA service.118 

In testimony, SCE dismisses its sustained pattern of billing errors as an old problem—one 

that arose with the transition to its new billing system and has since resolved. SCE measures billing 

performance metrics “holistically across all customers[,]” and reasons that while its billing 

performance measures generally declined with the implementation of its new billing system, 

SCE’s customer base, as a whole, has since 2021 “seen a return to historical performance levels 

for these metrics.”119 First, this statement is unsupported; the data SCE references in support of 

this point does not show a return to historical billing performance measures post-2021.120 But even 

assuming this statement is true, it does not speak to the relevant questions: whether SCE is 

generally providing the same level of service to its CCA customers as it is to its bundled customers, 

 
116  Id. at 8:1-8. 
117  Id. at 8:16-19. 
118  Exh. CalCCA-05 at 1:18-20; id. at 3:15-20. 
119  Exh. SCE 14 Vol. 1 at 57:6-17. 
120  Id. at 57:6-13. See also Exh. SCE-03 Vol. 1 at 16:1-14 (Table II-4 does not show a return to 
historical levels in 2022; further, in this portion of testimony SCE implicitly admits that these measures 
have not returned to historical levels, as SCE states that it “anticipates a return to historic performance 
for these metrics as it continues to stabilize post-CSRP operations”) (emphasis added). 



 

28 

and whether that level of service to CCA customers is reasonable. The answer to both these 

questions is “no.”  

SCE’s own data illustrate the magnitude of its billing issues. For example, data SCE 

provided to CCA representatives from 2023 show that, on average, approximately 11,657 new 

SCE customer accounts were impacted by delayed billing each month.121 Further, data SCE 

provided in discovery demonstrate that while both bundled and unbundled SCE customers are 

impacted by these high occurrences of errors, CCA customers are disproportionately impacted. 

Over the past 3.5 years, over 50,000 residential CCA customers experienced billing errors that 

resulted in backbills122 (approximately 2.80 billing errors triggering backbills per 1,000 CCA 

residential customers),123 while residential bundled customers experienced approximately 2.36 

errors requiring backbilling per 1,000 customers during the same period.124 Thus, over the past 3.5 

years, SCE has made billing errors resulting in backbills for CCA residential customers at a rate 

that is 18 percent higher than the corresponding rate for bundled customers.125 SCE has not 

disputed this key fact. 

The testimony of CalCCA Witnesses Edwards-Greer and Kilgore—two members of CCA 

leadership teams that have direct experience with managing the impacts of these billing errors—

provides key insight into the customer experience behind these numbers. Witness Edwards-Greer’s 

testimony includes four different examples of the kinds of backbills CPA customers receive when 

these billing errors occur. They show that residential customers—including low-income CARE 

customers—that have promptly and fully paid all their bills from SCE can still receive backbills 

 
121  Exh. CalCCA-05 at Attachment CTK-4 (note: these figures include both bundled and unbundled 
accounts). 
122  Exh. CalCCA-02-E at 40:12-18. 
123  Id. 
124  Id. 
125  Id. 
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spanning 50 to 100 pages, for amounts ranging from $527 to $2,637.126 In one such case, a 

residential customer with a previous balance of $0.00 received a 98-page bill in December 2023 

showing charges from September 2021 to December 2023 totaling $2,578.127 In other words, as 

a result of SCE’s failure to timely bill the customer during a 27-month period, this customer was 

suddenly faced with thousands of dollars of debt, due to be paid within a couple weeks.  

CalCCA Witness Kilgore provided another such illustrative example. When SCE failed to 

generate bills for residents of the low-income community of Rosa Gardens for 18 months, these 

customers—along with their electricity provider, DCE—had no visibility into the potential 

magnitude of this error as it was unfolding, or the resulting financial impact.128  When SCE finally 

issued customer backbills totaling over $36,000, DCE faced a difficult dilemma: pass along these 

huge backlogged costs to the residents of this low-income community that it serves, or write off 

these charges on behalf of its customers by covering the costs itself. Given that the billing error 

was entirely SCE’s fault, neither of these options is a fair or reasonable result. Ultimately, DCE 

wrote off these charges on behalf of these customers, and began a process of negotiations with 

SCE to attempt to receive reimbursement—which has only been partially successful to date.129 

Taken together, these backbilling examples provide context for the kind of confusion, bill shock, 

and burdensome debt a customer might experience as a result of SCE’s billing issues.  

In the face of all this evidence and these detailed customer accounts of SCE’s systemic 

billing issues, the utility disputes the significance of some of the data provided by CalCCA. SCE 

also attempts to disclaim responsibility for the billing errors that result in these poor outcomes for 

CCA customers. None of these arguments have merit. 

 
126  Exh. CalCCA-01 at 2:20-22. 
127  Id. at 23:1 to 28:1. 
128  Exh. CalCCA-05 at Attachment CTK-3. 
129  Id. 
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First, SCE casts CalCCA Witness Edwards-Greer’s reference to a February 2024 SCE bill 

report in testimony as a “limited snapshot view” of CCA billing errors.130 First, the more 

comprehensive data—spanning 3.5 years and covering all SCE residential customers—on SCE 

errors resulting in backbilling, discussed above, bolsters this data from 2024 and largely neuters 

SCE’s critiques. Second, when CalCCA subsequently provided charts of CPA’s missing usage 

data to SCE in discovery spanning four months, from November 2023 and March 2024,131 SCE 

admitted this broader set of data “may aid in providing a more holistic view.”132 This updated set 

of recent missing usage data continues to show a consistently high level of impacted bill periods:133 

Figure 1. 2023-2024 CPA Missing Usage Data 

 

SCE also seeks to minimize the gravity of these billing issues by disclaiming responsibility 

for them. In particular, SCE posited in testimony that most issues that trigger the need for a bill 

correction “arise not due to any particular person’s or entity’s ‘fault,’ but simply because of routine 

 
130  Exh. SCE 14 Vol. 1 at 58:18 to 59:19. 
131  Exh. CalCCA-11 (attachment titled “CPA’s Missing Usage Reconciliation” (March 13, 2024)). 
132  Id. 
133  Id. (attachment titled “CPA’s Missing Usage Reconciliation” (March 13, 2024)). 
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customer-initiated requests or activities.”134 When pressed in discovery and during evidentiary 

hearings, however, SCE admitted that it does not have any data or supporting documentation 

backing up this claim.135 Indeed, SCE confirmed it does not even track the underlying reasons for 

its account corrections.136 SCE’s attempts to redirect blame for its billing issues should be afforded 

no weight. 

SCE’s dilatory customer service response to these billing errors worsens an already 

frustrating customer experience. SCE’s customer-directed materials are geared toward reducing 

its service call volumes rather than adequately addressing the customer confusion that results 

during extended periods of billing delays. For example, SCE’s Delayed Bill FAQ form confirms 

that, as a regular practice, SCE (1) claims that “billing production timing varies[,]” (2) does not 

provide customers with estimated dates for when their delayed bill will finally be ready, and (3) 

advises its customers not to contact SCE regarding their delayed bills, but rather, “wait until you 

receive your bill before contacting us” because “our Energy Advisors will not be able to provide 

an estimated date for your bill.”137 While SCE generally dismisses the idea that SCE’s 

communications show a lack of urgency and responsiveness in resolving issues, it provides no 

specific metrics or data to support that position.138  

Both Witness Edwards-Greer and Witness Kilgore testified that SCE’s response to direct 

CCA outreach on these issues is similarly deficient, characterized by assurances that these billing 

errors occur as a “normal course of business” and that SCE will continue to “listen” or “look into 

the issues.”139 Ultimately, however, “little to no progress to reduce the errors has been made” over 

 
134  Exh. SCE 14 Vol. 1 at 58:1-3. 
135  8 Tr. 732:20 to 733:17 (May 10, 2024 – Witness Quon). 
136  Exh. CalCCA-12. 
137  Exh. CalCCA-05 at 7:8-16. 
138  Exh. SCE 14 Vol. 1 at 59-60. 
139  Exh. CalCCA-01 at 9:3 to 10:12; Exh. CalCCA-05 at 4:12 to 5:6. 
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the course of the last several years.140 In light of this impasse, the Commission should order SCE 

to prioritize work aimed at significantly reducing its billing error rates over the rate case period. 

2.  SCE’s Inconsistent Backbilling Policies Unfairly Burden CCA 
Customers for SCE’s Billing Errors. 

CCA customers do not just experience a higher incidence of billing errors than SCE’s 

bundled customers; they also are subject to SCE’s inconsistent backbilling policies that 

disadvantage unbundled customers relative to bundled customers. Specifically, SCE has admitted 

to a practice of backbilling unbundled customers—but not bundled customers—for time periods 

exceeding the backbill limits set forth in its Electric Rule 17. SCE maintains this backbilling 

practice for unbundled customers despite the fact there is no support in its electric rules or tariffs 

for this disparate treatment, and despite the fact PG&E has interpreted its analogous backbilling 

rules as applicable to all customers, bundled and unbundled.141 SCE’s refusal to apply the Rule 17 

backbilling limitations to CCA generation charges is unfair, contrary to the clear language of Rules 

17 and 23, and inconsistent with state law and Commission precedent. 

While SCE attempts to confuse CalCCA’s testimony and paint CalCCA witnesses 

Edwards-Greer, Kilgore, and Fulmer as inconsistent in their ultimate recommendations,142 

CalCCA’s recommendations on backbilling are consistent and clear:  

(1) Consistent with the language of Rule 17, SCE should be required to apply the three-

month and three-year backbilling limitations to both bundled and unbundled customers 

(including to unbundled customers’ generation charges); 

(2) As part of requiring SCE to apply the limitations to CCA customers in the first 

recommendation, SCE should be required to reimburse third-party providers like CCAs for 

 
140  Exh. CalCCA-01 at 9:3 to 10:12. 
141  Id. at 12:1-3. 
142  Exh. SCE-14 Vol. 1 at 64:6-25. 
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their undercollections of generation charges that result from these Rule 17 backbilling time 

limits; and  

(3) Consistent with PG&E’s practice, SCE should fund these reimbursements for third 

parties via a shareholder-funded adjustment.143   

These changes would establish fair backbilling policies that treat bundled and unbundled 

customers equally, promote greater consistency in billing practices across the IOU service 

territories, and create real incentives for SCE to reduce its pattern of excessive CCA billing errors.  

a.  SCE’s Backbilling Policy for CCA Customers is Contrary to the 
Plain Language of Rule 17. 

