
BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

Application of Southern California Edison 
Company (U338-E) for Authorization to Recover 
Costs Related to NextGen Enterprise Resource 
Planning Program. 

 

A.25-03-009 

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY’S (U 338-E) REPLY TO THE UTILITY 
REFORM NETWORK’S AND SMALL BUSINESS UTILITY ADVOCATES’ COMMENTS ON 

SCE’S RESPONSE TO THE ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE’S JUNE 15, 2026 E-MAIL 
RULING REQUESTING ADDITIONAL DATA 

WILLIAM BRIGGS 
KRIS VYAS 
 
Attorneys for 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY 

2244 Walnut Grove Avenue 
Post Office Box 800 
Rosemead, California 91770 
Telephone: (626) 302-6613 
E-mail: Kris.Vyas@sce.com 

 

Dated: July 7, 2026 

 

FILED
07/07/26
04:59 PM
A2503009



 

1 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

Application of Southern California Edison 
Company (U338-E) for Authorization to Recover 
Costs Related to NextGen Enterprise Resource 
Planning Program. 

 

A.25-03-009 

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY’S (U 338-E) REPLY TO THE UTILITY 
REFORM NETWORK’S AND SMALL BUSINESS UTILITY ADVOCATES’ COMMENTS ON 

SCE’S RESPONSE TO THE ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE’S JUNE 15, 2026 E-MAIL 
RULING REQUESTING ADDITIONAL DATA 

On June 15, 2026, Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) Elaine Lau issued an E-Mail Ruling 

Requesting Additional Data (the Ruling) from Southern California Edison Company (SCE).  SCE 

filed its response to the Ruling on June 23, 2026 (the Response).  On June 30, 2026, The Utility 

Reform Network (TURN) and the Small Business Utility Advocates (SBUA) submitted comments 

on SCE’s Response.  In accordance with the Ruling, SCE timely provides the following reply to 

these comments.   

I. 

DISCUSSION 

A. Authorizing the Transformation Scope Is the Affordable Option for Customers 

SCE’s Response details why authorizing the transformation scope for the NextGen Enterprise 

Resource Planning (ERP) Program is the affordable option for customers.  Put simply, the incremental 
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benefits provided by the transformation scope far outweigh the incremental costs.1  Additionally, 

deferring the transformation scope would not only increase the costs and reduce the benefits from doing 

that transformation scope later,2 but also would likely materially increase the costs of the obsolescence 

scope beyond SCE’s original estimate in this proceeding.3  Therefore, if the Commission elects to 

authorize only the obsolescence scope at this time, and thus to bypass the projected customer benefits 

and savings that SCE testified an integrated scope would provide, then it would be vital to include in 

such a decision SCE’s proposed two-way balancing account with the 25% reasonableness threshold.4 

B. The Record and Common Sense Support SCE’s Response that Pivoting to an 

Obsolescence-Only Scope Would Increase Costs 

TURN and SBUA’s primary issue with this Response appears to be that SCE did not introduce 

extra-record evidence to support the increase in costs from pivoting to an obsolescence-only scope.5  But 

this is, in fact, supported by the existing record.  SCE’s Response included a statement from an August 

2025 workshop presentation highlighting “a potential incremental cost increase for the obsolescence 

scope if not done together with transformation.”6  This cost increase potential is also self-evident when 

considering the efficiencies, avoided costs, and economies of scale that would be lost by such a 

transition (e.g., SCE could have to add license and maintenance costs to extend legacy software that 

would have been replaced under transformation, SCE could have to renegotiate fixed fees contracts 

 
1  The transformation scope requires an incremental cost of $482 million beyond the obsolescence-only 

approach.  But the transformation scope nearly triples the projected benefits—from $804 million to $2,245 
million.  SCE Response, p. 2 (citing SCE Op. Br., p. 6). 

2  Deferring the transformation scope for three years was estimated to increase the capital and O&M costs for 
transformation by approximately $188 million (39%) while reducing benefits by approximately $243 million 
(16%), preventing customers from realizing both near-term operational efficiencies and long-term value 
through improved reliability, cost management, and process innovation.  SCE Response, p. 2 (citing SCE-02, 
p. 87). 

