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Caffornia Public Utiitles Commission

QRA D‘V!S‘ON OF RATCD AVET Arvrem areme

August 20, 1992

TO: ALL CLASS A WATER UTILITIES SERvCE Couonny
WEITIAN azrs e

Subject: Combining of Water Utility Districts

Gentlemen:

In an effort to decrease the work load associated with the large
number of rate cases each year, the staff of the Division of

Ratepayer Advocates .and representatives of Class A water

utilities have met and developed the criteria and procedures for
combining districts of Class A water utilities. Enclosed is the
"Guidelines for Combining of Water Districts. "

LIt is requested that multi-district Class A water utilities
perform surveys for the purpose of combining districts according
to the Guidelines and inform the staff by October 1992, of your
intent and the names of those districts that will be combining.

The draft of the justification and comparative data of the
proposed combining districts should be ready for discussion in-
the November 1992 Cwa Meeting.

If you have any questions, please call Han Ong, Supervisor of
Large Water Utilities Section, at (415) 703-1138.

Very truly yours,

I G0l By

JOHN- YAGER, Manager
Energy and Water 0O/C Branch

Enclosure

€c: Joe Young, CWA President
Daniel Conway
Joel Dickson
Stan Ferraro
John Barker
Han Ong

¥




GUIDELIRES
FOR
COMBINING OF WATER UTILITY DISTRICTS
FOR RATE~MAKING AND
PUBLIC-UTILITIES COMMISSION REPORTING PURPOSES
Background

At the present time, the majority of Class A Water Utilities
consist of several districts for rate-making and Public
Utilities Commission reporting purposes. Many of these district-
boundaries are the result of smaller companies being purchased
by the larger companies with the original smaller company
becoming a disﬁrict of the acquiring company.

In an effort to decrease the regulatory case load associated
with the large number of rate-making districts, the Public
Utilities Commission DRA Staff has suggested that utilities
consider combining several of their present rate-making
districts. Several df the companies have also indicated an
interest in combining districts. Therefore, on June 11, 1992,
répresentatives of the water utilities met with Mr. Han Ong of
the DRA Staff to establish the criferia and procedures for

combining districts as discussed below.

Criteria For Combining Distriects

The following were established as the four criteria to be met
when considering the combining of districts;
1. Proximity

The districts must be within close proximity to each other.

It would not be a requirement that the districts be



districts often consist of separate Systems which are not
connected. It was suggested that districts within 10 miles
of each other would meet the location criteria.
2. Rate Comparability

Present and projected future rates shonld be relatively
close with rates of one district no more thén 25% greater
than rates in the other district or districts. Ta lessen
the rate impact of combining districts it may be necessary

to phase-in the new rates over several years.

3. Water Supply.

Scurces of supply should be similar. If one district is
virtually dependent upon purchased- water, while ancther
district has its own source of supply, future costs could
change by a greater gpercent for one district versus the
other. This could result in significantly different rates
in the future even if present rates were quite similax.
4. QOperation
The districts should be operated in a similar manner. For
example, if a single district manaée: presently operates two
or more districts and the billing system is common to tﬁe
same districts, such. an operation would support the
combinatiop of the districts.
It was agreed that no districts would be combined for the
express purpose of having one district subsidize another. It
was also agreed that there was no specific intent in developing

a2 single statewide rate for any of the multi-district water
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reduce the regulatory case load for both the Public Utilities
Commission Staff and the individual water utilities without
adverse affect on the utilities’ customers.

Procedures for Combining Districts

All water wutilities are first requested to review their
existing districts to determine which meet fhe criteria
discussed above. For those districts which do meet the
criteria, the following prdéednre is to be followed. This
procedure is based on the Commission approving the combinaﬁion
of two or more districts as rart of a general rate case filing.
1. At lease nine months prior to tﬁe scheduled Notice of Intent

filing date, the utility should request DRA Staff approval,

by letter, for combining districts. This letter should be
accompanied by documentation as required to show compliance
with the criteria discussed above.

2. Within six months of the scheduled Notice of Intent filing
date, the DRA Staff, by letter, will either approve or
disapprove the combination. _

3. If DRA Staff approves the combinafion, the utility will be
allowed to file its Notice of Intent anﬁ rate caée
application based on the revenue requirement . for the
newly combined district, and the DRA Staff will not oppose
the combination in the rate case proceeding. However, the
company must be prepared to- support its request if any

intervenor should challenge the request.




individual district until such time as +the Commission
approves that the districts be combined. The annual report
to the Commission for the célendar year in which the
combination was approved should be made on a combined
district basis.

It is expected in some cases it may be necessary to blend
the implementation of new identical rates. This could
result from the rates in one district having a
proportionately larger or smaller service charge component
than the other or rates in one district being higher or
lower than the other. To accommodate such a possibility it
will be necessary to provide separate water use forecasts
for the districts beiﬁg combined, until the rates have been

combined.
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Low-Income for Class A Water Companies
Number of Number of
Financial Participating | Participating
Average customer Mechanism for | Customers Customers
Name Savings Discount Description Program Funding (2011} (2010)
Surcharge in
Apple Valley $5.83 combination with a 1,731 1,674
surcredit of $6.93
California American Water
Monterey $8.00 - $16.00 Fixed discount Included in Rates
Larkfield $8.50 Fixed discount Costs tracked in
Ventura $8.50 Fixed discount Memorandim 5,375 5,185
Los Angeles $6.50 Fixed discount account -
Coronado $5.50 Fixed discount amoertized through
Sacramento $5.00 Fixed discount GRC or Advice
50% of the 5/8" x 3/4" service | $0.27 10 $0.41
charge for single family depending on
residential service. Cal-Water | district and flat
Varies by ratemaking also offers a "rate support rate surcharge
Cal Water district's metered service | fund” to assist cerlain high | ranges from $0.24 43,080 40998
charge, with a maximum cost districts, which is to $0.41 per
monthly subsidy of $12.00| separate to the company wide |monthly depending
per customer per month'’ low-income program. on service area
Golden State Water
Region |
Arden Cordova $3.00
Bay Point $7.00 $ 0.033 per CCF
Clearlake $16.00 on all water sold to
Los Osos $18.00 non-participating
Qjai $14.00 customers
Sata Maria $12.00
Simi Vallgy $6.00 Fixed Discount 15% reduction
on pre-conservation/tiered rate
monthly bill using average 15 $ 0.0056 per CCF 30,808 28,394
Region " 5800 Ccf for 5/8 and 3/4 inch on all water sold to
customers LT
non-participating
customers
$ 0.0035 per CCF
Region Il $8.00 on all water sold to
non-participating
customers




Booked to

$11.92

month

Great Oaks $7.95 50% of Service Charge balancing account 325 304
and amotized
Surcharge
suspended and
Park $5.50 Fixed Discount surcredit 2,137 2,094
established due fo
overcellections
San Gabrie}
3110-02 Memorandum
Los Angeles $15.03 Account offset by
$25.05 costs included in
$8.60 rates {revenue
$12.90 deficit due to
50% off Service Charge 1" or | discounts spread
’ I ¢ over other rates). 21,944 20,401
smaller ]
Fontana Dl_fft_arence qf
subsidies provided
and subsidies
estimated in rates
are tracked in
$21.50 memo account,
San Jose $8.26 15% of total water bill 7,633 8,342
$0.031 per CCF fr
Suburban $6.50 Fixed Discounts all non CARW 3,823 3,862
metered customes
{20 CCF ave)
$4.25 o . " Surcharge per
Valencia $6.38 50% off Se;vnl.lc;[;harge *or customer per 387 362
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February 22, 19533

Professional Stass

PR N SR 'B. A, Davis, Dir
CAPS Standard Procedure

The purpose of this memorandum is to provide the Coemission staff snd
interested parties with a standardized procedure to implement the Comrission's
edopted pclicy on CAPS (deferrsl of a portion of & general rate increase) for
water utilities.

