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Decision 			


BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

	Order Instituting Rulemaking to Consider New Approaches to Disconnections and Reconnections to Improve Energy Access and Contain Costs.

	
Rulemaking 18-07-005
(Filed July 12, 2018)




DECISION GRANTING COMPENSATION TO THE UTILITY CONSUMERS’ ACTION NETWORK FOR SUBSTANTIAL CONTRIBUTION TO DECISIONS (D.) 24-09-005, D.24-11-005, D.25-04-004, and D.25-06-012

	Intervenor: The Utility Consumers’ Action Network
	For contribution to Decision (D.) 24-09-005, D.24-11-005, D.25-04-004, and D.25-06-012

	Claimed:  $105,059.00
	Awarded:  $102,640.25

	Assigned Commissioner: Darcie L. Houck
	Assigned ALJ: Andrew Dugowson


PART I:  PROCEDURAL ISSUES

	A.  Brief description of Decision: 
	D.24-09-005: directs the investor-owned utilities (“IOU”) to allocate customer payments between IOUs and CCAs based on their proportionate share of past-due bills.

D.24-11-005: directs the IOUs to extend the residential disconnection rate caps established in Decision 20-06-003 until the date of a final decision on this matter.

D.25-04-004: denies the IOUs’ petition for modification (“PFM”) of D.23-08-049.

D.25-06-012: addresses procedures associated with disconnection, reconnection, SB 1142, and extreme heat conditions.


B. Intervenor must satisfy intervenor compensation requirements set forth in Pub. Util. Code §§ 1801-1812[footnoteRef:1]: [1:  All statutory references are to California Public Utilities Code unless indicated otherwise.] 

	
	Intervenor
	CPUC Verification

	Timely filing of notice of intent to claim compensation (NOI) (§ 1804(a)):

	1.	Date of Prehearing Conference:
	8/15/2018
	Verified

	2.	Other specified date for NOI:
	
	

	3.	Date NOI filed:
	9/14/2018
	Verified

	4.	Was the NOI timely filed?
	Yes

	Showing of eligible customer status (§ 1802(b))
 or eligible local government entity status (§§ 1802(d), 1802.4):

	5.	Based on ALJ ruling issued in proceeding   number:
	R.18-07-006
	Verified

	6.	Date of ALJ ruling:
	May 19, 2019
	May 30, 2019

	7.	Based on another CPUC determination (specify):
	
	

	8.	Has the Intervenor demonstrated customer status or eligible government entity status?
	Yes

	Showing of “significant financial hardship” (§1802(h) or §1803.1(b)):

	9.	Based on ALJ ruling issued in proceeding number:
	R.18-07-006 [footnoteRef:2] [2:  ALJ Ruling https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/SearchRes.aspx?DocFormat=ALL&DocID=296319049 ] 

	Verified

	10.	Date of ALJ ruling:
	May 30, 2019
	Verified

	11.	Based on another CPUC determination (specify):
	
	

	12.	Has the Intervenor demonstrated significant financial hardship?
	Yes

	Timely request for compensation (§ 1804(c)):

	13.	Identify Final Decision:
	D.24-09-005 and
D.24-11-005 and
D.25-04-004 and D.25-06-012
	Verified

	14.	Date of issuance of Final Order or Decision:    
	June 17, 2025 
	Verified

	15.	File date of compensation request:
	August 15, 2025
	Verified

	16.	Was the request for compensation timely?
	Yes


C. Additional Comments on Part I:
	#
	Intervenor’s Comment(s)
	CPUC Discussion

	
	This is a consolidated intervenor compensation request to cover four separate Commission decisions.  UCAN has been an active party in this rulemaking since its inception in 2018.
	Noted


PART II:  SUBSTANTIAL CONTRIBUTION
A. Did the Intervenor substantially contribute to the final decision (see § 1802(j), 
§ 1803(a), 1803.1(a) and D.98-04-059):
	Intervenor’s Claimed Contribution(s)
	Specific References to Intervenor’s Claimed Contribution(s)
	CPUC Discussion

	In this section, UCAN denotes, and references, the following documents UCAN filed in this proceeding:

UCAN 1: 
Opening Comments dated 4/19/2024

UCAN 2: 
Reply Comments dated 5/3/2024

UCAN 3: 
PD Comments dated 8/28/2024 (PD resulted in D.24-09-005)

UCAN 4: 
PD Reply Comments dated 9/3/2024
(PD resulted in D.24-09-005)

UCAN 5:
Reply Comments regarding ALJ Ruling dated 10/4/2024

UCAN 6:
PD Comments dated 10/16/2024 (PD resulted in D.24-11-005)

UCAN 7:
PD Reply Comments dated 10/21/2024
(PD resulted in D.24-11-005)

UCAN 8: 
Comment on Workshop dated 1/24/2025

UCAN 9:
Comments on the Scope of this phase of the rulemaking, dated 11/22/2024

UCAN 10:
Reply Comments on the Scope of this phase of the rulemaking, dated 1/31/2025

UCAN 11:
PD Comments on Petition for Modification dated 3/18/2025 (PD resulted in D.25-04-004)

UCAN 12:
PD Reply Comments on Petition for Modification dated 3/24/2025 (PD resulted in D.25-04-004)

UCAN 13:
PD Comments dated 5/29/2025 (PD resulted in D.25-06-012)

UCAN 14:
PD Reply Comments dated 6/3/2025 (PD resulted in D.25-06-012)
	
	Noted

	D.24-09-005 Issues:
Proportional Allocation
UCAN opposed the waterfall methodology and supported the proportional allocation methodology for allocating customers’ payments between the IOUs and the CCAs. 

