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RESOLUTION

Resolution E-3735.  Southern California Water Company (SCWC) requests authorization to increase the surcharge to offset the current undercollection in the Supply Expense Balancing Account in its Bear Valley Electric Service (BVES) Customer Service Area.  The adjustment results in an overall rate increase of 14.8%.  This resolution approves SCWC request with modifications.

By Advice Letter 186-E Filed on April 9, 2001. 

__________________________________________________________

Summary

This Resolution approves, with modifications, the request by SCWC for an additional amortization of $0.01817 per kilowatt-hour to its existing $0.00429 per kilowatt-hour surcharge to reflect a total surcharge of $0.02246 per kilowatt-hour to offset the accumulated undercollection balance in the Supply Cost Balancing Account.
  SCWC is proposing to amortize this balance over a five-year period.  This will result in an overall rate increase of 14.8% to BVES’s customers.  The following are the modifications:

1. The amount of the undercollection will be determined by the outcome of the audit ordered in Resolution E-3704.  

2. SCWC must maintain all records of the PPACR Account.

3. Late fees and administrative and general expenses are not to be included in the PPACR Account. 

4. SCWC shall file a supplemental advice letter withdrawing Schedule A – General Service.

5. SCWC shall file a supplemental advice letter that incorporates the appropriate revisions requested in Advice Letters 183-EA and 186-E for Schedule A4 – General Service - Demand.

6. SCWC shall revise Part G.3. of the Preliminary Statement to reflect the use of the accrual method to record monthly purchased energy costs and revenues.

7. The effective date of the Resolution is today.

Background

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 Bear Valley Electric Customer Service Area.  This adjustment results in an overall rate increase of 14.8%.

Between April 30 through May 25, 2001, fifteen SCWC’s customers wrote letters complaining about Advice Letter 186-E.  The customers indicated that they felt their current rates were too high and did not believe a rate increase was justified.

On May 24, 2001, the Commission adopted Resolution E-3704 that approved Advice Letters 183-EA and 185-E with modifications.  The Commission noted, in Resolution E-3704 that it appeared that the overcollection in the PPACR had been returned to the BVES ratepayers.  However, it was difficult to verify the exact amount of the undercollection in the Supply Expense Balancing Account due to discrepancies in SCWC’s data.

Due to California’s current energy crisis, wholesale electricity costs are at an all time high.  While there were deficiencies in SCWC’s supporting data, they were not sufficient enough for SCWC to continue implementation of the negative amortization in its PPACR Account.

Consequently, SCWC was authorized to cease amortizing the overcollection in its PPACR account and begin amortization of the undercollection in its Supply Expense Balancing Account by collecting a surcharge of $0.00429 kWh, subject to refund.  This authorization is subject, in part, to the following:

a) In order to ensure that an accurate account was maintained, a 

detailed and complete audit of SCWC’s PPACR is to be generated back from December 1995 to December 2000.
  

b) The cost of the audit is to be paid by SCWC’s shareholders.

c) SCWC is to maintain all records of the PPACR Account until a formal audit is conducted.

d) Late fees and administrative and general expenses are not to be included in the PPACR Account.

e) A copy of the finalized audit report is to be given to the Energy Division.

f) If the audit report meets the requirements of Resolution E-3704, the Energy Division is to accept it, and the PPACR Account is to be adjusted to reflect the audit results.

g) SCWC is to provide documentation supporting its line losses and justification why these costs should be passed on to the ratepayers.  SCWC will indicate what appropriate steps it is taking to adequately reduce its line losses.  This study is be submitted to the Energy Division within 60 days from May 24, 2001. 

h) SCWC’s Preliminary Statement’s phase “currently supplied by Southern California Edison, but regardless of supplier” is to be deleted from the text in Part G 2.(a) of the Preliminary Statement.

Resolution E-3704 addressed the recovery of the undercollection in the Supply Expense Balancing Account up through March 2000.  The purpose of Advice Letter 186-E is to address the undercollection from April 2000 through March 2001.