Backrround

At the Comrission Conference on February 4, 1982, the Commission
approved a staff recommended policy limiting rate increases for water utilities
(Attachment Ko, 1). This policy ‘provided for deferrel of ‘that portion of general

rate increases in excess of 504 for large water utill*ies and 1004 for the

smaller water utilities. This policy was-adopted to mitigate the impact of &

" -large rate increase on the utility's customers,

At the Commission Conference on August 18, 1982, the Commission
epproved a steff recommended pclicy on CAPS that the rates be reduced

to the adopted devel as soon gs the deferred revenues are provided fo the

utilities (Attachment No. 2). This modification of the CAPS policy insures
thatm;ﬁgmggtggztg‘reco?e;myhg“QQIerqdmrsvenues plus interest would be above

the sdopted level for the minimum period of time.



o : 82-@3.&23’ 82-.@

Citizens Utilitles Company petitianed for & rehearing on the method
of computation of interest on the deferred revenues contending that the monthly
compounding method should be used instesd af the simple annual metbod The
.. Commiss&0n in: Decisian 82~11~05h aated Rovemner 1?, 1982, erfirmed tbe s&mple ,-

Bnnugl matncﬂ o! compensntaon shown uﬁ ﬁppeaéix E of the follouing decisians—

The reccmmended stanﬂard prece&ures to impiem&nt CAPS vere Gistrmbute&
 for amelysis, reviev, and cammentsn ?he fallouing standard prge&ﬁure is a
consensus of the reviewing Commission stafr

| C‘iteriafhrouad Rules

“The folloving Basic c?iteria (or grounﬂ rules) shall be used for rate

water utilities. The procedures in this Memorandum gre equally applicable to
smaller {Cless B, C, and D) water utilities by substituting 100% where the text
resds 50%. B

1. The initial increase shall Bot exceed 50% except: (1) in the case
uhere the totel deferred revenue imcluding interest cannct be
recovered in three yesrs with the 30% limitation, and (2) in the
cas{;ﬁ;}e the 50% limit would be insufficient to meet operating
expenses "In the first céée, appraximstely equ&l percentege

increases should be ueed for the initial incresse and the succeeding

- snnual step increases. In the second case, the ilancrease should bde
sufficient to elimipste & negative return. In all cases, the
reéovery should occur in three yesrs to permit filing Ffor further
relief as prescribed in the Water Regulatory Lag Plén.x

2. Step rates for both deferred revepues apd attrition shall be suthorized
st l2.month intervels effective on the first of the month following the
anniversary date of the deﬂisicn authorizing the rate incresse. This
deviation from the present policy of attrition step retes being effective
on January 1 shall oply be spplicable where there is a CAP on the
amount of the spnusl rste increase,

-



o
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Lat

Interest on the deferred rate increase (deferred revenues) sghall

be computed as simple interest on an annusl basis. The annual
terest rete shell be the authorized rate of return on rate

base or such other rate as the Commission finds as reesonsble

in the decisian auﬁhoxizing the rate increase. |

4. In ceses with mul xple test years, &qy attritzon allowance (step
. rate incresses) shall be included in the CAPof 5ag;1n sy ope
| Cyesr Fcﬁevar, any innraaaa in:g____  _ HE]  pevenne qated

with adcﬁted levels of customer growth shall be. excluded in the
CAP of 50% in eny ope year.

5. The deferred rate increase Tevenues including interaat shall be .
recovered in the first step rate zncrease, provﬁded “that the '
gross increase does not exceed 50% che“wxse, the halancs of

6. The decision shall provide for a final step to reduce the rates

to the level of the adopted gross revenues for tye 1ata§§ test
Ay;é{}ﬁme_ ' _

7. The incremental rates {deferred revenue including interest) that
are greater then the adopted r&venueﬁ'shaii ﬁ§t be used in the
sumpary of esrpings filed with advice letter filings for
attrition step rate increases.

Sanrle Combhtations

Sample computations for some typical rate case situations are shown

on Attachments Nos. 3; &, and 5. These examples are not meant to be

"811 inclusive. Each rete cese, where the 50% CAP is implemented, will ultimately

be handled on a case-by-case basis using the criteria and ground rules contained

herein.




Attechment No. 3 shows an example of the Appendix to Commission
decisions for the following conditions:
Single test yesr
No attrition . .
‘€ He adepted castame‘

.ﬁecisibas fcr the follouing conditions. '

:;@- Three test yesrs .
2. pttrition step rates . :
o 3. Adopted custame“'grawth in secand and- third test years
b, Two-year deferred revenue recovery period :

"Attacbment No. 5 shovs an example of the Aupendix to Ccmmission
decisions ’ar the following conditions:

1. Very large (123.5%) increase for Class 4 utility
2. Single test yesr

3. Fo sttrition

L. No sdopted customer growth

5. Three-year deferred revenue recovery period

.RHB:KL

Qttachments

-
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subject;  "lary” “or water Utilisy Rate Increases (for Commicsion considerstion at the
Fogrusry &, 1282 Confercace)

1083 Tne fo.1cv1ﬂg pclicy be gstablished as & guiceline o staff in

i, For *hz large ubiiiti
will rrecoomend b
incrzases in oxse

thet regulariy file for rate rolicf the staff
ef be cranted wah step increaszs for recommerded
e

-

cor the smailar utilities tha: file infrequently for rate velief, a cap
of 100, shoutd be used, with ceviations granitzd in accordance with
criteria specifiey below

(1

kSt LIPS

LISTUSSION:  In respons 1< a discussion 31 the conference of January £, 1882, staff
C1Z3ted that i1 would provide the Commissior wiih 2 recommendaticn on “cepst for

watdr coniny in "°a_e-.

The primery advantzae of @ cap 55 that tn" burdan piaced on consumers in any vear~
weuld bz Timiten an? rive ircreases wiuld cccur in a more ordarly manner. Gonsume s
wourd thevaby De hettsr able to bucged {or utility incraaces during tai: period cf
repid inflation. The rain disadvantage of an inposed cap is the guesticn of fairiers
and procer notice, especially since such a cap would infirct the greata:t nardship on

]
the smailer water compenice. Another disadvantace is the possitility that the smalisr -
curnanies weuld reanct by seeking rate increases at shorter time intcrvals ane more fregquanu
rale cases wouid increass the stefl werklnod to levels that may be gifficuit to
manajge and impos2 nigher average ratec o Consumers

Te detzrmine tie extent of inc problem, rete ircrease requests over the last twe
YBArsS were raviswea., Jhe 1Rrger water utilities fited 26 applicaticns for rate
ircreases, of whicn 7 werc zutnurized increases in excess of 20i. Six of these were
application. by PG&E feor @ 1G?u test year, and rate relief was autnorized as step
increases in view of thele:athy pericd since the oriar filings., The other was tne
increase authorized for Dark Mater Corrany for one ¢7f 1is swall disiricts in November
1981.

The smaller water companics Tiled €3 advice letters for general rate increases, of
which only ™1 in exces:z of 1307 wes grented. Sprirg Crest Mater and Powar Conpany
vhich serves 15 cusconsrs near Paim Desar’, Riversidz Courty, wes authorized a rate

JRCrease of 233% on Ccteber 8, 1980, Howsver, this 1qfrease produced only $2,520 in
add1t10n31 revenue and still re<u1tac ir a negetive vate of return. It should aico

be noted that 9 comparies were authorized increases of 'Chi end that some of these
were influenced by the staff to temper their recuests.



Sheet 2 o1 ¢

T viaw of the poteatizi rerlems °F thz Comnissien issued a catice prescricing
4 23T fAr W2iE) 3rcreasa<, we recaTne.Ld thet ihz Conad-vizn cstiblish the Toliowing
eolicy. ' .

H'ta\"‘[ L;r»ﬁﬂ"'f’*hi’.ﬁ‘& Wh;;ﬂ ‘."'.
incwsgses Tor tre Targor: u~11ft1,s

e*éap. 19 reaue"

_of 331 %ny_a,taitﬁaf a’lowance w111 ne subject to this cap of :C" anchns'y:Jr;

_ For *id s@aliar ut
Y

tities filing acv;ce 1etzer3 or farmai a;;?lca igrs for genera’
rate-insresses; sitaty

11!1 not ;eccmmand increzses in excess ¢of ’DG. JﬁiﬁSS"

A IirgE?_THCIE’Sﬂ would b2 'oqu ired Lo eliminate a pegative
cate of rgturn-or Ght of pocket jeoss.
:. A large increass is based on large jnvestment for new facilities
erimarily tc mprove ser vicé, - -
EJT/dRA s

c: J. . Bodoviiz
Divigign irectors

i
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~Terence of Aucust 18, 1982

Presideat Brysen
Crr2issioner Grovelle
gomzissiener (rices
tormiesicoer Calvo
Comissisner Gravw

' u.&nwrsuwﬂC%mwcyh\wﬂip
PublicUilities Contmission — Son Froacisen -~ ¥, B, Abern, Director, Utilitics Div. !

