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Kern River Valley Water Company, for Authority to Increase Rates Charged for Water Service to Increase Revenues by Approximately $609,700 (or 31.36%) in the Year 2000, and $2,200 (or 0.11%) in the Year 2002.
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John S. Tootle, Attorney at Law, David A. Ebershoff, Attorney at Law, and Kellie Welch, for Kern River Valley Water Co., Antelope Valley Water Co., and Dominguez Water Co., applicants.

Chase Mellen III, Attorney at Law, Paul G. Sloane and Terry M. Zinger, for Leona Valley Town Council, interested party.

Peter Fairchild and Patrick L. Gileau, Attorneys at Law, for Ratepayer Representation Branch of the Commission’s Water Division.

O P I N I O N

Summary

By this decision the Commission approves the modified settlement agreement (Attachment A) proffered by Ratepayer Representation Branch of the Commission’s Water Division (RRB)
 and Antelope Valley Water Company (Antelope Valley) covering all issues in Antelope Valley’s general rate increase application.  Antelope Valley is authorized the general rate increases shown in Table 2 for 2001 and attrition year 2002.

Background

This proceeding included three applications representing three California operating areas of Dominguez Water Company, a wholly-owned subsidiary of Dominguez Services Corporation
.  The three operating areas are Kern River Valley Water Company, Antelope Valley Water Company, and Dominguez South Bay Division.  

On August 5, 1999, Leona Valley Town Council (LVTC) filed a petition to intervene in the proceeding.  After LVTC served its prepared direct testimony, the administrative law judge (ALJ) granted LVTC’s request, limiting its participation to matters relating to Antelope Valley’s A.99‑05‑023.

On October 21, 1999, the company and the RRB filed agreements settling all outstanding issues in all three rate cases.  LVTC did not participate in the Antelope Valley settlement.

On January 19, 2000, LVTC filed its opposition to the settlement agreement with Antelope Valley.  

In accordance with Rule 51.6, an evidentiary hearing was held on March 1, 2000 to allow LVTC and the settling parties to present evidence on the contested issues and the matter was submitted upon receipt of concurrent briefs.

On October 6, 2000, the Commission issued Decision (D.) 00-10-027 in which it approved the settlement agreements for Kern River and Dominguez SBD, but left the consolidated docket open for further consideration of the Antelope Valley settlement.

On February 16, 2001, and March 23, 2001, the ALJ convened further prehearing conferences and encouraged Antelope Valley and LVTC to work cooperatively to reach a mutually agreeable resolution.

Through the exchange of additional explanations and information, the two parties resolved all outstanding issues.  On April 13, 2001, the two parties submitted a joint statement indicating the LVTC wished to formally withdraw its opposition to the settlement agreement.  Antelope Valley sought prompt Commission action on the newly-unopposed settlement agreement, and both parties waived comment on the proposed decision on the agreement.

The Settlement

The Antelope Valley settlement agreement is Attachment A to this decision.

Table 1 compares Antelope Valley’s and RRB’s initial positions on revenue requirement increases for test years 2000 and 2001 and attrition year 2002 with what they propose in the settlements.

Table 1

REVENUE REQUIREMENT INCREASES


Antelope Valley Requested
RRB Recommended
Settlement Adopted


$
%
$
%
$
%

2000
354,200
36.98
199,800
32.98
248,500
39.39

2001
38,200
3.84
(23,900)
(3.05)
25,500
2.90

2002
3,300
0.33
(2,570)
(0.33)
22,300
2.46









The settlement agreement indicates the areas of major difference between the settling parties’ initial positions and summarizes how those differences were resolved.  Where Antelope Valley initially sought a return on equity of 10.67% and RRB advocated 8.54%, settlement revenue requirements were based on an agreed-upon 9.95% return on equity, including a 0.25% return premium to reflect a portion of the savings ratepayers receive from parent Dominguez’s acquisition of various small systems
.  That return on equity, combined with the capital ratios and cost of debt set forth Section 8.00 of the settlement agreement, yields returns on rate base of 9.26% for 2000 and 9.23% for 2001 and 2002.

Antelope Valley and RRB propose the Commission adopt the summaries of earnings set forth in Appendix A of the settlement agreement to produce those returns, and the underlying quantities supporting them in Appendix D.

