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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS1 

CalCCA respectfully requests that the Commission: 

• Reject the Joint IOU proposal to require LSEs to fund generation undercollections 
caused by Rule 17/18 backbilling limitations because the proposal: 

o Is not aligned with the cost causation principles that underlie Commission 
ratemaking; 

o Would not provide a strong incentive for IOUs to establish and maintain accurate 
billing systems; and 

o Would create a perverse incentive for IOUs to treat bundled and unbundled 
customers differently—i.e., by prioritizing the resolution of bundled billing errors 
over unbundled billing errors. 

• Adopt CalCCA’s proposal, to be further supported by CalCCA’s direct testimony in 
this proceeding, to fund undercollections resulting from Rule 17/18 backbilling 
limitations with shareholder funds because it: 

o Is aligned with cost causation principles; 

o Would provide the strongest incentive for IOUs to establish and maintain accurate 
billing systems; and 

o Would treat bundled and unbundled customers the same. 

• Adopt the Joint IOU proposal to begin tracking and reporting billing errors and 
associated under- and overcollections, with the proposed modifications to such 
proposal to be detailed in CalCCA’s direct testimony in this proceeding.  

 

 
1  Acronyms used herein are defined in the body of this document. 
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EDISON COMPANY (U 338-E) FOR APPROVAL OF PROPOSALS PURSUANT TO 

ORDERING PARAGRAPH 37 OF DECISION 25-09-030 
 

Pursuant to Rule 2.6(a) of the Rules of Practice and Procedure of the California Public Utilities 

Commission2 (Commission), the California Community Choice Association3 (CalCCA) hereby 

protests the relief sought in Joint Application of Pacific Gas and Electric Company (U 39-E), San 

Diego Gas & Electric Company (U 902-E), and Southern California Edison Company (U 338-E) for 

Approval of Proposals Pursuant to Ordering Paragraph 37 of Decision 25-09-030,4 (Application), 

dated June 22, 2026.  

 

 
2  State of California Public Utilities Commission, Rules of Practice and Procedure, California Code of 
Regulations Title 20, Division 1, Chapter 1 (May 2021), https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-
website/divisions/administrative-law-judge-division/documents/rules-of-practice-and-procedure-may-2021.pdf.  
3  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, 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, Valley Clean Energy, and WestLight Energy. 
4  Joint Application of Pacific Gas and Electric Company (U 39-E), San Diego Gas & Electric 
Company (U 902-E), and Southern California Edison Company (U 338-E) for Approval of Proposals 
Pursuant to Ordering Paragraph 37 of Decision 25-09-030, Application (A.) 26-06-019 (June 22, 2026), 
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M609/K223/609223908.PDF. 

https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/administrative-law-judge-division/documents/rules-of-practice-and-procedure-may-2021.pdf
https://www.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/M609/K223/609223908.PDF
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I. INTRODUCTION 

Customers are still under significant pressure from high electricity rates, and the Application 

from the Joint IOUs5 would formalize unnecessary and unreasonable additional cost burdens on both 

bundled and unbundled customers. PG&E’s Rules 17.1 and 17.2, SDG&E’s Rule 18, and SCE’s Rule 

17 (collectively, Rule 17/18) all include language that limits backbilling to relieve customers from cost 

responsibility for prolonged Joint IOU billing errors. Decision (D.) 07-09-041 concludes that charging 

customers beyond the limits set by Rule 17/18 is unacceptable because the prolonged billing errors are 

not acceptable.6 The Joint IOU proposal would undermine this finding by allowing the Joint IOUs to 

recover their undercollections resulting from these unacceptable billing errors from all customers and 

requiring third-party load-serving entities (LSE) to recover their undercollections resulting from such 

errors from unbundled customers. Importantly, the Joint IOU proposal would also violate principles of 

cost causation, weaken the protections of Rule 17/18, and harm all customers. 