' . o B. A. Davie, Director, Rsv. Peq. Diygi_..

B. Barkovich, Director, Policy Div.'s EﬁD

Izplementation of "Ceps” for WateT Utility Rate Increases {for Carmission
Con 1daratzcn at the August 18, 1682 Confexenﬁe)

33?“’““) TIC: The staff recoemerds that rates for wster utilities susject

—— -

- can pe roduced to the adopted lievel as soca &s the revenues de’e:red
duz to the cap are provided to the uilllities.

TIACUESION: At the Fedruary b, 1932 Cenference, the Comiszion agproved a
enirnl policy limdting annpual rute increases to 50% for large wateor wtilities
erl 1005 for exzll water utilities. = Commigzion further $nddeated tiat
gay deferred revezuzs would ba provide to the utilities with intereat., In
aticpiing to implerment this policy, & pivotal issue exerged. Afisr the
daferred prveovra sre soturned o - utility, skauld the rates be reducsd back
to whe adopted levml or be allowed to remain at the level g2t {o provide the
G:fzored revenues and interest (authorizad level)., The ettacrment prescnts
& grarhicsl representation of the two methods.

The edvanitage of the staff method 48 that the rates would be ebove the proper
gdonted 1lsvel for the ghortest time. The disadvantage vould bz the nosgidllity
of roic Instabllity 47 the deferred revenues are repaid in yoar 2, ratos aze
rraucsd %o the adonted level in wvear 3 znd the utility fil=2a3 for apnd vacoives
gasiher rate inaresie De:t,:,uninb in year b, I ths utility does not £i1e for
8 rats iocrezse in yoar 2, however, and the highir rates are zot peduced
war the provenues are returned;, tho cusdtomers would be paving an umsuthorizs
te increase beginpning in year k Urilities éo pot automstically file for
T2 Inc¢recses every three years, exnd they wight bave an incentive rot o fllg
i¢ the autlloriced revenues vere larger than the propozed ineressza. This
would be anothar advantage of the staff method.

ALTTNATIVE:  The fatiiud decision Amfy in Avplicstica W=, (0253 nsed tha

Gents pecermeaded rothel in cr&eriﬁg ths zeesvery of daferrud reventss 4n cas
yeeT and thon rodusing the raiss to thewsdopted level in yenr 3. Howsyer, at

tre coaference ¢f May 18, 1932, the Coewission. in issuing Docicicm Ko, £2-05-076
in that proea22iing, aelertsd the alternative welkod of gprecding the d2laricd
roviauss equelly over yeers 2 and 2 and keeping the rates at this higber leval
for. year k. 1bis resulis in more gtable rates for those yzars, assu=ing thad

thy atlity receiwss mrate ipcrease in the fourth yeesw,

R i e

At:achmeat ec: J. D. Reader
M. J. Purcell
¥. 2. Franklis
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ATTACHMENT RO. 3

NO ATTRITION - SINGLE TEST YEAR
DECISION DATE ~ MARCH 20, 1983; EFFECTIVE DATE - APRIL 1, 1933
(Dollars in Thousands)

Adopted Aégugtmgpt o _,Cﬁks

Jort

‘933_ _Eff&ctive Date « April l; 1933

Preseat $k38s T g s

Adosbed L qgre SR St o e ”"éﬁ?fél'ﬁﬁh'.m i

Increase 349.4  79.7% | . =:19.3 50%
1934 Effective Date = April 1, 1984 B

Present 787;9 ' . '. & 65?13

Adopted 787.9 [ @30.1 + £15.6.7 __ 933.6

Incresse ' - - S 275.8 ki.9%
1985 Effective Date - April 1, 1985 -

Present 787.9 933.6

Adopted 787.9 787.9
Increase (Decresse) - _ (145.7)(15.6%)

COMPUTATIORS

Deferred Amount
$349.4 - $219.3 = $130.1

Interest

$£30.1 x (12.0%) = 45.6

Accumulated Revenpues
Adopted CAPS Difference

1983-85 $2,363.7 $2,379.3 £15.6




DECISION TATE - ynq04 20, -Qas

KTTACHMENT 0. &
ATTRITION - THREZ TEST YEARS

EFFECTIVE DATE - APRIL 1, 1Q83
{Dollars in Thiusands) :

.........

Afinstment

CAPS

'I?f}f 'Effec**ve wane April I 1883
© Preses $35.5
. ado?tea . 727"9 P P ST
© Increase - Coshoh omeime
- A0B.LESL ective Date - April 1, 1984 - .
‘Present 791.2 * 660,22 *
Adested 862,88 o - 130.1 ¥ 15, 988.5 .
a1ﬁ¢:9§se"“ 51.&6  €.5%. K 323‘3 §&9!?%
1985 Effective Date - April 1, 1985
Present 8L7,8 = 992.1
Adopted ac2.5 ** 90z.8
Increase/{Decrease) 53.0 6.5% (85.2)  (9.0%)
® The following increases results {rom customer growth:
fear Adopted Distribution
198L 2.3 32,4
1925 §5.C §2.6
®c Tre following increases results from attrition:
Year Attrition
19§h 351.56 (3842.8 - §791.2)
1978 $55,0 (59C2.8 ~ $847.8)
. © COMPUTAT IONS
Deferred Amourt
53[‘90“ - 321903 = 513391
interest _
$130.1 x {12.0%) = $15.6
Rccumulated Revenues
Adovoted CAPS Difference
1983-1985 $2,533.5 $2,549.1 §15.6

Note that the total dollar amount of deferred revenue and payback
(interest) are not affected by customer growth and attrition,
However, the percentage amount of the annual increases are changed.
{See Attachment No. 3).

Note:



ATTACEMENT NO. 5

HNC ATTRITION - SINGLE TEST YEAR

* DECISION DATE - MARCH 20, 1983; -EFFECTIVE DATE - APRIL 1, 198}
(Dollars in Thousands)

Adooted Adjustment CAPS

18E%  Effective Date - April 1, 1983

Present 3170.C B17C.C

Adsoted 350.0 255.0

Increase 210.0  123.5% ) 85.0--50%
103L  Effective Da‘e - April 1, 1684

Present 380.0 255.0

Adovted 380.0 f2.2 + 0.37 282.5

Increase - 127.5--50% l/
1285 Effective Date - April 1, 1985

Presert 380.C 382.5

Adopted 380.0 /122.8 + 29.57 532.3

Increase - 145,8--35.2%
168¢ Effective Dete - April 1, 19%6

Present 380.0 532.3

Adopted 38¢.0 380.0
Increase/(Decrease) - (152.2)--{25.6%)

COMPUTATIONS

Deferred Amount

$210 - 885.0 = 8125.0

Distritution 2/
1984 - § (255.0 x 1.5 - 380.0) « 1,127 = 82.2
1985 - § 125.0 - 2.2 = 5122.8

Interest

1986 - 2.2 x 12% = 80.3

1985 - 122.8 x 12% x 2 yrs. = $29.5
Accurmulated Revenues
Adovoted CAPS Difference
1983-1986 $1,520.0 $1,549.8 $23.8

1/ MNote that the 50% CAP for Test Year 1984 requires that the deferred
revenue is recoversd in Test Year 1985.
2/ The factor 1.12 1s a combipation of primcipal (1.0) plus interest (12.0%).
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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

In the Matter of Application of California
Water Service Company (U 60 W), a
corporation, for an order authorizing it to
increase rates charged for water service in
the Antelope Valley District by $437,218 Application 05-08-006
or 36.94% in fiscal 2006-2007, by
$145,000 or 8.94% in fiscal 2007-2008,
and by $145,000 or 8.21% in fiscal 2008-
2009.

