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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 Charge
Ready 2 Infrastructure and Market Education
Programs.

A.18-06-015

REPLY BRIEF OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY (U 338-E)

In accordance with Rule 13.11 of the California Public Utilities Commission’s
(“Commission”) Rules of Practice and Procedure (“Rules”) and Administrative Law Judge
Goldberg’s E-Mail Ruling of February 4, 2019, Southern California Edison Company (“SCE”)
respectfully submits this reply to parties’ briefs on SCE’s Charge Ready 2 proposal.
I.
INTRODUCTION
The California Legislature has determined that the state should “encourage transportation
electrification as a means to achieve ambient air quality standards and the state’s climate goals.”1
As such, the Legislature recognized the fundamental role that utilities must play to increase
access to the use of electricity as a transportation fuel, which is necessary to achieve the state’s
desired goal of widespread transportation electrification (“TE”).2 SCE’s proposed Charge Ready
2 will support and accelerate light-duty electric vehicle (“EV”) adoption, facilitating widespread
transportation electrification as required by statute and consistent with regulatory guidance.

1

Cal. Pub. Util. Code § 740.12(a)(2).

2

Cal. Pub. Util. Code § 740.12(a)(1)(E).

1

Charge Ready 2 satisfies the applicable statutory requirements and regulatory guidance and
should be approved as proposed by SCE.
While many parties offered comments or recommendations on aspects of SCE’s proposed
Charge Ready 2, all parties have agreed that implementation of Charge Ready 2, in some form,
should be approved to increase TE, reduce greenhouse gas (“GHG”) emissions, improve air
quality, increase access to EV charging, and educate customers about EVs and the benefits of
fueling from the grid.3 SCE appreciates that overarching support, and although several parties
have articulated their respective preferences for modifying Charge Ready 2, the fact remains that
no party has provided sufficient evidence or other persuasive justification demonstrating that
Charge Ready 2 fails to meet the applicable statutory requirements or the Commission’s previous
regulatory guidance. The Commission should promptly approve SCE’s proposed Charge Ready
2 without modification.
II.
THE SCOPE AND SCALE OF CHARGE READY 2 IS NECESSARY AND
APPROPRIATE PURSUANT TO SB 350
Most parties support SCE’s proposed scope and scale for Charge Ready 2. For example,
UCS states that “SCE’s Charge Ready 2 proposal complies with the directive to reduce
greenhouse gas emissions and the health and environmental impacts associated with air
pollution” and asserts that “the scope of investment (i.e., number of charge ports and projects)

3

See Union of Concerned Scientists (“UCS”) Brief, pp. 2-3; Natural Resources Defense Council,
Coalition of California Utility Employees, Sierra Club, Greenlots, Siemens, Electric Motor Werks,
Inc., EVBox Inc., American Honda Motor Co., Inc., Association of Global Automakers, Inc.,
Alliance of Automobile Manufacturers (collectively, “Joint Parties”) Brief, p. 1; ChargePoint, Inc.
(“ChargePoint”) Brief, pp. 1-2; Public Advocates Office at the California Public Utilities Commission
(“Cal Advocates”) Brief, p. 1; Tesla, Inc. (“Tesla”), pp. 1-2; Small Business Utility Advocates
(“SBUA”) Brief, p. 2; The Utility Reform Network (“TURN”) Brief, pp. 2-3; California Choice
Energy Authority (“CalChoice”) Brief, p. 1; EVgo Services LLC (“EVgo”) Brief, p. 2; Green Power
Institute and Community Environmental Council (“GPI/CEC”) Brief, pp. 4-5; National Diversity
Coalition (“NDC”) Brief, pp. 3-4; Greenlining Institute (“Greenlining”) Brief, pp. 1-2; Lyft, Inc.
(“Lyft”) Brief, pp. 4-5.

2

proposed by SCE should be approved to move the state closer to electrifying its transportation
sector.”4 The Joint Parties state that “[e]lectrifying the vast majority of the transportation sector
is an essential component of any feasible pathway to achieve California’s climate, air quality,
and equity goals” and caution against the risks of failing to act quickly.5 The Joint Parties assert
that “SCE’s Charge Ready 2 Program is designed accordingly to [make consumers aware of the
availability and benefits of EVs and ensure they are able to charge EVs where they live, work,
and play] and support widespread transportation electrification in line with the goals codified in
Senate Bill (SB) 350.”6 TURN and Cal Advocates, however, argue for drastic reductions in
SCE’s proposed budget that would jeopardize the successful implementation of the large-scale
program that is necessary to meet the state’s mandate to facilitate widespread TE that will
support achieving vital GHG emissions reductions and air quality improvements. TURN’s and
Cal Advocates’ proposals should therefore be denied. Charge Ready 2, at the scale proposed by
SCE, aligns with the Legislature’s finding that “[w]idespread transportation electrification
requires electrical corporations to increase access to the use of electricity as a transportation
fuel.”7
A.

TURN’s Proposal Is Based on an Unreasonable Forecast.
SCE’s Charge Ready 2 proposal is designed to provide charging infrastructure to support

approximately one-third of the projected market need for EV charging ports in SCE’s service
territory during Charge Ready 2’s duration.8 TURN argues that SCE should provide only
approximately 60% of SCE’s proposed ports for roughly one-third of the costs.9 TURN’s
forecast is unreasonable. As UCS explains, SCE’s proposal “answer[s] the statutory directive of
4

UCS Brief, p. 4.

5

Joint Parties Brief, p. 1.

6

Id.

7

See Cal. Pub. Util. Code § 740.12(a)(1)(E).

8

Exhibit SCE-2, p. 3.

9

TURN Brief, p. 3.

3

SB 350, namely: ‘how must transportation electrification be accelerated to meet air quality
standards and greenhouse gas reduction targets.’”10 SCE’s witness Bowman testified that “the
methodology that we used in the Charge Ready 2 program is that when we look at vehicles by
2030, we’re assessing it from meeting a state public policy goal, and so that’s 40 percent
reduction in greenhouse gas emissions by 2030.”11
TURN concedes that its approach is not based on an analysis of what would be necessary
to accelerate transportation electrification to be on a trajectory to meet state goals and that TURN
has not conducted any such analysis.12 Ms. Bowman testified that TURN’s methodology is not
appropriate because under TURN’s projections the state would not be on a trajectory to meet its
EV targets or climate goals.13 TURN’s methodology, based as it is on historical EV sales, is not
appropriate when designing a future program for a growing market that is crucial to achieving
the state’s public policy goals. As Ms. Bowman explained, “if you’re really trying to tie certain
aspects of the forecast to public policy goals, then basing something on history that didn’t have
those same public policy goals and the programs that support achieving those goals, then, no, I
don’t think it’s appropriate to use that type of forecast.”14
TURN fails to provide any evidence to support its reliance on the California Energy
Commission’s (“CEC’s”) “mid case” scenario. As UCS explains, analyzing the CEC’s
underlying assumptions demonstrates that many factors have changed since the CEC report. The
fact that events on which the scenarios are based are meeting or exceeding the assumptions in the
CEC’s “aggressive” case demonstrates that a much higher forecast is now both necessary and
reasonable.15 The CEC’s “high” and “aggressive” forecasts show that the CEC’s outlook is
10

UCS Brief, p. 7.

