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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS1 

 The final decision should order SCE to reimburse CCAs, via a shareholder-funded adjustment, 
for their undercollections of generation charges that result from the proper application of Rule 
17 backbilling limits going forward. This order would eliminate the need for the requirement 
included in the Proposed Decision that the IOUs submit a joint application to allow for further 
litigation on this funding issue.  

 The final decision should retain the order that SCE establish a new memorandum account to 
track non-IOU LSE Rule 17 undercollections, and clarify that SCE must track: (1) the 
undercollections at the customer account level (i.e., including the POD-ID); (2) the relevant 
associated billing period(s); and (3) the underlying explanation for SCE’s error and its failure 
to correct the error within the Rule 17 time limits. The final decision should order SCE to 
submit quarterly compliance Advice Letters reporting on the costs and associated data tracked 
in this memorandum account. 

 The final decision should order SCE to: 

o Prioritize work aimed at significantly reducing its billing error rates over the rate case 
period; 

o 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; 

o Provide descriptive transaction code indicators to explain its underlying justification 
for a fund reversal whenever it claws back funds already remitted to CCAs; and 

o Provide the relevant Contract Account and POD-ID number whenever it remits 
customer funds to CCAs. 

 The Commission should correct several additional minor errors in the Proposed Decision to 
ensure an accurate record. 

 
 

 
1  Acronyms used herein are defined in the body of this document. 
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SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY 
 

The California Community Choice Association2 (CalCCA) submits these comments 

pursuant to Rule 14.3 of the California Public Utilities Commission (Commission) Rules of 

Practice and Procedure3 on the proposed Decision on Test Year 2025 General Rate Case for 

Southern California Edison Company4 (Proposed Decision), dated July 28, 2025. 

I. INTRODUCTION 

In this complex general rate case (GRC) with billions of ratepayer dollars and a diverse set 

of intervenor interests at stake, CalCCA appreciates the Commission’s thoughtful review of the 

core GRC issues impacting community choice aggregator (CCA) customers. In particular, 

following a close review of Southern California Edison Company’s (SCE) billing policies and 

 
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 of Southern California, 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  State of California Public Utilities Commission, Rules of Practice and Procedure, California Code 
of Regulations Title 20, Division 1, Chapter 1 (May 2021): https://webproda.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-
website/divisions/administrative-law-judge-division/documents/rules-of-practice-and-procedure-may-
2021.pdf. 
4  Proposed Decision on Test Year 2025 General Rate Case for Southern California Edison Company, 
Application (A.) 23-05-010 (July 28, 2025):  
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M574/K336/574336067.PDF.  

https://webproda.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/administrative-law-judge-division/documents/rules-of-practice-and-procedure-may-2021.pdf
https://webproda.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/administrative-law-judge-division/documents/rules-of-practice-and-procedure-may-2021.pdf
https://webproda.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/administrative-law-judge-division/documents/rules-of-practice-and-procedure-may-2021.pdf
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M574/K336/574336067.PDF
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practices harming CCA customers and the utility’s requested 70 percent net increase in the service 

fees it charges CCAs for those billing services, the Commission adopted a Proposed Decision that: 

• Rejects SCE’s requested increase to its Monthly Account Maintenance Fee (MAMF) by a 
factor of five;5 

• Directs SCE to eliminate its mandatory Electronic Data Interchange (EDI) Value-Added 
Network (VAN) charge by 2029;6 

• Recognizes that SCE’s backbilling policies are unfair to unbundled customers and violate 
SCE’s tariffs and California law;7 and 

• Requires SCE to work to address the other problematic billing practices CalCCA 
highlighted in this case.8 
 

These orders represent significant progress in the ongoing effort to ensure SCE provides a 

reasonable level of service, at a fair price, in its role as the CCAs’ statutorily designated billing 

provider.  

However, the Proposed Decision fails to order clear, enforceable solutions to the billing 

policies and practices that it recognizes are problematic: (1) SCE’s illegal approach to backbilling; 

(2) its high rate of billing errors; (3) its practice of reversing CCA payments whenever a CCA 

account requires billing corrections; and (4) its failure to provide key details in the event of fund 

reversals and for certain remittances of customer funds. In doing so, the Proposed Decision 

disregards the substantial record CalCCA built in this proceeding that clearly lays out the solutions 

to each of these long-standing issues. The Commission should remedy these errors in its final 

decision, in line with CalCCA’s recommendations in Appendix A of these comments, by: 

• Ordering SCE to reimburse CCAs, via a shareholder-funded adjustment, for their 
undercollections of generation charges that result from the proper application of Rule 17 
backbilling limits going forward.  

• Retaining the order that SCE establish a new memorandum account to track non-investor-
owned utility (IOU) load-serving entity (LSE) Rule 17 undercollections, and clarifying that 
SCE must track: (1) the undercollections at the customer account level (i.e., including the 

 
5  Proposed Decision, at 477-478. 
6  Id., at 480. 
7  Id., at 487-491. 
8  Id., at 491-492. 
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POD-ID); (2) the relevant associated billing period(s); and (3) the underlying explanation 
for SCE’s error and its failure to correct the error within the Rule 17 time limits. The final 
decision should order SCE to submit quarterly compliance Advice Letters reporting on the 
costs and associated data tracked in this memorandum account. 

• Ordering SCE to: 

o Prioritize work aimed at significantly reducing its billing error rates over the rate 
case period; 

o 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; 

o Provide descriptive transaction code indicators to explain the underlying 
justification for a fund reversal whenever it claws back funds already remitted to 
CCAs; and 

o Provide the relevant Contract Account and POD-ID number whenever it remits 
customer funds to CCAs. 

