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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTLITIES COMMISSION OF THE 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

Application of Southern California Edison 
Company (U 338-E) for Approval of its 2026 
ERRA Forecast Proceeding Requirement. 

A.25-05-008 

JOINT CASE MANAGEMENT STATEMENT 

Pursuant to the Assigned Commissioner's Scoping Memo and Ruling (Scoping Memo) 

dated July 17, 2025 and the Administrative Law Judge 's Ruling Providing Notice of and 

Instructions for Evidentiary Hearing dated September 8, 2025 (Ruling), Southern California 

Edison Company (SCE) respectfully submits this Joint Case Management Statement (Joint 

CMS). SCE files this Joint CMS on behalf of itself and the other paities to this proceeding: 

California Community Choice Association (CalCCA), the Direct Access Customer Coalition 

(DACC), and the Public Advocates Office at the California Public Utilities Commission (Cal 

Advocates) (SCE, CalCCA, DACC and Cal Advocates are collectively refeITed to as the 

Paities).l 

The Scoping Memo also states that the purpose of this Joint CMS is: 

to asce1tain whether, pursuant to Rule 13.8(c), the pa1ties stipulate 
to the receipt of prepared testimony into evidence without direct or 
cross examination or other need to convene an evidentiaiy heai·ing 
or, in the alternative, the pa1ties' resources, readiness and needs for 
the effective remote conduct of the evidentia1y hearing, including 
estimates of time requested for cross-examination and 
identification of anticipated exhibits. 

l Pursuant to Rule 1.8(d), SCE confum that counsels for CalCCA, DACC, and Cal Advocates have 
authorized SCE to file this Joint CMS on their behalf. 



To effectuate this purpose, the Scoping Memo and the Ruling define a set of information 

required from the Parties in this Joint CMS. In general, this Joint CMS is organized to 

conespond with the inf01mation requested in the Scoping Memo and the Ruling. 

As directed in the Scoping Memo and the Ruling, the Pa1ties met and confened over 

email dming the week beginning September 8, 2025. SCE and CalCCA met and confened 

separately on September 10, 2025. 

I. 

RESPONSE TO SCOPING MEMO AND THE RULING 

The results of the Pa1ties' meetings on the topics required in the Scoping Memo and the 

Ruling are set fo1th below, with Party positions on each topic indicated. 

A. Statement of Positions from Cal Advocates. 

Due to tin1e constraints that prevented review of the complete joint statement, Cal 

Advocates' positions in this Joint Statement are limited to the following paragraph. Cal 

Advocates does not believe that hearings are necessa1y but will not oppose hearings if requested 

by other Parties. To the extent that other Paiiies do request hearings, Cal Advocates is amenable 

to September 26, 2025, as a proposed hearing date. Cal Advocates is also available on the other 

potential hearing dates identified in the September 8, 2025, ALJ Ruling Providing Notice of and 

Instrnctions for Evidentia1y Hearing. Cal Advocates does not presently intend to cross examine 

witnesses at potential hearings but rese1ves the right to cross examine witnesses called by other 

Parties. Cal Advocates has not filed any pending motions in this proceeding but rese1ves the right 

to file future motions in this proceeding. Cal Advocates is willing to stipulate to the admission of 

testimony that has been timely se1ved in this proceeding. Cal Advocates is not presently in a 

position to stipulate to any facts or legal issues. 
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B. Identification of and, if possible, summary of any informal resolution of any 

pending or anticipated motions that parties can achieve. 

SCE, CalCCA, and DACC are not aware of any pending motions in this proceeding. If no 

hearing takes place in this proceeding, SCE anticipates the future filing of a standard motion to 

admit its testimony and exhibits into the record, together with a standard motion to seal the 

confidential po1tions of the record. While SCE and CalCCA have not discussed this matter, these 

standard motions may be offered jointly by SCE and CalCCA, which are the only Parties to 

submit testimony in this proceeding. SCE, DACC, and CalCCA reserve the right to file 

additional motions in this proceeding. 

C. Identification of the specific facts and issues in the case that are uncontested and 

may be the subiect of stipulation. 

