
Dear Mr. Morgi, 

After comparing John Tang’s March 16, 2017 email response and his original March 1, 2017 
response addressing the issue of service charge overcharges, it is apparent that there are 
contradictions and inconsistencies in his explanations.  This should illicit concern from the 
CPUC staff that is investigating SJWC’s questionable billing practices.  SJWC has shown a lack 
of transparency, lack of honesty, and lack of coherency while attempting to justify the company’s 
billing practices. 

John Tang has written three letters/emails in 2017 attempting to clarify the SJWC billing practice 
related to its service charge, sometimes referred to as its readiness to serve charge.  These 
communications are listed below and will be referred to by their numbers throughout the 
remainder of this letter.  Additionally, please find copies of these letters attached to this email. 

• Letter 1, dated February 21, 2017, addressed to Rita Benton, Raminder Kahlon and 
Richard Rauschmeier 

• Letter 2, dated March 1, 2017, addressed to Tayeb K. Mogri 

• Letter 3, dated March 16, 2017, addressed to Tayeb Mogri , Raminder Kahlon and Rita 
Benton 

In Letter 1, John states that “SJWC recently modified its practice in order to treat the service 
charge, like the quantity charge, as billed in arrears.” 

John further clarified SJWC’s decision in Letter 2, stating that “SJWC determined that Rule No. 
9 allows flexibility for SJWC to treat its readiness to serve charges as billed either in advance or 
in arrears and that treatment of such charges as billed in arrears is more consistent with current 
water utility practice.” This statement also referenced my initial inquiry about service charge 
rates dated January 15, 2017.  

➢ The wording of Letters 1 and 2 clearly indicates that SJWC recently changed its billing 
practice to bill the service charge in arrears.   

➢ The correct implementation of SJWC’s change from billing in advance to billing arrears 
would have been to charge the service charge in advance on the billing cycle prior to the 
effective date of the change, to charge no service charge on the bill following the 
effective date of the change, and to bill the service charge in arrears on the subsequent 
billing cycle.  This implementation schedule insures that customers are billed the service 
charge for all billing periods, without double-charging. 

➢ To charge the service charge in advance on one billing cycle and then to charge the 
service charge in arrears on the very next billing cycle causes the customer to be double-
billed for the service charge for a two month period. 



➢ There is no evidence on recent bills that SJWC suspended its service charge for one 
billing cycle in order to change its billing practice for the service charge from in advance 
to in arrears.  A service charge has been charged on each of my water bills since 2006. 

➢ Therefore, San Jose Water Company has double-charged its customers for the service 
charge at least once following the effective date of the change to their billing practice, 
whenever that change occurred. 

➢ I further contend that the decision to change the billing practice to charge the service 
charge in arrears occurred only after my January 15, 2017 inquiry regarding why the 
service charge on my January 9th bill had been billed entirely at the new, higher rate. 
Most likely this change occurred as of January 1, 2017.  If true, all customers should be 
credited with the erroneous service charge billed on their first bill of 2017.  For single 
residence customers with a ¾” line, the amount to be credited would be $50.03. 

In Letter 3 John Tang attempts to rebut my conclusion that customers were double-billed.  In that 
email he states that “No change has occurred on January 1, 2017 in SJWC’s established practice 
of billing both quantity charges and the readiness to serve charge in arrears.”   

He also states in Letter 3 that “it has been SJWC’s practice for several years (actually, at least a 
decade) …..to bill the readiness to serve charge in arrears.” 

However, in Letter 2 he described that past practice was to include a “readiness to serve charge 
billed in advance” on a customer’s opening bill.  

➢ John has contradicted himself.  In Letter 1 he claims that SJWC recently modified its 
practice to billing the service charge in arrears, and in Letter 3 he claims that SJWC has 
been effectively billing the service charge in arrears for at least a decade! 

➢ If we believe Letter 1, then SJWC has double-billed its customers recently.  If we believe 
Letter 3, then at some point in the past there was a crossover from billing in advance to 
billing in arrears.  When, specifically, did that change in billing practice occur?  Were 
customers double-billed at that time, or was the transition managed correctly?  Does San 
Jose Water Company have concrete records that document a decision to change their 
billing practice and the subsequent implementation of that decision? 

➢ It certainly feels that John Tang is scrambling to explain why my service charge on my 
January 9, 2017 bill was not prorated.  His statements are contradictory, and the company 
either made a costly mistake in double-billing customers on their first bill of 2017, or the 
company morphed their billing practice over time without intention and without regard to 
a specific and correct implementation, also resulting in customers being double-billed. 

Returning to Letter 2, John stated, “If charges are imposed in advance of the provision of service, 
then the new rates should be applied without proration.  If charges are imposed in arrears, then 
the new rates should be applied only to the portion of the billing period during which the new 
rates were effective.” 