In SCE’s Test Year 2025 general rate case7 (GRC), the Commission found that SCE was not 

applying backbilling limitations to unbundled customers, which it found to be inconsistent with the 

plain language of SCE’s Rule 17 and with the intention of D.07-09-041.8 In D.25-09-030, the 

Commission ordered the Joint IOUs to hold at least one workshop with LSEs to discuss “how to 

address uncollected revenue from the application of Rule 17 backbilling limitations (for both bundled 

 
5  As used herein, "Joint IOUs" (or "Joint IOU") refer collectively to Pacific Gas and Electric Company 
(PG&E), San Diego Gas & Electric Company (SDG&E), and Southern California Edison Company (SCE). 
6  D.07-09-041, Modified Presiding Officer’s Decision, A.02-11-017, Investigation 03-01-012, and A.02-
09-005 (Sept. 20, 2007), at 55-56, Finding of Fact (FOF) 8, 
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/WORD_PDF/FINAL_DECISION/73124.PDF. 
7  Application of Southern California Edison Company (U338-E) for Authority to Increase its Authorized 
Revenues for Electric Service in 2025, Among Other Things, and to Reflect that Increase in Rates, A.23-05-010 
(June 12, 2023), https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M511/K023/511023773.PDF. 
8  D.25-09-030, Decision on Test Year 2025 General Rate Case For Southern California Edison 
Company, A.23-05-010 (Sept. 18, 2025), at 906, FOF 416, 
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M580/K788/580788967.PDF. 

https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/WORD_PDF/FINAL_DECISION/73124.PDF
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M511/K023/511023773.PDF
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M580/K788/580788967.PDF
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and unbundled customers),”9 which ultimately led to the Application. CalCCA participated in three 

workshops hosted by the Joint IOUs and one hosted by Energy Division. CalCCA has utilized the same 

guiding principles from the very first workshop: ensuring cost responsibility aligns with cost causation, 

achieving Rule 17/18 objectives, and ensuring fair and non-discriminatory treatment of bundled and 

unbundled customers. The Joint IOU proposal to require non-IOU LSEs to foot the bill for prolonged 

billing errors caused by the Joint IOUs does not satisfy any of these principles and is unreasonable.  

Instead, the Commission should adopt CalCCA’s proposal—to be further explicated and 

supported by CalCCA’s direct testimony in this proceeding—to require a shareholder-funded 

adjustment to fund all Rule 17/18 undercollections for both bundled and unbundled customers. This 

would ensure the Joint IOUs are responsible for the costs caused by their extended billing errors and 

have an incentive to reduce their rates of prolonged billing errors. It would also maintain strong 

customer protections in line with Rule 17/18 objectives and ensure bundled and unbundled customers 

are treated the same. 

Unlike the Joint IOU proposal for funding Rule 17/18 undercollections, the Joint IOU proposal 

to track and report on billing errors and undercollections is much needed. The Joint IOUs currently do 

not consistently track these errors by bundled status, nor are the associated CCA undercollections 

reported to CCAs. Consistent reporting will provide CCAs with important details concerning billing 

errors impacting their customers as they occur, rather than much later or not at all. Being informed on 

customer issues, regardless of the root cause, is important for CCAs to be able to provide high-quality 

service. Regardless of the Commission’s decision on the funding mechanism for Rule 17/18 

undercollections, it should adopt a Rule 17/18 billing error reporting framework for the Joint IOUs. 

CalCCA is continuing to investigate the specific proposal put forth by the Joint IOUs on how to best 

 
9  Id. at 1008-1009, Ordering Paragraph (O¶) 37. 
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accomplish this tracking and reporting, and will propose modifications to this proposal, to the extent 

necessary, in its direct testimony in this proceeding. 

For the reasons detailed in this Protest, CalCCA recommends that the Commission do the 

following: 

• Reject the Joint IOU proposal to require LSEs to fund generation undercollections caused 
by Rule 17/18 backbilling limitations because the proposal: 
o Is not aligned with the cost causation principles that underlie Commission ratemaking; 
o Would not provide a strong incentive for IOUs to establish and maintain accurate 

billing systems; and 
o Would create a perverse incentive for IOUs to treat bundled and unbundled customers 

differently—i.e., by prioritizing the resolution of bundled billing errors over unbundled 
billing errors. 

