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I. 

INTRODUCTION 

Pursuant to Rule 2.6(e) of the Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure, Southern California 

Edison Company (SCE) hereby submits its reply to the Division of Ratepayer Advocates’ (DRA’s) May 10, 

2010 protest of SCE’s April 2010 Energy Resource Recovery Account (ERRA) Review application, A.10-

04-002.  SCE’s application sets forth its procurement-related operations for the Record Period January 1, 

2009 through December 31, 2009.  In addition to presenting its procurement-related operations for review, 

SCE’s application also sets forth the operation of various regulatory accounts (i.e., balancing and 

memorandum accounts).  The majority of these accounts, like the ERRA balancing account, require 

Commission audit and review to ensure that the entries recorded therein are accurate and consistent with 

prior Commission decisions.  SCE, however, is requesting the Commission find that its recorded costs in 

four of these accounts are reasonable, and to approve recovery of $29.947 million associated with 
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undercollections in these accounts: (1) the Department of Energy Litigation Memorandum Account 

(DOELMA); (2) the Litigation Cost Tracking Account (LCTA); (3) the Market Redesign and Technology 

Upgrade Memorandum Account (MRTUMA); and (4) the Project Development Division Memorandum 

Account (PDDMA).  In addition, SCE has also requested the Commission review its recorded costs in the 

Mohave Balancing Account (MBA) for reasonableness (SCE is not seeking a rate increase associated with 

this account).   

In its protest, DRA argues that SCE’s request for reasonableness review of the DOELMA, LCTA, 

MRTUMA, PDDMA, and MBA is “inconsistent” with its request that the Commission audit other non-

ERRA accounts.  DRA also raises the same arguments against inclusion of non-ERRA accounts in this 

proceeding that it raised in last year’s ERRA Review proceeding, A.09-04-002.  DRA acknowledges this 

issue is pending before the Commission.  Apparently, DRA wants to re-litigate its arguments here, 

notwithstanding the fact that the Commission is already considering them in A.09-04-002 and will soon 

decide. 

The Commission should reject DRA’s request to re-litigate this issue and find that these non-ERRA 

accounts are appropriately reviewed in the ERRA Review proceeding pending a contrary finding in A.09-

04-002.  This would be consistent with the Commission’s decisions in prior ERRA Review proceedings 

approving review of these accounts, as well as the Commission’s scoping memo in A.09-04-002, in which 

the Commission stated that it was appropriate to include non-ERRA accounts in the scope of the ERRA 

Review proceedings.  It is also consistent with SCE’s tariffs, many of which require that non-ERRA 

regulatory accounts be presented for Commission review in the ERRA Review proceeding, as well as 

Commission decisions requiring review of certain non-ERRA accounts in this proceeding.   
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II. 

SCE’S NON-ERRA ACCOUNTS ARE APPROPRIATELY REVIEWED BY THE COMMISSION 

IN THIS ERRA REVIEW PROCEEDING  

A. The Commission Regularly Reviews Non-ERRA Accounts in the ERRA Review Proceeding 

Consistent with its tariffs and Commission orders, SCE normally includes non-ERRA accounts for 

review in the ERRA Review proceeding.  Presenting these accounts here ensures their review by the 

Commission on a timely and regularly-scheduled basis.  Indeed, many of SCE’s Commission-approved 

tariffs specifically require that non-ERRA regulatory accounts be presented for Commission review in the 

ERRA Review proceeding.  There are also Commission decisions and resolutions, discussed below, that 

specifically require the review of certain accounts in the ERRA Review proceeding, such as the MRTUMA, 

ESMA, and PDDMA.  For ease of reference, SCE has attached as Attachment “A” to this reply the 

preliminary statements for each of the accounts at issue, highlighting where the account specifies it is either 

audited or reviewed for reasonableness in the ERRA Review proceeding. 

To date, the Commission has approved this process and, accordingly, has reviewed non-ERRA 

accounts in connection with SCE’s 2008, 2007, 2006, and 2005 ERRA Review applications, A.08-04-001, 

A.07-04-001, A.06-04-001, and A.05-04-004, respectively.  Indeed, in its scoping memo in last year’s 

ERRA Review proceeding, A.09-04-002, the Commission explicitly recognized that it had been reviewing 

non-ERRA accounts in this proceeding and stated that this was an appropriate practice.  SCE has included 

as Attachment “B” the Commission’s scoping memo in A.09-04-002 and discusses that proceeding in 

greater detail below. 

