
BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

 
 
Application Of Southern California Edison 
Company (U 338-E) For Authority To Increase 
Its Authorized Revenues For Electric Service 
In 2025, Among Other Things, And To Reflect 
That Increase In Rates.  

Application No. 23-05-010 
(Filed May 12, 2023) 

 

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

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Leanne Bober, 
Director of Regulatory Affairs and Deputy 
General Counsel 

Willie Calvin, 
Regulatory Case Manager 
 

CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE 
ASSOCIATION 
1121 L Street, Suite 400 
Sacramento, CA 95814  
Telephone: (510) 980-9459  
E-mail: regulatory@cal-cca.org 

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 25, 2025 
 
 

FILED
08/25/25
04:59 PM
A2305010

https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/administrative-law-judge-division/documents/rules-of-practice-and-procedure-may-2021.pdf
mailto:jkantor@keyesfox.com


 

i 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

I. INTRODUCTION ...............................................................................................................1 

II. THE COMMISSION SHOULD REJECT SCE’S AND PG&E’S CLAIMS 
THAT THEIR TARIFFS ARE AMBIGUOUS ON THE APPLICATION OF 
RULE 17 TO CCA CUSTOMERS AND THE MOST REASONABLE 
FUNDING MECHANISM FOR ASSOCIATED CCA 
UNDERCOLLECTIONS ....................................................................................................2 

A. There is No Ambiguity in SCE’s Tariffs on Whether Rule 17 
Backbilling Limits Apply to CCA Charges .............................................................2 

B. There is No Ambiguity in the Record Regarding the Most Reasonable 
Funding Mechanism for CCA Undercollections .....................................................4 

III. THE COMMISSION SHOULD REJECT SCE’S REQUESTS FOR MORE 
TIME TO IMPLEMENT RULE 17 CHANGES .................................................................6 

IV. THE COMMISSION SHOULD REJECT SCE’S REQUEST THAT IT NOT 
BE HELD RESPONSIBLE FOR TRACKING CCA 
UNDERCOLLECTIONS ....................................................................................................7 

V. THE PROPOSED DECISION’S DISALLOWANCE FOR SPVP 
DECOMMISSIONING COSTS IS REASONABLE BECAUSE SCE’S 
DECISION-MAKING APPROACH ON DECOMMISSIONING OF THESE 
ASSETS WAS NOT REASONABLE ................................................................................8 

VI. CONCLUSION ..................................................................................................................10 

 
 



 

ii 

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 Commission should retain its adoption of a 50 percent disallowance of SPVP 
decommissioning costs in the Proposed Decision. 

 
 
 

 
1  Acronyms used herein are defined in CalCCA’s Comments on The Proposed Decision on Test Year 
2025 General Rate Case for Southern California Edison Company, A.23-05-010 (Aug. 18, 2025). 
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CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE ASSOCIATION’S REPLY COMMENTS ON 
THE PROPOSED DECISION ON TEST YEAR 2025 GENERAL RATE CASE FOR 

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY 
 
 

The California Community Choice Association (CalCCA) submits these reply comments 

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

Practice and Procedure2 on the proposed Decision on Test Year 2025 General Rate Case for 

Southern California Edison Company3 (Proposed Decision), dated July 28, 2025.   

I. INTRODUCTION 

The Proposed Decision clearly describes how Southern California Edison Company’s 

(SCE) practice of backbilling community choice aggregator (CCA) customers beyond the limits 

set forth in SCE’s Rule 17 violates SCE’s tariffs and state law.4 In opening comments, SCE and 

Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) fail to offer any alternative credible interpretation of 

Rule 17 to counter these findings. Instead, they ask the Commission to remove these findings 

because SCE “has always believed”5 its approach was reasonable and has made “good faith 

 
2  State of California Public Utilities Commission, Rules of Practice and Procedure, California Code 
of Regulations Title 20, Division 1, Chapter 1 (May 2021). 
3  Proposed Decision on Test Year 2025 General Rate Case for Southern California Edison Company, 
A.23-05-010 (July 28, 2025).  
4  Proposed Decision, at 486-488. 
5  SCE Opening Comments, at 23. 
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efforts”6 to implement Rule 17. The Commission should not change its legal conclusions just 

because SCE was not specifically intending to violate its tariffs and state law. The Commission 

should both retain these findings regarding SCE’s violation of Rule 17 and go further to order the 

most reasonable funding solution: a shareholder-funded adjustment to reimburse CCAs for their 

Rule 17 undercollections going forward. 