11

SCE, Bowman, Tr. 1/104, lines 10-16.

12

TURN, Borden, Tr. 4/586-587.

13

SCE, Bowman, Tr. 1/104-105.

14

SCE, Bowman, Tr. 1/105, lines 8-15.

15

UCS Brief, pp. 7-8.
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beginning to converge with SCE’s.16 Further, SCE’s forecast is comparable to other notable
forecasts, is reasonable, and reflects what is actually needed to economically meet California’s
GHG-reduction goals.17
TURN also fails to take into account significant recent policy developments, including
reports describing unprecedented global environmental changes and the need for immediate
actions within the energy, transportation, and other sectors to limit the most severe impacts of
climate change on the economy, environment, and human health, as well as former Governor
Brown’s executive order directing California to achieve carbon neutrality no later than 2045.18
Ms. Bowman testified that “you would need to significantly increase the amount of [electric]
vehicles that you need in 2030 in order to achieve that 2045 net [carbon] neutrality.”19
TURN also misunderstands SCE’s port-need analysis. TURN argues that “SCE’s
proposal assumes it fills the entire incremental need between 2019 and 2023 for its service
territory based on these results.”20 In fact, SCE clearly stated that it intends to serve
approximately one-third of the market need in its service territory during the program duration.21
This leaves almost 70 percent of the forecast market need to be served by non-utility entities.22
TURN displays a further lack of understanding of SCE’s charging station analysis by
asserting that “[SCE’s] model does not in any way reflect the ‘need for the multi-unit dwelling
sector.’”23 This is incorrect. Using a mix of NREL’s EVI-pro home versus away charging
assumptions and knowledge about the single-family and multi-unit dwelling (“MUD”)
16

Exhibit SCE-2, p. 10.

17

Id.

18

Exhibit SCE-2, p. 8.

19

SCE, Bowman, Tr. 1/106-107.

20

TURN Brief, p. 13.

21

Exhibit SCE-1, pp. 3, 31; Exhibit SCE-2, pp. 3, 10-12.

22

Exhibit SCE-2, p. 12.

23

TURN Brief, p. 13.
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populations in SCE territory, SCE’s charging need analysis accounts for both residential and
away-from-home charging with specific carve outs for charging needed in single-family homes
and in the MUD segment based on the populations of single- and multi-family homes in SCE
territory.24 SCE’s analysis shows that after accounting for total charging station need in singlefamily and MUD residential sectors and away-from-home sectors, SCE’s port target for Charge
Ready 2 represents approximately one-third of this charging station need through 2023.
Finally, TURN is incorrect that SCE’s port-need analysis should be reduced because
workplace and public charging infrastructure are not necessary to increase adoption and address
range anxiety.25 SCE already significantly reduced the attach rate assumptions to reflect
TURN’s described lower need for plug-in hybrid electric vehicles (“PHEVs”).26 Further
reducing workplace and public charging would negatively impact the nearly one-third of SCE’s
customers that live in MUDs,27 including lower-income customers, and SCE carefully designed
the Charge Ready 2 proposal to make charging options accessible for all customers. In addition
to encouraging adoption, workplace charging availability allows PHEV drivers to greatly
increase their electric vehicle miles traveled,28 including during the day when solar generation is
abundant,29 increasing their benefits.
The evidence in the record demonstrates that SCE’s forecast reflects the trajectory
necessary to economically achieve California’s GHG-reduction goals for 2030 and beyond.
TURN’s forecast is not reasonable, and would not support a trajectory for the growth in EV
adoption necessary to meet the state’s goals.

24

Exhibit SCE-1, p. D-1.

25

See TURN Brief, pp. 14-15.

26

Exhibit SCE-2, p. 11.

27

See Exhibit SCE-1, p. 19, Figure II-3.

28

Exhibit SCE-2, p. 12.

29

Exhibit SCE-1, p. 16.
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B.

TURN and Cal Advocates Rely on Inappropriate Site Distributions and Cost
Comparisons.
Although Cal Advocates does not recommend a reduction in SCE’s estimated port need,

TURN and Cal Advocates argue that SCE’s costs should be reduced by assuming an
unreasonably high number of large sites with high numbers of ports per site. Neither TURN nor
Cal Advocates provide realistic justification for their hypothetical site distributions. SCE’s
assumed distribution between smaller and larger sites, on the other hand, was derived from
Charge Ready Pilot data and mirrors results from NRG settlement installations.30 Artificially
inflating the assumed ports per site would lower the cost threshold for sites eligible to participate
in Charge Ready 2. This would limit the participation of MUDs, small businesses, and more
densely populated urban sites in favor of large corporate workplaces with sufficient parking lot
space to accommodate large charging station deployments.31 This result is contrary to TURN’s
stated goal of emphasizing deployments at MUDs and in disadvantaged communities
(“DACs”).32
TURN and Cal Advocates argue that SCE’s per-port cost estimates are higher than other
incentive programs.33 TURN and Cal Advocates, however, have provided no evidence that these
incentive programs are comparable to SCE’s proposal or provide comparable benefits. Cal
Advocates relies on NRG settlement and audit costs and EPRI report cost data.34 SCE has
shown that reliance on these studies is improper because “there is little clarity as to what types of
installations and cost components are represented by the data.”35 Cal Advocates demonstrates
this uncertainty by changing its initial assumptions made about this data in opening testimony to
30

Exhibit SCE-2, pp. 14-15.

31

Id., p. 15.

32

See TURN Brief, p. 14.

33

TURN Brief, pp. 17-18; Cal Advocates Brief, p. 6.

34

Cal Advocates Brief, pp. 8-18.

35

Exhibit SCE-2, p. 15.
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new assumptions now provided in Cal Advocates’ brief. For example, Cal Advocates changed
its interpretation of the NRG numbers by 186% (from $5,814 to $10,842).36 Further, Cal
Advocates admits that uncertainty still remains in its assumptions even after such a dramatic
change (as demonstrated by the assumptions described in footnotes 43 through 4937 and
additional incorrect assumptions regarding ports that would affect costs, which Cal Advocates
assumes without any supporting data “would be lower per port if NRG stubs are multi-port”38).
Cal Advocates’ conclusions are based on incorrect assumptions, confusing, and not supported by
evidence in the record; consequently, the Commission should disregard them.
C.

Charge Ready 2 Provides Customer Benefits, Including Downward Pressure on
Rates.
TURN acknowledges that TE programs have the potential to provide environmental

benefits and may result in downward pressure on rates for all customers. TURN incorrectly
argues, however, that the size of SCE’s Charge Ready 2 proposal diminishes any downward
pressure on rates.39 TURN’s analysis contains a major flaw.
36
37

Cal Advocates Brief, p. 11.
Id., p.10.

