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O P I N I O N

Summary

By this decision the Commission approves three modified settlement agreements proffered by Ratepayer Representation Branch of the Commission’s Water Division (RRB) and, respectively, Kern River Valley Water Company, Antelope Valley Water Company, and Dominguez Water Company (jointly, Applicants), covering all issues in each company’s general rate increase application.  The Antelope Valley Water Company settlement was contested; the other two were uncontested.  Applicants are authorized the general rate increases shown in Table 2 for test years 2000 and 2001 and attrition year 2002.

Background

This proceeding consolidates three applications representing three California operating areas of Dominguez Water Company (Dominguez), a wholly-owned subsidiary of Dominguez Services Corporation.

Dominguez’ subsidiaries Arden Water Company and Antelope Valley Water Company (the latter through its subsidiary, Kernville Domestic Water Company) operate jointly to do business as Kern River Valley Water Company (KRVWC).  KRVWC provides water service to approximately 4,100 customers through nine small systems in the Kernville/Lake Isabella area (Kern County).  KRVWC’s last general rate increase was by Decision (D.) 94-04-074 in 1994.  Two of its systems, Lakeland and Southlake, were acquired since that time and have not had general rate increases since 1983 and 1995 respectively.  KRVWC is the subject of Application (A.) 99-05-020.

Antelope Valley Water Company also serves approximately 1,250 customers of its own in the Antelope Valley areas of Lancaster, Leona Valley, Fremont Valley and Lake Hughes north of Los Angeles.  Antelope Valley Water Company seeks a general rate increase for its operation serving these customers, referred to in the proceeding as AVWC, in A.99-05-023.  AVWC’s last general rate increase was authorized by D.94‑05‑044 in 1994.

Dominguez serves approximately 32,400 water customers in the cities of Carson and Torrance and an industrial subdivision in Compton (Los Angeles County) through its South Bay Division (Dominguez SBD), the subject of A.99‑05‑024.  Dominguez SBD’s last general rate increase was authorized by D.92‑12‑056 in 1992.

Dominguez also serves 1,900 customers in Northern California through its Redwood Valley Division.  Redwood Valley Division is not involved in this proceeding.

While these three applications were pending, the Commission was also considering an application for merger between Dominguez Services Corporation and California Water Service Group, parent of California Water Service Company.  That merger proposal, now approved by D.00-05-047, had no effect on this general rate case proceeding.  Any authority granted in this decision to Applicants should be understood to apply to their successors in interest if and when the merger has been consummated.

Procedural History

By Resolution ALJ 176-3016 the Commission preliminarily determined this to be a ratesetting proceeding expected to go to hearing.  A prehearing conference was held on June 18, 1999 at which only Applicants and RRB appeared.  Assigned Commissioner Henry Duque’s July 12, 1999 scoping ruling confirmed the category and need for hearing, defined the issues, established a schedule, and designated assigned Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) McVicar as the principal hearing officer and thus the presiding officer.

ALJ McVicar conducted one public participation hearing session in Carson for Dominguez SBD June 28, 1999, two sessions in Lancaster for AVWC on June 29, and one session each in Kernville and Lake Isabella for KRVWC on June 30.  Customer attendance was light in Carson, and heavy in the other locations.

Only four customers spoke at the Carson public participation hearing, and all four either supported Dominguez’ proposed overall increase or stated they didn’t object to it.  One did object to service charges’ being based on meter sizes.  A representative of Dominguez SBD’s largest customer, a refinery, said service has historically been excellent under Dominguez.

In Lancaster, AVWC’s customers were very concerned with the magnitude of the proposed increases, coming on top of what many felt were rates already too high.  Various speakers noted AVWC’s proposal far exceeds inflation since rates were last raised in 1994, and would be difficult for families and those on fixed incomes to bear.  Several speakers from Leona Valley pointed out that many in their area have homes on large lots with fruit trees, and the rates AVWC is proposing would impose hardship on their outdoor watering and agricultural activities.  Rates, they contended, should reflect the agricultural character of the area.  They also expressed disdain for AVWC’s having waited so long and then having asked for so much in the first year; better to apply more frequently for less, and to levelize any increase this time over the years to come.  A number of speakers had delved into AVWC’s supporting figures and decided they didn’t hold up to scrutiny.  Among the items they cited were specific expense increases that exceed inflation, increases in expenses and depreciation that should generate offsetting tax deductions, and the difference between AVWC’s cost of purchased water and the rates charged to customers.  Some of those speakers later assisted Leona Valley Town Council (LVTC), which intervened in the proceeding.  Other speakers made personal observations to the effect that they and others had paid for the main extensions that serve them, so AVWC should not earn on plant they had contributed.  One advocated placing the cost of new facilities on new customers rather than the general body of ratepayers.  Several had researched Dominguez Water Corporation on the Internet and found data indicating a steadily rising stock price, level expenses and very favorable financial results they thought contradicted what AVWC was claiming as justification here.  Some were concerned over the possible effect the pending California Water Service merger might be having on this request, citing among other things footnotes in Dominguez Water Corporation’s financials listing merger-related expenses they felt customers should not be asked to bear.  Some made unfavorable comparisons between AVWC’s rates and those of surrounding suppliers, both public and private.  There was very little concern expressed over water quality, the one customer who brought it up saying his homeowners’ association had the water tested in Lancaster a number of years ago and found it to be “the lowest minimum type of water,” which he judged inadequate to justify a rate increase.  Several speakers discussed the need for good fire flow and more hydrants.  There were a number of complaints that the information provided with the rate increase application public notice and AVWC’s background material handed out at the public participation hearing were inaccurate and inadequate to allow customers to determine what increases they could expect in their district at their usage level, and that they lacked sufficient detailed data to support AVWC’s application.

In the Kernville and Lake Isabella public participation hearings, KRVWC customers were almost uniformly critical of both the current rates and the company’s proposed increases, saying rates are already higher than those of surrounding areas, and the increases would far exceed inflation over the years, discourage outside watering, inhibit development and be unaffordable for seniors and those on fixed incomes.  Several speakers declared the company negligent in not having sought smaller increases over years past and said it should not hold customers responsible now for the fact they did not.  Several others felt that the company must be inefficient, must have known of the problems when they elected to purchase the small systems serving the area, and should not be asking customers to bail them out.  There was much skepticism about the impending California Water Service merger and whether it was the root cause of KRVWC’s request or would in the future bring yet more increases and higher rates.  Several said that every time their water system was sold over the years, rates increased soon after.  There was also concern about Safe Drinking Water Bond Act loan surcharges on customers’ bills.  Hadn’t the loans been repaid yet, and if so, why weren’t the surcharges lifted?  If the funds were really applied for the improvements promised, why this request for higher rates for plant improvements?  What happens to Safe Drinking Water Bond Act loan funds after the California Water Service merger?  Many wanted to know whether and what specific plant improvements had been made in their neighborhoods.  Still others did not understand why current rates vary among KRVWC’s systems and felt they were being unfairly charged more, while their counterparts felt their systems were being asked now to subsidize plant deficiencies or past increase-free years in others’ areas.  Rate design was also a popular plaint.  Why not have lifeline rates for the elderly and those on fixed incomes?  Why are rates not designed to promote conservation?  Why do customers who use little or no water most of the time have to pay such a high service charge?  Why shouldn’t the increase be primarily on those who are part-time residents?  A number of speakers suggested levelizing the increases over more than one year to reduce rate shock.  There was also great concern about water quality, and many questions.  Customers cited problems with discoloration, cloudiness, minerals, excessive chlorine, poor taste and smell, and possible pathogens and carcinogens in the water.  Many mentioned buying bottled water for drinking, and having to install filters which offered only marginal relief.  Customers called for more water sampling from parts of the system other than wells and mains, more frequent main flushing, and independent sampling and testing by non-company technicians.  In contrast to all of this, one speaker, owner of a local business served by KRVWC, said that despite all its problems, KRVWC had better water quality and lower rates than a nearby independent system that provided water service to her residence.  Her hope was that KRVWC would buy the other supplier out.  Another observed that KRVWC had managed to improve water availability, improve fire flow and have building moratoriums lifted in several systems.  During the course of the evening session, the ALJ accepted a customer petition signed by approximately 35 customers, primarily from the Onyx area, opposed to any KRVWC increase.

On August 5, 1999, LVTC filed a petition to intervene in the proceeding.  After LVTC served its prepared direct testimony, the ALJ granted LVTC’s request, limiting its participation to matters relating to AVWC’s A.99‑05‑023.

At the first evidentiary hearing September 8, 1999, counsel for Applicants and RRB announced they had reached agreement on all issues and were in the process of drafting settlements which they expected to file no later than October 15, 1999.  LVTC, which did not attend, was said to have participated in the negotiations.  By agreement, the three parties’ pre‑served direct testimony was admitted into evidence, reserving all rights to later cross-examination and challenge should no settlement be filed.  The evidentiary hearing was reconvened the morning of October 19 at which time Applicants and RRB announced they were on the verge of executing all three settlements but were not yet sure whether LVTC, which again did not attend, would join in signing the AVWC settlement.  The hearing was continued to October 29.  The Dominguez SBD and KRVC settlements were filed later in the day on October 19, and the AVWC settlement on October 21 but without LVTC’s participation.

The third evidentiary hearing was held on October 29, 1999, again without LVTC in attendance.  Applicants’ and RRB’s representatives discussed and answered the ALJ’s questions about the proposed settlements, and it was determined that significant information needed to allow the Commission to carry out its future regulatory responsibilities had not been included in the settlements as filed.  The hearing was adjourned with the anticipation of having modified versions filed as quickly as possible.

Applicants and RRB filed three modified settlements on December 20, 1999.  All subsequent references will be to these modified settlements.  LVTC filed comments in opposition to the AVWC settlement on January 19, 2000 as permitted under the Rules of Practice and Procedure, Rule 51.4, and AVWC and RRB filed a joint reply on February 2.  There were no parties eligible to contest the Dominguez SBD and KRVWC settlements, and no comments on them were filed.

In accordance with Rule 51.6, an evidentiary hearing was held on March 1, 2000 to allow LVTC and the settling parties to present evidence on the contested issues and the matter was submitted upon receipt of concurrent briefs due March 20, 2000.

Applicant AVWC and RRB timely filed a joint brief.  Shortly before the due date, LVTC informally requested an extension to March 24 and was advised by the ALJ to consult with the other parties and submit its brief with a written motion.  On March 30, LVTC did so, stating in the motion that both AVWC and RRB had stipulated to its filing late.  AVWC and RRB thereupon filed a joint reply opposing LVTC’s motion on the grounds that it offered no explanation or justification for having missed the March 24 date they had agreed to, and that LVTC’s accompanying brief was unhelpful in the proceeding.  In recognition of LVTC’s inexperience in Commission proceedings, the ALJ on submitting the proceeding explicitly directed the parties’ attention to Rule 75 which deals with the filing of briefs.  Rule 75 provides, “Ordinarily, when a matter has been submitted on concurrent briefs, extensions will not be granted unless a stipulation is filed with the Commission.”  No stipulation was filed.  LVTC’s motion offers no explanation for having missed the proceeding submission date and differs with AVWC and RRB, or at best is ambiguous, as to the length of extension agreed to.  LVTC’s motion and brief were signed by a member of the bar, who cannot claim ignorance of the importance of timely filing.  LVTC’s motion will be denied.

The Settlements

The KRVWC, AVWC and Dominguez SBD settlements are Attachments A, B and C to this decision.

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

Table 1

Revenue Requirement Increases

	
	Utility Requested
	RRB

Recommended
	Settlement/Adopted

	
	$
	%
	$
	%
	$
	%

	KRVWC
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
2000
	609,700
	31.36
	225,900
	16.38
	327,000
	23.71

	
2001
	31,900
	1.61
	85,700
	5.34
	67,000
	3.93

	
2002
	2,200
	0.11
	(45,800)
	(0.27)
	64,800
	3.66

	

	AVWC
	
	
	
	
	
	

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

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

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

	

	Dominguez SBD
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
2000
	3,609,800
	13.26
	(49,800)
	(0.21)
	840,900
	3.56

	
2001
	488,900
	1.76
	(216,600)
	(0.91)
	243,000
	0.99

	
2002
	35,500
	0.13
	---
	---
	25,710
	0.10


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

Applicants and RRB propose the Commission adopt the summaries of earnings set forth in the respective settlement Appendices A to produce those returns, and the underlying quantities supporting them in Appendices D.

If KRVWC were to impose rates based on its full settlement revenue requirement in each year, it would need average increases in 2000, 2001 and 2002 of 23.71%, 3.93% and 3.66%.  For AVWC the increases would be 39.39%, 2.90% and 2.46%.  To soften the rate shock in the first year, Applicants and RRB propose increases levelized over the three-year period as shown in Table 2.

Table 2

Levelized Revenue Increases

	
	Settlement/Adopted

	
	$
	%

	KRVWC
	
	

	
2000
	145,568
	10.56

	
2001
	160,935
	10.56

	
2002
	177,925
	10.56

	
	
	

	AVWC
	
	

	
2000
	92,412
	14.65

	
2001
	105,949
	14.65

	
2002
	120,708
	14.56

	
	
	

	Dominguez SBD (Not levelized)

	
2000
	840,900
	3.56

	
2001
	243,000
	0.99

	
2002
	25,710
	0.10

	
	
	


Imposing these increases for a full twelve months in each of the three years would produce the same revenues for Applicants, after adjustment for interest on amounts deferred, as the settlement revenue requirement changes in Table 1.  However, because the rates for 2000 would not go into effect on January 1, 2000, the revenues actually collected under levelized rates would fall short of those shown.  The settlement does not propose levelized rates for Dominguez SBD because the normal increases would be small each year.

