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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 Golden State Water Company (GSWC) in Application (A.) 23-08-010 to 4 

provide the California Public Utilities Commission (Commission or CPUC) with 5 

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

cost.  Mehboob Aslam is Cal Advocates project lead for this proceeding.  Victor Chan is 7 

the oversight supervisor, and Crystal Yu and Brett Palmer are the legal counsels. 8 

Although every effort was made to comprehensively review, analyze, and provide 9 

the Commission with recommendations on each ratemaking and policy aspect presented 10 

in the Application, the absence from Cal Advocates’ testimony of any particular issue 11 

connotes neither agreement nor disagreement of the underlying request, methodology, or 12 

policy position related to that issue. 13 
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CHAPTER 1 WATER QUALITY AND SPECIAL 1 

REQUEST 4 2 

I. INTRODUCTION  3 

This chapter presents the analysis and recommendations regarding the water 4 

quality of GSWC’s water systems.     5 

II. SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS  6 

The Commission should grant GSWC Special Request #4 and find that all GSWC 7 

water systems, except the Robbins system, comply with the applicable water quality 8 

standards. 9 

III. ANALYSIS  10 

GSWC has 38 water systems and 37 of them comply with water quality standards.  11 

The Robbins system, acquired by GSWC on May 1, 2022, from Sutter County, does not 12 

comply because there are contaminants that exceed the primary and secondary maximum 13 

contaminant levels (MCL). 1  14 

The level of arsenic in the Robbins system is between 13 and 15 micrograms per 15 

liter (μg/L), which is greater than the permitted primary MCL of 10 μg/L. Additionally, 16 

the level of chloride, specific conductance, and total dissolved solids (TDS) is higher than 17 

the secondary MCL.  The chloride level is between 116 and 1280 (milligrams per liter) 18 

mg/L, which is higher than the secondary MCL of 500 mg/L.  The range for specific 19 

conductance is between 3700 and 3800 microsiemens per centimeter (μS/cm), which is 20 

more than the MCL of 1600 μS/cm.  The level of TDS exceeds the MCL of 1000 mg/L, 21 

with a range of 2400 to 2900 mg/L. GSWC is working to meet the milestones within its 22 

Compliance Plan, which includes completing the water treatment design, submitting a 23 

Grant Funding Application and agreement, awarding the construction contract, 24 

 
1
 2022 Robbins System CCR 
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completing the construction timeline, and meeting the arsenic MCL running annual 1 

average.  GSWC has a plan to bring the Robbins system into compliance with the arsenic 2 

MCL by June 2025.2  GSWC has also entered into an Administrative Order on Consent 3 

with the United States Environmental Protection Agency to bring the Robbins system 4 

arsenic MCL running average into compliance by June 2026 by adhering to the 5 

Compliance Plan.3,4  However, the arsenic MCL running average may be compliant 6 

as early as the first quarter of 2026.5 7 

The most recent Consumer Confidence reports from 2022 show that all other 8 

water systems meet state and federal water requirements.  Additionally, there are no 9 

outstanding violations based on the Safe Drinking Water Information System (SDWIS) 10 

for the Division of Drinking Water (DDW).6  11 

A. Violations Since the Last GRC (2020)  12 

Since its last GRC, A.20-07-012, GSWC received three notices of violation for 13 

three water systems from the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB), which are 14 

listed in Table 1-1 below.  GSWC provided details about the violations as part of its 15 

application and in response to discovery, and Cal Advocates verified this information 16 

using the SDWIS and contacting SWRCB engineers. 7,8,9,10,11,12,13,14 17 

 
2
 Pillai Testimony SR4 SR8 Water Quality – APP page 5 

3
 Robbins GSW Final AOC - August 2022-Signed 

4
 Email with SWRCB regarding the Robbins system compliance, Attachment 1-1 

5
 Email with GSWC regarding the Robbins system compliance, Attachment 1-2 

6
 https://sdwis.waterboards.ca.gov/PDWW/ 

7
 MDR Questions and Responses 2023 PA – G Water Quality  

8
 DR CHA-002 Water Quality Response from GSWC (All Questions), Attachment 1-3 

9
 DR CHA-002 Water Quality Response Attachment 1_Q1b_GSWC Directive #6 Ongoing Training Letter  

from GSWC (Question 1), Attachment 1-4 
10

 DR CHA-002 Water Quality Response Attachment 3_Q3a from GSWC (Question 3), Attachment 1-5 
11

 Email with SWRCB regarding the Norwalk system violation, Attachment 1-6 
12

 Email with SWRCB regarding the Claremont system violation, Attachment 1-7 
13

 Email with SWRCB regarding the Wrightwood system violation, Attachment 1-8 
14

 DR CHA-012 Water Quality Response from GSWC (Question 1), Attachment 1-9  
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Table 1-1: Summary of Violations (2020-2022) 1 

Region Water System Violation Name Year 

Violation 

Occurred 

Year 

Compliance 

Achieved 

II Norwalk - 

CA1910098 

FAILURE TO FOLLOW PERMIT 

CONDITIONS FOR PFAS 

MONITORING AT STUDEBAKER 

WELL 3 

2022 2022 

III Claremont - 

CA1910024 

04_07_22C_008: 1,2,3-

TRICHLOROPROPANE 

MONITORING VIOLATION 

FOR 2020 

2020 2022 

 

III Wrightwood - 

CA3610047 

05_13_23N_001: MONITORING, 

ROUTINE MAJOR (WRIGHTWOOD) 

2022 2023 

 2 

1. Claremont system violation (04_07_22C_008): In 2020, the Claremont 3 

system failed to collect samples to monitor seven out of the required eight wells for 1,2,3-4 

Trichloropropane (1,2,3-TCP).  GSWC took corrective actions to bring the system into 5 

compliance including collecting and sampling for 1,2,3-TCP, issuing a public notification 6 

to customers served by the Claremont system, submitting a water quality monitoring plan 7 

to SWRCB, and providing water quality monitoring training for its employees.  GSWC 8 

collected and analyzed samples and marked the system as compliant in 2022.   9 

2. Wrightwood system violation (05_13_23N_001): In 2022, the Wrightwood 10 

system failed to collect a sample from a well for nitrate.  GSWC took corrective actions 11 

to have the system in compliance including collecting and sampling for nitrate, issuing a 12 

public notification to customers served by the Wrightwood system, and including this 13 

violation in its 2022 Consumer Confidence Report (CCR).  GSWC collected and 14 

analyzed samples and marked the system as compliant in 2023.   15 

3. Norwalk system violation: There is no violation number associated with this 16 

notice because SWRCB has not yet established the PFAS standards for drinking water.15 17 

Since there is no violation number, GSWC did not report it on the SDWIS.16 In 2022, the 18 

Norwalk system failed to collect a sample for PFAS at the lead and lag effluents.  GSWC 19 

