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DIRECT TESTIMONY OF WILLIAM A. MONSEN 1 
REGARDING RESULTS OF OPERATIONS 2 

ON BEHALF OF SNOW SUMMIT LLC  3 
IN BEAR VALLEY ELECTRIC SERVICES GENERAL RATE CASE  4 

APPLICATION 26-01-022 5 
 6 

I. Introduction and Summary of Testimony 7 

 8 

Q.   Please state your name, position and business address. 9 

A. My name is William A. Monsen. I am a Principal Consultant at MRW & Associates, 10 

LLC (MRW). My business address is 1736 Franklin Street, Suite 700, Oakland 11 

California. 12 

 13 

Q. Please describe you background, experience and expertise. 14 

A. I have been an energy consultant with MRW since 1989. During that time, I have assisted 15 

independent power producers, electric consumers, financial institutions, and regulatory 16 

agencies with issues related to power project development, project valuation, purchasing 17 

electricity, and regulatory matters. I have directed or worked on projects in a number of 18 

states and regions in the United States, including Arizona, Colorado, California, Nevada, 19 

New England, and Wisconsin. Prior to joining MRW, I worked at Pacific Gas and 20 

Electric Company (PG&E). At PG&E, I held a number of positions related to energy 21 

conservation, forecasting, electric resource planning, and corporate planning. I hold a 22 

Bachelor of Science degree in engineering physics from the University of California at 23 

Berkeley, and a Master of Science degree in mechanical engineering from the University 24 

of Wisconsin-Madison.  25 

 26 
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Q. Have you previously testified as an expert witness? 1 

A. Yes. I have previously testified before the California Public Utilities Commission 2 

(Commission) on behalf of Snow Summit, Bear Mountain, The Utility Reform Network, 3 

the City of San Diego, the City of Long Beach, the Independent Energy Producers 4 

Association, the California Cogeneration Council, Duke Energy North America, the 5 

Alliance for Retail Energy Markets, the Center for Energy Efficiency and Renewable 6 

Technologies, the Local Governmental Commission Coalition, Clearwater Port, 7 

Commercial Energy, The Vote Solar Initiative, and the California Solar Energy Industries 8 

Association.  I have also submitted testimony in proceedings before the Federal Energy 9 

Regulatory Commission as well as state utility commissions in Arizona, Colorado, 10 

Massachusetts, Oregon, and Nevada. Finally, I have submitted expert reports in Federal 11 

Court and in arbitration. Additional information about my qualifications is provided in 12 

Attachment 1. 13 

 14 

Q. On whose behalf are you testifying? 15 

A. I am testifying on behalf of Snow Summit LLC (Snow Summit).  16 

 17 

Q. Please describe Snow Summit. 18 

A. Snow Summit LLC operates two ski resorts in Big Bear Lake – the Snow Summit Resort 19 

and Bear Mountain Resort.  Both ski resorts are customers of Bear Valley Electric 20 

Service (BVES). Snow Summit LLC is the single largest customer of BVES. In total, 21 

Snow Summit LLC has 15 separate accounts with BVES.  Three of these accounts are 22 

large power accounts that take service under BVES’s Tariff Schedule A-5 Primary (A5-23 
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P). BVES has no other customers that currently take service under this rate schedule.  1 

These accounts take interruptible service, meaning that BVES has the option to curtail 2 

deliveries to these accounts under provisions spelled out in Schedule A-5. In addition, 3 

Snow Summit LLC has 12 accounts that take service under BVES’s A-1, A-2, and A-3 4 

commercial rate schedules. 5 

 6 

Q. Has Snow Summit’s service with BVES changed recently? 7 

A. Yes. Snow Summit and BVES entered into an Added Facilities Agreement under which 8 

BVES would upgrade the delivery capability to the Snow Summit resort. This work 9 

involved replacing the existing Summit substation with a new substation that has greater 10 

delivery capacity. The work also involved installing a new substation BVES-owned at the 11 

top of the Snow Summit resort (the Ridge substation) and interconnecting the Ridge 12 

substation to the BVES system via BVES-owned distribution lines and equipment. 13 

Between the expanded Summit substation and the new Ridge substation, Snow Summit 14 

can now take up to 20 MW of service from BVES under Schedule A5-P. 15 

 16 

Q. Why did Snow Summit enter into the Added Facilities Agreement to expand its 17 

interconnection with BVES? 18 

A. Snow Summit has an existing diesel-fired generation system that provided much of the 19 

energy needed for snowmaking at Snow Summit. These facilities were aging and would 20 

require significant upgrades to their emissions control systems to be able to run as 21 

frequently as they had in the past. With the expanded interconnection with BVES, Snow 22 

Summit can retain the existing generation systems and operate within tighter emissions 23 
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limits. I understand that there is a limit on the number of hours the generation system can 1 

operate per calendar year. This limitation requires Snow Summit to apportion run hours 2 

for the generators in January-March so that it has run hours available for snowmaking in 3 

November and December of the same calendar year. 4 

 5 

Q. When did the new substations come online? 6 

A. Snow Summit executed the Added Facilities Agreement in August of 2022.1 After a very 7 

long design, procurement, and construction process, the substations and other new 8 

facilities came online on September 29, 2025 (i.e., in time for the 2025-2026 ski season).2 9 

 10 

Q. Have the new substations installed by BVES pursuant to the Added Facilities 11 

Agreement allowed Snow Summit to not run its onsite generation for snowmaking? 12 

A. No. Because BVES was unable to meet all of Snow Summit’s electric needs for 13 

snowmaking during the 2025-2026 ski season, Snow Summit found it necessary to run its 14 

onsite generation on numerous occasions since the substations were energized in late 15 

September 2025. 16 

 17 

Q. What are Snow Summit’s interests in this proceeding? 18 

A. As a major energy user and single largest customers on the BVES system, Snow Summit 19 

is concerned with the large increase in BVES’s requested revenue requirements in this 20 

proceeding. Snow Summit is also concerned about how various incorrect assumptions in 21 

BVES’s marginal cost study have resulted in an incorrect revenue allocation. Finally, 22 

 
1 BVES Advice Letter 452-E, September 20, 2022. 
2 BVES Advice Letter 540-E, February 23, 2026. 
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Snow Summit is concerned about how its payments to BVES exceed BVES’s costs of 1 

serving Snow Summit. This testimony presents Snow Summit’s concerns regarding 2 

BVES’s proposed revenue requirements.3 3 

 4 

Q. How does BVES characterize the increase in deliveries to Snow Summit? 5 

A. BVES states that this is an expansion of the Snow Summit resort.4 6 

 7 

Q. Is this a correct characterization? 8 

A. No. Snow Summit did not expand its operations. As noted above, Snow Summit simply 9 

increased its ability to take power from BVES through the expanded Summit and new 10 

Ridge substations (while planning to reduce operation of its onsite generation for 11 

snowmaking.) 12 

 13 

Q. What is the purpose of your testimony in this proceeding? 14 

A.   The purpose of my testimony regarding BVES’s Results of Operations is to discuss 15 

BVES’s proposals in this General Rate Case (GRC) proceeding that affect BVES’s 16 

overall revenue requirements.  17 

 
3 BVES served Volumes 1-5 of its opening testimony (regarding Results of Operations and other matters) with its 
application (Application (A.) 26-01-022) on January 30, 2026. BVES served Volume 6 on March 13, 2026. Volume 
6 addresses BVES’s proposals regarding marginal costs, revenue allocation, and rate design. BVES revised its 
Results of Operations because it was unable to proceed with a solar generating project that BVES had planned to 
come online in 2027. BVES revised the calculation of its Results of Operations on July 15, 2026, but did not serve 
updated testimony consistent with its revised Results of Operation. BVES provided Snow Summit with updated 
models for its Results of Operation on July 15, 2026. BVES’s change in its assumptions underlying its Results of 
Operations resulted in changes to BVES’s marginal costs and revenue allocation. BVES provided Snow Summit 
with updated models and results for the changes to marginal costs and revenue allocation on July 16, 2026. In this 
testimony, Snow Summit presents results based on BVES’s revised models. Pursuant to a ruling by Administrative 
Law Judge (ALJ) Van Dyken dated July 22, 2026, Snow Summit will submit testimony related to its concerns 
regarding BVES’s proposed marginal costs, revenue allocation and rate design on August 12, 2026. Unless 
otherwise indicated, BVES’s testimony is referred to as “BVES Testimony” with an associated volume number. 
4 BVES Testimony, Volume 1, p. 44. 
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 1 

Q. Please summarize your recommendations and conclusions regarding BVES’s 2 

Results of Operations. 3 

A. BVES is asking the Commission to authorize an overall 17.0 percent increase in average 4 

rates in 2027, followed by increases of between 4.5-8.5 percent in 2028-2030. Three 5 

customer classes will see increases of more than 20 percent in 2027: A5 TOU Secondary 6 

(30.6 percent), A5 TOU Primary (24.5 percent) and Permanent Residential (21.4 7 

percent).5 One factor that causes this increase is BVES’s request for a significant increase 8 

in its return on equity (from 10.0 percent to 11.3 percent). BVES’s requested increase is 9 

completely at odds with the return on equity of 9.75 percent that was recently adopted by 10 

the Commission in Decision (D.) 26-03-017 for a very similar utility (Liberty Utilities 11 

(CalPeco)). BVES’s witness regarding return on equity does not include Liberty Utilities 12 

(CalPeco) as a comparable utility when developing BVES’s recommended return on 13 

equity. Snow Summit recommends that the Commission should recognize that Liberty 14 

Utilities (CalPeco) is an excellent benchmark to BVES and that the Commission’s recent 15 

decision regarding cost of capital for Liberty Utilities (CalPeco) is indicative of a 16 

reasonable return on equity for BVES. 17 

 18 

 BVES’s load forecast the A5-P customer class is flawed and the Commission should 19 

order BVES to revise it. This flawed load forecast results in BVES forecasting higher 20 

supply costs than are reasonable. In addition, the flawed load forecast has implications 21 

 
5 BVES identifies customer classes in different ways in its testimony. In this testimony, I refer to A5 TOU Primary 
as “A5-P” and A5 TOU Secondary as “A5-S.” 
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for the determination of marginal costs. BVES’s load forecast for A5-P customers has 1 

two major flaws: 2 

 The forecast for non-snowmaking months (i.e., April – October) increases 3 

unreasonably in 2025 compared to loads in 2024. The installation of new substations 4 

at the Snow Summit resort was not completed until late September 2025, which is 5 

nearly the end of the non-snowmaking season. In addition, Snow Summit has not 6 

installed new equipment or changed operations during its non-snowmaking months. 7 

The Commission should order BVES to reduce its load forecast for the non-8 

snowmaking months of 2026-2030 for the A5-P customer class. 9 

 BVES’s load forecasts appear unreasonable during snowmaking months (i.e., 10 

November-March). Historic usage for 2026 for the A5-P class is far below BVES’s 11 

forecasted loads. BVES also uses inconsistent hourly load forecasts for the A5-P class 12 

in two different parts of its modeling, with loads exceeding BVES’s generation and 13 

import capacity in the model BVES uses to determine marginal costs and revenue 14 

allocation (but possibly correctly modeling maximum load in BVES’s supply cost 15 

model).  BVES also admits that it does not attempt to forecast curtailments of load for 16 

A5-P customers, eventhough the A5-P class will incur greater levels of curtailments 17 

in the future as a result of the installation of new substations at Snow Summit. By 18 

failing to even attempt to forecast additional curtailments, BVES likely overstates 19 

loads for the A5-P class during some hours in which A5-P customers make snow. The 20 

Commission should order BVES to reduce its load forecast for the A5-P class in non-21 

snowmaking months, reduce its load forecast by 12.5 percent during snowmaking 22 

months, and to reflect likely future curtailments in its hourly loads during 23 
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snowmaking months. 1 

 2 

Q. How is your testimony organized? 3 

A. After this introduction and summary section, Chapter II summarizes BVES’s proposals in 4 

this proceeding regarding Results of Operations and revenue allocation. Next, Chapter III 5 

discusses BVES’s improper cost of capital proposal. Chapter IV identifies and addresses 6 

BVES’s incorrect assumptions regarding the load forecast for the A5-P customer class. 7 

Chapter V presents a short conclusion to this testimony regarding BVES’s Results of 8 

Operations. 9 

 10 

Q. Does your testimony provide quantitative changes to BVES’s Results of Operations 11 

based on your recommendations? 12 

A. No. This testimony does not provide revised estimates of BVES’s revenue requirements 13 

resulting from Snow Summit’s recommendations. Snow Summit had intended to provide 14 

calculations of BVES’s revised Results of Operations, marginal costs, and revenue 15 

allocations pursuant to its recommendations in this proceeding. Snow Summit made 16 

numerous attempts through discovery and informal meetings with BVES to obtain copies 17 

of the complete, functional models used by BVES in the development of its testimony 18 

and recommendations. Obtaining those models likely would have allowed Snow Summit 19 

to do such analysis. However, despite Snow Summit’s efforts, it became clear that Snow 20 

Summit had not received complete, fully linked copies of the models used by BVES to 21 

develop its testimony. As a result, this testimony will provide Snow Summit’s 22 
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recommendations for changes to factors affecting BVES’s Results of Operations but will 1 

not provide estimates of quantitative impacts of its recommendations.6  2 

 3 

II. Summary of BVES’s Proposal 4 

 5 
Q. What is the purpose of this chapter of your testimony? 6 

A. This chapter briefly summarizes BVES’s proposals regarding revenue requirements and 7 

cost allocation for different customer classes. 8 

 9 

Q. At a high level, please describe the purpose of BVES’s application in this 10 

proceeding. 11 

A. BVES’s application has three main purposes. First, BVES proposes to establish its 12 

revenue requirement for the Test Year 2027 and the three other years (i.e., the “attrition 13 

years”) in this GRC cycle (i.e., the “revenue requirements” process).7 This revenue 14 

requirement is a portion of BVES’s Results of Operations. Second, BVES proposes to 15 

allocate that overall revenue requirement to different customer classes (i.e., the “revenue 16 

allocation” process.) This step is also referred to as cost allocation, reflecting the 17 

Commission’s principle that costs should be allocated to the customers that cause them to 18 

be incurred.) Third, BVES proposes to design rates to recover the revenue requirement 19 

that is allocated to each customer class (i.e., the “rate design” process). As part of the 20 

revenue allocation and rate design steps, BVES relies on its marginal cost study.  21 

 22 

 
6 Snow Summit anticipates that it will use a similar approach in its testimony regarding marginal costs and revenue 
allocation. 
7 BVES has a 4-year GRC cycle. 
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Q. How do the first two categories (i.e., revenue requirements and revenue allocation) 1 

relate to customer rates? 2 

A. Total revenue requirements divided by total sales are equal to system average rates (i.e., 3 

revenue per kWh sold). Similarly, class revenue requirements divided by sales to the 4 

class results in average rates for the customer class.  5 

 6 

Q. Are class-average rates comparable to rates developed in the rate design phase of 7 

the proceeding? 8 

A. In theory, both should recover a comparable amount of revenue from the customer class 9 

as a whole.  However, if a customer class has many different customers, then the revenue 10 

per kWh recovered from any particular customer is almost certainly not equal to the 11 

average revenue per kWh recovered from the class overall. The only exception to this is 12 

when a customer class has a single customer, which is the case in this proceeding: Snow 13 

Summit is the only customer in the A5-P customer class since the accounts in the A5-P 14 

class are the ski resorts owned and operated by Snow Summit. Thus, the average rate per 15 

kWh for the A5-P customer class is directly comparable to the average revenue per kWh 16 

for Snow Summit’s accounts on A5-P.  17 

 18 

Q. What are BVES’s proposed revenue requirements and revenue allocation in this 19 

proceeding? 20 

A. The following presents BVES’s proposed revenue requirements and revenue allocation 21 

by customer class and year. 22 
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 1 
Table 1: BVES's Proposed Revenue Allocation in Application Without Solar 2 

 Current 
2026 

2027 2028 2029 2030 

Residential Permanent Service  
$14,530,082  

 
$16,683,831  
$17,389,685  

 
$17,202,043  
$17,219,862  

 
$17,572,389  
$17,590,741  

 
$18,606,588  
$18,625,552  

Residential Non-Permanent Service  25,141,698   30,598,713  
29,460,046  

 33,100,712  
33,146,181  

 35,657,329  
35,706,455  

 39,386,988  
39,440,210  

General Service - Small (A1)  8,466,164   10,150,955  
9,996,563  

 10,851,611  
10,862,244  

 11,535,354  
11,546,660  

 12,621,818  
12,633,874  

General Service - Medium (A2)  2,606,700   2,936,929  
2,835,475  

 2,937,058  
2,936,549  

 2,921,281  
2,920,713  

 2,978,275  
2,977,635  

General Service - Large (A3)  3,644,683   4,329,442  
4,170,275  

 4,353,646  
4,354,018  

 4,459,051  
4,459,355  

 4,816,464  
4,816,689  

General Service - Time-of-Use (A4-TOU)  2,280,931   2,845,254  
2,932,510  

 3,230,671  
3,226,838  

 3,262,681  
3,258,663  

 3,209,807  
3,205,813  

Time-of-Use Service (A5 TOU Secondary)  629,322   784,681  
821,842  

 820,068  
817,613  

 850,371  
847,746  

 914,986  
912,161  

Time-of-Use Service (A5 TOU Primary)  5,749,203   6,428,229  
7,159,362  

 6,689,140  
6,619,302  

 6,885,985  
6,811,619  

 7,422,090  
7,342,421  

Street Lighting  64,529   84,537  
76,814  

 89,204  
91,548  

 93,984  
96,474  

 100,746  
103,407  

      
Total Revenues excl. OOR  

$63,113,312  
 

$74,842,571  
 

$79,274,154  
 

$83,238,425  
 

$90,057,761  
Year-over-Year Increase %  18.6% 5.9% 5.0% 8.2% 
      
Other Operating Revenues (OOR)  1,884,921   1,885,007   1,885,093   1,885,178   1,885,264  
Total Revenues w/ OOR  64,998,233   76,727,578   81,159,247   85,123,603   91,943,026  

Source: Derived from Marginal Cost and Rate (MCR) model, tab “Target Revenues.”   3 
 4 

As can be seen from Table 1 above, BVES is proposing overall revenue requirements of 5 

$76.728 million in Test Year 2027. This is an increase of $11.729 million (i.e., 18.0%) 6 

compared to the revenue that BVES forecasts that it would collect in 2026 under rates 7 

that were in effect at the start of 2026.8  8 

 
8 BVES’s changes to its Results of Operations due to removal of the solar project reduced BVES’s 2026 Revenue 
Requirement w/ OOR (Other Operating Revenues) from $67.612 million to $64.998 million. BVES explained to 
Snow Summit that this reduction in 2026 Revenue Requirement w/ OOR was because BVES would no longer 
implement a rate increase in 2026 associated with the cancelled solar project. BVES stated that it would have 
implemented that rate increase in late 2026. As a result of this surprising result, the year-over-year increase from 
2026 to 2027 is larger without the solar project ($11.729 million instead of $10.759 million) and the percentage 
increase in Revenue Requirement w/o OOR without the solar project is also larger (18.6 percent instead of 16.4 
percent.) 
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 1 

The following table presents the change in class-average rates and the compound average 2 

growth rate (CAGR) over the entire GRC cycle by customer class and year: 3 

 4 
Table 2: Percentage Increase in Class Average Rates Proposed by BVES by Year and 5 

Customer Class Without Solar 6 

 2027 2028 2029 2030 CAGR 
over GRC 

Cycle 
Residential Permanent Service 14.8%21.4

% 
3.1%0.4% 2.2%3.8% 5.9%7.6% 6.4%8.0% 

Residential Non-Permanent Service 21.7%13.7
% 

8.2%9.3% 7.7%4.6% 10.5%7.4
% 

11.9%8.7
% 

General Service - Small (A1) 19.9%14.6
% 

6.9%6.6% 6.3%4.4% 9.4%7.4% 10.5%8.2
% 

General Service - Medium (A2) 12.7%14.1
% 

0.0%8.8% -0.5%4.6% 2.0%7.4% 3.4%8.7% 

General Service - Large (A3) 18.8%10.5
% 

0.6%9.1% 2.4%4.6% 8.0%7.4% 7.2%7.9% 

General Service - Time-of-Use (A4-TOU) 24.7%15.5
% 

13.5%1.4
% 

1.0%3.9% -1.6%7.6% 8.9%7.0% 

Time-of-Use Service (A5 TOU 
Secondary) 

24.7%30.6
% 

4.5%-0.5% 3.7%3.7% 7.6%7.6% 9.8%9.7% 

Time-of-Use Service (A5 TOU Primary) 11.8%24.5
% 

4.1%-7.5% 2.9%2.9% 7.8%7.8% 6.6%6.3% 

Street Lighting 31.0%19.0
% 

5.5%19.2
% 

5.4%5.4% 7.2%7.2% 11.8%12.5
% 

      

Total 18.6%17.0
% 

5.9%5.1% 5.0%4.5% 8.2%7.8% 9.3%8.5% 

Source: Derived from MCR model, tab “Target Revenues.” Note that these changes are w/o OOR. 7 
 8 
As can be seen from Table 2 above, BVES is proposing more than a 14.821% increase in 9 

class-average rates in 2027 for the Permanent Residential class. BVES is also proposing a 10 

compound average annual increases of between 6.33.4% and 12.511.9% for each year of 11 

the 4-year GRC cycle for all customer classes. 12 

 13 

The following table presents the revenue allocation fractions by customer class and year: 14 
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 1 
Table 3: Revenue Allocation Fractions Proposed by BVES Without Solar 2 

 2026 At 
Present 
Rates 

2027 2028 2029 2030 

Residential Permanent Service 23.0%23.0% 22.3%23.2% 21.7%21.7% 21.1%21.1% 20.7%20.7% 
Residential Non-Permanent Service 39.8%39.8% 40.9%39.4% 41.8%41.8% 42.8%42.9% 43.7%43.8% 

General Service - Small (A1) 13.4%13.4% 13.6%13.4% 13.7%13.7% 13.9%13.9% 14.0%14.0% 

General Service - Medium (A2) 4.1%4.1% 3.9%3.8% 3.7%3.7% 3.5%3.5% 3.3%3.3% 

General Service - Large (A3) 5.8%5.8% 5.8%5.6% 5.5%5.5% 5.4%5.4% 5.3%5.3% 

General Service - Time-of-Use (A4-
TOU) 

3.6%3.6% 3.8%3.9% 4.1%4.1% 3.9%3.9% 3.6%3.6% 

Time-of-Use Service (A5 TOU 
Secondary) 

1.0%1.0% 1.0%1.1% 1.0%1.0% 1.0%1.0% 1.0%1.0% 

Time-of-Use Service (A5 TOU 
Primary) 

9.1%9.1% 8.6%9.6% 8.4%8.3% 8.3%8.2% 8.2%8.2% 

Street Lighting 0.1%0.1% 0.1%0.1% 0.1%0.1% 0.1%0.1% 0.1%0.1% 

      

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Source: Derived from MCR model, tab “Target Revenues.” These fractions are w/o OOR. 3 
 4 
 Revenue allocation fractions present the fraction of BVES’s total revenue requirements 5 