UCAN 1, pp. 8-9;
see also UCAN 2, pp. 9-10, 12-13, 15-17;
see also UCAN 3, pp. 1-4;
see also UCAN 4, pp. 1-5.

	The Commission, in alignment with UCAN’s recommendations, ordered the IOUs to continue proportional allocation of payments.
D.24-09-005, OP #1, p. 17. 



	Verified

	UCAN noted that CCAs cannot return customers to the IOUs without negative consequences and showed that SDG&E’s claims to the contrary were inaccurate. UCAN recommended the continuation of the proportional allocation method. 

UCAN 2, pp. 12-13.
	The Commission agreed with UCAN’s position: 

“While CCAs can return customers
to bundled service at any time, this capability is not a panacea… if the
practice were to be implemented broadly, would result in customers losing access to CCA service once they are in arrears… The Commission finds that its conclusions from D.21-11-014 still hold and determine that the waterfall method inappropriately shifts financial risk to the CCAs, and the proportional allocation method contributes to the financial
stability of the CCAs. Customers as a whole benefit from more financially stable CCAs.” 
D.24-09-005, p. 5.
	Verified

	UCAN consistently argues that the proportional allocation methodology is superior for numerous reasons; for example, proportional allocation is more equitable to both CCAs and their customers.

UCAN 2, p. 10;
see also UCAN 3, pp. 2-4;
see also UCAN 4, p. 2.


	The Commission agreed with UCAN: 

“UCAN argues that the proportional allocation method should be permanently adopted to ensure equity
between bundled and unbundled customers”
D.24-09-005, pp. 5-6.

“We agree and find that the proportional allocation method results in more equitable treatment of bundled and unbundled customers. Arguments that the waterfall allocation methodology is more equitable because it prioritizes paying down the charges that could lead to disconnection are flawed.” 
D.24-09-005, p. 6.
	Verified


	UCAN listed several flaws in other parties’ claims that asserted the waterfall methodology leads to fewer disconnections. UCAN states that the data presented does not establish causation claimed by other parties. 

UCAN 2, pp. 15-17.
	The Commission’s decision aligns with UCAN’s position:

“The Commission agrees with CalCCA that any estimate of the waterfall method’s impact on disconnections would be speculative and that there are no detailed estimates in the record.”
D.24-09-005, p. 8.
	Verified

	UCAN opposed the zig-zag methodology because it is inequitable and inconsistent with the proportional allocation methodology. 

UCAN 4, pp. 1-2.

	The Commission decision agrees with UCAN’s position.

“This decision directs the utilities to adopt the proportional allocation
methodology as the “zig zag” methodology would result in inequitable treatment between customers of different utilities and is unnecessarily complex to implement.” 
D.24-09-005, p. 10.
	Verified

	UCAN argued that CCAs work in the interest of the public because they are owned by the public and all funds collected from customers by CCAs are used to benefit the community instead of extracted as profit. In contrast to the CCAs, UCAN noted that the IOUs collected $6.4 billion in profits from ratepayers in 2023. 

UCAN 2, p. 9;
see also UCAN 4, p. 2.
	In alignment with UCAN’s position, the Commission agreed that CCAs are in the public interest.

“The Commission also previously determined that CCAs are in the public interest, in that CCAs allow for a publicly-managed alternative to private utility procurement of resources. Accordingly, the Commission finds that D.21-11-014 remains the standard and that strengthening the financial position of the CCAs benefits all customers.”
D.24-09-005, p. 8.
	Verified

	UCAN requested that the proportional allocation methodology be continued indefinitely. 

UCAN 1, p. 9;
see also UCAN 2, p. 13;
see also UCAN 3, pp. 2, 4.
	The Commission agreed with UCAN’s position on the duration for use of the methodology:

“The Commission finds the reasoning set out in D.21-11-014 still holds and
therefore requires the electric IOUs to continue to use the proportional allocation method unless and until the Commission determines otherwise.”
D.24-09-005, p. 12.
	Verified

	D.24-11-005 Issues: 
Disconnection Cap Extension UCAN urged the Commission to keep the disconnection cap percentages or even lower the disconnection cap percentages. UCAN’s recommendations were based on its detailed data analyses completed exclusively by UCAN (for data analyses see figures and tables in each of the first four filings listed below). 

UCAN 1, pp. 1-8;
see also UCAN 2, pp. 1-17;
see also UCAN 5, pp. 1-12;
see also  UCAN 6, pp. 1-10;
see also UCAN 7, pp. 1-2, 5.