And Related Matters Application 05-08-007
Application 05-08-008
Application 05-08-009
Application 05-08-010
Application 05-08-011
Application (05-08-012
Application 05-08-013

(Filed August 8, 2005)
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L. INTRODUCTION

Pursuant to Rules 51.1 ef seq. of the Rules of Practice and Procedure of the
California Public Utilities Commission (“Commission”), applicant California Water
Service Company (U 60 W) (“Cal Water”) and the Diviston of Ratepayer Advocates
(“DRA”’) hereby move on behalf of all parties that the Commission grant this motion
seeking approval of a stipulation concerning the Rate Base Equalization Account
(RBEA} Settlement (“Settlement”).! The Settlement is attached to this motion as
Attachment A. The Settlement fulfills the criteria that the Commission requires for
approval of such stipulations. As explained below, the Settlement is reasonable in light
of the whole record, consistent with the law, and in the public interest. Moreover, the
Settiement commands the unanimous support of all parties in this consolidated
proceeding. For these reasons, the Commission should grant this motion and adopt the
Settlement in its decision in this matter.

IL. STATEMENT OF FACTS

A, Procedural Background

As the Commission knows, Cal Water filed eight rate applications last August for
its Antelope Valley, Bear Guich, Dominguez-South Bay, Hermosa-Redondo, Kern River
Valley, Marysville, Palos Verdes, and Redwood Valley Districts. As part of these
applications, Cal Water proposed a Rate Base Equalization Account (“RBEA”) for the
Antelope Valley, Kern River Valley and Redwood Valley Districts. (See, e.g., Exhibit E-
AV at 41-43). DRA protested the applications on September 9.

At the prehearing conference, Administrative Law Judge (“ALJ”) McVicar
consolidated the eight applications and discussed the numerous issues raised in the
proceeding, including the proposed RBEA and low income assistance programs.
(Transcript at 43:16-46:28; 49:4-50:15). At the prehearing conference, it was agreed that
Cal Water should provide notice of the proposed RBEA to customers in all twenty-four
of its districts since customers in all districts would be potentially impacted if the

proposal were adopted. (/d. at 52:15-53:14). After consulting with the Commission

! Because the Settlement resolves only one issue raised in this proceeding, it is technically a
stipulation under Rule 51.




concerning the contents of the notice, Cal Water provided notice of its proposed RBEA to
all customers. On September 26, the Commission issued a Scoping Memo and Ruling of
Assigned Commissioner (“Scoping Memo”’) which identified the issues raised in the
applications, including the proposed RBEA. Scoping Memo at 2.

Several organizations and individuals intervened in the proceeding last Autumn,
including the Lucerne Community Water Organization (“LCWQO”} in the Lucerne
division of Redwood Valley, Jeff Young (*Young”), a property owner in the Coast
Springs division of Redwood Valley, Marcos Pareas (“Pareas™), another property owner
in Coast Spring, Jack Miller (“Miller”) in the Unified Service Area of Redwood Valley,
and the Leona Valley Cherry Growers Association (“LVCGA”) in Antelope Valley.?

During the week of December 19, 2005, ORA submiitted its reports and
testimony, including Exhibit DRA-11 relating solely to the proposed RBEA. On January
9, 2006, Cal Water served its rebuttal testimony, including Exhibit CWS-4 which
responded to ORA’s exhibit concerning the RBEA.

Settlement discussions began in mid-November and have continued since then.
Cal Water, DRA and all of the Intervenors participated in portions of the settlement
discussions relating to the RBEA initially proposed by Cal Water. These discussions also
took place during the evidentiary hearings which were held at the Commission from
January 24 to January 31. As a result of these discussions, an agreement has been
reached to resolve the RBEA issue raised in the company’s applications. The parties
documented their agreement in the attached Settlement.

B. Rate Support Fund

All of the parties agree that some form of rate assistance is appropriate for the
Antelope Valley, Kern River Valley, and Redwood Valley Districts, based upon
consideration of the affordability of rates and public comment. However, instead of

adopting Cal Water’s originally proposed RBEA, the parties have instead agreed to a

2 Where appropriate, LCWO, Young, LVCGA, Pareas and Miller will be collectively referred to
as the “Intervenors.”




Rate Support Fund (“RSF”) mechanism.® As set forth in Attachment A, the RSF will
support two types of benefits: (1) a general rate assistance benefit to all customers in the
Redwood Valley, Kern River leley and Fremont Valley area in Antelope Valley, and
(2) a targeted benefit to qualifying low income customers in all three RBEA proposed
districts — Antelope Valley, Kern River Valley and Redwood Valley (Lucerne, Coast
Springs, and Unified). (Agreement at 2.) The RSF will be funded via a volumetric
surcharge on every unit of water sold by Cal Water in all twenty four of its districts, or a
per customer charge for un-metered customers on a flat rate. (/d. at 5.) The duration of
the RSF is this general rate case cycle. The RSF credits and surcharges will be booked in
a single balancing account by Cal Water. (/d.) The precise details of the parties’
agreement are spelled out in the attached Settlement.

Based upon this all party agreement to implement the proposed RSF, Cal Water
and DRA have filed this joint motion on behalf of all parties requesting the Commission
approve a stipulation adopting the Settlement. All parties have now executed the
attached Settlement. As the Settlement provides, “The Parties, by signing this
Agreement, acknowledge that they pledge support for Commission approval and
subsequent implementation of all the provisions of the Agreement.” Settlement at 1.4
Thus, Cal Water and DRA are filing and signing this motion on behalf of all parties.

III. DISCUSSION

Rule 51.1(e) requires that a stipulation or settlement be “reasonable in light of the
whole record, consistent with law, and in the public interest.” Also, because the
Settlement is sponsored by all parties, the standard articulated in Re San Diego Gas &
Elec., D. 92-12-019, 46 CPUC 2d 538, 552-553 (1992), applies as well. Under that

standard, the Commission will approve settlements where (1) they are sponsored by all

3 While Cal Water and DRA analyzed the impact of high rate base per customer in their reports,
it was only one of the factors used to decide which districts should be eligible for a benefit. As
explained in the Settlement, actual numerical recommendations for rate assistance are based on a
per customer benefit and are not tied to rate base. (Settlement at 2.)

4 The Settlement also provides that, “The Parties shall use their best efforts to obtain
Commission approval of the Agreement. The Parties shall jointly request that the Commission:
(1) approve the Agreement without change; and (2) find the Agreement to be reasonable,
consistent with law and in the public interest.” (Settlement at 6, 7 12.)



active parties, (2) those parties are fairly representative of the affected interests, (3) the
settlement does not contravene the law, and (4) the settlement documents provide the
Commission with the information needed to discharge its regulatory obligations. (Id.)
The Settiement here satisfies the criteria in both Rule 51.1(e) and D. 92-12-019. The
Commission should approve this motion and stipulation, and adopt the Settlement which
is supported by each party.

A. The Settlement Is Reasonable

The reasonableness of the Settlement is supported by DRA’s reports and
testimony, by the testimony, reports and rebuttal testimony of Cal Water, and by the
testimony and exhibits offered by the Intervenors in this proceeding. In addition, the
parties considered the affordability of the rates in the districts (i.e., income levels, usage
levels, rate base per customer, availability of public loan funds, and average bills), public
comments at the Public Participation Hearings, letters to the Commission and DRA, as
well as the impact of extraordinary water quality problems. (Settlement at 1-2.) The
parties fully considered the facts and the law. Following extensive settlement
negotiations, the parties reached a reasonable compromise on the RBEA issue which was
in contention. The settlement negotiations were accomplished at arm’s length over the
course of numerous days.

B. The Settlement Is Lawful

The parties are aware of no statutory provision or prior Commission decision that
would be contravened or compromised by the Settlement. Indeed, the Settlement here
moves water rates towards affordability for the Fremont Valley, Kern River Valley, and
Redwood Valley Cal Water customers. The Commission’s recent Water Action Plan
provides that the Commission, “will develop options to increase affordability of water
service for [low income] customers . . ..” (Water Action Plan at 5.) The issues resolved
in the Settlement are clearly within the scope of the proceeding. Moreover, the
Settlement if adopted would result in just and reasonable rates.