 
15

 DR CHA-002 Water Quality Response from GSWC (Question 3), Attachment 1-10  
16

 DR CHA-015 Water Quality and CWIP - All Response from GSWC (Question 1), Attachment 1-11 
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took corrective actions to bring the system into compliance including collecting and 1 

sampling for PFAS constituents and providing training on compliance monitoring and 2 

sampling requirements to employees.  GSWC did not issue public notification to 3 

Norwalk system customers because PFAS standards for drinking water have not yet been 4 

established.   GSWC collected and analyzed samples and marked the system as compliant 5 

in 2022.   6 

B. Water Testing and Treatment  7 

Almost 52% of GSWC’s groundwater supply comes from wells located in 8 

its service areas; approximately 45% of GSWC’s water is imported, with about 9 

43% of groundwater purchased through approved agencies and suppliers; and 10 

about 3% of water is from  diversion from rivers.17 GSWC tests its water sources 11 

for contaminants on a regular basis and “monitoring frequencies range from 12 

weekly to once every 9 years” based on the standards.18 The distribution system is 13 

tested weekly for coliform bacteria contamination and quarterly  for disinfection 14 

by-products.19 15 

SWRCB has yet to establish the MCL standards for PFAS, however, it has 16 

provided notification levels for PFOA, PFOS, PFBS, and PFHxS.  GSWC has 17 

been sampling its wells as required by the SWRCB, and as of March 2023, an 18 

estimated 70 wells were sampled.  Out of these 70 wells, 23 wells have exceeded 19 

notification levels and 9 wells exceeded response levels.  As a result, either the 20 

wells have been removed from service or GSWC has begun treatment.20  21 

Since the PFAS MCL is not yet finalized, GSWC is requesting to modify 22 

its current PFAS Memorandum Account (PFASMA) to include the debt financing 23 

costs plus a profit percentage on all capital expenditure effective on the date that a 24 

 
17

 2022 Report pages 56 and 57, Attachment 1-12 
18

 Title 22 of the California Code of Regulations and per DDW-issued system-permit provisions 
19

 Pillai Testimony SR4 SR8 Water Quality – APP pages 2 and 3 
20

 Pillai Testimony SR4 SR8 Water Quality – APP page 9 
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MCL is established regardless of whether the projects are complete and providing 1 

service.21  Cal Advocates examines GSWC’s proposal to address the existing 2 

PFASMA in Cal Advocates’ witness, Jawad Baki’s report on SR#8 (modification 3 

of pfas memorandum account), taxes other than income (ad valorem taxes), 4 

income taxes, depreciation, and working cash.  5 

IV. CONCLUSION  6 

All GSWC’s systems, except the Robbins system, meet the applicable water quality 7 

standards.  GSWC has a plan to bring the Robbins system into compliance with the arsenic 8 

MCL running average by June 2026 by adhering to the Compliance Plan. 9 

 
21

 Pillai Testimony SR4 SR8 Water Quality – APP pages 10-12 
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CHAPTER 2  CONSTRUCTION-WORK-IN-1 

PROGRESS (Regions I, II, and III Proxy Amount)   2 

I. INTRODUCTION  3 

This chapter presents the analysis and recommendations regarding the proxy 4 

Construction-Work-in-Progress (CWIP) amount of GSWC’s Regions I, II, and III.  5 

In McDonough, Sinagra - Vol 1 CWIP Testimony, Appendix 1 and Attachments A 6 

to D - APP, GSWC categorizes CWIP projects in 6 categories, with category 4 consisting 7 

of subcategories, that are listed in Table 2-1. 8 

Table 2-1: CWIP Categories  9 

Category Number Title 

1 Blanket Projects 

2 New Business Projects 

3 Projects Funded by Others 

4 Projects Approved in the Previous GRC 

4a Projects with no Change in Budget or Scope 

4b Projects that will be completed after 2023 with no Change in 
Budget or Scope 

4c Projects that will be completed in the 2020 rate cycle with a 

Change in Budget or Scope 

4d Projects that will be completed after 2023 with a Change in 

Budget or Scope 

5 Projects Not Approved in a Previous GRC 

6 Completed or Cancelled Projects 

 10 

The Commission generally allows water utilities to receive profit on an estimated 11 

CWIP balance even though the included projects are not yet used and useful.  Projects 12 

under CWIP should be completed within a reasonable time period of on average 4 13 

months according to the Commission’s 1982 memorandum, to be considered CWIP 14 

projects.22  15 

GSWC’s CWIP forecast consists of two amounts.  The first is the December 31, 16 

2022 balance, which is also known as the proxy amount. The proxy amount is carried 17 

 
22

 1982 Staff Memorandum on CWIP, Attachment 2-1 
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into future years to forecast the CWIP and will be discussed in Chapter 2 for Regions I, 1 

II, and III. Second, there is a CWIP forecasted amount for the years 2023-2026, which 2 

will be discussed in Chapter 3 for Regions I, II, and III and in Chapter 4 for General 3 

Office (GO). 4 

II. SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS  5 

Cal Advocates recommends the proxy amount of $20,134,740, $26,675,881, and 6 

$25,990,349 for 2024, 2025, and 2026 respectively for all three Regions.   A breakdown 7 

of the proxy amount for each Customer Service Area (CSA) is presented in Table 2.2.  8 

Table 2-2: Cal Advocates Recommended Proxy Amount Breakdown Per CSA 9 

Region CSA 2024 2025 2026 Total 

III Apple Valley $126,120 $395,286 $23,744 $545,150 

I Arden/Cordova $1,744,560  $1,644,394  $1,696,599  $5,085,553 

III Barstow $710,176  $1,782,015  $4,703,483  $7,195,674 

I Bay Point $500,079  $427,759  $403,807  $1,331,645 

III Calipatria $169,367  $1,999,928  $1,036,744  $3,206,039 

II Central Basin East $2,092,391  $2,301,503  $1,408,140  $5,802,034 

II Central Basin West $1,473,565  $2,707,135 $1,554,431  $5,735,131 

II Central District Office $259,486  -$7,762 $14,911  $266,635 

III Claremont $1,562,869  $1,755,588  $580,966  $3,899,423 

I Clearlake $370,961  $433,689  $296,838  $1,101,488 

I Coastal District Office $61,158  $6,860  $7,092  $75,110 

II Culver City $970,841  $821,550  $1,017,581  $2,809,972 

III Foothill District Office $283,816  $259,167  $199,404  $742,387 

III Los Alamitos $1,626,960  $1,960,132  $1,017,935  $4,605,027 

I Los Osos $175,336  $191,555  $589,782  $956,673 

III Morongo $129,534  $386,899  $2,608,477  $3,124,910 

III Mountain/Desert District Office $46,217  $1,918  $56,856  $104,991 

I Northern District Office -$69,925 -$69,576 -$22,080 -$161,581 

III Orange County District Office $190,423  $30,202  $73,746  $294,371 

III Placentia/Yorba Linda $1,546,736  $1,359,018  $1,307,568  $4,213,322 

III San Dimas $1,131,020  $1,468,088  $972,660  $3,571,768 

III San Gabriel $468,842  $969,328  $517,908  $1,956,078 

I Santa Maria $875,696  $472,936  $1,068,647  $2,417,279 
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Region CSA 2024 2025 2026 Total 

