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A.24-04-001 

JOINT STATUS CONFERENCE STATEMENT 

Pursuant to the Administrative Law Judge’s Ruling Setting Remote Status Conference, 

Ordering Joint Status Conference Statement, and Updating Proceeding Schedule, dated February 

19, 2025 (Ruling), Southern California Edison Company (SCE) respectfully submits this Joint 

Status Conference Statement (Joint Statement).  SCE files this Joint Statement on behalf of itself 

and the other parties to this proceeding: the Public Advocates Office at the California Public 

Utilities Commission (Cal Advocates) and California Community Choice Association (CalCCA) 

(CalCCA, SCE, and Cal Advocates are collectively referred to as the Parties).1   

 

 

1 Pursuant to Rule 1.8(d), SCE confirms that counsel for CalCCA and Cal Advocates have authorized 
SCE to file this Statement on their behalf.   
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I. 

INTRODUCTION 

The Ruling schedules a remote status conference in this proceeding for March 7, 2025, at 

10:30 a.m., for purposes of determining whether, pursuant to Rule 13.8(c) of the California 

Public Utilities Commission (Commission) Rules of Practice and Procedure (Rules), the Parties 

will stipulate to the receipt of prepared testimony into evidence without direct or cross 

examination, whether there is any other need to convene an evidentiary hearing, and to determine 

the Parties’ readiness for the evidentiary hearing.2 The Ruling also requires SCE to file this Joint 

Statement to describe the Parties’ agreed and disputed positions with respect to: (a) the need for 

an evidentiary hearing; and (b) Party resources and readiness necessary for an evidentiary 

hearing.3 

Among the intervening parties to this proceeding, only Cal Advocates submitted prepared 

testimony in response to SCE’s Application (A.) 24-04-001.  Cal Advocates’ prepared testimony 

presents its analyses and recommendations associated with A.24-04-001.  Cal Advocates’ 

recommendations include, but are not limited to: 

1. That the Commission hold a workshop with the state’s large investor-owned 
utilities (IOUs) and other interested parties to develop revised least-cost dispatch 
(LCD) filing rules that account for the electricity market changes since the rules 
were first developed in 2015, such as rules pertaining to the bidding and scheduling 
for energy storage resources; 

2. A disallowance related to a May 9, 2023 outage at SCE’s Mountainview Generating 
Station; 

3. A disallowance related to a contract dispute between SCE and Brookfield 
Renewable Trading & Marketing, LP (Brookfield), and SCE’s ongoing contract 
management practices; 

4. A disallowance related to certain entries in SCE’s California Solar Initiative 
Program Balancing Account (CSIPBA); 

 

2  Ruling at 2. 
3  Ruling at 4. 
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5. A requirement that SCE a) submit an advice letter seeking Commission approval of 
SCE’s proposed modifications to the Affiliate Transfer Fee Memorandum Account 
(ATFMA) preliminary statement, and b) include the ATFMA in the Energy 
Resources Recovery Account (ERRA) proceedings only after the Commission 
approves the advice letter wherein SCE will seek modifications to the ATFMA 
preliminary statement; and  

6. A recommendation that SCE improve its accounting entry labels by reducing 
redundancies and typographical errors. 

On January 31, 2025, SCE submitted rebuttal testimony in response to Cal Advocates’ 

prepared testimony. In SCE’s rebuttal testimony, SCE, among other things: 

1. Expresses a willingness to participate in a workshop with other IOUs and other 
interested parties on revisions to LCD rules, as suggested by Cal Advocates; 

2. Disagrees with Cal Advocates’ recommendation for a disallowance related to 
SCE’s May 9, 2023 outage at Mountainview Generating Station; 

3. Disagrees with Cal Advocates’ recommendation for a disallowance related to the 
2023 settlement of a contract dispute with Brookfield;  

4. Disagrees with Cal Advocates’ recommendation for a disallowance related to 
certain performance based incentive payments made in connection with the 
California Solar Initiative Program; 