Electric Rule 17, Adjustment of Bills and Meter Tests, covers how SCE is required to 

address its billing errors. The relevant portion of SCE’s Rule 17 states: 

Where SCE . . . undercharges a customer as the result of a Billing Error, 
SCE may render an adjusted bill for the amount of the undercharge . . 
. not exceeding three months for residential service to a SCE-metered 
Single-Family Dwelling or Accommodation as defined in Rule 1, 
Definitions, not exceeding three months for a Small Business Customer, 
as defined in Rule 1 Definitions (or for a customer who certifies that it meets 
the California Government Code Section 14837 definition of “Micro- 
Business”); and not exceeding three years for all other service.144  
 

This provision makes clear that, in the case of a billing error where SCE undercharged the 

customer, SCE may collect from a residential or small commercial customer the undercharged 

amount for a period not exceeding three months. In the case of all other customers (i.e., medium 

and large commercial, agriculture and pumping, and street/outdoor lighting customers), SCE may 

collect the undercharged amount for a period not exceeding three years. For example, if due to a 

 
143  Exh. CalCCA-02-E at Attachment MF-6 (PG&E Response to CalCCA Data Request 1.01(a)). 
144  Id. at 37:9-29 (quoting SCE Electric Rule 17, Section D (emphasis added)). 
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qualifying billing error SCE undercharged a residential customer for six months, SCE would be 

permitted to backbill the customer for only the most recent three months.145   

These backbilling guardrails are in no way limited to just bundled customers. The language 

of Rule 17 does not distinguish between bundled and unbundled customers.146 Further, SCE’s Rule 

23 reinforces the fact that SCE’s Rule 17 billing practices are also applicable to CCA accounts and 

charges. It establishes no separate or distinctive treatment for how billing errors should be handled 

for CCA customers or CCA generation charges, and in fact explicitly confirms that “SCE shall 

perform the adjustment of bills for billing error in accordance with Rule 17.”147 

Nonetheless, SCE has admitted its default practice is to “not apply the 3-month and 3-year 

recovery limitations of its Rule 17 to the CCA and DA portion of the bill.”148 Such a practice 

constitutes disparate treatment between bundled and unbundled customers. For bundled customers, 

SCE’s policy is consistent with the language in Rule 17: SCE collects up to three months of bill 

undercollections from residential and small commercial customers, and up to three years of bill 

undercollections from all other customers via its backbills. However, for CCA customers, SCE’s 

practice is to apply the Rule 17 backbill limits only on transmission and distribution charges, not 

generation charges. For example, if a residential customer on CCA service is undercharged by 

SCE due to an SCE billing error that occurs for six months, SCE will backbill the customer for the 

undercollected delivery charge amounts for only the most recent three months, but will bill the 

 
145  Id. at 37:4 to 38:9. 
146  See also id. at 37:9-14 (quoting the definition of “Billing Error” in Rule 17 as follows: “A Billing 
Error is an error by SCE which results in incorrect billing charges to the customer. Billing Errors may 
include incorrect meter reads or clerical errors by an SCE representative such as applying the wrong rate, 
wrong billing factor, or an incorrect calculation. Billing Error shall also include failure to deliver a bill, 
actual or estimated, in a timely manner in accordance with Rule 9.A.2”) (emphasis added). “Billing Error” 
is defined broadly to include errors on both bundled and unbundled customers’ bills). 
147  Id. at 38:18 to 39:4. 
148  Id. at Attachment MF-5 (SCE Response to CalCCA Data Request 3.16). 
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customer for the undercollected CCA generation charges for the full six-month period during 

which the error occurred.149 

 SCE’s arguments on why the Commission should still find its policies compliant with the 

language of Rule 17 do not hold up. SCE seems to suggest this disparate treatment of CCA 

customers is a non-issue because SCE is willing to apply the Rule 17 limits to CCA charges if the 

relevant CCA simply “consents.”150 SCE reasons that it needs this consent because it “does not 

believe [SCE] has the authority to limit the responsible LSE’s recovery of its revenue from the 

correct billing of its generation charges absent the consent of that LSE.”151 This argument relies 

on the unstated premise that there are just two options for cost responsibility for these costs: either 

CCA customers should pay generation charges that exceed the backbilling limits set forth in Rule 

17, or CCAs themselves should consent to cover these charges. There is a third option. 

The third option is the most obvious, straightforward, and equitable solution: that SCE 

itself, via its shareholders, bear the costs associated with SCE’s own billing errors that are 

significant enough to trigger backbilling beyond the Rule 17 time limits. These are costs associated 

with SCE billing errors; by definition, these costs have not been properly collected from customers 

because SCE has failed to accurately bill its customers for services delivered.152 

The state has mandated the relationship between the CCAs and IOUs, including 

designating the IOUs as billing agents for CCAs. CCAs in SCE’s service territory have no choice 

but to rely on SCE to track the electricity their customers consume, present bills to their customers, 

 
149  Id. at 39:5-16. To be clear, SCE backbills the bundled customer for the full six-month period but 
will issue a credit for the oldest three (of six) months, resulting in a charge for only three months. The CCA 
customer also gets billed for the six-month period but does not receive the credit for three months the 
bundled customer receives.  
150  Exh. SCE-14 Vol. 1 at 65:8 to 68:9. 
151  Id. at 68:1-4. 
152  Exh. CalCCA-02-E at 37:9-14. 
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and ultimately remit all associated customer payments to the relevant CCA. When SCE fails to 

accurately perform these billing duties, and such failures result in undercollections of CCA charges 

beyond the time limits established in Rule 17, it should be required to both (1) insulate CCA 

customers from excessive costs associated with these errors, in line with SCE’s Rule 17 and with 

SCE’s treatment of its bundled customers, and (2) make the relevant CCA whole for these 

undercollected generation charges.153 Just as it is unfair for CCA customers to be held responsible 

for charges exceeding the backbilling limits of Rule 17, it is similarly unfair for CCAs to lose out 

on revenue for the energy they procured and  are owed because SCE has failed to bill its customers 

in compliance with its rules and tariffs in a timely fashion. Simply put, SCE should make third-

party LSEs whole for undercollections of generation charges resulting from SCE billing errors 

significant enough to trigger the Rule 17 backbilling limitations. 

b.  SCE’s Backbilling Policy for CCA Customers Is Out of Step 
with PG&E’s More Reasonable Policy. 

SCE’s backbilling policies are also inconsistent with those of PG&E. PG&E treats its CCA 

customers the same as its bundled customers: it does not charge for undercollections beyond the 

Rule 17 backbill time limits, and it applies these rules to both PG&E delivery charges and to 

generation charges—whether those generation charges are PG&E’s or the CCA’s.154 Furthermore, 

PG&E makes the relevant CCA whole for any costs beyond these time limits that are not paid by 

the CCA customer because of PG&E’s error.155 This interpretation of Rule 17 is consistent with 

both the plain language of the Rule and common-sense principles of fairness. 

PG&E’s mechanism for covering these costs associated with its billing errors is also 

instructive. PG&E provides that “[a]ny amounts incurred beyond [the Rule 17] time limits that 

 
153  Id. at 42:10-23. 
154  Id. at 43:14-20. 
155  Id. 
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result in a charge to the customer are removed and recovered through PG&E’s annual true-up 

filings. Charges on behalf of third parties (community choice aggregator, direct access, or core 

transport agent) are removed via a shareholder-funded adjustment, which are then remitted to the 

third party.”156 Recovering these costs from shareholders is a reasonable way to both ensure 

fairness for CCAs and their customers, and incent the utility to improve its billing error rates.  

The Commission itself has endorsed this kind of approach in the past. Specifically, the 

Commission has found that, where a utility had a demonstrated pattern of committing certain 

billing errors, mandating shareholder responsibility for the associated costs could provide a helpful 

incentive for the utility to strive for tariff compliance.157 The Commission should come to the same 

conclusion here and require SCE to adopt PG&E’s more equitable approach to backbilling going 

forward. 

c.  SCE’s Backbilling Policy for CCA Customers is Inconsistent 
with State Law and Commission Precedent. 

SCE’s approach to backbilling its CCA customers violates state law and foundational 

Commission precedent on the importance of fostering fair competition between LSEs and ensuring 

non-discriminatory IOU service to CCA customers.  

First, SCE’s Rule 17 backbilling policies violate Public Utilities Code Section 532’s 

provision that “no public utility shall charge, or receive a different compensation for any product. 

. . or for any service . . . than the rates . . . applicable thereto as specified in its schedules on file 

 
156  Id. at 44:1-12.  
157  D.07-09-041, Finding of Fact 6. In this case, while the Commission acknowledged that 
undercollections resulting from Rule 17.1’s backbilling limits are generally passed through to PG&E’s 
customers, it found that in order to incent compliance with tariff billing provisions, shareholders should be 
responsible for funding certain refunds for improperly backbilled amounts in violation of Rule 17.1. D.07-
09-041, p. 14. The Commission stated that, absent shareholder responsibility for funding refunds due to 
tariff violations, the utility would have no incentive to strive for compliance. Id., Finding of Fact 6. 
Ultimately, the Commission ordered PG&E to refund, at shareholder expense, approximately $35 million 
for the unauthorized charges at issue. Id., p. 2.  
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and in effect at the time.”158 When SCE backbills a CCA customer for generation charges that 

exceed the backbilling limitations set forth in its Rule 17, it is billing these customers for amounts 

they do not owe and that SCE is specifically barred from charging, per SCE’s applicable tariffs 

and rules. That is, the customer is being charged for a product or service for which it cannot be 

charged under Rule 17. Because CCA backbilling violates SCE’s Rule 17, it also violates state 

law.  