SCE also disputes the Proposed Decision’s adoption of a 50 percent disallowance of Solar 

Photovoltaic Program (SPVP) decommissioning costs, noting this disallowance would only be 

justified if the Commission finds that SCE’s decision to decommission the projects was 

unreasonable.7 CalCCA has demonstrated throughout this case that the Commission should make 

such a finding. The Commission should retain its findings in the Proposed Decision regarding the 

50 percent disallowance for these decommissioning costs. 

II. THE COMMISSION SHOULD REJECT SCE’S AND PG&E’S CLAIMS THAT 
THEIR TARIFFS ARE AMBIGUOUS ON THE APPLICATION OF RULE 17 TO 
CCA CUSTOMERS AND THE MOST REASONABLE FUNDING MECHANISM 
FOR ASSOCIATED CCA UNDERCOLLECTIONS 

A. There is No Ambiguity in SCE’s Tariffs on Whether Rule 17 Backbilling 
Limits Apply to CCA Charges 

SCE and PG&E argue that the Commission should remove its finding in the Proposed 

Decision that SCE has continuously violated Rule 17 and state law because Rule 17 is ambiguous 

on the question of backbilling limits for CCA charges.8 SCE supports this claim of “ambiguity” 

by noting it has always “believed” it lacked the authority to apply Rule 17 without CCA consent.9 

 
6  PG&E Opening Comments, at 10. 
7  SCE Opening Comments, at 19-20 (“Absent some finding of unreasonable management . . . CPUC 
precedent supports SCE recovering all rate base and decommissioning costs”); id., at 20 (“the PD’s 
disallowance of half of SCE’s going-forward decommissioning costs is unsupported, given that the PD 
finds that SCE’s decision to decommission the SPVP projects was reasonable”). 
8  Id., at 23-24; PG&E Opening Comments, at 9-10. 
9  SCE Opening Comments, at 23. 



 

3 

PG&E points to the fact that Rule 17 predates the creation of CCAs and potentially does not 

account for application to CCAs.10 These arguments are unavailing. 

There is no ambiguity in SCE’s tariffs regarding whether Rule 17 backbilling limits apply 

to CCA charges. First, the language of Rule 17 does not distinguish between bundled and 

unbundled customers, and “Billing Errors” are defined broadly to include errors on both bundled 

and unbundled customers’ bills.11 Second, while the creation of Rule 17 predates CCA 

customers, SCE’s Rule 23—the Rule covering CCAs—separately confirms that SCE’s Rule 17 

billing practices are also applicable to CCA accounts and charges. Rule 23 both establishes no 

separate or distinctive treatment for how billing errors should be handled for CCA customers or 

CCA generation charges and explicitly confirms that “SCE shall perform the adjustment of bills 

for billing errors in accordance with Rule 17.”12 

Given this clear tariff language, what SCE “believed” regarding its obligation or authority 

to apply Rule 17 to CCA charges is irrelevant. SCE violated the clear terms of its Rule 17 and 23 

tariffs, regardless of whether it believed it was doing so. However, even if SCE’s intentions were 

relevant here, the record reflects that there is a long history of CCAs requesting that SCE apply 

Rule 17 to CCA customer generation charges, and SCE declining to do so.13 Therefore, the record 

 
10  PG&E Opening Comments, at 9-10. 
11  Exh. CalCCA-02-E, 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. 
12  Id., at 38:18 to 39:4. 
13  Exh. CalCCA-01, at 9:8-11 (“On numerous occasions, SCE has been asked to apply Rule 17 to the 
full customer bill (including CCA generation charges), and SCE has continuously rejected the requests and 
has even asked CCAs to stop raising the issue of Rule 17 application”). 
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does not support SCE’s claims that it would apply Rule 17 to CCA customers’ generation charges 

if CCAs merely would “consent” to it doing so.  