As discussed in the next subsection, there is one primaiy issue that remains contested: 

CalCCA's request that SCE credit the Power Charge Indifference Adjustment (PCIA) if and 

when it retires Renewable Energy Credits (RECs) that have been banked before Janua1y 1, 2019 

(the Pre-2019 Banked RECs) for bundled service customer compliance with Renewables 

P01tfolio Standards (RPS) requirements. This contested issue applies primarily to Scoping Item 

and, indirectly, Scoping Item 7l from the Scoping Memo. 

While it is possible that other contested issues could arise during the remainder of this 

proceeding, for purposes of this Joint CMS, all other Scoping Items and the factual bases 

underpinning them-as well as all factual and legal issues subsumed under Scoping Items 6 and 

7 but unrelated to the two issues discussed below-ai·e uncontested. SCE submits that a list of all 

specific facts that underpin these uncontested issues would be voluminous. SCE intends to 

l Scoping Memo, p. 3, Scoping Item 6 ("Whether SCE's calculations of the Power Charge Indifference 
Adjustment (PCIA) and Competition Transition Charge are reasonable, including discussion of the 
following ... . "). 

l Scoping Memo, p. 3, Scoping Item 7 ("Whether SCE's requests and methods used to detennine the 
issues described above comply with all applicable rnles, regulations, and decisions for all customer 
categories."). 
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provide more detail on the uncontested issues in this proceeding in its opening brief, with 

specific references to the submitted testimony. 

At this time, SCE, CalCCA, and DACC are not in a position to stipulate to any facts or 

legal issues. CalCCA has sent discove1y requests to SCE regarding the below topics, and 

CalCCA and SCE are working together to detennine whether they can use this process to avoid a 

hearing, and will update the Commission as those negotiations develop. 

D. Identification of the specific facts and issues in the case that are in dispute, 

separated by issues of fact and issues of law. 

As reflected in the submitted testimony, there is one primaiy issue that remains contested: 

CalCCA's request that SCE credit the PCIA if and when it retires Pre-2019 Banked RECs for 

bundled service customer RPS compliance. This contested issue applies primarily to Scoping 

Item 6 and, indirectly, Scoping Item 7 from the Scoping Memo. The following subsection 

includes a description of SCE's and CalCCA's positions on this contested issue and whether a 

hearing is appropriate. 

One purely legal issue remains contested which also applies to Scoping Items 6 and 7, but 

for which no Party seeks a hearing: whether to apply D.25-06-049's changes to the Resource 

Adequacy (RA) Market Price Benchmark (MPB) to this proceeding. That question is cunently 

the subject of an Application for Rehearing (AFR) from CalCCA. In that Application, CalCCA 

maintains that the application of the new MPB is prohibited retroactive ratemaking. SCE has 

opposed CalCCA's AFR and maintains that an open AFR provides no basis for either SCE or the 

Commission to act contrary to a valid Commission decision. 

E. A statement regarding party positions on the need for hearings. 

The Parties disagree on whether evidentia1y hearings are needed in this proceeding. 

CalCCA believes that hearings are needed. SCE submits that hearings are not needed and 

opposes CalCCA's request for heai·ings. DACC does not oppose hearings to the extent requested 

by other Parties. CalCCA and SCE's positions on the need for heai·ings ai·e described below. 
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CalCCA's Position 

CalCCA takes the position that there are material contested issues of fact that wanant a 

brief hearing in order to clarify the Pre-2019 Banked RECs matter for the Commission and 

ensure the Commission has the record before it required to resolve that issue. CalCCA asserts the 

following material factual positions, that it believes are in dispute: 

• CalCCA's proposal would not require bundled customers to pay twice for the same Pre-

2019 Banked RECs . .1 
• SCE's proposal would leave some CCA customers (those who have unbundled since a 

Pre-2019 REC was banked) bearing the cost of Pre-2019 Banked RECs without ever 

receiving the benefit of either ( a) the value of the REC or (b) the use of the REC for RPS 

compliance purposes.i 

• CalCCA's approach does not require resource-specific REC tracking to implement..§ 

These are clear material issues of fact that are within scope and relevant to the 

Commission' s ultimate disposition oflssues 6 and 7 from the scoping memorandum (see supra), 

i.e., they are key to resolving the ultimate question of whether SCE's testimony c01Tectly values 

the RPS resources that directly feeds into the PCIA rates CCA customers will pay in 2026. 