	The Commission agreed with UCAN’s position on several issues and agreed with UCAN that insufficient information is available in the record to change or remove the disconnection caps:

“Party comments highlighted important, interrelated considerations that are often in tension with each other…. The Commission agrees that
these factors should be considered and that more information is needed.”
D.24-11-005, pp. 4-5.

“Until a final decision that considers
this additional information is issued, the Large Utilities shall each maintain the disconnection rate caps established in Decision 20-06-003 and in place at the time of this decision. A final decision on this matter will be issued by July 1, 2025.”
D.24-11-005, p. 5.

“The Commission may develop an additional record in the future on the
commenters' recommendations but does not change the decision on those issues.”
D.24-11-005, p. 6.
	Verified

	D.25-04-004 Issues:
Denial of Utilities’ PFM 
UCAN supported the proposed decision’s order which denied the utilities’ petition for modification (“PFM”) and recommended that the PFM be adopted without changes. In support of its legal interpretation, UCAN cited Commission decisions, rules, standard practices, and case law. 

UCAN 11: pp. 1-4;
see also UCAN 12: pp. 2-3. 
	In alignment with UCAN’s legal analysis, the Commission adopted the PD without substantive changes. D.25-04-004 denies the IOUs’ PFM.

“The [PD] comments argue over the circumstances in which it is appropriate for the Commission to consider a Petition for Modification, and do not result in substantive changes to this Proposed Decision.”
D.25-04-004, p. 4. 
	Verified

	UCAN opposed the PFM in both comments and reply comments:

“The proposed decision of Commissioner Houck correctly denied the petition for modification submitted by the four large energy IOUs. Granting the petition for modification
would violate the principle of res judicata.”

UCAN 11: p. 4.

“[T]he outcome of the PD should remain unmodified, i.e., the joint
utilities’ petition for modification of D.23-08-049 should be denied. The expenses associated with establishing a two-year repayment mechanism for residential customer arrearages are not the type of “new or changed facts” that require the establishment of another set of memorandum accounts for the joint utilities.”

UCAN 12: p. 3.
	In alignment with UCAN’s recommendation, the Commission denied the PFM. 

“1. The petition for modification… is denied.”
D.25-04-004, OP #1, p. 5. 

	Verified

	D.25-06-012 Issues: 
SB 1142 requirements and Extreme Heat
UCAN provided the Commission with numerous data points, data analyses, and/or policy analyses on disconnections, reconnections, affordability, customer outreach, heat protections, and safety. These data substantially contributed to the findings, conclusions, and orders in D.25-06-012.

UCAN 8, pp. 1-15, and Attachment A, pp. 1-12;
see also  UCAN 9, pp. 1-22;
see also UCAN 10, pp. 1-9;
see also UCAN 13, pp. 1-5;
see also UCAN 14, pp. 1-5.
	The Commission cited UCAN’s contributions in numerous places in the PD. Additionally the Commission agreed with UCAN’s recommendations in the majority of cases (see below for specific citations to instances of agreement). 

	Verified

	UCAN recommended continuation of the non-heat related disconnection protocols and requirements and supplied the proceeding’s record with numerous data points on links between disconnections and energy affordability that supported UCAN’s recommendation. 

UCAN 8, pp. 1-8, 11-13;
see also UCAN 8, pp. 1-12;
see also UCAN 9, pp. 1-3.

	The Commission agreed with UCAN:

“UCAN argued in favor of maintaining the status quo, where the
utilities are allowed to disconnect customers when existing statute and regulation permit them to do so.”
D.25-06-012, pp. 7-8.

“This decision does not change the existing conditions under which the Large IOUs may disconnect customers. SB 1142 does not require the Commission to provide additional disconnection protections to customers that are reconnected
pursuant to the statute, and no party proposed such measures. This determination applies both to the Large IOUs and SMJUs.”
D.25-06-012, p. 8.
	Verified

	UCAN opposed unlimited reconnections upon the request of the customer. 

“The statute was not meant to create a loophole to enable customers to avoid paying for
utility service by repetitively requesting a payment plan option. Thus, UCAN interprets the
statute to require a single payment plan reconnection per customer account.”

UCAN 9, p. 3.


	The Commission noted UCAN’s contribution and agreed with UCAN:

“While UCAN agrees that SB 1142 was not designed to create an “infinite loop” of reconnections, they express concern that allowing utilities to require large upfront repayments is infeasible for some customers and jeopardizes their health.”
D.25-06-012, p. 10.

“If the Commission were to require utilities to allow customers to reconnect an infinite number of times
without requiring a down payment (or some other demonstration of ability and intent to pay), disconnections would no longer serve any purpose.”
D.25-06-012, p. 11.
	Verified

	UCAN highlighted the unique circumstances of tribal communities and requested that the Commission take this into account in its decision.

UCAN 8, pp. 7-8.