• Correcting several additional minor errors in the Proposed Decision to ensure an accurate 
record. 

II. THE PROPOSED DECISION ERRS BY NOT ORDERING SCE TO REFUND CCA 
REVENUE UNDERCOLLECTIONS RESULTING FROM THE APPLICATION 
OF RULE 17 BACKBILLING LIMITS THROUGH SHAREHOLDER-FUNDED 
ADJUSTMENTS  

The Proposed Decision correctly confirms that SCE’s backbilling approach violates SCE’s 

tariffs and California law.9 But it should go beyond simply recognizing the problem with SCE’s 

practice; it should also order the solution to this long-standing tariff and Code violation. The record 

clearly supports CalCCA’s proposed solution—that the Commission order SCE to reimburse 

CCAs, via a shareholder-funded adjustment, for their undercollections of generation charges that 

result from the proper application of Rule 17 backbilling limits going forward. The record shows 

this solution is aligned with cost causation, will provide the requisite incentive for SCE to improve 

 
9  Id., at 486. 
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its billing practices for all customers going forward, and does not in any way disadvantage SCE’s 

bundled customers. 

A recently released CCA Code of Conduct Audit (Audit Report)10 on SCE further 

reinforces this record, finding that: (1) the billing errors at issue that lead to backbilling are caused 

by SCE; (2) it would be unfair for CCAs or CCA customers to be required to absorb these costs 

caused by the utility; (3) Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) and San Diego Gas and 

Electric Company (SDG&E) already both reimburse CCAs for their undercollections resulting 

from the application of Rule 17; and (4) there should be a uniform and consistent approach for 

handling late billing credits across all three IOUs. Given this recommendation for a uniform 

approach and the fact that both PG&E and SDG&E already reimburse CCAs for these Rule 17 

undercollections, it is reasonable for the Commission to order SCE in this case to adopt this same 

reimbursement policy as the other two IOUs. The Commission should not defer its decision on 

this issue to yet another separate application proceeding, as suggested in the Proposed Decision.11 

The record clearly reflects, and a third-party audit has independently confirmed, how to remedy 

SCE’s illegal backbilling practices going forward without the need for another proceeding. 

A. The Record Clearly Reflects that Refunding CCA Revenue Undercollections 
Via a Shareholder-Funded Adjustment is the Most Reasonable Funding 
Solution 

The Proposed Decision declines to adopt a funding solution to address SCE’s illegal 

backbilling policy based on an erroneous finding that there is “insufficient record” to do so in this 

 
10  California Public Utilities Commission Community Choice Aggregation Code of Conduct Rules 
Compliance Audit, Sjoberg Evashenk Consulting Inc. (December 2023) (released by the Commission 
October 21, 2024), available at  
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-division/documents/community-choice-
aggregation-and-direct-access/sce-final-report-122223.pdf (Audit Report). 
11  Proposed Decision, at 490-491. 

https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-division/documents/community-choice-aggregation-and-direct-access/sce-final-report-122223.pdf
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-division/documents/community-choice-aggregation-and-direct-access/sce-final-report-122223.pdf
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proceeding.12 That finding, and the Proposed Decision’s suggestion that CalCCA’s funding 

proposal is “premised, in large part, on PG&E’s current billing practices”13 is incorrect. The record 

clearly reflects that refunding CCA revenue undercollections resulting from the application of Rule 

17 backbilling limits via a shareholder-funded adjustment is the most reasonable funding solution 

for several reasons. 

1. A Shareholder-Funded Adjustment for CCA Undercollections is 
Aligned with Cost Causation 

First, the record shows a shareholder-funded adjustment for CCA undercollections is 

aligned with cost causation. SCE’s Rule 17 makes clear that the entire universe of billing issues 

that could result in the undercollections at issue here are caused by SCE’s billing errors. As defined 

in Rule 17: 

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.2.14 
 

When SCE undercharges a customer as the result of such a “Billing Error,” as defined in Rule 17, 

SCE is authorized to backbill its customers in accordance with the limits of Rule 17. By definition, 

therefore, these costs have not been properly collected from customers because SCE has failed to 

accurately bill its customers for services delivered.15 The Proposed Decision acknowledges this 

fact,16 and SCE has failed to produce any evidence in this proceeding that supports an alternative 

conclusion.  

 
12  Id., at 488-489. 
13  Id., at 489. 
14  Exh. CalCCA-02-E at 37:9-14 (emphasis added). 
15  Id.; CalCCA Opening Brief, at 35; CalCCA Reply Brief, at 22-23. 
16  Proposed Decision, at 484 n. 1680. 
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Therefore, to align cost responsibility with cost causation, consistent with the 

Commission’s foundational electric rate design principles,17 these costs should be borne by SCE. 

SCE proposes an alternative in this case—that CCAs should be required to absorb the costs 

associated with SCE’s prolonged billing errors and pass those costs along to other CCA customers. 

Given that SCE causes these undercollections, this alternative would be fundamentally unfair, 

would contravene the Commission’s rate design principles,18 and would violate state law 

prohibiting cost shifts.19  

CCAs are statutorily required to rely on SCE as their billing agent.20 The record clearly 

reflects that SCE’s acts/omissions are necessarily the cause of the undercollections of CCA 

revenue at issue. Commission precedent and state law dictate that costs must be assigned in line 

with cost causation. Therefore, a shareholder-funded adjustment is the only reasonable funding 

solution. 