There are also other facts that are clearly relevant to the Commission' s ultimate 

disposition of these issues and the consideration of SCE's rebuttal testimony that- while perhaps 

not being material enough to require hearings on their own-are plainly in dispute and material 

enough for part ies to address via discovery or hearings, if the discovery process is unable to 

resolve the dispute. Those facts include that: 

1 Compare CalCCA Prepared Direct Testimony of Brian Dickman (Aug. 15, 2025) at 26:4-10; 27:3-4; 
28:3-5, 29: 1-5, with SCE Prepared Rebuttal Testimony ofElic Lee (Sept. 8, 2025) at 3: 11-12, 14-15, 
6:12-13. 

i Compare CalCCA Prepared Direct Testimony of Brian Dickman (Aug. 15, 2025) at pp. 23 :24-24:1; 
24: 8-20 with SCE Prepared Rebuttal Testimony of E1ic Lee (Sept. 8, 2025) at 3: 11-12 ("[B ]undled 
service customers have afready paid depaiting load customers the market value of the Pre-2019 
Banked RECs") 

.§. Contra SCE Prepared Rebuttal Testimony of Eric Lee (Sept. 8, 2025) at 8:1-14. 
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• 

• PG&E has credited its depa1ted customers for pre-2019 banked RECs used to meet its 

bundled customers' RPS compliance obligationsJ 

As noted above, CalCCA will continue working with SCE to avoid heaiings if SCE is willing to 

provide sufficiently cleai· stipulations or discove1y responses documenting their agreement to 

these facts. But as of now, CalCCA has not seen SCE take a cleai· position that it agrees with the 

above asse1tions. 

Those asse1tions are clearly factual, relevant, and material. For well over a decade, and 

reinforced by more recent precedent, the Commission has detennined that all customers should 

benefit from RECs they paid SCE to generate: for bundled customers, the benefit is the 

retirement of the REC to meet compliance requirements, and for depa1ted customers, the benefit 

is a credit at the RPS MPB against the PCIA-eligible costs they owe. 

CalCCA's testimony: (1) 

identifies a group of customers that, under SCE's proposal in this case, would receive neither of 

those benefits and (2) proposes an approach to credit them. SCE's criticisms of CalCCA's 

position amounts to the following factual asse1tions related to the mate1ial facts : 

• CalCCA's proposal would require bundled customers to pay twice for the same Pre-2019 

Banked RECs; 

• SCE does not agree there ai·e customers that have never received the benefit of either (a) 

the value of the REC or (b) the use of the REC for RPS compliance purposes; 

• CalCCA's approach requires resource-specific REC tracking to implement, which SCE 

does not do . .2. 

Which pa1ty has the above facts c01Tect should influence which proposal the Commission adopts 

in this case. A heai·ing can clarify for the Commission which pa1ty has these facts co1Tect. 

1 Contra SCE Prepared Rebuttal Testimony of Eric Lee (Sept. 8, 2025) at 5: 19-6:6 . 
.§. Contra SCE Prepared Rebuttal Testimony of Eric Lee (Sept. 8, 2025) at 9:18-10:6 . 
.2. SCE Preparnd Rebuttal Testimony of Eric Lee (Sept. 8, 2025) at 8:1-14. 
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SCE's position also appears to be that CalCCA's evidence and testimony supporting and 

making these asse1tions is not relevant to the ultimate question at issue. However, CalCCA 

submitted and served its testimony on August 15, 2025, and SCE filed its rebuttal on September 

8, 2026, giving the utility over three weeks to file a motion to strike CalCCA's testimony. SCE 

chose not to file such a motion but to file rebuttal testimony instead, and SCE has indicated it has 

no cunent intentions to file such a motion or oppose the admission of CalCCA's testimony. 

Instead, SCE now seeks to use this joint case management statement to cmtail CalCCA's right to 

ask SCE questions about SCE's rebuttal testimony and set the record straight about CalCCA's 

proposal prior to disposition. 

SCE's position also raises issues that will clearly be impmtant to legal briefing but have 

no bearing on whether there are disputed issues of matelial fact. Those arguments include: (1) 

whether SCE's prior ERRA Forecast cases have addressed the issue in a manner that creates 

precedent for this case; and (2) whether CalCCA is proposing a new methodology umecognized 

by decisions prior to D.19-10-001, D.19-10-001 itself, D.23-11-094, or D.24-08-004. CalCCA 

looks f01ward to addressing these issues in briefing. 

