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CHAPTER 1 GENERAL OFFICE EXPENSES 1 

I. INTRODUCTION2 
This chapter addresses General Office (GO) Expenses in General Rate Case3 

(GRC) Application (A) 25-01-001 filed by San Gabriel Valley Water Company 4 

(SGVWC or San Gabriel).  This chapter includes key recommendations, describes 5 

general approaches, and proposes forecasting adjustments in Test Year (TY) 2026-2027 6 

GO expenses.  In developing its recommendations, Cal Advocates reviewed SGVWC’s 7 

general report, direct testimony, discovery responses, and the Results of Operations 8 

model. 9 

SGVWC is a California corporation engaged in the business of producing, 10 

treating, storing, distributing, and selling water in Los Angeles and San Bernardino 11 

Counties. As of December 31, 2024, the Los Angeles (LA) Division had 49,879 12 

customers including private fire services. As of December 31, 2024, the Fontana Water 13 

Company (FWC) Division had 49,523 customers including private fire services. The GO 14 

is located at 11142 Garvey Avenue, El Monte, California 91734.    15 

II. SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS16 
The Commission should  17 

• Remove ratepayer funding for vacant and unnecessary staff18 
positions.19 

• Adopt an Operating & Maintenance (O&M) budget of $164,52020 
in Test Year 2026-2027.21 

• Adopt an Administrative & General (A&G) budget of22 
$24,959,645 in Test Year 2026-2027.23 

• Reject SGVWC’s funding request of $760,000 in 2025, $738,00024 
in 2026 and $713,000 in 2027 to continue the Health25 
Reimbursement Arrangement plan.26 

• Reject SGVWC’s request for the authorization of a two-way27 
balancing account as part of Special Request #4.28 
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surveying work with different surveying firms.4 According to SGVWC, it plans to utilize 1 

a combination of the in-house surveyor and consultants to complete the necessary survey 2 

work5, which means ratepayers have to bear the cost of both the surveyor (when hired) 3 

and consultants, as the surveyor would not be able to take over the survey work 4 

immediately. The Commission should reject SGVWC’s request to add a new Surveyor 5 

position and adopt a surveying budget based on Cal Advocates’ capital project budget 6 

recommendation in other witness testimonies.  7 

2. Planning Manager8 
The Commission should reject SGVWC’s budget request to add a new Planning 9 

Manager position in the GO. <<BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL>> 10 

 <<END CONFIDENTIAL>> SGVWC’s explains that the 11 

position was vacated when the previous Planning Manager resigned in February of 2024.6 12 

SGVWC has spread the workload for this position among different engineering 13 

department staff including the Vice President of Engineering, Director of Engineering 14 

and the Design Manager.7  15 

Since the Planning Manager's resignation, SGVWC has successfully redistributed 16 

core planning functions across existing engineering resources for over 16 months, as of 17 

this report. SGVWC provides no specific operational failures or project delays 18 

attributable to this vacancy, which indicates work can be managed through existing 19 

resources. The proposed $209,476 represents an avoidable expense when workload 20 

redistribution has proven feasible. The Commission should reject SGVWC’s budget 21 

request to add a new Planning Manager position. 22 

4 Response to Data Request No. ZS1-010 (GO Existing and New Positions Follow Up), Q 1.d. 
(Attachment 1-2). 
5 Response to Data Request No. ZS1-010 (GO Existing and New Positions Follow Up), Q 1.c. 
(Attachment 1-2). 
6 Response to Data Request No. ZS1-010 (GO Existing and New Positions Follow Up), Q 3.a. 
(Attachment 1-2). 
7 Response to Data Request No. ZS1-010 (GO Existing and New Positions Follow Up), Q 3.f. 
(Attachment 1-2). 
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3. Procurement Supervisor1 
The Commission should reject SGVWC’s request to add a new Procurement 2 

Supervisor position in the GO. <<BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL>> 3 

 <<END CONFIDENTIAL>> SGVWC states that adding 4 

a procurement supervisor role will help cover for the Procurement Specialist when 5 

warehouse staff are unavailable. SGVWC states it is currently managing the workload by 6 

assigning the Procurement Specialist to cover additional responsibilities during 7 

warehouse staff absences.8 8 

It is SGVWC’s responsibility to fully utilize its existing staff and budget to cover 9 

its procurement and warehouse work to conduct its daily business.  SGVWC currently 10 

manages the warehouse operations and procurement duties with its existing warehouse 11 

staff. No operational failures or project delays have been attributed to this vacancy, which 12 

indicates the work can be managed through existing resources. Ratepayers should not 13 

fund the creation of an unnecessary position when SGVWC is able to manage with 14 

existing staff.  The Commission should reject SGVWC’s budget request to add a new 15 

Procurement Supervisor position.  16 

B. General Office Operating & Maintenance Expenses17 

SGVWC forecasts an O&M expense budget of $164,9119 in TY 2026-2027.18 

O&M expenses include payroll, materials and supplies, outside services, utilities and 19 

rents, and miscellaneous expenses.  SGVWC forecasts O&M expenses on a calendar year 20 

basis, using five-year inflation-adjusted averages of recorded data (2019 – 2024) and the 21 

escalation factors published on November 27, 2024 (“Escalation Rates”) by Cal 22 

Advocates. The Commission should adopt an O&M expense budget of $164,520 in TY 23 

2026-2027. The difference in budget is due to the adjustment of salaries for the new 24 

positions as discussed in Section A of this chapter. 25 

8 Response to Data Request No. ZS1-010 (GO Existing and New Positions Follow Up), Q 4.f. 
(Attachment 1-2). 
9 GRCWorkpapers - 2025 (FORMAL APPLICATION), Tab EX1, cell T34. 
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C. General Office Administrative & General Expenses1 
The Commission should adopt an Administrative & General (A&G) expenses2 

budget of $ $24,959,645.  SGVWC forecasts an A&G expense budget of $26,671,91610 3 

in TY 2026-2027.  4 

A&G expenses include payroll, materials and supplies, transportation, insurance, 5 

pensions & benefits, outside services, regulatory commission expenses, utilities and rents, 6 

and miscellaneous expenses.  SGVWC forecasts A&G expenses on a calendar year basis, 7 

using five-year inflation-adjusted averages of recorded data (2019 – 2024) and the 8 

