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ATTACHMENT A 

a. Complainant, Ta-Cheng Tung, owns the real property located at 519 S. California 

Avenue, Monrovia, California 91016 (“Complainant’s Property”)  

b. Southern California Edison Company (“SCE”) owned, operated, and controlled existing 

electrical facilities that crossed Complainant’s Property but did not provide electrical service to 

Complainant’s Property. The facilities instead exclusively served the neighboring property 

located at 329 E. Colorado Boulevard, Monrovia, California (“Subject Facilities”).  

c. Complainant’s title records and survey did not disclose a recorded easement authorizing 

the Subject Facilities to cross Complainant’s Property. 

d. During an assessment of Complainant’s Property and its lawful development potential, 

Complainant determined that the Subject Facilities materially interfered with the use of its 

Property. The assessment included a potential accessory dwelling unit (“ADU”). 

e. Complainant did not submit, and has never submitted, an application requesting SCE to 

provide electrical service to the proposed ADU. Accordingly, the relocation of the Subject 

Facilities therefore did not arise from, and was not performed as part of, any request by 

Complainant for a new meter, service extension, increase in electrical capacity, modification of 

existing service, or other electrical service to Complainant’s Property.  

f. Beginning at the end of 2025, Complainant repeatedly contacted SCE through its 

customer-service channel seeking review of the Subject Facilities. SCE representatives 

repeatedly generated field work orders concerning potentially hazardous lines, but Complainant 

was not connected with the appropriate Planning Department personnel. 

g. Complainant was finally able to initiate substantive review by SCE’s Planning 

Department only after filing an informal complaint with the CPUC. Accordingly, several months 

elapsed before SCE even began substantively addressing the relocation issue. 

h. Once SCE’s Planning Department became involved, SCE treated the matter as a 

“customer requested” relocation project and required Complainant to pay SCE’s entire relocation 

cost of $12,297.72. SCE relied upon Tariff Rule 16(F)(2)(b), characterizing the relocation as 

work performed at the request and for the convenience of a customer. 

i. While SCE uses the phrase “customer” broadly, the precise tariff term is “Applicant,” 

which Rule 16 specifically defines as "a person or agency requesting SCE to supply electric 

service."  Again, the relocation of the Subject Facilities did not coincide with any request for 

SCE to supply electric service to Complainant's Property, and Complainant was not requesting 

any modification of existing facilities that served its Property. This fact raises a substantial 

question as to whether Rule 16's definition of "Applicant" fits this circumstance. This 

interpretation is further supported by Tariff Rule 16(A)(10).   



j. Rule 16(A)(10) expressly addresses circumstances in which service facilities cross 

property owned by a third party to serve an Applicant, and contemplates that appropriate rights-

of-way or easements should be obtained when crossing a third-party property, such as is the facts 

in this case. The tariff therefore recognizes distinct roles for the Applicant receiving service and 

the third-party property owner whose land is crossed or burdened by facilities serving another 

parcel.  

k. Under Rule 16(A)(10), the relevant easement/right-of-way issue should have been 

addressed when service was originally provided to the neighboring property because it explicitly 

crosses a third-party property. It does not permit SCE to entirely shift the burden of relocation 

costs onto the third-party property owner simply because the owner attempted to make lawful 

use of their own land. 

l. Additionally, SCE’s statement that an individual service drop, regardless of whether it is 

crossing a third-party property, does not require an easement is not supported by Rule 16.  Rule 

16 does not create a separate exemption for individual service drops.  Instead, Rule 16 defines 

Service Facilities broadly, including individual overhead service drops within its definition, and 

therefore should provide that such facilities should only be installed after appropriate rights-of-

way or easements are obtained.  SCE’s own conduct confirms this interpretation.  SCE required 

Complainant to grant a new recorded easement for the replacement configuration. 

m. Complainant paid the $12,297.72 on April 15, 2026, under protest, under compulsion to 

avoid further construction delay, and with an express reservation of all rights. SCE has denied 

subsequent demands for payment/reimbursement.  

n. The issue before the Commission is whether SCE applied the correct tariff provision to 

this particular configuration and whether Rule 16 permits SCE to assign the entire cost of 

relocating facilities serving another customer to a property owner who submitted no application 

for electrical service. 

o. Complainant is not asking the Commission to quiet title. The absence of a recorded 

easement and SCE’s requirement that Complainant grant a new easement are relevant 

circumstances concerning the nature of the Subject Facilities, the parties’ respective roles, and 

whether SCE improperly assigned the entire relocation expense to Complainant. 