The nauower inquiiy before the Commission is whether material issues of fact exist 

regarding to how SCE will value its RPS resources when calculating PCIA rates for 2026. SCE 

has raised factual objections to CalCCA's approach to valuing those resources. The Scoping 

Ruling gives CalCCA the opportunity to ask SCE questions about those objections at a hearing. 

Therefore, CalCCA believes the record in the case as well as SCE's most recent position (see 

infra) clearly demonstrates that a hearing is necessaiy to clarify the positions of the paliies and 

the apparent underlying factual disagreements for the Commission. 

SCE's Position 

CalCCA has failed to demonstrate that there are material issues of disputed fact 

outstanding in this proceeding that wauant an evidentia1y hearing. CalCCA's claimed disputed 

facts all rely for their relevance on a legal interpretation of Commission Decision (D.) 19-10-001 

that lacks any colorable basis and has already been rejected by the Commission. The factual 

disputes CalCCA proposes to explore at heai·ing are also in fmtherance of an improper attempt at 
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policy making that is prohibited in this proceeding. Fmther, CalCCA has failed to specifically 

identify disputed facts, and CalCCA's claimed disputed facts are not material to the outcome of 

this proceeding. The record in this proceeding would not benefit from subjecting SCE's witness 

to cross-examination on CalCCA's claimed issues. A hearing to fmther develop such claimed 

disputed facts would not be an efficient use of Commission, Party, and customer resources. 

In the Scoping Memo, Commissioner Reynolds determined preliminarily that an 

"evidentia1y hearing is not needed, unless, following the se1vice of testimony, the assigned ALJ 

dete1mines that an evidentia1y hearing shall be held."10 Consistent with Rule 12.2 of the 

Commission's Rules of Practice and Procedme, the Commission has routinely acknowledged 

that " there must be disputed issues of material fact in order to merit a hearing."11 Rule 12.2 also 

states that "if the contested issue is one of law, the Commission may decline to set hearing." 

SCE urges the assigned ALJ to deny CalCCA's request for evidentia1y hearings for the 

following reasons. 

First, CalCCA's list of purpo1ted material facts in dispute is a legal issue masquerading 

as a factual issue, and the legal issue has already been settled. Each of its "factual positions" 

relates to a detail of CalCCA's asse1tion that SCE must value and apply credits to the PCIA if 

and when SCE retires Pre-2019 Banked RECs for RPS compliance purposes. This asse1tion from 

CalCCA has become a perennial effo1i. But it is a policy proposal that is downstream from a 

legal question whether D .19-10-001 requires any such credits in the first place, which the 

Commission has already answered in the negative.12 

CalCCA's purpmted factual disputes are only relevant-to say nothing of their 

materiality-ifD.19-10-001 applies retroactively,ll which is contradicted by the express 

language of the decision and is an argument CalCCA continues to make even though the 

10 Scoping Memo, p. 3. 
11 D.04-05-033, p . 11 (citing Georgia-Pacific Corp. v. US. Envtl. Prot. Agency, 671 F.2d 1235, 1241 

(9th Cir. 1982) (emphasis in original); D.20-03-019, p. 25 ("As prescribed by Rule 12.2, ifa 
contesting pa1ty asse1ts that a hea1ing is required by law, the pa1ty must provide appropriate citation 
and specify the materially contested facts."). 

12 See SCE's Rebuttal Testimony, pp. 4-5 (1 :9) . 
.Ll. See CalCCA Testimony, pp. 20-21 (18:8). 
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Commission has rejected it. If CalCCA has an objection to D .19-10-001 or any other 

Commission decision, it should file a petition to modify that decision rather than argue, year 

after year in SCE's ERRA Forecast, that the decision says something it clearly does not say.14 

Second, even if a colorable legal basis existed for the retroactive application of D .19-10-

001, which it does not, it would be procedurally improper for the Commission to direct SCE to 

apply CalCCA's proposal in this ERRA Forecast proceeding. The Commission has never 

considered, let alone ordered, the PCIA crediting framework CalCCA proposes. CalCCA's 

proposal on Pre-2019 Banked RECs in this proceeding is an attempt to establish significant new 

ratemaking policy and is procedurally improper in an ERRA Forecast proceeding. CalCCA 

seems to assume that the paiticulars of its policy proposal follow naturally from its (mistaken) 

asse1tion that D.19-10-001 applies to the retirement of Pre-2019 Banked RECs. But even if 

D.19-10-001 did apply to the retirement of Pre-2019 Banked RECs, which it does not, a host of 

policy implications would need to be resolved before such a policy could be established.12. 