I Simi Valley $286,185  $410,129  $249,502  $945,816 

II Southwest $3,023,742  $3,849,901  $3,919,140  $10,792,783 

II Southwest District  $182,993  $100,383  $36,957  $320,333 

III Wrightwood $195,592  $1,017,856  $649,512  $1,862,960 

Total  $20,134,740 $26,675,881 $25,990,349  

 1 

In contrast, GSWC requests $140,993,362 for each year among all three Regions, 2 

2024-2026.23 Cal Advocates’ recommendations are based on the following adjustments to 3 

GSWC’s request: 4 

A. Cancelled Projects    5 

A downward adjustment of -$99,665 to the 2022 year-end proxy amount for 6 

cancelled projects that still are in CWIP.   7 

B. Unreasonable Projects in CWIP 8 

A downward adjustment of -$2,111,305 to the 2022 year-end proxy amount for 9 

projects in CWIP that are unreasonable.  10 

C. CWIP Projects in Rates for an Unreasonable Amount of 11 

Time  12 

The forecasted CWIP balance should be based on plant additions per year.  CWIP 13 

projects in the 2022 year-end proxy amount that are older than 3 years and cancelled 14 

projects should not be included. 15 

III. ANALYSIS  16 

A. Cancelled Projects  17 

Category 6 CWIP projects are those that have been completed or cancelled.  18 

As of December 31, 2022, GSWC had a total of 27 category 6 projects for a 19 

 
23

 McDonough, Sinagra - Vol 1 CWIP Testimony, Appendix 1 and Attachments A to D - APP page 4 
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balance of $4,640,589.  Of these 27 projects, 8 were cancelled for $99,665.24 Since 1 

the 2022 year-end balance will carry into the years 2024, 2025, and 2026, it is 2 

unreasonable to allow these projects to be included in the proxy amount since 3 

doing so allows GSWC to earn a profit on cancelled assets.  GSWC should not 4 

earn a profit on the projects presented in Table 2-3 below because they were all 5 

cancelled.  GSWC states there is a plan to bring some of these cancelled projects 6 

back in the future, but currently, they are not providing any benefit to ratepayers.  7 

If GSWC restores these projects in the future, it can present them in a future GRC.  8 

However, in this GRC cycle, a downward adjustment is necessary because 9 

ratepayers should not continue to pay for, and GSWC should not continue to profit 10 

from, cancelled projects and assets in CWIP at ratepayers’ expense. 11 

Table 2-3: Cancelled CWIP Projects with a December 31, 2022, Balance 25  12 

Region CSA Work 

Order 

Number 

Work Order 

Description 

Year 

Added 

to 

CWIP 

12/31/22 

Balance 

Cancellation 

Reason 

I Arden/Cordova 

 

11700247 

 

Arden Way 

Pipeline 

Abandonment 

2020 $12,092 

 

Project deferred 

due to expanded 

scope of work 

 

II Barstow 34731414 

 

Mtn View 

Area Main 
Replacement 

 

2020 $44,918 

 

Project deferred 

due to permitting 
issues with the City 

of Barstow 

III 

 

Calipatria 35200224 Calipatria 

Driveway 

2010 $31,374 Due to changes in 

public access to the 

facility this project 

is not needed at this 
time. 

II Central Basin 
West 

22750309 Tract 180 
Export 

Connection, 

Remove 

2020 $320 Tract 180 indicated 
that the 

interconnection 

would be required 

for use during an 
emergency outage. 

III Los Alamitos 26931912 Ball Plant, Site 
Improvements 

2020 $7,609 Scope of work was 
incorporated in the 

Ball Fe & Mn 

 
24

 DR CHA-001 (CWIP - Category 6) attachment CHA-001 Table 1 from GSWC (Question 1),  

Attachment 2-2 
25

 DR CHA-001 (CWIP - Category 6) attachment CHA-001 Table 1 from GSWC (Question 1),  

Attachment 2-3   



 

2-5 

 

Region CSA Work 

Order 

Number 

Work Order 

Description 

Year 

Added 

to 

CWIP 

12/31/22 

Balance 

Cancellation 

Reason 

Treatment Project.  
The incurred cost 

will be transferred 

to the Ball Fe & 

Mn Treatment 
Project (WO 

#26931917) 

III Morongo 35831025 1st St. Main 

Replacement 

2020 $1,696 The issues to be 

resolved by this 

project will be 

resolved by the 
Navajo Booster 

Zone Looping 

Project requested in 

the 2023 GRC 
Application. 

III Morongo 35831033 Highway 
Well-Uranium 

Treatment 

2020 $504 Well was 
determined to be at 

the end of its useful 

life. 

III Placentia/Yorba 

Linda 

27531382 La Jolla Site 

Improvements 

2020 $1,152 Scope of work was 

incorporated in the 

La Jolla Well #3 
Project.  The 

incurred cost will 

be transferred to the 

Ball Fe & Mn 
Treatment Project 

(WO #27531352) 

 Total    $99,665  

 1 

B. Unreasonable Projects in CWIP 2 

GSWC includes $2,111,305 worth of vehicle replacements in its 2022 year-3 

end balance amount.  An overview of the vehicles is presented in Table 2-4, and 4 

they were all added to CWIP in 2020, which means that as of December 31, 2022, 5 

ratepayers have been funding them for 2 years.  6 

GSWC should not receive profit on the projects presented in Table 2-4 7 

because it is unreasonable that it takes several years for GSWC to replace a 8 

vehicle.  Additionally, all the vehicles have an estimated completion date of 9 

12/31/2023, which means GSWC received profits on them over three years.  10 

Replacing vehicles is a one-time purchase and there is no reason to spread the cost 11 
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over several years.  Therefore, GSWC should not classify them as CWIP projects.  1 

The Commission should remove $2,111,305 from CWIP per Table 2-4. 2 

Table 2-4: Unreasonable Projects in CWIP with a Balance as of December 31, 202226  3 