The Commission has, in fact, previously affirmed this reading of Section 532 in the context 

of Rule 17 backbilling. In D.07-09-041, as a result of a Commission investigation into an uptick 

of customer complaints regarding PG&E’s delayed and estimated bills in the early 2000s, the 

Commission conducted a broader review of PG&E’s billing practices. In discussing PG&E’s 

billing issues, the Commission reiterated that receiving accurate bills is a basic consumer right, 

and that a primary goal of the three-month backbilling limitation is to provide a strong incentive 

to the utilities to maintain accurate billing systems.159 Ultimately, the Commission found that when 

the utility over-billed its customers by backbilling them for more than the three-month period 

allowed by its tariffs, this constituted a billing error (i.e., billing customers for amounts they did 

not owe), and that “[i]n assessing charges contrary to its tariff, [the utility] . . . violated Public 

utilities Code section 532.”160 Given this decision, SCE’s disparate application of Rule 17 is out 

of step with Commission direction.  

SCE’s backbilling policy for CCA customers is also inconsistent with a number of the 

Commission’s Code of Conduct provisions governing the conduct of IOUs relative to CCAs. First, 

SCE’s policy violates the Code of Conduct provision requiring utilities to “apply tariff provisions 

 
158  Cal. Pub. Util. Code § 532. 
159  D.07-09-041, pp. 8-9. 
160  Id., p. 19. 
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in the same manner to the same or similarly situated entities if there is discretion in the application 

of the provision.”161 Under the plain language of Rule 23, SCE must “perform the adjustment of 

bills for billing error in accordance with Rule 17” for CCA customers.162 Per Rule 17, SCE must 

adhere to specific limits on backbilling for all customers—this Rule does not distinguish between 

bundled and unbundled customers. While the plain language of these provisions evidences that 

SCE must apply the same backbilling policies to all its customers, regardless of whether they are 

bundled or unbundled, to the extent SCE has any discretion under these rules to apply a different 

backbilling policy to its unbundled customers, this Code of Conduct Rule eliminates this 

discretion. The Code of Conduct dictates that SCE must apply the Rule 17 backbilling provisions 

“in the same manner” to similarly situated bundled and unbundled customers. 163 

Backbilling CCA customers—but not bundled customers—in excess of the limitations set 

forth in Rule 17 is also a clear violation of the Code of Conduct Rule prohibiting SCE, “through a 

tariff provision or otherwise, [from] discriminat[ing] between its own customers and those of a 

CCA.”164 Singling out CCA customers in this way disadvantages both CCA customers and the 

CCAs that serve them, and it also reduces any incentive SCE might have to improve its level of 

service to CCA customers in the future.   

The discriminatory impact on CCA customers is clear: instead of being insulated from 

backbills beyond the three-month limits spelled out in Rule 17 like their bundled customer 

neighbors, CCA customers are charged all backbilled generation charges, regardless of the 

timeframe of the billing period.165 Thus they regularly receive large backbills for periods ranging 

 
161  D.12-12-036, Attachment 1: Code of Conduct and Expedited Complaint Procedure, Rule 14. 
162  Exh. CalCCA-02-E at 38:18 to 39:4. 
163  D.12-12-036, Attachment 1: Code of Conduct and Expedited Complaint Procedure, Rule 14. 
164  Id., Attachment 1: Code of Conduct and Expedited Complaint Procedure, Rule 18. 
165  Exh. CalCCA-01 at 13:10-17. 
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from several months to over two years. These excessive backbills result in bill shock, customer 

confusion over long, complicated bills, and burdensome customer debt.166 It also leads some 

customers to opt out of CCA service167 once they experience this discrepancy in service. As 

discussed above, CalCCA witnesses submitted numerous examples in direct testimony of 

extensive backbills received by CCA customers—ones that can span multiple years of service and 

inform customers of hundreds or sometimes thousands of dollars of outstanding debt.168 

The impact on CCAs striving to provide their customers with a positive customer 

experience is also significant. CCAs receive frequent complaints from their customers regarding 

excessive backbills.169 In response to these complaints, CCAs must then decide whether to move 

forward with charging customers for services rendered—thus allowing SCE’s discriminatory 

policy to harm CCA customers—or to shield their customers from these backbills and absorb the 

costs associated with SCE’s prolonged billing errors. The CCAs in SCE’s service territory all 

attempt to balance these interests the best they can, and often end up absorbing these costs on 

behalf of their customers. However, these occurrences frequently lead to customer opt-outs of 

CCA service.170 

Further, SCE’s discriminatory policy creates a problematic set of incentives. In this 

landscape where the costs associated with these undercollected generation charges must be borne 

by CCA customers or CCAs themselves, SCE has little incentive to improve the rate or severity 

of its billing errors for CCA customers. This policy—especially when coupled with SCE’s high 

 
166  Exh. CalCCA-05 at Attachment CTK-2. 
167  Id. 
168  Exh. CalCCA-01 at 14:1 to 28:8. 
169  See, e.g., Exh. CalCCA-05 at 3:15-20 and Attachment CTK-2 (“DCE has seen an increasing 
amount of CPUC customer complaints and customer opt-outs to SCE largely because of SCE back-billing 
in violation of Rule 9A’s requirement to issue bills at regular intervals based on actual metering data”). 
170  Exh. CalCCA-01 at 8:1-13, 13:8-17, and 42:10 to 43:4; Exh. CalCCA-05 at Attachment CTK-2. 
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billing error rates—creates a perverse incentive for SCE to weaponize its billing errors to make 

CCA service less attractive than bundled IOU service.171 Even assuming good faith, and that SCE 

is not attempting to use the CCA billing process to its competitive advantage, the Commission 

should not permit SCE to maintain billing policies and practices that allow SCE’s generation 

business to benefit as its level of service to CCA customers declines.  

Finally, the fact that SCE’s backbilling policy is out of step with PG&E’s analogous policy 

further demonstrates its inconsistency with the Commission’s explicit direction for uniformity in 

the IOUs’ approach to billing errors. In its decision establishing the Rule 17 backbilling rules and 

setting forth model tariff language for compliance (which ultimately led to the adoption of the 

IOUs’ Rule 17 tariffs), the Commission concluded: “[t]here is a need for uniform procedures in 

the governing tariff rules of gas and electric utility companies with respect to . . . adjustment of 

bills for unauthorized use, billing errors, and meter errors.”172 The Commission did not intend to 

grant the IOUs the authority to establish drastically different bill adjustment policies, each with 

very different implications for the customer experience and for CCAs’ competitive position 

relative to the IOUs. To CalCCA’s knowledge, the Commission has never explicitly endorsed or 

approved of SCE’s backbilling policy for CCAs—which, importantly, is not memorialized in any 

tariff or Rule language. The Commission should take the opportunity in this proceeding to reiterate 

that these practices should be standardized and order SCE to adopt PG&E’s backbilling policy for 

CCA customers. 

 
171  Exh. CalCCA-02-E at 43:1-7. 
172  See D.86-06-035, Finding of Fact 2. 
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d.  SCE’s Other Justifications for its Backbilling Policies Are 
Meritless. 

SCE’s attempts to justify its backbilling policies with a strained reading of Rule 23 also 

fail. SCE’s Rule 23, “Community Choice Aggregation”, lays out various terms related to CCA 

service, including billing service obligations and how those obligations are divided between SCE 

and the CCAs. As noted above, Rule 23’s “Adjustment of Bills for Billing Error” provision clearly 

states: “SCE shall perform the adjustment of bills for billing error in accordance with Rule 17[,]”173 

thus confirming that SCE must adhere to Rule 17’s restrictions on backbilling for all its customers, 

including its CCA customers; there are no carve outs or exceptions for CCA customers’ generation 

charges.  

To argue against this straightforward reading of the Rules, SCE proposes that Rule 23 

language requiring CCAs to “send its customer billing information to SCE” and SCE to “include 

CCA charges on the bill” means that SCE cannot “adjust correctly billed CCA charges 

unilaterally.”174 This reading of the Rule defies logic for a few reasons.  

First, SCE is the entity tasked with performing “all Meter Data and Management Agent 

(MDMA) services required for CCA Service[,]” including reading, validating, editing, and 

transferring meter data for CCA customers.175 It is wholly within SCE’s purview to provide the 

customer meter and usage data necessary to inform the billing process. When it fails to do so, 

resulting in a failure to deliver a bill in a timely manner, this failure is classified by Rule 17 as an 

SCE “billing error”, which SCE is required to address in accordance with its Rule 17.176 Pursuant 

to Rules 23 and 17, SCE therefore has responsibility and control over both (1) all the meter and 

 
173  Exh. CalCCA-02-E at 38:16 to 39:4 (citing SCE Rule 23, Sheet 39). 
174  Exh. SCE-14 Vol. 1 at 71:13-19. 
175  SCE Rule 23, Sheet 35. 
176  SCE Rule 17, Sheet 3 (“Billing Error shall also include failure to deliver a bill, actual or estimated, 
in a timely manner in accordance with Rule 9.A.2.”). 
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usage information relevant to the billing process, and (2) the bill adjustment process triggered by 

Rule 17 when SCE fails to provide this information on a timely basis. There is no missing CCA 

“customer billing information” that contributes to these underlying billing errors, and there is no 

CCA “customer billing information” SCE requires to address these billing errors in accordance 

with Rule 17. 

Second, SCE seems to suggest with this argument that when SCE backbills CCA customer 

generation charges for amounts that exceed Rule 17 limits, it has “correctly billed CCA charges.” 

