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MEMORANDUM 1 

The Public Advocates Office at the California Public Utilities Commission (Cal 2 

Advocates) examined application material, data request responses, and other information 3 

presented by California Water Service Company (CWS or Cal Water) in Application (A.) 4 

24-07-003 to provide the California Public Utilities Commission (Commission or CPUC) 5 

with recommendations in the interests of ratepayers for safe and reliable service at the 6 

lowest cost.  Edward Scher is Cal Advocates’ project lead for this proceeding.  Syreeta 7 

Gibbs is the oversight supervisor, and Emily Fisher and Megan Delaporta are legal 8 

counsel. 9 

Although every effort was made to comprehensively review, analyze, and provide 10 

the Commission with recommendations on each ratemaking and policy aspect presented 11 

in the Application, the absence from Cal Advocates’ testimony of any particular issue 12 

connotes neither agreement nor disagreement of the underlying request, methodology, or 13 

policy position related to that issue. 14 
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CHAPTER 1 PLANT FOR BAKERSFIELD 1 

I. INTRODUCTION  2 
This chapter presents the analysis and recommendations regarding CWS’s 3 

proposed capital projects for its Bakersfield (BK) district. 4 

II. SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS  5 
The Commission should reduce the utility’s proposed 2024 GRC capital budget 6 

for the Bakersfield district by $13,976,248, excluding common plant projects.  Cal 7 

Advocates’ total recommended reduction for the Bakersfield district includes: 8 

• A $687,876 reduction to the utility’s proposed capital budget for 9 
studies. 10 

• A $1,096,359 reduction to the utility’s proposed capital budget for 11 
projects dependent on studies not completed. 12 

• A $7,800,000 reduction to the utility’s proposed capital budget for 13 
cancelled projects. 14 

• A $3,500,000 reduction to the utility’s proposed capital budget for land 15 
purchases. 16 

• A $892,013 reduction to the utility’s proposed capital budget for 17 
vehicles for new positions. 18 

III. ANALYSIS  19 
A. Studies 20 
CWS requests ratepayer funding for the Low Zone Well Siting and Railroad Main 21 

Replacement studies, as listed in Table 1-1 below.   22 

  23 
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Table 1-1: Adjustments for Studies1 1 
Project Name Work 

Order 
Number 

Description CWS 
Proposed 
Funding 

Cal Advocates 
Recommended 

Adjustment  
BK Low Zone 

Well Siting Study 
133189 

 
Well siting study to select 
best property for new well 

$185,653 -$185,6523 

BK Railroad Main 
Replacement 

Study 
 

133190 
 

Investigate pipeline 
condition and create 

preliminary designs for 
replacement 

$502,223 
 

-$502,223 
 

Total   $687,876 -$687,876 
 2 

Ratepayers should not pay for these studies in this GRC cycle because it is 3 

unknown whether the studies will result in a completed project that is necessary and used 4 

and useful.  CWS can exercise its management discretion and proceed with these studies. 5 

If these studies lead to a completed and used and useful project that benefits ratepayers, 6 

the utility can seek recovery of prudently incurred costs for the completed project, 7 

including the cost of the studies, in a future GRC.  If funding for these studies is 8 

authorized to be included in rate base in this GRC cycle, CWS will collect profit from 9 

these studies even if the studies do not result in projects that benefit ratepayers.   10 

Further, the project associated with the utility’s funding request for the BK Well 11 

Replacement Program (WO# 133838) is BK Low Zone Well Siting Study.2  The BK 12 

Well Replacement Program is not part of the revenue requirement for this application and 13 

therefore the BK Well Replacement Program spans multiple GRC cycles.  “CWS will 14 

start [the BK Well Replacement Program] in this GRC period, and add it to the revenue 15 

requirement of the GRC in which the project will be completed.”3  Therefore, the 16 

associated BK Low Zone Well Siting Study will not benefit ratepayers in this GRC 17 

period.   18 

 
1 Attachment 1-1, CWS Workpaper CH07_RB_FDR_Proposed Capital Budget, sheet “IN_2024 GRC 
ACB.” 
2 Attachment 1-2, CWS response to Cal Advocates DR CHA-010 (Capital Projects_Rate Base) (CWS 
Response to DR CHA-010), question 1a. 
3 Bakersfield District Capital Project Justification Book 2024 GRC at BK PJ 36. 
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In the 2021 CWS GRC decision, the Commission discussed how CWS was 1 

projected to complete a study in 2023.  The Commission ruled that “until the Water 2 

Supply Reliability Study can be entered into the record, it is premature to determine 3 

whether a new well is needed.  If the project is found to be needed by that study, Cal 4 

Water should resubmit this request in its next GRC.”4 Based on the Commission’s 5 

decision from the last CWS GRC, a study must be completed before the company decides 6 

whether a project is needed based on the result of that study.  Only when it is determined 7 

that a project is needed should CWS request funding for the project.  The Commission 8 

should reduce CWS’s proposed budget by $687,876 for the removal of the costs of these 9 

studies as shown in Table 1-1 above. 10 

B. Projects Dependent on Incomplete Studies 11 
CWS proposes ratepayer funding to purchase two properties for wells in the 12 

Bakersfield district without adequate justification, as listed in Table 1-2 below.   13 

Table 1-2: Adjustments for Projects Dependent on Incomplete Studies5 14 
Project Name Work Order 

Number 
Description CWS Proposed 

Funding 
Cal Advocates 
Recommended 

Adjustment  
BK NG 
Property 
Purchase 

133194 Purchase land to 
construct a new well 

$551,276 -$551,276 

BK NG 
Property 

Purchase #2 

133192 
 

Land for new well    $545,083 
 

-$545,083 
 

Total   $1,096,359 -$1,096,359 
 15 

The first proposed land purchase for well construction, Bakersfield North Garden 16 

(BK NG) Property Purchase, is based on a well siting study (WO# 103497) from 2016.  17 

CWS initially planned to propose an updated study in this GRC “to aid with identifying 18 

 
4 Decision (D.)24-03-042 at 61. 
5 Attachment 1-1, CWS Workpaper CH07_RB_FDR_Proposed Capital Budget, sheet “IN_2024 GRC 
ACB.” 
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an appropriate property to purchase.”6  However, CWS states that “the BKNG Well 1 

Siting Study was inadvertently omitted from the 2024 GRC filing” and “the study will be 2 

updated with the BKNG property purchase project.”7  The updated study has not been 3 

proposed in this GRC, yet CWS still proposes to include the property purchase before the 4 

well study is complete.8,9  CWS also states that it is “amenable to updating the BKNG 5 

Property Purchase project to include the well siting study, performing the well siting 6 

study under the project that was initiated but not included in the filing, or entertaining any 7 

other option Cal Advocates would like to pursue involving completion of the well siting 8 

study in this rate case.”10  The BK NG Well Siting Study is incomplete and “will be 9 

finalized by the end of the 2025 planning year”, and therefore CWS cannot yet determine 10 

whether the project is necessary.11  11 

The second project, BK NG Property Purchase #2, is a proposed land purchase 12 

based on the BK Low Zone Well Siting Study.12   However, this well siting study to 13 

determine if the property should be purchased will begin in 2025.13,14  It is impossible to 14 

know at this time if CWS requires Property Purchase #2 because the outcome of the 15 

study is undetermined. 16 

 
6 Attachment 1-2, CWS response to Cal Advocates DR CHA-010 (Capital Projects_Rate Base) (CWS 
Response to DR CHA-010), question 6. 
7 Attachment 1-2, Response 6. 
8 Attachment 1-2, Response 6. 
9 Attachment 1-3, CWS response to Cal Advocates DR CHA-014 (Capital Projects_Rate Base) (CWS 
Response to DR CHA-014), question 9. 
10 Attachment 1-4, CWS response to Cal Advocates DR CHA-012 (Capital Projects_Rate Base) (CWS 
Response to DR CHA-012), question 2. 
11 Attachment 1-3, Response 9. 
12 Attachment 1-5, CWS response to Cal Advocates DR CHA-001 (Design Study and Non-specific Cost) 
(CWS Response to DR CHA-001), question 1I. 
13 Attachment 1-1, CWS Workpaper CH07_RB_FDR_Proposed Capital Budget, sheet “IN_2024 GRC 
ACB.”  
14 Attachment 1-6, CWS response to Cal Advocates DR CHA-007 (All Plant Projects) (CWS Response to 
DR CHA-007), question 1a. 
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It is unreasonable for ratepayers to pay for a land purchase before CWS has 1 

determined whether the land purchase is necessary.15  Ratepayers should pay only for 2 

projects that are necessary, completed, and used and useful in this GRC cycle.  The 3 

Commission should reduce CWS’s proposed budget by $1,096,359 for removal of the 4 

BK NG Property Purchase costs, as shown in Table 1-2 above. 5 

C. Land Purchase  6 
CWS also seeks ratepayer funding to relocate the Bakersfield district office and 7 

states that “construction will be submitted in the next GRC cycle once the design, based 8 

on the selected site, is completed….”, as listed in table 1-3 below.16   9 

Table 1-3: Adjustment for Land Purchase17 10 
Project Name Work Order 

Number 
Description CWS Proposed 

Funding 
Cal Advocates 
Recommended 

Adjustment  
BK Property 

Purchase (Office) 133199 Relocate district 
office $3,500,000 -$3,500,000 

Total   $3,500,000 -$3,500,000 
 11 

This project spans multiple GRC cycles and is projected to be completed in the 12 

2027 GRC.18  It is unreasonable for ratepayers to pay for the property purchase in this 13 

GRC, because the land itself is not beneficial to ratepayers unless and until it contains a 14 

project that provides service to customers.  CWS can exercise its management discretion 15 

and proceed with the project.  The utility can then seek cost recovery of prudently 16 

incurred costs in a future GRC cycle when the project is complete and demonstrated to be 17 

used and useful.  Additionally, in the 2021 CWS GRC decision, the Commission ruled 18 

that, “it would be unreasonable to require current ratepayers to bear costs for projects 19 

 
15 D.24-03-042 at 61. 
16 Bakersfield District Capital Project Justification Book 2024 GRC at BK PJ – 71. 
17 Attachment 1-1, CWS Workpaper CH07_RB_FDR_Proposed Capital Budget, sheet “IN_2024 GRC 
ACB.” 
18 Attachment 1-7, CWS response to Cal Advocates DR CHA-002 (Bakersfield – Capital Projects) (CWS 
Response to DR CHA-002), question 1h. 
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which currently provide no current benefit and are not expected to provide benefits 1 

during the current GRC cycle.”19  Therefore, the Commission should remove the land 2 

purchase cost and reduce CWS’s proposed budget by $3.5 million, as shown in Table 1-3 3 

above. 4 

D. Cancelled Projects    5 
CWS proposes ratepayer funding for the Bakersfield Onsite Solar project, as listed 6 

in Table 1-4 below.   7 

Table 1-4: Adjustments for Cancelled Projects20,21,22 8 

Project 
Name 

Work 
Order 

Number 

Description CWS 
Proposed 
Funding 

Cal Advocates 
Recommended 

Adjustment  
Bakersfield 
Onsite Solar 

133577 
 

Cancelled installation of a CWS-
owned onsite solar photovoltaic 
energy generation facility at the 
Bakersfield Northeast treatment 

plant  

$7,800,000 $7,800,000 

Total   $7,800,000 -$7,800,000 
 9 

CWS indicates that the purpose of the project is to improve energy resilience and 10 

reduce energy costs for customers by allowing CWS to generate its own electricity 11 

instead of purchasing it from utilities.23  This project was cancelled because CWS instead 12 

decided to obtain a power purchase agreement with a solar developer.24  13 

Ratepayers should not pay for a cancelled project that yields no benefit to them.  14 

Therefore, the Commission should reduce CWS’s proposed capital budget by $7.8 15 

million for removal of the cancelled Bakersfield Onsite Solar project costs as indicated in 16 

Table 1-4 above.  17 

 
19 D.24-03-042 at 30. 
20 Attachment 1-1, CWS Workpaper CH07_RB_FDR_Proposed Capital Budget, sheet “IN_2024 GRC 
ACB.” 
21 Bakersfield District Capital Project Justification Book 2024 at BK PJ – 100. 
22 Attachment 1-7, Response 2. 
23 Bakersfield District Capital Project Justification Book 2024 at BK PJ – 99 and BK PJ - 100. 
24 Attachment 1-6, Response 3a. 
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E. Vehicles for New Positions 1 
CWS proposes ratepayer funding for the BK – Vehicle for New Complements 2 

project, as listed in Table 1-5 below.   3 

Table 1-5: Adjustments for Vehicles for New Positions25 4 

Project Name Work Order 
Number 

Description CWS Proposed 
Funding 

Cal Advocates 
Recommended 

Adjustment  
BK – Vehicle for 

New Complements 
134719 New vehicles for 

proposed new 
positions   

$892,013 -$892,013 

Total   $892,013 -$892,013 
 5 

CWS’s proposed funding for new positions is not justified.   The Commission 6 

should reduce CWS’s proposed budget by $892,013 for the new vehicle costs related to 7 

the proposed new positions, as listed in Table 1-5 above.  Please refer to Roy Keowen’s 8 

testimony for more information.26 9 

IV. CONCLUSION  10 
The Commission should reduce the utility’s proposed capital project budget for 11 

the Bakerfield district by $13,976,248, excluding common plant projects.  It is 12 

unreasonable for ratepayers to pay for projects that will not be necessary or used and 13 

useful in this GRC cycle.   14 

  15 

 
25 Attachment 1-1, CWS Workpaper CH07_RB_FDR_Proposed Capital Budget, sheet “IN_2024 GRC 
ACB.” 
26 See Report on California Water Service Company’s Administrative and General Expenses Testimony 
of witness Roy Keowen. 
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LIST OF ATTACHMENTS FOR CHAPTER 1 1 

 Attachment # Description 

1 Attachment 1-1 CWS Workpaper CH07_RB_FDR_Proposed Capital 
Budget, sheet “IN_2024 GRC ACB 

2 Attachment 1-2 CWS Response to Cal Advocates DR CHA-010 
(Capital Projects Rate Base), questions 1a, 6, and 7. 

3 Attachment 1-3 CWS Response to Cal Advocates DR CHA-014 
(Capital Projects Rate Base), question 9. 

4 Attachment 1-4 CWS Response to Cal Advocates DR CHA-012 
(Capital Projects Rate Base), question 2 

5 Attachment 1-5 CWS Response to Cal Advocates DR CHA-001 
(Design Study and Non-specific Cost), question 1I. 

6 Attachment 1-6 CWS Response to Cal Advocates DR CHA-007 (All 
Plant Projects), questions 1a and 3a 

7 Attachment 1-7 CWS Response to Cal Advocates DR CHA-002 
(Bakersfield – Capital Projects), questions 1h and 2 

 2 
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CHAPTER 2 PLANT FOR KERN RIVER VALLEY 1 

I. INTRODUCTION  2 
This chapter presents the analysis and recommendations regarding CWS’s 3 

proposed capital projects for its Kern River Valley district. 4 

II. SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS  5 
The Commission should reduce the utility’s proposed 2024 GRC capital budget 6 

for the Kern River Valley district by $580,838, excluding common plant projects.  Cal 7 

Advocates’ total recommended reduction for the Kern River Valley district includes: 8 

• A $580,839 reduction to the proposed capital budget for studies. 9 

III. ANALYSIS  10 
A. Studies     11 
CWS seeks ratepayer funding for the Split Mountain (SMTN) 001 Well 12 

Improvement and Southlake (SOLA) Well Siting studies, as listed in Table 2-1 below.   13 

Table 2-1: Adjustment for Studies27 14 

Project Name Work Order 
Number 

Description CWS Proposed 
Funding 

Cal Advocates 
Recommended 

Adjustment  
SMTN 001 Well 

Improvement Study 
133474 

 
Analyze and rehab 

existing well 
$345,747 

 
$345,747 

 

SOLA Well Siting 
Study 

133476 
 

Determine location 
of new well 

$235,092 
 

$235,092 
 

Total   $580,839 -$580,839 
 15 

Ratepayers should not pay for these studies in this GRC cycle because it is 16 

unknown whether the studies will result in a completed project that is necessary and used 17 

and useful.  CWS can exercise its management discretion and proceed with these studies. 18 

If these studies lead to a completed and used and useful project that benefits ratepayers, 19 

the utility can seek recovery of prudently incurred costs for the completed project, 20 

 
27Attachment 2-1, CWS Workpaper CH07_RB_FDR_Proposed Capital Budget, sheet “IN_2024 GRC 
ACB.” 
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including the cost of the studies, in a future GRC.  If funding for these studies is 1 

authorized to be included in rate base in this GRC cycle, CWS will collect profit from 2 

these studies even if the studies do not result in projects that benefit ratepayers.   3 

In the 2021 CWS GRC decision, the Commission discussed how CWS was 4 

projected to complete a study in 2023.  The Commission ruled that “until the Water 5 

Supply Reliability Study can be entered into the record, it is premature to determine 6 

whether a new well is needed.  If the project is found to be needed by that study, Cal 7 

Water should resubmit this request in its next GRC.”28  Based on the Commission’s 8 

decision from the last CWS GRC, a study must be completed before the company decides 9 

whether a project is needed based on the result of that study.  Only when it is determined 10 

that a project is needed should CWS request funding for the project.  Therefore, the 11 

Commission should remove the cost of these studies in this GRC cycle and reduce 12 

CWS’s proposed budget by $580,839, as listed in Table 2-1 above. 13 

IV. CONCLUSION  14 
The Commission should reduce the utility’s proposed capital project budget for 15 

the Kern River Valley District by $580,838, excluding common plant projects.  16 

Ratepayers should not fund these studies because it is uncertain if the studies will result 17 

in completed projects that are used and useful and beneficial to ratepayers.  Moreover, it 18 

is unreasonable for CWS to collect profit from these studies in this GRC cycle.   19 

  20 

 
28 Decision 24-03-042 at 61. 
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LIST OF ATTACHMENTS FOR CHAPTER 2 1 

 Attachment # Description 

1 Attachment 2-1 CWS Workpaper CH07_RB_FDR_Proposed Capital 
Budget, sheet “IN_2024 GRC ACB”. 

 2 
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CHAPTER 3 PLANT FOR KING CITY   1 

I. INTRODUCTION  2 
This chapter presents the analysis and recommendations regarding CWS’ 3 

proposed capital projects for its King City (KC) district. 4 

II. SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS  5 
The Commission should reduce CWS’s proposed 2024 GRC capital budget for the 6 

King City district by $1,244,068, excluding common plant projects.  Cal Advocates’ 7 

recommendation includes the following reduction for the King City district includes: 8 

• A $1,244,068 reduction to the proposed capital budget for new generator 9 

projects. 10 

III. ANALYSIS  11 
A. New Generators 12 
CWS seeks ratepayer funding for the new generator projects listed in Table 3-1 13 

below. 14 

Table 3-1: Adjustments for New Generators29 15 

Project Name Work Order 
Number 

Description CWS Proposed 
Funding 

Cal Advocates 
Recommended 

Adjustment  
KC 012 New 

Generator 
133092 Install permanent 

generator  
$671,323 -$671,323 

KC Office 
Generator 

133091 
 

Install permanent 
generator  

$572,745 -$572,745 

Total   $1,244,0678 -$1,244,068 
   16 

Cal Advocates recommends a $1,244,068 reduction for the removal of the new 17 

generator costs because the majority of CWS’ service areas have a low chance of 18 

experiencing a Public Safety Power Shutoff.  It is more reasonable and cost-effective for 19 

CWS to utilize and share mobile generators rather than to request new permanent 20 

 
29Attachment 3-1, CWS Workpaper CH07_RB_FDR_Proposed Capital Budget, sheet “IN_2024 GRC 
ACB.” 
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generators at each site.   Please refer to recommendations in Cal Advocates’ Common 1 

Plant Issues Report for more information.30   2 

IV. CONCLUSION  3 
The Commission should reduce the utility’s proposed capital project budget for 4 

the King City district by $1,244,068, excluding common plant projects.  It is 5 

unreasonable for ratepayers to pay for projects that will be unnecessary in this GRC 6 

cycle.   7 

8 

 
30 See Report on Common Plant of witness Katherine Nguyen. 
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LIST OF ATTACHMENTS FOR CHAPTER 3 1 
 Attachment # Description 

1 Attachment 3-1 CWS Workpaper CH07_RB_FDR_Proposed Capital 
Budget, sheet “IN_2024 GRC ACB”. 

 2 

 3 
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CHAPTER 4 PLANT FOR SALINAS  1 

I. INTRODUCTION  2 
This chapter presents the analysis and recommendations regarding CWS’ 3 

proposed capital projects for its Salinas (SLN) district. 4 

II. SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS  5 
The Commission should reduce CWS’s proposed 2024 GRC capital budget for the 6 

Salinas district by $9,273,053, excluding common plant projects.  Cal Advocates’ total 7 

recommended reduction for the Salinas district includes: 8 

• A $1,567,277 reduction to the utility’s proposed capital budget for 9 
studies and facilities master plans. 10 