 



ATTACHMENT B 

a. Whether SCE improperly applied Tariff Rule 16(F)(2)(b) to charge Complainant 

$12,297.72 for relocating the Subject Facilities that crossed Complainant’s Property but 

exclusively served a neighboring property.  

b. Whether Complainant was an “Applicant” within the meaning of Rule 16 when 

Complainant was not requesting SCE to supply or modify electric service to Complainant’s 

Property. 

c. Whether Rule 16(A)(10), including its separate treatment of an Applicant receiving 

service and third-party property crossed by SCE facilities, and its provisions concerning 

necessary rights-of-way or easements, affect responsibility for the relocation cost.  

d. Whether SCE’s asserted position that an individual service drop crossing third-party 

property did not require a recorded easement is consistent with Rule 16(A)(10) and supports 

SCE’s allocation of the relocation cost in this case, particularly where SCE required Complainant 

to grant a new recorded easement for the relocated facilities.  

e. Whether this matter constitutes an “Exceptional Case” under Rule 16(G) because 

application of Rule 16(F)(2)(b) to impose the entire relocation cost on Complainant would be 

impractical or unjust under the particular circumstances presented.  

f. Whether SCE should refund the entire $12,297.72 or, alternatively, recalculate the charge 

and refund the portion not properly chargeable to Complainant under the applicable tariffs.  

 



ATTACHMENT C 

Complainant requests that the Commission: 

a. Determine that SCE improperly applied Tariff Rule 16(F)(2)(b) when it charged 

Complainant the entire cost of relocating electrical facilities that crossed Complainant’s 

Property but exclusively served a neighboring property, thereby allocating the full 

expense to the one party the facilities did not benefit; 

b. Order SCE to refund to Complainant the $12,297.72 paid under protest on April 15, 2026, 

together with any applicable interest; 

c. Alternatively, determine the portion of the relocation cost properly chargeable to 

Complainant under SCE’s tariffs and order SCE to refund all amounts improperly 

charged; 

d. Require SCE to provide an itemized accounting of the relocation charge and identify the 

tariff provisions and factual basis supporting each amount allocated to Complainant; and 

e. Grant such other tariff-related and corrective relief as the Commission determines to be 

just and reasonable. 

 

 

 















Southern California Edison Company

Invoice Date:

SCE Contact:

Telephone:

Install - Billing Option:

Invoice Term:

Customer Name:

Customer Email:

District Address:

90 Days

TUNG, TA-CHENG

TRACYTUNG168@YAHOO.COM

03/30/2026

Henry Jr Bustamante616 S DEL MAR AVE

SAN GABRIEL CA 91776

1440 SOUTH CALIFORNIA STREET MONROVIA CA 91016

Document # 7590704695

OTHER: This amount represents the total SCE other costs required to complete the work request. In most cases, this other

amount will consist of all additional requirements needed for completing the work request. This other amount typically consists

of items such as Added Facilities one time charges, contractor work, rights check, and permits.

MATERIAL: This amount represents the total SCE material required to complete the work request. In most cases, this material

amount will consist of construction material and any additional material required for completing the work request. The

construction material will typically consist of installation and service material such as transformers, cable, conductor, poles,

meters, riser, switches, fusing equipment, handholes, and cross-arms. All applicable material related overheads are also included

TOTAL TAX:

Description Amount

Service Request Number 4034158

Project Description

$6,823.11

$1,145.27

$2,184.00

$10,152.38

$10,149.78

TAX: $0.00

$2,147.95

24.00%

$0.00

24.00%

$2,147.94

COMMENTS:

DEPOSITS:

TOTAL DEPOSITS:

$(2.60)

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$ 12,297.72

NET CONSTRUCTION BILLING / RELOCATION ADVANCE:

TOTAL PROJECT INVOICE AMOUNT:

* Enclosed are two copies of your invoice. Please return one copy of the invoice with your payment to Accounts Receivable in

the enclosed return-addressed envelope. The other copy of the invoice is for your records.