escalation factors published on November 27, 2024 (“Escalation Rates”) by Cal 9 

Advocates.11  SGVWC’s Administrative Expense Transferred to General Office is 10 

discussed in Cal Advocates' testimony by Anthony Andrade.12 11 

1. Health, Dental and Vision Insurance12 
The Commission should adopt SGVWC’s general approach in forecasting the cost 13 

of related employee insurance, with specific adjustments to remove corresponding costs 14 

in years where certain positions Cal Advocate’s recommends being removed.  The table 15 

below compares the cost difference between SGVWC and Cal Advocates proposed 16 

budgets. The TY 2026-2027 forecast is based upon the forecasted number of employees, 17 

in addition to the current premiums and forecasted inflation.13 18 

19 

10 GRCWorkpapers - 2025 (FORMAL APPLICATION), Tab EX1, cell T116. 
11 Exhibit SG-4 (Reiker), p. 9. 
12 Cal Advocates Report and Recommendations on Operations and Maintenance Expenses and 
Administrative and General Expenses, Chapter 2 LA Division A&G Expenses. 
13 Exhibit SG-1 (General Division), p. 4-2. 
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that the settlement does not set a precedent.  As part of this settlement, SGVWC also 1 

agreed that it would need to provide complete justification in its subsequent GRC if it 2 

wishes to request the RHRA program again.17  3 

The Commission should deny SGVWC’s proposed Retiree Health Reimbursement 4 

Arrangement plan budget of $737,000. SGVWC claims that it is competing with other 5 

water utilities that offer post-retirement medical benefits and includes a list of such 6 

utilities.18 However, the list is overwhelmingly comprised of publicly owned water 7 

utilities.19  8 

SGVWC provided a revised list of utilities when asked if it performed any 9 

analysis on retirement healthcare benefit across public utilities and investor-owned 10 

utilities.20 However, as discussed below, employees of publicly owned water utilities 11 

typically received a lower salary which may be offset by more generous benefits such as 12 

additional health coverage.  This makes public owned utilities a poor basis compared 13 

with an investor-owned utility like SGVWC.  SGVWC has also failed to provide 14 

evidence that it has difficulty retaining or attracting qualified employees, nor that the 15 

RHRA benefit is necessary to attract and retain employees.   16 

1. Comparisons with Public Water Utilities Is17 
Unreasonable18 

SGVWC argues that it must compete with other utility providers to attract and retain 19 

qualified employees and provides a list of other water utilities and their post-retirement 20 

healthcare benefits for comparison purposes, as shown in Table 1-4 below. 21 

22 

17 D.24-03-005, PDF p. 32-33. 
18 Exhibit SG-10 (Brown), Attachment A. 
19 Utilities that are government-owned as distinct from entities that are shareholder-owned. 
20 Response to Data Request No. ZS1-007 (HRA Plan), ZS1-007 ATTACHMENT 5.xlsx. (Attachment  
1-3).
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Table 1-4: Retiree Health Benefits at Other Water Utilities21 1 

2 
3 

Out of the 29 water utilities listed by SGVWC, only four are investor-owned while 4 

the remaining 25 are publicly owned municipalities.  It is unreasonable for SGVWC, an 5 

investor-owned water utility, to compare itself to publicly owned municipalities for only 6 

a single aspect of employee compensation, such as RHRA plan, without comparing total 7 

compensation and benefits comprehensively.  Furthermore, out of the four investor-8 

owned water utilities included, only two offer retiree health benefits.  In response to 9 

21 Response to Data Request No. ZS1-007 (HRA Plan), ZS1-007 ATTACHMENT 5.xlsx. (Attachment  
1-2).
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In general, employee compensation between public and private entities is very 1 

different.  As shown in the above example, the selected municipalities can provide larger 2 

retiree health benefits than SGVWC, while compensating their General Managers at 3 

<<BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL>>  <<END CONFIDENTIAL>> the 4 

rate of SGVWC’s comparable President role.  Instead of showing which public entity 5 

offers the RHRA benefit, SGVWC must take the overall compensation (salary and 6 

benefit) into account in making such comparisons. 7 

2. Retiring and Retaining Employees Simultaneously8 
SGVWC states that, historically, many of its employees delayed their retirement 9 

for years due to significant additional medical costs associated with retirement and 10 

instead continue to work to retain their employee healthcare benefits.26  Despite 11 

providing no support, SGVWC also argues that it must compete with other utility 12 

providers to retain qualified employees.27 These statements are contradictory.  SGVWC, 13 

on one hand, argues that this program will retain current employees while, on the other 14 

hand, it argues that the RHRA plan would encourage employees to retire sooner.   15 

3. Lack of cost-benefit analysis showing actual savings16 
In D.24-03-005, which adopted the settlement agreement in the last SGVWC 17 

GRC, the Commission stated: 18 

The cost of the Health Reimbursement Arrangement Plan shall be 19 
subject to review by the Public Advocates Office of the California 20 
Public Utilities Commission in the next General Rate Case where 21 
San Gabriel Valley Water Company should make specific 22 
justification for retaining the plan.28 23 

As part of a broader justification, SGVWC states that over the past several years, it 24 

had several retirement-aged field employees suffer work-related injuries. These 25 

employees then “retire-out” on worker’s compensation to supplement their retirement, 26 

26 Exhibit SG-4 (Brown), PDF p. 3-4. 
27 Exhibit SG-4 (Brown), PDF p. 4, lines 2-6. 
28 D.24-03-005, PDF p. 32-33. 
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which in-turn increases the Company’s workers’ compensation premiums.29 SGVWC 1 

further states that over the years, San Gabriel’s workers’ compensation loss control 2 

representatives have asked the Company if there is a way to encourage eligible 3 

employees to retire rather than continue to work and use the Company’s expensive 4 

workers’ compensation system to fund their retirement.30 This would suggest that 5 

SGVWC believes the introduction of the RHRA plan will save the Company money by 6 

lowering reliance on worker’s compensation fund and that resulting cost savings would 7 

potentially surpass the cost of the RHRA plan. 8 

Cal Advocates inquired about the list of workers that retired using worker’s 9 

compensation and how it has impacted SGVWC’s premium rates for workers’ 10 

compensation.31 In response, SGVWC provided data for 6 employees, who suffered work 11 

related injuries and a document with the Experience Modification Rate (Mod Rate) for 12 

the past 33 years. Mod Rate is a factor that is developed by examining the insured’s 13 

actual loss history against the expected or average loss experience for the insured’s class 14 

of business. Out of the 6 workers, two sustained injuries between 2012 and 2015, which 15 