Currently, SCWC has approximately 20,000 Domestic, 1,200 Commercial, three street lighting, and four Industrial customers. The average increase
 for each customer class are shown in the following table provided by SCWC:

Tariff
Average Monthly Usage kWh
Current Monthly Bill
Proposed Monthly Bill
% Increase

Schedule No. D (Domestic Service)
449
$41.02
 $55.18 
12.70%

Schedule No. D-LI (Domestic Service - CARE)
343
$30.24 
 $35.53 
12.80%

Schedule No. DM (Domestic Service - Multi-Family Accommodation)
1,099
$95.48
 $115.45 
12.70%

Schedule No. DMS (Domestic Service-Multi-Family Accommodation - Submetered)
9,261
$698.78
 $867.05 
12.70%

Schedule No. DO (Domestic Service - Other)
148
$20.93 
 $23.62 
9.10%

Schedule No. A-1 (General Service < 20kW)
2,717
$369.75 
 $419.12 
9.60%

Schedule No. I-1 (Interruptible Service)
296,747
$25,649.85 
$31,041.75 
21.02%

Notice 

Notice of AL 186-E was made by publication in the Commission’s Daily Calendar.  Southern California Water Company states that a copy of the Advice Letter was mailed and distributed in accordance with Section III-G of General Order 96-A. 

On April 24, 2001, SCWC mailed a notice informing its customers in the Bear Valley Electric service area of Advice Letter 186-E.  The notice indicated that SCWC had filed a request to the Commission to increase the amortization surcharge in its BVES territory to recover the current undercollection in its Supply Expense Balancing Account.  The notice only provides the effect of this request to the average residential customer under BVES Tariff schedule No. D.  The notice also informed the customers that they could contact “the Commission concerning the proposed rate increase by writing to the Commission office no later than 20 days after the publication of this notice.”

Protests

On April 26, 2001, ORA filed its protest of SCWC’s AL 186-E.  SCWC’s Advice Letter 186-E was timely protested by ORA.
  ORA believes SCWC’s Advice Letter 186-E should be rejected.  In addition, ORA recommends that the Commission direct SCWC to file an application for the “rate increase” proposed in Advice Letter 186-E.
 Alternatively, if the Commission approves AL 186-E, ORA recommends “that it be temporarily authorized subject to refund pursuant to the outcome of the application.”

ORA believes the Advice Letter 186-E should be rejected for the following reasons:

1. ORA states that SCWC “is proposing a material increase, which is improper for an advice letter procedure.  The Commission has not formally set a maximum limit for increases for ‘surcharges’ that may be effected in an advice letter process but it has set a limit of $750,000 for general rate increases”.
  SCWC’s proposed surcharge will produce annual revenues of $2,024,338.  ORA’s opinion is that “absent a formal positive Commission finding, there is no justification for holding a surcharge, or ‘special’ rate increases, to a different limit or a limit that is multiples greater than a ‘general’ rate increase.”

2. ORA indicates that General Order (GO) 96-A, section VI, states, in part, “In cases where the proposed increases are minor in nature the Commission may accept a showing in the advice letter provided justification is fully set forth therein, without the necessity of a formal application.”  ORA states that there were no workpapers included in Advice Letter 186-E.  ORA “believes that such technical documentation is required for the Commission to make an informed, well-reasoned finding in favor of a requested rate increase.”

On May 1, 2001, SCWC responded to the protests of ORA.
  SCWC requests the Commission to approve Advice Letter 186-E and reject ORA’s protests.

SCWC’s response to each of ORA’s concerns is as follows:

1. SCWC states, “there is both specific authorization and precedent for the use of an advice letter filing to obtain rate relief of amortization of undercollections in the balancing account.  On March 11, 1996, SCWC and the Commission’s Division of Ratepayer Advocates entered into a settlement agreement in Application 95-09-016, SCWC’s last General Rate Case for Bear Valley Electric.  Section 3.01 of the Settlement Agreement
, which discusses supply costs and the balancing account, states in pertinent part, ‘In the future, whenever the overcollection or undercollection reaches 5% of annual revenues, SCWC will submit an advice letter to the Commission requesting amortization of the balance.”  (emphasis added)

Prior to this settlement, on October 5, 1990, SCWC filed Advice Letter 137-E.  The advice letter requested authorization for the amortization of an undercollection in the balancing account ($1,501,006) and an increase in the base cost of purchased power ($1,012,652).  This resulted in an overall increase of 27.4%.  On November 21, 1990, the Commission approved Advice Letter 137-E through Resolution E-3206.  SCWC states that no protest were received regarding the use of the advice letter filing procedure for its requests.