Region CSA Work Order Number Work Order 

Description 

December 31, 2022, 

Balance 

I Arden/Cordova, 
Northern District Office, 

Santa Maria, Simi Valley 

Various Work Numbers Various Work Order 
Descriptions  

$834,661 

II Central Basin East, 

Central Basin West, 

Central District Office, 

Culver City, Southwest, 

Southwest District 

Office 

Various Work Numbers Various Work Order 

Descriptions  

$456,263 

III Orange County District 

Office, Barstow, 

Placentia/Yorba Linda, 

Wrightwood, Apple 
Valley, Los Alamitos, 

Claremont, San Gabriel 

Various Work Numbers Various Work Order 

Descriptions  

$820,381 

Total    $2,111,305 

 4 

C. CWIP Projects in Rates for an Unreasonable Amount of 5 

Time 6 

GSWC’s CWIP year-end balance as of December 31, 2022 in Regions I, II, 7 

and III is $140,993,362. GSWC uses this 2022 recorded CWIP amount as a proxy 8 

to forecast the CWIP balance in future years, 2024-2026.27  9 

GSWC should not use the 2022 year-end balance as a proxy for 2024-2026 10 

because several of the projects included in this amount have been in the CWIP 11 

account for an unreasonable amount of time.  The Commission allows water 12 

utilities to include CWIP in rate base even though the projects are not yet used and 13 

useful, with the expectation that utilities will complete the projects within a 14 

specified time frame, which, according to the Commission’s 1982 memorandum, 15 

is an average of 4 months. 16 

 
26

 DR CHA-006 CWIP All Response attachment CHA-006 Table 1 from GSWC (Questions 1 and 2),  
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27
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As seen in Table 2-5, there are projects in CWIP that have been there as far 1 

back as 2011, a period of 11 years.  However, as demonstrated by the year the 2 

projects were added to the CWIP account, GSWC has been receiving profits on 3 

CWIP projects ranging from a few months to eleven years old, even if ratepayers 4 

have yet to see any benefit.  For example, for Mojave Booster Station (WO # 5 

35931007), there is a 2022-year-end balance of $789,310, and for 2023-2026, 6 

GSWC is forecasting $2,820,890.  However, this project was added to the CWIP 7 

account in 2011 and, as of the filing of GSWC’s pre-application (06/01/2023), is 8 

only 22% complete.28 As of 2023, this project has exceeded by 11 years the 9 

expected average completion time of 4 months.  This project will also continue to 10 

surpass the expected average completion time of 4 months because GSWC is 11 

forecasting money for it in 2023-2026.  This means that GSWC customers have 12 

been paying for this project for over a decade without seeing any benefit, while 13 

GSWC has been receiving profits on this incomplete project since 2011. 14 

The Commission should not use GSWC's inflated 2022 year-end balance as 15 

a proxy for 2024-2026.  Instead, the Commission should adopt a CWIP balance as 16 

a percentage of plant additions for each year.  This alternative proxy calculation 17 

recognizes the relationship between closed projects, which are plant additions, and 18 

open projects, which are CWIP projects.  The relationship of open projects 19 

compared to closed projects indicates GSWC’s ability to execute its capital 20 

program.  21 

To determine a reasonable proxy amount, Cal Advocates conducted an 22 

aging analysis to determine how long projects are staying in the CWIP account, 23 

which is presented in Table 2-5 below. 24 

 25 

 
28
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Table 2-5 - CWIP Aging Analysis29 1 

Criteria Amount30 

Total # of Projects 

with a balance as of 

Dec 31, 202231 

Total # of 

Projects that 

Meet Criteria 

Percentage of 

Projects that Meet 

Criteria 

Projects in CWIP from 2011-

2022 (11 years) 
$128,039,074 436 436 100% 

Projects in CWIP from 2012-

2022 (10 years) 
$127,183,479 436 434 99.54% 

Projects in CWIP from 2013-

2022 (9 years) 
$120,661,964 436 431 98.85% 

Projects in CWIP from 2014-

2022 (8 years) 
$119,800,291 436 430 98.62% 

Projects in CWIP from 2015-

2022 (7 years) 
$118,419,773 436 427 97.94% 

Projects in CWIP from 2016-

2022 (6 years) 
$116,078,558 436 424 97.25% 

Projects in CWIP from 2017-

2022 (5 years) 
$113,004,418 436 419 96.10% 

Projects in CWIP from 2018-

2022 (4 years) 
$86,754,186 436 387 88.76% 

Projects in CWIP from 2019-

2022 (3 years) 
$85,257,251 436 384 88.07% 

Projects in CWIP from 2020-

2022 (2 years) 
$81,612,033 436 381 87.39% 

Projects in CWIP from 2021-

2022 (1 year) 
$14,951,914 436 45 10.32% 

Projects in CWIP from 2022-

2022 (Less than 1 year) 
$5,455,349 436 22 5.05% 

 2 

               First, to conduct the aging analysis, Cal Advocates issued discovery asking 3 

what year projects were added to CWIP.  After analyzing how long projects had 4 

been in CWIP, used a 3-year lag between a project first entering CWIP and being 5 

placed into service to develop an appropriate proxy amount.  Using a 3-year lag to 6 

establish a proxy, as opposed to the expected 4-month average completion time 7 

provided for by the Commission’s Memo, would result in a generous adjustment for 8 

 
29

 DR CHA-006 CWIP All Response attachment CHA-006 Table 1 from GSWC (Question 1), Attachment  

2-6 
30

 Amount includes only category 1, 4, and 5 projects 
31

 Amount includes only category 1, 4, and 5 projects and excludes projects that had a December 31, 2022  

balance of $0 
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GSWC because it allows more projects to be included in CWIP.  The 3-year lag also 1 

covers approximately 90% of projects and best aligns with the 3-year GRC cycle 2 

timeline.  Next, based on this 3-year completion lag for CWIP projects, a lag ratio 3 

of the historical CWIP balances relative to the historical plant additions completed 4 

three years later was used for developing a reasonable proxy amount of CWIP.  This 5 

analysis is presented in Table 2-6.  On average, when the CWIP lag is set to 3 years, 6 

the CWIP balance is 58% of the plant additions occurring three years later.  7 

Table 2-6: CWIP Lag Analysis ($ Millions) 8 

 201532 201633 201734 201835 201936 202037 202138 202239 Average 

CWIP 

Beginning 

Balance 

$45 $59 $57 $59 $74 $104 $118 $124 - 

CWIP Ending 

Balance 

 

$59 $57 $59 $74 $104 $118 $124 $141 - 

CWIP 

Beginning 

and Ending 

Balance 

Average 

$52 $58 $58 $66 $89 $111 $121 $132 - 

UPIS 

Additions 

$75 $121 $104 $101 $100 $95 $123 $132 - 

CWIP 

Average/UPIS 

69% 48% 55% 66% 89% 117% 98% 100% 80% 

3-year Lag - - - 52% 58% 60% 54% 67% 58% 

4-year Lag - - - - 52% 61% 47% 50% 52% 

5-year Lag - - - - - 54% 47% 44% 48% 

 
32
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33
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34
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35
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36
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37
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38
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39
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 201532 201633 201734 201835 201936 202037 202138 202239 Average 

