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SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY’S (U 338-E) REPLY TO PROTEST OF THE
DIVISION OF RATEPAYER ADVOCATES

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



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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I1.
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



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.! As noted
above, the Commission has reviewed the recorded operation of many of these accounts in connection with

SCE’s prior ERRA Review proceedings.

Operation /
Non - ERRA Accounts 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)

Nuclear Decommissioning Adjustment Mechanism (NDAM)
Palo Verde Balancing Account (PVBA)

Pension Costs Balancing Account (PCBA)
Post Employment Benefits Other Than Pensions (PBOP) Costs BA

el el e E

Project Development Division Memorandum Account (PDDMA) X

Public Purpose Programs Adjustment Mechanism (PPPAM)
Results Sharing Memorandum Account (RSMA)

SmartConnect™ Balancing Account (Chapter XIII)

X< [

Solar Photovoltaic Program Memorandum Account (SPVPMA)

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.

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 1in 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.# 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
I0Us 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.

See D.09-03-025, Finding of Fact 310 (citing Resolution E-4087), and Conclusion of Law 29 (citing D.06-05-016).

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.

BSOS
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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.



I11.
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 1in 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-
016.2 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.”®

See SCE’s discussion of the background of the MBA on pages 209-210 of Exhibit SCE-2.
See p. 210 of Exhibit SCE-2.
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That is what SCE proposes to do here.Z 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 §, 2011

Final Commission Decision

February 2011

7 Ttis 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.




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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An EDISON INTERNATIONAL Compuny

Southern California Edison Revised Cal. PUC Sheet No. 44985-E

Rosemead, California (U 338-E) Cancelling Revised Cal. PUC Sheet No. 40738-E
PRELIMINARY STATEMENT Sheet 12
(Continued)

YY. Base Revenue Requirement Balancing Account (BRRBA) (Continued)
7. Rate Level Changes

Pursuant to D.04-01-048, D.04-03-023, D.04-07-022, and D.06-05-016 SCE shall
update its Distribution and Generation Rate levels to reflect the most current
Commission-adopted revenue requirements in its August Energy Resource Recovery
Account (ERRA) application. The balance forecast to be recorded in'the Distribution
Sub-account of the BRRBA (either overcollected or undercollected) on December 31
of the current year, plus an amount for FF & U, shall be included in the Distribution
revenue requirement to either be returned to, or recovered from, SCE’s retail electric
customers in Distribution rate levels. Likewise, the balance forecast to be recorded in
the Generation Sub-account of the BRRBA (either overcollected or undercollected) on
" December 31% of the current year, plus an amount for FF & U, shall be included in the
Generation revenue requirement to either be returned to, or recovered from SCE's
retail electric customers in Generation rate-levels. Prior to implementing consolidated
Commission-authorized revenue requirements and rate levels to recover those
‘revenue requirements, the BRRBA balance will be updated to reflect the latest
recorded balance available. ' .

8. Review Procedures:

Pursuant to D.04-01-048, D.04-03-023, D.04-07-022, D.06-05-016, and D.08-03-025 (T)
the recorded operation of the BRRBA for the Record Period (or previous calendar
year 12-month period) shall be reviewed by the Commission in SCE's annual April
ERRA application to ensure that the entries made in the BRRBA are stated correctly

and are consistent with Commission decisions.

SCE shall provide a monthly report showing the activity in the BRRBA to Energy
Division within 30 days of the end of each month.

~
(Continued)
(Tobeinserted by utility) " lssuedby =~ (To beinserted by Cal. PUC)
Advice 2336-E Akbar Jazayeri Date Filed Mar 30, 2009
Decision  09-03-025 Vice President Effective

12012 Resolution
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Southern California Edison Revised Cal. PUC Sheet No. 44456-E
Rosemead, California (U 338-E) Cancelling Revised ~ Cal. PUC Sheet No.  41905-E
PRELIMINARY STATEMENT Sheet 3
(Continued)

AA. CALIFORNIA ALTERNATIVE RATES FOR ENERGY (CARE) BALANCING ACCOUNT
) 3. Operation of CBA (Continued)
b. - CARE Administration’ (Over)/Under Collection calculated as follows:

) Credit entry equal to the Annual Authorized CARE and FERA (M
Administrative Costs divided by 12 as recorded in the PPPAM;

A (2) Debit entry equal fo the actual amount of CARE and FERA (T)
. Administrative costs incurred (excluding costs associated with the
automatic enrollment Erogram and the Energy Division audit that,
gudrsbuel\nt ’)to D.02-09-021, shall be tracked separately - See 3.c and
.d below .. ’

C. Automatic Enroliment-related Expenses

Debit enfry ec‘ual to the actual amount of expenses associated with the
automatic enroliment program. o

d. Energy Division Audit-related Expenses

Debit entry to the actual_amount of expenses that SCE reimburses the -
Energy Division related to Energy Division’s audit of SCE's CARE programs. .

If the sum of “a” thFough.*d" above fesuité. inia.positive-amount. (under-collection),
then such amount shall be debited to the CBA. .If the:sum.of "a’ and."d" above results
igBi negative amount (over-collection), then’ sucti amount shall“be ‘credited to'the "

- 4, California Alternate Rates for Energy Balah’qiﬁgﬁ]-'ﬁccfo'urit (CBA) Year-End Transfer:

On December 31 of each year, SCE will‘record an entry to reflect the annual transfer
of the December'31 recorded balance in the CBA per D.06-12-038.

5. Public Purpose Programs Charge Rate Level Changes:

. Pursuant to D.04-01-048 and D.04-03-023, SCE shall update its Public Purpose
Programs Charge rate levels fo reflect the most current Commission-adopted
revei'pu% requirements in its August Energy Resource Recovery Account (ERRA)
application. , :

8. Review Procedures

Pursuant to'D.04-01-048 and D.04-03-023, the recorded operation of the CBA for the
Record Period (or previous calendar l¥ear 12-month period) shall be reviewed by the
Commission in SCE's annual April ERRA application to ensure that the entries made
in the CBA are stated correctly and are consistent with Commission decisions.

CE shall provide a monthly report showing the activity in the CBA to Energy Division
within 30 days of the end of each mpnth. A

(Tobeinserted by utili) . . . .. . lIssuedby. = . _ . (Tobe insertedby Cal. PUC)
Advice 2300-E Akbar Jazaveri Date Filed Dec 19, 2008
Decision 08-11-031 ' Vice President Effective Jan 1, 2009

"3C12 : Resolution




SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA

An EDISON INTARNATIONAL Company

Southern California Edison ’ Revised Cal. PUC Sheef No. 42887-E

Rosemead, California (U 338-E) Cancelling Revised Cal. PUC Sheet No. 42010-E*
PRELIMINARY STATEMENT Sheet57  (T)

(Continued)

‘| N. MEMORANDUM ACCOUNTS (Continued)
42, Department of Energy Litigation Memorandum Account (DOELMA)

The purpose. of the Department of Energy Litigation Memorandum Account
(DOELMA) is o record:

(1 SCE's incremental litigation costs; and (2) damages and other proceeds
received by SCE from the federal government associated with the breach of
contract complaint brought by SCE against the DOE for failure to take
possession of San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station (SONGS) spent
nuclear fuel. '

Incremental litigation costs récorded in the DOELMA shall only include costs
incurred by SCE for ouiside: counsel, expert witnesses, and other outside
litigation costs specifically identified with SCE's breach of contract litigation
with the DOE. SCE's in-house counsel costs and other in-house DOE-
related litigation costs shall not be recorded in the DOELMA.

SCE shall maintain the DOELMA by making monthly entries as follows:
a. A debit entry to record incremental costs incurred by SCE for outsidé

counsel, expert withesses, and other outside litigation costs
specifically identified with the DOE litigation;

b. A credit entry to record proceeds received by SCE from the federal
government; and ‘

c.’ An entry 1o record interest expense by applying the Interest Rate to
the average of the begmnmg-of—month and end-of-month DOELMA
balances.

2. - Disposition of Net Amount Recorded in the DOELMA

At a future date, SCE shall make a proposal fo dispose of the net amount
-tecorded in the DOELMA in an application before the Commission. In its
application, SCE shall also justify the reasonableness of its incremental
litigation costs recorded in the DOELMA.

(Continued)
| (Td be in.s'ert.e.d.by htility) A R iésﬁed by o "(To be i.n>sert-ed by~CaI.PUC) -
Advice 2151-E ' Akbar Jazaveri Date Filed  Aug 9, 2007
Decision Vice President Effective Sep 8, 2007

57C13 Resolution
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AR EDISON INTEKNATIUNAL Company

Southern California Edison Revised Cal. PUC SheetNo. 42863-E

Rosemead, California (U 338-E) . Cancelling Revised Cal. PUC Sheet No. 39330-E
PRELIMINARY STATEMENT , Sheet.33 (T)
(Continued)

N.  MEMORANDUM ACCOUNTS (Continued)
28. Energy Settlements Memorandum Account (ESMA)

The purpose of the Energy Settlements Memorandum Account (ESMA) is to record:
1) refund amounts received bx SCE resulting from FERC investigation settlement
agreements associated with wholesale power purchases made on behalf of SCE's
Bundled Service customers during portions of 2000 and 2001; and 2) other costs and
offsets associated with settlement agreements. Entries to the ESMA shall be made
in accordance with Commission Resolution E-3894 (dated November 19, 2004).

SCE shall maintain the ESMA by making monthly entries as follows:

a. -~ A credit ent% equal to seitlement agreements refund -amounts-
received by SCE;
b. A credit entry equal fo the entire amount of refunds recelved from

SDG&E associated with setflement agreements; :

c. A debit enfry equal to set-aside costs for outside attorneys and
. consultants agsomated,thh settlement.agreements;. . - -

d. A débit entr%}"'éqﬁ’éi"”t"o”"bé:‘,"r%éﬁt"é}ﬁﬁt’s’unts that SCE is required-to
: provide to other. mgg}ggjci..pa ficipants.in, the .California.Power Exchange
apglicabl :

e inaccordance Wit ble settlementagreements;, .. .
" e "' A debit entryeq

. eqal*to; S'.T€ .
- associated Wil nStpfooseds Trom Setfemient Agreemens: -

ariounts’ etéined by SCE's, ‘shareholders

Interest sbéll‘ é{n::ci'ué Hnonthly ’EbﬂtheéE:S;-MAz‘B)'/ abfj'l'?/i'rﬁé'{é'r.{é:t\l{/\éél'f'thzof.t‘hé !th:rée month
Commercial Paper rate (expressed as an annual rate) as reported by the Federal
Reserve to the average monthly ESMA balance.. L

Amounts recorded in the ESMA shall be reviewed by the Cammission in an applicable |
Energy Resource Recovery Account (ERRA) proceeding.

Liﬁqaﬁoh Costs Tracking Account

In accordance with Resolution E-3894, SCE shall maintain a Litigation Costs 'Eracking
Account within the ESMA 1o track: 1) litigation costs that are "set-aside” in the FER

investigation settlement agreements; and 2) actual litigation costs incurred by SCE.
Arounts recorded in the Litigation Costs Tracking Account shall be subject to audit in
SCE's ERRA proceedings. ) . g ot

SCE malz:y request recovery of actual litigation costs that exceed amounts “set-aside”
in the FERC-investigation Settlement agreements in a separate application. Entries to
the Litigation Costs Tracking Account shall be made as follows:

a. A debit entry equal to SCE's actual litigation costs associated with FERC-
~ investigation settlement agreements; :

b. A credit entry equal to litigation costs “set-aside” in FERC-investigation

: settlement agreements.

Interest shall accrue monthly to the Litigation Costs Tracking Account by a}?pl in
one-twelfth of the three-month Commercial Paper, as re{)orted by the Federa
Reserve, to the average monthly balance in the Litigation Costs Tracking Account.

(Continued)
] _.. . (Tobeinsertedbyutiit) . . = . . . _ lssuedby . . . . (Tobelnserted by Cal. PUC)
Advice 2151-E Akbar Jazayeri . Date Filed Aug9, 2007
Decision Vice President Effective Sep 8, 2007

33615 Resolution
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An EDISON INTERNATIONAL Company

Southern California Edison ‘ Revised Cal. PUC Sheet No. 44959-E
Rosemead, California (U 338-E) Cancelling Revised Cal. PUC Sheet No. 42886-E
PRELIMINARY STATEMENT . Sheet 56
(Continued)

N. MEMORANDUM ACCOUNTS (Continued)
41, Market Redesign and Technology Upgrade Memorandum Account (MRTUMA)
The purpose of the Market Redesign and Technology Upgrade Memorandum
Account (MRTUMA) is to record SCE's incremental costs associated with the (T)
California Independent System Operator's (CAISO) MRTU initiative.
1. Operation of the MRTUMA
Debit entries (on a CPUC-jurisdictional, revenue requirement basis including

book depreciation, applicable taxes, and an authorized return on rate base)
to the MRTUMA shall be made monthly, and include the following:

a. Software licensing and implementation costs;
b. Computing hardware and networking equipment costs; and
c. Direct labor and non-labor costs, including MRTU-related operational (T)
expenses and Information Technology expenses for the maintenance |
and support of the new MRTU application. (M)
2. Disposition of Amounts Recorded in the MRTUMA

SCE shall request recovery of amounts recorded in the MRTUMA in an
ERRA Reasonableness of Operations proceeding, or other regulatory
proceeding as directed by the Commission. -
Interest expense shall accrue monthly in the MRTUMA by applying one-
twelfth of the Federal Reserve’s three-month Commercial Paper Rate — non-
financial, from the Federal Reserve’s Statistical Release H.15 (expressed as
an annual rate) to the average monthly balance in the MRTUMA. If a non-
financial rate is not published by the Federal Reserve in a given month, SCE
shall use the Federal Reserve’s three-month commercial paper rate -

“financial.
(Continued)
(To be inserted by utility) Issued by (To be inserted by Cal. PUC)
Advice 2336-E Akbar Jazayeri Date Filed Mar 30, 2009
Decision 09-03-025 Vice President Effective Mar 30, 2009
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Southern California Edison " Original  Cal. PUC Sheet No. 44979-E
Rosemead, California (U 338-E) Cancelling Cal. PUC Sheet No.
PRELIMINARY STATEMENT Sheet 3

(Continued)

VV. Medical Programs Balancing Account (Continued)
3. Operation of MPBA: (Continued)
b.  Generation Sub-Account;

i. Recorded CPUC-jurisdictional generation-related medical, dental and
vision expense (before capitalization);

ii. Less: an entry equal to the result of multiplying the generation authorized
medical, dental, and vision expense (before capitalization rate) by the
applicable generation MDP;

iii. Equals: Generation medical, dental and vision £ expense
(over)/undercollection before capitalization

iv. Less: the amount capitalized determined by multiplying (iii) above by the
Capitalization Rate.

v. Equals: Generation medical, dental and vision expense
(over)/undercollection after capitalization

Interest Expense shall accrue monthly to the generation sub-account of the
MPBA by applying the Interest Rate to the average of the beginning-of-month
and end-of-month balances in the generation sub-account of the MPBA.

4. Disposition of the MPBA Balance
. ,
SCE shall transfer on an annual basis any (over)/undercollection recorded in the
MPBA as of December 31" to the Base Revenue Requirement Balance Account
(BRRBA) to be recovered from or returned to customers. The operation of the MPBA
i shall be reviewed in the annual April 1 ERRA reasonableness proceeding.