Again, these charges are clearly prohibited by Rule 17’s backbilling limits, which apply equally 

to all SCE customers’ generation charges, per Rule 23. SCE not only has discretion to adjust these 

charges, it must adjust these charges to remain compliant with its Electric Rules. 

Third, SCE suggests that Rule 23’s “Payment and Collection Term” providing that SCE is 

obligated to remit payments to the CCA “only for the amounts paid by the CCA customer for 

payment of CCA charges” somehow prohibits SCE from ever remitting any funds to CCAs that 

are not customer payments.177 Of course, this reading does not reflect the current reality; there are 

many examples of the Commission approving the transfer of other IOU funds to CCAs.178 This 

Rule 23 term of service laying out the standard process for collaboration on receipt and delivery 

of customer payments does not in any way limit the Commission’s authority to direct SCE to 

reimburse CCAs for billing errors resulting in undercollections. 

Finally, SCE also insists throughout its testimony that its policy does not violate Rule 17 

because “SCE’s longstanding practice has been to only apply Rule 17 backbilling limitations to a 

 
177  Exh. SCE-14 Vol. 1 at 71:18-19. 
178  See, e.g., D.18-06-027, pp. 4, 55-56, 87 (authorizing CCAs to offer DAC-Green Tariff and 
Community Solar Green Tariff programs with ratepayer funds to be transferred from the utilities); D.21-
12-015, pp. 89-95 (authorizing Valley Clean Energy Alliance to administer portions of a dynamic rate pilot 
and directing PG&E to “coordinate with VCE to fund customer integration and automation expenses”—
administration functions delegated to the CCA).  
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non-IOU LSE’s generation portion of the bill with the LSE’s consent, and this longstanding 

practice is effectively part of its tariff rule.”179 This circular logic does not hold up. Just because 

SCE has established a historical practice of not applying Rule 17’s backbill limits equally to all its 

customers does not mean this historical practice is compliant with the language or intent of the 

Rule. Notably, SCE also immediately contradicts its own logic here in testimony by arguing that 

if PG&E has not explicitly sought and obtained Commission approval of its policy of covering 

third-party LSE undercollections with shareholder-funded adjustments, then its policy “cannot be 

part of PG&E’s Commission-approved Electric Tariff Rule 17 and therefore PG&E is 

implementing its policy outside of its Rule 17.”180 Neither SCE nor PG&E has received explicit 

Commission approval for their third-party LSE backbilling policy, yet SCE argues that its policy 

is “effectively part of its tariff rule” because it is a “longstanding practice,” while PG&E’s policy 

implemented in 2003 “cannot be part” of its Rule 17. The Commission should reject SCE’s 

inconsistent and self-contradictory reasoning. 

It is not reasonable or equitable for SCE to require CCA customers to cover more of the 

costs associated with SCE’s billing errors than it requires of its bundled customers. This policy 

contravenes state law, Commission precedent, and fundamental principles of fairness, and it 

hinders CCAs’ ability to compete with SCE on a fair playing field. Further, SCE should not be 

allowed to use its position as the statutorily designated billing provider for all LSEs to offload the 

costs of its billing errors on its competitors’ customers. The Commission should order SCE to (1) 

apply its Rule 17 backbilling limitations uniformly across all its bundled and unbundled customers, 

including unbundled customers’ generation charges, (2) reimburse third-party generation 

 
179  Exh. SCE-14 Vol. 1 at 71:10-12. See also id. at 66:1-2. 
180  Id. at 71:20 to 72:2. 
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providers for undercollections beyond the Rule 17 backbilling limits, and (3) fund these 

reimbursements to third-party generation providers via a shareholder-funded adjustment. 

3.  SCE’s Account Correction Processes Cause Unnecessary Burden, 
Delay, and Confusion. 

The mechanics of how SCE approaches account corrections in the event of an SCE billing 

error causes unnecessary delays, confusion, and financial burdens for CCA customers as well as 

for CCAs. Unfortunately, these issues are unique to the CCA customer experience, as they all 

relate to the particularities of the billing processes SCE has implemented to provide billing services 

to third-party generation providers and their customers. SCE has little incentive to devote resources 

to solving these problems for CCA customers—a fact to which the utility has alluded and all but 

admitted.181 The Commission must order these changes if service to CCA customers is to improve. 

a.  Fund Reversals  

The issues begin with SCE’s practice of initiating its account correction process by clawing 

back funds previously remitted to CCAs. Specifically, anytime an account requires billing 

corrections for an SCE billing error, SCE reverses all payments previously made by the customer 

and remitted to the CCA for the account in question and will withhold the CCA customer funds 

until SCE finalizes the account corrections and reconciliation.182 CalCCA Witness Edwards-Greer 

explains how this process plays out for customers:  

For example, if SCE has to correct an account for a 12-month period previously 
invoiced to and paid by a customer, the customer's bill will show reversals and the 
reapplication of charges for each billing period on their invoice received from SCE. 
SCE deducts from the CCA’s next deposit remittance all payments previously 
remitted to the CCA for said correction period. This clawback occurs even if the 
account correction does not result in a change of usage or charges. At a later date, 
SCE remits payment back to the CCA, which may be the same or a different amount 
than what was clawed back. Additionally, when SCE makes these corrections, the 

 
181  See 8 Tr. 733:21 to 736:5 (May 10, 2024 – Witness Quon). 
182  Exh. CalCCA-01 at 29:1-15 and Attachment MEG-2 (SCE Response to CalCCA Data Request 
5.04(a)). 
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customer does not receive a bill, which often leads to a bill with multiple charges 
at a later date. 183 

 
Given the prevalence of SCE’s billing errors, this practice has resulted in fund reversals for CPA 

between approximately $24 million and $52 million annually in the past three years.184 These huge 

volumes of reversals result in “excessively long and confusing” rebills covering periods for which 

the customers have already submitted payment, with residential customer rebills often ranging 

from 50 to 100 pages.185 Witness Edwards-Greer explains that since “[e]ach bill period that is 

corrected is displayed on the bill with some charges credited and some new charges appearing, [it 

is] difficult for customers to understand what they are being charged for[,]” and “[c]ustomers are 

often confused and upset because they are being rebilled for prior time periods for which they have 

already submitted payment.”186 

 A few specific examples of this fund reversal process help illustrate the customer impact. 

In December 2022, SCE reversed payments a CPA customer made in October 2021 ($138.40) and 

then issued a new 92-page bill covering the period from March 2021 through October 2022 in the 

amount of $2,637.28.187 Another example occurred in late 2022, when SCE withheld over a quarter 

million dollars of DCE’s funds for an extended period while addressing a backbill for the City of 

Palm Springs.188 The City of Palm Springs was saddled with a 1,490 page backbill for over $4,000, 

which it was expected to review and address within just a couple weeks.189 

In addition to these customer impacts, these reversals also impose financial consequences 

on CCAs, as CCAs must be constantly prepared to manage large and unexpected swings in their 

 
183  Id. at 29:1-15. 
184  Id. at 30:10-11. 
185  Id. at 31:1-11. 
186  Id. at 31:4-8. 
187  Id. at 31:12 to 38:1. 
188  Exh. CalCCA-05 at Attachments CTK-2 and CTK-5. 
189  Id. at Attachment CTK-5. 
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deposits.190 This practice often results in CCAs not receiving any funds in their expected daily 

deposits from SCE for many days on end.191 According to Witness Edwards-Greer, such periods 

can “impact CCA cash flow, reduce interest income, and/or require CCAs to incur borrowing 

charges.”192 These fund reversals always occur without notice, and the CCA never receives interest 

from SCE for the periods in which it is underpaid due to SCE’s errors and subsequent fund 

reversals.193 

SCE does not appear to have any substantive justification for its fund reversal practice. 

SCE states that as an initial step in the correction process it “must reverse all billing and CCA 

customer payments going back to the date for which the bill correction is needed[,]”194 but it does 

not explain in testimony why this practice is necessary. Further investigation via discovery 

revealed that this statement is simply descriptive of SCE’s current billing system functionality.195 

In other words, there is no fundamental reason why the billing system must operate this way;196 it 

just currently operates this way, and SCE is not inclined to undertake the billing system 

functionality enhancement necessary to change it.  

As SCE has no internal incentive to modify its billing system functionality to address these 

CCA customer service issues (and certainly has not exhibited any signs it will course-correct), 

CalCCA requests the Commission order such changes. There is precedent for this order. Notably, 

PG&E has implemented a better practice here: when a billing error occurs with a CCA customer, 

PG&E does not withdraw the payment already provided to the CCA associated with the bill.197 

 
190  Exh. CalCCA-01 at 30:12-16. 
191  Id. at 29:16-19. 
192  Id. at 30:15-16. 
193  Exh. CalCCA-05 at Attachment CTK-2; Exh. CalCCA-01 at 29:16-19. 
194  Exh. SCE-14 Vol. 1 at 61:18-19 (emphasis added). 
195  Exh. CalCCA-12 (SCE Response to CalCCA Data Request 7.10(a) and (c)). 
196  In fact, SCE’s legacy billing system used prior to CRSP implementation did not function this way. 
197  Exh. CalCCA-01 at 38:1-5. 
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Thus, it is clear that account corrections need not be as disruptive to the customer and the CCA as 

they are in SCE’s territory; consistent with PG&E’s example, the Commission should order SCE 

to modify its billing system functionality such that the utility is able to cease its practice of fund 

reversals as soon as practicable. 

b.  Failure to Provide Transaction Code Indicators for Fund 
Reversals 

A key feature of SCE’s fund reversal practice that hinders the efficient resolution of the 

account correction process is SCE’s failure to provide CCAs with the relevant transaction code 

indicator associated with the reversal. Prior to the implementation of CSRP, SCE provided 

transaction code indicators to explain the underlying justification for a fund reversal whenever it 

clawed back funds already remitted to CCAs.198 Specifically, SCE shared one of five different 

transaction codes with CCAs to identify the particular reason for the reversal (820N, 820X, 820T, 

820R, and 820A).199 These codes allowed CCAs insight into whether the reversal was due to 

returned checks, payment plan defaults, or some other reason.200 Since the implementation of 

SCE’s new billing system, however, SCE processes all reversals using a single 820N indicator, 

keeping CCAs in the dark for the duration of the process.201 This information asymmetry impacts 

CCAs’ ability to effectively work with SCE and their customers to clarify and remedy the 

underlying issue.202 

Again, SCE has not put forward a clear justification for its refusal to modify this practice. 