* ALL PRICES ARE APPLICABLE FOR A PERIOD OF 90 DAYS FROM THIS DATE AND ARE SUBJECT TO CHANGE

THEREAFTER.

* All payments must be delivered by mail, an alternate postal method, or one of our electronic payment options. Walk-in

payments are no longer accepted at any SCE location, including Accounts Receivable.

* Please complete all applications and/or contracts and return to your planning office, using the enclosed return-addressed

envelope.

* If a street light work order is associated with this project, contracts for that project will be enclosed.

.

TOTAL CREDITS:

LABOR: This amount represents the total SCE labor required to complete the work request. In most cases, this labor amount

will consist of construction labor and any additional labor required for completing the work request. The construction labor

amount will typically consist of installation and service labor required for the work request. The additional labor amount will

typically consist of labor for inspection, cable and equipment make-up, dead ending, traffic control, grounding, supervision, and

switching. All applicable labor related overheads for items such as the design, engineering, and project management are also

included in the total SCE labor amount.

This amount represents the total SCE credits required to complete the work request. In most cases, this credit

amount will consist of: Salvage Credit Depreciation Credit JPA Credit Overhead Equivalent Credit

1. ITCC on Applicant Furnished Tax Base (Taxable Amount):

Tax Rate:

Tax Amount:

2. ITCC on Net Construction (Less Non Taxable Amount) Tax Base (Taxable Amount):

Tax Rate:

Tax Amount:

Preliminary Design & Engineering Advance

Previous Payment

$(2.60)

TOTAL LABOR, MATERIAL, OTHER:

$8,949.78

CREDITS:

Design #:

2504548 - RELOCATE FACILITIESProduct #:

Design Description1920562

519 S CALIFORNIA AVE MONROVIA CA 91016Project Location:

Invoice # 619505



Southern California Edison Company

Invoice Date:

SCE Contact:

Telephone:

Install - Billing Option:

Invoice Term:

Customer Name:

Customer Email:

District Address:

90 Days

TUNG, TA-CHENG

TRACYTUNG168@YAHOO.COM

03/30/2026

Henry Jr Bustamante616 S DEL MAR AVE

SAN GABRIEL CA 91776

1440 SOUTH CALIFORNIA STREET MONROVIA CA 91016

Document # 7590704695

* Easement documents will be mailed directly to you from our Right of Way department. Please complete and return them as

soon as possible, as we will not be able to proceed with the project without clearance

* Call the Edison company at 1-800-655-4555 to make application for electrical service.

* An Edison Inspector must approve all underground systems. Please call your designated inspector 48 hours prior to

construction to schedule an inspection.

* Final electrical inspection from the local governmental building and safety department must be received before we can

energize your service.

* By paying this invoice, customer acknowledges and agrees that if this project is canceled by customer for any reason or

customer does not proceed with the project completion.

* Any expense incurred by SCE, including, but not limited to, expenses related to engineering, inspection and construction,

prior to the project cancellation or completion will be deducted from any applicable refund due to the customer.

* To ensure worker and public safety, please maintain the appropriate clearance distance from utility infrastructure during

your construction project to avoid encroachments that may result in serious injury or damage.

* If relocation of existing utility infrastructure is pending, please adjust your work around the proposed relocation schedule

as appropriate. If you have any questions, please contact the designated SCE representative assigned to your project.

COMMENTS CONTINUED:

ADDITIONAL PAYMENT INSTRUCTIONS:

If paying by check, please follow instructions on payment stub

JP Morgan Chase Bank
New York, NY
ABA#: 021000021 - Acct#: 323-394434
SCE Taxpayer ID No. 95-1240335

Document #: 7590704695
SCE Contact:

*** Failure to properly identify your document number and SCE contact may

delay the application of funds and initiation of your project

Instructions for wire or ACH payments:

Special Instructions for overnight delivery methods: Southern California Edison
Attn: Accounts Receivable
8631 Rush Street G-53
Rosemead, CA 91770

