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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

Application of Southern California Edison 
Company (U 338-E) for Approval of its 2027 
ERRA Forecast Proceeding Revenue Requirement 
 

 
A.26-05-006 

JOINT PREHEARING CONFERENCE STATEMENT 

I. 

INTRODUCTION 

Pursuant to Rule 7.2(a) of the California Public Utilities Commission’s (Commission) 

Rules of Practice and Procedure and the Administrative Law Judge’s Ruling Setting Remote 

Prehearing Conference dated June 26, 2026 (Ruling), Southern California Edison Company 

(SCE) respectfully files this Joint Prehearing Conference (PHC) Statement (Joint PHC 

Statement) on behalf of itself, California Community Choice Association (CalCCA), Direct 

Access Customer Coalition (DACC), and the Public Advocates Office at the California Public 

Utilities Commission (Cal Advocates), which participated in a June 30, 2026 Meet and Confer as 

directed in the Ruling to discuss the Ruling’s proposed scope and schedule, the submission of 

this Joint PHC Statement, and expect to participate in the PHC. 

II. 

INFORMATION FOR THE PHC AS REQUESTED IN THE RULING 

a. Identification of the Speakers 
Yonatan Moskowitz 
Telephone: (202) 599-2556 
Email: ymoskowitz@keyesfox.com  
Attorney for CalCCA 

Nikhil Vijaykar 
Telephone: (408) 621-3256 
Email: nvijaykar@keyesfox.com 
Alternate Attorney for CalCCA1 

 
1 CalCCA is providing the name and contact information for two attendees, because of a potential medical 

conflict. 
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Daniel W. Douglass 
Telephone: (818) 961-3001 
Email: douglass@energyattorney.com  
Attorney for DACC 

Mark E. Fulmer 
MRW & Associates 
Telephone: (510) 834-1999 
Email: mef@mrwassoc.com 
Alternate speaker for DACC 
 

Ashley Moorhead  
Telephone: (562) 491-2875  
Email: Ashley.Moorhead@sce.com   
Attorney for SCE 

Justin Capone 
Telephone: (415) 696-7387 
Email: Justin.Capone@cpuc.ca.gov  
Attorney for Cal Advocates 
 

b. Objections to Categorization 

The Parties agree that this proceeding is appropriately categorized as ratesetting.  

c. Proceeding Scope 
 

(1) List of Issues in Scope 

Cal Advocates, CalCCA, and DACC do not object to the list of issues in scope outlined 

in Section 4 of the Ruling (List of Issues). SCE does not object to the List of Issues, but proposes 

the following minor modification followed by the relevant explanation: 

Issue 3: Whether SCE’s forecast of GHG revenues and expenses set aside for (a) clean 

energy and energy efficiency programs programmatic use and GHG program administration 

and (b) customer education and outreach plan costs are reasonable; 

Explanation: As SCE explained in its Reply (filed June 29, 2026), clean energy and 

energy efficiency programs are no longer funded by the GHG allowance revenue in 2027.2  

(2) Rate Mitigation Issue 

During the Meet and Confer, CalCCA requested SCE’s position on whether the “rate 

mitigation” issue raised by CalCCA in its Protest is in scope.3 The Parties’ positions on this issue 

are as follows: 

 
2 See SCE-01, p. 94, which states “Assembly Bill (AB) 1207, enacted on September 19, 2025, amended the 

Public Utilities Code Section 748.5, among other things to: (1) terminate, effective July 1, 2026, the 
Commission’s authority to allocate up to 15 percent of GHG revenue to clean energy and energy efficiency 
(EE) projects; and (2) require SCE to remit five percent of allowance revenue to the California Transmission 
Accelerator Revolving Fund.”  

3 CalCCA Protest, pp. 3-4.  
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 Cal Advocates’ Position: Does not take a position on this issue.   

CalCCA’s Position: The question of whether to amortize costs forecast in ERRA 

Forecast proceedings over more than twelve months and the reasonableness of any resulting 

revenue requirements should always be in scope in ERRA Forecast proceedings.  

Whether any particular amortization is appropriate and results in just and reasonable rates 

is a question for the merits, which is separate from the question of whether it is in scope. 

CalCCA is not currently seeking an amortization of any costs in this proceeding, and CalCCA 

knows of no party that is currently seeking an amortization of any costs in this proceeding. 

CalCCA included a reference to amortization in its Protest to clarify that if it becomes necessary 

to consider the issue in future, the question of amortization is in scope.  

First and most fundamentally, the Commission must always set just and reasonable rates 

under Public Utilities Code section 451, and whether rates are just and reasonable is always in 

scope. The question of whether twelve months is the appropriate time period over which to 

recover the costs (versus eighteen or twenty-four or some other time period) is inherently 

relevant to the question of whether rates are just and reasonable. Therefore, the question of 

whether amortization is necessary to ensure rates are just and reasonable is in scope. The ALJ’s 

proposed scope issue 1 asks “whether SCE’s requested 2027 ERRA forecast revenue 

requirement is reasonable,” and if parties, the ALJ, or the Assigned Commissioner determines 

that an amortization is required to achieve reasonable rates, that issue is in scope.  