There is no ambiguity in the language of SCE’s Rules 17 and 23, and the Commission 

correctly confirmed in the Proposed Decision that SCE’s practice of backbilling CCA customers 

beyond the limits set out in Rule 17 violates its own tariffs and state law. The Commission should 

retain its strong findings in the Proposed Decision on these issues.14 

B. There is No Ambiguity in the Record Regarding the Most Reasonable Funding 
Mechanism for CCA Undercollections 

There is similarly no merit to SCE’s argument that there is “insufficient evidence” on the 

record concerning the most reasonable funding mechanism to refund CCAs for their 

undercollections of generation revenues resulting from the application of these Rule 17 

limitations.15 As detailed in CalCCA’s opening comments, the record clearly reflects that 

refunding CCA revenue undercollections through a shareholder-funded adjustment is the most 

reasonable funding solution.16 The record demonstrates this solution: (1) is aligned with cost 

causation; (2) is consistent with the Commission’s established purpose of Rule 17 backbilling 

limitations, i.e., incentivizing the utility to maintain accurate billing systems; and (3) is reasonable 

given that SCE’s high rate of extended billing errors for CCA customers17 is inconsistent with the 

level of service of a “reasonable manager.”18  

Therefore, the shareholder-funded adjustment proposed by CalCCA is an effective way to 

shield CCAs and their customers from excessive costs caused by SCE’s billing errors and to 

 
14  Proposed Decision, at Findings of Fact 417-419 and Conclusions of Law 236-237. 
15  SCE Opening Comments, at 23. 
16  CalCCA Opening Comments, at 4-10. 
17  Exh. CalCCA-02-E, at 40:12-18. By “extended billing error”, CalCCA means billing errors causing 
undercollections beyond the backbilling limits set out in Rule 17. 
18  CalCCA Opening Comments, at 4-10. 



 

5 

incentivize SCE to reduce its high rate of extended billing errors on CCA customer bills. Since 

this funding mechanism would only apply to SCE’s extended billing errors—those beyond three 

months or three years, depending on the customer type19—shareholders will only be responsible 

for costs associated with SCE’s most egregious billing errors. 

SCE also urges the Commission not to order a funding solution to address SCE’s Rule 17 

violations in this case because the shareholder-funded adjustment adopted by the two other 

investor-owned utilities (IOU) and poised to be extended to SCE in this case is “not contemplated 

in Rule 17 or other Commission directives.”20 Just because the Commission has not previously 

explicitly ordered all the IOUs to address these undercollections through a shareholder-funded 

adjustment does not mean it cannot or should not order SCE to do so here. Given PG&E and San 

Diego Gas and Electric Company’s (SDG&E) voluntary policies of assuming responsibility for 

these CCA undercollections, CCAs served by those IOUs have not been compelled to litigate these 

issues before the Commission. In contrast, SCE’s Rule 17 policies are so harmful to CCA 

customers that CCAs in SCE’s territory have invested significant time and resources in this 

proceeding to alert the Commission to this SCE issue and propose a solution that is both reasonable 

and aligned with the policies of the other two IOUs. The Commission should not decline to order 

a solution to SCE’s harmful practices in this proceeding just because it has not been compelled to 

do so for the other two IOUs. The Commission should adopt a shareholder-funded adjustment as 

the most reasonable solution to refund CCA revenue undercollections. 

 
19  Exh. CalCCA-02-E, at 37:9-29. 
20  SCE Opening Comments, at 23. 



 

6 

III. THE COMMISSION SHOULD REJECT SCE’S REQUESTS FOR MORE TIME 
TO IMPLEMENT RULE 17 CHANGES 

In addition to ordering SCE to begin applying Rule 17 to CCA charges and to refund CCAs 

for the resulting undercollections through shareholder-funded adjustments, the Commission must 

implement a timeline for SCE to take these remedial actions. SCE claims in opening comments 

that it needs more time both to implement the modifications to its billing system necessary to begin 

applying Rule 17 to CCA charges, and to receive authorization to recover any associated costs for 

the change to its billing system.21  

The Commission should not allow SCE more time to apply its Rule 17 to CCA charges 

and track the associated undercollections. This is a simple change, and SCE has not provided any 

evidence or sufficient explanation that demonstrates why it cannot be accomplished immediately.22 