(Continued)
(To be inserted by utility) Issued by (To be inserted by Cal. PUC)
Advice 2336-E Akbar Jazayeri Date Filed Mar 30, 2009
Decision 09-03-025 Vice President Effective Mar 30, 2009
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Rosemead, California Cancelling Cal. PUC Sheet No.
PRELIMINARY STATEMENT Sheet 3
{Continued)

NN. Mohave Balancing Account (Continued)

2. Definitions: (Continued)
f. Rate of Return on Rate Base
The rate of return on SCE's rate base shall be the currently authorized rate of
return adopted in SCE’s most recent Cost of Capital decision.
g. Worker Protection Expenses
Worker Protection expenses consist of recorded worker protection benefits
associated with employees impacted by the Mohave shutdown and shall
include, but are not limited, to the following:
¢ Severance payments
» Retraining expenses
o Early retirement expenses
e Extended health coverage expenses;
» Outplacement expenses;
¢ Other employee-related expenses approved by the
Commission.
3. Operations of the MBA
a. One time transfer of the balance recorded in the Mohave Employee-Related
Memo Account (MERMA).
b. Monthly entries in the MBA shall be made on a monthly basis as follows:
i. Debit entry equal to recorded Capital-related Expenses;
ii. Plus: debit entry equal fo recorded Operating Expenses;
ii. Less: Authorized Mohave Revenue Requirement less a provision for FF &
U, adopted in D.06-05-016 multiplied by the generation MDP found in the
Base Revenue Requirement Balancing Account (BRRBA) Preliminary
Statement;
iv. Equals: the monthly (Over)/Under Collection.
Interest shall accrue monthly to the MBA by applying the Interest Rate to the average
of the beginning of month and end of month balance in the MBA.
4. Review Procedures
Reasonableness of amounts recorded in the MBA shall be determined in SCE’s April
18! ERRA annual reasonableness proceedings. Any (over)/undercoliection in the
MBA shall be transferred to the BRRBA to be recovered from or returned to customer
on an annual basis.
(Continued)
(To be inserted by utility) Issued by (To be inserted by Cal. PUC)
Advice 2003-E Akbar Jazayeri Date Filed May 22, 2006
Decision 06-05-016 Vice President Effective May 22, 2006
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An EDISON INTARNATIONAL Compuny

Southern California Edison ' Revised Cal. PUC Sheet No. 44976-E

Rosemead, California (U 338-E) Cancelling Original  Cal. PUC Sheet No. 44372-E
PRELIMINARY STATEMENT ‘ Sheet 3 M
(Continued)

| RR. NEW SYSTEM GENERATION BALANCING ACCOUNT (Contihued):
New System Generation Rate Level Changes:

- SCE shall update its New System Generation rate levels to reflect the most current Commission-

adopted revenue requirements in its August Energy Resource Recovery Account (ERRA)
application. The balance forecast to be recorded in the NSGBA (either over-collected or uhder-
collected on December 31 of the current year), plus an amount for Franchise Fees &
Uncollectibles (FF&U), shall be included in the New System Generation revenue requirement to
either be returned to, or recovered from, SCE's retail electric customers in New System
Generation rate levels. Prior to implementing consolidated Commission-authorized revenue
requirements and unfunded rate levels o recover those revenue requirements, the NSGBA
balance will be updated to reflect the latest recorded balance available.

Review Procedures:

A The recorded operation of the NSGBA for the Record Penod (prevxous calendar year. 1?_-month b
period) -shall be reviewed by. the’ Commlsswn m ‘SCE's” annual April .ERRA' reasonableness .
application to ensure that the entnes made in the NSGBA are stated correctly and are conSIStent, L Ll
{". with Commission decisions. . '

**, 8GE shall provide a monthly report showmg the ac fh'é"tN,SGBA to 'fh,et Ene‘fgy Division.. =~ -

within 30 days of the end of each month. C AR R
~ (To beinsertedbyutiity) . . ... .. lssuedby . .. _ . (Tobeinsertedby Cal PUC)
Advice 2336-E _ Akbar Jazayeri Date Filed Mar 30, 2008
Decision 09-03-025 ) Vice President Effective

3c10 Resolution
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An EDISON INTERNATIONAL Compuny

Southern California Edison Revised Cal. PUC SheetNo. 36583-E

Rosemead, California Cancelling Revised Cal. PUC Sheet No. 36296-E

K,

PRELIMINARY STATEMENT _ Sheet 2

(Continued)
NUCLEAR DECOMMISSIONING ADJUSTMENT MECHANISM (Confinued)

3. Operation of the NDAM (Continued)

b. Debit entry equal to the Recorded Spent Nuclear Fuel Storage Fees, whlch (T)
are: (1) amounts associated with nuclear fuel storage at the General Electric
Morris Storage Facility; and (2) amounts paid to the City of Anaheim for
storage space at the SONGS 2&3 spend fuel pools;

c. Debit entry equal to the Recorded Department of Energy Decontamination (T)
and Decommissioning (POE D&D) Fees. Such fees are associated with
SONGS and Palo Verde, and are incurred by complylng with the Energy
Policy Act of 1992,

d. Credit enfry equal to the reoorded NDAM Revenue. ’ m
The sum of (a) through (d) equals the activity recorded in the NDAM each (T)
month.

Interest shall accrue monthly to the NDAM by applying the Interest Rate fo
the average of the beginning and ending monthly NDAM balances.

4, Nuclear Decommissioning Rate Level Changes:

Pursuant to D.04-01-048 and D.04-03-023, SCE shall update its Nuclear
Decommissioning rate levels to' reflect the most current Commission-adopted
revenue requirements in its August Energy Resource Recovery Account (ERRA)
application. The balance forecast to be recorded in the NDAM (either overcoliected
or undercollected on December 31% of the current year, plus an amount for' FF&U,
shall be included in the' Nuclear Decommissioning revenue requirement to either be
returned to, or recovered from, SCE’s retail electric. customers in Nuclear
Decommissioning rate levels. Prior to implementing consolidated commission-
authorized revenue requirements and unfunded rate levels to recover those revenue
requirements, the NDAM balance will be updated to reflect the latest' recorded
balance available.

5, Review Procedures

Pursuant to D.04-01-048 and D.04-03-023, the recorded operation of the NDAM for
the Record Period (or previous calendar year 12-month period) shall be reviewed by
the Commission in SCE'’s annual April ERRA application to ensure that the entries
made in the NDAM are stated correctly and are consmtent with Commission
"decisions.

SCE shall provnde a monthly report showing the activity in the NDAM to Energy
Division within 30 days of the end of each month.

2010

{Continued)
(To be inserted by utility) o ~ lssuedby  (Tobeinserted by Cal. PUC)
Advice 1808-E John R. Fielder . Date Filed _Jul 16,2004
Decision _04-07-022 ’ Senior Vice President Effective Jul 18, 2004
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Southern California Edison Original  Cal. PUC Sheet No. 44944-E
Rosemead, California (U 338-E) Cancelling _ Cal. PUC Sheet No.
PRELIMINARY STATEMENT Sheet 3
(Continued)
J. Palo Verde Balancing Account (Continued)
. s
// 4, Review Procedures

SCE shall transfer any (over)/undercoliection recorded in the PVBA annually to the
Generation Subaccount in the BRRBA to be recovered from or returned to customers

on an annual basis.

The operation of the PVBA shall be reviewed in SCEs annual April 1% ERRA
reasonableness proceeding.

}
(Continued)
(To be inserted by utility) Issued by (To be inserted by Cal. PUC)
Advice 2336-E Akbar Jazaveri Date Filed Mar 30, 2009
Decision 09-03-025 - Vice President Effective Mar 30, 2009

Resolution
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‘Southern California Edison Revised Cal. PUC Sheet No. 44969-E
Rosemead, California (U 338-E) Cancelling Original  Cal. PUC Sheet No. 40721-E*
PRELIMINARY STATEMENT Sheet 3
(Continued)

0O. Pensions Costs Balancing Account (Continued)
3. Operation of PCBA: (Continued) ‘ (T)
b. Generation Sub-Account:

i. Recorded CPUC-jurisdictional generation-related Pension expenses
(before capitalization);

ii. Less: an entry equal to the result of multiplying the generation authorized
Pension costs (before capitalization rate) by the applicable generation
MDPs;

iii. Equals: Generation Pension Costs (over)/undercolléction before
capitalization;

iv. Less: the amount capitalized determined by multiplying (i) above by the
capitalization rate; .

v. Equals: Generation Pensijon Costs (over)/undercollection after
capitalization.

Interest shall accrue monthly to the generation sub-account of the PCBA by applying
the Interest Rate to the average of the beginning-of-month and end-of-month
balances in the generation sub-account of the PCBA.

4, Disposition of the PCBA Balance m

SCE shall transfer on an annual basis any (over)/undercollection recorded in the { (T)
PCBA to the Base Revenue Requirement Balancing Account as of December 31% to } |

i be recovered from or returned to customers. The operation of the PCBA shall be |
i_ reviewed in the annual April 1% ERRA reasonableness proceeding. (M
' (O
(Continued)
(To be inserted by utility) Issued by (To be inserted by Cal. PUC)
Advice 2336-E Akbar Jazayeri Date Filed Mar 30, 2009
Decision 09-03-025 - Vice President Effective Mar 30, 2009
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Southern California Edison Revised Cal. PUC Sheet No. 44972-E
Rosemead, California (U 338-E) . Cancelling Original ~ Cal. PUC Sheet No. 40724-E*
PRELIMINARY STATEMENT Sheet 3
(Continued)

PP. Post Employment Benefits Other Than Pensions (PBOP) Costs  Balancing Account

(Continued)

3. Operation of PBOP BA: (Continued) (T)

b. Generation Sub-Account:

i. Recorded CPUC-jurisdictional generation-related PBOP expenses
(before capitalization);

ii. Less: an entry equal to the result of multiplying the generation authorized
PBOP costs (before capitalization rate) by the applicable generation
MDPs; .

ii. Equal: Generation PBOP Costs (over)/undercollection before
capitalization;

iv. Less: the amount capitalized determined by muitiplying (iii) above by the
Capitalization Rate; : (M

v. Equals: Generation PBOP Costs (over)/undercollection after

capitalization.
/

Interest Expense shall accrue monthly to the generation sub-account of the PBOP BA
"by applying the Interest Rate to the average of the beginning-of-month and end-of-
" month balances in the generation sub-account of the PBOP BA.

4. Disposition of the PBOP BA Balance : ' M
SCE shall transfer on an annual basis any (over) undercollection recorded in thei (T)

PBOP BA to the Base Revenue Requirement Balancing Account as of December 31} |
to be recovered from or returned to customers. The operation of the PBOP BA shall

i l?e reviewed in the annual ERRA reasonableness proceeding. — (1)
(D)
(
(Continued)
(To be inserted by utility) " Issued by (To be inserted by Cal. PUC)
Advice 2336-E Akbar Jazayeri Date Filed Mar 30, 2009
Decision 09-03-025 : Vice President Effective Mar 30, 2009
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Southern California Edison ) Revised Gal. PUC SheetNo. 40529-E
Rosemead, California Cancelling Revised Cal. PUC SheestNo. 36299-E
PRELIMINARY STATEMENT Sheet7  (T)
(Continued)
FF. PUBLIC PURPOSE PROGRAMS ADJUSTMENT MECHANISM
4, PGC Annual Adjustments

Pursuant to Resolution E-3792 and coqsistent with P.U. Code §399.8, SCE shall file
an advice letter on or before March 31 of each year through 2011 to adjust the
annual PGC authorized revenue requirements. The annual adjustment shall be
determined as follows:

a. Determine the actual percentage change in electric sales (based on guantity).
For the first adjustment determination to be submitted in March, 2003, the
actual percentage change shall be the change between 20041 and 2002;

b. Determine the percentage change in prices as measured by the changein
the GDP deflator, as published by the U.S. Department of Commerce. For
the first adjustment determination, SCE shall use the change in the GDP
deflator in 2002;

c. The lower percentage amount détermined in “a” and “b”, above, shall be used
to adjust the authorized PGC revenue requirements.

If the lower of sales change and price change is negative in any one year, LR A T

. authorizations for the subsequent year shall remain constant. If the GDP deflator o
statistics for 2002 are not finalized by the U.S. Department of Commerce by March
31, 2003, or for any subsequent year, SCE should use the most recent published

. forecast for this advice letter filing and true-up the adjustment through an amended
filing once the Department of Commerce publishes a final stafistic.

5. e Public Purpose Programs Charge Rate Level Changes:

Pursuant to D.04-01-048 and D.04-03-023, SCE shall update its Public Purpose
Programs Chargé rate levels to reflect the most current Commission-adopied
revenue requirements in its August Energy Resource Recovery Account (ERRA)
application. The balance forecast to be recorded in the PPPAM (either overcollected
or undercollected on December 31% of the current year, plus an amount for FF&U,
shall be inciuded 'in the Public Purpose Programs Charge revenue requirement to
either be returned to, or recovered from, SCE’s retail electric customers in Public
Purpose Programs Charge rate levels. Prior o implementing consolidated
commission-authorized revenue requirements and unfunded rate levels to recover
those revenue requirements, the PPPAM balance will be updated to reflect the latest
recorded balance available. _

8. Review Procedures

Pursuant to D.04-01-048 and D.04-03-023, the recorded operation of the PPPAM for

the Record Period (or previous calendar year 12-month period) shall be reviewed by

the Commission in SCE's annual April ERRA application to ensure that the entries

'(rjnac_ief in the PPPAM are stated correctly and are consistent with Commission
ecisions. B

SCE shall provide a monthly report showing the activity in the PPPAM fo Energy
Division within 30 days of the end of each month. :

(Tobeinserted by utility) ... .. Issued by . . . [(Tobe inserted by Cal. PUC)
Advice 1986-E Akbar Jazayeri Date Filed Mar 30, 2006
Decision 05-09-043 ) Vice President Effective - Apr29, 2006
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Southern California Edison _ Revised Cal. PUC Sheet No. 44960-E

Rosemead, California (U 338-E) Cancelling Revised Cal. PUC Sheet No. 42889-E
PRELIMINARY STATEMENT Sheet 59
(Continued)

‘N, MEMORANDUM ACCOUNTS (Continued)
44, Project Development Division Memorandum Account (PDDMA)
The purpose of the Project Development Division Memorandum Account is to track
" the Project Development Division recorded support costs, as authorized in D.08-05-
016 and D.09-03-025. The recorded costs in PDDMA shall exclude costs related to (T)
proposed project developments.
1. Entrieé to the PDD shall be made monthly as follows: .

a. A debit entry for recorded PDD support expenses mcludlng, but not
limited, to the followmg

(1) identifying locations for new generation; ' )
(2) evaluating generation technologies; )
(3) tracking regulatory and legislative generation-related initiative; (T)

(4) thé development of the best option outside negotiation (BOON) for (M
future generation need; -

(5) resource planning and request for offer (RFO) development and (M
evaluation.

. Interest shall accrue monthly by applying one-twelfth of the Federal Reserve three-
month Commercial Paper Rate ~ Non-Financial, from Federal Reserve Statisticsl” ¢ i
‘Release H.15 (expressed as an annual rate) to the average monthly balance. If in ™"
“any month a non-financial rate is not published, SCE shall use the Federal Reserve
thres-month Commercial Paper Rate ~ Financial.

Reasonableness of amounts recorded in the PDDMA shall be determined in SCE’s
April 1% ERRA Reasonableness proceedings. Recorded .PDD costs found
reasonable shall be transferred to the Base Revenue Requirement Balancing Account -
(BRRBA) on an annual basis.

(Continued)
(Tobe inserted by ufility) ’ 7 Tlsstedby 0 7 77 T {Tobe inserted by Cal. PUC)
Advice 2336-E : Akbar Jazayeri Date Filed Mar 30,2009
Decision * 09-03-025 Vice President Effective

59611 : ‘ Resolution
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Southern California Edison : Revised Cal. PUC Sheet No, 44947-E

Rosemead, California (U 338-E) - Cancelling Revised Cal. PUC Sheet No, 44309-E
PRELIMINARY STATEMENT . Sheet 9
(Continued)

N.  MEMORANDUM ACCOUNTS (Continued)
8. Results Sharing Memorandum Account

The purpose of the Results Sharing Memorandum Account (RSMA) is to annually (T)
compare the authorized and actual Results Sharing expenses paid out for 2009, 2010 |
and 2011 and to record the difference pursuant to D.09-03-025 Ordering Paragraph |
16 . (M

a. SCE shall ‘maintain the RSMA by making entries at the end of each month as
follows:

1. A debit entry for the actual Results Sharing amount paid out after (T)
capitalization. (M

2. A credit entry equal to the result of multiplying the authorized amount for
Results Sharing by the applicable (Distribution / Generation) MDP as set forth
in Preliminary Statement YY, Base Revenue Requirement Balancmg Account

(BRRBA) after capltahzatlon M
Total Company Authorized ~ Results Sharmg Before Capitalization i (G
In Thousands |
[l
2006 ‘ 2009 |
_ Dollars Dollars |
Generation 13,772 15,278 |
Transmission & Distribution 36,170 3 40,301 |
Customer Service : 14,128 . 15,742 |
Administrative & General 31,782 " 35411 ]
Total Before Capitalization 95,852 106,732 (C
Interest shall accrue monthly by applying one-twelfth of the Federal Reserve three-
month Commercial Paper Rate — Non-Financial, from Federal Reserve Statistical
Release H.15 (expressed as an annual rate) to the average monthly balance. If in
any month a non-financial rate is not published, SCE shall use the Federal Reserve
three- month Commercxal Paper Rate — Financial.
Any underexpended CPUC Results Sharing balance, as recorded in the RSMA shall
* be transferred to the BRRBA annually and reviewed in the annual April' 1*. ERRA
reasonableness proceeding.
(Continued)
‘(Tobeinserted by utflity) =~~~ 7~ ~ " Tlissuedby = 7 77 " (Tobeinserted by Cal. PUC)
Advice  2336-E " Akbar Jazavyeri Date Filed _Mar'30, 2009
Decision _08-03-025 Vice President ~ Effective
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An EDISUN INTERNATIONAL Company

Southern California Edison : Original  Cal. PUC Sheet No. 44313-E
Rosemead, California’ (U 338-E) Cancelling Cal. PUC Sheet No.
PRELIMINARY STATEMENT . Sheet 4
(Continued)

QQ. Edison SmartConnect™ Balancing Account (SmartConnect “BA) (Continued)

6. Review Procedures

The recorded operation of the SmartConnect™BA for the Record Period (or previous
calendar year 12-month period) shall be reviewed by the Commission in SCE's

annual  April ERRA application to ensure that the entries made. in the
SmartConnect™BA are stated correctly and were incurred for Phase il actlvmes as
authorized by the Commission in D.08-08-039.