The settlement agreement provides that, rather than implement the 39% rate increase in one year, Antelope Valley will implement a series of equal increases over calendar years 2000, 2001, and 2002 by implementing a 14.65% rate increase in 2000 and 2001, and a 14.56% rate increase in 2002.  However, due to the passage of time, this schedule is no longer possible.  The parties have therefore agreed to a revised schedule for implementing the rate increase.  The rate increases provided for in 2000 and 2001 shall be reflected in revised tariffs filed by Antelope Valley as provided in this decision. The 2002 increase shall be effective on January 1, 2002. 

Table 2

LEVELIZED REVENUE INCREASES


Original Settlement
Revised

ANTELOPE VALLEY
$
%
%

2000
92,412
14.65
0

2001
105,949
14.65
 31.45


2002
120,708
14.56
14.56

As a result of the revised schedule for the rate increases, customers didn not receive rate increases contemplated by the settlement agreement on 1/1/00 and 1/1/01.  Customers will see the combined rate increases of 31.45% on the effective date of the tariffs filed in response to this decision.  Antelope Valley will not realize the revenues it would have collected under the settlement agreement rates from 1/1/00 to the effective date of tariffs.  

Discussion

Rule 51.1(e) holds that the Commission will not approve settlements, whether contested or uncontested, unless they are reasonable in light of the whole record, consistent with law, and in the public interest.  

With LVTC’s withdrawal of its opposition, the Antelope Valley settlement agreement is an “uncontested settlement” as defined in Rule 51(f), i.e., settlements that are “ . . . not contested by any party to the proceeding within the comment period after service of the [ ] settlement on all parties to the proceeding.” 

In readying its team for hearings in this proceeding, RRB prepared and served a report covering all components of Antelope Valley’s results of operations, attrition, rate design, and tariff revisions, and a report on all three Applicants’ cost of capital.  Both of RRB’s reports, along with the supporting attachments to Antelope Valley’s A.99-05-023 and Antelope Valley’s prepared cost of capital testimony, were admitted into evidence without objection.  Those documents fully define the settling parties’ initial positions, and their settlement indicates for each significant contested item what the negotiated outcome was.  RRB representatives attended each of the public participation hearing sessions in Antelope Valley’s service territory.  RRB had its team members examine Antelope Valley’s complaint history with the Commission’s Consumer Affairs Branch, inquire into Antelope Valley’s compliance record with the California Department of Health Services, and inspect Antelope Valley’s facilities before making a recommendation on the adequacy of its plant and service.  RRB reported on customer letters written to the Commission in response to Antelope Valley’s customer notice.  RRB had experienced counsel representing it at each of the four evidentiary hearings in the proceeding, and by LVTC’s own testimony was the major participant in settlement negotiations with Antelope Valley after the initial round of prepared exhibits was mailed.  RRB’s charge is to represent water utility ratepayers, and there is no indication that it has not earnestly upheld that purpose here or that any other party was as thorough.  

In providing further information to LVTC, Antelope Valley explained that the major reason for its need to increase revenue requirement was additions to utility plant.  Of the $269,800 increase, $182,800 is due to utility plant improvements.  Antelope Valley then explained that in its last general rate case, 1995, the Commission authorized $669,000 of plant additions, and directed Antelope Valley to file for rate increases when the additions were completed.  Antelope Valley chose not to file after each addition but rather waited for this rate case.  As a result of the previously authorized utility plant additions, and others, Antelope Valley’s net utility plant increased by 74.3%, and rate base to increase by 111%.  

After plant additions, the next most significant cause of the rate increase is the addition of a fourth person to Antelope Valley’s staff.  This resulted in an increase in revenue requirement of $87,000.

With these explanations, and detailed supporting documentation, LVTC withdrew its objections to the settlement agreement. 

We also observe that the passage of time has caused Antelope Valley to absorb the loss of revenue due to the delay in implementing the agreed-upon rate increases.

 Rule 51.1(b) provides that prior to signing any settlement, the settling parties shall convene at least one conference with at least 7 days advance notice and opportunity to participate provided to all parties.  Here, RRB, LVTC, and Antelope Valley participated in a PHC on February 16, 2002, and an ensuing series of informal discussions.  

The settling parties represent that no term of the settlement contravenes any statutory provision or any Commission decision.  Our review, after RRB’s and LVTC’s, indicates RRB and LVTC have conducted a thorough review of the facts that Antelope Valley contends justify its rate increase.  The settlement agreement positions are generally compromise positions between RRB’s and the company’s.  The information provided at LVTC’s request shows, in an understandable and fully documented format, the rationale for the increase.   We, therefore, concluded that when examined as a total product, the settlement between Antelope Valley and RRB is reasonable in light of the record, consistent with law and in the public interest.  It will be approved.