The only support SCE provides for its claim that it needs more time to implement this change is 

the Proposed Decision’s finding that certain CCA-specific billing issues are tied to current system 

functionality.23 However, this finding in the Proposed Decision pertains to the other billing issues 

raised by CalCCA in this proceeding—those concerning the high rates of billing errors and the 

mechanics around how account corrections are made, and not SCE’s practice of backbilling CCA 

customers beyond the limits set in Rule 17.24 Therefore, SCE has no basis for requesting that the 

Commission allow it to delay its fix to the backbilling practices that have been harming CCAs and 

 
21  Id., at 23-24. 
22  Id., at 24. 
23  Id., at 24 n. 102 (citing the Proposed Decision’s Finding of Fact 426). 
24  Proposed Decision, at 491 (“Beyond the backbilling issues in Rule 17, CalCCA raises several 
CCA-specific issues with SCE’s current billing practices, including . . . While we appreciate that the 
resolution of many of these issues is tied to SCE’s current billing functionality, as well as customer-
initiated requests/existing aging meters that SCE plans to replace through AMI 2.0 (for billing issues driven 
by missing usage), we direct SCE to continue to work with CCA parties . . .”) (emphasis added); id., at 
Finding of Fact 426 (“Some of the CCA-specific billing issues raised in this proceeding are tied to the 
current functionality of SCE’s billing system.”). 
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their customers for years. Further, if the Commission agrees that SCE may incur additional costs 

through implementing the billing system change of applying backbilling limits to unbundled 

customers, it can direct SCE to track any such costs in a memorandum account for future review 

and cost recovery. 

Finally, the Commission need not contend with SCE’s request for more time to file the 

joint IOU application ordered in the Proposed Decision.25 As explained in CalCCA’s opening 

comments, the Commission should adopt CalCCA’s recommendation regarding a shareholder 

funding mechanism for these CCA undercollections. This would obviate the need for the joint IOU 

application process. 

IV. THE COMMISSION SHOULD REJECT SCE’S REQUEST THAT IT NOT BE 
HELD RESPONSIBLE FOR TRACKING CCA UNDERCOLLECTIONS 

SCE also requests that the Commission remove its order in the Proposed Decision requiring 

SCE to establish a memorandum account to track CCA undercollections, arguing that this account 

“is unnecessary for a prospective process.”26 The logic underpinning SCE’s objection here is 

unclear. Generally, memorandum accounts are created to track costs to be incurred in the future. 

The fact that SCE is framing its modifications to its backbilling policies as a “prospective process” 

is irrelevant. SCE does not provide any further explanation or support for why this tracking 

mechanism is unnecessary, so it is impossible to discern whether there could be any merit to SCE’s 

objections.  

CalCCA has made clear that, without a tracking mechanism for these CCA 

undercollections, neither SCE nor the CCAs will have an accurate understanding of the billing 

errors impacting CCA customers and the associated lost CCA revenues.27 This tracking 

 
25  SCE Opening Comments, at 23-24. 
26  Id., at 24. 
27  CalCCA Opening Comments, at 13. 
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mechanism is necessary to: (1) allow CCAs to coordinate with SCE to address billing issues as 

expeditiously as possible; (2) allow the Commission and all stakeholders to develop a better 

understanding of the root causes of these billing errors; (3) ensure the appropriate refunds are 

provided to CCAs; and (4) allow CCAs to independently audit SCE’s internal processes related to 

Rule 17. CalCCA’s recommendation of a quarterly compliance Advice Letter reporting on the 

costs and associated data tracked in this memorandum account will also be critical to these efforts, 

allowing the CCAs to track and audit this information independently. The Commission should not 

be swayed by SCE’s vague statements that such compliance requirements are “unnecessary.” 