SCE shall provide a monthly report showing the activity in the SmartConnect” BA to
the Energy Division within 30 days of the end of each calendar month.

Issued by . (To beinserted by Cal. PUC).

(To be inserted by utility) o ertec
Advice 2277-E Akbar Jazayeri Date Filed _ Oct 20, 2008
Decision _08-09-039 © Vice President Effective Sep 18, 2008
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Rosemead, California (U 338-E) Cancelling Cal. PUC Sheet No.
PRELIMINARY STATEMENT ) Sheet 64
(Continued)
N.  MEMORANDUM ACCOUNTS (Continued)
48. Solar Photovoltaic Program (SPVP) Memorandum Account (N)
1. Purpose

The purpose of the Solar Photovoltaic Program Memorandum Account (SPVPMA) is
to record incremental O&M and capital-related revenue requirement (i.e. depreciation,
“return on rate base, and taxes) associated with the first $25 million of direct capital
expenditures incurred in the Solar PV Program. However, if the Commission does
not act on SCE's Solar PV Application filed on March 27, 2008 in 2008, SCE reguests
to record incremental O&M and capital-related revenue requirement associated with
the direct capital expenditures above $25 million in the SPVPMA until a final
Commission decision is issued in that application. Consistent with D.06-05-038, SCE
will calculate the rate of return on rate base using SCE's current authorized rate of
return of 8.75%, plus 1%, since this new plant will be utility-owned renewable

l
|
|
|
l
|
|
|
|
|
|
l
|
2. Operation of the SPVPMA |
|
|
|
|
I
1
|
I
|
l
N

generation.
Monthly entries to the SPVPMA shall be determined as foliows:
a. A debit entry equal to SCE's recorded incremental O&M expenses
associated with the SPVP.
b. A debit entry equal to SCE’s recorded incremental capital-related revenue
requirernent (including book depreciation, applicable taxes, and an
‘ authorized rate of return on recorded rate base) associated with the SPVP.
c. A credit entry to transfer the balance in the SPVPMA to the SPVPBA upon
Commission authorization.
Interest expense shall accrue to the SPVPMA by applying the Interest Rate to the
average monthly SPVPMA balance. (N)
]
(To be inserted by utility) Issued by ) (To be inserted by Cal. PUC)
Advice 2226-E Akbar Jazayeri Date Filed Mar 27, 2008
Decision Vice President Effective Sep 18, 2008
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COM/JB2/avs ‘ Date of Issuance 6/22/2009

Decision 09-06-049 June 18, 2009

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Application of Southern California Edison
Company (U338E) for Authority to Implement Application 08-03-015
and Recover in Rates the Cost of its Proposed (Filed March 27, 2008)
Solar Photovoltaic (PV) Program.

DECISION ADDRESSING A SOLAR PHOTOVOLTAIC PROGRAM
FOR SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY

387876 -1-



A.08-03-015 COM/JB2/avs

standard 20-year power purchase agreement contract for use in the request for

offer. —

./{S-outhern California Edison Company shall transfer the balance in the

o
o~

( Solar Photovoltaic Program Memorandum Account to the Solar Photovoltaic
\ ~ Program Balancing Account for future rate recovery after Commission’s review
e
/ of the balance in the energy resource recovery account reasonableness
/ e L j R . S {

/| proceeding.
i e o

\ /\..A “Southern California Edison Company shall file an annual compliance

o

report in this proceeding as described in Section 6.2 of this decision. The first
report shall be filed on July 1, 2010, and subsequent reports filed on July 1
thereafter. The filing of the compliance report does not re-open the proceeding.
5. Application 08-03-015 is closed.
This order is effective today.
Dated June 18, 2009, at San Francisco, California.

MICHAEL R. PEEVEY
President
DIAN M. GRUENEICH
JOHN A. BOHN
RACHELLE B. CHONG
TIMOTHY ALAN SIMON
Commissioners

I reserve the right to file a concurrence.

/s/ Dian M. Grueneich
Commissioner

-59 -
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06-24-09
02:47 PM

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Application of Southern California Edison Company
(U338E) for a Commission finding that its
Procurement-Related and Other Operations for the
Record Period January 1 through December 31, 2008 '
‘complied with its Adopted Procurement Plan; for - Application 09-04-002
- Verification of its Entries in the Energy Resource | (Filed April 1, 2009)
Recovery Account and Other Regulatory Accounts; ' _
and for Recovery of $35.796 Million Recorded in
Four Memorandum Accounts.

ASSIGNED COMMISSIONER’S RULING AND SCOPING MEMO

Pﬁ:sua_nt to Rule 7.3(a) of the Coﬁxmission" s Rules of Practice and
Proce_dure_1 and following the prehearing'coriference held on June 2, 2009, this | | '
scoping memo sets the procedural schedule, assigns the presiding officer and

' addresées the scope of this ?rocéeding. |
1. Background |

In Decision (D) 02-.10—062‘»a11d D.02—12-O74, the Cominis’sion determined' ,
that-certain procurement related operations should be reviewed annually in the
Energy Resource Recovery Accbunt (ERRA) procéeding. This review includes

" utility retained generation (URG) expenses, Southern California Edison

1 All subsequent references to Rules are to the Commission’s Rules of Practice and
Procedure. The current version of the Rules is available on the Commission’s website:
WWW.CDUC.Ca.ZOV. '

386439 S e




A.09-04:002 TAS/DKEF/1il

Company’s (SCE) administration of existing qualifying facility (QF) contracts,
bilateral contracts, inter-utility power contracts, renewable resource contracts,
natural gas tolling agreements, and California Department of Water Resources
contracts allocated to SCE’s customers in D.02-09-053. In addition, the
Commission requires SCE to demonstrate that it's least-cost dispatch operations -
and related spot market transactions during the Record Period complied with -
Standard of Conduct Four in ité Commiésion—approved proéurement plan, as.
clarified in D.05-01-054. In this application SCE sets forth its procurement related
operations for fhe Record Period January 1, 2008 through December 31, 2008 for
such review and demonstration.

Aléo, as required by D.02-10-062, SCE sets forth the entries recorded in the
ERRA Balancing Accounf and other regulatory accounts for review. SCE
requests that the Commission find its operations and entries related to these
regulatory accounts to be appropriate, correctly stated, and in compliance with
the relevant Commission decisions. SCE also seeks to recover the net |
under-collected balance of $35.386 million recorded in four of ’chesé accounts.

A protest to the apphca‘aon was filed by the Division of Ratepayer
Advocates (DRA) on May 6, 2009. SCE filed a reply to the proteston
May 18, 2009, |
2. Scope _

The principal issues to be resolved in this proceedin& are:

o Whether SCE'’s recorded fuel expenses and energy expenses for the
Record Period were reasonable; -

¢ Whether SCE's contract administration, dispatch of generation
resources, and related spot market transactions for the Record Period

complied with Standard of Conduct Four in SCE's
Commission-approved procurement plan;
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o Whether other operations subject to Comlmssmn review in this ERRA

proceeding were reasonable; and

Whether SCE should be authorized a revenue increase of $35 796
million, or 0.323%, for under-collections in four memorandum accounts
authorized by the Commission: (1) the Department of Energy
Litigation Memorandum Account, (2) the Market Redesign and -
Technology Upgrade Memorandum Account (MRTUMA), (3) the New
System Generation Memorandum Account, and (4) the Project

Development Division Memorandum Account.

In its protest to the application, DRA stated that it anticipated issues

recrardmo the foﬂowmo

Whether outacres and the fuel procurement activities for SCE’s URG
and allocated Cahforma Department of Water Resources contracts were
reasonable;

Whether SCE administers and manages the QF and non-QF contracts in
accordance with the contract provisions, uses prudent auditing
practices and follows Commission guidelines;

Whether SCE achieved least cost dispatch of its energy resources,
including day-ahead and hour-ahead transactions; -

Whether the entries in the ERRA balancing account and other balancing
and memorandum accounts are reasonable;

Whether the inclusion in this ERRA application of additional, non-
ERRA armual_ balancing accounts is reasonable; and

Whether the instant application was properly served pursuant to
Commission Rules of Practice and Procedure, Rule 3.2.

Whether the inclusion of non-ERRA annual balancing accounts is

reasonable is discussed below. The other potential issues relate directly to SCE's

application and fall within the scopé of this proceeding.

3. Non-ERRA Accounts

o

DRA notes that SCE has included a number of nbn—ERRA accounts for

~ ‘review in this proceeding. According to DRA, the other two major Investor .




A.09-04-002 TAS/DKF/Iil

Owned Utilities (IOUs) address similar non-ERRA annual accounts in a variety

of different ways. Some of these annual accounts have been included in the
ERRA compliance filings by the other IOUs, while others have not been mcluded '
atall. Also, one IOU has indicated that it will include a portion of these
non-ERRA annual account reviews in its ERRA Forecast filing (as opposed to its
ERRA Coinpliance filing). DRA seeks clarification regarding the appropriateness
of including these non-ERRA annual accounts in the ERRA proceedmc and urges
that a consistent mechanism or approach be adopted.

DRA suggests that one possible method for addressmo these
inconsistencies would be to bifurcate the annual non-ERRA accounts from the |
pure ERRA issues and devélop a separate track or phasé of the instant
proceeding. DRA's pfeferred approach would be to require that all annual
non-ERRA accounts be submi‘ctéd ‘together as one fiiing separate from the ERRA
filing, to be filed by all three IOUs at the same time, and then consolidated by the
Commission. DRA states that the value of such an application that addresses..alil
annual non-ERRA accounts, such as the MRlTUMA, would be that the a:nalysis of.
- the expenditures could be pérfOrmed across all IOUs. According to DRA, a
comparison of how all of the IOUs are addressing a paltlcular account would be
easier and more useful 1f the analysis of those accounts were done
contempm aneously. |

In reply to the protest; SCE states ’chat the Commission has the discretion
to review issues in the ERRA reasonableneas proceedmg that are not ordinarily
considered ERRA issues whenever it. decidés it is appropriate to do so and the
‘Commission has repeatedly decided that it is appropriate and reasonable to so.

'SCE indicates that, Dby including these accounts in this pr oceeding, it is
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complying with previous Commission decisions and Resolutions as well as the
requirements of its Commission-approved tariffs.

Based on discussion at the Prehearing Conference (PHC), it is clear that -
non-ERRA accounts. have been included and reviewed in paét SCE ERRA
applications; there were no substantive issues in SCE’s last ERRA compliance -
filing; DRA has begun analyzing thé non-ERRA accounts in this proceeding; and
DRA’s proposed schedule includes timeto analyze the non-ERRA accounts.
Also, in order to remove ﬁon—ERRA accounfs from SCE's ERRA filings, it
appears a number of Commission determinations in previous decisions,
~ resolutions and approved tariffs may have to be modified. What is not clear is
the extent of the problems related to addressing non-ERRA accounts in the ERRA
* proceeding; where and how the other IOUs address each of the non-ERRA
accounts presented by SCE in this proceeding; and why it would be appropriate
to override previous Commission determinations that certain non-ERRA
accounts should be addressed in SCE’s ERRA proceeding. |

Since the Commission has previously determined that certain non-ERRA
accounts should be included in SCE’s ERRA compliance filing, it is appropriate
for SCE to do so and ;ppropl*iate for the Commission to address these accounts
as part of this proceeding. Also-, since DRA is currently analyzing the non-ERRA

accounts and included the time for such analysis in its proposed schedule, there
is no reason to bifurcate this proceeding to analyze non-ERRA accounts
separately. | | |
" There may be merit to DRA’s suggestioii that it would be more
appropriate to address non-ERRA accounts collectively for all three IOUs, but
‘the record on this issue Wouid have to be more fully developed, in order for the

' Commission to consider the need for, and make, such changes. DRA may

_5-
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include this issue as part of its direct testimony, with the understandiﬁg that any

Commission determined changes as to where, or how, these non-ERRA accounts

are reviewed would only relate to the timeframe of future SCE ERRA compliance

filings, not to the instant proceeding. |

4, Séhed ule .
The following schedule that was discussed and developed at the PHC will

be used for this proceeding.? |

 PROCEDURAL SCHEDULE

- DRA Testimony due August 18,2009

" Rebuttal Testimony due ' September 15, 2009
Evidentiary Hearings September 29 - 30, 2009,
Commission Courtroom . ~at 9:00 a.m. as needed
State Office Building
505 Van Ness Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94102 o ,
Opening Briefs due - | October 21, 2009
Rc_aply Briefs due October 30, 2009
(anticipated submission date) B
Proposed Decision expected by January, 2010
Final Decision expected by | February, 2010

2 Parties agreed that if it were determined, at a later date, that evidentiary hearings
were not required, a telephonic conference call would be held in.order to revise the

schedule as necessary.
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The goal is to resolve this matter as soon as possible after it is submitted. |
However, in no event will resolution exceed 18 months from the date of this
| scoping memo, pursuant to the revquiréments of Public Utilities
Code Section 17015.
5. Category of Proceeding and Need for Hearings
This ruling confirms the Commission’s preliminary finding in
Resolution ALJ 17 _6—3232, dated April 16, 2009, that this proceeding is a
ratesetting proceeding and that hearings are required. This ruling, only' as to
- category, may be appealed under Rule 7.6. |
6. Ex F;ar'fe Communications
Parties shall observe and comply with the applicable Commission ex parte
communications rules set forth in Rules 8.2(c), 8.3 and 8.5. |
7. Assighment of Presiding Officer ‘
Pursuant to Rule 13.2(b), Administrative Law Judge (ALJ]) Fukutome is the

presiding officer for this proceeding,.

8. Final Oral Argument

Pursuant to Rule 13.13, any requests for a final oral argument before the

Commission must be filed and served at the same time as opening briefs.

9. Filing, Service and Service List

In this pi‘oceeding, there are several different types of documents
participants may prepare. Each type of document carries with it different
obligations with respect to filing and service. .

Parties must file certain documents as requil‘éd by the Rules or in fesponse
to rulings by either the assigﬁed Commissioner or the ALJ. All formally filed

documents must be filed with the Commission’s Docket Office and served on the

-7




A.09-04-002 TAS/DKF/1il

service list for the proceeding. Article 1 of the Rules contains all of the
Commission’s filing requirements. Resolution ALJ-188 sets forth the interim
rules for electronic filing, which replaces only the filing requirements, not the
service requirements. | |
Other documents, including prepared testimony, are served on the service
list but not filed with the Docket Office. We will follow the electronic service
protocols adopted by the Commission in Rule 1.10 of the Commission’s Rules of
Practice and Procedure for all documents, whether forinally filed or just served.
~ This Rule provides for electronic service of documents, in a searchable format,
unless the appearance or state service list member did not provide an e-mail
address. If no e-mail address was provided, service should be made by' United
States mail. In this proceeding, we require concurrent e-mail service to ALL
persons on the service list for whom an e-mail address is available, including
those listed under “Information Ohly.” Parties-are expected to provide paper
copies of served documents upon request. | -

E-mail communication about this case should include, at a minimum, the
follbwing information on the subject line of the e-mail: A.09-04-002 - SCE ERRA.
In addition, the party sending the e-mail should briefly describe the attached
communication; for example, Brief. Paper format copies, in addition to electronic
- copies, shall be served on the assigned Commissioner and the ALJ.

The éfﬁcial service list for this proceeding is available on the Commission’é
web page. Parties should confirm that their information on the service list is

correct, and serve notice of any errors on the Commission’s Process Office

(Process_Office@cpuc.ca.gov), the service list, and the ALJ. Prior to serving any
" document, each party must ensure that it is using the most up-to-date service list.

The list on the Commission’s web site meets that definition.

-8-
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Any person interested in participating in this proceeding who is
unfamiliar with the Commission’s procedures or who has questions about the
electronic filing procedures should contact the Commission’s Public Advisor at

(866) 849-8390 or in San Francisco at (415) 703-2074, or (866) 836-7825

(TTY-toll free), or send an e-mail to Dublic.advisor@qpuc.ca.gov.
- IT IS RULED that:

1. The scope of this proceeding is as set forth in Sections 2 and 3 of this
ruling. _ | |

2. The schedule of this proceéding is as set forth in Section 4 of this ruling.

3. This ruling confirms the Co.mmissi'on’s preliminary finding in
- Resolution ALJ 176-3232 that the category for this proceeding is ratesetting and
that hearings are required. This ruling, only as to category, is appealable under
Rule 76

4, Pafties shall observe and coﬁply with the applicable ex p[_lfté
communications rules set forth in Rules 8.2(c), 8.3 and 8.5.

