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Response of the Office of Ratepayer advocates 

TO SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY’S 

PETITION FOR MODIFICATION OF DECISION 05-10-044

Pursuant to Rule 47(f) of the Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure, the Office of Ratepayer Advocates (ORA) submits this response to Southern California Edison Company’s (SCE) November 28, 2005, Petition for Modification of Decision No. (D.) 05-10-044, “Interim Opinion Approving Various Emergency Program Changes in Light of Anticipated High Natural Gas Prices in the Winter of 2005-2006.”  In its Petition, SCE asks the Commission to exempt it from the winter shut-off moratorium, as adopted in D.05-10-44, because it is an electric utility.   In the alternative, SCE recommends that D.05-10-044 be modified to limit the shut-off moratorium to low-income customers only.


ORA recommends that the Commission deny SCE’s Petition because SCE does not provide any new information or circumstance that would warrant modification of D.05-10-044.  In the decision, the Commission specifically addressed whether the shut-off moratorium should apply to SCE, an electric utility, and concluded that it should.  (D.05-10-044, p. 27).  


At the center of SCE’s current argument, as well as that made before D.05-10-044 was issued, is the fact that its electric customers face high bills in the summer, in contrast to the high bills realized by gas customers in the winter.  SCE asserts that the winter shut-off moratorium program, by allowing 50% of winter bills to be paid off over time during subsequent months, including the summer months, would exacerbate the normally higher electric summer bills.  In support of its Petition, SCE offers numerical tables illustrating various scenarios of an average residential customer affected by the shut-off moratorium.

Although these tables, and SCE’s additional explanation of the issues justifying exemption from the shut-off moratorium provide a better understanding of its concerns, they merely illustrate their prior argument that gas utility bills are high in winter, whereas electric bills are higher in summer.  Their prior argument was well understood by the ALJ and the Commission in D. 05-10-044.  In fact, the Commission specifically acknowledged this argument when rejecting SCE’s earlier request to be exempt from the shut-off moratorium. (D.05-10-044, p. 27)  The Commission reasoned that for the most part an electric utility customer is also a gas utility customer, and as such the electric customer will benefit by the program during this coming winter.  This conclusion is not altered by any of the argument or tables in SCE’s Petition.  Therefore, because it does not set forth new information or circumstances supporting any change in the Commission’s conclusions in D.05-10-044, SCE’s Petition should be denied.

Respectfully submitted,

/s/  Rashid A. Rashid
Rashid A. Rashid
Attorney for the Office of Ratepayer Advocates

California Public Utilities Commission

505 Van Ness Ave.

San Francisco, CA 94102

Phone: (415) 703-1697
December 28, 2005 



Fax: (415) 703-2262
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that I have this day served a copy of the ‘RESPONSE OF THE OFFICE OF RATEPAYER ADVOCATES TO SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY’S PETITION FOR MODIFICATION OF DECISION 05-10-044” in R.04-01-006 by using the following service:

[ X ] E-Mail Service: sending the entire document as an attachment to all known parties of record who provided electronic mail addresses.

[   ] U.S. Mail Service:  mailing by first-class mail with postage prepaid to all known parties of record who did not provide electronic mail addresses.

Executed on December 28, 2005 at San Francisco, California.

	/s/ HALINA MARCINKOWSKi

	Halina Marcinkowski


Executed in San Francisco, California, on the 28th day of December, 2005.

NOTICE

Parties should notify the Process Office, Public Utilities Commission, 505 Van Ness Avenue, Room 2000, San Francisco, CA  94102, of any change of address and/or e-mail address to insure that they continue to receive documents.  You must indicate the proceeding number on the service list on which your name appears.
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