2. A Shareholder-Funded Adjustment for CCA Undercollections is 
Consistent with the Commission’s Established Purpose of Rule 17 
Backbilling Limitations 

In addition to aligning with cost causation, a shareholder-funded adjustment for CCA 

undercollections is consistent with the Commission’s established purpose of the Rule 17 

backbilling limitations.21 The Commission has found that a primary goal of these backbilling 

limitations is to provide a strong incentive for the utilities to establish and maintain accurate billing 

systems.22 The Proposed Decision reinforces this determination.23 A shareholder-funded 

 
17  Decision (D.) 23-04-040, Ordering Paragraph 1(c). 
18  Id. 
19  Cal. Pub. Util. Code §§ 365.2, 366.3. 
20  Cal. Pub. Util. Code § 366.2(c)(9). 
21  Proposed Decision, at 487. 
22  D.07-09-041, at 8-9. 
23  Proposed Decision, at 487. 
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adjustment would provide this incentive. For any extended billing error for a CCA customer, SCE 

shareholders would be required to reimburse CCAs for the associated undercollections of CCA 

revenues resulting from the application of the Rule 17 limits, thus motivating SCE to minimize 

such errors. 

SCE’s alternative proposal—that these undercollections be designated as “costs of service” 

for CCAs—would instead undermine the goals of Rule 17. It would allow SCE to use its position 

as the statutorily designated billing provider for all LSEs in its territory to offload the costs of its 

billing errors on its competitors’ customers. CCAs would bear all the costs associated with these 

extended billing errors, and SCE would have little to no incentive to improve the rate or severity 

of its billing errors. Instead, this policy would establish a perverse set of incentives in which SCE’s 

generation business would benefit as its level of service to CCA customers declined. Absent 

Commission action, this SCE proposal is the default status quo.  

The record shows the substantial harm to CCAs and their customers that results from this 

status quo. Without greater incentives to improve its billing services and rates of billing errors for 

CCA customers, SCE is likely to continue to commit billing errors at a higher rate for its CCA 

customers than for its bundled customers,24 and as a result, CCAs are likely to continue to 

experience a high volume of customer complaints and attrition.25  

 
24  Exh. CalCCA-02-E, at 40:12-18. 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.  
25  Exh. CalCCA-05, at 1:18-20; id., 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”); 
Exh. CalCCA-01, at 8:1-13, 13:8-17, and 42:10 to 43:4. 
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3. A Shareholder-Funded Adjustment for CCA Undercollections is 
Warranted Given SCE’s Extended Billing Errors and the Resulting 
Undercollections Reflect a Level of Service at Odds with the 
Reasonable Manager Standard 

Finally, the record demonstrates that SCE’s extended billing errors that cause these CCA 

undercollections reflect a level of service that is at odds with the “reasonable manager” standard. 

Given SCE’s failure to perform its billing functions in line with this standard, a shareholder-funded 

adjustment for any CCA undercollections resulting from the proper application of Rule 17 going 

forward is warranted. 

The record includes significant testimony directly from CCA representatives who have 

worked for years to attempt to manage and reduce the customer impact of a “consistently high 

level of SCE billing errors.”26 Their testimony includes numerous examples of actual backbills 

that CCA customers have received, spanning 50 to 100 pages, for amounts ranging from $527 to 

$2,637, and explains the resulting customer impacts.27 SCE’s data shows that approximately 

11,657 new SCE customer accounts are impacted by delayed billing each month.28 The data also 

shows that CCA customers are disproportionately impacted, with SCE making billing errors 

resulting in backbills for CCA residential customers at a rate that is 18 percent higher than the 

corresponding rate for bundled customers.29 This data is undisputed, and it is not consistent with 

the performance of a “reasonable manager.”  

A comparison to the other IOUs in the state is instructive. The record includes data from 

Calpine, the back-office and data management vendor for the majority of California CCAs, 

showing that Calpine experiences significantly more billing exceptions with SCE than with the 

 
26  Exh. CalCCA-01, at 5:5-21; Exh. CalCCA-05, at 1:18-20; id., at 3:15-20. 
27  Exh. CalCCA-01, at 2:20-22. 
28  Exh. CalCCA-05, at Attachment CTK-4 (note: these figures include both bundled and unbundled 
accounts). 
29  Exh. CalCCA-02-E, at 40:12-18. 
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other two California IOUs.30 These data also show this pattern has been consistent over the past 

three years,31 and that, as of 2023, SCE’s exception rate is more than double that of PG&E.32 

Generally, the Commission finds shareholder cost responsibility is warranted when the 

utility has failed to act in accordance with the reasonable manager standard.33 The Commission 

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

billing errors, mandating shareholder responsibility for the associated costs could be reasonable.34 

The Commission concluded in that case that such shareholder responsibility would provide a 

helpful incentive for the utility to strive for tariff compliance.35 The Commission should reach the 

same conclusions here. It should mandate shareholder cost responsibility to ensure CCAs are made 

whole for their undercollections resulting from SCE’s unreasonable level of service. 

For all these reasons, CalCCA’s funding proposal is not merely premised on a suggestion 

that SCE should align with PG&E’s current practices, as the Proposed Decision suggests.36 While 

it is relevant that PG&E and SDG&E have both, on their own accord, adopted the funding policy 

for CCA undercollections that CalCCA has proposed in this case,37 this is not the sole or even 

primary basis for CalCCA’s proposal. The record clearly reflects that shareholder-funded 

 
30  Id., at 30 (Table 8). 
31  Id. 
32  Id., at 30:5-9. 
33  See, e.g., D.16-04-006, at Ordering Paragraphs 1-4; D.85-08-102. 
34  D.07-09-041, at 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. Id., at 
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., at 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., at 2. 
35  Id., at 14. 
36  Proposed Decision, at 489. 
37  See Section II.C herein. 
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adjustments for these undercollections are the most equitable solution, and the Commission should 

revise the Proposed Decision to adopt it. 