5. Administrative Law Judge Fukutome is the presiding officer for this
proceeding.‘ | | |

6. Any party 1*equesﬁ11g a final oral argument before the Commission shall
file and serve such request on the sarﬁe date that opening briefs are due.

7. Parties shall serve all fﬂingé as set forth in Section 9 of this Rulihg_. f

Dated June 24, 2009, at San Francisco, California.

/s/ TIMOTHY ALAN SIMON
Timothy Alan Simon
Assigned Commissioner
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INFORMATION REGARDING SERVICE

I have provided notification of filing to the electronic mail addresses on the
attached service list. | |

Upon confirmation of this document’s acceptance for filing, I will cause a
- Notice of Avallablh’f:y of the filed document to be served upon the service list to
‘this proceeding by U.S. maﬂ The service list I will use to serve the Notice of
Availability of the filed document is current as of today s date.

Dated June 24, 2009, at San Francisco, California.

/s/ LILLIAN LI
Lillian Li
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and beyond day-ahead transactions. Indices reflecting these transactions .
would be the more appropriate benchmarks to use; however, reliable '
prices are not published regularly for the hour-ahead markets and

published forward prices tend to be for calendar months, quarters, and
'years, which do not correspond to the outages in question here.

For the outages in question, the most appropriate prices to benchmark
against would be the published day-ahead indices for power, albeit with a
few adjustments.43 ‘

Because DRA’s methodology fails to cénsider even the most basic data with respect to
the actual bperation of SCE’s system, the operation of the market, and SCE’s transactions in the
market, it does not reflect even a reasonable approximation of SCE’s cost of replacement power
duriﬁg the outages in question. SCE urges the Commiséion to reject DRA’s flawed

methodology.

C. Operation of Ratemaking Accounts

As it has in prior ERRA review proceedings, SCE has presented certain “non-ERRA”
balancing and memorandum accounts to the Commission for review. In Chapter 7 of its Report,
DRA reviewed SCE’s entries in ten of these non-ERRA balancing and memorandum accounts,
and found SCE’s entries in seven of these accounts to be reasonable. However, DRA argues that
the three accounts for which SCE seeks cost recovery (i.e., the NSGMA, PDDMA, and the
DOELMA) “cannot be established through the material provided with [SCE’S] Application, and
thus recommends a disallowance of those funds.”\“—“- DRA also questions the appropriateness of '.
the Commission’s continuéd review of these accounts in the ERRA Review proceeding. SCE

addressed both of these issues on Pages 43-52 of its rebuttal testimony. Below, SCE will

summarize its explanation of why the Commission should reject DRA’s recommendations.

Exh. 4, p. 39.
Exhibit 9, p. 1-7.

S
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1. PDDMA

In its Report, DRA devoted just one paragraph to discussing SCE’s request to recover
~ $3.910 million in costs recorded in the PDDMA during thé Record Period. DRA did not provide
a detailed analysis of SCE’s recorded costs in the PDDMA,.But instead simply stated that “SCE
has not provided enough supporting and detailed évidence concérning the costs and expenditures
in this account to warrant ratepayer recovery of tﬁe $3.910 million incurred costs for 2008”. On
that basis, DRA récommended a disallowance of SCE’s costs recorded in the PDDI\/LA.L—‘{

The Commission should summarily reject DRA’s disallowﬁnce recommendaﬁon and find
these césts reasonable and recoverable. As SCE explaﬁued on Pages 43-44 of its rebuttal
testimony, the costs recqrded in the PDDMA were incurred in support of the purpose of the
PDDMA as authorized in D.06-05-016 and D.09-03-025, and they do not exceed the $4.95
million ($2003) as ‘forecasted in the 2006 GRC.E Furthermore, the supporting information that '_ |
SCE pfovided for these expenses was the same as in prior ERRA Review applications. Although
DRA now argues that this information is iﬁsufﬁcien’c, it did not substantiate this findin ginits
Report, nor did it explain its fevigw of the supporting materials provided by SCE. For example,
SCE has recorded similar types of costs in the PDDMA for 2006 and 2007 that were reviewed by
DRA. In those years, DRA explained its review of SCE’s recorded costs in its applications,
workpapers, monthly entries into the accounts and on a sample test basis, and also explained that
it had reviewed copies of source documents supporting costs réoorded in the accounts.

As in p1ji0f years, SCE provided support and documéntation for the 2008 Record Period
in its testimony and workpapers. SCE also responded to various data requests regarding
accounts under review, including the PDDMA (and the NSGMA). After DRA issued its Report,
it sent one additional data réqﬁest regarding the PDDMA to SCE, 20.7.1, which SCE responded

to on September 15, 2009.47 In past ERRA Review procéedings, the Commission has found the

4 1d,p.7-8.
46 Exh. 4, p. 44.
4

See Exh. 5, Appendix D, for a copy of SCE’s relevant workpapers and data request responses.
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level of information SCE offered in support of this account to be sufficient to justify recovery.
DRA has offered no reason why the Commission should require more information in this

proceeding.
2. NSGMA

In its Report, DRA also argued that the Commission should deny SCE’s request to
recover all costs recorded in thé NSGMA during the Record Period because it believes that “SCE
has not been authorized to récover any costs from ratepayeré through this meinorandum |
account.”8 DRA also suégésteci that the review of the costs recorded it the NSGMA should be
deiayed until a decision is issued iﬁ Phase IT of Rulemaking (R.)06-12-013. As discussed below,
the Commission already issued that decision.

SCE addressed both of DRA’s arguments on Pages 44-46 of i;ts rebuttal testimony.
~ Regarding DRA’s first argument, SCE explained that its costs recorded in the NSGMA during
the 2008 Record Period are associated with the Long Beach Generation Purchased Power
Agreement (PPA), which was approved by the Commission in D.07-01-041. Thié is a PPA that |
SCE entered into at the Commission’s direction in the August 15, 2006 Assigned
Commissioner’s Ruling (ACRj in R.06-02-013. In that ACR, the Commission directed-SCE to
expand its New Generation requests fbr offers (RFO) to target ﬁew generation facilities that
would be available to come on line by August 1, 2007. SCE did so, and accepted a bid from
"~ Long Beach Generation LLC (LBG) for a 10-year purchased power. agreemeht. SCE recorded
these costs in the NSGMA, instead of the ERRA balancing account, because pursuant to D.06-
07-029 these costs are to be recovered from all benefiting customers and not just SCE’s bundled-
service customers. -

SCE also explained in its rebuttal testimony why the Commission should not delay

review of its costs recorded in the NSGMA until a decision is issued in Phase II of R.06-12-

48 Exh. 9, p. 7-9.




013_.i9. To begin, in-its decision in SCE’S April 2008 ERRA Review Application, D.08-11-021,
the Commission allowed‘SCE to recover the amounts recorded in the NSGMA during the 2007
Record Period. Clearly, the Cominission did not feel it necessary to delay review of SCE’s costs
recorded in the NSGMA until a decision was issued in Phase I of R.06-12-013.

Furthermore, as SCE also noted in its rebuttal teStimony, the Commission‘.has already
issued a decision in Phase I of R.06-12-013, D.O7—O9-O44.ﬁ In that de;cision, the Commission
adopted a joint party settlement a‘nd,Ain doing so, outlined the categories of costs that could be
recorded in a new balancing account and recovered from customers. Qn October 4, 2007, in
Resolution E-4115, the Cér’ntnission authorized SCE to establish the.N'SGMA and to: (1) transfer
‘costs and credits associated with the LBG PPA that had been recorded-in the ERRA balancing
account to the NSGMA; (2) record ongoing costs and credits associated with the LBG PPA in
the NSGMA;vland (3)_tratasf'er amounts recorded in the NSGMA into a new balancing account
(i.e., the New System Generation Balancing Account (NSGBA)) after the Commission issued_its'
decision in Track 3 of Phasev ITin R.Q6~12-013. That deciston, D.'08-O9-012, was issued on
September 5, 2008. Therefbre, in compliance with D.07-09-044 and D.08-09-012, SCE ﬁled
Advice Letter 2284-E to establish the NSGBA, Which supersedes the NSGMA.. In addition, in .
SCE’s Plehmmary Statement NSGBA as approved in SCE’s Advice Lettel 2284-E, requires
' that these new system g generation costs be reviewed in SCE’s annual ERRA Review proceedings.
, SCE’s testimony and data request responses support the conclusion that the $26.051 |
~ million of t:osts recorded in the NSGMA during the Recotd Period conform to the directives
provided in Section IX of the joint settlement agreemerit approved in D.07-09-044 and SCE’s

Preliminary Statement.3l Therefore, the Commission should find the costs appropriate and

recoverable.

Exh. 4, pp. 45- 46

In its rebuttal testimony, SCE pointed out that DRA was a party to the joint sett!ement adopted by the

Commission in its decision in Phase IT of R.06-12-013, D.07-09-044. See Exh. 4, p. 45.

3l After issuing its Report, DRA sent one data request, 21.7.2, to SCE regarding the NSGMA.. SCE served its
response on September 17, 2009, which provided DRA with additional supporting documents for the NSGMA,
including journal entries, adjustments, bilateral power month end- reports, and invoices for each month whlch

Continued on the next page .
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3.  DOELMA

Finally, éﬁd again without providing any supporting analysis, DRA argued that SCE has
failed to meet its burden of proof to justify recovery of $0.265 million of costs assoéiated with
the DOELMA.22 The Commission should reject this argument. As explained on Page 47 of
SCE’s rebutta] testimony, SCE has presented testimony and workpapers supporting the $0.265
million of expenses incq’rréd during 2007 and 2008 that are recorded in the DOELMA. All of
the expenses are associated with outside counsel costs that SCE incurred in ité effort to recover
damages and other proceeds from the federal government. This litigation stems from a breach of
contract complaint against the Department of Energy (DOE) for failure to take possessmn of

 SONGS spent nuclear fuel. If SCE is successful in this litigation, all recoveries will be refunded
to customers. If the Commission does not approve.thesé eﬁpenses, and prohibits SCE from
recovering its costs, then SCE has no real incentive to seek recovery of damages in this action.

Subsequent to submlttmo its Report, DRA sent data request 21.7.1. On September 17,
2009, SCE served its response, which included comprehensive cost reports which summarize all
expenses recorded, all jdumal entries, all adjustments, .and all invoices for monthly expenditures
incurréd in 2007 aﬁd 2008.33 Of course, DRA should have issued its data request during the
discovery period for this proceeding before issuing its Report. In any event, SCE .has now

provided DRA with additional evideﬁce to demonstrate that its incurred expenses are reasonable

and recoverable. DRA has not questioned SCE further about the reasonableness of these. ,

EXpenses.

~ Continued from the previous page
break down all relevant costs associated with the recorded amounts. See Exh. 6, Appendm E, for a copy of

SCE’s relevant workpapers and, on Paoe 58, its 1esponse to data request 21.7.2.
Exh. 9, p. 7-10.
See Exh. 7, Appendix F, for a copy of SCE’s workpapers and its response to data request 21.7.1.
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4. = DRA Did Not Perform Due Diligence Regarding These Accounts

On Pages 47-49 of its rebuttal testimony, SCE explained DRA’s féilure to perform its due

diligence regarding its review of these noﬁ—ERRA accounts. SCE noted that it had provided the
. same level of ihfornﬁation to support these accounts as in prior ERRA Review proceedings, such
as SCE’s ApriI 2007 ERRA Application, A.07-04-001, and its April 2008 ERRA Application,
A.08-04-001.. SCE explained that in both of these proceedings DRA had reviewed SCE’s
supporting testimony and workpapers and explained its reviev? processes and findings in its
reports, which SCE cited at length. However, in this proceeding, DRA had made no such
validation for the PDDMA, DOELMA, and NSGMA. Obviously, if DRA believed that the
information provided by SCE was somehow deficient, it should have followed up with additional
data requests specifying the additional information that it believed was necessary for a complete
assessment. F inally, on Pages 49-50 of its rebuttal testirhony, SCE described its efforts to
| cdoperate with DRA dufing its analysis of these accounts.

| For fthe foregqing reasons, DRA’s recommendation with regard to the above three
memorandum accounts is unsupported. Indeed, DRA has not presented any evidence in this
proceeding addressing SCE’s rebuttal testimony, despite having the opportunity to do so at the
October 29 héaring. The Commission should therefore find that the costs recordéd in these |

accounts are reasonable, incurred in compliance with Commission decisions and resolutions, and

recoverable.

5. The Commission Should Conﬁnue to Examine Non-ERRA Accounts in the

ERRA Review Proceeding

In its protest to SCE’s appliéation, and again in Chapter 9 of its Report, DRA questioned
the appropriateness of the Commission’s continued review of non-ERRA. balancing and
memorandum accounts in the ERRA Réview proceeding. In its reply to DRA’S protest, SCE
explained why the Commission’s review of these accounts in the ERRA Review proceeding was

appropriate. In particular, SCE explained that the Commission and DRA had reviewed these



accounts in at least the past four ERRA Review proceedings. SCE also cited' certain
Commission decisions and resolutions that require review of these accounts in the ERRA

" Review proceeding. Finally, SCE noted that the Commission-approved tariff language in all but
one of the accounts that SCE presented for review in this pfoceeding specifies that they aré to be
reviewed in the ERRA Review proceeding. |

In its June 24, 2009 Assigned Commissioner’s Ruling and Scoping Memo (Scoping
Memo) the Commission agreed with SCE that it was appropriate to include and review non-
ERRA accounts in the ERRA Review proceeding, and ordered DRA to continue ifs review of
SCE’s non-ERRA accounts in this proceeding. As DRA acknowledges in its Report, the
Commission left it to DRA to develop a record justifying why these accounts shéuld be removed
from the ERRA Review proceeding and consolidated for review in a separate proceeding. In
particﬁlar, the Commission observed the following issues that would need to be addressed before
such a finding could be made: (1) the extent of the prbblen’i-s 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 éccou11ts should be
addressed in SCE’s ERRA Review proceeding.

As SCE noted on Pages 50-52 of its rebuttal testimony, DRA has either ignored or failed
to sufficiently address these issues in its Report. Furthermoré, DRA has not explained the extent
of problems related to addressing these non-ERRA accounfs in this proéeediﬁg. Instead, it just
observes that the number of non-ERRA accounts in SCE’s ERRA proceedings “has grown and
continues to grow”.34 This observation by itself does not justify the Commission finding that
review of these non-ERRA accounts is prdblema‘cic, especially when DRA has not stated that it is
having difficulty reviewing these non-ERRA accounts in this proceéding, and haé successfully

reviewed these accounts in past ERRA proceedings.

. 34 Exh.9,p. 9-2.
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Finally, DRA argued that these accounts should be removed from this proceeding
because they require reasonableness review, instead of compliance review, by the Commission.
This afgunient was also addressed in SCE’s reply to DRA’s protest, in which SCE\ exblained that
the Commission has not limited the ERRA Review proceeding to only a review of the utility’s
compliance with its procurement plan and SOC 4 For example, as explained in SCE’s reply, the
Commission has considered the reasonableness of forced outages in prior ERRA Review
proceedings, as Well as in this proceeding. Iﬁ additién,_the Commission also reviews the
reasonableness of SCE’s administration of various contracts in the ERRA Review proceedings.

There is ample information provided by SCE for the Commission to conclude that the

costs incurred in the non-ERRA accounts are reasonable and should be approved for recovéry.

D. MRIUMA

In Chapter 6 of its Report, DRA recommended that the Commission deny SCE’s request
to recover $5.1 million associa’;ed with its implementation of the Market Redesign and
Technology Upgrade (MRTU). DRA also recommended fhat the Commission review the
reasonableness of the 'costs recorded to the MRTUMA for all three IOUs in a consolidated
proceeding. SCE addressed DRA’s recommendation in Chapter 6 of its rebuttal testimony.
Below, SCE will summarize its explanation of why the Commission should reject both of DRA’s

recommendations.