• A $5,499,650 reduction to the utility’s proposed capital budget for 11 
projects dependent on incomplete studies. 12 

• A $791,998 reduction to the utility’s proposed capital budget for land 13 
purchases. 14 

• A $1,414,128 reduction to the utility’s proposed capital budget for new 15 
generator projects. 16 

III. ANALYSIS  17 
A. Studies/Facilities Master Plans 18 
CWS requests ratepayer funding in this GRC cycle for Pipe Design 180 to 400 19 

Zones, Water Supply and Facilities Master Plan (WSFMP), and SLN Well Siting Study, 20 

as listed in Table 4-1 below.  21 

  22 
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Table 4-1: Adjustments for Studies31 1 
Project Name Work 

Order 
Number 

Description CWS 
Proposed 
Funding 

Cal Advocates 
Recommended 

Adjustment  
SLN Pipe 

Design 180 to 
400 Zones 

133230 
 

Identify pipelines to 
address seawater 

intrusion  

$1,110,599 -$1,110,599 

SLN WSFMP 
Update 

133229 
 

Prepare water supply 
and facilities master 

plan 

$292,539 
 

-$292,539 
 

SLN Well 
Siting Study 

133228 
 

Well siting study to 
select property for new 

well 

$164,138 
 

-$164,138 
 

Total   $1,567,276 -$1,567,276 
 2 

Ratepayers should not pay for the master plan and studies in this GRC cycle 3 

because it is unknown whether the studies will result in a completed project that is 4 

necessary and used and useful.  CWS can exercise its management discretion and proceed 5 

with these studies.  If these studies lead to a completed and used and useful project that 6 

benefits ratepayers, the utility can seek recovery of prudently incurred costs for the 7 

completed project, including the cost of the studies, in a future GRC.  If funding for these 8 

studies is authorized to be included in rate base in this GRC cycle, CWS will collect 9 

profit from these studies even if the studies do not result in projects that benefit 10 

ratepayers.   11 

In the 2021 CWS GRC decision, the Commission discussed how CWS was 12 

projected to complete a study in 2023.  The Commission ruled that “until the Water 13 

Supply Reliability Study can be entered into the record, it is premature to determine 14 

whether a new well is needed.  If the project is found to be needed by that study, Cal 15 

Water should resubmit this request in its next GRC.”32  Based on the Commission’s 16 

decision from the last CWS GRC, a study must be completed before the company decides 17 

whether a project is needed based on the result of that study.  Only when it is determined 18 

 
31 Attachment 4-1, CWS Workpaper CH07_RB_FDR_Proposed Capital Budget, sheet “IN_2024 GRC 
ACB.” 
32 Decision (D.)24-03-042 at 61. 
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that a project is needed should CWS request funding for the project.  Therefore, the 1 

Commission should remove the cost of these studies and reduce the utility’s proposed 2 

budget by $1,567,277, as listed in Table 4-1 above. 3 

B. Projects Dependent on Incomplete Studies 4 
CWS proposes funding for New Well Station 155 Zone, as listed in Table 4-2 5 

below, without adequate justification.   6 

Table 4-2: Adjustments for Projects Dependent on Incomplete Studies33 7 
Project Name Work Order 

Number 
Description CWS Proposed 

Funding 
Cal Advocates 
Recommended 

Adjustment  
SLN New Well 

Station 155 Zone 
133233 Construct a new 

well in Salinas  
$5,499,650 -$5,499,650 

Total   $5,499,650 -$5,499,650 
 8 

The project is based on the SLN Well Siting Study (WO# 133228) and its purpose 9 

is to construct one new well, as listed in Table 4-1.34,35  However, the SLN Well Siting 10 

Study to determine the location for the new well is scheduled to begin in 2025.36,37  11 

Therefore, it is premature and inappropriate for CWS to receive ratepayer funding for 12 

New Well Station 155 Zone because the results of the study are undetermined.  13 

Ratepayers should not fund a new well property before the utility completes the 14 

study to determine whether the well property is necessary.38  If the study determines that 15 

a project is needed CWS should be able to receive ratepayer funding for the project only 16 

 
33 Attachment 4-1, CWS Workpaper CH07_RB_FDR_Proposed Capital Budget, sheet “IN_2024 GRC 
ACB.” 
34 Attachment 4-2, CWS response to Cal Advocates DR CHA-010 (Capital Projects_Rate Base) (CWS 
Response to DR CHA-010), question 2a. 
35 Attachment 4-3, CWS response to Cal Advocates DR CHA-001 (Design_Study and Non-specific Cost) 
(CWS Response to DR CHA-001), question 1V. 
36 Attachment 4-1, CWS Workpaper CH07_RB_FDR_Proposed Capital Budget, sheet “IN_2024 GRC 
ACB.” 
37 Attachment 4-4, CWS response to Cal Advocates DR CHA-007 (All Plant Projects) (CWS Response to 
DR CHA-007), question 1b. 
38 D.24-03-042 at 61. 
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after it’s been determined that the project is needed.  The Commission should reduce 1 

CWS’s proposed budget by $5,499,650 for removal of project costs, as listed in Table 4-2 2 

above, because the project is dependent on an incomplete study. 3 

C. Land Purchases  4 
CWS proposes funding for Salinas Hills (SLNH) Property Purchase to build one 5 

new well, as listed in Table 4-3 below.39     6 

Table 4-3: Adjustment for Land Purchase40 7 
Project Name Work Order 

Number 
Description CWS Proposed 

Funding 
Cal Advocates 
Recommended 

Adjustment  
SLNH Property 

Purchase 
133235 Purchase property 

to construct a new 
well 

$791,998 -$791,998 

Total   $791,998 -$791,998 
 8 

CWS proposes ratepayer funding to purchase the property for SLNH New Well 9 

Station #3 (WO# 133234).41  However, CWS states that New Well Station #3 is “not part 10 

of the revenue requirements in this application.  CWS will start this project in this GRC 11 

period and add [it] to the revenue requirement of the GRC in which the project will be 12 

completed.”42 13 

It is unreasonable for ratepayers to pay for the property purchase in this GRC, 14 

because the land itself is not beneficial to ratepayers unless and until it contains a project 15 

that provides service to customers.  CWS can exercise its management discretion and 16 

proceed with the project.  The utility can then seek cost recovery of prudently incurred 17 

costs in a future GRC cycle when the project is complete and demonstrated to be used 18 

 
39 Attachment 4-2, Response 4a. 
40 Attachment 4-1, CWS Workpaper CH07_RB_FDR_Proposed Capital Budget, sheet “IN_2024 GRC 
ACB.” 
41 Attachment 4-5, CWS Response to Cal Advocates DR CHA-004 (Salinas, Selma, and Visalia – Capital 
Projects) (CWS Response to DR CHA-004), question 9a. 
42 Salinas Valley Region (Salinas and King City) District Capital Project Justification Book 2024 GRC at 
SVR PJ  9. 
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and useful.  Additionally, in the 2021 CWS GRC decision, the Commission ruled that, “it 1 

would be unreasonable to require current ratepayers to bear costs for projects which 2 

currently provide no current benefit and are not expected to provide benefits during the 3 

current GRC cycle.”43  Therefore, the Commission should reduce CWS’s proposed 4 

capital budget by $791,998 for removal of the land purchase costs, as listed in Table 4-3 5 

above. 6 

D. New Generator Projects 7 
CWS proposes funding for the new generator projects listed in Table 4-4 below.   8 

Table 4-4: Adjustment for New Generators44 9 
Project Name Work Order 

Number 
Description CWS Proposed 

Funding 
Cal Advocates 
Recommended 

Adjustment  
SLN 203 New 

Generator 
133224 Install permanent 

generator  
$565,409 -$565,409 

SLN 057 New 
Generator 

133225 Install permanent 
generator 

$559,738 -$559,738 

SLN 072 New 
Generator 

133223 Install permanent 
generator  

$282,779 -$282,779 

SLN 072 New 
Generator 

133223 Install permanent 
generator  

$6,202 -$6,202 

Total   $1,414,128 -$1,414,128 
 10 

Cal Advocates recommends a $1,414,128 reduction for the removal of the new 11 

generator costs because the majority of CWS’ service areas have a low chance of 12 

experiencing a Public Safety Power Shutoff.  Therefore, it is more reasonable and cost-13 

effective for CWS to utilize and share mobile generators rather than to request permanent 14 

new generators.  Please refer to recommendations in Cal Advocates’ Common Plant 15 

Issues Report for more information.45   16 

 
43 D.24-03-042 at 30. 
44 Attachment 4-1, CWS Workpaper CH07_RB_FDR_Proposed Capital Budget, sheet “IN_2024 GRC 
ACB.”  
45 See Report on Common Plant of witness Katherine Nguyen. 
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IV. CONCLUSION  1 
The Commission should reduce CWS’s proposed capital project budget for the 2 

Salinas district by $9,273,053, excluding common plant projects.  It is unreasonable for 3 

ratepayers to pay for projects that will not be necessary or used and useful in this GRC 4 

cycle.  It is also unreasonable for CWS to collect profit on projects before the projects 5 

deliver any benefit to ratepayers.   6 

  7 
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LIST OF ATTACHMENTS FOR CHAPTER 4 1 
 Attachment # Description 

1 Attachment 4-1 CWS Workpaper CH07_RB_FDR_Proposed Capital 
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CHAPTER 5 SELMA PLANT  1 

I. INTRODUCTION  2 
This chapter presents the analysis and recommendations regarding CWS’ 3 

proposed capital projects for its Selma (SEL) district. 4 

II. SUMMARY OF SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS  5 
The Commission should reduce CWS’s proposed 2024 GRC capital budget for the 6 

Selma district by $352,894, excluding common plant projects.  Cal Advocates’ total 7 

recommended reduction for the Selma district includes: 8 

• A $352,894 reduction to the proposed capital budget for land purchases. 9 

III. ANALYSIS  10 
A. Land Purchases  11 
CWS proposes the SEL New Well 2 Land Purchase, as listed in Table 5-1 below.   12 

Table 5-1: Adjustment for Land Purchase46 13 
Project Name Work Order Number CWS Proposed 

Funding 
Cal Advocates 
Recommended 

Adjustment  
SEL New Well 2 Land 

Purchase 
133249 

 
$352,894 -$352,894  

Total  $352,894 -$352,894  
 14 

This is a land purchase to build one new well based on the findings of the Selma 15 

Well Siting Study (WO# 114854) completed in 2020.47  In this GRC, CWS requests 16 

funding only for the purchase of the property.  CWS will propose the well construction 17 

project for this property in the 2027 GRC, with an estimated completion date of 2030.48  18 

 
46 Attachment 5-1, CH07_RB_FDR_Proposed Capital Budget, sheet “IN_2024 GRC ACB.” 
47 Attachment 5-2, CWS response to Cal Advocates DR CHA-010 (Capital Projects_Rate Base) (CWS 
Response to DR CHA-010), question 3. 
48 Attachment 5-3, CWS response to Cal Advocates DR CHA-004 (Salinas, Selma, and Visalia – Capital 
Projects) (CWS Response to DR CHA-004), question 10a. 
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It is unreasonable for ratepayers to pay for the property purchase in this GRC, because 1 

the land itself is not beneficial to ratepayers unless and until it contains a project that 2 

provides service to customers.  CWS can exercise its management discretion and proceed 3 

with the project.  The utility can then seek cost recovery of prudently incurred costs in a 4 

future GRC cycle when the project is complete and demonstrated to be used and useful.  5 

Additionally, in the 2021 CWS GRC decision, the Commission ruled that, “it would be 6 

unreasonable to require current ratepayers to bear costs for projects which currently 7 

provide no current benefit and are not expected to provide benefits during the current 8 

GRC cycle.”49 Therefore, the Commission should reduce CWS’s proposed budget by 9 

$352,984 for removal of the land purchase cost, as shown above in Table 5-1. 10 

IV. CONCLUSION  11 
The Commission should CWS’s proposed capital project budget for the Selma 12 

district by $352,894, excluding common plant projects.  It is unreasonable for ratepayers 13 

to pay for projects that will not be necessary or used and useful in this GRC cycle. 14 

  15 

 
49 D.24-03-042 at 30. 
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1 Attachment 5-1 CWS Workpaper CH07_RB_FDR_Proposed Capital 
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CHAPTER 6 PLANT FOR VISALIA 1 

I. INTRODUCTION  2 
This chapter presents the analysis and recommendations regarding CWS’ 3 

proposed capital projects for its Visalia (VIS) district. 4 

II. SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS  5 
The Commission should reduce CWS’s proposed 2024 GRC capital budget for the 6 

Visalia district by $4,289,634, excluding common plant projects.  Cal Advocates’ total 7 

recommended reduction for the Visalia district includes: 8 

• A $351,632 reduction to the utility’s proposed capital budget for 9 
studies. 10 

• A $865,686 reduction to the utility’s proposed capital budget for land 11 
purchases. 12 

• A $503,393 reduction to the utility’s proposed capital budget for 13 
vehicles for new positions. 14 

• A $134,166 reduction to the utility’s proposed capital budget for 15 
cancelled projects. 16 

• A $1,754,958 reduction to the utility’s proposed capital budget for new 17 
generator projects. 18 

• A $679,000 reduction to the utility’s proposed capital budget for design 19 
only projects. 20 

III. ANALYSIS  21 
A. Studies 22 
CWS proposes funding for the Visalia (VIS) Well Siting Study and VIS Recharge 23 

Feasibility Study, as listed in Table 6-1 below.    24 
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Table 6-1: Adjustments for Studies50 1 

Project Name Work Order 
Number 

Description CWS Proposed 
Funding 

Cal Advocates 
Recommended 

Adjustment  
VIS Well Siting 

Study 
133146 Well siting study 

to select property 
for new well  

$165,350 -$165,350 

VIS Recharge 
Feasibility Study 

133147 Identify design 
and locations for 
recharge basins 

$186,282 -$186,282 

Total   $351,632 -$351,632 
 2 

Ratepayers should not pay for these studies in this GRC cycle because it is 3 

unknown whether the studies will result in a completed project that is necessary and used 4 

and useful.  CWS can exercise its management discretion and proceed with these studies. 5 

If these studies lead to a completed and used and useful project that benefits ratepayers, 6 

the utility can seek recovery of prudently incurred costs for the completed project, 7 

including the cost of the studies, in a future GRC.  If funding for these studies is 8 

authorized to be included in rate base in this GRC cycle, CWS will collect profit from 9 

these studies even if the studies do not result in projects that benefit ratepayers.   10 

In the 2021 CWS GRC decision, the Commission discussed how CWS was 11 

projected to complete a study in 2023.  The Commission ruled that “until the Water 12 

Supply Reliability Study can be entered into the record, it is premature to determine 13 

whether a new well is needed.  If the project is found to be needed by that study, Cal 14 

Water should resubmit this request in its next GRC.”51  Based on the Commission’s 15 

decision from the last CWS GRC, a study must be completed before the company decides 16 

whether a project is needed based on the result of that study.  Only when it is determined 17 

that a project is needed should CWS request funding for the project.  The Commission 18 

should reduce CWS’s proposed budget by $351,632 for the removal of the costs of the 19 

studies, as listed in Table 6-1 above. 20 

 
50 Attachment 6-1, CH07_RB_FDR_Proposed Capital Budget, sheet “IN_2024 GRC ACB.” 
51 Decision (D.)24-03-042 at 61. 
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B. Land Purchases  1 
CWS proposes VIS Property Purchase to build one new well as indicated in Table 2 

6-2, below.52   3 

Table 6-2: Adjustment for Land Purchase53 4 

Project Name Work Order 
Number 

Description CWS Proposed 
Funding 

Cal Advocates 
Recommended 

Adjustment  
VIS Property 

Purchase 
133149 Purchase property 

to construct new 
well and storage 

tank 

$865,686 -$865,686 

Total   $865,686 -$865,686 
 5 

CWS should only receive ratepayer funding for this property purchase in a future 6 

GRC if it leads to a used and useful project.54  It is not reasonable for ratepayers to fund 7 

the property purchase in the current GRC, because the land itself is not beneficial to 8 

ratepayers unless it is the location of a project that provides service.  The Commission 9 

should reduce CWS’s proposed budget by $865,686 for removal of the land purchase 10 

costs, as listed in Table 6-2 above. 11 

C. Vehicles for New Positions 12 
CWS proposes funding for the VIS – Vehicle for New Complements project, as 13 

listed in Table 6-3 below.     14 

Table 6-3: Adjustments for Vehicles for New Positions55 15 
Project Name Work Order 

Number 
Description CWS Proposed 

Funding 
Cal Advocates 
Recommended 

Adjustment  
VIS – Vehicle for 

New 
Complements 

134771 
 

New vehicles for 
proposed new 

positions   

$503,393 -$503,393 

Total   $503,393 -$503,393 
 

52 Attachment 6-2, CWS response to Cal Advocates DR CHA-010 (Capital Projects_Rate Base) (CWS 
Response to DR CHA-010), question 5a, 7 and 9.  
53 Attachment 6-1, CH07_RB_FDR_Proposed Capital Budget, sheet “IN_2024 GRC ACB.” 
54 D.24-03-042 at 30. 
55 Attachment 6-1, CH07_RB_FDR_Proposed Capital Budget, sheet “IN_2024 GRC ACB.” 
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CWS’s proposed funding for new positions is not justified.  The Commission 1 

should reduce CWS’s proposed budget by $503,393 for the cost of new vehicles related 2 

to the proposed new positions, as listed in Table 6-3 above.  Please refer to Roy 3 

Keowen’s testimony for more information.56   4 

D. Cancelled Projects 5 
CWS proposes funding for VIS 2025 Chevrolet 1500 Pickup and VIS 2025 Ford 6 

F350, as listed in Table 6-4 below.  These projects are cancelled, and the request for these 7 

additional vehicles was “submitted in error.”57  8 

Table 6-4: Adjustments for Cancelled Projects58,59,60 9 
Project 
Name 

Work 
Order 

Number 

Description Cancellation 
Reason 

CWS 
Proposed 
Funding 

Cal Advocates 
Recommended 

Adjustment  
VIS 2025 
Chevrolet 

1500 Pickup 

132456 An additional 
Chevrolet 1500  

Vehicle 
submitted in 

error  

$68,166 -$68,166 

VIS 2025 
Ford F350 

132458 An additional 
FORD 350  

Vehicle 
submitted in 

error  

$66,000 -$66,000 

Total    $134,166 -$134,166 
 10 

CWS states that it requested these vehicles in error, so it is cancelling the request 11 

for the cost of the vehicles.  Accordingly, the cost of the vehicles should be removed. 12 

CWS states that it, “will withdraw [the vehicles] from this rate case.”61  The Commission 13 

should reduce CWS’s proposed budget by $134,166 for removal of the cancelled project 14 

costs, as listed in Table 6-4 above. 15 

 
56 See Report on California Water Service Company’s Administrative and General Expenses Testimony 
of witness Roy Keowen. 
57 Attachment 6-2, Response 9. 
58 Attachment 6-1, CH07_RB_FDR_Proposed Capital Budget, sheet “IN_2024 GRC ACB.” 
59 Attachment 6-2, Response 9.   
60 Visalia District Capital Project Justification Book 2024 GRC at VIS 149. 
61 Attachment 6-2, Response 9.  
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E. New Generators 1 
CWS proposes funding for new generator projects, as listed in Table 6-4 below.   2 

Table 6-4: Adjustments for New Generators62 3 

Project Name Work Order 
Number 

Description CWS Proposed 
Funding 

Cal Advocates 
Recommended 

Adjustment  
VIS 048 New 

Generator 
133152 Install permanent 

generator  
$958,958 -$958,958 

VIS 080 New 
Generator 

133153 Install permanent 
generator  

$749,278 -$749,278 

VIS 048 New 
Generator 

133152 Install permanent 
generator  

$36,206 -$36,206 

VIS 080 New 
Generator 

133153 Install permanent 
generator  

$10,516 -$10,516 

Total   $1,754,958 -$1,754,958 
 4 

Cal Advocates recommends a $1,754,958 reduction for the removal of the new 5 

generator costs because the majority of CWS’ service areas have a low chance of 6 

experiencing a Public Safety Power Shutoff.  It is more reasonable and cost-effective for 7 

CWS to utilize and share mobile generators rather than to request permanent new 8 

generators.  Please refer to recommendations in Cal Advocates’ Common Plant Issues 9 

Report for more information.63   10 

F. Design Only Projects 11 
CWS proposes funding for the VIS Building Upgrades Design, as listed in Table 12 

6-5 below.   13 

  14 

 
62 Attachment 6-1, CWS Workpaper CH07_RB_FDR_Proposed Capital Budget, sheet “IN_2024 GRC 
ACB.” 
63 See Report on Common Plant of witness Katherine Nguyen. 
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Table 6-5: Adjustment for Design Only Project64,65 1 

