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(A)

COMPLAINANT(S)

vs.

(B)

DEFENDANT(S)

(Include Utility <U-Number,= if known) (for Commission use only)

(C)

Have you tried to resolve this matter informally with

the Commission9s Consumer Affairs staff?

ó YES              ó NO

Has staff responded to your complaint?

ó YES              ó NO

Did you appeal to the Consumer Affairs Manager?

ó YES              ó NO

Do you have money on deposit with the

Commission?

ó YES              ó NO

Amount $_____________________________________

Is your service now disconnected?

ó YES              ó NO

COMPLAINT

(D)

The complaint of (Provide name, address and phone number for each complainant)

Name of Complainant(s) Address Daytime Phone Number

respectfully shows that:

(E)

Defendant(s) (Provide name, address and phone number for each defendant)

Name of Defendant(s) Address Daytime Phone Number

x

x

x

x

x

(310) 869-6131

(626) 302-6008

Christopher Hanley

Southern California Edison Company
(U-338-E)


Christopher Hanley

Southern California Edison Company (U-338-E)


2244 Walnut Grove Avenue Rosemead, CA 91770

8198 Uphill Rd Joshua Tree, CA 92252
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(F)

Explain fully and clearly the details of your complaint. (Attach additional pages if necessary and any

supporting documentation)

(G) Scoping Memo Information (Rule 4.2[a])

(1) The proposed category for the Complaint is (check one):

ó adjudicatory (most complaints are adjudicatory unless they challenge the reasonableness of rates)

ó ratesetting (check this box if your complaint challenges the reasonableness of rates pursuant to

    Rule 4.1(b))

(2) Are hearings needed (are there facts in dispute)? ó YES     ó NO

(3) ó Regular Complaint      ó Expedited Complaint (Rule 4.6)

(4) The issues to be considered are

(Example: The utility should refund the overbilled amount of $78.00):

x

x

x

SCE has issued inconsistent electric bills ranging from approximately $100 to $4,000/ month  despite no material change in usage and has admitted to incorrect billing charges. Thoughout the lifetime of the account, several errors have been made and Defendant is now claiming Plaintiff owes over $90,000 and is threatening disconnection. The account contains billing errors related to meter readings, delayed billing adjustments, usage metrics and/or incorrect rate classification. The utility failed to provide timely and transparent billing statements despite numerous requests for disclosure by the Plaintiff and may be attempting to recover charges beyond the allowable period under applicable tariff rules governing billing adjustments. The complainant requests that the Commission investigate the account, determine the correct billing amount, and ensure the utility complies with its tariff obligations.


Plaintiff is a residential customer of Southern California Edison (“SCE”) and resides at a property located in Joshua Tree, California. Plaintiff is seventy-three (73) years of age and is enrolled in SCE’s Medical Baseline Program due to medical necessity. In 2020, solar panels were installed and the system began generating electricity for the residence. Under Plaintiff’s Net Energy Metering agreement, excess electricity generated by the solar system is to be credited to Plaintiff’s account when exported to the electrical grid. Since installation, Plaintiff’s panels have been functioning efficiently and generating electricity; however, the expected energy credits have not been consistently or automatically applied to Plaintiff’s account. Plaintiff has repeatedly observed billing statements reflecting charges that appear inconsistent with the solar production and expected credits. On multiple occasions, Plaintiff contacted SCE by telephone to dispute the billing discrepancies. During these communications, SCE representatives acknowledged billing issues and applied partial credits to the account. Despite these corrections, SCE has continued to assess late fees and charges associated with amounts that were later determined to be incorrect. Plaintiff has made numerous attempts to obtain a clear explanation of the billing calculations and statements reflecting how charges were determined. SCE has failed to provide a meaningful explanation of the billing methodology despite repeated requests. Additionally, SCE has installed and removed electrical meters at the property without providing an explanation to Plaintiff regarding the purpose of these changes. Following these meter changes, Plaintiff observed significant fluctuations in the reported electricity usage and billing amounts. Plaintiff has requested copies of billing statements and supporting documentation explaining the account balance. SCE has not adequately provided the requested documentation or explanation. According to SCE’s online customer portal, Plaintiff’s account currently reflects a substantial outstanding balance that Plaintiff believes is inaccurate and unsupported by the energy production and credits generated by the solar system. Plaintiff has attempted in good faith to resolve the billing dispute and has proposed entering into a reasonable payment arrangement while the matter is investigated. SCE has refused to provide a reasonable payment plan and has instead threatened to disconnect electrical service. Because Plaintiff is elderly and enrolled in the Medical Baseline Program due to medical necessity, the threatened termination of electrical service poses a serious risk to Plaintiff’s health and safety.
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(5) The proposed schedule for resolving the complaint within 12 months (if categorized as adjudicatory)

or 18 months (if categorized as ratesetting) is as follows:

Prehearing Conference: Approximately 30 to 40 days from the date of 昀؀ling of the Complaint.
Hearing: Approximately 50 to 70 days from the date of 昀؀ling of the Complaint.

Prehearing Conference (Example: 6/1/09): _______________________ 

Hearing (Example: 7/1/09):                                  _______________________  

Explain here if you propose a schedule different from the above guidelines.

(H)

Wherefore, complainant(s) request(s) an order: State clearly the exact relief desired. (Attach additional

pages if necessary)

(I)

OPTIONAL: I/we would like to receive the answer and other 昀؀lings of the defendant(s) and information and 
notices from the Commission by electronic mail (e-mail). My/our e-mail address(es) is/are:

(J)

Dated ______________________________, California, this _________ day of _________________ , _______
(City) (date) (month) (year)

_____________________________________________________

Signature of each complainant

(MUST ALSO SIGN VERIFICATION AND PRIVACY NOTICE)

(K)

06/25/26

07/28/26

Plaintiff requests Defendant be ordered to stop threatening disconnection of electricity during an ongoing dispute and to maintain electricity service, recalculate and disclose the bill calculations in a transparent manner, remove unlawful charges, refund any overpayments, apply correct solar credits or meter readings, correct the amount actually owed, remove invalid or unenforceable charges, provide clear granular breakdown statements of billing since 2019, Reimburse costs incurred due to billing errors


Joshua Tree

19

May

2026

legal@invisible.house
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REPRESENTATIVE9S INFORMATION:

Provide name, address, telephone number, e-mail address (if consents to noti昀؀cations by e-mail), and
signature of representative, if any.

Name of Representative: _________________________________________________________________________ 

Address: ________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Telephone Number: ______________________________________________________________________________ 

E-mail: _________________________________________________________________________________________

Signature: _______________________________________________________________________________________

legal@invisible.house

Legal Ops Department - Christina
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VERIFICATION

(For Individual or Partnerships)

I am (one of) the complainant(s) in the above-entitled matter; the statements in the foregoing document are 

true of my knowledge, except as to matters which are therein stated on information and belief, and as to those 

matters, I believe them to be true.

