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Sec�on F content: 
Thank you for reading this complaint. I have cited atachments that accompany 
this complaint to show proof of my claims. Please see the atachments as they are 
cited to reduce any confusion. 

In June 2025, we surprisingly found we had not received bills from Southern 
California Edison (SCE) for our residence at 10836 Flora Park Way, Cypress, CA 
90720, a newly built senior condominium. 

We immediately contacted SCE in this regard. SCE told us our HOA paid for the 
above address and asked us to contact our HOA. We asked for more details but 
SCE denied us saying “you are not the account owner”. We contacted our HOA 
about it. This implies that SCE did have a billing record for the meter with the 
wrong party, which is proof that SCE made a billing error. Please keep this in 
mind as we con�nue. 

Atachment #11: an email we sent to our HOA asking about our electric 
bill/meter a�er ge�ng SCE’s recommenda�on to contact our HOA because 
allegedly they are the account owner and were paying the bill. 

In September, 2025, we contacted SCE again, this �me, their Korean desk.  They 
asked us for all the details and to wait.  A while later, we suddenly received a bill 
from SCE for the last 3 years with total amount $4,597.95 

Atachment #10: The bill that we are dispu�ng in this formal complaint. 

We contacted sceols@sce.com and explained the situa�on to them and let them 
know that according to Rule 17, “in the case of an undercharge, not exceeding 
three months for residen�al service to a SCE-metered Single-Family Dwelling…” 
that we should only be charged for the last 3 months of service, not for the last 3 
years, but the response that was returned told us that rule 17 did not apply to our 
case with no explana�on as to why. 
 
We did research on what to do. We found CPUC on the back of the bill to contact 
for any dispute with u�lity companies. We checked CPUC website and filed an 
Informal Complaint File No.708004 asking them to ask So Cal Edison to bill us only 
for the last 3 months as per their Rule 17. We received reply from CPUC CAB that 
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SCE rejected our request because “did not qualify for Rule 17 because SCE had no 
prior no�ce of occupancy”. 

1st response: Rule 17 does not require any no�ce of occupancy to be in effect. It 
simply is not required in the Rule. I have atached Rule 17 downloaded from the 
SCE website to this complaint. 

      Atachment #9: Rule 17 downloaded from the SCE website on 2/15/2026 

2nd response: Even if we assume that a no�ce of occupancy was required, we have 
proof that SCE did have prior no�ce of occupancy. Please see the atachments 
cited below. 

Atachment #1: Our escrow required us to transfer all u�lity billing immediately 
under our names. 

Atachment #2: My memo at that �me shows I did all u�lity name transfer 
between 9/1-9/4, for Southern California Gas Company, Golden State Water 
Company, Valley Vista Service for trash, Southern California Edison.   All together. I 
have had no issues with all other u�lity companies beside SCE. 

Atachment #3: Our online communica�on copy showing SCE Confirma�on 
Number 32729362020919. This document clearly shows that a service request 
change was processed with SCE and SCE cannot claim at this �me that they had 
“no prior no�ce of occupancy.” 

Atachment #4: An email from Valley Vista Services le�ng us know that the 
trash bills are included in our water bills. Atached here as an example of having 
contacted other u�li�es during the same �me period. 

Atachment #5: A billing and payment history for the Golden State Water 
company has been included to show that we changed all u�li�es under our name 
a�er our escrow closed. Atached here as an example of having contacted other 
u�li�es during the same �me period. 

Atachment #6: A billing and payment history for the SoCalGas company has 
been included to show that we changed all u�li�es under our name a�er our 
escrow closed. Atached here as an example of having contacted other u�li�es 
during the same �me period. 



We are sure that SCE knows the mistake and billing error they made when they 
checked their files but they are not admi�ng it and are making up a reason why 
we should be billed back more than 3 months, even though their own rule states 
it clearly. 

SCE should be absolutely thankful that we discovered this situa�on and let SCE 
know about the fact that we were not being billed for our services. Who knows 
how long this situa�on would have con�nued had we not let SCE know about it, 
out of our own will. This billing error could have con�nued for years and years had 
we not no�fied SCE! 

While talking with SCE, so far, we have a feeling that SCE charged the meter to 
somebody we don’t know for the full or part �me of period and are poten�ally 
just looking to make double their money on this energy usage. i.e. If SCE had truly 
not been receiving any payment for the meter, why would they supply electricity 
without interrup�on? If they were not receiving payment, SCE would/should have 
shut off the meter as a mater of common sense. 
 
 

The Ac�on we would like CPUC to take:  

We request that CPUC find SCE in viola�on of their own Tariff Rule 17 and make 
them limit our liability for undercharges to the most recent three (3) months of 
usage. 

That will be $340.26 ( 85.09 + 133.77 + 121.40 ) according to their back dated bills. 

 

Other atachments to this complaint as suppor�ng evidence: 

Atachment #7: The first response to our informal complaint to the CPUC. Leter 
dated Jan 12, 2026 

Atachment #8: The second response to our informal complaint to the CPUC. 
Leter dated Jan 23, 2026. This leter lets us know that the next course of ac�on is 
to submit a formal complaint. 




















































