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RESOLUTION

Resolution E-3743.  Southern California Water Company (SCWC) requests authorization, on an emergency basis, to adjust the electric rates for its Bear Valley Electric Service Customer Service Area (BVES).  Denied without prejudice. 

By Advice Letter 188-E Filed on May 11, 2001. 

__________________________________________________________

Summary

This Resolution denies without prejudice Southern California Water Company’s (SCWC) request to adjust its electric rates for its  Bear Valley Electric Service (BVES) Customer Service Area.  SCWC’s request is beyond the scope of a matter to be considered in an advice letter.  If SCWC wishes to pursue its authorization to adjust rates for BVES, it may file an application.  The protests of the Office of Ratepayer Advocates (ORA) and BVCA are granted to the extent they urge the Commission to deny SCWC’s request by advice letter.

Background

On May 1, 2000, SCWC filed Advice Letter 183-E.  SCWC requested authorization to remove the Purchase Power Adjustment Clause Balancing Account (PPACR) and to implement an amortization to offset the undercollection in the Supply Expense Balancing Account.  SCWC requested amortization of the balance in the Supply Expense Balancing Account over a three-year period.

On May 11, 2000, SCWC replaced Advice Letter 183-E with Supplemental Advice Letter 183-EA.  The only difference between the two advice letters was that Advice Letter 183-EA requested amortization of the balance in the Supply Expense Balancing Account over a five-year period.
  The requested revisions resulted in an overall rate increase of 12.46% to BVES customers.  On May 24, 2001, the Commission adopted Resolution E-3704 that approved Advice Letter 183-EA with modifiacations.

On April 9, 2001, SCWC filed Advice Letter 186-E.  SCWC requested authorization to implement an additional amortization to offset the current undercollection in the Supply Expense Balancing Account in its BVES Customer Service Area.  This adjustment would result in an overall rate increase of 14.8% (in addition to the rate increase requested in Advice Letter 183-EA.).  The Energy Division prepared Draft Resolution E-3735 that recommended approval of SCWC’s request in Advice Letter 186-E with modifications.

On May 11, 2001, SCWC filed Advice Letter 188-E.  SCWC requests authorization to adjust the electric rates for its BVES Customer Service Area.  SCWC states the proposed rate adjustments are necessary to “reflect the increase in the cost of purchased power and to recognize the Commission’s rate design policy adopted in Decision (D.) 01-03-082.  The overall cumulative rate increase for Advice Letters 183-EA, 186-E, and 188-E is approximately  70%.

SCWC proposes to increase the Energy Charge component and the Power System Deliver Charge component of the Purchased Power Adjustment Clause (PPAC).  In addition, SCWC is requesting authorization to implement revisions in the adopted rate structure for all of its rate schedules.

SCWC indicated that it is proposing the following “structural” changes to BVES current tariffs:

· “No rate increases over those previously requested in Advice Letters 183 and 186 are being proposed in this advice letter for permanent-resident domestic customers whose usage level is less than 130 percent of baseline

· Rate Schedule D, D-LI, DM, and DMS will have a third tier

· Implementation of a minimum monthly charge of $20 for Schedule D and DO customers and $17 for Schedule D-LI customers.

· Time and tier differentiated PPAC rates

· Increased rate differentials between on-peak, mid-peak, and off-peak rates for Schedule I-1, Schedule I, Schedule TOU, and Schedule TOU-1, as well as increased service charges for each of these schedules.

· The creation of two-tier rate structures for Schedules A-1, A-2, and A-3, along with a first step in moving customers to the appropriate A Schedule (Currently, all customers are served under Schedule A-1.

· The establishment of a minimum charge of $20 for ScheduleA-1, and higher service charges for Schedules A-2 and A-3.”

During June 2001, nineteen SCWC’s customers wrote letters complaining about Advice Letter 186-E.  The complaints were in regards to the current rates being too high, the rate increase was not justified, and high rates for non-residents of Big Bear.

Notice 

Notice of AL 188-E was made by publication in the Commission’s Daily Calendar.  SCWC states that a copy of the Advice Letter was mailed and distributed in accordance with Section III-G of General Order 96-A. 

Protests

On May 31, 2001, the Office of Ratepayer Advocates (ORA) filed its protest of Advice Letter AL 188-E.  ORA believes SCWC’s Advice Letter 188-E should be rejected.  In addition, ORA recommends that the Commission direct SCWC to file an application.