Findings of Fact

1. Antelope Valley entered into a settlement agreement with RRB that resolves every issue between Antelope Valley and RRB in this proceeding.

2. LVTC timely filed comments in opposition to the proposed Antelope Valley settlement.

3. After receiving addition explanations and information from Antelope Valley, LVTC withdrew its opposition.

4. The levelized rates Antelope Valley and RRB propose for test year 2000 and 2001 and attrition year 2002 would, if put into effect on January 1 of each year, recover over the three-year rate case cycle interest-adjusted revenues equivalent to the revenues implicit in the settling parties’ agreed-upon summaries of earnings and attrition allowance.  Because those levelized rates did not become effective on January 1, 2000, and January 1, 2001, the revenues actually collected will be significantly lower than those requested in Antelope Valley’s application.

5. Antelope Valley and RRB no longer advocate the positions set forth in their pre‑settlement direct testimony and exhibits.

6. The Antelope Valley and RRB settlement is unopposed.

7. The active parties with respect to the Antelope Valley settlement agreement are fairly reflective of the affected interests in this proceeding.

8. No term of the settlement agreement contravenes statutory provisions or prior Commission decisions.

9. The settlement agreement conveys sufficient information to permit the Commission to discharge its future regulatory obligations with respect to the parties and their interests.

10. There is no known opposition to approving the settlement agreement.

11. The summaries of earnings presented in Appendix A to the settlement agreement, and the quantities and calculations included in Appendix C which support them, are reasonable for ratemaking purposes.

12. All parties have waived comment on the proposed decision.

Conclusions of Law

1. The settlement agreement is an uncontested settlement as defined in Rule 51(f).

2. The settlement agreement is reasonable in light of the whole record, consistent with law, and in the public interest.

3. The settlement agreement should be adopted.

4. The revised rates, step increases, and tariff rule revisions set forth in Appendix B to the settlement agreement are justified.

5. This decision should be made effective immediately to enable Antelope Valley to implement the settlement agreement without further delay.

ORDER

IT IS ORDERED that:

1. The joint Motion for Adoption of Settlement Agreement between Antelope Valley Water Company (Antelope Valley) and Ratepayer Representation Branch of the Commission’s Water Division (RRB) is granted.  The settlement agreement included with this decision as Attachment A is adopted.

2. Antelope Valley is authorized to file in accordance with General Order 96 Series (G.O. 96) and make effective on not less than five days’ notice tariffs containing the test years 2000 and 2001 increases and the tariff rule revisions shown in Appendix B to the settlement agreement.  The revised rates and rules shall apply to service rendered on and after the tariffs’ effective date.

3. Antelope Valley is authorized to file in accordance with G.O. 96 and make effective on not less than 30 days’ notice and not sooner than January 1, 2002, revised tariffs implementing the rate increase for 2002 shown in Appendix B to the settlement agreement.  The revised rates shall apply to service rendered on and after the tariffs’ effective date.

4. The summaries of earnings presented in Appendix A to the settlement agreement, and the quantities and calculations included as Appendix C which support them, are adopted.

5. Application (A.) 99-05-020, A.99-05-023, and A.99-05-024 are closed.

This order is effective today.

Dated 



, at San Francisco, California.

ATTACHMENT A

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Application of Antelope Valley Water        )

Company (U-281-W) for Authority to          )

Increase Rates Charged for Water Service as )     Application

Authorized by NOI 99-03-057.                )      99-05-023

____________________________________________)

SETTLEMENT

1.00

Introduction
1.01

The parties to this Settlement are the Ratepayer Representation Branch ("RRB") of the Water Division and the Antelope Valley Water Company ("AVW")-- collectively, "the Parties."

1.02

The Parties agree that no signatory hereto nor any member of RRB assumes any personal liability as a result of the Settlement.  The Parties agree that no legal action may be brought in any state or federal court, or in any other forum, against any individual signatory representing the interests of RRB, its attorneys, or the RRB itself regarding the Settlement.  All rights and remedies are limited to those available before the California Public Utilities Commission.