(excluding OOR) assigned to each customer class by year. As can be seen from Table 3 6 

above, the revenue fractions for each customer class change from 2027 to 2030, with 7 

some fractions increasing (e.g., Residential Non-Permanent Service) and others 8 

decreasing (e.g., Residential Permanent Service, A5-P).  9 

 10 

Q. Does Snow Summit have concerns with BVES’s Results of Operations proposals? 11 

A. Yes. I address these concerns in the following chapters of this testimony. 12 

 13 

Q. Does this testimony address Snow Summit’s concerns with BVES’s revenue 14 

allocation proposals that result from Snow Summit’s recommended changes in 15 

BVES’s load forecast? 16 
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A. No. Pursuant to the revised procedural schedule, Snow Summit will address marginal 1 

costs and revenue allocation issues in its testimony on August 12, 2026. 2 

 3 

III. The Commission Should Reduce BVES’s Proposed 4 

Increases Return on Equity 5 

 6 
Q. What is the purpose of this chapter of your testimony? 7 

A. This chapter addresses Snow Summit’s concerns with BVES’s proposed increase in its 8 

assumed cost of capital. Snow Summit proposes a reduction in BVES’s proposed return 9 

on equity. 10 

A. BVES’s Proposed Increase in Return of Equity 11 
 12 

Q. What is BVES’s currently authorized capital structure? 13 

A. In the last GRC, the Commission adopted the following capital structure for BVES: 14 

 15 
Table 4: BVES Current Cost of Capital and Capital Structure 16 

 Rate Fraction Cost 
Equity 10.00% 57% 5.70% 
Debt 5.51% 43% 2.37% 
Weighted-Average Cost of Capital   8.07% 

 Source: Derived from D.25-01-007, pp. 8-9. 17 
 18 
Q. What is BVES’s proposed capital structure for this GRC cycle? 19 

A. BVES is proposing a very large increase in its weighted-average cost of capital 20 

(WACOC) in this proceeding: 21 

 22 
Table 5: BVES Proposed Cost of Capital and Capital Structure 23 

 Rate Fraction Cost 
Equity 11.30% 60% 6.78% 
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Debt 5.92% 40% 2.37% 
Weighted-Average Cost of Capital   9.15% 

 Source: Derived from BVES Testimony, Volume 4, p. 1. 1 
 2 
 This increase in BVES’s WACOC is driven primarily by proposed increases in its return 3 

on equity (from 10.0% to 11.3%) and its equity fraction (from 57% to 60%). 4 

 5 

Q. Why does BVES claim that it needs its proposed increase in its WACOC? 6 

A. BVES states that: 7 

Given the current elevated wildfire risks, electric utilities are challenged in raising 8 
the financing necessary to implement all of its wildfire mitigation initiatives, as 9 
well as conduct core business services. As the risk is reduced due to the 10 
implementation of wildfire mitigation initiatives, it will remain challenging to 11 
convince the finance markets that the risks are indeed reduced, especially in light 12 
of the recent fires that have occurred in Southern California in early 2025. It will 13 
take time for the financial market to accept the effectiveness of mitigation efforts 14 
and will likely be based on a positive track record to be firmly established (e.g., 15 
no utility caused wildfires).9  16 

 17 

In addition, BVES’s witness regarding return on equity (ROE) describes numerous 18 

“business risks” that BVES faces that justify an upward adjustment of his original 19 

estimate of ROE.10 20 

 21 

Q. How does BVES’s proposed ROE compare with other utilities? 22 

A. The Commission recently adopted a capital structure for Liberty Utilities’ (Liberty 23 

Utilities (CalPeco)) Test Year 2025 GRC.11 In that decision, the Commission adopted the 24 

following capital structure: 25 

 26 

 
9 BVES Testimony, Volume 4, pp. 1-2. 
10 BVES Testimony, Volume 4, pp. 50-59. 
11 D.26-03-017. 
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Table 6: Cost of Capital and Capital Structure for Liberty Utilities (CalPeco) 1 

 Rate Fraction Cost 
Equity 9.75% 52.5% 5.12% 
Debt 5.87% 47.5% 2.79% 
Weighted-Average Cost of Capital   7.91% 

 Source: D.26-03-017, p. 2. 2 
 3 
 As can be seen from the above table, the WACOG adopted by the Commission in the 4 

GRC for Liberty Utilities (CalPeco) is less than that currently in effect at BVES and 1.24 5 

percentage points lower than that proposed by BVES. This table also shows that the 6 

Commission adopted an ROE for Liberty Utilities (CalPeco) that is 0.25% lower than 7 

BVES’s current ROE (i.e., 9.75% vs. 10.0%) and is 1.55% lower than BVES’s proposed 8 

ROE (i.e., 9.75% vs. 11.3%). 9 

 10 

Q. In the development of BVES’s recommended return on equity, did BVES include 11 

Liberty Utilities (CalPeco) in its group of comparables? 12 

A. No. BVES’s witness used a “Utility Proxy Group” that did not include Liberty Utilities 13 

(CalPeco), which is a wholly owned subsidiary of Liberty Utilities Co., which is an 14 

indirect, wholly owned subsidiary of Algonquin Power & Utilities Corp.12 15 

 16 

Q. Do BVES and Liberty Utilities (CalPeco) have similar characteristics? 17 

A. Yes. The following table provides some information about the two utilities: 18 

 19 

 
12 https://algonquinpower.com/about-us/our-history.html 
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 1 
Table 7: Comparison of BVES and Liberty Utilities (CalPeco) Utilities 2 

 BVES Liberty Utilities 
(CalPeco) 

Location Mountainous area near 
Big Bear Lake 

Mountainous area near 
Lake Tahoe 

Ownership American States Water 
Company 

Algonquin Power & 
Utilities Corp. 

Number of Customers ~234,000 ~510,5000 
Maximum Coincident Demand ~4855 MW 16041 MW 
Owned Power Supply 8.4 MW Bear Valley 

Power Plant 
772.5 MW (solar and oil-
fired) 

Annual Sales (MWh) (2023) ~138,00058,000 MWh ~58744,000 MWh (2023) 
Current ROE 10.0% 9.75% 
Serves Ski Resorts with 
Snowmaking 

Yes: Snow Summit and 
Big Bear Mountain 
Resort 

Yes: Heavenly, Palisades 
Tahoe, Northstar, 
Homewood 

Permanent and Non-Permanent 
Residential Customer Class 

Yes Yes 

 3 
 4 

As can be seen from the above table, BVES is somewhat smaller than Liberty Utilities 5 

(CalPeco) and has less generating capacity. Aside from those differences, the similarities 6 

are striking: both are wholly owned subsidiaries of much larger companies, serve 7 

mountainous service territories, have ski resorts as customers, and have a non-permanent 8 

residential customer class. Thus, while not precisely similar, both are very similar small 9 

jurisdictional electric utilities in California. 10 

 11 

Q. Does BVES have regulatory structures that help mitigate some of its business risks? 12 

A. Yes. BVES has a number of balancing accounts and memorandum accounts that limit 13 

BVES’s business risks. These are presented in BVES’s Preliminary Statement.13 These 14 

include balancing accounts to allow BVES to recover its base revenue requirements (i.e., 15 

 
13 https://www.bvesinc.com/assets/documents/preliminary-statements/preliminart-statement4-2026.pdf 
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the Base Revenue Requirement Balancing Account) and its supply costs (i.e., the Supply 1 

Adjustment Mechanism). These balancing account mechanisms mitigate BVES’s risks of 2 

failure to recover authorized revenue requirements due to volatility in sales and power 3 

supply costs. 4 

 5 

Q. Does Liberty Utilities (CalPeco) have similar balancing accounts? 6 

A. Like BVES, Liberty Utilities (CalPeco) has a Base Revenue Requirement Balancing 7 

Account.14 It also has an Energy Cost Adjustment Clause, which is similar to BVES’s 8 

Supply Adjustment Mechanism.15 9 

 10 

Q. Does BVES’s witness regarding return on equity address BVES’s balancing 11 

accounts when considering business risk for BVES? 12 

A. Based on my review of BVES’s testimony, I found no analysis of how different 13 

balancing accounts affect business risk and the impact of that business risk on the 14 

appropriate level of return on equity 15 

 16 

Q. What do you recommend? 17 

A. While Snow Summit is not presenting a detailed assessment of ROE such as is likely to 18 

be presented by Cal Advocates, Snow Summit recommends that the Commission should 19 

recognize that Liberty Utilities (CalPeco) is an excellent benchmark to BVES and that the 20 

 
14 https://california.libertyutilities.com/uploads/LU-CA Electric Preliminary Statements 1-1-
17/PreliminaryStatement_8.pdf 
15 https://california.libertyutilities.com/uploads/CalPeco Tariffs/ECAC Prelim Statement 6.pdf  See Liberty Utilities 
(CalPeco)’s Preliminary Statement for a complete listing of its various balancing and memorandum accounts. 
https://california.libertyutilities.com/walker/commercial/rates-and-tariffs/electrical.html 
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Commission’s recent decision regarding cost of capital for Liberty Utilities (CalPeco) is 1 

indicative of a reasonable ROE for BVES. 2 

IV. BVES Should Correct Its Load and Peak Demand 3 

Forecasts For The A5-P Customer Class 4 

 5 
Q. What is the purpose of this chapter? 6 

A. This chapter addresses BVES’s load and hourly demand forecasts for the A5-P customer 7 

class. 8 

 9 

Q. How do the hourly demand forecasts affect BVES’s Results of Operation? 10 

A. One component of BVES’s Results of Operation is its supply cost forecast. The loads for 11 

the A5-P class have a significant impact on supply costs. Over-forecasting the demands 12 

by the A5-P class will result in unreasonably high supply costs.  13 

 14 

Q. What errors have you identified in BVES’s load forecast and its hourly loads for the 15 

A5-P class? 16 

A. I have identified the following errors that have impacts on BVES’s revenue requirements: 17 

1. BVES’s sales forecast for the A5-P customer class is implausible. There are two 18 

major flaws with this forecast: 19 

a. BVES’s forecast of loads in the months in which the A5-P class does not 20 

make snow shows an inexplicable increase in 2025. The increase in 2025 21 

persists in the forecast of loads in 2026-2030 and in BVES’s marginal cost 22 

study, improperly inflating the A5-P cost responsibility for energy supply. 23 
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b. BVES’s forecast has hourly demands for the A5-P class that, if realized, 1 

could not be served by BVES because of a lack of local supply and 2 

transfer capability between BVES and its suppliers outside of the BVES 3 

service territory. This overstatement of hourly loads (which occur as a 4 

result of snowmaking activities) result in an overstatement of the top 100 5 

hours of demand and the coincident maximum demands for BVES. BVES 6 

even demonstrates this inconsistency in its own modeling of its supply 7 

costs, where loads to meet supply are capped at 47.4 MW. 8 

c. BVES’s forecast of hourly loads during snowmaking do not reflect likely 9 

increases in curtailment of A5-P customers. 10 

I address each of these errors below. 11 

A. BVES Forecasts of Loads for A5-P Customer Class During Non-Snowmaking 12 
Months Are Unreasonably High 13 

 14 
Q. What are BVES’s forecasts of loads for the A5-P customer class in this proceeding? 15 

A. As noted above, the A5-P customer class has significant loads related to snowmaking 16 

activities. However, the class also has loads in the non-snowmaking months but those are 17 

much lower. The following presents the monthly maximum demands and monthly energy 18 

forecasts from BVES in its MCR model: 19 
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 1 
Table 8: Maximum Demands and Total Loads for A5-P for Snowmaking and Non-2 

Snowmaking Periods 3 

 Maximum Demand (MW) Total Load (MWh) 

 Snowmaking Other Months Annual 
Maximum 

Snowmaking Other 
Months 

Total 

2024 19.75  3.00           19.75        11,598           2,892        14,490  

2025 34.11  3.20           34.11        16,517           2,817        19,334  

2026 34.11  3.72           34.11        19,934           3,336        23,271  

2027 34.11  3.72           34.11        19,687           3,298        22,985  

2028 34.11  3.72           34.11        19,167           3,322        22,489  

2029 34.11  3.72           34.11        19,237           3,331        22,568  

2030 34.11  3.72           34.11        19,318           3,357        22,676  

 Source: Derived from MCR Model, tab “Hourly kWh” 4 
 5 
 From the above, it is seen that total loads in 2026 are significantly higher than in 2025 (or 6 

2024). This increase corresponds with the first full year after BVES completed work on 7 

the two substations at Snow Summit. 8 

 9 

Q. Is the increase in loads between 2025 and 2026 only during snowmaking months? 10 

A. No. The forecasted loads during non-snowmaking months increases by more than 500 11 

MWh between 2025 and 2026. 12 

 13 

Q. Are you aware of any reason for the significant increase in loads during the non-14 

snowmaking months of 2026 relative to 2024 or 2025? 15 

A. Based on my discussions with Snow Summit management, they are not expecting any 16 

significant change in equipment or usage during the non-snowmaking months of April-17 

October in 2026 compared to the same months in 2025 or 2024.  18 

 19 

Q. Does BVES provide any explanation of this increase in its testimony? 20 

A. No. 21 
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 1 

Q. What do you recommend? 2 

A. BVES should adjust its monthly load forecasts for the A5-P class in the non-snowmaking 3 

months to correct the incorrect assumptions regarding increased loads in those months in 4 

2026.  5 

 6 

Q. How should BVES adjust its load forecasts for non-snowmaking months? 7 

A. It would be reasonable to use the average monthly loads for the A5-P class for 2024 and 8 

2025 as the monthly average loads for 2026-2030. The following table presents Snow 9 

Summit’s recommended adjustments to loads during non-snowmaking months: 10 

 11 
Table 9: Recommended Reduction in Monthly Loads for A5-P Customers (MWh) 12 

Month 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 

4  (200) (203) (196) (195) (195) 

5    (47)    (43)    (43)    (45)    (49) 

6    (81)    (81)    (86)    (78)    (79) 

7    (68)    (43)    (46)    (46)    (72) 

8    (65)    (70)    (79)    (73)    (64) 

9    (87)    (86)    (70)    (72)    (75) 

10       67        81        52        33        30  

 13 
 14 
Q. How would this change in load forecasts during the non-snowmaking hours affect 15 

BVES’s proposals in this proceeding? 16 

A. Snow Summit expects that reducing the loads for the A5-P class during non-snowmaking 17 

months will reduce BVES’s supply costs during those months. 18 

 19 

Q. What is the actual impact of this recommendation? 20 
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A. Given the detailed modeling by BVES to determine its revenue requirements, Snow 1 

Summit is not going to present an update to BVES’s revenue requirements as a result of 2 

its recommended change in loads during non-snowmaking months. Instead, Snow 3 

Summit recommends that the Commission should adopt Snow Summit’s load forecast 4 

adjustments. 5 

 6 

Q. Will Snow Summit’s recommendation result in a change in BVES’s marginal costs? 7 

A. Snow Summit will discuss the impact of its recommended change in loads on marginal 8 

costs and revenue allocation in its testimony that is to be served on August 12, 2026. 9 

 10 

B. BVES Hourly Load Forecasts for The A5-P Customer Class For Certain Hours 11 
Are Unreasonable and Need To Be Reduced 12 

 13 
Q. Why are BVES’s hourly loads in certain hours too high for A5-P customers? 14 

A. There are several reasons. First, BVES’s hourly load forecasts are inconsistent between 15 

its supply model and its marginal cost model, with its hourly loads being higher in its 16 

marginal cost model. Second, BVES’s load forecasts for 2026 are significantly higher 17 

than actual loads during the snowmaking months. Third, BVES’s forecast of hourly loads 18 

during snowmaking months does not reflect likely increases in curtailments for the A5-P 19 

customer class because of the new substations serving Snow Summit and the limitations 20 

of BVES’s generation and distribution systems. Each of these issues are discussed below. 21 

1. BVES’s Load Forecasts Are Inconsistent Within Its Own Testimony 22 
 23 
Q. What load forecasts does BVES present in this proceeding? 24 
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A. BVES forecasts hourly loads for each customer class for 2026-2030. These are presented 1 

in two contexts: development of supply costs and development of marginal costs for 2 

revenue allocation. 3 

 4 

Q. How did BVES develop these hourly load forecasts? 5 

A. BVES claims to have used unitized16 hourly load shapes from 2024 (adjusted to account 6 

for different numbers of weekdays and weekends in 2026-2030) to derive unitized load 7 

shapes for 2026-2030. BVES then applied monthly forecasts of total loads for 2026-2030 8 

to the unitized load shapes for 2026-2030 to arrive at hourly loads for 2026-2030.17 9 

 10 

Q. How are these hourly loads used by BVES? 11 

A. The hourly loads are used as the basis for allocation of marginal energy costs, marginal 12 

generation capacity costs, and marginal distribution costs. They are also used to 13 

determine energy supply costs.  14 

 15 

Q. Why are these hourly load forecasts important? 16 

A. It is very important to have reasonable forecasts of hourly loads in order to have a 17 

reasonable forecast of costs and a reasonable cost allocation. 18 

 19 

Q. What are BVES’s load forecasts from this proceeding? 20 

 
16 A unitized load shape is one where the hourly unitized loads in a month sum to 1.0 In other words, the unitized 
load for a particular hour is the percentage of the total monthly load that occurs in that hour. For example, if an 
hourly load in an hour is 1,000 kWh/hr and the total load in the same month is 20,000 kWh, then the unitized load 
shape for that hour is 1,000 / 20,000 or 0.05 (or 5%) of the monthly load.  
17 BVES Response to Snow Summit Data Request 2, Question 6. 
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A. The following table presents the two coincident peak demand forecasts that BVES uses in 1 

this proceeding: 2 

 3 
Table 10: Comparison of Load Forecasts 4 

Max 
Demand 

(MW) 

Supply 
Model 

MCR Model Difference 

2027  47.40           54.65              7.25  

2028  47.40           54.89              7.49  

2029  47.40           55.23              7.83  

2030  47.40           56.23              8.83  

    

Total 
Loads 

(MWh) 

Supply 
Model 

MCR Model Difference 

2027 170,3857     170,540      1553  

2028 171,502     171,636      133  

2029 171,995     172,148      153  

2030 172,794     172,996      202  

  Source: Supply Model: Derived from Tab “Load Forecast Input” 5 
   MCR Model: Derived from Tab “Hourly kWh” 6 
 7 

As can be seen from the above tables, BVES’s supply model uses load forecasts that are 8 

lower than the forecasts used in BVES’s MCR model. It is unclear how BVES derived 9 

the maximum hourly loads for its supply model, but I have to assume that lower 10 

maximum demand values in the supply model are somehow related to BVES’s limited 11 

import capacity from SCE and its limited amount of generation capacity in its service 12 

area. 13 

 14 

Q. How do BVES’s loads vary between customer classes in the two parts of its 15 

testimony? 16 

A. BVES’s supply model does not present hourly loads by customer classes. However, since 17 

BVES has only one set of customers that take service under interruptible tariffs, I have to 18 

assume that the only difference in loads would occur for the A5-P customer class (i.e., 19 
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BVES’s supply model assumes that any loads above 47.4 MW would result from the 1 

curtailment of loads for the A5-P customer class.) 2 

 3 

Q. What are the implications of BVES using two different load forecasts in its 4 

showing? 5 

A. BVES uses higher loads for A5-P customers in some number of hours per year when it 6 

estimates marginal costs than it does when it estimates supply costs. Thus, BVES’s 7 

marginal cost estimates are flawed. 8 

 9 

Q. What do you recommend? 10 

A. BVES should harmonize its forecast of hourly loads between its supply and MCR 11 

models. This harmonization should be consistent with system constraints on BVES’s 12 

system (e.g., limits on import capability, limits on generation capacity in its service 13 

territory, operational limits BVES enforces in order to ensure that it can deliver reliable 14 

service to its customers, etc.). 15 

 16 

Q. How would this harmonization affect BVES’s proposals in this proceeding? 17 

A. Snow Summit expects that this harmonization would result in a reduction in the loads for 18 

the A5-P class during hours of very high system load. This would likely reduce BVES’s 19 

annual coincident peak demands and the Top 100 hours of peak demands, both of which 20 

are used in the development of marginal costs.  21 

2. BVES’s Overall Load Forecasts Overstate Loads Year-To-Date In 2026 22 
 23 
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Q. Do you have any comments about the overall level of load forecasts for the A5-P 1 

class? 2 

A. Yes. It appears that BVES’s monthly forecast of energy loads in 2026 for the A5-P class 3 

is significantly higher than actual loads. The following table compares monthly energy 4 

year-to-date 2026 for the A5-P customer class: 5 

 6 
Table 11: Comparison of Forecast and Actual Loads for A5-P Class for 2026 (MWh) 7 

Year Month Recorded 
Loads 

BVES 
Forecast 

Actual - 
Forecast 
(MWh) 

Percent 
Error 

2026 1 3,208 5,207 -2,000 -38.4% 
2026 2 3,146 3,354 -208 -6.2% 
2026 3 998 1,228 -230 -18.7% 
2026 4 325 870 -545 -62.6% 
2026 5 326 393 -67 -17.1% 

Sources: Historic Data from BVES Response to Snow Summit Data Request 4, Question 10  

 Forecast Data from BVES MCR Model, tab "Hourly kWh" 

 8 
 As can be seen from the above table, BVES’s forecasts of monthly loads year-to-date 9 

2026 for customers in the A5-P class are significantly higher than actual loads for the 10 

same period, with forecast errors ranging from -6.2% to -62.6%. This indicates that 11 

BVES’s forecast of loads in the snowmaking period may be far too high. 12 

 13 

Q. Isn’t it possible that 2026 is atypical and that the actual usage in those years is less 14 

than loads during a “typical” year? 15 

A. That is possible, but it is difficult to test that hypothesis since it is unclear how exactly 16 

BVES’s load forecasts for 2025-2030 were developed. When asked by Snow Summit 17 

about the error in the forecasts, BVES simply stated that “2025-2031 A5 Primary 18 

forecasts are based on 2022-2024 average monthly sales and expected expanded load for 19 
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Snow Summit.”18 Based on this, it is possible that BVES has significantly overestimated 1 

the expanded load for Snow Summit. 2 

 3 

Q. What else can you say about BVES’s forecasting approach? 4 

A. Because BVES used 2024 hourly loads to determine loadshapes and used 2022-2024 5 

average monthly sales to determine monthly loads, it appears that BVES did not attempt 6 

to weather-normalize or adjust the historic data to create “typical” year loads. Because of 7 

that, it is not possible to determine whether 2025 and YTD 2026 loads are atypical or 8 

whether BVES’s load forecasts are in error.  9 

 10 

Q. What do you recommend? 11 

A. The Commission should order BVES to reduce its monthly load forecasts for the A5-P 12 

class for the snowmaking season by 12.5 percent. This conservative recommendation is 13 

about 50 percent of the total error in load forecast for January-March 2026. After 14 

reducing its load forecasts for the snowmaking months for 2026-2030, BVES should then 15 

revise its hourly loads and its supply cost forecast.19 16 

 17 

3. BVES’s Load Shape For The A5-P Class Could Overstate Loads During High 18 
Snowmaking Hours Because BVES Fails To Account For Greater Expected Levels of 19 
Curtailment 20 

 21 

Q. Does BVES assume any curtailments in the development of its hourly load forecasts 22 

for the A5-P class? 23 

 
18 BVES Response to Snow Summit Data Request 7, Question 4. 
19 In addition, BVES should adjust its marginal cost forecasts consistent with these adjusted hourly loads. 