38

Cal Advocates Brief, p.11 (emphasis added). Cal Advocates’ claim that assuming multiport would
lower the cost analysis is incorrect. In fact, Cal Advocates’ assumption that all stations are singleport omits additional stub costs that would be necessary to connect to each individual station. If NRG
already assumed dual-port stations would be installed on its stubs and included this dual-port
assumption in its port counts, then Cal Advocates’ assumption that the port count reflects single-port
stations should, in effect, cut the port count in half and double the cost per port. However, Cal
Advocates does not reduce the port count from what NRG has reported and may therefore be
underestimating NRG costs. The following hypothetical demonstrates this point: if NRG installs two
make-ready stubs and assumes two dual-port stations would be connected for a total of four ports at a
site cost of $20,000, this would result in a $5,000 per-port cost ($20,000 site / 4 ports = $5,000). Cal
Advocates assumes that, in this example, the $5,000 per port applies to single-port stations instead of
dual-port stations. However, this is not possible because the site as Cal Advocates envisions would,
in reality, require two additional stubs in order to connect the four single port-stations (4 stubs, 4
single-port stations). If Cal Advocates wants to assume only single-port stations were used, the cost
per port should be doubled to $10,000 ($20,000 site / 2 ports = $10,000). Unfortunately, the NRG
data as reported does not specify the number of ports per station that were deployed. Consequently,
Cal Advocates’ cost estimates and assumptions are questionable at best.

39

See TURN Brief, p. 8.

8

TURN used former Governor Brown’s original state goal of 1.5 million EVs statewide by
2025, with an estimate of 32% of that goal in SCE’s territory, and held that level of vehicles
constant through 2030, rather than using the most recent CEC forecasts that all show higher EV
adoption by 2025 than Governor Brown’s previous goal. TURN’s analysis hinges on this highly
conservative assumption of the number of EVs forecasted for SCE’s territory from 2019 and
beyond. If, for example, instead of using TURN’s assumed EV forecast, the analysis uses the
more appropriate updated CEC forecast, the results show that the net present value (“NPV”) of
net revenues, even using TURN’s model, increases substantially. SCE updated TURN’s analysis
using the up-to-date CEC “mid case” of EV adoption in SCE’s territory, which yields a net
present revenue cost from 2019 to 2029 of $5.0 million for SCE’s Charge Ready 2 proposal (the
difference between the Charge Ready 2 NPV revenue requirement of $594.7 million and
revenues of $589.7 million). Notably, using the CEC’s “high” and “aggressive” cases of EV
adoption yields a positive benefit of $96.7 million and $145.5 million, respectively.40 As
discussed above, the CEC “aggressive case” is a much more reasonable estimate, and still less
than what SCE estimates is necessary to economically achieve California’s 2030 GHG-reduction
goals.41
While continuing to use TURN’s model to calculate net revenues to simplify the
discussion of potential downward pressure on rates, a more useful method to measure downward
rate pressure is to estimate in what year the annual costs in terms of revenue requirements will be
less than the annual net revenues from EV charging. The primary issue with an NPV analysis,
such as TURN’s, is that the earliest years more heavily influence the results and it is unclear
when downward pressure on rates may occur. Stated another way, the NPV method focuses the
analysis on the early years of SCE’s program and unduly discounts the outer years. SCE’s
Charge Ready 2 infrastructure program is an investment in long-lived assets with a

40

Exhibit SCE-2, pp. 5-6.

41

Exhibit SCE-2, p. 7.
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corresponding ME&O program that will increase EV awareness and education for years and,
therefore, EV adoption is expected to continue to increase for some time after SCE’s program
has been completed. To better reflect the EV adoption that is likely to occur in the years
following the infrastructure investment, SCE demonstrated that Charge Ready 2 will result in
downward pressure on rates by 2024 using the CEC “mid,” “high,” and “aggressive” cases of EV
adoption and by 2027 using the CEC “low” case.42
III.
CHARGE READY 2 ADDRESSES SIGNIFICANT BARRIERS TO EV ADOPTION
SCE designed Charge Ready 2 to address specific barriers to EV adoption. SCE’s
proposed program modifications, including the Own & Operate option and lower port
minimums, are essential to increase MUD participation.
A.

The Own & Operate Option Is Essential to Increase MUD Participation.
Many parties support SCE’s proposed Own & Operate option, which allows customers at

a limited number of MUD and government locations to select SCE ownership and operation of
the charging stations.43 As the Joint Parties describe, the Own & Operate option “would help
remove barriers for site hosts and residents, increasing deployment and participation at MUD and
government sites and further supporting widespread transportation electrification.”44
Additionally, the Own & Operate “solution would also support competition and a leveled playing
field in the marketplace for EV charging products and services, which could in turn drive even
greater EV adoption in MUDs and other segments.”45 TURN, however, recommends limiting
the option to 2,500 ports at MUDs located in DACs.46 Cal Advocates recommends eliminating

42

Exhibit SCE-2, pp. 6-7.

43

See, e.g., Joint Parties Brief, pp. 9-11.

44

Joint Parties Brief, p. 10.

45

Id.

46

TURN Brief, p. 23.
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the option entirely.47 SCE developed this proposal in direct response to customer barriers
identified in the Pilot,48 and no party provides evidence sufficient to justify that this limited
option should not be offered to facilitate participation in these segments.
As TURN states, “the Commission must balance utility ownership with anti-competitive
concerns and the extra cost to ratepayers inherent with adoption of this model.”49 TURN and Cal
Advocates do not provide evidence that SCE’s proposal to offer utility ownership of only 4,230
ports (out of a total estimated 32,000 ports in the Make-Ready Expansion program and a much
larger total market need) will have any anti-competitive impact. SCE and the Joint Parties
provided evidence that offering this option will provide valuable information about how utilities
owning and operating charging infrastructure can address barriers to adoption among key
customer segments. As demonstrated by the success of San Diego Gas & Electric Company’s
(“SDG&E’s”) program in achieving MUD adoption, utility ownership can address critical
barriers in these market segments.50 TURN is correct that “[u]tility ownership is justified at this
time for this limited subset of participants due to the difficulties in siting charging stations [at]
MUDs and the fact that MUD charging infrastructure investments are the most likely to lead to
EV adoption.”51 The evidence demonstrates that utility ownership is also justified for the
slightly larger subset of MUD and government locations proposed by SCE.
B.

Lower Port Minimums Will Address Barriers for MUDs and Small Businesses.
Although some parties express concern at the loss of economies of scale at sites with

lower numbers of ports, SCE designed this aspect of Charge Ready 2 specifically to enable
participation by these smaller sites that may be just entering the EV market. Both TURN and

47

Cal Advocates Brief, p. 33.

48

Exhibit SCE-2, p. 18.

49

TURN Brief, p. 23.

50

Exhibit SCE-2, p. 19; Joint Parties Brief, p. 9.