LVTC’s Position

Intervenor Leona Valley Town Council opposed both AVWC’s application increase request and the RRB/AVWC settlement.

LVTC’s opposition to A.99-05-023 is set forth in its prepared direct testimony dated August 22, 1999, Exhibit LVTC-1.  Its position can be summarized in three categories:  depreciation; expenses including taxes other than on income; and plant in service additions.

LVTC states that depreciation is not a true expense but rather an accounting technique that companies may use to manipulate cash flow to their benefit.  Considering the nature of depreciation, the Commission would be incorrect to base rate relief partly or wholly on AVWC’s claims that its depreciation expense will increase over time.  And, in any case, depreciation expense increases are in major part offset by the income tax deductions they generate.

In examining expenses including taxes other than on income, LVTC has plotted recorded figures from 1994 through 1998 and extrapolated through attrition year 2002.  For each account, it then concludes that specific AVWC rate case estimates are consistent with the trends and accepts them without challenge, takes no position, or, for six accounts, asks the Commission to scrutinize them further.

LVTC next sums the amounts by which AVWC’s estimates for each of those six suspect accounts in each year 1999 through 2002 exceed the corresponding 1994-1998 five-year average for that account, totals the excesses by year, and discounts the results to a 1999 equivalent.  Stated another way, LVTC’s method effectively asks the Commission to disallow an expense amount, discounted to 1999 dollars, equal to the aggregate amount by which AVWC’s 1999 through 2002 estimates for these six accounts exceed the 1994-1998 average.

For plant, LVTC used a similar trending technique to flag as questionable those individual plant accounts for which AVWC’s estimated 1999 through 2002 end-of-year plant balances exceed the 1994-1998 trend.  LVTC’s method effectively calls for disallowing from plant additions 80% of the amount by which the aggregate end-of-year 2002 estimated plant balance in these accounts would exceed the recorded 1998 balance.  Here again, the calculation was performed year by year and the increments discounted back to 1999.

In concluding its evaluation, LVTC requests the Commission as a result of LVTC’s depreciation and expense analyses “ . . . summarily discount any aggregated rate relief by a minimum of 70%.”  LVTC continues,  “Additionally, we have found a $421,300 discrepant overcharge in our Operating and Maintenance [expense] audit, and a questionable $342,762 worth of plant addition.  Taken as a whole, we seek a rate rollback.”

Exhibit LVTC-1, summarized above, was admitted into evidence on the motion of RRB’s counsel at the first evidentiary hearing on September 8, 1999 by prior agreement among the parties.  LVTC did not attend.  In the March 1, 2000 evidentiary hearing, LVTC’s sole witness sponsored only its exhibit in opposition to the AVWC/RRB settlement, making no material direct reference to this earlier prepared direct testimony in opposition to the application.  Thus, while LVTC’s prepared direct testimony in opposition to AVWC’s A.99-05-023 is in the record, no LVTC witness ever sponsored it.

LVTC’s opposition to the proposed AVWC/RRB settlement is set forth in its settlement comments filed January 19, 2000, Exhibit LVTC-3, and its witness’ testimony at the March 1, 2000 evidentiary hearing.  First, it objects to the settling parties’ representation that “This settlement commands the unanimous sponsorship of all active parties to this proceeding.”  The settling parties have acknowledged in their reply comments that the statement is inaccurate.

Second, because LVTC is an affected party and did not join in the settlement, it denies that the settling parties are fairly representative of all affected interests.  RRB, LVTC maintains, has failed in this instance to live up to its charge to represent the interests of customers and has instead “ . . . sought to confuse, obscure and ignore LVTC’s input and participation.”

Third, by basing many of their settlement provisions on arbitrary, unsubstantiated and inflated estimates of costs for 1999, the settling parties have distorted the projected expenses for 2000, 2001 and 2002.  Further, since late-August, 1999 when LVTC served its prepared direct testimony and settlement negotiations began, “AVWC and RRB have consistently presented new data and proposed settlements in inconsistent and ever-changing formats that cannot reasonably be compared to data previously submitted.  New data and settlements cite previous data inaccurately and are presented without substantiation, explanation or supporting schedules of source data.”  Thus, LVTC alleges, “ . . . the information provided to the Commission within the proposed settlement and its exhibits [is] defective and substantially skewed in favor of AVWC and, as such [does] not convey to the Commission sufficient information to permit the Commission to discharge its regulatory obligations with respect to the parties and their interests.”

Lastly, “AVWC and RRB have repeatedly failed to provide LVTC with timely notice of substantive meetings or negotiations of the parties and [have] failed to provide LVTC timely or complete distribution of key working papers and filings central to any equitable resolution of the specific objections raised by LVTC throughout the process.  LVTC’s status as intervenor and its resultant right to service within these proceedings have not been observed by AVWC and RRB.”

Discussion

The Commission recognizes two separate, partially overlapping standards of review for settlements tendered for its consideration.  Rule 51.1(e) holds that the Commission will not approve settlements, whether contested or uncontested, unless they are reasonable in light of the whole record, consistent with law, and in the public interest.  And in San Diego Gas & Electric (1992) 46 CPUC2d 538, the Commission further defined its settlement review policy as applicable to all-party settlement proposals.
  As a precondition to approval the Commission must be satisfied that:

a. The proposed all-party settlement commands the unanimous sponsorship of all active parties to the instant proceeding.

b. The sponsoring parties are fairly reflective of the affected interests.

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

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

In this proceeding, Applicants and RRB have pursuant to Rule 51 et seq. submitted for our consideration three proposed settlements.  Their KRVWC/RRB and Dominguez SBD/RRB settlements are “uncontested settlements” as defined in Rule 51(f), i.e., settlements that are “ . . . not contested by any party to the proceeding within the comment period after service of the [ ] settlement on all parties to the proceeding,” and all-party settlements.
  There are in fact by ALJ ruling no other parties in the consolidated proceeding permitted to participate in matters pertaining solely to KRVWC’s A.99-05-020 or Dominguez’s A.99-05-024, and in any case there were no comments filed in opposition.  The AVWC/RRB settlement, in contrast, is a “contested settlement” as defined in Rule 51(e).

In their motions for adoption, Applicants and RRB, the settling parties, aver that all three settlements conform to the criteria for all-party settlements in San Diego Gas & Electric.  They acknowledge their error with respect to the AVWC/RRB settlement, and it is clear that they intend rather to have the Commission apply the criteria set forth for contested settlements in Rule 51.  We will do so.

LVTC’s Opposition and the Contested AVWC Settlement

Before focusing on the AVWC/RRB settlement, we deal with LVTC’s opposition to AVWC’s initial position as set forth in A.99-05-023.  First, AVWC and RRB make it clear that in arriving at their settlement each has moved beyond its estimates in the initial direct testimony and exhibits (for AVWC, Exhibits D-2 and D-4, and for RRB, Exhibits RRB-2 and RRB-4).  While there may be considerable residual congruency between initial estimates and some of the summary of earnings components shown in the settlement, one can no longer look solely to those early exhibits as the bases for the settling parties’ current joint position.  Thus LVTC’s recommendation that the Commission scrutinize AVWC’s original projections with an eye toward disallowing large pieces of expense and plant in service has become stale.  We are here examining the parties’ proposed settlement, not their initial positions which no party today supports.

Second, it was noted earlier that, although LVTC’s exhibit opposing the initial application was admitted into evidence upon the motion of RRB by prearrangement among parties who were at the time anticipating an all-party settlement, no expert witness has ever sponsored it.  In preparation for the settlement hearing, the ALJ issued a written ruling explicitly inviting parties to present witnesses to support their earlier exhibits to the extent that those exhibits still formed a foundation for their current positions.  No LVTC witness has in fact ever made a material direct reference on the hearing record to LVTC’s earlier prepared direct testimony in opposition to the application.  Exhibit LVTC-1 is in evidence, but it will be afforded limited weight.

Third, LVTC’s exhibit goes only so far as to recommend the Commission scrutinize and disallow.  LVTC has not pursued that path to completion by deriving a recommended revenue requirement, a specific rate increase, or a set of rates in the way AVWC and RRB have done.  We do not know its position on rate of return, on depreciation reserve, on rate design, and the myriad other items that comprise a summary of earnings.  Even if we desired to do so, we would find it difficult to fashion supportable new rates based on the limited position LVTC has presented to us.

We turn next to measuring the AVWC/RRB settlement against the applicable standard of review for contested settlements, Rule 51.1(e).

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

Rule 51.1(b) provides that prior to signing any settlement, the settling parties shall convene at least one conference with at least 7 days advance notice and opportunity to participate provided to all parties.  LVTC acknowledges it was provided notice and attended the first settlement conference held August 26, 1999.  Our requirements for subsequent settlement meetings are much less rigorous.  There is no credible evidence that AVWC or RRB attempted to thwart LVTC’s input and participation in those settlement negotiations, or at any stage of the proceeding.  LVTC did move to have admitted into evidence a discovery request that it contended would show that AVWC and RRB had not been fully responsive in settlement negotiations, but withdrew its motion before that could happen.

LVTC’s charge of ever-changing, arbitrary, inconsistent, unsubstantiated, inaccurate, etc. data having been presented during the negotiations is not an appropriate objection.  In the first place, Rule 51.9 is intended to encourage candid and uninhibited participation in settlement negotiations.  Allowing parties later to use others’ discussions and offers against them can have only a chilling effect, thus Rule 51.9’s prohibition against disclosure outside the negotiating circle.  And threading through LVTC’s objections is a seeming assumption that each element must be independently justified and derivable from supporting data before a settlement may be approved.  Such is not the case.  It is neither necessary nor advisable to attempt to dissect a settlement to see whether it approximates the result we might have reached had every underlying issue been prosecuted to completion.
  No settlement could survive such scrutiny, nor would it leave the parties sufficient room for negotiation.

The settling parties represent that no term of the settlement contravenes any statutory provision or any Commission decision.  LVTC does not disagree, nor do we.

Our review indicates that when examined as a total product, the settlement between AVWC and RRB is reasonable in light of the record, consistent with law and in the public interest.  It will be approved.

The Uncontested KRVWC and Dominguez SBD Settlements

Under San Diego Gas & Electric, the Commission must be satisfied that any all-party settlement it approves commands the unanimous sponsorship of all active parties.  In both KRVWC’s A.99-05-020 and Dominguez’s A.99-05-024, the applicant and RRB are the only parties eligible to participate, and each company joins with RRB to sponsor its settlement.  LVTC’s intervention was limited by ALJ ruling to matters relating to AVWC’s A.99-05-023 and could not include matters pertaining solely to the other two applications.  The first condition for approval is satisfied.

We have already discussed how RRB’s charge is to represent water utility ratepayers, and the extent to which it did so in AVWC’s case.  RRB made those same or very similar efforts on behalf of KRVWC’s and Dominguez SBD’s ratepayers.  KRVWC and Dominguez have likewise pursued their own interests and those of their stockholders.  The sponsoring parties for each settlement are indeed fairly reflective of the affected interests.

The KRVWC and Dominguez SBD settlements generally mirror AVWC’s.  Again, the settling parties represent that no term of either settlement contravenes any statutory provision or any Commission decision, and again we concur.

Each settlement includes the parties’ proposed summary of earnings for test years 2000 and 2001, derivation of the attrition revenue requirement for 2002, rates or step increases for each year, tariff sheets to be put into effect if the settlements are approved, and the underlying adopted quantities we may need to address any future offset or balancing account requests or similar ratemaking issues.  The parties have fully defined the outcomes they have agreed to.  Each settlement does convey to the Commission sufficient information to permit it to discharge its future regulatory obligations with respect to the parties and their interests.

KRVWC’s settlement with RRB and Dominguez’s settlement with RRB meet the Commission’s requirements for all-party settlements under San Diego Gas & Electric.  Each will be approved.

Comments on Proposed Decision

The principal hearing officer’s proposed decision was filed with the Commission and served on all parties in accordance with Section 311(d) of the Public Utilities Code and Rule 77.1 of the Rules of Practice and Procedure.  No comments were received.

Findings of Fact

1. Each applicant has entered into a separate settlement with RRB for its application.  Each settlement resolves every issue between that applicant and RRB in this proceeding.

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

3. LVTC’s brief was late-filed, no related stipulation among the parties was filed, and AVWC and RRB actively opposed LVTC’s motion to accept late-filed brief.

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

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

6. LVTC has not stated a position on many of the technical items ordinarily used in setting water rates in the absence of a settlement.

7. The record contains no credible evidence that AVWC or RRB attempted to thwart LVTC’s input or participation in settlement negotiations or at any other stage of this proceeding.

8. The KRVWC and Dominguez SBD settlements each command the sponsorship of all active parties eligible to participate with respect to them in this proceeding.

9. The active parties with respect to the KRVWC and Dominguez SBD settlements are fairly reflective of the affected interests in this proceeding.

10. No term of the KRVWC settlement or the Dominguez SBD settlement contravenes statutory provisions or prior Commission decisions.

11. The KRVWC and Dominguez SBD settlements each convey sufficient information to permit the Commission to discharge its future regulatory obligations with respect to the parties and their interests.

12. There is no known opposition to approving the KRVWC and Dominguez SBD settlements.

13. The summaries of earnings presented in Appendix A to each of the three settlements and the quantities and calculations included in Appendix C which support them are reasonable for ratemaking purposes.