It simply states that it “understands CalCCA’s concerns underlying its request for more customer 

account details for both reversals and remittances[,]” but that “[a]t present, SCE and CCAs must 

 
198  Id. at 38:6-18. 
199  Id. 
200  Id. 
201  Id. 
202  Id. 
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communicate manually to obtain account information and reasons for account corrections”203 Once 

again, SCE’s insistence that the status quo “must” continue seems to simply be a description of 

SCE’s current billing system functionality.204 As SCE is not motivated to make small adjustments 

to its system to dramatically improve the CCA customer experience, it is left to the Commission 

to order SCE to do so. 

c.  Failure to Provide Key Details Associated With Customer 
Payments  

Another set of issues arise when SCE transfers customer payments to the applicable CCA. 

In certain transfer situations, SCE fails to provide key customer-specific details—specifically, the 

Contract Account and POD-ID number—that would allow the CCA to apply the funds to the 

appropriate customer account.205 This issue tends to occur for payments associated with unresolved 

accounts in SCE’s legacy billing system or for funds transferred between customer accounts.206 

Without the accurate Contract Account and POD-ID numbers, the CCA has no way to 

associate a payment with the appropriate account. This delays the return of funds to customers, 

leads to inaccurate records of customer debts, and ultimately can result in customers being 

disqualified for bill assistance programs or being sent to collections in error.207 CPA’s unapplied 

credits balances have ranged between approximately $4.5 million and $5.8 million between 2021 

and 2023, with impacts felt by between 24,000 and 30,000 customers each year during that 

period.208 CalCCA Witness Kilgore confirmed this is also a significant problem in DCE’s service 

 
203  Exh. SCE-14 Vol. 1 at 63:5-7. Manually obtaining the account information has proven infeasible 
and also incurs an addition fee from SCE. 
204  Exh. CalCCA-12 (SCE Response to CalCCA Data Request 7.10(c)). 
205  Exh. CalCCA-01 at 39:9 to 40:2. 
206  Id. 
207  Id. at 40:3-12; id. at 42:9-21. 
208  Id. at 41:1-3. After testimony was filed in this proceeding, the unapplied credit balance reached 
$6.57M. 
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territory, resulting in “unapplied customer credits lingering in DCE’s past due accounts 

receivable[,]” which both negatively impacts the CCAs’ financials and renders them unable to 

“apply customer account credits in a timely manner.”209 

SCE’s position here is the same: it “understands CalCCA’s concerns” but takes no real 

action to make any changes to its billing system functionality and rectify the concerns.210 This is 

therefore another issue which will not be addressed without a clear order from the Commission. 

The Commission should require SCE to provide the relevant Contract Account and POD-ID 

number whenever it remits customer funds to CCAs.  

XXIV. GENERATION 

D.  Solar 

SCE’s $78 million decommissioning cost request for its 24 Solar Photovoltaic Program 

(SPVP) generation facilities rests entirely on one snapshot analysis SCE conducted in 2022, which 

in turn relied on a single REC price forecast to estimate the expected value of these assets. Based 

on this one analysis, SCE concluded decommissioning these assets was the least-cost option and 

quickly began the process of decommissioning prior to obtaining Commission approval. However, 

the assumptions underlying this snapshot analysis are deeply flawed. First, SCE’s REC price 

forecast was considerably dated (1) as of the time SCE performed the analysis, (2) as of the time 

SCE submitted its testimony in this case, and (3) as of today, with more up-to-date forecasts 

showing that SCE’s analysis results in an undervaluing of these assets by approximately  

. In addition, SCE’s operations and maintenance (O&M) cost estimates for these assets are 

off by approximately $100 million.  

 
209  Exh. CalCCA-05 at Attachment CTK-2. 
210  Exh. SCE-14 Vol. 1 at 63:5-7. 
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Relying on these inaccurate and dated inputs was unreasonable, as was making a final 

decision on decommissioning based on just one snapshot analysis, without running multiple 

sensitivities, and without waiting for Commission approval. SCE therefore has failed to adequately 

support its position that decommissioning these assets is a better deal for ratepayers than either 

repairing and maintaining them or selling them. Ratepayers should not be responsible for the $78 

million associated with this botched decision-making process—especially when even SCE admits 

its analysis would yield a different outcome if performed today with updated REC prices. As such, 

the Commission should conclude that SCE’s rushed decision to decommission these assets was 

done at its own risk and reject SCE’s SPVP decommissioning cost request.  

1. SCE’s Decision to Decommission its SPVP Assets Relies on a PVRR 
Analysis Based on Dated and Inaccurate REC Price Inputs. 

In support of its decision to decommission the SPVP assets, SCE points to its 2022 analysis 

of the total costs and benefits of the different paths it could pursue with respect to these assets.211 

Specifically, SCE’s Present Value of Revenue Requirements (PVRR) analysis calculated the 

present value of costs and benefits over the assets’ operational lives of a repair and maintenance 

option versus a decommissioning option.212 The primary inputs for the repair/maintenance option 

are benefits in the form of energy, capacity, and REC revenues. The costs are in the form of O&M, 

sunk plant lease, and other miscellaneous expenses, while the primary inputs for the 

decommissioning option are costs in the form of decommissioning, lease, minor O&M, and sunk 

costs. The analysis found that it would cost $393 million to maintain the assets over their remaining 

life and $295 million to deenergize the sites in 2023 and decommission them by 2026 (in year 

2022 equivalent dollars).213 SCE concluded the lower-cost alternative was decommissioning, and 

 
211  Exh. CalCCA-04 at 2:14-15. 
212  Exh. CalCCA-03 at 2:22-25. 
213  Exh. SCE-05 Vol. 1 at 271 (Table IV-49). 
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it promptly began the process of decommissioning the assets shortly after completing this PVRR 

analysis.214 

One of the most glaring flaws in this analysis relates to how SCE estimated the benefits over 

the remaining life of the assets for the repair/maintenance option. SCE’s conclusion that the 

energy, capacity, and REC benefits would total $19 million over the remaining asset life215 relies 

on a single REC price forecast that was already a year old when it was used, was never updated, 

and, as a result, does not come anywhere close to current market realities. The result is a 

dramatically undervalued estimate of the REC benefits of these assets that artificially tips the 

PVRR scales in favor of decommissioning. 

a.  SCE’s REC Price Forecasts are Severely Out of Date. 

During evidentiary hearings, SCE Witness Billapati confirmed that, regardless of how you 

slice it, the  REC pricing information SCE used in its 2022 PVRR analysis is 

considerably outdated. As Witness Billapati acknowledged during hearings, this REC price 

forecast (1) was a year old at the time SCE conducted the PVRR and made the decision to 

decommission these assets;216 (2) was one and a half years old at the time SCE submitted opening 

testimony in this GRC requesting approval for this decommissioning decision;217 and (3) will be 

around three years old by the time the Commission reviews the reasonableness of this analysis and 

decides whether or not to approve of SCE’s decision to decommission.218   

Further, when pressed to defend his claim in rebuttal testimony that the  REC 

pricing information SCE used in its 2022 analysis was “the most recent REC pricing available at 

 
214  Exh. CalCCA-03 at 6:6-19. 
215  Exh. SCE-05 Vol. 1 at 271 (Table IV-49). 
216  9 Tr. 838:22 to 841:8 (May 13, 2024 – Witness Billapati). 
217  Id. at 841:11 to 842:8. 
218  Id. at  842:16 to 843:13. 
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the time[,]”219 Witness Billapati confirmed that, in fact, it was not the most recent pricing available. 

Specifically, Witness Billapati admitted that he is aware other third-party REC price forecasts like 

S&P’s existed,220 and when presented with a screenshot of S&P’s REC forecast product dashboard, 

acknowledged that S&P’s forecasts are updated on a quarterly basis.221 He therefore conceded that 

it “appears” quarterly S&P forecasts could have provided more recent forecasts from the first and 

second quarter of 2022 for SCE’s third quarter 2022 analysis.222 Importantly, S&P is just one of 

many vendors providing REC price forecasting; while S&P is one example of a source of available 

forecasting that would have yielded a more up-to-date forecast for SCE’s analysis, it is also highly 

likely that, in the third quarter of 2022, other third-party forecasts would also have been more up-

to-date than SCE’s selected  forecast.  

However, when questioned about his awareness of other third-party REC forecasts, Witness 

Billapati—the witness SCE put forward to sponsor its PVRR REC forecast—noted that he is “not 

a REC expert[,]” not aware of any other third-party REC forecast sources, and not aware of how 

frequently those other sources may be updated.223 Thus, SCE’s witness defending its PVRR 

analysis not only admitted that his testimony statements concerning the relevance of a  REC 

forecast to a 2022 analysis were wrong, but he also admitted that he is largely ignorant about the 

alternatives available to SCE for assessing REC benefits, beyond SCE’s dated forecast. It was 

unreasonable for SCE to select such an outdated REC forecast for its PVRR; it was unreasonable 

for SCE to submit testimony in this case based on such a stale forecast; and it is unreasonable for 

 
219  Exh. SCE-16 at 113:6. 
220  9 Tr. 845:19 to 846:14 (May 13, 2024 – Witness Billapati). 
221  Id. at 847:15-19; see also Exh. CalCCA-24. 
222  9 Tr. 848:11-24 (May 13, 2024 – Witness Billapati). 
223  Id. at 847:20 to 848:10. 