51

TURN Brief, p. 23.
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Cal Advocates acknowledge that if cost concerns are addressed, sites with a lower number of
ports should be able to participate in Charge Ready 2.52
Retaining the lower port minimum is essential to facilitate widespread TE consistent with
the goals of SB 350. Although the per-port cost may be higher at these sites, the Commission
must balance these considerations with addressing the barriers to TE among all customer
segments. Because MUDs had the lowest participation among customer segments in SCE’s
Charge Ready Pilot, SCE designed new features in its Charge Ready 2 proposal to specifically
address barriers at MUDs. Numerous customers would benefit from lowering the minimum
required number of ports per site to two—particularly MUDs and small businesses. 46 percent
of MUDs in SCE’s territory have ten or fewer parking spaces. Maintaining the minimum
number of ports at five or ten would likely exclude most of these customers from participating in
the program, as building owners and management agencies are very unlikely to see 50 to 100
percent EV adoption in their small buildings over the next few years. Further, a two-port
minimum could enable street-side charging that could serve residents of MUDs without onsite
EV charging available. A higher port minimum could prevent this type of arrangement and,
therefore, decrease MUD access to charging and adoption.53
Small business owners are likely to have many of the same concerns as MUD owners and
managers. Approximately 86 percent of businesses in SCE’s territory employ fewer than 20
people. These business owners are unlikely to see an immediate need to devote 50 percent of
their employee parking to EV charging. SCE’s proposed two-port minimum directly responds to
customer feedback in the Pilot and should position SCE well for increasing adoption among
customer segments like MUDs and small businesses that found the previous port minimum to
serve as a barrier to program participation.54

52

TURN Brief, p. 21; Cal Advocates Brief, p. 19.

53

Exhibit SCE-2, pp. 21-22.

54

Exhibit SCE-2, p. 22.
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IV.
IMPLEMENTATION FLEXIBILITY IS ESSENTIAL FOR A SUCCESSFUL, LARGESCALE PROGRAM
SCE designed Charge Ready 2 to specifically target key barriers and customer needs in
SCE’s service territory.55 But retaining implementation flexibility is key for SCE and
stakeholders to address new developments in policy, technology, and customer needs to ensure
the most effective program over its four-year duration.
A.

Implementation Details Are Best Addressed with Guidance from SCE’s TE PAC.
Some parties, including Greenlining, provide detailed implementation

recommendations.56 These implementation details are best developed with stakeholder input
through SCE’s TE Program Advisory Council (“PAC”). Cal Advocates proposes several
prioritization criteria and argues that, in addition to consulting with SCE’s PAC to establish a site
prioritization methodology, the Commission should require SCE to file a Tier 2 advice letter
requesting approval of the completed site prioritization methodology.57 Cal Advocates argues
that “[t]he Commission and parties should have the opportunity to review and comment on the
specific parameters of the proposed prioritization criteria SCE develops in consultation with the
PAC.”58 A Tier 2 advice letter seeking Commission approval for the site prioritization
methodology is not necessary or appropriate to achieve Cal Advocates’ stated goal. SCE’s TE
PAC includes the Commission’s Energy Division and many parties to this proceeding. Other
interested parties and stakeholders are welcome to join the PAC. The PAC process allows SCE
to receive helpful feedback and improve its proposals, without creating unnecessary delay. It
also preserves flexibility for SCE, in consultation with its PAC, to adjust the prioritization
methodology and other implementation details throughout the duration of the program, if
55

Id., p. 1.

56

See, e.g., Greenlining Brief.

57

Cal Advocates Brief, pp. 23-25.

58

Cal Advocates Brief, p. 25.
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appropriate. This flexibility is particularly important in a four-year program, where SCE and its
stakeholders will be learning and improving throughout the program. During the program, SCE
and its PAC may agree that it is appropriate to add or adjust criteria in the prioritization
methodology. For example, it may be appropriate to adjust the prioritization methodology to
improve participation among MUDs, which is an emphasis of SCE’s proposed Charge Ready 2.
Requiring Commission approval of these implementation details is not necessary, especially
when the Commission is represented by the Energy Division on SCE’s PAC, and the delays that
could result from filing an advice letter could jeopardize the flexibility to improve the Charge
Ready 2 program in a timely manner.59
B.

CalChoice’s Recommendations are Unnecessary and Inappropriate.
CalChoice primarily argues that Charge Ready 2 should provide funding and carve outs

to the City of Lancaster, one of CalChoice’s member cities.60 Lancaster represents
approximately 1 percent of SCE’s load. Carve outs for one city are not within the scope of
Charge Ready 2 and are unnecessary because Charge Ready 2 is designed to benefit all SCE
customers, and all eligible customers can participate in the Charge Ready 2 programs, whether
those customers receive generation services from SCE, CCAs, or electric service providers.61
SCE is eager to collaborate with Lancaster and other cities and CCAs to identify and reach
customers that may be a good fit for the Charge Ready 2 programs and leverage the unique
capabilities and customer relationships they may have, but CalChoice’s proposed modifications
are not necessary or appropriate to achieve these results.
CalChoice also expresses concern that because Charge Ready 2 is “an SCE-centric
program” that was “designed by SCE, and will be delivered by SCE,” it has the “potential for
inequitable cost allocation.”62 CalChoice is correct that SCE designed and will deliver Charge
59
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Ready 2 to all SCE distribution customers, including those that receive generation services from
CCAs. CalChoice’s fear that SCE providing an SCE-designed and SCE-delivered program to all
of its distribution customers somehow creates the “potential for inequitable cost allocation” is
unfounded. SCE’s Charge Ready 2 will be funded through its distribution charges, which
CalChoice correctly notes are paid by all customers for programs that are available to and benefit
all customers. This practice is consistent with Commission precedent.63
CalChoice requests that SCE set aside 50 sites in the Make-Ready Expansion program for
locations identified by Lancaster to expedite implementation and advancement.64 Reserving sites
for an external entity’s selection is not appropriate. SCE is attempting to achieve many goals
through its implementation of the Make-Ready Expansion program, and it needs to view site
applications holistically to balance the objectives of the program throughout its implementation.
Reserving a specific number of sites for an external entity’s selection could have the opposite of
Lancaster’s stated desire (to expedite implementation). Instead, SCE could be forced to stop
accepting applications if it has to reserve funding for 50 unknown sites with unknown costs.65
CalChoice also requests that SCE set aside for Lancaster ownership 100 of the charge
ports that SCE plans to offer for MUD and government customers that choose to have SCE own
and operate the charging stations.66 There may be customers that would like to select Lancaster
to own and operate their charging stations. Nothing in SCE’s Make-Ready Expansion prevents
such an arrangement, assuming that the participating customers meet all other program
requirements. There is no reason to set aside 100 charge ports out of the small percentage of
63
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total charge ports that SCE has proposed that customers can elect to have SCE own and operate.
Lancaster and participating customers can negotiate their own arrangements if customers want
Lancaster to own and operate their changing stations.67
CalChoice makes several requests related to Charge Ready 2 marketing, education and
outreach (“ME&O”). First, CalChoice requests that SCE transfer $300,000 of its customerfunded ME&O budget to Lancaster.68 The Commission has already decided that CCAs may not
file applications for TE programs, but encouraged utilities to coordinate with CCAs and ensure
that their proposed TE programs will serve CCA customers.69 SCE has affirmed that Charge
Ready 2 will be available to all eligible customers, including CCA customers and that it looks
forward to continuing coordinating with Lancaster in the implementation of Charge Ready 2.70
CalChoice does not explain exactly what services it plans to provide for its requested $300,000,
but once SCE receives a decision from the Commission it will determine appropriate roles and
budgets for vendors and CBOs.
In addition to paying Lancaster part of SCE’s overall ME&O budget, CalChoice requests
that the Commission “establish requirements to ensure that Charge Ready 2 is equally accessible
and marketed to all customers on a fair basis.”71 CalChoice argues that this is necessary because
SCE’s witness Sloan Moody was unwilling, while on the stand, to adopt language from a Pacific
Gas and Electric Company (“PG&E”) settlement agreement with which she was unfamiliar.72
As Ms. Sloan Moody stated, “[w]e were not a party to this settlement, and I can’t speak to what
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the intent of this language means.”73 She went on to affirm that “[w]e are open to continuing to
collaborate with Lancaster and other cities in our service area.”74
CalChoice requests that all communications in any CCA area include the logos of both
SCE and the CCA.75 This is not appropriate or necessary because SCE’s Charge Ready 2
program will be available and marketed to all eligible customers. Cobranding is not necessary to
prevent CCA customers from mistakenly believing that they are ineligible by virtue of their
status as CCA generation customers. CalChoice does not provide evidence that SCE customers
who receive SCE bills for SCE electric service and participate in SCE programs would
incorrectly believe that because their generation provider happens to be a CCA they would
therefore be ineligible to participate in Charge Ready 2. SCE will clearly state program
eligibility requirements in the materials and provide contact information for customers that have
questions or would like additional information.76 In fact, cobranding would contradict
CalChoice’s next recommendation, that marketing “be applicable to all customers” and “remain
neutral.”77 There is no reason that CCAs need to “endorse” any marketing for an SCE
infrastructure program that has been approved by the Commission.
CalChoice also recommends that SCE “be directed to work with its CCA partners in
implementing ME&O.”78 This recommendation is unnecessary as SCE always works in good
faith with the CCAs in its jurisdiction as well as any other third parties with whom it partners in
implementing its programs. Although SCE does not agree that CalChoice’s proposed
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modifications are necessary or appropriate, SCE has committed to continuing collaborating with
Lancaster and other cities and CCAs on the implementation of Charge Ready 2.79
CalChoice has provided no evidence that Commission action is necessary to ensure that
Charge Ready 2 will be “equally available to unbundled customers” and “are designed with the
intent to serve unbundled customers equally from the onset.”80 As SCE has repeatedly
confirmed, including in response to CalChoice’s protest of SCE’s Charge Ready application and
in rebuttal testimony, Charge Ready 2 will be available and marketed to all eligible customers,
regardless of whether they are bundled service customers or receive generation services from
CCAs or other providers.81
Finally, CalChoice’s recommendation that “the Commission require that the generation
supply for any new EV charging stations under Charge Ready 2 be provided by the relevant
Community Choice Aggregator if the location owner is a CCA customer”82 is not necessary and
could conflict with the rules that govern new CCA service accounts, which allow customers to opt
out of CCA service if they choose.83 SCE will implement Charge Ready 2 in compliance with all
applicable laws, regulations, and tariffs, including the requirements for new service in a CCA’s
generation retail jurisdiction.