6-year Lag - - - - - - 42% 44% 43% 

 1 

Additionally, the Commission should consider a shorter lag time in future 2 

GRC’s to establish the proxy to provide GSWC a greater incentive to efficiently 3 

manage projects and complete them on a more timely basis.  4 

Finally, instead of using the year-end balance as of December 31, 2022, as 5 

the proxy amount, the proxy amount should be based on 58% of plant addition for 6 

each year 2024-2026, minus $2,210,970 in adjustments from Tables 2-3 and 2-4.  7 

The plant additions per region are presented in Attachments 2-15, 2-16, and 2-17 8 

for 2024, 2025, and 2026 respectively along with the calculations performed to 9 

determine the final proxy amount recommended for each region.   10 

IV. CONCLUSION  11 

The Commission should adopt the proxy amount $20,134,740, 12 

$26,675,881, and $25,990,349 for 2024, 2025, and 2026 respectively for GSWC’s 13 

three Regions.  It is unreasonable to expect the 2022 year-end balance to be used 14 

as a proxy for 2024-2026.  Several of the projects with a balance as of 2022 have 15 

been in CWIP for more than 1 GRC cycle, have significantly exceeded the average 16 

time it takes to complete water utility projects, or are cancelled.  17 

  18 

19 
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CHAPTER 3 CONSTRUCTION-WORK-IN-1 

PROGRESS (Additional Funding Regions I, II, and 2 

III) 3 

I. INTRODUCTION  4 

This chapter presents the analysis and recommendations regarding the 2023-2026 5 

additional funding CWIP amount for GSWC’s Regions I, II, and III.  6 

In McDonough, Sinagra - Vol 1 CWIP Testimony, Appendix 1 and Attachments A 7 

to D - APP, GSWC categorizes CWIP projects in 6 categories, with category 4 consisting 8 

of subcategories, that are listed in Table 3-1. 9 

Table 3-1: CWIP Categories  10 

Category Number Title 

1 Blanket Projects 

2 New Business Projects 

3 Projects Funded by Others 

4 Projects Approved in the Previous GRC 

4a Projects with no Change in Budget or Scope 

4b Projects that will be completed after 2023 with no Change in 
Budget or Scope 

4c Projects that will be completed in the 2020 rate cycle with a 

Change in Budget or Scope 

4d Projects that will be completed after 2023 with a Change in 

Budget or Scope 

5 Projects Not Approved in a Previous GRC 

6 Completed or Cancelled Projects 

II. SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS 11 

The Commission should adopt an overall reduction of $132,475,387 to the 2023 - 12 

2026 additional funding amount for CWIP in GSWC’s Regions I, II, and III.  13 

A. Additional Funding – Category 4b Projects 14 

The Commission should deduct $6,808,324, $555,923, and $42,882 for 2024, 2025, and 15 

2026, respectively, for category 4b projects in GSWC’s Regions I, II, and III for an 16 

overall reduction of $7,407,129. 17 
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B. Additional Funding – Category 4c Projects 1 

The Commission should deduct $2,828,159 for additional funding in 2023 for 2 

category 4d projects in GSWC’s Regions I, II, and III. 3 

C. Additional Funding – Category 4d Projects 4 

The Commission should deduct $2,022,897, $79,834,233, $28,769,590, and 5 

$11,423,379 for 2023, 2024, 2025, and 2026 for category 4d projects in GSWC’s 6 

Regions I, II, and III, for an overall reduction of $122,050,099. 7 

D. Additional Funding – Category 5 Projects 8 

The Commission should deduct $190,000 for additional funding in 2023 for 9 

category 5 projects in GSWC’s Regions I, II, and III. 10 

III. ANALYSIS  11 

For 2023-2026, GSWC is forecasting additional funding of $138,175,234 in 2023,  12 

$93,655,268 in 2024, $29,325,513 in 2025, and $11,466,261 in 2026 for CWIP projects.  13 

The additional funding consists of category 1, 4, and 5 projects.  All category 4 projects 14 

were approved in the previous GRC, and GSWC has included its entire adopted budget 15 

for 2023 in CWIP, which includes category 4a projects.40  Category 4a projects will be 16 

completed in the 2020 rate cycle with no change in budget and scope and the 17 

Commission should approve all the 2023 additional funding for category 4a projects.  18 

Although previously approved, category 4c and 4d projects have a change in budget or 19 

scope, so GSWC is requesting additional funding.  20 

A. Additional Funding – Category 4b Projects 21 

Category 4b projects have been approved in the previous GRC and will be 22 

completed after 2023 with no change in budget or scope.  GWSC is forecasting 23 

 
40

 McDonough, Sinagra - Vol 1 CWIP Testimony, Appendix 1 and Attachments A to D - APP page 5 lines  

5-7 



 

3-13 

 

additional funding of $6,425,073 in 2023, $6,808,324 in 2024, $555,923 in 2025, 1 

and $42,882 in 2026 for category 4b projects.  The overall additional funding for 2 

category 4b projects is $13,832,202 for 2023-2026.  3 

The Commission should reject the additional funding for the category 4b 4 

projects that are presented in Table 3-2 below, because they are repeat projects 5 

that should have been completed within the previous GRC cycle approved by the 6 

Commission.  However, as shown in Table 3-2, GSWC has added these projects to 7 

the CWIP account from 2012 to 2021 and these projects remained unfinished as of 8 

2023 because GSWC now requests additional funding to complete these projects 9 

after 2023.  GSWC has been profiting from these uncompleted projects ranging 10 

from two to eleven years with no benefit yet delivered to ratepayers.  Therefore, a 11 

downward adjustment is warranted. 12 

Table 3-2: Category 4b Additional Funding Adjustments41   13 

Region CSA Work 

Order 

Number 

Work Order 

Description 

Year Added to 

CWIP 

Additional 

Funding 

2024 

Additional 

Funding 

2025 

Additional 

Funding 

2026 

I Bay Point 12411327 Bay Point, 

Systemwide 

SCADA 
 

2020 
 

$818,502 - - 

I Los Osos 14631146 LosOsos 
Valley 

Rd,Palisades 

to 10th 

 

2017 $418,794 
 

- - 

I Los Osos 14700120 Edna, Drill & 

Equip Well 
Water Supp 

 

 

2012 $35,000 $40,000 $42,882 

II Central Basin 

West 

22811345 Systemwide, 

Replacement 
Well Land A 

 

2020 $118,000 - - 

II Culver City 23611755 Westwood & 

Virginia Area 

Main Rplc 

 

 

2020 $308,965 

 

- - 

 
41
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Region CSA Work 

Order 

Number 

Work Order 

Description 

Year Added to 

CWIP 

Additional 

Funding 

2024 

Additional 

Funding 

2025 

Additional 

Funding 

2026 

III Calipatria 

 