SGVWC uses to claim has caused a significant increase in its Mod Rate in 2015, which 16 

subsequently increased the premium rates for worker’s compensation. Analyzing the 17 

Mod Rate document that was provided as part of the data response, the Mod Rates exhibit 18 

a cyclical pattern rather than a consistent linear upward trend. Periods of sharp increases 19 

(e.g., 1993-1995, 2013-2015) are followed by sharp declines (e.g., 2001-2002, 2016-20 

2019). As shown below in Diagram 1-1, the Mod Rate has displayed considerable 21 

volatility over time, indicating that attributing long-term premium increases to a small 22 

number of past injuries may oversimplify the underlying factors causing these 23 

fluctuations.32  24 

29 Exhibit SG-4 (Brown), PDF p. 7, lines 4-7. 
30 Exhibit SG-4 (Brown), PDF p. 7, lines 8-11. 
31 CONFIDENTIAL Data Request No. ZS1-009 (HRA Follow Up), Q.1.a & b. (Attachment 1-3). 
32 Data Request No. ZS1-009 (HRA Plan Follow Up), CONFIDENTIAL ATTACHMENT 1.b. 
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IV. CONCLUSION1 
The Commission should  2 

• Remove ratepayer funding for vacant and unnecessary staff3 
positions.4 

• Adopt an Operating & Maintenance (O&M) budget of $164,5205 
in Test Year 2026-2027.6 

• Adopt an Administrative & General (A&G) budget of7 
$24,959,645 in Test Year 2026-2027.8 

• Reject SGVWC’s funding request of $760,000 in 2025, $738,0009 
in 2026 and $713,000 in 2027 to continue the Health10 
Reimbursement Arrangement plan.11 

• Reject SGVWC’s request for the authorization of a two-way12 
balancing account as part of Special Request #4.13 

14 
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CHAPTER 2  GENERAL OFFICE RATEBASE   1 

I. INTRODUCTION 2 
This chapter addresses SGVWC’s GO Rate Base request for TY 2026-2027.  The 3 

GO division rate base is comprised of assets common to both the LA and FWC divisions, 4 

such as administrative facilities, IT infrastructure, and vehicle fleets. SGVWC’s request 5 

includes five disputed components: 6 

1. Replacement of the General Office Division Administrative7 
Building ($38.5 million budget).8 

2. Vehicle Replacement Program (a total of $1.825 million over 49 
years to address aging fleet and state electrification mandates).10 

3. IT Upgrades (server replacements, system modernizations, and11 
customer service enhancements).12 

4. New Furniture for the proposed administrative building ($1.213 
million budget).14 

5. Include GO Construction Work in Progress (CWIP) in Rate15 
Base.16 

II. SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS17 
The Commission should  18 

• Reject SGVWC’s funding request of $38.5 million to replace the19 
company’s General Division administrative building as SGVWC20 
has not adequately explored alternatives (i.e. purchasing existing21 
properties).22 

• Authorize a vehicle replacement budget of $300,000 in 2025,23 
$310,000 in 2026, $128,000 in 2027 and $330,000 in 2028.24 

• Adjust SGVWC’s IT Upgrades capital budget.25 

• Reject SGVWC’s budget of $1.2 million to acquire new furniture26 
for the General Office administrative building.27 

• Remove CWIP from Rate Base and Adopt an IDC budget of28 
$25,502 for General Office.29 

III. ANALYSIS30 
A. General Office Administrative Building31 
San Gabriel proposes a budget of $38.5 million to replace the company’s General32 

Office Administrative building (Admin Building). This project is San Gabriel’s solution 33 
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to office space shortage at its El Monte office. A similar application was filed more than 1 

a decade ago. The Commission approved a solution that would remodel the existing 2 

office building, which was expected to accommodate San Gabriel’s employees for ten 3 

years as stated in settlement agreement D.11-11-01836. San Gabriel did not propose a new 4 

office building prior to its scheduled 2020/2021 GRC filed in January 2019 pursuant to 5 

D.11-11-018 nor in its subsequent GRC application filled in January 2022. Alternatively,6 

San Gabriel acquired the adjacent lot and constructed two temporary office trailers to 7 

alleviate the space shortage.37  8 

SGVWC proposes its new relocation to take place in Capital Budget Years 2025 9 

through 2028. The project proposes relocating two trailer office buildings, which are 10 

currently housed in an adjacent lot acquired by SGVWC38, to Plant No. 11 site and 11 

constructing a new 32,000 Gross Square Foot (GSF), four-story admin building at the 12 

same location in this rate cycle.39 SGVWC plans to dismantle the trailer office buildings 13 

in Plant No. 11 after the new Admin Building is completed and in service. Phase 1 of the 14 

project is expected to be followed by a Phase 2 request in 2030 GRC to demolish the 15 

existing admin building and construct a new operation and warehouse building in the 16 

same location.40 SGVWC expects these projects will provide enough space needs through 17 

the year 2045. 18 

The existing administrative functions are housed in two (2) buildings, a one-story 19 

building originally designed and constructed circa 1958, and a two-story building, 20 

originally designed and constructed circa 1965. The current setup houses 96 employees41 21 

36 D.11-11-018, Attachment E. 
37 Exhibit SG-13 (Yucelen), Attachment A, PDF p. 4. 
38 Exhibit SG-13 (Yucelen), Attachment A, PDF p. 4. 
39 Exhibit SG-13 (Yucelen), Attachment A, PDF p. 10. 
40 Exhibit SG-13 (Yucelen), Attachment A, PDF p. 11. 
41 Supplemental Response to Data Request No. ZS1-001 (General Division Administrative Building), 
Q1.b, ZS1-001 Attachment 1.b.xlsx. 
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in the GO facilities with 173 standard parking spaces shared among them.42 The existing 1 

building area is approximately 23,400 GSF43 out of which the main building and field 2 

office building are approximately 20,860 GSF. 3 

1. The cost of the project is not reasonable4 
SGVWC requests a budget of $38.5 million for the years 2025 through 2028 for 5 

this project. This budget was considered as the final recommended option after a study 6 

was conducted which evaluated six options of varying costs and construction options.44 7 