• Adopt CalCCA’s proposal, to be further supported by CalCCA’s direct testimony in this 
proceeding, to fund undercollections resulting from Rule 17/18 backbilling limitations with 
shareholder funds because it: 
o Is aligned with cost causation principles; 
o Would provide the strongest incentive for IOUs to establish and maintain accurate 

billing systems; and 
o Would treat bundled and unbundled customers the same. 

• Adopt the Joint IOU proposal to begin tracking and reporting billing errors and associated 
under- and overcollections, with the proposed modifications to such proposal to be detailed 
in CalCCA’s direct testimony in this proceeding.  

II. CALCCA’S INTEREST 

A. CalCCA Represents the Interests of Twenty-Four CCAs That Serve the Joint 
IOUs’ Delivery Service Customers 

CalCCA represents the interests of 24 community choice aggregators (CCAs) in 

California. CalCCA advocates to create a legislative and regulatory environment that supports the 

development and long-term sustainability of locally run, non-profit CCAs in California. All CalCCA’s 

member CCAs provide generation services to customers that are provided delivery services from the 

Joint IOUs. Each CCA program is governed by a Board of Directors comprised of elected officials 

who represent the individual cities and counties the CCA serves. CleanPowerSF is the CCA for the 
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City and County of San Francisco, which the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission operates. San 

José Clean Energy is the City of San José’s CCA program, which the San José Energy Department 

administers. While CalCCA’s advocacy frequently benefits both bundled and unbundled customers, 

each CCA is the sole advocate for its own customers and their local energy programs. 

B. CCAs Receive Billing Services from the Joint IOUs as Directed by Statute 

As required by statute, CCA billing occurs through the Joint IOUs.10 As such, CCAs pay IOUs 

for billing services rendered via CCA service fees set at the cost of providing those billing services. 

CCAs have no choice of alternative billing service providers and, therefore, are directly impacted by 

the Joint IOUs’ policies, practices, and changes related to billing. 

C. CalCCA Has a Real, Direct, Tangible, Material, and Pecuniary Interest in the 
Outcome of This Proceeding 

The Joint IOUs propose to require CCAs to recover undercollections resulting from Rule 17/18 

billing limitations from their customer base, despite the fact that CCAs have no control or influence 

over the prevention or resolution of the errors that cause those undercollections. In proposing this, the 

Joint IOUs seek to shift costs they have caused—and, by definition under Rule 17/18, have not 

resolved in a timely manner—to unbundled customers.11  

Additionally, the proposed structure poses a risk of higher billing error rates for CCA 

customers, which would further intensify CCA undercollections. The Joint IOUs are competitors to 

CCAs for generation services, and the Joint IOUs’ proposal creates an incentive for them to prioritize 

the resolution of bundled billing errors over unbundled billing errors, thus increasing generation rates 

 
10  Cal. Pub. Util. Code § 366.2(c)(9). 
11  PG&E’s Rule 17.1, SDG&E’s Rule 18, and SCE’s Rule 17 limit backbilling resulting from billing 
errors to three months for residential customers and small business customers and three years for all other 
customers. This means the errors took longer than three months or three years to resolve. 
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for CCA customers. Therefore, CalCCA and its members have a real, direct, present, tangible, and 

pecuniary interest in this proceeding. 

III. GROUNDS FOR PROTEST 

A. Issues Within the Scope of This Proceeding 

The Joint IOUs seek authorization to do the following:  

1. Begin applying the Rule 17/18 bill adjustment limitations to all non-IOU on-bill 
charges once the Commission authorizes the necessary billing system changes and 
associated costs and the IOU has made the necessary billing system changes to 
implement this proposal for the non-IOU LSE on-bill charges;  

2. Handle the undercollections caused by the application of Rule 17/18 bill adjustment 
limitations to the on-bill charges of non-IOU LSEs “in the same manner as the 
Commission has determined is appropriate for the IOUs”: the IOUs will track and 
report under-collections for each non-IOU LSE’s on-bill charges and the non-IOU LSE 
will be responsible for rolling those amounts into their own generation service rates in a 
manner they deem appropriate and that ensures they recover their “costs of service” in 
their own rates; 

3. Track certain billing error data and report it in Phase 1 of each of the respective Joint 
IOUs’ GRC as proposed in Chapter IV, Section C.1.h of Ex. JIOU-01; 

4. Recover SCE’s incremental costs of the billing system changes in the manner proposed; 
5. Defer PG&E’s recovery of the implementation costs to Phase 1 of PG&E’s next GRC 

following a final decision on the Application; and 
6. Any other relief that the Commission deems just and reasonable. 