C. The Settlement Serves The Public Interest

Also, the Settlement is in the public interest. The Commission has explained that
a settiement which “commands broad support among participants fairly reflective of the

affected interests” and “does not contain terms which contravene statutory provisions or



prior Commission decisions” well serves the public interest. Re San Diego Gas & Elec.,
D. 92-12-019, 46 CPUC 2d at 552. In this proceeding, all of the parties have agreed on
the RSF after extensive negotiations. The parties fairly represent the affected interests.
Cal Water provides water service to the customers in the relevant districts, and DRA is
statutorily mandated with representing ratepayers in California, including those districts
not directly at issue in this consolidated proceeding. Also, the Intervenors are Cal Water
ratepayers and they come from Cal Water districts that the proposed RSF would benefit.

The principal public interest affected by this proceeding is the delivery of safe,
reliable water service at reasonable rates. The Settlement advances this interest. In
addition, Commission approval of the Settlement will provide speedy resolution of
contested issues, will save unnecessary litigation expense, and will conserve Commission
resources. The Commission has acknowledged that “[t]here is a strong public policy
favoring the settlement of disputes to avoid costly and protracted litigation.” Re PG&E,
D. 88-12-083, 30 CPUC 2d 189, 221.

D. The Settlement Conveys Sufficient Information

In addition, the parties believe that the Settlement conveys sufficient information
for the Commission to discharge its future regulatory obligations.

Thus, taken as a whole, the Settlement satisfies the Commission’s standards for

approving stipulations presented to it.




IV.  CONCLUSION

For the reasons stated above, Cal Water and DRA request on behalf of all parties

that the Commission grant this motion and adopt the Settlement attached hereto.

Dated: March 2, 2006:

Respectfully submitted,

BINGHAM McCUTCHEN, LLP
GREGORY BOWLING

Three Embarcadero Center

San Francisco, CA 94111

Telephone: (415) 393-2000

Fax: (415) 393-2286

E-mail: gregory.bowling{@bingham.com

By:

Gregory Bowling
Attorneys for Applicant
California Water Service Company

DIVISION OF RATEPAYER ADVOCATES
JASON REIGER

California Public Utilities Commission
505 Van Ness Avenue

San Francisco, Califormia 94102
Telephone: (415) 355-5596

Fax: (415) 703-2262

E-mail: JZR@cpuc.ca.gov

Jason Reiger
Attorneys for
Division of Ratepayer Advocates




CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

[ hereby certify that I have this day served a copy of “JOINT MOTION
OF CALIFORNIA WATER SERVICE COMPANY (U-60-W) AND THE
DIVISION OF RATEPAYER ADVOCATES TO APPROVE STIPULATION
CONCERNING RATE BASE EQUALIZATION ACCOUNT (RBEA)
SETTLEMENT” in Application 05-08-006, et al. by using the following service:

[ X] E-MAIL SERVICE: sending the entire document as an
attachment to an e-mail message to all know parties of record to this proceeding
who provided e-mail addresses.

[X] 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 in San Francisco, California, on the ond day of March, 2006.

/s/ ANGELITA F. MARINDA

Angelita F. Marinda

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.



BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

California Water Service Company (U 60-W), for
Authority to Increase Rates Charged for Water Service in
the Antclope Valley District by $437.218 or 36.94% m Application (J5-08-006
Fiscal Year 2006-2007; by $145,000 or 8.94% in Fiscal (Filed August 8, 2005)
Year 2007-2008; and by $145,000 or 8.21% in Fiscal Year
2008-2009.

Application 05-08-007
Applicaton 05-08-008
Application 05-08-009
And Related Matters. Application 05-08-010
Application 05-08-011
Application 05-08-012
Application 05-08-013
(Filed August 8, 2005)

RATE BASE EQUALIZATION ACCOUNT (RBEA)
SETTLEMENT

GENERAL

The Parties to this Settlement before the California Public Utilities Commuission
(Commission or CPUC) are California Water Service Company (CW'S), the Division of
Ratepayer Advocates {DRA), Lucerne Community Water Organization, Intervener Jack
Miller from Armstrong in the Redwood Valley Unified District, Intervencrs Jeffrey
Young and Marcos Pareas from the Redwood Valley Coast Springs District and the
Leona Valley Cherry Growers Association -- collectively, Parties. The Parties, desinng
to avoid the expense and inconvenience atiendant to the litigation before the
Commission, have agreed on this Settlement, which thcy now submit for adoption.

In consideration of the mutual obligations, covenants and conditions contained herein, the
Parties agree to the terms of this Agreement. Nothing in this Agreement shall be deemed
1o constitute an admission or an acceptance by any Party of any fact, principle, or
position contained herein and this Agreement is subject to the limitations described in
Section 13 with respect to the express limitation on precedent. The Partics, by signing
this Agreement, acknowledge that they pledge support for Commission approval and
subsequent implementation of all the provisions of the Agreement.

SETTLEMENT TERMS

This agreement was reached taking into account Parties original positions, the
affordability of the rates (district income levels, usage levels, rate basc per customer.
availability of public loan funds, and average bills in each district) and public comment at
the Public Participation Hearings and in letters to the CPUC and DRA. In addition,




Parties weighed the impact of any extraordinary water quality problems in reaching this
settlement.

Parties agreed on the need to provide some form of rate assistance for Antelope Valley,
Kern River Vallcy, and Redwood Valley but did not agree on the RBEA as proposed by
CWS. Parties instead propose use of a different subsidy mechanism, which they name
the Rate Support Fund (RSF). While CWS and DRA analyzed the impact of the very
high rate base per customer in their respective reports, it was just one of the factors used
in selecting which districts should be eligible for a benefit. Actual humerical
recontmendations for rate assistance are based on a per customer benefit and not tied to
rate base.

1. Rate Support Fund (RSF).
The parties agree that the RSF will bc used to support two types of benefits: (1) a general
rale assistance benelil o all customers in eligible districts; and, (2) a targeted benefit to
qualifying low income customers in all three of the RBEA proposed districts -- Antelope
Valley, Kern River Valley and Redwood Valley (Lucerne, Coast Springs, and Unificd).

2. Eligible districts.
Parties agree that Kemn River, Redwood Valley-Luceme, Redwood Valley-Coast Springs.
and Redwood Valley-Unificd are ail cligible for a general district-wide or division wide
rate assistance benefit from the RSF.' In addition, Parties agree that the customers in the
very impoverished and low water usage area of Fremont Valley in Antelope Valley arc
aiso eligible for a general rate assistance benefit, but agree that Antelope Valley as a
district should only be eligible for the more targeted low income benefit described below.
This agreement was reached taking into account Parties original positions, the
affordability of the rates -- district income levels, usage levels, rate base per customer,
availability of public loan funds, and average bills in cach district. In addition, Parties
weighed the impact of any extraordinary water guality problems in the proposed districts.

In addition, Parties agree that qualifying low income customers in Antclope Valley, Kemn
River Valley, and Redwood Valley (Luceme, Coast Springs, and Unified) are all eligible
to participate in a special low income rate assistance program designed to provide
additional targeted rate relief to those most in need of assistance.

' Redwood Valley has three divisions — Lucerne, Coast Springs and Unified.
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3. Amount of total support subsidy.

Parties agree lo the following RSF subsidy amounts for ratc assistance:

General Rate Low Income Rate

District Assistance Assistance Total
Kern River $1.034,006 $108,000 $1,142,006
Lucerne 264,447 41,160 305,607
RV — Coast Springs 50,795 1,200 51,885
RV — Unified 89,965 8,880 94 845
Antelope Valley 0 12,600 12,600
AV - Fremont Valley 93501 12,546 4,080 16,628
Total $1,451.760 $175.920 $1,627,680

These amounts assume that CWS gets a $4 million zero interest State Revolving Fund
(SRF) foan for Lucerne. The net reduction in revenuc requirement provided by this loan
to Lucernc customers is approximately $23/month.” Lucerne customers will not sce this
$23/customer reduction on their bills, becausc it is a net reduction over what bills would
have been without the SRF loan. Parties recognize that Lucerne customers will be
receiving this $23 net benefit once the loan is finalized, which when combined with the
RSF rate assistance benefit described herein of $17/customer, results in combined rate
support of approximately $40/customer per month from CWS ratepayers and the SRF
loan program.