1. SCE Has Complied With Resolution E;4087 and D.09-03-025

In this proceeding, SCE is not requesting recovery of its 2007 aﬁd 2008 capitalized
hardware and software costs because the work orders for these costs had not been closed by the
end of the 2008 Recofd Period. Instead, SCE will request recovery of these capitalized costs in
ifs April 2010 ERRA application, since the work orders for these costs were closed when the
MRTU-relatéd capital projects went into produétion after the first quarter of 2009. On Page 6-7
of its Report, DRA argued that SCE’s present request for recovery of the costs rgéorded in its

MRTUMA should be deferred until all work orders for 2007 and 2008 have been closed. DRA
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- also stated on ‘Page 6-6 of its Report that “a full assessment of the reasonableness of MRTUMA
costs -cannet be made without the compliance to the Commission ruling in the GRC [D.09-03-
. 025] that all incremenﬁl MRTU costs should. [be] aceumulated in MRTUMA for.'
' reasonableness
The Comnnsswn should reject DRA’s recommendation to delay SCE’s recm‘/ery of its
- costs recorded in the MRTUMA. As SCE explained on Pages 53-57 of its rebuttal testimony,
DRA’s position is not eonsistent with Re.s‘oluti'onv E-4087, and is also based on an overly broad
and unfounded interpretation of D.09-03-025. In its rebuttal testimo_ny, SCE cited relevant
| passages from Resolutiori E-4087 that made clear the Commission’s intent that: (1) SCE should
be allowed'to. request recovery of any amounts recorded in the MRTUMA on an annual basis in
its ERRA Review proceedings; (2) ’costs associated lNlth the implemerltaﬁon of MRTU will be
. incurred over several yeers; (3) there is no need to defel‘ recoVery of O&M or other costs
recorded in any gi\;eﬁ year until the capital project worl< orders'_'relafed to that year have closed;
and (4) SCE Has measures in place to protect against double recovery of MRTU-related costs |
from year.to year. As SCE explalned in its febultal testimony, the very fact that future costs ..
remain uncertein is what prompted the Commission to euthorize the recovery of recorded costs
through a nlemorandum aecoﬁnt once SCE has demonstrated that the recorded costs are
reasonable With this approval plLOCSSS in place, no purpoée would be served by-acloptino DRA’s
p1oposal that SCE should be prevented from requesting recovery of any costs related to a given
year until all cap1tal -related project work ordels for that year have closed
SCE also explained irl its rebuttal testimony why DRA’s interpretation of D.09-03-025
was too broad. As SCE explained, in D.l)9-03-025 tlle Commission simply reafﬁrmed the
réq@irements of Resolution E-4087. That is, before SCE can recover MRTU costs in rates, itv '
must ﬁ1'et record all categories of MRTU costs (i.e., capital-related, O&M and others) in the.
MRTUMA and the Commission must find the costs reasonable in SCE’s annual April ERRA
proceeding. The Commission did not rule that SCE must await recovery of any MRTU costs

until all costs over the multi-year development period of the program have been recorded.



Rather, the Commission ruled that SCE must record all categories of MRTU costs (i.e., capital-
related, O&M, and others) in the account to be reviewed for reasonableness before they can be
recovered. This applies both to 2007-2008 costs, and to 2009_2011 costs. As SCE pointed out,

the fact that the costs are to be reviewed in the annual April ERRA Review proceedings (that is,

each year), clearly indicates that the costs will be reviewed as they'are recorded — recovery in
one year need not wait for costs in subsequent years to be incurred and recorded.
SCE’s curfent operation of the MRTUMA complies fully with the Commission’s ruling.
In accordance with Resolution E-4087, SCE has recorded MRTU-related incremental O&M for
2007 and 2008 in the MRTUMA and is seeking recovery of those costs in this ERRA
proceeding. SCE has not requested recovery of capital-related revenue requirements for 2.007
and 2008 in this proceeding since no capital project work orders were closed during those years
and-no capital-related revenue requirement amounts were recordéd. The capital-related revenue
‘requirements for 2007 and 2008 were recorded once the project work orders closed in April 2009
and will be included in the April 2010 ERRA Review proceeding (covering the 2009 Record
Period). The MRTUMA as presented in4this proceeding includes all MRTU-related costs that
were incurred during 2007 and 2008, in cofnpliance with the Commission’s directives. SCE has
submitted all relevant infdrmation to demonstrate that fhese costs are incremental and

reasonable. The Commission should review these costs and grant SCE’s request for recovery. ’

SUMMARY OF UNDISPUTED ISSUES

A. SCE Peakers

In Chapter 5 of the first volume of SCE’s supporting prepared testimony, Exhibit 1, SCE
demonstrated that its peaker facilities (known as the SCE Peakers) were operated in a prudent
manner during the Record Period. On Page 3-2 of its Report, DRA states that it reviewed the
forced outages that occurred at the SCE Peakers during the Récord Period and concluded that

they were not unreasonable.
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SCE Rebuttal Testimony, filed 'Qctober 8,2009, p. 19.6 .-Contrary to.SCE’s
representations, DRA does cooperate as much as possible with the IOUs in gathering and
- organizing information required to make informed recommendations about all of the
ERRA applications, but that does not mean that SCE can ignore its initial and primary -
burden to ‘prove its case.” Any attempt by SCE to shift the burden of plOOf to an

intervener must be ICJ jected.

2. MRTU _
a) Summary of Recommendations

SCE seeks recovery of $5. 1 million for 1mplementatlon of Ma1ket Redesign and

‘ Technology Upg1 ade (MRTU or New Market ~ Go lee) DRA is only contestmg the
incr emental MRTU cost of $5.1 million SCE seeks in this BRRA compliance proceeding.
'DRA believes SCE’s request is premature. DRA also believes that the Commission
should establish a separate proceeding and oonsolidate the evaloation ofthe

reasonableness and prudency of all the three IOUs’ MRTU costs in that proceeding, - |

' The following summarizes DRA’s recommendations for SCE MRTU

Memor: andum Account (MRTUMA): |

o The Commission should deny SCE’s $5.1 million
request for MRTU O&M expenses.

o The $5.1 million for MRTU O&M expenses should be
included a new application SCE may file to recover
MRTU costs after all SCE MRTU work orders for
2007 and 2008 have been completed.

e SCE implementation cost for MRTU should be
recorded in SCE MRTUMA.

o All expenses incurred by SCE for MRTU activities
- should be segregated and recorded in FERC accounts

£ The quote is: "[tJhe burden rests heavily upon a utility to prove with clear and convincing evidence, that
it is entitled to the requested rate relief and not upon the Commission, it staff, or any interested party to
prove the contrary." (Re Southern California Edison Company.” D.90-09-008. p. 24 and see, D. 94 03-
048, p. 25 and D.09-07-021, p. 97.

SCE expended $4.4 million for MRTU Release 1 from the 2006 General Rate Case (GRC) which was
below the authorized spending cap reached in the settlement. The1 efore, DRA does not add1 ess or contest

". the agreement reached in D. 09-03- 075
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by labor, non-labor and other expenses. Simﬂarly,
outside service contracts should be recorded in FERC
Account 923 memorandum account, '

‘e Because SCE’s books have not closed and the costs
associated with the CAISO’s MRTU initiative from
2007 and 2008 are unknown, DRA recommends that
SCE expenditures associated with MRTU
implementation should be submitted in accor dance
with Commission D.09-03-025 2

e Because of the comprehensive and unique nature of
' the MRTU implementation, the Commission should
establish a separate proceeding and consolidate the
evaluation of the reasonableness and prudency -of all
the three IOUs” MRTU costs in that proceeding.

DRA’s recommendations are consistent with the Commission’s ruling in D.

09.03.025 and Resolution E - 40872 Further, DRA believes it must have access to all
avaﬂable capital and O&M expense 1nfo1mat10n for the pertment period to determme

reasonableness of the IOUs’ MRTU 1mplementatlon costs

b)  SCE Should Not Recover its MRTU
Expenses at this Tlme

1) MRTU — A Dramatic Increase in Compiemt Y
The required supports for MRTU are dr amatically more substantial and different -
than previous used by the CAISO to balance the electric demand and generation on the
transmission grid under its control. The implementatidn of the MRTU initiative has .
required IOU’s to significantly modify the systems and busin.éss processes it uses to
procure, schedule, and deliver electricity to customers. |
Some significant 'changes in the CAISO process are:

e The move from three zonal areas to approximately thirty two
hundred nodal price points (nodes), including the move from
pricing only three zones to pricing for each of the nodal price
points. :

D.09-03-025 Conclusions of Law, Items 150, 151, 179, 203 and 204.
D.09-03-025 Finding of Fact, Items 227, 228, 269, 310 and 311.

o 1w
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e The introduction of a centralized day-ahead energy market.

. Co-optimiZation of three markets simultaneously; energy,
ancillary services, and grid congestion which prior to April 1,
2009 were managed separately by the CAISO.

e The introduction of Residual Unit Commitment (RUC). |

e Introduction of Congestion Revenue R1ghts — designed to help
manage congestion costs.

- DRA believes MRTU complexities, in conjunction with the above changes and
other Commission initiatives require a uniform determination of the reasonableness
'MRTU implementation costs. The fact that key software components for MRTU
implementation have been modified by the IOUs and have not been reviewed and
“analyzed by the Commission are testimonial to DRA concerns on this issue. While there
- are anumber of changes to the previous CAISO processes associated with MRTU, the
primary chaﬁges that most affect all the State’s IOU operations include:
e Locational Marginal Pricing (LMP).
° The Full Network Model (FNM). -
e The Integrated Forward Markef (IFM).
o The Reéidual Unit Commitment (RUQ) Market.

e The Hour-Ahead Scheduling Process (HASP) and the
Real-Time Market (RTM).

e Congestion Revenue Rights (CRR).

Each software model provided By the CAISO was modified by the IOUs to fit the
new MRTU business realify. However, the nature and purpose of the modifications that
were made have not been verified, validated, or reviewed as required under PU Code
Sections 1821 and 1822. These changes have a significant impact on how the IOUs
manage its scheduling, procurement, interact With other scheduling coordinators, and
settle energy transactions. _

The implementation of MRTU requires sweeping changes to various IOU business
processes related to energy procurement. Implementing MRTU significantly affects

I0U’s business functions in planning and trading of energy; managing the overall energy
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supply portfolio risk, and reconciling transactions related to the ti'ading and procurement
of electricity. With these changes in business functions, the new market design'_brings
new Information Technology (IT) infrasfructure and new ways of doing business. The
implementation required IOUS to make significant changes to its IT systems in order to
interface with the CAISO.and accommodate a new utility business model. As stated in
direct testimony, SCE has already requested over $60 million in expense and capital in
their last GRC, which was rejected by the Commission. Therefore, resolving these issues
ina chsolidafed fashion will be in the Commission, utilities and ratepayers’ interest.
In Resolution B-4087 the Commission ordered SCE to establish the MRTU'
Memorandum- Account to record incremental capital-related revenue requirement and
“incremental Operations and Maintenance (O&M)-expenses associated with implementing
the California Independent System Operator’s (CAISO) MRTU initiative.l? The
recorded operation of the MRTUMA is to be reviewed by the Commission to ensure that
.the incremenial entries are prudent, reasonable and recorded correctly. MRTU is a |
comprehensive program intended to eénhance grid reliability and flaws in the California
Independent System Operators (CAISO) markets. “It keeps California compatible with
market designs that are working throughout North America and replaces aging
technology with modern computer systems that keep pace with the dynamic needs of

Cahfornias energy industry.”

. Although CAISO’s MRTU proj ect has been in development since 2000 the
program was not launched until April 1, 2009. The CAISO had targeted MRTU Release
1 for February 1, 2008; however, it was not implemented until April 1, 2009. At the time

1 Resolution B — 4087, Paragraphs 1 & 2.
I California ISO main webpage; www.caiso.com. The CAISO was established in 1996, in D.95-12-063
the Commission or dered I0U’s to transfer operational control of its transmission facﬂities to the CAISO,
stating:
1. The ISO will have primary responsibility for the determination of the final operation

and dispatch of the system to preserve reliability and achieve the lowest total cost for

all uses of the transmission system. The ISO will have control over the operation of the

transmission facilities. The participating investor and publicly owned utilities will

continue to own those facilities and be responsible for their maintenance.

D. 95-12-063, p. 26.

407425 10



the MRTU went live on April 1, 2009 the name, MRTU, was changed to the “New ISO
Market”.

For the past five years the CPUC has provided support for the CAISO’s MRTU
project. “The CPUC has been working with the [IOUs] and the CAISO to ensure that
there will be an Locational Marginal Pricing (LMP) market design with consumer’ A
safeguards that will protect consumeré from market manipulation as experienced during
the energy crisis of 2001 — 2002 ...”2 In May 2007 SCE ésﬁmated that it would have a
total of $35.4 million in capitél and O&M costs in their MRTUMA ’b'y anticipated
January 31, 20082 (Go Live) date. Thé $35.4 million was the anticipated Go Live costs
with O&M expenses of $5.‘9 million, these numbers have dramatically changed. The Go
Live date shifted to April 1,-2009 ffonﬁ January 31, 2008 and expenditures havé risen
from approximately $35.4 million to nearly $60.0 million, much of which was _
unidentified at fhé time. SCE’s total Go Live capital and O&M costs are yet unidentified
‘because all incremental expenditures have NOT been. provided in this current ERRA
application as 1‘e§ui1‘ed by the 2007 Commission Resoiution E- 4087.

DRA rejects SCE’s cost for Releases 1 because they are incomplete. DRA has
determined they may have more than doubled from an expected $35.4 million in 'c‘apital
and O&M costs quoted in the Commission Res'olﬁtion E- 4087, to more than $60 millioﬁ _
today. In the SCE’S 2009 General Rate Case (GRC), D.09-03-025, DRA recommended
that the Commission not adopt nearly $60.0 million in costs associated with the
implementation of MRTU. In that decision the Commission ordered SCE to continue
recording MRTU costs in the MRTUMA.X The Commission agreed with DRA stating:

[w]e reject both of SCE’s proposals, which are contrary to
Resolution E —4087. In particular, SCE is expected to
continue to record all MRTU - related capital and O&M cost
for Phase 2 of the GRC, and any subsequent phases in the
MRTUMA. Since these costs are unknown at this time and

L Resolution E ~ 4087,p. 5.
B 14, p. 5.
4 D, 09-03-025, pp.169 — 170 and pp. 290 — 292.
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the scope of the MRTU phases are changing and evolving, it
is important the MRTUMA remain active to record these

15
costs.= '

However, SCE did not record all incremental costs for Release 1 to the MRTUMA
as ordered by the Commission.2¥ DRA believes the reasonableness of the $5. 1 million.
being requested by SCE is inextricably linked to the total cost of implementing MRTU
Release 1. SCE stated in Data_ Request Response (DRR) 2.6.4 and 4.6.1:

SCE did not request recovery of any capitalized software or
capitalized hardware costs in support of MRTU for 2007 or
2008 in its April 1, 2009 ERRA application, A.09-04-002. .
Instead, SCE will request recovery of these costs in its April
1,2010 ERRA application—after the work orders for these
costs are closed. In light of the foregoing, SCE is not
providing the requested information at this time because it is

outside the scope of this proceeding.lz
DRA disagrees with the forgoing assertion and believes a full assessment of

reasonableness of MRTUMA costs for Release 1 cannot be made without the compliance
to the Commission ruling in the GRC that all incremental MRTU costs should being |
accumulated in MRTUMA for reasonableness.*$

. DRA has not been provided the details of all incremental expenditures to
determine, for example, the extent of capitalization of any other O&M expense or
possible capital inﬁpacts of these costs. This is critical infdlmation needed in the
determination of prudency and reasonableness of SCE’s MRTUMA request and it has not
been provided. The Commission agreed that in the ERRA filings Capital and Expenses

should be assessed together.

2) MRTU - Rejease 1 Impacts
The MRTU initiative impacts each IOU in similar ways, for instance, at SCE the -

| Power Procﬁrement Business Unit (PPBU) systems and the depal“tments'within PPBU

—
th

= D. 09-03-025, p. 292.
1 D.09.03.025, Findings of Fact — Items 227,228,269,310 & 331 and COL, 150, 151 & 179.

A.09-04-002, DRA Direct Testimony, Chapter 6, p. 6.
Ibid. :

—
~a

—
oo

[
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that will be affected in their daily operations are Energy Supply and Manegement
(ES&M), Power Procurement Finance (PPF), and the Market Strategy and Resourees
Planning (MS&RP) departments. There are multiple PPBU business functions and sub-
functional areas that will be affeCfed by the market design changes and protocols put in
place-by MRTU. The list of functions includes:_12

a. Planning:

1. Demand Forecasting

2 Price Forecasting :
3. Resource Portfolio Opt1m1zat10n Short — Term and Long

- —Term Plans . :

4, Transmission Management — Concrestmn Revenue Rlcrhts
(CRRs)

5. Market Monitoring and Analysis

b Tradmg
' I. Day — Ahead Power Tr ading & Bid Optmnzatlon
2. Real — Time Power Trading -
3. Gas Procurement

c. Operations:
1. Pre — Scheduling
2. Real — Time Energy Management’
3. Outage Management

d. Finance: . v

1. CAISO Settlements and Allocations

2. Counterparty Settlements

3. Accounting — Receivables and Payables

4. Reporting

The market design changes required by CAISO for each IOU for MRTU are-so

significant that they necessitate a wholesale change in PPBU’s key applications and tools
required to support these business functions. The current installed _applications were
designed, built, and maintained to.support the current CAISO market rules and protocols
for all IOUs. In order to implement the CAISO requirements SCE formed a project team

consisting of SCE’s Power Procurement, SCE Information Technology (IT) personnel

B A.07-11-011, SCE - 05, Chapter I — VI, Vol.3 - p. 190.
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and consultants. SCE hired consultants to help: “(1) define business processes and
system requirements, (2) acquire, configure, and test needed software systems, and (3)
train all personnel in the operation of the new market and the use of the new system and
processes.” SCE also participated, and continue to participate in simulations and
workshops with PG&E, SDG&E and CAISO. Because 1‘étepayer costs interests were not
reviewed until the projects have been defined and implemented, spécial care must be

taken in the reasonableness review to insure ratepayers interest are protected.

c) MRTU Expenses Should be E_Xémined
Across all IOUs

We are troubled by the inconsistent applications for recovery. of MRTU and ISO
New Market costs‘by the IOU’s (SCE, PG&E and SDG&E). Because of the newness of
the ‘ISO New Market Model” and the common factors driving all three IOU’s
reasonableness requests, their applications should be reviewed at the same time in a |
consolidated proceeding that is separate from the instant ap'plicaﬁon.