The cost per square foot for the budget presented by SGVWC is $1,203 per square 8 

foot.45 Cal Advocates analyzed the average cost of commercial real estate construction 9 

throughout the USA and specifically in Western USA and compared the pricing 10 

differences. Below are some examples of construction costs/per square foot: 11 

o Claris Design Build (2025) ~ $557-730/SF: Claris Design Build12 
is an award-winning real estate construction company based in13 
Connecticut. Claris specializes in architecture, engineering and14 
commercial construction. Market segments include auto15 
dealerships, non-profit organizations, healthcare, recreation,16 
manufacturing, distribution and industrial.4617 

o Home Guide Regional Market Data ~$380-850/SF: Home Guide18 
is a popular blog site that publishes updates connecting19 
homeowners and construction professionals.4720 

o Cushman & Wakefield Guide ~$80-86/SF: Cushman &21 
Wakefield is a global commercial real estate services firm with22 
over 100 years of experience, employing approximately 52,00023 
professionals across 400 offices in 60 countries. The company24 

42 Exhibit SG-13 (Yucelen), Attachment A, PDF p. 151. 
43 Exhibit SG-13 (Yucelen), Attachment A, PDF p. 151. 
44 Exhibit SG-13 (Yucelen), Attachment A, SAN GABRIEL VALLEY WATER COMPANY MASTER 
SPACE PLAN - ANALYSIS OF OPERATIONAL SPACE REQUIREMENTS FOR INTERIORS AND 
BUILDING SITES (prepared by MASBUILD, INC.) - PDF pages 154-161. 
45 Cost of building ÷ Square Feet to be built = $38,500,000 ÷ 32,000 = $1203.125/SF. 
46 [2025 UPDATE] Commercial Construction Cost per Square Foot in the US - Claris Design Build, 
(Accessed on 5/30/2025). (Attachment 2-1). 
47 How Much Does Commercial Construction Cost Per Square Foot? (2025) (Accessed on 5/30/2025) 
(Attachment 2-2). 
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provides a wide range of services, including agency leasing, 1 
global occupier services, asset services, investment management, 2 
capital markets, project and development services, facility 3 
services, tenant representation, and valuation & advisory.48 4 

5 
SGVWC's $1,203/SF cost exceeds all benchmark data provided in the above 6 

sources. For none of these sources the construction cost per square foot exceeds 7 

$1,000/SF. In fact, the highest shown among these sources is $850/SF which is estimated 8 

to be a high-end construction cost. The Commission should reject SGVWC’s inflated 9 

pricing estimate for its new building as it lacks proper justification. 10 

2. Oversized building and parking capacity11 

San Gabriel states that the current administrative locations house 96 employees,49 12 

and includes173 standard parking spaces shared among them.50 The MASBUILD, INC  13 

study commissioned by SGVWC states that the parking issue is being managed by the 14 

addition of the lot (located at the corner of New Deal Avenue and Garvey Avenue) and 15 

by a practice that allows certain on-call staff to take their car/truck to their home at 16 

night.51 Others employees drive their personal car to the office, park their car then check 17 

out a company vehicle, requiring two parking spaces for one person.  18 

To resolve its spacing and parking issues, SGVWC proposes a significantly 19 

oversized future building and a parking space allocation that will have vehicle parking 20 

requirement of 250.52 Even if all the APPROVED/OPEN and NEW positions in General 21 

Division, LA Division and Fontana Division are fulfilled the company will have a head 22 

48 2025 Industrial Construction Cost Guide, PDF page 30. (Accessed on 5/30/2025). (Attachment 2-3). 
49 Supplemental Response to Data Request No. ZS1-001 (General Division Administrative Building), 
Q1.b, ZS1-001 Attachment 1.b.xlsx. 
50 Exhibit SG-13 (Yucelen), Attachment A, PDF p. 151. 
51 Exhibit SG-13 (Yucelen), Attachment A, PDF p. 149. 
52 Exhibit SG-13 (Yucelen), Attachment A, PDF p. 153. 
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count of 301.53 SGVWC’s own Minimum Data Requirements shows a 0% increase in 1 

employees for TY 2026-2027 in General Office54. 2 

3. Failure to consider property acquisition as a cost-3 
effective alternative4 

The MASBUILD, INC., evaluated several construction-focused options for the 5 

SGVWC’s building needs in its study, including:   6 

1. Retrofit Existing Buildings Only ($25 million),7 
2. Lease Separate Buildings and Construct Tenant Improvements8 

($36 million - $39 million),9 
3. Acquire Land at a New Location and Construct New Office10 

Buildings. ($30 million for land acquisition and $30 million for11 
construction)12 

However, the study did not consider the option to acquire a similar size property in 13 

a nearby location. Despite proposing a $38.5 million budget for its chosen options, 14 

SGVWC overlooked a comparable nearby facility that could accommodate its GO 15 

employees while still supporting its operations. Cal Advocates identified a similar Office 16 

Building that can accommodate SGVWC current operational requirements with minimal 17 

renovations at a significantly lower cost of $15 million.55 This represents a potential 18 

saving of $23.5 million compared to new construction.  Purchasing an existing building 19 

should have been an option that SGVWC analyzed. SGVWC should explore all feasible 20 

options before it proceeds with its proposed $38.5 million project.  21 

53 GRCWorkpapers - 2025 (FORMAL APPLICATION), Tab PR4. 
54 Exhibit SG-4 (Reiker) APPENDIX A - MINIMUM DATA REQUIREMENTS, PDF p. 44. 
55 3810 Durbin St, Irwindale, CA 91706 - Office for Lease | LoopNet (Accessed on 5/30/2025) 
(Attachment 2-4). 
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4. High level budget estimate1 
SGVWC’s proposed budget includes a base cost of $25 million with $10 million 2 

in adders and multipliers such as construction management cost, administrative overhead 3 

(19.6%) and contingency (10%).56  4 

Additionally, SGVWC’s cost estimate is inconsistent when comparing its proposal 5 

with MASBUILD, INC’s earlier estimate.  MASBUILD, INC. provided a high-level cost 6 

estimate of $28.3 million for a larger 49,561 GSF facility ($571/SF), while SGVWC’s 7 

current proposal is $38.5 million for a smaller 38,000 GSF facility ($1,013/SF).  8 

SGVWC’s proposal represents a 77% increase in cost per square foot compared to 9 

MASBUILD, INC’s option, without any proper justification of how these costs were 10 

derived.  11 

The Commission should deny SGVWC’s $38 million budget request to replace the 12 

company’s General Office administrative building as it has not adequately explored other 13 

existing solutions and prepared a reasonable and well-supported budget for its new office 14 

building. 15 

B. Vehicle Replacement Program16 
SGVWC requested a budget of $425,000 in 20205, $445,000 in 2026, $465,000 in17 

2027 and $490,000 in 2028 to purchase new vehicles to support field operations and 18 

replace outdated transportation equipment. This includes the acquisition of electric 19 

vehicles (“EVs”) to meet California’s state electrification requirements. The Commission 20 

should authorize a budget of $300,000 in 2025, $310,000 in 2026, $128,000 in 2027 and 21 

$330,000 in 2028, consistent with the testimony of Cal Advocates’ witness Meghan 22 

Tosney.57   23 

56 Exhibit SG-13 (Yucelen), Attachment A, PDF p. 199. 
57  Cal Advocates Report and Recommendations on Capital Projects, Historic Rate Base, Utility Plant, 
Depreciation, and Rate Base, Chapter 9. 



