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Open Mee�ng Presenta�on 
February 22, 2024 

 
Summit View Water Works 
Item #3 
Docket UW-230555 
 
Good morning commissioners.  My name is Ann LaRue from Kalahiki Consul�ng and I’m represen�ng Summit 
View Water Works, in Docket UW-230555.   
 
Before the commission makes a decision on staff’s recommenda�on for this case, the company has asked me to 
speak on its behalf.  A copy of this presenta�on and the suppor�ng documents will be submited under this 
docket. 
 
Summit View is extremely frustrated with how commission staff has handled this general rate case.  Ms. Stark has 
concluded that this company’s general rate case does not support a rate increase, but the company believes that 
an increase in its tariff rates is, in fact, necessary.  However, as the company enters its third year with this case, 
with countless staff delays, and a�er submi�ng four extension leter requests, it’s apparent that this rate case 
cannot move forward in any meaningful way.  
 
Fearing that subsequent company filings will be handled the same way as this, Summit View requested that I share 
this informa�on at this open mee�ng, to hopefully avoid the same issues from this rate case recurring in future 
filings.   
 
Background 
Since incep�on, Summit View Water Works has worked diligently to be in compliance with the o�en complicated 
state and federal requirements and UTC regula�ons impac�ng investor-owned water companies. 
 
The company worked with staff member Jim Ward to establish its first tariff with the UTC in 2006, and again in 
2011 when Mr. Ward helped the company file its first rate case.  And when Summit View filed its 2018 rate case, 
they again worked closely with staff when Mr. Ward and Greg Hammond helped them develop the company’s 
water rate models using individual workbooks created by the UTC. 
 
In March 2022 – as it did in 2006, 2011, and 2018 – Summit View, once again, reached out to staff reques�ng 
technical assistance with its next rate case.  U�lizing a 2021 test year and the water models that Mr. Ward and Mr. 
Hammond developed in the 2018 rate case, Summit View requested a “pre-review” of its models’ results in 
an�cipa�on of filing its next general rate case, consistent with previous staff policy.   
 
Four months later – in July 2022 – Tiffany Van Meter stated that staff would no�fy the company once the pre-
review was complete, and also noted that staff was using the Summit View workbooks for training purposes for 
systems that supply both irriga�on and domes�c water service - indica�ng to the company that its workbooks 
were not only unique, but also properly constructed and accurate.  
 
In February 2023 – almost a full year a�er Summit View first submited its water rate models for pre-review with 
commission staff, and seven months a�er Summit View was no�fied that the pre-review was underway, Ms. Van 
Meter informed the company that any rate review would require Summit View to officially submit the rate case 
through the UTC portal and that the company needed to update its test year to 2022, prior to submission. 
 
In June 2023, with the help of atorney Rick Finnigan, Summit View submited this rate case with an updated test 
year and an effec�ve date of 11/1/23 - inten�onally providing staff with almost 120 days (4 �mes the statutory 30-
day requirement) to complete its analysis and become familiar with the opera�onal nuances of this company.   
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More than two months later, staff member Rachel Stark contacted Summit View sta�ng that she had been 
assigned the case.  The company responded �mely to all staff requests for informa�on, however Ms. Stark 
informed the company that staff would be unable to complete its review �mely and requested Summit View file 
an extension leter to extend the effec�ve date to 12/1/23, giving staff an addi�onal 30 days to complete its 
analysis.  
 
Five days before the scheduled open mee�ng for a December 1 implementa�on date, on 11/17/23, Ms. Stark sent 
staff’s combined water model to the company.  Without enough �me to discuss the various proposed 
adjustments, the company was forced to file yet another extension leter request.  This back-and-forth inexplicably 
con�nued through an addi�onal two extension leters. 
 
Summit View contacted me at the end of January reques�ng my assistance with this case.  A few days later, on 
2/5/24, Ms. Stark provided staff’s latest revised model to Summit View. When the company responded reques�ng 
a “bit of �me” to allow me to get up-to-speed and review the revised model with the company, Ms. Stark once 
more requested the company extend the effec�ve date or “Staff will be ready to suspend the filing and set it for 
hearing at the next open mee�ng on 2/22/24.” 
 
Conclusion 
Over two years and countless staff delays, this company has been trying to work with commission staff to file an 
accurate and comprehensive rate case.  Summit View today has two years of sunk costs and no viable op�ons to 
move this present case forward. Therefore, since the commission has not yet issued a suspension order, it is with 
great exaspera�on and disappointment that Summit View Water Works withdraws this general rate case. 
 
My observa�on of the treatment of numerous general rate filings at the UTC is that far too frequently staff’s 
prac�ce is to run out the clock - o�en providing the results of their analysis to the company mere days before the 
open mee�ng, forcing companies to either accept staff’s o�en incomplete, unilateral, or unexplained adjustments, 
or forfeit another month of revenue by submi�ng an extension leter.  Staff’s rather nonchalant a�tude toward 
lost revenues month a�er month for regulated companies shows a lack of understanding for the challenges facing 
investor-owned businesses and the staff mandate to ensure regulated companies are financially viable.  
Addi�onally, it shows a fundamental lack of understanding of the UTC mission, which requires investor-owned 
u�lity services to be fairly priced. 
 
By bringing this informa�on to light during this open mee�ng, Summit View hopes that any subsequent filings will 
be more fairly and expedi�ously handled by commission staff. We trust the commission would agree that no one 
should hesitate to bring legi�mate issues of concern to the commission for fear of retribu�on or retalia�on in 
future proceedings. 
 
In a recent open mee�ng, commission staff commended some companies for working collabora�vely with them 
saying, “Teamwork really does make the dream work,” and the commissioners joined in that accolade.  We hope 
that the Water & Transporta�on staff can also recognize the importance of working coopera�vely with regulated 
companies - providing the �me necessary to discuss per�nent issues and to allow for full explana�ons of all staff-
proposed adjustments and the resul�ng revenue requirement impact.  Summit View and I look forward to working 
collabora�vely with commission staff in all future filings involving this family-owned company.   
 
Thank you for your �me and considera�on today.  I am available for ques�ons. And the company controller is also 
on the line.   