C.

Requiring MUDs to Provide Public Access to Charging Stations Would Discourage
MUD Participation.
Cal Advocates recommends that the Commission require sites at and adjacent to MUDs

to be publicly accessible during daytime hours.84 Cal Advocates acknowledges that the
Commission may find that this requirement unduly hinders MUD participation, and recommends
79
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as an alternative that “SCE at least should be required to give MUD participants the option to
make these chargers public.”85 Cal Advocates also recommends that SCE be required to
prioritize applicants that are willing to make these charging stations public above other MUD
applicants.86 As SCE stated, providing public access should be optional for MUD participants
(as it is for workplace participants).87 Requiring MUDs to offer public access to charging
stations would discourage MUD customers from participating in Charge Ready 2 because
allowing public access could violate homeowners association by-laws, raise safety concerns, and
potentially exacerbate issues with limited parking availability or assigned parking.88 Cal
Advocates’ witness Leon Diaz admitted that he did not actually consider these concerns in
developing the public-access requirement, and that he does not envision that MUDs would make
onsite charging stations publicly accessible.89 Mr. Leon Diaz also conceded that if this
restriction deters participation by MUDs, the increased customer benefits from adoption would
not be achieved.90 Because this restriction would limit participation in this essential sector, the
Commission should reject Cal Advocates’ proposal. As discussed above, prioritization criteria
should be established with SCE’s TE PAC.
D.

Program Flexibility Will Help Avoid Long-Term Stranded Costs.
TURN argues that Charge Ready 2 may not avoid stranded assets because SCE has not

agreed to a performance accountability metric based on utilization.91 In fact, however, SCE
designed Charge Ready 2 to avoid stranded assets. Preserving program flexibility will further
support this. SCE prudently designed Charge Ready 2 to install infrastructure where customer
85
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demand exists. In fact, SCE will not install charging infrastructure at a site unless a customer
requests that SCE do so because the site host has a charging need of its own (fleets) or to
accommodate demand from the site host’s residents (MUDs), customers (destination centers), or
employees (workplaces) wanting to charge their EVs. TURN, on the other hand, proposes a
program based on prescriptive and artificial sector-specific constraints.92 Adhering to strict
sector requirements could have the opposite of TURN’s stated goal of increasing utilization by
installing charging infrastructure based solely on sector rather than based on sites where
customer demand is high.
E.

The Commission Must Consider Many Factors in Determining Whether to Increase
Requirements for Installation of Customer-Owned Charging Stations.
SCE’s highest priority is the safety of the public and its employees and thus it has

integrated appropriate safety requirements into Charge Ready 2. SCE will ensure the safety of
all make-ready infrastructure by requiring that any such infrastructure that is not installed by
SCE employees will be performed by a contractor signatory to the International Brotherhood of
Electrical Workers (“IBEW”) holding a valid C-10 contractor’s license and using electricians
with Electric Vehicle Infrastructure Training Program (“EVITP”) certification.93
The Joint Parties suggest that the best way to ensure safety is to additionally require that
all charging stations be installed by EVITP-certified electricians and IBEW-signatory
contractors.94 The Commission must balance many factors when establishing the requirements
for Charge Ready 2. This includes, based on the record, weighing the asserted incremental
safety benefits provided by the Joint Parties’ proposed approach, along with the potential impact
to customers’ costs, installation timing, oversight requirements, and choices in the EV charging
market. The Joint Parties’ proposal is not mandated by statute, and thus should be evaluated

92

See TURN Brief, pp. 5-6, 8.

93

Exhibit SCE-1, pp.70, 75.

94

Joint Parties Brief, p. 13.