2-7

C. IT Upgrades Capital Budget1 
SGVWC requested a budget of $200,000 in 2025, $25,000 in 2026, $550,000 in2 

2027, and $280,000 in 2028 to replace network servers and storage space due to end of 3 

life. The Commission should approve a budget of $200,000 in 2025, $25,000 in 2026, 4 

$537,000 in 2027, and $279,000 in 2028 for this project which reflects removal of 5 

contingency factors.58,59 6 

SGVWC requested a budget of $350,000 in 2026 to make enhancements to its 7 

Customer Information System. The Commission should approve a budget of $328,675 in 8 

2026 which reflects the removal of contingency factors. 9 

SGVWC requested a budget of $50,000 in 2025, $350,000 in 2026, and $550,000 10 

in 2027 to modernize its technologies within the General Office which the Commission 11 

should approve for this project. 12 

SGVWC requested a budget of $350,000 in 2025 to upgrade its phone systems. 13 

The Commission should approve $318,550 in 2025which reflects removal of contingency 14 

factors. 15 

D. Furniture for New Admin Building16 
SGVWC requested a budget of $25,000 in 2025, $25,000 in 2026, $144,000 in17 

2027 and $1,000,000 in 2028 to acquire new furniture for its proposed new Admin 18 

Building. As recommended in Section III. A of this chapter, the Commission should not 19 

authorize ratepayer funding for the new Admin Building at this time. Therefore, the 20 

Commission should remove the total budget of $1,194,000 for the new office furniture. 21 

E. Interest During Construction (IDC)22 
The Commission should adopt an IDC budget of $25,502 for General Office.23 

SGVWC has proposed including Construction Work in Progress (CWIP) in rate base; 24 

however, IDC should be adopted as a more reasonable alternative benefiting ratepayer. 25 

58 Decision 24-03-042, pp. 24-27. 
59 Cal Advocates Report and Recommendations on Capital Projects, Historic Rate Base, Utility Plant, 
Depreciation, and Rate Base, Chapter 3.III.A. 
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CWIP projects are not used and useful and therefore it is unreasonable for utilities to earn 1 

a profit on these costs. In lieu of CWIP, utilities should budget for IDC which better 2 

reflects the actual cost of short-term financing that utilities may utilize during project 3 

construction, without providing an unreasonable return on assets that are not used and 4 

useful. As further described in Cal Advocates' testimony on IDC by Meghan Tosney60 5 

and Andrew Rubang61, IDC costs should be forecasted at $25,502 for General Office. 6 

IV. CONCLUSION7 
The Commission should adopt these crucial recommendations to ensure the 8 

financial prudence and operational efficiency of the San Gabriel Valley Water Company 9 

(SGVWC). 10 

First and foremost, the Commission must reject SGVWC’s exorbitant funding 11 

request of $38.5 million for a new General Division administrative building. SGVWC has 12 

failed to adequately explore more economic alternatives, such as purchasing existing 13 

properties, which would undoubtedly save ratepayers a substantial sum. 14 

Secondly, a carefully considered vehicle replacement budget is essential for 15 

maintaining SGVWC's operational capacity. The Commission should authorize a budget 16 

of $300,000 in 2025, $310,000 in 2026, $128,000 in 2027, and $330,000 in 2028.  17 

Furthermore, it is imperative to adjust SGVWC’s IT Upgrades capital budget. A 18 

thorough review will ensure that investments in technology are strategic, cost-effective, 19 

and directly beneficial to the company's operations and, by extension, its customers. 20 

The Commission should also reject SGVWC’s budget of $1.2 million to acquire 21 

new furniture for the General Office administrative building. 22 

Finally, to accurately reflect the true cost of service and prevent ratepayers from 23 

shouldering unnecessary financial burdens, the Commission should remove Construction 24 

Work in Progress (CWIP) from the Rate Base. Concurrently, an Interest During 25 

60  Cal Advocates Report and Recommendations on Capital Projects, Historic Rate Base, Utility Plant, 
Depreciation, and Rate Base, Chapter 11. 
61 Report on Construction Work-In Progress and Balancing & Memorandum Accounts, Chapter 1. 



2-9

Construction (IDC) budget of $25,502 for the General Office should be adopted, 1 

providing a more appropriate mechanism for accounting for project financing. 2 

3 





3-1

CHAPTER 3 GENERAL OFFICE COST ALLOCATION   1 

I. INTRODUCTION  2 
This chapter presents the analyses and recommendations for SGVWC’s GO cost 3 

allocation request.  GO division’s operating expenses are developed and allocated to the 4 

two ratemaking divisions by applying the four-factor rates. 5 

II. SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS6 
The Commission should adopt SGVWC’s general office cost allocation 7 

methodologies.  8 

III. ANALYSIS9 
A. Allocation of Administrative Salaries and Other Costs to10 

Affiliated Companies11 
SGVWC has four affiliated companies to which it attributes administrative 12 

salaries.  Corporate officers and support personnel record their time spent on affiliate 13 

matters and monthly time sheets for these employees are accumulated.62  An invoice is 14 

prepared for each affiliate, based on each employee’s hourly rate multiplied by their time 15 

spent, plus and additional rate for their fringe benefits,63 plus a further 10% addition for 16 

overhead.64  If the employee is an officer of the Company, an additional 15% is added in 17 

addition to other charges, otherwise an additional 5% is added in compliance with D.12-18 

01-042; R.09-04-012.6519 

SGVWC conducted an Overhead Allocation Study of Costs Attributable to 20 

Services Provided to Affiliated Companies in a September 2024 study.66  The study 21 

evaluated the adequacy of SGVWC’s overhead rate applied for recovery of its overhead 22 