1.03

The Parties acknowledge that RRB is charged with representing the interests of customers of public utilities in the State of California, as required by Public Utilities Code Section 309.5, and nothing in the Settlement is intended to limit the ability of RRB to carry on that responsibility.

1.04

As shown in the attached Appendices, the negotiations of the Parties have resulted in the resolution of all issues raised in Application 99‑05‑020 and RRB's reports dated August 19, 1999.  Highlighted in the paragraphs that follow are areas that require clarification relative to the estimates used to derive the stipulated figures.

2.00

Revenue:  Pages 1 and 2 of Appendix A shows stipulated Operating Revenues for the Test Years 2000 and 2001.  The Parties agree that revenues should reflect higher fees for the following items: Deposits to Establish Credit (Rule No. 7, Paragraph A.1.a.), Charge for Returned Check (Rule No. 9, Paragraph B.), and the Charge for Reconnecting Service (Rule No. 11, Paragraph C.1.). The revised Rules appear in Appendix B.  The Parties also agree that revenues should also reflect 50% of AVW's net earnings from providing nonregulated services.

Unless indicated otherwise, each item discussed in Paragraphs 3.01 through 3.06 is listed in the Summary of Earnings at Present and Proposed Rates, Settlement column, Appendix A, pages 1 and 2.

3.00

Operation and Maintenance
3.01

Purchased Power:  The Parties agree that Purchased Power should be based on the rates charged by Southern California Edison Company.  The Parties agree that no reduction is warranted at this time in view of the uncertainties of restructuring of the electric industry.

3.02

Purchased Water:  The Parties agree that Purchased Water should be based on the average annual amount recorded for the past three years multiplied by the current charge of $171.00 per acre-foot levied by the Antelope Valley-East Kern Water Agency.

3.03

Maintenance of Wells:  The Parties agree that the expense for Maintenance of Wells should be based AVW’s average recorded expenses for the past three years.

3.04

Other Expenses:  The Parties agree that Other Expenses of Operation and Maintenance should be calculated by applying RRB’s escalation to AVW's average recorded expenses for the past three years.

3.05

Unaccounted Water:  The Parties agree that Unaccounted Water should be 8.67% of the Total Production as shown in Appendix D, page 1 of 2.  8.67% is the average loss for the past five years.

3.06

Uncollectibles:  The Parties agree that Uncollectibles should be 0.75% of revenue based on the level AVW now experiences.

4.00

Administrative and General Expenses-Payroll:  For the Test Years, the Parties agree to use AVW’s total payroll for the 12 months ended June 30, 1999, adjusted to incorporate RRB's escalation.

5.00

General Office
5.01

Expenses:  Common Expenses of Dominguez Water Company (DWC) relating to the operation of AVW should be allocated according to four factors of average plant, operating expenses, average number of customers, and payroll.  The Parties agree that the total Common Expenses for DWC are $1,157,000 for Test Year 2000 and $1,179,000 for Test Year 2001 of which 3.74% should be allocated to AVW, or $43,300 for 2000 and $44,100 for 2001. 

5.02

Ratebase:  The Parties agree that the Common Ratebase of DWC should be allocated in the same manner as Common Expenses.  The Common Ratebase is $601,000 of which $22,500 should be allocated to AVW’s Ratebase for each Test Year.

6.00

Plant
6.01

Remote Metering and Control:  The Parties agree that no addition to plant for Remote Metering and Control should be authorized for the Test Years.

6.02

Replacement of Mains:  The Parties agree on a program to replace mains, based on the average expenditure over the past three years, at a level of $34,000 for each Test Year.

6.03

Transportation:  The Parties agree that AVW may replace any vehicle which a) is at least six years old and has been driven 100,000 miles, b) has been driven 125,000 miles, or c) is eight years old.  

6.04

Standby Generator:  The Parties agree that a standby generator for Lake Hughes is not required due to infrequent failures of service by Southern California Edison Company.

7.00

Depreciation:  The Parties agree to modify the schedule for depreciation to reflect an average life of 40 years for structures, 25 years for equipment used for treatment, 50 years for reservoirs, and 25 years for meters.