Conclusions of Law

1. LVTC’s participation in this consolidated proceeding has been properly limited to matters relating to AVWC’s A.99-05-023.

2. LVTC’s motion to accept late-filed brief does not meet the requirements of Rule 75 and should be denied.  LVTC’s late-filed brief should be rejected.

3. The KRVWC and Dominguez SBD settlements are uncontested settlements as defined in Rule 51(f) and all-party settlements under San Diego Gas & Electric.

4. The AVWC settlement is a contested settlement as defined in Rule 51(e).

5. The parties to the AVWC settlement have met the notice requirements of Rule 51.1(b).

6. The fact that affected party LVTC opposes the AVWC settlement need not lead to a conclusion that the settlement is not in the public interest.

7. Each element of a settlement need not be independently justified and derivable from supporting data before a settlement may be approved.

8. All three settlements are reasonable in light of the whole record, consistent with law, and in the public interest.

9. All three settlements should be adopted.

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

11. This decision should be made effective immediately to enable Applicants to implement their settlements without delay.

ORDER

IT IS ORDERED that:

1. Leona Valley Town Council’s (LVTC) motion to accept-late filed brief is denied.  LVTC’s late-filed brief is rejected.

2. The three joint Motions for Adoption of Settlement between Kern River Valley Water Company (KRVWC) and Ratepayer Representation Branch of the Commission’s Water Division (RRB), between Antelope Valley Water Company (AVWC) and RRB, and between Dominguez Water Company (Dominguez) and RRB, are granted.  The three settlements included with this decision as Attachments A, B and C are adopted.

3. KRVWC, AVWC and Dominguez are authorized to file in accordance with General Order 96 Series (G.O. 96) and make effective on not less than five days’ notice tariffs containing the test year 2000 increases and the tariff rule revisions shown in Appendix B to their respective settlements, Attachments A, B, and C respectively to this order.  The revised rates and rules shall apply to service rendered on and after the tariffs’ effective date.

4. KRVWC and AVWC are authorized to file in accordance with G.O. 96 and make effective on not less than 30 days’ notice and not sooner than January 1, 2001, revised tariffs implementing the step rate increases for 2001 shown in Appendix B to their respective settlements.  The revised rates shall apply to service rendered on and after the tariffs’ effective date.

5. KRVWC and AVWC are authorized to file in accordance with G.O. 96 and make effective on not less than 30 days’ notice and not sooner than January 1, 2002, revised tariffs implementing the step rate increases for 2002 shown in Appendix B to their respective settlements.  The revised rates shall apply to service rendered on and after the tariffs’ effective date.

6. On or after November 1, 2000, Dominguez is authorized to file in accordance with G.O. 96 an advice letter, with appropriate work papers, requesting the increase for 2001 shown in Appendix B to its settlement, or to file for a lesser increase in the event that Dominguez South Bay Division’s (Dominguez SBD) rate of return on rate base, adjusted to reflect rates then in effect and normal ratemaking adjustments for the 12 months ended September 30, 2000, exceeds the rate of return settled upon in this proceeding for test year 2000.  The requested rates shall be reviewed by the Water Division to determine their compliance with this order and shall go into effect upon the Water Division’s determination of compliance but not earlier than January 1, 2001, and shall apply only to service rendered on or after their effective date.  The Water Division shall inform the Commission if the requested rates are not in accordance the Commission’s decision.

7. On or after November 1, 2001, Dominguez is authorized to file in accordance with G.O. 96 an advice letter, with appropriate work papers, requesting the increase for 2002 shown in Appendix B to its settlement, or to file for a lesser increase in the event that Dominguez SBD’s rate of return on rate base, adjusted to reflect rates then in effect and normal ratemaking adjustments for the 12 months ended September 30, 2001, exceeds the rate of return settled upon in this proceeding for test year 2001.  The requested rates shall be reviewed by the Water Division to determine their compliance with this order and shall go into effect upon the Water Division’s determination of compliance but not earlier than January 1, 2002, and shall apply only to service rendered on or after their effective date.  The Water Division shall inform the Commission if the requested rates are not in accordance the Commission’s decision.

8. Dominguez is authorized to file for Commission consideration an advice letter seeking to recover in rates the reasonable plant costs, up to $630,000, of:  (a) extending a main over Interstate 405 at Del Amo Boulevard; and (b) removing its 750,000-gallon overhead tank in Torrance.

9. Dominguez is authorized to file for Commission consideration an advice letter seeking to recover in rates the reasonable plant costs, up to $2,600,000, of:  (a) constructing a second new well; (b) constructing a reservoir having a capacity not to exceed 1,7500,000 gallons; and (c) rehabilitating its administrative office at a recoverable plant cost not to exceed $1,000,000.

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

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

This order is effective today.

Dated 


, at San Francisco, California.

ATTACHMENT A

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Application of Kern River Valley Water      )

Company (U-295-W) for authority to          )

Increase Rates Charged for Water Service as )     Application

Authorized by NOI 99-03-055.                )      99-05-020

____________________________________________)

SETTLEMENT

1.0 Introduction

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

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

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

As shown in the attached Appendices, negotiations of the Parties have resulted in resolution of all issues raised in Application 99-05-020 and in RRB's reports dated August 19, 

1999.  Highlighted in the paragraphs that follow are areas that require clarification relative to the estimates used to derive the stipulated figures.

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

Unless indicated otherwise, each item discussed in Paragraphs 3.01 through 3.04 is listed in the Summary of Earnings at Pres-ent and Proposed Rates, Settlement column, Appendix A, pages 1 and 2.

3.0 Operation and Maintenance

3.01
Purchased Power:  The Parties agree that Purchased Power should be based on an average of the annual expense of the past three years plus an additional $20,700 starting in 2001 to reflect the expense of operating a new treatment plant.  The Parties agree that no reduction is warranted at this time given the uncertainties of restructuring of the electric industry. 

3.02
Other Expenses:  The Parties agree that Other Expenses of Operation and Maintenance should be estimated by applying RRB’s escalation to KRV’s average recorded expenses for the past three years.

3.03
Unaccounted Water:  The Parties agree that Unaccounted Water should be 13.13% of Total Production as shown in Appendix D, page 1 of 2.

3.04
Uncollectibles:  The Parties agree Uncollectibles should be 0.75% of revenue based on the level KRV now experiences.

4.00
Administrative and General Expenses-Payroll: For the Test Years, the Parties agree to use KRV’s total payroll for the 12 months ended June 30, 1999, adjusted to incorporate RRB's escalation.

5.00
General Office

5.01
Common Expenses of Dominguez Water Company (DWC) relating to the operation of KRV are allocated according to the four factors of average plant, operating expenses, average number of customers, and payroll.  The Parties agree that the total Common Expenses for DWC are $1,157,000 for Test Year 2000 and $1,179,000 for Test Year 2001 of which 8.29% should be allocated to KRV, or $95,900 for 2000 and $97,700 for 2001.

5.02
Ratebase:  The Parties agree that the Common Ratebase of DWC should be allocated in the same manner as Common Expenses.  The Common Ratebase is $601,000 of which $49,900 should be allocated to KRV's Ratebase for each Test Year.

6.00
Plant

6.01
Wells:  The Parties agree that an additional well is required in Kernville based on the recent failure of a well that required KRV to transport water by truck to replenish its supply.

6.02
Remote Metering and Control:  The Parties agree that no addition to plant for Remote Metering and Control should be authorized for the Test Years.

6.03
Treatment:  The Parties agree that $19,000 will be required in 2000 to complete the installation of a chlorine generator and other apparatus for the Treatment Plant in Kernville.

6.04
Storage:  Based on additional information from KRV, the Parties agree that $75,000 should be authorized for new storage in the Southlake System and $10,000 for initial painting of a new tank in the Mountain Shadows System.

6.05
Replacement of Mains:  The Parties agree that a connection to the Countrywood System, estimated to be $32,500, should be constructed in 2000 and that expenditures for Replacement of Mains should continue at the average expenditures over the past three years of $90,000.  The resulting estimated additions to plant for mains is $122,500 for 2000 and $90,000 for 2001.

6.06
Hydrants:  Based on information from the Kern County Fire Department, the Parties agree to a program to expend $50,000 each Test Year to install hydrants.

6.07
Transportation:  The Parties agree that KRV may replace any vehicle which a) is at least six years old and has been driven 100,000 miles, b) has been driven 125,000 miles, or c) is eight years old.

6.08
Office:  After review of additional information, the Parties agree that $24,500 should be authorized in 2000 and $2,000 in 2001 for equipment and software.

7.00
Depreciation:  The Parties agree to modify the schedule for depreciation to reflect an average life of 40 years for structures, 25 years for equipment used for treatment, 50 years for reservoirs, and 25 years for meters.

8.00
Cost of Capital:  The Parties agree to a ratio of 42.15% debt to 57.85% equity.  The Parties also agree on a cost of debt of 8.30% for Test Year 2000 and 8.24% for Test Year 2001 and a cost of equity of 9.95%, which includes a premium of 0.25% to reflect a portion of the savings ratepayers receive from the acquisition by Dominguez Water Company of various small systems. Combining the cost of debt and equity yields a rate of return of 9.26% for 2000 and 9.23% for 2001.  The original positions of Dominguez Water Company and RRB for Return on Common Equity are

	
	Return on 
Common Equity

	Dominguez Water Company
	10.67%

	RRB
	8.54%


9.00
Future Rates:  Rates for 2001 and 2002 should not be subject to any adjustment because KRV agrees to spread the overall increase uniformly over three years.  Increases shown in Appendix B, Page 3 of 4, would become effective on the dates noted.

RATEPAYER REPRESENTATION 
KERN RIVER VALLEY WATER

BRANCH OF THE WATER DIVISION
COMPANY

By
_______________________
By _________________________


Daniel R. Paige

John S. Tootle


Program and Project

Representative


Supervisor


320 West 4th Street, Suite 500

21718 So. Alameda Street


Los Angeles, CA 90013

P.O. Box 9351


(213) 576-7048

Long Beach, CA 90810-0351




(310)834-2625

Dated ____________________  

Dated _______________________
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KERN RIVER VALLEY WATER CO.

(Dollars in Thousands)

Item

Present

Proposed

Present

Proposed

Settlement

Oper

. Revenues

$1,566.1

$1,651.9

$1,334.4

$1,935.7

$1,772.9

Misc.Rev

.

$16.9

$16.9

$3.0

$16.9

$16.9

Other Rev.

$23.2

$23.2

$0.0

$23.2

$7.4

   Total Revenues

$1,606.2

$1,691.9

$1,337.4

$1,975.8

$1,797.2

Operations & Maintenance

  Purchased Power

$150.1

$150.1

$225.9

$225.9

$196.0

  Purchased Water

  Well Maintenance

$19.3

$19.3

$20.0

$20.0

$19.3

  Other O & M Expenses

$293.7

$293.7

$310.3

$310.3

$293.7

  Uncollectibles

$12.5

$12.5

$17.2

$17.2

$13.5

  Subtotal O & M

$475.5

$475.5

$573.4

$573.4

$522.4

Administrative & 

General

  Payroll

$262.2

$262.2

$281.9

$281.9

$262.2

  Franchise Fees

$18.3

$18.3

$19.8

$19.8

$18.3

  Subtotal A & G

$280.5

$280.5

$301.7

$301.7

$280.5

Main Office Allocation

$85.9

$85.9

$85.9

$85.9

$97.7

Ad Valorem Taxes

$35.1

$35.1

$40.6

$40.6

$50.4

Payroll Taxes

$18.7

$18.7

$20.1

$20.1

$18.7

Pension Costs

$226.7

$226.7

$83.7

$79.0

$73.5

  

Depreciation Exp.

$193.2

$193.2

$223.4

$223.4

$213.8

 CCFT

$1.5

$10.8

$0.7

$37.7

$23.9

 FIT

$22.6

$74.3

$2.7

$171.5

$124.3

Total Expenses

$1,339.8

$1,400.7

$1,332.2

$1,533.2

$1,405.3

Net Revenue

$262.6

$291.0

$5.3

$442.6

$391.9

Rate Base:

  Utility Plant

$6,471.7

$6,471.7

$7,260.2

$7,260.2

$7,064.1

  CWIP

$25.0

$25.0

$25.0

$25.0

$25.0

  Materials and Supplies

$0.0

$0.0

$0.0

$0.0

$0.0

  Working Cash

-$25.9

-$25.9

$174.4

$174.4

$0.0

  Prepaid 

Taxes  Method 5

$0.0

$0.0

$0.0

$0.0

$0.0

  Deferred Income Tax

-$132.5

-$132.5

-$130.0

-$130.0

-$132.5

  

Unamortized ITC

-$9.5

-$9.5

-$8.6

-$8.6

-$9.5

  Accumulated Depreciation

-$2,396.4

-$2,396.4

-$2,332.9

-$2,332.9

-$2,274.1

  Advances

-$417.5

-$417.5

-$415.0

-$415.0

-$417.5

  Contributions

-$55.5

-$55.5

-$54.0

-$54.0

-$55.5

  

Dist. Rate Base

$3,459.4

$3,459.4

$4,519.1

$4,519.1

$4,200.0

  

G.O.Allocation

$46.5

$46.5

$204.7

$204.7

$46.5

Total Rate Base

$3,505.9

$3,505.9

$4,792.1

$4,723.8

$4,246.5

Rate of Return

7.49%

8.30%

0.11%

9.37%

9.23%

SUMMARY OF EARNINGS AT

PRESENT

 AND

PROPOSED

 RATES

Test Year 2001

APPENDIX A

RRB

Utility
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APPLICABILITY

Applicable to all metered water service

TERRITORY

Portions of the unincorporated communities (In the vicinity of Lake Isabella, Kern County)

Arden, Bodfish, Kernville, Mountain Shadows, Onyx, Squirrel Mountain, Lakeland,

Split Mountain and Southlake

RATES

Quantity Rates

Per Meter

Per Month

All water delivered per 100 cu. ft.