	The Commission noted UCAN’s contribution and agreed with UCAN:

“In its opening workshop comments, UCAN states that ‘[s]ervice disconnections are more common in predominantly minority communities’ and asks the Commission to take this into consideration. UCAN further states that ‘[m]any tribal members live in very rural environments that rely on wells for water service. When electric utility service is terminated these individuals not only no longer have power for their refrigerators and other home appliances, but they also lose access to water.’ We agree with UCAN…” [citations omitted]
D.25-06-012, p. 12.
	Verified

	UCAN noted the need for reconnection exemptions and highlighted the difficulty in listing all reasonable instances in which reconnections would be impossible or unsafe. For these reasons, UCAN recommends that IOUs be enabled discretion in determining when an unsafe condition exists. Partial excerpt:

“if there are unsafe conditions at the home where a reconnection is to be made, (e.g., an uncontrolled dog) that condition would be
documented, and the reconnection would be made as soon as the safety issue is resolved such that utility workers are not endangered. The Commission should allow the utilities to determine when ‘situations relat[ed] to safety or extreme weather’ cause a delay in reconnection of utility service. There is no way for the Commission or parties to anticipate all possible scenarios that a utility worker will encounter when interacting with customers.”

UCAN 5, p. 5. 
	In alignment with UCAN’s recommendations the Commission allowed IOUs’ discretion in determining when site conditions are unsafe to complete reconnection including “unforeseeable circumstances:

“This decision authorizes utilities to exceed the timeline requirements in cases where: (1) reconnection would risk the safety of utility employees or the public, (2) weather conditions cause reconnection to be impossible because the site is inaccessible or unsafe, (3) individuals or animals at the site prohibit utility employees from accessing the site and access is essential to reconnection, but once
access is allowed reconnection shall occur immediately, or (4) unforeseeable circumstances that make reconnection impossible because the site is inaccessible or
unsafe.”
D.25-06-012, p. 17.

As recommended by UCAN, the Commission required immediate reconnection:

“Once the conditions justifying the exemption have been resolved, the utilities shall reconnect the customer within 24 hours or one business day if there is an intervening weekend or holiday.”
D.25-06-012, p. 17.
	Verified, however, we note the correct document is ‘The Utility Consumers’ Action Network Answers to the Questions Posed in the Assigned Commissioner’s Amended Phase 2 Scoping Memo and Ruling,’ filed 11/22/24, page 5 (UCAN 9).

	UCAN notes that the CPUC Consumer Affairs Branch does not have the authority and is not equipped to monitor the IOUs’ compliance with reconnection requirements and that the Commission should assign the monitoring and enforcement to a division that can complete the monitoring and enforcement required in the decision.

UCAN 10, pp. 4-5;
see also UCAN 13, pp. 3-4.
	In response to UCAN’s comments, the PD was updated to revise which CPUC division would monitor underperformance of reconnections. The PD referenced the CPUC Consumer Affairs Branch or “CAB.” The final decision referenced the Consumer Protection and Enforcement Division:

“If poor performance or under performance continues, Energy Division staff may refer to the matter to the Commission’s Consumer Protection and Enforcement Division for investigation.” 
D.25-06-012, p. 17.
	Verified

	UCAN requested that the Commission require additional reporting by the IOUs on their reconnection performance.

UCAN 9: pp. 5-6.
	In alignment with UCAN’s request the Commission required additional reporting.
D.25-06-012, p. 20-21.

	Verified

	In response to IOUs’ claims that the complaint process should be used to track compliance, UCAN noted that most customers are unlikely to even be aware that complaint process exists or how it works.

UCAN 10, pp. 4-5.
	The decision addresses UCAN’s comments by requiring the IOUs to inform customers of the complaint process and how to file a complaint. 
D.25-06-012, p. 21-22.
	Verified


	Regarding customers’ ability to pay their utility bills, UCAN notes that there is no clear method to evaluate “ability to pay” (UCAN 9, pp. 6-13), that review of individual customers’ finances would be “intrusive” (UCAN 9, p. 9), that R.22-07-005 is considering similar issues (UCAN 13, p. 2), that CARE and FERA are related to ability to pay but not wholly adequate (UCAN 9, footnotes 15-17, 22, 23, 27; UCAN 10, p. 6). 

	In alignment with the data and recommendations made by UCAN, the decision delays adopting a specific evaluation process and provides latitude to the IOUs in their evaluations on ability to pay until more information is available based future research to be completed in R.22-07-005.

“Accordingly, the preliminary steps to develop a more comprehensive
analysis of a customer’s ability to pay are already taking place. As the Commission gathers more information, it may update these definitions when and how it deems
prudent. In the interim, the Commission exercises its discretion to direct the Large IOUs and SMJUs to use eligibility for the CARE and FERA programs as a proxy for
customers’ ability to pay. The Commission may revisit this definition if and when it adopts additional requirements in R.22-07-005.”
D.25-06-012, p. 25-26.
	Verified


	UCAN recommended against evaluating payment and assistance programs until more information is available.

UCAN 10, p. 7. 
	In alignment with UCAN’s recommendation, the Commission “does not order additional studies at this time, but Commission staff will review [multiple studies underway] and, if warranted, may recommend ways to improve the individual and collective effectiveness of the payment programs.”
D.25-06-012, p. 30-31.
	Verified

	Regarding heat risks and TURN’s proposal, UCAN supported the proposal and its intent: to protect Californians from risk of death or other negative heat-related outcomes. UCAN highlighted the importance of making the new disconnection rules related to extreme heat easy to implement. UCAN offered an alternate proposal that would lower the temperature protection threshold to 95 degrees F.