Henry Jr Bustamante

616 S DEL MAR AVE

SAN GABRIEL CA 91776

Make check payable to Southern California Edison
Thank you for paying promptly

Payment
Stub

Please pay total amount now due:

Please detach and return payment stub with payment

TUNG, TA-CHENG

$12,297.72

ATTN: Accounts Receivable

PO Box 800

Rosemead, CA 91771-001

Document # 7590704695



  Lee A. Kaplan 
Senior Attorney 

Licensing and Land Use 
Lee.Kaplan@sce.com 

 

P.O. Box 800 2244 Walnut Grove Ave. Rosemead, California 91770 (626) 302-5098 
 

June 30, 2026 

VIA Email & U.S. Mail 

Diana Yoon, Esq. 
616 S Del Mar Ave, Suite A 
San Gabriel, CA 91776 
Email: dianahyoon@gmail.com 

Re: 519 S. California Ave., Monrovia, CA – Response to 
April 15 and June 25, 2026 Letters 

Dear Ms. Yoon: 
 

I am a Senior Attorney in Southern California Edison Company’s (“SCE”) Land Use & 
Licensing Group. I am writing in response to both your April 15, 2026 correspondence and to the 
June 25, 2026 letter sent directly to SCE by your client, Ta-Cheng Tung (together, the “Letters”), 
regarding the relocation of SCE’s facilities at 519 S. California Avenue in Monrovia, California (the 
“Property”) and your client’s demand for reimbursement of relocation costs and certain other costs 
allegedly incurred due to construction delays. 
 

SCE disagrees with the positions asserted in both Letters. The infrastructure at issue was 
relocated at your client’s request to accommodate his own construction project, and as such the 
costs of relocation were properly charged to your client. Additionally, SCE never agreed to be 
bound by your client’s construction schedule or to otherwise perform its relocation work by any 
specific date, and as such there is no legal or contractual basis for reimbursement of the additional 
damages claimed. 

 
It is undisputed that the relocation of SCE’s facilities at the Property was undertaken solely 

to accommodate your client’s private construction project, including the development of an 
accessory dwelling unit on the Property. SCE did not initiate or require the relocation for any utility 
purpose. Under SCE’s Tariff Rules (which are approved by the California Public Utilities 
Commission and have the force of law), when a customer requests relocation of existing distribution 
facilities, the customer is responsible for the full cost of that work. Tariff Rule 16(F)(2)(b) expressly 
provides that where such relocation is performed at a customer’s request, the customer shall pay 
SCE its total estimated relocation costs. The invoice your client paid therefore reflects the correct 
application of the governing Tariff Rule and is not subject to refund.  

 
Both the April 15 and June 25 Letters place significant emphasis on the absence of a 

recorded easement and assert that SCE was required to produce documentation establishing its right 
to maintain the facilities that were relocated from the Property as a condition of your client’s 
obligation to pay relocation costs. That assertion is incorrect. Under California law, an easement 
may be established by prescription without any recorded instrument. California Civil Code Section 
1007 recognizes that property rights, including easements, may arise through prescription based on 
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longstanding use. Here, SCE’s facilities were openly visible, continuously operated, and maintained 
in place for a period in excess of the applicable five-year prescriptive period, without permission 
and under a claim of right. Therefore, the elements necessary to establish a prescriptive easement 
were met, and SCE had a vested right to maintain its infrastructure in the prior location indefinitely. 
See Hansen v. Sandridge Partners, L.P., 22 Cal.App.5th 1020 (2018).  

The Letters also suggest that SCE improperly required your client grant a new recorded 
easement in connection with the relocated facilities. That requirement was appropriate. While 
individual service drops to a single customer typically do not require recorded easements, the 
facilities at issue following relocation were configured as a secondary connection tied to another 
distribution pole, rather than a direct service drop. New facilities of that type require recorded 
easement rights to ensure lawful operation, maintenance access, and system reliability. The 
easement requirement is in no way inconsistent with alleged statements of SCE personnel indicating 
that service drops do not require easements. 