Project Name Work Order 
Number 

Description CWS Proposed 
Funding 

Cal Advocates 
Recommended 

Adjustment  
VIS Building 

Upgrades Design 
133416 Developing a site 

plan to 
accommodate the 
district's growth 
and functionality 

needs  
 

$679,800 
 

-$679,800 
 

Total   $679,800 -$679,800 

 2 

Cal Advocates recommends a $679,800 reduction for the VIS Building Upgrades 3 

Design project.  It is unreasonable for ratepayers to pay for the design in this GRC, 4 

because the design itself is not beneficial to ratepayers unless and until it contains a 5 

project that provides service to customers.  CWS can exercise its management discretion 6 

and proceed with the project.  The utility can then seek cost recovery of prudently 7 

incurred costs in a future GRC cycle when the project is complete and demonstrated to be 8 

used and useful.  Additionally, in the 2021 CWS GRC decision, the Commission ruled 9 

that, “it would be unreasonable to require current ratepayers to bear costs for projects 10 

which currently provide no current benefit and are not expected to provide benefits 11 

during the current GRC cycle.”66  Therefore, the Commission should remove the design 12 

cost and reduce CWS’s proposed budget by $679,800, as shown in Table 6-5 above.  13 

Please refer to recommendations in Cal Advocates’ Common Plant Issues Report for 14 

more information.67   15 

 
64 Attachment 6-1, CWS Workpaper CH07_RB_FDR_Proposed Capital Budget, sheet “IN_2024 GRC 
ACB.” 
65 Visalia District Capital Project Justification Book 2024 GRC at VIS 150. 
66 D.24-03-042 at 30. 
67 See Report on Multiple Common Plant Issues by Justin Menda. 
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IV. CONCLUSION  1 
The Commission should reduce CWS’s proposed capital project budget for the 2 

Visalia District by $4,289,634, excluding common plant projects.  It is unreasonable for 3 

ratepayers to pay for projects that will not be necessary or used and useful in this GRC 4 

cycle.   5 

  6 



 

6-8 

LIST OF ATTACHMENTS FOR CHAPTER 6 1 
 Attachment # Description 
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CHAPTER 7 RATE BASE 1 

I. INTRODUCTION  2 
This chapter presents the analysis and recommendations for CWS’s rate base. 3 

Under rate-of-return regulation, CWS, like all of California’s investor-owned water 4 

companies, is authorized to include in customer rates a profit percentage on investments 5 

that are necessary to provide water service to customers.  This process involves 6 

establishing a budget for the utility (i.e., revenue requirement) comprised of operating 7 

expenses and the financing cost of necessary capital investments.  Operating expenses are 8 

costs that are associated with a business's daily operations, such as rent or payroll 9 

expenses, and capital costs are investments (such as purchases of vehicles or buildings), 10 

typically providing benefits for more than a year, which allow a company to expand the 11 

productivity of its business.  The revenue requirement yields a specific amount of net 12 

income, which is the product of rate base times an authorized rate of return.  Rate base is 13 

a term for the capital investment on which the utility is allowed to receive a return.  14 

Expressed as a percentage, the rate of return includes the authorized cost of debt and the 15 

authorized profit on shareholders’ equity. 16 

As a result of a memorandum issued in 1982 by the Commission’s Water 17 

Division, many water utilities are authorized to include Construction Work in Progress 18 

(CWIP) in rate base as a means to recover the capital financing costs of projects.68  19 

Because a utility’s CWIP balance reflects the cost of projects that are not yet complete 20 

and providing service, the inclusion of an estimated CWIP balance in rate base results in 21 

customers paying shareholder profit on assets that are not used and useful and  may never 22 

actually become used and useful.   23 

Because the time to complete water projects has increased beyond the typical 2.5  24 

to 8 months that was common in 1982--which timeline was the primary justification for 25 

allowing CWIP in rate base--the Commission has occasionally reverted to the more 26 

 
68 Attachment 7-1, 1982 CPUC Staff Memorandum, Policy for Including CWIP in Rate Base for Water 
Utilities at 2. 
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traditional form of recovering the financing cost of capital projects under construction by 1 

allowing these costs to be capitalized, added to rate base, and included in rates when 2 

projects are used and useful.69  3 

 Currently, CWS does not include its estimated CWIP balance in rate base.  4 

Rather, the utility receives an Allowance for Funds Used During Construction 5 

(AFUDC).70  The Commission’s authorized AFUDC is capitalized during construction 6 

for ratemaking purposes.71  The accumulated AFUDC amount is then recovered through 7 

rates, along with all other construction costs, when the assets are placed into service.  In 8 

this GRC, CWS proposes to continue to use its authorized rate of return (which includes a 9 

shareholder profit component) as the AFUDC rate.  10 

II. SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS  11 
Cal Advocates recommends: 12 

• A utility plant in service (UPIS) amount of $4,241,826,355 in 2024, 13 
$4,407,201,550 in 2025, $4,617,873,941 in 2026, and $4,865,795,111 14 
in 2027 for the Weighted Plant Balance by District Scenario and a 15 
UPIS amount of $4,245,389,693 in 2024, $4,406,966,164 in 2025, 16 
$4,617,375,539 in 2026, and $4,871,149,432 in 2027 for the Weighted 17 
Plant Balance by Master Scenario.  18 

• A reduction of $7,153 to contributions in aid of construction (CIAC).  19 
Cal Advocates also recommends that CIAC should be based on actual 20 
amounts, not estimates. 21 

• A reduction of $3,665,757 to the investment tax credit (ITC). 22 

• A reduction of $2,599,213 to rate base for fixed ground assets (wells, 23 
booster pumps, and storage tanks) that are not used and useful. 24 

• The Commission should not authorize an AFUDC rate as it carries the 25 
connotation of allowing profit to be recognized prior to a project 26 
becoming used and useful.  Rather, the Commission should authorize 27 
Interest During Construction (IDC) at CWS’s current cost of short-term 28 

 
69 In Decision (D.)96-07-036, the Commission allowed the traditional form of financing, Interest During 
Construction, for San Jose Water Company. 
70 1 - Testimony Book #1 – July at 117. 
71 In contrast to what is done for ratemaking purposes, financial reporting requires any profit contained in 

the AFUDC rate to be recognized as income and not capitalized. 
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debt for forecasting purposes.  At the time a project is complete and 1 
demonstrated to be reasonable, CWS should be authorized to include in 2 
rate base the actual interest costs used to finance the project during 3 
construction.  This recommendation is similar to what is permitted in a 4 
competitive business environment and replicates the required financial 5 
reporting of capitalized interest for investor-owned water utilities under 6 
U.S. accounting standards.72 The IDC rate should be 6.09%, which is 7 
the current cost of short-term debt.   8 

III. ANALYSIS  9 
A. Utility Plant in Service 10 
Table 7-1 below compares CWS’ proposed Utility Plant in Service (UPIS) 11 

amounts for all districts with Cal Advocates’ recommended UPIS balances based on its 12 

recommended adjustments. 73   13 

Table 7-1: Adjustments for Utility Plant in Service74,75,76 14 
Year CWS Proposed 

UPIS Amount   
(Weighted Plant 

Balance by 
District Scenario) 

Cal Advocates 
Recommended UPIS 
Amount (Weighted 
Plant Balance by 
District Scenario) 

CWS Proposed 
UPIS Amount   

(Weighted Plant 
Balance by 

Master Scenario) 

Cal Advocates 
Recommended UPIS 
Amount (Weighted 
Plant Balance by 
Master Scenario) 

2024 $4,357,191,454 $4,241,826,355 $4,361,506,486 $4,245,389,693 
2025 $4,783,118,451 $4,407,201,550 $4,784,081,775 $4,406,966,164 
2026 $5,276,455,812 $4,617,873,941 $5,277,521,944 $4,617,375,539 
2027 $5,852,248,070 $4,865,795,111 $5,860,519,762 $4,871,149,432 
Total $20,269,013,787 $18,132,696,957 $20,283,629,967 $18,140,880,828 

  15 

B. Contributions in Aid of Construction  16 
CWS proposes to adjust Contributions in Aid of Construction (CIAC) balances to 17 

offset estimates for grants it will receive, as listed in Table 7-2 below.   18 

 
72 Attachment 7-2, 18.3 Allowance for funds used during construction by PricewaterhouseCoopers.  
73 For analysis regarding the UPIS balances, please refer to Cal Advocates’ individual and common plant 
testimonies.  
74 Attachment 7-3, CWS Workpaper CH07_RO_RB_PLT, sheet “Wghtd PLT Bal WS-4.4.” 
75 Attachment 7-4, CWS response to Cal Advocates DR CHA-012 (Capital Projects_Rate Base) (CWS 
response to DR CHA-012), question 1. 
76 Attachment 7-5, Cal Advocates RO Model Run - CWS Workpaper CH07_RO_RB_PLT, sheet “Wghtd 
PLT Bal WS-4.4.” 
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Table 7-2: Adjustment for Contribution in Aid of Construction77,78 1 

District Work Order # of 
Project 

CWS Authorized 
Grant Funding 

CWS Final 
Project Cost 

Cal Advocates 
Recommended 

Adjustment  
Coast Springs 124862 $19,500 $12,347 -$7,153 

 2 

Once the grant-funded projects are completed, they are added into UPIS, and, 3 

according to CWS, “[g]rant funding offsets the plant balance up to the dollar amount 4 

awarded by the grantor.”79  Cal Advocates recommends that the CIAC balance be 5 

updated to reflect the final cost of the grant-funded project, if the grant amount is 6 

authorized.   7 

For the Coast Springs grant, CWS spent $7,153 less than the authorized grant 8 

amount.80,81  CWS states that the reimbursement for the project will be the final cost of 9 

the project, which is $12,347.82  Cal Advocates recommends that because the cost of the 10 

project is lower than the authorized amount, the Commission should allow the final cost 11 

of the project to be included in CIAC rather than in the authorized amount.  It would be 12 

unreasonable to allow CWS to collect profit from the excess funds that it never spent.  13 

Additionally, CWS acknowledges that it “includes the final cost of the grant funded 14 

projects in its plant balances, as adjusted by grants amounts recorded as CIAC 15 

 
77 Attachment 7-6, CWS Workpaper CH07_RO_RB_CIAC ADV, sheet “Fcst PLT Gross Balance WS-3.” 
78 Attachment 7-7, CWS response to Cal Advocates DR CHA-009 (Plant Projects_CIAC_Depreciation) 
(CWS Response to DR CHA-009), question 2b. 
79 Attachment 7-8, CWS response Cal Advocates DR CHA-011 (Capital Projects_Rate Base) (CWS 
Response to DR CHA-011), question 2c. 
80 Attachment 7-8, Response 2g, The Coast Springs grant was from the Department of Water Resources 
under the Small Community Drought Relief Grant program. 
81 Attachment 7-7, Response 2b, CWS states that it spent less than the grant amount because of the “lower 
cost for the purchase and installation of the filter as it was installed by Cal Water staff and not the 
vendor.”   
82 Attachment 7-8, Response 2f. 
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balances.”83  The Commission should reduce CWS’s proposed budget by $7,153 for 1 

CIAC, as listed in Table 7-2 above. 2 

C. Income Tax Credit  3 
For the Bakerfield district, CWS includes an ITC for the Bakersfield Onsite Solar 4 

project, as listed in Table 7-3 below.  5 

Table 7-3: Adjustment for Income Tax Credit84 6 
Project Name Work Order 

Number 
CWS Proposed 

ITC 
Cal Advocates Recommended ITC 

Adjustment  
Bakersfield Onsite 

Solar 
133577 

 
$3,665,757  

 
-$3,665,757 

Total  $3,665,757 -$3,665,757 
  7 

As discussed in Cal Advocates’ Bakerfield Plant testimony, the solar project is no 8 

longer required.85  Since the project will not be used and useful, the tax credits associated 9 

with the project should be removed from rate base.  10 

CWS should not collect profit on a project that is no longer needed, and ratepayers 11 

should not fund a project that will not provide them any service.  Additionally, CWS 12 

acknowledges that it “will adjust [its] Results of Operations Model (ROM) to exclude the 13 

solar plant and tax credits associated with this project from rate base….”86  The 14 

Commission should reduce CWS’s proposed budget by $3,665,757 to the ITC 15 

adjustment, as listed in Table 7-3 above. 16 

D. Not Used and Useful Assets 17 
CWS currently includes in rate base the inactive above ground (wells, booster 18 

pumps, and storage tanks) fixed assets for various districts, as listed in Table 7-4 below.   19 

 
83 Attachment 7-8, Response 2d. 
84 Attachment 7-9, CWS Workpaper CH07_RO_RB_OTH RB Items, sheet “IN_ITC Solar Credit Adj.” 
85 Plant for Bakersfield, Section D - Cancelled Projects. 
86 Attachment 7-10, CWS Response to Cal Advocates DR CHA-002 (Bakersfield - Capital Projects) 
(CWS Response to DR CHA-002), question 2a. 
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Table 7-4: Adjustments for Not Used and Useful Assets87,88,89 1 
District Asset 

Name 
Original 

Cost 
Current Net Book 

Value 
Cal Advocates Recommended 

Adjustment  
Various Booster $1,102,797 $630,739 -$630,739 
Various Tank $461,055 $123,435 -$123,435 
Various Well $3,713,262 $1,845,039 -$1,845,039 
Total  $5,277,114 $2,599,213 -$2,599,213 

 2 

Ratepayers should not fund any asset that will not provide service in this GRC.  3 

Furthermore, CWS customers have already been paying for some of these idle projects 4 

for almost a decade now.  For example, project VIS-W-096-01 (WO# 15946) was added 5 

to service in 2010 and was removed from service from 2015.  The original cost of the 6 

project was $510,288 and the current net book value (NBV) calculated by Cal Advocates 7 

is $415,035.90  This means that for almost 10 years, this project has been not used and 8 

useful and CWS has charged ratepayers for this project even though it has been sitting 9 

idle.  Despite this fact, in its Minimum Data Requirement Response Form, CWS 10 

inaccurately states that, “[t]here are no items included in rate base that are not ‘used and 11 

useful’ in the last five years and proposed test year.  Any items not ‘used and useful’ have 12 

been removed from rate base.” 
91  In fact, there are 194 assets that remained in rate base 13 

when CWS filed its MDR that have been removed from service in or before 2018, more 14 

than five years ago.  Of these assets, 145 have a positive current Net Book Value (NBV) 15 

 
87 Attachment 7-8, Response 1. 
88 Attachment 7-11, CWS Response to Cal Advocates DR CHA-013 (Rate Base) (CWS Response to DR 
CHA-013), questions 2, 3, and 4.  
89 Attachment 7-12, Cal Advocates analysis using data from Attachment 7-8, Response 1, Attachment 7-
11, Responses 2, 3 and 4, 5A- Metro Districts Depreciation Study at 24, 30, and 38, and 5B- Valley 
Districts Depreciation Study at 26, 32, and 41. 
90 Attachment 7-13, Cal Advocates analysis using data from Attachment 7-8, Response 1 and 5B- Valley 
Districts Depreciation Study at 26. 
91 CWS Minimum Data Requirements (MDR) Book, MDR II.D.7 at 25. 
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of $2,409,792.92,93,,94  Cal Advocates therefore recommends that the current NBV 1 

associated with these projects be removed from rate base because the inactivate projects 2 

will not be used and useful in this GRC cycle.  3 

To assist with its analysis of assets that are not used and useful, Cal Advocates 4 

issued discovery regarding assets that are currently included in rate base but are not in 5 

service.95  Cal Advocates determined the current net book value of the above-ground 6 

assets that CWS provided by using the current useful life for each district in which the 7 

asset was located.  Cal Advocates calculated the NBV by subtracting the cost of the asset 8 

from the current accumulated depreciation.  Cal Advocates also excluded from its 9 

analysis any assets that were fully depreciated or assets that CWS expects to restore by 10 

2027, because they are expected to be used and useful in this GRC cycle.96  11 

CWS should not collect profit on projects that are idle, and ratepayers should not 12 

fund projects that will not provide service in this GRC.  The Commission should reduce 13 

CWS’s proposed budget by $2,599,213 for the assets that are not used and useful, as 14 

listed in Table 7-4 above. 15 

E. Financing Construction Work in Progress 16 
1. A Substitute for Competition 17 

Because investor-owned water utilities are monopolies, the Commission must act 18 

as a substitute for competition.97  In a competitive environment, a business would 19 

generally be unable to collect profit on a capital investment that provides no service to 20 

customers.  For example, a hotel under construction could not recognize profit while it is 21 

 
92 Attachment 7-8, Response 1. 
93 Attachment 7-14, Cal Advocates analysis using data from Attachment 7-8, Response 1 and Attachment 
7-11, Response 2, 5A- Metro Districts Depreciation Study at 24, 30, and 38, and 5B- Valley Districts 
Depreciation Study at 26, 32, and 41. 
94 Calculation does not include assets where there was no data available for when the asset was removed 
from service. If CWS provided an estimated date, that date was used.  
95 Attachment 7-8, Response 1. 
96 Attachment 7-12. 
97 D.24-12-007 at 14. 
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under construction because it does not provide a service to customers.  Only after the 1 

hotel is open and guests begin to stay there is it possible to collect profit on the income 2 

from paying guests.  Similarly, it is unreasonable for ratepayers to pay utilities profit on 3 

assets under construction that do not provide any service.  Doing so results in unearned 4 

financial gain for water utilities and is an abuse of their monopoly position.  As a 5 

substitute for competition, the Commission must prevent utilities from charging 6 

ratepayers shareholder profit that would be unobtainable in a competitive market, where 7 

customers reasonably expect to receive something of value for their money.   8 

Both a utility operating under rate-of-return regulation and a business operating in 9 

a competitive environment have common types of costs when constructing assets, 10 

including construction and financing costs.  Construction costs can include direct and 11 

indirect costs.  Direct costs are costs necessary to complete construction.  Examples of 12 

direct costs include material costs, employees’ direct costs, and permits.  Indirect costs 13 

(or overhead costs) are costs that are not directly related to completing construction but 14 

are essential to operating the business.  Examples of indirect costs include equipment 15 

repairs, rent, allocated employee costs, and office supplies.   16 

To finance these costs, short-term or long-term debt, common or preferred stocks, 17 

or a combination of all may be used.  Generally, long-term debt is more expensive than 18 

short-term because the interest rate increases as the duration of time that the money is 19 

borrowed increases, due to greater risk to the lender.   Examples of long-term debt 20 

include bonds and loans.   21 

Short-term debt is generally defined as debt a company is expected to repay within 22 

a year.98  Contrary to this common definition, the Commission has allowed water 23 

utilities, including CWS, to designate loans with repayment periods of up to two years as 24 

short-term debt.99  Short-term debt also includes revolving credit.  Revolving credit is a 25 

line of credit that can be used to borrow money up to a specific limit.  Funds can be used 26 

 
98 https://www.investopedia.com/terms/s/shorttermdebt.asp 
99 D.24-08-011, Conclusion of Law (COL) 12 at 18. 
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as needed and interest is only accrued on the amount withdrawn.  Revolving credit differs 1 

from loans, which require the entire loan to be paid back with interest regardless of 2 

whether the loan’s full amount is used.  3 

Importantly, the lower cost of short-term debt is generally not considered in 4 

establishing CWS’s authorized rate of return.  Although lower cost short-term debt is 5 

acknowledged to be a source of funding capital projects.100,101  CWS’s current proposal 6 

to apply its authorized rate of return as AFUDC fails to account for this lower-cost source 7 

of funds.  CWS proposes to continue to charge ratepayers an AFUDC rate that includes 8 

shareholder profit on CWIP that has yet to produce a used and useful asset.  9 

2. The History of Recovering CWIP Financing 10 
The Commission has used different methods to compensate utilities for the 11 

financing costs of projects under construction.  The traditional method of financing 12 

projects under construction is Interest During Construction (IDC).  IDC allows the 13 

company to collect from ratepayers the actual interest cost of financing construction 14 

projects when a project is used and useful.  Similar to a competitive environment, where 15 

businesses are unable to profit unless assets are proving service, IDC does not result in 16 

customers paying shareholder profit on assets under construction.  Also similar to a 17 

competitive environment, capitalizing IDC and adding the total amount to rate base once 18 

a project is complete allows the utility to recover the financing costs of a project.102    19 

In 1969, the Federal Power Commission (FPC) discontinued the use of the term 20 

“Interest During Construction” in favor of an “Allowance for Funds Used During 21 

Construction” to recognize the inclusion of an equity (or profit) component in the 22 

calculation.103   Utilities were generally in support of the new terminology because unlike 23 

 
100 D.24-08-011, COL 14 at 18. 
101 Attachment 7-15, Annual Report Pursuant to Section 13 or 15(d) of the Securities and Exchange Act  

for the fiscal year ended December 31, 2023 at 49 and 75.  
102 In D.96-07-036, the Commission disallowed CWIP and allowed IDC for San Jose Water Company. 
103 Attachment 7-16, FPC Order No. 389 (October 9, 1969) as cited in U.S. Court of Appeals for the 
Second Circuit - 618 F.2d 198, 201-202 (2d Cir. 1980). 
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IDC, AFUDC carried the connotation of allowing profit to accumulate on CWIP even 1 

though no functioning asset had been produced—a situation that does not occur in a 2 

competitive environment.   3 

Despite the connotation of allowing for profit, AFUDC rates authorized by the 4 

Commission have not always contained a profit component.  In numerous decisions, the 5 