UCAN 8, pp. 9-11.

UCAN also asked the Commission to establish a program even if it does not use TURN’s proposal:

“It is incumbent on the Commission to devise all
possible programs to protect vulnerable customers from death and illness from extreme heat,
particularly vulnerable segments of the population such as the elderly and infirm.”

UCAN 13, p. 4.
	In alignment with UCAN’s recommendations and requests, the Commission:

“…directs [parties ]to lower the temperature or other relevant thresholds that trigger disconnections suspensions in light of the relative heat risks… The Commission will seek proposals that have a targeted focus on reducing customers’ relative heat exposure, that rely on data and tools that are proven and consistently available, and minimize cost and burden of implementation.”
D.25-06-012, p. 35.

	Verified

	UCAN noted the needs of tribal communities can be unique and requested outreach and services that respond to those unique needs.

UCAN 8, pp. 7-8.


	The Commission agreed with UCAN:

“UCAN recommends that the Large IOUs designate a tribal liaison for their tribal customers that would help the utilities with tribal outreach and provide training to utility representatives on Native American culture and tribal outreach… The Commission has recognized the importance of engaging directly with
tribal communities. Should a tribe request it, the Large IOUs must provide the tribe with a dedicated point of contact for matters concerning bill payments, arrearages,
and/or disconnection/reconnection of energy services.”
D.25-06-012, p. 36-37.
	Verified


B. Duplication of Effort (§ 1801.3(f) and § 1802.5):
	
	Intervenor’s Assertion
	CPUC Discussion

	a.	Was the Public Advocate’s Office of the Public Utilities Commission (Cal Advocates) a party to the proceeding?
	Yes

	Verified

	b.	Were there other parties to the proceeding with positions similar to yours? 
	Yes
	Verified

	c.	If so, provide name of other parties: 
TURN, CforAT/NCLC, Greenlining Institute

	Noted

	d.	Intervenor’s claim of non-duplication: 
UCAN is the only consumer advocate in this proceeding located in Southern California and the only intervenor focusing primarily on the issues and concerns of San Diego-area ratepayers (the other intervenors are located in the Bay Area). In this proceeding UCAN has made several unique contributions and provided unique data as described below.

D.24-09-005: (proportional allocation of payments)
In the decision’s discussion of parties’ positions, (D.24-09-005, p. 3), UCAN was the only consumer advocate listed as supporting the continuation of the proportional allocation method. The decision agreed with UCAN’s position that proportional allocation benefits ratepayers, provides fair allocation of payments, and should be maintained unless changed by the Commission.

D.24-11-005: (rate cap extension)
UCAN provided the Commission with several tables and figures that provided the Commission with unique data on which to base its decision including: UCAN 1 (two tables), UCAN 2 (two figures), UCAN 5 (four figures), UCAN 6 (one table, one figure). These data showed, among other things, that the IOUs’ made erroneous claims that the disconnections caps were limiting their disconnections and demonstrated that the Commission needs more information on the effect of the caps before making changes to the caps.  

D.25-04-004: (denying PFM)
UCAN highlighted for the commission several legal principles that demonstrated that the Commission should deny the PFM. 

D.25-06-012: (SB 1142 and extreme heat)
UCAN took unique positions regarding disconnections, reconnections, and extreme heat. UCAN highlighted the need for IOUs’ discretion in determining when reconnections could be safely completed, however, UCAN noted that the proper CPUC division must oversee these IOU decisions to ensure compliance with timely reconnection requirements. UCAN further highlighted a unique middle ground between TURN’s extreme heat proposal and the IOUs’ recommendation that the proposal be discarded. UCAN noted that there is likely an easy and cost-effective path to protecting customers from extreme heat and made a unique, straightforward proposal that could accomplish many of the objectives of TURN’s proposal. 

UCAN coordinates with other intervenors whenever possible. This coordination enables UCAN and other parties to minimize duplicative work and analyses. The Commission should find that UCAN’s participation was efficiently coordinated with the participation of other intervenors to avoid undue duplication and to ensure that, to the extent duplication occurred, it served to supplement, complement, or contribute to the showing of the other intervenor. And consistent with such a finding, the Commission should determine that UCAN’s work is compensable consistent with the conditions set forth in Section 1802.5.
	Noted


PART III:  REASONABLENESS OF REQUESTED COMPENSATION
A. General Claim of Reasonableness (§ 1801 and § 1806):
	