CalCCA strongly opposes the second Joint IOU request to require non-IOU LSEs to recover 

the costs of Rule 17/18 undercollections from unbundled customers. CalCCA is still investigating the 

other requests and does not oppose them at this time. CalCCA appreciates the Joint IOUs’ proposal to 

track and report billing errors to CCAs, which would improve transparency and allow CCAs to stay 

more informed and up to date about the billing issues impacting their customers. 
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B. The Joint IOU Proposal to Require Non-IOU LSEs to Recover Rule 17/18 
Undercollections from Unbundled Customers Is Not Aligned with Cost Causation, 
Does Not Provide a Strong IOU Incentive to Maintain Accurate Billing Systems, 
and Is Unfair to Unbundled Customers 

As the Application outlines, CalCCA attended four workshops discussing Rule 17/18 

undercollection funding mechanisms: three hosted by the Joint IOUs and one hosted by Energy 

Division. The Joint IOUs hosted the first workshop on November 20, 2025. CalCCA consistently 

communicated its guiding principles for determining the funding pathway for Rule 17/18 

undercollections: cost causation, achieving Rule 17/18 objectives, and ensuring fair and non-

discriminatory treatment of bundled and unbundled customers since that first workshop. CalCCA 

presented these same principles six months later at the May 27, 2026, Energy Division workshop.12  

First, the funding mechanism for undercollections resulting from the application of Rule 17/18 

backbilling limits should align with the foundational rate design principle of cost causation. In the 

context of Rule 17/18, the Commission should ask whether ratepayers should bear the costs of 

prolonged billing errors caused by the Joint IOUs’ billing systems and processes.  

Second, whatever funding mechanism is adopted in this proceeding must achieve the objectives 

of Rule 17/18. Specifically, the mechanism must ensure that customers receive accurate bills issued at 

regular intervals, which is a “basic consumer right”13 and ensure there is a “strong incentive for the 

utilities to establish and maintain accurate billing systems.”14  

Third, the funding mechanism must also ensure fair and non-discriminatory treatment of 

bundled and unbundled customers. The While this principle is related to the cost causation principle 

above, it is also relevant to how customer billing errors are prioritized and how Rule 17/18 is applied. 

 
12  See Application, Appendix C, “Rule 17/18 Implementation Issues Background & CCA 
Perspective.” 
13  D.07-09-041, at 8. 
14  D.25-09-030, at 488. 
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funding mechanism should ensure that an IOU is indifferent between resolving a bundled customer 

billing error and an unbundled one, and that customers are not subjected to backbilling beyond the 

Rule 17/18 limitations, regardless of bundled status. The Joint IOU funding mechanism proposal 

satisfies none of these principles and should be rejected. 

1. The Joint IOU Proposal to Require Non-IOU LSEs to Recover Rule 17/18 
Undercollections from Unbundled Customers Is Not Aligned with Cost 
Causation Principles 

The Commission should reject the Joint IOU proposal to require non-IOU LSEs to recover Rule 

17/18 undercollections of generation revenue from unbundled customers because this structure does not 

align with cost causation principles. By definition, billing errors that trigger Rule 17/18 are due to IOU 

billing systems and related processes.15 During the workshop series leading to this Application, there 

was consensus among all parties that these billing errors are caused by the Joint IOUs’ systems and 

processes. Despite this consensus, the Application attempts to cast these non-IOU LSE undercollections 

as LSE “costs of service,” equating the undercollections to LSE procurement activities.16  

Categorizing Rule 17/18 undercollections for non-IOU LSEs as a third-party LSE “cost of 

service” is inaccurate and misleading. These billing errors result from the billing system design and 

process decisions made by the Joint IOUs. Neither CCAs nor CCA customers have control or 

influence over IOU billing errors. CCAs have no reasonable way of knowing when an error in an IOU 

billing system is occurring, which means there is no way for a CCA to intervene to prevent 

undercollections for unbundled customers. In contrast, CCAs have direct control over many other 