Commission has authorized AFUDC rates lower than the authorized rate of return.104  6 

However, in these situations it would have been more accurate to identify the “AFUDC 7 

rate” as the “IDC rate,” because the rate did not include a profit component.  Moreover, 8 

despite the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) formally adopting the term 9 

AFUDC in its Uniform System of Accounts (USOA) for energy utilities, no similar 10 

authoritative recognition has been provided for water utilities.105,106,107,108  In fact, the 11 

Commissions’ USOA for Class A water utilities retains the term IDC—without any 12 

mention of AFUDC.109 13 

The third and most controversial method of recovering CWIP financing charges is 14 

to include CWIP in rate base, which emerged in the late 1960s.110,111  As a result of 15 

nuclear projects taking up to 10 years to complete, FERC issued an order in 1976 which 16 

allowed inclusion of CWIP in rate base “primarily to help alleviate the current financing 17 

 
104 D.10-12-016, COL 57 at 202 (Set the initial AFUDC rate for California-American Water Company at 
4%) and D.14-11-002 at 13 (Set that “in no event shall cost recovery using a Tier 1 advice letter filing 
exceed the amount for a project...allowance for funds used during construction...at an annual rate of 
6.96%..." for Golden State Water Company for its Bear Valley Electric Service Division). 
105 FERC replaced the FPC in 1977. 
106 Attachment 7-17, A Public Power System’s Introduction to the Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission Uniform System of Accounts at 11. 
107 Prior to using the term AFUDC, IDC was used by FERC, Attachment 7-18, Revision to Accounting 
Release No. 5, Capitalization of Allowance for Funds Used During Construction at 1, n.2. 
108 FERC replaced the FPC in 1977. 
109 Attachment 7-19, CPUC Standard Practice U-38-W at A53. 
110 CWIP is the estimated value of all projects under construction, but it is also a methodology that can be 
used to finance projects under construction where CWIP is added to rate base prior to projects being used 
and useful. 
111 Attachment 7-20, Federal Register, Vol. 52, No. 123 at 23949. 
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problems being experienced by utility companies.”112,113   Before this order, CWIP would 1 

only be included in rate base under certain conditions, such as financial hardship that 2 

couldn’t be resolved without increasing rates, or  building fossil fuel and pollution control 3 

facilities.114  4 

Regulators also began allowing utilities to add CWIP in rate base in the 1970s to 5 

combat financial strain.115  Prior to this period, AFUDC often ended up being greater than 6 

net income.116  Because AFUDC represents costs the utility recovers in the future, 7 

regulators thought it was in the best interest of ratepayers to fund projects while they 8 

were being constructed as opposed to waiting until the project was put into service.117  By 9 

adding CWIP to rate base, utilities were able to immediately collect a return on a project 10 

instantly and concurrently as it was being constructed, improving the company’s cash 11 

flow. 12 

One problem with including CWIP in rate base is that projects are effectively 13 

added to rate base during construction, unlike AFUDC and IDC, where projects must first 14 

be completed before costs are added to rate base. With CWIP in rate base, utilities not 15 

only recognize profit on assets that are not built —they also recover that profit from 16 

ratepayers before the asset is built. When CWIP is included in rate base, utilities are not 17 

incentivized to complete project construction, because the utility has already included its 18 

full authorized rate of return on these costs in customer rates, regardless of whether the 19 

project is used and useful.  20 

 
112 Attachment 7-20 at 23949. 
113 Attachment 7-21, Construction Work in Progress in the Public Utility Rate Base: The Effect of 
Multiple Projects and Growth at 42. 
114 Attachment 7-20 at 23949. 
115 Attachment 7-22, Deloitte – Regulated Utilities Manual: A service for regulated utilities at 10-11. 
116 Attachment 7-22 at 10-11. 
117 Attachment 7-22 at 10-11. 



 

7-12 

3. CWS’s History of Financing CWIP 1 
Historically, CWS included CWIP in rate base until the 1990s, when the utility 2 

began to capitalize interest to “be consistent with the Internal Revenue Service 3 

requirement that interest associated with capital projects be capitalized and not 4 

expensed.”118  Before 2017, CWS was only allowed to capitalize interest on borrowed 5 

funds, as decided by the Commission.119  In 2017, the Commission authorized CWS to 6 

record AFUDC on construction finance costs.120   7 

CWS asserts that “the terms ‘allowance for funds used during construction’ 8 

(AFUDC) and IDC are often used interchangeably in referring to capitalized interest” and 9 

that it now uses AFUDC to refer to IDC.121  The change in terms is because CWS’s 10 

external auditor, Deloitte, informed CWS that if the IDC percentage is greater than the 11 

actual interest cost of financing projects, the excess is considered a component of equity 12 

under the Generally Accepted Accounting Principles (GAAP), and is more properly 13 

referred to as AFUDC.122  This finding reinforces two points underlying Cal Advocates’ 14 

recommendation in this proceeding.  First, IDC does not contain a profit component.  15 

Second, CWS should be able to recover its actual interest cost for financing costs if IDC 16 

is authorized without a profit component. 17 

4. Using Cal Advocates’ recommended IDC rate 18 
instead of CWS’s proposed AFUDC rate allows 19 
CWS to recover actual financing interest costs and 20 
protects ratepayers from overpaying.  21 

In the current GRC, CWS calculates AFUDC on CWIP projects that will be put 22 

into service between 2024 and 2027 using the current authorized rate of return, 7.46%, as 23 

 
118 D.16-12-042 at 138. 
119 Attachment 7-23, CWS 2017 10k and Proxy Statement at 66. 
120 Attachment 7-15 at 52.  
121 Attachment 7-24, CWS Response to Cal Advocates DR SBH-005 (AFUDC-IDC) (CWS Response to 
DR SBH-005), question 1. 
122 Attachment 7-24, Response 1. 
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the AFUDC rate.123,124  Of these 3,976 CWIP projects, Cal Advocates has analyzed 1,738 1 

projects that CWS estimates will go into service between 2026 and 2027.  The AFDUC 2 

rate for the years 2024 and 2025 was established in the previous GRC.125  Table 7-5 3 

below compares the AFUDC totals for 2026 and 2027 under the current, proposed 4 

AFUDC rate is used, versus under the IDC rate at the current cost of short-term debt.  5 

Table 7-5: Proposed AFUDC and Recommended IDC Calculations 6 
 

Interest 
Rate  

Number 
of 2026 
Projects 

2026 
AFUDC  

Number 
of 2027 
Projects 

2027 
AFUDC 

Total 
AFUDC 

IDC IDC IDC 

CWS’s Proposed 

7.46% 
(Current 

Authorized 
Rate of 
Return) 

870 $14,292,806 834 $16,258,563 $30,551,369 

Cal Advocates’ 
Recommended 

(Without 
Adjustments) 

6.09% (2023 
Average 
Cost of 

Short-Term 
Debt) 

870 $11,667,987 834 $13,272,741 $24,940,728 

 7 

As demonstrated in Table 7-5, using the short-term debt rate for the IDC rate saves 8 

customers approximately $6 million in the forecast of financing costs. 9 

CWS confirmed that the equity component (i.e., profit) it capitalized as a 10 

component of AFUDC for ratemaking purposes totaled nearly $25 million over the past 11 

five years, as shown in Table 7-6 below.126  This $25 million is in addition to the interest 12 

costs of financing projects under construction, and $25 million in ratepayer cost that a 13 

competitive environment would not have allowed.  CWS should not be allowed to 14 

include an equity component (i.e. profit) in the capitalized costs.  In a competitive 15 

 
123 CWS Workpaper CH07_RO_RB_PLT, sheet “AFUDC & CWIP IN RB WS-2.4.” 
124 Attachment 7-25, CWS Workpaper X_GBL_Info, sheet “REF_AFUDC Rate.” 
125 The Commission authorized the current rate of return of 7.46% in its disposition of Advice Letter 
2495. 
126 Attachment 7-26, CWS Response to Cal Advocates DR CHA-014 (Capital Projects_Rate Base) (CWS 
Response to DR CHA-014), question 6. 
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market, CWS would be unable to profit on projects that are under construction.  With a 1 

large and unused capacity of short-term debt, CWS’s current average cost of short-term 2 

debt would be a reasonable proxy for forecasting.  At the time actual project costs are 3 

included in rate base, CWS can include its actual cost of interest used to finance projects 4 

(excluding a profit component). 5 

As a substitute for competition, the Commission must prevent CWS from 6 

continuing to charge ratepayers profit on projects that are not used and useful.   7 

Table 7-6: CWS’s AFUDC Equity, 2019-2023127 8 

 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 Total 

Equity 
Amount $6,685,000 $4,976,000 $3,186,000 $4,127,000 $5,551,000 $24,525,000 

 9 

Furthermore, it is unnecessary to include a profit component in the CWIP rate, as 10 

CWS proposes, because CWS has access to enough resources to fund capital projects 11 

entirely using lower-cost short-term debt.  For example, CWS states in its 2023 annual 12 

report required under the Securities and Exchange Act that it has access to $600 million 13 

in short-term credit, which “may be used for working capital purposes.”128  CWS’s total 14 

balance of CWIP at the end of 2023 was $253.9 million as seen in Graph 7-7 below, 15 

shown alongside the 2021 and 2022 CWIP balances and short-term debt.  Therefore, 16 

CWS currently has and historically has had the option to fund capital projects solely 17 

relying on short-term debt.  18 

  19 

 
127 Attachment 7-26, Response 7. 
128 Attachment 7-15, Annual Report Pursuant to Section 13 or 15(d) of the Securities and Exchange Act 
for the fiscal year ended December 31, 2023 at 49.   
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Graph 7-7: Historical CWIP Balance vs Available Short-Term Debt129,130,131 1 

 2 
 3 

One of the purposes of allowing utilities to capitalize interest during the 4 

construction phase is to ensure that “the customers of the future will pay the full cost of 5 

the facility constructed for their use.”132  The purpose is not to have customers pay more 6 

than the actual interest costs incurred during construction of the asset.  By using IDC, 7 

CWS will be able to recover all actual interest costs once a project is complete, used, and 8 

useful.  Forecasting IDC at the lower cost of short-term debt prevents the company from 9 

recognizing profit on projects under construction, while also providing an incentive to 10 

use the lowest possible cost sources of financing.   11 

As stated above, Cal Advocates’ recommended IDC process would fairly 12 

reimburse Cal Water for its actual financing interest costs, place the risk of project 13 

completion with shareholders, and simulate the market forces of a competitive 14 

environment.  Furthermore, in using Cal Advocates’ recommended IDC process, CWS 15 

 
129 Attachment 7-15 at 52. 
130 Attachment 7-27, Annual Report Pursuant to Section 13 or 15(d) of the Securities and Exchange Act 
for the fiscal year ended December 31, 2022 at 53 and 78. 
131 Attachment 7-28, Annual Report Pursuant to Section 13 or 15(d) of the Securities and Exchange Act 
for the fiscal year ended December 31, 2021 at 51 and 75. 
132 Attachment 7-22 at 31. 
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would not be allowed to charge ratepayers for unearned profit on projects not yet in 1 

service.   2 

Even though CWS can ultimately choose how to finance their projects, ratepayers 3 

should not be unreasonably burdened by CWS’s choice.  To be clear, Cal Advocates does 4 

not recommend that the Commission dictate what sources of funds CWS may use to 5 

finance projects.  Rather, customers should only pay what can be considered reasonable 6 

financing charges (regardless of what CWS chooses).133 7 

IV. CONCLUSION  8 
The Commission should accept a UPIS amount of $4,241,826,355 in 2024, 9 

$4,407,201,550 in 2025, $4,617,873,941 in 2026, and $4,865,795,111 in 2027 for the 10 

Weighted Plant Balance by District Scenario and a UPIS amount of $4,245,389,693 in 11 

2024, $4,406,966,164 in 2025, $4,617,375,539 in 2026, and $4,871,149,432 in 2027 for 12 

the Weighted Plant Balance by Master Scenario.  The Commission should also adopt a 13 

reduction of $7,153 to rate base for CIAC adjustments, a reduction of $3,665,757 to rate 14 

base for income tax credit adjustments, and a reduction of $2,599,213 to rate base for 15 

above-ground fixed assets that are not used and useful.  Additionally, the Commission 16 

should direct CWS to accurately report assets that are in rate base but do not provide any 17 

benefit to ratepayers.   18 

The Commission should also allow CWS to forecast capitalized interest at its 19 

current cost of short-term debt.  Only when CWS demonstrates that a project is complete 20 

should all project costs be added to rate base, including all capitalized interest at actual 21 

interest costs incurred during construction.  22 

  23 

 
133 Cal Advocates’ recommendation was misinterpreted in a prior CWS GRC as an attempt to dictate 
exactly what sources of funds CWS should use to finance CWIP (D.20-12-007 at 32). 
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at 26. 

14 Attachment 7-14 Cal Advocates analysis using data from Attachment  
7-8, Response 1 and Attachment 7-11, Response 2, 5A- 
Metro Districts Depreciation Study at 24, 30, and 38, and 
5B- Valley Districts Depreciation Study at 26, 32, and 41. 
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 Attachment # Description 

15 Attachment 7-15 Attachment 8-3, Annual Report Pursuant to Section 13 or 
15(d) of the Securities and Exchange Act for the fiscal 
year ended December 31, 2023 at 49, 52, and 75. 

16 Attachment 7-16 FPC Order No. 389 (October 9, 1969) as cited in U.S. 
Court of Appeals for the Second Circuit - 618 F.2d 198 
(2d Cir. 1980). 

17 Attachment 7-17 A Public Power System’s Introduction to the Federal 
Energy Regulatory Commission Uniform System of 
Accounts at 11. 

18 Attachment 7-18 Revision to Accounting Release No. 5, Capitalization of 
Allowance for Funds Used During Construction at 1. 

19 Attachment 7-19 CPUC Standard Practice U-38-W at A53. 

20 Attachment 7-20 U Federal Register, Vol. 52, No. 123 at 23949. 

21 Attachment 7-21 Construction Work in Progress in the Public Utility Rate 
Base: The Effect of Multiple Projects and Growth at 4. 

22 Attachment 7-22 Deloitte – Regulated Utilities Manual: A Service for 
Regulated Utilities, at 10-11 and 31. 

23 Attachment 7-23 CWS 2017 10k and Proxy Statement at 66. 

24 Attachment 7-24 CWS Response to Cal Advocates DR SBH-005 
(AFUDC-IDC), question 1. 

25 Attachment 7-25 CWS Workpaper X_GBL_Info, sheet REF_AFUDC 
Rate. 

26 Attachment 7-26 CWS Response to Cal Advocates DR CHA-014 (Capital 
Projects Rate Base), questions 6 and 7. 

27 Attachment 7-27 Annual Report Pursuant to Section 13 or 15(d) of the 
Securities and Exchange Act for the fiscal year ended 
December 31, 2022 at 53 and 78. 

28 Attachment 7-28 Annual Report Pursuant to Section 13 or 15(d) of the 
Securities and Exchange Act for the fiscal year ended 
December 31, 2021 at 51 and 75. 
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APPENDX A:  

Qualifications of Witness 



 

A-1 

QUALIFICATIONS AND PREPARED TESTIMONY 1 
OF  2 

CHANDRIKA SHARMA 3 
 4 
Q.1  Please state your name and address.  5 
A.1  My name is Chandrika Sharma, and my business address is 505 Van Ness 6 

Avenue, San Francisco, California, 94102.  7 
 8 
Q.2  By whom are you employed and what is your job title?  9 
A.2  I am employed by the California Public Utilities Commission as a Utilities 10 

Engineer.   11 
 12 
Q.3  Please describe your educational and professional experience. 13 
A.3  I have a Bachelor of Science Degree in Computer Engineering with a Electrical 14 

Engineering minor from San Francisco State University and an MBA from San 15 
José State University.  I have been with the California Public Utilities Commission 16 
since October 2021.  17 

 18 
Q.4  What is your area of responsibility in this proceeding?  19 
A.4  I am responsible for Chapter 1 (Plant for Bakersfield), Chapter 2 (Plant for  Kern 20 

River Valley), Chapter 3 (Plant for King City), Chapter 4 (Plant for Salinas), 21 
Chapter 5 (Plant for Selma), Chapter 6 (Plant for Visalia), and Chapter 7 (Rate 22 
Base).   23 

 24 
Q.5  Does that complete your prepared testimony?  25 
A.5  Yes. 26 



 

 

LIST OF ATTACHMENTS FOR CHAPTER 1 
 Attachment # Description 

1 Attachment 1-1 CWS Workpaper CH07_RB_FDR_Proposed Capital 
Budget, sheet “IN_2024 GRC ACB 

2 Attachment 1-2 CWS Response to Cal Advocates DR CHA-010 
(Capital Projects Rate Base), questions 1a, 6, and 7. 

3 Attachment 1-3 CWS Response to Cal Advocates DR CHA-

014 (Capital Projects Rate Base), question 9. 

4 Attachment 1-4 CWS Response to Cal Advocates DR CHA-012 
(Capital Projects Rate Base), question 2 

5 Attachment 1-5 CWS Response to Cal Advocates DR CHA-001 
(Design Study and Non-specific Cost), question 1I. 

6 Attachment 1-6 CWS Response to Cal Advocates DR CHA-007 (All 
Plant Projects), questions 1a and 3a 

7 Attachment 1-7 CWS Response to Cal Advocates DR CHA-002 
(Bakersfield – Capital Projects), questions 1h and 2 



 

 

 
 
 

Attachment 1-1: 
CWS Workpaper CH07_RB_FDR_Proposed Capital 

Budget, sheet “IN_2024 GRC ACB”  
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Attachment 1-2: 
CWS response to Cal Advocates DR CHA-010  

(Capital Projects Rate Base) 
(CWS Response to DR CHA-010), questions 1a, 6, and 7 
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RESPONSE TO DATA REQUEST 

GENERAL RATE CASE, A.24-07-003 

 

To:  Public Advocates Of ice    
  

 Edward Scher  (415) 815-7027  
 Project Lead  edward.scher@cpuc.ca.gov   

    
 Emily Fisher (415) 703-1327  
 Attorney  emily. isher@cpuc.ca.gov   

    
 Megan Delaporta (415) 703-1319  
 Attorney  megan.delaporta@cpuc.ca.gov   

    
 Syreeta Gibbs (415) 703-1622  
 Project Oversight Supervisor  syreeta.gibbs@cpuc.ca.gov  

    
 Chandrika Sharma (415) 703-2268  
 Engineer  chandrika.sharma@cpuc.ca.gov     

  
  

From: California Water Service         
  
 Natalie D. Wales        (408) 367-8566  
 Director, Rates        nwales@calwater.com  
  
 Patrick Alexander        (408) 367-8230  
 General Rate Case Manager     palexander@calwater.com  
  
 Melody Singh         (916) 329-1856  
 Manager, Revenue        msingh@calwater.com  
  
 

Date: Oct 09, 2024  
Re: CHA-010  
Subj: Capital Projects_Rate Base  

Request Received from CPUC:  
Requested Due Date:  
  

October 2, 2024 
October 9, 2024   
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Comments:  

• Full response a ached.  

• Response provided by Engineering and Rates.  

• Response to ques on 10.d. contains con den al informa on.  

• This response refers to the following a achments included separately:  

o A achment 1_Q10.b_Invoices o 
A achment 2_Q10.d_ Addresses   

 

o  A achment 3_Q12.a_Tank Pain ng  
o  A achment 4_Q14_UPIS Balances  
o  A achment 5_Q15_Dep_Reserve Balances  
o  A achment 6_Q16_Deferred Income Tax Balances  

  
  

Data Requests and Responses 

1. Please indicate whether the following studies are for construc on of a single well or mul ple 
wells. If mul ple, please specify the number of wells to be constructed based on the study.    

a. BK Low Zone Well Si ng Study (WO #133189)  
Response: The well si ng study will provide informa on on basin hydrology and water 
quality in the BK Low Zone to support the proposed BK Well Replacement Program 
(WO#133838). The BK Well Replacement Program in the 2024 GRC is only for a single 
proposed well, but the proposed Low Zone Si ng Study will also be referenced for any 
future proposed new well projects located within the BK Low Zone un l future 
updates are required or available. It is an cipated that the Well Si ng Study may need 
to be updated periodically to account for new informa on about contaminants in the 
area or updates to applicable water quality regula ons.  