	CPUC Discussion

	a. Intervenor’s claim of cost reasonableness: 
UCAN used a single attorney and a single expert in its work on these decisions and divided work legal and technical analyses and avoided duplication of tasks. The attorney and expert both have significant expertise in energy and rate issues as well as expertise in the Commission’s administrative processes. In this way UCAN was able efficiently address the issues within the proceeding. 
	Noted

	b. Reasonableness of hours claimed: 
UCAN’s consultants spent the minimum number of hours needed to address the issues in the proceeding. Further, UCAN focused on the issues and analyses on which UCAN has the greatest expertise, thereby ensuring reasonable time spent. UCAN’s recommendations saved ratepayers millions of dollars (and potentially billions of dollars) by recommending: 
(1) Proportional allocation of payments: this payment allocation ensures that the CCAs are treated fairly. Further, because CCAs are publicly owned, the fair treatment that supports the CCAs’ financial positions reduces the possibility of CCAs declaring bankruptcy which would result in millions of dollars of costs to California communities and potentially billions in lost assets. 
(2) Disconnection cap extension: this ensures that the IOUs disconnect customers up to the disconnection cap, which the IOUs were not previously doing. In this proceeding, UCAN also highlighted the need for reasonable rates to increase the likelihood of ratepayers paying their utility bills. By supplying the Commission with data on the profits earned by the IOUs ($6.4 billion/year) it ensures that the Commission will take a hard look at future rate increases proposed by the IOUs, potentially saving ratepayers billions of dollars.
(3) Denial of the IOUs’ PFM: in alignment with UCAN’s recommendation, the Commission denied the IOUs’ PFM to record additional costs. The decision saves ratepayers’ money, possibly millions of dollars, by rejecting the IOUs’ ability to establish a separate memorandum account to perform a routine task.
(4) Cost effective implementation of SB 1142 and new extreme heat protections. In alignment with UCAN’s recommendations, the Commission implemented SB 1142 in a cost-effective manner. Additionally, UCAN proposed evaluation of cost-effective updates to TURN’s extreme heat proposal. UCAN will continue to recommend this during parties’ discussions on the best way to implement heat protections. Further, effective heat protections potentially save the state hundreds of millions by protecting Californians, reducing health care costs, and supporting a vibrant economy.
	Noted

	c. Allocation of hours by issue: 
	Issue 1	Proportional Allocation of Payments
	34.30	
	18%

	Issue 2	Rate Cap Extensions	
	57.90
	30%

	Issue 3	Evaluation of PFM
	10
	5%

	Issue 4	Reconnections
	56.10
	29%

	Issue 5	Extreme Heat Protections
	31.40
	16%

	Issue 6	General Participation
	3.30
	2%

	Total
	193
	100%



	Noted


B. Specific Claim:*
	CLAIMED
	CPUC AWARD

	ATTORNEY, EXPERT, AND ADVOCATE FEES

	Item
	Year
	Hours
	Rate $
	Basis for Rate*
	Total $
	Hours
	Rate $
	Total $

	Jason Zeller
	2024
	43
	$770
	D.24-10-023
	$33,110.00
	41.00
[3]
	$770.00
[1]
	$31,570.00

	Jason Zeller
	2025
	35.5
	$795
	See Comment #1
	$28,222.50
	35.50
	$795.00
[1]
	$28,222.50

	Tyson Siegele (Expert)
	2024
	86.2
	$345
	D.25-03-028
	$29,739.00
	84.20
[3]
	$345.00 [2]

	$29,049.00

	Tyson Siegele (Expert)
	2025
	28.3
	$360
	D.25-03-028 rate w CPUC escalation
(see comment #2)
	$10,188.00
	28.30
	$355.00
[2]
	$10,046.50

	Subtotal: $101,259.50
	Subtotal: $98,888.00

	INTERVENOR COMPENSATION CLAIM PREPARATION  **

	Item
	Year
	Hours
	Rate $
	Basis for Rate*
	Total $
	Hours
	Rate $
	Total $

	Jason Zeller
	2025
	1.0
	$397.5
	½ of 2025 rate
	$397.50
	1.0
	$397.50
	$397.50

	Tyson Siegele
	2025
	18.9
	$180
	½ of 2025 rate
	$3,402
	18.90
	$177.50
[2] 
	$3,354.75

	Subtotal: $3,799.50
	Subtotal: $3,752.25

	TOTAL REQUEST: $105,059.00
	TOTAL AWARD: $102,640.25

	  *We remind all intervenors that Commission staff may audit the records and books of the intervenors to the extent necessary to verify the basis for the award (§1804(d)).  Intervenors must make and retain adequate accounting and other documentation to support all claims for intervenor compensation.  Intervenor’s records should identify specific issues for which it seeks compensation, the actual time spent by each employee or consultant, the applicable hourly rates, fees paid to consultants and any other costs for which compensation was claimed.  The records pertaining to an award of compensation shall be retained for at least three years from the date of the final decision making the award. 
**Travel and Reasonable Claim preparation time are typically compensated at ½ of preparer’s normal hourly rate 

	ATTORNEY INFORMATION

	Attorney
	Date Admitted to CA BAR[footnoteRef:3] [3:  This information may be obtained through the State Bar of California’s website at http://members.calbar.ca.gov/fal/MemberSearch/QuickSearch. ] 

	Member Number
	Actions Affecting Eligibility (Yes/No?)
If “Yes”, attach explanation

	Jason Zeller
	March 21, 1989
	139577[footnoteRef:4] [4:  Jason Jonathan Zeller’s Member Number is 139477, and not 139577 as UCAN erroneously listed.] 