20

based upon whether the record in this proceeding illustrates it is appropriate and necessary to
address a demonstrated safety need for the expanded Charge Ready 2 program.
SCE will continue to require that all charging stations have their equipment and controls
evaluated against established standards (e.g., SAE J2836, IEEE 2030), comply with technical
standards and energy efficiency recommendations (e.g., SAE Standards J1772, J2894, J2847,
J3068; Title 20), and are listed by a nationally recognized testing laboratory.95 All SCE-owned
charging stations will be installed by SCE employees or SCE’s general contractors, who are
contractors’ signatory to the IBEW, holding a valid C-10 contractor’s license, with EVITPcertified electricians.
Consistent with SCE’s other TE programs, customers or third parties procuring, owning,
and maintaining charging stations in Charge Ready 2 are responsible for the installation of those
charging stations, including ensuring safety associated with those charging stations.96 SCE does
not manage, direct or oversee customers’ or vendors’ installation processes. Charge Ready 2
participants that own their charging station may prefer to install those charging stations using
their own in–house maintenance crews or staff electricians, who may have their own safety
requirements. Alternatively, some vendors may provide a customer with a package with
equipment and installation bundled in a single purchase, including vendor-supplied installation
crews.
The Joint Parties also state that SCE’s Charge Ready 2 proposal:
is inconsistent with D.16-01-023 insofar as its safety requirements only apply to
make-ready infrastructure (and not the actual EVSE), whereas the requirements
adopted in D.16-01-023 applied to “all construction, installation, and maintenance
of customer participant site infrastructure” and all “facilities under the Charge
Ready Program.”97
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However, “customer participant site infrastructure” was in fact defined in SCE’s Charge Ready
proposal and the settlement agreement that D.16-01-023 approved specifically to exclude the
charging stations. The settlement agreement defined customer participant site infrastructure as
“panels, ‘make-ready’ stub (including conduits and wiring), and associated infrastructure, but not
including the charging station.”98 And nothing in D.16-01-023 defines “facilities” or implies
that the “facilities” referred to would be anything other than the infrastructure installed, owned,
and maintained by SCE. In this proceeding, the Commission must determine whether requiring
installation of the charging stations by EVITP-certified electricians and IBEW-signatory
contractors is appropriate and necessary for Charge Ready 2.
V.
CHARGE READY 2 ME&O IS CRITICAL TO INCREASE EV ADOPTION
SCE’s proposed Charge Ready 2 ME&O programs are necessary to accelerate EV
adoption within SCE’s service territory and are critical to achieving statewide clean energy
goals. SCE demonstrated that key barriers to adoption are related to consumer awareness,
including lack of familiarity with EVs, lack of understanding about the cost of EVs, range
anxiety, misperception about the safety of EVs, and concern about the performance of EVs. SCE
has a vital role to play in educating its customers and shifting perceptions around EVs, helping to
reduce the barriers and increase awareness of the benefits of EVs. Research demonstrates that
greater awareness and knowledge of EVs significantly increases EV consideration. Research
also shows consumers trust utilities to give them accurate information about EVs more so than
they trust information from the government or the auto industry.99
TURN and Cal Advocates argue that SCE’s EV Awareness Campaign and Customer
Education Program are not necessary and could be reduced or eliminated in favor of maintaining
98
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only TE Advisory Services.100 Both parties make inaccurate assumptions about SCE’s existing
and ongoing coordination to leverage private partnerships and fail to recognize how SCE’s
programs are intentionally designed to target existing gaps in addressing EV awareness barriers.
Each component of SCE’s ME&O programs serves a distinct and important purpose, and each
program feeds into, and builds off, the other programs in the ME&O portfolio. As such, all the
proposed ME&O programs are necessary to address EV adoption barriers and must be
maintained.101
SCE’s EV Awareness Campaign employs marketing tactics, such as mass media
advertising, direct marketing, outreach through local community organizations, and a new EV
Ambassador Network to encourage EV purchases. The Customer Education Program will build
on the proposed EV Awareness Campaign to provide further education about EVs through
SCE’s website, enhanced education and training materials, hands-on ride-and-drive events and
experiential events. These complementary marketing programs will work along with the TE
Advisory Services and the Charge Ready 2 Marketing Program to familiarize SCE’s customers
with EVs and increase their awareness of the long-term savings associated with driving them, the
incentives that are available to help offset the up-front cost of purchasing them, and the safety
and performance of EVs. Without these efforts, there would be a significant gap in addressing
EV adoption barriers that could inhibit EV sales and diminish the overall benefits of SCE’s
vehicle electrification efforts.102
TURN and Cal Advocates criticize SCE’s ME&O proposals, but provide no evidence of
what would be necessary for appropriate ME&O efforts to increase EV awareness and adoption
and support state goals. Cal Advocates’ witness Dooley admitted that she had not conducted
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such an analysis.103 Ms. Dooley also admitted that she was not aware whether Electrify America
or other campaigns will provide the type of information that SCE intends to provide through its
ME&O programs or how much funding from those campaigns will be devoted to efforts in
SCE’s service territory.104
SCE provided evidence that the Charge Ready 2 ME&O programs meet the requirements
for ME&O outlined in the 2016 ACR.105 They will: (1) continue to leverage existing resources
to avoid duplication, (2) reach a specific audience, and (3) deliver specific messages relevant to
the target audience. The efficacy of the programs will be measured and reported annually in
reports filed with the Commission.106 SCE’s proposed Charge Ready 2 ME&O programs are
necessary to accelerate EV adoption within SCE’s service territory beyond what can be done
with infrastructure investment alone. The proposed programs will greatly assist in meeting
California’s clean energy goals for air quality and greenhouse gas reductions. The four
components of the Charge Ready 2 ME&O—the EV Awareness Campaign, the Customer
Education Program, TE Advisory Services, and the Charge Ready 2 Marketing Campaign—
work in concert and complement each other.107
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VI.
CHARGE READY 2 INCLUDES APPROPRIATE PERFORMANCE
ACCOUNTABILITY MEASURES
SCE has proposed to use metrics to measure its Charge Ready 2 performance: (1) 30
percent of ports deployed in DACs and (2) 15 percent of ports deployed in MUDs.108 TURN
argues that SCE’s proposed performance accountability measures are insufficient because
dedicated program funds for those sectors may not remain available for the entire program
duration and because they “do not include mechanisms to actually hold the utilities accountable
if these targets are not achieved.” Instead, TURN proposes utilization metrics with shareholder
penalties.109 Cal Advocates supports SCE’s proposed DAC metric, but argues that SCE should
have a 20 percent MUD metric and that the DAC and MUD metrics should be binding.110
A.

Reserved Funds Should Be Available To Any Segment After Two Years.
The Commission should reject proposals to make these targets binding because the

portion of customers in these segments that will be interested in participating is unknown.111 If
sufficient MUD and DAC demand doesn’t materialize within the first half of the program,
reserved funds should be released to any available market segment. Charging stations in other
segments could serve residents of MUDs or DACs, for example if customers living in those
locations have charging available at their workplaces. As Ms. Bowman testified, “by increasing
the workplace and public destinations, you’re giving more options to residents of multi-unit
dwellings to charge places other than their residence. If you didn’t have that infrastructure
available to them, then it would be much more difficult for them to charge.”112
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Further, the Commission should reject Cal Advocates’ unsubstantiated recommendation
to require SCE to reserve 40 percent of its Charge Ready 2 budget for MUDs for the first three
years of the program.113 Cal Advocates does not provide any justification for reserving 40
percent of the program funds to achieve a 20 percent MUD target. Waiting until the final year of
the program to release a large portion of the funds would limit SCE’s ability to serve customers
that are ready and willing to install charging infrastructure and begin providing benefits to all
customers.
B.

Utilization is Not an Appropriate Metric.
TURN’s proposed port utilization metric is not appropriate for two important reasons.