6. Bakers eld North Garden Property Purchase (WO #133194):  

a. How many wells does CWSC plan to construct on the land purchase?  
Response:  CWSC proposed to construct a single well on the proposed land.   

b. What GRC cycle will the well(s) be completed in?  
Response: CWSC plans to begin well construc on in the 2027 GRC cycle and complete 
the project in the 2030 GRC cycle.     

c. Please provide the work order number of the well si ng study project that corresponds 
to WO #133194 and is proposed for Bakers eld North Garden in the current (2024) GRC.1   
Response:  CWSC commissioned a Well Si ng Study in 2016 for the western por on of 
the BKNG system under WO#103497. CWSC intended to propose a project in the 2024 
GRC to update the study to aid with iden fying an appropriate property to purchase. 

 
1 BK_2024_GRC_PJ_Book_Final, p. BK PJ - 55  
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The BKNG Well Si ng Study was inadvertently omi ed from the 2024 GRC ling.  The 
study will be updated with the BKNG property purchase project.    
 

7. BK – Vehicle for New Complements (WO# 134719), VIS - Vehicle for New Complements  
(WO# 00134771), and VIS - Vehicle for New Complements (WO#: 00134774)  

a. Please provide the tles of the new posi ons associated with the request for new 
vehicles for the Bakers eld and Visalia work orders listed above. Addi onally, please 
provide the cost of the vehicle requested for each posi on.  Response:  

  

Work 
Order #  

Descrip on  Posi on  Vehicle 
Type  

Vehicle 
Cost  

Note  

134719  BK – Vehicle for 
New  
Complements  

Regional Cross  
Connec on  
Control  
Specialist  

Half Ton 
Truck  

$74,263  Half Ton Truck:  
$61,969;  
Up ng: $12,294  

Regional Cross  
Connec on  
Control  
Specialist  

Half Ton 
Truck  

$74,263  Half Ton Truck:  
$61,969;  
Up ng: $12,294  

Regional Cross  
Connec on  
Control  
Specialist  

Half Ton 
Truck  

$74,263  Half Ton Truck:  
$61,969;  
Up ng: $12,294  

Scada  
CPO/OPS Clerk  

Half Ton 
Truck  

$74,263  Half Ton Truck:  
$61,969;  
Up ng: $12,294  

U lity Worker  Half Ton 
Truck  

$74,263  Half Ton Truck:  
$61,969;  
Up ng: $12,294  

Operator in 
Training  

Half Ton 
Truck  

$74,263  Half Ton Truck:  
$61,969;  
Up ng: $12,294  
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Work 
Order #  

Descrip on  Posi on  Vehicle 
Type  

Vehicle 
Cost  

Note  

Foreman  
Flushing and  
Valve  
Maintenance  

Flushing/ 
Valve  
Truck  

$137,713  Flushing/Valve  
Truck: $55,405;  
Up ng: $82,308  

Leak Truck 
Foreman  

Leak Truck  $227,630  
Leak Truck: 
$85,630; Up ng:  
$142,000  

 
VIS - Vehicle for 
New  
Complements  

Foreman  Leak Truck  $227,630  
Leak Truck: 
$85,630; Up ng:  
$142,000  

Opera on  
Maintenance  
Worker  

Vacuum 
Truck  

$230,000    

 
VIS - Vehicle for 
New  
Complements  
(This is a Chico 
project not  
Visalia)  

U lity Relief  
CPO  

0.75-ton  
Truck  

$52,820  0.75-ton Truck: 
$52,820;  
Up ng:  
$32,897.00  

Operator in 
Training  

Half Ton 
Truck  

$74,263  Half Ton Truck:  
$61,969;  
Up ng: $12,294  



 

 

 

 

 

Attachment 1-3: 
CWS response to Cal Advocates DR CHA-014  

(Capital Projects_Rate Base)  
(CWS Response to DR CHA-014), question 9
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RESPONSE TO DATA REQUEST 

GENERAL RATE CASE, A.24-07-003 

 

To:  Public Advocates Office 

Edward Scher 
Project Lead  

Emily
Fisher
Attorney  

Megan
Delaporta
Attorney  

Syreeta Gibbs  
Project Oversight Supervisor  

Chandrika Sharma  
Engineer  

From: California Water Service 

(415) 815-7027 
edward.scher@cpuc.ca.gov  

(415) 703-1327 
emily. isher@cpuc.ca.gov 

(415) 703-1319  
megan.delaporta@cpuc.ca.gov 

(415) 703-1622 
syreeta.gibbs@cpuc.ca.gov  

(415) 703-2268  
chandrika.sharma@cpuc.ca.gov 

Natalie D. Wales (408) 367-8566  
Director, Rates  nwales@calwater.com 

Patrick Alexander (408) 367-8230  
General Rate Case Manager   palexander@calwater.com 

Melody Singh  (916) 329-1856  
 Manager, Revenue    msingh@calwater.com 

 
  

Date: December 27, 2024 
Par al Response #1 sent on December 23, 2024  
Re: CHA-014  
Subj: Capital Projects_Rate Base  

Request Received from CPUC:  
2024 
Requested Due Date:                        
2024   

December 16,  
  
December 23, 
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Comments:  
• Par al Response #2 FINAL a ached.  

• Response provided by Rates and Engineering.  

• Does not contain con den al informa on.  

• This response refers to the following a achments included separately:  
o A achment #1 – 2023 Quarterly LOC Borrowing Interest  
o A achment #2 – Q3 2024 Quarterly LOC Borrowing Interest Analysis  
o A achment #3 – CLTD Amort Schedule  
o A achment #4 – AFUDC equity component 2018-2023 
o A achment #5 – Regulated Capital Lease 2022-2023 Info  

 

 
Data Requests and Responses 

Please refer to CWSC’s response to ques on 6c from A2407003 Public Advocates DR CHA-010 (Capital 
Projects_Rate Base):  

9. CWSC stated in its response that the 2016 Well Si ng Study (WO# 103497) corresponds to the 
proposed Bakers eld North Garden Property Purchase (WO #133194). CWSC also stated that “the 
BKNG Well Si ng Study was inadvertently omi ed from the 2024 GRC ling. The study will be 
updated with the BKNG property purchase project.” Has this study been completed? If so, on what 
date was it completed, and if not, what is the es mated comple on date?  

Response: To date, an updated well si ng study has not been completed. An updated wellsi ng 
study is an cipated to be nalized by the end of the 2025 planning year. 



 

 

 
 
 

Attachment 1-4: 
CWS response to Cal Advocates DR CHA-012  

(Capital Projects_Rate Base)  
(CWS Response to DR CHA-012), question 2 
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RESPONSE TO DATA REQUEST 

GENERAL RATE CASE, A.24-07-003 

 
To:  Public Advocates Of ice    

  
 Edward Scher  (415) 815-7027  
 Project Lead  edward.scher@cpuc.ca.gov   

    
 Emily Fisher (415) 703-1327  
 Attorney  emily. isher@cpuc.ca.gov   

    
 Megan Delaporta (415) 703-1319  
 Attorney  megan.delaporta@cpuc.ca.gov   

    
 Syreeta Gibbs (415) 703-1622  
 Project Oversight Supervisor  syreeta.gibbs@cpuc.ca.gov  

    
 Chandrika Sharma (415) 703-2268  
 Engineer  chandrika.sharma@cpuc.ca.gov     

  
  

From: California Water Service         
  
 Natalie D. Wales        (408) 367-8566  
 Director, Rates        nwales@calwater.com  
  
 Patrick Alexander        (408) 367-8230  
 General Rate Case Manager     palexander@calwater.com  
  
 Melody Singh         (916) 329-1856  
 Manager, Revenue        msingh@calwater.com  

Date: October 21, 2024 
Re: CHA-012 
Subj: Capital Projects_Rate Base 

Request Received from CPUC: 
2024 
Requested Due Date: 
2024 

October 14, 

October 21, 
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Data Requests and Responses 
2. Please refer to CWSC’s response to question 6c from A2407003 Public Advocates DR CHA-010 

(Capital Projects_Rate Base):  

CWSC stated that “the BKNG Well Siting Study was inadvertently omitted from the 2024 GRC filing. 
The study will be updated with the BKNG property purchase project.” Is CWSC incorporating the 
new study into the scope for the BKNG property purchase project?  
Response: Cal Water is amenable to updating the BKNG Property Purchase project to include the 
well siting study, performing the well siting study under the project that was initiated but not 
included in the filing, or entertaining any other option Cal Advocates would like to pursue 
involving completion of the well siting study in this rate case.  

Comments:  

• Full response attached.  
• Response provided by Engineering and Rates.  
• Does not contain confidential information.  
• This response refers to the following attachments included separately:  

o CHA-012 Attachment #1_UPIS Balances  

 



 

 

 

 

 

Attachment 1-5: 
CWS response to Cal Advocates DR CHA-001  

(Design Study and Non-specific Cost) (CWS Response to  
DR CHA-001), question 1I 
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RESPONSE TO DATA REQUEST 

GENERAL RATE CASE, A.24-07-003 

 

To:  Public Advocates O ce  
Edward Scher 
Project Lead  

Emily Fisher  
A orney  

Megan 
Delaporta 
A orney  

Syreeta Gibbs  
Project Oversight Supervisor 

Chandrika Sharma  
Engineer  

From: California Water Service 

(415) 815-7027  
edward.scher@cpuc.ca.gov  

(415) 703-1327 
emily. sher@cpuc.ca.gov 

(415) 703-1319  
megan.delaporta@cpuc.ca.gov 

(415) 703-1622  
syreeta.gibbs@cpuc.ca.gov  

(415) 703-2268  
chandrika.sharma@cpuc.ca.gov 

Natalie D. Wales (408) 367-8566  
Director, Rates   nwales@calwater.com 

Patrick Alexander (408) 367-8230  
General Rate Case Manager   palexander@calwater.com 

Melody Singh  (916) 329-1856  
 Manager, Revenue    msingh@calwater.com 

Date: Jul 17, 2024  
Re: CHA-001  
Subj: Design_Study and Non-speci c Cost 
 
 
 
  

Request Received from 
CPUC:  
Requested Due Date:  

July 10, 2024  
 
July 17, 2024   
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Comments:  
• Full response a ached.  
• Response provided by Engineering.  
• Does not contain con den al informa on.  
• This response refers to the following a achments included separately:  

o A achment #1 – Ques ons 1-3  
 

Data Requests and Responses 

1. The following are studies proposed in sheet IN_2024 GRC ACB in workpaper  
CH07_RB_FDR_Proposed Capital Budget. Please ll out the table below in sheet “Ques on 1” in the  

Excel a achment “DR CHA-001 Ques ons 1-3.”  
Response: Please see a ached le (a achment #1) 

 

District  

Will the 
project(s)  

associated with 
the study be  

completed in TY 
2025 GRC cycle? 

(Yes/No)  

Project Descrip on  Speci c Cost  
Work Order 

Number  

Work order 
number(s) for 

project(s)  
proposed in the 

capital  
budget that  

correspond to 
the study   

I. Bakers eld  
Yes BK Low Zone Well 

Si ng Study  $185,652.54  00133189  
WO 133192 



 

 

 

 

 

Attachment 1-6: 
CWS response to Cal Advocates DR CHA-007  

(All Plant Projects) (CWS Response to DR CHA-007),  
questions 1a and 3a  
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RESPONSE TO DATA REQUEST 

GENERAL RATE CASE, A.24-07-003 

 

To:  Public Advocates O ce 
Edward Scher 
Project Lead  

Emily Fisher  
A orney  

Megan 
Delaporta 
A orney  

Syreeta Gibbs  
Project Oversight Supervisor  

Chandrika Sharma  
Engineer  

From: California Water Service 

(415) 815-7027  
edward.scher@cpuc.ca.gov  

(415) 703-1327 
emily. sher@cpuc.ca.gov 

(415) 703-1319  
megan.delaporta@cpuc.ca.gov 

(415) 703-1622  
syreeta.gibbs@cpuc.ca.gov  

(415) 703-2268  
chandrika.sharma@cpuc.ca.gov 

Natalie D. Wales (408) 367-8566  
Director, Rates nwales@calwater.com 

Patrick Alexander (408) 367-8230  
General Rate Case Manager   palexander@calwater.com 

Melody Singh  (916) 329-1856  
 Manager, Revenue    msingh@calwater.com 

Date: August 21, 2024   
Re: CHA-007  
Subj: All Plant Projects  

Request Received from CPUC: 
Requested Due Date:  

August 14, 2024 
August 21, 2024  
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Comments:  
o Full response a ached.  
o Response provided by Engineering.  
o Does not contain con den al informa on.  
o This response refers to the following a achments 

included separately:  
o A achment #1 – _KC Chlorine Data 
o A achment #2 – _ Meter Loca on 
o A achment #3 – _ Bi-Monthly Membrane 

Cleaning and Replacement 
o A achment #4 – _ Mul -Media Filter  
o A achment #5 – _ Plant Instruments and 

Equipment  
o A achment #6 – _ Motor Starter  
o A achment #7 – _ Pump Motor Repair  
o A achment #8 – _ RO Pump  
o A achment #9 – _ Water Hauling  
o A achment #10 – _ Water Analysis for 

Membrane Integrity  
o A achment #11 – _SLN-W-037-01 Nitrate 

Values 2014-2024 

 

 
Data Requests and Responses 

1. As of August 12, 2024, what percentage of each of the following projects is completed?  

a. BK Low Zone Well Si ng Study (WO #00133189) 
Response: This project is scheduled to begin in 2025 as per the project jus ca on. 

3. Bakers eld Onsite Solar – Work Order #133577: In response to A2407003 Public Advocates DR 
CHA-002 (Bakers eld – Capital Projects), CWSC stated it was “evalua ng between the ownership of 
the system, in which Cal Water constructed and owned the solar power system, and a power 
purchase agreement (PPA), where Cal Water does not own the system and instead buys power from 
a solar developer.”1 CWSC indicated that it determined the best op on was to purchase power from 
a solar developer through the PPA model, rather than owning the system or purchasing power from 
the local u lity.2 

a. Based on the decision above, is there a change to the current plant cost that 
CWSC is reques ng for Bakers eld Onsite Solar (work order #133577)? If so, 
please provide the updated cost.  

 
1 CWSC Response to DR CHA-002 (Bakersfield - Capital Projects), Question 2   
2 CWSC Response to DR CHA-002 (Bakersfield - Capital Projects), Question 2   
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Response: As Cal Water will pursue the PPA in Bakers eld, we no longer 
require Project 133577.  



 

 

 
 
 
 

Attachment 1-7: 
CWS response to Cal Advocates DR CHA-002 (Bakersfield – 

Capital Projects) (CWS Response to DR CHA-002), 
questions 1h and 2 
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RESPONSE TO DATA REQUEST 

GENERAL RATE CASE, A.24-07-003 

 

To: Public Advocates O ce 
Edward Scher 
Project Lead  

Emily Fisher  
A orney  

Megan Delaporta 
A orney  

Syreeta Gibbs  
Project Oversight Supervisor  

Chandrika Sharma  
Engineer  

From: California Water Service 

(415) 815-7027  
edward.scher@cpuc.ca.gov  

(415) 703-1327 
emily. sher@cpuc.ca.gov 

(415) 703-1319  
megan.delaporta@cpuc.ca.gov 

(415) 703-1622  
syreeta.gibbs@cpuc.ca.gov  

(415) 703-2268  
chandrika.sharma@cpuc.ca.gov 

Natalie D. Wales (408) 367-8566  
Director, Rates nwales@calwater.com 

Patrick Alexander (408) 367-8230  
General Rate Case Manager palexander@calwater.com 

Melody Singh (916) 329-1856  
Manager, Revenue msingh@calwater.com 

Date: 
Re:  
Subj: 

Jul 25, 2024  
CHA-002  
Bakers eld – Capital Projects  

Request Received from CPUC: July 18, 2024 
Requested Due Date:              July 25, 2024   
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Comments:  
• Full response a ached.  
• Response provided by Engineering and Rates Department.  
• One a achment contains con den al Category 3 informa on.  
• This response refers to the following a achments included separately:  
• CONFIDENTIAL CHA-002 A achment #1 – BK PPA Model 

 
Data Requests and Responses 

 1. BK Property Purchase (O ce) – Work Order #133199:  
h. CWSC states in BK_2024_GRC_PJ_Book_Final on page BK PJ – 71 that “construc on will 

be submi ed in the next GRC cycle once the design, based on the selected site, is 
completed.” What GRC cycle does CWSC expect to complete this project by? 

Response: Cal Water expects to complete this project in the 2027 GRC cycle.  

2. Bakers eld Onsite Solar – Work Order #133577: 
a. Please explain how “shareholder funding for the water infrastructure improvements to 

provide quality water and wastewater services could be impacted in the future” if this 
project is not implemented as stated in BK_2024_GRC_PJ_Book_Final on page BK PJ – 98. 
Response: At the me of our GRC submission, Cal Water was s ll in the request for 
proposal (RFP) stage for the Bakers eld Onsite Solar project. During this stage, we 
evalua ng between the ownership of the system, in which Cal Water constructed and 
owned the solar power system, and a power purchase agreement (PPA), where Cal 
Water does not own the system and instead buys power from a solar developer. Upon 
receiving the o ers from the solar developers, we determined that the customer cost 
savings from buying power at a lower cost from the developer rather than the local 
u lity through the PPA model represented the op mal solu on. As such, we have 
elected to pursue the PPA rather than the ownership model and will adjust our Results 
of Opera ons Model (ROM) to exclude the solar plant and tax credits associated with 
this project from rate base and update the electricity cost savings in our opera ng 
expenditures.  



 

 

LIST OF ATTACHMENTS FOR CHAPTER 2 
 Attachment # Description 

1 Attachment 2-1 CWS Workpaper CH07_RB_FDR_Proposed Capital 
Budget, sheet “IN_2024 GRC ACB”. 



 

 

 
 
 

Attachment 2-1: 
CWS Workpaper CH07_RB_FDR_Proposed Capital 

Budget, sheet “IN_2024 GRC ACB”
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LIST OF ATTACHMENTS FOR CHAPTER 3 
 Attachment # Description 

1 Attachment 3-1 CWS Workpaper CH07_RB_FDR_Proposed Capital 
Budget, sheet “IN_2024 GRC ACB”. 



 

 

 
 
 

Attachment 3-1: 
 CWS Workpaper CH07_RB_FDR_Proposed Capital 

Budget, sheet “IN_2024 GRC ACB”  
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LIST OF ATTACHMENTS FOR CHAPTER 4 
 Attachment # Description 

1 Attachment 4-1 CWS Workpaper CH07_RB_FDR_Proposed Capital 
Budget, sheet “IN_2024 GRC ACB”. 

2 Attachment 4-2 CWS Response to Cal Advocates DR CHA-010 
(Capital Projects Rate Base), questions 1c, 2a, and 4a. 

3 Attachment 4-3 CWS Response to Cal Advocates DR CHA-001 
(Design Study and Non-specific Cost), question 1V. 

4 Attachment 4-4 CWS Response to Cal Advocates DR CHA-007 (All 
Plant Projects), question 1b. 

5 Attachment 4-5 CWS Response to Cal Advocates DR CHA-004 
(Salinas, Selma, and Visalia – Capital Projects) 
question 9a. 



 

 

 
 
 

Attachment 4-1: 
CWS Workpaper CH07_RB_FDR_Proposed Capital 

Budget, sheet “IN_2024 GRC ACB”
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Attachment 4-2: 
CWS response to Cal Advocates DR CHA-010  

(Capital Projects_Rate Base) 
(CWS Response to DR CHA-010), questions 1c, 2a, and 4a. 
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RESPONSE TO DATA REQUEST 

GENERAL RATE CASE, A.24-07-003 

 

To:  Public Advocates Of ice    
  

 Edward Scher  (415) 815-7027  
 Project Lead  edward.scher@cpuc.ca.gov   

    
 Emily Fisher (415) 703-1327  
 Attorney  emily. isher@cpuc.ca.gov   

    
 Megan Delaporta (415) 703-1319  
 Attorney  megan.delaporta@cpuc.ca.gov   

    
 Syreeta Gibbs (415) 703-1622  
 Project Oversight Supervisor  syreeta.gibbs@cpuc.ca.gov  

    
 Chandrika Sharma (415) 703-2268  
 Engineer  chandrika.sharma@cpuc.ca.gov     

  
  

From: California Water Service         
  
 Natalie D. Wales        (408) 367-8566  
 Director, Rates        nwales@calwater.com  
  
 Patrick Alexander        (408) 367-8230  
 General Rate Case Manager     palexander@calwater.com  
  
 Melody Singh         (916) 329-1856  
 Manager, Revenue        msingh@calwater.com  
  

Date: Oct 09, 2024  
Re: CHA-010  
Subj: Capital Projects_Rate Base  

Request Received from CPUC:  
Requested Due Date:  
  

October 2, 2024 
October 9, 2024   
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Comments:  

• Full response a ached.  

• Response provided by Engineering and Rates.  

• Response to ques on 10.d. contains con den al informa on.  