1.646

$               

 

(I)

Service Charge

For

5/8 x 3/4-inch meter

12.35

$               

 

(I)

For

3/4-inch meter

18.53

$               

 

I

For

1-inch meter

30.88

$               

 

I

For

1-1/2-inch meter

61.75

$               

 

I

For

2-inch meter

98.80

$               

 

I

For

3-inch meter

185.25

$             

 

I

For

4-inch meter

308.75

$             

 

(I)

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

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

SPECIAL CONDITIONS

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

APPENDIX  B

Page 1 of 4

KERN RIVER VALLEY WATER CO.

SCHEDULE No.1

GENERAL METERED SERVICE
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APPLICABILITY

   Applicable to all private fire metered water service

TERRITORY

   All communities served by Kern River Valley Water Company.

RATES

Per Month

   For each inch of diameter of service connection

4.25

$                 

 

(I)

SPECIAL CONDITIONS

   (Special conditions 1 through and including 12 remain in effect with no change.)

Schedule No.4

PRIVATE FIRE SERVICE

APPENDIX  B

Page 2 of 4

KERN RIVER VALLEY WATER CO.


[image: image4.wmf]Each of the following increases in rates may be put into effect by filing a rate schedule which

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

Quantity Rates

01-01-2001

01-01-2002

   Schedule No.1: All water delivered per 100 cu. Ft. 

0.162

$     

 

0.200

$               

 

Service Charge

   Schedule No.1

      For 5/8 x 3/4-inch meter

1.30

$       

 

1.20

$                 

 

      For 3/4-inch meter

1.95

$       

 

1.80

$                 

 

      For 1-inch meter

3.25

$       

 

3.00

$                 

 

      For 1-1/2-inch meter

6.50

$       

 

6.00

$                 

 

      For 2-inch meter

10.40

$     

 

9.60

$                 

 

      For 3-inch meter

19.50

$     

 

18.00

$               

 

      For 4-inch meter

32.50

$     

 

30.00

$               

 

   Schedule No.4

      For each inch of diameter of service connection

1.00

$       

 

1.00

$                 

 

Rates to be effective

AUTHORIZED STEP INCREASE

KERN RIVER VALLEY WATER CO.

Page 3 of 4

APPENDIX  B


[image: image5.wmf]A.   Amount to Establish Credit

        1.   Metered Service 

               a.   To establish credit by deposit, the amount for residential service requiring not

(T)

                      more than one 5/8 x 3/4 inch meter will be $50.00 when bills are rendered monthly

(I)

                      or $100.00 when bills are rendered bimonthly.

(I)

               b.   To establish credit by deposit, the amount for all other service will be twice the 

(T)

                     estimated average periodic bill when bills are rendered monthly or bimonthly, but in

|

                     any event not more than twice the estimated bimonthly bill nor less than the 

|

                     amounts set forth above.

(T)

         2.   Flat Rate Service

                No deposit will be required, except as prescribed for temporary service in Rule No. 13.

(T)

B.   Payment of Bills

(T)

         commercial office of the utility or to any representative of the utility authorized to make

|

         collections.  Collection of closing bills may be made at the time of presentation.  If a customer

|

         tenders a check in payment of any bill and such check is not honored by the customer's bank,

(T)

         the utility may assess the customer a bad check service charge of $25.00.

(I)

C.   Restoration of Service

         1.   Reconnection Charge

               Where service has been discontinued for violation of these rules or for nonpayment of

                bills, the utility may charge $40.00 for reconnection of service during regular working  

(I)

                hours or $50.00 for reconnection of service at other than regular working hours when

(I)

                the customer has requested that the reconnection be made at other than regular 

                working hours.

Rule No. 11

DISCONTINUANCE  AND RESTORATION OF SERVICE

APPENDIX  B

Page 4 of 4

KERN RIVER VALLEY WATER CO.

Rule No. 7

DEPOSITS

Rule No. 9

RENDERING AND PAYMENT OF BILLS

        Bills for service are due and payable upon presentation and payment may be made at any
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Present

Adopted

Amount

Percentage

ccf

Rates

Rates

Increases

Increase

0

$10.80

$12.35

$1.55

14.35

10

$23.40

$28.81

$5.41

23.12

  (Avg)   15

$29.70

$37.04

$7.34

24.71

20

$36.00

$45.27

$9.27

25.75

50

$73.80

$94.65

$20.85

28.25

0

$12.35

$13.65

$1.30

10.53

10

$28.81

$31.73

$2.92

10.14

  (Avg)   15

$37.04

$40.77

$3.73

10.07

20

$45.27

$49.81

$4.54

10.03

50

$94.65

$104.05

$9.40

9.93

0

$13.65

$14.85

$1.20

8.79

10

$31.73

$34.93

$3.20

10.09

  (Avg)   15

$40.77

$44.97

$4.20

10.30

20

$49.81

$55.01

$5.20

10.44

50

$104.05

$115.25

$11.20

10.76

PAGE  1 of 5

KERN RIVER VALLEY WATER CO.

COMPARISON OF RATES    

Districts:  Bodfish, Mtn. Shadows, Onyx and Squirrel Mountain.

APPENDIX C

2000

2001

2002
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Present

Adopted

Amount

Percentage

ccf

Rates

Rates

Increases

Increase

0

$10.80

$12.35

$1.55

14.35

10

$28.38

$28.81

$0.43

1.52

  (Avg)   15

$37.17

$37.04

-$0.13

-0.35

20

$45.96

$45.27

-$0.69

-1.50

50

$98.70

$94.65

-$4.05

-4.10

0

$12.35

$13.65

$1.30

10.53

10

$28.81

$31.73

$2.92

10.14

  (Avg)   15

$37.04

$40.77

$3.73

10.07

20

$45.27

$49.81

$4.54

10.03

50

$94.65

$104.05

$9.40

9.93

0

$13.65

$14.85

$1.20

8.79

10

$31.73

$34.93

$3.20

10.09

  (Avg)   15

$40.77

$44.97

$4.20

10.30

20

$49.81

$55.01

$5.20

10.44

50

$104.05

$115.25

$11.20

10.76

APPENDIX C 

KERN RIVER VALLEY WATER CO.

COMPARISON OF RATES    

Districts: Arden and Kernville

PAGE  2 of 5

2000

2002

2001


[image: image8.wmf]Usage

Present

Adopted

Amount

Percentage

ccf

Rates

Rates

Increases

Increase

0

$6.45

$12.35

$5.90

91.47

10

$14.25

$28.81

$14.56

102.18

  (Avg)   15

$18.15

$37.04

$18.89

104.08

20

$22.05

$45.27

$23.22

105.31

50

$45.45

$94.65

$49.20

108.25

0

$12.35

$13.65

$1.30

10.53

10

$28.81

$31.73

$2.92

10.14

  (Avg)   15

$37.04

$40.77

$3.73

10.07

20

$45.27

$49.81

$4.54

10.03

50

$94.65

$104.05

$9.40

9.93

0

$13.65

$14.85

$1.20

8.79

10

$31.73

$34.93

$3.20

10.09

  (Avg)   15

$40.77

$44.97

$4.20

10.30

20

$49.81

$55.01

$5.20

10.44

50

$104.05

$115.25

$11.20

10.76

APPENDIX C

PAGE  3 of 5

KERN RIVER VALLEY WATER CO.

COMPARISON OF RATES    

Districts: Split Mountain

2001

2000

2002


[image: image9.wmf]Usage

Present

Adopted

Amount

Percentage

ccf

Rates

Rates

Increases

Increase

0

$9.85

$12.35

$2.50

25.38

10

$9.85

$28.81

$18.96

192.49

  (Avg)   15

$9.85

$37.04

$27.19

276.04

20

$9.85

$45.27

$35.42

359.59

50

$9.85

$94.65

$84.80

860.91

0

$12.35

$13.65

$1.30

10.53

10

$28.81

$31.73

$2.92

10.14

  (Avg)   15

$37.04

$40.77

$3.73

10.07

20

$45.27

$49.81

$4.54

10.03

50

$94.65

$104.05

$9.40

9.93

0

$13.65

$14.85

$1.20

8.79

10

$31.73

$34.93

$3.20

10.09

  (Avg)   15

$40.77

$44.97

$4.20

10.30

20

$49.81

$55.01

$5.20

10.44

50

$104.05

$115.25

$11.20

10.76

Districts: Lakeland
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2002

2001

2000


[image: image10.wmf]Usage

Present

Adopted

Amount

Percentage

ccf

Rates

Rates

Increases

Increase

0

$8.20

$12.35

$4.15

50.61

10

$21.20

$28.81

$7.61

35.90

  (Avg)   15

$27.70

$37.04

$9.34

33.72

20

$34.20

$45.27

$11.07

32.37

50

$73.20

$94.65

$21.45

29.30

0

$12.35

$13.65

$1.30

10.53

10

$28.81

$31.73

$2.92

10.14

  (Avg)   15

$37.04

$40.77

$3.73

10.07

20

$45.27

$49.81

$4.54

10.03

50

$94.65

$104.05

$9.40

9.93

0

$13.65

$14.85

$1.20

8.79

10

$31.73

$34.93

$3.20

10.09

  (Avg)   15

$40.77

$44.97

$4.20

10.30

20

$49.81

$55.01

$5.20

10.44

50

$104.05

$115.25

$11.20

10.76

2002

2001

2000

Districts: Southlake

COMPARISON OF RATES    

KERN RIVER VALLEY WATER CO.
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[image: image11.wmf]Net-to-Gross Multiplier

1.69513

Uncollectibles Rate

0.75%

Franchise Rate

1.20%

Federal Tax Rate

34.00%

State Tax Rate

8.84%

1.  WATER CONSUMPTION  and SUPPLY (Ccf per year)

2000

2001

   Metered Services

Arden

137,600

138,300

Bodfish

73,200

72,900

Kernville

102,800

103,200

Lakeland

25,800

25,700

Mtn. Shadows

10,200

10,400

Onyx

39,100

38,700

Southlake

62,900

63,000

Split Mtn.

22,000

22,100

Squirrel Mtn.

68,900

69,100

Unaccounted  Water (13.13%)

82,000

82,100

  Total Water Production

624,500

625,500

2.   POWER PURCHASED

  Energy use, kWH

2,146,300

2,148,300

  Pumping Cost

175,000

$                  

 

196,000

$               

 

  Cost per kWH

0.0815

$                    

 

0.0912

$                 

 

3.  WATER CONSUMPTION  (Ccf/Cust.)

   Metered Services

Arden

109.9

109.9

Bodfish

98.6

98.6

Kernville

182.6

182.6

Lakeland

119.5

119.5

Mtn. Shadows

123.4

123.4

Onyx

155.1

155.1

Southlake

125.0

125.0

Split Mtn.

139.0

139.0

Squirrel Mtn.

191.9

191.9

4.  ADOPTED AVERAGE SERVICE BY METER SIZE

2000

2001

     Domestic Metered

 5/8  x  3/4"

4,037

4,042

3/4"

24

24

1"

24

24

1 - 1/2"

14

14

2"

7

7

3"

1

1

4"

0

0

6"

0

0

Total Domestic Metered

4,107

4,112

   Private Fire

2"

1

1

6"

2

2

 Total Private Fire

3

3

TOTAL CUSTOMERS

4,110

4,115
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[image: image12.wmf]ADOPTED INCOME TAX CALCULATIONS

(Dollars in Thousands)

2000

2001

OPERATING REVENUES

1,729.4

$                   

 

1,797.2

$                

 

EXPENSES

  Operating & Maintenance

485.6

$                      

 

508.9

$                   

 

  Uncollectibles

13.0

$                        

 

13.5

$                     

 

  Administrative & General

424.4

$                      

 

433.4

$                   

 

  Franchise Fees

18.3

$                        

 

18.3

$                     

 

  Ad Valorem Taxes

47.0

$                        

 

50.4

$                     

 

  Payroll Taxes

18.3

$                        

 

18.7

$                     

 

     Subtotal

1,006.6

$                   

 

1,043.2

$                

 

DEDUCTIONS

  California Tax Depreciation

213.3

$                      

 

213.8

$                   

 

  Schedule M Adjustments

103.3

$                      

 

103.3

$                   

 

  Interest

166.0

$                      

 

166.0

$                   

 

  California Taxable Income

240.2

$                      

 

270.8

$                   

 

  CCFT  @  8.84% 

21.2

$                        

 

23.9

$                     

 

DEDUCTIONS

  Federal Tax Depreciation

213.3

$                      

 

213.8

$                   

 

  Schedule M Adjustments

99.9

$                        

 

99.9

$                     

 

  Interest

166.0

$                      

 

166.0

$                   

 

  CA Tax

(5.9)

$                        

 

21.2

$                     

 

FIT TAXABLE INCOME

249.5

$                      

 

253.0

$                   

 

FIT  (Before Adjustment)  

84.8

$                        

 

86.0

$                     

 

 Deferred Tax Items

36.4

$                        

 