35231167 Calipatria 

SCADA (R3 
2023) 

 

2021 $2,168,650 

 

- - 

II Placentia/Yorba 

Linda 

27531380 Moonbeam St 

AMR 

 

2020 $300,000 - - 

II Barstow 

 

34731411 Bear Valley 

Phase 3 

 

2020 $774,695 - - 

II Barstow 

 

34731304 Basalt, Demo 

Plant 
 

2017 $344,184 - - 

II Morongo 35831018 Navajo 

Booster Zone 

Expansion 

 

2017 $459,630 - - 

II Morongo 35931059 Mojave 

Reservoir 

 

2017 $818,000 $515,923 - 

II Wrightwood 37231060 Sheep Creek 

Res & Pipe 
USFS 

Easemnt 

 

2014 $119,213 - - 

I Santa Maria 16400106 Cypress Ridge 

Well Land 

Acquisition 
 

2020 $124,691 - - 

 Total    $6,808,324 

 

$555,923 $42,882 

 1 

B. Additional Funding – Category 4c Projects 2 

Category 4c projects have been approved in the previous GRC and assumed 3 

by GSWC to be completed in the 2020 rate cycle with a change in budget or 4 

scope.  GSWC is forecasting additional funding of $34,853,865 in 2023, $0 in 5 

2024, $0 in 2025, and $0 in 2026 for 4c projects.  The overall additional funding 6 

for category 4c projects is $34,853,865 for 2023-2026.  7 

The Commission should reject the additional funding for the category 4c 8 

project presented in Table 3-3 below because GSWC failed to properly manage 9 

the project.  During project construction, GSWC discovered an overhead power 10 

line had to be removed and replaced to create enough space for a crane to move 11 

materials in and out of the site.  Such an access issue should have been considered 12 
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in the design phase of the project.  Having sufficient access for maintenance and 1 

repair is a fundamental parameter of any engineering design.  GSWC’s failure to 2 

consider such basic design criteria has resulted in additional costs to the 3 

ratepayers.  Ratepayers should not be responsible for cost overruns caused by 4 

GSWC’s poor planning, design, and execution. 5 

Table 3.3 – Category 4c Additional Funding Adjustment Due to Design Flaw42  6 

Region CSA Work Order Number Work Order Description 2023 Addition 

II Orange County 

 

27431221 Hunting Horn, Reservoir Retrofit $2,828,159 

 Total   $2,828,159 

 7 

C. Additional Funding – Category 4d Projects 8 

Category 4d projects have been approved in the previous GRC and will be 9 

completed after 2023 with a change in budget or scope.  GSWC is forecasting 10 

additional funding of $47,883,684 in 2023, $79,834,233 in 2024, $28,769,590 in 11 

2025, and $11,423,379 in 2026 for 4d projects.  The overall additional funding for 12 

category 4d projects is $167,910,886 over 2023-2026. 13 

The Commission should reject the additional 2023 funding for the project 14 

presented in Table 3-4.  This project was approved in the previous GRC and is 15 

requesting additional funding in 2023 due to a change in scope.  During the design 16 

phase of this project, GSWC found that, due to space constraints, the treatment 17 

system and chemical building had to be demolished to drill a new well.  The 18 

Commission should reject the additional funding for the change in scope because 19 

GSWC’s design process is flawed.  It is reasonable to expect GSWC’s engineers 20 

to be aware during the design phase that there was not enough space to drill a well 21 

without demolishing and replacing assets, yet GSWC proceeded with the flawed 22 

design.  GSWC should have taken into consideration the feasibility of the site 23 

during the design phase, which it failed to do.  Ratepayers should not be 24 
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responsible for cost overruns caused by GSWC’s poor planning, design, and 1 

execution. 2 

Table 3-4: Category 4d Additional 2023 Funding Adjustment Due to Design Flaw43  3 

Region CSA Work Order Number Work Order Description 2023 Addition 

II Central 22750310 Well Replacement, Gage Well 2 $2,022,897 

Total    $2,022,897 

 4 

Moreover, the additional funding for repeat projects in 2024-2026 is 5 

unreasonable.  An overview of these projects is presented in Table 3-5.  Since 6 

these projects were approved in the previous GRC, they should be completed by 7 

2023.  However, the completion date for the projects extends into the next GRC 8 

cycle since GSWC is forecasting funds for these projects after 2023.  These 9 

projects were added to CWIP from 2011-2022, so GSWC has been receiving 10 

profits on some of these projects for several years now, and they are still not 11 

complete and not providing benefits to ratepayers.  Therefore, a downward 12 

adjustment is warranted. 13 

Table 3-5: Category 4d Additional Funding Adjustments44  14 

Region CSA Work Order 

Number 

Work Order 

Description 

2024 

Addition 

2025 

Addition 

2026 

Addition 

I Arden/Cordova Various Work 

Order Numbers 

Various Work Order 

Descriptions 

$2,677,664 $1,585,944 $4,579,502 

I Los Osos Various Work 

Order Numbers 

Various Work Order 

Descriptions  

$3,750,334 $599,700 $188,232  

 

I Santa Maria Various Work 

Order Numbers 

Various Work Order 

Descriptions  

$5,574,443 $5,133,297 $1,208,350 

I Simi Valley Various Work 

Order Numbers 

Various Work Order 

Descriptions  

$1,412,567 $193,343 - 

II Central Basin East Various Work 

Order Numbers 

Various Work Order 

Descriptions  

$8,750,000 $4,572,075 $433,100 

II Central Basin 

West 

Various Work 

Order Numbers 

Various Work Order 

Descriptions  

$12,744,035 $5,599,128 $324,547 

II Culver City Various Work 

Order Numbers 

Various Work Order 

Descriptions  

$5,858,729 $2,714,470 - 

II Southwest Various Work 

Order Numbers 

Various Work Order 

Descriptions  

$3,050,000 $271,000 $271,000 
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Region CSA Work Order 

Number 

Work Order 

Description 

2024 

Addition 

2025 

Addition 

2026 

Addition 

III Apple Valley Various Work 

Order Numbers 

Various Work Order 

Descriptions  

$2,139,036 $1,811,735 $2,000,000 

III Barstow 34731417 

 

Barstow SCADA (R3 

Imprmts 2021) 

$1,885,033 - - 

III Calipatria 35231141 

 

Noffsinger Rd. 