Past ERRA Forecast cases also reflect that, whether amortization is or is not ultimately be 

adopted, the question of whether it is appropriate remains in scope. For example, in PG&E’s 

2023 ERRA Forecast proceeding, “the assigned ALJ issued a ruling ordering PG&E to provide 

analysis concerning the ERRA balance in the December Update given two scenarios: amortizing 

the 2021 ERRA balance over an 18-month period and over a 24-month period.”4  

 
4  D.22-02-002, Decision Adopting Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s 2022 Electric Revenue Requirement 

Associated with Energy Resource Recovery Account Forecast, Generation Non-Bypassable Charges Forecast, 
Greenhouse Gas Revenue Forecast, and Related Proposals (Feb. 11, 2022), A.21-06-001, at 9. 
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While the current ongoing Power Charge Indifference Adjustment Order Instituting 

Rulemaking Track 3 may consider broader policies regarding amortization or rate mitigation, the 

question of whether to amortize particular undercollections across more than twelve months 

remains in scope in this proceeding.  

CalCCA does not believe any changes to the language of the proposed scope are 

required. However, to the extent the ALJ does not believe the proposed scoping language is 

sufficiently clear to include this issue in scope, CalCCA recommends the following change to 

Proposed Scope Issue 1:  

Issue 1: “Whether SCE’s requested 2027 ERRA forecast revenue requirement and 

resulting rates are is reasonable, including but not limited to consideration of the following [. . 

.];” 

DACC’s Position: DACC concurs with CalCCA that in general, amortization over more 

than twelve months and the reasonableness of any resulting revenue requirements should always 

be in scope in ERRA Forecast proceedings.  However, DACC notes that its March 27, 2026, 

PCIA Track 3 comments said that PCIA amortization should be a Track 3 issue in that 

proceeding.  

SCE’s Position: SCE maintains that this issue should be deemed out of scope and 

CalCCA should be directed to pursue it, at its election, in the Commission’s current PCIA OIR 

Track 3 proceeding, to which CalCCA is a party. PCIA rate mitigation raises issues of law and 

policy with respect to the Commission’s statewide PCIA methodology, which affects the other 

Investor-Owned Electric Utilities (IOUs) and customers in the IOUs’ service areas, and therefore 

is not appropriate or necessary to be addressed in this SCE-specific ratesetting proceeding.  

d. List of Any Disputed Legal Issues 

The Parties agree that it is premature to provide a list of disputed legal issues prior to the 

completion of discovery and testimony.  
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e. List of Disputed Facts 

The Parties agree that it is premature to provide a list of disputed facts prior to the 

completion of discovery and testimony.  

f. Evidentiary Hearing Need 

The Parties agree that a recommendation on whether evidentiary hearings are needed is 

premature at this time, but the Parties commit to provide their recommendations in the Rule 13.9 

Joint Case Management Statement preliminarily scheduled for September 15, 2026. 

g. Proceeding Schedule 
 

(1) Proposed Proceeding Schedule 

The Parties’ positions on the proposed proceeding schedule as outlined in Section 5 of the 

Ruling are as follows: 

Cal Advocates’ Position: Cal Advocates has no objection to the proposed proceeding 

schedule. Cal Advocates supports moving the Concurrent Reply Briefs deadline from November 

3, 2026 to November 6, 2026. Cal Advocates is amenable to holding evidentiary hearings, if 

needed, on either the week of September 21, 2026, or September 28, 2026.  

CalCCA’s Position: With the exception of the recommended “Bifurcated Briefing 

Schedule” detailed in the next section, CalCCA has no objections to the proposed proceeding 

schedule. CalCCA opposes SCE’s request to schedule any evidentiary hearing during the week 

of September 21st (described below) because CalCCA’s witness will be unavailable that week. 

DACC’s Position: As described in Section g.(2) below, DACC prefers more time for 

Opening and Reply Comments on the October Update and does not oppose CalCCA’s proposed 

bifurcated briefing schedule. 

SCE’s Position: SCE maintains that holding the evidentiary hearings the week of 

September 28th would materially affect SCE’s ability to prepare its October Update. SCE 

incorporates by this reference the arguments made in its Reply5 and restates that requiring SCE 

 
5 SCE Reply, pp. 6-7.  
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to simultaneously prepare for evidentiary hearings and create the October Update would be 

prejudicial to SCE and create substantial and unnecessary operational constraints that could 

jeopardize SCE’s ability to meet required filing deadlines. Therefore, SCE respectfully requests 

the schedule reserve time for evidentiary hearings, if necessary, during the week of September 

21st.  

In addition, SCE respectfully requests that the Concurrent Reply Briefs deadline to be 

moved from November 3, 2026, to November 6, 2026, as the Ruling’s proposed date provides a 

mere three business days for parties to prepare and file the Concurrent Reply Briefs, which in 

SCE’s view is insufficient.  

(2) Bifurcated Briefing Schedule 

CalCCA recommends the following bifurcation of the briefing schedule in this 

proceeding.  