The MRTU and ‘ISO New Market’ projects are unique. Although the
implementation costs for each IOU are different, thej_f are however driven by common
factors namely CAISO directives and common FERC Tariff and comparable technical
requirements. These MRTU projects are not largely driven by efficiency in the energy
market, but are required by a CAISO policy directive. Additionally, neither the costs nor
the cost/benefit effectiveness were considerations in project désign. Not only are
complete implementation cost shoWings for SCE not available for capital and O&M for
2007 and 2008, the ability to forecast Long-Run Marginal Price (LMP) from these
investment are years away. DRA understands the MRTU project ié complex and its
future performance is currently are unknown. Therefore, it is imperative for the
Commission to track MRTU project costs and its impacts within the artificial energy
exchange market that has been created in order facilitate a comprehensive reasonableness

review of MRTU implementation.

2 ERRA Reasonableness of Operations, 2008 — Chapters IX — XIV SCE - 2, p.97.
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As previduély stated, the IOU’s are driven by common directives, tariff structure
and technical requirement. The best approach would be to treat the MRTU Release 1
cost‘s incurred by all of the IOU’s in a consistent manner, best achieved by having an
MRTU specific application from each IOU and considering those applications in a single
consolidated proceeding. This approaéh is not new, and has been used in Resource
Adequacy, Demand Response, Energy Efficiency, and Low FIncome cases. Such a
consolidated approach better ensures that the Commission treats similar issues in a
~similar fashion, and best protects ratepayer interests. DRA believes SCE’s request is
prematui*e and recommends a consolidated proceeding for the major [OUs be scheduled
for June or July of 2010. This would allow time for DRA to develop a consistent format
and set of Master Data Request questions for ail three IOUs to address. Both SCE an_d‘ |
PG&E filed their requests before fhey had corhpletely closed their books on MRTU
Release 1, while PG&E combined their request in a forecast proceeding format, it was
still incomplete. . v
After the California Energy Crisis, FERC ordered a comprehénsive redesign of the
California electricity market structure. In response to the FERC order, the CAISO
ultimately developed the MRTU initiative, and on September 21, 2006, the FERC
approved the implementation of the MRTU initiative 2 This mandated that participants
in the CAISO markets, including SCE, make the necessary changes required to.
participate in the newly redesigned in similar 1hanners. A common scheduling of MRTU
release reviews allows ratepayers to révigW each request together in a comparative
mannér, not3to 5 year costs staggered oasés.
The April 1, 2009 market launch is the beginning of a multi-year process the
CAISO will undertake to implement additional market design features as part of the
FERC - mandated MRTU initiative. Given the complexity and large-scale nature of
MRTU, the illlplelnelztafion approach that the CAISO described to FERC involves three

major releases: Release 1, which is the initial implementation that occurred on April 1,

5

4 See, e.g., 97 FERC §61,275, at 62,245,
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2009; Release 1A, which includés Convergence Bidding, to be-implemented within 12
months of Release 1; and Release 2 to be implemented within three yeaz"s of the initial
implementation date 2 The costs of these ongoing releases are unknown and the dates
must be assumed to be fluid. This is yet another reason to consolidate all three IOUs
MRTU requests. |

d) MRTU Surhmary and Conclusions ‘

As shown in the foregoing discussions, the IOU’s MRTU implementation is all
driven by common CAISO directives, tariff structure, and technical requirements. DRA"
believes the best approach would be to review MRTU implementatién costsina
consistent manner. This will best be achieved by a consolidated single Commission
proceeding. This approach is not new; it is used by the Commission in Resource

“Adequacy, Demand Response, Energy Efficiency, and Low Income proceedings. Such a
consolidated proceeding approach better ensures that the Commission treats similar -
issues in a similar fashion. _

DRA also believes SCE’s reqﬁest for recovery of MRTU costs is prematuré and .
should be denied at this time. DRA recommends that a consolidated proceeding to
address the three I0Us MRTU Release 1 implementation costs be scheduled for June or
July of 2010, and SCE’s costs be combined in their filing. |

3. Project Development Division Memorandum -
Account (PDDMA)

SCE Advice Letter 2003-E sets forth the Project Development Division
Memofandum Acéount (PDDMA) pursuant to D.06-05-016 to track the Project
Development Division’s recorded costs related to proposed projects. SCE is requesting

to recover XXXXXX from 1'atepay'ers for costs associated with projeét development. -

DRA is recommending a disallowance of XXXXX based, in part, on the following table:

2 116 FERC § 61,274.
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SCE Project Devélopment Division Memo

.Table 1 ' : Account 2008 Recorded Expenses

Description A.08-03-015  A.09-04-018  A.09-04-008 Total Cost
Solar PV WDAT Expenses ' PO 00 * XX :

URS Engineering & construction servnces for

Solar PV Program ‘ ARARAA

Black & Veatch Engineering Services XEKXXXXX

Precision Electric in support of Solar PV .

Program

" Hensley: due dlllgence Investlgatxons reviews
efc.
Travel
Labour
Meeting Expenses
‘Employee Expenses (mileage, lodging, etc)
Procurement .
Subscriptions/Memberships
Research Reports
Conferences/Seminars
Sub Total

Project development includes, but is not limited to: new locations for generation,

ovaluatillg generation technologies, resource planning and request for offer development
and evaluation, etc. However, pursuant D.06-05-016 the Commission authorized fhe
PDDMA to “track costs that support new gener atlon and that are not associated W1th
proposed projects for future recovery in rates (empha51s added) »3 The costs recorded -
for 2008 result in a net increase of XXXX from the previous 2007 record year. DRA’s
recommended disallowance is basod on the recorded exp.onditures’ association with SCE
applications A.08-03-015, A.09-04-018, and A.09-04-008 which were, at the time of
SCE’s 2008 ERRA C0111p1ianoe application filing, still pending for approval by the
Commission Pursuant to A.08-03-015 this disallowance is also based on Resolution E-
4182 wh1ch authonzes SCE to es‘cabhsh a Solar Photovoltaic Program Memorandum
‘Account (SPVPMA) to “record all incr emental operations and mamtenance (O&M) and

capital related revenue requirement associated with the first $25 million of direct capital

£ D.06-05-016, p. 3.
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expenditures incurred in the Solar Photovoltaic Program (SPVP).”# In their March 2009
monthly status report on the Solar PV project required per Resolution E-41 82, SCE states
that they had spent XXXXXXX to date on SPVP proj ecf costs as recorded in the
SPVPMA & Thus, any costs and expenditures associéfed with A.08-O3-015 should have
~ been transferred out of the PDDMAAand into the SPVPMA as it was created solely for the
purpose of tracking costs associated with SCE’s Solar PV program. Since DRA has no-
breakdoWn of the costs/expenditures recorded in the SPVPMA, it is, at this time, '
impossible for DRA to determine if the same costs are not being recorded in both
" memorandum accounts. - |

For applications A.09-04-018 and A.09-04-008, both applications are still pending
before the Commission and thus, per Commission decision, SCE is not permitted to |
recover the costs associated with these proj ects from ratepayers until they receive final,
non—appealéble Commissidn approval. Therefore DRA recommends that any costs and
expenditures directly related to the above applications, whether they have been approved
or are.pen.ding' Commission approval, 2 should be disallowed per the Commission’s '
orders as set forth in D.06-05 -016, from recovery through this memorandum aécouﬁ't n
SCE’s 2008 ERRA application. " | -
| SCE’s response to DRA’s analysis is that the costs associated with A. 08-03- 015
were incurred before the apphcatwn was filed with the Commission and the costs
-incurred supported b1oader initial analysis and start—up activities necessary to determme
the feas1b1hty of the pr oposed project. SCE also states that the costs related to A.09-04-
018 and A.09-04-008 were also incurred in 2008 before both applications Were filed with |
the Comi‘nissioﬁ in '2009-. SCE claims that the engineering services and other related
labor, travel, and meeting costs recorded in the PDDMA for Ithevse applications were

necessary to determine the feasibility of the proposed projects. Although these project

2 Resolution B-4182 p. 1.

A «Monthly Status Report Regar dlnc SCE Solar Photovoltaic Program (SPVP)”, Southern Cahfomla
Edison Company, Mar ch 25, 7009 p. 2.

% A.08-03-015 was approved by the Commission on D.O9—06-O49, however this occurred after SCE filed
their annual ERRA application on April 1, 2009 and not during the Record Year.

407425 ‘ 18



costs were incurred prior to the applications being filed with the Commission, they are,
nonetheless related to applications pending before the Commission that have the potential
to be recovered through future rates. Thus SCE should not receive be able to collect
‘funds for projects before/prior to receiving a Commission decision. If A.09-04-018 and
A.09-04-008 are approved, then SCE should seek recovery of these expenses at that time.
Similarly, if the applications are rejected, SCE should not be authorized to recover the
costs associated with these projects. o o |
DRA recommends that XXXXXX of the XXXXXX SCE is seeking to recovei

through the PDDMA be found reasonable. -

4, New System Generation Memorandum Account
(NSGMA) S

Resolution E-4115 authorized SCE’s request to creaté the New System Generation
Memorandum Account (NSGMA) and transfer the costs and credits associated with the
Long Beach Generation PPA from August 1, 2007 onwalu'd.‘ HoWever, pursuant to the
séme resolution, SCE was not authorized to recover these costs through ERRA and the
resolution further ruled that through Phase II of R.06-02-013, the Commission would |
direct SCE to establish another account to determine how these cosfs should be reviewed
and recovered.ﬂ Pursuant to D.08-09-012 that resulted from Track 3 of Phase II of R.06-
012-013, SCE filed Advice Letter 2284-E in November 2008 to create the New System
Generation Balancing Account (NSGBA) and after Energy Division approved AL 2284-
E on January 22, 2009, SCE sﬁbsequenﬂy transferred the remaining balance of the
NSGMA to the NSGBA in February 0f 2009. SCE is now réquesting- authorization from
the Commission to recover the costs recorded in the NSGMA, cease recording entries in
this account and close it. '

‘Based on additional workpapers on costs associated with the Long Beach Peakers
that SCE provided DRA in its rebuttal testimony, DRA recommends that SCE be allowed
to recover the full amount of XXXXXXXX from ratepayers through the NSGMA' |

2 Resolution E-4115, pg 7.
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account. SCE has shown that the costs incurred are reasonable and comply with the
corresponding Commission decisions and resolutions that authorize SCE to establish the

accounts and recover the costs recorded from ratepayers.

5. Department of Energy -Litigation Memo Account
(DOELMA)

The Department of Energy Litigation Memo Account (DOELMA) was established
to track ongoing litigation costs associated with litigation between SCE and the
Department of Ene,fgy. This account could be viewed as a balancing account because the
hope is that successful litigation will result in a payment from the Department of Energy
to SCE and the balance would go to ratepayers. The request in this Application is for
$265,000 incurred since March 2007.

Although DRA does not take issue with the reasonableness of the expenditures in

this account, it continues to believe that a determination regarding this account is not and
should not be a part of this Application.

The Resolution thatéuthorized the opening of the accourt, along with the
underlying Advice Letter, authorizes SCE to recover the funds as follows:

At a future date, SCE shall make a proposal to dispose of the
net amount recorded in the DOELMA in an application
before the Commission. In its application, SCE shall also
justify the reasonableness of its incremental 11t1gat1on costs
recorded in the DOELMA 2

The Commission, thus, did not order that this account be addressed in ERRA, but by Way
of “an application.” This is completely different from other accounts, like the PDDMA
and the NSGMA (discussed above) Which were ordered to be addressed in an ERRA
related application. The Commission’s stated in the Scoping Memo that:

Since the Commission has previously détermined that certain
non-ERRA accounts should be included in SCE’s ERRA
compliance filing, it is appropriate for SCE to do so and

B Advice Letter 2085-E, approved March 15, 2007
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appropriate for the Commission to address these accounts as
. . 2
part of this proceeding.®

DOELMA is simply not one of those accounts. SCE should be ordered to submit its

request for recovery of this litigation account when the litigation is concluded and in a

separate application.

6.  All Non-ERRA Accounts Should be Addressed
Outside of the ERRA Process in a Separate
Proceeding

" As indicated more fully above and in DRA’s testimony, several of SCE’s non-
ERRA accounts have been ordered through Commission Decisions to be addressed in
ERRA proceedings. These accounts include BRRBA, CARE, DRPBA, NSGBA,
NDAM, PPPA_M, PDDMA, RSMA, and SCBA. Additional acco‘ﬁnts through
Commission Resoluti_ohs are to be addressed in ERRA proceedings.‘ These accounts
include ESMA, LCTA, MRTUMA and DOELMA. As indicated in the Scoping Memo:

DRA suggests that one possible method for addressing these
inconsistencies would be to bifurcate the annual non-ERRA
accounts from the pure ERRA issues and develop a separate
‘track or phase of the instant proceeding. DRA’s preferred
approach would be to require that all annual non-ERRA
accounts be submitted together as one filing separate from the
ERRA filing, to be filed by all three IOUs at the same time,
and then consolidated by the Commission. DRA states that
the value of such an application that addresses all annual non-
ERRA accounts, such as the MRTUMA, would be that the
analysis of the expenditures could be performed across all
I0Us. According to DRA, a comparison of how all of the
IOUs are addressing a particular account would be easier and
more useful if the analysis of those accounts were done

- contemporaneously. ' _

AsSigned Commissioner’s Ruling and Scoping Memo, June 24, 2009, p. 4. That Scoping
Memo also found that: -

There may be merit to DRA’s suggestion that it would be
more appropriate to address non-ERRA accounts collectively
for all three IOUs, but the record on this issue would have to

2 Assigned Commissioner’s Ruling and Scoping Memo, June 24, 2009, p. 5.
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be more fully developed, in order for the Commission to
consider the need for, and make, such changes. DRA may
include this issue as part of its direct testimony, with the
understanding that any Commission determined changes as to
where, or how, these non-ERRA accounts are reviewed
would only relate to the timeframe of future SCE ERRA
compliance filings, not to the instant proceeding.

Assigned Commissioner’s Ruling and Scoping Memo, June 24, 2009, pp. 5-6.

It would be more appropriate to address many non-ERRA accounts collectively
for all three TOUs. DRA seeks clarification from the Commission regarding the
appropriateness of including non-ERRA accounts in the ERRA proceeding and urges that
a consistent mechanism or approach be adopted. and makes recommendations along those
lines. |

| DRA has surveyed all balancing and memorandum accounts used by SCE, PG&E,
and SDG&E.2 The survey of SCE showed that bf the 50 accounts it identified, it
anticipates if may submit as many as 33 differentvaccounts for review in its annual ERRA
“Compliance proceedings. The survey of SDG&E showed vth'at of the 37 accounts
SDG&E identified, SDG&E anticipates it may submit for review in its future annual
ERRA Compliance proceedings as many as 6 different accounts. |

DRA acknowledges that each IOU has included many non-ERRA balancing and
memorgndﬁm accounts pursuant to Commissioi; approval. Although the IOUs usually
obtained Commission approval to submit these additional accounts'in the ERRA
Compliance proceedings, these approvals were over a period of several years. The total
number of thése non-ERRA accounts included in the ERRA Compliance proceedings has
grown and continues to' grow. Generally, PG&E and SDG&E each submit non-ERRA
accounts in other proceedings such as the Annual Electric True-Up (AET) Proceeding,

Low Income Energy Efficient, and Energy Efficiency Proceeding.

0 The responses to this survey were attached to DRA’s testimony as SCE ERRA, A.09-04-002, response
to DRA Data Request #12; PG&E ERRA, A.09-02-008, response to DRA Data Request #17; and
SDG&E ERRA A.09-05-018, response to DRA Data Request #5, respectively.
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- All non-ERRA balancihg accounts and memorandﬁm accounts require
reasonableness 1'eviéws, the scope of which is di._fferent from a compliance review. DRA
believes reviews of the IOU’s non-ERRA accounts are best suited for reasonableness
review proceedings.