• This response refers to the following a achments included separately:  

o A achment 1_Q10.b_Invoices  
o A achment 2_Q10.d_ Addresses   

 

o  A achment 3_Q12.a_Tank Pain ng  
o  A achment 4_Q14_UPIS Balances  
o  A achment 5_Q15_Dep_Reserve Balances  
o  A achment 6_Q16_Deferred Income Tax Balances  

  
  

Data Requests and Responses 

1. Please indicate whether the following studies are for construc on of a single well or mul ple 
wells. If mul ple, please specify the number of wells to be constructed based on the study.    

c. SLN Well Si ng Study (WO #133228)  
Response: Basin informa on collected and provided by the hydrogeologist(s) within 
the well si ng study, including informa on on water quality, water level trends, 
speci c capacity, etc., will be referenced for mul ple wells and any well project located 
within the ground water basin un l future revisions are available. The exact number of 
wells to be drilled between now and the next study revision is unknown.   

2. SLN New Well Sta on 155 Zone (WO# 133233):  
a. How many wells does CWSC plan to construct on the land purchase?   

Response:  CWSC proposed to construct a single well on the proposed land.     
 

       4.    SLNH Property Purchase (WO# 133235):  
a. How many wells does CWS plan to construct on the land purchase?   

Response: CWSC proposed to construct a single well on the proposed land.   



 

 

 

 

 

Attachment 4-3: 
CWS response to Cal Advocates DR CHA-001 

(Design_Study and Non-specific Cost)  
(CWS Response to DR CHA-001), question 1V 



 

Attachment 4-3, p. 1 

RESPONSE TO DATA REQUEST 

GENERAL RATE CASE, A.24-07-003 

 

To:  Public Advocates O ce  
Edward Scher 
Project Lead  

Emily Fisher  
A orney  

Megan 
Delaporta 
A orney  

Syreeta Gibbs  
Project Oversight Supervisor  

Chandrika Sharma  
Engineer  

From: California Water Service 

(415) 815-7027  
edward.scher@cpuc.ca.gov  

(415) 703-1327 
emily. sher@cpuc.ca.gov 

(415) 703-1319  
megan.delaporta@cpuc.ca.gov 

(415) 703-1622  
syreeta.gibbs@cpuc.ca.gov  

(415) 703-2268  
chandrika.sharma@cpuc.ca.gov 

Natalie D. Wales (408) 367-8566  
Director, Rates nwales@calwater.com 

Patrick Alexander (408) 367-8230  
General Rate Case Manager   palexander@calwater.com 

Melody Singh  (916) 329-1856  
 Manager, Revenue    msingh@calwater.com 

Date: Jul 17, 2024  
Re: CHA-001  
Subj: Design_Study and Non-speci c 
Cost  
 
 
 

Request Received from CPUC:  
Requested Due Date:  

July 10, 2024  
 
July 17, 2024   
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Comments:  
• Full response a ached.  
• Response provided by Engineering.  
• Does not contain con den al informa on.  
• This response refers to the following a achments included separately:  

o A achment #1 – Ques ons 1-3  
 

Data Requests and Responses 

1. The following are studies proposed in sheet IN_2024 GRC ACB in workpaper  
CH07_RB_FDR_Proposed Capital Budget. Please ll out the table below in sheet “Ques on 1” in the  

Excel a achment “DR CHA-001 Ques ons 1-3.”  
Response: Please see a ached le (a achment #1) 

 

District  

Will the 
project(s)  

associated with 
the study be  

completed in TY 
2025 GRC cycle? 

(Yes/No)  

Project Descrip on  Speci c Cost  Work Order 
Number  

Work order 
number(s) for 

project(s)  
proposed in the 

capital  
budget that  

correspond to 
the study   

V. Salinas  
Yes 

SLN Well Si ng Study $164,138.47  00133228  
WO 133233 



 

 

 
 
 

Attachment 4-4: 
 CWS response to Cal Advocates DR CHA-007 

(All Plant Projects)  
(CWS Response to DR CHA-007), question 1b 
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RESPONSE TO DATA REQUEST 

GENERAL RATE CASE, A.24-07-003 

 

To:  Public Advocates O ce 
Edward Scher 
Project Lead  

Emily Fisher  
A orney  

Megan 
Delaporta 
A orney  

Syreeta Gibbs  
Project Oversight Supervisor  

Chandrika Sharma  
Engineer  

From: California Water Service 

(415) 815-7027  
edward.scher@cpuc.ca.gov  

(415) 703-1327 
emily. sher@cpuc.ca.gov 

(415) 703-1319  
megan.delaporta@cpuc.ca.gov 

(415) 703-1622  
syreeta.gibbs@cpuc.ca.gov  

(415) 703-2268  
chandrika.sharma@cpuc.ca.gov 

Natalie D. Wales (408) 367-8566  
Director, Rates nwales@calwater.com 

Patrick Alexander (408) 367-8230  
General Rate Case Manager   palexander@calwater.com 

Melody Singh  (916) 329-1856  
 Manager, Revenue    msingh@calwater.com 
  
Date: August 21, 2024   
Re: CHA-007  
Subj: All Plant Projects  

Request Received from CPUC: 
Requested Due Date:  

August 14, 2024 
August 21, 2024  
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Comments:  
o Full response a ached.  
o Response provided by Engineering.  
o Does not contain con den al informa on.  
o This response refers to the following a achments 

included separately:  
o A achment #1 – _KC Chlorine Data 
o A achment #2 – _ Meter Loca on 
o A achment #3 – _ Bi-Monthly Membrane 

Cleaning and Replacement 
o A achment #4 – _ Mul -Media Filter  
o A achment #5 – _ Plant Instruments and 

Equipment  
o A achment #6 – _ Motor Starter  
o A achment #7 – _ Pump Motor Repair  
o A achment #8 – _ RO Pump  
o A achment #9 – _ Water Hauling  
o A achment #10 – _ Water Analysis for 

Membrane Integrity  
o A achment #11 – _SLN-W-037-01 Nitrate 

Values 2014-2024 

 

 
Data Requests and Responses 

1. As of August 12, 2024, what percentage of each of the following projects is completed?  

b. SLN Well Si ng Study (WO #00133228) 
Response: This project is scheduled to begin in 2025 as per the project jus ca on. 



 

 

 
 
 
 

Attachment 4-5: 
CWS Response to Cal Advocates DR CHA-004 (Salinas, 

Selma, and Visalia – Capital Projects)  
(CWS Response to DR CHA-004), question 9a 
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RESPONSE TO DATA REQUEST 

GENERAL RATE CASE, A.24-07-004 

  
  
To:  Public Advocates O ce  

  
Edward Scher  
Project Lead  
  
Emily Fisher  
A orney  
  
Megan Delaporta  
A orney  
  
Syreeta Gibbs  
Project Oversight Supervisor  
  
Chandrika Sharma  
Engineer  

   
  
(415) 815-7027  
edward.scher@cpuc.ca.gov   
  
(415) 703-1327  
emily. sher@cpuc.ca.gov   
  
(415) 703-1319  
megan.delaporta@cpuc.ca.gov   
  
(415) 703-1622 
syreeta.gibbs@cpuc.ca.gov  
  

(415) 703-2268  
chandrika.sharma@cpuc.ca.gov  
     
  

From: California Water Service     
  

    

 Natalie D. Wales        (408) 367-8566  
 Director, Rates      
  

  nwales@calwater.com  

 Patrick Alexander        (408) 367-8230  
General Rate Case Manager   

  
  palexander@calwater.com  

 Melody Singh         (916) 329-1856  
 Manager, Revenue        msingh@calwater.com  
    

Date: August 6, 2024  
Re: CHA-004  
Subj: Salinas, Selma, and Visalia – Capital Projects  

Request Received from CPUC: July 30, 2024  
Requested Due Date: August 6, 2024   
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Comments:  
• Full response a ached.  
• Response provided by Engineering.  
• Does not contain con den al informa on.  
• This response refers to the following a achments included separately:  

  
o A achment #1 – CHA-004 A achment #1 Ques on 4.c._SLN 12-01 Nitrate  

Concentra ons  
o A achment #2 – CHA-004 A achment #2 Ques on 4.c._SLN 17-01 Nitrate  

Concentra ons  
o A achment #3 – CHA-004 A achment #3 Ques on 5.b._SLN 64-01 Nitrate  

Concentra ons  
o A achment #4 – CHA-004 A achment #4 Ques on 6.a._SLN 065 Costs  
o A achment #5 – CHA-004 A achment #5 Ques on 6.a._SLN 065 Monthly Invoices 
o A achment #6 – CHA-004 A achment #6 Ques on 6.b._SLN 65-01 Nitrate  

Concentra ons  
o A achment #7 – CHA-004 A achment #7 Ques on 7.b._SLN 037 Costs  
o A achment #8 – CHA-004 A achment #8 Ques on 7.b._SLN 037 Monthly Invoices  

  
Data Requests and Responses  

9. Salinas Hills Property Purchase - Work Order #133235:  

a. Please provide the work order number for the well design and construc on project that 
is recommended in the 2024 GRC that corresponds to work order 133235.  
Response: WO 00133234 corresponds to the well drilling and equipping project for the 
SLN Hills System.  



 

 

LIST OF ATTACHMENTS FOR CHAPTER 5 
 Attachment # Description 

1 Attachment 5-1 CWS Workpaper CH07_RB_FDR_Proposed Capital 
Budget, sheet “IN_2024 GRC ACB.” 

2 Attachment 5-2 CWS Response to Cal Advocates DR CHA-010 
(Capital Projects Rate Base), question 3. 

3 Attachment 5-3 CWS response to Cal Advocates DR CHA-004 
(Salinas, Selma, and Visalia – Capital Projects, 
question 10a. 



 

 

 
 
 

Attachment 5-1: 
CWS Workpaper CH07_RB_FDR_Proposed  
Capital Budget, sheet “IN_2024 GRC ACB” 



 

 



 

 

 

 
 
 

Attachment 5-2: 
CWS response to Cal Advocates DR CHA-010  

(Capital Projects_Rate Base) (CWS Response to  
DR CHA-010), question 3 
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RESPONSE TO DATA REQUEST 

GENERAL RATE CASE, A.24-07-003 

 

To:  Public Advocates Of ice    
  

 Edward Scher  (415) 815-7027  
 Project Lead  edward.scher@cpuc.ca.gov   

    
 Emily Fisher (415) 703-1327  
 Attorney  emily. isher@cpuc.ca.gov   

    
 Megan Delaporta (415) 703-1319  
 Attorney  megan.delaporta@cpuc.ca.gov   

    
 Syreeta Gibbs (415) 703-1622  
 Project Oversight Supervisor  syreeta.gibbs@cpuc.ca.gov  

    
 Chandrika Sharma (415) 703-2268  
 Engineer  chandrika.sharma@cpuc.ca.gov     

  
  

From: California Water Service         
  
 Natalie D. Wales        (408) 367-8566  
 Director, Rates        nwales@calwater.com  
  
 Patrick Alexander        (408) 367-8230  
 General Rate Case Manager     palexander@calwater.com  
  
 Melody Singh         (916) 329-1856  
 Manager, Revenue        msingh@calwater.com  
  

Date: Oct 09, 2024  
Re: CHA-010  
Subj: Capital Projects_Rate Base  

Request Received from CPUC:  
Requested Due Date:  
  

October 2, 2024 
October 9, 2024   
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Comments:  

• Full response a ached.  

• Response provided by Engineering and Rates.  

• Response to ques on 10.d. contains con den al informa on.  

• This response refers to the following a achments included separately:  

o A achment 1_Q10.b_Invoices  
o A achment 2_Q10.d_ Addresses   

 

o  A achment 3_Q12.a_Tank Pain ng  
o  A achment 4_Q14_UPIS Balances  
o  A achment 5_Q15_Dep_Reserve Balances  
o  A achment 6_Q16_Deferred Income Tax Balances  

   
Data Requests and Responses  

3. SEL New Well 2 Land Purchase (WO# 133249):  

a. How many wells does CWSC plan to construct on the land purchase?   
Response: CWSC proposed to construct a single well on the proposed land.   

b. Please provide the project name and work order number for the Well Si ng Study that 
recommended WO# 133249, as referenced in the Selma District Project Jus ca on book on 
page 27.1  

Response: The previous Selma Well Si ng Study was completed in 2020 under WO 
00114854.  

 
1 Study titled Results of Well Siting Study for California Water Service Selma District, 2020 by Kenneth 
D. Schmidt and Associates Groundwater Quality Consultants.  

SEL_2024_GRC_PJ_Book_Final, p. SEL PJ - 27  



 

 

 
 
 

Attachment 5-3: 
CWS response to Cal Advocates DR CHA-004  
(Salinas, Selma, and Visalia – Capital Projects)  
(CWS Response to DR CHA-004), question 10a 
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RESPONSE TO DATA REQUEST 

GENERAL RATE CASE, A.24-07-004 

  
  
To:  Public Advocates O ce  

  
Edward Scher  
Project Lead  
  
Emily Fisher  
A orney  
  
Megan Delaporta  
A orney  
  
Syreeta Gibbs  
Project Oversight Supervisor  
  
Chandrika Sharma  
Engineer  

   
  
(415) 815-7027  
edward.scher@cpuc.ca.gov   
  
(415) 703-1327  
emily. sher@cpuc.ca.gov   
  
(415) 703-1319  
megan.delaporta@cpuc.ca.gov   
  
(415) 703-1622 
syreeta.gibbs@cpuc.ca.gov  
  

(415) 703-2268  
chandrika.sharma@cpuc.ca.gov  
     
  

From: California Water Service     
  

    

 Natalie D. Wales        (408) 367-8566  
 Director, Rates      
  

  nwales@calwater.com  

 Patrick Alexander        (408) 367-8230  
General Rate Case Manager   

  
  palexander@calwater.com  

 Melody Singh         (916) 329-1856  
 Manager, Revenue        msingh@calwater.com  
    

Date: August 6, 2024  
Re: CHA-004  
Subj: Salinas, Selma, and Visalia – Capital Projects  

Request Received from CPUC: July 30, 2024  
Requested Due Date: August 6, 2024   
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Comments:  
• Full response a ached.  
• Response provided by Engineering.  
• Does not contain con den al informa on.  
• This response refers to the following a achments included separately:  

  
o A achment #1 – CHA-004 A achment #1 Ques on 4.c._SLN 12-01 Nitrate  

Concentra ons  
o A achment #2 – CHA-004 A achment #2 Ques on 4.c._SLN 17-01 Nitrate  

Concentra ons  
o A achment #3 – CHA-004 A achment #3 Ques on 5.b._SLN 64-01 Nitrate  

Concentra ons  
o A achment #4 – CHA-004 A achment #4 Ques on 6.a._SLN 065 Costs  
o A achment #5 – CHA-004 A achment #5 Ques on 6.a._SLN 065 Monthly Invoices 
o A achment #6 – CHA-004 A achment #6 Ques on 6.b._SLN 65-01 Nitrate  

Concentra ons  
o A achment #7 – CHA-004 A achment #7 Ques on 7.b._SLN 037 Costs  
o A achment #8 – CHA-004 A achment #8 Ques on 7.b._SLN 037 Monthly Invoices  

  
 

Data Requests and Responses  

 
10. New Well 2 Land Purchase – Work Order #133249:  

a. What GRC cycle will the well proposed to be built on this land be completed by?  
Response: WO 00133249 is for land in the 2024 GRC. A well project will be proposed in 
the 2027 GRC. The 2027 GRC Well project will be completed by approximately 2030.    



 

 

LIST OF ATTACHMENTS FOR CHAPTER 6 
 Attachment # Description 

1 Attachment 6-1 CWS Workpaper CH07_RB_FDR_Proposed Capital 
Budget, sheet “IN_2024 GRC ACB”. 

2 Attachment 6-2 CWS response to Cal Advocates DR CHA-010 
(Capital Projects Rate Base), question 5a, 7 and 9. 



 

 

 
 
 

Attachment 6-1: CWS Workpaper 
CH07_RB_FDR_Proposed Capital Budget, sheet 

“IN_2024 GRC ACB” 



 

Attachment 6-1, p. 1 

 



 

 

 

 

 

Attachment 6-2: 
CWS response to Cal Advocates DR CHA-010 

(Capital Projects_Rate Base) (CWS Response to DR 
CHA-010), questions 5a, 7, and 9 



 

Attachment 6-2, p. 1 

RESPONSE TO DATA REQUEST 

GENERAL RATE CASE, A.24-07-003 

 

To:  Public Advocates Of ice    
  

 Edward Scher  (415) 815-7027  
 Project Lead  edward.scher@cpuc.ca.gov   

    
 Emily Fisher (415) 703-1327  
 Attorney  emily. isher@cpuc.ca.gov   

    
 Megan Delaporta (415) 703-1319  
 Attorney  megan.delaporta@cpuc.ca.gov   

    
 Syreeta Gibbs (415) 703-1622  
 Project Oversight Supervisor  syreeta.gibbs@cpuc.ca.gov  

    
 Chandrika Sharma (415) 703-2268  
 Engineer  chandrika.sharma@cpuc.ca.gov     

  
    

From: California Water Service         
  
 Natalie D. Wales        (408) 367-8566  
 Director, Rates        nwales@calwater.com  
  
 Patrick Alexander        (408) 367-8230  
 General Rate Case Manager     palexander@calwater.com  
  
 Melody Singh         (916) 329-1856  
 Manager, Revenue        msingh@calwater.com  
  

Date: Oct 09, 2024  
Re: CHA-010  
Subj: Capital Projects_Rate Base  

Request Received from CPUC:  
Requested Due Date:  
  

October 2, 2024 
October 9, 2024   
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Comments:  

• Full response a ached.  

• Response provided by Engineering and Rates.  

• Response to ques on 10.d. contains con den al informa on.  

• This response refers to the following a achments included separately:  

o A achment 1_Q10.b_Invoices  
o A achment 2_Q10.d_ Addresses   

 

o  A achment 3_Q12.a_Tank Pain ng  
o  A achment 4_Q14_UPIS Balances  
o  A achment 5_Q15_Dep_Reserve Balances  
o  A achment 6_Q16_Deferred Income Tax Balances  

  
  

Data Requests and Responses  

5. VIS Property Purchase (WO # 133149):  

a. How many wells does CWS plan to construct on the land purchase?   
Response: CWSC proposed to construct a single well on the proposed land.    

7. BK – Vehicle for New Complements (WO# 134719), VIS - Vehicle for New Complements  
(WO# 00134771), and VIS - Vehicle for New Complements (WO#: 00134774)  

a. Please provide the tles of the new posi ons associated with the request for new 
vehicles for the Bakers eld and Visalia work orders listed above. Addi onally, please 
provide the cost of the vehicle requested for each posi on.  Response:  

  

Work 
Order #  

Descrip on  Posi on  Vehicle 
Type  

Vehicle 
Cost  

Note  

134719  BK – Vehicle for 
New  
Complements  

Regional Cross  
Connec on  
Control  
Specialist  

Half Ton 
Truck  

$74,263  Half Ton Truck:  
$61,969;  
Up ng: $12,294  

Regional Cross  
Connec on  
Control  
Specialist  

Half Ton 
Truck  

$74,263  Half Ton Truck:  
$61,969;  
Up ng: $12,294  
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Regional Cross  
Connec on  
Control  
Specialist  

Half Ton 
Truck  

$74,263  Half Ton Truck:  
$61,969;  
Up ng: $12,294  

Scada  
CPO/OPS Clerk  

Half Ton 
Truck  

$74,263  Half Ton Truck:  
$61,969;  
Up ng: $12,294  

U lity Worker  Half Ton 
Truck  

$74,263  Half Ton Truck:  
$61,969;  
Up ng: $12,294  

Operator in 
Training  

Half Ton 
Truck  

$74,263  Half Ton Truck:  
$61,969;  
Up ng: $12,294  

Foreman  
Flushing and  
Valve  
Maintenance  

Flushing/ 
Valve  
Truck  

$137,713  Flushing/Valve  
Truck: $55,405;  
Up ng: $82,308  

Leak Truck 
Foreman  

Leak Truck  $227,630  
Leak Truck: 
$85,630; Up ng:  
$142,000  

 
VIS - Vehicle for 
New  
Complements  

Foreman  Leak Truck  $227,630  
Leak Truck: 
$85,630; Up ng:  
$142,000  

Opera on  
Maintenance  
Worker  

Vacuum 
Truck  

$230,000    

 
VIS - Vehicle for 
New  
Complements  

U lity Relief  
CPO  

0.75-ton  
Truck  

$52,820  0.75-ton Truck: 
$52,820;  
Up ng:  
$32,897.00  
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(This is a Chico 
project not  
Visalia)  

Operator in 
Training  

Half Ton 
Truck  

$74,263  Half Ton Truck:  
$61,969;  
Up ng: $12,294  

  

9. VIS 2025 Chevrolet 1500 Pickup (WO #132456) and VIS 2025 FORD F350 (WO 
#132458):  

a. Please provide jus ca on as to why these addi onal vehicles are needed.  
Response: These two vehicles were submi ed in error and Cal Water will withdraw 
them from this rate case.  

b. How is CWSC currently func oning without these requested vehicles? Response:  Please 
see response to ques on 9a.  