First, port utilization does not reflect customer benefits from the program. Second, TURN’s
proposal for removing infrastructure from rate base does not align with the principles of group
depreciation.
TURN’s proposed metric is not an accurate measurement of customer benefits. As
SCE’s witness Sloan Moody testified, chargers with lower utilization rates can still provide
important customer benefits, including increased EV adoption and decreased range anxiety.114
Moreover, TURN’s calculation for producing this 7 percent figure is flawed in that it artificially
inflates the utilization percentage by assuming a low port demand. This miscalculation increases
the utilization percentage target by 33 percent, which does not represent results realized through
the Charge Ready Pilot.115
Additionally, a percentage utilization requirement is inappropriate because many factors
unrelated to benefits and outside of SCE’s control can impact a charger’s utilization. First, a
driver’s charging level choice (i.e., Level 1 or Level 2) can impact the total throughput at a site if
vehicles using Level 1 charging are occupying charging spaces and preventing other vehicles
from charging. This may be the case regardless of how many EVs were purchased as a result of
113
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the newly available charging stations at the site. The type of vehicles that are using the charging
stations can impact the total kWh throughput at a site (e.g., Chevy Volt EV limits charging to 3.3
kW while different model years of Nissan Leaf range from 3.3 kW to 6.6 kW). The mileage
driven by site tenants will also impact total throughput and utilization calculations regardless of
how influential the availability of program charging stations was in the driver’s vehicle purchase
decision. As such, sites with low-mileage drivers may have lower utilization even if EV
adoption at those site increases due to the program. Furthermore, utilization metrics alone do not
capture whether drivers are charging consistently with beneficial grid conditions—away-fromhome charging would also need to be available and incentivized to ensure greater consistency in
daytime charging in accordance with grid needs.116
TURN responds to SCE’s claim that it arbitrarily measures utilization at the three-year
mark by stating that SCE would also oppose a utilization metric if hypothetically measured after
five years instead of three.117 What TURN’s argument fails to acknowledge, however, is that site
utilization increases over time, including over the entire useful life of the infrastructure, which
extends much beyond five years.118
Finally, TURN’s proposal to assign to shareholders the cost of infrastructure failing to
achieve a 7 percent utilization threshold is fundamentally unfair and violates traditional
ratemaking practices. TURN’s proposal is fundamentally unfair because it would assign to
shareholders the cost of assets that do not achieve the 7 percent utilization threshold, while
failing to provide additional return for assets exceeding TURN’s proposed threshold. Such a
proposal violates cost-of-service ratemaking practices. In cost-of-service ratemaking, utility
customers receive the benefit of long-lived assets and pay for a proportional share of the costs
(including a return of and on the assets) over the assets’ expected useful life regardless of the
assets’ utilization. A utility pole does not receive a different level of return or cost recovery
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based on the number of customers it serves (for example, poles in rural areas serving fewer
customers will be recovered over the same period of time and by the same customers as a pole in
a dense urban environment that is more highly utilized). TURN’s proposal rejects this long-held
cost recovery practice and attempts to create a new standard for utility service that is beyond the
scope of this proceeding. By moving away from cost-of-service ratemaking, TURN’s proposal
increases the risk of investment in the program and may hinder efforts to achieve wider
availability of EV charging stations and thereby impact the state’s ability to meet its GHG and
air quality goals.119
VII.
SCE’S COST RECOVERY PROPOSAL IS CONSISTENT WITH FERC ACCOUNTING
GUIDELINES AND COMMISSION PRECEDENT
A.

FERC Regulations Require SCE to Capitalize Utility-Owned Infrastructure.
TURN argues that customer-side (“behind-the-meter”) infrastructure costs should be

recovered immediately as an operating expense.120 TURN supports its position that
infrastructure on the customer side of the meter does not need to be capitalized by referencing
the Commission’s decision regarding an SDG&E residential EV charging program.121 While
that decision is distinguishable for many independent reasons, it is remarkable to note that
without the necessary regulatory incentive to invest in the infrastructure, SDG&E elected instead
simply not to implement its proposed program.122
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Under SCE’s proposed program design, customers have the option to have SCE finance,
own, and operate all of the infrastructure required to provide service to the make-ready stub.
SCE carefully designed each element of its Charge Ready 2 program to address key barriers to
adoption, including charging availability.123 SCE provided evidence that this barrier remains an
important barrier.124 SCE is offering customers the option to install the customer-side
infrastructure, but believes offering the full make-ready installation is a necessary option to
facilitate participation by customers without the expertise or desire to procure and install
electrical infrastructure. TURN provides no evidence that a program without an option for the
utility to install and operate the entire make-ready infrastructure would address barriers to EV
adoption or facilitate customer participation.
For customers electing to have SCE install, own, and maintain the entire make-ready
infrastructure, SCE’s behind-the-meter assets will have the same ownership and maintenance
obligations as the balance of SCE’s in-front-of-the-meter infrastructure.125 When the operating
requirements for the behind-the-meter costs are the same as in-front-of-the-meter costs, FERC
accounting guidelines require the costs to be capitalized.126 TURN does not dispute this.127
TURN instead appears to be arguing solely that customers should own the customer-side
infrastructure, without explaining how this proposal, without an option for utility ownership of
the infrastructure, would address the complexity for customers of procuring and installing
complicated electrical infrastructure.
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TURN supports its argument by summing the decades-long capital revenue requirement
and comparing it to the revenue requirement using TURN’s expense proposal.128 Ignoring the
issues created by TURN’s comparison of nominal dollar revenue requirements,129 that simplistic
analysis also fails to recognize the burden that TURN’s “expense” proposal would assign solely
to current customers, in contravention of the reality that Charge Ready 2 will benefit customers
many years into the future.130 SCE’s proposal is consistent with traditional ratemaking, FERC
accounting guidance, and achieves fair allocation of costs to customers receiving the benefit of
the assets.
B.

SCE’s Proposed Balancing Account and Reporting Provide Appropriate Visibility
of Program Costs.
TURN and Cal Advocates recommend creating a separate one-way balancing account to

track the funds used for the New Construction Rebate program.131 A separate balancing account
for this one item is unnecessary, as SCE will provide details of all of the Charge Ready 2
program capital expenditures and O&M expenses by program categories in annual reports.132
In general, a balancing account is used to record the revenue requirements associated
with the total costs of a project or program that has a unique Commission decision and
authorization separate from the GRC or any other proceeding. And, although a balancing
account provides a formal mechanism for cost recovery and review of the recorded revenue
requirements, under most circumstances it is not the most useful format for reviewing cost
details. In addition to annual reporting, SCE will present a full showing of Charge Ready 2
recorded costs, including rebates, in its annual ERRA Review proceedings, and this showing of
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recorded costs will reflect the revenue requirements recorded in the Charge Ready 2 sub-account
in the CRPBA.133
C.