SCE, PG&E, and SDG&E should not submit non-ERRA balancmg and
memorandum accounts in any ERRA proceeding. Instead, these non-ERRA accounts
should be combined together and submitted in a separafe reasonableness review
proceeding. DRA recommends that all three JOUs be ordered to file these non-ERRA
A 'acc.ount 1*eviewiapplication silhultaneously'and that they then be consolidated. Such a
system ‘would allow similar accounts to be corripared. écross IOUs, for these same
accounts to be addressed faster than if they were added to the individual IOU’s General.

Rate Case, and would take them out of the ERRA process.

III. CONCLUSION
DRA is not making a recommendation of any disallowances regarding PURPA

contract a_dministration and costs, SCE’s non-qualifying facility contract administration
and éosts or baiancingacciount review. ‘

DRA is recomméﬁding ﬁhat two forced outages relating to generation facilities
| owned by SCE be found to be unreasonable and that a disallowance be ordered.

DRA also believes SCE’s request for recovery of MRTU costs is premature and
should be denied at this time. DRA 1*ec61nn1611ds that a consolidated proceeding to
address fhe three IOUs MRTU Release 1 implementati'on costs be schedﬁled for June or
July 0f 2010, and SCE’s costs be combined in their filing.

DRA 1ecommends that XXXXX of the XXXKXXX SCE is seeking to recover
through the PDDMA be found reasonable, but that the remainder not be allowed. DRA
~ recommends that SCE be allowed to recover the fuli amount of XXXXXXX from
rafepayefs through the NSGMA éccount SCE should be ordered to submit its request for
1ecovely of the DOELMA when the litigation is concluded and in a separate application.

Non ERRA accounts should be combmed tooethel and submitted in a separate

reasonableness review proceeding. DRA recommends that all three IOUs be ordered to
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methodology, and DRA ignores SCE’s argument that these outages were reasonable and thus do
not mérit any disallowance. R
| IV. _ .
SCE’S RECORDED COSTS IN THE NSGMA. PDDMA, AND DOELMA ARFE
APPROPRIATELY STATED. REASONABLE, AND RECOVERABLE |

DRA originally recommended that the Commission disallow SCE’s request to recover its

* costs recorded in the NSGMA, PDDMA, and NSGMA.. In its pening brief, DRA no longer

recommends that the Commission disallow SC_E"s request'to recover its recorded costs in the
NSGMA, but continues to argue for a disallowance associated with SCE’s costs recorded in the

PDDMA and DOELMA. SCE addresses DRA’s arguments below.

A.  SCE Has Met Its Burden of Proof in This ERRA R'eview Proceeding

DRA originally claimed that SCE’s recorded cbsﬁs in the NSGMA, PDDMA, and
DOELMA “cannot be established through the material provided with [SCE’s] Application, and
thlié 1'eco111illends a disallowance associated with those funds”.li As SCE explained in Chapter -
V ofiits rebuttal testimony, DRA fails té provide any supporting analysis for its conclusion that it |
could not ascertain the reasonableness of SCE’s recorded costs in these accbuﬁts; Indeed, in its
Report DRA devoted juét one paragraph each to discussing SCE’s récorded costs in the PDDMA
and DOELMA. For both of these éccounts, DRA simply stated that SCE should be dénied
recovery of its costs because it had not provided enough e\‘/idence to meet its burden of proof.

SCE addressed DRA’s claim in Chapter V of its rebuttal testimony.” SCE detailed its
supporting information for each of these accounts, and explained that the level of information
that if provided here was the same that it had provided in prior ERRA Review proceedings,
including SCE’s April 2007 and April 2008 ERRA Review applications, A.07-04-001 apd A.08-

04-001. DRA asserts on Page 9 of its opening brief that these prior proceedings are not relevant

13 Exh.9,p.1-7.
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to establishing the burden of proof in this proceeding. SCE disagrées with DRA on this point.
. As discussed below, thevCommissilon’s prior decisions approving SCE’s non-ERRA accounts in
these two proceedings, D.07-12-027 and D.08-1 1-021, are relevant Because they establish the
legal standard that SCE is expected to meet when providing information regarding its non-ERRA
accounts. These decisions constitute the pfecedent for the Commission’s assessm‘ent of whether
SCE has met its burden of proof in this proceeding. | |

In D.07-12-027, DRA 1'ev.iewed SCE’s request to reéover $4.863 million recorded in four
non-ERRA memorandum accounts and “concluded that the accounts are appropriate and in ..
compIiahce with the aﬁplicable Coinmission decisions.”l4 SCE had submitted the same level of
information in support of its request to recover the balance in these accounts that it has submitted
in the present proceeding. After reviewing this evidence, the Commission stated: “We find that.‘
SCE has provided the nécessary showing to support the reasonableness of its request related to
the above items (a) through (i) [which included the four memorandum accounts].”12 Likewise, in
D.08-11-021, DRA reviewed SCE’s eVidenée in support of ten non-ERRA ratemaking accounts;
including its request to recover $13.947 million recorded in two of thesé accounts, and found no
exceptions to the Commission’s requirements. Based on the level of information that SCE |
submitted £11 that proceeding - which is the same that SCE submitted in ch6 present application = ‘
DRA concluded that SCE’s request was reasonable, accurately recorded, and recoverable.l6 The
Commission conducted its own indepeﬁdent réview of SCE’s showing, and agreed with DRA 11

SCE also disa'greés Wiﬂ] DRA’s claim that, by criticizing DRA’s analysis of these non-
ERRA accounts, SCE is attempting to “shift the'burden of proof” in this proceeding from SCE to

DRA.18 As the applicant in'this ERRA Review 'proceeding, SCE is-entitled to understand the

basis for any disallowances that DRA recommends to the Commission so it may know how to

~

D.07-12-027, p. 3.

Id., p. 18.

D.08-11-021, p. 6.

Id.p. 14

DRA Opening Brief, p. 7.
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respond. SCE’s right to due process demands no less. It is simply not acceptable for DRA to
fecbmmend a disallowance based solely on its summary conclusion that SCE has not met its
burden of proof, when 'DVRA has had months to request additionai informat‘ion from SCE. Both
SCE and the Commission are justified in expecting DRA to fully support its recommendations in

Commission proceedings.

B. SCE’s Recorded Costs in the PDDMA Consist of “Support” Functions Authorized

in D.06-05-016

As noted above, DRA oi‘iginally recommended é disallowance associated with SCE’s
recorded costs in the PDDMA because DRA claimed that SCE had not provided enough
“supporting and detailed evidence™ to meet its burden of proof in this procéeding.’-" On Pages
43-44 of its rebuttal testimony, SCE detailed the information tha“c it provided to DRA for this
account. SCE also included a copy of its relevant workpapers and data request responses in
Appendix D of Exhibit 5. |

Before the October 29 hearing, SCE also me’f_ with DRA to discuss its recommendation
. for a disallowance regarding SCE’s recorded costs in the PDDMA. During these conversations,
DRA questioned SCE about certain costs, outlined on Page 17 of DRA’s opening brief, which
‘DRA claimed were associated with applications that were pending before the Commission at the‘

time of SCE’s Aprﬂ 2009 ERRA Review filing. These applications included SCE’s Solar
Ph_otovoltaic Program (A.08-03-015), Fuel Cell Program (A.09-04-018), and Hydrogen Energy
California (HECA) F easibﬂity Study (A.O9-O4-008). DRA wanted to know why SCE was
requesting to recover these costs in this ERRA. Review proceeding via the PDDMA, instead of
through the respective project applications pending before the Commission.

As DRA notes in its opening brief, SCE explained fhat these costs were incurred befbre

" these applications were filed, and consisted of “support” functions that the Commission

B Exh. 9,p. 7-8.




\ authorized in SCE’s Test Year 2006 GRC decision, D.06-05-016. In that decision, the '
Commission clearly identified the support functions for which SCE is eligible to recover its costs

via the PDDMA.:

On the other hand, SCE makes the argument that the PDD will support the
future of new generation in California even if they do not develop any
projects. Support functions include: (1) identifying locations for new
generation, (2) evaluating generation technologies, (3) tracking regulatory
and legislative generation-related initiatives, and (4) the development of
the [Best Option Outside Negotiation] BOON for future generation needs.
These support functions are desirable and it is reasonable that they be
funded in rates.20

In its decision, the Commission drew a distinction between PDDMA -eligible
“supportive” costs, which may or may not result in a proposed new project, and non-eligible
costs that are in fact associated with a proposed new project. The Commission also articulated a

three-part test for SCE to recover its costs recorded in the PDDMA (emphasis added):

For this GRC, we will exclude SCE’s entire PDD request from rates. We
will however allow rate recovery of costs that support new generation and
that are not associated with proposed projects. SCE should track such
supportive project development costs in a memorandum account. Such
costs can then be recovered in future rates to the extent that they are
incurred. to the extent that SCE can justify their supportive nature. and to
the extent that the total recorded PDD costs do not exceed SCE’s '
forecasted amount.2!

As the above underlined passage makes clear, for SCE to recover its recorded costs in the
PDDMA it must démonstrate that its costs were: (1) actually incurred; (2) éupportive in nature;
and (3) less than SCE’s forécasted amount established by the Commission in D.09-03-025.22 In
its opening brief, DRA does not argue that SCE has not established any of the Ifo.regoing

elements in this proceeding, including the supportive nature of the activities listed on Page 17 of

D.06-05-016, pp. 52-53.

Id.

In SCE’s Test Year 2009 GRC decision, D.09-03-025, the Commission affirmed its pxewous de<>1s1on and set
the PDD forecasted amount at $5,012,000.
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:DRA’S opening brief, because SCE has in fact done so. Rather, DRA recommends that SCE’s
costs associated with these supportive activities should be disallowed solely because they
resulted in SCE pursuing the specific projects at issue in A.08-03-015, A.09-04-018, and A.09-
04-008 (i.e., the Solar Photovoltaic Program, Fuel Cell Program, and HECA Feasibility Study)
and thus “are nonetheless related to applications pending before the Commission [and] have the’
potential to be recovered through future rates” 23 Apparently, DRA has interpreted the
Commission’s above statement in D.06-05-016 that it would “allow rate recovery.of costs that
support new generation and that are not associated with proposed projects” to mean that once
SCE files an application for approval of a specific projéct, it cén no longer recover any of its
initial supportive costs related to that project through the PDDMA. SCE disagrees with DRA’s
interpretation because it ignores the three—part test articulated above by the Commission.

The Commission made clear in D.06-05-016 that SCE is entitled to recover its costs
recorded in the PDDMA, provided they are related to the type of support functions identified in
that decision and do not ‘excged SCE’s forecasted amount. This is so regalldless of Whether the
support functions actually 1ead‘ SCE to pursue a specific project; and, if SCE elects to pursue a
specific project, regardless of whether the Commission approves SCE’s related épplic_ation.
.DRA simply does not understa‘n.d that SCE must c'ondqct these GRC-guthorized suppdrt
functions before it can determine whether to file an épplication to pursue a specific project and,
if an application is filed, to co_ntinue forward progress while the application is being processed by
the Ccﬁnmission. If the Commission were to adopt DRA’s interpretation of D.06-05-016, then
SCE would only be able to 1'ecord (and recover) those costs recorded in the PDDMA that are
associated with support activities that do not lead to the pursuit of a specific project. For those
costs associated with support activities that do lead SCE to pursue a specific project, DRA

. apparently expects SCE to wait to recover these costs until (and only) if the Commissioﬁ

approves SCE’s related application. This renders the entire purpose of the PDDMA moot.

23 DRA Opening Brief, p. 19.




It is not unusual for SCE to recover its costs associated with certain support functions that
lead to applicationé before the Commission. For example, in SCE’s April 2007 and April 2008
ERRA Review applications, SCE described certain support functions that it undertook to
understand the potential for the developnﬁent of clean coal, such as “clean coal studjl-
development™24 and “contractor labor and expenses for the study of sites for new coal and/or
other baseload generation”3 After SCE established the initial viability of the technology, it
filed the Clean Hydrogen Power Generation Feasibility Study Application, A.07-05-020,
requesting the Commission to approve furthel; steps toward developing this project. The
Commission approved these costs in D.07-12-027 and D.08-11-021.

In the instant application, the activities associated with “URS Engineering &
Construction Services for Solar PV Program™ and ;‘Precision Electric in Support of Solar PV"26
were for support activities that enabléd the filing of the Solar Photovoltaic Application, A.Oé-03-
015_, as well as for support activities necessary to keep this program on track while the
application was pending. Similarly, the support activities for “Black & Veatch Engineering
Services”2Z were for a feasibility study that Black & Veatch performed to consider potential
siting locations for certain fuel cell installations. The results of this feasibility study led SCE to
file ité Fuel Cell ApPiication with the Commission, A.09-04-018. These are precisely the kind of
support functions authorized by the Commission in D.06-05-016. |

DRA is also incorrect when its states that SCE’s supportive costs recorded in the
- PDDMA “have the poteﬁtial to be recovered through future rates” 28 Because these costs are
supportive in nature, SCE hés recorded them in tﬁe PDDMA for recovery in this ERRA Review
proceeding, and not in -A.08-03-015, A.09-04-018, and A.09-04-008. As a result, if the

A.07-04-001, Exh. 2, p. 103.
A.08-04-001, Exh. 2, p. 99.
DRA Opening Brief, p. 17.
Id :

l.d_-.: p'. 19
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Commission does not apiarove SCE’s recovery of these costs in this proceeding, fllen they have
the potential tobecomé stranded. This is also an ﬁnfair and irrationél outconﬂe.
- Finally, SCE takes issue with DRA’s attempt to introduce its new argument for a
_disallowance after the evidentiary record for this proceeding has conciudéd. As noted above, the
aforementioned conversations between DRA and SCE took place prior to the October 29 hearing
in this proceeding. If DRA wanted to introduce new evidence to support a disallowance of
SCE’s recorded costs in the PDDMA, then it should have cross—e};amined SCE’s witness, Mark
Nelson, or otherwise sought permission from the Cqmmission to introduce supplemental - |
testimény- in this proceediﬂg. This would have given SCE the opportunity to respond on the
record, either through redirect examination or supplemental rebuttal teétimony. But DRA elected
not to do so, and instead is attempting to introduce this additional evidence via its‘opening bfi ef
in this proceeding. This is inappropriate, and the Commission should therefore disregard DRA’s

new argument for a disallowance.

C. The Co'mmission Has Alreadv Ruled That It Is Appropriate to Review the

DOELMA in This Proceeding

; SCE has presented evidence demonstrating the reasonableness of its recorded costs in the
DOELMA, including comprehensive coét reports that éLlIllillarize all expénses recorded, all
journal entries, all adjustments, and all invoices for monthly expenditﬁfes incurred in 2007 and
2008.22 DRA reviewed this evidence and, after initially claiming in its Report that SCE had not
met its burden of proof to justify recovering its recorded costs, now states that it “does not take
issue with the reasonableness of the expenditures in this account”.2
Notwithstandirg the foregoing, DRA nonetheless recommends that the Commission
should postpone issuing a decision regarding the reasonableness of SCE’s recorded costs.

DRA’s argument is based on the statement in SCE’s underlying advice letter establishing this

%3
NG

See Exh. 7, Appendix F, for a copy of SCE’s workpapers and responses to DRA’s data request 21.7.2.
24 DRA Opening Brief, p. 20. ' S
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account, Advice Letter 2085-E, that SCE shall present its recorded costs by way of “an
application”. DRA states that this makes the DOELMA “completely different from other
accounts, like the PDDMA and the NSGMA....which were ordered to be addressed vin an ERRA-
* related application™.3L |

As SCE explained in its reply to DRA’s protest, the Commission specifically fequired
three non-ERRA accounts to be presented in this proceeding. (i.e., the MRTUMA, NSGMA, and
PDDMA). The Commission has not required SCE to present its remaining non-ERRA accounts
for" review here. Howevér, as SCE also explained in its reply, SCE decided to include these
accounts in its ERRA Review application based on prior Connﬁission décisions that havé
confirmed the ERRA Re\}iew proceeding as an appropriate forum for reviewing non-ERRA
accounts. Based on these Commission decisions, as well as prior practice, SCE electéd to-
include the DOELMA in its April 2009 ERRA Review Application. This is not inconsistent With
the statement in Advice Letter 2085-E that SCE must present its recorded costs for review in “an
application”. This proceeding is an application. |

In its June 24, 2009 Scoping Memo, the Commission left it to DRA. to justify Whi/ non-
ERRA accounts should be presented for review in the future, via a separate application

(emphasis added):

DRA may include this issue as part of its direct testimony, with the
understanding that any Commission determined changes as to where, or
how, these non-ERRA accounts are reviewed would only relate to the -
timeframe of future SCE ERRA compliance filings. not to the instant

proceeding .32

The Commission’s ruling makes clear that in the present ERRA Review proceeding it is

- appropriate to review SCE’s non-ERRA accounts, including the DOELMA., In its opening brief,

DRA has indicated that it has reviewed this account and does not take issue with SCE’s costs ‘

(PR}

Id.
June 24, 2009 Scoping Memo, p. 5.
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recorded therein. The Commission should therefore find that SCE’s costs recorded in this
account are reasonable and recoverable.
| v. |
SCE IS ENTITLED TO RECOVER ITS RECORDED INCREMENTAL MRTU COSTS
IN THIS ERRA REVIEW PROCEEDING

In its opening brief, DRA repeats its argument that SCE’s present request for recovery of
$5.1 million in incremental O&M costs recorded in the MRTUMA shouId. be deferred until all
work orders for 2007 and 2008 have been closed. SCE addressed these arguments on Pages 53-
57 of its rebuttal testimony, and explained why DRA’s position is inconsistent with Resolution
E-4087 and reflects an overly broad and unfounded intmﬁreta‘cion of D.09-03-025. DRA does
not address'any of SCE’s arguments.in its opening brief, and SCE therefore assumes that DRA
has no fesponse and has effectively conceded these points.