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.

(L)

Executed on _________, at ______________________________, California

(date) (City)

________________________________________________

(Complainant Signature)

VERIFICATION

(For a Corporation)

I am an of昀؀cer of the complaining corporation herein, and am authorized to make this veri昀؀cation on its
behalf. The statements in the foregoing document are true of my own knowledge, except as to the matters 

which are therein stated on information and belief, and as to those matters, I believe them to be true.

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.

(M)

Executed on _________, at ______________________________, California

(date) (City)

________________________________________________                 __________________________________

 Signature of Of昀؀cer Title

(N) NUMBER OF COPIES NEEDED FOR FILING:

If you are 昀؀ling your formal complaint on paper, then submit one (1) original, six (6) copies, plus one
(1) copy for each named defendant. For example, if your formal complaint has one (1) defendant, then you

must submit a total of eight (8) copies.

If you are 昀؀ling your formal complaint electronically (visit http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/PUC/e昀؀ling for
additional details), then you are not required to mail paper copies.

(O) Mail paper copies to:  California Public Utilities Commission

Attn: Docket Of昀؀ce
505 Van Ness Avenue, Room 2001

San Francisco, CA 94102

05/19/26

Joshua Tree
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PRIVACY NOTICE

This message is to inform you that the Docket Of昀؀ce of the California Public 
Utilities Commission (<CPUC=) intends to 昀؀le the above-referenced Formal 
Complaint electronically instead of in paper form as it was submitted.

Please Note: Whether or not your Formal Complaint is 昀؀led in paper form 
or electronically, Formal Complaints 昀؀led with the CPUC become a public 

record and may be posted on the CPUC9s website. Therefore, any information 

you provide in the Formal Complaint, including, but not limited to, your name, 

address, city, state, zip code, telephone number, E-mail address and the facts of 

your case may be available online for later public viewing.

Having been so advised, the Undersigned hereby consents to the 昀؀ling of the 
referenced complaint.

________________________________________________                 __________________________________

 Signature Date

________________________________________________

 Print your name

May 19, 2026

Christopher Hanley



Christopher Hanley
57556 29 Palms Highway #25
Yucca Valley CA  92284

chris@invisible.house

This case has been assigned to:  Lily L Sinfieldin Department S31 - SBJC for all purposes.

Notice is hereby given that the above-entitled case has been set for Trial Setting Conference on:

Hearing Date:  10/12/2026 at 8:30 AM in Department S31 - SBJC

Date:  4/10/2026 By:

Amalia Molina, Deputy Clerk

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I am a Deputy Clerk of the Superior Court for the County of San Bernardino at the above-listed address.  I am 
not a party to this action and on the date and place shown below, I served a copy of the above-listed notice by:

Enclosed in a sealed envelope mailed to the interested party addressed above for collection and mailing 
this date, following standard Court practices.

Enclosed in a sealed envelope, first class postage prepaid in the U.S. mail at the location shown above, 
mailed to the interested party and addressed as shown above or as shown on the attached listing.

A copy of this notice was given to the filing party at the counter.

A copy of this notice was placed in the bin located at this office and identified as the location for the above 
law firm9s collection of file-stamped documents.

A copy of this notice was electronically served via email to the interested party at the email address 
provided through eFile or the case file as shown above, in compliance with court procedures and 
applicable laws.

Date of Mailing:  4/10/2026

I declare under penalty of perjury that the forgoing is true and correct.  Executed on 4/10/2026 at San 
Bernardino, CA.

By:

Amalia Molina, Deputy Clerk

SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA,

COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO 

San Bernardino District

247 West 3rd St

San Bernardino CA  92415

sanbernardino.courts.ca.gov

909-708-8678

Hanley -v-  Southern California Edison et al

NOTICE OF TRIAL SETTING CONFERENCE and NOTICE OF CASE ASSIGNMENT
Case Number

CIVSB2609270



https://courts.ca.gov/
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Un Pro Per
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Yucca Valley, CA, 92284
Email: chris@invisible.house3

CHRISTOPHER HANLEY, IN PRO PER4

5

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

FOR THE COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO

CIVIL DIVISION, SAN BERNARDINO DISTRICT

CHRISTOPHER HANLEY, an individual;
CaseNo.: CIVSB 2609270

Defendant(s), COMPLAINT FOR DAMAGES AND
REQUEST FOR INJUNCTION

vs.

1) INJUNCTIVE RELIEF

Prof. Code § 17200)
5) ELDERLY ABUSE(Welf. & Inst. Code §

Plaintifi(s). 15600 et seq.)

DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL

6

7

8

9

10

1 1

12

13

14 SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON, a
2) BREACH OF CONTRACT

>

15 inclusive; 5) UNFAIR BUSINESS PRACTICES (Bus. &
California corporation > and DOES 1 through 20. 3) NEGLIGENCE

16

17

18

19

PlaintiffChristopher Hanley ('Plaintiff') alleges as follows against Defendant Southern
California Edison Company ("SCE" or "Defendant" ):

20

21
INTRODUCTION

1. Plaintiff seeks monetary damages for excessive billing for electricity by Defendants as a

result of faulty billing calculations, meters or other reasons to be discovered.

2. The focus of this action is on the incorrect calculations and failure to provide billing,

NEM/PTO both on billing statements and on the solar installation rebate ("SGIP") and

22

23

24

25

26

SCE's failure to measure meters that measure solar power generation.27

28

1

COMPLAINT



 3.  This action is brought in this court pursuant to Public Utilities Code  § 2106, because 

 Plaintiff has no effective administrative remedy under Defendants tariffs filed with the 

 California Public Utilities Commission ("CPUC") and the CPUC has no statutory 

 authority to award the monetary damages sought by Plaintiff. Plaintiff thus has no legal 

 remedy to recover his monetary damages other than this action. 

 4.  Defendants are in the utility business providing and servicing electricity to residents of 

 southern California. Plaintiff had no reasonable way of knowing whether their meters 

 were accurately monitoring their electricity usage and how solar credits were being 

 applied.  When the meter and and after solar panels were installed on premises in 2020, 

 Plaintiff was billed excessively. 

 5.  On his own behalf, Plaintiff seeks damages, attorneys fees and costs pursuant to statutory 

 and common law theories of liability alleged herein below. 

 THE PARTIES, JURISDICTION AND VENUE 

 6.  Plaintiff,  CHRISTOPHER  HANLEY,  is  an  individual,  hereinafter  <Plaintiff=  or 

 <Hanley=, residing at 8198 Uphill Rd Joshua Tree, CA 92282., 

 7.  Defendant, SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON, a California Corporation, hereinafter 

 "Defendant" or <SCE=, is a California Company , with its principal address as 2244 

 Walnut Grove Avenue, Rosemead, California 91770. 