3  SCE Response, pp. 2-3. 
4  SCE Response, p. 3. 
5  TURN Comments, p. 1; SBUA comments p. 2.  
6  SCE Response, p. 2 (quoting Response to Data Request ED-SCE-Verbal-002 Question 1, Attachment entitled 

“NextGen Workshop 2 August 19, 2025”, p. 6). 
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putting vendor discounts at risk, SCE would lose training cost and program management office 

efficiencies, etc.).7   

Additionally, it is undisputed that a contingency factor of 20 percent to 30 percent is standard in 

the IT industry for large complex projects such as the NextGen ERP Program due to these types of 

unforeseen cost overruns as the project progresses.8  Indeed, SBUA concedes that IT project cost 

overruns are typical.9  And while TURN and SBUA are correct that SCE did not precisely quantify these 

increased costs, SCE did include an estimate—specifically, that they may be up to 20 percent to 30 

percent above SCE’s original obsolescence forecast, consistent with that typical contingency rate that 

SCE excluded to align with previous Commission preferences.10  If the ALJ is nonetheless interested in 

seeing a more precise quantification of what the increased costs would be from pivoting to 

obsolescence-only to bolster the record (and since TURN and SBUA’s comments express an interest in 

seeing additional data), SCE can perform that analysis and provide that estimate upon ALJ request.11   

C. Even With Increased Costs, the Benefit-Cost Ratio for the Transformation Scope Will 

Remain Higher than One and Exceed the Benefit-Cost Ratio for Obsolescence Only 

TURN and SBUA also take issue with the fact that SCE’s benefit-cost ratios (BCRs) do not 

account for either the increased obsolescence-only costs that might be incurred compared to SCE’s 

original forecast,12 or costs SCE might record in a two-way balancing account within the proposed 25% 

reasonableness threshold.13  This is a red herring.  This project is driven by obsolescence and not by a 

given BCR value.14  Thus, even if the BCR for obsolescence-only were to decrease due to the increased 
 

7 SCE negotiated over $47 million in discounts.  Ex. SCE-02, p. 88. 
8  SCE Response, p. 4 (citing SCE Op. Br., pp. 2-3). 
9  SBUA Comments, p. 3. 
10  SCE Response, p. 3. 
11  As noted in SCE’s Response, additional analysis would be needed, but SCE anticipates it could complete that 

analysis within two weeks of regulatory guidance to do so.  Thus, there should be no undue delay with respect 
to issuance of the Commission’s decision in this proceeding. 

12  SBUA Comments, p. 3. 
13  TURN Comments, p. 4. 
14  Ex. SCE-01, Vol. 3, p. 3 (“As a logical corollary to this point, it follows that not having an ERP system is 

obviously not practical or prudent in the modern utility industry.  This makes the BCR associated with the 
Continued on the next page 
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costs now expected, it would still be necessary and prudent for SCE to complete the NextGen ERP 

Program implementation.15  Moreover, even if the BCRs for the obsolescence scope and transformation 

scope were recalculated to assume SCE recording costs up to the proposed 25% reasonableness 

threshold in a two-way balancing account, the BCR for the transformation scope would still be more 

than one (meaning the benefits exceed the costs) and still exceed the BCR for the obsolescence scope 

due to the transformation scope nearly tripling the projected benefits of the program.16 

D. SCE Has Prudently Progressed in Implementing the Transformation Scope in Alignment 

with Customers’ Best Interests and the 2025 GRC Decision 

TURN and SBUA attempt to manufacture controversy over the fact that SCE has progressed in 

implementing the program’s transformation scope in the 16 months that have passed since SCE filed this 

application.17  But there is nothing surprising or unreasonable about this as SCE’s testimony described 

its planned deployment options and 2025-2031 release schedule in our initial filing in early 2025.18   