B. The Commission May Audit Certain Non-ERRA Accounts in This Proceeding While 

Reviewing Other Non-ERRA Accounts for Reasonableness 

The non-ERRA accounts SCE is requesting that the Commission review are summarized in the table 

below.  As shown in this table, SCE is requesting the Commission audit most of these accounts, to ensure 

that the entries recorded therein are accurate and consistent with the Commission’s decisions establishing 

these accounts.  Audit review of these accounts is prescribed in SCE’s tariffs, which have been approved by 
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the Commission’s Energy Division.  SCE also notes that the Commission has issued certain decisions 

requiring SCE to present certain non-ERRA accounts for audit in the ERRA Review proceeding.1  As noted 

above, the Commission has reviewed the recorded operation of many of these accounts in connection with 

SCE’s prior ERRA Review proceedings. 

Non - ERRA Accounts
Operation / 

Audit Review Reasonableness Review

Base Revenue Requirement Balancing Account (BRRBA) X

California Alternative Rates For Energy (CARE) Balancing Account X

Department of Energy Litigation Memorandum Account (DOELMA) X

Energy Settlement Memorandum Account (ESMA) X

Litigation Costs Tracking Account (LCTA) X

Market Redesign and Technology Upgrade MA (MRTUMA)(Chapter XV) X

Medical Programs Balancing Account (MPBA) X

Mohave Balancing Account (MBA) (Chapter XVI) X

New System Generation Balancing Account (NSGBA) X

Nuclear Decommissioning Adjustment Mechanism (NDAM) X

Palo Verde Balancing Account (PVBA) X

Pension Costs Balancing Account (PCBA) X

Post Employment Benefits Other Than Pensions (PBOP) Costs BA X

Project Development Division Memorandum Account (PDDMA) X

Public Purpose Programs Adjustment Mechanism (PPPAM) X

Results Sharing Memorandum Account (RSMA) X

SmartConnect™ Balancing Account (Chapter XIII) X

Solar Photovoltaic Program Memorandum Account (SPVPMA) X  

As shown in the table above, SCE is requesting the Commission to review five non-ERRA accounts 

for reasonableness: (1) the DOELMA; (2) the PDDMA; (3) the MRTUMA; (4) the LCTA;2 and 5) the 

MBA.  In its protest, DRA claims that SCE’s request for reasonableness review of these accounts is 

“inconsistent” with its request that the Commission audit the remaining non-ERRA accounts.  This is not 

the case.  The Commission is fully capable of reviewing these non-ERRA accounts for reasonableness in 
                                                 

1  For example, in its decision in SCE’s 2009 General Rate Case proceeding, D.09-03-025, the Commission ordered SCE to 
present the recorded operation of the Palo Verde Balancing Account (PVBA) for review in the ERRA Review proceeding.  
See D.09-03-025, Ordering Paragraph 7.   

2  On page 5 of Resolution E-3894, the Commission stated that the ESMA (which includes the LCTA) “be subject to audit 
under the ERRA [Review] proceedings.”  See Resolution E-3894, p. 5.  The Commission also provided that SCE would be 
entitled to recover its recorded costs in the LCTA after demonstrating that they are “reasonably related” to the refund 
settlements recorded in the ESMA.  See Resolution E-3894 at pp. 5-6.  SCE is therefore requesting the Commission to review 
its recorded litigation costs in the LCTA for reasonableness because it is requesting authority to recover the under-collection 
in the LCTA in this proceeding.   
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this proceeding; indeed, the Commission has specifically ordered that two accounts, the MRTUMA and 

PDDMA, must be reviewed for reasonableness in the ERRA Review proceeding.3  Clearly, the Commission 

would not have ordered these accounts be reviewed for reasonableness if it believed that such a review was 

“inconsistent” with the proceeding’s scope.4  Furthermore, in its scoping memo in A.09-04-002, the 

Commission included reasonableness review of the DOELMA within the scope of SCE’s April 2009 ERRA 

Review proceeding.  The Commission would not have included the DOELMA in the scope of that 

proceeding if reasonableness review in the ERRA Review proceeding was not permitted.   

C. The Commission Will Address DRA’s Request to Exclude Non-ERRA Accounts in A.09-04-

002 

Last year, in its protest in the 2009 ERRA Review proceeding (A.09-04-002), DRA for the first time 

questioned the appropriateness of the Commission’s continued review of non-ERRA balancing and 

memorandum accounts in the ERRA Review proceeding.  The Commission stated on page 5 of its scoping 

memo that it is appropriate to include and review non-ERRA accounts in the ERRA Review proceeding, 

and ordered DRA to continue its review of SCE’s non-ERRA accounts.  Recognizing the problems inherent 

in moving these accounts to another proceeding, the Commission left it to DRA to develop a record 

justifying why they should be removed from the ERRA Review proceeding and consolidated for review in a 

separate proceeding.  In particular, in pages 5-6 of its scoping memo, the Commission observed the 

following issues that would need to be addressed before such a finding could be made: (1) the extent of the 

problems related to addressing non-ERRA accounts in the ERRA proceeding; (2) where and how the other 

IOUs address each of the non-ERRA accounts presented by SCE in this proceeding; and (3) why it would be 

appropriate to override previous Commission determinations that certain non-ERRA accounts should be 

addressed in SCE’s ERRA Review proceeding.   

