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ALJ/PM6/abb 1/30/2026

01/30/26

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNPAM
C2506027

Holly A. Carlyle and Jeffery A.
Burgess,

Complainants

V8. Case 25-06-027

Southern California Edison Company
(U338E),

Defendant.

E-MAIL RULING TO ACCEPT LATE FILED RESPONSE

Dated January 30, 2026, at San Francisco, California.

/s/ PATRICIA B. MILES

Patricia B. Miles
Administrative Law Judge

597308865 -1 -



C.25-06-027 ALJ/PM6/abb

From: Miles, Patricia <Patricia.Miles@cpuc.ca.gov>

Sent: Friday, January 30, 2026, 2:34 PM

To: CaseAdminTeamSupportGroupList@sce.com; martin.nakahara@cpuc.ca.gov;
angela.l.whatley@sce.com;Patricia.Miles@cpuc.ca.gov; Tariffs.Manager@sce.com;
JeffBurgess1965@iCloud.com;HollyACarlyle@iCloud.com;Case. Admin@sce.com;
Sachiko.Yoshitsugu@cpuc.ca.gov;Anna.Valdberg@sce.com;pauline.nguyen@sce.com
Cc: AL] Docket Office@cpuc.ca.gov; ali_supportid@cpuc.ca.gov;
W.Anthony.Colbert@cpuc.ca.gov

Subject: RE: C.25-06-027: Holly A. Carlyle and Jeffery A. Burgess (Complainants) vs.
Southern California Edison (SCE) - E-MAIL RULING TO ACCEPT LATE FILED
RESPONSE

To Parties and Others on the Official Address List:

SCE filed a written Motion to Dismiss Complaint on October 7, 2025. The California
Public Utilities Commission’s (Commission) Docket Office determined that
Complainant’s Opposition to SCE’s Motion to Dismiss was late filed because
Complainant’s Opposition to the Motion to Dismiss [assigned Efile Control 224274] was
received on October 23, 2025, from Complainants Holly A. Carlyle and Jeffrey Burgess.

The Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure - Rule 11.1(e) specifies that
“Responses to written Motions must be filed and served within 15 days of the date
that the motion was served. Accordingly, Docket Office determined that, pursuant to
Rule 11.1, Complainants had until close of business on October 22, 2025, to file their
Opposition. The Docket Office, therefore, rejected the Complainant’s Opposition to the
Motion to Dismiss.

The Assigned Commissioner’s Scoping Memo and Ruling dated January 12, 2026,
grants an Extension of Time (to January 26, 2026) for Complainants to respond to the
Motion to Dismiss. Therefore, the Complainant’s Opposition filed October 23, 2025,
may now be accepted by the Docket Office.

It Is So Ruled. The Docket Office shall formally file this Ruling.

Patricia B. Miles (she, her, hers)
Administrative Law Judge
California Public Utilities
Commission

415.703.3180
patricia.miles@cpuc.ca.gov
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C.25-06-027 AL]/PM6/abb

From: Nakahara, Martin M. <martin.nakahara@cpuc.ca.gov>

Sent: Thursday, January 29, 2026, 11:56 AM

To: hollyacarlyle@icloud.com; Jeffburgess1965@icloud.com

Cc: Patricia.Miles@cpuc.ca.cov; AL] Docket Office@cpuc.ca.gov;
martin.nakahara@cpuc.ca.gov

Subject: C.25-06-027: Holly A. Carlyle and Jeffery A. Burgess, Complainants Response
to Edison's Company Motion to Dismiss, received 10/23/2026 [Efile Control 224274 ]

Good Morning.

I am a Senior Legal Analyst in the Docket Office of the CPUC and I was
requested to review your matter with SoCal Edison to determine if all documents
tendered for filing had been reviewed & filed or rejected.

I just reviewed The document you tendered for filing was delivered on October
23,2025, and is entitled: 1 -2026-01-29T111849.739.pdf

At the present time, we are unable to file said document bec it was received
LATE on October 23, 2025. Here’s the Math:

10-07-2025: Edison filed & served its Motion to Dismiss Complaint. Results.

POSSIBLE REMEDY: As a suggestion, only, you may file a MOTION TO LATE-
FILE YOUR RESPONSE TO EDISON’S MOTION TO DISMISS, which should
include a factual reason for the delay in filing the Response on time. Said Motion
should include a Declaration under Penalty of Perjury as to the salient facts
underlying the sequence leading to the delay.

Please copy me on that Motion when it is filed. Thank you.

Best Regards.

Martin M. Nakahara

Senior Legal Analyst - Docket Office

E-mail: Martin.Nakahara@cpuc.ca.gov

Tele: (I am now working remotely, so If you need to speak with me, please send me an E-mail &
[ will determine if a telephone contact is necessary.)
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