62 Exhibit SG-5 (Harris), p. 5. 
63 Fringe benefits are calculated after SGVWC’s books are closed. 
64 Exhibit SG-5 (Harris), p. 5. 
65 Exhibit SG-5 (Harris), p. 5. 
66 Exhibit SG-5 (Harris), Attachment E, Overhead Allocation Study of Costs Attributable to Services 
Provided to Affiliated Companies. 
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costs associated with services it provides to its affiliated companies and found that 1 

SGVWC’s allocation of costs to affiliates is more than adequate and no revision to the 2 

overhead rate is required at this time.67  The method and rate used to allocate overhead 3 

costs to affiliated companies is designed so that the amount is reasonable and supporting 4 

entries readily show the nature, amount and account ultimately charged.68 5 

B. Four-Factor Allocation6 
The Commission should adopt the four-factor rate, developed from recorded 20237 

data.  The GO division operating expenses are generally allocable to the two ratemaking 8 

divisions (LA and FWC) on a four-factor basis.  The four factors, each given equal 9 

weight, are as follows: 10 

a. Number of active service connections.11 
b. Direct payroll expenses.12 
c. Direct operating expenses excluding uncollectible, general13 

expenses, depreciation, and taxes.14 
d. Gross utility plant, less intangibles and plant common to all15 

divisions.16 

67 Exhibit SG-5 (Harris), Attachment E, Overhead Allocation Study of Costs Attributable to Services 
Provided to Affiliated Companies, p. 18. 
68 Exhibit SG-5 (Harris), Attachment E, Overhead Allocation Study of Costs Attributable to Services 
Provided to Affiliated Companies, p. 17. 
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Table 3-1: Four-factor rates and similar capital additions691 

2 

V. CONCLUSION  3 
The Commission should adopt SGVWC’s GO cost allocation methodologies.4 

69 Exhibit SG-1 (General Division), p. 4-1. 
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CHAPTER 4 TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 1 

I. INTRODUCTION 2 
This chapter presents analysis and recommendations relating to Taxes Other Than 3 

Income.  Taxes Other Than Income are comprised of: (1) payroll taxes, and (2) ad 4 

valorem, or property taxes.  Payroll taxes are comprised of (1) Federal Insurance 5 

Contribution Act (FICA); (2) Federal Unemployment Insurance (FUI); and (3) State 6 

Unemployment Insurance (SUI).  Income taxes are discussed in Chapter 5.  7 

Cal Advocates and SGVWC generally do not differ in methodologies employed to 8 

forecast Taxes Other Than Income.  The differences in total estimated taxes are largely 9 

due to differences in plant additions. 10 

II. SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS11 
The Commission should adopt Cal Advocates’ estimates of Taxes Other Than 12 

Income.  The Commission should use the following parameters to calculate Test Year 13 

and Escalation Year Taxes Other Than Income: 14 

a. SGVWC’s use of effective payroll tax rates and wage bases to15 
forecast payroll taxes are reasonable and should be applied in16 
estimating payroll tax expense.17 

b. SGVWC’s ad valorem tax expense methodologies are reasonable18 
and should be applied in estimating property taxes.  Any19 
differences between SGVWC and Cal Advocates are due to20 
differences in the Test Year estimate of plant levels.21 

III. ANALYSIS22 
A. Payroll Taxes23 
Payroll taxes are estimated based upon the applicable tax rates and minimum wage24 

bases applied to forecasted payroll levels.  The applicable rate for each of the taxes is 25 

applied to each employee’s estimated salary up to the maximum taxable limit. 26 

SGVWC and Cal Advocates both use the FICA rate of 6.2% in the TY applicable 27 

to the estimated FICA wage base of $174,900 in 2026 and $183,800 in 2027.  In addition, 28 

total FICA also includes 1.45% of each employee’s total annual wages for the Medicare 29 

component of FICA.  SGVWC’s forecast of the FICA (6.2%) wage base for 2026 and 30 
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2027 is consistent with the historical five-year average increases by the Social Security 1 

Administration.  The 1.45% Medicare component does not have a maximum wage cap. 2 

The maximum taxable wage base for both FUI and SU taxes is the first $7,000 of 3 

each employee’s annual wages and is not forecasted to change.  SGVWC and Cal 4 

Advocates both use 0.6% as the FUI tax rate and 1.7% as the SUI tax rate because both 5 

rates are consistent with historical actual tax rates.  6 

B. Ad Valorem Taxes7 
SGVWC bases its estimate for property taxes on historical County Assessor8 

valuations and the underlying methodologies applied to estimate plan additions in the 9 

Test Year.  The forecasted tax is based on a calculated average effective tax rate applied 10 

to forecasted (net) plant investment.  Plant in service is reduced by intangibles, advances 11 

and contributions for construction, and deferred income taxes. 12 

SGVWC’s method of estimating ad valorem taxes for the Test Year is reasonable.  13 

The differences between SGVWC and Cal Advocates’ estimate of Ad Valorem Taxes is 14 

due to differences in forecasted plant estimates. 15 

IV. CONCLUSION16 
The Commission should adopt Cal Advocates’ Test Year estimates of Taxes Other 17 

Than Income.  Cal Advocates and SGVWC generally do not differ regarding 18 

methodologies employed to forecast Taxes Other Than Income.  The differences in total 19 

estimated taxes are largely due to differences in forecasts for plant additions. 20 
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CHAPTER 5 INCOME TAX CALCULATION 1 

I. INTRODUCTION 2 
This chapter presents the analysis and recommendations of the Public Advocates 3 

Office (Cal Advocates) relating to regulated income tax expenses in Los Angeles and 4 

Fontana Division of SGVWC Valley Water Company’s (SGVWC).  Regulated income 5 

tax expense is comprised of federal income taxes (FIT), and California Corporate 6 

Franchise Taxes (CCFT). 7 

Cal Advocates and SGVWC generally do not differ on the methodologies 8 

employed to forecast regulated income tax expenses.  SGVWC has accounted for the 9 

impact of the 2017 Tax Cuts and Jobs Act (TCJA).  Any differences in total estimated 10 

income taxes are due to differences in forecasted operating revenues, expenses, and plant 11 

additions. 12 

Cal Advocates’ Results of Operations table summarizes the differences in 13 

estimates between Cal Advocates and SGVWC.   14 

II. SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS15 
The Commission should adopt Cal Advocates' estimates for FIT and CCFT for the 16 