8.00

Cost of Capital:  The Parties agree to a ratio of 42.15% debt to 57.85% equity.  The Parties also agree on a cost of debt of 8.30% for Test Year 2000 and 8.24% for Test Year 2001 and a cost of equity of 9.95%, which includes a premium of 0.25% to reflect a portion of the savings ratepayers receive from the acquisition by Dominguez Water company of various small systems. Combining the cost of debt and equity yields a rate of return of 9.26% for 2000 and 9.23% for 2001.  The original positions of Dominguez Water Company and RRB for Return on Common Equity are


Return on 
Common Equity

Dominguez Water Company
10.67%

RRB
8.54%

9.00
Future Rates:  Rates for 2001 and 2002 should not be subject to any adjustment from 2000 because the AVW agrees to spread the overall increase uniformly over three years.  Increases shown in Appendix B, Page 5 of 6, would become effective on the dates noted.

RATEPAYER REPRESENTATION 

BRANCH OF THE WATER


    ANTELOPE VALLEY WATER 

DIVISION




    COMPANY

By _______________________        By _________________________

   Daniel R. Paige                   John S. Tootle

   Program and Project               Representative

   Supervisor

   320 West 4th Street, Suite 500     21718 So. Alameda Street

   Los Angeles, CA 90013             P.O. Box 9351

   (213) 576-7048                    Long Beach, CA 90810

                                     (310)834-2625

Dated_____________________        Dated_______________________

[image: image1.wmf]Item

Present

Proposed

Present

Proposed

Settlement

Oper. Revenues 

$605.9

$805.7

$605.9

$955.2

$879.3

  Misc.Rev.

$12.1

$12.1

$2.8

$2.8

$12.1

  Other Rev.

$12.9

$12.9

$0.0

$0.0

$6.4

    Total Revenues

$630.8

$830.6

$608.7

$958.0

$897.8

Operations & Maintenance

  Purchased Power

$89.0

$89.0

$98.9

$98.9

$98.9

  Purchased Water

$35.6

$35.6

$42.5

$42.5

$35.6

  Well Maintenance

$5.6

$5.6

$20.0

$20.0

$5.6

  Other O & M Expenses

$130.2

$130.2

$125.2

$125.2

$130.2

  Uncollectibles

$4.9

$4.9

$7.5

$7.5

$6.7

  Subtotal O & M

$265.3

$265.3

$294.1

$286.6

$277.1

Administrative & General

  Payroll

$138.1

$138.1

$157.4

$157.4

$138.1

  Franchise Fees

$5.8

$9.2

$6.1

$6.1

$9.0

  Subtotal A & G

$143.9

$147.3

$163.5

$167.0

$147.1

Main Office Allocation

$38.0

$38.0

$37.5

$37.5

$43.3

Ad Valorem Taxes

$19.3

$19.3

$20.2

$20.2

$21.4

Payroll Taxes

$10.4

$10.4

$10.8

$10.8

$10.4

Pension Costs

$43.5

$43.5

$45.5

$45.5

$43.5

Depreciation 

$86.5

$86.5

$104.8

$104.8

$92.7

CA Income Taxes

-$13.3

$6.2

-$21.5

$9.4

$15.2

Federal Income Taxes

-$8.7

$66.3

-$46.1

$72.6

$80.2

    Total Expenses

$584.9

$682.8

$610.8

$763.9

$730.8

Net Revenues

$45.9

$147.8

-$2.1

$194.0

$167.0

Rate Base:

  Utility Plant

$3,490.6

$3,490.6

$3,648.4

$3,648.4

$3,506.2

  CWIP

$3.8

$3.8

$3.8

$3.8

$0.0

  Materials and Supplies

$0.0

$0.0

$0.0

$0.0

$0.0

  Working Cash

-$61.3

-$61.3

$54.3

$54.3

-$10.2

  Prepaid Taxes  Method 5

$135.4

$135.4

$127.9

$127.9

$127.9

  Deferred Income Tax

-$151.5

-$151.5

-$153.0

-$153.0

-$153.0

  Unamortized ITC

-$9.5

-$9.5

-$9.1

-$9.1

-$9.1

  Accumulated Depreciation

-$976.8

-$976.8

-$985.9

-$985.9

-$989.9

  Advances

-$586.5

-$586.5

-$586.5

-$586.5

-$586.5

  Contributions

-$104.7

-$104.7

-$104.7

-$104.7

-$104.7

  Dist. Rate Base

$1,739.5

$1,739.6

$1,995.2

$1,993.3

$1,780.6

  G.O.Allocation

$22.5

$22.5

$54.2

$54.2

$22.5

Total Rate Base

$1,762.1

$1,762.1

$2,047.5

$2,047.5

$1,803.1

Rate of Return

2.60%

8.39%

-0.10%

9.47%

9.26%

APPENDIX A

Page 1 of 2

ANTELOPE VALLEY WATER COMPANY

RRB

Utility

SUMMARY OF EARNINGS AT 

PRESENT

 AND 

PROPOSED

 RATES

Test Year 2000

(Dollars in Thousands)


[image: image2.wmf]Item

Present

Proposed

Present

Proposed

Settlement

Oper. Revenues 

$808.7

$784.8

$610.9

$993.5

$904.8

  Misc.Rev.