 

   29

A. BVES states that the only curtailments that it assumes were curtailments that occurred in 1 

the 2024 loads that it used to develop the unitized load shapes that it used to forecast 2 

hourly loads in 2026-2030.20 3 

 4 

Q. What were the curtailments of the A5-P class in 2024? 5 

A. Snow Summit asked BVES on several occasions to provide data about the curtailments of 6 

the A5-P class in 2024 (and other years.) BVES responded that it had no data about those 7 

curtailments.21 Instead, BVES stated that the only information that it has about 8 

curtailments of Snow Summit’s loads was provided in response to Snow Summit Data 9 

Request 2, Request 10.22 Thus, BVES either cannot or will not say whether the frequency 10 

or severity of curtailments in 2024 were typical or atypical for the A5-P class. 11 

 12 

Q. What data did BVES provide related to its prior curtailments of deliveries to Snow 13 

Summit? 14 

A. BVES provided a single word document describing system conditions and BVES’s 15 

actions in 2025 and 2026.23 16 

 17 

Q. Would you expect that the number of hours of curtailment of A5-P customers in 18 

2024 is indicative of the number of hours of curtailment after the new substations at 19 

Snow Summit were energized in late 2025? 20 

 
20 BVES Response to Snow Summit Data Request 4, Question 4. 
21 BVES Response to Snow Summit Data Request 7, Question 6.  
22 BVES Response to Snow Summit Data Request 7, Question 5.  
23 CONFIDENTIAL BVES Response to Snow Summit Data Request 2, Question 10a, attachment. 
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A. It seems highly unlikely. Between 2025 and 2026, BVES forecasts that the loads on the 1 

BVES system will increase by 4.5% during the snowmaking months: 2 

 3 
Table 12: Annual Loads for BVES from 2024-2030 (MWh) 4 

 Loads (MWh) Annual Increase (%) 

 Snowmaking 
Months 

Other Months Total Snowmaking 
Months 

Other 
Months 

Total 

2024   75,316           70,259     145,575     

2025   83,289           79,463     162,752  10.6% 13.1% 11.8% 

2026   87,072           81,427     168,499  4.5% 2.5% 3.5% 

2027   87,664           82,876     170,540  0.7% 1.8% 1.2% 

2028   88,168           83,468     171,636  0.6% 0.7% 0.6% 

2029   88,539           83,610     172,148  0.4% 0.2% 0.3% 

2030   88,986           84,010     172,996  0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 

 Source: Derived from BVES MCR model, tab “Hourly kWh” 5 
 6 
 BVES also indicates that its interconnection capacity with SCE has not changed. In 7 

addition, BVES caps it total load forecast at 47.4 MW for 2027-2030 in its supply model. 8 

Also, BVES admits that limits on BVES’s generating and delivery system are the cause 9 

of curtailments of load for A5-P customers.24 Thus, increase in loads between 2024 and 10 

2026 due to the new Snow Summit substations will place greater strain on the BVES 11 

generating and delivery system, which likely would result in greater numbers of and 12 

severity of curtailments in 2026 and beyond compared to 2024.  13 

 14 

Q. Can you estimate the number of incremental curtailment hours implied by BVES’s 15 

load forecasts from this proceeding? 16 

A. Yes. Comparing the number of hours that BVES’s forecast of hourly loads from its MCR 17 

model exceed the hourly loads in the same hour in BVES’s supply model gives an 18 

estimate: 19 

 
24 BVES Response to Snow Summit Data Request 7, Question 3c. 
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 1 
Table 13: Estimate of Additional Hours of Curtailment for A5-P Customers 2 

2027 2028 2029 2030 

812 723 789 856 

Source: Derived from BVES Supply Model, tab “Load Forecast Input” and BVES MCR Model, 3 
Tab “Hourly kWh” 4 

 5 

 It should be noted that the above table presents the additional hours of curtailment 6 

implicit in BVES’s hourly load forecast, above what is embedded in the hourly unitized 7 

loads from 2024. 8 

 9 

Q. Does BVES expect that 2024 is a typical year for customer hourly loads for A5-P 10 

customers? 11 

A. BVES cannot say since it admits that “[n]o historic hourly analysis has been performed 12 

on historic A5-P customers. The 2024 hourly A5-P shapes are only used to spread the 13 

2025-2030 monthly sales forecast into hourly values.”25 In other words, BVES used 2024 14 

simply because it was the most recent rate class hourly loads available.26 Since BVES 15 

admits that it cannot predict the frequency of curtailments,27 it is hard to say whether it is 16 

a reasonable proxy for hourly load shapes for A5-P customers. 17 

 18 

Q. What would happen if BVES forecasts hourly loads that are too high for A5-P 19 

customers? 20 

 
25 BVES Response to Snow Summit Data Request 7, Question 3a. 
26 BVES Response to Snow Summit Data Request 7, Question 3b. 
27 BVES Response to Snow Summit Data Request 7, Question 3c. 
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A. Because peak demands and energy usage are key factors in the development of supply 1 

costs, having loads that are too high would likely result in the supply costs that are higher 2 

than is reasonable. 3 

 4 

Q. Is it possible that increasing the number of hours of curtailment assumed by BVES 5 

for A5-P customers would not increase supply costs? 6 

A. BVES’s supply cost model already limits maximum demands to 47.4 MW. Thus, the 7 

supply model may already implicitly account for increased curtailments of the A5-P 8 

class. 9 

 10 

Q. What do you recommend? 11 

A. BVES should adjust its hourly load forecast to account for the greater level of curtailment 12 

of load in the A5-P customer class.  13 

 14 

C. Recommendation: Adjust BVES’s Load Forecast 15 
 16 
Q. What are your conclusions regarding BVES’s load forecast for the A5-P class and 17 

supply costs? 18 

A. There are several conclusions: 19 

 It is clear that BVES has forecasted higher loads for the A5-P class during the non-20 

snowmaking months of April-October than are reasonable. Reducing those loads will 21 

reduce BVES’s forecasted supply costs. 22 

 Actual load data for 2026 for the A5-P class indicate that BVES may have over-23 

forecasted loads during snowmaking months in 2026-2030. Reducing those loads to 24 
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more reasonable levels will also reduce BVES’s forecasted supply costs. 1 

 BVES may have over-forecasted hourly loads during periods in which A5-P 2 

customers make snow. The impact of this error on supply costs is not clear. 3 

 4 

Q. Based on the above, what are your recommendations regarding BVES’s load 5 

forecast? 6 

A. The Commission should adopt monthly loads for A5-P customers during snowmaking 7 

and non-snowmaking months consistent with the above recommendations. In addition, 8 

the Commission should order BVES to revise its hourly load forecasts for high load hours 9 

to account for greater levels of curtailment. Finally, the Commission should adopt 10 

forecasts of supply costs consistent with those revised loads. Snow Summit expects that 11 

those lower loads would result in lower supply costs. 12 

 13 

V. Recommendations and Conclusion 14 

 15 

Q. What is your overall recommendation? 16 

A. The Commission should adopt Snow Summit’s recommendations regarding ways to 17 

mitigate the increases in revenue requirements proposed by BVES. One way to do this is 18 

to adopt a lower return on equity than proposed by BVES.  19 

 20 

The Commission should also reduce ratepayer costs by reducing BVES’s sales forecast 21 

for the A5-P class, which is clearly too high in the non-snowmaking months of April-22 

October. In addition, the Commission should require BVES to harmonize its hourly 23 
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demand forecasts for the A5-P class to ensure that BVES is using consistent hourly 1 

demand forecasts for developing revenue requirements and marginal costs. Finally, the 2 

Commission should order BVES to update its hourly load forecast to more accurately 3 

reflect greater levels of curtailments for the A5-P class. 4 

 5 

Q. Does this conclude your opening testimony? 6 

A. Yes, at this time. 7 
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Hearing Exhibit No. 1001 Cross-Answer Testimony and Attachments of William A. 
Monsen on Behalf of the Colorado Independent Energy Association. November 12, 
2021. 
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118. Public Utilities Commission of the State of Colorado Docket No. 21A-0141E 

Hearing Exhibit No. 1002 Testimony and Attachments in Opposition to the Non-
Unanimous Partial Settlement Agreement of William A. Monsen on Behalf of the 
Colorado Independent Energy Association. December 6, 2021. 
 

119. CPUC Application 21-06-021 
Prepared Testimony of William A. Monsen Addressing Generation Supply Costs on 
Behalf of The Utility Reform Network (TURN). June 13, 2022 
 

120. CPUC Application 22-05-016 
Prepared Testimony of William A. Monsen Addressing Generation Supply Costs on 
Behalf of The Utility Reform Network. March 27, 2023. 
 

121. CPUC Application 22-08-010 
Direct Testimony of William A. Monsen on Behalf of Snow Summit LLC in Bear 
Valley Electric Services General Rate Case. May 26, 2023. 
 

122. CPUC Application 22-08-010 
Rebuttal Testimony of William A. Monsen on Behalf of Snow Summit LLC in Bear 
Valley Electric Services General Rate Case. June 16, 2023. 
 

123. CPUC Rulemaking 23-01-007 
Prepared Testimony of William A. Monsen Addressing Costs of the Diablo Canyon 
Power Plant on Behalf of The Utility Reform Network. June 30, 2023. 
 

124. CPUC Application 23-01-008 
Direct Testimony of William A. Monsen on Behalf of The City of San Diego 
Regarding Marginal Costs, Revenue Allocation, and Rate Design in Application 23-
01-008. January 8, 2024. 
 

125. CPUC Application 23-01-008 
Rebuttal Testimony of William A. Monsen on Behalf of The City of San Diego 
Regarding Marginal Costs, Revenue Allocation, and Rate Design in Application 23-
01-008. February 7, 2024. 
 

126. CPUC Application 23-05-010 
Prepared Direct Testimony of William A. Monsen Addressing Generation Supply 
Costs on Behalf of the Utility Reform Network. February 29, 2024. 
 

127. CPUC Application 24-03-018 
Prepared Testimony of William A. Monsen Addressing Pacific Gas & Electric’s 
2025 Cost Recovery Forecast for Diablo Canyon on Behalf of the Utility Reform 
Network. July 29, 2024. 
 

128. CPUC Application 23-12-014 



 

15                      MRW & Associates, LLC 

Prepared Testimony of William A. Monsen Addressing Pacific Gas & Electric’s 
Proposal to Uprate Capacity at Helms Creek Pumped Storage Project on Behalf of 
the Utility Reform Network. November 22, 2024. 
 

129. Public Utilities Commission of the State of Colorado Docket No. 24A-0442E 
Hearing Exhibit No. 700, Rev 2 Answer Testimony and Attachments of William A. 
Monsen on Behalf of the Colorado Independent Energy Association. May 30, 2025. 
 

130. Public Utilities Commission of the State of Colorado Docket No. 24A-0442E 
Hearing Exhibit No. 701 Cross-Answer Testimony and Attachments of William A. 
Monsen on Behalf of the Colorado Independent Energy Association. May 23, 2025. 
 

131. CPUC Application 25-03-015 
Prepared Testimony of William A. Monsen Addressing Pacific Gas & Electric’s 
2026 Cost Recovery Forecast for Diablo Canyon on Behalf of the Utility Reform 
Network. July 24, 2025. 
 

132. CPUC Application 25-03-015 
Supplemental Testimony of William A. Monsen Addressing Escalators For Fixed 
Management Fees in Pacific Gas & Electric’s 2026 Cost Recovery Forecast for 
Diablo Canyon on Behalf of the Utility Reform Network. October 20, 2025. 

 
133. CPUC Application 25-05-009 

Prepared Testimony of William A. Monsen Addressing Generation Supply Costs on 
Behalf of The Utility Reform Network. February 13, 2026. 
 

134. CPUC Application 24-09-014 
Prepared Testimony of William A. Monsen Addressing Pacific Gas & Electric’s 
Proposals Regarding Marginal Costs on Behalf of The Utility Reform Network. 
March 9, 2026. 
 

135. CPUC Application 26-03-031  
Prepared Testimony of William A. Monsen Addressing Pacific Gas & Electric’s 
2027 Cost Recovery Forecast for Diablo Canyon on Behalf of the Utility Reform 
Network. July 17, 2026. 
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Application 26-01-022 
Second Set of Data Requests of Snow Summit to  

Bear Valley Electric Service 
May 5, 2026 

 
Reference: BVES’s responses to Snow Summit’s First Set of Data Requests 
 
Request No. 2: 

 
1. Please explain the bases for BVES’s forecast that energy costs by time-of-use period will be 50-

60% higher than the forecasts made in A.22-08-010.  
RESPONSE:  
BVES observes the $/MWh from A.22-08-010 to A.26-01-022 increased 58% on average across 
all TOU periods. The increase in $/MWh is due to four primary reasons:  

1. Higher PPA Costs: Recently procured PPA $/MWh prices are significantly higher than 
those in the previous application. Renewable energy required for increasing RPS 
compliance obligations is substantially more expensive than brown power. Additionally, 
brown power between the two applications is more expensive. The newly procured green 
PPA $/MWh is 72% higher than the previous brown PPA, and the newly procured brown 
PPA $/MWh is 38% higher than the previous brown PPA.  
2. Higher Day Ahead Energy Prices: BVES uses S&P Global energy price forecast for 
long term planning. The forecast continues its increase in energy prices, increasing the 
cost of DA purchases. On-Peak and Off-peak prices are 66% and 88% higher than the 
previous application, respectively.  
3. A shift from PCC3 to PCC1 Renewable Energy Credits (RECs): BVES is transitioning 
away from lower cost PCC3 RECs in compliance with RPS and IRP requirements to 
meet California’s GHG reduction goals. Between the two applications, the average cost 
per REC is approximately 87% higher.  
4. Higher Natural Gas Costs: An increase in natural gas costs to operate the Bear Valley 
Power Plant. Any rate increase imposed by SWGas ultimately gets passed to BVES to 
operate the plant. Natural gas costs $/MWh are 37% higher between the two applications.   

Overall, increased market energy prices, utility rate increases, and compliance with California 
renewable energy and GHG reduction requirements have all contributed to an increase in the 
average $/MWh energy cost between the two application periods. The increased $/MWh spans 
across all TOU periods. 

2. What are the marginal energy costs shown in Figure 5 of Volume 6 of the testimony when 
they are adjusted to reflect the costs of purchasing RECs and CAISO charges? 

RESPONSE:  
The RECs and CAISO charges are estimated to be 37.46% of energy supply costs during the 
2027-2030 period.  For illustrative purposes, the marginal energy costs by TOU period have been 
scaled up by 37.46% to include RECs and CAISO charges and presented in the table below.   
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3. Please identify the increased distribution investments and the cost of each such 
investment that support the increases in marginal T&D coincident and non-coincident 
demand costs. 

RESPONSE:  
o System: Filter for FERC Accounts 350 – 359.1, as well as 360-367, in column J of tab, 

Forecasted Addition by Pro WS4, of the “SEC7-8-9-UPIS Reserve RB.xlsx” workbook 
of the RO Model shared for this current GRC. 

      
o A-5 TOU Primary: Filter for FERC Account 362 on tab, Forecasted Addition by Pro 

WS4, of the “SEC7-8-9-UPIS Reserve RB.xlsx” workbook of the RO Model shared for 
this current GRC.    
 

4. Please provide the top 100 hours used in A.22-08-010 and the top 100 hours used in this 
application, the total coincident demand for each hour in both applications, and the 
coincident demands of each customer class for each hour in both applications. Please 
provide this information in Excel. 

RESPONSE:  
For Top 100 hours data, please refer to tabs, A. 22-08-010 Top 100 Hours Load and A. 26-01-022 
Top 100 Hours Load, of the “Snow Summit Set 2 Attachment 1.xlsx” workbook.    
For coincident demand data, please refer to tabs, A. 22-08-010 CP Demands and A. 26-01-022 
CP Demands of the “Snow Summit Set 2 Attachment 1.xlsx” workbook.    
 

5. Please provide all forecasted hourly demands disaggregated by customer class for 2027-
2030. Please provide this information in Excel. 

RESPONSE:  
Please refer to tab, Hourly kWh of the “Snow Summit Set 2 Attachment 2.xlsx” workbook.   
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6. Regarding BVES’s forecast of hourly demands for customers in the A-5 Primary class, 
did BVES account for interruptions and curtailments pursuant to Special Conditions 9 
through 13 of Schedule No. A-5 TOU Primary in the development of the hourly demands 
for this class and in the development of the top 100 hours used in this application? If not, 
please explain why not. If so, please explain how those interruptions and curtailments are 
forecast for the years 2027-2030 and provide all workpapers supporting BVES’s 
estimates. 

RESPONSE: 
BVES estimated rate-class-specific forecasted hourly demands for this GRC by applying 2024 
monthly hourly rate-class-specific load study demands (converted to hourly proportions) to the 
BVES GRC monthly 2027-2030 rate-class-specific sales forecast (with class specific losses 
included).  For the A-5 Primary rate class, any interruptions or curtailments that occurred in 2024 
would be accounted for in the 2024 load study demands.  BVES made no other adjustments to 
the A-5 hourly 2027-2030 hourly demand forecasts. 

7. Was the 2013 estimate of the cost to connect a typical A-5 customer based on the 
recorded costs incurred to connect an actual A-5 customer?  Other than applying an 
escalation factor, has BVES taken any action to verify that the 2013 estimated costs 
accurately reflect the costs of connecting an A-5 customer in 2027?  If so, please identify 
all such actions and provide the results of those actions. 

RESPONSE:  
The 2013 estimate of the cost to connect a typical A‑5 customer was developed using the 
Company’s engineering and construction cost assumptions at that time. It was not based on the 
recorded costs of connecting an actual A‑5 customer, as only two companies, making up a total 
of three customers, currently take service under the A‑5 rate.  None of those customers required a 
new service connection that could serve as a cost benchmark. 
Since 2013, BVES has taken steps to evaluate whether the original estimate, adjusted annually 
using standard escalation factors, continues to reflect the expected cost of connecting a new A‑5 
customer in 2027. While the Company has not had a new A‑5 customer interconnect during this 
period, BVES recently completed the interconnection of a large A‑4 customer whose service 
requirements and construction scope are broadly comparable to those of a typical A‑5 customer. 
The total recorded cost of that project was approximately $100,000 higher than the escalated 
2013 A‑5 estimate. 
This recent project provides the most relevant and reliable real‑world data point available. Based 
on this comparison, BVES concludes that: 

1. The escalated 2013 A‑5 estimate remains reasonable, as it is directionally consistent 
with the cost of connecting a similarly sized customer. 
2. If anything, the estimate is slightly conservative, given that the actual A‑4 
interconnection cost exceeded the escalated A‑5 estimate by roughly $100,000. 
3. No evidence suggests that the 2013 estimate understates future A‑5 interconnection 
costs, and the available data supports its continued use for developing A‑5 marginal 
customer costs. 



 
 
 
 
 

BVES Response to Snow Summit Data Request 4, Question 10 and attachment 
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Application 26-01-022 

Fourth Set of Data Requests of Snow Summit to  
Bear Valley Electric Service 

May 22, 2026 
 

1. It appears that several sets of input data to BVES’s MCS Rate Design model were not 
provided to Snow Summit. For example: 
 

 Tab “Plant,” cells P115:U116 and all other cells in blue font in columns P:U 
 Tab “O&M,” all cells in blue font in columns P:U 
 Tab “Hourly kWh,” all data in cells F78914:N131497 
 Tab “Customers,” cells C42:C268 
 Tab “Target Revenues,” cells B11:B12 

 
There may be other missing input data to the MCS model in addition to the items listed 
above. 
 
Please provide copies of all models that provided input data to BVES’s MCS Rate Design 
model. If any of the input data are outputs from models previously provided to Snow 
Summit, please provide precise file names and cell references for those data. Please 
provide these models in Excel with all formulae intact and all links live. 
 
Response: Please see the enclosed Marginal Cost of Service (MCOS) and Rate Design 
(RD) model with all formulas intact and links live. Please also see all workpapers that 
contain input data for the MCOS and RD Model.  

 
 

2. Refer to BVES’s MCS Rate Design model, tab “Target Revenues.”  
a. Refer to cells A11:B12. Please explain why Added Facility Charge Revenues 

($1,801,512) is allocated to all Distribution Demand Revenues in BVES’s EPMC 
calculation.  
Response:  
The purpose of cells A11:B12 is to determine the Company’s total demand-related 
distribution cost of service. The Added Facility Charge Revenues are included as 
these reflect costs associated with the Company’s Snow Summit Substation.  
 

b. Refer to row 37. Please explain how the line “Revenue Requirements 
(Reconciled) (EPMC)” is used by BVES in the development of its revenue 
allocation proposal. 
 
Response:  
The line “Revenue Requirements (Reconciled) (EPMC)” represents total class 
revenue requirements, including revenue requirements to be recovered through 
other operating revenues and A-5 Primary Added Facility Charge Revenues. The 
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line is informational and not directly utilized in the development of Company’s 
revenue allocation proposal.  
 
The revenue requirements associated with base rates and supply rates based on 
100% EPMC method are presented in Row 40 and Row 45 respectively. The 
Company proposes to set each class’s revenue targets at 10.0 percent, based on 
EPMC method, and 90.0 percent, based on the System Average Percentage (SAP) 
method.  
 

c. Please explain where in BVES’s modeling (including BVES’s RO models) the 
values for “Added Facility Charge Revenues” ($1,801,512) and “Other Revenues” 
($83,495) are used. Please provide the workpapers supporting the derivation of 
these values. Please provide citations to BVES’s testimony and workpapers, 
including citations to BVES’s Excel models, supporting your response. 
 
Response: 
The Other Operating Revenues and Added Facility Charge Revenues are based on 
the Company’s projections for 2027-2030 period. Please refer to the Company 
workpaper ‘SEC 3.0_Revenue_Filing.xlsx’, Tab: ‘OOR by Category WS9’.  
 
These revenues are included as Other Operating Revenues (OOR) in the Company’s 
RO Model. Similarly, these revenues are considered non-base rate revenues in rate 
design model and excluded when establishing proposed base rates for each class.   
 
Refer to Chapter 4 Part B: Revenues, Section IV (Miscellaneous Revenue and Other 
Operating Revenue (OOR) of Volume 1 Results of Operations Testimony for 
additional details. 

 
3. Please provide BVES’s models for the development of the hourly loads for all customer 

classes shown in tab “Hourly kWh.” Please provide both the model (in Excel) and all 
models used by BVES to develop the inputs to the models used by BVES to develop the 
hourly loads shown in tab “Hourly kWh.” Please also provide a description of the 
operation of the models, the sources of input assumptions, and the logic behind the 
models. 
 