With respect to your client’s claim for construction rework costs, there is no basis for 
liability. SCE never agreed to be bound by your client’s construction schedule, nor did it agree to 
complete the relocation work by any specific date. The timing of utility construction depends on 
operational, safety, and system considerations, and absent an express agreement, SCE does not 
assume responsibility for coordinating with or meeting a customer’s construction timeline. Because 
no such commitment was made, there is no basis for your client to claim that SCE caused delays or 
is responsible for any resulting construction rework. The need for site preparation, crane access, and 
clearance likewise does not shift responsibility to SCE, and any rework costs are not attributable to 
or recoverable from SCE. 

Given the foregoing, SCE must respectfully decline your client’s demand for reimbursement 
of the relocation costs and payment of the additional damages claimed. The charges assessed were 
consistent with SCE’s Tariff Rules and applicable law, and the assertions in the Letters do not 
provide a basis for any liability on SCE’s part. 

Please let me know if you have any remaining questions or concerns. Otherwise, SCE will 
consider this matter closed. 

Sincerely, 

Lee A. Kaplan 



SCOPE OF WORK:
· RELOCATE SERVICES FOR 329 & 329B ALONG WEST P/L
· INSTALL NEW POLE N/W CORNER OF 329 E COLORADO

JPA NOTES:
· UNIQUE IDENTIFIER: JPO8HD - NEW SET
· JOINT OWNER: FTR
· JPA  NOTIF: E6027-415231252

NOTES:
· TREE TRIMMING REQΖD
· NEIGHBOR TO ALLOW CREW TO USE ADJACENT EMPTz

LOT AT 519 E CALIFORNIA FOR HAULER IF NECESSARz
· HFRA: NO

NOTIFICATIONS:
· NONE

HOMEOWNER CONTACTS:
329 E COLORADO BL
DOREEN 626-688-3007

519 E CALIFORNIA AVE
VICTOR 626-244-1886



April 15, 2026 

Diana Yoon, Esq. on behalf of 

Ta-Cheng Tung and Tracy Tung 

616 S Del Mar Ave Suite A 

San Gabriel, CA 91776 

 

Sent via Certified Mail to: 

Southern California Edison 

Attn: Accounts Receivable 

P.O. Box 800, Rosemead, CA 91770 

 

With copy to: 

Southern California Edison 

Attn: Claims Department 

P.O. Box 900, Rosemead, CA 91770 

 

With copy to: 

Southern California Edison 

Attn: Law Department 

2244 Walnut Grove Ave, Rosemead, CA  

 

Re: DOCUMENT #7590704695 PAYMENT UNDER PROTEST; Notice of Encroachment 

and Reservation of Rights – Utility Line Relocation at 519 S California Ave, Monrovia, CA 

91016 [APN :8516-020-012] (“Property”) 

To Whom It May Concern: 

This correspondence serves to formally notify Southern California Edison of an ongoing 

encroachment involving electrical service facilities (“Subject Facilities”) serving the neighboring 

property at 329 E Colorado Blvd, Monrovia, CA 91016. Payment via Check Number [4284] of 

the invoiced relocation costs set forth in Document #7590704695 dated 3/30/3026 accompanies 



this correspondence to prevent further delay; however, such payment is made under protest, 

under compulsion, and with full reservation of all rights, and shall not be construed as an 

agreement, waiver, or acceptance of responsibility for such costs. 

The Subject Facilities are presently encroaching upon my client’s Property without the benefit of 

any recorded easement or other legal right and provide no service to the Property. As such, their 

continued presence constitutes an unwarranted burden on my client’s property rights and 

materially interferes with my client’s ability to construct a lawful, code-compliant improvement. 

SCE representative, Keith Yann, has confirmed that no documentation exists establishing any 

recorded easement or other legal entitlement permitting the continued placement of the Subject 

Facilities in their current location. 

We further note that, as represented by SCE personnel (including Mr. Yann), SCE does not 

require easements for individual service wires. If that is the case, it is unclear why an easement is 

now being requested from my client in connection with this relocation. These positions are 

facially inconsistent and raise serious questions regarding the legal basis for the continued 

placement of these facilities on my client's Property. Accordingly, we dispute any assertion that 

my client is responsible for the costs associated with relocation. 