After-the-Fact Reasonableness Review within a Commission-Approved Cap is
Unnecessary.
TURN recommends that the Commission conduct an after-the-fact reasonableness review

of Charge Ready 2 spend “to determine if program requirements, including TURN’s
performance accountability measures and minimum deployment metric, have been met.”134 A
hindsight review tied to outcomes that will be in many cases outside of SCE’s reasonable
control, however, would be subjective, onerous, unfair, and unnecessary for spend incurred
within a Commission-approved cap. SCE’s cost estimates and assumptions have been
thoroughly litigated in this proceeding and, therefore, the Commission should determine that all
Charge Ready 2 spend up to the authorized level will be considered per se reasonable if SCE
meets all requirements of the Commission decision approving the program. This approach is
consistent with Commission precedent in other large and successful infrastructure deployments,
including SCE’s SmartConnect deployment of over 5 million meters.135
VIII.
RECOVERING CHARGE READY 2 COSTS THROUGH DISTRIBUTION RATES IS
CONSISTENT WITH COMMISSION PRECEDENT AND COST-CAUSATION
PRINCIPLES
TURN and Cal Advocates recommend that SCE collect all revenues related to Charge
Ready 2 through the Public Purpose Programs (“PPP”) charge as a non-bypassable charge using

133

Exhibit SCE-2, p. 45.
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TURN Brief, p. 28.
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See D.08-09-039, Appendix A, p. 9 (“Deployment Period expenditures of up to $1,633.5 million shall
be deemed reasonable and the revenue requirement associated with actual Deployment Period
expenditures up to that funding level shall be recovered in rates without any after-the-fact
reasonableness review.”)
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the equal cents/kWh allocation method, rather than through distribution rates and using the
distribution allocator, as proposed by SCE.136 TE programs are intended to benefit all
Californians and, therefore, TURN and Cal Advocates argue, all customers should pay equally
for the climate change mitigation and air pollution reduction benefits that they will receive from
Charge Ready 2.137 Furthermore, TURN and Cal Advocates argue that using the distribution
allocator would disproportionally burden residential customers and that TE assets do not drive
distribution costs.138
Although SCE agrees with TURN and Cal Advocates that TE programs benefit all
customers, SCE disagrees with the assertion that TE investments are not distribution system
assets. TURN and Cal Advocates have not demonstrated why costs properly functionalized as
distribution should be recovered through the PPP charge on an equal cents/kWh basis. Charge
Ready 2 costs should be recovered through distribution rates using the distribution allocator
because the expenditures are for distribution assets and the associated labor and non-labor
costs.139 TURN’s and Cal Advocates’ briefs fail to provide sufficient record evidence to justify
deviating from the Commission’s long-standing policy regarding cost causation in revenue
allocation and rate setting. SCE continues to maintain that any change to the established
functional allocation of revenue should be reviewed within the framework of a GRC Phase 2,140
or similar rate setting proceeding, where issues related to revenue allocation and rate design are
litigated by the relevant interested parties.
Overall benefits to all customers are maximized when rates are set and assessed based on
the drivers of costs. The principle of cost causation ties together the facilities that define the

136

TURN Brief, pp. 34; Cal Advocates Brief, p. 45.
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TURN Brief, p. 34; see also Cal Advocates Brief, p. 45.
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Id.
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Exhibit SCE-2, p. 43.

140
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costs, the load attributes of peak demand and energy that contribute to costs in specific ways
depending on the temporal pattern of the load, and the pricing structure that gives customers
visibility to costs drivers through time-variant pricing signals. Reducing utility costs in the longrun is the primary objective of basing revenue allocation and rate setting on functionalized costs.
Contrary to Cal Advocates’ assertion that revenue allocation and rate design are completely
separate,141 the principle of cost causation would have these two areas of pricing aligned to
reflect the overall levels of cost contribution (revenue allocation), and to set pricing such that
customers respond to reduce overall costs (rate design). Cal Advocates is correct that for some
segments, residential in particular, pricing deviates from the principle of cost causation. For the
residential class, the deviation is made in order to address affordability concerns, which are
viewed as a higher priority for this segment.142 However, in the case of TE, SB 350 established
accelerating TE, facilitating grid management, and integrating renewable energy as primary
goals for TE programs and rates, with affordability (i.e., lower fueling costs) partially gained
when charging is performed in a manner consist with grid condition.143 For this purpose,
aligning revenue allocation and rate design is most effective. This ensures the price signals
established in rate design encourage cost-effective charging, which ultimately reduces rate levels
through a reduced allocation of revenue to the segment. This cycle of pricing signals leading to
load management and lower utility cost embodies the principle of cost causation. SCE agrees
with EPUC’s statement that “Cost allocation and rate design must correctly signal the costs of
charging at various hours to encourage electric use at the right time.”144
141

Cal Advocates Brief, p. 50.
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Ironically, Cal Advocates’ example regarding reduced residential peak (default 4:00 pm to 9:00 pm)
to off-peak rate ratios illustrates that dampened pricing signals can lead to constant or higher overall
rate levels due to the price signal not being aligned with the marginal cost drivers (loads at time of
generation and distribution system peaks) used in revenue allocations. In Cal Advocates’ example,
the pricing in the high-cost periods may not convey a strong enough signal to encourage changes to
usage patterns that would reduce marginal cost drivers during these periods.
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Expenditures made for the benefit of all customers should not be recovered in an
arbitrarily different fashion that advantages one group of customers at the expense of others.
Allocation factors used for PPP allocation are based on a rate class’s proportion of total system
revenues rather than specific costs within in a particular function. A change to the PPP allocator
thus has the effect of disconnecting cost recovery from the drivers of those costs, and
establishing a somewhat unrelated marker as the basis for allocation. The potential for this
arbitrary result (in this case, benefiting residential customers at the expense of non-residential
customers) underscores the importance of utilizing consistent revenue allocations based on the
functional nature of the cost items. The Commission has appropriately determined that TE
infrastructure programs “are related to the distribution system and are appropriately recovered
through distribution rates.”145 To the extent the Commission or parties want to explore such a
dramatic change in allocation, the proposal should be evaluated in a GRC Phase 2 proceeding. A
decision regarding a shift of allocation and revenue from Distribution to PPP in this proceeding
would exclude the input from stakeholders who just recently agreed to specific allocations for
each function in SCE’s 2018 GRC Phase 2 proceeding (A.17-06-030). Thus, the appropriate
venue to litigate allocation and recovery of TE-related costs is a GRC Phase 2, or other
appropriate rate setting proceeding, where all relevant stakeholders are represented. In such a
proceeding, parties can review the costs, the drivers of those costs, and purpose of those costs, to
jointly create a solution that is amenable to all parties impacted by changing the functional
treatment of TE costs.
TURN and Cal Advocates have not presented information demonstrating the distribution
infrastructure to be installed under Charge Ready 2 is in any way different from the
infrastructure installed for other distribution-related projects involving transformation, ducts,
structures, cables, and distribution-related labor. For these reasons, the Commission should deny
TURN’s and Cal Advocates’ proposal to recover rates through the PPP charge.
145

D.18-05-040, pp. 123-124. See also D.18-01-024, Ordering Paragraph (OP) 23, authorizing SCE to
recover costs for its TE programs through distribution rates.
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IX.
CONCLUSION
For the reasons discussed above, SCE’s Charge Ready 2 proposal satisfies the applicable
statutory and regulatory criteria and should be approved by the Commission without
modification.
Respectfully submitted,
ANNA VALDBERG
ANDREA L. TOZER

By:

/s/ Andrea L. Tozer
Andrea L. Tozer

Attorneys for
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY
2244 Walnut Grove Avenue
Post Office Box 800
Rosemead, California 91770
Telephone:
(626) 302-6713
Facsimile:
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E-mail:
Andrea.Tozer@sce.com

Dated: April 12, 2019
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