Because each of the allegedly disputed facts CalCCA raises are in service of its 

procedurally improper proposal, ordering evidentia1y hearings would be inappropriate and 

wasteful in this circumstance. 

Third, many of CalCCA's purposed factual disputes are mere repeats of its claims from 

SCE's 2024 ERRA Forecast, when CalCCA similarly attempted to force an evidentia1y hearing 

on the ve1y same proposal for which it does so today. In the Joint Case Management Statement 

filed by the pa1ties in that proceeding two years ago to the day, CalCCA argued that the 

following "specific questions of fact" wananted an evidentia1y hearing: 

1. Which RECs SCE forecasts it will use to meet its 2024 compliance obligations, 
when those RECs were generated, which customers, i.e., bundled or unbundled 
customers, paid for which RECs in which yeaT(s), how much those customers 
paid, the value of those RECs today compared to the value of those RECs when 

14 SCE does not endorse CalCCA's statement above and accompanying three bullet points, which states 
that "SCE 's criticisms of CalCCA's position amounts to the following factual asse1tions related to the 
mate1ial facts . . . " (bulleted list excluded for brevity). 

12 See SCE's Rebuttal Testimony, pp. 6-7 (9: 11 ) . 
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they were generated, and, ultimately, whether any customer will be double-
charged for the same RECs; and 

u. Whether SCE believes its proposed treatment of pre-2019 RECs treats unbundled 
customers fairly . .!§ 

The assigned ALJ in that case found that CalCCA had failed to sufficiently identify 

material facts in dispute, stating that " the facts in dispute are not clearly defined in the document 

filed on September 15, 2023."ll The same is trne today. CalCCA's asserted issues of disputed 

fact are vague and unspecified, and fail to identify the evidence CalCCA hopes to elicit at 

hearing. CalCCA has identified ce1tain disagreements between itself and SCE regarding the 

implications of its new-and again, procedurally improper-policy proposal. But CalCCA has 

not specifically identified any disputed/acts that require witness cross-examination to elucidate. 

For example, whether CalCCA's policy proposal would "require bundled customers to 

pay twice for the same Pre-2019 Banked RECs" is a question that is answerable-and has been 

answered at length-by reference to D.1 9-10-001 and the Commission decisions establishing the 

PCIA ratemaking structure in place before D .19-10-001. If CalCCA believes that SCE 's witness 

possesses a fact or set of facts that would clarify this issue and can only be revealed through 

cross examination, CalCCA should be required to identify such facts. It has not done so. 

The same is tr11e with respect to CalCCA's position that, if existing Commission 

decisions are followed in proceeding, some CCA customers will have borne the cost of Pre-2019 

Banked RECs without ever receiving a commensurate benefit. Whether that "factual position" is 

true or not is dete1minable through examining how the PCIA ratemaking structure in place 

before D.19-10-001 interacts with that which D.19-10-001 established. SCE's witness possesses 

no unique factual predicates that would resolve the question outside of examining the ratemaking 

stru ctures in place before and after D .19-10-001 .ll 

16 A.23-06-001, Joint Case Management Statement, p. 2 (September 15, 2023). 
17 A.23-06-001, Email Ruling Directing Parties to Clearly Define Disputed Facts and Narrowing Dates 

for Evidentiary Hearing, p. 2 (September 18, 2023). 
ll This factual position, like the one addressed immediately above it, is also ( once again) wholly 

inelevant to, and outside the scope of, this proceeding because it challenges existing Commission 
policy and aims to set new policy in its place. 



CalCCA next takes the position that its Pre-2019 Banked REC proposal "does not require 

resource-specific REC tracking to implement." Once again, CalCCA makes no attempt to 

identify specific facts it believes SCE's witness possesses on this topic. Indeed, CalCCA appears 

not even to be seeking infmmation about SCE's tracking processes for banked RECs; it is posing 

a question about its own policy proposal. 

Rather than uncovering facts and clarifying factual disputes, it is clear with the posture of 

the preceding three "factual positions" that CalCCA aims to use a hearing to attempt to elicit 

admissions from SCE's witness that CalCCA can then use to favorably characterize its improper 

policy proposal. This is not a proper basis on which to require hearings. 