Transmission Main 

$2,021,616 - - 

III Claremont Various Work 

Order Numbers 

Various Work Order 

Descriptions  

$2,489,263 - - 

III Morongo Various Work 

Order Numbers 

Various Work Order 

Descriptions  

$4,160,322 $1,920,890  

III Placentia/Yorba 

Linda 

Various Work 

Order Numbers 

Various Work Order 

Descriptions  

$6,120,404   

III San Dimas Various Work 

Order Numbers 

Various Work Order 

Descriptions  

$2,770,659   

III San Gabriel Various Work 

Order Numbers 

Various Work Order 

Descriptions  

$12,339,765 $1,897,603  

III Wrightwood Various Work 

Order Numbers 

Various Work Order 

Descriptions  

$2,090,363 $2,470,405 $2,418,648 

Total    $79,834,233 $28,769,590 $11,423,379 

D. Additional Funding – Category 5 Projects 1 

Category 5 projects are projects that were not approved in a prior GRC.  2 

GSWC is forecasting additional funding of $20,176,466 in 2023, $7,012,711 in 3 

2024, $0 in 2025, and $0 in 2026 for category 5 projects.  The overall additional 4 

funding requested by GSWC for category 5 projects is $27,189,177 for 2023-5 

2026.   6 

GSWC should not receive profit on the project presented in Table 3-6 7 

because it is a study that may not lead to a used and useful project for ratepayers.  8 

The purpose of this project is to assess whether installing renewable energy 9 

facilities at GSWC plant locations will be beneficial.  It is possible that GSWC, 10 

after completing the assessment, determines that there is no need to install such 11 

facilities.  In this case, there will be no resulting benefit and ratepayers would bear 12 

the entire risk of paying for a study without receiving any corresponding benefit.  13 

Instead, GSWC should recover the cost of the study as part of any resulting 14 

project(s) in its future GRC.     15 
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Table 3.6 – Category 5 Additional Funding Adjustments45   1 

Region CSA Work Order Number Work Order Description Additional Funding 2023 

III Barstow 34731503 Renewable Energy Feasibility Study $190,000 

Total    $190,000 

IV. CONCLUSION  2 

The Commission should reduce the 2023-2026 additional funding amount for 3 

CWIP in GSWC’s Regions I, II, and III by $132,475,387.  Ratepayers should not fund a 4 

project multiple times that has yet to provide them with benefits once.  This reduction 5 

will lessen the burden on ratepayers and reduces unnecessary spending.  6 

  7 
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CHAPTER 4 CONSTRUCTION-WORK-IN-1 

PROGRESS (GO Additional Funding) 2 

I. INTRODUCTION  3 

This chapter presents the analysis and recommendations regarding the additional 4 

funding for CWIP of GSWC related to its General Operations (GO) operations.  5 

II. SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS  6 

A. Additional Funding – Category 4b Projects 7 

The Commission should deduct $111,028 from GSWC’s request for additional 8 

funding in 2024 for category 4b CWIP projects in GSWC’s GO. 9 

III. ANALYSIS  10 

A. Additional Funding – Category 4b Projects 11 

Category 4b projects have been approved in the previous GRC and will be 12 

completed after 2023 with no change in budget or scope.  GWSC is forecasting 13 

additional funding of $298,266 in 2023, $111,028 in 2024, $0 in 2025, and $0 in 14 

2026 for category 4b projects.  The overall additional funding for category 4b 15 

projects is $409,294, for 2023-2026 16 

The 2024 additional funding for the category 4b project that is presented in 17 

Table 5-1 below is unreasonable because it is a repeat project that should have 18 

been completed within the previous GRC cycle approved by the Commission.  19 

However, this project remains unfinished as of 2023 and GSWC now requests 20 

additional funding after 2023.  A downward adjustment is warranted for the 21 

project because ratepayers should not pay more than once for an asset, they have 22 

not received benefit from even once.  23 

 24 
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Table 5.1 Category 4b Additional Funding Adjustments46 1 
RMA CSA Work Order 

Number 

Work Order Description Additional Funding 

2024 

GO - 

COPS 

Field Technology 

Services 
 

3600029 Field Mobile Device 

Refresh 

$111,028 

Total    $111,028 

IV. CONCLUSION  2 

The Commission should deduct $111,028 in additional 2024 funding for category 3 

4b projects.  Ratepayers should not fund a project multiple times that will only benefit 4 

them once.  This downward adjustment is reasonable because it lessens the burden on 5 

ratepayers and reduces unnecessary spending. 6 

 7 

 8 

 9 

 10 

 11 

 12 

 13 

 14 

 15 

 16 

 17 

 18 

  19 
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QUALIFICATIONS AND PREPARED TESTIMONY 

OF CHANDRIKA SHARMA 

 

Q.1  Please state your name and address.  

A.1 My name is Chandrika Sharma, and my business address is 505 Van Ness  

Avenue, San Francisco, California, 94102.   

 

Q.2 By whom are you employed and what is your job title?  

A.2 I am employed by the California Public Utilities Commission as a Utilities  

Engineer.    

 

Q.3 Please describe your educational and professional experience. 

A.3 I have a Bachelor of Science Degree in Computer Engineering with an  

Electrical Engineering minor from San Francisco State University and an MBA   

from San José State University.  I have been with the California Public Utilities  

Commission since October 2021.  

 

Q.4 What is your area of responsibility in this proceeding?  

A.4 I am responsible for Chapter 1 (Water Quality and Special Request #4), 

Chapter 2 (CWIP Regions I, II, and III Proxy Amount), Chapter 3 (CWIP  

Additional Funding Regions I, II, and III), and Chapter 4 (CWIP GO Additional  

Funding).    

 

Q.5 Does that complete your prepared testimony?  

A.5 Yes.  
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regarding the Robbins System compliance    



 

A-5 

 

  



 

A-6 

 

Attachment 1-2: Email with GSWC 

regarding the Robbins System compliance   



 

A-7 

 

1 

2 

3 

4 



 

A-8 

 

1 

2 

3 

4 



 

A-9 

 

1 

  2 



 

A-10 

 

Attachment 1-3: DR CHA-002 Water Quality 

Response from GSWC (All Questions)  



 

A-11 

 

 1 



 

A-12 

 

 

 



 

A-13 

 

Attachment 1-4: DR CHA-002 Water Quality 

Response Attachment 1_Q1b_GSWC 

Directive #6 Ongoing Training Letter from 

GSWC (Question 1) 

 



 

A-14 

 

  1 



 

A-15 

 

Attachment 1-5: DR CHA-002 Water Quality 

Response Attachment 3_Q3a from GSWC 

(Question 3) 

 



 

A-16 

 

 1 



 

A-17 

 

  1 



 

A-18 

 

Attachment 1-6: Email with SWRCB 

regarding the Norwalk system violation  



 

A-19 

 

 1 

  2 



 

A-20 

 

Attachment 1-7: Email with SWRCB 

regarding the Claremont system violation  



 

A-21 

 

1 

  2 



 

A-22 

 

Attachment 1-8: Email with SWRCB 

regarding the Wrightwood system violation  



 

A-23 

 

 