38.3

$                     

 

Net Federal Income Tax

121.2

$                      

 

124.4

$                   

 

KERN RIVER VALLEY WATER CO.
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2000

2001

2002

Normal Revenue

1,705,900

$        

 

1,772,900

$         

 

1,837,700

$        

 

Normal Increase

23.71%

3.93%

3.66%

Amount

327,000

$           

 

67,000

$              

 

64,800

$             

 

Levelized Amount

145,568

$           

 

160,935

$            

 

177,925

$           

 

Amount Deferred

181,432

$           

 

104,298

$            

 

800

$                  

 

Levelized Revenue

1,524,468

$        

 

1,685,403

$         

 

1,863,327

$        

 

Levelized Increase

10.56%

10.56%

10.56%

OPERATIONAL ATTRITION

  2000 Rate of Return at Proposed Rates

9.25%

  2001 Rate of Return at Proposed Rates

8.35%

  Difference

0.90%

FINANCIAL ATTRITION

  2002 Rate of Return at Proposed Rates

9.23%

  2001 Rate of Return at Proposed Rates

9.23%

0.00%

TOTAL ATTRITION DIFFERENCE

0.90%

  2001 Rate Base

4,246,481

$        

 

Net-to-Gross Multiplier

1.6951

Attrition Allowance

64,784

$             

 

 ATTRITION ALLOWANCE CALCULATIONS

ADOPTED LEVEL RATE INCREASE CALCULATIONS

KERN RIVER VALLEY WATER CO.
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ATTACHMENT B

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Application of Antelope Valley Water        )

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

Increase Rates Charged for Water Service as )     Application

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

____________________________________________)

SETTLEMENT

1.00

Introduction
1.01

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

1.02

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

1.03

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

1.04

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

2.00

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

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

3.00

Operation and Maintenance
3.01

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

3.02

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

3.03

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

3.04

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

3.05

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

3.06

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

4.00

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

5.00

General Office
5.01

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

5.02

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

6.00

Plant
6.01

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

6.02

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

6.03

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

6.04

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

7.00

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

8.00

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

	
	Return on 
Common Equity

	Dominguez Water Company
	10.67%

	RRB
	8.54%


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

RATEPAYER REPRESENTATION 

BRANCH OF THE WATER


    ANTELOPE VALLEY WATER 

DIVISION




    COMPANY

By _______________________        By _________________________

   Daniel R. Paige                   John S. Tootle

   Program and Project               Representative

   Supervisor

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

   Los Angeles, CA 90013             P.O. Box 9351

   (213) 576-7048                    Long Beach, CA 90810

                                     (310)834-2625

Dated_____________________        Dated_______________________

[image: image14.wmf]Item

Present

Proposed

Present

Proposed

Settlement

Oper. Revenues 

$605.9

$805.7

$605.9

$955.2

$879.3

  Misc.Rev.

$12.1

$12.1

$2.8

$2.8

$12.1

  Other Rev.

$12.9

$12.9

$0.0

$0.0

$6.4

    Total Revenues

$630.8

$830.6

$608.7

$958.0

$897.8

Operations & Maintenance

  Purchased Power

$89.0

$89.0

$98.9

$98.9

$98.9

  Purchased Water

$35.6

$35.6

$42.5

$42.5

$35.6

  Well Maintenance

$5.6

$5.6

$20.0

$20.0

$5.6

  Other O & M Expenses

$130.2

$130.2

$125.2

$125.2

$130.2

  Uncollectibles

$4.9

$4.9

$7.5

$7.5

$6.7

  Subtotal O & M

$265.3

$265.3

$294.1

$286.6

$277.1

Administrative & General

  Payroll

$138.1

$138.1

$157.4

$157.4

$138.1

  Franchise Fees

$5.8

$9.2

$6.1

$6.1

$9.0

  Subtotal A & G

$143.9

$147.3

$163.5

$167.0

$147.1

Main Office Allocation

$38.0

$38.0

$37.5

$37.5

$43.3

Ad Valorem Taxes

$19.3

$19.3

$20.2

$20.2

$21.4

Payroll Taxes

$10.4

$10.4

$10.8

$10.8

$10.4

Pension Costs

$43.5

$43.5

$45.5

$45.5

$43.5

Depreciation 

$86.5

$86.5

$104.8

$104.8

$92.7

CA Income Taxes

-$13.3

$6.2

-$21.5

$9.4

$15.2

Federal Income Taxes

-$8.7

$66.3

-$46.1

$72.6

$80.2

    Total Expenses

$584.9

$682.8

$610.8

$763.9

$730.8

Net Revenues

$45.9

$147.8

-$2.1

$194.0

$167.0

Rate Base:

  Utility Plant

$3,490.6

$3,490.6

$3,648.4

$3,648.4

$3,506.2

  CWIP

$3.8

$3.8

$3.8

$3.8

$0.0

  Materials and Supplies

$0.0

$0.0

$0.0

$0.0

$0.0

  Working Cash

-$61.3

-$61.3

$54.3

$54.3

-$10.2

  Prepaid Taxes  Method 5

$135.4

$135.4

$127.9

$127.9

$127.9

  Deferred Income Tax

-$151.5

-$151.5

-$153.0

-$153.0

-$153.0

  Unamortized ITC

-$9.5

-$9.5

-$9.1

-$9.1

-$9.1

  Accumulated Depreciation

-$976.8

-$976.8

-$985.9

-$985.9

-$989.9

  Advances

-$586.5

-$586.5

-$586.5

-$586.5

-$586.5

  Contributions

-$104.7

-$104.7

-$104.7

-$104.7

-$104.7

  Dist. Rate Base

$1,739.5

$1,739.6

$1,995.2

$1,993.3

$1,780.6

  G.O.Allocation

$22.5

$22.5

$54.2

$54.2

$22.5

Total Rate Base

$1,762.1

$1,762.1

$2,047.5

$2,047.5

$1,803.1

Rate of Return

2.60%

8.39%

-0.10%

9.47%

9.26%
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ANTELOPE VALLEY WATER COMPANY

RRB

Utility

SUMMARY OF EARNINGS AT 

PRESENT

 AND 

PROPOSED

 RATES

Test Year 2000

(Dollars in Thousands)


[image: image15.wmf]Item

Present

Proposed

Present

Proposed

Settlement

Oper. Revenues 

$808.7

$784.8

$610.9

$993.5

$904.8

  Misc.Rev.

$12.1

$12.1

$2.8

$2.8

$12.1

  Other Rev.

$12.3

$12.3

$0.0

$0.0

$6.4

    Total Revenues

$833.1

$809.2

$613.7

$996.2

$923.3

Operations & Maintenance

  Purchased Power

$89.4

$89.4

$99.3

$99.3

$98.9

  Purchased Water

$36.1

$36.1

$42.5

$42.5

$35.6

  Well Maintenance

$5.7

$5.7

$20.0

$20.0

$5.6

  Other O & M Expenses

$132.1

$132.1

$127.2

$127.2

$132.1

  Uncollectibles

$5.0

$5.0

$7.8

$7.8

$6.9

  Subtotal O & M

$268.2

$268.2

$296.8

$296.8

$279.1

Administrative & General

  Payroll

$141.5

$141.5

$161.5

$161.5

$141.5

  Franchise Fees

$9.2

$9.2

$9.6

$9.6

$9.2

  Subtotal A & G

$150.7

$151.0

$171.1

$171.5

$150.7

Main Office Allocation

$38.7

$38.7

$38.7

$38.7

$44.1

Ad Valorem Taxes

$20.3

$20.3

$21.8

$21.8

$24.0

Payroll Taxes

$10.6

$10.6

$11.1

$11.1

$10.6

Pension Costs

$44.4

$44.4

$46.4

$46.4

$44.4

Depreciation 

$90.3

$90.3

$117.1

$117.1

$93.0

CA Income Taxes

$10.5

-$0.3

-$8.1

$9.2

$16.5

Federal Income Taxes

$58.9

$34.3

-$28.3

$86.2

$74.0

    Total Expenses

$692.6

$657.6

$666.6

$788.2

$736.5

Net Revenues

$140.4

$151.6

-$54.9

$208.0

$186.8

Rate Base:

  Utility Plant

$3,589.0

$3,589.0

$3,846.3

$3,846.3

$3,799.8

  CWIP

$6.3

$6.3

$6.3

$6.3

$0.0

  Materials and Supplies

$0.0

$0.0

$0.0

$0.0

$0.0

  Working Cash

-$62.5

-$62.5

$53.8

$53.8

-$10.2

  Prepaid Taxes  Method 5

$120.4

$120.4

$112.9

$112.9

$112.9

  Deferred Income Tax

-$154.5

-$154.5

-$156.0

-$156.0

-$156.0

  Unamortized ITC

-$8.8

-$8.8

-$8.5

-$8.5

-$8.5

  Accumulated Depreciation

-$1,017.5

-$1,017.5

-$1,049.2

-$1,049.2

-$1,055.0

  Advances

-$577.5

-$577.5

-$577.5

-$577.5

-$577.5

  Contributions

-$101.4

-$101.4

-$101.4

-$101.4

-$101.4

  Dist. Rate Base

$1,793.5

$1,793.5

$2,126.7

$2,126.9

$2,002.8

  G.O.Allocation

$21.0

$21.0

$92.2

$92.2

$21.0

Total Rate Base

$1,814.5

$1,814.5

$2,219.1

$2,219.1

$2,023.8

Rate of Return

7.74%

8.35%

-2.47%

9.37%

9.23%

RRB

Utility

ANTELOPE VALLEY WATER COMPANY

Test Year 2001

(Dollars in Thousands)
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SUMMARY OF EARNINGS AT 

PRESENT

 AND 

PROPOSED

 RATES


[image: image16.wmf]APPLICABILITY

Applicable to all metered water service

TERRITORY

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

RATES

Quantity Rates

Per Meter

Per Month

All water delivered per 100 cu. ft.

0.900

$                             

 

(I)

Service Charge

For 5/8 x 3/4-inch meter

11.15

$                             

 

(I)

For 3/4-inch meter

16.73

$                             

 

|

For 1-inch meter

27.88

$                             

 

|

For 1-1/2-inch meter

55.75

$                             

 

|

For 2-inch meter

89.20

$                             

 

|

For 3-inch meter

167.25

$                           

 

|

For 4-inch meter

278.75

$                           

 

(I)

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

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

SPECIAL CONDITIONS

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

APPENDIX  B

ANTELOPE VALLEY WATER CO.

Schedule No.  U-1
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GENERAL METERED SERVICE


[image: image17.wmf]APPLICABILITY

Applicable to all metered water service

TERRITORY

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

and vicinity, Los Angeles County and Fremont Valley and vicinity, Kern County

RATES

Quantity Rates

Per Meter

Per Month

All water delivered per 100 cu. ft.

1.533

$                             

 

(I)

Service Charge

For 5/8 x 3/4-inch meter

11.15

$                             

 

(I)

For 3/4-inch meter

16.73

$                             

 

|

For 1-inch meter

27.88

$                             

 

|

For 1-1/2-inch meter

55.75

$                             

 

|

For 2-inch meter

89.20

$                             

 

|

For 3-inch meter

167.25

$                           

 

|

For 4-inch meter

278.75

$                           

 

(I)

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

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

SPECIAL CONDITIONS

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

Applicable to limited flat rate residential water service

TERRITORY

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

RATES

Per Service

Connection

Per Month

For a single residential unit including premises

19.54

$                             

 

(I)

SPECIAL CONDITIONS

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

(N)

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

(T)

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

(T)

   under Schedule No. R-1, General Metered Service. 

LIMITED RESIDENTIAL FLAT RATE SERVICE
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Schedule No LH-2


[image: image19.wmf]APPLICABILITY

Applicable to all water service furnished to privately owned fire protection

systems and privately owned fire hydrants.

TERRITORY

All communities served by Antelope Valley Water Company.

RATES

Per Month

For each inch of diameter of service connection

3.45

$                               

 

(I)

SPECIAL CONDITIONS

(Special Conditions 1 through and including 12 remain in effect with no change.)
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[image: image20.wmf]Each of the following increases in rates may be put into effect by filing a rate schedule which

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

Quantity Rates

01-01-2001

01-01-2002

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

0.100

$              

 

0.100

$                             

 

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

0.256

$              

 

0.316

$                             

 

Service Charges

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

For 5/8 x 3/4-inch meter

1.65

$                

 

1.90

$                               

 

For 3/4-inch meter

2.47

$                

 

2.85

$                               

 

For 1-inch meter

4.12

$                

 

4.75

$                               

 

For 1-1/2-inch meter

8.25

$                

 

9.50

$                               

 

For 2-inch meter

13.20

$              

 

15.20

$                             

 

For 3-inch meter

24.75

$              

 

28.50

$                             

 

For 4-inch meter

41.25

$              

 

47.50

$                             

 

   Schedule No. LH-2:  

For a single residential unit including premises:

2.89

$                

 

3.33

$                               

 

   Schedule No. 4:

For each inch of diameter of service connection:

0.51

$                

 

0.59

$                               

 

Rates to be effective

ANTELOPE VALLEY WATER CO.

AUTHORIZED STEP INCREASES
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[image: image21.wmf]A.   Amount to Establish Credit

        1.   Metered Service 

               a.   To establish credit by deposit, the amount for residential service requiring not

                       more than one 5/8 x 3/4 inch meter will be $50.00 when bills are rendered monthly

(I)

                       or $100.00 when bills are rendered bimonthly.