 8.  This Court may exercise jurisdiction over this case and these parties under Code 11 of 

 Civil Procedure § 410.10. This is a court of general jurisdiction, and the amount in 

 controversy exceeds this court's jurisdictional minimum. Plaintiff is a resident of 

 California. 

 9.  Venue in this County is proper because Defendant9s office and Plaintiff9s residence is in 

 the county of San Bernardino, California. 
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 10.  All allegations in this complaint are based on information and belief and/or the 

 documents and information currently available and in the hands of Plaintiff's attorneys, 

 and are such that additional evidentiary support and detail will be forthcoming after a 

 reasonable opportunity for further investigation or discovery. 

 FACTUAL BACKGROUND 

 11.  The NEM Solar Generation Program 

 SCE  established  the  <Net  Energy  Metering"  (NEM)  program  pursuant  to  section  2827.  " 

 NEM  allows  eligible  customers  who  install  renewable  generation  at  their  homes  or 

 businesses  to  offset  their  consumption  of  electricity  by  the  amount  of  electricity  they 

 generate.  (§"2827,  subd.  (b)(6).)  "  Section  2827  also  provides  for  <)8[n]et  surplus 

 electricity  compensation9)=  to  a  customer  where  the  customer  produces  more  power  than 

 it  consumes  over  the  course  of  a  year.  "(Id.,  subd.  (b)(9).)  "  Rule  21  provides  for 

 expedited  procedures  for  NEM  generators  seeking  to  interconnect  to  SCE's  electricity 

 grid. 

 12.  California Solar Initiative Program (SGIP) 

 The  PUC  oversees  the  SGIP  program,  which  provides  cash  incentives  to  utility  customers 

 who install solar generating systems for their homes and other properties. " 

 13.  Medical Baseline (MBL) 

 SCE MBL provides an additional 16.5 kilowatt-hours (kWh) of electricity to your home 

 daily at the lowest baseline rate to help offset the cost of operating qualified medical 

 devices or equipment and it gives additional protections and notices before disconnection. 

 3 
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 14.  On  July  29,  2019,  Plaintiff  Christopher  Hanley  set  up  his  electricity  utility  with  SCE.  At 

 the  time  of  signup,  Plaintiff  Christopher  Hanley  understood  that  SCE  would  bill  him 

 monthly for electricity services. 

 15.  SCE  has  been  repeatedly  inaccurately  billed  Plaintiff  Christopher  Hanley  and  which  they 

 have recognized after repeated inquiries from Plaintiff. (  Exhibit 1) 

 16.  On  November  11  2020,  Plaintiff  signed  a  Net  Metering  Agreement  (  Exhibit  2  )  with  SCE 

 installed solar panels in his home. 

 17.  On  February  12,  2020  SCE  recognized  a  billing  error  (  Exhibit  3  )  and  credited  Plaintiff9s 

 account. 

 18.  SCE  told  the  CPUC  in  its  own  transition  filing  that  it  had  waived  all  Late  Payment 

 Charges  and  paused  disconnections  during  the  emergency-protection  period  due  to  the 

 COVID-19  pandemic  from  March  15,  2020  through  September  30,  2021  however, 

 Plaintiff  Christopher  Hanley  still  received  late  charges  on  his  billing  statements  which 

 also included a disconnection notice. (  Exhibit 4  ) 

 19.  Due  to  the  pattern  of  inaccurate  billing,  Plaintiff  Christopher  Hanley  repeatedly  requested 

 review  of  his  account  statements  as  he  noticed  that  despite  the  solar  installation  in  2020, 

 his  bills  did  not  decrease  compared  to  the  prior  year  when  there  were  no  solar  panels 

 installed despite his equipment all being operational. 

 20.  Since  the  monthly  bill  dated  January  2023,  no  solar  credits  have  been  applied  to 

 Plaintiff9s statements and there have been no significant changes in usage. (  Exhibit 5  ) 

 21.  Plaintiff9s  bills  were  significantly  higher  in  previous  years  compared  to  his  2024  and 

 2025 statements. 

 22.  On  the  statement  prepared  January  12,  2024,  Defendant  SCE  altered  Plaintiff  Christopher 

 Hanley9s  accounts  from  monthly  billing  to  annual  billing  without  notice  or  explanation. 

 (  Exhibit 6  ) 
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 23.  On  July  18,  2025,  Plaintiff  Christopher  Hanley  filed  an  informal  complaint  with  CPUC 

 about billing inaccuracies (  Exhibit 7  ) 

 24.  On  March  07,  2025,  SCE  approved  Christopher  Hanley  for  the  Medical  Baseline  program 

 for his medical device. (  Exhibit 8  ) 

 25.  Defendants9 February 2026 bill threatened to shut off Plaintiff9s power if he did not pay 

 for  the  entire  outstanding  balance  including  compounding  penalties  dating  back  to  the 

 inception  of  his  account  including  those  in  which  he  did  not  receive  a  bill  and  on  amounts 

 that he received credits for. (  Exhibit 9  ) 

 ALLEGATIONS 

 26.  SCE failed to accurately calculate solar billing credits according to the NEM agreement. 

 As a result, it overcharged Plaintiff. 

 27.  Additionally, Plaintiff was not able to verify the accuracy of the meters or even to 

 effectively challenge the accuracy of their meters. 

 28.  SCE failed to provide solar rebates according to the SGIP rebate program agreement. 

 29.  Plaintiff was overcharged for electricity and had no ability to audit or review their 

 electricity bills after repeatedly asking for itemized billing statements to allow them to 

 compare their bills from prior years. 

 30.  The only way Plaintiffs could become aware that SCE had previously overcharged them 

 was to review and audit their electricity bills after solar panels were installed and to 

 compare those bills against prior bills. 

 31.  SCE failed to provide explanation and detailed, itemized billing statements which are 

 limited to the past 36 months via the customer portal when Plaintiff Christopher Hanley 

 requested the documents in order to do his own review of his accounting because SCE 

 had previously issued billing corrections and acknowledged inaccuracies. 
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 32.  SCE acknowledged previous billing failures and applied credits but did not disclose how 

 those credits were calculated after the Plaintiffs' numerous attempts to clarify and rectify 

 the bill. 

 33.  Defendant threatened to disconnect electrical service despite Plaintiff9s good-faith efforts 

 to resolve the billing dispute according to accurate and transparent calculations which 

 were never provided. 

 FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION 

 (Injunctive Relief) 

 34.  Plaintiff hereby incorporates by reference the allegations contained in all preceding 

 paragraphs of this complaint. 

 35.  Plaintiff is seventy-two (72) years of age and is enrolled in SCE9s Medical Baseline 

 Program. Electrical service at Plaintiff9s primary residence is essential for the safe 

 operation of medical equipment and the habitability of the home. 