➢ Since John is now claiming that SJWC has been effectively billing its service charge in 
arrears for at least a decade, then by his own statement above each service charge rate 
increase during that decade should have been prorated on customer bills.  My analysis of 
service charges, which dates back ten years, shows that, in fact, service charges were 
never prorated when there was a rate increase. See chart below illustrating overcharges 
from 2007 to 2017. 

➢ John’s assertion that SJWC will give customers a $2 credit to compensate them for the 
proration that did not occur on their January bills, due to a service charge increase 
implemented on January 1, 2017, is inadequate.  San Jose Water Company should be 
crediting customers for the missing proration of each instance of a service charge rate 
increase since the date that San Jose Water Company began billing the service charge in 
arrears. 

➢ Furthermore, the $2 credit reflects only the missed proration for customers with ¾ inch 
meters.  Customers with ¾ inch meters on a different billing cycle than mine may be 
owed more than $2.  Customers with 1 inch meters (or larger) pay greater service 
charges, and therefore, those customers should receive a credit greater than $2. 

John also states in Letter 3 that “According to current practice, the deposit is included in the first 
bimonthly bill along with the quantity charges and prorated readiness to serve charge” and that 
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1/9/17 10/28/16 - 1/4/17 Nov. - Dec. 1/1/17 $47.94 $50.03 No Proration

5/6/16 3/4/16 - 5/3/16 Mar. - Apr. 3/30/16 $42.13 $42.40 No Proration

1/13/15 10/31/14 - 1/9/15 Nov. - Dec. 1/1/15 $40.73 $42.10 No Proration

11/5/14 9/3/14 - 10/31/14 Sep. - Oct. 9/29/14 $38.46 $40.73 No Proration

9/8/14 7/7/14 - 9/3/14 Jul. - Aug. 7/21/14 $35.40 $38.46 No Proration

7/10/12 5/7/12 - 7/6/12 May - Jun. 6/14/12 $35.72 $35.80 No Proration

1/12/12 11/1/11 - 1/6/12 Nov. - Dec. 1/1/12 $33.86 $35.70 No Proration

1/13/11 11/4/10 - 1/11/11 Nov. - Dec. 1/1/11 $32.62 $33.78 No Proration

1/14/10 11/5/09 - 1/11/10 Nov. - Dec. 1/1/10 $30.52 $32.62 No Proration

7/13/09 5/7/09 - 7/9/09 May - Jun. 6/1/09 $30.14 $30.52 No Proration

1/14/09 11/3/08 - 1/9/09 Nov. - Dec. 1/1/09 $28.71 $30.14 No Proration

1/14/08 11/1/07 - 1/10/08 Nov. - Dec. 1/1/08 $26.36 $28.04 No Proration

5/10/07 3/9/07 - 5/4/07 Mar. - Apr. 4/12/07 $25.90 $26.36 No Proration



“the deposit is ultimately returned to the customer, within 12 months of payments in good 
standing or when the customer discontinues service.” 

➢ I have not found these statements to be true.  The attached opening bills do not show a 
deposit at all.  I believe that an investigation on this point should be straight-forward.  
Does SJWC have a liability account which tracks customer deposits and subsequent 
refunds? 

I am finding the process of reimbursement painstakingly difficult.  With every letter that I write, 
John Tang responds with obfuscating explanations that contradict themselves.  If SJWC were 
concerned with public relations, the company would have reimbursed its customers and 
considered it a cost of honest business practices.  Instead, SJWC is spending its time trying to 
convince the CPUC and its customers that the company did little to nothing wrong. 

Again, I am formally requesting that the CPUC begin a thorough investigation and conduct a 
formal audit on SJW Group and all of its subsidiaries.  Overcharging customers, excessive rate 
increases, record earnings during a drought year, and contradictions and inconsistencies in 
SJWC’s billing practice explanations warrant a thorough investigation.  This investigation should 
not be limited to an “informal internal investigation”.  There is enough information presented to 
warrant a full forensic audit.  The CPUC has the obligation to protect the ratepayer.  It is long 
overdue for the CPUC to return to its mission statement and align itself with the taxpayer/
ratepayer and not with the utilities and the shareholders.  Your concern should not be with the 
possibility of a strained relationship with SJWC, but with serving the public interest. 

Thank you for understanding the seriousness of these issues and taking prompt and immediate 
action.  We look forward to working with you in the future to establish reasonable and 
sustainable rates from a more transparent San Jose Water Company. 

Sincerely,  

Rita Benton 
WRATES 
Water Rate Advocates for Transparency, Equity and Sustainability 