Finally, on CalCCA's final two "factual positions," CalCCA acknowledges that they are 

not material. Further, CalCCA claims that it wants to cross-examine SCE's witness regarding the 

substance of Pacific Gas and Elect1ic Company's (PG&E) 2023 ERRA Forecast proceeding. 

CalCCA raised PG&E's proceeding in its prepared testimony. SCE's rebuttal testimony 

referenced PG&E's proceeding only to point out that it is inelevant to the issues involved in the 

cunent proceeding.19 SCE' s witness has no special factual knowledge of PG&E ' s case other 

than what can be derived from public documents, to which CalCCA has the same access. If 

CalCCA believes PG&E's proceeding contains info1mation relevant to the instant case, it can 

access the public material and cite it. CalCCA does not need to cross-examine SCE's witness. 

F. Stipulations on the need for hearings and the admittance of proffered evidence. 

The Ruling states: 

If pa1ties dete1mine hearings are not needed, the Joint Case 
Management Statement should include stipulations to that effect 
and stipulations to the admittance of proffered evidence from all 
paities.20 

19 See SCE Rebuttal Testimony, pp. 9-10 (18:6). 
20 Ruling, p. 3, item e. 
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As discussed above, the Parties do not agree on the need for evidentia1y hearings. 

However, SCE, DACC, and CalCCA are willing to stipulate to the admission of testimony that 

has been timely served in this proceeding. Cal Advocates' position is noted in section I.A. above. 

G. Witness Matrix. Exhibit List, and Hearing Dates. 

The Ruling states: 

If pa1ties believe that hearings are needed, the Joint Case 
Management Statement must also include a matrix of the witnesses 
each pa1ty intends to cross examine and an estimate of the amount 
of time each pa1ty would like to cross examine each witness as 
well as a statement of which issues on which each party intends to 
cross examine each witness. If party cross examination estin1ates 
indicate that less than one day (4.5 hours) of hearings will be 
needed, pa1ties must also indicate whether a September 22, 
September 26, September 29, October 1, or October 2 evidentiary 
hearing is pref ened . . . 

If pa1ties believe that hearings are needed, in addition to the 
prefened hearings dates, witness matrix and cross examination 
estimates, pa1ties must also include hear·ing dates and times on 
which listed necessary witnesses are not available.ll 

As discussed above, CalCCA is the only Party that believes evidentia1y hearings ar·e 

needed. CalCCA states that if a hearing is ordered, it intends to cross-examine SCE witness Lee 

and estimates that this cross-examination would take no more than one hour. CalCCA proposes 

September 26, 2025 as the prefen-ed hearing date if a hearing is ordered. Attached to this Joint 

CMS as Attachment A is a Cross Examination Matrix with the inf 01mation for SCE witness Lee 

requested in the Ruling. DACC states that it does not intend to cross-examine any witnesses at 

potential hearings. DACC is amenable to September 26, 2025, as a proposed hear·ing date. SCE 

maintains that no evidentiary hearing is needed but is amenable to the proposed September 26, 

2025 date and rese1ves the right to cross-examine CalCCA witness Dickman if an evidentiary 

hearing is ordered. Cal Advocates' position is noted in section I.A. above. 

The Ruling also states: 

21 Ruling, pp. 3-4, items f, g, and h. 
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Regardless of whether evidentiaty hearings are ultimately 
requested, pa11ies must also include in the Joint Case Management 
Statement a list of previously served exhibits that includes: 
1. a proposed exhibit number; 

11. the date the exhibit was e-filed; 
111. the name of the sponsoring witness(es); 
1v. a brief description of each exhibit; 
v. an indication whether parties stipulate to the admission 

of the exhibit, as required under item e, above; and 
v1. a link to the uploaded exhibit (for non- confidential 

exhibits only) on the Commission's Suppmiing 
Documents Platfmm. 22 

The requested Exhibit List is included as Attachment B to this Joint CMS. 

22 Ruling, p . 4, item i. 
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II. 

CONCLUSION 

The Pa1ties appreciate the oppo1tunity to submit this Joint Case Management Statement. 