B. It is Fully Within SCE’s Discretion to Address any Fairness Concerns Raised 
by a Policy in Which Shareholders Fund Undercollections of Generation 
Revenues for Unbundled Customers 

The Proposed Decision also errs to the extent it fails to adopt CalCCA’s funding proposal 

due to a concern about the “inherent question of fairness” raised by a policy in which shareholders 

fund undercollections for unbundled customers but not bundled customers.38 While SCE’s policy 

is currently to recover undercollections of bundled customer revenues resulting from the Rule 17 

backbilling limits through a rate adjustment to bundled customers, it is fully within SCE’s 

discretion to modify this practice to address any fairness concerns arising from the adoption of 

CalCCA’s proposal for unbundled customers.  

In a well-functioning billing system, undercollections associated with extending billing 

errors beyond the backbilling time limits of Rule 17 (i.e., beyond three months or three years, 

depending on the customer type) would rarely occur. CalCCA’s funding solution aims to 

incentivize SCE to improve its billing practices such that its billing error rates for all customers 

decline and the undercollections of revenues for all LSEs in SCE’s territory are minimal.39 

However, if SCE determines that its billing errors are frequent and severe enough that 

applying a shareholder-funded adjustment for CCA revenue undercollections, while spreading the 

costs of its bundled customer generation revenue undercollections across all bundled customers, 

would result in a material disadvantage to its bundled customers, it is fully within SCE’s power to 

 
38  Proposed Decision, at 490. 
39  See Section II.A.2 herein. 
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eliminate that asymmetry. SCE always retains the option to apply the shareholder-funded 

adjustment for both bundled and unbundled customers’ generation revenue undercollections.40 

Given that this kind of “fairness concern” only arises to the extent SCE’s rate of billing 

errors remains high and it declines to adjust its own discretionary policy for recovering bundled 

customer generation undercollections, it should not prevent the Commission from implementing 

the most reasonable policy for CCA undercollections. 

C. The Recent SCE Code of Conduct Audit Provides Even Further Support for 
CalCCA’s Funding Proposal 

The Audit Report recently released by the Commission further supports CalCCA’s funding 

proposal for these CCA undercollections. This report, conducted by a third-party consultant tasked 

with auditing SCE’s compliance with the CCA Code of Conduct Rules established in 2012, 

independently confirmed many of the key facts on the record in this proceeding supporting 

CalCCA’s funding proposal. While the record, as submitted, clearly reflects why CalCCA’s 

funding proposal is the appropriate policy, to the extent the Commission finds that further 

validation of CalCCA’s arguments from a Commission-mandated independent audit report is a 

valuable addition to that record, it may take official notice of this report in its final decision.41 

 The Audit Report includes three key findings related to SCE’s backbilling practices. First, 

it concludes that the billing errors precipitating SCE’s backbills are solely SCE's responsibility, 

 
40  Note that SCE also has a policy of spreading the costs of the undercollections of its distribution and 
transmission revenues for both bundled and unbundled customers across all customers. This policy is not 
impacted by CalCCA’s proposals in this proceeding; only generation revenue undercollections are at issue 
here. 
41  The Commission can take official notice of this report pursuant to Rule 13.10 of the Commission’s 
Rules of Practice and Procedure and California Evidence Code § 452(c) and (h). The report qualifies for 
official notice pursuant to California Evidence Code Section 452(c) because it constitutes a publication of 
the Commission, and therefore is an “[o]fficial act[] of the legislative, executive, and judicial departments 
of . . . any state of the United States.” Cal. Evid. Code § 452(c). It also qualifies for judicial notice pursuant 
to California Evidence Code Section 452(h) because, as it is publicly available on an official state 
government website, it is “not reasonably subject to dispute and [is] capable of immediate and accurate 
determination by resort to sources of reasonably indisputable accuracy.” Cal. Evid. Code § 452(h). 
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and any CCA-caused billing delays are rare.42 Second, it suggests that CCAs should not be directed 

to recover their lost revenues via their own rates, as SCE proposes in this proceeding, as this would 

“translate[] to increased costs for CCA customers via increased electricity rates, meaning these 

customers [would be] shouldering the financial burden of billing issues caused by SCE.”43 Finally, 

it notes that, as a general practice, both PG&E and SDG&E assume responsibility for the lost CCA 

revenues caused by their extended billing errors and reimburse CCAs for them.44 This means that 

SCE is the only IOU that does not reimburse CCAs for their undercollections associated with Rule 

17 backbilling limits. 

The report ultimately recommends that the Commission order “a uniform and consistent 

approach” for handling backbilling across all IOUs.45 It recommends that this uniform approach 

should apply Rule 17 backbilling limits to both bundled and unbundled customer bills and should 

assign cost responsibility for associated undercollections.46 While the Audit Report does not 

explicitly state exactly how the Commission should achieve this “uniform approach,” given the 

policy alignment between PG&E and SDG&E already, SCE is the only outlier that would need to 

change its policies around CCA undercollection reimbursements to achieve such an approach. 