$12.1

$12.1

$2.8

$2.8

$12.1

  Other Rev.

$12.3

$12.3

$0.0

$0.0

$6.4

    Total Revenues

$833.1

$809.2

$613.7

$996.2

$923.3

Operations & Maintenance

  Purchased Power

$89.4

$89.4

$99.3

$99.3

$98.9

  Purchased Water

$36.1

$36.1

$42.5

$42.5

$35.6

  Well Maintenance

$5.7

$5.7

$20.0

$20.0

$5.6

  Other O & M Expenses

$132.1

$132.1

$127.2

$127.2

$132.1

  Uncollectibles

$5.0

$5.0

$7.8

$7.8

$6.9

  Subtotal O & M

$268.2

$268.2

$296.8

$296.8

$279.1

Administrative & General

  Payroll

$141.5

$141.5

$161.5

$161.5

$141.5

  Franchise Fees

$9.2

$9.2

$9.6

$9.6

$9.2

  Subtotal A & G

$150.7

$151.0

$171.1

$171.5

$150.7

Main Office Allocation

$38.7

$38.7

$38.7

$38.7

$44.1

Ad Valorem Taxes

$20.3

$20.3

$21.8

$21.8

$24.0

Payroll Taxes

$10.6

$10.6

$11.1

$11.1

$10.6

Pension Costs

$44.4

$44.4

$46.4

$46.4

$44.4

Depreciation 

$90.3

$90.3

$117.1

$117.1

$93.0

CA Income Taxes

$10.5

-$0.3

-$8.1

$9.2

$16.5

Federal Income Taxes

$58.9

$34.3

-$28.3

$86.2

$74.0

    Total Expenses

$692.6

$657.6

$666.6

$788.2

$736.5

Net Revenues

$140.4

$151.6

-$54.9

$208.0

$186.8

Rate Base:

  Utility Plant

$3,589.0

$3,589.0

$3,846.3

$3,846.3

$3,799.8

  CWIP

$6.3

$6.3

$6.3

$6.3

$0.0

  Materials and Supplies

$0.0

$0.0

$0.0

$0.0

$0.0

  Working Cash

-$62.5

-$62.5

$53.8

$53.8

-$10.2

  Prepaid Taxes  Method 5

$120.4

$120.4

$112.9

$112.9

$112.9

  Deferred Income Tax

-$154.5

-$154.5

-$156.0

-$156.0

-$156.0

  Unamortized ITC

-$8.8

-$8.8

-$8.5

-$8.5

-$8.5

  Accumulated Depreciation

-$1,017.5

-$1,017.5

-$1,049.2

-$1,049.2

-$1,055.0

  Advances

-$577.5

-$577.5

-$577.5

-$577.5

-$577.5

  Contributions

-$101.4

-$101.4

-$101.4

-$101.4

-$101.4

  Dist. Rate Base

$1,793.5

$1,793.5

$2,126.7

$2,126.9

$2,002.8

  G.O.Allocation

$21.0

$21.0

$92.2

$92.2

$21.0

Total Rate Base

$1,814.5

$1,814.5

$2,219.1

$2,219.1

$2,023.8

Rate of Return

7.74%

8.35%

-2.47%

9.37%

9.23%

RRB

Utility

ANTELOPE VALLEY WATER COMPANY

Test Year 2001

(Dollars in Thousands)

APPENDIX A
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SUMMARY OF EARNINGS AT 

PRESENT

 AND 

PROPOSED

 RATES
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ANTELOPE VALLEY WATER CO.

TEST YEAR 2001

Schedule No.  U-1

GENERAL METERED SERVICE











































APPLICABILITY





















Applicable to all metered water service

















TERRITORY





















A portion of the community of Lancaster and vicinity, Los Angeles County














RATES





















Quantity Rates



Per Meter










Per Month

















All water delivered per 100 cu. Ft.