In addition, in May 2000, SCWC filed Advice Letter 183-EA that requested an overall increase of 12.46% ($2,365,587).  No protests were received regarding the use of the advice letter filing procedures for SCWC requests.

2. SCWC states that “extensive workpapers supporting”
 Advice Letter 186-E was provided to the Energy Division to justify the requested “rate increase.”  SCWC offered to provide copies of the workpapers to ORA if requested.

On June 13, 2001, Bear Valley Cooperative Association (BVCA) protested both SCWC’s Advice Letters 186-E and 188-E.  BVCA states it “fully incorporates ORA’s grounds for Protest…with one important exception.  BVCA does not support an alternative Commission action(s), for temporary approval(s) subject to refund pursuant to the outcome of a recommended Application.”  BVCA further states that  “…this uncritically reviewed charge would fall heavily on CARE-qualified Low Income Customers, a customer class the Commission has accorded more protection from electric rate increases…”

BVCA requests the Commission accept its protest.  BVCA states “that the Application process which is required for the proposals of the scope proposed in both Advice Letters (186-E and 188-E), would provide a thirty-day protest period, among other things.”  In addition, BVCA states that SCWC’s notice contents and form were “inadequate” to allow for a timely protest.
  BVCA indicates that it will supplement this protest on more expansive and categorical grounds, “after further review and conferral among associates of BVCA.”  Thus, BVCA feels it is entitled to a 30 day period to protest Advice Letters 186-E rather than the 20 days allowed by GO 96-A.

On June 19, 2001, SCWC responded to the protest by BVCA.  SCWC states that the protest by BVCA “fails to comply with Section III (H) of General Order 96A
, and can be dismissed on that ground alone, SCWC will nevertheless respond to the issues raised by BVCA.”
  SCWC indicated that there is no base rate increase being proposed in Advice Letter 186-E.  That the request in Advice Letter 186-E “is to recover the higher cost of the new purchased power agreement, by increasing the PPAC component of the rate.”

On June 21, 2001, BVCA filed a supplement to its protest dated June 13, 2001.  In regards to Advice Letter 186-E, BVCA stated the following concerns:

1. “There are no statutory basis, and no controlling Commission policies or Decisions, are cited for rolling over all past energy procurement lossmaking activities of SCWC/BVES, onto future ratepayers for the next five years…SCWC/BVES knowledgeably entered a new environment of increased risk, especially for energy procurement, and that it should bear all accountability and responsibility for lossmaking, at least up to the time of passage of ABX1 emergency legislation in January 2001…”  BVCA indicates that SCWC/BVES should file an application, and the Commission should open an investigation.

2. BVCA believes the proposed surcharge is a “losses tax” that SCWC/BVES seeks the Commission to approve.  “Questionable recoveries are sought through” this surcharge which also affects low income CARE- qualified customers.  BVCA indicates that the approval of Advice Letter 186-E would “foreclose investigation and consideration of rational cost allocation and apportionment of responsibility.”

3. BVCA states that the proposed surcharge burdens future low income CARE-Qualified customers which is “inconsistent with recent Commission decisions to exempt such customers from the caprices in the dysfunctional periods in restructuring electricity markets.”

On June 29, 2001, SCWC responded to the supplemental protest of BVCA.
  SCWC provided the following to addressed BVCA’ s concerns:

SCWC states “D.97-12-093 specifically found that PUC Section 368 does not require a rate freeze or 10% reduction for Kirkwood or Bear Valley.  In addition, the Commission has specifically authorized the use of a balancing account to refund overcollections and recover undercollections by the adoption of the Purchase Power Adjustment Clause.”  On May 24, 2001, the Commission approved Resolution E-3704 which “adopted a surcharge based on the same methodology and 5 year amortization proposed in Advice Letter 186-E.”

SCWC indicated that it was required to unbundle its rates and make provisions for direct access.  SCWC states it “is unaware of any obligation-under AB1890, or any other Commission decision related to this issue-to actively encourage its customers to seek direct access.”