                                                 

3  See D.09-03-025, Finding of Fact 310 (citing Resolution E-4087), and Conclusion of Law 29 (citing D.06-05-016). 
4  In its scoping memo in SCE’s April 2006 ERRA Review proceeding, A.07-04-001, the Commission stated that it would not 

review the MBA until SCE first addressed the permanent status of the Mohave Generating Station, as required under 
Ordering Paragraph 9 of SCE’s 2006 General Rate Case Decision, D.06-05-016.  See D.07-12-027, Finding of Fact 4.  As 
SCE explains in Chapter XVI of Exhibit SCE-2, the permanent status of Mohave has now been addressed and SCE is 
therefore requesting the Commission to review the MBA in this ERRA Review proceeding. 
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In its report, DRA presented testimony on this issue that was addressed by SCE in rebuttal 

testimony.  The parties have briefed this issue and are awaiting the Commission’s proposed decision in that 

proceeding.  See Attachment “C”, which contains a copy of the relevant sections of SCE’s and DRA’s 

opening and reply briefs in A.09-04-002.  Notwithstanding DRA’s acknowledgement that its arguments are 

already being considered by the Commission, DRA apparently wants the Commission to again consider its 

arguments, and has requested that these issues be included in the scoping memo.  The Commission should 

reject DRA’s request.  It is not appropriate for the Commission to reconsider an issue that has already been 

briefed and submitted for Commission decision in another proceeding.   

As SCE explained in pages 38-40 of its opening brief in A.09-04-002, DRA has not provided the 

Commission with sufficient justification to remove SCE’s non-ERRA accounts from the scope of the ERRA 

Review proceeding.  DRA’s report failed to sufficiently address the three issues identified by the 

Commission in its scoping memo.  Instead of explaining the extent of problems related to addressing these 

non-ERRA accounts in this proceeding, DRA simply observed that the number of non-ERRA accounts in 

SCE’s ERRA proceedings had grown and continues to grow.  This observation by itself does not justify the 

Commission finding that review of these non-ERRA accounts is problematic, especially when DRA has not 

stated that it is having difficulty reviewing these non-ERRA accounts in this proceeding, and has 

successfully reviewed these accounts in past ERRA proceedings.   

SCE understands that the parties may have to revisit the scope of this proceeding if the Commission, 

in its final decision in A.09-04-002, ultimately decides to depart from its longstanding practice of including 

non-ERRA accounts in the scope of ERRA.  However, until such time as the Commission issues a contrary 

ruling, SCE is obligated and believes that it should continue with its practice of reviewing non-ERRA 

accounts in the instant proceeding.  This is consistent with the Commission’s prior decisions approving 

review of these accounts in A.08-04-001, A.07-04-001, A.06-04-001, and A.05-04-004, as well as the 

scoping memo in A.09-04-002.  It is also consistent with SCE’s tariffs, many of which require that non-

ERRA regulatory accounts be presented for Commission review in the ERRA Review proceeding, as well 

as the Commission’s decisions requiring review of certain non-ERRA accounts in this proceeding.   
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III. 

SCE’S RATE NOTICE FOR THIS PROCEEDING COMPLIES WITH RULES 3.2(B)-(D) OF THE 

COMMISSION’S RULES OF PRACTICE AND PROCEDURE 

Rules 3.2(b)-(d) of the Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure require the utilities notify 

their customers of a requested rate increase after filing an application with the Commission.  Pursuant to 

these requirements, on April 19 and May 19, 2010, respectively, SCE filed proofs of compliance (POCs) 

with Rules 3.2(b) and (c), and Rule 3.2(d).  In these POCs, SCE demonstrates that it has timely served 

notice of its requested rate increase on the cities and counties (via letter), members of the public (via 

newspaper), and its customers (via bill insert) in its service area.  A copy of SCE’s rate notice is attached to 

these POCs, which identifies the four accounts associated with SCE’s requested rate increase (i.e., the 

DOELMA, PDDMA, MRTUMA, and LCTA).  SCE’s notice also provides information regarding how 

interested parties can view SCE’s application and related testimony, contact SCE and the Public Advisor’s 

office, and participate in this proceeding.   