 

 

LIST OF ATTACHMENTS FOR CHAPTER 7 
 Attachment # Description 

1 Attachment 7-1 1982 Staff Memorandum on Policy for Including CWIP 
in Rate Base for Water Utilities. 

2 Attachment 7-2 18.3 Allowance for funds used during construction by 
PricewaterhouseCoopers. 

3 Attachment 7-3 CWS Workpaper CH07_RO_RB_PLT, sheet “Wghtd 
PLT Bal WS-4.4.” 

4 Attachment 7-4 CWS Response to Cal Advocates DR CHA-012 (Capital 
Projects Rate Base), question 1. 

5 Attachment 7-5 Cal Advocates RO Model Run - CWS Workpaper 
CH07_RO_RB_PLT, sheet “Wghtd PLT Bal WS-4.4.” 

6 Attachment 7-6 CWS Workpaper CH07_RO_RB_CIAC ADV, sheet 
“Fcst PLT Gross Balance WS-3.” 

7 Attachment 7-7 CWS Response to Cal Advocates DR CHA-009 (Plant 
Projects CIAC Depreciation), question 2b. 

8 Attachment 7-8 CWS Response to Cal Advocates DR CHA-011 (Capital 
Projects Rate Base), questions 1 and 2. 

9 Attachment 7-9 CWS Workpaper CH07_RO_RB_OTH RB Items, sheet 
“IN_ITC Solar Credit Adj.” 

10 Attachment 7-10 CWS Response to Cal Advocates DR CHA-002 
(Bakersfield - Capital Projects), question 2a. 

11 Attachment 7-11 CWS Response to Cal Advocates DR CHA-013 (Rate 
Base), questions 1, 2, 3, and 4. 

12 Attachment 7-12 Cal Advocates analysis using data from Attachment  
7-8, Response 1 and Attachment 7-11,  
Responses 2, 3 and 4, 5A- Metro Districts Depreciation 
Study at 24, 30, and 38, and 5B- Valley Districts 
Depreciation Study at 26, 32, and 41. 

13 Attachment 7-13 Cal Advocates analysis using data from Attachment 7-8, 
Response 1 and 5B- Valley Districts Depreciation Study 
at 26. 

14 Attachment 7-14 Cal Advocates analysis using data from Attachment  
7-8, Response 1 and Attachment 7-11, Response 2, 5A- 
Metro Districts Depreciation Study at 24, 30, and 38, and 
5B- Valley Districts Depreciation Study at 26, 32, and 41. 



 

 

 Attachment # Description 

15 Attachment 7-15 Attachment 8-3, Annual Report Pursuant to Section 13 or 
15(d) of the Securities and Exchange Act for the fiscal 
year ended December 31, 2023 at 49, 52, and 75. 

16 Attachment 7-16 FPC Order No. 389 (October 9, 1969) as cited in U.S. 
Court of Appeals for the Second Circuit - 618 F.2d 198 
(2d Cir. 1980). 

17 Attachment 7-17 A Public Power System’s Introduction to the Federal 
Energy Regulatory Commission Uniform System of 
Accounts at 11. 

18 Attachment 7-18 Revision to Accounting Release No. 5, Capitalization of 
Allowance for Funds Used During Construction at 1. 

19 Attachment 7-19 CPUC Standard Practice U-38-W at A53. 

20 Attachment 7-20 U Federal Register, Vol. 52, No. 123 at 23949. 

21 Attachment 7-21 Construction Work in Progress in the Public Utility Rate 
Base: The Effect of Multiple Projects and Growth at 4. 

22 Attachment 7-22 Deloitte – Regulated Utilities Manual: A Service for 
Regulated Utilities, at 10-11 and 31. 

23 Attachment 7-23 CWS 2017 10k and Proxy Statement at 66. 

24 Attachment 7-24 CWS Response to Cal Advocates DR SBH-005 
(AFUDC-IDC), question 1. 

25 Attachment 7-25 CWS Workpaper X_GBL_Info, sheet REF_AFUDC 
Rate. 

26 Attachment 7-26 CWS Response to Cal Advocates DR CHA-014 (Capital 
Projects Rate Base), questions 6 and 7. 

27 Attachment 7-27 Annual Report Pursuant to Section 13 or 15(d) of the 
Securities and Exchange Act for the fiscal year ended 
December 31, 2022 at 53 and 78. 

28 Attachment 7-28 Annual Report Pursuant to Section 13 or 15(d) of the 
Securities and Exchange Act for the fiscal year ended 
December 31, 2021 at 51 and 75. 

 
 



 

 

 
 
 
 

Attachment 7-1: 
1982 Staff Memorandum on Policy for Including CWIP in 

Rate Base for Water Utilities 
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Attachment 7-2: 
18.3 Allowance for funds used during construction by 

PricewaterhouseCoopers 
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Attachment 7-3, CWS Workpaper CH07_RO_RB_PLT, 
sheet “Wghtd PLT Bal WS-4.4” 
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Attachment 7-4: 
CWS response to Cal Advocates DR CHA-012  

(Capital Projects_Rate Base) (CWS Response to  
DR CHA-012), question 1 
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RESPONSE TO DATA REQUEST 

GENERAL RATE CASE, A.24-07-003 

 

To:  Public Advocates Of ice    
  

 Edward Scher  (415) 815-7027  
 Project Lead  edward.scher@cpuc.ca.gov   

    
 Emily Fisher (415) 703-1327  
 Attorney  emily. isher@cpuc.ca.gov   

    
 Megan Delaporta (415) 703-1319  
 Attorney  megan.delaporta@cpuc.ca.gov   

    
 Syreeta Gibbs (415) 703-1622  
 Project Oversight Supervisor  syreeta.gibbs@cpuc.ca.gov  

    
 Chandrika Sharma (415) 703-2268  
 Engineer  chandrika.sharma@cpuc.ca.gov     

  
  

From: California Water Service         
  
 Natalie D. Wales        (408) 367-8566  
 Director, Rates        nwales@calwater.com  
  
 Patrick Alexander        (408) 367-8230  
 General Rate Case Manager     palexander@calwater.com  
  
 Melody Singh         (916) 329-1856  
 Manager, Revenue        msingh@calwater.com  

Date: October 21, 2024 
Re: CHA-012 
Subj: Capital Projects_Rate Base 

Request Received from CPUC: 
 
Requested Due Date: 
 

October 14, 2014 

October 21, 2024 
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Data Requests and Responses 

1. Please refer to CWSC’s response to question 14 from A2407003 Public Advocates DR CHA-010 
(Capital Projects_Rate Base):  

Please explain why the Utility Plant in Service (UPIS) balances shown in attachment CHA-010 
Attachment 4_Q14_ UPIS Balances (CHA-010 Q14 UPIS Balances) differ from the balances shown in 
the source cited for the UPIS table information, RO model workpaper “CH07_RO_RB_PLT,” tab 
“Wghtd PLT Bal WS-4.4” (RO Weighted Plant Balances).  In CHA-010 Q14 UPIS Balances, the 2026  
UPIS balance is $5,278,711,298. However, in the RO model workpapers, the 2026 Weighted Plant 
Balance by District is $5,276,455,812 and the 2026 Weighted Plant Balance by Master Scenario is  
$5,277,521,944. Additionally, in CHA-010 Q14 UPIS Balances, the 2027 UPIS balance is  
$5,861,357,313. However, in the RO model workpapers, the 2027 Weighted Plant Balance by  
 District is $5,852,248,070 and the 2027 Weighted Plant Balance by Master Scenario is 
$5,860,519,762.   

Response:  The attachment provided in Cal Water’s response to DR CHA-010 “CHA-010 
Attachment 4_Q14_ UPIS Balances” (CHA-010 Q14 UPIS Balances) reflected individual plant balances 
for Dixon and Livermore (new proposed consolidation) from the District scenario columns in ” tab 
“Wghtd PLT Bal WS-4.4” from CH07_RO_RB_PLT file. However, in the 2024 GRC, Cal Water proposes 
consolidation of Dixon and Livermore rate making areas as “Diablo Region” new consolidated rate 
making area. The difference between the plant balances as a consolidated rate making region as 
opposed to the sum of the individual districts, is largely attributable to the weighting of the plant 
additions (plant additions will be weighted the same for both districts under a consolidation). CHA-012 
Attachment 1 updates CHA-010 Attachment 4 to account for the weighted plant balances for newly 
proposed consolidation “Diablo Region” from the Master scenario columns in ” tab “Wghtd PLT Bal 
WS-4.4” from CH07_RO_RB_PLT file, for the Dixon and Livermore districts.  

Comments:  

• Full response attached.  
• Response provided by Engineering and Rates.  
• Does not contain confidential information.  
• This response refers to the following attachments included 

separately:  
o CHA-012 Attachment #1_UPIS Balances  
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Attachment 7-5: 
Cal Advocates RO Model Run - CWS Workpaper 

CH07_RO_RB_PLT, sheet “Wghtd PLT Bal WS-4.4” 
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Attachment 7-6: 
CWS Workpaper CH07_RO_RB_CIAC ADV, sheet  

“Fcst PLT Gross Balance WS-3” 
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Attachment 7-7: 
CWS response to Cal Advocates DR CHA-009  

(Plant Projects_CIAC_Depreciation) (CWS Response to  
DR CHA-009), question 2b 
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RESPONSE TO DATA REQUEST 

GENERAL RATE CASE, A.24-07-003 

 

To:  Public Advocates O ce 
Edward Scher 
Project Lead  

Emily Fisher  
A orney  

Megan Delaporta 
A orney  

Syreeta Gibbs  
Project Oversight Supervisor  

Chandrika Sharma  
Engineer  

(415) 815-7027  
edward.scher@cpuc.ca.gov  

(415) 703-1327 
emily. sher@cpuc.ca.gov 

(415) 703-1319  
megan.delaporta@cpuc.ca.gov 

(415) 703-1622  
syreeta.gibbs@cpuc.ca.gov  

(415) 703-2268  
chandrika.sharma@cpuc.ca.gov 

From: California Water Service 2024GRCDataRequest@calwater.com 

Natalie D. Wales (408) 367-8566  
Director, Rates  nwales@calwater.com 

Patrick Alexander (408) 367-8230  
General Rate Case Manager   palexander@calwater.com 

Melody Singh  (916) 329-1856  
 Manager, Revenue    msingh@calwater.com 
  
Date: October 3, 2024  
Re: CHA-009  
Subj: Plant Projects_CIAC_Deprecia on 

Request Received from CPUC: September 16,  
2024 
Requested Due Date: September 23, 2024   
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Comments:  
• Par al Response #2 FINAL a ached. Par al Response #1 provided on September 

23, 2024  

• Response provided by Engineering and Rates.  

• Does not contain con den al informa on.  

• Response contains the following a achments included separately  

o A achment #1 – COR Invoices  

o A achment #2 – Addi onal COR Invoices  

Data Requests and Responses 

2.    For each of the following projects, CWSC adjusted the Contribu ons in Aid of Construc on 
balances to o set es mated grants.1 If applicable, please provide the actual grant balance 
amount.  

b. Coast Springs - $19,500 in es mated grants to be received for PALL unit Filtra on 
project at its Sta. (PID – 124862) 
Response: This project is completed.  Expected reimbursement for this project is 
$12,346.60. The reduced amount is due to the lower cost for the purchase and 
installa on of the lter as it was installed by Cal Water sta  and not the 
vendor. 

 
1 1 - Testimony Book #1 – July, p. 127, lines 13-22  



 

 

 
 
 
 

Attachment 7-8: 
CWS response to Cal Advocates DR CHA-011  

(Capital Projects_Rate Base) (CWS Response to DR  
CHA-011), questions 1 and 2 
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PARTIAL RESPONSE TO DATA REQUEST 

GENERAL RATE CASE, A.24-07-003 

 

To:  Public Advocates Of ice 
Edward Scher 
Project Lead  

Emily Fisher
Attorney  

Megan Delaporta
Attorney  

Syreeta Gibbs  
Project Oversight Supervisor  

Chandrika Sharma  
Engineer  

From: California Water Service 

(415) 815-7027 
edward.scher@cpuc.ca.gov  

(415) 703-1327 
emily. isher@cpuc.ca.gov 

(415) 703-1319  
megan.delaporta@cpuc.ca.gov 

(415) 703-1622 
syreeta.gibbs@cpuc.ca.gov  

(415) 703-2268  
chandrika.sharma@cpuc.ca.gov 

Natalie D. Wales (408) 367-8566  
Director, Rates  nwales@calwater.com 

Patrick Alexander (408) 367-8230  
General Rate Case Manager   palexander@calwater.com 

Melody Singh  (916) 329-1856  
 Manager, Revenue    msingh@calwater.com 
  
Date: November 1, 2024  
Re: CHA-011  
Subj: Capital Projects_Rate Base  

Request Received from CPUC:  October 4, 2024 
Requested Due Date:  Oct. 11, 2024   
Response #2 Due Date:  Nov. 1, 2024  

  



 

Attachment 7-8, p. 2 

Comments:  
• Par al Response #2 a ached. Par al Response #1 was submi ed on October 11.  

• Response provided by Rates and Engineering.  

• Does not contain con den al informa on.   

• This response refers to the following a achments included separately:  

o CHA-011 A achment #1 
 

Data Requests and Responses  

1. Using the columns below in Excel format, for all CWSC districts, please iden fy all assets 
that are currently included in rate base but are not in service.   

Response: Cal Water has requested an extension for this Ques on and will provide a 
response forthcoming. 

District Asset  
Name 

Work  
Order  

# 

Descrip on Date  
Added 

to  
Service 

Date  
Removed 

from  
Service 

Plan to  
Restore  
Service  

(Yes/No) 

Expected  
Restora on  

Date 

Current  
Net  

Book  
Value 

         

         

         

         

         

 

Par al Response #2: Per discussion between Cal Water and Cal Advocates, due to the 
limited meframe involved with this request, Cal Water is focusing its e ort on the 
following above-ground xed assets (Wells, Booster Pumps, and Storage Tanks listed in 
its property records) in all of its districts. Please refer to the list included as CHA-011 
A achment #1. For all xed assets included on this list, Cal Water notes the asset 
descrip on the date (or year) added to service, the date (or year) the asset was taken 
out of service at an opera onal level, the expected restora on date and the cost of the 
asset when it was installed. Cal Water depreciates its assets at a group level. However, 
Cal Water has provided the data necessary to calculate a theore cal net book value, 
should Cal Advocates choose to do so. Please keep in mind, while a xed asset may be 
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included in rate base, due to its age, it may theore cally be fully depreciated, and 
therefore rate base neutral. Addi onally, over the 98 years of its existence, Cal Water 
has acquired many systems, some of which do not have very good plant records. As 
such, there may be some informa on that is missing from this list because Cal Water 
never had possession of it. 
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2. Contributions in Aid of Construction (CIAC):  
a. Please explain whether grant funds are provided by the grantor in advance of CWSC 

incurring the eligible costs, or on a cost-reimbursement basis.   
Response: Grant funds are generally provided by the grantor after completion of 
the project or completion of certain project scope in the form of either as a fixed 
amount or on a cost-reimbursement basis depending on the specific agreement 
with the grant funding agency. 

b. Please provide the workpaper(s) and location(s) in the RO model where the CIAC grants 
are listed.   

Response: Cal Water records grants to GL account AC 266100 which is included in 

Contributions in Aid of Construction (“CIAC”) balances with other CIAC GL accounts –  

265400, 265100 in the “CIAC-WS-0” tab of file “Y_CH07_RO_RB_SD_Rec CIAC” of Cal 
Water’s RO model. All CIAC accounts (265400, 265100, 266100) are embedded in 
the total of each asset account CIAC balance. 
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c. If the final cost of a grant-funded project exceeds the authorized grant amount, how does 
CWSC make up for the shortfall?  

Response: Grant funded projects are ultimately added to Cal Water’s Utility Plant in 
Service when complete. Grant funding offsets the plant balance up to the dollar 
amount awarded by the grantor. However, many grant agreements allow Cal Water 
to request additional funds for costs reasonably incurred but not foreseen in the 
grant application. 

d. Does CWSC update the RO model to include the final cost of the grant funded project 
rather than the authorized grant amount? If so, please provide the location in the 
workpapers where the updated amount can be found.  

Response: Yes, Cal Water includes the final cost of the grant funded projects in its 
plant balances, as adjusted by grants amounts recorded as CIAC balances. 

e. Please refer to CWSC’s response to question 2a from A2407003 Public Advocates DR 
CHA-009 (Plant Projects_CIAC_Depreciation):  

If CWSC does not receive the additional $472,970.63 from the Water 
Replenishment District to cover the full project charge, who will be responsible for 
paying the excess expenses?  
Response: If Cal Water does not receive the additional $472,970.63 in grant 
proceeds, only the initial amount received will offset the project costs and the 
remainder will be treated as company funded plant. 

f. Please refer to CWSC’s response to question 2b from A2407003 Public Advocates DR 
CHA-009 (Plant Projects_CIAC_Depreciation):  

Since the final cost of the project is less than the authorized grant amount, 
what will happen to the excess grant money?  
Response: Cal Water will only receive reimbursement for the project costs incurred.  

g. Please identify the grantor providing funding for the PALL Unit Filtration project (PID – 
124862) in the Coast Springs district.  

Response: Grant funding for this project will be provided by Department of Water 
Resources under the “Small Community Drought Relief Grant” program. 

h. Please identify the grantor providing funding for the Tulco Storage Tank project (PID – 
123359) in the Visalia district.  

Response: Grant funding for this project will be provided by Department of Water 
Resources under the “Small Community Drought Relief Grant” program.  



 

 

 
 
 
 

Attachment 7-9: 
CWS Workpaper CH07_RO_RB_OTH RB Items,  

sheet “IN_ITC Solar Credit Adj” 



 

 

 



 

 

 
 
 

Attachment 7-10: 
CWS Response to Cal Advocates DR CHA-002 

(Bakersfield - Capital Projects) (CWS Response to  
DR CHA-002), question 2a 
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RESPONSE TO DATA REQUEST 

GENERAL RATE CASE, A.24-07-003 

 

To: Public Advocates O ce 
Edward Scher 
Project Lead  

Emily Fisher  
A orney  

Megan Delaporta 
A orney  

Syreeta Gibbs  
Project Oversight Supervisor  

Chandrika Sharma  
Engineer  

From: California Water Service 

(415) 815-7027  
edward.scher@cpuc.ca.gov  

(415) 703-1327 
emily. sher@cpuc.ca.gov 

(415) 703-1319  
megan.delaporta@cpuc.ca.gov 

(415) 703-1622  
syreeta.gibbs@cpuc.ca.gov  

(415) 703-2268  
chandrika.sharma@cpuc.ca.gov 

Natalie D. Wales (408) 367-8566  
Director, Rates nwales@calwater.com 

Patrick Alexander (408) 367-8230  
General Rate Case Manager palexander@calwater.com 

Melody Singh (916) 329-1856  
Manager, Revenue msingh@calwater.com 
  

Date: 
Re:  
Subj: 

Jul 25, 2024  
CHA-002  
Bakers eld – Capital Projects  

Request Received from CPUC: July 18, 2024 
Requested Due Date:              July 25, 2024   
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Comments:  
• Full response a ached.  
• Response provided by Engineering and Rates Department.  
• One a achment contains con den al Category 3 informa on.  
• This response refers to the following a achments included separately:  
• CONFIDENTIAL CHA-002 A achment #1 – BK PPA Model 

 
Data Requests and Responses 

 
 2. Bakers eld Onsite Solar – Work Order #133577: 

a. Please explain how “shareholder funding for the water infrastructure improvements to 
provide quality water and wastewater services could be impacted in the future” if this 
project is not implemented as stated in BK_2024_GRC_PJ_Book_Final on page BK PJ – 98. 
Response: At the me of our GRC submission, Cal Water was s ll in the request for 
proposal (RFP) stage for the Bakers eld Onsite Solar project. During this stage, we 
evalua ng between the ownership of the system, in which Cal Water constructed and 
owned the solar power system, and a power purchase agreement (PPA), where Cal 
Water does not own the system and instead buys power from a solar developer. Upon 
receiving the o ers from the solar developers, we determined that the customer cost 
savings from buying power at a lower cost from the developer rather than the local 
u lity through the PPA model represented the op mal solu on. As such, we have 
elected to pursue the PPA rather than the ownership model and will adjust our Results 
of Opera ons Model (ROM) to exclude the solar plant and tax credits associated with 
this project from rate base and update the electricity cost savings in our opera ng 
expenditures.  
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Attachment 7-11: 
CWS response to Cal Advocates DR CHA-013 (Rate Base) 

(CWS response to DR CHA-013) questions 1, 2, 3, and 4 
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RESPONSE TO DATA REQUEST 

GENERAL RATE CASE, A.24-07-003 

 

To:  Public Advocates O ce 
Edward Scher 
Project Lead  

Emily Fisher  
A orney  

Megan Delaporta 
A orney  

Syreeta Gibbs  
Project Oversight 
Supervisor  

Chandrika Sharma  
Engineer  

From: California Water Service 

(415) 815-7027  
edward.scher@cpuc.ca.gov  

(415) 703-1327 
emily. sher@cpuc.ca.gov 

(415) 703-1319  
megan.delaporta@cpuc.ca.gov 

(415) 703-1622  
syreeta.gibbs@cpuc.ca.gov  

(415) 703-2268  
chandrika.sharma@cpuc.ca.go
v 

Natalie D. Wales (408) 367-8566  
Director, Rates  nwales@calwater.com 

Patrick Alexander (408) 367-8230  
General Rate Case Manager   palexander@calwater.com 

Melody Singh  (916) 329-1856  
 Manager, Revenue    msingh@calwater.com 
  
Date: November 14, 2024  
Re: CHA-013  
Subj: Rate Base 

Request Received from CPUC: November 6, 2024 
Requested Due Date: November 14, 2024   
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Comments:  
• Full response a ached.  