(I)

               b.   To establish credit by deposit, the amount for all other service will be twice the 

                      estimated average periodic bill when bills are rendered monthly or bimonthly, but in

                      any event not more than twice the estimated bimonthly bill nor less than the 

                      amounts set forth above.

         2.   Flat Rate Service

                No deposit will be required, except as prescribed for temporary service in Rule No. 13.

B.   Payment of Bills

         commercial office of the utility or to any representative of the utility authorized to make

         collections.  Collection of closing bills may be made at the time of presentation.  If a customer

         tenders a check in payment of any bill and such check is not honored by the customer's bank,

         the utility may assess the customer a bad check service charge of $25.00.

(I)

C.   Restoration of Service

         1.   Reconnection Charge

               Where service has been discontinued for violation of these rules or for nonpayment of

                bills, the utility may charge $40.00 for reconnection of service during regular working  

(I)

                hours or $50.00 for reconnection of service at other than regular working hours when

(I)

                the customer has requested that the reconnection be made at other than regular 

                working hours.

Rule No. 11

DISCONTINUANCE  AND RESTORATION OF SERVICE

Rule No. 7

DEPOSITS

Rule No. 9

RENDERING AND PAYMENT OF BILLS

        Bills for service are due and payable upon presentation and payment may be made at any
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[image: image22.wmf]Usage

Present

Adopted

Amount

Percentage

ccf

Rates

Rates

Increases

Increase

0

$9.70

$11.15

$1.45

14.95

10

$16.50

$20.15

$3.65

22.12

  (Avg)   15

$19.90

$24.65

$4.75

23.87

20

$23.30

$29.15

$5.85

25.11

50

$43.70

$56.15

$12.45

28.49

0

$11.15

$12.80

$1.65

14.80

10

$20.15

$22.80

$2.65

13.15

  (Avg)   15

$24.65

$27.80

$3.15

12.78

20

$29.15

$32.80

$3.65

12.52

50

$56.15

$62.80

$6.65

11.84

0

$12.80

$14.70

$1.90

14.84

10

$22.80

$25.70

$2.90

12.72

  (Avg)   15

$27.80

$31.20

$3.40

12.23

20

$32.80

$36.70

$3.90

11.89

50

$62.80

$69.70

$6.90

10.99

2002

COMPARISON OF RATES, Schedule No. U-1

2001

2000
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ANTELOPE VALLEY WATER COMPANY


[image: image23.wmf]Usage

Present

Adopted

Amount

Percentage

ccf

Rates

Rates

Increases

Increase

0

$9.70

$11.15

$1.45

14.95

10

$23.52

$26.48

$2.96

12.59

  (Avg)   15

$30.43

$34.15

$3.72

12.22

20

$37.34

$41.81

$4.47

11.97

50

$78.80

$87.80

$9.00

11.42

0

$11.15

$12.80

$1.65

14.80

10

$26.48

$30.69

$4.21

15.90

  (Avg)   15

$34.15

$39.64

$5.49

16.08

20

$41.81

$48.58

$6.77

16.19

50

$87.80

$102.25

$14.45

16.46

0

$12.80

$14.70

$1.90

14.84

10

$30.69

$35.75

$5.06

16.49

  (Avg)   15

$39.64

$46.28

$6.64

16.75

20

$48.58

$56.80

$8.22

16.92

50

$102.25

$119.95

$17.70

17.31

ANTELOPE VALLEY WATER COMPANY

2002

COMPARISON OF RATES, Schedule No. R-1

2000

2001
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[image: image24.wmf]Net-to-Gross Multiplier

1.6951

Uncollectibles Rate

0.75%

Franchise Rate

1.20%

Federal Tax Rate

34.00%

State Tax Rate

8.84%

1.  WATER CONSUMPTION  (KCcf per year)

2000

2001

Metered Services

  Lancaster

281.1

281.8

  Fremont Valley

13.7

13.9

  Leona Valley

140.9

141.5

  Lake Hughes

22.0

22.2

  Unaccounted Water ( 8.67% )

43.5

43.6

  Total Water Production

501.2

502.9

2.   POWER PURCHASED

  Energy use, kWH

1,019,274

1,022,268

  Pumping Cost

98,930

$           

 

98,900

$                    

 

  Cost per kWH

0.0971

$           

 

0.0967

$                    

 

3.  WATER CONSUMPTION  (Ccf/Cust.)

METERED RATE SERVICE

  Lancaster

495.2

495.2

  Fremont Valley

187.2

187.2

  Leona Valley

356.3

356.3

  Lake Hughes

101.8

101.8

FLAT RATE SERVICE

  Lake Hughes

101.8

101.8

4. AVERAGE SERVICE 

     Domestic Metered

 5/8  x  3/4"

1,146

1,151

1"

75

75

1 - 1/2"

2

2

2"

8

8

3"

2

2

4"

1

1

6"

0

0

Total Domestic Metered

1,234

1,239

Flat Rate Customers

11

11

   Private Fire

2"

1

1

4"

1

1

6"

4

4

 Total Private Fire

6

6

TOTAL CUSTOMERS

1,251

1,256
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ANTELOPE VALLEY WATER COMPANY

ADOPTED QUANTITIES


[image: image25.wmf](Dollars in Thousands)

2000

2001

OPERATING REVENUES

897.8

$             

 

923.3

$                      

 

EXPENSES

  Operating & Maintenance

270.3

$             

 

272.2

$                      

 

  Uncollectibles

6.7

$                 

 

6.9

$                          

 

  Administrative & General

224.9

$             

 

230.0

$                      

 

  Franchise Fees

9.0

$                 

 

9.2

$                          

 

  Ad Valorem Taxes

21.4

$               

 

24.0

$                        

 

  Payroll Taxes

10.4

$               

 

10.6

$                        

 

     Subtotal

542.7

$             

 

553.0

$                      

 

DEDUCTIONS

  California Tax Depreciation

92.7

$               

 

93.0

$                        

 

  Schedule M Adjustments

43.8

$               

 

43.8

$                        

 

  Interest

47.0

$               

 

47.0

$                        

 

  California Taxable Income

171.6

$             

 

186.5

$                      

 

  CCFT  @  8.84% 

15.2

$               

 

16.5

$                        

 

DEDUCTIONS

  Federal Tax Depreciation

92.7

$               

 

93.0

$                        

 

  Schedule M Adjustments

60.7

$               

 

60.7

$                        

 

  Interest

47.0

$               

 

47.0

$                        

 

  CA Tax

(18.0)

$              

 

15.2

$                        

 

FIT TAXABLE INCOME

172.6

$             

 

154.5

$                      

 

FIT  (Before Adjustment)  

58.7

$               

 

52.5

$                        

 

 Deferred Tax Items

21.5

$               

 

21.5

$                        

 

Net Federal Income Tax

80.2

$               

 

74.0

$                        
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ANTELOPE VALLEY WATER COMPANY

ADOPTED INCOME TAX CALCULATIONS


[image: image26.wmf]Present

2000

2001

2002

Normal Revenue

630,800

$            

 

879,300

$            

 

904,800

$           

 

927,100

$            

 

Normal Increase

39.39%

2.90%

2.46%

Amount

248,500

$            

 

25,500

$             

 

22,300

$              

 

Levelized Amount

92,412

$              

 

105,949

$           

 

120,708

              

 

Amount Deferred

156,088

$            

 

90,093

$             

 

-

$                    

 

Levelized Revenue

723,200

$            

 

829,100

$           

 

949,800

$            

 

Levelized Increase

14.65%

14.65%

14.56%

OPERATIONAL ATTRITION

  2000 Rate of Return at Proposed Rates

9.26%

  2001 Rate of Return at 2000 Proposed Rates

8.61%

  Difference

0.65%

FINANCIAL ATTRITION

  2002 Rate of Return at Proposed Rates

9.23%

  2001 Rate of Return at Proposed Rates

9.23%

  Difference

0.00%

TOTAL ATTRITION DIFFERENCE

0.65%

  2001 Rate Base

2,023,806

$         

 

Net-to-Gross Multiplier

1.6951

Attrition Allowance

22,299

$              
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ANTELOPE VALLEY WATER COMPANY

 ATTRITION ALLOWANCE CALCULATIONS

ADOPTED LEVEL RATE INCREASE CALCULATIONS


ATTACHMENT C

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Application of Dominguez Water Company      )

(U-330-W) for Authority to Increase Rates   )

Charged for Water Service in the South Bay  )     Application

Division as Authorized by NOI 99-03-056.    )      99-05-024

____________________________________________)

SETTLEMENT

1.00

Introduction
1.01

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

1.02

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

1.03

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

1.04

As shown in the attached Appendices, the negotiations of the Parties have resulted in resolution of all issues raised 

in Application 99-05-024 and in RRB's reports dated August 19, 1999.  Highlighted in the paragraphs that follow are areas that require clarification relative to the estimates used to derive the stipulated figures.

2.00

Consumption and Revenue

2.01

Consumption: The Parties agree to the quantities shown in Appendix D, page 1 of 3, for Test Years 2000 and 2001.  Consumption by customers using volumes of water in excess of 35,000 Ccf per year is estimated on the basis of mathematical analysis.

2.02

Revenue: Pages 1 and 2 of Appendix A show stipulated Operating Revenues for the Test Years 2000 and 2001.  The Parties agree that revenues should reflect higher fees for the following items: Deposits to Establish Credit (Rule No. 7, Paragraph A.1.a.), Charge for Returned Checks (Rule No. 9, Paragraph B), and Charge for Reconnecting Service (Rule No. 11, Paragraph C.1.).  The revised Rules appear in Appendix B.  The Parties also agree that Schedules No. 5, 5-A, 5-B, and 5-C, relating to Public Fire hydrant Service, and Schedule No. 9CF, Construction Flat Rate Service, are obsolete and should be removed.

2.03

Unaccounted Water: The Parties agree that Unaccounted Water should be 2.6% of Total Production as shown in Appendix D, page 1 of 3.  2.6% is the average loss for the past five years based upon corrected data submitted by DWC.

3.00

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

3.01

Payroll: The Parties agree to use the total payroll for Operations and Maintenance for the 12 months ended June 30, 1999, 

with the addition of the expense of a Utility Worker adjusted to incorporate RRB’s escalation.  The Parties agree that 12% of Payroll should be capitalized.

3.02

Purchased Power: The Parties agree that Purchased Power should be based on the consumption of energy estimated for the Test Years using the rates currently charged by Southern California Edison Company.  The Parties agree that no reduction is warranted at this time given the uncertainties of restructuring of the electric industry.  Total KWHs for each Test Year are shown in Appendix D, page 1 of 3.

3.03

Charges for Replenishment: The Parties agree to estimate Charges for Replenishment based on the present charge of $139.00 per acre-foot levied by the Water Replenishment District of Southern California multiplied by the estimated acre-feet to be pumped during the Test Years.

3.04

Chemicals: The Parties agree to base the estimate of Chemicals on more recent data relating to DWC's use.  The total is $184,000 for 2000 and $186,900 for 2001.

3.05

Maintenance of Wells: The Parties agree that the expense for Maintenance of Wells should be $192,000 for Test Year 2000 and $195,000 for 2001 which includes amounts for rehabilitation that had been recorded as additions to plant instead of as an expense to be amortized over three years.

3.06

Other Expenses: After review of the most recent three years of recorded data, the Parties agree that Other Expenses for Operation and Maintenance shown on pages 1 and 2 of Appendix A should be estimated by escalating an average of DWC's recorded expenses for the past three years by RRB's factors, plus an addi-tional allowance for increased expenses for postage, telephone, and outdoor lighting.  The total for Other Expenses, except for 

Charges to Subsidiaries and Uncollectibles, is $1,098,600 for 2000 and $1,111,900 for 2001.

4.00

Administrative and General Expenses: Unless indicated otherwise, each item discussed in Paragraphs 4.01 through 4.13 is listed in the Summary of Earnings at Present and Proposed Rates, Appendix A, pages 1 and 2.

4.01

Payroll: The Parties agree to use the total payroll of administrative and general operations for the 12 months ended June 30, 1999, adjusted to incorporate RRB’s escalation.  The Parties also agree that 12% of total payroll should be capitalized.

4.02

Transportation: The Parties agree to estimate Transportation on the basis of recorded expenses for the 12 months ended December 31, 1998, adjusted to incorporate RRB's factors for escalation.

4.03

Outside Services-Legal: The Parties agree to base the estimates for legal expense on the average of the three years of billings except for DWC's corporate counsel for whom a retainer of $4,000 per month is reasonable.  The balance of Outside Service-Legal is $27,000 for 2000 and $28,200 for 2001.

4.04

Other Outside Services: The Parties agree to estimate Other Outside Services on the basis of recorded expenses for the 12 months ended December 31, 1998, including the expense of a survey of customers, which should be amortized over six years.  The total for Other Outside Services is $187,300 for 2000 and $190,200 for 2001.

4.05

Safety and Damages: The Parties agree to base the expenses relating to Safety and Damages on DWC's proposed program of training and instruction of employees during each of the Test 

Years.  The stipulated amount agreed is $17,000 for each Test Year.

4.06

Materials and Supplies: The Parties agree to estimate Materials and Supplies on the basis of recorded expenses for the 12 months ended December 31, 1998.  The stipulated amount is $57,500 for 2000 and $58,300 for 2001.

4.07

Trade Associations: The Parties agree to base expenses for Trade Associations on 38% of the expense of membership in the California Water Association and 100% of the expense of membership in the National Association of Water Companies.  The stipulated amount is $30,400 for 2000 and $30,900 for 2001.