Instead, DRA now clahﬁs that certain “complexities™ associated With the implementation
of MRTU dictate the Commission’s review of all of SCE’s 1'e¢orded incremental MR TU-related
costs in a single application.32 The Commission should not be persuaded by this argument. As
‘ iexlplained in SCE’s rebuttal testimony, the Commission has clearly determined that it is
appropriate for SCE to present its i'ecorded éosts for Commission review on an annual basis and
does no’é need to wait for subsequent costs to be incurfed and recorded. * |

Fuﬂh'ermore, many of the purported “complexities” that DRA claims would justify the
Comimission deferring review of SCE’s recorded costs are based on inaccurate information. An
example of this is DRA’s statement on Page 9 of its opening brief that ‘;1<cy software components
for MRTU implementation have been modiﬁéd by the [Iﬁvestor Owned Utilities (I0Us)] and
have not been reviewed and analyzed by the Commission”. This statement is incorrect -- the
California Independent Syvstem Operator (CAISO) prbvided business requirements and a poﬁal

through which MRTU market participants submit market bids and information. In addition, the

3 DRA Opening Brief, p. 9.




Commission should not “1'eviéw” and “analyze” the various components of MRTU in a separate
proceeding. As SCE has explained, MRTU was implemented under the direction of the CAISO
and Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) jurisdiction. The CAISO was responsible
for development of the MRTU market structure. All development, testing, market simulation,
and all other aspects of MRTU, occurred under the review of the CAISO through FERC
authorization and FERC—aI;proved CAISO tariffs. |

SCE’s current operation of the MRTUMA complies fully with the Commission’s ruling.
In accordance with Resolution E-4087, SCE is seeking recovery of the incremental O&M costs
recorded in the MRTUMA in 2007 and 2008 in this ERRA Review procéeding. SCE has not
requested recovery of capital-related revenue re’quiréments for 2007 and 2008 in this proceeding
since no capital project work orders were closed during those years and no capital-related |
revenue requirement amounts were recorded. -The capital-related revenue requirements
associated with the capital investments iﬁcun'ed during 2007 and 2008 were recorded to the
MRTUMA once the projeét work orders closed to plant-in-service in April 2009 and will be
| included in the April 2010 ERRA Review proceéding (covering the 2009 Record Period). The
MRTUMA as presented in this proceeding includes all MRTU-related costs that were recorded
during 2007 and 2008, iﬁ compliance with the Commission’s directives: SCE has submitted all
: 1‘eleva11f information to demonstrate that these costs are incremental and reasonable. The
| Commission should review these‘cost.s and grant SCE’S request for recovery.

| VL

THE COMMISSION SHOULD REJECT DRA’S PROPOSAL TO CREATE A

SEPARATE, CONSOLIDATED PROCEEDING TO REVIEW MRTU COSTS

As SCE explained in its rebuttal testimony and reply to DRA’s protest, the Commission
~ has already ruled that it is appropriate for the MRTUMA to be included in the ERRA Review
proceeding. Indeed, in Resolution E-4087 the Commission required SCE to seek reoovefy of

costs recorded in the MRTUMA in this proceeding. The Commission should therefore consider

this a settled issue.
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Notwithstanding the foi‘egoing, DRA continues to argue that the Commission should
establish a separate consolidated proceeding to review all three IOUs* MRTU implementation
applications. DRA argues that a comparative review of the IOUs’ costs is appropriate because
“the IOUs are driven by common dirgctives, tariff structure[s], and techriical requifenwnt[s]”.ﬂ
This is not entirely acéurate. Of course, it is true that all market participants are driven by

" common factors and the CAISO tariff; however, the manner in which each IOU approaches the
requirements can be wholly different. For example, CAISO provides a portal to submit MRTU
smarket bids and information, known as “Scheduling Infrastructure Business Rules’; (SIBR).
Market paftiéipants caﬁ,manually enter their bid and schedule data in SIBR; alternatively, they
can streamlil.le the process tl_n‘OUéh an application programming interface (API) that can be used
to interface with the participants’ internal systems. In this case, SCE implemented the latter |
solution for a number of reasons, not the least of thich is the sheer volume of resources and-
transactions for which SCE is responsible. In contrast, other participants made their own
decisions on internal solutions based on their unique requirements. So, it is incorrect to assume
that all participants’ implementation costs should Be comparable, simply because the same
CAISO rules apply to evc_aryone. |

| The Commission should also reject this argument because it overstates the
“commonality” of the IOUs’ implementation efforts. As SCE explained in its rebuttal] testimony,

- adirect comparison of the JOUs’ MRTU implementation efforts is inappropriate because the

three I0Us had different resource péltfolios, customer demands, reliability issues, and
informaﬁon systems in place prior to MRTU that had to be illodiﬁed or replaced.33 DRA
completely ignores these distinctions in its opening brief. |

" SCE is co'm;,erned that DRA is interested in having the Commission perform a much
broader assessmént than the one prescribed in Resolution E-4087. Indeed, on Page 6-9 of'its

. Report, Exhibit 9, DRA initially proposed a set of 16 factors that it claimed should‘be considered

lua

Id., pp. 14-15.
Exh. 4, p. 59.
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as part of the Commission’s reasonableness review of SCE’s and the other IOUs” cost to

| implement MRTU. SCE explained on Pages 58-59 of its rebuttal testimony why many of these

16 factors were irrelevant to the Commission’s review c;f the IOUs” actual implementation of
MRTU. Although DRA does not reference these factors in its opening brief, it nénetheless
continues to assert that a “comprehensive” review of MRTU is required, and that it is
“imperative for the Commission to track MRTU project costs and ité impact within th§ artificial
energy exchange market that has been created...”2¢ DRA also states that the 10Us’ respective

MRTU software must be “verified, validated, and reviewed” by the Commission.3Z This kind of

~ review is totally inapproptiate as it is beyond the sbope of the review prescribed in Resolution E- -

4087. Indeed, SCE notes that the Commission recé'ntly reaffirmed the limited scope of review of
the IOUS’ MRTU-related recorded costs in its ﬂnél decision in Pacific Gas & Electric
Company’s (PG&E) June 2009 ERRA Forecast proceeding (A.09-06-001), D.09-12-021

(emphasis added):

Although this decision denies PG&E’s Motion to include MRTU-related
costs on procedural grounds and defers the issue to PG&E’s ERRA
Compliance filing (or separate application), the Commission notes that the
scope of its review of PG&E’s MRTU costs is not necessarily a traditional
reasonableness review. The MRTU project is a project mandated by
regulatory and reliability requirements of the California Independent
System Operator and Federal Energy Regulatory Commission. Therefore.
the Commission expects the review of these costs to primarily focus on
whether the costs can be verified and are incremental.38

As the Commission recognized, MRTU is the result of numerous CAISO stakeholder

processes and FERC orders. The Commission therefore has stated that to recover amounts

recorded in the MRTUMA, SCE must first provide justification that its entries to the MRTUMA

can be verified and-are incremental 22 The Commission has not required that [OUs make a -

DRA Opening Brief, p. 14.
Id.p.9. o
D.09-12-021, p. 3, fn. 1.
Id. .
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broader showing to recover their costs associated with the implementation of MRTU. The
“comprehensive” review that DRA is advocating would seek to second-guess the policies and
decisions adopted by the CAISO and FERC in a federally-mandated program uncier which SCE
is required to operate. This is inappropriate, and risks introducing confusion and uncertainty into
a complex, federally-mandated program. The Commission should therefore continue to restrict
its role to determining whether the costs recorded in the IOUs* MRTU memorandum accounts
are incremental and verifiable.
VIL _
THE COMMISSION SHOULD CONTINUE TO REVIEW NON-ERRA ACCOUNTS IN

THE ERRA REVIEW PROCEEDING

In its-opening-brief, DRA simply repeats the assertions presented in its Report (i.e., that
the number of ERRA accounts “continues to grow” and non-ERRA accounts require
reasonableness review instead of compliance review). DRA ignores SCE’s rebuttal testimony on
this subject, in which SCE explained that the Commission should not create an entirely separate
proceeding based on DRA’s mere observation that the number of non-ERRA accounts has
grown. SCE also explained in its rebuttal testimony that the Commission does conduct a
1'easonébleness review in the ERRA Review proceeding in certain areas (i.e., URG operations
and the administration of varibus contracts). SCE also pointed out in its 1'ebu¢al testimony that
DRA has failed to sufficiently address the issues éet forth in the June 24, 2009 Scoping Memo .48
The Commission should treat DRA’s complete failure to address these arguments in SCE’s

rebuttal testimony as concession of this issue.

40 These issues include: (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. See June 24 Scoping

~ Memo, p. 5. .
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E. Non-ERRA Accounts

' 1. MRTU _

In Chapter 6 DRA recommended the Commission have the opportunity to review
the reasonableness of all recorded costs associated Wifh the implementation of MRTU |
(Release 1 the implementation phase) as directed by both Resolution E—4087 and
D.09-03-025. - |

SCE’s assertion that all IOUs cannot be ordered into a consolidated proceeding in
this case because the other IOUs are not a party to this proceeding is mer 1tless Such an
order would be procedural and not substantive. The three IOUs will eventually seek
return of the funds they spent vimplemén_ting MRTU. An order in this proceeding
* detailing the procedures? for seeking that relief would not prejudice any of their
substantwe rights and is appr opriate. | | |

Each IOU has similar language in theu guldmg Resolutions E-4093 and E- 4088
for PG&E and SDG&E respectively. This language was put in place requiring .
reasonableness reviews by all IOU’s to mitigaté excessive spending without oversight.
There are no estimates available of the full cost of the MRTU costs or the ISO New
Market projects (Releases 1A and 2) to California ratepayers. Neither is cost caﬁsatioﬁ
factored.into determining the allocation of these .costs for purposes of cost allocation or
rate design.

_Althoﬁgh the ISO has been giveﬁ operating éuthority over the IOUs” transmission
facilities, it is not responsible for reviewing reasonableness of MRTU implementation
costs incurred by the IOUs. To the extent the IOUs seék recovery of MRTU costs; the
Comumission has the responsibility to ensure MRTU costs are reasonable. As the
ratepayer advocate, DRA is responsible for reviewing these costs and 1'ecommending to -
the Commission whether they should be recovered in rates. | , |

| Since the IOUS’ MRTU implementation costs are all driven by common CAISO

directives, tariff structure, and technical reqliirements, DRA believes the best approach

7
= SCE Rebuttal Testimony, October §, 2009, p. 57.




would be to review MRTU implementation costs in a consistent manner. This will best
be achieved by a consolidated Commission proceeding that looks at MRTU exioenditures
of all three IOUs. This épproach is not new; it is used by the Commission in Resource
Adequacy, Demand Résponse, Energy Efficiency, and Low Income proceedings. Such
an approach ensures that the Commission will treat similar issues in a similar fashion. It
| aiso ensures that the MRTU costs incurred by the IOUs are subject to regulatory review
before being subject to recovery in rates, since thése implementation costs are not

reviewed by FERC for reasonableness.

2. Project Development Division Memorandum
Account (PDDMA) New System Generation
Memorandum Account (NSGMA) and Department
of Energy Litigation Memo Account (DOELMA)

- DRA has nothing to add to its discussion in its opening brief on these accounts.
3. All Non-ERRA Accounts Should be Addressed

Outside of the ERRA Process in a Separate
Proceeding

As discussed above and in DRA’s testimdny, DRA seeks clarification from the
Commission regarding the appropriateness of including non-ERRA accounts in future
ERRA proceeding and urges that a consistent mechanism or approach be adopted.

SCE’s assertion that all IOUs cannot be ordered into a consolidated proceeding in

this case because the other IOUs are not a party to this proceeding is rneri'ﬂess.§ Such an
order would be procedurél and not substantive. The three IOUs will eventually seek
return of the funds they spent on these non—ERRA accounts. An order in this proceeding
detailing the procedures for seeking that relief would not prejudice any of their
substantive rights and is appropriate.

DRA acknowledges that many non-ERRA balancing and memorandum accounts
were included in ERRA applications pursuant to Commission approval. Although the

SCE usually obtained Commission approval to submit these additional accounts in the - -~

T ) .
= SCE Rebuttal Testimony, October §, 2009, p. 52.




- ERRA Compliance proc:eedings,2 these approvals have occurred over a period of several
years. As a result, the total number of these non-ERRA accounts included in the ERRA
proceedings has grown and continues to grow. DRA believes that the Commission
should rethink using the ERRA Compliance proceedings as the vehicle for reviewing
reasonableness of the non-ERRA accounts. |

| Thus, SCE, PG&E, and SDG&E should not submit non-ERRA balancing and
memorandum accounts in any ERRA proceeding, despite prior Commission approval.
Instead, the Commission should instruct the IOUs to consolidate their non-ERRA;
accoﬁnts and submit them in a sepéréte reasonableness review proceeding. DRA
recommends that all three IOUs be ordered to file these non-ERRA accdunt review
applications simultaneouslﬁz and that they then be consolidated. This new consolidated
proceeding would 1) allow similar accounts to be compared across IOUs, 2) permit the
Commission to address these same accounts faster than if they were added to the |

individual IOU’s General Rate Case, and 3) would take them out of the ERRA process.

1. CONCLUSION
For the reasons dlscussed in ﬂ’llS brief in the opening brief, in the testlmony and

ev1dence DRA requests adoption of its recommendations. -

9
= The DOELMA is an illustrative example hele where SCE was 01deled to seek recovery in an
application, but not specifically in an ERRA apphcatlon




December 22, 2009

Respectfully submitted,

/s MITCHELL SHAPSON

MITCHELL SHAPSON -
Staff Counsel :

Attorney for the Division of Ratepayer
Advocates :

California Public Utilities Commission
505 Van Ness Ave.

San Francisco, CA 94102

Phone: (415) 703-2727

Email: sha@cpuc.ca.gov




CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

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

2244 Walnut Grove Avenue
Post Office Box 800
Rosemead, California 91770



5/20/2010

WD

CPUC - Service Lists - A1004002

: <& California Public

GOV E; 4, Utilities Commission
d 1

CALIFORNIA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

Service Lists

PROCEEDING: A1004002 - EDISON - FOR AFINDI
FILER: SOUTHERN CALIFORNIAEDISON COMPANY

LIST NAME: LIST
LAST CHANGED: MAY 17, 2010

Download the Comma-delimited File

About Comma-delimited Files

Back to Service Lists Index

Parties

CONNOR J. FLANIGAN

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY

2244 WALNUT GROVE AVE., 3RD FLOOR
ROSEMEAD, CA 91770

FOR: SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY

Information Only

MITCHELL SHAPSON

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
LEGAL DIVISION

ROOM 4107

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
FOR: DRA

MRW & ASSOCIATES, LLC
EMAIL ONLY
EMAIL ONLY, CA 00000

KARI KLOBERDANZ

SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY
8330 CENTURY PARK COURT, CP32D
SAN DIEGO, CA 92123

KAREN TERRANOVA

ALCANTAR & KAHL

33 NEW MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 1850
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

CALIFORNIA ENERGY MARKETS
425 DIVISADERO STREET, SUITE 303
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94117

...ca.gov/.../A1004002_79025.htm

TRISTAN REYES-CLOSE

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVE.

ROSEMEAD, CA 91770

ANGELA LIM

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
77 BEALE STREET, MC B9A

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

KIMBERLY C. JONES

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
77 BEALE STREET, MC B9A, ROOM 904
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

CASE COORDINATION

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
77 BEALE ST., PO BOX 770000 MC B9A
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94177

1/2



5/20/2010

ANNIE STANGE

ALCANTAR & KAHL

1300 SW FIFTH AVE., SUITE 1750
PORTLAND, OR 97201

State Service

CPUC - Service Lists - A1004002

DAVID M. GAMSON

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
DIVISION OF ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGES
ROOM 5019

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

TOP OF PAGE

ERIC GREENE

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
ENERGY DIVISION

AREA 4-A

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

BACK TO INDEX OF SERVICE LISTS

...ca.gov/.../A1004002_79025.htm

2/2