Response:  
1) spreadsheet starting "2024 Big Bear Class" - calibrates initial rate class hourly loads to 
system 2025 hourly loads 
 
2) .csv starting "2024_class_hourly" - results from 1) to be used for the 2025-2031 hourly 
class forecast 
 
3) spreadsheet starting "2025_31 Class Loads Monthly" - takes GRC monthly class sales 
forecast and applies loss factors or the 2025-2031 hourly class forecast 
 



3 
 

4) .csv starting "Mo_Forecast_with_Losses" - results from 3) to be used for the 2025-
2031 hourly class forecast 
 
5) .txt starting "_2025_31 Hourly Forecast SAS" - SAS code that uses 2) and 4) inputs to 
develop 2025-31 hourly class forecast. 

 
4. Refer to tab “Hourly kWh” in BVES’s MCS Rate Design model.  

a. Does the data shown for A5P for 2016-2024 reflect curtailments or interruptions 
of deliveries to BVES in 2016-2024? If so, please explain how the hourly loads 
for 2016-2024 are derived during hours in which A5P customers’ loads were 
curtailed or interrupted.  

b. Please provide BVES’s best estimates of the hourly load curtailment or 
interruption for each hour from 2016-2024 in which load was curtailed or 
interrupted. Please provide the workpapers supporting these estimates in Excel 
with all formulae intact and all links live.  
 
Response 
4a. Any interrupted/curtailed loads in 2024 are incorporated in the class hourly 
load data employed to develop A5 Primary hourly loads.  Any 
interrupted/curtailed activity during 2022-2024 is also incorporated in the historic 
monthly billing data used to create the GRC monthly A5 Primary sales forecast.  
Nothing else was for interrupted/curtailed service.  

 
4b. BVES does not have this historical information because BVES doesn’t track 
this information.  

 
5. Refer to BVES’s response to Snow Summit’s Second Set of Data Requests, Request 6. 

Please provide BVES’s best estimate of the hourly load curtailment or interruption for 
each hour from 2027-2030 in which load is assumed to be curtailed or interrupted. Please 
provide the workpapers supporting these estimates in Excel with all formulae intact and 
all links live.  
 
Response  
BVES does not forecast hourly load curtailments or interruptions in its 2027-2030 load 
forecast.  BVES does not have this information. 

 
 

6. Refer to BVES’s response to Snow Summit’s Second Set of Data Requests, Request 2. 
Please provide the basis for BVES’s estimate of 37.46% for RECs and CAISO charges. 
Please provide all workpapers supporting the assumptions underlying and development of 
that estimate.   
 
Response 
The 37.46% is derived based on the Company’s 2027-2030 projected RECs expenditures 
and CAISO charges divided by the projected 2027-2030 cost of supply.  
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Please refer to ‘BVES GRC Supply Forecast Model MAIN FILE CONFIDENTIAL’ Tabs: 
‘MGE-Other_Charges’ and ‘Supply Expense’.  
 

 
7. Refer to BVES’s response to Snow Summit’s Second Set of Data Requests, Request 3. 

For all investments that support the development of marginal T&D coincident and non-
coincident demand costs, please provide the following information:  

a. The name of the project 
b. The date the project was proposed 
c. A full description of the purpose of the project as presented to BVES management 

in advance of approval to pursue the project 
d. Any economic analysis, cost-benefit analysis, sensitivity analysis, or alternative 

analysis performed to support the proposed project 
e. Whether BVES believes that the project was needed to support load growth on the 

BVES and why BVES holds that belief 
f. The meaning of the value in the “Recurring Project Flag” in “SEC7-8-9-UPIS 

Reserve RB.xlsx,” tab “Forecasted Additions by Pro” 
Response: 
For responses to 7a, 7b & 7c, please see the table provided. 
 

Project 
ID Project Name Project 

Proposed Year Project Description 

B-001 Substation and Grid Infrastructure Improvements Annual Blanket 
Refer to BVES TY 2027 
GRC Testimony. 

B-002 Generating Facility Infrastructure Improvements Annual Blanket 
Refer to BVES TY 2027 
GRC Testimony. 

B-003 
Overhead Distribution and Transmission 
Infrastructure Improvements Annual Blanket 

Refer to BVES TY 2027 
GRC Testimony. 

B-004 
Underground Distribution and Transmission 
Infrastructure Improvements Annual Blanket 

Refer to BVES TY 2027 
GRC Testimony. 

B-007 EV Infrastucture Improvements 2025 
Refer to BVES TY 2027 
GRC Testimony. 

B-008 New Business Funded by GSWC and Others Annual Blanket 
Refer to BVES TY 2027 
GRC Testimony. 

C-001 Covered Conductor Replacement Project 2020 
Refer to BVES TY 2027 
GRC Testimony. 

C-002 
Evacuation Route Hardening Project - 600 poles 
per year 2023 

Refer to BVES TY 2027 
GRC Testimony. 

C-003 Switch and Field Device Automation 2023 
Refer to BVES TY 2027 
GRC Testimony. 

C-004 Fuse TripSaver Automation 2023 
Refer to BVES TY 2027 
GRC Testimony. 

C-005 
Tree Attachment Removal Project (removes 100 
per year) 2023 

Refer to BVES TY 2027 
GRC Testimony. 

C-006 
Partial Safety and Technical Upgrades to Village 
Substation 2022 

Refer to BVES TY 2027 
GRC Testimony. 

C-007 
Safety and Technical Upgrades to Fawnskin 
Substation 2022 

Refer to BVES TY 2027 
GRC Testimony. 
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Project 
ID Project Name Project 

Proposed Year Project Description 

C-008 Mobile Emergency Generation 2025 
Refer to BVES TY 2027 
GRC Testimony. 

C-011 
Autonomous Monitoring of Power Line 
Infrastructure 2025 

Refer to BVES TY 2027 
GRC Testimony 

C-012 Weather Station Upgrades 2025 
Refer to BVES TY 2027 
GRC Testimony. 

C-015 Getaway Feeder Replacement Project 2025 
Refer to BVES TY 2027 
GRC Testimony. 

C-016 Underground Facilities Upgrade Project 2025 
Refer to BVES TY 2027 
GRC Testimony. 

C-017 Underground Fault Indicator Project 2025 
Refer to BVES TY 2027 
GRC Testimony. 

C-018 
Padmount Distribution Transformer Upgrade 
Project 2025 

Refer to BVES TY 2027 
GRC Testimony. 

C-019 
Install Underground Submersible Distribution 
Switches 2025 

Refer to BVES TY 2027 
GRC Testimony. 

C-020 
System and Substation Capacity EV Optimization 
Project 2025 

Refer to BVES TY 2027 
GRC Testimony. 

C-021 
Meadow Substation SF6 gas Circuit Breakers 
Replacement Project 2025 

Refer to BVES TY 2027 
GRC Testimony. 

C-023 Snow Summit Project 2015 

Upgrade aging substation 
and provide new 
substation that supplies 
Snow Summit Resort. 

C-024 Radford Line Project 2019 
Replace aging 
infrastructure. 

C-025 
Partial Safety and Technical Upgrades to Maltby 
Substation Project 2022 Replace aging substation. 

C-028 Pole Loading 2018 
Replace aging 
infrastructure. 

C-029 Substation Automation  2022 

Automate BVES 
substations into BVES’ 
SCADA system. 

C-030 Capacitor Bank Upgrade 2023 

Replace aging capacitor 
banks and automate into 
BVES’ SCADA system. 

C-031 Fault Indicators Program 2023 

Install fault indicators and 
automate into BVES 
SCADA system. 

C-032 TE Commercial Pilot 2019 

EV commercial pilot 
program.  Replace bare 
wires with covered 
conductors. 

C-034 Online Diagnostic System  2023 

Install advanced sensors 
on 34KV and 4KV system 
for WMP. 
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Project 
ID Project Name Project 

Proposed Year Project Description 

C-037 BVPP Phase 4 Upgrade 2024 

Upgrade generators for t 
enhanced efficiency and 
reliability. 

C-038 Lake Sub Partial Safe & Tech Upgrad 2025 

Replace aging substation 
and automate into BVES 
SCADA system. 

C-039 Pineknot 2019 Replace aging substation. 

C-040 Whispering Pine Mobile Home park   
Mobile Home Park 
Conversation Program 

C-041 Fiber Nework Phase 1 2019 
Install fiber system for 
BVES’ SCADA system. 

C-042 Fiber Nework Phase 2 2019 
Install fiber system for 
BVES’ SCADA system. 

 
7d. BVES did not complete or perform economic analysis, cost-benefit analysis, 
sensitivity analysis, or alternative analysis for proposed projects in the table provided.  
However, these projects are crucial for the reliability of BVES’ system.   
 
7e. All proposed projects in above table for questions 7 responses support BVES’ system 
and hence, load growth on the system. 
 
7f. The value of “1” in the “Recurring Projects Flag” column indicates that the project is 
recurring.  Capital expenditure for that program is closed into utility plant in service at 
end of the year, and begins depreciating.  The value of “0” means that the project is not 
recurring.  A specific year in column E indicates the in-service date of the project.     
 

8. Please provide a listing and description of every curtailment or BVES-ordered 
interruption of load for the period from 2020 to the present. Please provide any notes, 
logs, or other documentation associated with BVES’s decision to curtail or interrupt 
deliveries to customers. If not indicated in the notes, logs, or other documentation, please 
indicate the customer classes that have had their loads curtailed or interrupted due to 
BVES’s actions for each curtailment or interruption.  
 
Response: BVES doesn’t have any additional information than what was already 
provided in Snow Summit’s Second Set of Data Requests, Request 10 response 
attachment. 

 
9. Has BVES ever considered using any method for determining the Marginal Customer 

Access Costs other than the New Customer Only method? If so, please indicate when 
BVES made such considerations, whether BVES ever used a method other the New 
Customer Only, and when BVES used the method other than New Customer Only. If 
BVES ever used a method other than New Customer Only for determination of Marginal 
Customer Access Costs, please provide a copy of all documents demonstrating such 
instances. 
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Response 
The Company did not consider using an alternative to the New Customer Only method for 
this proceeding. Please also refer to the Company’s response to PubAdv-BVES-022-STA.  
 

 
10. Please provide the recorded A-5 Primary usage for January 1, 2026 to present. Please 

provide this information in the format used in BVES’s response to Snow Summit’s 
Second Set of Data Requests, Request 8. 
Response:  See file, “A5 Primary kwh 2026.” 

 
11. Refer to BVES’s response to Snow Summit’s Second Set of Data Requests, Request 10. 

For each curtailment described in these responses, please provide the following 
information: 

a. The date of the curtailment or interruption 
b. The duration of the curtailment or interruption 
c. BVES’s estimate of the hourly loads that BVES had expected prior to the 

curtailment or interruption 
d. BVES’s estimate of the hourly loads that BVES actually served during the 

curtailment or interruption 
Response: BVES doesn’t have any additional information than what was already 
provided in Snow Summit’s Second Set of Data Requests, Request 10 response 
attachment. 

 
 

12. Refer to BVES’s response to Snow Summit’s Second Set of Data Requests, Request 10d. 
BVES indicates that “BVPP Generation Unit 5 was out for maintenance from 5/27/25 – 
8/15/25.” Please respond to the following questions: 

a. Does BVES contend that no portion of the BVPP was out on partial or full forced 
or maintenance outage for any period other than 5/27/25 – 8/15/25 from January 
1, 2025 to present? If not, please provide a complete listing of the date and 
duration of each partial or full forced or maintenance outages at the BVPP from 
January 1, 2025 to present, the reason for each outage, and the amount of capacity 
that was unavailable during each outage. 

Response 
Please see attached supporting documentation “BVPP Minor Repair_Maintenance” 
where BVPP performed minor repairs and maintenances due to unexpected situations and 
minor upgrades. All BVPP Generation Units were back up and running within 8-10 
hours. “  

 
13. Refer to BVES’s response to Snow Summit Second Set of Data Requests, Request 12. 

Please respond to the following questions about that response. 
a. BVES’s response to subpart (b) indicates that only certain substations are “A5 

Customer.” Please explain the meaning of that designation. 
b. Please indicate the number of customers that take service from each substation. 

For clarity, please define the “number of customers” taking service from each 
substation as (1) the number of customers taking service directly from each 



 
 
 
 
 

BVES Response to Snow Summit Data Request 7, Question 4. 
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Application 26-01-022 

Seventh Set of Data Requests of Snow Summit to  
Bear Valley Electric Service 

July 1, 2026 
 

1. Please provide the hourly loads for the A5-P accounts for Snow Summit and Big Bear 
Mountain for the period from January 1, 2024 to the present. Please disaggregate the 
hourly loads for each meter at which Snow Summit or Big Bear Mountain takes delivery 
on the A5-P tariff. Please indicate the point of interconnection for each meter. Please 
provide this information in the format used in BVES’s response to Snow Summit’s 
Second Set of Data Requests, Request 8. Please provide this response in Excel.  
RESPONSE: Attached is a file named "2024 A5 Primary Customer Hourly.csv" with 
2024 hourly A5 customer specific demands.  The point of interconnection for Bear 
Mountain (“Customer”) is located at the customer switchgear building where BVES 
metering is located. The point of interconnection for Snow Summit (“Customer”) is 
located at the customer switchgear building, but BVES metering is located at the BVES 
Snow Summit Substation. 
 

2. Refer to BVES’s response to Snow Summit Data Request Set 4, Request 3. In its 
response, BVES states that “1) spreadsheet starting "2024 Big Bear Class" - calibrates 
initial rate class hourly loads to system 2025 hourly loads”. Please respond to the 
following questions: 

a. Please explain how BVES calibrated its “initial rate class hourly loads” to 
“system 2025 hourly loads.” Should this reference be to “system 2024 hourly 
loads?”  
 
RESPONSE: It should be 2024 system hourly loads (a correction is made to the 
answer to June 3rd Response 1b).  
 

b. What was the basis of the “initial rate class hourly loads?” 
 
RESPONSE: BVES load research sample rate class weighted average hourly 
loads and 2024 BVES calendar monthly sales by class with losses.  
 

c. On what date did BVES perform this calibration?  
 
RESPONSE: May 7, 2025 
 

d. Does this response imply that the curtailments of Snow Summit deliveries in the 
fourth quarter of 2025 are reflected in the hourly loads in BVES’s “Hourly kWh” 
used in its MCS model? 
 
RESPONSE: 2025 hourly kWh in the MCS model based on 2025 monthly sales 
forecast with losses. 
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3. Refer to BVES’s response to Snow Summit Data Request Set 4, Request 4. Please 
respond to the following requests: 

a. Does BVES believe that 2024 is a typical year for customer hourly loads for A5-P 
customers? If so, please explain the reasons for BVES’s belief. 
 
RESPONSE: No historic hourly analysis has been performed on historic A5-P 
customers. The 2024 hourly A5-P shapes are only used to spread the 2025-2030 
monthly A5-P sales forecast into hourly values. 
 

b. Please explain why it is appropriate for use 2024 as the basis for hourly loads for 
2025-203 for A5-P customers.  
 
RESPONSE: 2024 is the most recent rate class hourly loads available to spread 
2025-2030 monthly rate class sales forecasts into hourly values. 
 

c. Does BVES believe that the frequency of curtailments and interruptions of 
customer loads for A5-P customers in 2024 are likely to be the same as the 
frequency of curtailments and interruptions as for 2025-2030? If so, please 
explain the reasons for BVES’s belief. 
 
RESPONSE: BVES cannot predict whether the frequency of A5-P customer 
curtailments or interruptions during 2025–2030 will be similar to 2024. 
Curtailments are driven by real-time system conditions, including weather, 
holiday timing, and local peak demand. Because these factors are inherently 
variable, BVES does not plan curtailments in advance and cannot determine 
whether 2024 or any future year represents typical operating conditions. 
 

d. Does BVES believe that the relative magnitude of curtailments and interruptions 
for customer loads for A5-P customers for 2024 are likely to be the same as the 
relative magnitude of curtailments and interruptions for 2025-2030. For purposes 
of this question, “relative magnitude” means percentage of otherwise requested 
loads after curtailments and interruptions. For example, if A5-P customers desired 
10 MW in an hour in 2024 and BVES only delivered 7 MW, then the relative 
magnitude of curtailment in that hour would be 30% ((10 MW – 7 MW)/10 MW).  
 
RESPONSE: See 3.c above.   
 

4. Refer to BVES’s response to Snow Summit Data Request Set 4, Request 10. Please 
explain why the GRC forecasted usage for each month exceeds the actual usage for those 
months. Please provide workpapers supporting your response. Please also provide copies 
of all material upon which your response is based.  
RESPONSE: 2025-2031 A5 Primary forecasts are based on 2022-2024 average monthly 
sales and expected expanded load for Snow Summit. 
 

5. Please provide a listing of each and every curtailment or interruption of deliveries to 
Snow Summit and Bear Mountain ordered by BVES from September 1, 2019 to the 



 
 
 
 
 
 

BVES Response to Snow Summit Data Request 4, Question 4. 
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Application 26-01-022 

Fourth Set of Data Requests of Snow Summit to  
Bear Valley Electric Service 

May 22, 2026 
 

1. It appears that several sets of input data to BVES’s MCS Rate Design model were not 
provided to Snow Summit. For example: 
 

 Tab “Plant,” cells P115:U116 and all other cells in blue font in columns P:U 
 Tab “O&M,” all cells in blue font in columns P:U 
 Tab “Hourly kWh,” all data in cells F78914:N131497 
 Tab “Customers,” cells C42:C268 
 Tab “Target Revenues,” cells B11:B12 

 
There may be other missing input data to the MCS model in addition to the items listed 
above. 
 
Please provide copies of all models that provided input data to BVES’s MCS Rate Design 
model. If any of the input data are outputs from models previously provided to Snow 
Summit, please provide precise file names and cell references for those data. Please 
provide these models in Excel with all formulae intact and all links live. 
 
Response: Please see the enclosed Marginal Cost of Service (MCOS) and Rate Design 
(RD) model with all formulas intact and links live. Please also see all workpapers that 
contain input data for the MCOS and RD Model.  

 
 

2. Refer to BVES’s MCS Rate Design model, tab “Target Revenues.”  
a. Refer to cells A11:B12. Please explain why Added Facility Charge Revenues 

($1,801,512) is allocated to all Distribution Demand Revenues in BVES’s EPMC 
calculation.  
Response:  
The purpose of cells A11:B12 is to determine the Company’s total demand-related 
distribution cost of service. The Added Facility Charge Revenues are included as 
these reflect costs associated with the Company’s Snow Summit Substation.  
 

b. Refer to row 37. Please explain how the line “Revenue Requirements 
(Reconciled) (EPMC)” is used by BVES in the development of its revenue 
allocation proposal. 
 
Response:  
The line “Revenue Requirements (Reconciled) (EPMC)” represents total class 
revenue requirements, including revenue requirements to be recovered through 
other operating revenues and A-5 Primary Added Facility Charge Revenues. The 
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line is informational and not directly utilized in the development of Company’s 
revenue allocation proposal.  
 
The revenue requirements associated with base rates and supply rates based on 
100% EPMC method are presented in Row 40 and Row 45 respectively. The 
Company proposes to set each class’s revenue targets at 10.0 percent, based on 
EPMC method, and 90.0 percent, based on the System Average Percentage (SAP) 
method.  
 

c. Please explain where in BVES’s modeling (including BVES’s RO models) the 
values for “Added Facility Charge Revenues” ($1,801,512) and “Other Revenues” 
($83,495) are used. Please provide the workpapers supporting the derivation of 
these values. Please provide citations to BVES’s testimony and workpapers, 
including citations to BVES’s Excel models, supporting your response. 
 
Response: 
The Other Operating Revenues and Added Facility Charge Revenues are based on 
the Company’s projections for 2027-2030 period. Please refer to the Company 
workpaper ‘SEC 3.0_Revenue_Filing.xlsx’, Tab: ‘OOR by Category WS9’.  
 
These revenues are included as Other Operating Revenues (OOR) in the Company’s 
RO Model. Similarly, these revenues are considered non-base rate revenues in rate 
design model and excluded when establishing proposed base rates for each class.   
 
Refer to Chapter 4 Part B: Revenues, Section IV (Miscellaneous Revenue and Other 
Operating Revenue (OOR) of Volume 1 Results of Operations Testimony for 
additional details. 

 
3. Please provide BVES’s models for the development of the hourly loads for all customer 

classes shown in tab “Hourly kWh.” Please provide both the model (in Excel) and all 
models used by BVES to develop the inputs to the models used by BVES to develop the 
hourly loads shown in tab “Hourly kWh.” Please also provide a description of the 
operation of the models, the sources of input assumptions, and the logic behind the 
models. 
 
Response:  
1) spreadsheet starting "2024 Big Bear Class" - calibrates initial rate class hourly loads to 
system 2025 hourly loads 
 
2) .csv starting "2024_class_hourly" - results from 1) to be used for the 2025-2031 hourly 
class forecast 
 
3) spreadsheet starting "2025_31 Class Loads Monthly" - takes GRC monthly class sales 
forecast and applies loss factors or the 2025-2031 hourly class forecast 
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4) .csv starting "Mo_Forecast_with_Losses" - results from 3) to be used for the 2025-
2031 hourly class forecast 
 
5) .txt starting "_2025_31 Hourly Forecast SAS" - SAS code that uses 2) and 4) inputs to 
develop 2025-31 hourly class forecast. 

 
4. Refer to tab “Hourly kWh” in BVES’s MCS Rate Design model.  

a. Does the data shown for A5P for 2016-2024 reflect curtailments or interruptions 
of deliveries to BVES in 2016-2024? If so, please explain how the hourly loads 
for 2016-2024 are derived during hours in which A5P customers’ loads were 
curtailed or interrupted.  

b. Please provide BVES’s best estimates of the hourly load curtailment or 
interruption for each hour from 2016-2024 in which load was curtailed or 
interrupted. Please provide the workpapers supporting these estimates in Excel 
with all formulae intact and all links live.  
 
Response 
4a. Any interrupted/curtailed loads in 2024 are incorporated in the class hourly 
load data employed to develop A5 Primary hourly loads.  Any 
interrupted/curtailed activity during 2022-2024 is also incorporated in the historic 
monthly billing data used to create the GRC monthly A5 Primary sales forecast.  
Nothing else was for interrupted/curtailed service.  

 
4b. BVES does not have this historical information because BVES doesn’t track 
this information.  

 
5. Refer to BVES’s response to Snow Summit’s Second Set of Data Requests, Request 6. 

Please provide BVES’s best estimate of the hourly load curtailment or interruption for 
each hour from 2027-2030 in which load is assumed to be curtailed or interrupted. Please 
provide the workpapers supporting these estimates in Excel with all formulae intact and 
all links live.  
 
Response  
BVES does not forecast hourly load curtailments or interruptions in its 2027-2030 load 
forecast.  BVES does not have this information. 

 
 

6. Refer to BVES’s response to Snow Summit’s Second Set of Data Requests, Request 2. 
Please provide the basis for BVES’s estimate of 37.46% for RECs and CAISO charges. 
Please provide all workpapers supporting the assumptions underlying and development of 
that estimate.   
 
Response 
The 37.46% is derived based on the Company’s 2027-2030 projected RECs expenditures 
and CAISO charges divided by the projected 2027-2030 cost of supply.  
 



