KEYES&FOX~

February 19, 2026

Leuwam Tesfai

Executive Director

California Public Utilities Commission
505 Van Ness Avenue

San Francisco, CA 94102

Re:  CalCCA’s Letter Opposing the Request of Pacific Gas and Electric Company, San Diego
Gas & Electric Company, and Southern California Edison Company for Extension of
Time to Comply with Ordering Paragraph 37 of Decision 25-09-030

Dear Executive Director Tesfai:

By way of this letter, submitted pursuant to Rule 16.6 of the California Public Utilities
Commission’s (Commission) Rules of Practice and Procedure, the California Community Choice
Association (CalCCA) provides its opposition to the February 13, 2026 extension request of Southern
California Edison Company (SCE), Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E), and San Diego Gas
& Electric Company (SDG&E) (collectively, the Joint IOUs) (Extension Request). The Extension
Request seeks an extension of 120 days (i.e., until July 20, 2026) for the Joint IOUs to comply with
the directive in Ordering Paragraph (OP) 37 of Decision (D.) 25-09-030 (Decision) to file an
application within six months of the Decision with a proposal for addressing cost recovery for
undercollections resulting from the application of Rule 17/18 backbilling limitations.

As set forth in detail below, CalCCA opposes the Extension Request. Every month that the
Rule 17/18 Joint Application proceeding is delayed is another month that customers of third-party
providers, including community choice aggregators (CCA) and some Electric Service Providers
(ESP), must bear the costs of utility billing errors. The Commission gave the Joint IOUs more than
enough time — six months — to conduct one or more workshops and then file a Joint Application on
this very discrete issue. Ratepayers should not continue to bear the costs of the IOUs’ protracted
billing errors for an extended period just because the Joint IOUs failed to prioritize this work
sufficiently to allow them to meet the Commission’s deadline.

Prior to submitting this opposition letter, CalCCA consulted with ESP stakeholders involved
in the Rule 17/18 workshop process. Shell confirmed that it supports this opposition letter and
authorized CalCCA to indicate its support herein.

I. BACKGROUND

SCE’s Rule 17 (essentially identical to PG&E’s Rule 17, 17.1, and 17.2, and SDG&E’s Rule
18) protects customers by limiting the backbilling that the IOU can charge a customer due to IOU-
caused billing errors. For residential and small-commercial customers, the limit is three months. For
all other customers, the limit is three years. Historically, SCE has followed these limitations for its
bundled customers, but it has not been applying this protection to the generation portion of the bill
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for unbundled customers. This has resulted in egregious instances of CCA customers receiving bills
to collect amounts from IOU errors beyond the three-month or three-year period for generation
services only, sometimes for thousands of dollars. These instances are out of the CCAs’ control, and
are due to no fault of the CCA customer.

The Decision determined in SCE’s latest general rate case (GRC) that SCE’s practice of
backbilling CCA customers beyond the Rule 17 limits is “inconsistent with the plain language in
SCE’s tariffs” and fails to incentivize SCE to maintain accurate billing systems.! The Decision also
makes clear the Commission has not yet considered the revenue impacts associated with Rule 17/18
limitations to CCAs and ESPs.?

To remedy these issues and to ensure the IOUs are coordinated in their approach to fixing it,
the Decision ordered that the Joint IOUs host “one or more workshops” with the “intent to develop a
consensus-based proposal” on how to address undercollections resulting from the application of Rule
17/18 backbilling limits for both bundled and unbundled customers. During the workshop process, it
became clear that SDG&E’s practice for backbilling is the same as SCE’s.? PG&E has stated that its
historical practice has been to reimburse CCAs for unbundled customer generation undercollections
with shareholder funds.* CalCCA had proposed this shareholder funding framework in SCE’s GRC.

Subsequent to the workshop process, the Joint IOUs are required to file a Joint Application
within 180 days with their proposal(s) on cost recovery for the undercollections.® This Joint
Application is the subject of the current extension request. While several workshops have been held,
the Joint IOUs now seek an additional four months on top of the six months afforded by the Decision
to file their Application.

I1. THE JOINT I0US’ EXTENSION REQUEST SHOULD BE REJECTED

A. An Extension Will Harm Ratepayers

The Joint IOUs’ extension request should be rejected. Until this Application proceeding is
resolved, SCE and SDG&E’s backbilling practices will continue unchecked by the Commission, to
the detriment of ratepayers. In addition, the CCAs have no transparency to track or prevent these
billing errors, or means by which to remedy them. The longer the Commission takes to resolve the
Application proceeding, the longer this harmful status quo will persist.

! Decision, pp. 487-488.