Test Year as reflected in Cal Advocates Results of Operation table. The Commission 17 

should use the following parameters to determine the Test Year and Escalation Year 18 

income tax expense: 19 

a. The corporate tax rate of 21% should be used to compute FIT20 
and the net-to-gross multiplier.  The state corporate income21 
tax rate of 8.84% should be used to compute CCFT and the22 
net-to-gross multiplier.  For estimating income tax expenses,23 
both Cal Advocates and SGVWC used this tax rate.24 

b. The FIT rate of 21% should be used to revalue accumulated25 
deferred income taxes (ADIT) to be deducted from the rate26 
base.  Both Cal Advocates and SGVWC used this tax rate to27 
revalue ADIT in accordance with the TCJA.28 

c. Excess Accumulated Deferred Income Taxes (Excess ADIT)29 
resulting from the reduction in the FIT rate from 35% to 21%30 
should be recognized and accounted for as a direct reduction31 
FIT expense. The accounting of Excess ADIT should be32 
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consistent with the normalization requirements of the TCJA 1 
which SGVWC has employed.70 2 

d. All federal and state tax timing differences should be flowed3 
through to ratepayers to the extent allowed by Commission4 
policy, and federal and state tax laws.5 

III. ANALYSIS6 
The following section provides an overview of regulated income tax expenses and 7 

discusses certain specific tax deductions, credits, and other tax policy issues used to 8 

determine taxable income for ratemaking purposes.71 9 

Income tax expense reflects the cost of service and is in this way like any other 10 

expense in a GRC proceeding.  Estimating income tax expense is unique however, 11 

because in addition to reviewing historical payments, objective projection criteria must be 12 

applied to estimate the Test Year tax expense.  Income tax expense is a mixture of 13 

projected taxable income streams, booked expenses, tax credits, and special tax 14 

deductions, calculated within the contexts of real-world tax laws and regulatory tax 15 

policies.72  16 

A. Basis for Regulated Tax Expense17 
While the mathematical model used to calculate tax expense is seemingly18 

unambiguous, the underlying accounting conventions, applicable tax rates, and the 19 

determination of what constitutes allowable deductions are necessarily a function of 20 

current FIT and CCFT tax laws, including new laws expected to affect the Test Year. 21 

70 The Excess ADIT amounts consisted of 2 components; (a) the accumulated amortization of EDIT from 
January 2018 through June 2020 (including interest) which is fully amortized, and (b) the ongoing 
amortization of Excess ADIT commencing with the Test Year beginning July 1, 2020. Ongoing 
amortization of Excess ADIT has two sub-components; and (1) an “unprotected” portion not subject to 
the IRC’s normalization rules and it is already amortized, and (2) the “protected” portion, to which the 
Internal Revenue Code’s (“IRC”) normalization rules apply, which SGVWC is still amortizing. 
71 Unless otherwise noted, all discussions apply equally to both federal and state tax expenses. 
72 Tax expense also includes taxes that are a function of the payment of employee compensation, (payroll 
taxes), and the ownership of plant and property (ad valorem taxes). This category of taxes is referred to as 
Taxes Other Than Income. 
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Forecasted tax expense is based on adopted regulatory tax policy as determined by 1 

numerous Commission decisions, and the Cal Advocates' recommended tax policies.  2 

These decisions and policies should be considered when reviewing SGVWC's tax 3 

expense. 4 

Much of the Commission’s existing tax policy was established in D.84-05-03673 5 

and then with numerous subsequent decisions.74,75  Cal Advocates’ goal is to achieve the 6 

lowest possible rate for service consistent with reliable and safe levels of service.76 As 7 

this applies to taxes, the goal is to minimize regulated tax expense to the extent possible, 8 

which in turn minimizes revenue requirements for taxes.  Another way to articulate this 9 

goal is that the Test Year’s income tax expense estimate should reflect, to the extent 10 

possible, the current (Test Year) deduction of expenses in which there is a book/tax 11 

timing difference. The Commission should continue to promote policies that result in the 12 

Test Year tax estimate reflecting, to the extent possible, the flow-through of forecasted 13 

expenditures.77  14 

B. FIT Deduction for Prior Year’s CCFT15 
For FIT purposes, the amount of CCFT allowed as a deduction by the Internal16 

Revenue Service (IRS) is the CCFT liability of the prior year. This creates a timing 17 

difference between when the payment of the CCFT is made and when it is allowed as a 18 

tax deduction. D.17-06-008 requires that the prior-year last Commission adopted CCFT 19 

amount be used as the deduction for CCFT for ratemaking purposes to arrive at FIT 20 

73 D.84-05-036 adopted ratemaking policy for a variety of tax issues. 
74 D.87-09-026 authorized various ratemaking methods that utilities may adopt to recover the federal tax 
imposed upon CIAC pursuant to the Tax Reform Act of 1986. D.88-01-061 adopted ratemaking policies 
for a variety of tax issues. 
75 See D.84-05-036, discussion at Section I, pgs. 32-33a. The Commission refused to adopt additional 
normalization requirements beyond those required for depreciation. 
76 Public Utilities Code §309.5. 
77 The Cal Advocates' ability to flow-through certain tax deductions and benefits is limited by Income Tax 
Normalization requirements of the Internal Revenue Code, as well as tax policy, established in  
D.84-05-036.
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taxable income in the Test Year.78 Cal Advocates and SGVWC agree with this 1 

methodology. 2 

C. Deferred Income Taxes and Excess Accumulated3 
Deferred Income Taxes and the TCJA4 

The reduction in the FIT rate from 35% to 21% created Excess ADIT, which is the 5 

portion of deferred income taxes that ratepayers funded in rates, before the reduction in 6 

the FIT. The reduction in the corporate income tax rate requires utilities to revalue 7 

current deferred income taxes (DIT) at the 21% rate because the lower rate decreases the 8 