 
15  See, e.g., SCE Electric Rule 17.D; PG&E and SDG&E have comparable tariff language. 
16  Application Testimony, JIOU-01, at 39-40 (“Given the Commission’s lack of ratemaking jurisdiction 
over non-IOU LSEs, the Joint IOUs’ Consensus Proposal appropriately requires non-IOU LSEs to continue to 
be responsible for rolling their under- and over-collections into their own ratemaking/cost recovery processes to 
ensure they reach but do not exceed their cost of service…Notably, the Commission does not oversee the non-
IOU LSEs’ costs of service or ratemaking or cost recovery in areas of procurement over which the Commission 
(unlike here) has enforcement jurisdiction over non-IOU LSEs, including RPS, RA and IRP compliance.”). 
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costs they incur on behalf of their customers and that make up their actual “cost of service,” including, 

for example, procurement, administration and operation, policy advocacy, and public engagement. If a 

vendor a CCA works with provides suboptimal service, the CCA can replace that vendor. If that 

vendor’s data systems caused a direct loss of revenue for the CCA, the CCA would request corrective 

action to ensure it does not occur again and to make the CCA whole. Meanwhile, for IOU billing 

services, CCAs have no choice. Further, the Joint IOUs have no incentive to improve billing error 

rates for unbundled customers the way a CCA vendor would be incentivized to provide quality work at 

a reasonable price, knowing their client can choose to hire another firm. For all these reasons, it is 

wholly inappropriate to label these costs as CCA “costs of service”—they are costs associated with a 

statutorily required billing service relationship beyond those costs that CCAs already pay for those 

services via CCA service fees. 

Not only are these costs not caused by CCAs or CCA customers, but they are also not 

reasonably incurred. The Commission has previously found that undercollections resulting from 

prolonged billing errors should not be recovered from individual customers.17 Now, the Commission 

has the opportunity to determine that the IOUs’ broader customer base should not pay for those 

prolonged billing errors either. Generally, the Commission finds shareholder cost responsibility is 

warranted when a utility has failed to act in accordance with the reasonable manager standard.18 The 

Commission also specifically found in D.07-09-041 that, where a utility had a demonstrated pattern of 

committing certain billing errors, mandating shareholder responsibility for the associated costs could 

be reasonable.19 The Commission concluded in D.07-09-041 that such shareholder responsibility 

 
17  Re: Retroactive Billing by Gas and Electric Utilities to Correct Alleged Meter Underbillings Due 
to Meter Error and Meter Fraud [D.86-06-035] (1986) 21 Cal. P.U.C. 2d 270. 
18  See, e.g., D.16-04-006, O¶s 1-4; D.85-08-102.  
19  D.07-09-041, FOF 6.  
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would provide a helpful incentive for the utility to strive for tariff compliance.20 In this proceeding, the 

Commission should recognize that prolonged billing errors that extend beyond the time limits of Rule 

17/18 are instances of IOU billing services that do not meet reasonable service standards. Put simply, 

these are unreasonable IOU costs of service that should be disallowed. 

CalCCA agrees with the Joint IOUs that perfection in billing is not the expectation, nor the 

standard.21 Rule 17/18 is only triggered when an IOU fails to resolve a billing error within the time 

limits set in the rules: three months for residential and small business customers, or three years for all 

other customers. In other words, these rules do not demand perfection. They explicitly acknowledge 

that the IOUs will make billing errors in their regular course of business, and that they can still bill 

customers to recover their undercollections resulting from those errors up to the limits set in the rules. 

The Commission has found that recovery of these undercollected revenues from the individual 

customer is no longer reasonable if the error extends beyond the applicable time limit. It should 

establish in this proceeding that recovery of these undercollected revenues from ratepayers, more 

generally, is no longer reasonable if the error extends beyond these time limits. 

In sum, electric generation service to CCA customers is a CCA cost of service; 

undercollections of CCA generation revenue that result from an IOU’s failure to correct their billing 

errors within the reasonable timeframes set in Rule 17/18 cannot be framed as such. Instead, the 

Commission should recognize these undercollections as an IOU cost of service (i.e., a cost incurred in 

the course of the IOUs’ provision of billing services) that is only incurred when the IOU fails to 

resolve its billing errors within the reasonable time period set in Rule 17/18.  