2 Id. at 489.

3 During the first workshop on November 20, 2025, SDG&E represented that it historically had funded
CCA undercollections resulting from the application of Rule 17/18 backbilling limits with shareholder funds,
but that it stopped that practice in the last few years. During the third workshop on January 29, 2026, SDG&E
represented that it never funded these undercollections through shareholder funding; it previously funded these
undercollections through distribution funding, but in 2022 it adopted SCE’s approach (i.e., backbilling CCA
customers beyond the limits of Rule 17/18).

4 During the first workshop on November 20, 2025, PG&E represented via the Joint IOUs’ workshop
slides that it provides shareholder-funded payments for under-recovery due to backbilling limits for both
bundled and unbundled customers. During the third workshop on January 29, 2026, PG&E represented that it
only provides this shareholder payment for unbundled customers.

> Decision, pp. 487-488.



B. The Six-Month Period Granted by the Decision Was Sufficient Time for the IOUs to
Formulate Their Proposal

The Extension Request does not clearly articulate why the Joint IOUs were unable to complete
the work directed by the Decision within six months. Instead, the Joint IOUs offer that they “anticipate
that additional time could benefit the joint application process[,]” “improve the chances of
alignment[,]” and “enhance understanding of the parties’ respective concerns and the impacts of the
changes . . . on IOU billing systems and the business processes of the IOUs, CCAs, and ESPs.”

CalCCA disagrees.

Six months is an adequate amount of time to host one or more workshops prior to filing a Joint
Application on a discrete cost recovery issue. To accomplish this work within six months, each IOU
could have arrived at the first workshop in late November 2025—two months after the issuance of
the Decision—with: (1) a clear understanding of how their backbilling Rules 17/18 have functioned
in the past and currently function, especially with respect to CCA and ESP customers; and (2) a clear
position on how their IOU would like to see this undercollection issue handled going forward,
consistent with the Decision. Sharing this baseline information up front would have eliminated any
information asymmetries between the interested parties and would have provided a clear starting point
for negotiations to begin.

The Joint IOUs did not come to the workshops with this level of preparation, with the
exception of SCE. Instead, the IOUs shared conflicting information with participants across the three
workshops on the historical and current backbilling practices of PG&E and SDG&E.” The IOUs also
noted during the workshops that they were unsure of the impact of current billing practices and
proposed changes to those practices on ESPs. Some ESPs already provide their own billing services,
whereas CCAs must use the incumbent IOU for billing services to customers,® so not all ESPs face
the same issues as CCAs. Only SCE presented a clear view of its preference for CCAs and ESPs to
absorb the loss of revenue due to Rule 17/18 errors. While SCE was clear from the outset on its
position on the funding proposals on the table (i.e., that shareholder funding was not acceptable to
SCE), neither PG&E nor SDG&E shared their views on any of the funding proposals until the final
workshop on January 29, 2026. This was over four months after the issuance of the Decision, at which
point SDG&E and PG&E appeared to fully align with SCE’s positions. Then, the IOUs signaled that
their management had not approved the alternate funding proposals that had been discussed in the
workshops.

It is not reasonable to expect that parties will be able to meaningfully negotiate and come to
compromise positions across their different interests with these kinds of information asymmetries and
with key stakeholders withholding or otherwise being unprepared to share their own positions.

C. Additional Time Will Not Change CalCCA’s Unwavering Position That Shareholder
Funding is Necessary for the Rule 17/18 Undercollections

CalCCA has been clear throughout the GRC proceeding leading up to the Decision and
throughout the workshop process that shareholder funding is the most reasonable solution to address
undercollections resulting from the application of Rule 17/18 backbilling limits and to incentivize
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! See supra nn. 3-4.
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reductions in billing error rates. CalCCA remains open to collaborating with the Joint IOUs and all
interested parties going forward to see if there are any issues on which parties can reach consensus.
However, given the harm to CCA customers that would result from allowing the IOUs’ status quo
billing policies to remain in place for a prolonged period, and given that CalCCA believes the
Commission’s six month allocation for the workshop(s) and Joint Application submission was
reasonable but not appropriately prioritized by the I0Us, CalCCA does not support a deferred
Application deadline in order to facilitate those additional negotiations.

III. CONCLUSION

For all the foregoing reasons, CalCCA opposes the Extension Request and urges the
Commission to deny it.

Respectfully submitted,

/s/ Julia Kantor

Julia Kantor

KEYES & FOX LLP

580 California Street, 12 Floor
San Francisco, CA 94104
Telephone: (617) 835-5113
E-mail: jkantor@keyesfox.com

Counsel for California Community
Choice Association

cc: Service Lists: A.23-05-010, A.22-05-015/A.22-05-016, A.21-06-021, R.21-03-011, R.03-10-
003, and R.07-05-025
aljextensionrequests@cpuc.ca.gov
ExecDirectorTeam(@cpuc.ca.gov
Sidney Dietz, PG&E
Maria Osorio, PG&E
Clay Faber, SDG&E
Dina Mackin, CPUC
Paul Philipps, CPUC
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