 36.  Defendant has threatened to disconnect despite the existence of an ongoing billing 

 dispute and Plaintiff9s repeated requests for explanation and documentation regarding the 

 charges applied to the account. 

 37.  Plaintiff is seventy-two (72) years of age and resides at the subject property in Joshua 

 Tree, California. Plaintiff is enrolled in the Medical Baseline Program administered by 

 Defendant SCE, reflecting that electrical service is necessary for Plaintiff9s health and/or 

 safety. Plaintiff is medically vulnerable. 

 38.  Defendant has engaged in a pattern of inaccurate and unreliable billing practices, 

 including the failure to properly apply credits to Plaintiff9s account despite previously 

 acknowledging significant billing errors and issuing credits totaling approximately 

 $75,000  as of 2023. Defendant has continued to assess additional charges without 
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 providing a clear, accurate, or itemized accounting of how such charges were calculated 

 or how prior credits were applied. 

 39.  Plaintiff has repeatedly requested billing statements, account records, and explanations 

 sufficient to verify the balance claimed by Defendant. Defendant has failed to provide a 

 complete and transparent accounting. 

 40.  Despite the existence of a bona fide dispute regarding the accuracy of the account 

 balance, Defendant has threatened to disconnect electrical service to Plaintiff9s residence 

 based on disputed and unverified charges. 

 41.  Electrical service is essential to the habitability of Plaintiff9s residence and the operation 

 of medical equipment. The loss of electrical service poses an immediate and serious risk 

 to Plaintiff9s health, safety, and well-being. 

 42.  Absent immediate injunctive relief, Plaintiff will suffer irreparable harm for which 

 monetary damages are inadequate. The loss of essential electrical service, particularly in 

 light of Plaintiff9s age and medical condition, cannot be remedied solely by financial 

 compensation. 

 43.  The balance of equities strongly favors Plaintiff. Maintaining or restoring electrical 

 service during the pendency of this dispute imposes minimal burden on Defendant, while 

 denial of such relief would subject Plaintiff to significant health risks. 

 44.  Plaintiff has no adequate remedy at law and therefore seeks injunctive relief to preserve 

 the status quo pending resolution of this action 

 SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION 

 (Breach of Contract) 

 45.  Plaintiff hereby incorporates by reference the allegations contained in all preceding 

 paragraphs of this complaint. 
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 46.  Plaintiff and Defendant Southern California Edison entered into a contractual relationship 

 for the provision of electrical service to Plaintiff9s residence. This contractual relationship 

 includes the terms and conditions governing electrical service, billing, and the application 

 of credits, including those associated with Plaintiff9s solar energy system. 

 47.  Plaintiff has performed all conditions, covenants, and obligations required on his part 

 under the agreement, except to the extent such performance has been excused by 

 Defendant9s conduct. 

 48.  Defendant breached the agreement by, among other things: 

 a. Failing to accurately calculate and bill for electrical service and properly apply credits 

 to Plaintiff9s account, including substantial credits previously issued to correct 

 acknowledged billing errors; 

 b. Charging and maintaining amounts that are inaccurate, unsupported, or inconsistent 

 with actual usage and properly applied credits; and 

 C. Failing to provide accurate, itemized billing statements and a clear accounting 

 sufficient to explain the charges and balance asserted upon request 

 49.  Defendant previously acknowledged significant billing errors and issued credits totaling 

 approximately $75,000 as of 2023. Despite this acknowledgment, Defendant has failed to 

 properly account for or apply such credits in subsequent billing and has continued to 

 assert that Plaintiff owes amounts that are not supported by an accurate accounting. 

 50.  As a direct and proximate result of Defendant9s breaches, Plaintiff has suffered damages, 

 including but not limited to overcharges, improper fees, and financial harm associated 

 with inaccurate billing and threatened loss of essential electrical service. 

 51.  Plaintiff has been damaged in an amount to be proven at trial. 
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 THIRD CAUSE OF ACTION 

 (Negligence) 

 52.  Plaintiff hereby incorporates by reference the allegations contained in all preceding 

 paragraphs of this complaint. Plaintiff asserts this claim on behalf of himself. 

 53.  Defendants had a duty to their consumers, as a public utility, to measure usage accurately, 

 charge rates and apply credits from solar production accordingly. Defendants also had a 

 duty to adopt accepted best practices for the meter systems billing. 

 54.  Defendants were put on notice by Plaintiff of the inaccuracy of its meters back in 2020 

 when Plaintiff called and notified SCE of what he suspected were excessive and 

 unusually high charges for his electricity usage and for failure to provide any bills for a 

 period of 7 months. Defendants had the further duty to reasonably investigate the cause 

 of Plaintiffs excessive electricity charges, and investigation which Plaintiff could not 

 conduct. 

 55.  Defendants breached their duty to Plaintiff by failing to take reasonable measures to 

 assure the accuracy of the meters and apply solar credits. Plaintiff has been dealing with 

 the outrageous electricity charges, inaccurate billing, lack of billing and SCE9s failure to 

 calculate and apply solar credits to his bill for as long as the account has been active. 

 56.  Defendants breach caused damages to Plaintiff, namely that Plaintiff 

 has  been  financially  and  economically  damaged  when  they  were  required  to  pay 

 unreasonable electricity charges. 

 FOURTH CAUSE OF ACTION 

 (Unfair Business Practices (Bus. & Prof. Code § 17200) 

 57.  Plaintiff hereby incorporates by reference the allegations contained in all preceding 

 paragraphs of this complaint. 

 58.  Defendant has engaged in unlawful, unfair, and fraudulent business acts and practices 
 9 
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 within the meaning of  California Business and Professions Code section 17200  ,  including 

 but not limited to: 

 a.  Failing to provide accurate, consistent, and transparent billing statements; 

 b.  Failing to properly apply credits to Plaintiff9s account, including substantial 

 c.  credits previously issued to correct acknowledged billing errors; 

 d.  Assessing and maintaining charges that are inaccurate, unsupported, or not 

 adequately explained; 

 e.  Failing to provide requested documentation and itemized billing necessary for 

 Plaintiff to verify the account balance; 

 f.  Continuing to impose charges and threaten disconnection of electrical service 

 based on disputed and unverified amounts; and 

 g.  Engaging in billing practices that are misleading and likely to deceive consumers 

 regarding the true amount owed. 

 59.  Defendant Defendant9s conduct, as described herein, is unlawful in that it violates 

 applicable rules, regulations, and obligations governing utility billing and customer 

 accounts. 

 60.  Defendant Defendant9s conduct, as described herein, is unlawful in that it violates 

 applicable rules, regulations, and obligations governing utility billing and customer 

 accounts. 