	No


C. Attachments Documenting Specific Claim and Comments on Part III:[footnoteRef:5] [5:  Attachments not included in final Decision.] 


	Attachment or Comment  #
	Description/Comment

	Attachment #1
	Certificate of Service

	Attachment #2
	Agreement between UCAN and UCAN’s consultant Mr. Siegele.

	Comment #1 Rate Escalation Request for Jason Zeller
	Based on the approved $770 2024 hourly rate, per D.24-10-023, the application of the Commission’s 3.46% escalation for 2025, and rounding to the nearest $5 increment, UCAN requests the 2025 hourly rate for Mr. Zeller of $795. 
(Note: Mr. Zeller’s rate actually rounds up to $800, but that exceeds the highest approved rate for Attorney-V for 2025, which is $797.23 in the Commission’s hourly rate chart.)

	Comment #2 Tyson Siegle (Expert) Rate Justification
	2024: CPUC-approved rate for Mr. Siegele, $345 in D.25-03-028 
(https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M559/K848/559848673.PDF)

2025: UCAN requests a 2025 rate for Mr. Siegele of $360. 
This rate is derived by applying the proper escalation rate of 3.46% for 2025, as published by the Commission in the 2025 version of the hourly rate chart for intervenor compensation (see https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/administrative-law-judge-division/documents/icomp-materials/hourlyratechart-02132025.xlsm).
The resulting 2025 rate is $357 rounded up to the nearest $5, equals $360. 
[$345 x 1.0346 = $357 rounded up to the nearest $5 increment = $360]. 

The CPUC-approved rate category for Mr. Siegele is “Expert – Not Otherwise Classified – V” (D.25-03-028). The requested rate of $360 remains within the 2025 range for this category. 

Note: Mr. Siegele is a consultant to UCAN. The agreement between Mr. Siegele and UCAN is Attachment #2.


D. CPUC Comments, Disallowances, and Adjustments
	Item
	Reason

	[1] Jason Zeller 2024 & 2025 Hourly Rates
	2024 Hourly Rate for Jason Zeller
D.24-10-023 verified a 2024 rate of $770 for Jason Zeller as a Legal-Attorney-V. We apply the same rate here.

2025 Hourly Rate for Jason Zeller
UCAN requested a 2025 rate of $795 for Zeller as a Legal-Attorney-V. With an adopted 2024 rate of $770, an escalation factor of 3.46% would be $795 after rounding to the nearest $5 increment (range $584.51 to $797.23). We find the requested 2025 hourly rate of $795 to be reasonable and adopt it here.

Intervenor Compensation Claim Preparation is rated at ½ preparer’s normal rate, bringing the 2025 intervenor compensation claim preparation rate for Zeller to $397.50.

	[2] Tyson Siegele 2024 & 2025 Hourly Rates
(Consultant)
	UCAN has confirmed that Tyson Siegele is a consultant. Pursuant to Commission policy, the rate requested by an intervenor must not exceed the rate billed to that intervenor by any outside consultant it hires, even if the consultant’s billed rate is below the floor for a given experience level.[footnoteRef:6] Per the IComp Program Guide at 24, the Commission may audit the records and books of the intervenors to the extent necessary to verify the basis for the award (§ 1804(d)).  [6:  D.07-01-009, D.08-04-010, and ALJ Resolution ALJ 235.  ] 


2024 Hourly Rate for Tyson Siegele
UCAN has confirmed that per the terms of their contract, Siegele has been hired on a contingency rate basis, meaning that Siegele has agreed to defer its consulting fee contingent upon receipt of this Intervenor Compensation award. Given this contingency, we utilize the reasonable rates established by Resolution ALJ-393 based on Tyson Siegele’s experience as an Expert-Expert Not Otherwise Classified-V. Given that the 2024 rate range for an Expert-Expert Not Otherwise Classified-V is $253.40 to $390.78, we find the requested 2024 hourly rate of $345 to be reasonable and we adopt it here. 

2025 Hourly Rate for Tyson Siegele
UCAN has confirmed that per the terms of their contract, Siegele has been hired on a contingency rate basis, meaning that Siegele has agreed to defer its consulting fee contingent upon receipt of this Intervenor Compensation award. Given this contingency, we utilize the reasonable rates established by Resolution ALJ-393 based on Tyson Siegele’s experience as an Expert-Expert Not Otherwise Classified-V. UCAN requests a 2025 rate for Siegele of $360. Given that the 2025 rate range for an Expert- Expert Not Otherwise Classified-V is $264.22 to $401.60, we find a 2025 hourly rate of $355 to be reasonable and we adopt it here. Intervenor Compensation Claim Preparation is rated at ½ preparer’s normal rate, bringing the 2025 intervenor compensation claim preparation rate for Siegele to $177.50.

The award determined herein for Tyson Siegele’s contribution in this proceeding shall be paid in full to Siegele, and no portion of this part of the award shall be kept by UCAN. Additionally, the rates approved here are specific to work in this proceeding and the contract terms between the consultant and intervenor, as they are established in accordance with the Commission’s policy on consultant compensation, and the understanding that the consultant has not billed or collected compensation for the work performed until the final award is given.