 $           1.000 

(I)














Service Charge





















For 5/8 x 3/4-inch meter

 $           12.80 

(I)




For 3/4-inch meter


 $           19.20 

|




For 1-inch meter


 $           32.00 

|




For 1-1/2-inch meter


 $           64.00 

|




For 2-inch meter


 $         102.40 

|




For 3-inch meter


 $         192.00 

|




For 4-inch meter


 $         320.00 

(I)


























The Service Charge is a readiness-to-serve charge which is applicable to all metered


service and to which is to be added the charge for water used computed at the Quantity Rates.













SPECIAL CONDITIONS




















1. All bills are subject to the reimbursement fee set forth on Schedule No. UF.
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ANTELOPE VALLEY WATER CO.

TEST YEAR 2001

Schedule No. R-1

GENERAL METERED SERVICE













APPLICABILITY





















Applicable to all metered water service

















TERRITORY





















A portion of the community of Leona Valley and vicinity, Los Angeles County; Lake Hughes and vicinity, Los Angeles County and Fremont Valley and vicinity, Kern County. 

















RATES





















Quantity Rates



Per Meter










Per Month

















All water delivered per 100 cu. ft.

 $           1.789 

(I)














Service Charge





















For 5/8 x 3/4-inch meter

 $           12.80 

(I)




For 3/4-inch meter


 $           19.20 

|




For 1-inch meter


 $           32.00 

|




For 1-1/2-inch meter


 $           64.00 

|




For 2-inch meter


 $         102.40 

|




For 3-inch meter


 $         192.00 

|




For 4-inch meter


 $         320.00 

(I)


























The Service Charge is a readiness-to-serve charge which is applicable to all metered


service and to which is to be added the charge for water used computed at the Quantity Rates.
























SPECIAL CONDITIONS




















1. All bills are subject to the reimbursement fee set forth on Schedule No. UF.
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ANTELOPE VALLEY WATER CO.

TEST YEAR 2001


Schedule No LH-2
(T)
LIMITED RESIDENTIAL FLAT RATE SERVICE














APPLICABILITY





















Applicable to limited flat rate residential water service















TERRITORY





















A portion of the community of Lake Hughes and vicinity, Los Angeles County.













RATES




Per Service










Connection










Per Month

















For a single residential unit including premises
 $           22.43 

(I)

























SPECIAL CONDITIONS




















1. All bills are subject to the reimbursement fee set forth on Schedule No. UF.















2. This service is limited to customers being provided as of November 22,1999.















3. If the company so elects,  a meter may be installed and service provided 




    under Schedule No. R-1, General Metered Service. 
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ANTELOPE VALLEY WATER CO.

TEST YEAR 2001

Schedule No. 4

PRIVATE FIRE SERVICE


APPLICABILITY





















Applicable to all water service furnished to privately owned fire protection




system and privately owned fire hydrants.

















TERRITORY





















All communities served by Antelope Valley Water Company.















RATES















Per Month

















For each inch of diameter of service connection
 $             3.96 

(I)

























SPECIAL CONDITIONS




















(Special Conditions 1 through and including 12 remain in effect with no change.)
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ANTELOPE VALLEY WATER CO.

ATTRITION YEAR 2002

AUTHORIZED STEP INCREASES





























Each of the following increases in rates may be put into effect by filing a rate schedule which


adds the appropriate increase to the rates in effect at that time.

















Quantity Rates



Rates to be










Effective










01-01-2002
















   Schedule No. U-1: All water delivered per 100 cu. ft.
 $           0.100 
















   Schedule No. R-1: All water delivered per 100 cu. ft.
 $           0.316 
















Service Charges




















   Schedule No. U-1 and Schedule No. R-1:



















For 5/8 x 3/4-inch meter

 $             1.90 






For 3/4-inch meter


 $             2.85 






For 1-inch meter


 $             4.75 






For 1-1/2-inch meter


 $             9.50 






For 2-inch meter


 $           15.20 






For 3-inch meter


 $           28.50 






For 4-inch meter


 $           47.50 
















   Schedule No. LH-2:  





















For a single residential unit including premises:
 $             3.33 
















   Schedule No. 4:





















For each inch of diameter of service connection:
 $             0.59 
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ANTELOPE VALLEY WATER COMPANY
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1.  WATER CONSUMPTION  (KCcf per year)