 

54 

SCE to rely on an expert witness with such limited knowledge of REC forecasting to lead its PVRR 

analyses for these assets. 

b.  SCE’s REC Price Forecasts are Inconsistent With Market 
Realities. 

Not only are SCE’s REC forecasts dated, but they are also completely out of step with other 

widely respected third-party forecasts and current market realities. For instance, CalCCA Witness 

Bencomo-Jasso’s testimony compares SCE’s  REC price forecasts to a 2023 third-party 

source of REC forecasting from S&P224 to illustrate the glaring disparity between these 

projections. Table 3 below compares SCE’s and S&P’s annual forecasted REC prices for the years 

featured in SCE’s forecast, 2022 through 2033.  

As this table illustrates, for forecasted annual REC prices between 2024 and 2033, S&P’s 

forecasts are approximately  than SCE’s; on average during this 

period, S&P’s forecast is approximately  than SCE’s.226  

Current REC prices further illustrate the inaccuracy of SCE’s forecasts. REC prices from 

California’s market transactions in 2023 were more than $30 per megawatt-hour (MWh), and 

current REC prices in the California Independent System Operator (CAISO) are more than $70 

per MWh for Product Content Category-1 (PCC-1) renewables.227 

 
224  This forecast is S&P’s fourth quarter 2023 REC price forecast for California Portfolio Content 
Category 1 (PCC-1). Exh. CalCCA-04-C at 3:1-19. A PCC-1 REC is generally associated with renewable 
resources directly connected (first point of interconnection) to a California balancing authority or scheduled 
into a California balancing authority without substituting electricity from any other source. Id. at 3 n. 6. 
225  Exh. SCE-05 Vol. 1C at 40. 
226  Exh. CalCCA-04-C at 2:3-10. 
227  Exh. CalCCA-03 at 7:22 to 8:10. 
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This stark contrast between SCE’s REC price projections and other third-party forecasts and 

market data calls the utility’s projections into question, and SCE’s proffered information on its 

forecasting methods provide no further insight into this discrepancy. SCE explains that it generated 

its  REC price forecast by utilizing a third-party REC outlook from Platts and its “own recent 

REC transactions.”228 However, SCE claims that both these inputs and its REC price forecasting 

mechanism are proprietary and “cannot be shared[,]”229 even with parties like CalCCA that have 

executed non-disclosure agreements in this case. On this basis, SCE has refused to provide any 

supporting documentation or workpapers used in the development of its REC price forecast, or 

even to disclose what Product Content Category is associated with its forecasted REC prices.230 

On this sparse record, SCE asks the Commission to bless REC forecasts that do not align with 

various market indicators. 

Using current REC pricing and up-to-date forecasts, the REC value of the assets alone jumps 

to at least $38.4 million in revenues over the remaining life of the assets ($34.2 million in 2022 

real dollars).231 This REC value is almost 200 percent of SCE’s total estimated revenues for the 

SPVP assets, in terms of 2022 dollars—and this updated amount does not even include any energy 

or capacity revenues generated by the SPVP assets.232 Adding in energy and capacity revenue 

estimates results in combined REC, capacity, and energy revenues of approximately $87.6 to $96.2 

million in total revenues over the remaining life of the SPVP assets ($78.2 million to $86.9 million 

 
228  Exh. CalCCA-04-C at 3:20 to 4:11. 
229  Id. 
230  Id. 
231  Exh. CalCCA-03 at 11:11-13.  
232  Id. at 9:12 to 10:4.  
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in 2022 real dollars).233 The upper end of this projection is over 4.5 times SCE’s estimated $19 

million in total benefits.234  

2. SCE’s PVRR Analysis Utilized Inaccurate O&M Inputs. 

Estimated O&M costs are another key input to the PVRR analysis of the repair/maintenance 

option for SPVP leading SCE to conclude that decommissioning is the least-cost option for these 

assets. SCE estimated these costs over the remaining life of the assets at $164 million. However, 

a deeper review reveals that these high estimates—largely driven by SCE’s cost projections for 

removing and reinstalling the assets to allow for necessary reroofing—rely on questionable data 

and analysis.235   

Historical O&M costs for labor-related O&M are approximately $500,000 per year,236 which 

amounts to approximately $4 million in 2022 dollars over the remaining lives of the SPVP 

assets.237 Given SCE’s $164 million total estimate, this leaves a staggering $160 million in SCE’s 

estimate for the removal, refurbishment, minor upgrades, and reinstallation of the solar panels as 

the building roofs are replaced over the next several years.238 This estimate is unreasonable and 

not based on current commercial rooftop solar material and installation benchmark costs. 

For context, based on National Renewable Energy Labs’ (NREL) analysis of commercial 

rooftop solar nationally as well as a Lawrence Berkley Labs’ (LBL) analysis of commercial rooftop 

solar in California, CalCCA Witness Georgis estimates that it would cost $143.1 million to install 

 
233  Id. at 11:11 to 12:9. For 2023 through 2031, the energy generated by the SPVP facilities would 
result in $2.4 million to $7.1 million annually and the capacity would result in $1.3 million to $2.3 million 
annually depending on the individual year. Id. at Attachment AMG-2, WP-1. 
234  Id. at 3:12 to 4:3. 
235  Id. at 12:12-21. 
236  Id. at 12:25 to 13:6. 
237  Id. 
238  Id. at 13:4-21. 
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entirely new facilities for the SPVP sites.239  These current estimates for solar installations therefore 

reveal that it would be $17 million less expensive for SCE to install all new rooftop solar facilities 

with an 20 additional years of useful life than to accept SCE’s estimate of $160 million to remove 

and reinstall the facilities for only 7.5 years of remaining life.240   

Further, Witness Georgis provides a direct apples-to-apples comparison to SCE’s $160 

million removal and installation cost estimate using NREL data based on actual rooftop solar 

installation cost benchmarks specific to large commercial installations, like SPVP. Based on this 

data, Witness Georgis estimates the total O&M costs to remove and reinstall the SPVP assets at 

$57.6 million, in 2022 dollars.241 This estimate is over $100 million less than the $160 million SCE 

estimate for removal and reinstallation in the PVRR.  

While SCE suggests in testimony that CalCCA failed to adequately include removal costs 

in this estimate and to explain how it extrapolated these removal costs from the NREL data,242 

these critiques ignore CalCCA Witness Georgis’ testimony and workpapers squarely addressing 

this point. CalCCA explains: 

By applying the electric balance of system and structural balance of system 
installation cost[] [components (which are included in the NREL solar rooftop total 
installed cost benchmarks)], one [can] estimate the labor and material costs to 
remove the physical rooftop solar facilities and reinstall them. These two cost 
components represent the same labor and activities as removing and installing 
rooftop solar panels. Applying these costs [that are provided on a cost per kW basis] 
and scaling them to the total [kW] size of the SPVP rooftop solar facilities provides 
an estimated O&M cost to remove and reinstall the assets.243  
 

 
239  Id. at 13:22 to 14:8. 
240  Id. at 14:9-17. Contrary to SCE’s suggestion in rebuttal testimony (Exh. SCE-16 at 114:15-22), 
CalCCA did not erroneously omit removal costs from this estimate; while this estimate does not include 
removal costs, CalCCA submits that it still provides a helpful reference point for illustrating how outlandish 
SCE’s $160 million removal and reinstallation estimate is. 
241  Id. at 14:18 to 15:17. 
242  Exh. SCE-16 at 114:23 to 115:6. 
243  Exh. CalCCA-03 at 15:1-9. 
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Witness Georgis’ workpapers provide further detail on this point,244 showing that the NREL data 

provides costs of $201 and $149 per kW for electric and structural balance of system installation 

costs, respectively. These figures are estimates of the labor, material, and related costs to install a 

commercial rooftop solar system. As the costs to install new rooftop solar system are similar to 

those involved in removing solar panels (e.g., similar equipment, type of construction, and type 

and amount of labor), CalCCA Witness Georgis doubled these estimates to account for the added 

cost associated with removal. Finally, Witness Georgis scaled these per kW cost estimates to the 

total SPVP capacity to arrive at the estimated removal and reinstallation costs included in Witness 

Georgis’ testimony. Notably, SCE seemed to withdraw this critique in response to a data request 

referencing these workpapers, conceding that CalCCA Witness Georgis’ testimony “appears to 

have included a cost estimate for both the removal and reinstallation of the solar facilities” and 

does in fact “explain[] how [CalCCA] accounted for removal costs.”245  

SCE also attacks CalCCA’s use of the NREL data on the grounds that various aspects of 

it—e.g., its coverage of the broader solar market rather than just commercial, and its national 

scope—render it imperfect for purposes of assessing California-specific commercial solar costs.246 

However, Witness Georgis only relied on NREL’s large commercial installation data subset to 

derive his cost estimates for SPVP.247 Moreover, SCE fails to explain its theory of why relatively 

minor factors, like the fact that the NREL data is national in scope, might result in a $100 million 

difference between SCE and CalCCA’s estimates.  

SCE’s rebuttal testimony on this PVRR O&M estimate did not focus on defending the 

actual substance behind SCE’s $164 million estimate. Rather, it attacked CalCCA’s alternate 

 
244  Id. at Attachment AMG-2, WP 2. 
245  Exh. CalCCA-14. 
246  Exh. SCE-16 at 115:7-15. 
247  Exh. CalCCA-03 at Attachment AMG-2, WP 2. 
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sources of data. Aside from the fact SCE’s attacks are meritless, as discussed above, they also miss 

the point: it is SCE’s burden to show the reasonableness of its proposals and the major assumptions 

and inputs that inform those proposals. SCE has failed to carry its burden to show its O&M 

estimates are reasonable, and this failure is even more acute given SCE’s inability to discredit 

CalCCA’s alternative estimates.  