The benefit for the Fremont Valley area of Antelope Valley is targeted to a unique
situation. In general, Antelope Valley is of average income with average residential
water usage of 33.5 Ccfs/month. When usage is normalized and compared across
districts at 10 Cefs per month, proposed Antelope Valley bills are comparable or less than
existing bills in Kern River Valley and Redwood Valley. However, the Fremont Valley
sub-area is different. QOver 50% of the houscholds are at or below 200% of federal
poverty guidelines, and average usage is 7 Cefs per month. Parties agreed to provide
seneral rate support to all households in this specitic arca.

See attached tables for a summary of CWS and DRA original postiions and for settlement
amounts as a proportion of revenue requirement. These amounts represent a COmpromise
on the part ot both CWS and DRA, as well as the other interveners.
4. Customer benefits and type of support.
a. General Support — Customer benefits.
Parties agree that the above RSF subsidies are designed to provide the following amounts

in monthly rate support per customer:

Kem River Valley $20/month/customer

2 A $4 million reduction in rate base cquates to an approximate $36/maonth reduction per customer. The
SRF loan pavment, per customer, 1s estimated to be $13/month. Therefore, the net reduction. $36 - 13,
equals a net savings of $23/customer.
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RV - Lucerne $17/month/customer

RV — Coast Springs S$17/month/customer equivalent
Partics agree that rate support in this division should be
applied fo the quantity rates to better target the beneflt to
year round permanent residents rather than vacation home
customers. This equates to $6.05/Ccf.

RV - Unified $17/month/customer equivalent
Parties agree that rate support in this division should also
be applied lo the quantity rates to better meet the needs of
the community. This equates to $1.76/Ccf.

AV - Fremont Valley $8.50/customer/month

Service area
{93501 zip code)

b. Additional targeted support for gualifving low income customers in
Antelope Valley, Kern River Valley and Redwood Valley.

Parties also recommend that a portion of the RSF support be specifically targeted to
qualifying low income customers in alf three of the proposed RBEA districts - Antelope
Valley, Kern River and Redwood Valley (Lucerne, Coast Springs, and Unified). Parties
agree that eligible low income households should receive an additional $10/month in low
incomc rate assistance. Any customer who is enrolled in either the PG&E or SCE low
income program, California Alternate Rates for Energy or CARE, and who presents proof
of that enroliment by submitting a copy of his or her electric bitl, will automaticalty
qualify for this special low income assistance. If the customer does not have electric
scrvice, he or she must meet the CPUC CARE program income limits to qualify. The
toliowing table shows the income limits in ¢ffect through May 2006.

Household Size LIEE income Limit |
1102 $27,700
3 $32,500
4 $39,200
' 5 $45,900
B 6 $52,600
Each additional 56,700

These limits are updated annually and posted on the CPUC website under “Consumer
Information™ and are currently based on 200% of federal poverty guidelines. CWS
agrees to inform customers of this additional rate assistance twice a year via a bill insert
and notices approved by the CPUC Public Advisor and DRA, and notifying Cornmunily
Based Organizations (CBOs) within the districts in wriling so they can also publicize the
Prograill.

Parties acknowledge that CWS has an application pending (A.05-10-035) for a company-
wide low income rate assistance (LIRA) program that would apply to all CWS districts.
Partics agree that low income customers in Antelope Valley, Kem River Valley and
Redwood Valley should receive the higher of any low income assistance authorized 1n
that procceding or the low income assistance adopted in the instant proceeding, but not
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both. Parties expect that in A.05-10-035 the low income assistance and corresponding
surcharges authorized in this proceeding will be combined into the company-wide low
income rate assistance fund and surcharge mechanism that is adopted m A.05-10-035.

¢. Line item on customer bills.
Parties agree that any and al! customer support will be an explicit line item on the
custorner bill. the direct benefit going to qualifying districts will be listed as the ~“Rate
Support Fund Assistance” and the additional special low income assistance will be listed
as "Low Income Rate Assistance”.

5. Surcharge.
Parties agree to fund the RSF via a volumetric surcharge on every unit of water sold by
CWS in all 24 districts, instead of a per customer surcharge. Partics estimale the
volumetric surcharge to be approximately $0.0090, or less than onc penny, per Cef of
water. The surcharge [or un-metered customers oo a flat rate should be a per customer
charge based on the average residential consumption in those districts. As shown in
Attachment B, it ranges from $0.22 to $0.36 per customer depending on the district.
Parties agree that customers enrolled in any CWS low income program should be cxempt
from paying this surcharge. Also, CWS has agreed to show the surcharges on customer
bills.

6. Effective dates.
The Parties agree that the general RSF support and the targeted LIRA support should be
implemented coincident with the effective date of the rate increases in the Redwood
Valley and Antelope Valley districts. Additionally, the RSF support for the Kem River
Valley district should be implemented at the same time that the rate increase associated
with the infrastructure improvements to comply with the new arsenic standard become
effective. DRA has recommended that the rate increase for the arsenic related facilities
he implemented by advice letter after the facilities are in service. C'WS does not opposc
DRA's advice letter recommendation.

7. Duration.
Support approved in this GRC is for the duration of this GRC cycle. Requests for future
RSF rate assistance may be made by CWS in future general rate cases. CWS also agrecs
to provide a summary report on RSF benefits provided and surcharges collected in the
next GRC for these districts.

8. Accounting Trestment.
RSF subsidies and surcharges will be booked in & single balancing account with the
subsidies recorded for each district. No later than March 3 1st of each ycar CWS agrees
to notify the Commission’s Water Division in writing of the status of the balancing
account for the prior calendar year. Additionally, CWS agrees to file an advice letter to
adjust the surcharge if the balancing account is over- or under-collected by 10% or more
of total annual revenues for the districts receiving support. Balances will accrue interest
at the 90 day commercial paper rate.

CWS has agreed that the rates shown on customer bills for districts receiving RSF
assistance will reflect the tariff rates with the RSF and LIRA benetits separately
identified as offsets to the tariff rates.



9, CAPS procedure.
Parties discussed but declined to recommend the use of the CAPS procedure for phasing
in rate increases for any districts in this GRC.

10, Incorporation of Complete Agreement
This Agreement is to be treated as a complete package and not as a collection of separate
agreernents on discrete issucs. To accommodate the interests related to diverse issues,
the Parties acknowledge that changes, concessions, or compromises by a Party or Parties
n one section of this Agreement resulted in changes, concessions, or compromises by the
Parties in other sections. Consequently, the Parti¢cs agree to oppose any modification of
this Agreement not agreed to by all Parties.

11. Signature Date And Term Of Agreement
This Agreement shall become binding on the signature date.

12. Regulatery Approval
The Partics shall use their best efforts to obtain Commission approval of the Agreement,
The Parties shall jointly request that the Commission: (1) approve the Agreement
without change; and (2) find the Agreement to be reasonable, consistent with law and in
the public interest.

3. Compromise Of Disputed Claims
This Agreement represents a compromise of disputed claims between the Parties. The
Parties have reached this Agreement after taking into account the possibility that each
Party may or may not prevail on any given issue. The Parties assert that this Agreement
is reasonable, consistent with law and in the public interest. '

14. Non Precedent
Consistent with Rule 51.8 of the Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure, this
Agreement is not precedential in any other proceeding before this Commission, except as
expressly provided in this Agreement.

15. Previous Communications
The Agreement contains the entire agreement and understanding between the Parties as to
the subject matter of this Agreement, and supersedes all prior agreements, commitments,
representation, and discussions between the Parties. In the event there is any conflict
between the terms and scope of the Agreement and the terms and scope of the
accompanying joint motion, the Agreement shall govern.

16. Non Waiver
None of the provisions of this Agrecment shall be considered waived by any Party unless
such waiver 1s given in writing. The failure of a Party to insist in any onc or more
instances upon strict performance of any of the provisions of this Agreement or to take
advantage of any of their rights hereunder shall not be construed as a waiver of any such
provisions or the relinquishment of any such rights for the future, but the same shalil
continue and remain in full force and effect.