 61.  Defendant9s conduct is unfair in that the harm to Plaintiff outweighs any legitimate utility 

 practice, particularly given Defendant9s knowledge of prior billing errors and Plaintiff9s 

 status as an elderly and medically vulnerable customer. 

 62.  Defendant9s conduct is fraudulent in that it is likely to deceive members of the public, 

 including Plaintiff, by presenting inaccurate or misleading account balances without 

 adequate explanation. 
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 63.  As a direct and proximate result of Defendant9s conduct, Plaintiff has suffered injury in 

 fact and has lost money, including but not limited to overcharges, improper fees, and the 

 risk of loss of essential electrical service. 

 64.  Plaintiff seeks relief under Business and Professions Code section 17203, including 

 restitution of any amounts improperly collected and injunctive relief to prevent 

 Defendant from continuing the unlawful and unfair practices described herein. 

 65.  Plaintiff contends that Defendant has failed to properly apply credits associated with 

 Plaintiff9s solar energy system and prior billing adjustments, including substantial credits 

 previously issued by Defendant. Plaintiff further contends that Defendant has failed to 

 provide a clear, accurate, and itemized accounting of the charges, credits, and balances 

 reflected on the account. 

 66.  Plaintiff seeks is entitled to an award of attorneys9 fees and costs under  California Code 

 of Civil Procedure section 1021.5. 

 FIFTH CAUSE OF ACTION 

 (Elderly Abuse Welf. & Inst. Code § 15600 et seq.) 

 67.  Plaintiff hereby incorporates by reference the allegations contained in all preceding 

 paragraphs of this complaint. 

 68.  Plaintiff is seventy-two (72) years of age and is therefore an <elder= within the meaning 

 of California Welfare and Institutions Code section 15610.27. 

 69.  Defendant Southern California Edison has taken, appropriated, obtained, or retained 

 property belonging to Plaintiff for a wrongful use within the meaning of California 

 Welfare and Institutions Code section 15610.30, including by charging and attempting to 

 collect amounts that are inaccurate, unsupported, and not properly owed. 
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 70.  Plaintiff is enrolled in SCE9s Medical Baseline Program. Electrical service at Plaintiff9s 

 residence is essential for the safe operation of medical equipment and the habitability of 

 the home. 

 71.  Defendant previously acknowledged significant billing errors and issued credits totaling 

 approximately $75,000 as of 2023. Despite this knowledge, Defendant failed to properly 

 apply such credits and continued to assert that Plaintiff owed additional amounts that 

 were not supported by a clear or accurate accounting. 

 72.  Defendant knew or should have known that its conduct was likely to be harmful to 

 Plaintiff, particularly in light of Plaintiff9s status as an elderly and medically vulnerable 

 individual enrolled in the Medical Baseline Program. 

 73.  Defendant9s conduct includes the continued imposition and attempted collection of 

 disputed and unverified charges, the failure to provide a clear accounting of Plaintiff9s 

 account, and the threat of disconnection of essential electrical service based on such 

 charges. 

 74.  As a direct and proximate result of Defendant9s conduct, Plaintiff has suffered harm, 

 including financial loss, overcharges, and exposure to the loss of essential electrical 

 service necessary for health and/or safety. 

 75.  Defendant9s conduct was carried out with recklessness, oppression, fraud, and/or malice, 

 entitling Plaintiff to all remedies available under California Welfare and Institutions Code 

 section 15657.5, including compensatory damages, attorney9s fees, and costs. 

 76.  Defendant has threatened to disconnect or has disconnected electrical service despite the 

 existence of an ongoing billing dispute and Plaintiff9s repeated requests for explanation 

 and documentation regarding the charges applied to the account. 
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 77.  Absent immediate court intervention, Plaintiff will suffer irreparable harm, including the 

 loss of essential electrical service required for health and/or safety. Monetary damages 

 alone would be inadequate to remedy this harm. 

 78.  As a result of the conduct of the Defendants and especially due to Plaintiff9s ongoing 

 health issues and age, Plaintiff has suffered extreme physical and emotional injuries by 

 reason of the angst and emotional distress caused by being overcharged and threatened to 

 have utilities disconnected. 

 79.  Plaintiff therefore seeks a temporary restraining order and preliminary injunction 

 prohibiting Defendant from disconnecting electrical service to the property and/or 

 requiring restoration of service pending resolution of this dispute. 

 PRAYER FOR RELIEF 

 WHEREFORE  , Plaintiff prays as follows: 

 1.  Award  Plaintiff  appropriate  monetary  relief,  including  actual  damages,  statutory  damages, 

 punitive damages, restitution, and disgorgement; 

 2.  That  Plaintiff  be  awarded  equitable,  injunctive,  and  declaratory  relief,  as  may  be 

 appropriate.  Plaintiff  seeks  appropriate  injunctive  relief  designed  to  prevent  Defendants 

 from continuing their unlawful billing practices with current and future customers. 

 3.  That  Plaintiff  be  awarded  pre-judgment  and  post-judgment  interest  to  the  maximum 

 extent allowable; 

 4.  That Plaintiff be awarded prejudgment and post-judgment interest thereon; 

 5.  That Plaintiff be awarded its cost of suit; and 

 6.  For such further relief as the Court deems equitable, just and proper; 
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 DATED: March 18, 2026 

 BY: CHRISTOPHER HANLEY 
 In Pro Per 
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PlaintiffChristopher Hanley ('Plaintiff') alleges as follows against Defendant Southern
California Edison Company ("SCE" or "Defendant" ):
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INTRODUCTION

1. Plaintiff seeks monetary damages for excessive billing for electricity by Defendants as a

result of faulty billing calculations, meters or other reasons to be discovered.

2. The focus of this action is on the incorrect calculations and failure to provide billing,

NEM/PTO both on billing statements and on the solar installation rebate ("SGIP") and

22
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SCE's failure to measure meters that measure solar power generation.27
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 3.  This action is brought in this court pursuant to Public Utilities Code  § 2106, because 

 Plaintiff has no effective administrative remedy under Defendants tariffs filed with the 

 California Public Utilities Commission ("CPUC") and the CPUC has no statutory 

 authority to award the monetary damages sought by Plaintiff. Plaintiff thus has no legal 

 remedy to recover his monetary damages other than this action. 

 4.  Defendants are in the utility business providing and servicing electricity to residents of 

 southern California. Plaintiff had no reasonable way of knowing whether their meters 

 were accurately monitoring their electricity usage and how solar credits were being 

 applied.  When the meter and and after solar panels were installed on premises in 2020, 

 Plaintiff was billed excessively. 

 5.  On his own behalf, Plaintiff seeks damages, attorneys fees and costs pursuant to statutory 

 and common law theories of liability alleged herein below. 