3.  SCE’s Reliance on a Single Snapshot PVRR Analysis is Unreasonable. 

Given the “dynamic nature” of the REC market248—as characterized by SCE, and further 

illustrated by the vast disparity between SCE’s 2021 forecasts and more up-to-date forecasts from 

2023—SCE’s reliance on just one REC price forecast and one snapshot PVRR analysis is 

unreasonable. SCE has continuously insisted throughout this proceeding that “[t]here was no 

specific need to seek out any other price forecasts for this PVRR analysis” and “[t]here was no 

need to refresh [the] PVRR analysis.”249 Instead, SCE barreled forward with decommissioning 

soon after conducting its 2022 PVRR, prior to receiving Commission approval.250   

Running multiple versions of the PVRR analysis with refreshed inputs over a reasonable 

time-period would allow for more accurate insight into the costs and benefits of the various 

pathways for the SPVP assets. This measured approach would also be more consistent with 

standard practice. In fact, SCE failed to identify in discovery any precedent for the Commission 

approving a decommissioning cost recovery request based on a cost-benefit analysis performed at 

a single point in time.251 SCE was also unable to provide any example of when the Commission 

has endorsed this kind of approach to decommissioning decision-making in the past—i.e., the 

 
248  Exh. CalCCA-19 (SCE Response to CalCCA Data Request 7.16(b)). 
249  Exh. CalCCA-17. 
250  9 Tr. 850:1-13 (May 13, 2024 – Witness Billapati). Note several SPVP sites have either been 
decommissioned or are currently being decommissioned (approximately one-third of the sites). See Exh. 
CalCCA-16. 
251  Exh. CalCCA-22 (SCE Response to CalCCA Data Request 8.04(d)). 
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utility beginning decommissioning before receiving Commission approval, and then subsequently 

receiving cost recovery approval for that decision.252 

SCE nonetheless defends its decision to immediately begin decommissioning after running 

its one analysis by pointing to issues at the sites it suggests enhanced the urgency of the project: 

safety concerns due to fire risk and required control system and telemetry upgrades.253 While 

CalCCA does not dispute these may have been legitimate issues affecting the sites, they are not 

reasons to rush a decommissioning analysis and ultimate decision.  

These safety issues and required upgrades were not separate, additional considerations 

weighing in favor of decommissioning—they were just realities at the sites that would need to be 

addressed, each with an associated price tag. The PVRR analysis fully accounted for these costs.254 

So while SCE seems to suggest in rebuttal testimony that taking immediate steps toward 

decommissioning after running the PVRR was necessary to ensure customer safety,255 this is a 

false narrative. SCE confirmed in its discovery responses that the outcome of the PVRR analysis 

was the basis for its decommissioning decision—not safety assessments.256 In SCE’s own words, 

while “SCE took note of the work necessary to address the safety concerns at the sites along with 

other work necessary for compliance and reliable operation . . . these costs [were included] in the 

PVRR analysis[,]” which was “the basis for the decision to decommission.”257 

Importantly, these issues at the sites did not necessitate an immediate determination on 

decommissioning. SCE admitted it could have fully de-energized the sites to avoid these safety 

 
252  Id.; 9 Tr. 850:20 to 851:4 (May 13, 2024 – Witness Billapati). 
253  9 Tr. 862:8 to 863:11 (May 13, 2024 – Witness Billapati); Exh. SCE-16 at 113:3 to 114:7. 
254  Exh. CalCCA-20. 
255  See Exh. SCE-16 at 113:3-5; id. at 114:3-7. 
256  Exh. CalCCA-20. 
257  Id. 
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risks without taking substantial steps toward decommissioning.258 SCE also could have taken steps 

to cease dispatch of these assets and change the assets’ status at CAISO to avoid making CAISO-

imposed upgrades, and it could have done so without pursing substantial steps toward 

decommissioning.259 Thus, regardless of these issues, it was rash and unreasonable for SCE to 

immediately begin the decommissioning process without conducting adequate PVRR analyses 

over a reasonable time-period.  

SCE contends that, consistent with the “reasonable manager” standard, the focus of the 

Commission’s review should be on “the reasonableness of SCE’s actions and decisions based upon 

what SCE knew or should have known at the time it took the actions or made the decisions, not 

based upon subsequent events (and data).”260 Putting aside the fact that SCE’s forecast was 

outdated at the time it performed its PVRR analysis, as discussed above, the bottom line is: when 

SCE performed its analysis, it knew or should have known (1) moving forward with 

decommissioning based on one snapshot analysis is out of step with standard practice, and (2) 

moving forward with decommissioning without Commission approval is inconsistent with 

standard practice.261 With the information SCE had at the time, and given that none of the issues 

at the sites necessitated an immediate decision, rushing the decommissioning decision here based 

on a single snapshot analysis was unreasonable. 

 
258  9 Tr. 868:17-22 (May 13, 2024 – Witness Billapati).  
259  SCE admitted during hearings that it could have de-energized the sites to address safety concerns 
without taking substantial steps toward decommissioning; however, it maintained that even fully de-
energized sites would still need to comply with all CAISO requirements as CAISO-certified resources. Id. 
at 869:13 to 870:3. To avoid these upgrade requirements in the near-term, SCE could have stopped bidding 
these assets into the CAISO and changed the certification status of the resources at CAISO; it did not need 
to take substantial steps toward decommissioning. 
260  Exh. SCE-16 at 113:17 to 114:2. 
261  See Exh. CalCCA-22; 9 Tr. 850:20 to 851:4 (May 13, 2024 – Witness Billapati). 
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4. Updating SCE’s PVRR Analysis with Accurate Inputs Changes the 
Outcome. 

Re-running SCE’s PVRR analysis with CalCCA Witness Georgis’ updated revenue and 

O&M cost estimates would change the ultimate outcome of the analysis, showing that the 

repair/maintenance option is in fact the lowest-cost path forward for ratepayers. Specifically, these 

updates to the PVRR result in a total cost estimate of $231 million for the repair/maintenance 

option—$64 million less than SCE’s $295 million decommissioning estimate.262 Witness Georgis’ 

updated PVRR is in Table 4, below: 

Table 41 
Updated PVRR Constant 2022 $ Millions 

Item Option 1 
Refurbish/Reinstall 

Option 2 
Decommissioning 

Ongoing Capital  $4  $0 

Ongoing O&M  $61  $12 

Ongoing Lease  $30  $30 

Energy, Capacity & REC Benefits  ($78) $0 

Decommission & NBV/Rate Base 
Impact 

 $18  $57 

Sunk Plant  $196  $196 

Total Cost (PVRR) $231 $295  

Notes:  
1. See Exh. CalCCA-03, Attachment AMG-2 and WP-2 for detailed 
calculations. 

 
Indeed, SCE does not dispute the fact that using updated REC inputs would have a significant 

impact on the PVRR. SCE stated on the record that, if it were to perform an updated PVRR analysis 

today, holding all other inputs constant but using a current REC price forecast would alter the 

ultimate outcome of the PVRR.263 

 
262  Exh. CalCCA-03 at 15:18 to 16:2 and Table 2. 
263  9 Tr. 851:15 to 852:6 (May 13, 2024 – Witness Billapati); Exh. CalCCA-21. 
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SCE’s decision to make this decommissioning determination based on a single PVRR 

analysis that used dated REC forecasts and inaccurate O&M estimates was unreasonable, and these 

errors matter to ratepayers. If SCE had not rushed its decommissioning decision and had instead 

simply updated or run multiple iterations of its PVRR analysis up until the time it submitted 

testimony in this case, it could have saved ratepayers in the ballpark of $64 million. 

Importantly, this cost savings might have even been larger than $64 million given that a fully 

refreshed PVRR should also include an updated assessment of the sale option for these assets. As 

such an analysis would require negotiations with potential buyers to determine a potential sale 

price, CalCCA Witness Georgis was not able to include estimates for this option in his updated 

PVRR. However, it is reasonable to assume that refreshed sale negotiations would yield different 

results than SCE’s one negotiation that took place in 2021 through early 2023, before REC prices 

increased dramatically in 2023 and 2024.  

Indeed, SCE’s limited sale negotiations demonstrate the utility did not adequately assess the 

sale option. While SCE’s preliminary mid-2022 PVRR analysis for the SPVP sites reflected that 

pursing a sale was the least-cost option,264 SCE ultimately concluded this sale was “not a favorable 

alternative” because of the counterparty’s position at the time that a sale would require a  

payment from SCE to the counterparty.265 These exploratory discussions occurred in 2021 

through early 2023, and since then SCE has not pursued any further sale negotiations.266 Again, if 

SCE had not rushed its decommissioning decision and had instead run multiple iterations of its 

 
264  Exh. CalCCA-03 at 16:6-9 and Attachment AMG-3 (SCE Response to CalCCA Data Request 3.17 
(supplemental)). 
265  Exh. CalCCA-03-C at 16:10 to 17:2 and Attachment AMG-3 (SCE Response to CalCCA Data 
Requests 3.17 and 5.07). 
266  Exh. CalCCA-03 at 17:3-9 and Attachment AMG-3 (SCE Response to CalCCA Data Requests 3.17 
(supplemental) and 5.05). 
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PVRR analysis up until the time it submitted testimony in this case, it could have included a 

refreshed PVRR that assessed the current viability and potential cost savings of an asset sale. 

For all these reasons, SCE has not demonstrated that its PVRR analysis was reasonable or 

that decommissioning is the least-cost option for ratepayers; as such, the Commission should reject 

SCE’s decommissioning cost request for the SPVP assets in this case. 

XXXVIII. RESULTS OF OPERATIONS 

K.  Reinvestments in Utility-Owned Generation Resources 

The Commission recently recognized, in its disposition of PG&E’s recent Phase I GRC, 

that additional GRC testimony requirements are needed to ensure the Commission has sufficient 

information to determine the appropriate cost responsibility for utility reinvestments in UOG 

assets. Considering this recent directive from the Commission, SCE has agreed in this case to adopt 

these same testimony requirements approved in PG&E’s GRC going forward. While CalCCA and 

SCE are therefore largely in agreement on this issue in this case, SCE’s concession here misses 

one key point. CalCCA also proposed in this proceeding that the Commission include one 

additional piece of information in this testimony requirement: a clear breakdown of the UOG asset-

level revenue requirement at issue and any separate, incremental revenue requirement associated 

with the utility’s proposed change. This cost breakdown is critical so that the Commission can 

allocate these incremental costs associated with the new investment separately, if needed.  