17. Effect Of Subject Headings
Subject headings n this Agreement are mserted for conventence only, and shall not be
construed as interpretations of the text.



18. Governing Law
This Agreement shall be interpreted, governed and construed under the laws of the State

of California, including Commission decisions, orders and rulings, as if executed and to
be performed whotly within the State of Califormia.

19, Number Of Originals
This Agreement is executed in counterparts, each of which shall be deemed an original.

The undersigned represent that they are authorized to sign on behalf of the Party
represented.



Attachment A

_Seﬂié_mént. :

Type of Suppori

Direct subsidy support to
eligibie districts

Direct subsidy support fo eligible

districts

General rate suppert 1o alf customers)
in eligible districts, and additicnal
targeted support to qualifying low
INCOME customers.

Efigible Districts for
Direct Subsidy Support

Antelope Valiey, Kemn River
Valley and Regwood Valley
(Lucerne, Coast Springs, and
Unitied)

Kem River Valley and Redwood
Valley (Lucerne only).

Kern River Valiey. Redwood Vakiey
(Lucerne, Coast Springs. and
Unified) and AV - Fremond Valley
{33501 zip) only,

Eligible Districis for
Targeted Low Income
Support

MA,

MNA

Antelopa Valley, Kemn River Valley
snd Redwood Valley (Luceme, Coas
Springs, and Unified)

Bata used for
COMparisun purposes

CW 5 Resulls recalculated
using 8 5% ROR.

DRA Resuits recaicutated using
8.5% ROK.

AA

SRF Lean for Lucerne

CWS calculations assumed no
foan.

ORA presented two scenarios,
with gnd withgut SRF loan

Assumes receipt of $4 million
interest free SRF loan far Lucame

Rate base subsidy

threshold per customer Weighed in setifement negoliations
2006-07 £1,136 gzz2re but not used as a thresheld.
2007-08 $1,136 2272

Total rate base

subsidized Weighed in seftfement nagoliations
2006-07 $15 945620 $5,040,520 but not used as a threshold,
2007-08 $17,362,725 $5,783.798

Total Revenus

Requirement Subsidy
2008-07 | $2.455826 $776.240 $1.627 880
2067-08 | $2.664,620 $800,705 $1,.627,880 ]

Varies by district. See Bl Varigs by district. See Bil
Benefit per customer Anatysis Tables Analysis Tables,

Surcharge lype

Per customer

Par Cief waler sold

Per Cof water sold

Per Customer surcharge

Mot Apphicabis, bul values pravided
for companian pIrpeses

2008 07 3047 50.15 LN

2007-08 | %051 $0.17 $0.:31
Per Ccf water surcharge

2008607 $0.014 £0.004 #0.009

2007-08 $0.015 30.008 $0.009

Subsidizing ratepayers

Al OWS ratepayers including
those in districts to be

Farmer Cominguez ralepayers.
Sharehgiders should pay CWS
portion. Customers enrolled in
any CWS low-income water

- excluding customers enrclied i any

Al CWS ratepayers including thase
in districts 16 be subsidized, but

Subsidized. program shauld be excluded CWS low-income water praogram
from paying the surcharge
Sharebrofders portion of per 850.2%. {CWS customers fram .
; S Not Appl
customer surcharge & non-Doeminguez distrcts.) ot Applicable
) BB.8% {B6.6% of water soldis
Shareholders partion of per o to CWS cusivimes lum - o

Cef surcharge

Dominguez districts, )




Attachment B
Proposed Settlemment on CWS RBEA Propasai

DRA and CW3S proposed Subdidies regaitugled using 2 slanda] ROR of B.5% o ehmenate this vanabis from resulls. Use of s ROR
wWas for companson purposes oaly. and dees not umply endorsanent of this value by either DRA or CWS

Parti: Eligible Distict ASE Goneral Subsidy

T oty Gustomar Sobsidy- " Setiiement Sabrsidy

Requirement
District ORA LWS Settlernent DRA CWsS Settlement % Currant % ORA
Kern Ry SB66.465 §1420,275% {134 306 $1289 $2747 520.00 30.4% 3 a%
Lugene $109.769 $336.497 8264 447 8708 £2184 $17.0C 44 9% 21 8%
RV - Coast Springs* 30 $137.600 $50.795 SC¢.o0 $4605 SIT.00 61.6% 24 B
RY - tinifieg” 30 £181,257 383 965 50.00 33428 ®I7.00 28.1% 16.8%
Antetope Valiey $¢ £380,148 u] £0.00 $2338 $0.60 0.0% 0.0%
AY -- Fremont Valiey 93501 - - 512 546 - @ $8 50 B M
Tota B776G.234 32485777 51,451,780
Surcharge per Cof $0.0040C 50014 $6.0080 -
* Parties ajree that the subsidy for Coas! Springs and Unified be appiied o the quanity rates inslead of bang a pet customer credit
Thes, rgseils in A credii per Cof o
RV - Coast Sprngs® $6.05
RY — Unisied® b1.7e
tucema - SRF Loan $344 724 DO $344.724.00 $344.724 00 $2300 $2350¢ $2300 58.5% 28.2%

“This analysis assurmas that TWS gets a $4 milkon interest ree SRE 10an lor Lucerne. The net benefit per customer for 1his 1oar 15 $23/manth,

{A S4 rralion reduction i ratebase resuits in approximately $38/month reductonicustomenmonth, and a loan payment of $13customermonth, for a ret
reguclion of $23/customermontt on averaze ) CWS slales ioan looks ceriun. I for ;ome reason i coestt come thraugh, partios agree 1o reconsider
subsly 10 Lucerne agreed o here inrecognition of that

Fari i: Settlernent Special L ow income Discount I e
Settiernani Subsidy 25 %

Requirement

Estimated Customer

Pzrilcipation at 50%  Special Low
Bistrict & Discount/Customar of Eligible [ ome Sebsidy % Current % DRA
Kere River $10.00 500 $109,000.00 4.12% 31Z8%
Lucerne S10.00 343 $4:,180.00 B.4ag%, 337%
Ry - Coast Spangs §iG.cD 10 £ .200.00 1.46% 0 54%
RY - Unifiee $10.00 i 48,880 00 2 78% 1.65%
Antelope Valiey S10.00 10s $12,606.00 1:39% 11i1%
A« Fremont atley 93501 $10.00 34 - $4.0B000 MA Ma
Total 1486 $175,320 T Low Income sugport O Antelops Va

and AV - Fremont camtered for purpo

evaluabing paroentags of TEVERUE riE
Surenarge per Cof $3.0010



Tot2l RSF Subsidy for High Rale Rase per Customer Districts

SRF
General Rate Low Income Rate Loan
Digtric Assistance Assistance Totat  Benefit Total
Kem River $1,034.006 $108,000 $1,142.008
Lucerne 764,447 41,160 305607 $344,724 $£550,331
RY - Coast Springs 50,795 1,200 51,985
vV - Unified 89,965 8,880 98,845
Antelope Vallay ¢ 12,600 12,800
AV . Fremont Valtey 93501 12,546 4,080 16,626 )
riidpoint DRA < CWS 28
Total $1.451,760 175,020 $4.527.680 B1E613005.56 - < TN
Surcharge per Ccf $0.0030 5006010 £0.0090

Flat Rate Customers onty — Monthly per customer surcharge based on average usage”

Districts with

Fiat Rate Customers Average Usace  Flat Rate Surchatge
Bakersfeld 405 5038
Chico 24 30.22
Marysville 245 3022
Orovitle 265 £0.24
Selma 38.9 $0.35
Visalia 245 50.22
Willows 38 $0.29

Surcharge per Cet
50.01

*averace usage x surcharge per Cof = fat rate monthly customer surcharge

1¢



Division of Ratepayver Advocates

By . - m‘{__ .