Therefore, to achieve the Audit Report’s ultimate recommendation of a “consistent approach” 

across the IOUs while also honoring the report’s finding that CCAs should not be required to 

shoulder the financial burden of billing issues caused by SCE, the Commission should order SCE 

to adopt CalCCA’s proposed funding approach in this proceeding: a shareholder-funded 

adjustment that covers the costs of CCA Rule 17 generation revenue undercollections. 

 
42  Audit Report, at 18, 21-22. 
43  Id., at 22, 52. 
44  Id. 
45  Id., at 25. 
46  Id. 
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The record in this case, as well as the results from an independent third-party audit, support 

a Commission order that SCE bring its policy in line with that of the other two IOUs. The 

Commission should not punt a decision on this issue to yet another resource-intensive proceeding. 

Instead, it should adopt CalCCA’s funding proposal in this case to expeditiously achieve the 

statewide alignment in policy endorsed by the Audit Report.  

D. The Commission Should Retain and Clarify the Proposed Decision’s 
Memorandum Account Requirement 

The Commission’s final decision should adopt CalCCA’s funding proposal and eliminate 

the additional procedure included in the Proposed Decision (i.e., the additional workshops and 

joint IOU application designed to litigate this funding issue further). However, the Commission 

should retain the order that SCE establish a new memorandum account to track non-IOU LSE 

undercollections. This memorandum account will be a vital tool going forward, regardless of the 

funding policy ultimately adopted by the Commission. 

To ensure this memorandum account can effectively assist the Commission, SCE, and the 

CCAs in tracking these undercollections, the Commission should clarify in its final decision that 

SCE must track: (1) the undercollections at the customer account level (i.e., including the POD-

ID); (2) the relevant associated billing period(s); and (3) the underlying explanation for SCE’s 

error and its failure to correct the error within the Rule 17 time limits.47 This information will allow 

CCAs to coordinate with SCE to address customer issues as expeditiously as possible, and more 

generally, to develop a better understanding of the root causes of these persistent issues. 

In addition, the Commission should order SCE to submit quarterly compliance Advice 

Letters reporting on the costs and associated data tracked in this memorandum account. This will 

allow the CCAs to track and audit this information independently.  

 
47  Proposed Decision, at 491. 
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III. THE PROPOSED DECISION ERRS IN IGNORING THE SPECIFIC SOLUTIONS 
ON THE RECORD THAT WOULD ADDRESS THE OTHER BILLING POLICY 
ISSUES THE COMMISSION IDENTIFIES AS PROBLEMATIC 

Beyond the issue of backbilling, CalCCA built a detailed record in this case on a few 

significant, persistent issues with SCE’s billing practices. CalCCA also recommended specific 

solutions to address these issues. Specifically, it asked the Commission to order SCE to: 

• Prioritize work aimed at significantly reducing its billing error rates over the rate case 

period; 

• 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; 

• Provide descriptive transaction code indicators to explain its underlying justification for a 

fund reversal whenever it claws back funds already remitted to CCAs; and 

• Provide the relevant Contract Account and POD-ID number whenever it remits customer 

funds to CCAs. 

The Proposed Decision implicitly concludes that CalCCA has identified legitimate issues 

with SCE’s billing practices. However, it does not adopt any of CalCCA’s specific solutions or 

even any enforceable directive that SCE make progress on these issues.48 Instead, it directs SCE 

to “continue to work with CCA parties to explore additional improvements” to these specific issues 

and “report on any progress made” in its next GRC.49 The Proposed Decision errs in failing to 

issue clear findings, supported by substantial evidence, on these material issues in the case.50 

 
48  Id., at 491-492. 
49  Id. 
50  Cal. Pub. Util. Code §§ 1705, 1757(a)(4). 
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A. The Proposed Decision Fails to Issue Clear Findings Supported by the Record 
on CalCCA’s Recommendations Regarding Billing Errors and Account 
Corrections 

The Proposed Decision’s vague findings and associated order on SCE’s CCA-specific 

billing practices are insufficient.51 The Proposed Decision fails to engage with the record evidence 

regarding these billing issues, neither endorsing nor rejecting any of the evidence CalCCA 

introduced on these issues or its ultimate recommendations based on that evidence. Instead, it 

simply confirms some of these issues are “tied to the current functionality” of SCE’s system and 

punts the issue back to the parties to work together to “explore additional improvements.”52 The 

Commission cannot shirk its obligation to review and weigh the record evidence on material issues, 

and issue clear findings supported by a reasonable construction of the record.53 

That record evidence shows that SCE’s billing error rates and its account correction 

processes for CCA customers are unreasonable, causing unnecessary financial burden, delay, and 

confusion for CCA customers as well as for CCAs.54 Specifically, and most notably, it is 

undisputed in this case that over the past three and a half 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.55 SCE also has not disputed the significant burdens 

imposed by its account correction practices (i.e., its practices involving fund reversals and its 

 
51  See Proposed Decision, at Finding of Fact 426, Conclusion of Law 242, and Ordering Paragraph 
39. 
52  Id., at 491. 
53  Cal. Pub. Util. Code §§ 1705, 1757(a)(4). See also California Motor Transport Co. v. Public 
Utilities Comn’n, 59 Cal. 2d 270, 273-275 (1963) (“Statutes like section 1705 have been held to require 
findings of the basic facts upon which the ultimate finding is based . . . Such findings afford a rational basis 
for judicial review . . . The more general the findings, the more difficult it is for the reviewing court to 
ascertain the principles relied upon by the administrative agency . . . findings on material issues enable the 
reviewing court to determine whether the commission has acted arbitrarily.”). 
54  CalCCA Opening Brief, at 26-32, 45-50; CalCCA Reply Brief, at 14-16, 23-24. 
55  Exh. CalCCA-02-E, at 40:12-18. 
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failure to consistently provide the relevant identifying information when it remits customer funds 