 
 
 
 
 

BVES Response to Snow Summit Data Request 7, Question 6. 
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Application 26-01-022 

Seventh Set of Data Requests of Snow Summit to  
Bear Valley Electric Service 

July 1, 2026 
 

1. Please provide the hourly loads for the A5-P accounts for Snow Summit and Big Bear 
Mountain for the period from January 1, 2024 to the present. Please disaggregate the 
hourly loads for each meter at which Snow Summit or Big Bear Mountain takes delivery 
on the A5-P tariff. Please indicate the point of interconnection for each meter. Please 
provide this information in the format used in BVES’s response to Snow Summit’s 
Second Set of Data Requests, Request 8. Please provide this response in Excel.  
RESPONSE: Attached is a file named "2024 A5 Primary Customer Hourly.csv" with 
2024 hourly A5 customer specific demands.  The point of interconnection for Bear 
Mountain (“Customer”) is located at the customer switchgear building where BVES 
metering is located. The point of interconnection for Snow Summit (“Customer”) is 
located at the customer switchgear building, but BVES metering is located at the BVES 
Snow Summit Substation. 
 

2. Refer to BVES’s response to Snow Summit Data Request Set 4, Request 3. In its 
response, BVES states that “1) spreadsheet starting "2024 Big Bear Class" - calibrates 
initial rate class hourly loads to system 2025 hourly loads”. Please respond to the 
following questions: 

a. Please explain how BVES calibrated its “initial rate class hourly loads” to 
“system 2025 hourly loads.” Should this reference be to “system 2024 hourly 
loads?”  
 
RESPONSE: It should be 2024 system hourly loads (a correction is made to the 
answer to June 3rd Response 1b).  
 

b. What was the basis of the “initial rate class hourly loads?” 
 
RESPONSE: BVES load research sample rate class weighted average hourly 
loads and 2024 BVES calendar monthly sales by class with losses.  
 

c. On what date did BVES perform this calibration?  
 
RESPONSE: May 7, 2025 
 

d. Does this response imply that the curtailments of Snow Summit deliveries in the 
fourth quarter of 2025 are reflected in the hourly loads in BVES’s “Hourly kWh” 
used in its MCS model? 
 
RESPONSE: 2025 hourly kWh in the MCS model based on 2025 monthly sales 
forecast with losses. 
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3. Refer to BVES’s response to Snow Summit Data Request Set 4, Request 4. Please 
respond to the following requests: 

a. Does BVES believe that 2024 is a typical year for customer hourly loads for A5-P 
customers? If so, please explain the reasons for BVES’s belief. 
 
RESPONSE: No historic hourly analysis has been performed on historic A5-P 
customers. The 2024 hourly A5-P shapes are only used to spread the 2025-2030 
monthly A5-P sales forecast into hourly values. 
 

b. Please explain why it is appropriate for use 2024 as the basis for hourly loads for 
2025-203 for A5-P customers.  
 
RESPONSE: 2024 is the most recent rate class hourly loads available to spread 
2025-2030 monthly rate class sales forecasts into hourly values. 
 

c. Does BVES believe that the frequency of curtailments and interruptions of 
customer loads for A5-P customers in 2024 are likely to be the same as the 
frequency of curtailments and interruptions as for 2025-2030? If so, please 
explain the reasons for BVES’s belief. 
 
RESPONSE: BVES cannot predict whether the frequency of A5-P customer 
curtailments or interruptions during 2025–2030 will be similar to 2024. 
Curtailments are driven by real-time system conditions, including weather, 
holiday timing, and local peak demand. Because these factors are inherently 
variable, BVES does not plan curtailments in advance and cannot determine 
whether 2024 or any future year represents typical operating conditions. 
 

d. Does BVES believe that the relative magnitude of curtailments and interruptions 
for customer loads for A5-P customers for 2024 are likely to be the same as the 
relative magnitude of curtailments and interruptions for 2025-2030. For purposes 
of this question, “relative magnitude” means percentage of otherwise requested 
loads after curtailments and interruptions. For example, if A5-P customers desired 
10 MW in an hour in 2024 and BVES only delivered 7 MW, then the relative 
magnitude of curtailment in that hour would be 30% ((10 MW – 7 MW)/10 MW).  
 
RESPONSE: See 3.c above.   
 

4. Refer to BVES’s response to Snow Summit Data Request Set 4, Request 10. Please 
explain why the GRC forecasted usage for each month exceeds the actual usage for those 
months. Please provide workpapers supporting your response. Please also provide copies 
of all material upon which your response is based.  
RESPONSE: 2025-2031 A5 Primary forecasts are based on 2022-2024 average monthly 
sales and expected expanded load for Snow Summit. 
 

5. Please provide a listing of each and every curtailment or interruption of deliveries to 
Snow Summit and Bear Mountain ordered by BVES from September 1, 2019 to the 
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present. Please disaggregate your response by customer. If available, please disaggregate 
your response by point of delivery to Snow Summit and Bear Mountain. If available, 
please indicate the duration of each curtailment or interruption. If BVES does not have 
data available for the entire period from September 1, 2019 to the present, please provide 
all data that are available for that period. Please provide your response in Excel.   
 
RESPONSE: BVES doesn’t have any additional information other than what was 
already provided in its response to Snow Summit’s Second Set of Data Requests, Request 
10. 

 
6. Refer to BVES’s response to Snow Summit Data Request Set 5, Request 5. Does BVES 

contend that it has no data related to the curtailment or interruption of customers in the 
Schedule A5-P customer class for the period from 2020 through 2024? If your response is 
anything other than an unqualified “yes”, please provide all information in BVES’s 
possession related to the curtailment or interruption of customers in the Schedule A5-P 
customer class for the period from 2020 through 2024. 
RESPONSE: Yes 
 

7. Refer to BVES’s development of marginal distribution costs and marginal substation 
costs in its MCS model. Please provide the following information regarding BVES’s 
development of those marginal costs:  

a. The theoretical basis upon which BVES relies for using this approach. 
 
RESPONSE: BVES relies on a variation of the NERA Regression method to 
estimate the marginal distribution and marginal substation cost in its MCS model.   

 
b. All citations to documents explaining the theoretical basis for BVES using this 

approach for determination of marginal distribution and marginal distribution 
substation costs. 
 
RESPONSE: The NERA Regression method has been utilized in the industry for 
determination of marginal distribution costs, including by other California Investor-
Owned Utilities. For example, Southern California Edison and San Diego Gas & 
Electric utilized the NERA Regression method in A. 20-10-012 and A. 23-01-008 
respectively. In addition, BVES utilized the method in its past two rate case 
applications.  
 

c. Is BVES aware of the so-called “NERA method” for determining marginal 
distribution costs? If so, please explain BVES’s understanding of the NERA 
method for determining marginal distribution costs. Does BVES contend that it is 
using the “NERA method” in this proceeding? If so, where is BVES using it and 
how. 
 
RESPONSE: Yes.  Please refer to responses to parts 7(a) and 7(b). BVES has 
utilized a variation of the NERA Regression method for determining marginal 
distribution capacity costs.   



 
 
 
 
 

BVES Response to Snow Summit Data Request 7, Question 5. 
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Application 26-01-022 

Seventh Set of Data Requests of Snow Summit to  
Bear Valley Electric Service 

July 1, 2026 
 

1. Please provide the hourly loads for the A5-P accounts for Snow Summit and Big Bear 
Mountain for the period from January 1, 2024 to the present. Please disaggregate the 
hourly loads for each meter at which Snow Summit or Big Bear Mountain takes delivery 
on the A5-P tariff. Please indicate the point of interconnection for each meter. Please 
provide this information in the format used in BVES’s response to Snow Summit’s 
Second Set of Data Requests, Request 8. Please provide this response in Excel.  
RESPONSE: Attached is a file named "2024 A5 Primary Customer Hourly.csv" with 
2024 hourly A5 customer specific demands.  The point of interconnection for Bear 
Mountain (“Customer”) is located at the customer switchgear building where BVES 
metering is located. The point of interconnection for Snow Summit (“Customer”) is 
located at the customer switchgear building, but BVES metering is located at the BVES 
Snow Summit Substation. 
 

2. Refer to BVES’s response to Snow Summit Data Request Set 4, Request 3. In its 
response, BVES states that “1) spreadsheet starting "2024 Big Bear Class" - calibrates 
initial rate class hourly loads to system 2025 hourly loads”. Please respond to the 
following questions: 

a. Please explain how BVES calibrated its “initial rate class hourly loads” to 
“system 2025 hourly loads.” Should this reference be to “system 2024 hourly 
loads?”  
 
RESPONSE: It should be 2024 system hourly loads (a correction is made to the 
answer to June 3rd Response 1b).  
 

b. What was the basis of the “initial rate class hourly loads?” 
 
RESPONSE: BVES load research sample rate class weighted average hourly 
loads and 2024 BVES calendar monthly sales by class with losses.  
 

c. On what date did BVES perform this calibration?  
 
RESPONSE: May 7, 2025 
 

d. Does this response imply that the curtailments of Snow Summit deliveries in the 
fourth quarter of 2025 are reflected in the hourly loads in BVES’s “Hourly kWh” 
used in its MCS model? 
 
RESPONSE: 2025 hourly kWh in the MCS model based on 2025 monthly sales 
forecast with losses. 
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3. Refer to BVES’s response to Snow Summit Data Request Set 4, Request 4. Please 
respond to the following requests: 

a. Does BVES believe that 2024 is a typical year for customer hourly loads for A5-P 
customers? If so, please explain the reasons for BVES’s belief. 
 
RESPONSE: No historic hourly analysis has been performed on historic A5-P 
customers. The 2024 hourly A5-P shapes are only used to spread the 2025-2030 
monthly A5-P sales forecast into hourly values. 
 

b. Please explain why it is appropriate for use 2024 as the basis for hourly loads for 
2025-203 for A5-P customers.  
 
RESPONSE: 2024 is the most recent rate class hourly loads available to spread 
2025-2030 monthly rate class sales forecasts into hourly values. 
 

c. Does BVES believe that the frequency of curtailments and interruptions of 
customer loads for A5-P customers in 2024 are likely to be the same as the 
frequency of curtailments and interruptions as for 2025-2030? If so, please 
explain the reasons for BVES’s belief. 
 
RESPONSE: BVES cannot predict whether the frequency of A5-P customer 
curtailments or interruptions during 2025–2030 will be similar to 2024. 
Curtailments are driven by real-time system conditions, including weather, 
holiday timing, and local peak demand. Because these factors are inherently 
variable, BVES does not plan curtailments in advance and cannot determine 
whether 2024 or any future year represents typical operating conditions. 
 

d. Does BVES believe that the relative magnitude of curtailments and interruptions 
for customer loads for A5-P customers for 2024 are likely to be the same as the 
relative magnitude of curtailments and interruptions for 2025-2030. For purposes 
of this question, “relative magnitude” means percentage of otherwise requested 
loads after curtailments and interruptions. For example, if A5-P customers desired 
10 MW in an hour in 2024 and BVES only delivered 7 MW, then the relative 
magnitude of curtailment in that hour would be 30% ((10 MW – 7 MW)/10 MW).  
 
RESPONSE: See 3.c above.   
 

4. Refer to BVES’s response to Snow Summit Data Request Set 4, Request 10. Please 
explain why the GRC forecasted usage for each month exceeds the actual usage for those 
months. Please provide workpapers supporting your response. Please also provide copies 
of all material upon which your response is based.  
RESPONSE: 2025-2031 A5 Primary forecasts are based on 2022-2024 average monthly 
sales and expected expanded load for Snow Summit. 
 

5. Please provide a listing of each and every curtailment or interruption of deliveries to 
Snow Summit and Bear Mountain ordered by BVES from September 1, 2019 to the 
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present. Please disaggregate your response by customer. If available, please disaggregate 
your response by point of delivery to Snow Summit and Bear Mountain. If available, 
please indicate the duration of each curtailment or interruption. If BVES does not have 
data available for the entire period from September 1, 2019 to the present, please provide 
all data that are available for that period. Please provide your response in Excel.   
 
RESPONSE: BVES doesn’t have any additional information other than what was 
already provided in its response to Snow Summit’s Second Set of Data Requests, Request 
10. 

 
6. Refer to BVES’s response to Snow Summit Data Request Set 5, Request 5. Does BVES 

contend that it has no data related to the curtailment or interruption of customers in the 
Schedule A5-P customer class for the period from 2020 through 2024? If your response is 
anything other than an unqualified “yes”, please provide all information in BVES’s 
possession related to the curtailment or interruption of customers in the Schedule A5-P 
customer class for the period from 2020 through 2024. 
RESPONSE: Yes 
 

7. Refer to BVES’s development of marginal distribution costs and marginal substation 
costs in its MCS model. Please provide the following information regarding BVES’s 
development of those marginal costs:  

a. The theoretical basis upon which BVES relies for using this approach. 
 
RESPONSE: BVES relies on a variation of the NERA Regression method to 
estimate the marginal distribution and marginal substation cost in its MCS model.   

 
b. All citations to documents explaining the theoretical basis for BVES using this 

approach for determination of marginal distribution and marginal distribution 
substation costs. 
 
RESPONSE: The NERA Regression method has been utilized in the industry for 
determination of marginal distribution costs, including by other California Investor-
Owned Utilities. For example, Southern California Edison and San Diego Gas & 
Electric utilized the NERA Regression method in A. 20-10-012 and A. 23-01-008 
respectively. In addition, BVES utilized the method in its past two rate case 
applications.  
 

c. Is BVES aware of the so-called “NERA method” for determining marginal 
distribution costs? If so, please explain BVES’s understanding of the NERA 
method for determining marginal distribution costs. Does BVES contend that it is 
using the “NERA method” in this proceeding? If so, where is BVES using it and 
how. 
 
RESPONSE: Yes.  Please refer to responses to parts 7(a) and 7(b). BVES has 
utilized a variation of the NERA Regression method for determining marginal 
distribution capacity costs.   



 
 
 
 
 

BVES Response to Snow Summit Data Request 2, Question 10a and CONFIDENTIAL 
attachment. 
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Application 26-01-022 
Second Set of Data Requests of Snow Summit to  

Bear Valley Electric Service 
May 5, 2026 

 
Reference: BVES’s responses to Snow Summit’s First Set of Data Requests 
 
Request No. 2: 

 
1. Please explain the bases for BVES’s forecast that energy costs by time-of-use period will be 50-

60% higher than the forecasts made in A.22-08-010.  
RESPONSE:  
BVES observes the $/MWh from A.22-08-010 to A.26-01-022 increased 58% on average across 
all TOU periods. The increase in $/MWh is due to four primary reasons:  

1. Higher PPA Costs: Recently procured PPA $/MWh prices are significantly higher than 
those in the previous application. Renewable energy required for increasing RPS 
compliance obligations is substantially more expensive than brown power. Additionally, 
brown power between the two applications is more expensive. The newly procured green 
PPA $/MWh is 72% higher than the previous brown PPA, and the newly procured brown 
PPA $/MWh is 38% higher than the previous brown PPA.  
2. Higher Day Ahead Energy Prices: BVES uses S&P Global energy price forecast for 
long term planning. The forecast continues its increase in energy prices, increasing the 
cost of DA purchases. On-Peak and Off-peak prices are 66% and 88% higher than the 
previous application, respectively.  
3. A shift from PCC3 to PCC1 Renewable Energy Credits (RECs): BVES is transitioning 
away from lower cost PCC3 RECs in compliance with RPS and IRP requirements to 
meet California’s GHG reduction goals. Between the two applications, the average cost 
per REC is approximately 87% higher.  
4. Higher Natural Gas Costs: An increase in natural gas costs to operate the Bear Valley 
Power Plant. Any rate increase imposed by SWGas ultimately gets passed to BVES to 
operate the plant. Natural gas costs $/MWh are 37% higher between the two applications.   

Overall, increased market energy prices, utility rate increases, and compliance with California 
renewable energy and GHG reduction requirements have all contributed to an increase in the 
average $/MWh energy cost between the two application periods. The increased $/MWh spans 
across all TOU periods. 

2. What are the marginal energy costs shown in Figure 5 of Volume 6 of the testimony when 
they are adjusted to reflect the costs of purchasing RECs and CAISO charges? 

RESPONSE:  
The RECs and CAISO charges are estimated to be 37.46% of energy supply costs during the 
2027-2030 period.  For illustrative purposes, the marginal energy costs by TOU period have been 
scaled up by 37.46% to include RECs and CAISO charges and presented in the table below.   
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3. Please identify the increased distribution investments and the cost of each such 
investment that support the increases in marginal T&D coincident and non-coincident 
demand costs. 

RESPONSE:  
o System: Filter for FERC Accounts 350 – 359.1, as well as 360-367, in column J of tab, 

Forecasted Addition by Pro WS4, of the “SEC7-8-9-UPIS Reserve RB.xlsx” workbook 
of the RO Model shared for this current GRC. 

      
o A-5 TOU Primary: Filter for FERC Account 362 on tab, Forecasted Addition by Pro 

WS4, of the “SEC7-8-9-UPIS Reserve RB.xlsx” workbook of the RO Model shared for 
this current GRC.    
 

4. Please provide the top 100 hours used in A.22-08-010 and the top 100 hours used in this 
application, the total coincident demand for each hour in both applications, and the 
coincident demands of each customer class for each hour in both applications. Please 
provide this information in Excel. 

RESPONSE:  
For Top 100 hours data, please refer to tabs, A. 22-08-010 Top 100 Hours Load and A. 26-01-022 
Top 100 Hours Load, of the “Snow Summit Set 2 Attachment 1.xlsx” workbook.    
For coincident demand data, please refer to tabs, A. 22-08-010 CP Demands and A. 26-01-022 
CP Demands of the “Snow Summit Set 2 Attachment 1.xlsx” workbook.    
 

5. Please provide all forecasted hourly demands disaggregated by customer class for 2027-
2030. Please provide this information in Excel. 

RESPONSE:  
Please refer to tab, Hourly kWh of the “Snow Summit Set 2 Attachment 2.xlsx” workbook.   
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6. Regarding BVES’s forecast of hourly demands for customers in the A-5 Primary class, 
did BVES account for interruptions and curtailments pursuant to Special Conditions 9 
through 13 of Schedule No. A-5 TOU Primary in the development of the hourly demands 
for this class and in the development of the top 100 hours used in this application? If not, 
please explain why not. If so, please explain how those interruptions and curtailments are 
forecast for the years 2027-2030 and provide all workpapers supporting BVES’s 
estimates. 

RESPONSE: 
BVES estimated rate-class-specific forecasted hourly demands for this GRC by applying 2024 
monthly hourly rate-class-specific load study demands (converted to hourly proportions) to the 
BVES GRC monthly 2027-2030 rate-class-specific sales forecast (with class specific losses 
included).  For the A-5 Primary rate class, any interruptions or curtailments that occurred in 2024 
would be accounted for in the 2024 load study demands.  BVES made no other adjustments to 
the A-5 hourly 2027-2030 hourly demand forecasts. 

7. Was the 2013 estimate of the cost to connect a typical A-5 customer based on the 
recorded costs incurred to connect an actual A-5 customer?  Other than applying an 
escalation factor, has BVES taken any action to verify that the 2013 estimated costs 
accurately reflect the costs of connecting an A-5 customer in 2027?  If so, please identify 
all such actions and provide the results of those actions. 

RESPONSE:  
The 2013 estimate of the cost to connect a typical A‑5 customer was developed using the 
Company’s engineering and construction cost assumptions at that time. It was not based on the 
recorded costs of connecting an actual A‑5 customer, as only two companies, making up a total 
of three customers, currently take service under the A‑5 rate.  None of those customers required a 
new service connection that could serve as a cost benchmark. 
Since 2013, BVES has taken steps to evaluate whether the original estimate, adjusted annually 
using standard escalation factors, continues to reflect the expected cost of connecting a new A‑5 
customer in 2027. While the Company has not had a new A‑5 customer interconnect during this 
period, BVES recently completed the interconnection of a large A‑4 customer whose service 
requirements and construction scope are broadly comparable to those of a typical A‑5 customer. 
The total recorded cost of that project was approximately $100,000 higher than the escalated 
2013 A‑5 estimate. 
This recent project provides the most relevant and reliable real‑world data point available. Based 
on this comparison, BVES concludes that: 

1. The escalated 2013 A‑5 estimate remains reasonable, as it is directionally consistent 
with the cost of connecting a similarly sized customer. 
2. If anything, the estimate is slightly conservative, given that the actual A‑4 
interconnection cost exceeded the escalated A‑5 estimate by roughly $100,000. 
3. No evidence suggests that the 2013 estimate understates future A‑5 interconnection 
costs, and the available data supports its continued use for developing A‑5 marginal 
customer costs. 
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Accordingly, BVES has reviewed the available information and determined that the escalated 
2013 estimate continues to provide a reasonable and supportable basis for estimating the cost of 
connecting an A‑5 customer in 2027. 

8. Please provide the recorded A-5 Primary usage for 2025. 
RESPONSE: See Excel file, “CONFIDENTIAL 2025-26 BVE Monthly Revenue detail 0510.” 
 

9. Please identify the specific distribution substations that serve the A5-Primary customer 
class. Please provide a figure showing which distribution substations serve the A5-
Primary customer class. 

RESPONSE: The A-5 Primary rate class is served through the Company’s integrated 
transmission and distribution system. Please refer to the Company’s response to Question 12, 
which identifies the distribution substations associated with facilities currently serving the A-5 
Primary customers.  
 

10. From January 2025 to the present: 
a. Please identify each hour when BVES interrupted or curtailed customer load. 

Response: Please see the attached document titled “CONFIDENTIAL BVES 
Load Restrictions Log 2025–2026,” which identifies each hour during which 
BVES interrupted or curtailed customer load during non‑PSPS events. 

b. For each event of interruption or curtailment of customer load identified in your 
response to Request 10.a, please identify whether the interruption or curtailment 
was required due to a lack of generation capacity, lack of transfer capability 
between SCE and BVES, issues on the transmission system, issues on the  
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distribution system, or some other reason. 
Response: The cause of each interruption or curtailment is identified in the 
“CONFIDENTIAL BVES Load Restrictions Log 2025–2026” document 
referenced in Response 10.a. The log specifies, for each event, whether the 
curtailment resulted from generation capacity limitations, transfer constraints 
between SCE and BVES, transmission system issues, distribution system issues, 
or other operational factors. 

c. For each event of interruption or curtailment of customer load identified in your 
response to Request 10.a, please state the specific reason that BVES needed to 
interrupt or curtail customer load and identify the number of customers in each 
customer class affected by the curtailment or interruption. 
Response: BVES does not track interruptions due to outages or limits on SCE 
lines. BVES reports all outages due to unexpected events/issues on BVES system 
per CPUC requirements.  

d. For the period from January 1, 2025, to the present, please identify all hours when 
one or more units of the Bear Valley Power Plant were on outage or were 
otherwise unavailable to provide service.  For each such hour, please identify the 
units that were on outage or otherwise unavailable and the reason each unit was 
on outage or otherwise unavailable. 
Response: BVPP Generation Unit 5 was out for maintenance service from 
5/27/25 – 8/15/25. 

e. Please identify the hourly loading (on a MW and percentage basis) on BVES’s 
interties with SCE at the Goldhill Transfer Station and the Harnish Metering 
Station, respectively, for the period from January 2025 to the present.  Please 
provide this information in Excel. 
Response: Please see spreadsheets in Shay.zip, Radford.zip, and Baldwin.zip, as 
well as aggregate data for January – August of 2025 in Stations_MV90.xlsx. 