1 

  2 



 

A-24 

 

Attachment 1-9: DR CHA-012 Water Quality 

Response from GSWC (Question 1) 

 



 

A-25 

 

 1 



 

A-26 

 

  



 

A-27 

 

Attachment 1-10: DR CHA-002 Water 

Quality Response from GSWC (Question 3)   



 

A-28 

 

 1 



 

A-29 

 

  



 

A-30 

 

Attachment 1-11: DR CHA-015 Water 

Quality and CWIP - All Response from 

GSWC (Question 1) 



 

A-31 

 

 

 1 



 

A-32 

 

Attachment 1-12: 2022 Annual Report pages 

56 and 57  



 

A-33 

 

 1 



 

A-34 

 

 



 

A-35 

 

Attachment 2-1: 1982 STAFF 

MEMORANDUM ON CWIP  



 

A-36 
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A-37 

 



 

A-38 

 



 

A-39 

 



 

A-40 

 

  



 

A-41 

 

Attachment 2-2: DR CHA-001 (CWIP - 

Category 6) attachment CHA-001 Table 1 

from GSWC (Question 1)  



 

A-42 

 

 1 

 2 



 

A-43 

 

1 

 2 

 

 3 

 4 



 

A-44 

 

 

Attachment 2-3: DR CHA-001 (CWIP - 

Category 6) attachment CHA-001 Table 1 

from GSWC (Question 1) 

 



 

A-45 

 

  



 

A-46 

 

Attachment 2-4: DR CHA-006 CWIP All 

Response attachment CHA-006 Table 1 from 

GSWC (Questions 1 and 2) 



 

A-47 

 

 



 

A-48 

 

Attachment 2-5: DR CHA-006 CWIP All 

Response attachment CHA-006 Table 1 from 

GSWC (Questions 1 and 2)  



 

A-49 

 

 1 

  2 



 

A-50 

 

Attachment 2-6: DR CHA-006 CWIP All 

Response attachment CHA-006 Table 1 from 

GSWC (Question 1)  
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A-53 
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A-54 

 

1 
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A-55 

 

1 
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1 

2 



 

A-57 

 

1 

2 



 

A-58 

 

1 

2 



 

A-59 

 

1 

2 
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1 

2 



 

A-61 

 

1 

2 



 

A-62 

 

1 

2 



 

A-63 

 

1 

2 



 

A-64 

 

1 

2 



 

A-65 

 

1 

2 



 

A-66 

 

1 

2 



 

A-67 

 

1 

2 



 

A-68 

 

 1 



 

A-69 

 

1 

 2 

  3 



 

A-70 

 

Attachment 2-7: 2015 Annual Report page 16  

 



 

A-71 

 

 

 1 



 

A-72 

 

Attachment 2-8: 2016 Annual Report page 16  



 

A-73 

 

 1 



 

A-74 

 

Attachment 2-9: 2017 Annual Report page 17 

  



 

A-75 

 

  



 

A-76 

 

Attachment 2-10: 2018 Annual Report page 

17 



 

A-77 

 

 



 

A-78 

 

Attachment 2-11: 2019 Annual Report page 

17  



 

A-79 

 

 1 



 

A-80 

 

Attachment 2-12: 2020 Annual Report page 

17 

 



 

A-81 

 

  1 



 

A-82 

 

Attachment 2-13: 2021 Annual Report page 

17 

 



 

A-83 

 

 1 



 

A-84 

 

Attachment 2-14: 2022 Annual Report page 

17 

 



 

A-85 

 

  1 



 

A-86 

 

Attachment 2-15: 2024 CWIP Proxy 

Calculations  



 

A-87 

 

Region Plant Additions 2024 Multiply by Lag Percentage Adjustments Calculations Cal Advocates 

CWIP Proxy 

Amount 

I $8,240,800 $8,240,800*58%=$4,790,805 -$846,754 $4,790,805-$846,754 $3,944,051 

II $14,551,600 $14,551,600*58%= $8,459,600 -$456,584 $8,459,600-$456,584 $8,003,016 

III $15,645,100 $15,645,100*58%= $9,095,309  -$907,635 $9,095,309-$907,635 $8,187,674 

Total $38,437,500 $22,345,714 -$2,210,973 - $20,134,741 

  1 



 

A-88 

 

Attachment 2-16: 2025 CWIP Proxy 

Calculations  



 

A-89 

 

Region Plant Additions 

2025 

Multiply by Lag Percentage Adjustments Calculations Cal Advocates 

CWIP Proxy 

Amount 

I $7,507,500 $7,507,500*58%=$4,364,499   -$846,754 $4,364,499-$846,754 $3,517,745 

II $17,595,700 $17,595,700*58%=$10,229,294 -$456,584 $10,229,294-$456,584 $9,772,710 

III $24,585,900 $24,585,900*58%=$14,293,060 -$907,635 $14,293,060-$907,635 $13,385,425 

Total $49,689,100 $28,942,313 -$2,210,973 - $26,675,880 

  1 



 

A-90 

 

Attachment 2-17: 2026 CWIP Proxy 

Calculations  



 

A-91 

 

Region Plant Additions 2026 Multiply by Lag Percentage Adjustments Calculations Cal Advocates 

CWIP Proxy 

Amount 

I $8,836,200 $8,836,200*58%= $5,136,942 -$846,754 $5,136,942-$846,754 $4,290,188 

II $14,462,400 $14,462,400*58%= $8,407,744 -$456,584 $8,407,744-$456,584 $7,951,160 

III $25,211,300 $25,211,300*58%= $14,656,637 -$907,635 $14,656,637-$907,635 $13,749,002 

Total $48,509,900 $28,201,322 -$2,210,973  $25,990,350 

  1 



 

A-92 

 

Attachment 3-1: DR CHA-006 CWIP All 

Response attachment CHA-006 Table 1 from 

GSWC (Questions 1 and 2)  



 

A-93 

 

  



 

A-94 

 

Attachment 3-2: Y_SEC-50_RB_CWIP, sheet 

IN_CWIP on line 910  



 

A-95 

 

 

  



 

A-96 

 

Attachment 3-3: Y_SEC-50_RB_CWIP, sheet 

IN_CWIP on line 749  



 

A-97 

 

 

  



 

A-98 

 

Attachment 3-4: - DR CHA-006 CWIP All 

Response attachment CHA-006 Table 1 from 

GSWC (Questions 1 and 2)  



 

A-99 

 

 

 



 

A-100 

 

 

 

  



 

A-101 

 

Attachment 3-5: Y_SEC-50_RB_CWIP, sheet 

IN_CWIP on line 819  



 

A-102 

 

 

  



 

A-103 

 

Attachment 4-1: - Y_SEC-50_RB_CWIP, 

sheet IN_CWIP on line 35  



 

A-104 

 

 

 