In SCE’s 2025 GRC, the Commission authorized SCE’s pre-implementation costs for the full 

program scope (i.e., both obsolescence and transformation);19 the Commission significantly reduced 

SCE’s GRC O&M forecast for Perpetual Licenses in reliance upon the benefits expected by SCE for 

O&M expenses and capital expenditures that would no longer be required between 2025-2028 due to the 

anticipated implementation of SCE’s NextGen ERP Program.20  In alignment with that decision, and the 

approaching 2027 end-of-life date for SCE’s obsolete ECC system, SCE has prudently continued with 

the program’s full implementation.21  This is consistent with other large companies that have already 
 

Obsolescence scope inherently understated and not a meaningful metric when evaluating the BCR of the total 
NextGen ERP Program implementation or when assessing the standalone Obsolescence scope.”). 

15  See also A.26-05-002, Sempra Utilities SAP Migration Program Application, p. 8 (referring to Sempra’s SAP 
migration program as “non-discretionary”). 

16  From $804 million to $2,245 million.  See SCE Response, p. 2. 
17  TURN Comments, p. 4; SBUA Comments, p. 3. 
18 See SCE-01, Volume 1, Chapter IV.A.  
19  SCE Op. Br., pp. 6-7. 
20  SCE Op. Br., p. 7. 
21  See, e.g., SCE Reply Br., p. 13 (“The costs SCE has spent and committed align with reasonable and prudent 

efforts to improve operational capabilities and generate cost savings for customers, which would be reduced if 
Continued on the next page 
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begun the process of migrating from SAP’s outdated ECC ERP.22  Moreover, as detailed extensively in 

the record in this proceeding, delaying business transformation implementation while waiting on a 

decision in this proceeding would not have been prudent since it would delay improved operational 

capabilities and increase both near‑term and long‑term costs, to the detriment of customers.23   

E. The Sempra Utilities’ SAP Migration Application Does Not Support Deferral of SCE’s 

Transformation Scope 

Finally, TURN inaccurately relies on the Sempra utilities’ recent application for Sempra’s 

version of the NextGen ERP Program as purported evidence that an obsolescence-only approach is 

appropriate here.24  The passage quoted by TURN explicitly states that Sempra intends to use its SAP 

migration program to “create[e] a runway for appropriate future modernization and transformation,”25 

demonstrating that Sempra also believes that transformation scope is appropriate.  And while Sempra 

may have deferred that transformation for its own SAP system to a future request, the record in this 

proceeding proves that, at least for SCE, deferring such transformation to the future is not in customers’ 

best interest since such a deferral would increase the program’s costs and significantly reduce the 

benefits.26  Indeed, though they may appear less expensive in isolation, piecemeal upgrades often 

require costly workarounds, complicated system fixes, and greater maintenance.27  Over time, this 

reactive  

/// 

/// 

/// 
 

 
SCE were to delay business transformation progress.  And SCE’s momentum aligns with the CPUC’s 
decision in SCE’s 2025 GRC to reduce costs in anticipation of NextGen ERP Program benefits.”). 

22  SCE-02, pp. 76-77. 
23  See e.g., SCE Response, p. 2; SCE Reply Br., p. 11. 
24  TURN Comments, p. 2. 
25  TURN Comments, p. 2 (quoting A.26-05-002, Application, p. 4). 
26  Ex. SCE-01, Vol. 1, pp. 4, 12-13. 
27  Ex. SCE-01, Vol. 1, p. 12. 
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strategy tends to cost more than completing a comprehensive upgrade.  Piecemeal upgrades also lack 

process and technology integration, which limits operational improvements.28   

Respectfully submitted, 
 
WILLIAM BRIGGS 
KRIS VYAS 

    //s// Kris Vyas 
By: Kris Vyas  

Attorneys for 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY 

2244 Walnut Grove Avenue 
Post Office Box 800 
Rosemead, California 91770 
Telephone: (626) 302-6613 
E-mail: Kris.Vyas@sce.com 

Dated: July 7, 2026 

 
28  Ex. SCE-01, Vol. 1, p. 12. 
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