In its protest, DRA argues that SCE should have included the MBA in its rate notice.  Apparently, 

DRA interprets Rule 3.2 as requiring that utilities notify customers when filing an application requesting 

reasonableness review of balancing or memorandum accounts.  This is not correct.  Rule 3.2 only requires 

the utilities to notice rate increases – it does not require utilities to notify the public after filing an 

application requesting the Commission review recorded amounts in balancing and/or memorandum 

accounts for reasonableness.  SCE did not include the MBA in its notice for this proceeding because it is not 

seeking a rate increase associated with the MBA.  As explained in SCE’s testimony in support of this ERRA 

Review application, the revenue requirement associated with the MBA was previously approved by the 

Commission in its decision in SCE’s 2006 General Rate Case (GRC) proceeding (A.04-12-014), D.06-05-

016.5  In that decision, the Commission required SCE to file an application and “make an affirmative 

showing of reasonableness on the need for, and extent of, all costs recorded in the balancing account.”6  

                                                 

5  See SCE’s discussion of the background of the MBA on pages 209-210 of Exhibit SCE-2. 
6  See p. 210 of Exhibit SCE-2. 
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That is what SCE proposes to do here.7  DRA offers no support whatsoever for its assertion, and the 

Commission should therefore reject it. 

IV. 

SCE PROPOSES SLIGHT MODIFICATIONS TO DRA’S REQUESTED SCHEDULE 

In its application, SCE proposed a schedule that would allow for a Commission decision by year-end 

2011.  In its protest, DRA offers an alternative schedule that provides for a proposed decision from the 

Commission by the end of January 2011.  SCE is concerned that DRA’s schedule will not allow for a final 

Commission decision in this proceeding by the end of February 2011, meaning that SCE will not be able to 

implement its requested rate change beginning March 2011, concurrent with its 2011 consolidated rate 

change.  To avoid this issue, SCE recommends the following revised schedule: 

 

Pre-Hearing Conference: June 1, 2, or 3, 2010 

DRA/Intervenor Testimony: September 20, 2010 

Utility Rebuttal Testimony: October 18, 2010 

Hearings (if needed): November 8-10, 2010 

Concurrent Briefs: To be determined 

Proposed Decision January 14, 2011 

Comments on Proposed Decision: February 3, 2011 

Replies to Comments: February 8, 2011 

Final Commission Decision February 2011 

                                                 

7  It is possible that DRA is also requesting the Commission to review SCE’s compliance with Rule 3.2 in SCE’s 2006 GRC, 
A.04-12-014, to determine if SCE noticed the requested funding level for the MBA in that proceeding.  If this is the case, 
then the Commission should deny DRA’s request.  The Commission clearly believed that SCE complied with Rule 3.2 in 
A.04-12-014; otherwise, why would it have authorized SCE’s requested revenue requirement for the MBA in its final 
decision in that proceeding, D.06-05-016, and instructed SCE to have its recorded costs in the MBA reviewed for 
reasonableness in a later proceeding?  The Commission should not permit DRA to use SCE’s request for reasonableness 
review of its recorded entries in the MBA as a means to reconsider the Commission’s initial authorization of recovery of this 
account’s balance in D.06-05-016. 
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SCE’s revised schedule gives DRA until mid-September to prepare its report, prevents customer 

confusion resulting from frequent rate changes, and represents a reasonable compromise between the 

parties’ requested schedules.  As such, it should be adopted by the Commission. 

V. 

CONCLUSION 

For the reasons stated above, SCE requests that the Commission review its non-ERRA accounts, 

including the MBA, in this ERRA Review proceeding and to adopt the schedule it has proposed above.   

 
Respectfully submitted, 

 

_/s/______________________________ 
Connor J. Flanigan 

Attorney for 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY 

2244 Walnut Grove Avenue 
Post Office Box 800 
Rosemead, California  91770 
Telephone: (626) 302-6684 
Facsimile: (626) 302-3990 
E-mail: connor.flanigan@sce.com 

May 20, 2010 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that, pursuant to the Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure, I 

have this day served a true copy of SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY’S (U 

338-E) REPLY TO PROTEST OF THE DIVISION OF RATEPAYER ADVOCATES on 

all parties identified on the attached service list(s).  Service was effected by one or more means 

indicated below: 

Transmitting the copies via e-mail to all parties who have provided an e-mail address.  

First class mail will be used if electronic service cannot be effectuated. 

Executed this 20th day of May, 2010, at Rosemead, California. 

_/s/_________________________  
Melissa A. Schary 
Project Analyst 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY 
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