5. Agrees with Cal Advocates’ recommendation to submit an advice letter for certain 
modifications to SCE’s ATFMA, but disagrees that the Commission should 
postpone refunding to customers an over-collection in the ATFMA; and 

6. Disagrees with Cal Advocates’ recommendations for certain modifications to 
SCE’s accounting practices.  

Taken together, Cal Advocates’ testimony and SCE’s rebuttal testimony establish the 

basis for all contested issues in this proceeding (Contested Issues). Additionally, since SCE 

submitted its rebuttal testimony, SCE responded to one additional set of data requests from Cal 

Advocates relating to the Contested Issues.  



 

4 
 

II. 

THE PARTIES AGREE THERE IS NO NEED FOR AN EVIDENTIARY HEARING 

The Parties agree that no disputed issues of material fact exist in this proceeding and, 

therefore, an evidentiary hearing is not necessary. The Parties expect to confirm that no 

evidentiary hearing will be necessary in this proceeding at the status conference scheduled for 

March 7, 2025.  

 The Parties include the following additional information as requested in the Ruling:4 

1. The status of settlement discussions, need for additional discussion, and 

likelihood of settlement of material, scoped issues 

Before submitting this Joint Statement, the Parties met and conferred by email on 

February 24, 2025. SCE and Cal Advocates met and conferred further on February 25, 2025. 

SCE and Cal Advocates discussed the possibility of settlement with respect to the Contested 

Issues.  However, SCE and Cal Advocates do not currently expect to reach a settlement. SCE 

and Cal Advocates intend to address the Contested Issues through briefing in this proceeding. 

CalCCA has not contested any issues raised by SCE’s application.  

2. Whether the parties stipulate to the receipt of prepared testimony into evidence 

without direct or cross examination 

The Parties agree to stipulate to the receipt of prepared testimony and exhibits into the 

record without direct or cross examination. Before briefing is due, the Parties will submit one or 

more motions to offer prepared testimony and exhibits into the record, which will include the 

prepared testimonies and exhibits of SCE and Cal Advocates, and may include additional 

sponsored exhibits. 

 

4  Ruling at 4-5. 
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3. Identification of factual issues that the parties believe could be addressed through 

stipulation or additional written testimony instead of through an evidentiary 

hearing 

As stated previously, the Parties agree that no disputed issues of material fact exist in this 

proceeding and, therefore, that an evidentiary hearing is not necessary.  

4. The parties’ positions on the value of an ALJ referral of all or part of this 

proceeding to the Commission’s Alternative Dispute Resolution (ADR) Program 

      The Parties agree that this proceeding will not likely benefit from a referral to the 

Commission’s ADR Program and are not seeking such a referral.  

III. 

THE PARTIES AGREE THAT RESOURCES AND READINESS FOR AN 

EVIDENTIARY HEARING ARE NOT NEEDED IN THIS PROCEEDING 

The Parties agree that it is not necessary to review resources and readiness for an 

evidentiary hearing as described in the Ruling.  A review of resources and readiness for an 

evidentiary hearing is not necessary because the parties agree that an evidentiary hearing is not 

necessary in this proceeding.  A review of the resources and readiness for an evidentiary hearing 

is only relevant in the event that an evidentiary hearing is required.   
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IV. 

CONCLUSION 

The Parties appreciate the opportunity to submit this Joint Statement.  

 

 

Respectfully submitted on behalf of the Parties, 
 
JANET S. COMBS 
DANIEL R. CULHANE 
 

/S/  Daniel R. Culhane 
By: Daniel R. Culhane 

Attorneys for 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY 

2244 Walnut Grove Avenue 
Post Office Box 800 
Rosemead, California 91770 
Telephone: (626) 302-9325 
E-mail: Daniel.Culhane@sce.com 

Dated:  March 4, 2025 
 
 