	[3] 2024 Excessive Hours Disallowance
	In 2024, Jason Zeller and Tyson Siegele spent approximately 27 hours writing, reviewing, analyzing data, and editing UCAN’s Reply Comments on the Future Status of Disconnection Caps (10/4/2024). We find this excessive for the 11.5 pages of substantial work product produced and therefore disallow 2 hours from Zeller and 2 hours from Siegele from UCAN’s 2024 requested hours. 

	[4] Contingency Rate Disclaimer
	The Commission takes this opportunity to remind all intervenors that they bear the burden of providing accurate, complete, and honest information in all compensation requests. The Commission relies on intervenors' good faith representations, particularly regarding consultant agreements and payments, as it does not have the resources to review every contract or non-standard arrangement in detail.

Intervenor compensation is funded by ratepayers, and the Commission takes seriously any effort to mislead or obscure the financial basis for a claim. Although no violation of Rule 1.1 has been found in this instance, we remind intervenors that under Rule 1.1, intent to deceive is not required for a violation, misstatements may still be actionable. Dishonest or misleading claims not only risk denial of compensation but may also subject the intervenor to penalties.

The Commission has clear authority to audit intervenors' books and records to verify the basis for any award. Intervenors must therefore ensure full transparency regarding actual time spent on issues, consultant fees, payment arrangements, and the actual disbursement of funds. Failure to meet this obligation undermines the integrity of the compensation process and may lead to denial of claims or further enforcement action.


PART IV:  OPPOSITIONS AND COMMENTS
Within 30 days after service of this Claim, Commission Staff
 or any other party may file a response to the Claim (see § 1804(c))
	A.	Opposition:  Did any party oppose the Claim?
	No

	B.	Comment Period:  Was the 30-day comment period waived (see Rule 14.6(c)(6))?
	Yes



FINDINGS OF FACT
1. The Utility Consumers’ Action Network has made a substantial contribution to D.24-09-005, D.24-11-005, D.25-04-004, and D.25-06-012.
2. The requested hourly rates for The Utility Consumers’ Action Network’s representatives, as adjusted herein, are comparable to market rates paid to experts and advocates having comparable training and experience and offering similar services, and/or reflect the actual rates billed to, and paid by the intervenor, for consultant services rendered.
3. The claimed costs and expenses, as adjusted herein, are reasonable and commensurate with the work performed. 
4. The total of reasonable compensation is $102,640.25.
CONCLUSION OF LAW
1. The Claim, with any adjustment set forth above, satisfies all requirements of Pub. Util. Code §§ 1801-1812.
ORDER
1. The Utility Consumers’ Action Network is awarded $102,640.25.

2. [bookmark: _Hlk214273568]Within 30 days of the effective date of this decision, Pacific Gas and Electric Company, Southern California Edison Company, Southern California Gas Company, and San Diego Gas & Electric Company shall pay The Utility Consumers’ Action Network their respective shares of the award, based on their California-jurisdictional gas and electric revenues for the 2024 calendar year, to reflect the year in which the proceeding was primarily litigated. If such data is unavailable, the most recent gas and electric revenue data shall be used. Payment of the award shall include compound interest at the rate earned on prime, three-month non-financial commercial paper as reported in Federal Reserve Statistical Release H.15, beginning October 29, 2025, the 75th day after the filing of The Utility Consumers’ Action Network’s request, and continuing until full payment is made.
3. The comment period for today’s decision is waived.
This decision is effective today.
Dated _____________, at Sacramento, California.
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APPENDIX
Compensation Decision Summary Information
	Compensation Decision:
	
	Modifies Decision? 
	No

	Contribution Decision(s):
	D2409005, D2411005, D2504004, and D2506012

	Proceeding(s):
	R1807005

	Author:
	Andrew Dugowson

	Payer(s):
	Pacific Gas and Electric Company, Southern California Edison Company, Southern California Gas Company, and San Diego Gas and Electric Company


Intervenor Information
	Intervenor
	Date
Claim Filed
	Amount Requested
	Amount Awarded
	Multiplier?
	Reason Change/Disallowance

	Utility Consumers’ Action Network
	August 15, 2025
	$105,059.00
	$102,640.25
	N/A
	See Part III. D CPUC Comments, Disallowances, and Adjustments


Hourly Fee Information
	First Name
	Last Name
	Attorney, Expert, or Advocate
	Hourly
Fee Requested
	Year Hourly
Fee Requested
	Hourly
Fee Adopted

	Jason
	Zeller
	Attorney
	$770
	2024
	$770.00

	Jason
	Zeller
	Attorney
	$795
	2025
	$795.00

	Tyson
	Siegle
	[bookmark: _Ref211505801]Expert[footnoteRef:7] [7:  Tyson Siegle served UCAN as a consultant in 2024 & 2025.] 

	$345
	2024
	$345.00

	Tyson
	Siegle
	Expert7
	$360
	2025
	$355.00





(END OF APPENDIX)