Discussion

In order to analyze SCWC’s request, the Energy Division had to determine if an increase in the amortization to offset the current undercollection in the Supply Expense Balancing Account in its BVES service area was justified.

Resolution E-3704, effective May 24, 2001, has ordered a detailed and complete audit to insure that an accurate account was maintained.
  The audit was ordered due to discrepancies in SCWC’s data.  It was difficult to verify the exact amount of the undercollection in the Supply Expense Balancing Account due to discrepancies in SCWC’s data.  In Advice Letter 186-E, SCWC provided additional data from April 2000 through March 2001.  However, SCWC is currently disputing the last two purchased power invoices covering the period of January and February 2001.

Currently, California is in an energy crisis.  Wholesale electricity costs are at an all time high.  SCWC indicates there is an increase of $8,660,295 in its balancing account undercollection
 since it filed Advice Letter 183-EA..  The proposed $0.01817 surcharge would amortize this undercollection over a five-year period.  It is prudent to grant SCWC’s request, subject to refund, to offset the current undercollection with the following conditions:

1. The amount of the undercollection will be determined by the outcome of the audit ordered in Resolution E-3704.

2. SCWC must maintain all records of the PPACR Account.

3. Late fees and administrative and general expenses are not to be included in the PPACR Account. 

Protests of ORA and BVCA are denied.  The Commission has allowed the use of Advice Letters to amortize the undercollection in the balancing account.
  SCWC did provide workpapers in its advice letter.  While we agree that SCWC’s overcollection is large, this is due in part to the current energy crisis that California is experiencing at this time.  The audit ordered in Resolution E-3704 will determine the actual overcollection amount in the balancing account due to discrepancies in SCWC’s data.

Also, Section VI of GO 96-A states in part, “Any utility or district of a utility may request authority for a general rate increase by an advice letter filing if the projected annual operating revenues, including the requested increase, are no greater than $750,000.”  SCWC’s request is for an amortization of an undercollection and not a general rate increase.  ORA’s protest is denied.

In addition, GO 96-A does not provide for supplemental protests.  BVCA’s protest is denied.

Other Issues

1. SCWC’s Notice

On April 24, 2001, SCWC mailed a notice, informing its BVES customers of Advice Letter 186-E, fifteen days after the advice letter had been filed with the Energy Division.  SCWC should notify its customers of advice letter filings in sufficient time as required by General Order (GO) 96-A.  This would ensure that its customers have adequate advance notice of its advice letter filings (so that they have the opportunity to file a timely protest).

In addition, the notice did not provide each customer classification the present and proposed rates, including the increase in dollar and percentage terms. GO 96-A, Section III. (G)(5) states, in part, the following:

“…Utilities requesting authority to increase rates by advice letter filing in accordance with Section VI shall give written notification to each customer of the present and proposed rates, including the increase in dollar and percentage terms…”

On May 2, 2001, during a meeting between SCWC and the Energy Division, SCWC was told that its notice was not in compliance with GO 96-A.  In Resolution E-3704, effective May 24, 2001, SCWC was ordered to provide a notice to its customers, of rate changes, one billing cycle in advance of any advice letter filing.  If SCWC continues its violations of GO 96-A regarding its notice requirements, the Commission may sanction SCWC with fines. 

2. Schedules A – General Service and A-4 –General Service - Demand

In the review of SCWC’s revised tariff sheets to those currently on file with the Energy Division, it was noted that no revisions were provided for Schedules A – General Service and A-4- General Service – Demand. 

Schedule A is applicable to all general power service including lighting, power, and heating service.  SCWC indicated that BVE does not have any customers in Schedule A.  In addition, SCWC stated that in compliance with D.97-12-093, Advice Letter 175 was filed.  In Advice Letter 175, Schedules A1 – General Service (Less than 20 kW), A2 – General Service (20 to 50 kW), and A3 – General Service (Greater than 50 kW) replaced Schedule A.
  SCWC should have withdrawn Schedule A in Advice Letter 175.