11. With regard to the Snow Summit substations: 
a. Are the Snow Summit substations included in BVES’s plant in service?  

Response: Yes 
b. When were the Snow Summit substations first booked to plant in service? 

Response: November 2025 
c. What is the original amount booked to plant in service for the Snow Summit 

substations? 
Response: $12,249,598.15 

d. What is the current depreciated book value booked to plant in service for the 
Snow Summit substations? 
Response: $11,616,135.99 
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e.  Is BVES authorized to earn a rate of return on the undepreciated rate base 
associated with the Snow Summit substations?  
Response: As described in Rule 2(H)(2)(c)(3) 
(https://www.bvesinc.com/assets/bvesinc/rules/rule-2.pdf), the Monthly 
Ownership Charge (MOC) payment includes a rate of return on the undepreciated 
rate base associated with the Snow Summit substations.  In this case, BVES does 
earn a rate of return on the undepreciated rate base, which BVES recovers from 
Snow Summit.        

f. Is the $1,810,512 shown for Added Facility Charges in Table 4J on p. 53 of 
Volume 1 of BVES’s testimony the payment Snow Summit makes under its 
Added Facilities Agreement with BVES?  
Response: The current MOC payment from Snow Summit is $1,835,676. The 
$1,801,512 on Table 4J was based upon an estimate at the time of filing.  
 

g. Were the costs of the Snow Summit substations included in the development of 
marginal substation costs? If so, did the marginal cost analysis also consider the 
Monthly Ownership Charge that BVES receives from Snow Summit to cover the 
cost of the Snow Summit substations?  
Response: Yes. The development of marginal substation costs includes costs of 
the Snow Summit substation.  
The Monthly Ownership Charge does not reduce or offset the A-5 marginal costs.  
Rather, it is separately recognized as revenue from A-5 customers, in addition to 
base rate revenues. Please refer to “BVES MCS Rate Design_vFinal 
(CONFIDENTIAL).xlsx,” Tab: “Target Revenues,” Row 23.  

 

12. Please provide the following information about BVES’s transmission and distribution 
substations: 

a.     A figure showing which transmission and distribution facilities serve customers in 
the A5-Primary customer class. 

b.   For each substation, please provide the following: 
 1. The name of the substation. 
 2. The date that the substation entered service. 
 3.  The summer and winter ratings of the substations (in MVA). 
 4.   The voltage of the substation (in kV). 
 5.   If the facility provides service to customers in the A5-Primary customer class. 

RESPONSE:   
a. Response: The A-5 Primary rate class is served through the Company’s integrated 

transmission and distribution system. Please refer to the table below for 
transmission and distribution facilities associated with serving A-5 Primary 
customers. 

b. Response: 

Substation Circuit Approx Service Date Rating (MVA) Voltage (kV) A5 Customer? 
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Application 26-01-022 

Seventh Set of Data Requests of Snow Summit to  
Bear Valley Electric Service 

July 1, 2026 
 

1. Please provide the hourly loads for the A5-P accounts for Snow Summit and Big Bear 
Mountain for the period from January 1, 2024 to the present. Please disaggregate the 
hourly loads for each meter at which Snow Summit or Big Bear Mountain takes delivery 
on the A5-P tariff. Please indicate the point of interconnection for each meter. Please 
provide this information in the format used in BVES’s response to Snow Summit’s 
Second Set of Data Requests, Request 8. Please provide this response in Excel.  
RESPONSE: Attached is a file named "2024 A5 Primary Customer Hourly.csv" with 
2024 hourly A5 customer specific demands.  The point of interconnection for Bear 
Mountain (“Customer”) is located at the customer switchgear building where BVES 
metering is located. The point of interconnection for Snow Summit (“Customer”) is 
located at the customer switchgear building, but BVES metering is located at the BVES 
Snow Summit Substation. 
 

2. Refer to BVES’s response to Snow Summit Data Request Set 4, Request 3. In its 
response, BVES states that “1) spreadsheet starting "2024 Big Bear Class" - calibrates 
initial rate class hourly loads to system 2025 hourly loads”. Please respond to the 
following questions: 

a. Please explain how BVES calibrated its “initial rate class hourly loads” to 
“system 2025 hourly loads.” Should this reference be to “system 2024 hourly 
loads?”  
 
RESPONSE: It should be 2024 system hourly loads (a correction is made to the 
answer to June 3rd Response 1b).  
 

b. What was the basis of the “initial rate class hourly loads?” 
 
RESPONSE: BVES load research sample rate class weighted average hourly 
loads and 2024 BVES calendar monthly sales by class with losses.  
 

c. On what date did BVES perform this calibration?  
 
RESPONSE: May 7, 2025 
 

d. Does this response imply that the curtailments of Snow Summit deliveries in the 
fourth quarter of 2025 are reflected in the hourly loads in BVES’s “Hourly kWh” 
used in its MCS model? 
 
RESPONSE: 2025 hourly kWh in the MCS model based on 2025 monthly sales 
forecast with losses. 
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3. Refer to BVES’s response to Snow Summit Data Request Set 4, Request 4. Please 
respond to the following requests: 

a. Does BVES believe that 2024 is a typical year for customer hourly loads for A5-P 
customers? If so, please explain the reasons for BVES’s belief. 
 
RESPONSE: No historic hourly analysis has been performed on historic A5-P 
customers. The 2024 hourly A5-P shapes are only used to spread the 2025-2030 
monthly A5-P sales forecast into hourly values. 
 

b. Please explain why it is appropriate for use 2024 as the basis for hourly loads for 
2025-203 for A5-P customers.  
 
RESPONSE: 2024 is the most recent rate class hourly loads available to spread 
2025-2030 monthly rate class sales forecasts into hourly values. 
 

c. Does BVES believe that the frequency of curtailments and interruptions of 
customer loads for A5-P customers in 2024 are likely to be the same as the 
frequency of curtailments and interruptions as for 2025-2030? If so, please 
explain the reasons for BVES’s belief. 
 
RESPONSE: BVES cannot predict whether the frequency of A5-P customer 
curtailments or interruptions during 2025–2030 will be similar to 2024. 
Curtailments are driven by real-time system conditions, including weather, 
holiday timing, and local peak demand. Because these factors are inherently 
variable, BVES does not plan curtailments in advance and cannot determine 
whether 2024 or any future year represents typical operating conditions. 
 

d. Does BVES believe that the relative magnitude of curtailments and interruptions 
for customer loads for A5-P customers for 2024 are likely to be the same as the 
relative magnitude of curtailments and interruptions for 2025-2030. For purposes 
of this question, “relative magnitude” means percentage of otherwise requested 
loads after curtailments and interruptions. For example, if A5-P customers desired 
10 MW in an hour in 2024 and BVES only delivered 7 MW, then the relative 
magnitude of curtailment in that hour would be 30% ((10 MW – 7 MW)/10 MW).  
 
RESPONSE: See 3.c above.   
 

4. Refer to BVES’s response to Snow Summit Data Request Set 4, Request 10. Please 
explain why the GRC forecasted usage for each month exceeds the actual usage for those 
months. Please provide workpapers supporting your response. Please also provide copies 
of all material upon which your response is based.  
RESPONSE: 2025-2031 A5 Primary forecasts are based on 2022-2024 average monthly 
sales and expected expanded load for Snow Summit. 
 

5. Please provide a listing of each and every curtailment or interruption of deliveries to 
Snow Summit and Bear Mountain ordered by BVES from September 1, 2019 to the 
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present. Please disaggregate your response by customer. If available, please disaggregate 
your response by point of delivery to Snow Summit and Bear Mountain. If available, 
please indicate the duration of each curtailment or interruption. If BVES does not have 
data available for the entire period from September 1, 2019 to the present, please provide 
all data that are available for that period. Please provide your response in Excel.   
 
RESPONSE: BVES doesn’t have any additional information other than what was 
already provided in its response to Snow Summit’s Second Set of Data Requests, Request 
10. 

 
6. Refer to BVES’s response to Snow Summit Data Request Set 5, Request 5. Does BVES 

contend that it has no data related to the curtailment or interruption of customers in the 
Schedule A5-P customer class for the period from 2020 through 2024? If your response is 
anything other than an unqualified “yes”, please provide all information in BVES’s 
possession related to the curtailment or interruption of customers in the Schedule A5-P 
customer class for the period from 2020 through 2024. 
RESPONSE: Yes 
 

7. Refer to BVES’s development of marginal distribution costs and marginal substation 
costs in its MCS model. Please provide the following information regarding BVES’s 
development of those marginal costs:  

a. The theoretical basis upon which BVES relies for using this approach. 
 
RESPONSE: BVES relies on a variation of the NERA Regression method to 
estimate the marginal distribution and marginal substation cost in its MCS model.   

 
b. All citations to documents explaining the theoretical basis for BVES using this 

approach for determination of marginal distribution and marginal distribution 
substation costs. 
 
RESPONSE: The NERA Regression method has been utilized in the industry for 
determination of marginal distribution costs, including by other California Investor-
Owned Utilities. For example, Southern California Edison and San Diego Gas & 
Electric utilized the NERA Regression method in A. 20-10-012 and A. 23-01-008 
respectively. In addition, BVES utilized the method in its past two rate case 
applications.  
 

c. Is BVES aware of the so-called “NERA method” for determining marginal 
distribution costs? If so, please explain BVES’s understanding of the NERA 
method for determining marginal distribution costs. Does BVES contend that it is 
using the “NERA method” in this proceeding? If so, where is BVES using it and 
how. 
 
RESPONSE: Yes.  Please refer to responses to parts 7(a) and 7(b). BVES has 
utilized a variation of the NERA Regression method for determining marginal 
distribution capacity costs.   
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BVES’ understanding of the NERA method is as follows. The NERA method is a 
regression-based approach for estimating marginal distribution demand costs by 
measuring the relationship between cumulative incremental distribution 
investments and cumulative system load growth. The regression analysis treats load 
growth as the independent variable and distribution investments as the dependent 
variable. The analysis produces an estimated marginal cost of distribution capacity, 
expressed in dollars per kW.  
  

8. Refer to the SAS code provided in response to Snow Summit’s Data Request Set 4, 
Request 3. Please respond to the following request:  

a. Please provide copies of all input files to and output files from that SAS program 
as it was used in the development of BVES’s hourly load forecasts used in this 
proceeding. Please provide your response in Excel. Please provide your response 
in the format used by the SAS program. Please ensure that the names of the files 
and the file formats of the files are the same as the files used in the SAS code. 
 
RESPONSE:  
Input files for monthly sales and 2024 hourly load research sales are included as 
part of response to this data request: 2024_class_hourly.csv, 
mo_forecast_with_losses.csv   
Output file: fohr25_3127.csv attached. 

 
9. Please provide the following information about the operation of the BVES generating, 

transmission, and distribution system for each hour in 2024 and 2027 (in Excel):  
a. The hourly maximum transfer capability between SCE and BVES. Please indicate 

the transfer capability for each point of interconnection between SCE and BVES. 
 
RESPONSE: BVES has SCE contractual limits of 34 MW at Goldhill and 5 MW 
at Radford/Bear Valley and import capacity is available 24/7/365.  2024 load data 
is attached in file, “2024 Load” and 2027 is the supply forecast previously 
provided.   
 

b. The maximum hourly generating capacity of the Bear Valley Power Plant. 
 
RESPONSE: 8.4 MW, available 24/7/365 except during maintenance windows.  
 

c. The hourly maximum hourly generating capacity from any other BVES owned 
power plants within the BVES service territory. 
 
RESPONSE: BVES does not own any other power plants.   
 

d. The maximum hourly generating capacity for all non-utility generating units (e.g., 
NEM, distributed energy resources) on the BVES system. Please indicate the total 
capacity of NEM generators on the BVES. Please provide the names and 
generating capacity of each distributed energy resource on the BVES system. 
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Application 26-01-022 

Seventh Set of Data Requests of Snow Summit to  
Bear Valley Electric Service 

July 1, 2026 
 

1. Please provide the hourly loads for the A5-P accounts for Snow Summit and Big Bear 
Mountain for the period from January 1, 2024 to the present. Please disaggregate the 
hourly loads for each meter at which Snow Summit or Big Bear Mountain takes delivery 
on the A5-P tariff. Please indicate the point of interconnection for each meter. Please 
provide this information in the format used in BVES’s response to Snow Summit’s 
Second Set of Data Requests, Request 8. Please provide this response in Excel.  
RESPONSE: Attached is a file named "2024 A5 Primary Customer Hourly.csv" with 
2024 hourly A5 customer specific demands.  The point of interconnection for Bear 
Mountain (“Customer”) is located at the customer switchgear building where BVES 
metering is located. The point of interconnection for Snow Summit (“Customer”) is 
located at the customer switchgear building, but BVES metering is located at the BVES 
Snow Summit Substation. 
 

2. Refer to BVES’s response to Snow Summit Data Request Set 4, Request 3. In its 
response, BVES states that “1) spreadsheet starting "2024 Big Bear Class" - calibrates 
initial rate class hourly loads to system 2025 hourly loads”. Please respond to the 
following questions: 

a. Please explain how BVES calibrated its “initial rate class hourly loads” to 
“system 2025 hourly loads.” Should this reference be to “system 2024 hourly 
loads?”  
 
RESPONSE: It should be 2024 system hourly loads (a correction is made to the 
answer to June 3rd Response 1b).  
 

b. What was the basis of the “initial rate class hourly loads?” 
 
RESPONSE: BVES load research sample rate class weighted average hourly 
loads and 2024 BVES calendar monthly sales by class with losses.  
 

c. On what date did BVES perform this calibration?  
 
RESPONSE: May 7, 2025 
 

d. Does this response imply that the curtailments of Snow Summit deliveries in the 
fourth quarter of 2025 are reflected in the hourly loads in BVES’s “Hourly kWh” 
used in its MCS model? 
 
RESPONSE: 2025 hourly kWh in the MCS model based on 2025 monthly sales 
forecast with losses. 
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3. Refer to BVES’s response to Snow Summit Data Request Set 4, Request 4. Please 
respond to the following requests: 

a. Does BVES believe that 2024 is a typical year for customer hourly loads for A5-P 
customers? If so, please explain the reasons for BVES’s belief. 
 
RESPONSE: No historic hourly analysis has been performed on historic A5-P 
customers. The 2024 hourly A5-P shapes are only used to spread the 2025-2030 
monthly A5-P sales forecast into hourly values. 
 

b. Please explain why it is appropriate for use 2024 as the basis for hourly loads for 
2025-203 for A5-P customers.  
 
RESPONSE: 2024 is the most recent rate class hourly loads available to spread 
2025-2030 monthly rate class sales forecasts into hourly values. 
 

c. Does BVES believe that the frequency of curtailments and interruptions of 
customer loads for A5-P customers in 2024 are likely to be the same as the 
frequency of curtailments and interruptions as for 2025-2030? If so, please 
explain the reasons for BVES’s belief. 
 
RESPONSE: BVES cannot predict whether the frequency of A5-P customer 
curtailments or interruptions during 2025–2030 will be similar to 2024. 
Curtailments are driven by real-time system conditions, including weather, 
holiday timing, and local peak demand. Because these factors are inherently 
variable, BVES does not plan curtailments in advance and cannot determine 
whether 2024 or any future year represents typical operating conditions. 
 

d. Does BVES believe that the relative magnitude of curtailments and interruptions 
for customer loads for A5-P customers for 2024 are likely to be the same as the 
relative magnitude of curtailments and interruptions for 2025-2030. For purposes 
of this question, “relative magnitude” means percentage of otherwise requested 
loads after curtailments and interruptions. For example, if A5-P customers desired 
10 MW in an hour in 2024 and BVES only delivered 7 MW, then the relative 
magnitude of curtailment in that hour would be 30% ((10 MW – 7 MW)/10 MW).  
 
RESPONSE: See 3.c above.   
 

4. Refer to BVES’s response to Snow Summit Data Request Set 4, Request 10. Please 
explain why the GRC forecasted usage for each month exceeds the actual usage for those 
months. Please provide workpapers supporting your response. Please also provide copies 
of all material upon which your response is based.  
RESPONSE: 2025-2031 A5 Primary forecasts are based on 2022-2024 average monthly 
sales and expected expanded load for Snow Summit. 
 

5. Please provide a listing of each and every curtailment or interruption of deliveries to 
Snow Summit and Bear Mountain ordered by BVES from September 1, 2019 to the 
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present. Please disaggregate your response by customer. If available, please disaggregate 
your response by point of delivery to Snow Summit and Bear Mountain. If available, 
please indicate the duration of each curtailment or interruption. If BVES does not have 
data available for the entire period from September 1, 2019 to the present, please provide 
all data that are available for that period. Please provide your response in Excel.   
 
RESPONSE: BVES doesn’t have any additional information other than what was 
already provided in its response to Snow Summit’s Second Set of Data Requests, Request 
10. 

 
6. Refer to BVES’s response to Snow Summit Data Request Set 5, Request 5. Does BVES 

contend that it has no data related to the curtailment or interruption of customers in the 
Schedule A5-P customer class for the period from 2020 through 2024? If your response is 
anything other than an unqualified “yes”, please provide all information in BVES’s 
possession related to the curtailment or interruption of customers in the Schedule A5-P 
customer class for the period from 2020 through 2024. 
RESPONSE: Yes 
 

7. Refer to BVES’s development of marginal distribution costs and marginal substation 
costs in its MCS model. Please provide the following information regarding BVES’s 
development of those marginal costs:  

a. The theoretical basis upon which BVES relies for using this approach. 
 
RESPONSE: BVES relies on a variation of the NERA Regression method to 
estimate the marginal distribution and marginal substation cost in its MCS model.   

 
b. All citations to documents explaining the theoretical basis for BVES using this 

approach for determination of marginal distribution and marginal distribution 
substation costs. 
 
RESPONSE: The NERA Regression method has been utilized in the industry for 
determination of marginal distribution costs, including by other California Investor-
Owned Utilities. For example, Southern California Edison and San Diego Gas & 
Electric utilized the NERA Regression method in A. 20-10-012 and A. 23-01-008 
respectively. In addition, BVES utilized the method in its past two rate case 
applications.  
 

c. Is BVES aware of the so-called “NERA method” for determining marginal 
distribution costs? If so, please explain BVES’s understanding of the NERA 
method for determining marginal distribution costs. Does BVES contend that it is 
using the “NERA method” in this proceeding? If so, where is BVES using it and 
how. 
 
RESPONSE: Yes.  Please refer to responses to parts 7(a) and 7(b). BVES has 
utilized a variation of the NERA Regression method for determining marginal 
distribution capacity costs.   
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BVES’ understanding of the NERA method is as follows. The NERA method is a 
regression-based approach for estimating marginal distribution demand costs by 
measuring the relationship between cumulative incremental distribution 
investments and cumulative system load growth. The regression analysis treats load 
growth as the independent variable and distribution investments as the dependent 
variable. The analysis produces an estimated marginal cost of distribution capacity, 
expressed in dollars per kW.  
  

8. Refer to the SAS code provided in response to Snow Summit’s Data Request Set 4, 
Request 3. Please respond to the following request:  

a. Please provide copies of all input files to and output files from that SAS program 
as it was used in the development of BVES’s hourly load forecasts used in this 
proceeding. Please provide your response in Excel. Please provide your response 
in the format used by the SAS program. Please ensure that the names of the files 
and the file formats of the files are the same as the files used in the SAS code. 
 
RESPONSE:  
Input files for monthly sales and 2024 hourly load research sales are included as 
part of response to this data request: 2024_class_hourly.csv, 
mo_forecast_with_losses.csv   
Output file: fohr25_3127.csv attached. 

 
9. Please provide the following information about the operation of the BVES generating, 

transmission, and distribution system for each hour in 2024 and 2027 (in Excel):  
a. The hourly maximum transfer capability between SCE and BVES. Please indicate 

the transfer capability for each point of interconnection between SCE and BVES. 
 
RESPONSE: BVES has SCE contractual limits of 34 MW at Goldhill and 5 MW 
at Radford/Bear Valley and import capacity is available 24/7/365.  2024 load data 
is attached in file, “2024 Load” and 2027 is the supply forecast previously 
provided.   
 

b. The maximum hourly generating capacity of the Bear Valley Power Plant. 
 
RESPONSE: 8.4 MW, available 24/7/365 except during maintenance windows.  
 

c. The hourly maximum hourly generating capacity from any other BVES owned 
power plants within the BVES service territory. 
 
RESPONSE: BVES does not own any other power plants.   
 

d. The maximum hourly generating capacity for all non-utility generating units (e.g., 
NEM, distributed energy resources) on the BVES system. Please indicate the total 
capacity of NEM generators on the BVES. Please provide the names and 
generating capacity of each distributed energy resource on the BVES system. 



 
 
 
 
 

BVES Response to Snow Summit Data Request 7, Question 3b. 



 

1 
 

 
Application 26-01-022 

Seventh Set of Data Requests of Snow Summit to  
Bear Valley Electric Service 

July 1, 2026 
 

1. Please provide the hourly loads for the A5-P accounts for Snow Summit and Big Bear 
Mountain for the period from January 1, 2024 to the present. Please disaggregate the 
hourly loads for each meter at which Snow Summit or Big Bear Mountain takes delivery 
on the A5-P tariff. Please indicate the point of interconnection for each meter. Please 
provide this information in the format used in BVES’s response to Snow Summit’s 
Second Set of Data Requests, Request 8. Please provide this response in Excel.  
RESPONSE: Attached is a file named "2024 A5 Primary Customer Hourly.csv" with 
2024 hourly A5 customer specific demands.  The point of interconnection for Bear 
Mountain (“Customer”) is located at the customer switchgear building where BVES 
metering is located. The point of interconnection for Snow Summit (“Customer”) is 
located at the customer switchgear building, but BVES metering is located at the BVES 
Snow Summit Substation. 
 

2. Refer to BVES’s response to Snow Summit Data Request Set 4, Request 3. In its 
response, BVES states that “1) spreadsheet starting "2024 Big Bear Class" - calibrates 
initial rate class hourly loads to system 2025 hourly loads”. Please respond to the 
following questions: 

a. Please explain how BVES calibrated its “initial rate class hourly loads” to 
“system 2025 hourly loads.” Should this reference be to “system 2024 hourly 
loads?”  
 
RESPONSE: It should be 2024 system hourly loads (a correction is made to the 
answer to June 3rd Response 1b).  
 

b. What was the basis of the “initial rate class hourly loads?” 
 
RESPONSE: BVES load research sample rate class weighted average hourly 
loads and 2024 BVES calendar monthly sales by class with losses.  
 

c. On what date did BVES perform this calibration?  
 
RESPONSE: May 7, 2025 
 

d. Does this response imply that the curtailments of Snow Summit deliveries in the 
fourth quarter of 2025 are reflected in the hourly loads in BVES’s “Hourly kWh” 
used in its MCS model? 
 
RESPONSE: 2025 hourly kWh in the MCS model based on 2025 monthly sales 
forecast with losses. 
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3. Refer to BVES’s response to Snow Summit Data Request Set 4, Request 4. Please 
respond to the following requests: 

a. Does BVES believe that 2024 is a typical year for customer hourly loads for A5-P 
customers? If so, please explain the reasons for BVES’s belief. 
 