1.  Without a Pathway to Effectively Assess SCE’s New Investments in 
UOG SCE Will Continue its Default Practice of Improperly Charging 
All Customers For These Costs.  

SCE’s GRC is generally the venue in which SCE proposes any significant reinvestments 

in and/or changes to its UOG assets. When SCE makes those requests, as in this GRC, it does not 

currently have a practice of providing sufficiently detailed testimony on why it is undertaking these 

new investments and the separate revenue requirements associated with these investments. The 
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result is that intervenors and the Commission are unable to rely on SCE’s testimony to assess the 

appropriate Power Charge Indifference Adjustment (PCIA) vintaging treatment for the proposed 

reinvestments and/or changes.  

Unless parties have the ability to analyze this information in GRCs, SCE will be able to 

continue its default practice of funneling all the costs of these reinvestments and changes into the 

asset’s original PCIA vintage assignment. This default practice means that, for example, even if 

SCE decides in 2024 to expand the capacity of a facility, change a facility’s operations to achieve 

different objectives for bundled customers, or extend a facility’s useful life, it will allocate all 

associated costs to the asset’s original vintage, to be recovered from all unbundled customers—

even those that departed SCE’s service years earlier and did not cause the utility to incur these new 

costs.267 

This default approach to UOG vintaging results in a situation where customers who have 

departed bundled service will continue to pay for SCE’s UOG costs in perpetuity, in violation of 

state law and Commission precedent. The Commission’s foundational policies on PCIA vintaging 

evolved out of the Legislature’s clear statutory directives prohibiting cost shifts between bundled 

and unbundled customers and requiring compliance with the indifference principle.268 State law 

requires the Commission to ensure that bundled customers do not experience any cost increases as 

a result of other customers electing to receive service from other providers, and that “departing 

load does not experience any cost increases as a result of an allocation of costs that were not 

incurred on behalf of the departing load.”269 The PCIA rate mechanism is designed to effectuate 

these statutory requirements; it ensures that when customers depart an IOU’s bundled service, they 

 
267  Id. at 23:13-21. 
268  Cal. Pub. Util. Code § 366.2(a), (f); Cal. Pub. Util. Code §§ 365.2, 366.3. 
269  Cal. Pub. Util. Code § 365.2 (emphasis added). See also id. § 366.3. 
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remain responsible for costs—and only those costs—previously incurred on their behalf.270 The 

Commission has confirmed that departed customers “should bear no cost responsibility for . . . 

commitments the IOU makes after their departure.”271   

SCE’s default approach violates these fundamental cost responsibility principles by 

requiring unbundled customers to continue to pay costs associated with significant changes to and 

new investments in UOG resources made after those unbundled customers departed—even though 

the utility is generally making these new investments on behalf and for the benefit of its current 

bundled customers. This practice therefore violates the “indifference” principle because unbundled 

customers continue to bear costs that are incurred solely on behalf of bundled customers.272 

Unbundled customers are thus not at all “indifferent;” they are subsidizing bundled customers’ 

generation costs.273 

Notably, the Commission has recently signaled the importance of adherence to the 

indifference principle in the context of utility reinvestments in UOG, and recognized the validity 

of CCAs’ concerns regarding utility default practices to charge unbundled customers for all such 

reinvestments.274 Most recently, in D.23-11-069, the Commission adopted a new set of testimony 

requirements for PG&E aimed at ensuring issues related to cost recovery for reinvestments in UOG 

can be analyzed in the utility’s future GRCs.275 These testimony requirements adopted in D.23-

 
270  Cal. Pub. Util. Code §§ 366.2, 366.3; D.18-10-019, p. 3. 
271  D.08-09-012, p. 59 (emphasis added). 
272  See D.18-10-019, pp. 60-61; D.08-09-012, p. 59. 
273  Exh. CalCCA-03 at 23:22 to 24:10. 
274  D.18-10-019, p. 135 (“It is possible that new investments in an old power plant may represent such 
a significant overhaul of the facility as to justify a ‘re vintaging’ of the facility. Likewise, it is possible that 
plant investments for certain upgrades may justify a different vintage treatment for those investments than 
for the underlying facility”); D.23-11-069, p. 511 (adopting new testimony requirements for PG&E to 
ensure issues related to cost recovery for reinvestments in UOG can be analyzed in future GRCs). 
275  D.23-11-069, p. 511. 
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11-069 are a helpful starting point for establishing a pathway for evaluating these kinds of 

reinvestments in UOG. 

2.  CalCCA’s Proposed Testimony Requirements Will Allow the 
Commission to Assess Cost Responsibility for these Reinvestments on 
a Case-by-Case Basis in Future GRCs. 

CalCCA’s proposed testimony requirements would require SCE to submit adequate 

information in future GRCs to allow the Commission and stakeholders to efficiently and 

effectively assess these cost responsibility questions for new investments. Building off the 

requirements adopted in D.23-11-069, these proposed requirements would mandate that in future 

GRCs, whenever SCE proposes any new asset life extension, incremental capacity addition, or 

changed function for any of its UOG assets, it would be required to submit testimony on: 

(1) The associated generation plant-level revenue requirement and the separate, marginal 

revenue requirement associated with the new investment/change;  

(2) Why SCE is undertaking this investment/change;  

(3) On whose behalf it is making this new investment/change; and  

(4) The appropriate vintaging treatment for the asset in light of this testimony.276 

This additional information would allow intervenors and the Commission to identify the 

circumstances under which all or some of the UOG revenue requirement should shift from a 

historical vintage to a more recent vintage to ensure eventual cost recovery from the appropriate 

customer set.277 

 
276  Exh. CalCCA-03 at 29:27 to 30:5. 
277  Id. at 29:26 to 30:8. 
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3.  SCE’s Agreement to Adopt New Testimony Requirements Misses One 
Key Detail. 

Citing the Commission’s recent directive in D.23-11-069 ordering PG&E to adopt a very 

similar set of testimony requirements,278 SCE agreed in rebuttal testimony that adopting that same 

precedent in SCE’s service territory is reasonable. Specifically, SCE stated that it “is willing to 

provide the same three categories of information in its future GRCs that the Commission found 

reasonable to direct PG&E to do based on a similar request from CCA parties in PG&E’s GRC.”279   

In agreeing to adopt these “three categories of information,” SCE ignores a critical 

additional feature in CalCCA’s proposal in this case. While the testimony requirements adopted 

in D.23-11-069 require the utility to include “its position and any supporting evidence concerning 

. . . the details of [its] proposal[,]”280 CalCCA added clarity in its proposal in this case, spelling 

out exactly what “details” are critical. Specifically, CalCCA proposed that the Commission order 

SCE to include “the associated generation plant-level revenue requirement and the separate, 

marginal revenue requirement associated with the new investment/change” in these future 

testimony submissions.281 

These are the critical details that will allow stakeholders in future GRCs to efficiently 

analyze SCE’s proposals and, if needed, recommend precise cost recovery adjustments. While any 

such PCIA vintaging adjustments will ultimately be effectuated in SCE’s subsequent Energy 

Resource Recovery Account (ERRA) proceeding, any generation asset revenue requirement (or 

 
278  D.23-11-069, p. 511 (directing PG&E “to include in its future GRC filings its position and any 
supporting evidence concerning (1) the details of any PG&E proposal for new asset life extensions, 
incremental capacity additions, or changed functions for any of its UOG assets and why it is undertaking 
these changes, (2) on whose behalf it is making these new investments, and (3) the appropriate vintaging 
treatment for each asset in light of this testimony along with any future GRC proposals.”). 
279  Exh. SCE-18 Vol. 1 at 68:4-19. 
280  D.23-11-069, p. 511 (emphasis added). 
281  Exh. CalCCA-03 at 29:27 to 30:5. 
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portion thereof) to be re-vintaged in an ERRA case must be clearly delineated in the Commission’s 

final order in the GRC. This is because, typically in a GRC, the revenue requirements that the 

Commission approves are delineated only at the functional or sub-functional level, so once a GRC 

is finalized, the revenue requirements for a specific UOG plant are not discernable in more specific 

sub-increments. Therefore, to be able to properly assign a particular generation asset’s revenue 

requirement (or a portion of the asset’s revenue requirement) to a new vintage assignment, the 

final GRC order must include the specific asset-level revenue requirement amount to be re-

vintaged.282 SCE should therefore be required to include these key details in its initial filing. 

Overall, CalCCA and SCE are largely in agreement in this proceeding that the Commission 

should include an order in its final decision requiring SCE to provide certain additional testimony 

in future GRCs anytime it proposes to invest in UOG asset life extensions, incremental capacity 

additions, or changed functions. However, to ensure these new testimony requirements produce 

efficient and effective reviews in future GRCs, the Commission’s order should require SCE to 

include another key detail in its future testimony that was not explicitly ordered in D.23-11-069: a 

clear breakdown of the UOG asset-level revenue requirement at issue and any separate, 

incremental revenue requirement associated with the utility’s proposed change.  

XLVII. CONCLUSION 

CalCCA appreciates the opportunity to submit this Opening Brief and requests adoption of 

the recommendations proposed herein.  

 
282  Id. at 26:23 to 27:15. 



 

70 

 Respectfully submitted, 
 
/s/ Julia Kantor 
Julia Kantor 
KEYES & FOX LLP 
580 California Street, 12th Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94104 
Telephone: (617) 835-5113 
E-mail: jkantor@keyesfox.com 
 
On behalf of 
CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE 
ASSOCIATION 

  
 
 
July 15, 2024 