to CCAs).56  

The Audit Report builds upon this record. Specifically, it finds that: (1) SCE has had 

ongoing problems with delayed bills, impacting CCA cash flows and CCAs’ ability to accurately 

forecast energy demand; (2) SCE’s claw back and re-billing process does not comply with the 

tariff requirement to provide CCA customer payments to the CCA within one day of receiving the 

payment; (3) it is not reasonable for SCE to withhold CCA customer payments while investigating 

billing errors, especially since CCAs do not earn interest on or receive earnings credits from their 

customer payments held by SCE; and (4) SCE holds large payment amounts significant enough to 

impact CCA cash flow.57 Based on these findings, it recommends the Commission “[r]equire SCE 

to submit all CCA customer payments they receive within one day of receipt[,] . . . apply credits 

or debits for billing error adjustments to upcoming bills and payments after the investigation is 

complete[,] . . . [and] require SCE to provide CCAs earnings on any CCA customer payments that 

are not submitted within one day of receiving the payments.”58 

In its final decision, the Commission must adopt clear findings on these billing issues that 

are supported by the record. In light of the record CalCCA built on these billing issues in this case, 

further reinforced by the findings and recommendations from the recent Audit Report, the 

Commission should find that SCE’s billing error rates and account correction processes for CCA 

 
56  Instead of offering any substantive rationales for its refusal to implement these changes to improve 
the CCA experience, SCE has relied on the refrain that the status quo “must” continue because SCE’s 
current billing system functionality “cannot currently accommodate” CalCCA’s proposals. CalCCA 
Opening Brief, at 45-50. However, SCE has not presented any evidence to suggest that these billing system 
modifications would be excessively burdensome or costly, or that the associated costs would outweigh the 
benefits. 
57  Audit Report, at 22-23. 
58  Id., at 25. 
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customers are unreasonable. The Commission should also adopt the following specific proposed 

orders to rectify these issues in its final decision in this case: 

• SCE must prioritize work aimed at significantly reducing its billing error rates over the rate 
case period; 

• SCE must 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; 

• SCE must provide descriptive transaction code indicators to explain the underlying 
justification for a fund reversal whenever it claws back funds already remitted to CCAs; 
and 

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

B. Vague, Unenforceable Orders from the Commission Requiring the IOUs and 
the CCAs to Work Together Have Not Proven Effective in the Past 

As the Commission weighs how to remedy the deficient findings on these issues in the 

Proposed Decision, it should consider that vague orders directing the IOUs and the CCAs to “work 

together” on identified issues have generally been unsuccessful in effectuating meaningful change. 

Without specific guidance on what that process should look like, or any enforceable directives or 

associated deadlines, this approach simply has not worked.  

Examples of this are even apparent from the record in this case. For example, CalCCA 

highlighted throughout this case that, despite a settlement provision adopted in the last GRC in 

which SCE generally agreed “to work with” the CCAs with the goal of “reducing the number of 

exceptions that occur with respect to CCA service accounts[,]”59 SCE’s exception processing work 

on a per-service account basis has quadrupled from the 2021 GRC levels.60 Similarly, as part of 

 
59  A.19-08-013, Settlement Agreement Among Southern California Edison Company, California 
Choice Energy Authority, And Clean Power Alliance Of Southern California, at Section D.3.a (September 
10, 2020). 
60  CalCCA Opening Brief, at 13-18. 
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that same settlement provision, SCE agreed “to work with” the CCAs with the goal of “reducing 

or eliminating the EDI-VAN charge.”61 Again, as CalCCA has raised throughout this case, SCE 

subsequently decided to deprioritize this work indefinitely.62  

These kinds of directives without clear, enforceable requirements and deadlines are 

ineffective. Worse still, they generally are resource-intensive for CCAs—both in terms of the 

CCAs’ time spent engaging in these informal processes and in terms of the IOU labor costs 

associated with these processes that are ultimately passed through to CCA customers through the 

IOUs’ distribution rates or CCA-specific service fees. 

For all these reasons, the Commission should adopt a concrete order in this case requiring 

SCE to implement the specific proposed solutions to these billing issues supported by the record 

and listed in Section III.A above. 

IV. THE COMMISSION SHOULD CORRECT OTHER CLEAR ERRORS IN THE 
PROPOSED DECISION TO ENSURE AN ACCURATE RECORD 

To ensure an accurate record, the Commission should correct the following additional 

errors in the Proposed Decision: 

• The Proposed Decision incorrectly suggests that CalCCA recommended that the 

Commission reject SCE’s decision to decommission the Solar Photovoltaic Program 

(SPVP) installations.63 CalCCA presented evidence in this proceeding on why the SPVP 

decommissioning cost recovery request should not be approved.64 CalCCA’s position was 

not that SCE’s decision to decommission should be relitigated or reversed. Instead, 

CalCCA’s position was that the Commission should disallow the costs associated with 

 
61  Exh. CalCCA-02-E, at 33:21 to 34:4. 
62  Fortunately, the Proposed Decision’s order that SCE eliminate this charge by 2029 will finally 
provide the concrete Commission directive that SCE needs to prioritize this work. 
63  Proposed Decision, at 563-564. 
64  CalCCA Opening Brief, at 64; CalCCA Reply Brief, at 28. 
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SCE’s unreasonable decision-making approach. CalCCA supports the Proposed Decision’s 

adoption of a 50 percent disallowance on unrecovered rate base and decommissioning costs 

for these assets.65  

• The Proposed Decision errs in its descriptions of CalCCA’s Rule 17 proposal. CalCCA did 

not propose “going beyond” PG&E’s approach and requiring SCE to fund “all 

undercollections” resulting from the application of Rule 17 backbilling limitations, 