Proposed Proceeding Schedule 

Comments on October Update & Concurrent Opening 
Briefs 

October 29, 2026 

Concurrent Reply Briefs November 3, 2026 

CalCCA’s Proposal 

Concurrent Opening Briefs  October 29, 2026 

Opening Comments on October Update November 3, 2026 

Concurrent Reply Briefs November 5, 2026 

Reply Comments on October Update November 10, 2026 

Cal Advocates’ Position: Cal Advocates takes no position on CalCCA’s proposal. 

CalCCA’s Position: In CalCCA’s Protest and this statement CalCCA recommends a 

schedule that gives intervenors and Cal Advocates additional time to review SCE’s October 

Update. In recent years, SCE’s October Updates have both introduced significant errors into the 
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proceeding and included significant policy changes.6 While CalCCA has caught some errors and 

SCE has identified some of those errors, two weeks has not been enough to comprehensively 

review these filings. At the Prehearing Conference, CalCCA proposed the above schedule to 

address SCE’s stated concerns regarding an opportunity to reply to Comments. This new 

proposal reduces the additional time CalCCA initially sought to review the October Update from 

two weeks down to four days.  

Importantly, this schedule change does not impose any new work on the parties during 

the compressed filing window, it simply splits that work up differently. It is fair to all parties 

because all parties will be working on multiple filings concurrently. And to the extent SCE 

complains that it would need to work on the Reply Comment and Reply Briefs at the same time, 

its own proposal contains that same flaw, as under SCE’s preferred schedule both would be due 

the same day. 

CalCCA further notes that the window SCE objects to below (between the comment 

deadline and SCE’s ability to respond to those comments) is only two days shorter than the 

window that SCE requests above (October 29 for Opening Briefs and November 6 for Reply 

Briefs). And for four of those days, because briefing will have been completed, SCE will be able 

to focus solely on its Reply Comments. 

DACC’s Position: DACC prefers more time for comments on the October Update.  

Therefore, it supports the adoption of the suggested November 3 and November 10 dates for  

Opening and Reply Comments. DACC does not oppose CalCCA’s proposed bifurcated briefing 

schedule.  

SCE’s Position: SCE continues to object to CalCCA’s proposal because it does not 

afford SCE—the applicant— a fair opportunity to respond to comments. Under this proposal, 

CalCCA, Cal Advocates, and DACC would have 13 business days to provide comments on 

 
6  See CalCCA’s Protest to the Application of SCE for Approval of Its 2027 ERRA Forecast Proceeding Revenue 

Requirement (June 17, 2026), at 10 (citing A.25-05-008, Application of Southern California Edison Company 
(U338E) for Approval of its 2026 ERRA Forecast Proceeding Revenue Requirement, California Community 
Choice Association’s Comments on October Update / Concurrent Opening Brief (Oct. 29, 2026) at 57-60). 
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SCE’s October Update, while SCE would only have six business days to respond to three sets of 

comments. During that already compressed period, SCE would also need to spend the first two 

days finalizing its Reply to the Opening Briefs. 

This compressed and overlapping schedule materially constrains SCE’s ability to 

meaningfully respond. It also reduces the time available for the Administrative Law Judge to 

consider SCE’s reply comments before issuing the Proposed Decision. As SCE explained in its 

Reply, CalCCA’s bifurcation proposal would diminish the effectiveness of the briefing process 

and limit the Commission’s ability to fully evaluate the record.7 Because the schedule in SCE’s 

ERRA Forecast proceeding is typically tight to ensure a timely final decision that allows rates to 

go into effect on January 1 of the forecast year, the Commission has seen fit in past cases to 

schedule Concurrent Opening Comments on the October Update / Opening Briefs and 

Concurrent Reply Comments / Reply Briefs,8 and that should be maintained in this case. 

h. List of Stipulations  

The Parties agree that it is premature to provide a list of stipulations prior to completion 

of discovery and testimony.  

i. List of Motions 

The Parties anticipate motions to move prepared testimony into the record and to seal 

confidential portions of the record.9  

j. Other issues 

The Parties do not have any other issues to present at this time.  

 
7 SCE Reply, p. 8.  
8  See e.g., Assigned Commissioner Scoping Memos in A.25-05-008, A.24-05-007, and A.23-06-001. 
9 Motions to seal confidential portions of the record would be filed by those parties who have confidential 

information in their prepared testimony.  
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III. 

CONCLUSION 

The Parties appreciate the opportunity to submit this Joint PHC Statement and look 

forward to participating in the PHC scheduled for July 13, 2026. 

 

Respectfully submitted on behalf of the Parties, 
 
JANET S. COMBS 
ASHLEY K. MOORHEAD 

/s/  Ashley K. Moorhead 
By: Ashley K. Moorhead 

Attorneys for 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY 

2244 Walnut Grove Avenue   
Post Office Box 800 
Rosemead, California  91770 
Telephone: (562) 491-2875 
E-mail:   Ashley.Moorhead@sce.com 

Date:  July 6, 2026 

 
 