Utilities’ federal tax liabilities in the future. As a result, deferred tax reserves are more 9 

than the utility’s federal tax liabilities thus creating “Excess” ADIT.  10 

As defined in Section 13001(d)(3)(A) of TCJA, the Excess ADIT is the difference 11 

between the recorded accumulated deferred federal income tax (ADFIT) and the revalued 12 

amount of the ADFIT after the federal income tax rate changed. Section 13001(d)(3)(A) 13 

of TCJA defines excess tax reserve as follows: 14 

the term ‘‘excess tax reserve’’ means the excess of— (i) the reserve 15 
for deferred taxes (as described in section 168(i)(9)(A)(ii) of the 16 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986) as of the day before the corporate 17 
rate reductions provided in the amendments made by this section 18 
take effect, over (ii) the amount which would be the balance in such 19 
reserve if the amount of such reserve were determined by assuming 20 
that the corporate rate reductions provided in this Act were in effect 21 
for all prior periods. 22 

The ADFIT before revaluation represents the amount SGVWC already collected 23 

from ratepayers in prior years to pay future federal income taxes. SGVWC revalued its 24 

ADFIT amount to reflect the new 21% FIT tax rate in accordance with this provision of 25 

TCJA. The difference between these two will provide the Excess ADIT amount. For 26 

78 However, in some cases, the current or Test Year estimated CCFT amount may be used as a Test Year 
FIT deduction. This is particularly true when there is no firm prior year’s payment information or the 
prior year’s amount is merely an estimate based on progressive annual estimates or when there is simply 
no “last adopted” CCFT amount. In D.89-11-058, the Commission agreed with the Cal Advocates’ 
position that the Test Year CCFT amount may also be used as a convenient approximation for the prior 
year’s CCFT expense in the calculation of the Test Year FIT. The Commission explained that this is done 
to avoid preparing a complete summary of earnings for the prior year 
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ratemaking purposes and to ensure that excess reserves are returned to ratepayers, 1 

SGVWC accurately recognized and accounted for Excess ADIT as a regulatory liability.  2 

The Excess ADIT amounts consisted of two components:79 (a) the accumulated 3 

amortization of Excess EDIT from January 2018 through June 2020 (including interest) 4 

which is fully amortized, and (b) the ongoing amortization of Excess ADIT commencing 5 

with the Test Year beginning July 1, 2020.  Ongoing amortization of Excess ADIT has 6 

two sub-components; and (1) an “unprotected” portion not subject to the Internal 7 

Revenue Code’s (IRC’s) normalization rules and it is already amortized,80 and (2) the 8 

“protected” portion, to which the IRC normalization rules apply, which SGVWC is still 9 

amortizing. The Cal Advocates agrees with this methodology.  10 

D. Interest Expense11 
For FIT purposes, Cal Advocates and SGVWC estimated interest expense by12 

applying the weighted average cost of long-term debt from SGVWC’s capital structure to 13 

the total rate base. Differences in the total amount of interest expense deductible for 14 

regulated income tax purposes are, therefore, the result of differing rate base estimates 15 

between SGVWC and Cal Advocates. 16 

There are two normalization options to amortize ITC for regulated tax purposes 17 

for Public Utility corporations. Under Option One, the tax benefits of investment tax 18 

credit (ITC) are flowed through to ratepayers by deducting deferred ITC from the rate 19 

base. As each year passes, the deferred ITC balance decreases, thereby proportionally 20 

restoring the rate base over the book life of the plant that generated it. Under Option Two, 21 

the tax benefits of ITC are proportionally flowed through as a direct reduction to 22 

estimated FIT. 23 

79 Exhibit SG-4 (Reiker), PDF pp. 47-48. 
80 Excess ADIT stemming from other tax benefits such as the “Repairs Regulations” are not subject to the 
normalization rules. These deferred taxes are commonly referred to as “Unprotected.” The TCJA does not 
provide for rules for amortizing Excess ADIT on Unprotected balances; this is left up to the regulatory 
agency. 
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The unamortized deferred investment tax credit (ITC) balance was deducted from 1 

the rate base for this calculation because SGVWC is an Option One company. The 2 

method of “interest synchronization” that normally results in a higher interest deduction, 3 

and therefore, a lower regulated FIT expense, does not apply to SGVWC because of how 4 

SGVWC treats unamortized Investment Tax Credit (Option One).  For CCFT purposes, 5 

Cal Advocates and SGVWC also deducted the unamortized ITC from the rate base before 6 

applying the same debt cost factor. 7 

E. Investment Tax Credit (ITC)8 
As discussed above, public utilities can select either of these two normalization9 

options to amortize ITC for regulated tax purposes.  Cal Advocates does not have a 10 

policy preference as to which option is used. 11 

SGVWC uses Option One.  This means the FIT expense was not reduced directly 12 

by the annual amortization of ITC.  Instead, amortized ITC reduced the rate base.81 The 13 

Cal Advocates accept SGVWC’s methodology.  14 

IV. CONCLUSION15 
Cal Advocates and SGVWC have no methodological differences for computing 16 

regulated tax expenses. Any differences are due to different estimates for revenues, 17 

operating expenses, and plant additions. The Commission should adopt Cal Advocates' 18 

estimates for tax expense as reflected in Cal Advocates Results of Operation table. 19 

81 Under current federal tax law, ITC must be amortized over the life of the underlying plant when 
estimating regulated federal income tax expense. Generally, this method of normalizing ITC applies to 
plant placed in service after 1980. 
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QUALIFICATIONS AND PREPARED TESTIMONY 1 
OF 2 

ZAVED SARKAR 3 
4 

Q.1  Please state your name and address.5 

A.1  My name is Zaved Sarkar, and my business address is 505 Van Ness Avenue, San6 

Francisco, CA 94102  7 

8 
Q.2  By whom are you employed and what is your job title?9 

A.2  I am employed by the Public Advocates Office – Water Branch and my job title is10 

Utilities Engineer. 11 

12 
Q.3  Please describe your educational and professional experience.13 

A.3  I received a Bachelor of Science Degree in Electrical and Electronic Engineering14 

from the American International University – Bangladesh (AIUB) in 2010. I also 15 

earned a Master of Science Degree in Electrical and Electronic Engineering from 16 

California State University, Sacramento in 2019. I have been with the Public 17 

Advocates Office – Water Branch since October of 2017. 18 

19 
Q.4  What is your area of responsibility in this proceeding?20 

A.4  I am responsible for the preparation of Cal Advocates’ testimony on General21 

Office’s expenses, rate base and cost allocations, and Taxes other than Income.  22 

23 
Q.5  Does that complete your prepared testimony?24 

A.5  Yes, it does.25 

26 
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Attachment 2-2: How Much Does Commercial Construction Cost Per Square Foot? 
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Attachment 2-3: 2025 Industrial Construction Cost Guide, PDF page 30. 
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