 
20  Id. at 14. 
21  Application at 28 (“Adequate, efficient, just and reasonable IOU billing service is not expected 
to, and cannot, be error-free”). 
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2. The Joint IOU Proposal to Require Non-IOU LSEs to Recover Rule 17/18 
Undercollections from Unbundled Customers Does Not Provide a Strong 
IOU Incentive to Maintain Accurate Billing Systems 

In addition to the Joint IOU proposal not aligning with cost causation principles, it also fails to 

establish a strong incentive to maintain accurate billing systems. The Joint IOU proposal to have 

ratepayers fund Rule 17/18 undercollections would make the IOUs indifferent to whether their billing 

error rates skyrocket, stay stable, or improve. With no rewards or consequences linked to decreases or 

increases in billing error rates, the Joint IOU proposal would not provide an incentive for the IOUs to 

maintain accurate billing systems. There would be no carrot or stick to motivate the IOUs to improve 

their billing service systems or processes.  

D.25-09-030 reiterates the purpose of Rule 17/18, as originally described in D.07-09-041: that 

receiving accurate bills issued at regular intervals is a basic consumer right and that “the three-month 

backbilling limitation provides a strong incentive for the utilities to establish and maintain accurate 

billing systems.”22 The funding mechanism proposed by the Joint IOUs in the Application simply does 

not provide any incentive for them to maintain accurate billing systems. The Joint IOUs would be 

made whole regardless of the number and duration of unresolved errors, and would even get the 

benefit of increasing competitor CCAs’ rates by requiring CCA customers to pay for CCA 

undercollections. These two facts demonstrate the lack of built-in incentives for the Joint IOUs to 

minimize billing errors absent a reconfiguration of how Rule 17/18 undercollections are funded. 

3. The Joint IOU Proposal to Require Non-IOU LSEs to Recover Rule 17/18 
Undercollections from Unbundled Customers Is Unfair to Unbundled 
Customers 

Not only would the Joint IOU proposal fail to establish incentives for them to maintain 

accurate billing systems, but it would also create a structure that incentivizes the IOUs to treat bundled 

 
22  D.25-09-030 at 488 (emphasis added). 
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and unbundled customers differently in a manner that disadvantages unbundled customers. The Joint 

IOUs suggest that non-IOU LSEs build Rule 17/18 undercollections into their rates, meaning CCA 

customers would pay higher rates due to prolonged IOU billing errors. This setup would give the IOUs 

an incentive to resolve bundled customer billing errors before unbundled ones. The longer an 

unbundled billing error goes on beyond the Rule 17/18 limits, the more the IOUs can increase CCA 

rates. This effectively gives IOUs a lever by which they can adversely impact their competitors and 

increase the rates of CCA customers. Neither CCAs nor their customers should be subjected to this 

type of unfair structure.  

C. The Commission Should Adopt CalCCA’s Proposal to Fund Rule 17/18 
Undercollections with a Shareholder Funded Adjustment Because It Aligns with 
Cost Causation, Provides a Strong Incentive to Maintain Accurate Billing, and 
Treats Bundled and Unbundled Customers Fairly 

The Commission should adopt CalCCA’s proposal to fund Rule 17/18 undercollections via a 

shareholder-funded adjustment. This is the simplest solution to align the funding mechanisms with 

cost-causation principles, provide a strong incentive for the IOUs to establish and maintain accurate 

billing systems, and create a structure that does not provide perverse incentives to treat unbundled 

customer billing errors differently from bundled customer billing errors. 

First, by definition, billing errors that trigger Rule 17/18 are not caused by customers or non-

IOU LSEs. The IOUs design and build the billing systems of their choosing, including automated and 

manual processes for handling customer billing data. These design choices ultimately underlie the 

prolonged billing errors that trigger Rule 17/18. While a standard of perfection is not expected from 

the IOUs, they still bear the responsibility of minimizing those prolonged billing errors. Proper policy 

can reinforce this IOU responsibility by creating structures that focus attention on resolving billing 

errors before they trigger Rule 17/18. Requiring shareholders to fund Rule 17/18 undercollections will 

ensure no customer will bear the costs of prolonged, unresolved errors. The Commission has already 
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found that undercollections resulting from prolonged billing errors should not be recovered from 

individual customers through the establishment of Rule 17/18. Now, the Commission has the 

opportunity to determine that the IOUs’ broader customer base should not be responsible for these 

costs either by establishing a shareholder-funded mechanism. 