We also note that SCE has indicated a proposed four (4) foot easement. However, the 

contemplated building design includes a roof overhang extending beyond that setback by 

approximately twelve (12) inches. Any proposed easement must be reviewed in full, and it 

cannot operate to render existing conditions or a presently proposed, code-compliant 

improvement noncompliant or in violation of the easement. Please provide the complete draft 

easement document for review. My client expressly reserves all rights to object to, modify, or 

reject any easement terms that would interfere with current or reasonably foreseeable lawful use 

of the property. 

For the avoidance of doubt, payment for the relocation work is made under protest and under 

compulsion, and shall not be construed as: 

● approval of any plans, designs, or configurations proposed by SCE;  

● consent to the location of any facilities;  

● permission for entry or access beyond what is expressly authorized in writing;  

● acceptance or approval of any proposed easement; or  

● a waiver of any objections to the scope, location, or legal basis of the work. 

This payment is expressly conditioned as follows: 

● It shall not be deemed a customer-requested improvement or voluntary relocation; 

● It shall not constitute an admission of responsibility or liability for relocation costs; 



● It shall not waive any claims for reimbursement, damages, or equitable relief; and 

● It shall not prejudice my client’s rights to challenge the existence of any claimed 

easement, whether prescriptive or otherwise. 

Please be advised that my client considers the continued presence of these facilities in their 

current location to constitute a continuing trespass and nuisance. My client expressly reserves all 

rights to pursue recovery of all costs incurred in connection with this relocation, including but 

not limited to claims for trespass, nuisance, unjust enrichment, and declaratory relief. 

In addition, my client reserves the right to seek: 

● full reimbursement of relocation costs; 

● damages associated with delay and interference with development; and 

● any other remedies available at law or in equity. 

 

Please ensure this correspondence is included in the project file and associated with all estimates, 

agreements, and invoices related to this work. If you contend that any easement or legal right 

exists, please provide complete supporting documentation immediately. 

Kindly confirm receipt. 

 

Sincerely, 

Diana Yoon, Esq.  

 

Enclosures: 

Check Number [4284] 
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June 25, 2026 

VIA CERTIFIED MAIL, EMAIL, AND SCE CLAIMS CHANNEL 

 

Southern California Edison 

Attn: Accounts Receivable 

P.O. Box 800, Rosemead, CA 91770 

 

With copy to: 

Southern California Edison 

Attn: Claims Department 

P.O. Box 900, Rosemead, CA 91770 

 

With copy to: 

Southern California Edison 

Attn: Law Department 

2244 Walnut Grove Ave, Rosemead, CA  

 

Re: Final Demand for Reimbursement — Utility Relocation Charge and Delay-Related 

Construction Damages 

 

To Whom It May Concern: 

This is a final demand for reimbursement by Ta-Cheng Tung (“Owner”) concerning Southern 

California Edison Company’s (“SCE”) electrical facilities crossing Owner’s property at 519 S. 

California Ave., Monrovia, California (the “Property”). 

This letter restates and supplements the April 15, 2026 Payment Under Protest letter previously 

sent to SCE concerning this matter. All objections, rights, and reservations contained in that letter 

remain in effect and are incorporated herein. 

SCE maintained electrical service facilities (the “Subject Facilities”) crossing the Property that 

served the neighboring property at 329 E. Colorado Blvd. The Subject Facilities did not provide 

electrical service to, or otherwise benefit, the Property. 
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Owner’s title materials and survey did not disclose a recorded easement for the Subject Facilities. 

Owner requested documentation supporting SCE’s authority to maintain the Subject Facilities 

across the Property and the basis for charging Owner for relocation. SCE did not provide Owner 

with property-specific documentation establishing that Owner was responsible for the relocation 

cost. 

Nevertheless, SCE required Owner to grant a new recorded easement and pay $12,297.72 for 

installation of a replacement pole and related relocation work before Owner could proceed with 

the lawful construction project. Owner paid the $12,297.72 on or about April 15, 2026, under 

protest and with an express reservation of all rights, because payment and execution of the 

easement were made conditions to completing the relocation. 

Owner repeatedly notified SCE of its construction schedule and requested that the replacement 

pole be installed before completion of the affected formwork area. SCE did not timely complete 

that work. 