 THE PARTIES, JURISDICTION AND VENUE 

 6.  Plaintiff,  CHRISTOPHER  HANLEY,  is  an  individual,  hereinafter  <Plaintiff=  or 

 <Hanley=, residing at 8198 Uphill Rd Joshua Tree, CA 92282., 

 7.  Defendant, SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON, a California Corporation, hereinafter 

 "Defendant" or <SCE=, is a California Company , with its principal address as 2244 

 Walnut Grove Avenue, Rosemead, California 91770. 

 8.  This Court may exercise jurisdiction over this case and these parties under Code 11 of 

 Civil Procedure § 410.10. This is a court of general jurisdiction, and the amount in 

 controversy exceeds this court's jurisdictional minimum. Plaintiff is a resident of 

 California. 

 9.  Venue in this County is proper because Defendant9s office and Plaintiff9s residence is in 

 the county of San Bernardino, California. 
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 10.  All allegations in this complaint are based on information and belief and/or the 

 documents and information currently available and in the hands of Plaintiff's attorneys, 

 and are such that additional evidentiary support and detail will be forthcoming after a 

 reasonable opportunity for further investigation or discovery. 

 FACTUAL BACKGROUND 

 11.  The NEM Solar Generation Program 

 SCE  established  the  <Net  Energy  Metering"  (NEM)  program  pursuant  to  section  2827.  " 

 NEM  allows  eligible  customers  who  install  renewable  generation  at  their  homes  or 

 businesses  to  offset  their  consumption  of  electricity  by  the  amount  of  electricity  they 

 generate.  (§"2827,  subd.  (b)(6).)  "  Section  2827  also  provides  for  <)8[n]et  surplus 

 electricity  compensation9)=  to  a  customer  where  the  customer  produces  more  power  than 

 it  consumes  over  the  course  of  a  year.  "(Id.,  subd.  (b)(9).)  "  Rule  21  provides  for 

 expedited  procedures  for  NEM  generators  seeking  to  interconnect  to  SCE's  electricity 

 grid. 

 12.  California Solar Initiative Program (SGIP) 

 The  PUC  oversees  the  SGIP  program,  which  provides  cash  incentives  to  utility  customers 

 who install solar generating systems for their homes and other properties. " 

 13.  Medical Baseline (MBL) 

 SCE MBL provides an additional 16.5 kilowatt-hours (kWh) of electricity to your home 

 daily at the lowest baseline rate to help offset the cost of operating qualified medical 

 devices or equipment and it gives additional protections and notices before disconnection. 
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 14.  On  July  29,  2019,  Plaintiff  Christopher  Hanley  set  up  his  electricity  utility  with  SCE.  At 

 the  time  of  signup,  Plaintiff  Christopher  Hanley  understood  that  SCE  would  bill  him 

 monthly for electricity services. 

 15.  SCE  has  been  repeatedly  inaccurately  billed  Plaintiff  Christopher  Hanley  and  which  they 

 have recognized after repeated inquiries from Plaintiff. (  Exhibit 1) 

 16.  On  November  11  2020,  Plaintiff  signed  a  Net  Metering  Agreement  (  Exhibit  2  )  with  SCE 

 installed solar panels in his home. 

 17.  On  February  12,  2020  SCE  recognized  a  billing  error  (  Exhibit  3  )  and  credited  Plaintiff9s 

 account. 

 18.  SCE  told  the  CPUC  in  its  own  transition  filing  that  it  had  waived  all  Late  Payment 

 Charges  and  paused  disconnections  during  the  emergency-protection  period  due  to  the 

 COVID-19  pandemic  from  March  15,  2020  through  September  30,  2021  however, 

 Plaintiff  Christopher  Hanley  still  received  late  charges  on  his  billing  statements  which 

 also included a disconnection notice. (  Exhibit 4  ) 

 19.  Due  to  the  pattern  of  inaccurate  billing,  Plaintiff  Christopher  Hanley  repeatedly  requested 

 review  of  his  account  statements  as  he  noticed  that  despite  the  solar  installation  in  2020, 

 his  bills  did  not  decrease  compared  to  the  prior  year  when  there  were  no  solar  panels 

 installed despite his equipment all being operational. 

 20.  Since  the  monthly  bill  dated  January  2023,  no  solar  credits  have  been  applied  to 

 Plaintiff9s statements and there have been no significant changes in usage. (  Exhibit 5  ) 

 21.  Plaintiff9s  bills  were  significantly  higher  in  previous  years  compared  to  his  2024  and 

 2025 statements. 

 22.  On  the  statement  prepared  January  12,  2024,  Defendant  SCE  altered  Plaintiff  Christopher 

 Hanley9s  accounts  from  monthly  billing  to  annual  billing  without  notice  or  explanation. 

 (  Exhibit 6  ) 
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 23.  On  July  18,  2025,  Plaintiff  Christopher  Hanley  filed  an  informal  complaint  with  CPUC 

 about billing inaccuracies (  Exhibit 7  ) 

 24.  On  March  07,  2025,  SCE  approved  Christopher  Hanley  for  the  Medical  Baseline  program 

 for his medical device. (  Exhibit 8  ) 

 25.  Defendants9 February 2026 bill threatened to shut off Plaintiff9s power if he did not pay 

 for  the  entire  outstanding  balance  including  compounding  penalties  dating  back  to  the 

 inception  of  his  account  including  those  in  which  he  did  not  receive  a  bill  and  on  amounts 

 that he received credits for. (  Exhibit 9  ) 

 ALLEGATIONS 

 26.  SCE failed to accurately calculate solar billing credits according to the NEM agreement. 

 As a result, it overcharged Plaintiff. 

 27.  Additionally, Plaintiff was not able to verify the accuracy of the meters or even to 

 effectively challenge the accuracy of their meters. 

 28.  SCE failed to provide solar rebates according to the SGIP rebate program agreement. 

 29.  Plaintiff was overcharged for electricity and had no ability to audit or review their 

 electricity bills after repeatedly asking for itemized billing statements to allow them to 

 compare their bills from prior years. 

 30.  The only way Plaintiffs could become aware that SCE had previously overcharged them 

 was to review and audit their electricity bills after solar panels were installed and to 

 compare those bills against prior bills. 

 31.  SCE failed to provide explanation and detailed, itemized billing statements which are 

 limited to the past 36 months via the customer portal when Plaintiff Christopher Hanley 

 requested the documents in order to do his own review of his accounting because SCE 

 had previously issued billing corrections and acknowledged inaccuracies. 
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 32.  SCE acknowledged previous billing failures and applied credits but did not disclose how 

 those credits were calculated after the Plaintiffs' numerous attempts to clarify and rectify 

 the bill. 

 33.  Defendant threatened to disconnect electrical service despite Plaintiff9s good-faith efforts 

 to resolve the billing dispute according to accurate and transparent calculations which 

 were never provided. 

 FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION 

 (Injunctive Relief) 

 34.  Plaintiff hereby incorporates by reference the allegations contained in all preceding 

 paragraphs of this complaint. 

 35.  Plaintiff is seventy-two (72) years of age and is enrolled in SCE9s Medical Baseline 

 Program. Electrical service at Plaintiff9s primary residence is essential for the safe 

 operation of medical equipment and the habitability of the home. 

 36.  Defendant has threatened to disconnect despite the existence of an ongoing billing 

 dispute and Plaintiff9s repeated requests for explanation and documentation regarding the 

 charges applied to the account. 

 37.  Plaintiff is seventy-two (72) years of age and resides at the subject property in Joshua 

 Tree, California. Plaintiff is enrolled in the Medical Baseline Program administered by 

 Defendant SCE, reflecting that electrical service is necessary for Plaintiff9s health and/or 

 safety. Plaintiff is medically vulnerable. 

 38.  Defendant has engaged in a pattern of inaccurate and unreliable billing practices, 

 including the failure to properly apply credits to Plaintiff9s account despite previously 

 acknowledging significant billing errors and issuing credits totaling approximately 

 $75,000  as of 2023. Defendant has continued to assess additional charges without 
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 providing a clear, accurate, or itemized accounting of how such charges were calculated 

 or how prior credits were applied. 

 39.  Plaintiff has repeatedly requested billing statements, account records, and explanations 

 sufficient to verify the balance claimed by Defendant. Defendant has failed to provide a 

 complete and transparent accounting. 

 40.  Despite the existence of a bona fide dispute regarding the accuracy of the account 

 balance, Defendant has threatened to disconnect electrical service to Plaintiff9s residence 

 based on disputed and unverified charges. 

 41.  Electrical service is essential to the habitability of Plaintiff9s residence and the operation 

 of medical equipment. The loss of electrical service poses an immediate and serious risk 

 to Plaintiff9s health, safety, and well-being. 

 42.  Absent immediate injunctive relief, Plaintiff will suffer irreparable harm for which 

 monetary damages are inadequate. The loss of essential electrical service, particularly in 

 light of Plaintiff9s age and medical condition, cannot be remedied solely by financial 

 compensation. 

 43.  The balance of equities strongly favors Plaintiff. Maintaining or restoring electrical 

 service during the pendency of this dispute imposes minimal burden on Defendant, while 

 denial of such relief would subject Plaintiff to significant health risks. 

 44.  Plaintiff has no adequate remedy at law and therefore seeks injunctive relief to preserve 

 the status quo pending resolution of this action 

 SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION 

 (Breach of Contract) 

 45.  Plaintiff hereby incorporates by reference the allegations contained in all preceding 

 paragraphs of this complaint. 
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 46.  Plaintiff and Defendant Southern California Edison entered into a contractual relationship 

 for the provision of electrical service to Plaintiff9s residence. This contractual relationship 

 includes the terms and conditions governing electrical service, billing, and the application 

 of credits, including those associated with Plaintiff9s solar energy system. 

 47.  Plaintiff has performed all conditions, covenants, and obligations required on his part 

 under the agreement, except to the extent such performance has been excused by 

 Defendant9s conduct. 

 48.  Defendant breached the agreement by, among other things: 

 a. Failing to accurately calculate and bill for electrical service and properly apply credits 

 to Plaintiff9s account, including substantial credits previously issued to correct 

 acknowledged billing errors; 

 b. Charging and maintaining amounts that are inaccurate, unsupported, or inconsistent 

 with actual usage and properly applied credits; and 

 C. Failing to provide accurate, itemized billing statements and a clear accounting 

 sufficient to explain the charges and balance asserted upon request 

 49.  Defendant previously acknowledged significant billing errors and issued credits totaling 

 approximately $75,000 as of 2023. Despite this acknowledgment, Defendant has failed to 

 properly account for or apply such credits in subsequent billing and has continued to 

 assert that Plaintiff owes amounts that are not supported by an accurate accounting. 

 50.  As a direct and proximate result of Defendant9s breaches, Plaintiff has suffered damages, 

 including but not limited to overcharges, improper fees, and financial harm associated 

 with inaccurate billing and threatened loss of essential electrical service. 

 51.  Plaintiff has been damaged in an amount to be proven at trial. 
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 THIRD CAUSE OF ACTION 

 (Negligence) 

 52.  Plaintiff hereby incorporates by reference the allegations contained in all preceding 

 paragraphs of this complaint. Plaintiff asserts this claim on behalf of himself. 

 53.  Defendants had a duty to their consumers, as a public utility, to measure usage accurately, 

 charge rates and apply credits from solar production accordingly. Defendants also had a 

 duty to adopt accepted best practices for the meter systems billing. 

 54.  Defendants were put on notice by Plaintiff of the inaccuracy of its meters back in 2020 

 when Plaintiff called and notified SCE of what he suspected were excessive and 

 unusually high charges for his electricity usage and for failure to provide any bills for a 

 period of 7 months. Defendants had the further duty to reasonably investigate the cause 

 of Plaintiffs excessive electricity charges, and investigation which Plaintiff could not 

 conduct. 

 55.  Defendants breached their duty to Plaintiff by failing to take reasonable measures to 

 assure the accuracy of the meters and apply solar credits. Plaintiff has been dealing with 

 the outrageous electricity charges, inaccurate billing, lack of billing and SCE9s failure to 

 calculate and apply solar credits to his bill for as long as the account has been active. 

 56.  Defendants breach caused damages to Plaintiff, namely that Plaintiff 

 has  been  financially  and  economically  damaged  when  they  were  required  to  pay 

 unreasonable electricity charges. 

 FOURTH CAUSE OF ACTION 

 (Unfair Business Practices (Bus. & Prof. Code § 17200) 

 57.  Plaintiff hereby incorporates by reference the allegations contained in all preceding 

 paragraphs of this complaint. 

 58.  Defendant has engaged in unlawful, unfair, and fraudulent business acts and practices 
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 within the meaning of  California Business and Professions Code section 17200  ,  including 

 but not limited to: 

 a.  Failing to provide accurate, consistent, and transparent billing statements; 

 b.  Failing to properly apply credits to Plaintiff9s account, including substantial 

 c.  credits previously issued to correct acknowledged billing errors; 

 d.  Assessing and maintaining charges that are inaccurate, unsupported, or not 

 adequately explained; 

 e.  Failing to provide requested documentation and itemized billing necessary for 

 Plaintiff to verify the account balance; 

 f.  Continuing to impose charges and threaten disconnection of electrical service 

 based on disputed and unverified amounts; and 

 g.  Engaging in billing practices that are misleading and likely to deceive consumers 

 regarding the true amount owed. 

 59.  Defendant Defendant9s conduct, as described herein, is unlawful in that it violates 

 applicable rules, regulations, and obligations governing utility billing and customer 

 accounts. 