Date: September 15, 2025 

Respectfully subinitted on behalf of the Pa1ties, 

JANET S. COMBS 
DANIEL R. CULHANE 

Isl Daniel R. Culhane 
By: Daniel R. Culhane 

Attorneys for 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMP ANY 

2244 Walnut Grove A venue 
Post Office Box 800 
Rosemead, California 91 770 
Telephone: (626) 302-9325 
E-mail: Daniel.Culhane@sce.com 
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329051.pdf 

Y 

SCE-01C 05/15/2025 
  

SCE Various 
ERRA Resource Recovery Account (ERRA) 2026 

Forecast of Operations - Confidential 
N/A 

Y 

SCE-02 05/15/2025 
  

SCE 
E. Lee 

M. Freeman 

ERRA Resource Recovery Account (ERRA) 2026 

Forecast of Operations – (Local CPE) 

https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/SupDoc/A2505008/8136/566

593576.pdf 

Y 

SCE-02C 05/15/2025 
  

SCE 
E. Lee 

M. Freeman 

ERRA Resource Recovery Account (ERRA) 2026 

Forecast of Operations – (Local CPE) - Confidential 
N/A 

Y 

SCE-03 05/15/2025 

  

SCE Various 

ERRA Resource Recovery Account (ERRA) 2026 

Forecast Operations – Witness Qualifications and 

Declarations re: Confidentiality  

https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/SupDoc/A2505008/8136/566

347745.pdf 

Y 

SCE-04 09/08/2025 
  

SCE 
E. Lee 

T. Salisbury 

ERRA Resource Recovery Account (ERRA) 2026 

Forecast of Operations – Rebuttal Testimony 

https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/SupDoc/A2505008/8509/579

066489.pdf 

Y 

CalCCA-01 08/15/2025   CalCCA Brian Dickman Prepared Direct Testimony of Brian Dickman on Behalf 

of the California Community Choice Association 

https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/SupDoc/A2505008/8404/576

079946.pdf  

Y 

CalCCA-01C 08/15/2025   CalCCA Brian Dickman Prepared Direct Testimony of Brian Dickman on Behalf 

of the California Community Choice Association - 

Confidential 

N/A Y 
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Appendix C 

Declaration 



DECLARATION OF ERIC LEE REGARDING THE 

CONFIDENTIALITY OF CERTAIN DATA 

I, Eric Lee, declare and state: 

1. I am a Senior Advisor at Southern California Edison (SCE). As such, I had responsibility for 

preparing and reviewing the Joint Case Management Statement in SCE' s 2026 Energy Resource Recovery 

Account (ERRA) Forecast Application (A.) 25-05-008. I make this declaration in accordance with the 

Administrative Law Judge's Ruling Clarifying Interim Procedures for Complying with Decision 06-06-066, 

issued on August 22, 2006 in Rulemaking 05-06-040. I have personal knowledge of the facts and 

representations herein and, if called upon to testify, could and would do so, except for those facts expressly 

stated to be based upon information and belief, and as to those matters, I believe them to be hue. 

2. I have reviewed the sections of the Joint Case Management Statement. Listed below are the 

data in those portions of the Joint Case Management Statement for which SCE is seeking confidential 

protection and the categories on the Mau-ix of Allowed Confidential Treatment Investor Owned Utility 

(IOU) Data (Mah·ix) to which these data conespond. Also set forth is an explanation of why the data cannot 

be aggregated, redacted, summarized, masked or otherwise protected in a way that allows pa1tial disclosure: 

Description of the Location of the Data Matrix Reason why data cannot be 
Data Category aggregated, etc. 

Forecasted RPS p. 6. XI. Monthly SCE must provide full 
Quantities for RPS Procurement disclosure to support ERRA 
Compliance in 2026 Costs (ERRA Forecast testimony. 

Filings). 

3. I am informed and believe that SCE is complying with the limitations on confidentiality 

specified in the mah-ix that pertain to the data listed in the table above. 

4. I am informed and believe and thereon allege that the data in the table above cannot be 

aggregated, redacted, summarized, masked or otherwise protected in a manner that would allow partial 

disclosure of the data while still protecting confidential information without jeopardizing SCE' s ability to 

provide sufficient evidence to support SCE's Application. 



5. I am inf 01med and believe and thereon allege that the data in the tables in paragraph 2 above 

have never been made publicly available. 

I declare under penalty of pe1jmy under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is trne 

and conect. 

Executed on September 15, 2025, at Rosemead, California 

Isl Eric Lee 
Eric Lee 
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