4.08

Telephone: The Parties agree to estimate expenses for Telephone on the basis of recorded expenses for the 12 months ended December 31, 1998, adjusted to incorporate RRB's factors for escalation.  The stipulated amount is $23,900 for 2000 and $24,300 for 2001.

4.09

Directors' Fees: The Parties agree to an allowance of $350 per director per monthly meeting.

4.10

Stock Transfer Agent: The Parties agree to estimate the expense of the Stock Transfer Agent on the 12 months ended December 31, 1998.

4.11

Travel: The Parties agree to estimate the expense of Travel on the basis of recorded expenses for the 12 months ended December 31, 1998, less expenses related to the pending application to merge with California Water Service.  The stipulated amount is $27,500 for 2000 and $27,900 for 2001.

4.12

Education and Public Relations: The Parties agree to estimate the expense of Education and Public Relations on the ba-

sis of recorded expenses for the 12 months ended December 31, 1998 of recorded expenses less charitable donations.  The stipulated amount is $13,000 for 2000 and $13,200 for 2001.

4.13

Pensions and Benefits: The Parties agree to base the estimates for Pensions and Benefits on RRB's ratio of Pensions and Benefits to total Payroll multiplied by the stipulated Payroll.

5.00

General Office: Unless indicated otherwise, each item discussed in paragraphs 5.01 and 5.02 is listed in the Summary of Earnings at Present and Proposed Rates, Appendix A, pages 1 and 2.

5.01

Common Expenses relating to the operation of DWC and its subsidiaries are allocated according to the four factors of average plant, operating expenses, average number of customers, and payroll.  On this basis, the Parties agree on total Common Expenses of $1,157,000 for Test Year 2000 and $1,179,000 for Test Year 2001.  Under this method, 83.75% is allocated to DWC, or $969,000 for 2000 and $987,400 for 2001. 

5.02

The Parties agree that the Common Ratebase of DWC should be allocated in the same manner as Common Expenses.  The total Common Ratebase is $601,000 of which $503,300 is allocated to DWC's Ratebase for each of the Test Years.

6.00

Plant

6.01

Wells: The Parties agree that a new well is required in Test Year 2000 based on recent information concerning DWC's dif-ficulty in continuing to lease property on which two of its wells are located.  The estimated cost of this well is $900,000 includ-ing the site.  The Parties further agree that the Commission 

should authorize DWC to file an Advice Letter to recover the reasonable costs of a second well to be constructed by 2002.  The estimated cost of the second well is $1,100,000 including the site.  

6.02

Replacement of Mains: Due to the uncertainties of scheduling, the Parties agree that the Commission should authorize DWC to file an Advice Letter to recover the reasonable costs of extending a main over Interstate 405 at Del Amo Boulevard when a bridge is constructed there by the Department of Transportation.  The estimated cost of this main is $500,000.

6.03

Rerouting Main Over Compton Creek: Based on revised plans, the Parties agree that $250,000 is a reasonable cost for rerouting a main now carried on a bridge over Compton Creek.

6.04

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

6.05

Storage: Recent studies show that DWC's overhead tank in Torrance with a capacity of 750,000-gallons fails to meet current seismic standards.  Accordingly, the Parties agree that the Commission should authorize DWC to file an Advice Letter to recover the reasonable costs of removing the tank in 2000 and replacing it in 2001 with a reservoir having a capacity not to exceed 1.75 million gallons.  The estimated cost for removing the tank is $130,000 and for constructing it $500,000.

6.06

Booster Station: The Parties agree that rehabilitation of the Booster Station in Torrance should be authorized in the amount of $250,000 in 2000 and $350,000 in 2001.

6.07

Standby Generator: The Parties agree that a standby generator is required for DWC's main office in Long Beach in case of an electrical outage.  The estimated cost for the generator and related equipment is $80,000.

6.08

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

6.09

Administrative Office: The Parties agree that the Commission should authorize DWC to file an Advice Letter to recover the reasonable cost, not exceeding $1,000,000, to rehabilitate its administration office rather than constructing a new office.

7.00

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

8.00

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

	
	Return on 
Common Equity

	Dominguez Water Company
	10.67%

	RRB
	8.54%


9.00
Future Rates:

9.01
The Parties agree that on or after November 1, 2000, DWC should be authorized to file an advice letter, with appropriate work papers, requesting the increase for 2001 attached to this settlement as Appendix B, page 3 of 3, or to file for a lesser increase in the event that DWC’s rate of return on ratebase, adjusted to reflect rates then in effect and normal ratemaking adjustments for the 12 months ended September 30, 2000, exceeds the rate of return adopted in this proceeding for Test Year 2000. This filing should comply with General order 96-A. The requested rates would be reviewed by the Water Division to determine their compliance with the order in this application and shall go into effect upon the Water Division’s determination of compliance. The Water Division would inform the Commission if the requested rates are not in accordance the Commission’s decision.  The effective date of the revised rates should be no earlier than January 1, 2001.  The revised rates should apply only to service rendered on or after the effective date.

9.02

The Parties further agree that on or after November 1, 2001, DWC should be authorized to file an advice letter, with ap-propriate work papers, requesting the increase for 2002 attached to this settlement as Appendix B, page 3 of 3, or to file for a lesser increase in the event that DWC’s rate of return on rate-base, adjusted to reflect rates then in effect and normal ra-temaking adjustments for the 12 months ended September 30, 2001, exceeds the rate of return adopted in this proceeding for Test Year 2001. This filing should comply with General order 96-A. The requested rates would be reviewed by the Water Division to deter-


mine their compliance with the order in this application and shall go into effect upon the Water Division’s determination of compliance. The Water Division would inform the Commission if it finds the requested rates are not in accordance the Commission’s decision.  The effective date of the revised rates should be no earlier than January 1, 2002.  The revised rates should apply only to service rendered on or after the effective date.

9.03

In addition, the Parties agree that DWC should be authorized to file an advice letter seeking authorization to include as addition to plant up to $630,000 in 2000 and $2,600,000 in 2001.  The Water Division would verify that the additions have been completed and shall inform the Commission that the requested adjustment is appropriate and in conformance with the Commission’s order.  

RATEPAYER REPRESENTATION

BRANCH OF THE WATER

DIVISION 
DOMINGUEZ WATER COMPANY

By
_______________________
By
_________________________


Daniel R. Paige

John S. Tootle


Program and Project

Vice President


Supervisor

21718 S. Alameda Street


320 West 4th Street, Suite 500

P.O. Box 9351


Los Angeles, CA  90013

Long Beach, CA 90810-0351


(213) 576-7048

(310) 834-2625 

Dated
_____________________
Dated
_____________________
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DOMINGUEZ WATER CO.

(Dollars in Thousands)

Item

Present

Proposed

Present

Proposed

Settlement

Operating Revenues

$23,701.9

$23,652.1

$23,639.1

$27,219.9

$24,435.4

Operations and Maintenance

Payroll

$1,886.7

$1,886.7

$2,012.8

$2,012.8

$1,886.7

Purchased Water

$9,509.0

$9,509.0

$9,662.6

$9,662.6

$9,621.7

Purchased Power

$906.3

$906.3

$985.6

$985.6

$985.6

Replenishment Tax

$2,323.0

$2,323.0

$2,523.6

$2,523.6

$2,323.0

Chemicals/Water Treatment

$137.9

$137.9

$190.2

$190.2

$184.0

Materials and Supplies

$101.4

$101.4

$111.4

$111.4

$101.4

Maintenance & Repair

$338.8

$338.8

$568.0

$568.0

$433.1

Rent Well Sites

$112.9

$112.9

$105.5

$105.5

$112.9

Ops & Maint Other

$490.9

$490.9

$575.8

$575.8

$530.3

Transportation

$113.0

$113.0

$109.3

$109.3

$113.0

Charges to Subsidiaries

-$22.8

-$22.8

-$36.8

-$36.7

-$36.7

Uncollectibles @ 0.42%

$115.1

$115.1

$143.8

$143.8

$102.6

   Sub Total Ops & Maint

$16,012.2

$16,012.3

$16,951.8

$16,951.7

$16,357.5

Administrative & General

Payroll

$1,000.8

$1,002.7

$1,401.2

$1,403.1

$1,071.3

Payroll Benefits

$849.3

$849.3

$1,048.6

$1,048.6

$860.8

Office Expenses

$164.9

$164.9

$357.6

$357.6

$211.3

Insurance

$75.6

$75.6

$75.6

$75.6

$75.6

Reg Commision Expenses

$23.5

$23.5

$23.5

$23.5

$23.5

Franchise Requirements

$1.9

$1.9

$2.0

$2.0

$1.9

Outside Services

$184.4

$184.4

$486.8

$486.8

$262.3

Miscellaneous

$75.7

$75.7

$300.6

$300.6

$131.0

Transportation

$50.7

$50.7

$101.2

$101.2

$50.7

Charges to Subsidiaries

-$10.0

-$10.0

-$10.0

-$10.0

-$10.0

   Sub Total Adm & General

$2,416.8

$2,418.7

$3,787.1

$3,789.1

$2,678.4

Main Office Allocation

-$165.2

-$165.2

-$121.1

-$121.1

-$188.0

Ad Valorem Taxes

$221.0

$221.0

$329.8

$329.8

$329.8

Payroll Taxes

$206.0

$206.0

$243.6

$243.6

$210.9

Depreciation & Amortization

$1,455.2

$1,455.2

$1,649.5

$1,649.5

$1,563.9

CA Income Taxes

$291.8

$286.8

-$69.8

$246.7

$215.5

Federal Income Taxes

$1,378.7

$1,360.1

-$46.1

$1,170.7

$936.2

   Total Expenses

$21,816.5

$21,798.0

$22,724.8

$24,258.1

$22,104.2

Net Revenues

$1,885.4

$1,854.1

$914.5

$2,961.8

$2,331.2

Rate Base

Utility Plant

$59,418.2

$59,418.2

$62,004.2

$62,004.2

$59,968.8

Work in Progress

$0.0

$0.0

$2,200.0

$2,200.0

$0.0

Materials and Supplies

$27.5

$27.5

$25.0

$25.0

$25.0

Working Cash

-$1,312.2

-$1,312.2

$1,548.0

$1,548.0

-$183.5

Main Office Allocation

-$97.8

-$97.8

-$176.6

-$176.6

-$97.8

Accumulated Depreciation

-$23,840.4

-$23,840.4

-$22,166.4

-$22,166.4

-$22,406.5

Advances

-$4,625.0

-$4,625.0

-$4,625.0

-$4,625.0

-$4,625.0

Contributions

-$5,082.0

-$5,082.0

-$5,082.0

-$5,082.0

-$5,082.0

Deferred Income Tax

-$2,389.8

-$2,389.8

-$2,473.5

-$2,473.5

-$2,436.0

Total Rate Base

$22,098.5

$22,098.4

$31,253.6

$31,253.6

$25,163.0

Rate of Return

8.53%

8.39%

2.93%

9.42%

9.26%

SUMMARY OF EARNINGS AT 

PRESENT

 AND 

PROPOSED

 RATES

Test Year 2000

RRB

Utility
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(Dollars in Thousands)

Item

Present

Proposed

Present

Proposed

Settlement

Operating Revenues

$23,813.2

$23,596.5

$23,668.1

$27,708.8

$24,678.4

Operations and Maintenance

Payroll

$1,930.1

$1,930.1

$2,065.2

$2,065.2

$1,930.1

Purchased Water

$9,527.7

$9,527.7

$9,679.5

$9,679.5

$9,639.7

Purchased Power

$906.3

$906.3

$985.6

$985.6

$985.6

Replenishment Tax

$2,323.0

$2,323.0

$2,523.6

$2,523.6

$2,323.0

Chemicals/Water Treatment

$139.8

$139.8

$192.2

$192.2

$186.9

Materials and Supplies

$102.8

$102.8

$112.9

$112.9

$102.8

Maintenance & Repair

$343.4

$343.4

$571.5

$571.5

$439.6

Rent Well Sites

$114.5

$114.5

$102.4

$102.4

$114.5

Ops & Maint Other

$497.8

$497.8

$581.8

$581.8

$535.6

Transportation

$114.5

$114.5

$110.8

$110.8

$114.5

Charges to Subsidiaries

-$23.1

-$23.1

-$38.3

-$38.1

-$38.1

Uncollectibles @ 0.42%

$117.2

$99.5

$147.6

$147.6

$103.6

   Sub Total Ops & Maint

$16,094.0

$16,076.3

$17,034.8

$17,034.8

$16,437.8

Administrative & General

Payroll

$1,024.9

$1,026.7

$1,437.5

$1,439.6

$1,097.0

Payroll Benefits

$810.8

$869.4

$1,097.8

$1,097.8

$880.9

Office Expenses

$166.9

$166.9

$362.7

$362.7

$213.1

Insurance

$76.7

$76.7

$76.7

$76.7

$76.7

Reg Commision Expenses

$23.5

$23.5

$23.5

$23.5

$23.5

Franchise Requirements

$1.8

$1.8

$2.0

$2.0

$1.8

Outside Services

$186.8

$186.8

$493.7

$493.7

$266.4

Miscellaneous

$76.9

$76.9

$304.8

$304.8

$133.0

Transportation

$51.5

$51.5

$102.6

$102.6

$51.1

Charges to Subsidiaries

-$10.0

-$10.0

-$10.0

-$10.0

-$10.0

   Sub Total Adm & General

$2,409.8

$2,470.2

$3,891.3

$3,893.3

$2,733.4

Main Office Allocation

-$168.3

-$168.3

-$124.8

-$124.8

-$91.1

Ad Valorem Taxes

$216.7

$216.7

$364.9

$364.9

$364.9

Payroll Taxes

$269.4

$269.4

$249.9

$249.9

$215.7

Depreciation & Amortization

$1,361.3

$1,361.3

$1,773.7

$1,773.7

$1,554.2

CA Income Taxes

$263.5

$290.3

$39.3

$239.0

$212.9

Federal Income Taxes

$1,560.9

$1,281.7

$137.8

$1,064.7

$879.9

   Total Expenses

$22,007.3

$21,797.6

$23,366.9

$24,495.5

$22,307.7

Net Revenues

$1,805.9

$1,798.9

$267.6

$3,215.3

$2,370.7

Rate Base

Utility Plant

$60,528.4

$60,528.4

$65,941.4

$65,941.4

$61,702.3

Work in Progress

$0.0

$0.0

$2,200.0

$2,200.0

$0.0

Materials and Supplies

$22.5

$22.5

$20.0

$20.0

$20.0

Working Cash

-$1,341.3

-$1,341.3

$1,613.0

$1,613.0

-$183.5

Main Office Allocation

-$91.1

-$91.1

-$296.9

-$296.9

-$91.1

Accumulated Depreciation

-$25,432.5

-$25,432.5

-$23,090.1

-$23,090.1

-$23,714.1

Advances

-$4,575.0

-$4,575.0

-$4,575.0

-$4,575.0

-$4,575.0

Contributions

-$4,882.0

-$4,882.0

-$4,882.0

-$4,882.0

-$4,882.0

Deferred Income Tax

-$2,557.3

-$2,557.3

-$2,641.0

-$2,641.0

-$2,603.5

Total Rate Base

$21,671.7

$21,671.8

$34,289.4

$34,289.3

$25,673.1

Rate of Return

8.33%

8.30%

0.78%

9.38%

9.23%

RRB

Utility
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SUMMARY OF EARNINGS AT 