Schedule A4 is applicable to electrical service to one account, Camp Oaks.
  SCWC stated it “inadvertently omitted the revisions to Schedule A4 in Advice Letters 183-EA and 186-E.”  SCWC should file a revised Schedule A4 that incorporates the appropriate revisions requested in Advice Letters 183-EA and 186-E.

3. SCWC’s Preliminary Statements G., Purchased Power Adjustment Clause

SCWC was criticized in draft Resolution E-3599
 for not maintaining its PPACR account in accordance with its Preliminary Statements G., Purchased Power Adjustment Clause (2) that stated “A Balancing Account shall be maintained to record the difference between the accumulated revenue billed to reflect Edison’s purchased power rates and the accumulated actual costs of purchased power… At intervals not exceeding one year, the adjustment per kWh computed as prescribed by Paragraph G.2, and stated in the tariff schedules shall be adjusted to cause the accumulated revenue billed to offset Edison’s rates to substantially equal the accumulated actual cost of purchased power.”  (Emphasis added.)

Many of the debits were based on estimates rather than the “actual bill”.  This was not in compliance with SCWC’s Preliminary Statement G., Purchased Power Adjustment Clause that was in effect at this time.

SCWC in Advice Letter 185-E revised its Preliminary Statements G., Purchased Power Adjustment Clause (2).  This section has now been revised to Preliminary Statements G., Purchased Power Adjustment Clause 3 that states the following:

“A Balancing Account shall be maintained to record the difference between the accumulated revenue billed through the Purchased Power Adjustment Clause and the accumulated recorded costs of purchased power.  Monthly entries to the Balancing Account will be determined from the following calculations:

a. Purchased Power Adjustment clause revenue billed during the month;

b. Less than adjustment of 1.429 percent to reflect the adopted rate for franchise fees and uncollectibles;

c. Less the recorded costs for purchasing energy, capacity, transmission service and related ancillary services;

d. Plus any refunds for purchased power costs previously reflected in the balancing account;

e. Plus or minus interest expense, depending upon whether there is an under-collection or over-collection.  Such interest shall be calculated based upon the average of the beginning and ending monthly balance in the Balancing Account multiplying by the 90-day commercial paper rate for the month.

f.  Less an adjustment, if any, for the direct payment of refunds to customers.

If the above calculation produces a positive amount (over-collection), such amount shall be credited to the Balancing Account.  If the calculation produces a negative amount (under-collection), such amount shall be debited to the Balancing Account.”  (Emphasis added)

The appropriate method for the Balancing Account to be maintained is by the accrual method.  This is in keeping with sound accounting principles. Consequently, the underlined word noted above, “recorded” should be replaced by the word “accrual.”  In addition, the following sentence should be included in the Preliminary Statements G., Purchased Power Adjustment Clause 3 section:

g. The accumulated accrual cost of purchased power shall be 

     trued-up on a monthly basis.

Through discussions between SCWC and the Energy Division, SCWC agreed to utilize the accrual method in its Balancing Account.  SCWC indicated that the best time to switch from a cash basis to an accrual basis would be during the summer.  The usual difference between the cash basis and the accrual basis balance would be a one-month costs in energy.  SCWC states that “BEV’s (sic) energy costs are typically lower in the summer months, switching during the summer months would minimize this adjustment.”  However, SCWC indicated that there will be a $4 million difference by switching the Balancing Account from a cash basis to an accrual basis.  SCWC stated the following are the sources of the $4 million difference:

· There is a dispute of $2 million with Dynegy regarding SCWC’s January 2001 invoice.

· There is $1.3 million in the March 2001 energy costs that have not been paid prior to March 31, 2001.

· There is $0.4 million in demand charges that have not been paid prior to March 31, 2001.

· There is a $0.4 million difference in interest expenses associated with the two different accounting methods.

SCWC shall complete its conversion from cost basis to accrual basis of its Balancing Account by September 2001.
Comments

Public Utilities Code section 311(g)(1) provides that this resolution must be served on all parties and subject to at least 30 days public review and comment prior to a vote of the Commission.  Section 311(g)(2) provides that this 30-day period may be reduced or waived upon the stipulation of all parties in the proceeding.  