RESPONSE: No historic hourly analysis has been performed on historic A5-P 
customers. The 2024 hourly A5-P shapes are only used to spread the 2025-2030 
monthly A5-P sales forecast into hourly values. 
 

b. Please explain why it is appropriate for use 2024 as the basis for hourly loads for 
2025-203 for A5-P customers.  
 
RESPONSE: 2024 is the most recent rate class hourly loads available to spread 
2025-2030 monthly rate class sales forecasts into hourly values. 
 

c. Does BVES believe that the frequency of curtailments and interruptions of 
customer loads for A5-P customers in 2024 are likely to be the same as the 
frequency of curtailments and interruptions as for 2025-2030? If so, please 
explain the reasons for BVES’s belief. 
 
RESPONSE: BVES cannot predict whether the frequency of A5-P customer 
curtailments or interruptions during 2025–2030 will be similar to 2024. 
Curtailments are driven by real-time system conditions, including weather, 
holiday timing, and local peak demand. Because these factors are inherently 
variable, BVES does not plan curtailments in advance and cannot determine 
whether 2024 or any future year represents typical operating conditions. 
 

d. Does BVES believe that the relative magnitude of curtailments and interruptions 
for customer loads for A5-P customers for 2024 are likely to be the same as the 
relative magnitude of curtailments and interruptions for 2025-2030. For purposes 
of this question, “relative magnitude” means percentage of otherwise requested 
loads after curtailments and interruptions. For example, if A5-P customers desired 
10 MW in an hour in 2024 and BVES only delivered 7 MW, then the relative 
magnitude of curtailment in that hour would be 30% ((10 MW – 7 MW)/10 MW).  
 
RESPONSE: See 3.c above.   
 

4. Refer to BVES’s response to Snow Summit Data Request Set 4, Request 10. Please 
explain why the GRC forecasted usage for each month exceeds the actual usage for those 
months. Please provide workpapers supporting your response. Please also provide copies 
of all material upon which your response is based.  
RESPONSE: 2025-2031 A5 Primary forecasts are based on 2022-2024 average monthly 
sales and expected expanded load for Snow Summit. 
 

5. Please provide a listing of each and every curtailment or interruption of deliveries to 
Snow Summit and Bear Mountain ordered by BVES from September 1, 2019 to the 
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present. Please disaggregate your response by customer. If available, please disaggregate 
your response by point of delivery to Snow Summit and Bear Mountain. If available, 
please indicate the duration of each curtailment or interruption. If BVES does not have 
data available for the entire period from September 1, 2019 to the present, please provide 
all data that are available for that period. Please provide your response in Excel.   
 
RESPONSE: BVES doesn’t have any additional information other than what was 
already provided in its response to Snow Summit’s Second Set of Data Requests, Request 
10. 

 
6. Refer to BVES’s response to Snow Summit Data Request Set 5, Request 5. Does BVES 

contend that it has no data related to the curtailment or interruption of customers in the 
Schedule A5-P customer class for the period from 2020 through 2024? If your response is 
anything other than an unqualified “yes”, please provide all information in BVES’s 
possession related to the curtailment or interruption of customers in the Schedule A5-P 
customer class for the period from 2020 through 2024. 
RESPONSE: Yes 
 

7. Refer to BVES’s development of marginal distribution costs and marginal substation 
costs in its MCS model. Please provide the following information regarding BVES’s 
development of those marginal costs:  

a. The theoretical basis upon which BVES relies for using this approach. 
 
RESPONSE: BVES relies on a variation of the NERA Regression method to 
estimate the marginal distribution and marginal substation cost in its MCS model.   

 
b. All citations to documents explaining the theoretical basis for BVES using this 

approach for determination of marginal distribution and marginal distribution 
substation costs. 
 
RESPONSE: The NERA Regression method has been utilized in the industry for 
determination of marginal distribution costs, including by other California Investor-
Owned Utilities. For example, Southern California Edison and San Diego Gas & 
Electric utilized the NERA Regression method in A. 20-10-012 and A. 23-01-008 
respectively. In addition, BVES utilized the method in its past two rate case 
applications.  
 

c. Is BVES aware of the so-called “NERA method” for determining marginal 
distribution costs? If so, please explain BVES’s understanding of the NERA 
method for determining marginal distribution costs. Does BVES contend that it is 
using the “NERA method” in this proceeding? If so, where is BVES using it and 
how. 
 
RESPONSE: Yes.  Please refer to responses to parts 7(a) and 7(b). BVES has 
utilized a variation of the NERA Regression method for determining marginal 
distribution capacity costs.   
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BVES’ understanding of the NERA method is as follows. The NERA method is a 
regression-based approach for estimating marginal distribution demand costs by 
measuring the relationship between cumulative incremental distribution 
investments and cumulative system load growth. The regression analysis treats load 
growth as the independent variable and distribution investments as the dependent 
variable. The analysis produces an estimated marginal cost of distribution capacity, 
expressed in dollars per kW.  
  

8. Refer to the SAS code provided in response to Snow Summit’s Data Request Set 4, 
Request 3. Please respond to the following request:  

a. Please provide copies of all input files to and output files from that SAS program 
as it was used in the development of BVES’s hourly load forecasts used in this 
proceeding. Please provide your response in Excel. Please provide your response 
in the format used by the SAS program. Please ensure that the names of the files 
and the file formats of the files are the same as the files used in the SAS code. 
 
RESPONSE:  
Input files for monthly sales and 2024 hourly load research sales are included as 
part of response to this data request: 2024_class_hourly.csv, 
mo_forecast_with_losses.csv   
Output file: fohr25_3127.csv attached. 

 
9. Please provide the following information about the operation of the BVES generating, 

transmission, and distribution system for each hour in 2024 and 2027 (in Excel):  
a. The hourly maximum transfer capability between SCE and BVES. Please indicate 

the transfer capability for each point of interconnection between SCE and BVES. 
 
RESPONSE: BVES has SCE contractual limits of 34 MW at Goldhill and 5 MW 
at Radford/Bear Valley and import capacity is available 24/7/365.  2024 load data 
is attached in file, “2024 Load” and 2027 is the supply forecast previously 
provided.   
 

b. The maximum hourly generating capacity of the Bear Valley Power Plant. 
 
RESPONSE: 8.4 MW, available 24/7/365 except during maintenance windows.  
 

c. The hourly maximum hourly generating capacity from any other BVES owned 
power plants within the BVES service territory. 
 
RESPONSE: BVES does not own any other power plants.   
 

d. The maximum hourly generating capacity for all non-utility generating units (e.g., 
NEM, distributed energy resources) on the BVES system. Please indicate the total 
capacity of NEM generators on the BVES. Please provide the names and 
generating capacity of each distributed energy resource on the BVES system. 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA Governor

PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 Van Ness Avenue
San Francisco CA 94102-3298

GAVIN NEWSOM,

Bear Valley Electric Service, Inc.
ELC (Corp ID 913)
Status of Advice Letter 452E
As of October 18, 2022

Division Assigned:     Energy

Date Filed:     09-20-2022

Date to Calendar:     09-23-2022

Authorizing Documents:   

Disposition:
Effective Date:

Resolution Required:     No

Resolution Number:     None

Commission Meeting Date:     None

CPUC Contact Information:

AL Certificate Contact Information:

Snow Summit Added Facilities AgreementSubject:

D1908027

Accepted
09-20-2022

Nguyen Quan

RegulatoryAffairs@bvesinc.com
(909) 394-3600 X664

edtariffunit@cpuc.ca.gov



To:  Energy Company Filing Advice Letter

From:  Energy Division PAL Coordinator

Subject:  Your Advice Letter Filing

The Energy Division of the California Public Utilities Commission has processed your 
recent Advice Letter (AL) filing and is returning an AL status certificate for your records.

The AL status certificate indicates:

       Advice Letter Number
       Name of Filer
       CPUC Corporate ID number of Filer
       Subject of Filing
       Date Filed
       Disposition of Filing (Accepted, Rejected, Withdrawn, etc.)
       Effective Date of Filing
       Other Miscellaneous Information (e.g., Resolution, if applicable, etc.)

The Energy Division has made no changes to your copy of the Advice Letter Filing; please
review your Advice Letter Filing with the information contained in the AL status certificate, 
and update your Advice Letter and tariff records accordingly.

All inquiries to the California Public Utilities Commission on the status of your Advice 
Letter Filing will be answered by Energy Division staff based on the information contained 
in the Energy Division's PAL database from which the AL status certificate is generated. If 
you have any questions on this matter please contact the:
 
       Energy Division's Tariff Unit by e-mail to
       edtariffunit@cpuc.ca.gov

STATE OF CALIFORNIA Governor

PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 Van Ness Avenue
San Francisco CA 94102-3298

GAVIN NEWSOM,
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S U M M A R Y
ENERGY UTILITY
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Phone #: 
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MUST BE COMPLETED BY UTILITY (Attach additional pages as needed)

Advice Letter (AL) #: 

WATER
E-mail: 
E-mail Disposition Notice to:

Contact Person:

ELC = Electric
PLC = Pipeline

GAS = Gas
HEAT = Heat WATER = Water

(Date Submitted / Received Stamp by CPUC)

Subject of AL:

Tier Designation:

Keywords (choose from CPUC listing):
AL Type: Monthly Quarterly Annual One-Time Other:
If AL submitted in compliance with a Commission order, indicate relevant Decision/Resolution #:

Does AL replace a withdrawn or rejected AL? If so, identify the prior AL:

Summarize differences between the AL and the prior withdrawn or rejected AL:
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QRQGLVFORVXUH�DJUHHPHQW��1DPH�DQG�FRQWDFW�LQIRUPDWLRQ�WR�UHTXHVW�QRQGLVFORVXUH�DJUHHPHQW�
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5HVROXWLRQ�UHTXLUHG" Yes No
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Estimated system average rate effect (%):

When rates are affected by AL, include attachment in AL showing average rate effects on customer classes 
(residential, small commercial, large C/I, agricultural, lighting). 

Tariff schedules affected:

Service affected and changes proposed1:

Pending advice letters that revise the same tariff sheets:

1Discuss in AL if more space is needed.

Bear Valley Electric Service, Inc (913-E)

(909) 394-3600 x664✔
RegulatoryAffairs@bvesinc.com

RegulatoryAffairs@bvesinc.com

Nguyen Quan

452-E 1

Snow Summit Added Facilities Agreement

Compliance
✔

D.19-08-027

No

✔

✔

9/20/22 0

N/A

N/A

N/A

see Advice Letter

N/A
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CPUC, Energy Division
Attention: Tariff Unit
505 Van Ness Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94102 
Email: EDTariffUnit@cpuc.ca.gov 

Protests and all other correspondence regarding this AL are due no later than 20 days after the date 
of this submittal, unless otherwise authorized by the Commission, and shall be sent to:

Name:
Title:
Utility Name:
Address:
City:
Telephone (xxx) xxx-xxxx:
Facsimile (xxx) xxx-xxxx:
Email:

Name:
Title:
Utility Name:
Address:
City:
Telephone (xxx) xxx-xxxx: 
Facsimile (xxx) xxx-xxxx:
Email:

State:

State:

Nguyen Quan
Regulatory Affairs Manager

Bear Valley Electric Service, Inc
630 E. Foothill Blvd

San Dimas California
(909) 394-3600 x 664

None
RegulatoryAffairs@bvesinc.com; nquan@gswater.com

Ronald Moore
Regulatory Affairs Dept.

Bear Valley Electric Service, Inc
630 E. Foothill Blvd

San Dimas California
(909) 394-3600 x 682

None
RegulatoryAffairs@bvesinc.com; rkmoore@gswater.com

Clear Form

mailto:EDTariffUnit%40cpuc.ca.gov?subject=
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September 20, 2022 

Advice Letter No. 452-E (913 E) 

California Public Utilities Commission 

Bear Valley Electric Service, Inc. (“BVES”) hereby transmits for filing the following: 

SUBJECT: Snow Summit Added Facilities Agreement 

PURPOSE 
In compliance with Ordering Paragraph #10 of California Public Utilities Commission 
(“Commission”) Decision No. (“D.”) 19-08-027, dated August 15, 2019, BVES hereby 
submits this Tier 1 Advice Letter, with an effective date of September 20, 2022.  

Ordering Paragraph #10 in D. 19-08-027 states, 

Golden State Water Company, on behalf of Bear Valley Electric Service Division, is 

authorized to file a Tier 1 advice letter if and when an agreement is reached with 

Snow Summit, Inc. regarding supplemental service consistent with the utility’s 

proposal contained in Special Request #1 in accordance with Section 8.1 of the 

Settlement Agreement. If an agreement is materially different than the provisions of 

Special Request #1, the utility is authorized to file a Tier 3 Advice Letter with an 

explanation of the material changes. 

Additionally, Section 8.1 of the Settlement Agreement adopted by D.19-08-027 (the 
“Settlement Agreement”) states in relevant part: 

The Settling Parties agree that BVES may offer supplemental service to Snow 

Summit as provided in Special Request #1, attached as Exhibit C hereto, and BVES 

may implement the revised Rule 2H and the two Additional Facilities Agreements 

(included as part of Special Request #1) by filing a Tier 1 Advice Letter.  Bear Valley 

shall file a Tier 1 Advice Letter if and when an agreement consistent with the 

provisions of Special Request #1 is reached between BVES and Snow Summit 

regarding supplemental service to Snow Summit.1 (emphasis added) If an agreement 

between BVES and Snow Summit regarding supplemental service is materially 

different than the provisions of Special Request #1, such an agreement shall be filed 

1 See D.19-08-027, (Amended) Appendix A, Settlement Agreement, Section 8.1, Special Request 
#1, Snow Summit Supplemental Service. 
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with the Commission via a Tier 3 advice letter with an explanation of the material 

changes. 

On August 29, 2022, BVES and Snow Summit, LLC (“Snow Summit”) executed an 
Added Facilities Agreement (the “Added Facilities Agreement”). The Added Facilities 
Agreement, as executed, is not materially different from the provisions of the Added 
Facilities Agreement included as part of Special Request #1 of Section 8.1 of the 
Settlement Agreement. Accordingly, a Tier 1 advice letter filing seeking approval of the 
Added Facilities Agreement is authorized and appropriate.  The executed Added 
Facilities Agreement is included as Attachment A to this advice letter.  

BACKGROUND 
Golden State Water Company (“GSWC”), on behalf of its BVES Division, submitted its 
General Rate Case Application No. (“A.”) 17-05-004 2, which included Special Request 
#1, which sought approval to provide supplemental service to its largest customer, 
Snow Summit.  Special Request #1 also sought approval of a revised Rule 2H and two 
proposed versions of an Added Facilities Agreement. 

A settlement agreement was reached (“Settlement Agreement”) and the Commission 
approved it in D.19-08-027.  Section 8.1 of the Settlement Agreement includes 
authorization to provide supplemental service to the Snow Summit Ski Resort, and 
implementation of the revised Rule 2H and the two Additional Facilities Agreements. 

On March 15, 2021, BVES filed Advice Letter No. 415-E, seeking approval of the revised 
Rule 2H and the two proposed Added Facilities Agreements.  Advice Letter No. 415-E 
was approved, effective March 15, 2021. 

The revised Rule 2H provides that if BVES determines there are unacceptable credit 
risks regarding the collection of continuing monthly ownership charges, the applicant 
will be required to provide credit enhancement measures acceptable to BVES in its sole 
opinion.  BVES determined that there were unacceptable credit risks regarding the 
proposed supplemental service to Snow Summit.  A Credit Enhancement Agreement, 
executed by BVES and Snow Summit on August 31, 2022, provides credit enhancement 
measures acceptable to BVES in its sole opinion, and is attached hereto for 
informational purposes only. The executed Credit Enhancement Agreement is included 
as Attachment B to this advice letter. 

COMPLIANCE 
This advice letter is in full compliance with D.19-08-027. 

TIER DESIGNATION 
This advice letter is submitted with a Tier 1 designation. 

2 Effective July 1, 2020, BVES was no longer a Division of GSWC and became a separate wholly-
owned subsidiary of American States Water Company. 
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EFFECTIVE DATE 
BVES respectfully requests this advice letter become effective on September 20, 2022. 
 
NOTICE AND PROTESTS 
A protest is a document objecting to the granting in whole or in part of the authority 
sought in this advice letter. A response is a document that does not object to the 
authority sought, but nevertheless presents information that the party tendering the 
response believes would be useful to the CPUC in acting on the request. 
 
A protest must be mailed within 20 days of the date the CPUC accepts the advice letter 
for filing. The Calendar is available on the CPUC's website at www.cpuc.ca.gov. 
 
A protest must state the facts constituting the grounds for the protest, the effect that 
approval of the advice letter might have on the protestant, and the reasons the 
protestant believes the advice letter, or a part of it, is not justified. If the protest requests 
an evidentiary hearing, the protest must state the facts the protestant would present at 
an evidentiary hearing to support its request for whole or partial denial of the advice 
letter. 
 
The utility must respond to a protest within five days. 
 
All protests and responses should be sent to: 
California Public Utilities Commission, Energy Division 
ATTN: Tariff Unit 
505 Van Ness Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
E-mail: EDTariffUnit@cpuc.ca.gov 
 
Copies should also be mailed to the attention of the Director, Energy Division, Room 
4004 (same address above). 
 
Copies of any such protests should be sent to this utility at: 
 
Bear Valley Electric Service, Inc. 
ATTN: Nguyen Quan 
630 East Foothill Blvd. 
San Dimas, CA 91773 
Fax: 909-394-7427 
E-mail: RegulatoryAffairs@bvesinc.com 
 
If you have not received a reply to your protest within 10 business days, contact 
Nguyen Quan at (909) 394-3600 ext. 664. 
 
Correspondence: 
Any correspondence regarding this compliance filing should be sent by regular mail or 
e-mail to the attention of: 

http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/
mailto:EDTariffUnit@cpuc.ca.gov
mailto:RegulatoryAffairs@bvesinc.com
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Nguyen Quan 
Manager, Regulatory Affairs 
Bear Valley Electric Service, Inc. 
630 East Foothill Blvd. 
San Dimas, California 91773 
Email: RegulatoryAffairs@bvesinc.com 

The protest shall set forth the grounds upon which it is based and shall be submitted 
expeditiously. There is no restriction on who may file a protest. 

Sincerely, 

/s/Ronald Moore 
Ronald Moore 
Regulatory Affairs Department 
Bear Valley Electric Service. Inc. 

c: 
Laura Martin , Energy Division 
R. Mark Pocta, California Public Advocates Office 
BVES General Order 96-B Service List 

mailto:RegulatoryAffairs@bvesinc.com
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ADVICE LETTER 
S U M M A R Y
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Utility type:
Phone #: 
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Advice Letter (AL) #: 

WATER
E-mail: 
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When rates are affected by AL, include attachment in AL showing average rate effects on customer classes 
(residential, small commercial, large C/I, agricultural, lighting). 

Tariff schedules affected:
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1Discuss in AL if more space is needed.

Request to recover costs for the 2025 Switch and Field Device Automation Project and Maltby Substation 
Project, and Notification of Completion of the Snow Summit Added Facilities Project

RegulatoryAffairs@bvesinc.com

See Attachment D - Tariff Sheet Summary

Compliance, Tariffs
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see Advice Letter
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Bear Valley Electric Service, Inc (913-E)
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RegulatoryAffairs@bvesinc.com

Decision No. 25-01-007



CPUC, Energy Division
Attention: Tariff Unit
505 Van Ness Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94102 
Email: EDTariffUnit@cpuc.ca.gov 

Protests and all other correspondence regarding this AL are due no later than 20 days after the date 
of this submittal, unless otherwise authorized by the Commission, and shall be sent to:

Name:
Title:
Utility Name:
Address:
City:
Telephone (xxx) xxx-xxxx:
Facsimile (xxx) xxx-xxxx:
Email:

Name:
Title:
Utility Name:
Address:
City:
Telephone (xxx) xxx-xxxx: 
Facsimile (xxx) xxx-xxxx:
Email:

State:

State:

California

San Dimas

Bear Valley Electric Service, Inc
630 E. Foothill Blvd

Alicia Menchaca

Regulatory Affairs Manager

RegulatoryAffairs@bvesinc.com; alicia.menchaca@bvesinc.com

630 E. Foothill Blvd

Clear Form

Bear Valley Electric Service, Inc

Rate Analyst

(909) 394-3600

(909) 394-3600 x497

RegulatoryAffairs@bvesinc.com; Jenny.Chen@gswater.com

Jenny Chen

San Dimas

(909) 394-7427

California



February 23, 2026

Advice Letter No. 540-E (U 913 E)

California Public Utilities Commission

Bear Valley Electric Service, Inc. (“BVES”) hereby transmits for filing the following:

SUBJECT: Request to recover costs for the 2025 Switch and Field Device Automation Project and 
Maltby Substation Project, and Notification of Completion of the Snow Summit Added Facilities 
Project

PURPOSE
Pursuant to the Settlement Agreement between BVES, the California Public Utilities 
Commission’s (“Commission”) Public Advocates Office and Snow Summit (“the 
Settling Parties”), which was adopted in Decision No. (“D.”) 25-01-007, dated January 
16, 2025, BVES hereby requests for the Commission’s approval to add the cost of the 
Snow Summit Expansion Project to BVES’s adopted rate base and to add the Operation 
and Maintenance expenses for the new substations to BVES’s revenue requirement. 
BVES will offset the revenue requirement by monthly payments from Snow Summit, in 
accordance with BVES’s Rule 2.H., adopted in D.25-01-007.  BVES will record these 
payments to Other Operating Revenues (“OOR”)1. BVES is not requesting to adjust 
customer rates via this advice (AL) letter for the Snow Summit Expansion Project. 

Additionally, the Settlement Agreement, adopted in D.25-01-007, converted the Switch 
and Field projects spanning over the 4-year rate cycle, and the Maltby Substation project 
into Advice Letter Projects, which are subject to approval of cost recovery through the 
Base Rate Revenue Requirement Balancing Account (“BRRBA”) by a Tier 2 Advice 
Letter filing2.  BVES seeks cost recovery of the following authorized Advice Letter 
Projects through changes to base rates:

Switch and Field Device Automation Project costs completed for 2025
Partial Safety and Technical Upgrades to Maltby Substation Project

The recovery costs include Allowance for Funds Used During Construction 
(“AFUDC”), which has been added to the project costs.

1 BVES 2023 GRC Decision 25-01-007, pp. 15
2 BVES 2023 GRC Decision 25-01-007, pp. 10
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BACKGROUND
On August 30, 2022, BVES filed Application No. (“A.”) 22-08-010, which among other 
things, sought approval of four capital projects.  The four capital projects were the 
Radford Line Project, the Switch and Field Device Automation Projects spanning over 
the 4 year rate cycle, the Partial Safety and the Technical Upgrades to Maltby Substation 
Project, and the Advanced Metering Infrastructure (AMI) Project.  On January 16, 2025, 
the Commission issued D.25-01-007, which approved the four capital projects and their 
cost recovery to be requested by Tier 2 Advice Letter filings, once each capital project 
was completed and used and useful. 