When SCE ultimately proceeded with installation, SCE required crane and related-equipment 

access in the Owner’s Property. Owner had no choice but to accommodate crane access from the 

Property in order to avoid the substantial additional delay SCE stated would result from public-

right-of-way access. 

By that time, the affected formwork area had already been completed. SCE’s requested crane 

positioning and operating-clearance requirements required Owner’s contractor to remove 

completed formwork and backfill the foundation area solely to create the access and clearance 

area required for SCE’s equipment. 

The resulting construction-rework cost was $2,200.00. 

Owner’s documented damages are as follows: 

Description Amount 

SCE relocation and replacement-pole charge paid under protest $12,297.72 

Construction rework caused by delayed installation and SCE-required crane access $2,200.00 

Total documented damages $14,497.72 

To resolve this matter without litigation, Owner demands payment of $14,497.72 within 10 

calendar days after receipt of this letter. 

Please preserve all documents and electronically stored information relating to the original 

Subject Facilities, relocation request, easement request, payment demand, replacement pole, 

construction scheduling, crane or equipment-access requirements, billing, communications, and 

rework damages. 
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If this matter is not resolved within 10 calendar days after receipt of this letter, Owner intends to 

pursue all available remedies, including a small-claims action seeking $12,500.00, plus 

allowable filing and service costs, without further notice. 

Nothing in this letter waives any claim, objection, or property right. Any resolution must be 

documented by a separate written settlement agreement. 

Sincerely, 

Ta-Cheng Tung 

Owner of 519 S. California Ave. 

cc: SCE Claims Department 

cc: SCE Law Department 

Enclosures: 

A. April 15, 2026 Payment Under Protest letter 
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EXHIBIT A 
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PREPARED BY:

COLLINS & ASSOCIATES

LAND SURVEYING

27 CERRITOS AVE

LONG BEACH, CA 90802

PHONE: 424-537-7755

ALL MAPS, PLATS, REPORTS, DESCRIPTIONS, OR OTHER

DOCUMENTS ARE PREPARED UNDER THE RESPONSIBLE CHARGE

OF A PROFESSIONAL LAND SURVEYOR, LICENSED TO PRACTICE

LAND SURVEYING IN THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA, DANIEL P. COLLINS,

LS 9758, PURSUANT TO THE PROFESSIONAL LAND SURVEYOR'S ACT

BUSINESS AND PROFESSIONS CODE SECTION 8700-8805.

PROFESSIONAL LAND SURVEYOR:

THIS SURVEY AND MAP ARE THE PROPERTY OF COLLINS & ASSOCIATES LAND

SURVEYING AND MAY NOT BE MODIFIED, ALTERED, OR CHANGED IN ANY

FASHION WITHOUT PRIOR WRITTEN APPROVAL BY COLLINS & ASSOCIATES

LAND SURVEYING AND THE CLIENT FOR WHOM THE SURVEY WAS PREPARED.

THIS EXTENDS TO THE RESULTING PLOT OF SAID MAP AND ANY DIGITAL FILES

THEREOF. ANY MODIFICATION WILL VOID ANY PROFESSIONAL OBLIGATION

OR WARRANTY, EITHER EXPRESSED OR IMPLIED, BY COLLINS & ASSOCIATES

LAND SURVEYING AS TO SUCH CHANGED MATERIAL.
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From: Edward Ruiz
Sent: Thursday, January 15, 2026 2:58 PM
To: DOREENTOR@MSN.COM
Subject: 329 E Colorado Blvd, Monrovia
 
Hi,
my name is Edward.
I am a Planner with Southern California Edison.
it has been brought up to our attention that the current
conditions from your electrical service wire is crossing the
back neighbor’s at 519 California Ave.
your service wires do not have any easement’s allowing them
to continuously exist crossing over his property.

In order to provide a solution and proceed providing you
power, SCE is determining to add a 40’ wooden pole along
your property to re-route your service line.
this solution will eliminate the current condition crossing over
your back neighbors property.
When can I make an appointment to gain access to the back
in order to take measurements and photos?
<7.png>

please see photo for example.
if you have any questions feel free to reach out.

Thank you

 
Edward Ruiz
Planning  Specialist
C: (626) -344-5990
T&D │ District Planning
1440 S. California Ave
Monrovia, CA 91016
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