The 30-day comment period for the draft of this resolution was neither waived or reduced.  Accordingly, this draft resolution was mailed to parties for comments, and will be placed on the Commission's agenda no earlier than 30 days from today.  Comments were filed by SCWC on August 3, 2001.  SCWC noted several factual and grammatical errors that have been incorporated in the text of this Resolution.  

In addition, SCWC proposes that customer notice be mailed to customers in advance of an advice letter filing rather than one billing cycle in advance which can be as long as 60 days.   SCWC does not say how far in advance the notice to customers should be mailed.  

We will take SCWC’s proposal and make it more specific.  SCWC, for all advice letter filings that it initiates, shall submit a draft customer notice to the Commission’s Public Advisor for approval at least two weeks before it intends to file the advice letter.  SCWC shall ensure that the customer notice is mailed to all customers at least 7 days before the advice letter is filed.   

Findings

1. On April 9, 2001, SCWC filed Advice Letter 186-E that requested authorization to increase the surcharge to offset the current undercollection in the Supply Expense Balancing Account in its BVES Customer Service Area.

2. On April 26, 2001, ORA filed a protest to Advice Letter 186-E.

3. On May 1, 2001, SCWC filed its response to ORA’s protest.

4. On June 13, 2001, Bear Valley Cooperative Association filed a protest to Advice Letter 186-E.  On June 21, 2001, BVCA filed a supplement to its protest.

5. ORA and BVCA contend that SCWC’s  request in Advice Letter 186 should be by Resolution. 

6. On June 19, 2001, SCWC filed its response to BVCA’s protest.  On June 29, 2001, SCWC filed its response to BVCA’s supplement to its protest.

7. ORA and BVCA’s protests are denied.  

8. The notice SCWC sent to its customers is misleading regarding the time period in which the Commission must receive timely protests.  In addition, the notice did not provide each customer classification the present and proposed rates, including the increase in dollar and percentage terms as required by GO 96-A.

9. SCWC Preliminary Statements G., Purchased Power Adjustment Clause notes purchases on a “reported” basis (cash basis).

10. SCWC shall maintain its balancing account on an accrual basis.  SCWC shall complete its conversion from cost basis to accrual basis by September 2001.

11.   The following revisions shall be incorporated in Preliminary Statements G., Purchased Power Adjustment Clause (3):

a) The word “recorded” shall be replaced with the word “accrued.”

b) In addition, the following sentence will be included:

“g)  The accumulated accrual cost of purchased power shall 

be trued-up on a monthly basis.”

12. SCWC, for all advice letter filings that it initiates, shall submit a draft customer notice to the Commission’s Public Advisor for approval at least two weeks before it intends to file the advice letter.  SCWC shall ensure that the customer notice is mailed to all customers at least 7 days before the advice letter is filed.   

Therefore it is ordered that:

1. SCWC is authorized to increase its amortization of the undercollection in its Supply Expense Account by $0.01817 kWh, subject to refund.  This authorization is subject to the following conditions:

a) The amount of the undercollection will be determined by the outcome of the audit ordered in resolution E-3704.

b) SCWC shall maintain all records of the PPACR Account.

c) Late fees and administrative and general expenses are not to be included in the PPACR Account.

2. SCWC’s Advice Letter 186-E is approved with the following modifications:

a) SCWC shall maintain its balancing account on an accrual basis.  SCWC shall complete its conversion from cost basis to accrual basis by September 2001.

b) The following revisions shall be incorporated in the Preliminary Statements G., Purchased Power Adjustment Clause (3):

i)  The word ‘recorded” shall be replaced with the word “accrued.”



ii)  In addition, the following sentence shall be included:

 “g)  The accumulated accrual cost of purchased power shall 

         be trued-up on a monthly basis.”

iii) The revised Preliminary Statement shall be filed as a supplemental advice letter within 10 days from the effective date of this Resolution.  The effective date of the supplemental advice letter is today.

c) SCWC customers’ notice shall provide for each customer classification, the present and proposed rates, including the increase in dollar and percentage terms as required by GO 96-A.

d) SCWC shall file a supplemental advice letter withdrawing Schedule A within 10 days from the effective date of this resolution.  The effective date of the supplemental advice letter is today.

e) SCWC shall file a supplemental advice letter that incorporates the appropriate revisions requested in Advice Letters 183-EA and 186-E for Schedule A4 within 10 days from the effective date of this resolution.  The effective date of the supplemental advice letter is today.