Second, a shareholder-funded adjustment for Rule 17/18 undercollections satisfies the directive 

of D.07-09-041 to ensure a strong incentive to establish and maintain accurate billing systems.23 No 

other funding proposal discussed in the Application creates this strong incentive. Neither the use of 

LSE funding nor the use of distribution funding24 can create a sufficient incentive for the IOUs to 

improve their billing error rates for all customers. LSE funding creates the perverse incentive that 

specifically harms unbundled customers, as discussed above, and distribution funding treats all 

customers the same but still fails to incentivize improved billing practices to reduce IOU error rates. 

By proposing LSEs fund the generation undercollections from Rule 17/18 billing limitations, the Joint 

IOU proposal suggests that Rule 17/18 alone is sufficient to protect customers. This logic is flawed 

because, without an aligned funding mechanism, the rules protect only individual customers from 

unreasonable backbills caused by IOU errors, not all customers.  

Third, shareholder funding would create a structure in which the Joint IOUs have the same 

incentive to resolve prolonged bundled customer billing errors as they do for unbundled customer 

errors. Unlike the Joint IOU proposal, which would incentivize the Joint IOUs to resolve bundled 

customer errors before unbundled customer errors, CalCCA’s proposal would make the Joint IOUs 

indifferent to which errors are prioritized. Again, CalCCA’s shareholder-funded proposal is not about 

reaching an end-state billing system in which the IOUs commit zero billing errors; it is about creating 

 
23  D.07-09-041 at 9. 
24  Application, JIOU-1 at 21, Table III-2. 



 

14 

a structure that meets Commission directives, does not shift costs, does not treat customers differently, 

and properly protects customers from bearing the cost of prolonged billing errors they did not cause. 

IV. PROCEDURAL AND DISCOVERY MATTERS 

A. CalCCA Agrees This Proceeding Should Be Categorized as “Ratesetting” 

The Joint IOUs propose to categorize this proceeding as a ratesetting proceeding within the 

meaning of Rule 7.1 of the Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure.25 CalCCA agrees with the 

categorization of this proceeding as ratesetting. 

B. Proposed Proceeding Schedule  

The Joint IOUs’ proposed schedule is reasonable. CalCCA supports the proposed schedule and 

has no amendments. 

C. CalCCA Believes Hearings May Be Necessary 

As described in this Protest, CalCCA contests the Joint IOU proposal to fund Rule 17/18 

unbundled undercollections with non-IOU LSE revenues, the reasoning for which is based on disputed 

facts. While CalCCA will pursue settlement and record stipulations to the extent feasible, the Joint 

IOU proposed procedural schedule proposes a potential date for hearings.26 The Commission should 

reserve a date for an evidentiary hearing to address unresolved issues of fact. 

V. COMMUNICATIONS 

CalCCA consents to “email only” service and requests that the following individuals and their 

associated email addresses be added to the service list for A.26-06-019, on behalf of CalCCA:  

 
25  Application at 9. 
26  Id., at 10. 
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Party Representative for CalCCA:  
Leanne Bober,  

Director of Regulatory Affairs and Deputy 
General Counsel  

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

  

 
Requested Information-Only Service List Additions for CalCCA: 

Willie Calvin, 
Senior Regulatory Case Manager 

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

regulatorty@cal-cca.org 

 

VI. CONCLUSION 

For all the foregoing reasons, CalCCA respectfully requests the Commission set this matter for 

hearing to fully examine the issues discussed above. 

 Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 

Leanne Bober, 
Director of Regulatory Affairs and Deputy 
General Counsel 
 
CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE 
ASSOCIATION 

 
 
July 29, 2026 

mailto:leanne@cal-cca.org
mailto:willie@cal-cca.org
mailto:regulatorty@cal-cca.org
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