“including SCE’s undercollections of its own generation and T&D revenue 

requirements.”66 The citations in the Proposed Decision for this proposition do not support 

that assertion. CalCCA also did not propose that CCA undercollections be recovered via 

distribution rates.67 

• The Proposed Decision errs to the extent it cites the “additional complexities and steps”68 

associated with CCA billing as a reason to decline to adopt CalCCA’s Rule 17 funding 

proposal in this case. While these “additional complexities” may help explain why error 

rates for CCA customers are disproportionately high, and may indicate a need for billing 

system improvements, they have no bearing on the appropriate funding solution for CCA 

undercollections. Regardless of why SCE’s systems struggle to accurately bill CCA 

customers, when SCE’s billing errors extend beyond the limits of Rule 17, SCE should 

bear the associated costs. 

• In its Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law, the Proposed Decision errs in its 

description of the testimony requirements adopted for PG&E in D.23-11-069 regarding 

 
65  Proposed Decision, at 567. 
66  Id., at 485. 
67  Id., at 489. 
68  Id., at 490. 
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reinvestments in utility-owned generation (UOG).69 In the final decision, the Commission 

should make clear that these testimony requirements are triggered whenever the utility 

proposes any new asset life extension, incremental capacity addition, or changed function 

for any of its UOG assets—not just when the utility proposes life extensions. 

V. CONCLUSION 

  CalCCA appreciates the opportunity to submit these comments and respectfully requests 

adoption of the recommendations proposed herein. For all the foregoing reasons, the Commission 

should modify the Proposed Decision as provided in Appendix A hereto. CalCCA further reserves 

the right to reply to opening comments addressing any of CalCCA’s issues in this case. 

 
 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  
 
Counsel for  
CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE 
ASSOCIATION 

 
August 18, 2025 

 
69  Id., at Findings of Fact 704-705 and Conclusion of Law 373. 
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APPENDIX A 
TO 

CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE ASSOCIATION’S COMMENTS ON THE 
PROPOSED DECISION ON TEST YEAR 2025 GENERAL RATE CASE FOR 

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY 
 
 

PROPOSED CHANGES TO FINDINGS OF FACT, 
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW AND ORDERING PARAGRAPHS 

 
 

Proposed text deletions show as bold and strikethrough 
Proposed text additions show as bold and underlined 

 

FINDINGS OF FACT 
 
417. SCE’s current practice of not applying the Rule 17 backbilling limitations to unbundled 
generation charges does not provide a consistent, strong incentive to produce accurate bills at 
regular intervals. 
 
418. SCE’s current practice of not applying the Rule 17 backbilling limitations to unbundled 
generation charges runs counter to the goals and requirements outlined in D.86-06-035 and D.07-
09-04. 
 
420. There is insufficient record in this proceeding upon which to address the prospective 
revenue implications associated with the backbilling limitations in Rule 17. CalCCA 
presented evidence showing that reimbursing CCA generation revenue undercollections 
resulting from the application of the Rule 17 backbilling limits via shareholder-funded 
adjustments would be consistent with cost causation principles and would incentivize SCE 
to improve its billing accuracy. 
 
NEW FINDING. CalCCA presented evidence showing that reimbursing CCA generation 
revenue undercollections resulting from the application of the Rule 17 backbilling limits via 
shareholder-funded adjustments would be reasonable given that SCE’s rate of extended 
billing errors reflects a level of service that is inconsistent with the reasonable manager 
standard. 
 
423. The Commission adopted the three-month limitation period for backbilling residential 
customers prior to the formation of ESPs and CCAs.   
 
424. It is not clear, based on the record of this proceeding, whether the additional 
complexities involved with CCA/DA customer billing have an impact on the current three-
month billing limitation, or what, exactly, is driving the accounting corrections for CCA 
customers.  
 



 

A-2 

425. In this proceeding, CalCCA presents evidence of examples of SCE’s unreasonable level of 
accounting billing errors for CCA customers and examples of the associated backbills received 
by CCA customers.  
 
NEW FINDING. In this proceeding, CalCCA presents evidence of SCE’s unreasonable 
approach to account corrections for CCA billing accounts.  
 
704. In D.23-11-069, the Commission directed PG&E to submit certain information in future 
GRCs in which it proposes certain types of reinvestments in UOG assets: asset life extensions, 
incremental capacity additions, or changed asset functions. life extensions.  
 
705. SCE does not oppose providing, in future GRCs, the same types of information that PG&E is 
currently required to provide when proposing new investments in its UOG assets that extend 
the life of the asset, add incremental capacity to the asset, or change the function of the asset. 
investments in UOG asset life extensions.  
 
 
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 
 
239. As part of the new memorandum account to track non-IOU LSE undercollections from the 
Rule 17 backbilling limitations, SCE should include information concerning (1) the 
undercollections at the customer account level (i.e., including the POD-ID); (2) the relevant 
associated billing period(s); and (3) the underlying explanation for SCE’s error and its 
failure to correct the error within the Rule 17 time limits. the underlying reasons for the 
account corrections and an explanation for why the costs were not able to be correctly billed 
within the Rule 17 time limits. 
 
NEW CONCLUSION. SCE should submit quarterly compliance Advice Letters reporting 
on the costs and associated data tracked in the new memorandum account for non-IOU LSE 
undercollections resulting from the Rule 17 backbilling limitations. 
 