• Response provided by Engineering.  

• Does not contain con den al informa on.  

• This response refers to the following a achments included separately:  

o CHA-013 A achment #1  
 

Data Requests and Responses 

Please refer to CWSC’s response to ques on 1 (CHA-011 A achment #1) for A2407003 Public 
Advocates DR CHA-011 (Capital Projects_Rate Base) for each of the following ques ons:  

1. CWSC provided the table data below in response to DR CHA-011 (Capital Projects_Rate Base). If 
applicable, please provide the date the following assets were last ac ve: 
Response:   

District Asset 
Type  

Asset 
Name 

Work  
Order #  

Date  
Added to  
Service  

Date Removed from Service Date Asset 
Last Ac ve  

KRV Booster ARD-
016-A 

00052908 2011 out service at least since 1996 Please refer 
to the 
response to 
ques on 4.   

DOM Booster DOM-
203-A 

00115264 2018 4+ years 2019 

LAS Booster LAS-
037-A 

3478 03/01/97 There has been no record of this 
asset since 1990. It was likely 
already re red when it was 
acquired as part of the North Los 
Altos Acquisi on  

Unknown – 
No records 
available  

VIS Well TUL-W-
201-01 

 2001 Unknown 09/2017 

AV Well LEO-W-
002-01 

None 12/1/2010 The dates were either recorded 
before CWS acquired the system, 
or weren’t recorded when the 
status was changed. For the ones 
we don’t know, it’s likely 10+ years 
ago, as we’ve go en progressively 
be er at keeping records.  

Unknown – 
No records 
available  
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AV Well LAN-W-
001-02 

None 12/1/1975 The dates were either recorded 
before CWS acquired the system, 
or weren’t recorded when the 
status was changed. For the ones 
we don’t know, it’s likely 10+ years 
ago, as we’ve go en progressively 
be er at keeping records.  

Unknown – 
No records 
available  

DIX Well DIX-W-
003-01 

0153 1/1/1950 Water Quality records indicate that 
this well was made inac ve based 
on Permit Amendment No. 9 (May 
19, 2022) but the status was 
ini ally changed by DDW in 2015 
prompted by the new Cr(IV) MCL.  
The well exceeded the nitrate 
standard in 2017.  

2015 

 
District Asset 

Type  
Asset Name Work  

Order #  
Date  

Added to  
Service  

Date Removed from Service Date Asset 
Last Ac ve  

KRV Well ARD-W-016- 
01  

None 1/1/1983 No record of this Well Please refer 
to the 
response to 
ques on 4.  

KRV Well KERV-W-010- 
01  

KER9125 11/1/2001 The dates were either recorded 
before CWS acquired the system, 
or weren’t recorded when the 
status was changed. For the ones 
we don’t know, it’s likely 10+ 
years ago, as we’ve go en 
progressively be er at keeping 
records.  

Unknown – 
No records 
available  

KRV Well KERV-W-014- 
01  

None 1/3/1998 The dates were either recorded 
before CWS acquired the system, 
or weren’t recorded when the 
status was changed. For the ones 
we don’t know, it’s likely 10+ 
years ago, as we’ve go en 
progressively be er at keeping 
records.  

Unknown – 
No records 
available  
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KRV Well LLAN-W-001- 
01  

None 12/01/74 The dates were either recorded 
before CWS acquired the system, 
or weren’t recorded when the 
status was changed. For the ones 
we don’t know, it’s likely 10+ 
years ago, as we’ve go en 
progressively be er at keeping 
records.  

Unknown – 
No records 
available  

KRV Well LLAN-W-003- 
01  

None 1/7/1995 The dates were either recorded 
before CWS acquired the system, 
or weren’t recorded when the 
status was changed. For the ones 
we don’t know, it’s likely 10+ 
years ago, as we’ve go en 
progressively be er at keeping 
records.  

Unknown – 
No records 
available  

RDOM- 
SITE  

Tank PV-045-T1 None 5/1/1971 20-25 years ago 10/1998 

RDOM- 
SITE  

Tank PV-043-T1 None 5/1/1971 25-30 years ago 10/1998 

LAS- 
SITE  

Tank LAS-029-T1 1100 12/1/1962 1990's Unknown – 
No records 
available  

 
District Asset 

Type  
Asset Name Work  

Order #  
Date  

Added to  
Service  

Date Removed from Service Date Asset 
Last Ac ve  

LAS- 
SITE  

Tank LAS-022-T1 0437 1/1/1956 Before 2000 Unknown – 
No records 
available  

LAS- 
SITE  

Tank LAS-004-T1 None 1/1/1948 1990's Unknown – 
No records 
available  

LAS- 
SITE  

Tank LAS-002-T1 1105 12/1/1962 1990's Unknown – 
No records 
available  

KRV- 
SITE  

Tank COUN-009-T1 None 1/6/1997 es mated 2014 07/09/2015 

 

2. CWSC provided the table data below in response to DR CHA-011 (Capital Projects_Rate Base). For 
each of the following projects, please provide the project management plan, including milestone 
dates showing that the project will be completed by the es mated comple on date.  
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Response: Cal Water is managing comple on of CH-W-030-01 and CH-W-041-01 as part of PFAS 
Compliance Program. Site-speci c details on individual PFAS projects will be included in a separate 
applica on. However, Cal Water expects to complete these projects by the end of 2027. 

District  
Asset 
Type  Asset Name  

Work Order # (or 
other iden er)  

Plan to Restore  
Service  

(Yes/No/TBD)  

Expected  
Restora on 

Date  
a. STK  Booster  STK-065-B 00009492 Yes  12/31/25  
b. CH Well  CH-W-030-01 1505 Yes  12/31/2026  
c. CH Well  CH-W-041-01 None Yes  12/31/2026  
d. CH Well  CH-W-051-01 WO#00123198 Yes  10/1/2025  
e. DOM 

Well  
DOM-W-219- 
02  

DOM10704 
Yes  1/1/2026  

f. KRV 
Well  

SMTN-W-001- 
01  

None 
Yes  2027  

g. STK- 
SITE  Tank  STK-018-T2  00016833  Yes  2025-2027  

STK-065-B  
Task #  Task Name  Finish Month  Finish Year  
Task 1  Preliminary Design  12  2025  
Task 2  Final Design  01  2026  
Task 3  Final Permi ng  01  2028  
Task 4  Bidding and Procurement  03  2028  
Task 5  Construc on  09  2028  
Task 6  Startup and Tes ng  10  2028  
Task 7  Final Close Out  11  2028  
CH-W-051-01  
Task Number  Task Name  Finish Month  Finish Year  
Task 1  Preliminary Design  07  2024  
Task 2  Final Design  08  2024  
Task 3  Final Permi ng  12  2024  
Task 4  Bidding and Procurement  12  2024  
Task 5  Construc on  07  2025  
Task 6  Startup and Tes ng  09  2025  
Task 7  Final Close Out  10  2025  
DOM-W-219- 
02  
Task Number  Task Name  Finish Month  Finish Year  
Task 1  Preliminary Design  01  2025  
Task 2  Final Design  02  2025  
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Task 3  Final Permi ng  04  2025  
Task 4  Bidding and Procurement  02  2026  
Task 5  Construc on  01  2027  
Task 6  Startup and Tes ng  08  2027  
Task 7  Final Close Out  09  2027  
SMTN-W-001-01  

Task Number  Task Name  Finish Month  
Finish 
Year  

Task 1  Preliminary Design  06  2025  
Task 2  Bidding Procurement  08  2025  
Task 3  Inspec on  01  2026  
Task 4  Report  02  2026  
Task 5  Well Rehabilita on  08  2026  
Task 6  Implementa on of Report Findings  04  2027  
STK-018-T21 
Task Number  Task Name  Finish Month  Finish Year  
Task 1  Well Assessment Study  01  2026  
Task 2  Reconstruct Well  02  2026  
Task 3  Develop Well  03  2026  
Task 4  Test Pump  03  2026  
Task 5  Tank Restora on  09  2026  
Task 6  Pumping Equipment  09  2026  
Task 7  Startup and Tes ng  09  2026  
Task 8  Final Close Out  09  2026  

 
3. CWSC indicated in response to DR CHA-011 (Capital Projects_Rate Base) that there is an expected 

restora on date for CH-W-007-04 (WO #162) for the Chico district) of “46387.” Please provide the 
correct date.  
Response: This was an Excel forma ng issue. The correct date is 12/31/2026.  

4. CWSC indicated in response to DR CHA-011 (Capital Projects_Rate Base) that for the project ARD016-
A (WO #00052908) for the Kern River Valley district was added to service in 2011, but CWSC also 
stated it has been out of service since 1996.  Please explain the discrepancy. 

 
1 The backwash tank at Station 018 in Stockton (STK-018-T2) is currently inactive due to sanding issues 
affecting the well. To address this, the restoration of the backwash tank is scheduled to commence 
following the well assessment and rehabilitation project in 2026 (Project ID: 133210). The Supply and 
Plant Infrastructure team will conduct a comprehensive Well Assessment study on the well at Station 018. 
Based on the findings of this study, a more precise timeline for the tank restoration will be established, 
with the objective of completing the restoration by December 31, 2027. 
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Response: While there is no o cial recorded date for when the booster pump (ARD-016-A) and 
well (ARD-W-016-01) became inac ve, a sta  member familiar with the Kern River Valley District 
reports that these two assets have been inac ve since before 1996, the year he was hired to work 
in Kern River Valley by a company that was later acquired by Cal Water. 
In a previous response to data request CHA-011, Work Order #00052908 was incorrectly linked to 
ARD-016-A. The correct linkage is to ARD-017-A, which was added to service on May 15, 2011. 



 

 

 
 
 

Attachment 7-12: 
Cal Advocates analysis using data from Attachment 7-8, 

Response 1 and Attachment 7-11, Responses 2, 3, and 4, 5A- 
Metro Districts Depreciation Study at 24, 30, and 38, and 
5B- Valley Districts Depreciation Study at 26, 32, and 41 
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Attachment 7-13: 
Cal Advocates analysis using data from Attachment 7-8, 
Response 1 and 5B- Valley Districts Depreciation Study 

at 26 
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Attachment 7-14: 
Cal Advocates analysis using data from Attachment 7-8, 
Response 1, Attachment 7-11 and Response 2, 5A- Metro 

Districts Depreciation Study at 24, 30, and 38, and 5B- 
Valley Districts Depreciation Study at 26, 32, and 41
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Attachment 7-15: 
Attachment 8-3, Annual Report Pursuant to Section 13 or 
15(d) of the Securities and Exchange Act for the fiscal year 

ended December 31, 2023 at 49, 52, and 75 
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Attachment 7-16: 
FPC Order No. 389 (October 9, 1969) as cited in  
U.S. Court of Appeals for the Second Circuit – 

618 F.2d 198 (2d Cir. 1980) 
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Attachment 7-17: 
A Public Power System’s Introduction to the Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission Uniform System of Accounts at 11 
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Attachment 7-18, Revision to Accounting Release No. 5, 
Capitalization of Allowance for Funds Used During 

Construction at 1. 
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Attachment 7-19: 
CPUC Standard Practice U-38-W at A53 
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Attachment 7-20: 
U Federal Register, Vol. 52, No. 123 at 23949 
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Attachment 7-21: 

Construction Work in Progress in the Public Utility Rate 
Base: The Effect of Multiple Projects and Growth at 42 
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Attachment 7-22: 
Deloitte – Regulated Utilities Manual: 

A Service for Regulated Utilities, at 10-11 and 31 
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Attachment 7-23: 
CWS 2017 10k and Proxy Statement at 66 
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Attachment 7-24: 
CWS Response to Cal Advocates DR SBH-005  

AFUDC-IDC) (CWS Response to DR SBH-005), question 1 
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RESPONSE TO DATA REQUEST 2018 

GENERAL RATE CASE, A.18-07-001 

To:  Office of Ratepayer Advocates 

Brian Yu, P.E.  
Project Coordinator   

Sung B. Han  
            Senior Utilities Engineer  

Tovah Trimming  
Attorney for ORA  

Vanessa Young  
Attorney for ORA  

Phone:  (213) 576-7075  
Email:  byu@cpuc.ca.gov 

Phone:  (415) 703-4494  
Email:  sung.han@cpuc.ca.gov 

Phone:  (415) 703-3309  
Email:  tovah.trimming@cpuc.ca.gov 

Phone:  (415) 703-3942  
Email:  Vanessa.Young@cpuc.ca.gov 

From: Tess Cayas  
Regulatory Program Manager  

Natalie D. Wales  
Regulatory Attorney  

Phone:  (408) 367-8229  
Email:  tcayas@calwater.com 

Phone:  (408) 367-8566  
Email:  nwales@calwater.com 

Date: August 30, 2018  

Re:  SBH-005  

Subj:  AFUDC-IDC 

Request Received from ORA:   August 30, 2018 

Requested Due Date:            September 7, 2018 
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Comments: Full Response submitted.  

Data Requests and Responses 

1. CWS’ General Report, page 82, Section c) Accumulated Funds Used During Construction 
(AFUDC) states that “Cal Water includes AFUDC in the budgeted cost of proposed plant 
additions at its Commission approved 7.48% return on ratebase in this Application.” Please 
explain what “Accumulated Funds Used is during Construction” and provide the page references 
in CPUC Uniform System of Accounts for Class A Water Utilities where the Commission has 
allowed AFUDC in plant additions.   

Response: Prior to the 2015 GRC, Cal Water was understating the amount of capitalized interest 
for ratemaking, which has been very beneficial for ratepayers.  Cal Water used an interest during 
construction (“IDC”) rate that only included debt costs, and excluded the cost of equity, for both 
income taxes and ratemaking.    

In the 2015 GRC Settlement, the parties agreed that Cal Water would withdraw its request for 
Construction Work in Progress (“CWIP”) in rate base, and that Cal Water would “include the 
capital financing costs of its project totals consistent with the California utility industry practices 
approved by the California Public Utilities Commission and the Commission’s Uniform System 
of Accounts.”1 

The Commission’s Uniform System of Accounts (“USOA”) defines IDC as follows.  

Interest during construction” includes the net cost of borrowed 
funds used for construction purposes and a reasonable rate upon 
the utility’s own funds when so used.  Interest during 
construction may be charged to the individual job upon which 
the funds are expended to and, if so charged, shall be credited to 
Account 536, Interest Charged to Construction---Cr.  The period 
for which interest may be capitalized shall be limited the period 
of construction.  No interest charges shall be included in these 
accounts upon expenditures for construction projects which have 
been abandoned.2 

By the above definition, IDC therefore includes the net cost of borrowed funds (debt) and a 
reasonable return on a utility’s own funds (equity).  Note that the terms “allowance for funds used 
during construction” (AFUDC) and IDC are often used interchangeably in referring to capitalized 
interest.  

In D.14-08-032, the Commission affirmed that IDC/AFUDC includes both debt and equity.  For 
example, the Commission rejected a proposal to decrease PG&E’s AFUDC rate, which was set at 

 
1 D.16-12-042, Attachment A (Settlement) at 138. 
2 USOA at page A54 (emphasis added).  
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the company’s authorized rate of return, to reflect a lower level of equity.  In Ordering Paragraph 
32, the Commission concluded:   

32. The Division of Ratepayer’s Advocates’ recommendation to change the 
computation of Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s Allowance for Funds Used 
During Construction rate by lowering equity returns and imputing short term debt is 
denied.3 

At the time of the 2015 GRC Settlement, Cal Water’s authorized rate of return was 7.94%.   
The customer rates in the settlement were calculated using the midpoint of an IDC rate of 7.6%.  
Cal Water’s use of 7.6% as IDC was clearly not intended to reflect the company’s actual rate of 
return.  (For the 2015 GRC settlement, water rates were calculated by applying the midpoint of 
7.6% to all approved projects in aggregate.  The full annual rate of 7.6% was not used because 
construction times for some projects would be less than one year, and some would be more than 
year.  The midpoint of 7.6% was chosen to be conservative.)  

At that time, the chosen rate was intended to be IDC (Interest During Construction).  Cal  
Water later found out that, from the perspective of Cal Water’s external auditors (Deloitte), if the 
percentage used for interest during construction is more than the cost of debt, by default the 
excess should be treated as an equity component under GAAP (Generally Accepted Accounting 
Principles), and is more properly referred to as “AFUDC.”  Cal Water now uses the term 
“AFUDC” to refer to that, rather than “IDC.”  

In preparing the 2018 GRC Application, Cal Water programmed ROM to use 7.6% (now applied 
to projects on an individualized basis according to the forecasted construction time for each 
project), consistent with the calculations approved in the 2015 GRC Settlement.  Because the 
percentage used in the 2015 GRC Settlement was not intended to reflect the rate of return, Cal 
Water did not modify its use of 7.6% when the Commission lowered Cal Water’s rate of return 
from 7.94% to 7.48% in D.18-03-035.  

Cal Water notes that it is not unusual for other Commissions to allow AFUDC in lieu of CWIP in 
rate base (The Process of Ratemaking Vol II, Leonard Saul Goodman, page 809].   

 
3 D.14-08-032 at 738.  
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CWS Workpaper X_GBL_Info, sheet REF_AFUDC Rate 
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Attachment 7-26: 
CWS Response to Cal Advocates DR CHA-014 (Capital 
Projects_Rate Base) (CWS Response to DR CHA-014), 

questions 6 and 7 
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RESPONSE TO DATA REQUEST 

GENERAL RATE CASE, A.24-07-003 

 

To:  Public Advocates Office 
Edward Scher 
Project Lead  

Emily
Fisher
Attorney  

Megan
Delaporta
Attorney  

Syreeta Gibbs  
Project Oversight 
Supervisor  

Chandrika Sharma  
Engineer  

From: California Water Service 

(415) 815-7027 
edward.scher@cpuc.ca.gov  

(415) 703-1327 
emily. isher@cpuc.ca.gov 

(415) 703-1319  
megan.delaporta@cpuc.ca.gov 

(415) 703-1622 
syreeta.gibbs@cpuc.ca.gov  

(415) 703-2268  
chandrika.sharma@cpuc.ca.gov 

Natalie D. Wales (408) 367-8566  
Director, Rates  nwales@calwater.com 

Patrick Alexander (408) 367-8230  
General Rate Case Manager   palexander@calwater.com 

Melody Singh  (916) 329-1856  
 Manager, Revenue    msingh@calwater.com 
  

Date: December 27, 2024 
Par al Response #1 sent on 
December 23, 2024  

Re: CHA-014  
Subj: Capital Projects_Rate Base  

Request Received from CPUC:  
2024 
Requested Due Date: 
2024   

December 
16, 
December 
23,  
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Comments:  
• Par al Response #2 FINAL a ached.  

• Response provided by Rates and Engineering.  

• Does not contain con den al informa on.  

• This response refers to the following a achments included 
separately:  
o A achment #1 – 2023 Quarterly LOC Borrowing Interest  
o A achment #2 – Q3 2024 Quarterly LOC Borrowing 
o Interest Analysis A achment #3 – CLTD Amort Schedule 
o A achment #4 – AFUDC equity component 2018-2023 
o A achment #5 – Regulated Capital Lease 2022-2023 Info 

 

 

 
Data Requests and Responses 

6. Please con rm that for nancial repor ng purposes, CWSC does not capitalize the equity por on 
of AFUDC.  If unable to con rm, please explain how the equity por on of AFUDC is accounted for in 

nancial statements submi ed by CWSC (or its parent) for nancial repor ng. Response: Cal Water 
capitalizes the equity component of AFUDC. 

7. Please iden fy the total equity component (expressed as a dollar value) resul ng from AFUDC 
over the last ve years (2019-2023).  Please indicate the total equity component for each year. 
Response: Please see CHA-014 A achment #4. 
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Annual Report Pursuant to Section 13 or 15(d) of the 
Securities and Exchange Act for the fiscal year ended 

December 31, 2022 at 53 and 78 
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Annual Report Pursuant to Section 13 or 15(d) of the 
Securities and Exchange Act for the fiscal year ended 

December 31, 2021 at 51 and 75 
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