-

Jasen Reiger

Counsel for the Division of Ratepayer
Advocates

California Public Utilities Commission
505 Van Ness Avenue

San Francisco, CA 94102
(415)355-5596

i
£ PR
Dac: - S L f L

Interveners for Redwood Valley Coast
Spriugs Division

By

Marcos Parcas
P.O). Box 152
Dillon Beach, Ca 94929

By

Jeffery Young
473 Woodley Place
Santa Rosa, Ca 95409

Nate:

Lucerne Community Water Organization

By

Stephen R. Elias

Lucerne Community Water Grganization
568 Lakeport Blvd.

Lakeport, CA 95453

(707)263-6288

Date:

11

California Water Service Company

By e g J AT

Francis S, Ferraro
Califermia Water Service
1720 N. First Street

San Jose, CA 95112
(408} 367-8225

Dale: EP

Intervener for Redwood Valley
Unified Division

By

Jack Miller

16471 Rio Nido Road
Guerneville, Ca 65440
{707) 869-3049

Date:

Leona Valley Cherry Growers
Association

By

Jack Chacanaca

Lecna Valley Cherry Growers
Association

26201 Tuolumne St.

Mojave, CA 93501

(760) 373-3284

Date:




Division of Ratepaver Advocates

By

Jason Reiger

Counsel for the Division of Ratepayver
Advocates

California Public Utilitics Commission
505 Van Ness Avenue

San Francisco, CA 94102

(115) 355 5596

Date:

Interveners for Redwood Valley Coast
Springs Division

By

Marcos Pareas
P.O. Box 152
Dillon Beach, Ca 94929

By

Jeffery Young
473 Woodley Place
Santa Rosa, Ca 95409

Date:

Lucerne Community Water Organization

By

Stephen R. Elias

Luceme Community Water Organization
568 Lakeport Blvd.

Lakeport, CA 95453

(707) 263-6288

Date:

11

California Water Servicg (Ig?mpasly
7 e
By e o g e

=

Francis S. Ferraro
California Water Service
1720 N. First Sirecet

San Jose, CA 95112
(408) 367-8225

Date: = /‘-‘}A £

Intervener for Redwood Valley
Unified Division

. ‘ A
By - O L’j .j?; /‘,fv } 21 - {"E"é ‘?

Fack Miller

16471 Rio Nido Roead
Guerneville, Ca 95440
(707} 863-3049

Date: > / r ¢ //ff'éf

Lecna Valley Cherry Growers
Association

By

Jack Chacanaca

Leona Vallcy Cherry Growers
Association

26201 Tuolumne St.

Mojave, CA 93501

(760) 373-3284

Date:




Bivision of Ratepayer Advgcates

Jason Reiger

Counsel for the Division of Ratepayer
Advocates

California Public Utilities Commuission
505 YVan Ness Avenuc

San Francisco, CA 94102

{415) 355-5596

Date:

Interveners for Redwood Valley Coast
Springs Division

By

Marcos Pareas
P.O. Box 152
Dillon Beach, Ca 94929

Ko~ e.ah

Jeffery Young
473 Woodley Place
Santa Rosa, Ca 95409

Date:

Lucerne Community Water Organization

By

Stephen R. Elias

Lucermne Community Water Organization
568 Lakeport Blvd.

Lakeport, CA 95453

(707)263-6288

Date:

1§

California Water Sewuce (%mpan}

/" -

By /fvz—o, // Bl Al

Francis 8. Ferraru
California Water Service
1720 N, First Street

San Jose, CA 95112
(408) 367-8225

Date: e /5"‘/é‘“/‘

Intervener for Redwood Valley
Vnilied Division

By

Jack Miller

16471 Rio Nido Road
Guemevilie, Ca 95440
{707} 869-3049

Date:

Leona Valley Cherry Growers
Association

By

Jack Chacanaca

Leona Valley Cherry Growers
Association

26201 Tuoiumne St.

Mojave, CA 93501

(760) 373-3284

Date:
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By By
Jason Reiger Frapcis 8. Ferrazo
Counsel for the Division of Ratepaym' California Water Service
Advocates 1720 N. First Street
Californie Public Utilities Commnission San Jose, CA 95112
505 Van Ness Avenue {408) 367-8225
San Francisco, CA 94102
{415) 355-5596 Date:
Date:
Interveners for Regwood Valley Coast Intervener for Redwood Valley
Sprimgs Division Unified Divislon
By By -
Marcos Pareas Jack Milier
P.O. Box 152 16471 Rio Nido Road
Dillon Beach, Ca 94929 Guerneville, Ca 95440
{707) 869-3049
By
Date:
Jeffery Young
473 Woodley Place

Santa Ross, Ca 95409

Date:

Lucerne Commumity Weter Organization Lesuz Vallkey Cherry Growers

AR N Association
ByWW S A Aeat

By -

Stephen R. Elias
Lucerne Community Water Organization Jack Ch\?:ﬁ!:mc& romers
56% Lakeport Blvd. Leon:imony herry
%;g%p;gﬁ-%sgﬁﬁ 26201 Tuolumne St.

Mojave, CA 93501

3284

Date: o (764 373-328

Date: _ -
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Division of Ratepayer Advocates

By

Jason Reiger

Counsel for the Division of Ratepayer
Advocutes

Cal:fornia Public Utilities Commission
505 Yan Ness Avenue

San Francisco, CA 94102

(415) 355-5596

Date:

Interveners for Redwood Vailey Coast
Springs Division

By

Marcos Pareas
P.O. Box 152
Dillon Reach, Ca 94924

By

Jeffery Young

473 Woodley Place
Santa Rgs,%, Ca 95409
WAy
Sais ey

Date: ° 1.
L ,f,f' 7

E o
EE o~

A /

Z

Lucerne Community Water Organization

By

Stephen R. Elias

Lucerne Community Water Organization
568 Lakeport Blvd.

Lakeport, CA 95453

(707)263-6288

Date:

11

California Water Servicg (i&m;}any
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Francis S, Ferraro
California Water Service
1720 N. First Street

San Jose, CA 95112
(408) 3067-8225

Date: =, /g-/é P

Intervener for Redwood Valley
Unified Division

By

Jack Miller

16471 Rio Nido Road
Guemeville, Ca 95440
(707) 869-3049

Date:

Leona Valley Cherry Growers
Association

By

Jack Chacanaca

Leona Valley Cherry Growers
Association

26201 Tuclumne St.

Mojave, CA 93501

{760) 373-3284

Date:




Division of Ratepayer Advocates

By

Jagson Re:ger

Counsel for the Division of Ratepayer
Advogates

Californis Publc Uiilites Connnission
505 Van Ness Avenue

Sa Francisco, CA 94102

{415} 355-5596

Diate:

Interveners for Redwood Valley Cosnst
Springs Divislon

By

Marcos Pareas
P.O. Box 152
Ditlon Beach, Ca 94929

By

feffery Young
473 Woodley Place
Santa Rosa, Ca 93209

Drate;

Lucerne Community Water Organization

By

Stzphen R. Elas

Lucerne Connuonity Water Orgamzation
368 Lakeport Bivd.

Pakepnrt, CA 95453

{7U7) 263-C2Z83

Date:

1

Californis Water Servicg Company

By ;{’%M(LN g/{{ié’M

Francis S. Ferraro

Californiz Water Servico
720 M. First Street

Sen Joge, CA B2

{408 367-8225

/
Date: =2/78/79 &

Intervener for Redwood Valley

Unificd Division

By

Tack Maller

16471 Rio Nido Road
Cmemeviile, Ca 95440
{707 B69-3049

Date:

Leona Valley Cherry Growers
Asspoiation
By o TNEL i aleem

S— -

Jurle Chacanaca

i.eona Vatley Cherry (Growers
Association

26201 Tuolumne St

Maojave, CA 93501

{7608y 373-32584

Daie: +L Py - U




APPENDIX E




/Investor-Owned Water Companies in California

Over six million people (one out of every five) in
California are served by investor-owned water companies.

A Class A Water Companies — more than 10,000 service connections
A Class A Water Company Service Areas

# Class B Water Companies — 2,000 to 10,000 service connections
@ Class C Water Companies — 500 to 2,000 service connections

M Class D Water Companies — fewer than 500 service connections

See the reverse side for a complete listing of A, B, C and D companies
in California including the location of each company’ s corporate
headquarters and the county or counties served.
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