As part of the Settlement Agreement, approved in D.25-01-007, BVES was authorized to 
construct and implement these projects and seek cost recovery, which included 
applicable AFUDC, through rates. The Switch and Field Device Automation Project 
completed for 2025 and the Maltby Substation Project, the subject of this advice letter 
filing, are now completed and used and useful.  

SNOW SUMMIT SUBSTATION EXPANSION PROJECT
The Snow Summit Substation Expansion Project was approved in D.19-08- 027 (BVES’s 
2018 GRC Decision) for BVES to offer supplemental service to Snow Summit under an 
Added Facilities Agreement. The Snow Summit Substation Expansion Project would 
install two new 10-megawatt (MW) substations, with one placed at the bottom of Snow 
Summit and the other placed at the top of Snow Summit, which were dedicated to 
serving only the load at Snow Summit. The two substations solely service Snow 
Summit.  The costs associated with the project would be recovered from Snow Summit 
through an Added Facilities Agreement.3 

In BVES’s prior General Rate Case decision (D.25-01-007), the Settling Parties agreed to 
remove the capital costs for the Snow Summit Substation Expansion Project from 
BVES’s rate base, and the estimated Operation and Maintenance costs for the new 
substations from BVES’s forecasted expenses4. Instead, the Commission ordered BVES 
to file a Tier 2 advice letter requesting the Commission’s approval to add the cost of the 
project, plus AFUDC, to rate base and to add the Operation and Maintenance expenses 
for the new substations to BVES’s revenue requirement. BVES will offset the revenue 
requirement by monthly payments from Snow Summit, and therefore, is not requesting 
any changes to customers’ base rates for this project.5

Under the Added Facilities Agreement, Snow Summit will pay a Monthly Ownership 
Charge of 1.2488%6 for the costs of the project, including capital expenditures and 
Operations and Maintenance costs, resulting in an annual payment from Snow Summit 
of approximately $1.84 million. On September 29, 2025, the Snow Summit Substation 

3 BVES 2023 GRC Decision 25-01-007, pp. 13
4 BVES 2023 GRC Decision 25-01-007, pp. 15
5 BVES 2023 GRC Decision 25-01-007, pp. 15
6 BVES 2023 GRC Decision 25-01-007, Appendix A
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Expansion Project became operational. Therefore, BVES is filing this Tier 2 advice letter 
to notify the Commission of completion of the project, and request to add the following 
project costs, including AFUDC, to the adopted rate base. In accordance with the Added 
Facilities Agreement, BVES began collecting payments from billing Snow Summit in 
October 2025. 

Actual Cost AFUDC @ 8.07% Total Cost

$11,593,344.91 $656,253.24 $12,249,598.15

SWITCH AND FIELD DEVICE AUTOMATION PROJECT AND PARTIAL SAFETY 
AND TECHNICAL UPGRADES TO MALTBY SUBSTATION PROJECT
COSTS
In A.22-08-010, BVES identified the Switch and Field Device Automation project and 
Partial Safety and Technical Upgrades to Maltby Substation Project as important 
initiatives in BVES’s risk-based decision-making framework and associated mitigation 
measures.7  

Recognizing the danger of severe wind conditions contributing to the ignition of fires 
related to utility infrastructure, the Commission ordered utilities to adopt significant 
regulations in “Extreme and Very High Fire Threat Zones,” and adopted the “Fire 
Threat Map8” published by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection’s 
Fire Resources Assessment Program. In 2017, the Commission refined the fire safety 
map by adopting a High Fire Threat District (HFTD), consisting of three areas: Tier 1, 
Tier 2, and Tier 3.9  

The Switch and Field Device Automation project is located 100% within HFTD Tier 2.  
Implementation of this project results in significant mitigation of ignition risk drivers. 
The Switch and Field Project was divided into three components. The first component 
was the actual spend for the completed component in 2023 and 2024, as recovered in 
Advice Letter No. 509-E, filed on February 28, 2025.  The second component was the 
actual spend for the completed component of the project that was operational and used 
and useful at year-end 2025, plus AFUDC, to be recovered in this advice letter10.  The 
third component would be actual spend for the completed component of the project 
that would be operational and used and useful at year-end 2026. BVES incurred project 
expenses of $1,191,357.79, plus $12,654.53 in AFUDC at an annual rate of 8.07%, in 2025.  

Actual Cost AFUDC @ 8.07% Total Cost

$1,191,357.79 $12,654.53 $1,204,012.32

7 BVES 2023 GRC Decision 25-01-007, pp. 50
8 The final CPUC Fire Threat Map was submitted to the Commission via a Tier 1 Advice Letter that was adopted by the 
Commission’s Safety and Enforcement Division (SED) on January 19, 2018.
9 Decision adopting regulations to enhance fire safety in the High Fire-Threat District.  D.17-12-024, pp. 2
10 Settlement Agreement, p. 13
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The Maltby Substation is located in one of the more densely populated residential 
areas of Big Bear City on the East end of the BVES service area. These circuits are 
located in high wind areas. The IntelliRupter switches significantly improves the ability 
of the circuits to be rapidly de-energized when fault conditions are detected. This 
significantly reduces the possibility of causing an ignition.11 The Partial Safety and 
Technical Upgrades to Maltby Substation Project was operational and used and useful 
at year-end 2025.  BVES incurred project expenses of $2,737,295.84, plus $96,791.80 in 
AFUDC at an annual rate of 8.07%.  

Actual Cost AFUDC @ 8.07% Total Cost

$2,737,295.84 $96,791.80 $2,834,087.64

The table below reflects the combined costs and AFUDC for Maltby Substation and 2025 
Switch and Field projects:

Actual Cost AFUDC @ 8.07% Total Cost

$3,928,653.63 $109,446.33 $4,038,099.96

AUTHORIZED ANNUAL REVENUE REQUIREMENT
The two Advice Letter Projects will increase BVES’s authorized annual base revenue 
requirement for 2026 by $563,560.78, which is an increase of 1.33% from current level. 12  
For this reason, BVES is also requesting an update the Base Revenue Requirement 
Balancing Account.  BVES has updated Preliminary Statement V of the tariff book, 
enclosed herein, to increase the authorized annual base revenue requirement for 2026 
by the revenue requirement of the approved capital projects.

REVENUE RECOVERY
As part of the Settlement Agreement, BVES is authorized to file a Tier 2 Advice Letter, 
requesting implementation of new base rates (rather than a surcharge) to recover costs 
of the Advice Letter Projects resulting in a corresponding update to the Base Rate 
Revenue Requirement Balancing Account authorized base rate revenue requirement. 
The requested cost recovery shall include the construction costs of the project plus 
AFUDC calculated at the authorized rate of return on rate base, which is 8.07%.13

BILL IMPACT

11 BVES 2023 GRC Exhibit BVES2, pp. 67
12 BVES’ authorized base revenue requirement is $42,251,834 as shown in the Base Revenue Requirement 
Balancing Account Preliminary Statement V.  The increase to BVES’ 2026 authorized base revenue requirement 
is made up of $168,033.02 and $395,527.76 for the Switch and Field Automation Device Project and Maltby 
Substation, respectively.  
13 Settlement Agreement, pp. 12-13
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Table 3 below provides the bill impact on a residential regular customer (Schedule D) and 
a residential low-income customer (Schedule DLI) bill using 350kWh of energy.  Note that 
the bill impacts reflect change to rates that would become effective on April 1st, 2026, per 
Commission approval of AL-534-E, Implementation of Base Services Charge and updated 
rates as authorized by Resolution E-2395.14  

Estimate Customer Bill Impact

Schedule D Usage
(kWh) Current Bill Proposed Bill Percent Change

Typical Bill 350 $147.61 $149.08 1.00%

Schedule DLI Usage
(kWh) Current Bill Proposed Bill Percent Change

Typical Bill 350 $108.85 $110.02 1.08%

The following workpapers have been provided to Energy Division:
Attachment A: Attachment A- Maltby and 2025 Switch and Field Final

TARIFF CHANGES
See attachment.

TIER DESIGNATION
This advice letter is submitted with a Tier 2 designation, pursuant to D.25-01-007.

EFFECTIVE DATE
BVES respectfully requests this advice letter become effective on April 1, 2026.

NOTICE AND PROTESTS
A protest is a document objecting to the granting in whole or in part of the authority 
sought in this advice letter. A response is a document that does not object to the 
authority sought, but nevertheless presents information that the party tendering the 
response believes would be useful to the Commission in acting on the request.

A protest must be mailed within 20 days of the date the Commission accepts the advice 
letter for submission. The Calendar is available on the Commission's website at 
www.cpuc.ca.gov.

A protest must state the facts constituting the grounds for the protest, the effect that 
approval of the advice letter might have on the protestant, and the reasons the 
protestant believes the advice letter, or a part of it, is not justified. If the protest requests 
an evidentiary hearing, the protest must state the facts the protestant would present at 

14 The Commission approved AL-534-E, Implementation of Base Services Charge and updated rates as authorized 
by Resolution E-2395, on January 26, 2026.   
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an evidentiary hearing to support its request for whole or partial denial of the advice 
letter.

The utility must respond to a protest within five days.

All protests and responses should be sent to:
California Public Utilities Commission, Energy Division
505 Van Ness Avenue
San Francisco, California 94102 
E-mail: EDTariffUnit@cpuc.ca.gov

The protest or correspondence should also be sent via U.S. mail and/or electronically, if 
possible, to BVES at the addresses shown below on the same date it is delivered to the 
Commission.

Bear Valley Electric Service, Inc.
Regulatory Affairs
E-mail: RegulatoryAffairs@bvesinc.com

If you have not received a reply to your protest within 10 business days, please contact 
Alicia Menchaca at (909) 630-5555.

Correspondence:
Any correspondence regarding this compliance filing should be sent by regular mail or 
e-mail to the attention of:

Jenny Chen
Regulatory Affairs Manager
Bear Valley Electric Service, Inc.
630 E. Foothill Blvd.
San Dimas, California 91773
Email: RegulatoryAffairs@bvesinc.com

The protest shall set forth the grounds upon which it is based and shall be submitted 
expeditiously. There is no restriction on who may file a protest.

Sincerely,

/s/Alicia Menchaca
Alicia Menchaca
Rate Analyst, Regulatory Affairs
Bear Valley Electric Service, Inc.

cc: Cheryl Cox, Energy Division
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Michael Campbell, California Public Advocates Office
Tamera Godfrey, California Public Advocates Office
Mina Botros, California Public Advocates Office
BVES General Order 96-B Service List
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V. BASE REVENUE REQUIREMENT BALANCING ACCOUNT 
Bear Valley Electric Service, Inc. (“BVES”) shall maintain the Base Revenue Requirement Balancing 
Account (“BRRBA”) as follows. 

 
1.  PURPOSE: 
 The purpose of the BRRBA is to record the difference between BVES adopted Base Revenue 

Requirements and the recorded revenues from base rates. 
 
2.  APPLICABILITY 
 The BRRBA shall apply to all customers base rate revenues. 
 
3.  RATES 
 Base rates are electric rates and related adjustments.  Adjustments are required to amortize under-

collections or over-collection in the BRRBA as authorized by the Commission from time to time. 
 
4.  AUTHORIZED BASE RATE REVENUE REQUIREMENTS 
 BVES’s authorized annual base rate revenue requirements for the years 2023, 2024, 2025, and 2026 as 

reflected in the Settlement Agreement approved by the Commission in D.25-01-007, and in addition 
reflect the annual revenue requirement for the approved capital projects in advice letter 509-E and 
540-E, are set forth below: 

The annual revenue requirements are set forth below: 
Year Annual Revenue Requirement 
2023 $33,051,872 
2024 $35,251,872 
2025 $39,593,248 
2026 $42,815,395 

 
The authorized monthly revenue requirement shall be apportioned on a monthly basis using the following 
percentage allocation: 

Sales MWh 
by Month Month 

Jan 10.66% 
Feb  9.14% 
Mar  8.54% 
Apr  7.27% 
May  7.00% 
Jun  7.29% 
Jul  8.06% 

Aug  7.79% 
Sep  7.29% 
Oct  7.56% 
Nov   8.44% 
Dec  10.97% 

 
(T) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

(C) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

(I) 
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V. BASE REVENUE REQUIREMENT BALANCING ACCOUNT  (continued) 
 

5. ADJUSTMENTS TO THE REVENUE REQUIREMENT 
The annual revenue requirement levels in Section 4 may be adjusted, if needed, by an update as a 
result of changes to BVES’ allocation of GSWC’s (i) General Office cost, (ii) common plant cost or (iii) 
employee pension and benefit costs, each as approved by the Commission in GSWC water operations 
application filed before the Commission, or by some other appropriate proceeding that establishes a 
new BVES base rate revenue requirement or an addition to the BVES base rate revenue requirement 
shown in Section 4.  The annual revenue requirement levels in Section 4 also may be adjusted, if 
needed, by an update as a result of the disposition of balances in the Pension Balancing Account, or 
advice letter filings regarding the completion and placement into commercial operation of the (i) 
Radford Line (ii) the Switch and Field Device Automation Project and (iii) Maltby Substation Project. 

 
6. TRANSFERS AND ADJUSTMENTS TO THE BRRBA BALANCE 

From time to time the Commission may find that an amortization of a base rate memorandum or 
balancing account it authorized has run for the required number of months but that there remains an 
unamortized over- or under- collected balance at the end of the amortization period. The unamortized 
balances for such accounts may be transferred to the balance in the BRRBA if the costs covered by the 
account are base rate related costs.  Additionally, pursuant to Ordering Paragraph #11 of D.24-05-028, 
BVES will record any over- or under-collection of revenues by income-graduated fixed charges as a 
separate line-item.   

 
7. ACCOUNTING PROCEDURES: 

BVES shall maintain the BRRBA by making entries at the end of each month as follow: 
a. Recorded monthly base rate revenues. 
b. Apportioned monthly allocation of the authorized annual base rate revenue requirement as 

described in Section 4. 
c. Total net BRRBA balance: 7.a. minus 7.b. 
d. BVES shall apply interest to the average net balance in the BRRBA account at a rate equal to one-

twelfth  the interest rate on three-month Commercial Paper for the previous month as reported in 
the Federal Reserve Statistical Release, H.15, or its successor publication.  Accumulated interest 
will be included in the amount on which interest is charged, but will be identified as a separate 
component of the BRRBA account. 

 
8. EFFECTIVE DATE 

As reflected in the Settlement Agreement approved by the Commission in D.25-01-007, the revenue 
requirements for 2023, 2024, 2025, and 2026 are effective as of January 1, 2023, January 1 2024, 
January 1, 2025, and January 1, 2026, respectively. 

 
9. ACCOUNT DISPOSITION 

The disposition of the balance in the BRRBA at the close of each year, plus any transfers or adjustments 
authorized to be made to the BRRBA, will be addressed by BVES in a Tier 2 Advice Letter filing if the 
amount of the under- or over-collection is equal to or greater than 5% of the revenue requirement 
established for the previous twelve months.  Should such a trigger be met, BVES may file the required 
advice letter with the necessary amortization charge expected to amortize the balance over the next 
twelve months. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

(C) 
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PRELIMINARY STATEMENT 

(Continued) 

8.  BASE REVENUE REQUIREMENT BALANCING ACCOUNT 
 

Liberty Utilities (CalPeco Electric) LLC (“Liberty”) shall maintain the Base Revenue 
Requirement Balancing Account (BRRBA).  

  
A. Purpose 

 
The purpose of the BRRBA is to record the difference between Liberty’s authorized 
annual Base Rate revenue requirements and the annual recorded revenue from 
Base Rates.  

 
B. Applicability 

 
The BRRBA is applicable to all rate schedules. 

 
C. Base Rates 

 
Base Rates are electric rates and related adjustments.  Adjustments are required to 
amortize under-collections or over-collections in the BRRBA authorized by the 
Commission from time to time. 

 
D. Monthly Base Rate Revenue Requirement  

 
Liberty’s annual authorized Base Rate revenue requirements shall be converted to 
monthly Base Rate revenue requirements by dividing the annual authorized Base 
Rate revenue requirement by 12.  

 
E.  Adjustments to the Annual Authorized Base Rate Revenue Requirement  

 
The annual authorized Base Rate revenue requirement levels may be adjusted, if 
needed, by an update as a result of a Commission decision, order, or resolution that 
changes the annual Base Rate revenue requirement of Liberty that: 
 

1) has been issued regarding a CalPeco application or advice letter, or  
2) has been issued in another Commission proceeding that establishes for 

Liberty a new annual Base Rate revenue requirement or an addition to 
the annual Base Rate revenue requirement. 

(T) 

(T) 
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PRELIMINARY STATEMENT 

(Continued) 

8.  BASE REVENUE REQUIREMENT BALANCING ACCOUNT (continued) 
 

F. Accounting Procedures 
 

Liberty shall maintain the BRRBA by making entries at the end of each month as 
follows: 

 
a. Base Rate revenues recorded during the month; 
b. Monthly Base Rate revenue requirement as described in Section D; 
c. Total net BRRBA balance equals (2) minus (1).  
d. Liberty shall apply interest to the average net balance in the BRRBA account 

at a rate equal to one-twelfth the interest rate on three-month Commercial 
Paper for the previous month as reported in the Federal Reserve Statistical 
Release, H.15, or its successor publication.  Accumulated interest will be 
included in the amount on which interest is accrued, but will be identified as a 
separate component of the BRRBA account.   

 
G. Effective Date 

 
The BRRBA is effective as of January 1, 2013. 

 
H.  Account Disposition 

 
The disposition of the balance in the BRRBA on September 30, 2017 will be 
addressed by Liberty in a Tier 2 Advice Letter filing to be made no later than October 
31, 2017.  Provided, however, Liberty shall make such a Tier 2 Advice Letter filing 
only if the amount of the under- or over- collection in the BRRBA Account is +/-5% of 
the authorized Base Rate revenue requirement corresponding to the preceding 
fifteen months.  Should such a trigger be met, Liberty shall file the required Tier 2 
Advice Letter filing and shall include in the filing the amortization rate to amortize the 
balance over the next twelve months beginning October 1, 2017. 
 
The disposition of the balance in the BRRBA on September 30 of every subsequent 
calendar year will be addressed by Liberty in a Tier 2 Advice Letter filing to be made 
no later than October 31 of that calendar year.  Provided, however, Liberty shall 
make such a Tier 2 Advice Letter filing only if the amount of the under- or over-
collection in the BRRBA Account is +/- 5% of the authorized revenue requirement 
corresponding to the preceding twelve month period.  Should such a trigger be met, 
Liberty shall file the required Tier 2 Advice Letter filing and shall include in the filing 
the amortization rate to amortize the balance over the next twelve months beginning 
January 1 of each year.

(T) 
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PRELIMINARY STATEMENT 

(Continued) 

9.  POST-TEST YEAR ADJUSTMENT MECHANISM (PTAM) 
 

A. Purpose 
 

The purpose of this mechanism is to revise Base Rates in any year in which new 
Base Rates do not become effective as result of a Commission decision in response 
to a Liberty General Rate Case application. 

 
B. Applicability 

 
The PTAM is applicable to all rate schedules. 

 
C. Attrition Rate Factor Component: 

 
The Attrition Rate Factor will be based on the current year’s September Global 
Insight U.S. Economic Outlook forecast for the Consumer Price Index, minus a 0.5% 
productivity factor (but will not be less than zero).  

D. Major Plant Additions Component 

 
For purposes of the PTAM, a “Major Plant Addition” includes any capital project 
closed to plant-in-service that exceeds $4 million in a calendar year.  The revenue 
requirement associated with a Major Plant Addition would also include the California 
portion of operation and maintenance expenses, depreciation and property taxes.  
Liberty shall file a Tier 1 advice letter providing notice of a planned Major Plant 
Addition prior to seeking any PTAM adjustment as described in Section F associated 
with that Major Plant Addition. 

 
E. Effective Date  

 
The PTAM is effective as of January 1, 2013.  

 
F. Revision Date 

 
Liberty shall file a Tier 2 advice letter containing the PTAM adjustment no later than 
October 15 of the calendar year prior to the calendar year Liberty will be requesting 
that the new PTAM rates become effective.  New PTAM rates will be effective 
January 1 of each calendar year following such an advice letter filing. 

(T) 
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PRELIMINARY STATEMENT 
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6. ENERGY COST ADJUSTMENT CLAUSE (ECAC) (continued) 

 
J. Energy Cost Adjustment Account (continued) 

 
(2) A credit entry (debit entry, if negative) equal to the amount of recorded 

Balancing Rate revenue during the month reduced by the Franchise Fees 
and Uncollectible Accounts Expense.  

 
(3) A credit entry equal to the amount of any cash refunds, including 

associated interest, received from its fuel or purchased power suppliers 
on and after the Revision Date and applicable to retail energy sales. 
 

(4) A debit entry (credit entry, if negative) equal to the average of the 
beginning and ending balance multiplied by the Interest Rate.   

 
K. Billing Factors   
 

The following factors are in effect for the period shown: 
 

Energy Cost Adjustment Clause Billing Factor $/kWh 

  Residential 
       

  
D-1, DS-1, 

DM-1 
D-1, DS-1, 

DM-1    
  Baseline Excess    
       
Offset  0.05953 (I)   0.05953 (I)    
Balancing     0.03892  0.03892     
Total  0.09845 (I) 0.09845 (I)    
       

  Commercial 
       

   A-2 A-2   
  A-1 Winter Summer PA  
       
Offset  0.05953 (I) 0.05953 (I) 0.05953 (I) 0.05953 (I)  
Balancing  0.03892 (I) 0.03892 (I) 0.03892 (I) 0.03892 (I)  
Total  0.09845 (I) 0.09845 (I) 0.09845 (I) 0.09845 (I)  

 

(continued) 
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6. ENERGY COST ADJUSTMENT CLAUSE (ECAC) (continued) 

 
K. Billing Factors (continued) 

 
  Commercial 
       
  A-3 A-3 A-3 A-3 A-3 
  On-Peak Mid-Peak Off-Peak On-Peak Off-Peak 
  Winter Winter Winter Summer Summer 
       
Offset  0.05953 (I) 0.05953 (I) 0.05953 (I) 0.05953 (I) 0.05953 (I) 
Balancing  0.03892  0.03892  0.03892  0.03892  0.03892  
Total  0.09845 (I) 0.09845 (I) 0.09845 (I) 0.09845 (I) 0.09845 (I) 
         
       

   
       
  SL (per bulb) SL (per bulb) SL (per bulb)   

5,800 
Lumens 

9,500 
Lumens 

22,000 
Lumens 

       
Offset  1.73 (I) 2.44 (I)       4.70    
Balancing  1.13  1.60  3.07    
Total  2.86 (I) 4.04 (I) 7.77    
       

  OL (per bulb) 
OL (per 

bulb) OL (per bulb) OL (per bulb)  

  
5,800 

Lumens 
9,500 

Lumens 
16,000 
Lumens 

22,000 
Lumens  

       
Offset  1.73 (I) 2.44 (I) 3.99 (I) 5.06 (I)  
Balancing  1.13  1.60  2.61  3.31   
Total  2.86 (I) 4.04 (I) 6.60 (I) 8.37 (I)  

 
 

 

 