2000

2001

Metered Services

  Lancaster

281.1

281.8

  Fremont Valley

13.7

13.9

  Leona Valley

140.9

141.5

  Lake Hughes

22.0

22.2

  Unaccounted Water ( 8.67% )

43.5

43.6

  Total Water Production

501.2

502.9

2.   POWER PURCHASED

  Energy use, kWH

1,019,274

1,022,268

  Pumping Cost

98,930

$           

 

98,900

$                    

 

  Cost per kWH

0.0971

$           

 

0.0967

$                    

 

3.  WATER CONSUMPTION  (Ccf/Cust.)

METERED RATE SERVICE

  Lancaster

495.2

495.2

  Fremont Valley
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187.2

  Leona Valley

356.3

356.3

  Lake Hughes
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101.8
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  Lake Hughes
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ANTELOPE VALLEY WATER COMPANY

ADOPTED QUANTITIES
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OPERATING REVENUES

897.8

$             

 

923.3

$                      

 

EXPENSES

  Operating & Maintenance

270.3

$             

 

272.2

$                      

 

  Uncollectibles

6.7

$                 

 

6.9

$                          

 

  Administrative & General

224.9

$             

 

230.0

$                      

 

  Franchise Fees

9.0

$                 

 

9.2

$                          

 

  Ad Valorem Taxes

21.4

$               

 

24.0

$                        

 

  Payroll Taxes

10.4

$               

 

10.6

$                        

 

     Subtotal

542.7

$             

 

553.0

$                      

 

DEDUCTIONS

  California Tax Depreciation

92.7

$               

 

93.0

$                        

 

  Schedule M Adjustments

43.8

$               

 

43.8

$                        

 

  Interest

47.0

$               

 

47.0

$                        

 

  California Taxable Income

171.6

$             

 

186.5

$                      

 

  CCFT  @  8.84% 

15.2

$               

 

16.5

$                        

 

DEDUCTIONS

  Federal Tax Depreciation

92.7

$               

 

93.0

$                        

 

  Schedule M Adjustments

60.7

$               

 

60.7

$                        

 

  Interest

47.0

$               

 

47.0

$                        

 

  CA Tax

(18.0)

$              

 

15.2

$                        

 

FIT TAXABLE INCOME

172.6

$             

 

154.5

$                      

 

FIT  (Before Adjustment)  

58.7

$               

 

52.5

$                        

 

 Deferred Tax Items

21.5

$               

 

21.5

$                        

 

Net Federal Income Tax

80.2

$               

 

74.0

$                        
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ANTELOPE VALLEY WATER COMPANY

ADOPTED INCOME TAX CALCULATIONS
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$            
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$            
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$           
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$            

 

Normal Increase

39.39%

2.90%

2.46%

Amount

248,500

$            

 

25,500

$             

 

22,300

$              

 

Levelized Amount

92,412

$              

 

105,949

$           

 

120,708

              

 

Amount Deferred

156,088

$            

 

90,093

$             

 

-

$                    

 

Levelized Revenue

723,200

$            

 

829,100

$           

 

949,800

$            

 

Levelized Increase

14.65%

14.65%

14.56%

OPERATIONAL ATTRITION

  2000 Rate of Return at Proposed Rates

9.26%

  2001 Rate of Return at 2000 Proposed Rates

8.61%

  Difference

0.65%

FINANCIAL ATTRITION

  2002 Rate of Return at Proposed Rates

9.23%

  2001 Rate of Return at Proposed Rates

9.23%

  Difference

0.00%

TOTAL ATTRITION DIFFERENCE

0.65%

  2001 Rate Base

2,023,806

$         

 

Net-to-Gross Multiplier

1.6951

Attrition Allowance

22,299

$              
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ANTELOPE VALLEY WATER COMPANY

 ATTRITION ALLOWANCE CALCULATIONS

ADOPTED LEVEL RATE INCREASE CALCULATIONS


� The RRB was subsequently transferred to the Commission’s Office of Ratepayer Advocates.


� Dominguez Services Corporation was subsequently acquired by California Water Services.


� RRB also waived comment on the proposed decision through a representation of counsel.


� To encourage larger water utilities to acquire inadequately operated and maintained water utilities, the Commission adopted a range of incentives in D.99-10-064.  This return premium is apparently intended by the parties to provide that incentive. 


� On the date in 2001 that tariffs become effective.  
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