On June 18, 2001, the Bear Valley Cooperative Association (BVCA) protested both Advice Letters 186-E and 188-E.  Regarding Advice Letter 188-E, BVCA asserts that the matters raised by SCWC require the due process of an application.   BVCA requests the Commission accept its late protest in light of the fact that SCWC did not mail notices of the rate increase contained in Advice Letter 188-E until May 22, 2001, eleven days after the advice letter was filed.  BVCA also alleges discrepancies in SCWC’s filing.

On June 5, 2001, SCWC responded to ORA’s protest.  SCWC contends that the ORA protest is confusing and that ORA has misstated what SCWC is proposing.  

On  June 19, 2001, SCWC responded to BVCA’s protest.  SCWC asserts that BVCA’s protest should be dismissed since it was filed late.  In addition, SCWC provides a response to the specific issues raised by BVCA.  Finally, SCWC urges the Commission to process Advice Letter 188-E as filed.  

Discussion

Energy Division has reviewed Advice Letter 188-E, the protests, and SCWC’s responses.  SCWC is proposing both a significant increase in cost due to purchased power and a major restructuring of its rates and charges.  These are items that would normally be considered in a formal proceeding.  Both protestants urge the Commission to consider SCWC’s request as a formal application.  In its response to the protests, SCWC does not address the call for a formal proceeding.  

Energy Division recommends that Advice Letter 188-E be denied without prejudice.  SCWC may file an application for the relief it seeks.   

BVCA’s request to consider its late protest should be granted since SCWC was tardy in its customer notice and acceptance of the protest has not delayed the processing of this Resolution.

Comments

Public necessity requires that the 30-day comment period of Public Utilities Code section 311(g) be reduced in order to inform SCWC as quickly as possible that its proposal in Advice Letter 188-E is denied without prejudice. We have balanced the public interest in avoiding the possible harm to public welfare flowing from delay in considering this Resolution against the public interest in having the full 30-day period for review and comment as required by Rule 77.7(f)(9).  We conclude that the former outweighs the latter.  We conclude that failure to adopt a Resolution before the expiration of the 30-day review and comment period would cause significant harm to the public welfare.  Accordingly, we reduce the comment period for this Resolution.  Comments were filed by ________ on __________.

Findings

1. Southern California Water Company filed Advice Letter 188-E on May 11, 2001.

2. Advice Letter 188-E seeks a significant increase in costs due to purchased power and a restructuring of rates and charges.

3. The Office of Ratepayer Advocates and the Bear Valley Cooperative Association protested Advice Letter 188-E.  They both contend SCWC’s request should be considered in a formal proceeding.

4. On this ground, the protests are granted.

5. The late filed protest of BVCA should be accepted since SCWC was tardy on noticing its customers and the processing of this Advice Letter has not been delayed by consideration of it now.
6. Public necessity requires that the 30-day comment period of Public Utilities Code section 311(g) be reduced in order to inform SCWC as quickly as possible that its proposal in Advice Letter 188-E is denied without prejudice. We have balanced the public interest in avoiding the possible harm to public welfare flowing from delay in considering this Resolution against the public interest in having the full 30-day period for review and comment as required by Rule 77.7(f)(9).  We conclude that the former outweighs the latter.  We conclude that failure to adopt a Resolution before the expiration of the 30-day review and comment period would cause significant harm to the public welfare. 
7. SCWC’s Advice Letter 188-E should be denied without prejudice.   

Therefore it is ordered that:

1. The request of the Southern California Water Company to adjust the electric rates for its Bear Valley Electric Service Customer Service Area as requested in Advice Letter 188-E is denied without prejudice.  

2. The protests of the Office of Ratepayer Advocates and the Bear Valley Cooperative Association are granted to the extent they call for a formal proceeding to address the relief Southern California Water Company  seeks in Advice Letter 188-E.   

This Resolution is effective today.

I certify that the foregoing resolution was duly introduced, passed and adopted at a conference of the Public Utilities Commission of the State of California held on August 23, 2001; the following Commissioners voting favorably thereon:







 _____________________









 WESLEY M. FRANKLIN







 

       Executive Director

� In addition, Advice Letter 183-EA contained the PPACR workpapers.


� Advice Letter 185-E was also approved through Resolution E-3704.  Advice Letter 185-E requested revisions to SCWC’s Preliminary Statements.
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