PRESENT

 AND 

PROPOSED

 RATES

Test Year 2001


[image: image29.wmf]APPLICABILITY

Applicable to all metered water service

TERRITORY

Portions of Carson, Los Angeles, Long Beach, Torrance and vicinity,

Los Angeles County

RATES

Quantity Rates

Per Meter

Per Month

All water delivered per 100 cu. ft.

1.361

$         

 

Service Charge

For 5/8 x 3/4-inch meter

5.00

$           

 

(I)

For 1-inch meter

12.50

$         

 

I

For 1-1/2-inch meter

25.00

$         

 

I

For 2-inch meter

40.00

$         

 

I

For 3-inch meter

75.00

$         

 

I

For 4-inch meter

125.00

$       

 

I

For 6-inch meter

250.00

$       

 

I

For 8-inch meter

400.00

$       

 

I

For 10-inch meter

575.00

$       

 

I

For 12-inch meter

825.00

$       

 

(I)

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

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

SPECIAL CONDITIONS

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

GENERAL METERED SERVICE

APPENDIX  B

Page 1 of 4

DOMINGUEZ WATER CO.

Schedule No.1


[image: image30.wmf]APPLICABILITY

Applicable to all private fire metered water service

TERRITORY

Portions of Carson, Los Angeles, Long Beach, Torrance and vicinity,

Los Angeles County

RATES

Per Month

   For each inch of diameter of service connection

9.20

$           

 

(I)

SPECIAL CONDITIONS

   (Special conditions 1 through and including 12 remain in effect.)

SCHEDULE  No.4

DOMINGUEZ WATER CO.

APPENDIX  B

Page 2 of 4

PRIVATE FIRE SERVICE


[image: image31.wmf]Each increase in rates may be put into effect by filing a schedule adding the appropriate increase.

Quantity Rates

01-01-2001

01-01-2002

All water delivered per 100 cu. ft.

0.00

$       

 

0.00

$           

 

Service Charge

   Schedule No.1

For 5/8 x 3/4-inch meter

0.25

$       

 

0.00

$           

 

For 1-inch meter

0.63

$       

 

0.00

$           

 

For 1-1/2-inch meter

1.25

$       

 

0.00

$           

 

For 2-inch meter

2.00

$       

 

0.00

$           

 

For 3-inch meter

3.75

$       

 

0.00

$           

 

For 4-inch meter

6.25

$       

 

0.00

$           

 

For 6-inch meter

12.50

$     

 

0.00

$           

 

For 8-inch meter

20.00

$     

 

0.00

$           

 

For 10-inch meter

28.75

$     

 

0.00

$           

 

For 12-inch meter

41.25

$     

 

0.00

$           

 

   Schedule No.4

For each inch of diameter of service connection

0.50

$       

 

0.00

$           
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DOMINGUEZ WATER CO.

Rates to be effective

AUTHORIZED STEP INCREASE


[image: image32.wmf]A.   Amount to Establish Credit

        1.   Metered Service 

               a.   To establish credit by deposit, the amount for residential service requiring not

                       more than one 5/8 x 3/4 inch meter will be $50.00 when bills are rendered

(I)

                       monthly or $100.00 when bills are rendered bimonthly.

(I)

               b.   To establish credit by deposit, the amount for all other service will be twice the 

                      estimated average periodic bill when bills are rendered monthly or bimonthly, but in

                      any event not more than twice the estimated bimonthly bill nor less than the 

                      amounts set forth above.

         2.

(D)

B.   Payment of Bills

         at any commercial office of the utility or to any representative of the utility authorized to

         make collections.  Collection of closing bills may be made at time of collection.  The 

(T)

         utility may charge $25.00 for any bad check or electronic fund transfer not honored.

(I)

C.   Restoration of Service

         1.   Reconnection Charge

               Where service has been discontinued for violation of these rules or for nonpayment of

                bills, the utility may charge $40.00 for reconnection of service during regular working  

(I)

                hours or $50.00 for reconnection of service at other than regular working hours when

(I)

                the customer has requested that the reconnection be made at other than regular 

                working hours.

(These schedules relating to Public Fire Service are cancelled and withdrawn.)

(This schedule relating to Construction Flat Rate Service is cancelled and withdrawn.)

DISCONTINUANCE  AND RESTORATION OF SERVICE

DEPOSITS

Rule No. 9

RENDERING AND PAYMENT OF BILLS

        Bills for service are due and payable upon presentation and payment may be made

Page 4 of 4

DOMINGUEZ WATER CO.

Rule No. 7

Rule No. 11

Schedules No. 5, 5-A, 5-B, and 5-C

Schedule 9CF

APPENDIX  B


[image: image33.wmf]Usage

Present

Adopted

Amount

Percentage

ccf

Rates

Rates

Increases

Increase

0

$4.00

$5.00

$1.00

25.00

10

$17.61

$18.61

$1.00

5.68

  (Avg)   15

$24.42

$25.42

$1.00

4.10

20

$31.22

$32.22

$1.00

3.20

50

$72.05

$73.05

$1.00

1.39

0

$5.00

$5.25

$0.25

5.00

10

$18.61

$18.86

$0.25

1.34

  (Avg)   15

$25.42

$25.67

$0.25

0.98

20

$32.22

$32.47

$0.25

0.78

50

$73.05

$73.30

$0.25

0.34

0

$5.25

$5.25

$0.00

0.00

10

$18.86

$18.86

$0.00

0.00

  (Avg)   15

$25.67

$25.67

$0.00

0.00

20

$32.47

$32.47

$0.00

0.00

50

$73.30

$73.30

$0.00

0.00

2001

2002
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2000

South Bay District

DOMINGUEZ WATER CO.

COMPARISON OF RATES    


[image: image34.wmf]Net-to-Gross Multiplier

1.66909

Uncollectibles Rate

0.42%

Franchise Rate

0.00%

Federal Tax Rate

34.00%

State Tax Rate

8.84%

1.  WATER CONSUMPTION  (Kccf per year)

2000

2001

Metered Services

Residential

4,784.5

4,800.0

Multi-Family - Large

147.9

147.9

Business - Large

1,114.0

1,114.0

Industrial - Large

2,883.0

2,883.0

Municipal - Large

766.0

766.0

Multi-Family - Small

1,293.8

1,299.7

Business - Small

2,753.2

2,750.2

Industrial - Small

951.2

942.9

Municipal - Small

112.5

117.4

Private Fire

0.0

0.0

Construction

30.0

30.0

  Total Metered Services 

14,836.0

14,851.1

Unaccounted for Water @ 2.6%

396.0

396.0

  Total Water Production

15,232.0

15,247.1

2.   POWER PURCHASED

  Energy use, kWH

12,890,598

12,890,598

  Pumping Cost

985,554

$                   

 

985,554

$              

 

  Cost per kWH

0.0765

$                     

 

0.0765

$                

 

3.  WATER CONSUMPTION  (Ccf/Cust.)

Metered Services

Residential

173.8

173.8

Multi-Family - Large

8,699.7

8,699.7

Business - Large

79,571.4

79,571.4

Industrial - Large

240,250.0

240,250.0

Municipal - Large

5,432.6

5,432.6

Multi-Family - Small

1,471.9

1,471.9

Business - Small

992.5

992.5

Industrial - Small

8,270.9

8,270.9

Municipal - Small

995.2

995.2

Private Fire

0.0

0.0

Construction

810.8

810.8

ADOPTED QUANTITIES

Page 1 of 3

DOMINGUEZ WATER CO.

APPENDIX D


[image: image35.wmf]4.  ADOPTED AVERAGE SERVICES BY METER SIZE

2000

2001

     Domestic Metered

 5/8  x  3/4"

27,894

27,975

3/4"

0

0

1"

1,174

1,179

1 - 1/2"

837

840

2"

1,410

1,414

3"

194

195

4"

46

46

6"

22

22

8"

27

27

10"

25

25

12"

2

2

Total Domestic Metered

31,631

31,725

   Private Fire

2"

3"

5

5

4"

61

61

6"

243

245

8"

471

473

10"

187

187

12"

8

8

 Total Private Fire

975

979

TOTAL CUSTOMERS

32,606

32,704

APPENDIX D
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DOMINGUEZ WATER CO.

ADOPTED QUANTITIES


[image: image36.wmf]ADOPTED INCOME TAX CALCULATIONS

2000

2001

OPERATING REVENUES

$24,435.4

$24,678.4

Deferred Revenues (CIAC)

($30.0)

($30.0)

Total Revenues

$24,405.4

$24,648.4

EXPENSES

  Operating & Maintenance

$16,254.9

$16,334.1

  Uncollectibles

$102.6

$103.6

  Administrative & General

$2,488.5

$2,640.5

  Franchise Fees

$1.9

$1.8

  Ad Valorem Taxes

$329.8

$364.9

  Payroll Taxes

$210.9

$215.7

     Subtotal

$19,388.6

$19,660.7

DEDUCTIONS

  California Tax Depreciation

$1,563.9

$1,554.2

  Schedule M Adjustments

$117.8

$117.8

  Interest

$897.5

$907.0

  California Taxable Income

$2,437.6

$2,408.7

  CCFT  @  8.84% 

$215.5

$212.9

DEDUCTIONS

  Federal Tax Depreciation

$1,563.9

$1,554.2

  Schedule M Adjustments

$454.3

$454.3

  Interest

$897.5

$907.0

  CA Tax

$108.6

$215.5

FIT TAXABLE INCOME

$2,022.5

$1,856.7

FIT  (Before Adjustment)  

$687.6

$631.3

 Deferred Tax Items

$248.6

$248.6

Net Federal Income Tax

$936.2

$879.9

DOMINGUEZ WATER CO.

APPENDIX D
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(Dollars in Thousands)


[image: image37.wmf]Present

2000

2001

2002

Operating Revenue

$23,594,500

$24,435,400

$24,678,400

$24,704,110

Increase

$840,900

$243,000

$25,710

% Increase

3.56%

0.99%

0.10%

OPERATIONAL ATTRITION

   2000 Rate of Return at Proposed Rates

9.25%

   2000 Rate of Return at Proposed Rates

9.19%

      Difference

0.06%

FINANCIAL ATTRITION

  2002 Rate of Return at Proposed Rates

9.23%

  2001 Rate of Return at Proposed Rates

9.23%

0.00%

TOTAL ATTRITION DIFFERENCE

0.06%

  2001 Rate Base

25,673,098

$   

 

Net-to-Gross Multiplier

1.66909

Attrition Allowance

25,710

$          
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DOMINGUEZ WATER CO.

ADOPTED REVENUE INCREASE CALCULATION

ATTRITION ALLOWANCE CALCULATIONS








�  An all-party settlement is one sponsored by all of the parties to the Commission proceeding. San Diego Gas & Electric  46 CPUC2d 538, 763.


�  The failure of a limited-purpose or single-issue party to join in sponsoring a settlement does not deprive it of the all-party quality to which the policy would apply.  San Diego Gas & Electric, supra at 763.


�  LVTC’s claim that the ALJ ruled Exhibit LVTC-2 inadmissible under Rule 51.9 is incorrect.  The transcript shows that LVTC’s representative withdrew his motion before the ALJ was prepared to rule.


�  “[W]e do not delve deeply into the details of settlements and attempt to second-guess and re-evaluate each aspect of the settlement, so long as the settlements as a whole are reasonable and in the public interest . . . ” San Diego Gas & Electric Company, supra at 554 citing San Diego Gas & Electric Company 37 CPUC2d (1990) 346, 363.
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