 60.  Defendant Defendant9s conduct, as described herein, is unlawful in that it violates 

 applicable rules, regulations, and obligations governing utility billing and customer 

 accounts. 

 61.  Defendant9s conduct is unfair in that the harm to Plaintiff outweighs any legitimate utility 

 practice, particularly given Defendant9s knowledge of prior billing errors and Plaintiff9s 

 status as an elderly and medically vulnerable customer. 

 62.  Defendant9s conduct is fraudulent in that it is likely to deceive members of the public, 

 including Plaintiff, by presenting inaccurate or misleading account balances without 

 adequate explanation. 
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 63.  As a direct and proximate result of Defendant9s conduct, Plaintiff has suffered injury in 

 fact and has lost money, including but not limited to overcharges, improper fees, and the 

 risk of loss of essential electrical service. 

 64.  Plaintiff seeks relief under Business and Professions Code section 17203, including 

 restitution of any amounts improperly collected and injunctive relief to prevent 

 Defendant from continuing the unlawful and unfair practices described herein. 

 65.  Plaintiff contends that Defendant has failed to properly apply credits associated with 

 Plaintiff9s solar energy system and prior billing adjustments, including substantial credits 

 previously issued by Defendant. Plaintiff further contends that Defendant has failed to 

 provide a clear, accurate, and itemized accounting of the charges, credits, and balances 

 reflected on the account. 

 66.  Plaintiff seeks is entitled to an award of attorneys9 fees and costs under  California Code 

 of Civil Procedure section 1021.5. 

 FIFTH CAUSE OF ACTION 

 (Elderly Abuse Welf. & Inst. Code § 15600 et seq.) 

 67.  Plaintiff hereby incorporates by reference the allegations contained in all preceding 

 paragraphs of this complaint. 

 68.  Plaintiff is seventy-two (72) years of age and is therefore an <elder= within the meaning 

 of California Welfare and Institutions Code section 15610.27. 

 69.  Defendant Southern California Edison has taken, appropriated, obtained, or retained 

 property belonging to Plaintiff for a wrongful use within the meaning of California 

 Welfare and Institutions Code section 15610.30, including by charging and attempting to 

 collect amounts that are inaccurate, unsupported, and not properly owed. 
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 70.  Plaintiff is enrolled in SCE9s Medical Baseline Program. Electrical service at Plaintiff9s 

 residence is essential for the safe operation of medical equipment and the habitability of 

 the home. 

 71.  Defendant previously acknowledged significant billing errors and issued credits totaling 

 approximately $75,000 as of 2023. Despite this knowledge, Defendant failed to properly 

 apply such credits and continued to assert that Plaintiff owed additional amounts that 

 were not supported by a clear or accurate accounting. 

 72.  Defendant knew or should have known that its conduct was likely to be harmful to 

 Plaintiff, particularly in light of Plaintiff9s status as an elderly and medically vulnerable 

 individual enrolled in the Medical Baseline Program. 

 73.  Defendant9s conduct includes the continued imposition and attempted collection of 

 disputed and unverified charges, the failure to provide a clear accounting of Plaintiff9s 

 account, and the threat of disconnection of essential electrical service based on such 

 charges. 

 74.  As a direct and proximate result of Defendant9s conduct, Plaintiff has suffered harm, 

 including financial loss, overcharges, and exposure to the loss of essential electrical 

 service necessary for health and/or safety. 

 75.  Defendant9s conduct was carried out with recklessness, oppression, fraud, and/or malice, 

 entitling Plaintiff to all remedies available under California Welfare and Institutions Code 

 section 15657.5, including compensatory damages, attorney9s fees, and costs. 

 76.  Defendant has threatened to disconnect or has disconnected electrical service despite the 

 existence of an ongoing billing dispute and Plaintiff9s repeated requests for explanation 

 and documentation regarding the charges applied to the account. 
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 77.  Absent immediate court intervention, Plaintiff will suffer irreparable harm, including the 

 loss of essential electrical service required for health and/or safety. Monetary damages 

 alone would be inadequate to remedy this harm. 

 78.  As a result of the conduct of the Defendants and especially due to Plaintiff9s ongoing 

 health issues and age, Plaintiff has suffered extreme physical and emotional injuries by 

 reason of the angst and emotional distress caused by being overcharged and threatened to 

 have utilities disconnected. 

 79.  Plaintiff therefore seeks a temporary restraining order and preliminary injunction 

 prohibiting Defendant from disconnecting electrical service to the property and/or 

 requiring restoration of service pending resolution of this dispute. 

 PRAYER FOR RELIEF 

 WHEREFORE  , Plaintiff prays as follows: 

 1.  Award  Plaintiff  appropriate  monetary  relief,  including  actual  damages,  statutory  damages, 

 punitive damages, restitution, and disgorgement; 

 2.  That  Plaintiff  be  awarded  equitable,  injunctive,  and  declaratory  relief,  as  may  be 

 appropriate.  Plaintiff  seeks  appropriate  injunctive  relief  designed  to  prevent  Defendants 

 from continuing their unlawful billing practices with current and future customers. 

 3.  That  Plaintiff  be  awarded  pre-judgment  and  post-judgment  interest  to  the  maximum 

 extent allowable; 

 4.  That Plaintiff be awarded prejudgment and post-judgment interest thereon; 

 5.  That Plaintiff be awarded its cost of suit; and 

 6.  For such further relief as the Court deems equitable, just and proper; 
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 DATED: March 18, 2026 

 BY: CHRISTOPHER HANLEY 
 In Pro Per 

 14 
 COMPLAINT 



 DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL 

 Plaintiff, individually and on behalf of other members of the general public similarly 

 situated hereby demands a trial by a jury. 

 DATED: March 18, 2026 

 BY: CHRISTOPHER HANLEY 
 In Pro Per 
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Superior Court 
of California - 
County of San 
Bernardino 

Alternative Dispute 
Resolution 

Alternate Dispute Resolution (ADR) provides an opportunity for parties 
to receive assistance reaching a resolution in their small claims, land-

lord tenant, civil, family law, probate case with a trained mediator.   The 
Inland Fair Housing and Mediation Board (IFHMB) provides in-person 
services for all case types listed above.   These services are available for 
the following court locations: 

ø San Bernardino Historic  

ø San Bernardino Justice Center 

ø Barstow 

ø Fontana 

ø Joshua Tree 

Using ADR to resolve disputes can: 

ð Save time, since it can take a lot less time to work out and write up an 
agreement than go through a trial.  

ð Save money on attorney's fees, fees for expert witnesses and other 
expenses. 

ð More control over the outcome.  In ADR, parties participate more 
actively in creating a workable solution than leaving the decision up 
to a judge or a jury.  Also, it can create solutions that go beyond what 
the court can do.  
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