NEW CONCLUSION. SCE should reimburse non-IOU LSEs, via a shareholder-funded 
adjustment, for their undercollections of generation charges that result from the proper 
application of Rule 17 backbilling limits going forward.  
 
NEW CONCLUSION. SCE should prioritize work aimed at significantly reducing its billing 
error rates over the rate case period. 
 
NEW CONCLUSION. SCE should file quarterly compliance Advice Letters reporting on its 
billing error rates for bundled and unbundled customers. A failure to show consistent 
improvement in billing error rates via these filings should trigger an additional requirement 
for a supplemental SCE Advice Letter filing in which SCE must present a detailed plan for 
improving these error rates.  
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NEW CONCLUSION. SCE should 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. 
 
NEW CONCLUSION. SCE should provide descriptive transaction code indicators 
to explain its underlying justification for a fund reversal whenever it claws back 
funds already remitted to CCAs. 
 
NEW CONCLUSION. SCE should provide the relevant Contract Account and POD-
ID number whenever it remits customer funds to CCAs. 
 
240. Within 60 days from the issuance date of this decision, SCE should, in coordination with 
the other IOUs, host one or more workshops with the intent to develop a consensus-based 
proposal on how to address uncollected revenue from the application of Rule 17 backbilling 
limitations (for both bundled and unbundled customers), and invite all CCAs/ESPs and 
parties to the A.23-05-010, A.22-05-016, and A.21-06-021 service lists to participate.  
 
241. Within 120 days from the issuance date of this decision, SCE should, in coordination 
with the other IOUs, file a joint application containing one or more proposals on how to 
address undercollections resulting from the application of the Rule 17 backbilling 
limitations, which may include a consensus-based proposal between all LSEs.  
 
242. SCE should be directed to continue to work with CCA parties to explore additional 
improvements to its billing system, including the specific issues raised by CalCCA in this 
proceeding, and report on any progress made as part of SCE’s next GRC filing. 
 
373. SCE should be directed to provide, in future GRCs, the same types of information that PG&E 
is currently required to provide when proposing new investments in its UOG assets that extend 
the life of the asset, add incremental capacity to the asset, or change the function of the asset.  
investments in UOG asset life extensions. 
 
 
ORDERING PARAGRAPHS 
 
38. Southern California Edison Company (SCE) is directed to take all of the following actions 
with respect to its electric Rule 17 backbilling limitations: (a) SCE shall immediately apply the 
same Rule 17 backbilling limitations to both bundled service customer bills and unbundled service 
customers; (b) within 30 days upon the issuance date of this decision, SCE shall file a Tier 1 advice 
letter to establish a new memorandum account to track non-investor-owned utility (IOU) load-
serving entity (LSE) undercollections resulting from the application of Rule 17 backbilling 
limitations, which memorandum account should include information concerning (1) the 
undercollections at the customer account level (i.e., including the POD-ID); (2) the relevant 
associated billing period(s); and (3) the underlying explanation for SCE’s error and its 
failure to correct the error within the Rule 17 time limits; (c) SCE shall submit quarterly 
compliance Advice Letters reporting on the costs and associated data tracked in the new 
memorandum account for non-IOU LSE undercollections resulting from the Rule 17 
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backbilling limitations; and (d) SCE shall reimburse non-IOU LSEs, via a shareholder-
funded adjustment, for their undercollections of generation charges that result from the 
proper application of Rule 17 backbilling limits going forward. (c) within 60 days upon the 
issuance date of this decision, SCE shall, in coordination with the other IOUs, host one or 
more workshops with the intent to develop a consensus-based proposal on how to address 
uncollected revenue from the application of Rule 17 backbilling limitations (for both bundled 
and unbundled customers), and invite all Community Choice Aggregators, Electric Service 
providers, and parties to the Application (A.) 23-05-010, A.22-05-016, and A.21-06-021 
service lists to participate; and (d) within 120 days upon the issuance date of this decision, 
SCE shall, in coordination with the other IOUs, file a joint application containing one or 
more proposals on how to address undercollections resulting from the application of the Rule 
17 backbilling limitations, which may include a consensus-based proposal among all LSEs.  
 
39. Southern California Edison Company (SCE) shall continue to work with Community 
Choice Aggregators and representative parties to explore additional improvements to the 
billing issues identified in this decision, and SCE shall report on any progress made on these 
efforts as part of its next General Rate Case filing.  
 
NEW ORDER. Southern California Edison Company shall prioritize work aimed at 
significantly reducing its billing error rates over the rate case period. 
 
NEW ORDER. Southern California Edison Company (SCE) shall file quarterly compliance 
Advice Letters reporting on its billing error rates for bundled and unbundled customers. A 
failure to show consistent improvement in billing error rates via these filings shall trigger an 
additional requirement for a supplemental SCE Advice Letter filing in which SCE must 
present a detailed plan for improving these error rates.  
 
NEW ORDER. Southern California Edison Company shall modify its billing system 
functionality to cease its practice of reversing all payments previously made by the customer 
and remitted to the community choice aggregator (CCA) for a given transaction whenever a 
CCA account requires billing corrections. 
 
NEW ORDER. Southern California Edison Company shall provide descriptive transaction 
code indicators to explain its underlying justification for a fund reversal whenever it claws 
back funds already remitted to community choice aggregators. 
 
NEW ORDER. Southern California Edison Company shall provide the relevant Contract 
Account and POD-ID number whenever it remits customer funds to community choice 
aggregators. 
 
 