3.   SCWC, for all advice letter filings that it initiates, shall submit a draft customer notice to the Commission’s Public Advisor for approval at least two weeks before it intends to file the advice letter.  SCWC shall ensure that the customer notice is mailed to all customers at least 7 days before the advice letter is filed.   

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:
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      Commissioners

�  SCWC has referred to the balancing account as the “Supply Cost Balancing Account,”  the “Supply Expense Balancing Account,” or the “Purchased Power  Adjustment Clause Balancing Account.”  SCWC has used the terms interchangeably.


�   The audit dates were revised to include the first quarter of 2001.  The audit will be generated back from December 1995 through March 2001.





�   SCWC requested an extension of time for filing the study until September 1, 2001.  The Commission’s Executive Director granted SCWC’s request on July 24, 2001.


� The average current monthly bill, in the table, are based on the adjustments to the rates approved in Advice Letter 183-EA (Resolution E-3704).  The proposed monthly bill is based upon the request in Advice Letter 186-E.  The percent increase is the difference between the adjustments to the rates approved in Advice Letter 183-EA and those proposed in Advice Letter 186-E.  Revenues are allocated to the different classes of customers on an equal-cents-per-kilowatt basis.


� Fifteen customers sent informal letters of complaint and are mentioned in the Background section of this Resolution.


� ORA included SCWC’s Advice Letter 183-EA in its protest of Advice Letter 186-E.


� General Order 96-A, page 11, Section VI, third paragraph.


� Also, SCWC objects to ORA including Advice Letter 183-EA in its protest of SCWC’s Advice Letter 186-E.  Advice Letter 183-EA was filed in May 11, 2000.  ORA’s protest to Advice Letter 186-E was filed on April 26, 2001.


� On May 8, 1996, the Commission approved the Settlement Agreement in D.96-05-033.


� SCWC indicated that “extensive workpapers” supporting Advice Letter 183-EA were also provided to the Energy Division to justify it’s requested “rate increase.”


� SCWC filed Advice Letter 186-E on April 9, 2001.  The notice to SCWC’s customers was mailed on April 24, 2001.


� Section III (H) of GO 96-A states in part, “A protest must be made by letter or telegram and received not later than 20 days after the date of the tariff filing.”


� Both BVCA’s protest and supplemental protest includes concerns to SCWC’s Advice Letters 186-E and 188-E.  Only issues pertaining to Advice Letter 186-E will be discussed in Resolution E-3735.  Issues pertaining to Advice Letter 188-E will be discussed in Resolution E-3743.


� SCWC states it “is filing this response despite the fact that there appears to be no basis under General Order 96A for either supplemental protests or responses to them.”  SCWC also indicted the “untimeliness” of BVCA’s protest.


� The audit dates were revised to include the first quarter of 2001.  The audit will be generated back from December 1995 through March 2001.


� In Advice Letter 183-EA (Resolution E-3704) SCWC indicated an undercollection of $2,365,587 in its Supply Expense Balancing Account as of March 2000.  SCWC states that as of March 2001, the cumulative balance is now an undercollection of $11,022,217.


� On May 8, 1996, the Commission approved the Settlement Agreement in D.96-05-033 that authorized, in part, the use of an advice letter to request the amortization of the overcollection or undercollection in SCWC’s balancing account.  SCWC indicates that in Advice Letters 137-E and 183-EA, the Commission approved the corresponding resolutions that increased the amortization of the undercollection.  No protests were received for these advice letters.


� All current customers in Schedule A - General Service were placed in Schedule A1 – General Service (Less than 20 kW).


� In Advice Letter 176, the rates for Schedule A4 became effective in April 1998.


� The Energy Division prepared Draft Resolution E-3599 that denied SCWC’s requests in Advice Letter 179-E.  On May 25, 1999, SCWC withdrew Advice Letter 179-E before the Commission could take action on Draft Resolution E-3599.  Consequently, the Commission withdrew Draft Resolution E-3599 from the agenda.
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