V. THE PROPOSED DECISION’S DISALLOWANCE FOR SPVP 
DECOMMISSIONING COSTS IS REASONABLE BECAUSE SCE’S DECISION-
MAKING APPROACH ON DECOMMISSIONING OF THESE ASSETS WAS NOT 
REASONABLE 

The Commission should retain the Proposed Decision’s 50 percent disallowance for 

decommissioning costs for SCE’s SPVP. SCE argues in opening comments that this disallowance 

is only justified if the Commission finds that SCE’s decision to decommission the projects was 

unreasonable.28 The Commission should, in fact, make such a finding.  

Under 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.”29 The record includes substantial 

evidence that SCE’s decision-making approach around decommissioning was unreasonable, as 

described below. The Commission should cite this evidence as further support for its decision to 

disallow these decommissioning costs. 

 
28  SCE Opening Comments, at 19-20 (“Absent some finding of unreasonable management . . . CPUC 
precedent supports SCE recovering all rate base and decommissioning costs”); id., at 20 (“the PD’s 
disallowance of half of SCE’s going-forward decommissioning costs is unsupported, given that the PD 
finds that SCE’s decision to decommission the SPVP projects was reasonable”). 
29  Exh. SCE-16, at 113:17 to 114:2. 
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CalCCA demonstrated in briefing in this case that SCE’s decommissioning cost request for 

these assets was based entirely on one snapshot Present Value of Revenue Requirements (PVRR) 

analysis SCE conducted in 2022 that used deeply flawed input assumptions.30 Most notably, SCE’s 

Renewable Energy Credit (REC) price forecast used to estimate the REC revenue benefits of the 

facilities was considerably dated as of the time SCE performed the analysis (when the forecast was 

a year old31) and as of the time SCE submitted its testimony in this case (when it was one and a 

half years old32), resulting in a dramatic undervaluing of these assets.33 In addition, SCE’s PVRR’s 

operations and maintenance (O&M) cost estimates for these assets were off by approximately $100 

million.34 Relying on these inaccurate and dated inputs to conclude that decommissioning these 

assets was the least-cost option was unreasonable. 

Further, it was unreasonable for SCE to make a final decision on decommissioning based 

on just this one snapshot analysis, without running multiple sensitivities and without waiting for 

Commission approval.35 Running multiple versions of the PVRR analysis with refreshed inputs 

over a reasonable time period would have allowed 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 any precedent for the Commission 

approving a decommissioning cost recovery request based on a cost-benefit analysis performed at 

a single point in time.36 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 

 
30  CalCCA Opening Brief, at 50-64; CalCCA Reply Brief, at 25-28. 
31  9 Tr. 838:22 to 841:8 (May 13, 2024 – Witness Billapati). 
32  Id. at 841:11 to 842:8. 
33  CalCCA Opening Brief, at 53-57. 
34  Id., at 56-59. 
35  Exh. CalCCA-22; 9 Tr. 850:20 to 851:4 (May 13, 2024 – Witness Billapati). 
36  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.37 

At the time SCE performed its PVRR analysis, it knew or should have known that: (1) its 

REC forecast was significantly outdated; (2) its O&M cost estimate was inaccurate; (3) moving 

forward with decommissioning based on one snapshot analysis is out of step with standard 

practice; and (4) moving forward with decommissioning without Commission approval is 

inconsistent with standard practice.38 With the information SCE had at the time, rushing the 

decommissioning decision here based on a single—and deeply flawed—snapshot analysis was 

unreasonable. As such, the Commission should retain its adoption of a 50 percent disallowance of 

SPVP decommissioning costs in the Proposed Decision.39 

VI. CONCLUSION 

CalCCA appreciates the opportunity to submit these reply comments and requests adoption 

of the recommendations proposed herein.  

 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 25, 2025 

 
37  Exh. CalCCA-22; 9 Tr. 850:20 to 851:4 (May 13, 2024 – Witness Billapati). 
38  See Exh. CalCCA-22; 9 Tr. 850:20 to 851:4 (May 13, 2024 – Witness Billapati). 
39  Proposed Decision, at Finding of Fact 500 and Conclusion of Law 284. 
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